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[bookmark: bookmark8]Preface
The description of British poets and artists of the mid- and late nineteenth century as examples of an advanced and progressive culture was a fancy picture. It was belied in Palgrave’s Gulden Treasury by the short shrift given to the democratic poetry of Robert Burns and the total omission of the revolutionary democrat William Blake. Apart from a very few, the Victorians with great names reflected the outlook and the prejudices of the middle class; and in nothing so much as in their disdain of the working class. From the day when the laureate Wordsworth smashed his staff in a rage on being told that the Chartist leader, John Frost, was not to be hanged, right on to the laureate Tennyson, aghast if'Russia bursts our Indian barrier’ and if war or peace be settled by the votes of the newly enfranchised agricultural labourers, there is steady access of class bias.
But then came the manifold craftsman, artist and poet, William Morris, who plunged into political activity to stop 'an unjust war’ by his appeal 'To the Working Men of England’ (11 May 1877). In this he asked if they realised ‘the bitterness of hatred against freedom and progress that lies at the hearts of the richer classes of this country’. 'These men’, he says, 'would deliver you bound hand and foot forever to irresponsible capital’. A dozen years later Morris, leader of the Socialist League, is at the founding congress of the Socialist International; and in 1890 in Commonweal of which he had for five years been the editor, he writes serially News from Nowhere, or an epoch of rest, being some chapters from a utopian romance. Very soon News from Nowhere was translated into the .main languages of Europe.
Paul Meier, the distinguished scholar, who in 1961 published the best French translation (.Nouvelles de nullepart, Editions Sociales, Paris) has since turned his attention to more fundamental studies of the utopian thinking of Morris, on which there appeared in October 1972 a volume in three parts — Im Pensee Ulopi- que de William Morris. This had an immediate impact in North America and in the United Kingdom from whose presses there have issued in the last five years many publications to swell the torrent of books about Morris that have appeared at the rate of about one a year throughout this century. Now, skilfully translated by my Sydenham neighbour, Frank Gubb, Paul Meier’s book appears in English under the title William Morris the Marxist Dreamer.
In a Foreword to Part II, Dr Meier has explained how his studies, which are penetrating and profound, inclined him to think that the main inspiration and starting point of the Morris utopia was to be sought in the teaching of Karl Marx. He was then to find that with two notable exceptions (one in 1955 and another back in 1934) critics ‘were almost unanimous in declaring that William

Morris was the opposite of a Marxist’. To track down, analyse and explode these mistaken notions now became a task additional to the great work Meier had set himself. These notions, rife enough in the forty years that followed the death of Morris, might well have ceased after 1936, in which year Bernard Shaw, who had worked with Morris and had known him as 'the greatest poet and the greatest prose writer of the reign of Queen Victoria’, made the authoritative declaration that ‘Morris stood for Karl Marx ctmlra mundtmx: but the 'mistaken notions’ persisted. The fact has to be faced that in this century literary and political criticism had become an Augean stable of filth and fantasies about William Morris: and Paul Meier has put us all under a debt by his undertaking to cleanse the stable and destroy much of the rubbish. Not only has he done this conclusively, but in so doing has performed another signal service — of demonstrating Morris’s almost totally undervalued power as a theorist.
Robin Page Arnot Sydenham, July 1977

[bookmark: bookmark9]Introduction
One may well wonder whether it was necessary to devote yet another book, and one of this bulk, to William Morris. Hundreds of books and articles have, over nearly eighty years, recounted his life and described his many activities. Innumerable critical judgements have been made of him, and their diversity is truly astonishing. It must be admitted that this voluminous literature, taken together, has long been very uneven in quality and often suspiciously subjective. A more serious point is that the poet and artist has been, in a restricted view, exalted, while a modest veil has been cast over his ideology and political life, these being regarded as of minor importance, a little embarrassing, or even as a regrettable waste of energy. This has resulted in a blurring of the image of Morris and a lack of understanding of his art itself, the deepest intentions and true significance of which have been ignored or distorted. The few books devoted to his socialism have scarcely been satisfactory. Bruce Glasier’s account was deliberately mealy-mouthed and reassuring, teeming with assertions of dubious veracity. In France, Edouard Guyot’s study was, for a long time, the only honest analysis, but it was brief and superficial. For long years the only fundamental document available to critics was the biography published in 1898 by J. W. Mackail; it is still irreplaceable today, but is, all the same, wilfully fragmentary and tendentious.
Moreover, Morris’s Complete Works were not published until very late, between 1910 and 1915, and we had to wait until 1936 for the publication by his daughter May of the two supplementary volumes containing some of his most significant writings. May’s introduction and commentaries accompanying these volumes represented a considerable advance upon earlier literature and provided a mass of precious facts, but the basic problems were scarcely indicated. Since then, very slowly, unpublished works are finding their way to the presses. A certain number of Morris’s letters were collected in 1950 by Philip Henderson and some more in 1951 by R. Page Arnot, but a mass of correspondence still lies sleeping in library boxes and private collections in every corner of Europe and the United States.1 Finally, ten further lectures, hitherto only available at the British Museum, were published by Professor Eugene D. Le Mire of Wayne State University, first in 1962 as a typewritten thesis, and in 1969 as a printed volume; the latter has a different and much shorter introduction.
These long delays explain in part the shortcomings of criticism over many years, but only in part. It was only in 1934 that R. Page Arnot, in a slim pamphlet of 30 pages, did pioneer work in drawing attention to the Marxist inspiration of Morris’s socialism. These short, incisive pages were a revelation.

Since, and stemming from it, there has appeared a masterly work by E. P. Thompson: William Morris: Romantic to Revolutionary (1958). This volume of more than 900 pages constitutes the most detailed biography that could be desired and describes with noteworthy intelligence Morris's literary, artistic, political and ideological evolution. It is a fundamental work to which we must continually refer and without which the present study would have been impossible. The labour carried out by E. P. Thompson is usefully supplemented by A. L. Morton’s more general studies in English utopias and, in Czechoslovakia, the more literary ones of Jessie Kocmanova. Books which have appeared since, apart from Professor Lc Mire's thesis, add little to our knowledge of Morris’s thought.2
Nevertheless, all has not been said. While it may be readily admitted that News from Nowhere is the writer’s most popular and representative work, it does not seem to have been the best understood. Critics have been unanimous in appreciating its poetry and charm, but few among them have turned to its content, unless to look upon Morris’s utopia with amused indulgence. Few among them have seen it as serious thought and none has yet undertaken to set the ideas which stem from it side by side with ail the similar ideas scattered throughout his whole work and which constitute a body of thought of extraordinary richness. Such is the ambition of the present work, and despite my efforts to embrace all aspects of Morris’s anticipatory thinking, I am not convinced that this vast subject is exhausted.
E. P. Thompson’s monumental and inestimable study is a historian’s work, and I sincerely believe that it is impossible to write a single line more in definition of Morris’s socialism, its characteristics and its development. The mistake (which often happens) would be to confuse his socialism with his utopian thinking, that is, his conception of a society to come and of the future of mankind. These two aspects of his ideology clearly overlap and ar^ inconceivable apart from each other, but utopianism is not merely political thinking, but also philosophical, economic, aesthetic, moral, social and historical thinking, which, in Morris’s case, takes on dimensions distinctly more vast than in previous utopian systems. I felt that an investigation of this kind was worth undertaking.
It has imposed its own strict discipline. Anything not having direct bearing upon utopia is excluded from the scope of our study. I only have recourse to biography (what more remains to be said after Thompson?) to the extent to which it provides explanations, nor is there any question of going over the same ground by relating Morris’s life of militancy. Nor do we study his immense work as decorator, and I only refer to it to extract the aesthetic theories involved in his looking forward. I refer to his poems and romances only when they contain a germ or extension of a utopian idea. Our attention is above all directed towards his theoretical writings, lectures, articles, treatises and, of course, his stories, such as A Dream of John Ball and News from Nowhere, which are the tangible illustrations of this thought. But (and it is, I am well aware, an enormous pity) I have refused to allow myself to be drawn into the smallest literary digression: despite my eagerness not to lose any nuance of this rich and complex thought, I have resisted the constant temptation to enjoy its forms of expression.
Alongside this thematic limitation stands a chronological limitation.

William Morris only came to socialism around the age of 50, and his utopian thought only took full wing with the development of his theoretical education. In fact, his utopianism offers the greater interest for being an expression of full maturity. It existed, surely, in embryonic forms (already fairly well-defined, moreover, on the aesthetic plane) in the work of his earlier years, and we take note of this. But, in fact, our study is logically concentrated upon the writings subsequent to 1880.
Even restricted in this way, the study which I initially projected proved to be too vast and too ambitious for a single volume, and for the moment I have had to set aside two-thirds of it. In fact, every utopia takes as its starting point criticism and even rejection of contemporary ways and institutions. Utopia is primarily negation. Throughout Morris’s writings we find a vibrant and many-pronged indictment of Victorian society, of its ugliness, its social injustice, its pretences and its hypocrisy. It is by setting off from this inhumanity that he defines the outlines of the finally human society of time to come. I have only kept a few rapid indispensable glimpses of this denunciation, and they are by no means sufficient to reveal its full extent. Nor, alas, is that all! Morris’s utopia is not arbitrary and gratuitous, situated outside space and time. It sets off from a real situation in a real country and envisages a historical development founded upon a scientific theory. It includes in its foresight all the events separating the present moment from the stage finally described, and the major event is the social revolution which will open the new era. Contrary to all earlier utopists, Morris does not, in the words of Babeuf, leave ‘his means blank'. Let us not forget that, at the time at which he was writing, the world had not yet seen any socialist revolution, and that, for him, there could be nothing but the foresight of his own brain. So we find him with a theory of revolution that is an integral part of his utopia. That, too, I lack space to study in the present work, which is confined entirely to an analysis of Morris’s conception of future society. This work, then, presents a double gap and must be regarded as a fragment of a study yet to be completed. From all these limitations I have enumerated arises a danger of which 1 am only too well aware - that of giving an unduly narrow view of the prodigiously rich personality of William Morris. I am almost shamefaced about it and ask the reader to understand and forgive. I think that he will easily do so by appreciating, within the bounds enclosing our analysis, the extraordinary abundance of thought which close attention reveals.
However, an attitude consisting only of description and analysis would put us at great risk of staying on the surface. I had to understand. For that, I needed to bring out the ideology inspiring Morris’s utopia, and the only way was to discover its sources and to define which, among the many influences bearing upon him, was the one which predominated, enveloping the rest. 1 wanted not to neglect any one of these factors and have tried to re-establish the complex tangle in which diversity tends towards unity. Along the road, 1 have had to sweep away an impressive range of legends and unjustified interpretations. The reader will realise that my task, throughout the present book, will have been to correct inexactitudes and denounce falsifications — deliberate or unconscious — which for decades entirely misrepresented Morris’s thought. I know very well that it is difficult to cast off ready-made and assiduously taught ideas, and that I will be accused of having an axe to grind. My reply will be

that at no moment have I permitted myself the slightest arbitrary assertion and that each one is based upon precise references and upon the discoveries 1 have succeeded in making. No true research can be pacific.
I cannot conclude this preamble without expressing my gratitude to all those, men and women, who have provided help and support. It goes first to Monsieur J. J. Mayoux, professor at the Sorbonne. under whose direction the present work has been brought to its conclusion. He has shown rare understanding and been unsparing of encouragement. Thanks also to my very close friend, Monsieur Emile Bottigelli, whose twin skills as Germanist and editor of the works of Marx and Engels have sometimes saved me long research; he has authorised the reproduction, as an appendix, of two unpublished letters of which he possesses the originals. 1 owe a similar debt to Mr. Chimen Abramsky, of London, who has allowed me to give the reader the first sight of a precious unknown Morris manuscript. Similarly, I have been able to reproduce three other unpublished letters through the good offices of the Amsterdam Institute of Social History, the Moscow Institute of Marxism-Leninism and the Hammersmith Central Reference Department. I have had the benefit of a useful exchange of information with Monsieur J.-M. Ba'issus, of the Faculty des Lettres of Montpellier, who is preparing an important work on William Morris as a writer; with Professor Norman Kelvin of New York City College, who is soon, I hope, to publish Morris’s complete correspondence; with Professor B. G. Knepper of Morningside College, Sioux City, Iowa, a specialist in the works of Bernard Shaw; with Mrs. Yvonne Kapp of London, an authority on Eleanor Marx-Aveling. Thanks are also due to the London Society of Antiquaries for allowing me to have microfilms made of unpublished manuscripts by William Morris and to the William Morris Society, whose eminent Secretary, Mr. R. C. H. Briggs, gave me a specially friendly welcome and arranged invaluable contacts. I owe to the Reverend N. Macdonald Ramm of Oxford and to the Reverend A. R. Staines of Bexleyheath information about useful biographical details contained in their parish registers. Finally, I wish to thank for their effective help the staffs of the Biblioth^que Nationale, the British Museum, the libraries of the Sorbonne, the William Morris Gallery at Walthamstow, the Victoria and Albert Museum and the London School of Economics; adding a special thought for Miss M. W; H. Schreuder, who has charge of the Anglo-American section of the International Institute of Social History in Amsterdam, thanks to whom I discovered the text (believed lost) of an important lecture by William Morris.
And may I end this introduction by expressing to my wife (to whom the original French edition of this book is dedicated) my deep gratitude for her practical and moral help, without which my task would have been impossible.
Let us try to take refuge behind Pisarev.
“There are rifts and rifts,” wrote Pisarev of the rift between dream and reality. “My dream may run ahead of the natural march of events or may fly off at a tangent in a direction in which no natural march of events will ever proceed. In the first case my dream wall not cause any harm; it may even support and augment the energy of the working man . . . There is nothing in such dreams that would distort or paralyse labour-power. On the contrary, if man were completely deprived of the ability to dream in this way, if he could noc from time to time run ahead and mentally conceive, in an entire and completed pic-

tore, the product to which his hands are only just beginning to lend shape, then I cannot at all imagine what stimulus there would be to induce man to undertake and complete extensive and strenuous work in the sphere of art, science and practical endeavour . . . The rift between dreams and reality causes no harm if only the person dreaming believes seriously in his dream, if he attentively observes life, compares his observations with his castles in the air, and if, generally speaking, he works conscientiously for the achievement of his fantasies. If there is some connection between dreams and life then all is well.”
Of this kind of dreaming there is unfortunately too little in our movement.
LENIN: What is to be Done? Works, V, pp. 509-10.
... a man must have time for serious individual thought, for imagination - for dreaming even - or the race of men will inevitably worsen.
William MORRIS: Art and Socialism.

PART one
and demons


CHAPTER ONE
[bookmark: bookmark10]Religion
The attitude of a utopian writer towards religious problems cannot be disregarded by anyone seeking to define the ideological bases of his utopia. Utopia itself, in fact, involves the adoption of a position; it is necessarily a confident affirmation of the importance of the terrestrial world, even of its primacy. It does not accept resignation to the misery and injustice of the human condition; it tacitly rejects the consolation of a hereafter and it can, finally, either refuse to comment upon the existence of one or even deny it explicitly. Many utopias, however, are not without religious fervour and therein lies a fact not readily explicable in schematic fashion; in each case, it is a matter of temperament, of intellectual keenness, of period, of view of the world. For some, there is no contradiction; their mind is filled with the concept of unity between heaven and earth. With others it may simply be a matter of complete failure to see any contradiction. Some are conscious of it, but choose to be non-committal. But in all cases, whether the utopia is of an idealist inspiration or not, the author’s personal beliefs cannot but influence the content of his dream, the form of his aspirations, his tendency to stress some certain aspect of the desired society, and the ethic of the mankind described.
The innumerable critics who have turned their attention towards the work of William Morris have never taken more than incidental note of his attitude to religion. The family biographers arc extremely discreet. His daughter, May, whose own reactions are often confused and contradictory, is content, when she touches upon the problem, to insist upon her father’s extreme reserve and his refusal to commit himself.1 However, the very partial information she provides permits us, as we shall see, to determine certain traits. J. W. Mackail, for his part, is a far less certain source. Morris’s socialism plainly embarrasses him, and the picture he draws sets out to be as respectable as possible. This is precisely why he dilates complacently upon the years of Morris’s childhood and youth when he was responsive to the religious trends of the time, but he refrains, once this stage is past, to enlighten us upon the author’s later reactions. Lacking adequate witness from his contemporaries, we will go to Morris himself. He, throughout his work, has expressed his thought in relatively clear terms. We must not expect forthright declarations. His attitude remains one of reserve, and is marked by his constant desire not to give offence; it is rare, nevertheless, for it to be ambiguous.
* * *
Is it necessary for us to dwell upon his childish religion? I hesitate to think so. William Morris’s utopian thought did not really begin to take shape before

the approach of the ’eighties. He was then over forty-five and had long given up any theological preoccupations. So it is not the real substance of what his religion had been which is truly interesting in our eyes. Rather it is the sum of activities and tastes which this temporary inclination of his intellect fostered for it would be too much to say that they were created out of nothing. So, in this hasty examination, I shall follow J. W. Mackail’s account, putting it together with the indications Morris himself provides, especially in his correspondence.
“The religion of the family,” Mackail tells us, “was of the normal type of somewhat sterile Evangelicalism, which cursorily dismissed everything outside itself as Popery on the one hand or Dissent on the other. The children were not allowed to mix with dissenters with the single exception of the Quakers. ” 2
This narrow outlook and this colourless background seem to have been common enough then among the middle classes. The word “enthusiasm”, writes May Morris, was a pejorative teihm in religious circles, and social reformers such as F. D, Maurice were not looked upon as true Christians.3 The openness of mind and the love of life in all its forms which Morris was not slow to show during his university years make it impossible to believe that this somewhat suffocating atmosphere could have exercised a lasting influence upon him. He is, moreover, categorical on this point and, in an autobiographical letter to Andreas Scheu many years later (5 September 1883), he declares that, even as a child, he was never easy with the conformist puritanism of the wealthy classes.
However, religious practice had some effects. Around Walthamstow and Woodford, where the family lived, there were many old churches which they often visited, and the young Morris, already passionately responsive to the beauty of things and endowed with the rare gift of observation, knew their smallest decorative and architectural details very early. At times these visits were real journeys and so, at the age of eight, he, together with his father, discovered Canterbury Cathedral; it left, Mackail tells us, an indelible impression and was a revelation of all the splendour of Gothic art.5 If we recall that he could read at four and was then devouring Walter Scott’s Waver ley Novels, we realise that a taste for the mediaeval past could not but develop precociously in him. Let us add that London had not yet invaded Essex, and that these visits and excursions introduced him to the charm of the English countryside with its beautiful old dweltings. But all this shows aesthetic pleasure and a taste for history much more than mysticism.
During the three years (1848—51) which Morris spent at Marlborough College, there appeared a new phenomenon, which, even if it did not yet assume great importance, laid the way for future developments. The school was a centre of Anglo-Catholicism and the observances practised there were firmly High Church in tendency. It happened that Morris’s sister, Emma, also was caught up at that time in a wave of revivalism. Correspondence between the young people reflects these developments, but as far as Morris was concerned the only manifestation of the phenomenon lay in his taste for sacred music. We have a letter from him in which he speaks at length of a psalm which entranced him, but we notice that above all he details to his sister the

choral variations which the psalm admits.6 One hesitates to see in this effusion anything more than an expression of aesthetic sensuousness; true religious emotion is missing. Nor is there any trace of mysticism in the letter which he wrote to Emma the month before (19 March), telling her of the order of the confirmation ceremony at the school. He confines himself to describing the bishop in commonplace terms and also, a very typical detail, the communion plate. Morris's tone seems to brighten up suddenly in a completely worldly postscript, in which he is eager to know whether his brother, James, has, as he had asked him, sold the baby rabbits he had reared, because he wants to buy a fishing rod with the money.
Mackail asserts that, at the end of his education at Marlborough, William was definitely Anglo-Catholic.7 It is difficult, in the absence of more cogent personal witness, to assess the accuracy of this assertion, at any rate as far as the strength of his deeper feelings is concerned. It seems certain, in any case, that the High Church ritual must have attracted him infinitely more than the dull family puritanism, and been more in keeping both with his native love of beauty and with the fantasy of his imagination. Emma was probably more receptive to the new current. She was, moreover, to marry the next year a young clergyman strongly steeped in Anglo-Catholicism (“of pronounced High Church views”), the Reverend Joseph Oldham, who had been curate at Walthamstow from 1845 to 1848. The young couple settled in a parish in Derbyshire, and in this way William was henceforth separated from his sister. Mackail tells us that he suffered greatly from this, adding that their intimacy had been very close and that it was under her influence that he had decided to enter the Church.9 There are no grounds for completely rejecting this latter assertion, although we do not know upon what basis it rests; but we note that when, a few years later, Morris went back upon his decision, it was with his mother, not his sister, that he had to have the discussion, which leaves room to think that it was a matter of a premature family decision rather than of a vocation inspired by the sudden fervour of revivalism, as Mackail seems to imply.
The High Church influence did not immediately cease to operate upon him. When, in 1851, the deplorable administration of Marlborough College led his mother to withdraw him, he was, while waiting to go to university, entrusted to a tutor, “a High Churchman of the best type”,10 with whom Morris was to maintain very cordial relations.
In reality, whatever Mackail may say, it was only during his short university years that this influence was effective, and it was not to last. Morris’s own evidence bears this out. He wrote, in fact, to Andreas Scheu, in the same autobigraphical letter of 1883 already cited;
“I went to Oxford in 1853 as a member of Exeter College; I took very ill to the studies of the place; but fell to very vigorously on history and especially mediaeval history, all the more perhaps because at this time I fell under the influence of the High Church or Puseyite school; this latter phase however did not last me long, as it was corrected by the books of of John Ruskin which were at the time a sort of revelation to me; I was also a good deal influenced by the works of Charles Kingsley, and got into my head therefrom some socio-political ideas which would have developed probably but for the attractions of art and poetry. ” "

It is pertinent to stress that the Tractarian Movement was then in its decline. Newman’s conversion to Rome in 1845 had dealt it a mortal blow. By the time Morris arrived at university it was only a survival. Mackail himself admits that the great railway speculations of 1846 stirred public opinion more deeply than did the religious controversies and finished the process started by the conversion of Newman. The atmosphere of Oxford had changed considerably, and Anglo-Catholicism was coming up against strong liberal and positivist positions. The arrival of the Great Western Railway opened the ancient city to modern life and began to change its mediaeval character. Oxford was no longer closed in upon itself, and the currents which Morris mentions in his letter to Andreas Scheu must have exercised an irresistible pressure on the spiritual ivory towers.
At a close look, this crisis which I hesitate to describe as mystical (let us call it rather, youthful fervour) began to calm down by the end of 1854. One may even wonder whether it would have lasted that long without the daily contact of Edward Burne-Jones, who entered Exeter College at the same time as William Morris and whose close friend he remained to the end of his days. Burne-Jones, also destined for the priesthood, was of a much more conformist temperament than Morris and always refrained from following his friend into the heterodox paths he was later to take: knighthood and official recognition were later to recompense this wisdom, which, it must be said, was in no way hypocritical. In 1853, in their college rooms, the two young men spent long nights devouring books of theology and ecclesiastical history. Mackail cites among them Neale’s History of the Eastern Church, Milman’s Latin Christianity, the Acta Sanctorum and numerous mediaeval chronicles. The reading of Kenelm Digby’s Mores Calholici and the treatises of Archdeacon Wilberforce came near, in fact, to converting Morris to Catholicism.13 As far as we know, no letter of Morris’s dating from that period has survived, and we must rest content with what Mackail says, and he gives us no indication of the source of his information. The ardour of the two friends was tempered by more profane pursuits. Burne-Jones spent whole days drawing in the woods, so finding solace from his “theological perplexities”. As well as Carlyle, Kingsley and Ruskin, Tennyson stirred Morris’s enthusiasm, and he, for his part, was pursuing his fervent exploration of the architecture and graphic arts of the Middle Ages. Quite a group (“the set”) grew up around them, and it was not theology that was the centre of their interests. Canon Dixon, from whom Mackail sought and obtained evidence, leaves no doubt on the point:
“Jones and Morris were both meant for Holy Orders: and the same may be said of the rest of us, except Faulkner; but this could not be called the bond of alliance. The bond was poetry and indefinite artistic and literary aspiration.”
Dixon also tells us that, during 1854-55, readings of Shakespeare’s plays took place in the rooms of “the set”, and reveals the interesting fact that Morris declaimed with impressive conviction Claudio’s speech in Measure for Measure: “Aye, but to die, and go we know not where.” The theme of this declamation, by no means in tune with orthodox Christianity, recurs several times in less and less romantic forms in the early works.
As early as 1853, Morris was writing poems. The greater part of them were

to be lost in a furious auto-da-fe. May’s filial piety has preserved a few scattered fragments for us. Their inspiration is, certainly, religious but by no means mystical. It rather foreshadows, though overloaded with grandiloquence and saturated with mediaeval romanticism, the style of the great narrative poems of his maturity. May Morris quotes extensively from a poem entitled The Dedication of the Temple. Its subject is the Crusades, and its interest lies in its having been written in 1853, during the acute stage of Morris’s Tractarian period. May appositely points out that one cannot find the slightest trace of fanaticism in the poem. On the contrary, she asserts, Morris condemns the violence of the Christians against the infidels and shows his compassion for the sufferings of the latter. “Pray, Christians,” he exclaims, “for the sins of Christian men!”
This crusading theme was in the air, together with an ideal of monastic life. On this point we lack Morris’s own evidence and have only that of Burne-Jones, whose fervour was very exalted. In his letters to a friend in Birmingham, he several times mentions the idea of founding a monastery, and Mackail assures us that William thought seriously of devoting his fortune to an enterprise of this kind.18 Burne-Jones invites his correspondent to join “this Crusade and Holy Warfare against the age” 19 — a formulation which leads us to think that, if the young painter was drawing Morris down the path of religion, the latter was perhaps making him share in the preoccupation he was deriving from contact with Carlyle and Ruskin. In the group too were young people from the Birmingham area, notably Cormell Price, who brought to Morris their knowledge of the Black Country and its social problems. And that is why, in 1855, the ideal of this “fraternity” bore an appearance which was much less monastic than social.20 At the same moment, another factor intervened to exert a considerable influence upon Morris. This was his discovery of Chaucer, which was finally to give his mediaevalism a wide window on to the earthly world and to purge it of all spiritual excess, so producing in him a “secularization of mind”, in J. W. Mackail’s excellent phrase.21 Religious observance certainly went on for a long time after this progressive abandonment of theological preoccupations; Burne-Jones and he often took part in the plain-song services at St. Thomas’s Church but it was more and more a question of musical enjoyment to which for Morris was added the growing attraction of the plastic arts and architecture. Although the two young men remained joined by a friendship which was to stand against all vicissitudes, there was no longer the agreement between them on points of doctrine which had brought them together, as Cormell Price perceptively noted in May 1855: Burne-Jones had become too catholic to be ordained into the Anglican church and William was professing altogether dubious opinions.22
This problem of priestly vocation was soon to present itself with growing urgency to the two friends. As far as it concerned Burne-Jones, Cormell Price’s perception was incomplete: he had not taken into account that another vocation, that of painting, had possessed him. It was in the summer of 1855, on the occasion of an unforgettable tour in France, wallowing in architecture and art, that one night, on the Le Havre quayside, the two young men resolutely faced the issue and decided to renounce the Church in order to devote their lives to art.25 That Morris returned to Oxford in the autumn of 1855, was only out of regard for his mother, with whom he had, in September or October, a first.

somewhat stormy and indecisive discussion.24 But, though he returned, it was not with the intention of pursuing his studies as far as his B.A., and, even before his return, he explained his reason to Cormell Price: he refused to sign the compulsory acceptance of the thirty-nine articles of the Church of England. 5 So the rupture was complete; it was not sentimental, it was doctrinal. Clearly it is a pity that we possess no letters from Morris between August and October to allow us to follow the stages of this rapid progress. We must rest content with stating its outcome, which is devoid of any ambiguity.
He now had to take up the matter with his mother and reach a final settlement. Feeling unsure of his ability to keep his temper, over which he had not been too successful at the time of the Walthamstow discussion, he chose to write to her, on 11 November.26 It is a letter of moving tenderness which allows us to appreciate Morris’s human qualities. But it does not tell us much about the motives of his decision. It is laboured, meticulously composed, aimed essentially at convincing his mother that, on the one hand, no material hardship would come of his new choice of profession and that, on the other, the calling of architect would allow him to be of use to his neighbour and to lead an exemplary life. One or two incidental reflections, however, merit our attention. First, one on the inadequacy of the instruction he received at Oxford:
. . an University education,” he wrote, “fits a man about as much for being a ship-captain as a Pastor of souls,” - which is a roundabout way of conveying that only a sincere vocation, which he no longer possessed (if he ever had done), is needed to fulfil that office. A little further on, wishing to reassure his mother, who was disturbed about people’s opinions of her sqn’s lack of purpose, he promises to give the lie to such poor opinions, “God being my helper”, by the persistence of his efforts.28 This abrupt reference to God does not carry conviction. This whole letter is deliberately phrased in a moralising style (very different from the tone of his correspondence with his friends) which suggests with involuntary cruelty the heavy and dreary family atmosphere. Morris is seeking arguments and words to pacify poor Mama; he must keep to her level of understanding and leave her, perhaps, some illusions. One thing is certain — henceforth and for long years, until the moment when his transformed, mature thought once again confronts religious problems, all personal reference to God disappears from his vocabulary.
* * *
He never again took part in any religious observance. His only visits to churches were entirely in response to artistic impulses or through enthusiasm for the campaign he later undertook for the protection of ancient monuments. The only exception to this rule was the baptism of his daughters, Jane Alice (Jenny) in 1861 and Mary (May) in 1862; perhaps he did not wish to shock his family. After Emma’s marriage to an Anglo-Catholic parson, the affection Morris showed her became tinged with irony. One would like to know what it was he gave her for Christmas in 1870 which was calculated, he wrote, to operate in the opposite direction from what she had known in her youth.In 1883, announcing to Jenny Aunt Emma’s arrival in London, he tells her that the object of her journey is “holy larks”,31 in which he will certainly not join. His attitude towards his friends and relations is the same. Being in

Marlborough for a few days in 1876, he refused to accompany his hosts to service on Sunday, and recounted the incident to his wife in the same ironical tone.'12 This detail is not without interest. If Jane Morris seems in fact to have shown little sympathy for her husband’s socialist ideas and friends, she does not appear to have made the smallest difficulty over the question of religious observance. Many disbelievers have found themselves in awkward situations because of their disbelief and felt obliged to make some concessions. The freedom which Morris enjoyed in this respect within his family leads us to believe in his complete sincerity. He was not, after all, a man to allow himself to be put upon, and his horror of any hypocrisy shows throughout his work. The faint-hearted acceptance of a practice in which he no longer believed was repugnant to him, and in a book which he was to publish in 1893 in collaboration with Ernest Belfort Bax under the title of Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, we find these biting lines:
. . most intelligent persons will allow that it (the religion of modern society) means nothing more than mere sets of names and formulas, to one or other of which every reputable man is supposed to be attached; in one or other of which he will be sure to find a conventional solution of the great problem of the universe, including our life and its aspirations. If he fails in his duty to society in this respect he suffers accordingly; and indeed few men of any position are bold enough to avow that they are outside all such systems of ecclesiasticism; the very unorthodox must belong to some acknowledged party — they must be orthodox in their unorthodoxy. But as a fact the greater part of cultivated men dare not go as far as that, and are contented with letting society in general feel happy in believing that they subscribe to the general grimace of religion that has taken the place of real belief...” 3
Morris’s attitude stems, then, not from a personal whim, but from a position of principle. He has lost his faith, and refuses to make any “grimace”.
* * *
With his Christian faith lost, what belief remained to him? In other words, what was the limit of his disbelief? May Morris maintains firmly that her father became and remained an agnostic. Trying to describe his state of mind on the approach of 1870, she launches into rather lyrical and at times somewhat verbose flights, from which we may extract the following:
“... the future stretches before him with its grave question;. . . how best to answer to the high sense of duty towards humanity and the beyond: in 1860 he would call it God, later in life the mystery beyond our visible world had no name. ”
This chronology seems to me to call for some reserve. Nothing in Morris’s work seems to me to justify so late a date as 1860. As for “later in life ’, I think that in this sphere as in many others, the first years of the ’eighties mark an important turning point in his thought. After having read Capital and flung himself headlong into the struggle for a better society, it was inevitable that he should modify and clarify his thought.

May’s assessment, nevertheless, retains its validity in so far as this long intermediate period is concerned, lasting over twenty-five years entirely devoted to artistic and poetic creativity, and during which his thought rarely reached the level of general concepts. No evidence of his contemporaries, none of his letters, afford us the slightest illumination: matters of religion seem to be banished from the field of his consciousness. It is only in his many long poems that we can occasionally glean a few meagre hints.
We meet this deliberate rejection of all metaphysical preoccupation from the first lines of The Earthly Paradise (1868—70):
“(7/ Heaven and Hell I have no power to sing,
J cannot ease the burden of your fears,
Or make quick-coming death a little thing ...” 15
And in the ‘Envoi’ which closes this long sequence of poems, he proclaims his ignorance of the meaning of life and death:
“ Death have vat hated, knowing not what it meant;
Life have we loved, through green leaf and through sere,
Though still the less we knew of its intent...”
Again we find this declaration of ignorance, in a somewhat confused passage of Ixwt is Enough (1872) upon which May Morris dwells at rather greater length to buttress her theory. She writes significantly:
“For him the mysteries that lie beyond the life of man are wrapt in in- penetrable silence. The moments of inspiration that must come to all in some degree may bring broken visions of a new life, dim sounds of a new language, but no knowledge of whence they came may be vouchsafed:
How shall the bark that girds the winter tree Babble about the sap that sleeps beneath ?” 37
If May Morris had gone to the trouble, she could doubtless have found more significant passages; for example, the sonnet which serves as preface to The Story of Grettir the Strong (1869), from which I extract these two lines:
“As toward the end men fare without an aim Unto the dull grey dark from whence they came. ” 38
The years during which these poems were written belong to the most painful period of Morris’s life. His domestic happiness was threatened, and, up to the moment when the journey to Iceland came to restore vigour and confidence, it was in vain that he steeled himself within a stoical, uncomplaining reserve: life seemed pointless and meaningless. Is it too much to wonder whether his refusal to penetrate the mysteries of before-birth and after-death were not, after all, a kind of discouraged indifference? Certainly, if the tendency to pessimism was of short duration, traces of this agnosticism are found up to 1881. This was the year of Carlyle’s death, and he wrote to his wife on 10 Februrary “.. . So Carlyle is off to learn the great secret at last. . .” However, the “dull grey dark” referred to in the poem just quoted was, not long afterwards, given by Morris another, much more precise name. Reread these few lines of The Earthly Paradise:

, While many a band of striving men Were driven betwixt woe and mirth Swiftly across the weary earth,
From nothing unto dark nothing. ”
Can we think, even in an isolated instance, that Morris could use this word if his conception of the world were not already steeped in materialist thought? The writings of his maturity, in any case, leave no doubt about his refusal to believe in any survival, and certain passages of The House of the Wolfings (1888) express this refusal with equal clarity. Wood-sun begs Thiodolf not to rush to death:
“A few bones white in their war-gear that have no help or thought Shall be Thiodolf the Mighty, so nigh, so dear — and	nought	.	..
Nay thou shall be dead, 0 warrior, thou shalt not	see the	Hall
Nor the children of thy people ’twixt the dais and the wall.
And I, I shall be living; still on thee shall waste my thought.
I shall long and lack thy longing; I shall pine for what is nought. ”
* * *
From the period of The Earthly Paradise, Morris’s attitude is clearly critical and even rationalist. Could one describe otherwise the words he puts into the mouth of one of his story-tellers:
“It made me shudder in the times gone by,
When I believed in many a mystery I thought divine, that now I think forsooth,
Men’s own fears made, to fill the place of truth Within their foolish hearts ...” 42
But let us come finally to the beginning of the ’eighties. One man was scandalising England: Charles Bradlaugh, avowed atheist, founder of the periodical The Freethinker, member of Parliament, which denied him the right to take his seat because he refused to take an oath on the Bible and claimed the right to make a solemn non-religious affirmation, triumphantly returned time after time by his constituency of Northampton. Morris does not appear to have had any direct contact with him, but, in the beginning at least (we shall see later how things went otherwise for political reasons), he felt a most lively sympathy for him and warmly commended the stand he made. In a letter of 1883, he tells Jenny of the enthusiasm with which he has read his speech in the House of Commons.43 Free-thinking, anti-clericalism, secularism and even atheism held nothing to shock him.
What is striking about Morris’s attitude of mind during his years of socialist propaganda is the effort he made to adapt his language to his new convictions and his irritated reactions when formulations of religious origin, although consecrated by usage, came, despite himself, from his pen. We find two characteristic examples in his correspondence, which is always so spontaneous. In June 1884, in a letter to Georgiana Burne-Jones, intended to convert her to revolutionary ideas, he wrote, by way of conclusion or excuse:
“I shall offend you desperately some day I fear, meantime to think me quarrelsome is a misjudgement, for I commonly hold my tongue when my conscience (I don’t like that ecclesiastical word) bids speak: so when

at last I do speak it sounds quarrelsome you know.” 44
The other example is yet more curious, in view of the sort of man to whom Morris was writing. It comes from the first of the four celebrated letters written to the Rev. George Bainton in 1888:
“Since man has certain material necessities as an animal, Society is founded on man’s attempts to satisfy those necessities, and Socialism, or social consciousness, points out to him the way of doing so which will interfere least with the development of his special human capacities, and the satisfaction of what, for lack of better words, I will call his spiritual and mental necessities.” 4
These peculiarities of style reveal a rational inner compulsion, ever alert and a growing secularisation in Morris’s thought. His political rigidity, whose limitations, late in the day, he came to recognise, can be ascribed to the same preoccupation, and it is this rigidity which led him to write in 1890, in an article in Commonweal, lines of uncommon boldness which display a conviction that undoubtedly goes beyond simple agnostic prudence. In this article he opens a discussion with Christian socialists, but, while paying tribute to their sincerity, and welcoming their support, he demands that such an alliance must be unambiguous; scientific socialism cannot have a religious doctrine as its basis, and any confusion on that point must be swept away:
“. . . if Christianity is a revelation ‘'addressed to all limes’ it can not be neutral as to political and social institutions, which, if they are to be binding on men’s consciences, and not pieces of arbitrary coercion, must be founded on a system of morality; and that morality must not be founded on explanations of natural facts or a theory of life in which people have ceased to believe. At the risk of offending “real Christians”, however well-meaning or honest they may be, we must ask “Is this TRUE?”
The capitals are Morris’s own. So posed, the question suggests the answer, and lets us understand clearly that Morris’s utopia can only be one of materialist inspiration.
Certainly William Morris always hated to lay himself open. On the key question of the existence of God, it is plain that he avoided the issue whenever possible. The very name of God is only found at widely spaced intervals in the twenty-six volumes of his works. So it is of evident interest to examine the rare occasions when he does tackle the problem. And it is as well to set aside the replies which he was ready to make to correspondents who questioned him on the point. Then his first concern was to avoid ruffling feelings and to bring his questioner back to the issue which, in his eyes, took precedence over all others: the struggle for the transformation of society. However, even in these careful or evasive replies we can find food for thought. In fact, only two letters of this kind are available to us, both dated 1884, which is not at all surprising: it was, in fact, the period when he was striving to rally his friends to the Social Democratic Federation and to overcome their doubts, and one can well believe that the latter might have arisen from religious scruples. The letters to which he was replying have not been preserved, but it is plain that they must have been similar in tenor:

