CASE FOR DEMOCRATIC SOCIALISM:
A large number of Socialists, in the present day, are disciples of Karl Marx, from whom they have taken over the belief that the only possible political force by which socialism can be brought about, is the anger felt by the dispossessed proletariat against the owners of the means of production.
By an inevitable reaction, those who are not proletarians, have decided, with comparatively few exceptions, that socialism is something to be resisted; and when they hear the class--war being preached by those who proclaim themselves their enemies, they naturally feel inclined to begin the war themselves while they still hold the power.
Fascism  is a retort to communism, and a very formidable retort. So long as socialism is preached in Marxist terms, it rouses such powerful antagonism that its success, in developed western countries, becomes daily more improbable.
It would, of course, have aroused opposition from the rich in any case, but the opposition would be less fierce and less widespread. For my part, while I am as convinced a socialist as the most ardent Marxist, I do not regard socialism as a gospel of proletarian revenge, nor even, primarily, as a means of securing economic justice. I regard it primarily as an adjustment to machine production demanded by considerations of common sense and calculated to increase the happiness not only of proletarians, but of all except a tiny minority of the human race.
If this cannot now be realised without a violent upheaval, this is to be attributed largely to the violence of its advocates. But I still have some hope that a saner advocacy may soften the opposition, and make a less catastrophic transition possible.
Let us begin by a definition of socialism. The definition consists of two parts, economic and political. The economic part consists in state ownership of ultimate economic power, which as a minimum involves, land and minerals, capital, banking, credit and foreign trade.
Marx himself, and practically all socialists before 1918, would have agreed to this part of the definition without question, but since the Bolsheviks dissolved the Russian Constituent Assembly, a different doctrine has grown up, according to which, when a socialist government has achieved success by revolution, only it's most ardent supporters are to have political power.
It must be admitted that after a civil war, it is not always possible to enfranchise the vanquished immediately, but, in so far as this is the case, it is not possible to establish socialism immediately. A socialist government which has carried out the economic part of socialism will not have completed its task until it has secured enough popular support to make democratic government possible. The necessity of democracy is evident.
Unless there is popular control, there can be no reason to expect the state to conduct its economic enterprises except for its own enrichment, and therefore, exploitation will merely take a new form.
Democracy, accordingly, must be accepted as part of the definition of a socialist government. With regard to the economic part of the definition, some further elucidation is necessary, since there are forms of private enterprise which some would consider compatible with socialism while others would hold the opposite view.
Economic power over other human beings must not belong to a handful of individuals, but such private property as does not confer economic power may survive.
The advantages to be expected from the establishment of socialism, supposing this to 'be possible without a devastating revolutionary war, are of many different kinds, and are by no means confined to the wage earning class
I am far from confident that all or any of these advantages would result from the victory of a socialist party in a long and difficult class conflict, which would exacerbate tempers, bring to the fore a ruthless militaristic type, waste by death or exile or imprisonment the talents of many valuable experts, and give to the victorious government a barrack--room type of mentality.
The merits which I shall claim for socialism all presuppose that it will have been brought about by persuasion and that such force as may be necessary will consist only of the defeat of small bands of malcontents.
I am persuaded that, if socialist propaganda were conducted with less hate and bitterness, appealing not to envy but to the obvious need of economic organisation, the task of persuasion would be enormously facilitated.
And the need for force correspondingly diminished. I deprecate the appeal to force, except in defence of what, through persuasion, has become legally established because:
a) It is likely to fail,
b) The struggle must be disastrously destructive, and
c) The victors, after an obstinate fight, are likely to have forgotten their original objectives, and to institute something quite different, probably a military tyranny.
I presuppose therefore as a condition for successful socialism, the peaceful persuasion of a majority to acceptance of its doctrines.
I shall put a number of arguments in favour of socialism, none of them new, and not all of equal importance. The list could be indefinitely lengthened, but I think these several should suffice to show that it is not a gospel for one class only.