On 20 June 1884, he wrote to Robert Thompson.
“1 must decline to argue theological points: I don’t understand them: if there be a God, he, or it, is a very different thing from what religionists imagine.”
A curious reply from a man who previously, at Exeter College, had plunged with Burne-Jones into theological treatises. A reply expressing rejection of what now seems to him to be an unreal problem. | But it is a reply which also suggests a broadening of outlook. Undoubtedly he categorically sets aside the Judeo-Christian conception of God. But we see him addressing himself to another conception, the heterodoxy of which appealed to him and which was linked in his mind with an important aspect of his interest in the Middle Ages. This “he, or it” seems to recall certain pantheistic tendencies among mediaeval heretics (such as Thomas Mdnzer and Jacob Bochme) which, through the long anabaptist tradition, mark a whole underground current of English religious thought and which well up unequivocally in A Dream of John Ball. We might refer to the sermon on the steps of the cross:
“Therefore, I bid you not dwell in hell but in heaven, or while ye must, upon earth, which is a part of heaven, and forsooth no foul part.” 41
And this mediaeval heresy seems to Morris worthy of consideration. On condition, as he says, that God exists. But let us make no mistake; his interest is above all historical. It gives body to his vision of an organic, earthly Middle Ages, the values of which are transposed on to a higher plane in his utopian perspective. His attitude towards old beliefs remains totally detached and singularly secular:
“Mediaeval history in all its detail,” he writes, “with all its enthusiasms, legends, and superstitions, is now cultivated by many who have no ecclesiastical bias, as a portion of the great progress of the life of man on the earth.” 50
His constant tendency was to insist upon the absence, ip the religion of earlier days, of any metaphysical preoccupation: that is a foreign body introduced by “the strange mysticism and dreamy beauty of the East ”;41 it is a heritage which has been assimilated, transformed, fused into the natural unfolding of the glory of Gothic. Mysticism was an exceptional phenomenon: religion and daily life interpenetrated without clash or contradiction, f2 Such is the vision he has restored in A Dream of John Ball, and, even more, in the late romances where all belief is resolved into an ever more pagan naturalism.
It is this very primacy of earthly humanism which finds its expression in the second letter to which 1 referred. It is inspired by the same propagandist purpose, and is addressed to William Allingham and dated 26 November. Less bold and less rich in underlying implication than the former one, it is nevertheless significant:
“Imprimis, I don’t touch on matters theological, which I never could understand, except to say that a God who stood in the way of man making himself comfortable on the earth would be no God for me, nor doubtless for you.” 5

This rejection of all asceticism and this concern for man’s happiness constantly inspire his utopian quest.54 Certainly there is no formulation here as clear as in the previous letter. Nevertheless, let us note that he wrote “would not be a God for me”, and not “is not”, which is very different.
In fact, his prudence and reserve were always dictated by political reasons which I shall shortly analyse, and a real burst of temper was needed to make him overstep them. He had a violent temperament, and the discipline which he constantly imposed upon himself, in order to serve the cause he was defending, was worthy of admiration. It was only on a single occasion that a somewhat revealing word escaped him. May Morris relates an incident told to her by Sydney Gimson, Morris’s host when he was.in Leicester. On 23 January 1884,’ after he had delivered his lecture on Art and Socialism for the Secular Society of that town, he came up against the Rev. J. Page Hopps, in a lively after-dinner discussion. The latter, reverting to the socialist perspectives expounded by Morris in his lecture, declared: “That’s an impossible dream of yours, Mr Morris, such a Society would need God Almighty himself to manage it.” The poet stood up, advanced upon the unfortunate cleric waving his fist and said: “Well, damn it man, you catch your God Almighty - we’ll have him! ”54
I feel that this possessive needs no comment.
But we do not have the least need of this outburst to know what Morris thought. When, six years later, he published his News from Nowhere in Commonweal, he had recourse to no supernatural intervention to describe the functioning of his socialist society. Not only do we meet no clergy and see no religion practised in his England of the twenty-second century, but the new humanity he describes at no moment shows any religious interest: it has even totally forgotten that such interests could exist. Not one of the people in his tale makes the slightest reference or once utters the name of God. Only old Hammond, the Sage of Bloomsbury, who has discreetly pierced the Visitor’s identity in the course of a long conversation he has with him in the British Museum, and who tries to put himself on his level in order to make him understand the realities of the new world, only he makes use of such a reference. In order to explain to him that, in the new society, work no longer needs payment and that its recompense lies in the very joy of creation, he adds: “The wages which God gets, as people might have said time agone. ” 5
However, Morris later had occasion to express himself in less allusive manner and in terms which do not give room for the least ambiguity. In Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, he sketches with Bax a brief outline of the genesis of the religious idea, from which I take the following paragraph:
. . with the development of material civilisation from the domination of things by persons to that of persons by things, and the falling asunder of society into two classes, a possessing and dominating class, and a non- -possessing and dominated one, there arose a condition of life which gave leisure for observation and reflection to the former, that is, the privileged class. Out of this reflection arose the distinction of man as a conscious being apart from the rest of nature. From this again was developed a dual conception of things: on the one hand was man, familiar and known; on the other nature, mysterious and relatively unknown. In

nature itself there grew up a further distinction between its visible objects, now regarded as unconscious things, and a supposed motive power or “providence” acting on them from behind. This was conceived of as man-like in character, but above mankind in knowledge and power, and no longer indwelling in natural objects, but without them, moving and controlling them.”
This is not at all the place to discuss the scientific value of this argument, which Morris and Bax hang rather clumsily on to Marx’s historical materialism. Let us observe that, even if the composition of this passage appears due to Bax rather than to Morris, the latter had no scruples over subscribing to this undisguised declaration of atheism.
He came to be even more explicit. Does he not speak, in an article in C'om- monweal of 18 May 1889, of an “imagined ruler” of the universe? 59 In another article, appearing the next year, he stigmatises the
“worn-out superstition, which sees in the struggling world of men . . . little more than an appendage and plaything of an irresponsible master, who neither asks nor allows mankind to understand him or his arbitrary commands.”
In his lecture on Equality (of which May Morris only published fragments, characteristically omitting the passage we quote here) Morris goes much further and denounces the imposture of the divine right of bosses:
“an idea founded on the assumption that there exists an arbitrary irresponsible God of the universe, the proprietor of all things and persons, to be worshipped and not questioned; a being whose irresponsible authority is reflected in the world of men by certain other irresponsible governors whose authority is delegated to them by that supreme slave-holder and heavenly employer of labour”.61
Let us add that the romances contain more than one detail that is hardly veiled in meaning,62 and Morris’s atheism was no mystery to his friends. W. Scawen Blunt wrote: “. . . he does not believe in any God the Creator of the World, or any Providence, or, I think, in any future life”.65 Despite all his efforts to clothe Morris’s message in spirituality, Bruce Glasicr himself recounts this saying of his: “I am what is called bluntly an Atheist. I cannot see any real evidence of the existence of God or immortality in the facts of the world”.64 And that must have been hard for Glasier, who was then, like his wife, a prey to all the exaltation of Theosophy.45
* * *
Morris’s position is, as one might expect, firmly negative over a belief in a soul and its survival. In this same chapter of Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, in which Bax and Morris briefly study the formation of the religious idea and thereby reject all revelation, we read, immediately following the paragraph already quoted, these lines:
“Another set of dual conceptions arose along with this: firstly, the distinction between the individual and society, and secondly, within the individual, the distinction between the soul and the body.” 66
And further on:

“An importance began to be attached to the idea of such future life for the individual soul, which had nothing in common with the old existence of a scarcely broken continuity of life, founded not on any positive doctrine. but on the impossibility of an existing being conceiving of its non-existence.”
It is interesting to see that Morris associates the distinction between soul and body with the distinction between the individual and society, implicitly condemning both. All his utopia, in fact, tends to restore the unity ol mankind, which has been disrupted by the antagonism of social classes and which can only be restored by the revolutionary abolition of capitalism, the cause of all antagonisms and divisions. Both distinctions will be found to disappear when universal unity is recovered.
If 1 expressed doubts about the paternity of the previous fragment, I am, on the other hand, certain that the last fragment quoted is by Morris himself. We find there, in fact, the ideas and formulations of an essential passage in A Dream of John Bali, which is much more explicit and significant. It is in Chapter IX, entitled Betwixt the Living and the Dead, describing the watch kept by the poet and the priest in St. Martin’s Chapel over the bodies of those killed in the recent battle. The interest of this episode lies in the opposition between the two men over problems of the soul and survival. Of course, John Ball is a heretical priest. He goes so far as to call in question the wisdom of a God who could endow some men with the souls of swine and wolves, and even wonders whether such men have a soul; and his faith in the unity of heaven and earth goes far beyond the limits of orthodoxy. Nevertheless, he is sincerely and deeply a believer. The poet hesitates to shock him, and there we see Morris’s constant scruple, but he ends up by saying that he cannot answer such a question because he has never seen a soul other than in the body.
Nevertheless, retorts the priest, what would be the purpose of life if men could not look forward to the reward of “the heavenly fellowship” after death? To which Morris makes the remarkable reply, remarkable less for its materialism than for its rejection of all finality: “They live to live because the world liveth.”
They then approach the bodies of their dead and John Ball asks him whether he feels sorrow at the sight, either for the dead friend or for the prospect of his own death. No, replies Morris, the body is but an empty house, and, as for as his own death, how could he think about it. While he is alive, he cannot think that he will die or believe in death at all — he can only think of himself as living in some new way. The priest, intrigued by this way of putting it, takes him to be making a reference to survival in the hereafter. But the poet disillusions him, shaking his head, and John Ball realises that there is a wall between them. Morris explains the depths of his thought: “. . . though I die and end, yet mankind yet iiveth, therefore 1 end not, since I am a man.” ** Morris rarely explained his position with such precision, and never defined better the materialist basis upon which, in his utopian vision, will rest his “religion of mankind”.
A quick digression is necessary here. May Morris, in fact, quotes words said to have been uttered by her father on his death bed. Anecdotes of this kind are always a priori somewhat suspect, but this one seems to shed light as much

upon the naivety of the one who recorded it, and of May herseif, as upon the continuity of Morris’s thought. May goes to the diary of the Rev. Stopford Brooke, who records having received a long letter from Holman Hunt, who told him that Mary de Morgan, the devoted and redoubtable friend of the Morris family, heard the poet murmur during his last illness: “1 can’t but think that somehow or other we shall live again.”
The last words of the dying rarely carry much conviction; even less so when they vary from one version to another. According to Cobden-Sandcrson, he said: “I cannot believe that I shall be annihilated.” 0 The difference is not all that important, anyway. Some will plead the poet’s lowered physical condition, which is not, perhaps, irrelevant. Others will read a spiritualist meaning into the words, or, following in the footsteps of the Rev. Stopford Brooke, who saw in Morris “a strange creature — not of this world of ours”, or in those of May herself, who saw in the words an abrupt and possibly unique glimpse of her father’s ideas about the “Unknown”. 2 But it does not appear to me that there is any contradiction between this phrase and the very lucid thought expressed by Morris in A Dream of John Ball: life goes on without any need of recourse to a hereafter. Moreover he expresses this thought even more clearly and concisely in other writings. Did he not say that the condition for life to be worth living is that “we can live fearlessly and confident of our immortality not as individuals but as a part of the great corporation of humanity”? 73 The only possibility of survival for the individual lies in the glory of outstanding acts and the memory they leave behind. He saw in this idea one of the bases of the Nordic religions during the barbarian ages and this idea recurs in a great number of his poems. 4 But he refuses to go any further.
“Of Heaven or Hell I have no power to sing”, he had written already in The Earthly Paradise - itself a significant title. The idea of a heavenly paradise seemed ridiculous to him and he could not see himself “sitting on a damp cloud and singing hymns”. As for the idea of eternal damnation, it provoked his indignation, and his dearest wish was that man’s labour should cease to resemble “the hell imagined by the theologians”. 76 It is, he said, “as much violence to threaten a man with evil in the future as to shake a whip at him now.” Belief in survival came to jar upon him to such an extent that, according to Bernard Shaw, he conceived a real hatred for Wordsworth and his Intimations of Immortality, a hatred which extended to any pious poetry which might, even from a distance, remind him of the evangelism of his childhood.
» * *
William Morris does not appear to have been free, before the ’eighties, of some degree of anti-clericalism. The Rev. Stopford Brooke himself related to May Morris that he made his acquaintance at a dinner in 1867. “He didn’t care for parsons, and he glared at me when I said something about good manners.” Even during the devout period of his youth, he does not seem to have shown special respect for the clergy; telling Cormell Price of a visit to an Essex church in 1855, he stresses the incredible filthiness of the parish priest.m Later, in his diary of his Icelandic travels, he slyly refers to “the long-nosed cadaverous parson” who was his guide in the Faroe Islands.
In fact, this anti-clericalism only assumes a definite and purposeful form

during the years 1877-79. It was in 1877 that Morris founded the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings, dubbed “Anti-Scrape”, whose objective was to combat all attempts at “restoration” in the Victorian manner of mediaeval architecture. It was his first secular crusade and his ardour for this cause remained firmly militant to the end of his life. It exerted a definite influence upon the development of his thought, because for the first time it brought him into collision with what he bitterly refers to many a time as “the rights of property”. But it brought him up against another obstacle, the hostility of the clergy who proposed to settle the fate of their churches themselves. Morris railed at the “ecclesiastical zeal” which set about restoration without any care for art,82 and against the stupidity and negligence which would spend thousands of pounds on decorating a church while allowing the rain to ruin its roof.83 He despaired of plumbing the depths of clerical ignorance, even more crass, he wrote, than that of architects, and he appealed through the medium of the press (notably The Athenaeum, 1877) to public opinion, in order to convince it that ancient buildings are not “mere ecclesiastical toys”."4 He wrote to The Times, three months later, that these monuments are the property of the nation and must not remain at the mercy of the many changing ideas of what constitutes “ecclesiastical propriety”. In 1878, when the City churches built by Wren were threatened with demolition, he wrote again to The Times, appealing to the English “by strong and earnest protest (to) show the ecclesiastical authorities that they will not tamely submit to this outrageous and monstrous barbarity”.84
By this time Morris had already acquired a prodigious knowledge of the history of art, and he undertook another, no less lasting, crusade with the aim of restoring the decorative arts, “the lesser arts”, to their rightful place. He had not yet reached the point of thinking that only the advent of socialism would permit their flowering, but he analysed the past and present obstacles hindering the development of these “popular” arts, an analysis which strengthened his hostility towards the churches. Thinking of the soaring of these arts in the Middle Ages, he observed how harmful luxury and superstition had been to them, the extent to which religion had been able to elevate them in use and the extent to which it had degraded them through detestable usages.
With the passing of the years, his optimistic, earthly conception of art became more and more radically opposed to religious asceticism: the latter regards art as a “wordly entanglement which prevents men from keeping their minds fixed on the chances of their individual happiness or misery in the next world;” the devout “hate art because they think that it adds to man’s earthly happiness”. The enemy to be overthrown is religious manicheism which sees nothing but evil in the world, and this dominant ideology will endure until “history has become a book from which the pictures have been torn.” H> What Morris finds particularly shocking in ascetic Christianity’s belief in the hereafter is the calculation, the egoism, implied by such a religion. As his socialism grew stronger, he linked in his contempt two kinds of adversary who differ in appearance only; on the one hand, those who disregard the future of mankind and think only of enjoying ephemeral pleasures without regard for other people, and, on the other hand, those whose only purpose is to “secure a good position each for himself in a future life”. He regards these two outlooks

as “pretty much the same, since each means despair of our life upon the earth”.w He cannot accept a “religion which looks upon another world as the true sphere of action for mankind”. 1
* * *
This declared hostility towards religion and the clergy, however, became less extreme; in his later years it developed discretion, or more accurately, lost what can be called its “vulgarity”.
There were two reasons for this change of attitude. The one lay in the needs of the political struggle. The other is to be sought in the increasing influence upon him of Marxism. The absorption of historical materialism led him to look upon the fact of religion, not as a fundamental and autonomous reality any longer, but as a superstructure, a reflection in men’s consciousness of the material conditions of their existence and of their production relationships. * Morris came little by little to see in religion a historical phenomenon intimately linked with the class struggle, with successive transformations corresponding to transformations in society.
He had early noted the interpenetration, the interdependence and the common development of superstructures. “It is not possible” he was saying in 1879, “to dissociate art from morality, politics and religion”, and it is pure formalism to study them separately.,3
But these arguments still came from a somewhat idealistic inspiration. It was only in 1885 that the spirit of scientific socialism really began "to impregnate Morris’s thought. It is in the Notes, jointly signed by Morris and Bax, accompanying the October edition of the Manifesto of the Socialist League, that we find for the first time formulations on the religious question which indicate a new turn of thought. In Note E, there is reference to the new morality which will of necessity be engendered by “a new system of industrial production”. Now, morality rests only upon the responsibility of the individual towards a supernatural being, but “the attributes of this being are but the reflex of some passing phase of man’s existence and change more or less with that phase”.
Again and again we find this refusal to look at religion in the abstract and from the angle of eternity. On 6 May 1888 he writes in the last of his important letters to the Rev. George Bainton:
“When I use the word Christianity I do not mean some abstract idea, any more than a set of dogmatic assertions, but an historical phase through which the world of civilization has passed, or, if you will, is passing.”
He adds that every religion leaves traditional after-effects, even when it has ceased to play a rdle, and here he joins Marx, who observed in a celebrated remark that consciousness lags behind being. But, writes Morris, there cannot be anything whatsoever everlasting in the specific details of the Christian religion, any more than in those of older religions, although, as he recognises, the principles it professes are probably of a more elevated nature. Religion means the habit of feeling oneself responsible to something outside oneself, but

this “something” does not always impose that responsibility in the same terms.
He is even more precise when, on 8 March 1890, in an article in Commonweal he embarks upon a discussion with a Christian socialist named Rickarby ** The letter had drawn a distinction between “real” Christianity and “actual" Christianity as practised. Morris rejects any distinction of the kind:
“Mr Rickarby’s contrast between real and actual Christianity evades the point of difference; that real (I should call it ideal) Christianity has never existed at all. Christianity has developed in due historical sequence from the first, and has taken the various forms which social, political, economic circumstances have forced on it; its last form moulded by the sordid commercialism of modern capitalism being the bundle of hypocrisies which, as I have said, Mr Rickarby with other Christian Socialists condemns”.’7
Morris repeatedly brought historical considerations to bear upon the transformation of Christianity at the time when feudalism was giving way to capitalism. In 1885, he remarked that the feudal class, for whom religion was nothing more than a “grimace”, used it in its rearguard action against the merchant class. Consequently the latter, when it freed commerce from the fetters imposed by the former dominant class, at the same time “freed thought from her fetters of theology, at least partially”.
A few years later, in 1889, in his lecture on Gothic architecture, he returned to the phenomena that characterised the Renaissance. His account has remarkable depth and accuracy, and one is constantly reminded of The Communist Manifesto of 1848. It is the change that has come about in production relationships which has determined the change in superstructure: a new political life marked by the birth of bureaucratic power and the coming of the idea of nationhood. To consecrate the commercial age a religion was needed, itself new, fitted to the new theory of life.99 This was Protestantism.
But, as he observes in 1893 in Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, Protestantism only developed in the Germanic countries. The Latin'countries remained Catholic. Does this mean that Catholicism remained what it had been in the Middle Ages? Not at all. It is a mistake, say Morris and Bax, to set the two religions in opposition: they represent two aspects of the same phenomenon. Catholicism repudiated the mediaeval condemnation of usury, adapting itself to the age of commerce, and, like Protestantism, became an instrument of the bureaucracy. It too is, in fact, a new religion, which the authors describe by the name of “Jesuitised Catholicism”.100 Again and again Morris insisted upon the fundamental identity of the two religions, of their nature and material objectives. They are two parallel superstructures. Bourgeois tyranny
“in Catholic countries took the form of pure materialistic cynicism masquerading in priests’ garments; and in Protestant of a religion made for the rich which proclaimed competition for a good position in this- world and the next as the real rule of conduct”.
He stresses the radical difference between the mediaeval religion and what is still called Catholicism:

“Real Catholicism died with the Middle Ages: modern Catholicism is but a survival from it, kept alive on the one hand by its alliance with absolutist bureaucracy and on the other by its alliance with Puritanism,
with which, though Catholicism is less revolting on the surface, it has
. .   ,, 102
much in common .
* * *
From this historical analysis there emerged one point which was soon to assume fundamental importance in Morris’s eyes: religion is and has been in all epochs the guardian of the established order, identifying its interests with those of the dominant class, and is an instrument of oppression and exploitation. Far from idealising the Middle Ages, as has sometimes been claimed, Morris did not hesitate to say that mediaeval piety had no other aim than to maintain among “the wretched slaves of this world” the hope of becoming “the joyous masters of the next”.103 But it is quite certain that the conduct of the Church appears in a much more revealing light with the coming of capitalism, and it was the study of modern society that revealed it completely to Morris. He first became aware of it when jolting the enfeebling conformism that made the Victorian atmosphere oppressive: a general cowardliness engendered by holy respect for “the rights of property, the necessities of morality, the interests of religion”.104
He was not slow to realise that religion contributes to the consolidation of the regime through a dialectical process. On the one hand it is a result and a reflection of the sufferings of workers obliged to struggle for a livelihood-. On the other, its doctrines of renunciation and resignation, born of their despair, “have been for so many ages used as instruments for the continuance of that oppression and degradation”.' There is a close, constant, essential bond between religious ideology and economic servitude,lul> unceasingly maintained by “the revival of grovelling superstitions”.107
Morris stigmatised the sanctification of poverty, hunger and ignorance. He regarded with contempt the promise made to the poor of a paradise where they will relax while the wealthy go to hell. Such an ideology effectively complements the work of the police and the deprivation of the right to education. Old Hammond, in News from Nowhere, describing to his visitor social conditions in England before the “great change”, speaks of a “class system which proclaimed inequality and poverty as the law of God”. "w The middle classes no more escape than do the people from this obscurantism which is intended to keep them, too, in their place. The petty bourgeoisie of traders and artisans, while not hungry, is content to live in mediocrity and ugliness “crushed by grovelling superstitions ”.nu Nor do educated circles resist this dominance any better, and therein lay a major obstacle to socialist propaganda. If the group set up by Andreas Scheu in Edinburgh in 1884 did not succeed in winning the students, it was religious factors, Morris wrote to him, that above all held them back.
Religion and the clergy make up an integral part of the bourgeois state machine just as do the armed forces, the police and the law, and they all make common cause to defend “the rights of property”. The modern capitalist has taken the place of the highway robber: instead of sword and pistol, he has

at his disposal these material and spiritual resources, and, moreover, morality and religion provide him with a mask.113 When popular discontent threatens the privileges of the bourgeoisie, it is in the names of morality and of religion that repression operates. In the comedy The Tables Turned, or hupkins Awakened which Morris put on at a Socialist League festival in 1887, he staged a grotesque prosecution of a poor woman who had stolen a loaf from a bakery, and put into the mouth of the prosecutor weighty words which express the holy alliance of religion and bourgeois society for their common defence.
If the possessing class fears popular discontent, it is just as much afraid of social reformers, and its classic tactic is to discredit them in the name of religion. In this way it endeavoured to isolate Owen and Lammenais. Curiously enough, however, it seems that Morris retained illusions about the Catholic Church for some time, and perhaps we should see in that fact the last survival of the tractarian enthusiasms of his Oxford years. But the critical capacity acquired in the course of his life as a militant socialist rid him of such illusions. In December 1887 a great discussion took place in the Memorial Halt, Farringdon Street, with him present; its purpose was to find remedies for the widespread misery of London’s unemployed. Morris paid special attention to the contribution made by Cardinal Manning, and in giving an account of it in (lommonweal, he began by stating his awareness of the lack of hatred towards the poor which he noticed in the prelate’s tone, contrasting, he observed, with that usually met in cultured circles, even when disguised by the cloak of philanthropy. But as he continued speaking, Morris realised that one should not seek in his words anything more than another totally demagogic kind of philanthropy. In short, he concluded, no help is to be expected from the Catholic Church, only a charitable attitude less wounding in form, and the expression of a few commonplace truths which might on occasion upset bourgeois digestions.1,4 Catholicism also is a pillar of the established order.
What provoked Morris’s indignation, when this collusion between churches and capital became plain to him, was the hypocrisy or cynicism with which the bourgeoisie, while using religion to assure its ascendency, blithely ignores its precepts and commandments when it finds them inconvenient. They then invent particular rulings allowing them to be avoided.117 In fact, they have not always been able to foresee the consequences of this religious morality whose spread they have encouraged, but they never hesitate for one moment to throw it overboard whenever it clashes with their own interests. "* The bourgoisie’s practical conception of it is in persistent opposition to the theory it preaches " J A particularly revolting instance of this came to Morris’s notice during a journey in Scotland in 1887; he discovered that Presbyterian and Sabbatarian forge-owners were making their employees work a seven-day week “in this Devil’s Den’’. These bosses would doubtless have given expression to their horror if they had seen their workers indulging in sports on the Lord’s day.12,1 Morris certainly had in mind the contemptuous denunciation made by Karl Marx of the employers who profaned the sabbath.121 But religion is in the service of the powers of money, and must bend to their will. As to the personal convictions of these capitalist magnates, history itself renders them suspect. Have they not built up their wealth through prodigious industrial development and a growing mastery over nature? And would this mastery have been possible without the development of the sciences, themselves born of the rejection of

the old superstitions? So these men founded their exploitation upon technical and scientific power, anti-religious in its origins, and make use of religion to maintain and extend this exploitation.122 But they do not consider such problems, and their faith, when it exists, is a comfortable faith: “they very naturally therefore are always fairly contented with the world as it is, especially since most of them look forward to another Bourgeois world beyond’’. ' It happens that they salve their consciences by the exercise of charity or philanthropy. Recourse to evangelical morality then encourages them to consider the distinction between rich and poor as “a providential fact, at which neither the poor nor the rich have the right to repine”.
On the whole, their outlook is much more cynical, and their hypocrisy knows no bounds when it is a question of opening up new colonial outlets. A good pretext is “the pushing of a religion no longer believed in by its promoters”.125 The newspapers assert that “this task of civilising Africa is well worthy of Modem Christianity; .. . twenty per cent and the Gospel . . . are tempting, indeed. To save your soul and your business at one stroke is certainly making the best of two worlds”.126 For the colonial peoples, “one day it is rum-and-bible, another sword-and-bible”.127 They are sent soldiers like Gordon “that most dangerous tool of capitalistic oppression, the ‘God-fearing soldier’ ”.128 It is strange, writes Morris, “that the new Attila, the new Ghengis Khan, the modern scourge of God, should be destined to stalk through the world in the gentlemanly broadcloth of a Quaker manufacturer”.1
* * *
In Morris’s eyes, once he had become a theoretician and a socialist militant, religion is thus an obstacle to all progress, a danger of which he is fully conscious and of which he reminds his comrades when they are inclined to lose sight of it. At the annual supper of the Kelmscott Fellowship, in March 1932, Harry Lowerison recalled a conversation he had had with Morris, Bernard Shaw and Belfort Bax after a lecture in Hammersmith: “Shaw, Belfort Bax and I were chatting after a lecture in the old shed in the Mall. The churches just then were a little more intolerant and reactionary than usual, and I got angry and was damning them in good set terms, when I was surprised to hear Bax, of all men, say: ‘You’re Bogging a very dead horse, Lowerison.’ Morris had come up behind me, and he met Bax on the rebound with: ‘Dead! the church! you mind its hoofs, Bax, and its teeth; neither end is safe’ 1 ’
Nevertheless, with remarkable insight and political sense, Morris refused to let himself be drawn into declarations and attitudes inspired by “vulgar an- ticlericalism”. Undoubtedly the clerical danger existed and he did not hesitate to denounce it whenever he thought necessary. But the main enemy was the capitalist system. When he attacked religion, it was only in so far as it put itself at the service of the ruling class. But militant atheism and anticlerical feeling must never take the lead over the political and social struggle. That was, in effect, exposing oneself to a double risk. On the one hand, honest and aware workers, still attached to a belief, would hesitate to join the ranks of the Socialist League and we know that Morris went to a great deal of trouble to avoid public meetings going off down this perilous path.131 On the other hand,

it would be committing a grave error of judgment to turn the activity 0f militants aside from what should remain the essential objective of their struggle. “At least it may be said that there is time enough for us to deal with this problem and that it need not engross the best energies of mankind, when there is so much to do otherwhere”. We may note in passing that Morris’s position is identical with that adopted by Marx at the General Council and in the Congress of the International Working Men’s Association. 1,1 There is everything to gain, thought Morris, by refusing to concentrate the attack upon religion, because the only result of such an attitude would be to give it a new lease of life.134 It is even striking to observe that this understanding of political necessity matured within him very early. In 1884, when he was still a member of the Council of the Social Democratic Federation, he opposed Aveling’s proposal aimed at writing into the programme of the Federation a demand for the separation of Church and State, which, at that time, could only have shocked opinion and turned attention away from genuine social demands.
Another fact, from that same year on, which must have strengthened his conviction and put him on guard against the pitfalls of anticlericalism, was the violent campaign against socialism launched by Bradlaugh and carried on to the end of his life, in which he did not hesitate to spread the most personal and, at times, the silliest, slanders against Marx and his circle.1 At the beginning of 1884, in the Hall of Science in the Mile End Road, he gave a series of antisocialist lectures, at which Shaw and Andreas Scheu represented the opposition. A public debate was arranged, and took place on 17 April in St. James’s Hall, between Bradlaugh and Hyndman, with Professor Beesly, the eminent positivist, in the chair. Hyndman had some difficulty in defending the socialist viewpoint against the furious assault of Bradlaugh’s magnificent oratory. Morris, who does not appear to have spoken during these verbal joustings, was solidly in support of Hyndman and for evermore felt a keen antipathy towards Bradlaugh.,w So he discovered that the most outrageous views of freethought were perfectly reconcilable with the most reactionary political ideology, the most hostile to social progress. This provided one more reason for deliberately excluding metaphysical controversy from the propaganda of the Socialist League. It could only introduce confusion and ridiculous divisions among the contenders. The only possible criterion rested upon the way to look at production relationships and the attitude towards property. Bradlaugh and his friends justified capitalist appropriation: therefore they were to be branded, together with the Archbishop of Canterbury, the Duke of Westminster and the greedy grocer who adulterates his wares.1 9
Morris’s position, dictated by thought and not by feeling, was, then, prudent, restrained, free from any sectarianism.140 One may well be astonished at the large number of clerics with whom he established and maintained continuous links. I quote at random (probably overlooking some) such names of clergymen as Glasse, Bainton, Dixon, Stopford Brooke, Sharman, Marson. Certain of them were won over to the ideas of socialism, and the Rev. C. L. Marson even contributed to Commonweal articles whose religious orthodoxy was highly questionable.14' In his long letters to the Rev. George Bainton, Morris strives to show that nothing in socialist morality can affront a Christian: socialists brand the present rulers of society as thieves, but does not Christianity denounce dishonesty just as strongly as does socialism? 142

When he comes to the delicate problem of lay education, a problem which, even if it was less sharp than in France, nevertheless engaged the British conscience during the years we are considering, 14 Morris avoids any extreme attitude. Certainly, there are standpoints of principle which were set out in the Manifesto of the Socialist League; in future socialist society, education was to be freed from the trammels of commercialism on the one hand and superstition on the other.144 But he thinks that by that time the economic liberation of society will have transformed family life and that there will not be “any necessity for using compulsion towards rational education”.
So there was a complete absence of sectarianism together with the broadest tolerance. When he writes to The Times, in 1878, to arouse opinion against the plan to demolish Wren churches in the City, is he not defending religious rights, just as much as historical and artistic rights, against financial interests?146 And for the sake of the same considerations, in 1887 he launched an appeal for the preservation of the old church at Inglesham.14
All these declarations on Morris’s part are, then, contradictory in appearance only. He has reached personal conviction solid enough for metaphysical speculation to seem quite pointless: it irritates and bores him. He lives wholly and passionately inside earthly reality, and, with exemplary selflessness, he devotes all his efforts to preparing for the coming of a new society, which his utopian vision makes real and almost tangible to him. All his propaganda is directed towards getting men to share his vision and enthusiasm. But the fact of religion exists. He only wishes it were as unimportant to others as it is to him.1 Unfortunately it is nothing of the kind, and Morris would, at any rate, like each individual’s belief to remain something personal and intimate, as his own disbelief is to him. And that is not so either. Other people’s convictions seem worthy of respect to him, but the churches are temporal powers in the service of temporal interests, and their influence sets up serious obstacles in humanity’s road to happiness. He appreciates the hopelessness of frontal attack and refuses to confuse cause with effect. He is far from any temptation to try to “^eraser l’infame”; that would be to make permanent division among those he wishes to unite. So in this sphere he carries on a purposely restricted fight, carefully subordinated to the pursuit of essential objectives, and only takes a stand against religion	in	so far	as the	latter	is
aggressive in the political or social field.
* * *
This reserve finds a complementary (possibly a fundamental) justification in his confidence in mankind and the future of the human rate. When, all the conditions having been fulfilled, the socialist revolution comes about, men will find so much satisfaction in their existence, they will	have so little	need for
heavenly consolation or resignation to their lot	that the	foundations	of
religious ideology will crumble of their own accord. Economic liberation wilt deliver men from their fantasies, and that is the very reason why it would be asburd to bring the least pressure to bear.14<’ But it is still imprudent to trumpet this certainty abroad, for fear of being imperfectly understood and wounding sensibilities: it is, even, only a probability, for Morris never tries to impose his utopian vision as dogma. Perhaps the human race, even then,

will continue to speculate upon the problem of its own existence, but it will be under totally different conditions, in a calm and propitious spirit, because, instead of: “Why were we born to be so miserable?” the question will be; "Why were we born to be so happy?” ' ’ Theological morality will then be nothing more than a survival,152 and we have already seen that, in Morris’s utopian vision, expressed in Mews from Nowhere, it has totally disappeared. Old Ham- mon is categorical about this; "... assured belief in heaven and hell ... has gone”. 1 Socialism will have transformed men’s lives and habits to the point where all these controversies, over which we become so heated today, will be “forgotten, useless, and lifeless like wrecks stranded on the seashore”.154 Henceforth, reason will triumph. No supra-terrestrial consideration, no submission to an imaginary master of the universe, will any longer play a part in relationships between men. Their ethic will be founded upon “the recognition of natural cause and effect”, and it is this materialism, as much as the abolition of inequality, which will be the life-blood of existence in communist society.'
Does this amount to saying that this new humanity will selfishly enjoy its liberty and its dearly bought material happiness, will know no satisfaction other than that of its daily needs, and will have no moral cares or aspirations? By no means. A new conscience will have arisen from the joys of the new life, and a new, materialist religion, possessing no cult, no priests and no metaphysics, will then flourish. It is this “religion of mankind” that I shall examine in the last part of my work, when I analyse the rich and varied aspects of the utopia of William Morris.

CHAPTER TWO
[bookmark: bookmark11]Bourgeois Consciousness
Georges Duveau, in his Sociologie de t’Utopie,' incidentally remarks that there are, with very rare exceptions, no workers’ utopias. In fact, if we restrict ourselves to the study of English literature, we are obliged to admit that, from Sir Thomas More to the most recent writers, utopias have always been a bourgeois phenomenon. How are we to explain this fact?
One first consideration is immediately obvious: the industrial proletariat has existed as a really distinct class only since the last years of the eighteenth century, and one has to wait a great deal longer to see the emergence of an authentic working-class literature. Until the end of the nineteenth century, the level of education was too low to allow the sorely exploited workers to rise to any speculations beyond organisational and political ones. Utopia implies a high level of culture: one builds the future, not only by submitting contemporary society to judgment, but even more perhaps by reflecting upon history.
The present - a wretched, narrow present — bore down with all its crushing weight upon the working-class consciousness. Despite the unprecedented surge of industrialism, the level of the productive forces was still insufficient to allow the Newcastle miner or the Manchester spinner to conceive the abundance needed for blossoming into utopia: the poverty of periodic crises was a more compelling dread. Poverty was so great that it engendered a total inability to conceive of a better lot, and that was an obstacle encountered by William Morris throughout his career of militancy. Religion sustained this resignation and channelled all utopian aspirations towards the hope of supernatural compensation after death.
As the working class, to an ever greater degree, shook off this resignation and apathy and rose to a consciousness of class and then of the trade union and political struggle, the weight of the present in no way decreased, and dreams of the future were pushed aside by the need of fighting step by step for immediate, tangible improvements. No doubt, a certain utopianism was mingled with the fervour of these demands, but it was not of proletarian origin, and one can even say that it was not long in losing its intransigence and becoming diluted and degraded into everyday material objectives. While the wealthy industrialist Robert Owen drew the parallelograms of his perfect society founded upon co-operative production, the workers who had been beguiled by his message set up the first consumers ’co-operatives, incurring the wrath and disavowal of the prophet. Owenism, even in its bastardised form, was soon to appear a dead end, or suffer further transformation when the standard of Chartism was raised.

The working class did not have the time to build ideal cities; the horror and pestilence of the slums of Manchester and the East End had to be mitigated first. It was necessary to live today and especially to stop dying of hunger. It was necessary to win the right to bread, to clothing that was more than rags, to decent working-hours, to education, and also to the vote, which would make it possible to assure the legal acquisition of these advantages. In difficult and dangerous circumstances, the best militants, all self-educated, carried on a day-to-day struggle which absorbed all their energy and often exhausted all their strength. How could these men, even those least involved in the struggle, have had available that imagination, have known that sweetness of dreaming, which are the essential attributes of every utopist? Their life was one long sacrifice, closely bound up with that of their union or their organisation, and in them there was scarcely any of that individualism (an essentially bourgeois characteristic) necessary for the elaboration of a utopia if it is true, as Morris recognised, that every utopia is “the expression of the temperament of its author”.2 I may note in passing that this perhaps explains why there has never been a utopia produced by collaboration.
In the twentieth century, the position has become appreciably different. The social and political gains of the working-class in the capitalist countries have raised it to a level of relative well-being and education which enable it to dream of the future, even if the needs of the day-to-day struggle are just as demanding as before. But it does not dream of it, it thinks about it. On the one hand, scientific socialism has habituated its most enlightened vanguard to a rigorous theory, a consciousness of the laws of history, which do not at all encourage wandering off into subjective fantasy. On the other hand, the arrival of socialist states or states building socialism has posed the problem of perspectives to the working class in quite different terms. It deals with real experiences, often following them passionately, despite the complexity of their economic implications. It interprets the socialist future, not in the language of utopia, but in that of planning.
In the history of utopia, the ’eighties constitute an.intermediate period which was, if one considers it, unique and almost strange. It was the moment when Marxism, a fertilisation of the workers’ movement by the scientific thought of two intellectuals originating from the bourgeoisie, was spreading in England. The works of Marx and Engels available to the British public were not numerous; their study by the masses was still cursory and without consequence. Its first expounders were intellectuals: Belfort Bax, Hyndman, Avel- ing, William Morris; and the latter is the only one among them to have assimilated certain elements of dialectical thought. No doubt, the essence of historical materialism was understood by them and absorbed into their outlook. Nevertheless, though they discovered (with such enthusiasm!) the scientific theory of history, and clearly conceived the idea of a classless society, they were strangers to Marx’s careful rigour and his avoidance of subjective prophecy. Filled with ardour and passion, they were haunted by the problems of “the morrow of the Revolution” (a phrase which constantly recurs in their writings) more than by any realistic appreciation of the needs of the struggle. These men of the middle classes wanted to make their contribution to the theory of the workers’ movement, but their lack of contact with the proletarian masses condemned them to involuntary isolation in sects, and William Morris

the poet thought for a long time that the only way to attract the masses lay, not in the search for palliatives to lessen their poverty, but in the presentation of a radiant prospect. At this time, apart from the too-brief episode of the Paris Commune, no socialist experiences had yet happened to impose upon these hopes the pitiless discipline of real situations.
So we are considering a unique moment, which passed forever, when only a bourgeois intellectual, saturated in a Marxism whose strictness he did not always appreciate, and led by his enthusiasm as much as by his very origins into uncompromising formalism, could want to change the world by offering the oppressed classes a vivid picture of their liberation, drawn direct from the analyses of scientific socialism. It would be quite impossible to understand the special characteristics of William Morris’s utopia without taking into account the social factors that contributed to the formation of his personality.
* * *
In his autobiographical letter of 5 September 1883 to Andreas Scheu, William Morris wrote significantly:
“My Father was a business man in the city, and well-to-do; and we lived in the ordinary bourgeois style of comfort . . . My Father died in 1847 a few months before I went to Marlborough; but as he had engaged in a fortunate mining speculation before his death, we were left very well off, rich in fact.” 4
Mackail gives us fuller details of this “speculation”, and the term is certainly too strong, because the writer’s father owed his fortune to pure chance. A company was formed in 1844 to exploit veins of copper discovered near Tavistock, in Devon. It was launched with a modest capital of 1,024 one- pound shares. Mr Morris senior held 272 of them and they appear to have come into his possession as repayment of a debt. As soon as work started, it became clear that the deposits were extremely rich. Copper was then worth £160 a ton, and the undertaking, which gained rapid notoriety under the name of Devon Great Consols, was able to produce large amounts of ore at low cost: 750,000 tons a year, Mackail tells us, and the value of Mr Morris’s holding rose for a time to more than £200,000.5 E. P. Thompson comments acidly, but justly enough, that these handsome dividends flowed regularly into the Walthamstow household without bearing any trace of the sufferings endured by the miners at the bottom of the narrow and ill-ventilated shafts." When William reached his majority, he had an annual income of £900, a considerable sum in the middle of the nineteenth century, bearing in mind not only the level of prices but taxes less democratically based than in our days. These resources, however, decreased noticeably around 1864 with the rapid exhaustion of the deposits. It was a difficult moment for the young artist, who had to leave his lovely new home. Red House, to live in London where he worked hard at the young decorating business in Red Lion Square. This, thanks to ecclesiastical orders,* had already become a paying concern. Soon the “Morris Firm”, of which William finally became sole owner, was a success and it became a very prosperous business. By the end of his life he had considerable resources and used to spend prodigious sums buying mediaeval
,	9
manuscripts.

Was he a good businessman? Mackail’s biography,10 and the memoirs of George Wardle, who managed the Firm for some years,11 leave us with mixed impressions on the point, of both efficiency and slackness. His aim, Maekaii tells us. was not to make money but to make the objects he manufactured. This judgement seems fair and completely consistent with all we know of Morris, of his creative enthusiasm, his devotion to his aesthetic ideal,12 and his complete honesty. But, to realise this ideal, the undertaking had to be solvent and so it was, despite a number of careless practices. One of the most serious was to have working together, notably in the Merton Abbey workshops, piece-rate workers and those paid by the hour, and also the continued employment, through generosity, of unduly old or incompetent employees. Another specially interesting detail is that Morris was never deterred by expense, and never bargained over the purchase of materials of the highest cost and quality. Such prodigality did him no disservice - quite the contrary, because this excellence was appreciated and ensured him a plentiful and wealthy clientele. It is difficult to say whether commercial shrewdness was part of his outlook, running alongside his aesthetic ideal. In fact, it rather seems that his success was the outcome of psychological qualities rather than commercial acumen. He was an admirable trainer of men. His infectious faith and his consuming activity enabled him to get an exceptional return from the hundred or so artisans and employees working under his orders and by his side. And, perhaps above all, he had an extraordinary flair for surrounding himself with really able executives: first, George Wardle, then the Smith brothers and later, at the Kelmscott Press, Sydney Cockerell. Mackail quite shrewdly observes that the choice of a good administrator argues sound administrative qualities. The fact remains that, despite certain blunders, Morris tackled his business with tireless enthusiasm and obtained indisputable material success.
This will to succeed came, no doubt, in the first place from a high sense of his artistic mission, and he would never accept any compromise. On this level of ideas, he had a delightful way of showing rich but uncomprehending customers to the door.14 But that by no means indicates that he treated money with contempt. Because, first, by his own admission, he had no sense of economy,15 and also because riches were a necessity to him, the essential condition for freedom in his work. When, in 1873, he was beset by financial difficulties, he became obsessed with the fear of poverty and made up his mind to hammer away at making “the Firm” a success.16
The freedom to work as he liked, and as determined by his successive missions, was certainly the predominant reason for his desire to remain wealthy. I feel strongly obliged to add that it was not his only reason. Despite very simple personal habits, it would have been difficult for him to give up the bourgeois ease he had always known, and he derived enormous pleasure from the splendid decor of his Hammersmith house,17 as well as from the rural charm of Kelmscott Manor. His marriage only strengthened this tendency. Jane Burden, the daughter of an Oxford groom, seems to have accustomed herself very easily to a more ample life. The impressive fall of her dresses was a subject of admiration; the meals she provided for guests at Kelmscott House were, on Shaw's authority, “works of art almost as much as the furniture”; '* her supposedly frail health, her frequent indefinable illnesses, (she died in 1914, surviving her husband by eighteen years), were the occasion of her long

journeys in Germany and Italy. We may add that the very real illness of Jenny, Morris’s elder daughter, deeply affected him and caused him considerable expense.
The way of life in a large house seemed to Morris to be the most natural thing in the world. It is interesting to examine his 1878 letters to his wife (then in Italy) when he decided to take a lease on Kelmscott House, which was still called “The Retreat”. Jane, told of its situation, complained because the district was so far from the centre of London. William replied that he found this objection not unreasonable, and even sympathised with it. But, he pleads,
“I don’t think we shall manage to get what we want nearer; you see this is practically what we want in a house: servants’ rooms, kitchen and the rest: then 1st 2 nice airy rooms (though they needn’t be very big) for our dear maidens: 2nd a good and quiet room for you, my dear: 3rd either a biggish room for my study to hold a bed for me also, or some den for my head, & a fairish room for my study: nor 5th can we quite do without a spare room: 6th 2 sitting rooms and (especially if only 2) one of them to be decidedly a good room: this, I think, is the least we can do with ... At the risk of being considered self-seeking, I must say that in the ordinary modern-Cromwell-Road-sort-of-house I should be so hipped that I should be no good to anybody; nor do I think that either you or the girls would get on in such a place . . .
.. . P.S. Mind a poney & chaise at The Retreat. ”1
On 2 April, William informed Jane that the deal was concluded. He pointed out that, despite its distance, the house would attract visitors by its garden and its view of the Thames. “The maidens,” he added, “could have the 2 queer little rooms above for larking rooms, ” and there would be room enough to house a third maid. "
A third maid? That was in 1878. That was not to be the end of the story, his, the Oxford University magazine, in its number 1500 in November 1965, published a special edition devoted to the Victorian era, and in its summary figured an interview given to its editor by a very old lady named Floss Gunner who, in 1891, at the age of fourteen, entered the Morris family’s service as a kitchen maid. Her evidence gives us something to think about. We learn, in fact, that in addition to her the domestic staff comprised a cook, a young male servant, a chambermaid, a parlour maid and another maid whose functions combined something of both of these. 1 No doubt not to have a servant in the last century would have been, for a bourgeois family, to have come down in the world, 3 but to have half a dozen certainly gave class to a house. William Morris probably had no dealings with all these staff2 and did not know' how much work was required of them. If one is to believe Floss Gunner, it was a good deal, but, even if one supposes him to have been aware of this, his own capacity for work was such that it would scarcely have shocked him. Was he also ignorant of the fact that, to start with, the kitchen maid earned six pounds a year, and nine at the end only?
Such a style of household, it should be stressed, was not unusual at the time. It was a long way from approaching the extravagant luxury of wealthy households. It was simply typical of the well-off bourgeoisie.
Having come from easy circumstances and never having ceased to belong to

this background, even if romanticism and art had dispersed the chilly fogs of his childhood and brought joy in living and flights of imagination, William Morris remained faithful in his way of life to bourgeois habits, and his natural simplicity was itself attuned to the traditional attitudes of the British middle classes. At no moment in his development, even when his uncompromising political attitude brought him into vehement opposition with his own class, did he dream of denying his social origin. “We of the middle classes” is an expression one finds constantly in his lectures and his articles. He felt himself to be bourgeois and did not hide the fact. One is impressed by the loyalty he showed to his class during the full fervour of Pre-Raphaelitism, at an age and in a bohemian atmosphere when everything might encourage rejection, even more than by expressions like that quoted, which were consciously employed during his socialist years. “I am bourgeois you know,” he wrote to Madox Brown, “and therefore without the point of honour.” 4 His biographer insists, perhaps with disingenuous exaggeration (we know how little enthusiasm Mackail had for Morris’s socialism) on his being “a typical Londoner of the middle class”, and upon his more and more marked resemblance to Samuel Johnson.'’ He took pleasure in describing his bourgeois virtues of hard work, honesty, reserve, in contrast with the uproarious prodigality of Rossetti; ‘ and Morris himself does not give the lie to this picture in his correspondence. In 1884, telling Andreas Scheu of the difficulties he was having over getting in money owed to the weekly Justice, he exclaimed: “Perhaps ’tis my bourgeois blood, but this un-straightness on money matters discourages me very much.”27 One may wonder, too, whether this “bourgeois blood” was altogether free from a trace of snobbery. The question might come up when we attempt to examine the relationship between Morris and his wife’s family. We do not know much about Elizabeth, Jane’s sister, except that she helped the latter with embroidery for the Firm and lived with the Morrises at Queen Square. William could not stand her and felt he had nothing in common with her,24 so he was glad when she stopped living with them.30 There is nothing in this that is not perfectly natural: he wrote that he had nothing against her and considered her to be “harmless and even good” but liking does not come to order. One thing is more strange, and that is that Robert Burden, Jane’s father, a groom in Holywell Street, Oxford, disappeared immediately and completely from the life of the couple, and it is quite impossible to find the slightest reference to him. May Morris, for her part, although she makes a very passing reference to her Aunt Bessy,31 never has a word to say about her maternal grandfather. The lack of information reduces us to conjecture, but does not exclude disagreeable questions. For example, one is intrigued to read a letter of February 1885 in which Morris relates to Mrs. Burne-Jones that he has recently given a lecture in Oxford in Holywell Street, “just opposite where Janey used to live”.12 We do not know whether Robert Burden still lived there; in any case, Morris does not appear to have crossed the road. And, above all, what happened between Jane and her father? What we do now know without doubt is that she put pressure on Mackail not to mention Robert Burden’s occupation in the biography, and refused him permission to reproduce a drawing by Burne-Jones of the house where she was born. "

These facts, which throw some light on some aspects of his life, also give us a measure of the enormous length of the road travelled by the writer, the depth of his thought, the force of his generous sensibility, and the courage he showed in espousing the cause of revolutionary socialism.
This development, which took place between 1877 and 1883, has been followed through in masterly fashion by E. P. Thompson, and there would be no point here in repeating the account. It claims our attention in so far as it explains his pathway towards utopia.
During this pre-socialist period, William Morris’s bourgeois conscience was not yet aware of any real contradictions. It was as a bourgeois democrat that, in 1877, he issued his emphatic manifesto against an “unjust war”,54 and it is interesting to consider the spirit in which this was composed. The writer was still a member of the Liberal Party, and his intention was deliberately political. It was the Conservative majority, its leader Disraeli and the foreign policy of the Government that he was primarily attacking. If he railed against certain social strata, they were those who provided the basic support for the Tory Party, “greedy gamblers on the Stock Exchange, idle officers of the army and navy (poor fellows!), worn-out mockers of the Clubs . . .”; and it is evident when, a few lines on, he wrote: “us of the Middle Classes”, the distinction in his mind is clearly and definitely between these circles and the bourgeoisie of which he proclaims his membership.
But the originality of this document is that it is addressed to the working class, having as its sub-title: “To the Working Men of England”. Morris had still not the slightest acquaintance with this working class, but he had been deeply impressed by his first contacts with union leaders and with the radical clubs on the occasion that was to develop into his activity in the Eastern Question Association; they already inspired a confused feeling that they constituted a growing, decisive force that compelled respect. So he was filled with indignation at the contempt for the working masses expressed in the circles he was condemning; and it was as a bourgeois, ashamed of the attitude of the topmost layers of the ruling class, that he sought to put the working men of England on their guard:
“Working men of England, one word of warning yet: I doubt if you know the bitterness of hatred against freedom and progress that lies at the hearts of a certain part of the richer classes in this country: their newspapers veil it in a kind of decent language; but do but hear them talking among themselves, as I have often, and I know not whether scorn or anger would prevail in you at their folly and insolence: - these men cannot speak of your order, of its aims, of its leaders without a sneer or an insult: these men, if they had the power (may England perish rather) would thwart your just aspirations, would silence you, would deliver you bound hand and foot for ever to irresponsible capital.”
I will not linger over the naivety and illusions still reflected in that last phrase; let us confine ourselves to noting the violence of the resentment Morris expresses towards that section of the bourgeoisie which he is repudiating. A lasting resentment, for twelve years later old Hammond in News from Nowhere,

relating to his guest the sequence of events which were to culminate in the triumph of the revolution, described the role of the reactionaries, “men who in ordinary times were forced to keep their opinions to themselves or their immediate circle’’.34 But, in 1877, Morris refused to believe that such hypocrisy and ill-will were characteristic of the bourgeoisie as a whole. He addressed himself to the working class because he felt that it alone could play a decisive part in the movement of opposition to the “unjust war”, but he begged it to . . urge us of the Middle Classes to do no less, so that we may all protest solemnly and perseveringly against our being dragged and who knows for why? into an UNJUST WAR”.37
For a long time, these working masses were to remain an abstraction for him. If, for some years, he had ceased to feel, as in his youth, “too happy to think that there could be much amiss anywhere”, yet he could still, in 1882, declare to his listeners:
“I had rather say a few words to finish with to those of my own class, to the rich and well-to-do, and the rather because, and it is a woeful confession to have to make, I know little of any class save my own.”
It is in terms of this ignorance and limited outlook, I feel, that we must understand, without being upset, the declarations he trumpeted forth in his early lectures on art in favour of a return to craftsmanship which would restore artistic merit to everyday objects, particularly in pottery and glass-making, accepting as normal and necessary the inevitable rise in prices that such a return would involve.41
His first approaches in the direction of the working class were full of sympathy and goodwill, but they bore, to an almost embarrassing degree, the marks of bourgeois paternalism. Each must have his due, he declared:
“For those of us that are employers of labour, how can we bear to give any man less money that he can decently live on, less leisure than his education and self-respect demand?”
The bougeoisie, he considered, had yet other duties, in particular that of setting an example by the simplicity of its way of life. In a preaching tone, which seems to derive from his evangelical childhood, he claimed that such an example would effectively lessen the horrible contrast between the wastefulness of the wealthy and the needs of the poor, and so provide “an example and standard of dignified life to those classes which you desire to raise, who ... are given both to envy and to imitate the idleness and waste that the possession of much money produces.” 42 This puritan paternalism was not to last long. Morris realised very rapidly that the “elevation” of the working class as a class would result from its own determination, but he hoped that it would be assisted by the goodwill of the bourgeoisie:
... it seems to me that both to the working-class and especially to ourselves it is important that it should have our abundant goodwill and also what help we may be able otherw.se to give it, by our determination
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This confidence in his own class was slow to diminish. Much more, during this pre-socialist period, when he was already haunted by utopian preoccupations and the vision of happy days to come, 4 he believed in the revolutionary mission of the bougeoisie. That class, in the name of its past, was duty bound to remedy the injustices and make good the artistic damage which its own society had brought about in order to build a higher society. I think it appropriate to quote in exlenso a fragment of this same lecture, given in 1881. The lyricism and beauty of image bear witness to William Morris’s conviction-
“I may say without fear of contradiction that we of the English middle classes are the most powerful body of men that the world has yet seen, and that anything we have set our heart upon we will have: and yet when we come to look the matter in the face, we cannot fail to see that even for us with all our strength it will be a hard matter to bring about the birth of that new art: for between us and that which is to be, if art is not to perish utterly, there is something alive and devouring; something as it were a river of fire that will put all that tries to swim across to a hard proof indeed, and scare from the plunge every soul that is not made fearless by desire of truth and insight of the happy days to come beyond.
That fire is the hurry of life bred by the gradual perfection of competitive commerce which we, the English middle classes, when we had won our political liberty, set ourselves to further with an energy, an eagerness, a single-heartedness that has no parallel in history; we would suffer none to bar the way to us, we called on none to help us, we thought of that one thing and forgot all else, and so attained our desire, and fashioned a terrible thing indeed from the very hearts of the strongest of mankind.
Indeed I don’t suppose that the feeble discontent with our own creation that I have noted before can deal with such a force as this - not yet - not till it swells to very strong discontent: nevertheless as we were blind to its destructive power, and have not even yet learned all about that, so we may well be blind to what it has of constructive force in it, and that one day may give us a chance to deal with it again and turn it towards accomplishing our new and worthier desire: in that day at least, when we have at last learned what we want, let us work no less strenuously and fearlessly, I will not say to quench it, but to force it to burn itself out, as we once did to quicken and sustain it.” 4S
A passage of crucial importance in more than one respect, despite the confusion of its expression, and it marks a critical point in the life of William Morris. The negation of commercial civilisation already finds expression in it, and there is already an aspiration towards a happier world as well, But the social and economic content of such a revolution is not yet perceived, because of his lack of a scientific understanding of society and its production relationships. The only point at issue is still aesthetic humanism. The ways and means are still to be discussed and the essence of the problem is still distorted by the writer’s class illusions, by the fundamental illusion that a revolution which would bring into question and destroy the bourgeois way of life could be the work of the bourgeoisie itself. Nevertheless, this passage, despite its inconsequences, has an objective merit which is to be appreciated, if he does

mistakenly associate the bourgeoisie with the building of a future, which is not at all its function, he is fully right in doing justice to its past revolutionary and progressive r61e. Nowhere in Morris’s work is this consciousness so clear and unfortunately, it no longer appears after his conversion to socialism. His leftist formalism and his mediaevalism lead him, even more than Ruskin, to reject en bloc the historical contribution of the bourgeois class to human progress, to strike out of history and exclude from utopia four centuries of civilisation. On this point, Morris’s thought departs from Marx’s. But this excess of antibourgeois reaction itself could only come from a bourgeois, disappointed in his trust and in his illusions.
* * *
In 1883 William Morris crossed the “river of fire” beside which he had been anxiously pondering and gathering his strength for two years. He achieved for himself the prediction contained in The Communist Manifesto of 1848;
“Finally, in times when the class struggle nears the decisive hour, the process of dissolution going on within the ruling class, in fact within the whole range of old society, assumes such a violent, glaring character, that a small section of the ruling class cuts itself adrift, and joins the revolutionary class, the class that holds the future in its hands. Just as, therefore, at an earlier period, a section of the nobility went over to the bourgeoisie, so now a portion of the bourgeoisie goes over to the proletariat, and in particular a portion of the bourgeois ideologists who have raised themselves to the level of comprehending theoretically the historical movement as a whole.”
One can take it for granted that this passage of the Manifesto (which he devoured, along with the first book of Capital, in 1883) made a deep impression upon Morris’s outlook. He reproduced it almost word for word in a letter toT.
C. Horsfall on 25 October. Less than a month later, on 14 November, speaking at a meeting in Oxford, with Ruskin in the chair, he used similar language.49 Moreover, it would always be as a bourgeois adhering to socialism that he would introduce himself to working-class audiences, and chairmen at his lectures would stress this fact and its significance.50
This adherence was without reservation, and Morris accepted without jibbing for one moment the restrictions of the militant way of life. His devotion has remained a legend and is the more praiseworthy because nothing had prepared him for so great a sacrifice of time, money, peace of mind and comfort. Long afterwards, his daughter May still marvelled at such complete self- sacrifice on the part of a man for whom bourgeois ease had always provided a pleasant fife,11 But Morris felt himself drawn into the struggle by a kind of fate. He readily agreed that, if the times had been more peaceful, he might have been “contented amidst his discontent” and have settled down, as it were, in a hermitage. He recognised, too, that he was not by nature inclined to be a fighter and that he preferred lazily dreaming; that he might have felt more at case in a “moderate socialist” party and even found it a way to satisfy his vamty, because he could easily have become the leader of one. It would have been sufficient for him to follow his inclinations and deceive himself but

such a lie horrified him.” His socialism was not moderate, it was revolutionary, and he humbly accepted the most irksome militant tasks without ever displaying the slightest political ambition. There certainly seemed to be a blatant contradiction between his upper-bourgeois home life, and his unending and demanding travels as a propagandist. The reactionary press had a fine time finding material for the most unjust and unworthy jeers.14
Morris’s first steps towards socialism and his joining the Democratic Federation in 1883 were perhaps made easier by the fact that this group still had few links with the working class and that almost all its leaders belonged to middle and upper class circles, as he recalled himself in 1894.33 He thus was spared the disconcerting shock of immediate contact with the working masses, for which there had been nothing to prepare him.
In his thesis, Mr Eugene Le Mire has eathered some information about the founders of the Democratic Federation, and I quote from it, adding a little more. Henry S. Salt and J. L. Joynes had both been masters at Eton.57 Edward Carpenter had been Fellow of Trinity Hall at Cambridge.58 E. Belfort Bax was a member of the Bar.59 As for Hyndman, the president of the Federation, with whom Morris had most contacts, he was a stockbroker. ' We may add the names of H. Hyde Champion, an artillery officer*’1, and his friend R. P. B. Frost, like him an ex-Marlborough pupil.62 They provided a curious spectacle, these members of good society, led by Hyndman in immaculate frockcoat and top hat, selling the socialist weekly justice in Fleet Street and the Strand.63
Hyndman was certainly less well-off than Morris, but both in his dress and his bearing he was the very incarnation of bourgeois respectability. He was a complex person and the ambiguity of his motives has never been clearly resolved, either by his memoirs or by the studies made of him. Despite his un- budging hostility towards Engels (“the Grand Lama of the Regents Park Road”, as he called him),64 he remained true to Marx’s doctrine, or believed he was true. His militant activity was considerable and no doubt could be cast upon his devotion. But, contrary to what took place in Morris’s case, his bourgeois consciousness remained alive to the end, and seems to have been one of the decisive factors in the political attitudes he adopted in later years, which earned him bitter denunciation from Lenin.65 This man was a strange socialist: when he was expelled from the New University Club following his agitation among London’s unemployed, and not having been able to afford, because of his financial contribution to the S.D.F., to maintain his membership of the Garrick, he felt disconcerted at no longer belonging to any club.66 His appearance and his manners, as much as his dictatorial methods, did not arouse sympathy in socialist circles67 and it was only through tenacity and devotion that he maintained his authority over the S.D.F. and kept it alive for a surprisingly long time.
It is interesting to note the difference in tone between the “we of the middle classes” of Morris and Hyndman’s “my class’. At almost all public meetings, Hyndman used this expression with provocative cynicism and lashed the apathy of his working-class listeners by ironically thanking them for maintaining his class. This unamiable course often annoyed Tom Mann, who, nevertheless, remained one of his faithful supporters.69 There was nothing so contemptuous in Morris’s attitude and, when he joined the Democratic

Federation, he was already losing his illusions about the leading rdle of the bourgeoisie and did not take himself to be a liberating Messiah; Marx had convinced him that the emancipation of the workers would be the work of the workers themselves.
Such was not the opinion of Hyndman, according to whom “a slave-class cannot be freed by the slaves themselves”.
It is not very likely that differences showed between Hyndman and Morris on the subject at this stage, at least until the second half of 1884. They were both sincere and ardent socialists, and points of agreement were clearly more numerous than points of discord. It is not surprising, moreover, that the propaganda efforts of the young organisation were directed not only towards the working class, to whom the mechanism of its exploitation needed explaining, but also, in an explicit way, to the middle classes, who needed reassuring: the socialist aim, jointly wrote Hyndman, Morris and Taylor, in an article published in Justice in January 1884, was to show them that socialism was a serious scientific theory and that, far from fomenting anarchy, it had as its only objective to put a beneficent society in place of the disorder of present society.7' Reassuring words both for the public and for the authors themselves.
Problems, however, were not long in arising. First was the discovery of working-class poverty, the facts of which seem to have come to Morris as from a distant, almost unsuspected country72 and which, he said, impinged upon his bourgeois sensibility and filled him with naive astonishment and horror. Already, during his pre-socialist period, sights in the streets had made him feel that he owed it to chance alone that he had been ‘born respectable and rich” 74 and enjoyed a pleasant life.75 Even earlier on he had felt shame and personal responsibility at such sights.76 This feeling could not but deepen after his coming to socialism, and Morris, in the presence of the contrast between the joy of his work and the enslavement of the majority of his fellows, was “. . . ashamed of his own position . . .”78. He publicly admitted during a debate that he had an uneasy conscience over occupying himself with art and literature while the masses were ‘‘doomed to such a sordid and miserable life of servitude”.79 This feeling grew steadily stronger and was more and more expressed in his lectures and articles.80 By 1885 it must have been extremely strong, for Morris felt obliged to give it expression in the official text of the Manifesto of the Socialist League.
Ruskin had felt similar shame and expressed a desire to find “a byework to quiet my conscience”.8 But with him it was only a passing pang flattering to his Protestant introspection, a whim leading only to abortive undertakings with no future. For Morris, on the other hand, there was a permanent and painful contradiction, the essential motive for his militant activity and his utopian quest. This contradiction drove him to analyse, and the analysis sharpened the contradiction. The Marxist concept of surplus value made him feel, not only an accomplice to exploitation, but one who profited by it.83 This caused him real pain, and the revolution, the building of a classless society, became for him belonging g the exploiting class, an absolute personal necessity. He
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understand and to join him in the struggle. When he reached political maturity, these appeals stemmed more from the needs of propaganda for unity, but in the beginning he was pathetically direct in his appeals. His 1884 lecture, Art and Socialism, is wholly aimed in this direction. After having, still in terms that lack precision, sat in judgment on the system of laisser-faire and commercial competition, he sketches the picture of a happy society, “the reverse of the present state of things”, and asks: “How can we of the middle classes help to bring such a state of things about?”85 How can we “clear our own consciences of the guilt of enslaving men by their labour . . . Can the middle-classes regenerate themselves?” 88 He refers to the energy displayed by his class in overcoming the forces of nature, but he is no longer the optimist of 1881: “And yet I doubt it: their own creation, the Commerce they are so proud of, has become their master. ” 87 Nevertheless, repressing his own doubts, he appeals to the hearts of his bourgeois listeners, he paints the lot of the “class of victims” and shows them the way to salvation:
“And how can we of the middle-classes, we the capitalists, and our hangers-on, help them? By renouncing our class, and on all occasions when antagonism rises up between the classes casting in our lot with the victims .. . There is no other way: and this way I tell you plainly, will in the long run give us plentiful occasion for self-sacrifice ...” 88
He concludes by inviting them to join the Democratjc Federation without hiding all the material and moral risks to which such membership would expose them. Despite the sincere emotion of this appeal, it is presented in a very clumsy way, doubtless on account of its very sincerity, and there was little chance of its being heeded.
Morris probably dealt with the same theme in the lecture entitled “What’s to become of the Middle Glasses?”, given in Hammersmith on 23 August 1885, the text of which has been lost.89 There is something deeply touching in this painful fidelity to his origins, which was expressed in various ways. In the course of the present study we shall see that Morris always avoided confusing the bourgeois with the bourgeoisie. He believed in the natural goodness of man and that it was historical fate that made them cruel exploiters, not as individuals but as a class. Just as he offered his middle-class listeners immediate redemption by acceptance of socialism, this solicitude followed him into his utopia, for one of the tasks of the new society was to ensure the reintegration and ultimate regeneration of the defeated bourgeoisie.
These approaches and appeals met with little response. The risks to deserters from the middle classes after their conversion to socialism, of which he charitably warned his audience in his 1884 lecture, Art and Socialism, were real risks, and others were prudent enough to leave him to verify their reality on his own.90 It is true that his material position was too firmly based for there to be any danger of his losing it, but he became a target for jeers and unworthy attacks by the whole press, which did not greatly affect him, and he found people he esteemed becoming cold and even turning away from him.91 These were certainly pinpricks to which he was sensitive. He must have been still more so to the attitude of Jane, who did not hide her lack of enthusiasm for her
husband’s socialist visitors.	• '
He stood firm, and went further. But other disappointments awaited him at

the beginning of his militant career. Probably the most serious was the diffir I ty he found in adapting himself to working-class audiences. Despite his burn ing sympathy andjthe zeal of his new conversion, he could not rid himself of a superior attitude. In a letter sent on 7 May 1883 to his elder daughter Jenny, we find an account of his first experience: “One thing 1 would not praise them for, to wit that they kept dropping (in] all the time or nearly so, till the room, which was only half full when I began, was crowded at the end 1 must tell you however that I behaved badly; for 2 young women close to me would keep whispering and giggling, which made me so nervous, that at last 1 laid down my Ms and said ‘I will go on when you have left off whispering and giggling’. But nothing put him off and the occasions on which he addressed audiences of the people became more and more frequent, without his feeling however any more at ease. Two years later, in a letter to Mrs Burne-Jones, we find these very revealing lines:
“You would perhaps have smiled at my congregation; some twenty people in a little room, as dirty as convenient and stinking a good deal. It took the fire out of my fine periods, I can tell you: it is a great drawback that 1 can’t talk to them roughly and unaffectedly. Also I would like to know what amount of real feeling underlies their bombastic revolutionary talk when they get to that. I don’t seem to have got at them yet — you see this great class gulf lies between us ... ”
This naked confession demands respect. So many bourgeois intellectuals,
after a period of flirting with the working class, have returned to their ivory
towers or have become hostile and aggressive. Morris was aware of what he
was and of what the proletarian masses of the ’eighties still were. He had no
illusions about himself or about them. But he was moved by his fundamental
revolt against injustice and also by the conviction, drawn from his reading of
Marx, that historically it is the function of the working class to destroy the
capitalist production relationships and inaugurate the classless society into
which his quest for utopia was already venturing. He carried on his militant
task in order to bring to the unorganised masses the ideological weapons they
needed, despite disappointment and friction and despite another feeling that
sometimes haunted his bourgeois conscience during these early years of
struggle. This revolution, for which he prayed, frightened him at the same
time, not by its inevitable violence, which he readily accepted at that time, but
by its outcome. His apprehension of the coming to power of what “no history
has yet shown us - what is swiftly advancing upon us — a class which, though it
shall have attained knowledge, shall lack utterly the refinement and self-
respect which comes from the union of knowledge with leisure and ease of life
The growth of such a class may well make the cultured people of toda1
tremble. ’ He is undoubtedly being ironical at the expense of the latter, bu
nothing in his lecture sets out to dissipate their apprehension. Certainly, thi
was only a passing feeling, every trace of which subsequently disappeared, an
the expression of it bears witness to the sincerity, thoughtfulness, and pe
tinacity of Morris. But it also indicates a shrewd appreciation of his own pos
non. His revolutionary enthusiasm and his indignation at working-class pove
ty were never to lead him mto meretricious demagogy. He never souvht
identify himself with the proletariat or pretend tn	w P
prciena to express his revolt ai

aspirations “from within”. In The Pilgrims of Hope (1885-86), which is his most “committed” poem, the hero is not a proletarian but a young ruined bourgeois, reduced to earning a workshop living.98
This dignified reserve does credit to Morris as a writer. In the field of action, however, his inability to put himself in the shoes of the workers led him into equivocal positions up to the beginning of the ’nineties. He could not grasp the political necessities as readily as the human needs behind immediate demands. With his eyes fixed on the ultimate goal, sickened by the petty- bourgeois socialism of the Fabians and the compromises of the parliamentary game, he imprisoned himself in rigid doctrine, a leftist formalism which represented to him the royal road to utopia. Without doubt, at this time the first enemy for the young revolutionary movement to fight was reformism, and so it remained up to the Leninist period. But Morris’s uncompromising anti-reformism led him to despise not only the “palliatives” achieved by parliamentary means, but also the partial victories of the trade union struggle. Whatever reservations might be justified by the behaviour of trade union leaders, he did not appreciate that in the unions were to be found the working masses, towards whom the essential effort of his propaganda should be directed, and that strikes and mass action, however modest the results achieved, were indispensible stages on the road to socialism. Cut off in this way from fundamental reality, disposed to see the working class in an abstract vision, he long held on to illusions about the imminence of revolution, and the knell sounded only after Bloody Sunday in 1887. It needed the thunderclap of the dockers’ strike in 1889 to bring him gradually to a more realistic appreciation of the fight for immediate demands, tearing him at last from that formalism which, though he did not understand this, was the consequence of the limitations of a bourgeois viewpoint, and not of a superior understanding of revolutionary action. Nor did he realise, moreover, that this very formalism, which isolated him for several years from the true mass movement, held nothing to frighten the middle classes, quite the contrary. As E. P. Thompson cogently remarked: “It became even fashionable for the young avant-garde of the bourgeoisie to pay at least one visit to the converted out-house”, transformed into a meeting-hall, which flanked the Hammersmith house.
We have found, in Bernard Shaw’s papers, a letter from May Morris, dated 25 November 1886, in which she says: “The ‘damned bourgeois branch’, as Leaguers have been pleased to call the Hammersmith Branch, is going to have a party on Jan. 1st.” 100 And, looking at it from a different angle, there is another fact worthy of comment. Morris’s formalism significantly impoverished his propaganda towards the working class, because he proved incapable of mustering his arguments with concrete examples, directly drawn from the workers’ experience of the day-to-day fight. Being unable to really talk to them about themselves, and about reality as they knew it, he was left only with the prospects offered by utopia, convinced that, thanks to the culture with which his birth had endowed him, he could in this way give form and expression to the deep aspirations which were confused in their minds because of their stupefying poverty.1 1
However, in his own organisation, in the very bosom of the Socialist League of which he was founder and leader, a severe voice had been raised which must have given him a great deal to think about by its personal and direct way of

denouncing the very roots of the evil. Thomas Binning, an honoured militant of the printing union, with full-time responsibility for the publication of Commonweal, specialist on workers' matters in the League’s weekly, was not himself entirely free from similar failings.102 But he was a worker, tied to the masses, and when, in 1888, Morris, in the columns of Commonweal, delivered a somewhat outspoken attack on “practical socialism’’, he felt stung to the quick and retorted with a letter published on 25 February:
“ It is all very well for people in comfortable circumstances to go in for the ‘whole hog’, to deprecate the vulgar comfort of the middle classes, and to make light of ameliorative changes in the condition of the workers. But those whose daily life is brightened and made happier and more hopeful by these little changes so slightingly spoken of are not likely to be favourably influenced by the abstract notions of the doctrinaires.”
The judgment, terse as it was, was clearsighted, but the lesson was too hard to bear fruit at once.
* # *
There were, then, all these internal contradictions to be resolved. There were also what we might call external contradictions, those imposed upon him, not by the stirrings of his conscience, but questions inevitably raised in the world in which he moved by his belonging to both the bourgeois class and the socialist movement. This state of affairs aroused venomous spite in the hostile press,104 but William Morris cared little for such attacks. On the other hand, he was responsive to the questions, sometimes aggressive and sometimes perplexed, addressed to him by popular audiences and he early felt the need to clarify his exact place in the social scale. He no longer had any direct links with finance capital since he had, in 1876, resigned from the board of Devon Great Consols, and he had been so delighted at having done^so that, back home from the meeting, he had solemnly sat on his top-hat. He was, of course, an employer of paid labour, but, in view of the medium scale of his business and the nature of the work, he refused to wear the label of capitalist.M)6 The term would, in fact, have suggested a level of fortune he was far from possessing; and he insisted over and over that he was not so rich as was claimed. "’7 Was he not obliged to sell the luxurious products of the Morris Firm to people much richer than himself? It is true that even that fact was once reckoned a crime by a militant socialist in Glasgow.108 This very point indeed, was one of Morris’s personal sorrows, and his daughter May thought it one of the main reasons for his becoming a socialist.109 It was certainly this melancholy realisation that allowed him to place himself, not without bitterness, in a well-defined category. “I am not a capitalist, my friend,’’ he wrote to Mrs. Burne-Jones, “I am but a hanger-on on that class, like all professional men , and he did not hesitate so to describe himself in his public lectures.11.
It would probably be dishonest to doubt his sincerity and suppose that he was trying in this way to avoid burning questions. They could not fail to come up, and had come up already. Did he not belong to the employing class and how was he to reconcile this fact with his socialism? In 1883 the question was
g?edftyorao?t£tr pa;>heCr:COlUmS °f'** M	"A	at once to