PROFIT MOTIVE:
The men who are thrown out of employment are no   longer creating anything that serves human   needs,   and   the   community   is   impoverished   to   the   extent   of   whatever   is   spent on keeping them from starvation. The men being dependent on unemployment or supplementary benefit   instead   of   wages   spend   much   less   than   formerly and therefore   cause   more unemployment among those who make the goods which formerly they bought.
And so the original miscalculation as to the number of goods that I could sell at a profit produces gradually widening circles of unemployment, with accompanying diminution of demand.
As for me, I am tethered to my expensive machinery, which has probably absorbed all my capital and credit; this makes it impossible for me to turn from manufacturing one type of goods to some more prosperous industry.
There is a further very important reason for the failure of the profit motive in the present day, and that is the failure of scarcity.
It often happens that goods of a certain kind can be produced in enormous quantities at a cheaper rate than on a more modest scale.
In that case, it may be that the most economic mode of production would be to have only one factory for each of these kinds of goods, in the whole world. But as this state of affairs has come about gradually, there are in fact many factories. Each knows that if it were alone in the world, it could supply everybody and make a large profit, but as it is, there are competitors, no one is working up to full capacity, and therefore no one is making a secure profit.
This leads to economic imperialism, since the only possibility of profit lies in the exclusive control of some huge market.
Meanwhile, the weaker competitors go under, and the larger units, the greater the dislocation when one of them closes down. Competition leads to so much being produced that it cannot be sold at a profit, but the reduction in the supply is unduly slow, since where there is much expensive machinery, it may be less disastrous to produce for a term of years at a loss than not to produce at all.
All these confusions and dislocations result from leaving modem large-scale industry to be directed by the motive of private profit.
LEISURE:
Owing to the productivity of machines, much less work than was formerly necessary is now needed to maintain a tolerable standard of comfort in the human race.
At present, owing to the operation of the profit motive, leisure cannot be distributed evenly; some are overworked, while others are wholly unemployed. This results as follows:
The value of the wage-earner to the employer depends upon the amount of work he does, which so long as the hours do not exceed seven or eight, is supposed by the employer to be proportional to the length of the working day.
The wage-earner, on the other hand, prefers a rather long day at good wages to a very short one at much lower wages. Hence it suits both parties to have a long working day, leaving those who, in consequence, are unemployed to starve or to be cared for by the public authorities at the public expense.
Since the majority of the human race does not, at present, reach a reasonable level of material comfort, an average of less than four hour's work a day wisely directed, would suffice to produce what is now produced in the way of necessities and simple comforts.
ECONOMIC SECURITY:
In the present state of the world, not only are many people destitute, but the majority of those who are not haunted by a perfectly reasonable fear that they may become so at any moment. Wage-earners have a constant fear of unemployment, business men, even those reputed to be very rich, know that the loss of all their money is by no means improbable. Professional men have a very hard struggle. After making great sacrifices for the education of their sons and daughters, they know that there are not the openings that there used to be for those who have kinds of skill that their children have acquired.
If they are lawyers, they find that people can no longer afford to go to law, although serious injustices remain unremedied, if they are doctors, they find that their formerly lucrative hypochondriac patients can no longer afford to be ill, while many genuine sufferers have to forgo much needed medical treatment.
In all classes, from the lowest to the highest, economic fear governs men's thoughts by day and their dreams by night. This ever present terror is I think the main cause of the mood of madness which has swept over great parts of the civilised world.
Economic security would do more to increase the happiness of the civilised world than any other change that can be imagined.
Work - to the extent that may be socially necessary - should be legally obligatory for all healthy adults, but their income should depend only upon their willingness to work, and should not cease, when, for some reason, their services are temporarily unnecessary.