“I freely admit that this position is a false one, but it seems to me that its falseness is first felt by an honest man, not when he begins to express his opinion openly, and to further openly the spread of Socialism, but when his conscience is first pricked by a sense of the injustice and stupidity of the present state of society. Your correspondent implies that, to be consistent, we should at once cast aside our position as capitalists, and take rank with the proletariat; but he must excuse my saying that he knows very well that we are not able to do so; that the most we can do is to palliate, as far as we can, the evils of the unjust system which we are forced to sustain; that we are but minute links in the immense chain of the terrible organisation of competitive commerce, and that only the complete unrivetting of that chain will really free us. It is this very sense of the helplessness of our individual efforts which arms us against our own class, which compels us to take an active part in the agitation which, if it be successful, will deprive us of our capitalist position. ** 1
This first skirmish remained on the plane of generalities, and Morris’s reply was one of irreproachable logic. His reaction was expressed in a letter to Mrs. Burne-Jones in November 1888: “I have been living in a storm of newspaper brickbats, to some of which I had to reply: of course I don’t mind a bit nor even think the attack unfair”.1,4 In the following year, matters took a more direct and more serious turn. On 4 February 1884, during a debate at the Cambridge Union Society: “The opposer Mr. Frost, a Cambridge Graduate, .. . tried to excite the merriment of the house, and then condescended to personalities, by asking Mr. Morris to account for his position as an employer. . . Mr. William Morris . .. explained the impossibility of avoiding the responsibility which capital in the present state of society confers, and avowed his readiness to resign his position as soon as ever the State should be able to step in and take his place, pointing out the utter uselessness of merely handing over capital to another capitalist while the certainty of its being used for the exploitation of labour remains unassailed. This the audience seemed capable of understanding, and they cheered accordingly. ” 115 All that was not going very far, but it appears that, from the early months of 1884, these attacks seriously worried Morris. The long letter of 1st June 1884 to Mrs. Burne-Jones is clearly the conclusion of a discussion on this subject that had being going on for some time in earlier letters that have disappeared.1 6 From this letter we can draw several important pointers. First of all, Morris, who knew his Capital very well, observes that the capitalist’s profit only constitutes a part of the general exploitation and that “co-operation, to be real, must be the rule and not the exception". If he renounced his personal profit and shared the Firm’s balance equally among all the workers, what would be the result? He calculates that it would represent an annual increase of £16 each, which would obviously be pleasant, “but leave them stilt members of the working class with all the disadvantages of that position”. So what was to be done?
.. Here then is a choice for a manufacturer ashamed of living on surplus value: shall he do his best to further a revolution on the basis of society . . . which would turn all people into workers, as it would give a chance for all workers to become refined and dignified in their life; or

shall hr ease his conscience by dropping a certain portion of his profits to bestow on his handful of workers, 1 for indeed it is but charity after all . .. Well I say what shall he do? The second choice if he takes it, may save a few individuals a certain amount of suffering and anxiety therefore if he can do both things let him do so, and make his conscience surer; but if, as must generally be the case, he must choose between the furthering of a great principle, and the staunching of‘the pangs of conscience’, I should think it right to choose the first course: because although it is possible that here and there a capitalist may be found who could and would be content to carry on his business at (say) foreman’s wages, it is impossible that the capitalist class could do so: the very point of its existence is manufacturing for a profit and not for a livelihood.” "*
So Morris’s decision was taken: he rejected a personal solution which would not advance the cause by one inch. That cannot have happened without long arguments with himself and with his friends. Why, one may wonder, could he not do “both things at the same time”, as he stressed himself? For his part he would have been willing to live on four pounds a week, and he added, “if Janey and Jenny were quite well and capable I think they ought not to grumble at living on the said £4, nor do I think they would”.1 9 That is certainly a bold supposition. One can hardly see Jane accepting a proposal of that kind and there is no doubt that Jenny’s health caused Morris grave worry. These considerations certainly played a part in his final decision, just as much as did considerations of an ideological nature. We find proof of it in the private diary of Thomas James Cobden-Sanderson. He and his wife Annie were a somewhat odd couple who had, with much affectation, renounced the world to practise the “simple life”, devoting themselves to vegetarianism and book-binding. They had fairly close links with Morris, and tried to influence him. The diary entry of 16 January 1884 reads: “We told him we thought he ought to put his principles into practice in his own case: that his appeal would be much more powerful if he did so. He said he was in a corner and could not, that no one person could; that to say the truth, he was a coward and feared to do so; that there was his wife, and the girls; and how could he put it upon them?. . • Djrar old Morris, he would be happier if he could put his ideas into practice . Perhaps it is as well not to put too much trust in Cobden-Sanderson, bearing in mind his condescending priggishness; but we have definite indications that in January 1884 the problem was facing Morris in personal terms.
He touched on the same problem in a letter to an American, Emma Lazarus, in April 1884. Written to a woman infinitely less close to him than Georgiana Burne-Jones, it is of less direct interest and scarcely adds anything to what he wrote to that friend two months later. Nevertheless, he stresses one idea that we find recurring in all his work, that production co-operatives in the present situation cannot be anything other than a larval form of capitalism.121
Morris had, however, introduced a partial profit-sharing system into his business, of which his questioners and critics were generally ignorant This system directly involved the general manager, George Wardle, as well as four workshop directors and, indirectly, two foremen who received production bonuses.	r
The attacks on Morris never stopped. In 18R5	..	.
fhcu. m an anonymous journalist in

the Saturday Review reproached him in these terms:	.	he	left	off	poetry,
which he understood, and took to politics of which he knows nothing ... the fact of a capitalist and ‘profit-monger’ denouncing capitalists and profit- mongers without, as far as is known, making the least attempt to pour his capital into the lap of the treasurer of the Socialist Church, or to divide his profits weekly with the sons of toil who make them”.123 The article was pompously entitled: Nephelococcygia-Lez-Hammersmith. A few weeks later, the Oxford Times, in scarcely less abusive terms, returned to the same questions: “Nobody wishes him to escape from the vicious circle of modern society, nor to hand over his accumulated profits to some capitalist who might not make so good use of them as he; but surely it is not much to ask him to divide the surplus profits of the labour of the concern over which he presides equally among those who help to realize them. This, however, is a view of the case which, socialist as he is, the apostle of socialism declines to adopt; and with his tenderness for his own pocket, many of his abstract arguments go by the board”.124 In 1890 again, Morris was interviewed by one of the editorial staff of Cassell’s Sunday Journal: “Q.: Meanwhile, they say, you ought to share publicly whatever you have got, and run the concern for the good of the community. - A.: What good would I do by that? I am not fighting individuals, I am attacking a system. How could I attack it more effectually by reducing myself to the proletariat level?” 125 In the discussions following his lectures the same question constantly cropped up: “Why don’t you carry out your Socialist principles in connection with your own business?”: “Was it consistent for Socialists to be capitalists?” ' Sometimes the question was put in a more general way. When, one day, Morris was asked: “If you believe so much in what you say, why don’t you give your money to the poor?” he replied: “I am not a very rich man, but even if I were to give all my money away, what good would that do? The poor would be just as poor, the rich, perhaps, a little more rich, for my wealth would finally get into their hands. The world would be pleased to talk about me for three days until something new caught its fancy. Even if Rothschild gave away his millions tomorrow, the same problems would confront us the day after”. 27 In replying to these questions he knew how to raise the level of the argument. In an article in Commonweal, he showed that workers’ sharing in profits was a trap, and was tantamount to “feeding the dog with its own tail”. It would be a way of inducing the workers to increase their productivity and it would sidetrack them” by deluding them into thinking that their interests are at one with those of their masters”.
It is remarkable that Morris, so readily aroused in argument and discussion, to the point at times of losing all control of himself, could always maintain exemplary calm and patience whenever this topic was raised. The decision he had taken was the climax of a long and painful struggle with his conscience, calling into play his innermost feelings as well as his theoretical thinking. The contradiction in his life was plain to him in the broadest sense. He had chosen his stand and the solution which seemed proper to him. The debate was over and he lived with his contradiction, slowly making himself work it out in action and in utopia.

The intense political agitation into which Morris threw himself during the ’eighties was the product of deep conviction and also, probably, of a need to resolve this contradiction, to put an end to these “pangs of conscience "which tormented him. He must have succeeded to an appreciable extent, because his contacts with the working class became easier and more cordial. When one thinks of the ignorance, the prejudices, the physical revulsion which reared an insurmountable barrier between the Victorian bourgeoisie and the urban proletariat,1 when one thinks of the reticence and attitudes of other socialist intellectuals like Hyndman or Shaw, or writers like Gissing, it is impressive to recognise how far Morris had gone beyond the “river of fire" in this new world with its spreading human warmth. He no longer had to spend weeks over drafting his speeches. Now he improvised on street corners. As E. P. Thompson so appositely notes, the finest homage in this connection paid to 'comrade Morris’ came from his companion in the struggle Frank Kitz, an East End worker little disposed to tolerate the airs of a great gentleman:
“So convinced was he of the utility of open-air propaganda that he stood by my side on many a windy, inclement night at the corner of some wretched East-End slum whilst I endeavoured to gain him an audience . . . He had no feeling of contempt for those who do the rough work of the movement . . . Although his audience were at first somewhat mystified by his method of delivering his message, for he was no great orator, they gradually grasped his meaning: and as he preached to those toil-worn crowds in the gloomy East-End byways ... he would warm \o his subject, and his audience would enter into the spirit of his address”.
Morris established warm human relationships not only during public meetings but also in the long conversations he had during his long canvasses with local militants. Throughout Glasier’s book we find the echo of these talks, their friendly, simple ease and the* pleasure the poet experienced in being among the workers.131 He no longer felt apprehensive; his mind, more critical now towards his own class, was no longer shocked by the lack of‘refinement or ’dignity’ and found other human qualities. He was conscious of this change and found great peace and deep satisfaction in it, as is indicated by a tiny incident recorded in Veats’s autobiography.132
His natural simplicity, the little care he took over his appearance, his lack of affectation, setting him so clearly apart from Hyndman, helped to lessen the distances. But the fact that Morris was a manual as much as an intellectual worker helped even more. He knew and practised himself the techniques of many of the artistic and craft activities of the Firm. He could handle tools and trades, he ground his colours and plunged his hands into the vats of dye. When he spoke to the workers, it was not only about politics: “He chatted in a chummy way with those around him, asking about their employment, and surprising us all by his acquaintance with the practical skill and usages of their crafts.”*
For the same reasons he never had any difficulty in his dealings with his own workers, to whom, incidentally, he paid wages above the average. *u On the evidence of George Wardle: “He substituted piece work founded on the advanced rates of wages of the time work whenever the occupation permitted it. thus giving the workman a greater liberty as to the disposal of his time .

Piece workers .. . could then occasionally knock off for an hour’s work in the irarden - the garden having been allotted in sections to the piece workers . . . Any objection or claim made by the workman was listened to as if it came from an equal and decided according to the equity of the case ... No one having worked for Mr. Morris would willingly have joined any other workshop”. '5 In an attempt to bring into the present his utopian view of the workplace, Morris had made Merton Abbey into a pleasant spot,1 6 and his enthusiasm aroused the love of beauty in them. With justified pride he could speak of the works of art that came from their hands, when replying to opponents in public meetings who questioned him on his equivocal situation.137 It is noteworthy, too, that no question or reproach on this subject ever came from his own workers,138 and he even had the joy of seeing seven of them spontaneously set up a local group of the Democratic Federation. Nonetheless, he remained obliged to put off into the future the chance of being a worker among workers, putting his talents at the service of a socialist community for a worker’s wages.140 In the evening he returned to Kelmscott House and, when he was exhausted by work, he went and relaxed in the calm of Kelmscott Manor. The utopist, seeking relief in the future from a guilt-feeling, plunged back into the bourgeois sources of his utopia.
* * *
In fact, consciousness of his origins pursued him into his own utopia. Even when he is unfolding to his audience visions of abundance and happiness, he will abruptly interrupt himself:
“I daresay that you will find some of my visions strange enough. One reason which will make some of you think them strange is a sad and shameful one. I have always belonged to the well-to-do classes, and was born into luxury, so that necessarily I ask much more of the future than many of you do. ” 141
Against this, as he declared towards the end of his life, precisely because he was a bourgeois who had not known the daily difficulties of existence, he could never have become a militant socialist other than by the utopian road: only an ideal could bring him to practical action.142 Such an assertion is surely going too far, and seems to derive from a humble and blameworthy effort to indicate a superiority of awareness on the part of the proletarian class. Before 1883, in fact, one hardly finds in Morris’s writings anything more than utopian aspirations. Utopia only really assumed shape and substance in his mind during his years of militant action. If, as we have seen, the approach to utopia gave direction and strength to his militant action, it was from this and from the theoretical thought accompanying it that utopia drew its essential sustenance; we shall find many opportunities of observing this. Utopia was at once cause and effect and this unceasing interplay was at all times the product of class motivation.
News from Nowhere describes a communist society two hundred years after the revolution, a society from which social classes have disappeared. But the vision of that future world is not absolutely free from every bourgeois tinge. William Guest, “the man from another planet”, whom Morris, with a touch of

false naivety, casts in the rdle of foil, is a socialist from the nineteenth century
m fact, the bourgeois socialist Morris himself. We may wonder what would
have been the reactions of a working-class socialist, a Frank Kitz a Tom
Mann, a Maguire, Mahon, Binning, had one arrived in Morris’s’utopian
world. Doubtless, in two hundred years the characteristic outlooks of each
social layer have had time to disappear, and society has become homogeneous.
There is really nothing proletarian left in this world. It is true that descriptions
of work are lacking, apart from the idyllic vision of haymaking and the
building work of the “Obstinate Refusers”. The dustman in the gold-em-
broidered overcoat is seen only in his gorgeous apparel and we have some
difficulty over picturing him about his professional tasks. If, then, the persons
in the story have absolutely nothing about them suggesting either close or
remote working-class ancestry, can we certainly declare that nothing
bourgeois remains about them either? We will not speak of Ellen’s father (or
grandfather),who has to a dreadful degree the manner of a little Victorian
rentier. But the “positive” heroes, like Dick and Clara? Haven’t they a
way of life and a manner of talking that we can easily find among
many English couples from cultured and comfortable surroundings? 1 Don’t we get the feeling that in sketching a picture of a classless society Morris has stolen all the bedclothes, and proposed as model whatever was best in his own milieu? The bourgeoisie against which he rails is that of enriched cockneys, not his own. The indignation expressed by Morris against Bellamy s cockney paradise" is quite justified, and the contrast between the two utopias is certainly striking. There is not a trace in News from Nowhere of the philistine climate of Looking Backward. In condemning the American writer s prophetic vision, Morris expressed a very interesting judgment:
“The only ideal of life,” he thinks, “which such a man can sec is that of the industrious professional middle-class men of today purified from their crime of complicity with the monopolist class and become independent instead of being, as they now are, parasitical.”
Doubtless it is so, but is he sure that this reproach does not reflect back, at least to some small degree, on its author? And is not this desire for purification a more tender spot with Moms than with Bellamy?
It seems to me that, had we put such questions to Morris, he would not have protested, but would, on the contrary, have humbly agreed and even gone unnecessarily further, so great was his anxiety to resolve his contradictions and escape the original curse. In a practical sense, is there no other purpose in his utopia? Is it not advance preparation for escape? He replies unambiguously m the text of the narrative:
“Here I could enjoy everything without an afterthought of the injustice and miserable toil which made my leisure; the ignorance and dullness of life which went to make my keen appreciation of history; the tyranny and the struggle full of fear and mishap which went to make my romance.” 146
There is an almost despairing note to this admission. It has the same bitterness as the period when he wrote:
“ Bui he who is rebel and rich may live safe for many a year While he warms his heart with pictures of alt the glory to come"’147

In News from Nowhere, after expulsion from paradise on earth the return to the dominance of bourgeois society is presented symbolically as a “black cloud rolling along to meet me, like a nightmare of my childish days”. MS But another symbol is even more striking, that of the wretched old villager he passes on the road and who greets him obsequiously. Morris is out of the egalitarian world of his dreams, he is again one who attracts servile greetings from the “lower classes”. It is easier to exorcise gods than demons.

PART TWO
SOURCES AND INFLUENCES


[bookmark: bookmark13]Foreword
In most studies devoted to a writer or to an aspect of his work, research into “sources and influences’' constitutes a part of the work notorious for erudite sterility, which the reader is often tempted to skim or even skip. So my disquiet and hesitation are understandable. 1 Anally decided to embark upon this thankless task because it seemed indispensable. A preliminary explanation is needed; it is very simple and I hope it will be convincing.
The whole of my analyses and discoveries inclines me to think that, in fact, the main inspiration and starting point of Morris's utopia are to be sought in Marxism. However, I am obliged to record that, despite the brief but lucid summary from R. Page Arnot, who played a pioneer rdfe, and despite the extraordinary wealth of the political biography written by £. P. Thompson, critics are almost unanimous in declaring that William Morris was the opposite of a Marxist. The essence of my task will consist of an attempt to resolve this argument It may be objected that the effort could have been restricted to that, i'hc temptation was great, but the result would scarcely have been satisfactory' Other influences are intermingled with the one 1 find predominant Certainly it is equally my conviction that these other influences have been profoundly transformed, digested, assimilated by the determining ideology But their existence is indisputable and to pass them over in silence would distort the viewpoint, upset the balance, pervert the truth. 1 take a stand solely upon the complexity of the facts.
llus search for sources is imposed by Morris himself. He was a man of ex* cessive modesty. Although he felt at ease in the sphere of art, he tended to consider himself inept at handling ideas, to respect the judgment of those he considered more competent than himself and to deny himself all originality.
• though my mouth alone speaks, ” he said to his listeners at one of his ftrst lectures, **tt speaks, however feebly and disjointedly, the thoughts of many men better than myself.”* Undoubtedly he increased in assurance later on, but he never looked upon himself as an individual thinker bearing a new message. He was prevented, not only by his modesty, but also by his fundamental feeling for the continuity of history. “Inspiration,” he declared several years later, “means the hope and the fruition of pleasure which fills a man as he receives from the minds of those who came before him to give to his fellows now living and to those that shall live.”* From 1885, when his mature judgment became saturated with dialectical materialism, this sense of the continuity of history' took on deeper intensity as the prospect of utopia opened out before him. More than ever he claimed the heritage of ail that was best in the past, but by then it was no longer a simple matter of transfer. History was no longer a circle, but a

spiral, and earlier messages would assume growing value as they were transformed by the rising curves of human development. So there was in him the consciousness of a many-sided, lasting debt that he explicitly recognised throughout his work.
At first glance, this facilitates my task. It is enough for me to collect the names of ail the leaders of thought whom he quotes himself, or for whom, according to the evidence of his contemporaries, he showed special enthusiasm. 1 am encouraged to go about it in this way all the more because Morris was at once a ravenous and strangely selective reader. Burne-Jones noted that he “had a great instinct at all times for knowing what would not amuse him and what not to read”, and Mackail confirms this characteristic: “He always knew whether he wanted to read a book or not, and when he did not, nothing could induce him to read it.” 4 One other indication will be valuable to us. In 1886, the Pall Mall Gazelle sent a questionnaire to a number of writers asking for a list of their hundred favourite books. Morris’s reply contained fifty-four titles, excluding ail works of philosophy, economics or history, which, he wrote, are “rather tools than books”. So his choice was very limited, but far from negligible because the list only contained, he said, works which had “profoundly impressed” him.
h may perhaps be surprising that I have not purely and simply used the list to headline the following pages. I was careful not to; first, let us remember that the present study is concerned strictly with the utopian thought of William Morris, to the exclusion of all his other innumerable activities. So my purpose is to seek only the inspirations of his utopia. If some of the authors have made a “profound impression” upon him, it does not necessarily follow that they have exercised any influence in this direction. Conversely, a number of writers not mentioned may have “impressed” him less, but incontestably influenced him. There are even certain individuals whom he attacked in various circumstances, sometimes harshly, sometimes with sympathy, like Henry George, Edward Bellamy or Kropotkin, contact with whom nevertheless greatly enriched him (sometimes in unexpected ways). Finally, there are authors he perhaps never read, but who were discussed around him (for example, certain French socialist utoprits): they were influences which were “in the air”, as the saving goes. We are even less able to neglect them since their names figure in the theoretical handbook, Socialism, Us Growth and Outcome, which Morris wrote with Bax in 1893: caution will obviously be needed as we get into regions ol what cannot be checked. The same caution will be necessary when we come across reminiscences which are perhaps no more than coincidental.
In a general way, and at the assured risk of producing an incomplete work, 1 shall limit my enquiry strictly to ideology. More strictly still, because my concern not to let this study grow to monstrous dimensions forces me to make arbitrary selections, I shall endeavour to separate what comes under the head of utopianism from what can be classed as criticism of bourgeois society, in other words, I shall extract from the books which directly dr indirectly influenced Morris that which deals with the organisation and ways of an ideal society. There again, we shall meet another difficulty. In fact there are, on one hand, innumerable definite suggestions for a future way of life and, on the other, there >• a philosophy of history and life upon which the conception of a utoptan world is founded, fhe frontier here is uncertainly traced, but, looking at »t

more closely, it is the second element which is decisive. This will be apparent when we consider Ruskin and Marx. That is why, above all as far as these two thinkers are concerned, I thought it best, in the present part of our study, only to tackle the great ideas which bore upon -Morris's utopian development, allowing myself to note in passing, as we study the development, similarities of detail.

chapter one
[bookmark: bookmark14]Utopian Literature
1. [bookmark: bookmark15]Plato and Campanella
Yewr from Nowhere is the end-product (some would not hesitate to say the crowning achievement) of a long speculative literary tradition that has, since Plato, nourished man’s dreams. It would appear then, at first sight, that so enquiring and erudite a mind as that of William Morris would be soaked in this mass of material, particularly plentiful in his own country. However, this appear not to have been the case, and a critic, ready to discover in some earlier work the source or inspiration of some detail, some development, some idea, must exercise the greatest caution. Two considerations should encourage us to such caution.
First, it should be agreed that utopia is, to a certain extent, a literary genre with a set form, both in its construction and its essential themes, the narrative element regularly having as its point of departure a journey or a dream, and the ideal society often presenting the same reformist or revolutionary aspects: community of goods, social harmony, obligation to work, elimination of idlers and parasites, absorption of the family into the collective, eugenics, equality, a varying element of enjoyment or asceticism, raising of moral and cultural standards, and so on. Of course, these elements do not have the same value or significance from one work to another: even more than diversity of temperament, historical, political and social pressures give each case a different range and direction. But there is a common traditional basis, which is why the search for sources is seen to be uncertain and forever open to discussion.
In Morris’s own case, and this will be our second consideration, in order to avoid really gratuitous hypotheses, I shall be concerned to consider his own evidence or that of contemporaries who knew him. So our field of investigation is, surprisingly, reduced to six names: Plato, Campanella, Thomas More, Samuel Butler, Richard Jefferies and Edward Bellamy. We are sure that he read all these six authors, which by is no means to say that they all exerted an equal influence upon him. Did he read others? We have absolutely no information. I have not found in the whole of his work any definite indication which we can regard as a certain echo of such-and-such a utopian writer, and for my part f am inclined to think that, even if his reading was less restricted, the rest was of little consequence to him. His aggressive contempt for the spirit of the Renaissance and for Puritanism left him indifferent to two centuries of utopia following the publication of the New Atlantis. His interest only awakens again with the nineteenth century, in response to several minds whose interests

match his own and whose influence is the greater as his disagreement becomes
"Tdoiwtfeel there is much to gain by lingering over Plato and Campanella. The only reference to the author of the Republic that 1 have managed to glean from Morris’s writings is in the letter of 2 February 1886,1 in reply to the questionnaire sent out by the Pall Mall Gazette to a number of writers about the authors they preferred. The fact that Plato figures in the list (without any comment, incidentally) reveals little. I am quite prepared to believe that it was the Republic that Morris had primarily in mind when he put down his name, thus acknowledging his debt to the common fund of utopia to which the Athenian philosopher was one of the first to contribute. Apart from this general consideration, he was undoubtedly responsive to the poetry and elegance, the memory of which was inseparable from that of happy days at Oxford. Having said that, it seems to me that it would be straining a good deal to attribute influence to a work of which the metaphysical idealism is quite foreign to the inclinations of our poet, and the social ideology of which faithfully reflected the structure of slave-owning antiquity, which, as a follower of Ruskin, Morris scorned and rejected.
As far as Campanella is concerned, things are even easier. There again, one single allusion throughout the works, and the name of the Calabrian monk is even missing from the list of favourite authors; one single allusion, clearly and healthily discouraging, from an 1885 lecture, in the course of which Morris sketched the chief features of the sixteenth century:
“But the times were stirring, and gave birth to the most powerful individualities in many branches of literature, and More and Campanclla, at least from the midst of the exuberant triumph of young commercialism, gave to the world prophetic hopes of times yet to come when that commercialism itself should have given place to the society which we hope will be the next transform of civilization into something else ...”
There it is, plain and simple: the socialist of the ’eighties vaguely acknowledges those he considers as predecessors and refers exclusively to the common theme of their utopias: collective ownership of goods. There again, it is too general and abstract a subject for one to talk of inspiration or influence, and, if one troubles to look closer, nothing resembles the London of Newt jrum Nowhere less than does the City of the Sun, with its theocratic order and its geometries.
2. Thomas More
It is quite another matter when we come to Thomas More's Utopia. Morris does not refer to that passingly and in general terms. We can even say that it constitutes for him the basic utopian reference book. He goes a* far as to say, in the draft of a lecture delivered on I October 1885 before the Bloomsbury section of the Socialist League, which I have unearthed m Mr. Cbimen Abramsky’s collection:
“I do not know of any better description of the new form ol Society than that described in More’s Utopia "

The practice of utopia and growing maturity led Morris to qualify that judgment, but More’s work remained for him a basic text and food for thought. As early as 1882 he gave readings from it at Kelmscott and, in a letter of 1 January 1883 (probably to Mrs. Burne-Jones), he saw in the imminent canonisation of the humanist a cause for satisfaction among socialists.4 Throughout the years of militancy, More remained on a special plane. He is, of course, included in the list of favourite authors.5 The columns of Commonweal are studded with quotations borrowed from Utopia and they also contain a study of More written by a certain T. Tonkin.” Another of the League’s militants, S. M. Ward, devoted a Sunday-evening lecture to him at Hammersmith. For a number of years Morris was tempted, with a somewhat simple enthusiasm, to include the sixteenth-century humanist among the socialist classics and he was astonished to discover in the course of a tour in Scotland that not a single working-class comrade had read him. - When, in 1893, he published at the Kelmscott Press a fine edition of Utopia, he wrote an important foreword for the occasion, and in it he still affirmed that it “is a necessary part of a Socialist‘s library”.9 No doubt, having reached this stage in his own development, Morris was no longer content, as we shall sec well enough, with this brief judgment, but it must be recognised that he was so content for a long time. The two extracts I have just quoted, from lectures given in 1885, are very significant in this connection, and in Justice and Socialism, (the draft of which 1 publish in an appendix) it is particularly worthy of comment that he takes as a text for his socialist sermon More’s condemnation of private property:
"... where every man under certain titles and pretences draweth and plucketh to himself as much as he can, so that a few divide among themselves ail the whole riches: be there ever so much abundance and store there to the residue is left lack and poverty ... no equal and just distribution of things can be made, nor perfect wealth ever be among men, unless this propriety be exiled and banished. ”
So More appeared then in Morris’s eyes as a socialist before his time, a precursor, "representative of the nobler hopes of his day”, 1 just like Robert Owen three centuries later. But. from this stage on his earliest acquaintance with historical materialism led Morris to look more closely at the political rdile played by More, as an opponent of absolute monarchy and especially as a denouncer of the robbery of the peasants by the new men of agrarian capitalism. He could not fail to be impressed by the famous pages of Utopia dealing with the enclosures and probably also by the use Marx made of them in his exposition of primitive accumulation.12 More then became in his eyes, not only the prophet of socialism, but also the witness to the economic and social revolution of the sixteenth century, just like Latimer, with whom Morris liked to link his name. The two martyrs, one Catholic, one Protestant, drew a striking picture of the misery engendered by the dispossession of the freeholders: a process of nascent commercial greed that finds its echo in our times and inspires our struggle for a future free of the scourge of mercantilism.
Such were Morris’s first reactions and, if they were still of a rudimentary nature, they contained the germ of the development of his later conclusions.

The second stage, which is clearly the one to claim our attention, came several years later at the time when Morris, writing News from Nowhere, incorporated the heritage of More into his own utopia. Our poet’s thinking had developed remarkably, and the very fact that he felt a need to give it form does indicate that he no longer believed that there could not be “any better description of the new form of Society than that described in More’s Utopia".
As Victor Dupont has shown, with great insight, | Thomas More’s utopia is two-fold. On the one hand, Henry VIII’s Chancellor is formulating a set of propositions calculated to raise both the moral standard and the effectiveness of the Tudor exercise of monarchy. That, if one will, is the reformist aspect of his ideology; it was justified by immediate political considerations and it is obvious that Morris’s glimpse of the future could draw nothing from this outdated historical context. No less obviously, it is the other aspect, the revolutionary and constructive one, that engaged the thought of our poet, with its description of the institutions and customs of the utopian kingdom. When, in 1885, in his lecture on Justice and Socialism, Morris was putting forward More’s work as the one model of the society to come, he simply referred his listeners to it,
“... for all purposes, whether of Domestic Life, Laws, Learning, Philosophy, Marriage, War and Religion.” 15
On all these points, we observe that, in the end, the conceptions of the two utopists offer as many differences as similarities, and, despite his lasting admiration, one may say that what Morris found in More was less an ideology than a set of problems, constituting a basis for all utopias. It was only in the third stage of his thinking, in 1893, that he defined all that separated him from the humanism of the Renaissance and all the historical reasons he had for being particularly responsive to its way of posing the problems.
The fundamental theme that captivated Morris, was, from the outset, communism. No doubt he had no need to read More to rally to it: reading Marx was amply sufficient, and what was, for a sixteenth-century humanist, an unattainable and more or less unfounded aspiration, became, in Capital, the logical culmination of man’s material history. Nevertheless, there was, on the theoretical plane, a rigidity of thought which gave More's utopia an extraordinarily original appearance and which foreshadowed Morris’s own rigour. If it is true, as Victor Dupont has said, that this utopia is two-fold, it is not ambivalent, and it is surprising that commentators have taken so little account of the poor opinion More had of his own reformism. After enumerating the palliatives which could, “in some measure, lessen the evil”, More “utterly denies that it can be wholly taken away”:
“By such laws, 1 say, like as sick bodies that be desperate and past cure be wont with continual good cherishing to be kept and botched up for some time, so these evils also might be lightened and mitigated. But that they may be perfectly cured, and brought to a good and upright state it is not to be hoped for, whiles every man is master of his own to
himself.”11*
Communism appears, in the same passage, as the only remedy for stx:ial injustice and as the condition for abundance. More insists upon this last point

over and over again: ‘‘though no man have anything, yet every man is rich”.1
However satisfying these theoretical assertions may have been for Morris, and it is possible that they helped him form his own, it is, above all, their practical applications to utopian behaviour that may have been an influence. This common ownership of goods seems more absolute in More s accounts than in Morris's, Houses in Amaurote are never locked. “Whoso will may go in, for there is nothing within the houses that is private or any man’s own. And every tenth year they change their houses by lot.” 18 Matters are not pressed so far in .Sews from Nowhere, and it is more a state towards which things are moving: as we shall see, the situation described appears as a transition between private ownership of consumer goods and their simple enjoyment.
It is in the economy of distribution that Morris seems to have followed More most faithfully:
“In the midst of every quarter there is a market-place of all manner of things. Thither the works of every family be brought into certain houses, and every kind of thing is laid up in several barns or storehouses. From hence the father of every family or every householder fetcheth whatsoever he and his have need of, and carrieth it away with him without money, without exchange, without any gage, pawn or pledge. For why should anything be denied unto him, seeing there is abundance of all things, and that it is not to be feared lest any man will ask more than he needeth?”
Nothing remains for Morris to do but illustrate by means of lively and picturesque anecdotes the details of this world where money has been abolished. More insists more than once on the absence of any cash token. The peasants of the kingdom of Utopia come and freely provide themselves in the town with everything that is lacking in the countryside.20 Travellers take no provisions with them: “they lack nothing, for wheresoever they come, they be at home”.21 Goods lacking in one town will be provided by another town which has abundance of them, without there being any accounting or exchanges, and so there are no poor or needy anywhere.2
This egalitarian abundance derives from two causes, which Morris, among others, will equally count upon. One is common to all utopias, and we mention it without stressing it: it is the genera! obligation to work and the abolition of all idleness and parasitism: no more nobility to be maintained with their innumerable followers and mercenaries, no more wretched beggars, no more vagabonds. Thanks to this equitable use of the whole work force, the working day is reduced to six hours.2 But there is another reason for this abundance, to which Morris certainly paid more heed in that it was directly linked to what was advocated by Ruskin, his first mentor. This reason is the elimination of all unnecessary production. After referring to the multitude who live off'the work of others. More exclaims:
“Now consider yourself of these few that do work, how few be occupied in necessary works. For where money bearcth all the swing, there many vain and superfluous occupations must needs be used, to serve only for riotous superfluity and unhonest pleasure . . . But if all these that be now busied about unprofitable occupations, with all the whole flock of them that live idly and slothfully, which consume and waste

every one of them more of these things that come by other men's labour than two of the workmen themselves do, if all these (I say) were set to profitable occupations, you easily perceive how little time would be enough, yea, and too much, to store us with all things that may be requisite either for necessity or for commodity, yea, or for pleasure, so that the same pleasure be true and natural.
To vain luxury products for the rich, Morris’s condemnation added the cheap rubbish which nineteenth-century capitalist industry was thrusting upon the poor, but, like More, he based the abundance and happiness of the communist age on the satisfaction of reasonable needs and the elimination of all artificiality. However, this “real and natural pleasure” is free in Morris from the tendency to asceticism which marks More’s utopia. Precious metals, freed from all monetary significance, are largely used for ornament in News from Nowhere, whereas More contemptuously assigns them to the manufacture of slaves’ chains and chamber pots. 5 In Utopia there is no dustman bedecked in gold: clothing is of monastic simplicity, and of the same colour for everybody. However, the two utopists come together again in respect of the human body. Like Morris, More includes among the most legitimate pleasures those which satisfy natural needs, those of the table as those of procreation. Health is, for him, the supreme good and his Utopians hold beauty, strength and agility in high esteem. Their race is handsome and life is longer there than elsewhere. It is strange that these common conclusions derive from such dissimilar ideologies. What is for one the result of moral and religious meditation is, with the other, the expression of uncompromising materialism and a pagan love of life. This is also the very reason that the similarities and dissimilarities of the organisation of daily life are inextricably linked. If the streets of Amaurote are severe and monotonous, the gardens ranged behind the houses foreshadow, in their beauty and the love with which they are tended, '* those which will fringe the houses of Hammersmith, on the banks of the Thames, in Morris s urban fantasy. If, on the other hand, the inhabitants of the kingdom of Utopia have their meals in common, they do so by obligation in a monastic order and discipline * which contrast with the pleasant freedom of the Guest Houses of twenty-second-century England.
It seems difficult, perhaps pointless, to seek for some particular inspiration for utopian institutions. The elective democracy described by More, hierarchic and authoritarian, has little in common with the final stage of withering-away of the State which we find in News from Nowhere. The use of slaves in the utopian system in itself provides one point of fundamental opposition, even if these slaves do not form a social class, since they can redeem themselves and since their children are born free; even if the slavery envisaged by More derives from a progressive ideology since it represents, in contrast with ludor repressiveness, a humanisation of punishment; even if, in the sixteenth century, such slavery provided the only possible reply to the question of who, in the kingdom of Utopia, would carry out the chores and dirty jobs which Morris hands over to machines. There is scarcely anything other than secondary and fleeting suggestions which might foreshadow Morris's thoughts, and he could quite well have found them elsewhere: a tendency towards the fusing f nties or ultimate recourse to direct democracy. More worthy of

attention is the idea expressed by More that the abolition of private property leading to the disappearance of conflicting interests, renders futile the existence of many complex laws and makes recourse to lawyers unnecessary.11 On this point it even seems that More’s text was imprinted on Morris’s memory. Finally, we could not end this rapid examination of More s political ideas without recalling his genial and bold concept of the significance of the State, considered for the first time, I believe, as an instrument of domination and exploitation by the ruling class:
"Therefore, when I consider and weigh in my mind all these commonwealths which nowadays anywhere do flourish, so God help me, I can perceive nothing but a certain conspiracy of rich men procuring their own commodities under the name and title of the commonwealth. They invent and devise all means and crafts, first how to keep safely, without fear of losing, that they have unjustly gathered together, and next how to hire and abuse the work and labour of the poor for as little money as may be. These devices, when the rich men have decreed to be kept and observed under colour of the commonalty, that is to say, also of the poor people, then they be made laws. ”
William Morris had read Utopia before reading Capital and the Manifesto. Perhaps the reading of More made him more receptive to Marx. Perhaps, too, more probably, it seems to me, the assimilation of what was solid argument in Marx allowed him to give full significance to what, in More, was happy.intuition.
1 do not feel it useful to linger over More’s theories about the family, of which his patriarchal and authoritarian conception would scarcely attract Morris, despite a relative tolerance of divorce. At the most one can pick up the point that More does not seem to have given high importance to consanguinity. When a family became too prolific and passed certain numerical norms, the surplus was transferred to other families.33 In the same way, when a child wanted to learn another trade than that of his father, he had himself adopted into another household where the trade of his choice was carried on. We shall find a memory of this mobility in scattered thoughts by Morris.
We know that, for the latter, the touchstone of any social philosophy was its attitude to work, considered as man’s prime need and the condition of his happiness. More’s attitude contained nothing to upset him. If it is difficult to speak of inspiration or borrowings, it is at least permissible to say that in this connection Morris found his natural tastes and the bent of his thought reinforced by reading Utopia. It is even curious to observe that, in the first part of his account, More, intervening in the discussion with Hythioday, constitutes himself devil’s advocate and doubts whether one would feel impelled to work under a communist regime. His question remains practically unanswered in the course of the rambling conversation,35 and it is in News from Nowhere that a long chapter replies to it. But if Hythioday is evasive at that moment in the dialogue, he formulates an indirect answer in his description of utopian customs, which Morris was to develop in a systematic way. In fact. More is already insisting upon the need to diversify occupation. Each young Utopian learns, as well as agriculture, one or several trades, notably weaving, building the art of the smithy or of carpentry, and has the right to be employed as he