A desire for exceptional wealth is by no means a necessary stimulus to work. At present most people work, not in order to be rich but to avoid poverty. There are a few men it is true - and they tend to be men of exceptional energy and importance - to whom the achievement of a great financial success is a dominant motive. Some do good, others do harm; some make or adopt a useful invention, others manipulate the stock exchange or corrupt politicians.
But in the main, what they want is success, of which money is the symbol.
The evils of unemployment among wage-earners are generally recognised. The suffering to themselves, loss of work, use to the community, and demoralising effect of prolonged failure to find work, are such familiar themes that it is unnecessary for me to enlarge upon them.
The unemployed rich are an evil of a different sort. The world is full of idle people, who have little education, much money, and consequently great self confidence.
(Unprofitable public services)
Ever since civilised government began it has been recognised that there are some things which should be done, but cannot be left to the haphazard operation of the profit motive.
The most important of these is war; even those who are most persuaded of the inefficiency of state enterprise do not suggest that national defence should be farmed out to private contractors. But there are many other things that the public authorities have found it necessary to undertake, such as roads, harbours, .lighthouses, parks, and so forth. A very large part of socialised activity which has grown up this century is public health and welfare.
If the theory of private enterprise had been adhered to, all sorts of new ways of making fortunes would have become possible. A man suffering from the plague, might have gone to a publicity agent who would have sent out circulars to railway companies, theatres etc., saying that the man contemplated dying on their premises unless a large sum of money were paid to his widow !
The increasing complexity and number of public services has been one of the characteristic features of this century.
Even when public authorities do not actually carry out the work, they find it necessary to control it. Street lighting may be done by a private company, but it must be done.
WAR:
This is my last and strongest argument for socialism, namely, the need for preventing war.
War is an ancient institution, not brought into being by capitalism, although its causes were nearly always mainly economic. It had in the past, two main sources, the personal ambitions of monarchs, and the expansive adventurousness of vigorous tribes or nations.
Only international socialism will afford a complete safeguard against war, but National Socialism would, enormously diminish its likelihood.
While the adventurous impulse towards war still exists in a section of the population of civilised countries, the motives producing a desire for peace are much stronger than at any time during the last few centuries.
People know by bitter experience, that the last world war did not bring prosperity, even to the victors.
They realise that the next war is likely to cause a loss of life among civilians to which there has been nothing comparable in magnitude in history, and this loss will by no means be confined to one side.
They fear that capital cities may be destroyed, and a whole continent lost to civilisation.
In place of the profit motive, there will be government planning, while the government may miscalculate, it is less likely to do so than a private individual, because it will have fuller knowledge.
In cases of new inventions, the community as a whole gains by making the transition to a new process gradual. In so far as work has to be enforced, it will be enforced by the criminal law and not by economic sanctions.
Socialism is not a doctrine for the proletariat only. By preventing economic insecurity, it is calculated to increase the happiness of all but a handful of the richest people.
I do not believe, as communists do, that socialism, a system so easy to understand, so universally beneficent ...is it really the case that this system can only be introduced by means of a bloody, doubtful and destructive class war?
I for my part find this impossible to believe. Socialism in some respects runs counter to ancient habits, and therefore arouses an impulsive opposition which can only be overcome gradually.
In the minds of its opponents it has become associated with atheism and a reign of terror. With religion socialism has nothing to do. It is an economic doctrine and a socialist may be a Christian, Muslim, Buddhist, without any logical inconsistency.
While persuasion is possible and a majority are still unpersuaded to the cause of socialism, the appeal to force is out of place; when a majority have been persuaded, the matter can be left to the ordinary operation of democratic government, unless lawless people see fit to raise an insurrection. The suppression of such an insurrection would be a measure such as any government would undertake, and socialists have no more occasion to appeal to force than have other constitutional parties in democratic countries.
And if Socialists are ever to have force at their command, it is only by previous persuasion that they can acquire it.
There is as yet, no good ground for supposing that constitutional methods will fail, and there is much less for supposing that any others have a better chance of success.      
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