h ses * Town dwellers go in rotation to till the fields for two years and find su™ pleasure in it that some of them obtain permission to work there longer. At harvest time, they are mobilised and go to reinforce the teams already on the spot, ” just as Dick and his friends will go up the Thames to help with the haymaking. Similarly, they turn out in crowds to mend the roads, “ and perhaps we should see in this the origin of the episode which enlivens the carriage journey from Hammersmith to Bloomsbury. There stands out, then, in Utopia, a firm belief in the dignity of manual labour, as R. W. Chambers rightly points out,39 seeing its most significant manifestation in the fact that the magistrates, although they are excused from it, take part to set an example.40 Although this belief is just as emphatically expressed by Morris, there is, nevertheless, a perceptible difference between the two utopias. For More, work remains an austere obligation, and the whole organisation of his utopian world tends to reduce it as far as possible, “that all the citizens should withdraw from the bodily service to the free liberty of the mind and garnishing of the same. For herein they suppose the felicity of life to consist".41 So the Catholic More was not entirely emancipated from the theological concept of the original curse. Only with Morris is the gospel of joy in work preached, work as its own reward, abolishing the distinction between work and leisure.
To become clear about what brought him near to More and what separated them, Morris needed to write his own utopia. He needed also, in the light of Marxism, to be able to define his position with regard to More in a clear historical perspective. He had reached this level of maturity when, in 1893, he wrote his introduction to the splendid Kelmscott Press edition of Utopia. He observes, first of all, that it is thanks to the current upsurge of socialism that More s work has ceased to be regarded as a “charming literary exercise” This great event of the end of the century has thrown a fresh light upon the book; so that now to some it seems not so much a regret for days which might have been, as (in its essence) a prediction of a state of society which will be ”. 13 But we must beware of hasty comparisons. Certainly, the common enemy of the socialists of the nineteenth century and of the Renaissance thinker was the capitalist bourgeoisie. But whereas modern revolutionaries attack it as it draws near to its final stage, and when an industrial proletariat capable of overturning it has come into being, More was “the man who resisted what has seemed to most the progressive movement of his own time", and he did so by carrying on a rearguard action, in favour of “the surviving Communism of the Middle Ages (become hopeless in More’s time, and doomed to be soon wholly effaced by the advancing wave of Commercial Bureaucracy)". Morris insists upon
“what was yet alive in him of mediaeval Communist tradition, the spirit of association, which among other things produced the Guilds, and which was strong in the Mediaeval Catholic Church itself”.
It is apposite to remark that More’s text fully justifies this interpretation. The chapter in which Hythioday relates how he converted the Utopians to Christianity and gives the reasons for his success, is particularly suggestive:
“Howbeit, I think this was no small help and furtherance in the matter, that they heard us say that Christ instituted among his, all things com-

mon, and that the same community doth yet remain amongst the rightest Christian companies.” 44
Such an observation, from More’s pen, amounts to a bitter comment on the new ways and is a declaration of backward-looking nostalgia. So it is not surprising that Morris writes:
“In fact I think More must be looked upon rather as the last of the old than the first of the new.”
This judgment throws a sharp light on Morris’s mediaevalism: he did not hide his affection for the pre-capitalist tradition and made it the historical reference point of his utopia, but he was careful not to become its captive. He defines its limits and transcends it, in a remarkable dialectical effort. The conceptual starting-point for taking up More’s mediaeval heritage and raising it to a higher level is
. . the longing for ... a society in which the individual man can scarcely conceive of his existence apart from the Commonwealth of which he forms a portion”.
Thus will be rediscovered, on a new plane, the vast organic unity of the mediaeval world which Sir Thomas More hopelessly defended against the combined assaults of mercantile individualism and aggressive nationalism.
This does not at all mean that Morris blindly and purposefully ignores More’s humanism and the post-mediaeval content of his ideology, but he is able to pick out the essence and has a sure feeling that the acquisition of the classic heritage, far from producing a revolutionary contradiction, is, in More, the revelation of an evangelical and harmonious conception of the Christian ideal:
“Moreover the spirit of the Renaissance, itself the intellectual side of the very movement he strove against, was strong in him and doubtless helped to create his Utopia, by means of the contrast which it put before his eyes of the ideal free nations of the ancients, and the sordid welter of the struggle for power in the days of dying feudalism, of which he himself was a witness. This Renaissance enthusiasm has supplanted in him the chivalry feeling of the age just passing away. To him war is no longer a delight of the well born, but rather an ugly necessity, to be carried on, if so it must be, by ugly means. Hunting and hawking are no longer the choice pleasures of Knight and Lady, but are jeered at by him as foolish and unreasonable pieces of butchery: his pleasures are in the main the reasonable ones of learning and music. With all this, his imaginations of the past he must needs read into his ideal vision, together with his own experiences of his time and people. Not only are there bondslaves and a king, and priests almost adored, and cruel punishments for the breach of the marriage contract, in that happy island, but there is throughout an atmosphere of asceticism, which has a curiously blended savour of Cato the Censor and a medieval monk,” 45
So, at one and the same time, adds Morris, one finds in More “the man instinctively sympathetic with the Communistic side of Mediaeval society” and

“the enthusiast of the Renaissance, ever looking toward his idealised ancient society as the type and example of all really intelligent human life”.
Such is this utopianism, product of a dual tradition, which, in his 1893 analysis, Morris extracts from More’s work. This work continued to fill him with admiration. He drew his theme and setting from it, as well as the idea for more than one definite detail. But this ideal could no longer bring him the same complete satisfaction as in 1885. This picture of the new society, he writes, is “his own indeed, not ours”, and these words constitute the real conclusion of his preface. After three centuries that had seen a remarkable raising of the level of productive forces and a profound transformation of productive relationships, looking ahead could no longer have the same character. What, for More, had been a vain hope, for Morris became a possibility, and that was the essential difference from which others stemmed. The road to the future, for Morris, was proletarian and revolutionary. More’s utopia could only be the aot of a prince, a charter granted. “For from the prince,” he wrote, “as from a perpetual well-spring, cometh among the people the flood of all that is good or evil.’ It is King Utopus, whose name the imaginary island bears, who
1 also brought the rude and wild people to the excellent perfection in all good fashions, humanity and civil gentleness, wherein they now go beyond all the people of the world”,47
and it is he who drew up the plans and institutions of Amaurote.4K This explains the hierarchic and autocratic order which ruled the smallest details of the daily lives of the Utopians and which is as foreign to Morris’s communism as is the domination by an intellectual aristocracy instituted by More.47 This also explains the mistrust of the people which led R. W. Chambers to say that More was to be reckoned among “the greatest of our reforming conservatives’, a mistrust which gave him a lifelong hatred of Lutheranism, in which he saw the ferment of peasant rebellion, a mistrust to which, in that same year 1893, Morris drew attention in his manual of socialism:
... throughout modern history, there has been in all democratic fermentations a discrepancy, indeed often an instinctive antipathy, between the theoretical movement, as conceived of by thinkers, and the actual popular or working-class struggle. The latter intent on immediate advantages, and unconscious of any ideal; the former full of the ideal which they have grasped intuitively from the first, but finding the necessary steps towards it so repulsive to them, that they are incapable of taking action. Sir Thomas More, for example, who imagined a society free from the evils of privileged commercialism, which was first raising its head in his time, had no sympathy with the western rebels in England or with the Peasant War in Germany.” 51
Only the industrial revolution of the nineteenth century, bringing in its wake the conscious organisation of the working class, could enable scientific socialism to resolve this contradiction and to open up the prospect of a decisive social transformation: Marxism directed history towards the fertilisation of the workers’ movement by theory and the enrichment of theory by the workers’ex- erience Carried along by this tide, William Morris, if, like More, he remain- ed^aithful to certain human values which had been destroyed by capitalism,

while divesting them of their theological covering, projected them forward, not out of time, but into a future whose chronology he had already worked out, a future in which those values, not simply reproduced, but transformed, would express the flowering of a humanity which had reached the supreme stage of its logical development. This development would not be the act of a prince, but the work of men themselves, aware of the laws of history and having learned, through their knowledge of these laws, to become masters of their destiny.
5. Samuel Butler
Nothing could be less surprising than the fact of Morris’s having naturally turned to More throughout his thinking about utopia, and obviously it was appropriate to define the extent of this influence, while indicating its exact limits. However, it seems to me that there is no need to linger so long over that which Samuel Butler may have had. Various critics have felt it necessary to establish likenesses between Erewhon and News from Nowhere: they have done it somewhat general terms and we need perhaps to look a little more closely.
One fact is certain: Morris showed great admiration for Butler s story, and even read it aloud to his friend Burne-Jones.52 His daughter May tells us that references to Erewhon were conversational small change in the family circle. We note, though, that it did not figure in Morris’s list of favourite books: one may wonder about this omission without giving it too much importance.
Let us come to the point without more delay. The problem before us is threefold, because we must give attention to three aspects of the work: its moral as a fable, its satire and its utopia. On the first point I shall have little to say. The narrative thread of Newt from Nowhere has nothing in common with that of Erewhon and even represents a complete break. While Morris figures among the initiators of the novel about the future, Butler, as A. L. Morton correctly observes, is one of the last authors of the geographical utopias. On the other hand, there can be no doubt that our author must have been enamoured of the first fifty pages of the book. The description of Higg’s adventurous expedition, over almost impassible peaks and a dreadful landscape, is a great literary achievement, and the sense of nature which inspires it, its mixture of precise suggestion and romanticism, could not but please him. If we find none of the same type of narrative in News from Nowhere we can certainly find similar narratives in the majority of the “late prose romances”, and it is not impossible that echoes of Erewhon may be mingled with memories of the countryside of Iceland.
On the second paint, I am bound to the same brevity by the very nature of the present work My purpose is to analyse the constructive aspect of Morris's utopia without lingering over the negative or satirical counterpoint which is an inevitable aspect of every utopia. On this occasion it is certainly a pity, because it is clear that Morris s admiration and enthusiasm were aroused by the case against Victorian hypocrisy which is the main theme of Erewhon. Although he refrained from any direct attack against religion, Morris must have revelled in the reading of the sparkling chapter about musical banks. He showed less

system Perhaps it is here that a definite influence can be detected. And what is there to say about the cruel description of the cult of Ydgrun (Mrs. Grundy), something for which Morris had an equal hatred? However, a profound difference separates the two men. In our poet, this hatred is implacable, steadfast and quite uncompromising, but one cannot say the same about the author of Erewhon. After having branded the followers of Ydgrun, is it not true that, petit-bourgeois as he was all his life, he went so far as to declare openly that their hypocrisy is a necessary evil which, in the end, assures the happiness of mankind.” Should we not see here the reason for Morris’s reticence, already mentioned? In a more general sense, was he not somewhat put off by this ambiguity, this ambivalence even, which characterises Butler’s approach?
It is extremely difficult, in Erewhon, to disentangle utopia from satire. Some critics tend to stress the utopian side of the book by giving utopia a definition which seems to me to be exaggeratedly wide.57 Others, the majority, rank it with the philosphical tales which, in the Swift tradition, have no other purpose than to exercise a caustic wit against institutions and manners. Butler, despite his sly harking back to social conformity, draws his contemporaries with vitriol, but does he propose a better social order? This barely concealed conformity clearly prevents this, and the only glimpses of something more or less positive come from the workings of a logic at once peremptory and ponderous, reinforced by a love of paradox. Such is the appearance of the theory of machines, which seems to be just a pseudo-scientific joke, since Butler immediately sets up against it a counter-theory, (which in political terms might be called a ‘minority report’) containing the germ of that teleological vitalism which was to characterise the writer’s approaching and final break with Darwinism. Morris could not have failed to react to this picture of humanity destroying machines for fear of their acquiring consciousness by a process of biological evolution, and enslaving mankind. His Londoners of the twenty- second century similarly rid their world of mechanical clutter, but one must stress that their motives were totally different. Despite the legend, Morris never rejected the use of machines or the development of energy sources, and it is on this very development and the immense leisure so produced that he based the possibility of artistic and craft activity capable of giving back to man joy in his work, natural ease of life and the secret of happiness. We may add that Butler’s hazardous speculations had little chance of intriguing Morris, and that paradox has no place whatever in his utopian thought, which was ever eager to gets its roots into a materialistic science based upon the real world and the laws of history. The only point upon which the two story-tellers are at one, when all is weighed up, is in the denunciation of a mechanical civilisation in which man becomes nothing but an adjunct to the machine. All the same, it would be too strong to talk of definite influence. The theme runs through nineteenth-century literature and Butler’s use of it only caught Morris's attention to the extent that he found it a variant of Ruskin’s ideology.
There is, then, an element of utopia in Erewhon, and its expression sometimes takes on disconcerting aspects precisely because the dividing line between utopia and satire is ill-defined. Indeed, is there not a contradiction between the gloomy moral picture Butler paints and the extraordinary physical beauty of the people of Ertwhon, which foreshadows that of Morris’s humanity to come? E. P. Thompson does not hesitate to regard this at direct

borrowing. Without wanting to deny all value to this assertion, 1 would like to point out that every utopian people is of necessity beautiful, and also that this beauty is very differently explained by Butler and by Morris. For the latter it is the fruit of a social revolution which permits the free flowering of the individual, whereas for the former it is the implicit consequence of a satirical paradox: the Erewhonians, in fact, consider that it is immoral to be ill and punish the crime severely. More interesting, from our standpoint, is the other aspect of the paradox, namely that in Erewhon what we call crime is considered an illness and treated as such. If, in Morris’s humanist ethic, the treatment is very different, the idea is certainly the same, and one cannot in this case reject a priori the possibility of inspiration.61
Another trait common to the humanity of Erewhon and that of News from Nowhere is the natural politeness and gentleness shown by the inhabitants. But there again the motivation is totally different. Although Butler does not say so (and the ambivalence to which I have referred is shown in this silence) we are obliged to suppose that these qualities are pure hypocrisy, necessary hypocrisy, but also that they might-be spontaneous in the ideal humanity after which Butler’s morality secretly hankers. Morris’s explanation, on the contrary. is without any psychological or ethical idealism: the transformation of human relationships results from the abolition of the antangonisms aroused by private property. So, however numerous the resemblances undeniably are between the two works, they remain illusory. Erewhon is a moral satire whose bitterness leads only to conservative conclusions: as J. B. Fort justly writes: Butler “remains to his dying day pretty well a stranger” to the social question.62 This is at the very heart of Morris’s work, and his conception of man is materialist and revolutionary.65
4. [bookmark: bookmark16]Richard Jefferies
On his return from a propaganda tour of Scotland in April 1885, William Morris spent a day or two with Edward Carpenter, at Millthorpe, and from there he wrote to Georgiana Burne-Jones:
“1 read a queer book called After London coming down: 1 rather liked it: absurd hopes curled round my heart as I read it.”
The book had just appeared, and seems to have fascinated Morris. Carpenter, in his memoirs, writes: “I remember him arriving from the train with Jefferies’ book After London in his hands — which had just come out. The book delighted him with its prophecy of an utterly ruined and deserted London . .. And he read page after page of it to us with glee that evening as we sat round the fire”.*’ This enthusiasm was in no way passing: Mackail records "After London, the unfinished masterpiece of Richard Jefferies, was a book that Morris afterwards was never weary of praising. It put into definite shape, with a mingling of elusive romance and minute detail that was entirely after his heart, much that he had himself imagined; and he thought that it represented very closely what might really happen in a dispeopled England ” 66
From 1877, in fact (and 1 shall have occasion to return at greater length to thts point), Moms, utopian aspiration took the form of an alternative:

ired by a profound hatred of industrial and commercial “civilisation”, he longed for its destruction by revolutionary overthrow and considered that, if this did not happen, only an inevitable return to barbarism could offer mankind an acceptable solution. Being by nature an optimist and readily persuaded to take sides, he inevitably made the first part of the alternative the main theme of his political and utopian message, but there is room to assert that the second part did not cease, because of that, to linger in his thoughts. An even more striking fact, as we shall see, was that such a return to barbarism did not strike him as in any way a horrible or desperate prospect. While it is true that he thought about it more readily during phases of depression, it did not negate his optimism at all, for he saw therein a possibility of human regeneration. His historical thinking about the Middle Ages and later, about gentile society, led him into a certain idealisation of the barbarian ages, particularly in the prose romances of his later years. We shall see that, in the last stage, Morris’s utopian thought culminated in a dialectical synthesis of the two parts of the alternative.
In 1885, this alternative still presented itself in its contradictory form. The extraordinary naturalism of Jefferies overwhelmed him, because his own plastic genius inclined him to prefer speculation embedded in fiction rather than as an abstraction; Jefferies had a feeling so close to his own for the life of plants, animals, and the earth, as well as respect for human dignity. The relationship between the two temperaments is quite striking. Jefferies’ catastrophic, mediaeval utopia, had the note, with scarcely less poetry, of Morris s romantic stories. Our poet must have found himself oddly at ease and marvelling to find the embodiment of some of his own dreams. A study of After Undon is much more than the study of an influence or a source; it is, in fact, an examination of an extreme form of an important aspect of Morris’s utopia; it is picking up a book he might almost have written and which probably freed him from an obsession.
Hie titles of the two parts of the narrative: “The Relapse into Barbarism” and “Wild England”, are distinctly suggestive and must have induced Morris to begin reading. The starting point of the story is an unexplained cataclysm which suddenly ravaged England. Following the passing of a mysterious heavenly body, the levels of earth and sea were abruptly changed, resulting in the destruction of cities and the annihilation of almost all the population. With a certain humour cloaking his critical intention, Jefferies says: “And those whose business is theology have pointed out that the wickedness of those times surpassed understanding, and that a change and sweeping away of the human evil that had accumulated was necessary, and was effected by supernatural means. The relation of this must be left to them, since it is not the province of the philosopher to meddle with such matters.”4* We may note that this passage is the only one in the book containing a reference to religion, and its negative character echoes Morris’s own rejection.
With hallucinatory realism, Jefferies describes depopulated England invaded by exuberant vegetation. Pastures and ploughland become covered with thistles sorrel, couch grass, nettles, gillieflowers and a thousand other weeds. Brambles and thorn bushes spread impenetrable tangles and efface all traces of roads The survivors have no choice but to follow animal tracks or hack themselves a passage. After thirty years, England is all forest and marshland.

Mice and rats swarm Formerly domestic animals, dogs, cats cattle ni sheep, horses return to their wild state.69	’	^
The description of the former site of London is especially impressive The ruins are buried in a pestilential swamp where there is nothing but decay fever-laden miasmas, choking phosphorescent mists, where the stagnant water, penetrating deeper and deeper into the ground, brings up as foul gases the contents of millenary sewers replete with the excreta of hundreds of millions of human beings. In this vast accursed region no life can exist,70 and nobody dreams of venturing there. In some spots the ground seems to be burning, giving off sulphurous fumes from the combustion of chemical products accumulated by the men of former times.71 The hero of the story, having reached the place thanks to a storm which has temporarily dispersed the deadly vapours, moves about there in a nightmare atmosphere and is only saved by flight. This frightful symbolic vision must have filled Morris with vengeful satisfaction.
The geography of the country has been upset. Obstructions and changes in the level of the ground deflected the course of rivers. Enormous masses of water gathered in the middle of England, forming a great lake, dotted with contorted uninhabited islands, and also providing great sheets of water of incomparable beauty.72 On this lake the adventures of the young hero Felix Aquila are unfolded, and there seems to be no doubt that there Morris found the setting and the inspiration for The Water of The Wondrous Isles. It is also very probable, in this story as in several others, that Morris recalled After London in his descriptions of fearful forests. Finally the theme of the hero leaving his family to seek adventure and gain glory is common to Jefferies and to Morris, but there is nothing particularly original in the theme, and it would be going too far to claim to discern any influence.
When the cataclysm happened, the “upper classes”, custodians of culture and civilisation, managed, thanks to their money, to leave England, but no one knows what became of them, for it seems that there were similar disasters on the continent. The only survivors were ignorant and uncouth, and former mechanical inventions (railways, telephones, aeronautical machines) left no trace beyond a mysterious legend.73
Those who escaped, dispersed across the countryside, reverted to the most primitive conditions, living at first by hunting and re-establishing the cultivation of scattered bits of land wrested from the brambles. Little by little, villages were formed, then small and separate little kingdoms.74 On the fringe of this working population another race dwelt in the forests: on the one hand Bushmen, dreadful savage bands living by plunder, and on the other, the Romanies or Zingaris, tribes of gypsies exactly like their ancestors, living in a matriarchal society.73 The sinister threat of these cruel and savage men added to the difficulties which burdened the rural communities, which were also menaced by continual invasions of Welsh, Irish and Scots, bent upon taking revenge upon the descendants of their erstwhile oppressors. *
The regime of these feudal communities was based upon slavery and the
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morality is strangely superior to that of his contemporaries, waxes indignant, seeing how tyrants never lack executioners to carry out their base deeds, “providing an echo in advance of the indignation of the men of Nowhere at the memory of the misdeeds of their Victorian ancestors. Without expressing such advanced views, he is nevertheless led by circumstances to revise the prejudices nourished by his caste education. He can see that the king is a commonplace man, owing his throne to the chance of birth and not to any superiority. Sheltered and fed in the course of his misadventures by a disabled yokel, he is shocked to discover that his host is a slave and decides after heart-searching to shake his hand, nevertheless. Joining an army in a lowly rank, he lives the life of the common soldiers and, through their astonishing remarks, is brought to see with other eyes the society in which he lives. 1 He is very surprised to discover that these men, illiterate and uncultured as they are, are capable of expressing opinions on public affairs and of understanding the motives which govern men’s behaviour.82 Much more - and one can easily imagine the interest with which Morris must have read these lines - Felix discovers that the manual skills of which he is so proud amount to little, and that the only masters of their crafts are the lowly artisans.*3 So, in the very bosom of the most brutish and cruel of barbarians, true human values appear, leading to a hope for a better future than in the lost days of “civilisation”.
It is a curious premise that the nobles of the new age are descended from men who, alone in the midst of an ignorant mass, could still read and write, and who endeavoured to maintain this privilege, jealously preserving the few manuscripts.4 But the taste for culture has been lost, books are rare and nobody wants them, and education is not esteemed.85 Science and the techniques of railways and flying machines arouse no interest or research. On the other hand, men have kept the memory of the great legends of Greek and Latin antiquity, and during a festival we are presented with a production of Sophocles’ Antigone, carefully transcribed by successive copyists. ' One cannot help thinking of old Hammond’s remarks about the world’s new youth during the meal at the Bloomsbury Guest House. But Jefferies finds an explanation for this unexpected taste for Greek tragedy which is not without depth and which Marx would not have disavowed:
“In some indefinable manner the spirit of the ancient Greeks seemed to her” (referring to Aurora, Felix’s fiancte, who plays the part of Antigone) “in accord with the times, for men had, or appeared to have, so little control over their own lives that they might well imagine themselves overruled by destiny.”88
By the force of events, and apart from the courts of princes, life has become simple again, and Jefferies finds great charm in it. He describes it with the same healthy realism and gentle lyricism that we find again in William Morris. In Aquila’s house in the country, a relic of the past like the old house in News from Nowhere, which it resembles in more than one respect, the Prince’s ridiculous messenger is quite baffled: “Though interested, in spite of himself. Lord John, acknowledging the flowers, turned to go with a sense of relief. The simplicity of manners seemed discordant to him He felt out of place, and in some way lowered in his own esteem, and yet he despised the rural retirement

and beauty about him.”'"' The garden, lovingly cultivated by Baron Aquila, is described with the same tenderness and in almost the same terms as Morris uses in his^descriptions-9U We find the same taste for rural styles of building and roofs. The men of the new age like spacious rooms and need elbow-room, like the inhabitants of Nowhere.’2 The interior is decorated and furnished in accordance with Morris’s own preferences: “The bed itself was very low, framed of wood, thick and solid . . . There was no carpet, nor any substitute for it: the walls were whitewashed; ceiling there was none: the worm-eaten rafters were visible, and the roof-tree. But on the table was a large earthenware bowl, full of meadow orchids, bluebells and a bunch of may in flower”. Felix and his brother Oliver make the furniture for the rooms in which they live with their own hands, and the latter carves it tastefully.” Felix’s art is certainly more rudimentary, but the solid oak chest in which he keeps his manuscripts would probably not have displeased Morris.95 Even the coarse window glass recalls his disdain for the too-perfect glass of commerce.
Thus, in Jefferies’ eyes, the return to barbarism contains the seeds of a fresh blossoming for mankind. But the'author of After London is none the less aware, as we have seen, of the moral degradation introduced by this slave society, giving free rein to the most brutal instincts, and his utopianism is not satisfied. This explains the meeting of Felix with the Shepherd people, who live in idyllic equality,97 and who shower the most generous hospitality upon their guest. Felix anticipates the gesture of William Guest at Hammersmith: ’Having nothing else to give them, he took from his pocket one of the gold coins he had brought from the site of the ancient city, and offered it. They laughed and made him understand that it was of no value to them; but they passed iGrom hand to hand, and he noticed that they began to look at him curiously. But they are impressed by the young man’s knowledge and skills and rapidly show great respect for him. He helps them to defend themselves against the Romanies, teaches them how to build fortifications, and their gratitutde is so great that they invite him to reign over them, and do not wish to let him leave. But Felix wants to be back with his fiancee Aurora and flees through the forest to rejoin her. The story ends abruptly here but, although unfinished, it by no means excludes the possibility of the young man’s return to the Shepherds in company with Aurora.
This brief final episode certainly did not leave William Morris unmoved. The Shepherds of After London are the very brethren of the Innocent Folk of The Well at the World’s End and of those primitive people from whom the heroes of The Wood Beyond the World escape and towards whom they return. Does not the development of Jefferies’ story foreshadow the long evolution of Morris, plunging further and further into the past in his quest for the pure virtues of precapitalist ages, attracted, after the Middle Ages for which he maintains his enthusiasm, by the barbarian epic of the Nordic or Germanic tribes, or the romantic world of an almost timeless pre-mediaevalism ?
Perhaps A. L. Morton is too severe in judging that Jefferies depicts the roughness of barbarism as without hope, and the poverty of the Middle Ages as without vitality.” It seems excessive to me to see After London as a pessimistic utopia,’ and Morris’s enthusiasm for this book is an indication that he did not look upon it as such. It certainly helped him to give form and substance to the alternative of “barbarism or socialism” which haunted his

thoughts. It encouraged him to impregnate them both with his belief in man before projecting them into the future in a harmonious dialectical synthesis. The “absurd hopes” which “curled round the heart” of Morris as he read the book were not a reaction, but direct inspiration.
5. [bookmark: bookmark18]Edward Bellamy
If his enthusiastic reading of After London in 1885 freed Morris from the tendency to dwell, as it were nostalgically, on imagined cataclysms, he was provoked to an opposite reaction by reading Looking Backward, the utopia of the American Edward Bellamy. Its success of 1888 in the United States soon spread to Britain, thanks to an English edition in 1889. Morris wrote to Bruce Glasier on 13 May:
“I suppose you have seen or read, or at least tried to read, looking Backward. I had to on Saturday, having promised to lecture on it. Thank you, I wouldn’t care to live in such a cockney paradise as he imagines.”101
Remember Morris’s stubborn refusal ever to read any book which he knew intuitively would displease him. There had to be serious reasons for him to break this habit. The success of this utopian novel, already considerable in the first year (ten thousand copies sold), suddenly became enormous and by the end of the second year reached a sale of three hundred thousand copies in the United States alone, a figure which in subsequent years reached the halfmillion, passing the record figure set up by Uncle Tom's Cabin.102 The same craze swept England and seems to have been particularly marked in political circles close to Morris. “Many socialist friends”, recounts his daughter May, “were accepting Bellamy’s conception of the Ideal State, some with satisfaction, others with resignation”. ■ 3 This conception acquired the status of doctrine. Just as in the United States it formed the basis for the constitution of a real party (the “nationalist” movement, as it was called) so, in England, there was created an ephemeral society for the nationalisation of work, intended to “put into effect the principles of Bellamy’s Looking Backward”, and it founded a no less ephemeral journal, Nationalisation News: this society seems to have set up at least seven sections.104
It is probable that, if the vogue and influence of Bellamy were less extensive and less deep in Britain than in America, part of the reason was the stand made by Morris, and not only this stand, which only affected a limited circle, but still more the publication of News from Nowhere, which was its direct result. No text (if ever one was written) has survived of the public talk Morris gave on 12 May 1889 in Hammersmith. But the point of view he expressed on that evening is known to us through an article devoted to looking Backward in the columns of Commonweal six weeks later: this simple fact shows the prolonged violence of Morris’s reaction and the importance he gave to Bellamy’s book. 10 This latter is too well-known for me to make a detailed analysis of it; we can confine ourselves for the moment to recalling its essential themes, which 1 shall come back to, moreover, by way of Morris’s reflections. The utopian story-line is commonplace enough, despite certain details intended to be startling. Julian West, the hero of the tale, is a young and wealthy Boston bourgeois, very reactionary in his views and very much annoyed by a building strike which delays

his marriage to a young woman of his circle, Edith Bartlett. A sufferer from8 somnia, he sleeps, without anyone knowing, in an underground chamber at tached to his house where a specialist “mesmerises” him to induce sleep. One night in 1887, a fire destroys his home and he is assumed to have perished in the flames. But, protected by the thick walls of his unsuspected shelter, he continues in his cataleptic sleep until the year 2000. Then, during building operations, he happens to be discovered by an old doctor, named Leete, who arouses him and introduces him to the novelties of a socially transformed world. The doctor has a daughter, also named Edith, who turns out to be a descendant of his lost fiancee and who falls in love with Julian, whose photograph she already possessed. A conventional enough idyll ensues and reaches a happy conclusion. Its trifling vicissitudes at more or less regular intervals lighten the dreariness of long theoretical dialogues and monologues in the course of which Julian has the workings of the new society explained to him. It is in fact a very strongly hierarchical and disciplined society, in which the State owns all the means of production and distribution. This situation came about gradually and peaceably in the early years of the twentieth century: the progressive concentration of big trusts culminated in the formation of a single trust which became the State. Workers were mobilised into an industrial army from the age of 21 to the age of 45 and enjoyed a long retirement. Mechanisation had developed and eased the burden upon men. Money had disappeared and products were distributed equally to all by means of deductions on an annual credit card.
The story-structure itself did not appeal to Morris. In fact, he considered it so detestable that he could only account for the success of the novel by reference to the growing interest in socialist ideology among his contemporaries :
“It seems clear to me from the reception which Mr. Bellamy’s Looking Backward has received that there are a great many people who are turning hopefully to Socialism. I am sure that ten years ago it would have been very little noticed if at all: whereas now several editions have been sold in America, and it is attracting general attention in England. To anyone not deeply interested in the social question it could not be at al an attractive book. It is true that it is cast in the form of a romance, but the author states very frankly in his preface that he has only given it this form as a sugar-coating to the pill, 06 and the device of making a man wake up in a new world has grown so common, and has been done with so much more care and art than Mr. Bellamy has used, that by itself this would have done little for it; it is the serious essay and not the slight envelope of romance which people have found interesting to them. ” '
The judgment is severe; it is even somewhat unjust. No doubt the utopian procedure of awakening in another world is handled by Bellamy with a wealth of pseudo-scientific detail that produces a feeling of oppressive heaviness. But Morris himself had had recourse to the fiction of a dream in A Dream of John Bail and would again m News from Nowhere. It is true that he does so, if not with such great care, with infinitely more art, and his fervour allows him with impunity to convince us that it is not a dream i „ • •	..	.
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born ideological rancour. Certainly clumsiness abounds, and Victor Dupont, in his thesis on the utopian novel, has made a penetrating list. The general structure of the book is unattractive:
“Of 28 chapters, 5 are essentially literary, 7 are of pure sociological discussion, 5 are tables illustrating social theories, 11 filled with didactic dialogues or monologues, linked with the rest by all-too-obviously artificial introductions.” 1
In the plot itself, explanatory coincidences pile up ponderously. More irritating, the characters - very few, (at most three), who represent the new mankind, only appear in their conversations with Julian West. We know nothing whatever of their separate existence, and their comprehension of the nineteenth century is such that no aspect of their psychology is truly revealing. They are hardly individualised and lack all depth. As Victor Dupont justly observes:
"The physical appearance of the doctor and his wife remain unknown to us; and we cannot feel their daughter’s charm. ” 109
Old Hammond, so lively and so visible, who, in News from Nowhere, fulfils the same didactic function as the colourless Dr. Leete, slips less readily from the memory. Something even more serious: Julian West is literally confined to the doctor’s house and has no direct contact with the utopian world, which we know only through abstract descriptions. William Morris’s Visitor, on the contrary, lives with extraordinary intensity, from the first moment to the end of the dream, in a reborn England with a countryside and inhabitants quivering with life.
All this is true, but there are in Looking Backward, nevertheless, some remarkable pages, so remarkable even that Morris’s memory (which it would be difficult to describe as unconscious or subconscious) has recorded them without argument. In particular those which record the pathetic anguish of Juli an West, finding himself in an unknown world, anguish bordering upon nausea and increased by the feeling of loss of identity and mental balance. It really seems that Bellamy has here introduced to utopian literature an original and very human element. Similar feelings, in a less dramatic, more vague, possibly more engaging form, are expressed by the Visitor in News from Nowhere, chilled and aged by the warmth and youth of the new humanity and, at the same time, forever trembling lest the vision fade away. There is also, as in Morris’s utopia, the continual contrast between the old and the new which, without reaching the emotive quality of the counterpoint achieved by the poet, is not without its effect: in both stories the present is continuously exposed to the judgment of the future. Similarly, one could, though on a trivial level, pick out minor direct borrowings on the part of Morris, such as the conversation over a bottle of wine between old Hammond and the Visitor at the end of the meal, when the others have left, just like that which Bellamy describes between
Dr. Leete and Julian.
But there is much more, and Morris's unfairness is only equalled by his anticipatory ingratitude! Edward Bellamy is the first Anglo-Saxon utopist, ahead of Morris, to abandon the exploration of terrae incogmtae in order to butld

in his own country, and to put the time dimension in the place of geographical distance. With both of them, this new and original form comes from the urgent doctrinal concern to prove to contemporaries and compatriots that socialism in possible; but, at the same time, the need to convince gives each utopia a definite national quality which in itself has artistic validity. The Boston of the year 2000 is the result of typically American economic and cultural factors just as the England of the twenty-second century stays familiarly English. Morris wanted to write an anti-Bellamy utopia, and could not resist tinging his theoretical disagreement with anti-Americanism.1,1 But in taking his stand against Bellamy he was inevitably obliged to borrow from his opponent his very concept of utopia in all that was newest and most fundamental. Morris’s debt is immense, and since he neglected to acknowledge it, we may do so on his behalf, with the deepest gratitude.
The only merit which Morris admits in Bellamy is that of having shown capitalist civilisation in a true and pitiless light : “his criticism of the present monopolist system is forcible and fervid”,11 and he unreservedly praises his “due economical knowledge”. '"‘On this point, in fact, nothing separates the two utopists unless that Bellamy tends to stress the immorality of the system a good deal more. One other theme they have in common: the indignation aroused by the enormous waste of materials and of human energy for which capitalism is responsible. I shall not insist upon this negative aspect of utopia, which I have deliberately kept out of this study, but it is appropriate, before leaving the purely literary analysis, to stress that here too Bellamy shows himself a writer. The parable in which he compares class society with a coach laden with privileged, unmoving passengers, dragged by the multitude, wit everyone outside trying to get aboard and every occupant fearful o a ing out, is not lacking in liveliness and would be worthy of IHlgrim s rrogrtss. Although, on the other hand, the description of the utopian world is dry and abstract, there is real feeling running through the chapter in which Julian West dreams that he is back in his nineteenth-century Boston and suddenly understands the horror of it in the light of revelations of the year 2000.
Morris has paid implicit Lip-service to these real qualities in the brief appreciation we have quoted. For him that is not the essence. It is the proposed social system that he resents, and he is the more cantankerous for feeling that he is up against an unyielding dogmatism. Morris rebels against this dogmatism, observing that the “the only safe way of reading a utopia is to consider it as the expression of the temperament of its author”. In fact, what is striking about looking Backward is that nothing is left to chance and that the whole has formidable coherence. Life there, says Morris, is “organized with a vengeance”.11 Notice, too, that it is not a dream: Julian West really is transported to the year 2000 by the end of his catalepsy, and the situation described is presented forcibly as an inevitable fact. Morris’s utopia, if we consider its mode, arises from a very different temperament. All his writings show that he is dealing with a hypothesis, one that seems most logical and pleasing to him, but more than once he stops himself making a doctrine out of it He deliberately leaves obscure the answers to various problems and is not afraid of allowing imprecision, even inconsequence, to creep in now and then He is careful not to draw up a detailed plan of future society and aims above all to suggest a utopian scale of values. Bellamy would never have given his tale he

genial and modest sub-title which Morris gives his: “Being some chapters
from a Utopian romance .
Just as 1 have excluded from the scope of my analysis the indictment of bourgeois society as it exists in Morris’s work, I have in the same way excluded his theory of revolution. However, we must (at least negatively) look at certain aspects in connection with Bellamy, whose system rests upon a certain conception of the achievement of socialism, because this was the very thing that first enraged Morris. The starting-point of Bellamy’s utopia, which is what Morris calls its “distinctive part”," is the establishment and development of trusts in the United States. Far from deploring the fact, Bellamy sees it as a decisive factor in progress:
“Oppressive and intolerable as was the regime of the great consolidations of capital, even its victims, while they cursed it, were forced to admit the prodigious increase of efficiency which had been imparted to the national industries, the vast economies effected by the concentration of management and unity of organisation, and to confess that since the new system had taken the place of the old the wealth of the world had increased at a rate before undreamed of. To be sure this vast increase had gone chiefly to make the rich richer, increasing the gap between them and the poor; but the fact remained that, as a means of producing wealth, capital had been proved efficient in proportion to its consolidation.”11’
It is at the beginning of the twentieth century, writes Bellamy that “the evolution was completed by the final consolidation of the entire capital of the nation . Far from causing indignation, this fact was accepted by the people without resentment, because they recognised that monopolies represented a necessary link, an indispensible transitional phase. Then peacefully and without any clash came the final result:
11 he industry and commerce of the country, ceasing to be conducted by a set of irresponsible corporations and syndicates of private persons at their caprice and for their profit, were intrusted to a single syndicate representing the people, to be conducted in the common interest for the common profit. The nation, that is to say, organized as one great business corporation in which all the other corporations were absorbed; it became the one capitalist in the place of all the other capitalists, the sole employer, the final monopoly in which all previous and lesser monopolies were swallowed up, a monopoly in the profits and economics of which all citizens shared. ”
As one can easily imagine, this friendly transfer by unanimous consent, this “gradual and peaceable revolution" without class struggle or seizure of political power appeared a monstrous illusion in Morris’s eyes. He naturally reproaches Bellamy with confusing the contents and the container
*' by the use of the word monopoly he shows unconsciously that he has his mind fixed firmly on the mere machinery of life; lor clearly the only art of their system which the people would or could take over from the

monopolists would be the machinery of organization, which monopoly is forced to use, but which is not an essential part of it. The essential of monopoly is, I warm myself by the fire which you have made, and you (very much the plural) stay outside in the cold. ” 121
Bellamy declares that “it (the labour question) may be said to have solved itself’, and adds,
“all that society had to do was to recognise and cooperate with that evolution, when its tendency had become unmistakable".122
That is why “there was absolutely no violence".,2' Later, addressing the Nationalist Club in Boston, which had been founded to spread the doctrine set
out in Looking Backward, Bellamy declared “We aim to change the law by the
• 	
law.
This legalistic gradualism, founded upon the conviction of a happy, spontaneous transformation of capitalism into its opposite, in fact presents, through its systematic logic directed to its aims, a bold and original formulation: it foreshadows what, thirty years later, was to be Kautsky s “superimperialism ”, denounced by Lenin as reformist, unrealistic and anti-Marxist in character. Bellamy was in this respect both bolder and more dogmatic than the Fabians, against whom Morris was at the time hardening his attitude. He was not long in grasping the relationship between them and the American utopist and seeing in it a reason for his following:
“The success of Mr. Bellamy’s Utopian book, deadly dull as it is, is a straw to show which way the wind blows. The general attention paid to our clever friends, the Fabian lecturers and pamphleteers, is not altogether due to their literary ability; people have really got their heads turned more or less in their direction. ”
Bellamy’s bold logic held nothing, in fact, to shock the Fabians, even il it did slightly jostle their cautious reserve and their distrust of utopianism. In one chapter of Fabian Essays, Annie Besant in 1889 expressed her admiration for “the ingenious author of Looking Backward’’ and went on to considerations largely drawn from it. Reciprocity was not lacking and, a few years later, in 1894, there appeared in Boston an American edition of Fabian Essays, with an introduction by Edward Bellamy.127 Bellamy, in his many articles and lectures following the publication of his book, very faithfully reproduced the Fabian programme of municipal socialism.,z* Even if it were only an account of this reformism and belief in spontaneity (and we shall find other reasons), it is a little surprising to find Victor Dupont asserting that Looking Backward is “one of the rare examples of utopias directly inspired by scientific socialism’. while he paradoxically tends to deny this quality to Morris’s work.1 A certain knowledge of the general characteristics of capitalist economy (to which Morris himself paid homage) is really not enough for one to sec Bellamy as a Marxist. It also involves taking little account of a fact hard to ignore: namely that, according to emphatic witnesses including Bellamy himself, he was totally ignorant of Marx and of socialist literature at the lime he was writing his book. It docs not appear that he subsequently read any of Marx's

orks. The only very indirect knowledge of him that he possessed derived from a later reading of Gronlund’s Co-operative Commonwealth, and he avowed himself put off by materialism and economic determinism, In the course of his political activity he clearly showed his hostility to socialism, going so far as to declare it an anti-American doctrine. The word “socialist” he wrote to William Dean Howells,
“is a foreign word in itself, and equally foreign in all its suggestions. It smells to the average American of petroleum, suggests the red flag and all manner of sexual novelties, and an abusive tone about God and religion, which in this country we at least treat with decent respect”. *'
A. E. Morgan, Bellamy’s interpreter, who perhaps has a tendency like every specialist to exaggerate his hero’s rdle, does not hesitate to assert that his influence was decisive in bringing into being that hostility which American opinion has displayed towards Marxism.1,1 No doubt there are other reasons for this, which it is not relevant to discuss here, but one cannot deny that this judgment contains some truth.
In this respect Looking Backward contains hints about which one could hardly be mistaken. The final transformation of society, Dr. Leete recalls, came about with the support of the “national party”, which was able to accomplish what none of the “labour parties” could do, because “their basis, as merely class organizations, was too narrow”:
It was not till a rearrangement of the industrial and social system on a higher ethical basis, and for the more efficient production of wealth, was recognised as the interest, not of one class, but equally of all classes
that there was any prospect that it would be achieved.” 1,2
Not only, writes Bellamy, have “the followers of the red flag" not played any part in establishing the new order, but they were an obstacle at long as they existed, ‘ for their talk so disgusted people as to deprive the best-considered projects for social reform of a hearing”. On so good a road the author does not stop, hollowing a procedure employed by many a “party of order” he. lumps together in his description socialists and anarchists, and doe* not hesitate to assert that they were financed by the capitalists:
“No historical authority nowadays doubts that they were paid by the great monopolies to wave the red flag and talk about burning, sacking, and blowing people up, in order, by alarming the timid, to head off any real reform.” 132
Such insinuations seemed too crude to Morris for him to deign to reply Putting himself on another level, he was very aware of the danger involved in the spreading of a theory of spontaneity, which must, inevitably, be counterrevolutionary. On the one hand this hope of a peaceful evolution of trusts towards their complete concentration pppemed an illusion to him
“I cannot help thinking”, he writes . “of the recurrence of break-ups

and re-formations of this kind of monopoly, under the influence of competition for privilege, or war for the division of plunder
On the other hand, the idea that a simple enumeration of the miseries and waste engendered by capitalism is enough to bring about a better state of affairs seemed all the more dangerous to Morris because his own political thinking had developed remarkably over the last year. Following an article by Bax published in Commonweal in July 1888 and probably inspired by Engels, drawing attention to the penetration into Africa of financial interests, and to the consequences which could follow from this at home, Morris stopped believing in the natural decay of capitalism. On the contrary, he judged it to be capable of singular recoveries, and of successfully coming out of the “great depression" of 1889. So he was led to write of Bellamy's book: .
“The economic semi-fatalism of some Socialists is a deadening and discouraging view, and may easily become more so, if events at present unforeseen bring back the full tide of ‘commercial prosperity’; which is by no means unlikely to happen. ” 134
The influence of Bellamy’s theories seemed to him so harmful that six months later, giving an account of Fabian Essays in Commonweal and speaking of this same matter, he denounced this ideology which disarms the working class:
“Though we may well hope that the extravagance of exploitation and contempt of the public shown by these ‘captains of industry’ will lead us on towards Socialism, it is dangerous to rest our hopes on this development, as Mr. Bellamy does in his Looking Backward. It may, after all, be nothing but a passing phase of that capitalist organisation of robbery, which surely must be attacked in front by the workers grown conscious of their slavery.” 13
This reformist gradualism and this theory of spontaneity, while they provoked Morris’s indignation and encouraged him to broaden and sharpen his attacks against the Fabian ideology, would not have been sufficient to provoke the violent reaction whose direct consequence was the writing of Sews from Nowhere. The thing that drove him to fury was Bellamy’s picture of future society, primarily its regimentation. All workers from 21 to 45 years of age are strictly enrolled into the industrial army, according to “the principle of general military service, as it was understood in our day”, and Dr. Leete explains that “our entire social order is wholly based upon and deduced from it” (this principle). The great event of the year is the day of the recruitment parade, 15 October, when young people reaching their majority enter production and the quadragenarians leave active service. The organisation of this army is uniform for all professions and is somewhat complex. Without going into fussy details, we note that the workers are split into four main classes: that of labourers, in which all beginners remain from 21 to 24 years; then that of apprentices, where they remain one year; then, workers proper from 25 to 45 years, split into three grades, each divided into two classes; finally, the officers. Every year everyone is promoted or degraded according to his deserts. The officer corps is a carefully ordered hierarchy up to generals of guilds, lieutenant-generals of groups of guilds and general-in-chief, who is president of

the United States. The junior officers are appointed by their superiors and the officers-general are elected by retired members of the guilds, who thus constitute a sort of gerontocracy. 38 Women constitute a separate army corps, no less hierarchical, and are given lighter tasks.1 Even the sick, the crippled and mentally defective are grouped into a special corps, wearing its special badge, and carrying out tasks consistent with their aptitudes.1 Discipline is strict; woe betide him who refuses to carry out his duties, because he can be “cut off from all human society”! 141 Dr. Leete proudly compares the resultant efficiency with “the German army in the time of von Moltke”.142
Bellamy intended to follow a military career, and at the age of seventeen was rejected at the West Point entrance examination because of physical inadequacy.143 It seems that this setback was an enormous disappointment for him and left him with a lasting sense of frustration. If every utopia is a matter of temperament, it certainly appears that Bellamy’s springs from a well-defined desire for compensation. This seems to be shown in an article he published in 1890 to expand his theories, in which he wrote:
“Is it a wonder that war has a glamour? That glamour we would give to the peaceful pursuits of industry by making them, like the duty of the soldier, public service.” 144
Julian West, returning in his dream to the Boston of his youth, witnesses a military parade and reflects upon the power industry would achieve by introducing “the scientific manner in which the nation went to war”.145 We are not astonished to hear that the first “nationalist club” was founded in Boston in 1888 by a group of retired officers, probably very little suspect as socialists!1
The idea of humanity transformed into a “huge standing army, tightly drilled”, could only horrify Morris. After reading Looking Backward he exclaimed that “if they brigaded him into a regiment of workers he would lie on his back and kick”. This strict discipline is reinforced by a bureaucratic production organisation, divided into ten departments and innumerable subordinate services, which exercises so meticulous a control that “even if in the hands of the consumer an article turns out unfit, the system enables the fault to be traced back to the original workman”.149 The distribution of goods, which Bellamy describes particularly complacently, is inspired by the same care for efficiency and centralisation. Little local shops have disappeared, replaced by vast establishments where the citizens do not receive products directly but arc presented with a vast range of samples, the same in all localities, from which they make their choice and put in their order. Their purchases are deducted on their credit cards from the annual amount constituting their salaries. The order is transmitted by a system of tubes to a central warehouse which, by means of other tubes, promptly delivers the goods home.150 It goes without saying that such an organisation, founded upon immense industrial concentration, excludes all craft, all imagination, all human contact between consumer and producer. It is absolute authoritarian uniformity.
Undoubtedly Morris did not reject Bellamy’s forecast m bloc, and, without being able to speak of borrowings, one detects certain ideas that appealed to him and which he developed in his own utopia, although in different forms and in another spirit: general abundance, the elimination of middlemen and

parasites, the abolition of money and trade. One can observe certain similarities, not only in the realm of economics but even in that of institutions: the disappearance of politics and parties, the simplification of legislation, the enormous decrease in crime and misdeameanoui in the absence of any clash of personal interests, the replacement of prisons by hospitals, the absence of lawyers,151 of fiscal administration, of army and navy.
All these transformations are drawn, certainly against a socialist background, but just what kind of socialism is it? It is true that in the political field the State apparatus is strikingly reduced. However, we observe the survival of a judiciary and of a police force. Much worse, in Morris’s eyes, the State is more centralised than ever and the governments of the states of the Union have finally disappeared.152 He criticises this “huge national centralisation, working by a kind of magic for which no one feels himseif responsible”, whereas the communism he foresees tends towards direct democracy practised in territorial units as small as possible with everyone participating in public affairs.155 He objects to the powers given to the retired, who “should form a kind of aristocracy (how curiously the old ideas cling)”.
But above all it is the weight of this enormous economic machine, this “organisation of life with a vengeance”, this “huge standing army”, which seem overpowering to him. Bellamy’s system, he writes, “may be described as State communism, worked by the very extreme of national centralization”.
Morris's condemnation of Bellamy’s utopia seems to have been misunderstood by most critics, because of their lack of sufficient understanding of the Marxist theory of two stages upon which Morris’s predictions were founded. 1 shall come back to this at length and at the proper point in our study. For the moment I briefly indicate that Morris, following Marx, saw two successive stages in the construction of the future society. The first, socialism, following the seizure of power by the working class, would be a period of slow and difficult building, in the course of which the proletarian State would liquidate the old class society, take possession of all the means of production and set up an efficient and democratic economy. This State, by force of circumstances, would be authoritarian and would need to possess means of coercion. But it would only be transitional. When democracy was established and the new economy reached abundance, when many of the contradictions had been overcome, a new era would dawn, that of communism, the fundamental characteristic of which would be the withering away of the State. Morris looked forward to the first stage, characterised by state socialism, without pleasure and even with some apprehension, but he regarded it as inevitable. He hoped it would be as short as possible, and in his utopian fervour, ail his hopes and attentions were centred on the second stage, that of a fully achieved communism as described in News from Nowhere. The essential idea is that the first stage could not in any circumstances be regarded as the culmination, an end in itself. Now this is exactly what he reproaches Bellamy with. The latter, in his preface, certainly speaks of “the progress that shall be made, ever onward and upward, till the race shall achieve its ineffable destiny”.15* In an article published in September 1889 by the Christian-socialist magazine Dawn and reproduced as a postscript in many editions of Looking Backward, he asserts that the Americans of the year 2000 would not be content with the social state they would have reached and would not consider it as “anything more than a single

step in the infinite progression of humanity towards the divine”.15 Nevertheless, there is not a single line of the story to suggest what this “ineffable destiny” might be. The social system in question is an enormous State machine with minute gears, of which it seems to be impossible to modify the tiniest cog. Everything in it seems to be immutable, and there is no prospect of evolution. But in the eyes of Morris, the Marxist, the state of the productive forces would allow transition to a higher stage, and such socialism could only be a dead end or an abortion. This excessive centralisation appears to him as a caricature of a structure of the first stage, during which the first lineaments of the succeeding stage should appear little by little. That is exactly why the success of Looking Backward seriously worried Morris:
“The book is one to be read and considered seriously, but it should not be taken as the Socialist bible of reconstruction; a danger which perhaps it will not altogether escape, as incomplete154 systems impossible to be carried out but plausible on the surface are always attractive to people ripe for change, but not knowing clearly what their aim is. ” *59
At that particular time, Bellamy’s book, with its dogmatic form, risked both distorting the theoretical education of the militants and turning away sympathisers.
“It requires notice all the more because there is a certain danger in such books as this: a two-fold danger; for there will be some temperaments to whom the answer given to the question, How shall we live then? will be pleasing and satisfactory, others to whom it will be displeasing and unsatisfactory. The danger to the first is that they will accept it with all its necessary errors and fallacies (which such a book must abound in) as conclusive statements of facts and rules of action, which will warp their efforts into futile directions. The danger to the second, if they are but enquirers or very young Socialists, is that they also accepting its speculations as facts will be inclined to say, If that is Socialism, we won’t help its advent, as it holds out no hope to us. ” m
It was to give hope back to socialists that Morris wrote Airws from Aouhtre to show that beyond the wall raised up by Bellamy opened the great humanist concept of communism, that the future could not be brought to a stop in the sacrosanct and mechanical discipline of state socialism. More's utopia was also presented in the form of a hierarchical, disciplined and immutable world. But Morris did not think it necessary to criticise this aspect. Steeped in historical materialism as he was, he saw this as the healthy reaction of a man of true mediaeval values face to face with the mad individualism of the new men: the hierarchy remained a formal hierarchy based upon human relationships. But above ail More was not looking into the future his utopia was timeless, and, on his own avowal, still unrealisabie. Bellamy, on the other hand, was starting from the definite economic circumstances of the nineteenth century to build the future, and, if Morris could not agree about the manner of the change to socialism he accepted willy-nilly the eventuality of state socialism. What he would not accept was the extreme nature of the imagined regime, nor would he accept its permanence. Over and above the deep repugnance he felt for the mechanisation of life in Bellamy's system, Morris's

opposition was, most of all, based upon his conception of finalities, that is of chronology It seems very probable to us that the revolutionary chronology of S'tws fmm Nowhere was determined in relation to hooking Hackuxird and in reac* non against its implications. Bellamy’s tale is placed in the year 2000 and, he writes, “the present organisation of society is, in its completeness, less than a century old”.m Morris deliberately puts back the date of the great change to 1952: he is no gradualist, the change was to be a real revolution with a seizure of power by the proletariat, and the ability of capita! to survive and to resist was not to be under-estimated. His own story is placed in the middle of the twrnty-second century, and, of the two hundred years which have passed since the revolution, the first fifty were enough to effect the transition through the first stage He feels sure that after one and a half centuries of communism nothing could be left of state socialism after the Bellamy pattern.
To these theoretical oppositions was added the profound clash of two totally different sensibilities and of two fundamental conceptions of the very quality of life. Morris placed work at the heart of existence. If, in capitalist society, it had become a sordid chore, the first task of communism would be to make it once more a need and a Joy. by way of diversity of occupation and man s expression of himself through his work. The Calvinist Bellamy would have none of this; faithful to the theological concept of the original curse, he explicitly calls it “the edict of Eden”.162 The strict discipline which prevents anybody s avoiding work comes not only from economic necessity but also from moral, even religious needs. Work is man's natural punishment, but utopia, founded on the right to happiness, removes its excessive bitterness and unfairness by mechanising it, and rewards twenty-four years of toil by a long retirement free of ail productive effort, to allow the free blossoming of individuality .
“Know, O child of another race and yet the same, that the labor we have to render as our part in securing for the nation the means of a comfortable physical existence is by no means regarded as the most important, the most interesting, or the most dignified employment of our powers. We look upon it as a necessary duty to be discharged before we can fully devote ourselves to the higher exercise of our faculties, the intellectual and spiritual enjoyments and pursuits which alone mean life.”*'
Such a break seems completely senseless to Morris:
. . everybody is to begin the serious work of production at the age of twenty-one, work three years as a labourer, and then choose his skilled occupation and work till he is forty-five, when he is to knock off his work and amuse himself (improve his mind, if he lias one left him). Heavens! think of a man .of forty-five changing his habits suddenly and by compulsion!”
For him it would be a poor compensation to become a member of a judicial and political aristocracy. 64 Nothing was more alien to all Morris's aspirations than this total break between the individual and his job, which Bellamy made a teal article of faith.K In the America of the year 2000, the allocation of labour is done according to the law of supply and demand. If a particular occupation is short of workers it is made more attractive by decreasing the work-

ine hours. But diversity of employment is excluded. The individual is free at the beginning to choose his work according to his aptitudes, but thereafter he is a specialist. If he has mistaken his vocation, he can go in another direction, but he is not encouraged to do so and can only do so up to the age ol thirty-five. '** This monotony, added to the traditional concept of task-work, repels Morris;
"... variety of life,” he replies to Bellamy, “is as much an aim of true Communism as equality of condition, and . . . nothing but a union of these two will bring about real freedom. ” 16
What incentives to work would there be in such a society? Not the hope of a higher standard of living, since the credit card is the same for all, and Morris congratulates him, moreover, on having understood
“the necessity for the equality of the reward of labour, which is such a stumbling-block for incomplete Socialists”.
Bellamy recognises that disciplinary obligation would not be enough, and, on the other hand, he does not share the confidence in mankind that animates Morris’s humanism. No doubt, he writes, there are noble-natured beings who do not need stimulus.
“But all men, even in the last year of the twentieth century, are not ol this high order, and the incentives to endeavor requisite for those who are not must be of a sort adapted to their inferior natures. ” 1W
Well, first there is the desire to reach the higher ranks of the industrial army. “Our young men,” says Dr. Leete, “are very greedy of honours.” I'1' They will be laden down with them;
“diligence in the national service is the sole and certain way to public repute, social distinction and official power”.171
There will even be “special privileges and immunities in the way ol discipline”. Another factor just as much at work is the sex urge. The code of education for women trains them only to give their hands to meritorious workers. These, thinks Morris, are wretched expedients;
“In this part of his scheme, . . . Mr. Bellamy worries himself unnecessarily in the seeking (with obvious failure) some incentive to laliour to replace the fear of starvation, which is at present our only one, whereas it cannot be too often repeated that the true incentive to useful and happy labour is and must be pleasure in the work itself. ” 1 4
In the same way Morris has no sympathy for the way machines have invaded the world of Bellamy’s utopia He himself did not hide the treed, during the first stage, to rely largely on mechanisation to produce the plenty needed for the introduction of communism. But for him it is only transitional, and we shall see how he envisages development into a world where man, master of energy and its uses, refuses to sacrifice the harmonious use of his native skills. Looking Backward, on the other hand, certainly seems to introduce a gadget- ctvilisation. A gigantic network of tubes ensure* communication and distribution and all operations connected with it are performed by machine* '

Washing, cooking* repairs are all done electrically in public establishments ‘'• An automatic system of canopies shelters the pavements in the event of bad weather. * And, above all. every house is telephonically linked to a transmitting station with many programmes which pours music and sermons into each home* twenty-four hours a day ! As A. L. Morton ironically remarks, that appears to be the only pleasure the inhabitants know,1 9 and another historian of utopias, certainly better disposed towards Bellamy, cannot refrain from reproaching him for a “grim mechanical ideal5'. m> That is certainly the opinion of William Morris, who attempts to overcome the problem and get to the bottom of things:
“In short, a machine-life is the best which Mr. Bellamy can imagine for us on all sides; it is not to be wondered at then that his only idea of making labour tolerable is to decrease the amount of it by means of fresh and ever fresh developments of machinery. This view 1 know he will share with many Socialists with whom I might otherwise agree more than I can with him . . . this ideal of the great reduction of the hours of labour bv the mere means of machinery is a futility. The human race has a! wavs put forth about as much energy .as it could in given conditions of climate , . . and the development of man’s resources, which has given him greater powers over nature, has driven him also into fresh desires and fresh demands on nature, and thus made his expenditure of energy much what it was before. I believe that this will always be so, and the multiplication of machinery will just - multiply machinery. ”
That *§ exactly what Morris observes in the world described by Bellamy: Dr Leete proudly proclaims that they have “given a prodigious impulse to tabor-saving inventions in all sorts of industry”, * but also that there are products for which “popular taste fluctuates, and novelty is frequently required”.tl4i This gigantic industrial army, writes Morris, is “compelled by some mysterious fate to unceasing anxiety for the production of wares to satisfy-every caprice, however wasteful and absurd, that may cast up among them”.
In a rational, egalitarian and truly human society, men’s burdens would at last be lightened, and they would regain their dignity and their essential being simply by the elimination of unnecessary tasks:
“. . it is probable that much of our so-called 'refinement1, our luxury - in short our civilisation - will have to be sacrificed. ”
This unlimited industrialisation has another consequence which Morris finds abominable, that of reducing life to a totally urban civilisation. It is a fact worthy of comment, showing clearly the extent to which the logic of a system can override personal tastes, that Bellamy himself was by no means a town-dweBer He spent almost his whole life in his straggling village of Chicopee Parlh and hardly knew Boston* he even had to use a town plan when writing imkxng Bactemrift * Compton-Riekett sets the “urban socialism” of the American utopist against the “rural socialism" of Morris, im which is excessive because Morris’s aim was to resolve the contradiction between town and country But it it certain that this does not show for a moment in

Bellamy’* account, with one near exception which our poet picks up with acer- bity in his criticism:
"Mr. Bellamy s ideas of life are curiously limited; he has no idea beyond existence in a great city; his dwelling of man in the future is Boston (U.S.A.) beautified. In one passage, indeed, he mentions villages, but with unconscious simplicity shows that they do not come within his scheme of economical equality, but are mere servants of the great centres of civilization. This seems strange to some of us, who cannot help thinking that our experience ought to have taught us that such aggregations of population afford the worst possible form of dwelling place
All these elements contribute to creating or reinforcing the petty-bourgeois climate, this atmosphere of “cockney paradise” which exasperated Morris when he read the book. He himself, to tell the truth, was apprehensive that some such climate would obtain during the first phase of socialist society and that the proletariat, after centuries of privation, would be content with a “dull level of mediocrity”. But what Bellamy described seemed worse still to him, and further worsened by its permanent nature. The characters introduced arc cut off from any industrial or rural working background. They are petty- bourgeois, as little different as possible from their 1887 ancestors, having kept the same way of life and the same cultural ideal.
“The equal wealth and equal opportunities of culture which all persons now enjoy,” Dr. Leete explains to Julian West, “have simply made us all members of one class, which corresponds to the most fortunate class with you. ” l**
The development of teaching, he says again, has allowed everyone to acquire what you used to call the education of a gentleman”, wv and the reasons he gives for this development are suggestive:
‘The cultured man in your age was like one up to the neck in a nauseous bog solacing himself with a smelling bottle. You see, perhaps, now, how we look at this question of universal high education. No single thing is so important to every man as to have for neighbors intelligent, companionable persons.” m
One cannot even say that Dr. Leete’s conversation reveals a very high level of culture or imagination. He refuses to be astonished at anything whatsoever “when it can be explained scientifically”, •**. and his complacent and selective admiration is given to anything which, in this new world; contributes to efftci* enry and comfort. He has a good measure of philistinism and utilitarianism d la Gradgrihd, wrapped in insipid and unctuous spiritualism. His life in retirement, with his daughter and colourless wile, has something traditionally cramped about it, and one cannot say that the frequent listenings to the telephone-radio bring a very elevating stimulus to it. The Sunday sermon broadcast in this way, which Bellamy reproduces from beginning to end, without sparing us a line, devoutly punctuated with “Ah! my friends! ” exalts the divine mission of the new society in the flattest tones of neorconformisni. We know nothing whatever of how Mrs, Leete occupied herself, freed as she was from <k>mestic cares by perfect equipment. As for the occupation of their

daughter Edith (who, curiously enough, docs not appear to have been conscripted into the female corps of the industrial army), they appear to consist exclusively -of going round the shops: “an indefatigable shopper”,l9l her mother calls her. We admire the tenacity of Victorian customs: thus, at the end of a meal, the ladies withdraw, leaving the men to talk freely.195 Bellamy’s collectivism is tempered by very interesting traces of the spirit of keeping oneself to oneself. In general, meals are no longer prepared at home and we go with the Leetes and their guest to the local communal restaurant, hoping to see the new humanity more closely and to meet them in their daily existence. Our hopes remain vain, for in this restaurant each family has its private dining room, where it is served by a waiter in a “slightly distinctive uniform” and whose manner is that “of a soldier on duty”.191 Did Morris think of this dreary picture when he was writing about his pretty girls and jolly guests in his Guest House? A whiff of individualism seems, too, to impregnate the whole of public life in this world where each strives to achieve a higher rank. The women are not left out, for, as Dr. Leete informs us, “our girls are as full of ambition for their careers as our boys”.195 As for Julian West, he has no trouble over linking up with his past and one of his first cares is to insinuate himself into the new structure and find himself a good position.
A. L. Morton, whose penetrating observations are always worthy of attention, sees in this collection of details the reason for the extraordinary popularity of Looking Backward.
“At a time,” he writes, “when the professional classes and the small producers, who were still very numerous, felt caught between the Trusts and the militant workers, they were offered a prospect of Advance Without Tears, a socialism which did not force them to take sides in the battle. ”**
We are convinced, from his own evidence, that such was Bellamy s exact and deliberate intent. In a letter to one of the organisers of the “nationalist movement”, he wrote explicitly:
“I thoroughly approve what you say about directing your efforts more particularly to the conversion of the cultured and conservative class. That was precisely the special end for which Looking Backward was written.”
Morris made no mistake. In his article in Commonweal, he wonders whether Bellamy really is a socialist and presumes that he would be
“. . . perfectly satisfied with modern civilisation, if only the injustice, misery, and waste of class society could be got rid of; which half-change seems possible to him. The only ideal of life which such a man can see is that of the industrious professional middle-class men of today purified from their crime of complicity with the monopolist class, and become independent instead of being, as they are now are, parasitical. ” m
Morris’s tone becomes violent and personal when he comes to the defence of the human values to which he was most strongly attached. If utopia is a matter of temperament. Bellamy’s is, typically, “unhistoric and unartistic”.199 It is plain that one cannot find in Looking Backward the slightest consideration of

humanity’s past, the slightest search for a cultural heritage. The absence of a living tradition, which makes American civilisation so unattractive in Morris’s eyes, is accentuated by an arid and formless modernism, bizarrely intermingled with the worst Victorian hideousness. The occasional precise details which bedeck the narrative must have turned our poet’s stomach. The description of the neighbourhood big store is especially distressing:
.. above the portal, standing out from the front of the building, a majestic life-size group of statuary, the central figure of which was a female ideal of Plenty, with her cornucopia”.
Inside stretches a vast hall, its air freshened by a “magnificent fountain”, and the light, coming from a vast cupola, is softened by the velvet tones of the frescoes which adorn ceiling and walls: we are left unaware of the subjects or motifs and their only purpose appears to be to “soften” the light.'" Such are the only revelations of the visual arts of the new age. The most that we learn in addition is that the public buildings are “of colossal size”, and that Boston is full of fountains and statues, but on this occasion we are spared the description of them.' As in Morris’s utopia, the taste for luxury is transferred to these buildings and simplicity prevails in the home,2,12 but whereas Morris likes “elbow-room”, the houses are small and contain the minimum of furniture in order to facilitate upkeep.203 The furniture, moreover, has not changed at all since the nineteenth century. Bellamy’s only aesthetic originality is his insistence upon diffused artificial lighting.204 Finally, in the matter of dress, although women’s clothes have shed their grotesque voluminousness, men's have not undergone any appreciable change.204 But these are details .which have a very secondary place in the story. Beauty for Bellamy is clearly a conventional adjunct giving the whole the seal of respectability. This philistine attitude arouses Morris’s indignant repudiation. Art, he replies,
"is not a mere adjunct of life which free and happy men can do without, but the necessary expression and indispensabLe instrument ot human happiness”.206
The happiness and, more accurately perhaps, the blossoming of mankind are the major themes of Morris's utopia. It would be unjust to imagine that they lie outside Bellamy’s preoccupations, but his passion for organisation at any price seems to override any other consideration. This results in the profound difference of viewpoint which we sense immediately in their approach to anything to do with human development. However, they both foresee certain similarities of progress, and 1 am very tempted to believe that Morris has taken several ideas from Bellamy, even though they assume a very different hue in his own utopia. The first, undoubtedly common to many utopists, but which takes a particular twist and convincing force through the new form of anticipatory vision, is that of man’s physical transformation and the general improvement in public health. It would be surprising, says l)r. Leete to Julian, if it were otherwise:
“In your day, riches debauched one class with idleness of mind and body, while poverty sapped the vitality of the masses by overwork, bad food, and pestilent home*. ”

Moms does not put it any differently. On a definite point, we may wonder whether he did not find in Bellamy the suggestion of another idea to which he gave loud expression: the women no longer have the elegant chlorotic pallor ol the Victorian era and have no shame over their splendid health. This seems to stand out from the portrait of Edith Leete:
“Feminine softness and delicacy were in this lovely creature deliciously combined with an appearance of health and abounding physical vitality too often lacking in the maidens with whom alone 1 could compare her.”
This difference from the women of the nineteenth century, “who seem to have been so generally sickly”,209 Bellamy attributes to their obligation to work. From this improvement in general health, due to better conditions of living, he deduces one consequence which Morris advances much further: the increase in the expectation of life to eighty-five or ninety.210 in Mews from Nowhere the idea of longevity achieves triumphal expression. It is probably inaccurate to assume that we are dealing with a borrowing, or an inspiration. But perhaps the recent, stormy reading of Looking Backward caused in Morris's mind the crystallisation of certain ideas which had already matured or again the realisation that these ideas should be picked up and improved on in the development of his own utopia.
ft is curious that Bellamy, despite his Fabianism, uses the same terms as Morris to condemn the tendency of the contemporary feminist movement to create among women an “unnatural rivalry with men”, and he wants account to be taken of the natural differences between the sexes in the allocation of tasks. “ Bellamy, like Morris (and perhaps more than him), proclaims absolute equality, but he also stresses one interesting aspect of the new people women no longer have any timidity, any feeling of inferiority to men and can, “without any discredit to her sex, reveal an unsolicited love . It is true that when placed in this situation Edith Leete shows wholly conventional reactions, giving the lie to this fine principle, and simpers unrestrainedly at the idea of “throwing herself into the arms of one she has known but a week' Her general attitude is that of a well-brought-up young lady of the worthy bourgeoisie; she differs very little from her ancestor, Edith Bartlett, Julian J fiancee of the previous century, and nothing is more striking than the contrast between her and the wonderful Ellen of News from Nowhere, who passionately embodies the happiness and freedom of communist mankind. Other stale whiffs of bourgeois values must have put Morris off during his reading. Eugenics is a natural preoccupation of all utopists, but Bellamy’s fancies on the point were hardly calculated to attract him. “For the first time in history,’' says Or. Ixete, “the principle of sexual selection, with its tendency to preserve and transmit the better types of the race, and let the inferior types drop out, has Unhindered operation. Here in fact is the new feminine morality:
... to wed greatly now is not to marry men of fortune or title, but those who have risen above their fellows by the solidity or brilliance of their services to humanity. These form nowadays the only aristocracy with which alliance is distinction \	7
Therein, asserts the doctor, lies the surest and most efficacious spur to work.

The whole upbringing of girls is strictly oriented in this direction. One of them would need a great deal of courage and would be forced to "defy the opinion of her generation” if she fell in love with a man of inferior type, who was, consequently, pledged to celibacy:
“Our women have risen to the full height of their responsibility as the wardens of the world to come to whose keeping the keys of the future are confided. Their feeling of duty in this respect amounts to a sense of consecration. It is a cult in which they educate their daughters from childhood.”214
Nothing was more alien to Morris than this idea of coercive selection. It bore too much resemblance to the distortion of the Darwinian theory of natural selection that the nineteenth century bougeoisie had adopted to justify their rule, and the idea of this matrimonial aristocracy of merit held nothing appealing. In the smiling world of News from Nowhere, liberation from the scourge of capitalism has, after several generations, sufficed to “take the sting out of heredity” and spread intelligence and beauty broadly among men and women, so that “each finds his own” without conflict and while humanity continues to blossom.
When we get down to basic facts, a fundamental divergence shows between Morris’s ideology and Bellamy’s. The latter remains true to the old speculative humanism. He believes in an abstract, unchangeable man, who responds to changing stimuli as the conditions of life itself change.215 In fact, Bellamy’s eternal man has remained, in the year 2000, the man of 1887 and has adapted the new institutions to his “eternal nature”. For Morris, the Marxist, on the contrary, the human essence, in the words of the Theses on Feuerbach,
‘is no abstraction inherent in each single individual; in its reality it is the ensemble of the social relations".
So the mankind described in News from Nowhere, transformed by the production relationships of communism, has nothing in common with that of Bellamy’s “cockney paradise”.
However, these two humanisms, the one abstract, the other dialectical and concrete, meet in parallel formulations, whose similarity, at the first glance, goes a long way Bellamy speaks in his novel of the “solidarity of the race” and of “the brotherhood of man”. 1 He had written an article on “the religion of solidarity” and, defining the principles of his “nationalist movement”, he asserted that “the sentiment of human brotherhood, which is the animating principle of Nationalism, is a religion in itself”.21 Morris for his part speaks over and over again of the religion of humanity. This was a formula made fashionable by Comtism, which he adopted without, as far as he was concerned, giving it any mystical character. But this language in Bellamy produces an unexpected turn of thought that appears to have inspired Morris directly. In the sermon broadcast over the telephone, the preacher declares that, after the transformation of institutions, “it was for the first time possible to sec what unperverted human nature really was like”, and that these noble qualities, rediscovered, have “for the first time in human history tempted mankind to fall in love with itself”.21” Stripping this humanism of its speculative ideology. Morris says thai the “religion of humanhy” will cease, »n

the era of communism, to be a ritual formula which the present hardly justifies, and it will be so not at ail because “eternal man” will have been cleared of the blemishes of bourgeois civilisation, but because the new social relationships will have created new individuals, truly worthy of being loved. With Bellamy, in fact, one is always dealing with man in the abstract and not with individuals. In private notes, which A. E. Morgan published for the first time in his study, he repudiated the diversity of the psyche:
“The important variations are very few. The Deity did not task his ingenuity much in devising personalities. And rightly, for the impersonal life which all have in common is the only important part of men or women.”*15
* * *
Starting from this conception, one understands better how much there could be in Bellamy’s future humanity that is all-embracing, undifferentiated, even totalitarian. Against this is ranged Morris’s utopian ultimate, where communism means the free development of the individual.
This religion of human brotherhood which, in Morris’s case, possesses the simple quality of depth of feeling, totally devoid of any metaphysical content, is, with Bellamy, saturated with a deistic spiritism which, while not strictly confessional, never breaks with the Christian theology that Morris’s materialism had long since discarded. The high point of the American story is reached when they listen by telephone to the Sunday sermon on the moral and divine value of the new institutions. “It is very easy,” asserts the preacher, “to believe in the fatherhood of God in the twentieth century.” 220 Men, he goes on, are now “images of God indeed, not the travesties of Him they had seemed.”221 And in concluding his sermon he evokes mankind’s utopian future in mystical terms:
“For twofold is the return of man to God ‘who is our home’, the return of the individual by way of death, and the return of the race by the fulfilment of the evolution, when the divine secret hidden in the germ shall be perfectly unfolded. ”
It is not in the least surprising to discover that Bellamy’s nationalist movement, founded by retired officers, was later taken under the wing of the Theosophical Society.22’ Despite his profound tolerance and the respect he always showed for anybody’s convictions, Morris could not fail to feel his antipathy increased towards a utopia where traditional belief in God was added to so many elements which aroused his indignation. The violence of his reaction can be measured by the opposite extremes he sometimes reaches in News from Nowhere12* It can be measured, too, by the promptitude with which he began to write his own utopia. A bare six months separate its first appearance in Commonweal (11 January 1890) from the article on Looking Backward (22 June 1889). W hen, at the end of 1890, a pirate edition of News from Nowhere appeared in the United Mates, copied straight from the issues of Commonweal, not only did he not take offence or show any intention of prosecuting, he announced the news to Bruce Glasier joyfully.22* It must have given him satisfaction to be able in this way to carry his contradiction of his adversary into his own land

and to put his vision of the future full development of humanity in direct opposition to a prediction he regarded as an aberration and a dead end.
I would not want to close this chapter on the possible influence upon Morris of earlier utopias without making, in an interrogative way, one complementary suggestion. Bulwer Lytton’s novel The Coming Race, published in 1871, had a degree of success. Did Morris read it? The total absence throughout his writings of the slightest reference to this book leaves it doubtful. Certain themes important in News from Nowhere had already appeared there. The mysterious “force” which propels Morris’s barges and which is available everywhere recalls the “vril” of Bulwer Lytton. The theme of longevity is common to both utopias. Finally, on one very particular point, namely the new direction assumed by literature in the new society, I have taken a passage which curiously resembles later remarks by Morris’s Ellen. A Utopian of the underground world described by Bulwer Lytton says to the visitor:
“We find by referring to the great masterpieces in that department of literature which we all still read with pleasure, that they consist in the portraiture of passions which we no longer experience — ambition, vengeance, unhallowed love, the thirst for war-like renown, and such like .. . No one can express such passions now, for no one can feel them, or meet with any sympathy in his readers if he did. Again, the old poetry has a main element in its dissection of those complex mysteries of human character which conduce to abnormal vices and crimes, or lead to signal and extraordinary virtues. But our society, having got rid of temptations to any prominent vices and crimes, has necessarily rendered the moral average so equal, that there are no very salient virtues. ”
The tone is undoubtedly very different, but the idea is the same. However, in the absence of any evidence, let us beware of jumping to hasty conclusions.

[bookmark: bookmark19]chapter two Mediaevalism and its Utopian Ferments
William Morris's utopian speculations did not take shape until the ’eighties and did not find final expression until after his active adhesion to socialism. The ideological framework of his investigation of the future, as we shall have ample opportunity of establishing, was historical materialism. But when, in 1883, he joined the ranks of Hyndman’s Democratic Federation, he was already forty-nine, with a great volume of aesthetic and literary creation behind him. Not only did he not deny this past, but he found in it the rational justification for his decision. It was as an artist that he became a revolutionary. It was because capitalist society stifled art and annihilated the human values necessary to its development that he wanted to take part in political and social action to overthrow this inhuman system and assure men the full development of their capacities. This new humanity, as it grew up before his utopian eyes, was not abstract and speculative but presented composite characteristics. On the one hand, it was the logical result of a new way of life, the communist way of life, founded upon theoretical data conforming to historical laws; on the other hand, it was the realisation of the aspirations of a real man living in the real conditions of the nineteenth century — not merely the aspirations of an isolated individual, but those of a great social stratum, expressing itself through his voice after having been expressed through those of many artists and thinkers whose message had shaped his own evolution.
I feel it would be superfluous, when so many others have already done so, to make another analysis of the revolt against industrial civilisation, against its ugliness and its injustice, which mark the art and literature of the Victorian era. 1 only wish to refer here to one aspect of that revolt which seems to me to have been important in the construction of Morris’s utopia - namely, the glorification of the Middle Ages by the writers and artists of the nineteenth century. In the face of the hideousness of the industrial towns, the poverty of the workers, the impoverishment and humiliation of the petty bourgeoisie, of unbridled individualism and the profit motive, many among them felt the need to justify their inadaptability or their failure to conform by having recourse to a historical reference. Incapable, through their class loyalties or lack of political and social awareness, of glimpsing the least prospect for the future beyond timid reforms, they turned to the past, towards what seemed to be the most perfect antithesis of the unacceptable present. And their romantic fervour converted the Middle Ages into a golden age. Their mediaevaiism was sometimes pure aesthetic escapism, sometimes a critical weapon, sometimes passionate historical research Morris passed through all these phases. His originality lay in going far beyond, and in transforming, as it were, negative

mediaevalism into positive mediaevalism. Abandoning nostalgia and jeremiads, he armed himself with the data of scientific socialism in order to push ajar the doors of the future. But the very uncertainty ol anticipation drove him to give the characters of his utopia definite features, moral and aesthetic as well as material. He was obliged to draw upon the ensemble of pre-capitalist values, rediscovered by his immediate predecessors, to suggest the face of the new humanity. The stage of thinking he then reached separated him radically from many of the forms of previous mediaevalism. This is why our study of sources in this field will be purposely limited to the ideological aspects which survived this great transformation. We shall pass rapidly over minor survivals, even if they arc linked with great names, and come to the ideology of Ruskin which was already a synthesis and even more: in fact, it constitutes a first draft of positive mediaevalism, and was the original inspiration of Morris's utopianism before it was grafted into the framework of his scientific socialism in a strange, almost harmonious intertwining.
1. [bookmark: bookmark20]Walter Scott, Keats, the Pre-Raphaelites, William Blake
I shall not, then, retrace the successive stages of Morris’s immense mediaeval culture, and on this point refer the reader to Mackail’s biography and to the solid and documented studies of E. P. Thompson and Margaret Grennan. Let us just recall that at the age of four the poet was devouring the novels of Walter Scott, that by the age of seven he had read them all, and that he reread them passionately all his life. This last ing tenderness was not without banter, and he reproaches the author of The Antiquary for having felt the need to excuse himself for loving an art and a way of life which it was still general to regard as barbarous. What Morris owes to Scott, much more than a taste for a certain kind of imagery, was “a longing to know something real of the lives of those who have gone before us”.2 From his childhood he found among the characters of the Waver ley Novels, not conventional heroes with set attitudes, but human beings leading ordinary lives; not only lords and great ladies, but yeomen and swineherds. Warlike prowess goes side by side with the lowly details of daily life. Scott’s inspiration was often of the people, and the rebellious tones of John Ball echo the sarcasms of the buffoon Wamba. It is is a Middle Ages characterised by a robust attachment to the things of this world. ’ 1 his realistic mediaevalism had to withstand the considerable ascendancy of aestheticism during the Oxford years and the Pre-Raphaelite period The daily ddcor of what remained of old Oxford, whose quadrangular architecture haunted Morris’s memory when he came to describe the homes of the twenty-second century, was a real setting which his history-ridden imagination peopled with real characters, despite their stylisation. The poems of 7 he Defence of Guenevere; with their passionate humanity and the absence of langour, contrast sharply with the dreamings of Rossetti. The influence of Keats, then predominant, did not affect both poets in the same way. Certainly it turned Morris towards an escapist mediaevalism for some long years. But Keats's escapism already contained the denunciation of the hideousness of the modern town (“the jumbled heap of murky buildings”) and a yearning for visual beauty closely allied with a love of nature. Even along the road of escapism Morris extracted lessons in realism. What he appreciated above all in Keats was that

he, quite unhke Shelley, had eyes to see.4 The dream held living forms and Morris’s utopia strongly maintained this characteristic. In this respect nothing seems more significant than the memory of the final lines of the Ode to a .Nightingale, (“Was it a vision or a waking dream? - Fled is that music: Do I wake or sleep?”) which we find in the last lines of News from Nowhere:	.. and
if others can see it as I have seen it, then it may be called a vision rather than a dream". Whether it is concerned with the past or the future, the reading of Keats blazed the trail from dream to vision for Morris. It sharpened his eye at the same time as it encouraged him to leave reality behind.
This fervour of vision, thus enriched, is perhaps even more important than Morris's debt to Pre-Raphaelitism, and here one must walk cautiously. In fact, it has become a lazy habit to include Morris among the Pre-Raphaelites. This hasty definition is doubtless explicable, but only corresponds to facts in a very partial way: it takes no account of the time factor and is a result of several confusions. When, in 1856, Morris became acquainted with Rossetti, the Brotherhood, properly speaking, hardly existed any more. It was only an after- math of the Pre-Raphaelite ideology, crystallising for Morris through the personality of Dante Gabriel, who held him under his spell for two years. But it was not long before events separated these two completely dissimilar men. The silent intimate drama of the shared affections of Jane, who had become Rossetti’s fantasy figure, and the latter’s petty attitude at the time of the creation of the Morris Firm, emphasised the incompatibilities and led to the final break in 1875. The mediaevalism which marked Morris’s poetical work during all this period quickly diverged from the mystical and sensual subtleties which delighted the genius of Rossetti. While imitation of him is clear in youthful poems such as Praise of my Lady, with its refrain of Beata mea Domina, one can find scarcely a trace remaining of this infatuation in The Earthly Paradise w ere the much more earthy influence of Chaucer is predominant. The two journeys to Iceland, in 1871 and 1873, freed Morris, as he states himself, “from the maundering side of mediaevalism”.6 He had found a people living m somewhat primitive conditions, faithful to ancestral traditions, among w om social inequality was not blatant and whose human contacts, warm and sim pie, perhaps lingered in his memory as a preliminary outline for the easy fraternity of News from Nowhere. He had also become acquainted with nordic literature, and the heroic ruggedness of the Sagas gave him a taste for virile activities and feelings. This was the starting point for a study of barbarian society which was to have a two-fold influence upon his thinking. On the one hand, he came to think that whatever was best in the mediaeval heritage was a survival from an older past. On the other, the catastrophic ideology of the Sagas, with their myth of the twilight of the gods, the “ragna rSk", involved his utopia in a long alternative between barbarism and socialism.7
About 1877, Morris’s new political and social preoccupations snatched him for ever away from the lures of pure art. However, in the realm of the visual arts, the break with Pre-Raphaelite mediaevalism is, at first glance, less appreciable and it is because of this that the hasty judgment to which we have referred has been made. Such an idea comes naturally to the mind of anyone
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Room was decorated by the Firm in 1867. If the same visitor explores the fur- iture rooms in the Museum, he will discover a later and very different phase in the Firm’s products, with a simplicity and elegance of line foreshadowing the trends of modern art. Nevertheless it is true that, up to the last stage of typographical design at the Kelmscott Press, the Pre-Raphaelite influence persisted. That is where the ambiguity comes in. Most of these creations were the result of collaboration, the decorative part being Morris’s work, and the figures by Burne-Jones, who remained true to Rossetti’s aesthetics to the end of his life. That is exactly why I am inclined to think that, taken together, Morris’s visual creations leave a sometimes false impression and that they retarded his literary and ideological creativity. The two artists were liked in a friendship that was extraordinary and, when one examines it closely, rather mysterious. The destruction by Lady Burne-Jones of a great part of her correspondence with Morris is suspect in more than one respect, and the nature of their relationship is not altogether clear. Morris’s friendship and admiration for Burne-Jones were total and, it seems, blind. He flew into mad rages if anyone criticised him in his presence.8 He remained faithful despite their complete political disagreement from 1883 on.9 Possibly Morris did not realise that his own development, even in the field of art, was taking him a very long way away from the position which Burne-Jones still kept, and we may wonder if this continued collaboration was not, in the long run, a handicap: to my way of thinking it has confused the real image of Morris in the eyes of the public. In due course we shall see how the human and material pictures in News from Nowhere no longer had anything in common with the Pre-Raphaelite style: neither Ellen nor Clara could be imagined on the canvases of Burne-Jones or Rossetti.
If, in 1880, Morris, speaking of the Pre-Raphaelite painters, still called them my masters”, their chief merit in his eyes lay in having restored the link with mediaeval art, in having “caught up the golden chain dropped two hundred years ago” and yet more in having spread “discontent at the ignoble ugliness that surrounds them”.10 He sharpened and developed these ideas in 1891 in a lecture which he gave in Birmingham upon Pre-Raphaelite painting.11 It is noticeable that his tone has become more detached. He speaks of it in the past and as something outside himself. He sees in the movement “a portion of the general revolt against Academicism in Literature as well as Art" and considers it to be “a branch of the great Gothic art which once pervaded all Europe’’. He praises it for its rediscovery of the ancient qualities of naturalism, of narrative expression and of decoration. However, this same lecture allows doubts to show through. It was a weakness he asserts, to have abjured any representation of contemporary reality and to have taken refuge only in the evocation of the past, even though the ugliness of the age fully justified such escapism. But he stands even further apart when, coming to more general considerations in the full development of his thought, he declares to his listeners that it is unpossible to re-do the work of the past, and that tradition is without value unless it helps us to create something new. In an article which appeared in 1884, ' he asserted that it was in plunging into the mediaeval tradition that the Pre-Raphaelites had done original work. His 1891 lecture did not renew this assertion, and the generalised judgment which Morris then uttered leaves the point indeterminate.

In the held of historical thinking, the most real and characteristic thing which our poet owed to Pre-Raphaeiitistn was not just the exaltation of mediaeval art (that he had already rediscovered), but above all the consequent condemnation of all artistic production since the Renaissance. Holman Hunt, the theoretician of the movement, had long attacked the decay of painting from the generation after Raphael up to Sir Joshua Reynolds, who became the favourite target for vituperation. Graham Hough strangely points out about this that Ruskin, the leader of thought and the protector of the Brotherhood, was, in his turn, influenced by it. In the first two volumes of Modem Painters, his references to Raphael are always respectful, and it is only in the third volume, published in 1836, that he follows his disciples in discovering the poison introduced by the corruption and pride of the Renaissance.15
in truth, this particular debt goes further back, long before Pre-Raphaehtism had yet played the r<5ie of conveyor belt. In 1847 Rossetti had acquired for ten shillings a book of manuscripts (prose, verse and drawings) b> William Blake, and subsequently had assisted Gilchrist in the compilation of his biography. Blake’s epigrams and jeers are contemptuous about Correggio, Titian, Rubens, Rembrandt, Reynolds and Gainsborough, and there seems little doubt that they helped form the beliefs of the young group. And, again, was it not Blake who had written, with a turn of phrase already typically Ruskinian: “Grecian is Mathematical Form: Goth is Living Form”? u There is nothing to give us the measure of Morris’s knowledge, at this stage, of Blake’s work and thought. Perhaps he was mainly responsive to his graphic art. In any case, we can find no earlier allusion than 1880, and then it is only to praise the limpidity, the purity, the simplicity of his language after the pretentious jargon of the versifiers of the eighteenth century. The chronology of the references leads us to suppose that he must have reread him in 1884, at the start of his life as a militant. His admiration was first aesthetic. He marvelled at “the almost miraculous phenomenon of a painter of that period who had a real and strange genius for the decorative or beautiful side of the art”, and who, “visionary as he was understood not only the power of words in verse but also the power of form and colour to delight the eye at the same time that it exalts the mind”.14 Gradually his interest turned to the poetry rather than the engraving, and again it was in order to set it against that of the classical age. Blake is the first, he writes, “who drew English poetry from the slough of conventional twaddle in which the eighteenth century had sunk it; and visionary as he was, he was able to look at realities, and to make his words mean something”. It is in these terms that he presented The Little Vagabond to the readers of Commonweal,17 so his attention had turned to the social aspects of Blake’s work, to the denunciations of poverty and hypocrisy, as is indicated by the later publication in the columns of his weekly, of London, of Auguries of Innocence ' and of Holy Thursday.20 But it does not appear that Morris was aware of Blake’s utopian efforts or followed him in his abortive quest for a new Jerusalem. He cites him among his favourite authors in his reply to the Pall Ma.ll Gazette enquiry, but adds after his name: “the part of him which a mortal can understand”.2 He was put off by the complexity of the prophetic books and also, possibly, by the religious and metaphysical forms of his millenarianism.

2. William Cobbett
Conversely, his robust appetite for the things of this world made him unreservedly receptive to the fiery prose of William Cobbett. According to E. P, Thompson, he seems to have come into contact with his works in 1882 and to have delved extensively into them during the following year. ~ However, 1 have found a use of Cobbett’s contemptuous epithet for London, “the Wen”, in a talk given by Morris in 1881.23 It is somewhat surprising that these readings should have come so late, for they were well calculated to please him. Cobbett rapidly became one of the classics read aloud in the family circle and Morris was sufficiently fond of him to forgive the disdainful judgments he had often passed on corners of England dear to the poet. He never stopped recommending the reading of Cottage Economy, Advice to Young Men and, above all, of Rural Rides, which he knew by heart, if one is to believe Mackail.24 No doubt he read other books, and probably a certain number of brochures and pamphlets taken from the Political Register. This seems to emerge from a letter of 1883, in which he writes “such queer things they are, but plenty of stuff in them’’.2’ His impetuous temperament was bound to be captivated by the aggressive verve and the rustic radicalism of the man Coleridge called the rhinoceros of politics, whom Heine regarded as the English bulldog, who himself took the pseudonym of Porcupine and who became for Morris “the master of plain-speaking”. 6 There is evidence to indicate that the polemical style of many of the articles published in Commonweal is deliberately modelled upon Cobbett’s style.
Did he read A History of the Protestant Reformation, which is Cobbett’s great contribution to the mediaevalism of the nineteenth century? I would not venture to assert this with Professor Le Mire’s confidence,27 because Morris never mentions it. In truth the question is not very important, because the main ideas developed in it reappear scattered through Rural Rides. Cobbett's point of departure was his desire to reply to the campaign carried on across the country against the emancipation of the Catholics. Basing his ideas upon the works of the historian Lingard, but demonstrating much less circumspection in his judgments, Cobbett saw in the Reformation the source of all the evils that were rife in his own time. Relying, like many another of his contemporaries, upon the methods of contrasts, he set against the England of barracks, of fiscal structure, of Poor Law and prisons, the mediaeval England of convents, hospitals, guilds and houses of charity:
“Monks and nuns, who fed the poor, were better than sinecure and pension men and women, who feed upon the poor. ” 28
He insists at length and many times over upon the rdle played by the monastic communities and upon the fact that, thanks to them, pauperism was unknown for centuries. Morris, less responsive to the religious aspect of the problem, no doubt paid attention to the picture Cobbett painted of conditions of life in the Middle Ages.24 This explicit refusal to regard history as a succession of reigns and wars, and the desire to find out, above all, how the people lived, “comparing the then price of labour with the then price of food”, * provided him with materia) for fruitful thought. Sometimes relying upon figures and often, also, upon the resources of his style and argument.

Cobbett showed that England was then the “land of roast beef” before being transformed by the Reformation into a “land of dry bread and oatmeal porridge”: even the bread finally had to give way to the potato, just as the invigorating mug of beer was to be replaced by the cup of tea, the mother of all vices. 31 Not only were the pre-Reformat ion English better fed, better clothed and better housed, but they enjoyed greater freedom. What, in fact, were the vassalage and serfdom of the feudal regime in comparison with the lot of industrial workers “compelled to work fourteen hours a day, in a heat of eighty- four degrees; and who are liable to punishment for looking out at a window of the factory”?
Cobbett vehemently rejects the idea that the population figures for nineteenth-century England were higher than they had been in the Middle Ages. The opposite is true, he claims, and needs no more proof than the number and size of the churches built everywhere to accommodate the many more parishioners than the locality now possesses.33 Abbeys, monasteries, and cathedrals bear witness to the prosperity of mediaeval England. They were built at a time when there were no poor and no poor-rates, “when every labouring man was clothed in good woollen cloth; and when all had plenty of meat and bread and beer”. And that is why the construction of such buildings is impossible today.M Those who built them strove in exemplary fashion, “to make the country beautiful, to make it an object of pride with the people, and to make the nation truly and permanently great”.35 Modern man is filled with a sense of inferiority “upon merely beholding the remains of their efforts to ornament their country and elevate the minds of the people”. If, he adds,
“in ail that they have left us, we see that they surpassed us, why are we to conclude, that they did not surpass us in all other things worthy of admiration?”
For my part, he says again,
"I could not look up at the spire and the whole of the church at Salisbury, without feeling that I lived in degenerate times. Such a thing could never be made now. ” 37
Before speaking contemptuously of the “dark ages”, one should compare such monuments with “that great, heavy, ugly, unmeaning mass of stone called St. Paul’s”.3*
This impetuous rehabilitation of the Middle Ages is quite closely linked with other themes which are, also, constantly recurring with Morris. 1 would like to be able to go on quoting at greater length (but it would mean departing from the line I have laid down) from Cobbett’s thundering invective against Parliament and the parties wrangling over power and sinecures: these pages are masterpieces of English prose, and here the master leaves the disciple standing. Another idea frequently expressed is of more direct interest to us, because it plays an important part in Morris’s utopian economy, and that is the need to have done with the middlemen and parasites. Concerning the first, the similarity is particularly striking. We will pass over generalities on the subject of
“those locusts, called middie-men, who create nothing, who add to the value of nothing, who improve nothing, but who live in idleness and who live well, too, out of the labour of the producer and the consumer”

Bui here is something more interesting, because we find clearly defined the. mediaeval origin of an idea dear to Morris:
“The fair and the market, those wise institutions of our forefathers, and with regard to management of which they were so scrupulously careful ... bring the producer and the consumer in contact with each other ... The fair and the market bring them together, and enable them to act for their mutual interest and convenience. The shop and the trafficker keeps them apart; the shop hides from both producer and consumer the real state of matters. The fair and the market lay everything
!>I0
open...
In Morris’s utopia, where cash relationships no longer intrude, this human contact between producer and consumer is an important element of the new brotherhood. The denunciation of parasitism is made by Morris as sharply as by Cobbett. With the latter, it is true, it has an individual and systematic twist. The major evil is the national debt, and he uses the term “Dead Weight” for the band of parasites who live upon it, at the expense of working taxpayers. The term embraces
‘ twenty thousand parsons, more than twenty thousands stock-brokers and stock-jobbers perhaps; forty or fifty thousand tax gatherers; thousands upon thousands of military and naval officers in full pay”,
to whom are added the swarms of military pensioners and their beneficiaries. It is “an accursed system that takes the food from those that raise it, and gives it to those who do nothing that is useful to man".42 It has even brought into being dynasties of parasites, passing pensions and sinecures from father to son.43 As Morris was to do, Cobbett links the idea of parasitism with that of ugliness and physical degeneration. What is a watering place? It is, he writes,
a place to which East India plunderers, West India floggers, English tax-gorgers, and debauchees of all descriptions, female as well as male, resort, at the suggestion of silently laughing quacks, in the hope of getting rid of the bodily consequencies of their manifold sins and iniquities. When I enter a place like this I always feel disposed to squeeze up my nose with my fingers. ” 44
He particularly resents the army, “that the Government pays with our money”.45 If one recalls that it then performed the functions of a repressive police force against popular movements, Cobbett’s reflection goes a long way:
“. .. the whole amount of these poor-rates falls far short of the cost of the standing army in time of peace! So that, take away this army, which is to keep the distressed people from committing acts of violence, and you have, at once, ample means of removing all the distress and all the danger of acts of violence! ”
Another class of parasites for whom Cobbett has a sharp tooth is the clergy, whom he vehemently reproaches for becoming rich with the tithes which were intended in the Middle Ages to help the needy and which must one day revert, along with all the property of the Church, to the community.4’ If at least, he

adds, the clergy did a useful job in devoting their enormous leisure to writing the histories of their respective parishes, the evil would be lessened.4*
To the parasitism of the rich is added the equally artificial parasitism of the poor. Farmers lack the means to pay day-labourers to do essential work, but have to pay rates enabling the parish councils to employ these unemployed labourers digging holes one day and filling them the next, or levelling roads so that the bile of parasites stuffed with food should not be disturbed by jolting.4’ The same misuse of labour-power is represented by the construction of useless and unproductive barracks Like Morris later, Cobbett was indignant at the anarchy and injustice of the allocation of work.
Another aspect of the mess is the dread of the overproduction of commodities on the pretext that it lowers the price, when millions of workers are too poor to acquire them." But it is these same economists and “feelosofers” who, following Malthus, fear an overpopulation of workers consuming all the foodstuffs, when everything indicates that the national product is capable of supporting a number three to ten times greater than the number of producers ■ If there is overpopulation, it is of parasites, encouraged by the system of pensions." Cobbett’s indignation is expressed in terms that must have appealed to Morris:
“To suppose such a thing possible as a Society, in which men, who are able and willing to work, cannot support their families, and ought, with a great part of the women, to be compelled to a life of celibacy, for fear of having children to be starved; to suppose such a thing possible is monstrous. But, if there be such a Society, every one will say, that it ought instantly to be dissolved; because a state of nature would be far preferable to it. ”54
Such language must have found an echo in Morris’s mind at the time when he was seeking the antithesis of “civilization” in a social state capable of reconciling “barbarism” with socialism.
The parasite overpopulation has arisen, in Cobbett’s eyes, through the monstrous growth of big cities and especially of London, the Wen. This word, “the Wen”, studs all his writing and Morris takes it up untiringly. The Malthusian*. writes Cobbett, “never say a word about the too great population of the Wen; nor about that of Liverpool, Manchester, Cheltenham, and the like!”"
“. .. formerly the people were pretty evenly spread over the country, instead of being, as the greater part of them are now, collected together in great masses, where, for the greater part, the idlers live on the labour of the industrious.”
The latter sec the product of their labour transferred there “to fatten those who live in these new houses”.47 The horror he feels at it makes Cobbett prophetic:
Dispersed this H'en must be, mind, by some means or other1. This must happen at last . .. Of the million and a half people who are drawn together here, more than a million have no business here. They have been drawn here by unnatural causes. They must and they will be scattered

Parasitism and urban concentration have contributed to removing men from that healthy “state of nature” which existed in the Middle Ages. One of the signs of that degeneration appears in the growing acceptance of the adulteration of foodstufTs, particularly beer and bread, and Morris later outbids Cobbett in his denunciation of the use of substitutes.60 One is struck, too, by the similarity between their likes and dislikes. Both of them, passionately devoted to the English land and countryside, protest at the pollarding of trees. Cobbett, for example, will laud the beauty of the country between Worth and Tunbridge Wells where “nobody is so beastly as to trim trees up like the elms near the Wen”.61 He feels the same horror as Morris at the modern craze for travel for travel’s sake:
.. the facilities, which now exist of moving human bodies from place to place, are among the curses of the country, the destroyers of industry, of morals, and, of course, of happiness. It is a great error to suppose, that people are rendered stupid by remaining always in the same place. ”62
There is another subject upon which one remarks a notable similarity of outlook, that of education. Here the influence of Cobbett is obvious. The same condemnation, perhaps less qualified than with Morris, of the public schools and universities, which produce nothing but milksops and frivolous idiots,61 Oxford and Cambridge are institutions devised to develop a class spirit above all else, for there one finds
both precept and example for all that is servile towards the powerful and all that is insolent and cruel towards the weak.” 64
The education dispensed in all the schools has the sole objective of preparing the children of the rich “to live, in some way or other, upon the labour of other people”, and to inculcate into the poor “the rudiments of servility, pauperism and slavery”.65 The teaching methods are odious. “What are called the^Jearned languages operate as a bar to the acquirement of real learning”; and, in a more general way,
‘it is no small mischief to a boy, that many of the best years of his life should be devoted to the learning of what can never be of real use to any human being. His mind is necessarily rendered frivolous by the long habit of attaching importance to words instead of things', to Sound instead of sense"!’1
What seems to Cobbett to be no less serious is that the study is generally premature and takes no account of the child’s natural development. It is “the spoiling of the mind by forcing on it thoughts which it is not fit to receive It is unreasonable to try to "put old heads on young shoulders .. . The mind, a* well as the body, requires time to come to its strength”. Tlte only way to encourage its progress is to give “to the body good and plentiful food, sweet air and abundant exercise”. The first objective should be the happiness of the child, and “book learning, if it tend to militate against this, ought to be disregarded”.** Preceding Morris, he thinks that for him salvation lies in rejection' “It has always been observed of these schools that the most indolent and restive boy* turn out to be the brightest men”.6* Finally there is no need for schools or masters. Scolding and driving are quite useless for giving

children a desire to read, write and love books.70 Reading itself should not be unduly encouraged, for in excess it favours idleness and pretension.71 The only discipline suited to the child is to get up early and take part in manual labour in the open air. All these ideas are found again in Morris, but, while Cobbett confines himself to harsh criticism of book learning, Morris, though certainly in an inadequate and clumsy way because of the influence of his predecessor, has the merit of approaching the problem from the angle of the unity of human activity within the diversity of occupation.75
It is plain that mediaevalism is only one of the aspects of Cobbett’s ideology appealing to Morris. In conclusion, it does not seem inappropriate to me to consider that ideology as a whole; on the one hand because it has much in common with the ideas of other laudalores tempons acti who inspired Morris, and, on the other, because, despite evident borrowings, we shall in this way better assess all that separates the two men.
Like the Christian socialists, like Carlyle, like Ruskin, Cobbett was far from being a revolutionary. He was at once Radical and Tory, like so many social writers of the nineteenth century. Their fundamental motivation was a hatred of utilitarianism, of rapacious individualism, of laisser-Jaire. But they condemned these things in the name of the past and denounced Whig industrialism in the name of a traditional order. Certainly, Cobbett’s Radicalism could go a long way. He applauded the French Revolution and considered that England made war on France “to prevent the disembarkation, not of Frenchmen, but of French principles’'. Looking more closely, Jacobinism for him nevertheless comes down to the absence of rotten boroughs and the suppression of ecclesiastical tithes.74 He was filled with a sincere love of the people, above all the workers in the fields, the chief victims of the National Debt and the parasite system; he waxed indignant at the contempt showered upon them and the names with which they were labelled (the Populace, the Rabble, the Mob, the Swinish Multitude), he protested against repressive police measures taken against them and the disproportionate punishments meted out to them for the crime of poaching;6 he saw them abandoned by those who should have been their natural support and thought somewhat fearfully, that the only hope for an adjustment in the State could come from them alone.77 The religious propaganda spread among them by the moneyed class could only encourage hypocrisy. It was itself hypocrisy:
“As an ailing carcass engenders jvermin, a pauperized community' engenders teachers of fanaticism, the very foundation of whose doctrines is, that we are to care nothing about this world, and that all our labours and exertions are in vain. ”79
If one wants him to live morally,
“the labourer must have his belly full and be free from fear; and this belly full must come to him out of his wages, and not from benevolence of any description”.
William Morris more than once paid tribute to this sturdy materialistic con- strugglei	Pr°8ress and even fou"d it the justification for workers’
But that was a paraphrase probably exceeding Cobbett’s intentions. His

Radicalism had serious limits. If he passionately defended the agricultural workers, he sympathised just as much with the farmers and even landed proprietors whom he tried to rally against the domination of the earth by the moneyed bourgeoisie. Much more, he respected the ancient nobility and declared that “we should lose more than we should gain by getting rid of our aristocracy”.*2 His social ideals remained somewhat confused. In some remarks of unexpected boldness he went so far as to say:
.. in the public property we see the suitable thing. And who can possibly object to this, except those, who, amongst them, now divide the possession or benefit of this property?” 3
But that was just a sort of outburst with no morrow. It seems to us that the depths of his thought were more clearly shown when he wrote:
“The land, the trees, the fruits, the herbage, the roots are, by the law of nature, the common possession of all the people . . . Before the Social Compact existed, there were no sufferers from helplessness. The possession of everything being in common, every man was able, by extraordinary exertion; to provide for his helpless kindred and friends by the means of those exertions . .. And when he agreed to allow of proprietorship, he understood, of course, that the helpless were, in case of need, to be protected and fed by the proprietors. ” 84
Common property was, then, less for him a dream of the future than nostalgia for a “state of nature” which he agrees cannot return. But his gaze remained fixed upon a mediaeval past when feudal relationships were hierarchic and humane. Despite the thunderous roll of his invective, the reforms he proposed were remarkably moderate:
The remedy . . . consists wholly and solely of such a reform in the Commons’ or People’s House of Parliament, as shall give to every payer of direct taxes a vote at the elections, and as shall cause the Members to be elected annually.” 85
One should not be surprised that the mountain brought forth a mouse. Obsessed by the National Debt, the source, in his eyes, of all evil, Cobbett never for one moment suspected the mechanisms of production relationships or the exploitation of labour, either in the countryside or the factory . *’ Society, as he saw it, is divided into two classes:
“the idlers living chiefly on the taxes, in one way or another, and the industrious, who have their earnings taken from them to maintain the idlers”.87
So, it will be enough to abolish the National Debt to restore social justice: a parliament elected by all tax-payers will provide for it. As for the rest, nothing is to be touched.
“We want great alterations”, proclaims Cobbett, “but we want nothing new Alteration, modification to suit the time and circumstances; but the great principles ought to be, and must be, the same, or else confusion will
follow. ”**

These great principles, which he hardly defines, seem to be, in his mind, those of pre-Reformation England. Despite the following he was at times able to attract, this free lance was never able to master his individualistic temperament and carry out a consistent and co-ordinated action. Enthusiastic though William Morris was about him, conscious as he was of his debt towards him, he was none the less clear about this. In his theoretical manual of socialism, he praises his “great literary capacity” and admires his having “flashes of insight as to social matters far before his time,” but these flashes, he writes, were “clouded by violent irrational prejudices and prodigious egotism”: he was “a powerful disruptive agent, but incapable of association with others”. *'v
3. [bookmark: bookmark22]The Historians
Cobbett’s example shows to what extent social thought in the nineteenth century constantly referred to history. Not only did Morris not escape this rule, but perhaps no one more than he had recourse to historical science itself. 1 do not think it appropriate here to study the use he made of first-hand documents in his mediaeval stories In Margaret Grcnnan’s remarkable book we find a penetrating analysis of the use he was able to make of ancient chronicles, Froissart’s in particular, in A Dream of John Ball.*’ What seems more interesting to us is the debt he acknowledged to the historical school of the nineteenth century, from which he acquired certain important aspects of his
conception of history.
His reading of historians strengthened his conviction that history was a fundamental science upon which he felt constantly dependent in his thought as in his art. From bis Oxford years he had devoted himself “vigorously to its study. In 1883, at a moment when personal worries were overwhelming him and driving him to gloomy thoughts, the only merit he could find in his earlier poetic works lay in “showing my sympathy with history”. He declared to Sydney Cockerell that “whatever study he undertook was interesting only or mainly for the light it threw on history”. 3 History literally became a part o his life:
"... what romance means is the capacity for a true conception of history, a power of making the past part of the present. I think that is a very important part of the pleasure in the exercise of the intellectual faculties of mankind which makes the most undeniable part of happiness
And he added that any disdain of it was no proof of a practical spirit, but a degradation.'* He rejoiced to observe “that appreciation of history which is a genuine growth of the times”.’ It had become, he wrote, “so earnest a study
'	v	'	,,	<)u
amongst us as to have given us, as it were, a new sense .
In effect, the very conception of history had been radically transformed:
“Time was, and not so long ago, when the clever essay writer (rather than historian) made his history surrounded by books whose value he weighed rather by the degree in which they conformed to an arbitrary standard of literary excellence, than by any indications they might'give of being able to afford a glimpse into the past. So treated, the very books were not capable of yielding the vast stores of knowledge of history which they rea iy possessed, if dealt with by the historical method. It is true that for the most part these books were generally written for other pur-

noses than that of giving simple information to those who came after; at their honestest the writers were compelled to look at life through the spectacles thrust on them by the conventional morality of their own times; at their diskonestest, they were servile flatterers in the pay of the powers that were.”
Morris is clearly objecting less to the dull rhetoric than to the misrepresentations and class prejudice. He execrates “the dull gulf of lies, hypocritical concealments and false deductions, which is called bourgeois history”. w Such attitudes vitiated the very approach to a study of the past:
“History .. . was once little more than a string of doubtful tales of the bloody wars and unaccountable follies of kings and scoundrels in which the necessary slavery of the people was taken for granted ...”
Morris had another objection to this history of events, partial in both senses of the word, which exalted the great and ignored the people; it was that it only paid attention to such earlier civilisations as had structures and ideologies inspiring confidence in the established order.
"... academic historians . . . were cursed with a fatal though unconscious dishonesty; the world of history which they pictured to themselves was an unreal one; to them there were but two periods of continuous order, of organized life: the period of Greek and Roman classical history was one, the time from the development of the retrospection into that period till their own days was the other. All else to them was a mere accidental confusion. ” 100
Morris makes these criticisms in general terms, and only rarely takes up the cudgels against some particular historian. Among the exceptions, we will take the case of Gibbon for whom he had, moreover, a great admiration and whom he re-read to the end of his life.10' He holds it against him that he looked less to the lot of the people than to the doings and deeds of “kings and scoundrels”, and still more that he imagined that the society of the eighteenth century was “eternal, or as long lived rather ... as the world”,103 and that it was safe from any reversion to barbarism: the concept of barbarism was evidently, for Morris, very different in its content from what it might be for the author of The Decline and Fall. At bottom these various complaints expressed unyielding opposition to the ideology of the Enlightenment and to its speculative and abstract humanism.
In another case, in a very incidental but also very significant way, Morris takes to task his contemporary Froude. In many respects we might say that Froude is an anti-Cobbett, on account of his virulent hatred of Papacy and his extreme exaltation of the Reformation. A dominant feature of his work is his exaggerated apologia for the part played by Henry VIII; he justifies all his mistakes and even all his tyranny, including the plundering of the monasteries and the execution of Thomas More. A faithful disciple of Carlyle, whose biography he was to write later, he pushes the cult of the hero to the point of regarding the people as insignificant, giving them very little place in his picture of the sixteenth century. That is just what Morris accuses him of when he refers to the growing impoverishment of the peasants, driven from their lands and hanged in thousands “by Mr. Froude’s pious hero, Henry VIU”.tlM

Although a contemporary’, Froude represented a very different tendency from that of the Oxford School,whose work aroused Morris's admiration and inspired his utopian thinking about the Middle Ages. In 1877 he was proposing the establishment of the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings in the name of "the newly invented study of living history”, "* and to the end of his life he rejoiced that in his time "history is studied so keenly through genuine original documents”, thus acquiring extraordinary’ vitality. Since 1830, in fact, the science of history had been transformed and given new life, thanks to the publication of an enormous mass of archives, chronicles and documents:
. history has been illuminated ... by careful research: we have counted our forefathers' pots and kettles and chairs and pictures, we know what their clothes and their houses were; we have read not only their books, but their family letters, their bills and their contracts, in short we have followed them from the church, the battlefield, and the palace to their houses and workshops and tilled fields, and we find that these men of the same blood as ourselves, speaking the same tongue, connected with us by an apparently unbroken chain oflaws, traditions, and customs, were yet amazingly different from ourselves.”
Thus was shattered to pieces the myth of eternal man, so dear to the phifosphers of the Enlightenment. All these facts “ignored by the historians of the eighteenth century, have been laid open to our view by our modern school of evolutionary historians”.110 Drawing aside the curtains hiding the Middle Ages has given us back the logic and continuity of history and made it possible for us to explore the future rationally:
. a new science grew up, almost a new sense one may say, and real living history became possible to us; not a dry string of annals, not a mere series of brilliant essays or comparisons between the past and the present; but a definite insight into the life of the bygone ages founded on a laborious and patient sifting of truth from hearsay; the story of the past 1 say became possible for us to read, and we began to see why we are placed as we are at present, and whitherward we are tending.
This new concept is due to “the researches and labours of enlightened historians in recent times, such as Hallam in the early part of the century’, and, of late years, of men like Green, Freeman, and Stubbs”. Hallam (A 1 iew of the State of Europe during the Middle Ages, 1818) played a pioneering rdle. More jurist than artist, he concentrated mainly on the history of institutions, and his sententious tone is sometimes oflputting. But he had an insatiable curiosity and was not uninterested in any detail; yet he maintained a remarkable sense of synthesis. He had the considerable merit, in Morris’s eyes, of drawing attention to the importance of domestic architecture. Sweeping away the legends created by a mass of romantic literature, he brought out the simplicity of customs which obtained at all levels of society, even among the feudal nobility: here, no doubt, is where one should look for the origin of Morris’s idealisation of the Middle Ages where the separation of the classes of society held nothing scandalous. Finally, above all, taking Cobbett’s concerns upon his own shoulders, but putting them on a scientific basis, Hallam established accurate-

that the consumption of meat was sensibly higher than in the nineteenth century and that the purchasing power of the mediaeval workman was much „reater than that of the modern worker.
Morris’s debt to Stubbs (Constitutional History ojMediaeval England, 1874-78), “the greatest historian of his time”, according to G. P. Gooch," is more difficult to define. He also concentrated mainly upon the history of institutions, but, with incomparable mastery, he made it dependent upon economic, political and military conditions, with a steady regard for objectivity and reference to first-hand documents. It is an odd fact that he seems to have influenced Morris by the things that later criticism has found questionable, namely, his tendency to exaggerate the importance and the maturity of mediaeval parliamentarianism and, especially, to consider Magna Carta as a popular victory rather than that of the barons anxious to safeguard their privileges. On the other hand, Morris owes to him the fundamental notion of the survival, in the feudal institutions, of the heritage of the customs of the Germanic tribes.
This democratic Teutonism is, after all, a distinctive feature of the Oxford School and is expressed with more vigour, if not so much caution, by Freeman and Green, whom Morris seems to have consulted more than Stubbs and whom he cites as examples of the new science of history.1,4 It is, he writes, ‘‘.the school of historical criticism of our own days” that has revealed the egalitarian tendencies which were so much alive in the Middle Ages. "5 Freeman {The History of the Norman Conquest, 1867—79) was a militant Radical, moved by a propagandist spirit. He constantly laid stress upon the popular nature of English institutions before the Conquest, and he too insisted that they survived through the Middle Ages, despite the Norman intervention, which he regretted as much as Morris; all his sympathies went to the other camp, and he draws an enthusiastic picture of Harold. He was the first English historian to appreciate the importance of an exact knowledge of the places where events happened and of the architectural remains from the past. He certainly helped to develop in Morris his native taste for closely linking geography with history even in anticipation, and his appreciation of Gothic art was expressed in terms which Morris would not have disowned.
Green’s Short History of the English People (1874), is all the more important a work for having been the first of this kind and because the warmth of its style immediately made it popular. It is generally agreed that the section devoted to mediaeval history is the best and the most appreciated. For Green, more than for earlier historians and even for his contemporaries, the real hero is the people. Kings are relegated to second place, and Chaucer receives more attention than the battle of Cr6cy. Thanks to him, writes Gooch, “the pyramid which historians had tried to balance on its apex now rests on its base”.' * His frank siding with the people was more attractive to Morris than Stubbs’s care for impartiality and the pages devoted to the Peasants' Revolt certainly held his attention. Green is observant of all aspects of daily life and describes them with an imaginative gift which he sometimes perhaps indulged at the expense of exactitude He shares with Freeman the taste for the geographical account, and was happily skilled in reproducing the Anglo-Saxon and mediaeval landscapes. Finally, like Freeman, he stressed the democratic nature of the ancient institutions of England.

Besides these prominent historians of the Oxford School, whose influence Morris recognised, there is another whom historiography tends to neglect and who played a considerable role in the formation of Morris’s mediaeval ideology. In 1866, Thorold Rogers had published his History of Agriculture and Prices tn England and in 1884 appeared the two volumes of Six Centuries of Work and Wages. This Oxford professor was a courageous Liberal whom Morris found at his side at the time of the affair of the Turkish atrocities in Bulgaria and in the struggle against the Sudanese War."7 It is probable that the high esteem in which he was held by Karl Marx, who approvingly quotes his theses in Capital, increased Morris’s interest in his works. We note in this connection that, before the 1914—18 war, these were generally included among the books socialists regarded as essential to their political education.
The influence of TlioroJd Rogers was exerted upon William Morris in three ways. The author of A Dream of John Ball found in this historian a copious documentation of the great Peasants’ Revolt. Morris was even led into error by him about the motives of the movement. More recent criticism has proved that there could have been no question of the re-establishment of serfdom on the part of the feudal class,120 but this mistake led Morris to give a view of the succession of social structures which was certainly too schematic, but more striking and artistically satisfying. In the second place, Rogers appears to have been the first historian to bring out the elements of that “religious socialism which informed the propaganda of the disciples of Wiclif, and in this way he certainly encouraged Morris to make of John Ball a sort of ideological ancestor, and, more generally, to formulate his theory of a mediaeval communism in a latent state. Finally, and his merit here is incontestable, Thorold Rogers, inspired by Cobbett and Hallam, established a detailed and scientific record of wages and prices through the mediaeval centuries and was thus able to establish that the workers of the Middle Ages had enjoyed a situation of “coarse plenty”: “all the necessaries of life in ordinary years . . . were abundant and cheap”. Their lot was far superior to that of Victorian workers, “whose condition is more destitute, whose homes are more squalid, whose means are more uncertain, whose prospects are more hopeless than those of the poorest serfs of the middle ages and the meanest drudges of the mediaeval cities”.w Morris had long felt all that Rogers’ precise analysis had revealed. This confirmation was precious. Speaking of the mediaeval artisan at an annual conference of the S.P.A.B., he exclaims:
“We who have studied the remains of his handicraft have been, without any further research, long instinctively sure that he was no priest-ridden, down-trodden savage, but a thoughtful and vigorous man, and in some sense, at least, free. That instinct has been abundantly confirmed by painstaking collectors of facts, like Mr. Thorold Rogers, and we now know that the guild craftsman led the sort of life in work and play that we should have expected from the art he produced ... for an, as Mr. Thorold Rogers justly says, was widespread. ” 121
4. [bookmark: bookmark23]Christian SocialismThe need for a certain thematic logicality has led me to take a small liberty with chronology. We must now turn back and pass through the

critical sieve all that might remain, at the moment of creation of utopia, of the ideological influences experienced at Oxford. It seems superfluous to linger over a study of the Christian socialism of Maurice and Kingsley. Their influence, certainly that of the latter, was definitely important during the years of youth. Morris, willingly recognises it, but he indicates that he owes to these readings “some socio-political ideas which would have developed probably but for the attractions of art and poetry”. Which is saying that, twenty-five years later, when he came to public life, this influence had had time to become blurred and be replaced by others. May Morris tells us, too, that while he had once been attracted by Kingsley’s writings he came later to detest “the false sentiment and the strained tragedy of him”.124 In the course of his conversations with Sydney Cockerell, Morris once declared that his interest in the Christian socialist movement had, after all, only been, like his interest in Pusey’s movement, “a reaction against Puritanism”.125 That is a judicious assessment, which we should not disregard, but it is certainly incomplete, because even if it had no immediate effect, the reading of Maurice and Kingsley revealed to the young student the problem set by the conditions of the workers.
Morris scarcely seems afterwards to have maintained the smallest attachment in this direction and we are a little surprised to see him, in 1883, correspond with C. E. Maurice, the son of Frederick Denison, whom he vainly tried to recruit to the Democratic Federation;120 we do not know the nature of their relationship, which does not appear to have been kept up after this fruitless attempt. In the field of ideas, what remains of this youthful contact? Really very little, I believe. Morris, so interested in co-operative solutions, never makes the slightest reference to the abortive utopian experiments undertaken by the Christian socialists, which, nevertheless, must have inspired that of Ruskin, when he founded his St. George’s Guild. Perhaps, on the other hand, there is in Morris a memory of a certain vocabulary relating to the unity of Heaven and Earth and human fellowship to be found in A Dream of John Ball. Above all there remains the respect which he retained for the good faith and disinterest of the representatives of this ideology. This sentiment is certainly in line with his rejection of all sectarianism towards religion, and, at the limit, it could be the origin of his idea of the absorption of Christian values into the materialistic morality of utopian society. In the political field, on the other hand, Morris makes a clean break with the Christian socialists as with ail his other forerunners and sources of inspiration, rejecting their Tory Radicalism which bases social progress upon the goodwill of an aristocracy whose authority is justified by birth.
For the rest, it is quite certain that one finds scattered through Kingsley’s abundant works ideas that recur with Morris: denunciation of the division of labour, the need to restore the unity of town and country, etc. . But had Morris read these pages and did he not find the same ideas in other thinkers who were much more familiar to him? However, on one precise point Kingsley’s paternity is undeniable: it is the use of the expression “cheap and nasty”, which Morris borrowed from the

well-known pamphlet Cheap Clothes aid Many, in which the author of Alton Ijockt pilloried the exploitation of home tailor*. For Morri*, the words drstribe the ihoddy stuff of the poor which, together with the ro»rly trivialities made for the rich, will finally disappear from production in communist society, But if Morri* made an original use of this borrowing, he was not alone in so doing. The expression had become so commonplace in the nineteenth-century literature that one may even wonder whether it was a direct borrowing.
[bookmark: bookmark24]3. Carlyle
The preaching of the Christian socialists was largely inspired by the message of Carlyle, which Morris also had encountered with enthusiasm during the Oxford years. If he had quickly lost sight of the former, he had, on the contrary, followed with interest the writings of the prophet of Chelsea and continued to show a certain attachment to him. It is customary in most studies to establish a spiritual descent Carlyle-Ruskin-Morris. I shall respect the custom during my analysis, while introducing reservations to which textual study has brought me.
It does not appear that Morris ever met Carlyle,124 and we do not know what the latter thought of him. Ruskin must certainly have spoken to the Master about the merits of the poet, since he offered him a dedicated copy of The Earthly Parodist that can still be seen at Carlyle House in Cheyne Walk. There was however, one circumstance, which oddly, and in an indirect way, put the two men in touch. When, in 1877, Morris founded the Society for the Preservation of Ancient Buildings, he was insistent that Carlyle should be one of the sponsors, and we catch him red-handed, compromising, for the only time in his life, I believe. He who hated the architecture of the classical period, who detested Wren and St. Paul’s Cathedral, agreed, in order to inveigle Carlyle, to carry on a campaign against the destruction of the City churches built by Wren. Not only did he allow his friend De Morgan to negotiate the matter in these terms, but he wrote to the press and spoke at the first meeting of the “Anti-Scrape”, lauding the genius of Wren, “the greatest English architect This was really going a very long way, and shows the respect which Morris still felt for Carlyle at the time.
Which of his works (which he mentions among his favourite reading) did he know? In 1853, he was reading Past and Present, then considered by the young students of his circle “as inspired and absolute truth”.1 1 In 1856, he founded The Oxford and Cambridge Magazine, which flourished for a whole year and contains various articles (written, incidentally, not by him but by his collaborators) dealing both with Chartism and Sartor Resartus. Later he praised the excellent art and power of expression of the latter book which set it above many others, notably, the History of Frederick 11 of Prussia, which he found extremely dull ,u We know from the memoirs of Cormell Price quoted by Lady Burne-Jones in her Memorials that in 1855 he had read The French Revolution.
Io tell the truth, Morris makes only one reference to it, in the theoretical treatise drawn up by himself and Bax in collaboration, and that brief phrase might welt have been written by the latter rather than by him. While hr might believe with Carlyle that the lot of the workers had improved under the Terror

[bookmark: bookmark25]the I tw of maximum, he would no* have thought then* lot bettei than ,',,ul !	.. it»*hiir rhal would have Ween a denial ol hi* whole
C*V'f I ' 11	*	'
ii v ?11^* l*iil11-1 >4 1id rf*ad Utroei anti IIftu* XVmship * ii |>o*%tbl**, firu c I1* onitantly \^r% at lb** cull of the hero, but ai the thenierofMUatitly returi in HVL*rlyW» work, it is by no means certain, f inally, we know that in IWH,
• lierthc great man’s death, he read the Hrmimumti and,'in I M2, the biography Froude devoted to him, and that it interested him "in spite of Kroude” For the other works, we are reduced to conjecture.
From a close examination of all these writings, several conclusions derive which I find it convenient to state without further delay, however clumsy the procedure may appear. First, that the essence of the influence exerted by Carlyle upon Morris was of a critical order: it was in Past and Present that our poet first encountered the denunication of bourgeois society. Also, in the same book he found a clear picture of mediaeval society based upon the consideration of human relationships. On the other hand, neither in Past and Present nor in any other of Carlyle’s works is there any definite proposition which could have inspired Morris’s utopia. Very much to the contrary; Morris’s humanism was plainly and flatly opposed to Carlyle’s ideas.
The social criticism of the Scottish prophet deserves our brief consideration, despite the limitations I have imposed upon myself. In fact it was decisive, not only as the starting point of Morris’s political thought but also as the motive force of all social thought in nineteenth-century England. For depth of analysis, however, there is nothing remarkable about it; in fact its shallowness is surprising. His merit lies in having found, in striking style, formulations which straightway gripped the imaginations of his contemporaries, and their rumbling repetition was obsessive. The central theme, that of the “cash nexus”, payment in cash as the sole link between men in a society devoted to the worship of Mammon, is too well known for us to have need for quotations, ft rang through all the literature of the last century and one even finds it in The Communist Manifesto, despite the bitter criticism of Carlyle and feudal socialism which Marx and Engels made there. This theme is constantly linked to the denunciation of the economic dogmas of supply and demand and leisstr-feure, dear to the Manchester School, and of their political expression in parliamentary VVhiggism. Morris saw in Carlyle and Ruskin the first two great champions in the tight against “the measureless power of Whiggery” and recognised in them the guides who rallied him to the fight.ll* However, let us note that in these tirades against laisser-faire Carlyle is already showing the cloven hoof when he thinks that this official doctrine is “as good as an abdication on the part of the governors” and that it constitutes “an admission that they are henceforth incompetent to govern, that they are not there to govern at-all”. 1 The attack against economic liberalism is launched not in the name ol public interest, but in that of an authoritarianism whose torm we shall examine further on. This liberalism is an unworthy anarchy setting overprodut lion against poverty: “millions of shirts, and empty pairs of breeches, hang there in judgment against you, ” 1 w Carlyle characterises this tragic contradiction by making use of the myth of Midas
“With unabated bounty the land ot England blooms and grows wav-

ing with yellow harvests, thick-studded with workshops, industrial implements, with fifteen millions of workers, understood to be the strongest, the cunningest and the willingest our Earth ever had: these men are here; the work they have done, the fruit they have realised is here, abundant, exuberant on every hand of us: and behold, some baleful fiat as of Enchantment has gone forth, saying, “Touch it not, ye workers, ye master-workers, ye master-idlers; none of you can touch it, no man of you shall be the better for it, this is enchanted fruit! ” 139
The memory of this allegory must have been lingering with Morris when he wrote:
“The world had to learn another lesson; it had to gain power, and not be able to use it; to gain riches, and to starve upon them like Midas on his gold ... in a word, to be so eager to gather the results of the deeds of the life of man that it must forget the life of man itself. ” 140
Nevertheless, Carlyle’s accounts of working-class poverty are very sketchy. One has a strong feeling that knowledge of the industrial proletariat is a long way off, and there is a striking contrast between these powerful but vague tirades and the extraordinary documentation that Engels was publishing in the same years. We must recognise that we are dealing with a visionary genius, capable of converting an odd news item into as shattering a parable as that of the Irish Widow. But let us be on our guard all the same: Carlyle’s preoccupation is much less social than moral. It is that of a Caivinistic bourgeois who does not know what it is to be hungry and who deplores the sight of poverty which he observes to be conducive to a sordid materialism: “We plead and speak, in our Parliaments and elsewhere, not as from the Soul, but from the Stomach”, and if we demand free trade, he writes, it is only “that the poorer classes, who are terribly ill-off at present, may have cheaper New-Orleans bacon”.142 The social evil in this poverty is not exclusively material:
“It is not to die, or even to die of hunger, that makes a man wretched; many men have died; all men must die — the last exit of us all is in a Fire-Chariot of Pain. But it is to live miserable we know not why. ”
What man needs is to recover the meaning of life within moral and divine law. Such an attitude, shared by Ruskin, would be inconceivable for Morris. Rather than this phariseeism he prefers the solid good sense of Cobbett who sees no human progress except for a mankind that is well fed, well clothed and well housed.
However, this typical Victorian had the merit, in Morris’s eyes, of having throughout his works stigmatised the hypocrisy of his own class. In the respectful tone which he still employed in his pre-Marxist years, our poet said in 1880:
“Mr. rhomas Carlyle, who still lives to be the glory of England, has warned you off shams and poured his scorn on cant many a time. ” 144
It is noteworthy, in this connection, that Carlyle’s fiercest attacks were directed aga.nst false religion: his allegory of the Dead Sea Monkeys is

unforgettable.14' The universe is for him “a cockney nightmare" and Morris clearly hopes that this definition will cease to be current in the new world of his utopia.14'1 All these faults, all this degeneracy, are the results of mad materialistic selfishness. The human race has ceased to be a great organic unit. It is fragmented into individuals between whom the division has become such that any communication is impossible:
“Encased each as in his transparent ‘ice-palace’; our brother visible in his, making signals and gesticulations to us - visible but forever unattainable: on his bosom we shall never rest, nor he on ours. It was not a Clod that did this; no!” 147
Carlyle’s God is denied by the industrial age, which destroys the natural contacts existing between men in feudal times:
“all human dues and reciprocities have been fully changed into one great due of cash payment”.148
Certainly, all these dues and reciprocities were not, in the Middle Ages, founded upon equality; quite the contrary. But it was this hierarchical order of human relationships which, for Carlyle, constituted natural and divine law. It was this order which assured for each individual the entire solidarity of his neighbour:
“Gurth, born thrall of Cedric, it is like, got cuffs as often as pork- parings, if he misdemeaned himself; but Gurth did belong to Cedric; no human creature then went about connected with nobody”;
and this feudal aristocracy carried out, in return “whatsoever in the way of governing, of guiding and protecting could be done”.149 Constantly using the device of contrast, dear to his contemporaries, and which Morris used in his turn to set the future against the present as the present against the past, Carlyle compares the merits of “the hard, organic but limited feudal ages" with the feebleness of “the immense industrial ages, as yet all inorganic, and in a quite pulpy condition, requiring desperately to harden thmselves into some organism”.l1"
In Past and Present he sets out to reconstitute for us an exemplary picture of the monastic community of St. Edmundsbury in the twelfth century. To this end he makes use of the chronicle written in Latin by one of monks, Jocelin of Brakelond, which the Camden Society had published in 1840. But, refusing to be held within the confines of dry pedantic erudition, he attempts to show us “men of flesh and blood, made altogether as we are”.151 The resulting analysis is as primitive as that which he applies to the contemporary era, but this part of the book is filled with a lyrical glow to which one can understand Morris’s response. The Abbey houses the remains of St. Edmund, a great landowner who lived simply and was “a recognised Farmer’s Friend”.After the disastrous rule of Abbot Hugo, the monk Samson is chosen by his peers to take over control of the sanctuary. He restores the tottering finances and, through his authority, justness and ability, obtains the obedience and love of all the populace dependent on him.
“Yesterday a poor mendicant, allowed to possess dpi above two

shillings of money ... - this man today finds himself a Dominos Abbas, mitred Peer of Parliament, Lord of manorhouses, farms, manors and wide lands.''
He is a hero after Carlyle's heart. To defend the interests of an orphan heiress, he does not hesitate to stand up to Richard Coeur de Lion, who yields, impressed by his manliness, and grants him his friendship.IM He is a leader and protector and is, in addition, a great builder, of religious edifices as well as of houses and bams.The life of men working in those days was rough, but
“in no time . . . was the lot of those same dumb millions of toilers so entirely unbearable as it is even in the days now passing over us”.154
A man like Samson certainly lived in the world among the men dependent upon him, but this was part of his faith and of their religion. That was taken for granted, and had no need of long hypocritical speeches.
“ Religion is not a diseased self-introspection, an agonising enquiry... Religion lies over them like an all-embracing heavenly canopy, like an atmosphere and life element, which is not spoken of, which in all things is presupposed without speech.” 157
Such was the natural and divine order, which we had to recover. Carlyle proposes, upon the basis of the past, to “illustrate the present and the future”.lvl But this past must have its real face restored.
“To predict the future, to manage the present, would not be so impossible, had not the past been so sacrilegiously mishandled; effaced, and what is worse, defaced! ”
Let man return to the law of God and of Nature, and “their acted history will than again be a heroism; their written history, what it once was, an epic".In any case we cannot go on living as we do at present.
“There must be a new world, if there is to be any world at all . . These days of universal death must be days of universal newbirth, if the ruin is not to be total and final! It is a Time to make the dullest man consider; and ask himself, Whence he came ? Whither is he bound ?’’ 101
This idea of a renaissance runs right through Carlyle’s works and appears in Sartor Resartus with the myth of the Phoenix. So the question of utopia is posed, although the-answer is not clear. The prophet admits: “I have got no Morrison’s pill for curing the maladies of Society”, other than a return to nature.m The road to this transformation will not be “by smooth flowery paths”, but will have to cross
“steep untrodden places, through stormclad chasms, waste oceans, and the bosom of tornadoes; thank Heaven, if not through very Chaos and Abyss! ”16’
Where is this apocalyptic vision leading? Carlyle has great difficulty in telling us: “the ray of prophecy, at a short distance, expires”; “to shape the whole future is not our problem”; “the general issue will, as it has always done, rest well with a Higher Intelligence than ours”. '** When he agrees to suggest

measures designed to ameliorate working-class poverty, they are measures ol sanitation, education and, above all, emigration.'6' This last solution was to have a degree of success during the nineteenth century, and one imagines that it did not come up against any official hostility. If the workers take to it, writes Morris indignantly “their desertion will surely put off the Revolution ...” 166 and if the bourgeoisie look upon it with so much favour, it is “to get rid temporarily of their responsibility and trouble over the people thrown out of work by the system of artificial famine”.I6"
It is very rare for Carlyle to consider practical solutions. That is not at all his real concern. For him the essential is the restoration of authority and the cult of the hero: it is from that starting point that any regeneration becomes possible, and the people have no other role than to listen and to obey:
“Universal History, the history of what man has accomplished in this world, is at bottom the History of the Great Men who have worked here”,"*
and “the most significant feature in the history of an epoch is the manner it has of welcoming a Great Man”.170 There is no book of Carlyle’s in which such phrases are not to be found. What, then, of his enthusiasm for the Middle Ages and what is the motive for this enthusiasm? It is, simply, that then “the bravest men, who .. . are also on the whole the wisest, the strongest, everyway best, had . . . been got selected”,1,1 and the example of the monk Samson shows that “a most ‘practical’ hero-worship went on, unconsciously or half- consciously, everywhere”.172 Such a view of the Middle Ages held nothing in common with Morris’s. While he had been attracted by the conception of a society based upon human relationships, he could not follow Carlyle along this other road, and his interest was first and foremost to find in the ways and institutions of bygone centuries the survival of a brotherly, egalitarian community. The very idea of the cult of the hero seemed odious and ridiculous to him: democracy (and here he meant bourgeois democracy)
“will never be free from this hero-worship, and all the traps which the heroes (poor devils!) wittingly and unwittingly lead their worshippers into”.17
In his eyes, all forms of this cult were ludicrous and the “aristocracy of talent”, to which Carlyle devoted a whole chapter of Past and Present, provoked his contemptuous merriment.174
One can imagine what Morris’s feelings might have been, seeing Carlyle develop his theory to its end. The latter begins by defending, in the name of an avowed conservatism (“all great peoples are conservative”),,T> hereditary aristocracy linked with land ownership:174 by virtue of this ownership, it is “bound to furnish guidance and governance to England! ” 1,7 Unfortunately it has become a “phantasm”.1 * The “Owners of the Soil of England” are nothing more than an “Idle Aristocracy”, good only for collecting rents and shooting partridges, presenting a spectacle before which, says Carlyle “we stand speechless, stupent, and know not what to say”. It is time for this class “to find its duties and do them”. The prophet threatens them with the thunderbolts of the French Revolution and the Meudon tanneries of human skin.177 The dead wood must be trimmed out"° and the aristocracy given back

itb sense of obligation so that it can "learn what wretches (eel, and how to cure ill"'* By right> power belongs to it. but this power must be shared with the clergy, and of these two classes "there can be no doubt that the priest class is the more dignified'*:
"Europe requires a real aristocracy, a real priesthood, or it cannot continue to exist . aristocracy and priesthood, a governing class and a teat hing class: these two, sometimes separate, and endeavouring to harmonise themselves, sometime conjoined as one, and the king a pontiff-king *.
This qua si-theocratic regime is founded upon a hierarchy imposed by the laws of nature:
"True enough, man is forever the ‘born thrall5 of certain men, born master of certain other men, born equal of certain others, let him a< knowledge the fact or not. It is unblessed for him when he cannot acknowledge this fact, he is in the chaotic state, ready to perish, until he do get the fact acknowledged ..." 183
One has a strong feeling, however, that Carlyle, despite the strength of his convictions, has little hope of seeing the nobility mend its ways and accept the responsibilities of its position. With no fear of self-contradiction, he then turns to industry. Having very little sensitivity to the ugliness which horrified his t ontemporarics, he was bewitched by the immense progress in factory production and, in Chartism, he praised Arkwright and his mechanical inventions, the steam engine and even the beauty of Manchester.184 In the factory owner he perceives "insight, courage, hard energy". These are aristocratic qualities: there arc "Master-Workers who arc not vulgar men; who are Nobles, and begin to feel that they must act as such". At present they are "England's hope",** and he exhorts them to accede completely to nobility:
"It is you I call; for ye are not dead, ye are already half-alive: there is in you a sleepless, dauntless energy, the prime-matter of all nobleness in man . . . ye know at least this, that the mandate of God to his creature man is. Work!"
Ibey constitute the last resort, “if there be no nobleness in them, there will never be an aristocracy more".1*7 What has become inevitable is "an actual new' sovereignty, industrial aristocracy, real not imaginary aristocracy . It will constitute the "Chivalry of Labour’*, that of "Captains ol Industry . Obviously this new aristocracy will have to contribute something of its own, and above all, says Carlyle very seriously, "must understand that money alone is not the representative either of man’s success in the world, or of man’s duties to man'V% it will suffice to convince it that "Mammonism is not the essence of his or of my station in God’s universe".191 The Captains of Industry will give proof of their nobility by reducing workers to obedience, by inculcating in them "order, just subordination, noble loyalty in return for noble guidance", and by making them into "a firm regimented mass”.192 And so will be resolved the silly old quarrels between Capital and Labour; their reconciliation will 'put away the Evil Spirit” and both will strive together for "the guidance of a Good Spirit".1" This idyllic atmosphere having been achieved, Carlyle even

wonders (timidly, it is true) whether, in a more or less distant future, the employer might not be able to grant his workers some interest in his
•	•	*	144
business.
But, as the years went by, Carlyle became sour. The revolutions of 1848 scared him; henceforth the stress was laid upon bringing the working class to heel and upon its regimentation. The “universal vital Problem" is to prevent the workers becoming “banditti, street-barricaders - destroyers of every GovernmentIt is necessary to transform “Pauper Banditti into Soldiers of Industry”. Once this regimentation has begun, the workers themselves will recognise its benefits and beg their employers to regiment them further until, finally, “there be no unregimented worker . . . any more”.And there is the culmination of Carlyle’s social thinking. As Jean Freville so aptly remarks: “the denouncer of capitalism becomes its apologist. He has struggled only to strengthen it, to infuse new blood into it, to teach it energy and harshness.”
In his last stage he reduced to mildness the criticism made by Marx and Engels of “feudal Socialism; half lamentation, half lampoon, half echo of the past, half menace of the future”, but the authors of the Manifesto had not missed the mark when they wrote of the champions of feudal socialism that “what they upbraid the bourgeoisie with is not so much that it creates a proletariat, as that it creates a revolutionary proletariat”.1
There is hardly any need to say that the whole of this aspect of Carlyle's ideology is the complete antithesis of William Morris’s political and utopian thinking. On a closer examination, this opposition has its roots in the fundamental difference between Morris’s and Carlyle’s conceptions of work and happiness. For the latter, it remains theological: work is punishment lor original sin. Certainly he praises it, but in what terms!
“All work, even cotton-spinning, is noble; work is alone noble . . And in like manner too, all dignity is painful; a life of ease is not lor any man, nor for any god . . . Our highest religion is named the ’Worship of Sorrow’. For the son of man there is no noble crown, well worn or even ill worn, but a crown of thorns.’ ” 198
For Carlyle all work is an act of religious submission: “sweat of the brow; and up from that to sweat of the brain, sweat of the heart... up to that 'Agony of bloody sweat’, which all men have called divine!” 199 In this ascetic ideology, where is there room for any urge to work? “The wages of every noble work,” replies Carlyle, “do yet lie in Heaven or else nowhere”;2110 difficulty, abnegation, martyrdom, death are the allurements that act on the heart of man”. M Docs that leave room for surprise that his social thinking should lead to constraint and regimentation? Was William Morris not thinking ol Carlyle when he wrote:
“It has become an article of the creed of modern morality that all labour is good in itself - a convenient belief for those who live on the labour of others”? 303
It is precisely because today a curse lies upon work that Morris wishes, in his utopia, to transform its nature radically and make it the source ol at! human happiness. The reward for work, he says, will be the work itself.
So there seems to rne to be little justification for regarding Carlyle as an in-

•tpirrr ol Moffws utopia Certainly his social criticism, bristling with strik'n phrases, had an indisputable influence upon Morris, and we can say of It wh"t Marx and Krtgrl* said of feudal socialism: “its bitter, witty and incisive «*riiit ism, striking the bourgeoisie to the very hearts’ core’*.m
11 is denunciation of Victorian hypocrisy was also for Morri* very satisfying moral provender But these were points of departure, from which iheir roads diverged When Carlyle died in 1881, our poet felt a loss, although hr considered that his work was long since finished.204 Full of indulgence and conscious of his original debt, he considered that he was, after all, “on the t ight side, in spite of all faults”. But it is quite certain that, apart even from his cult of the hero and all that derived from it politic ally, Morris had difficulty in accepting “the ferocity of his gloom” in which he saw, purely and simply, evidence of a chronic liver complaint.a He detested puritanism and must have felt but little interest in his theological and transcendentalistic effusions. Not only Carlyle’s conception of work, but also his indifference towards art were calculated to alienate his sympathy. No doubt his Teutonism fitted in with Morris's personal inclinations but the content of this feeling differed greatly from one to the other: one exalted Nordic strength, the other Nordic democracy.
Perhaps Morris never expressed better the impression which reading Carlyle left with him than in this remark recorded by Yeats: “Somebody should have been beside Carlyle and punched his head every five minutes.” This reading, I repeat, must be regarded as a starting point, a kind of stimulus, the shock of which was strong enough to be gratefully remembered by Morris for the rest of his life. But it would be going too far to try to make more of it. This conclusion seems to me to be confirmed by scrutiny of two texts. Recalling the influences which bore upon him in his earlier years, Morris cites Carlyle and Ruskin; but he straightaway launches upon an enthusiastic evocation of the latter, without adding the smallest comment to his mention of the former.** Further, in a letter of 1882, he said of Ruskin that he was the first comer, the inventor”,210 which eliminates Carlyle, who was, nevertheless, chronologically earlier.
6. Ruskin
TFie lasting attachment Morris displayed towards Carlyle is a shade surprising, despite its detached and reticent nature. There is a strong temptation to seek the reason for it in the greater influence exerted upon him by John Ruskin. The latter worshipped the prophet of Chelsea all his life, in a filial respectful sort of way. He wrote that he owed everything to him and, he added, I have “read (him) so constantly, that, without wilfully setting myself to imitate him, I find myself perpetually failing into his modes of expression . .. 1 find Carlyle’s stronger thinking colouring mine continually”.
Not without a certain irony, John D. Rosenberg goes further and observes that “if Turner taught Ruskin how to see, Carlyle taught him how to preach’’.21' Perhaps Ruskin would have achieved the preaching tone on his own, but there is no doubt that so impressive a use of the Gospels and the Prophets offered a precedent and model that he could not disregard. It is not

too much to add that this tone can sometime* be detected, watered down and laicised, in Morris’* early lecture*.
If our poet, in all probability, allowed the influence of Rutkin to impose a principle of fidelity to Carlyle, the tame influence appear* to have kept him away from another inspiration to which he would probably have responded, that of Pugin. The publication of Contrasts in 1836 had been an event It was a declaration of war against the architecture and the civilisation of the nineteenth century, with its ugliness and impiety thrown into graphic relief by the praising of Gothic monuments. But with the fanatical zeal of a new convert, Pugin identified the Gothic revival with a return to the Catholic faith. That was enough to arouse the anger and aversion of Ruskin, long imprisoned in narrow, sectarian Protestantism. It is obvious that many an “anti- Romanist” passage in The Stones of Venice is a violent attack upon Pugin’s aesthetic and religious ideology. From the same source also comes the persistent tendency to look for anti-papist elements in mediaeval art. With a vigour that is perhaps not without some bad faith, Ruskin asserts that he owes absolutely nothing to Pugin. The assertion certainly leaves room for discussion; however, our object here is to study Morris’s sources, not those of Kuskin. The former had no inclination to become involved in religious squabbles that aroused no echo within him. His admiration for the art of the Middle Ages would scarcely have been reconciled with Catholic and theocratic proselytism and more readily joined forces with Ruskin’s enthusiasm, inspired with more human and deeper feelings, even if they were soaked in a biblical spirituality. Let us not forget either, that, on Morris’s own admission, it was reading Ruskin’s books that snatched him from the Anglo-Catholicism which had so greatly attracted him in his student days.215 He no doubt found it repellent to sec Pugin applying ecclesiasical norms to all his architectural achievements. These achievements were, in themselves, antipathetic: it seemed absurd to him to create Gothic (and what Gothic!) in the conditions of the nineteenth century, copying and re-inventing forms in the absence of the survival of any creative urge in the Victorian worker. They provoked his scornful irony on the only two occasions in all of his works when he makes any reference to Pugin. Ic> If it is true, as several writers claim,21' that one can observe certain aesthetic and ideological resemblances between the two men, it would be dangerous to look for direct influence. Morris followed Ruskin in his aloof attitude towards Pugin. If there is an effective influence, it can only be through Ruskin himself, who, albeit grudgingly, turned over and embroidered in his writings general ideas which were in any event already more or less based upon the general body of mediaevalist ideology of the mid-nineteenth century. In fact, it was this elaboration in depth which provided Morris with the basic matter for his thinking up to 1883, before it underwent the modifications necessitated by the assimilation of Marxist thought.
If Morris never had any direct contact with Carlyle, with Ruskin, on the other hand, he had a lasting friendly relationship from 1856, and there were even closer links between Ruskin and Burne-Jones. The tatter recounts in ecstatic

terms the enthusiasm then felt by the two young men.218 Ruskin encouraged their early artistic careers, he promised (without being able to keep his word) to collaborate in The Oxford and Cambridge Magazine,,w and held Morris’s talents as an illuminator in high esteem. In the following year he visited the group which was painting the short-lived murals in the Oxford Union.”1 Later, he admired Morris’s poems and, after the publication of Jason, did not hesitate to compare him with Keats, praising in both of them truth that is "vital, not formal"; a typical formula which recurred for some time in Morris’s writing. We find evidence of various visits and meetings between the two writers, and the tone of their conversations seems to have been filled with easy cordiality."4 When, in 1877, Morris gave his first public lecture, he excused himself for repeating what had been said so well before by his “friend, Professor John Ruskin”.”’ That was the year of the foundation of Anti-Scrapi. Not only did Ruskin agree to be a member of the committee, but Morris credited him with being the father of the movement and asked his permission to include in the manifesto a fragment of Seven Lamps of Architecture relevant to the sacrilegious “restoration” of ancient monuments. 20 He had the master’s support and signature for the petitions organised by the Society, notably in 1881, when it protested against the widening of Magdalen Bridge in Oxford,'2’ and, in 1889, he w'as still invoking his authority at the annual general meeting.228 This flow of friendship was not only in one direction, and in 1878, on the occasion of the famous lawsuit brought by Whistler, Morris expressed his support for Ruskin, support less direct and more cautious than that of Burne-Jones, but which gained the poet a warm letter of gratitude. He was happy to be able to do him a service; so, at his request, he gave him detailed information about the technique of stained glass, as he practised it at Merton Abbey.230
However, it seems, and it is a fact of which we should take note, that these direct contacts came to an end after 1883. One striking event for Morris of that year, during which he experienced the revelation of Marxism, was the lecture he gave in Oxford on Art under Plutocracy, with Ruskin in the chair, and which provoked an uproar. It was the first in which Ruskin’s aesthetic and human message was closely linked with his own socialist convictions. 1 he attitude of the latter, during the lecture, is not really known to us. According to a late and rather indefinite piece of evidence, he appears to have behaved with great tact and to let it appear, in the face of the attacks directed against Morris, that he was in agreement with him.211 He spoke of his lecture again, a year later, in The Art of England, but his comments are somewhat odd and he does not appear to have had the slightest idea of what the speaker was aiming at. He was content to follow his own line of thought and to attribute to Morris intentions quite alien to him. I shall return to the point later. The fact is that, during the following years, we find no further trace of any meeting or correspondence between the two men. Certainly, the deterioration in Ruskin’s health and his intermittent mental unbalance would be an explanation. However it does not seem enough. It is striking, in fact, that Morris does not seem to have read or wanted to read the books which the master published after 1862, in which his expressions of political thought became more and more confused. One has a very clear impression that he wished to remain true to the message of Ruskin’s great years and had the unexpressed feeling that it

was preferable not to ruin a friendship and an enthusiasm which later contact
would risk changing.
And so they kept their mutual esteem intact. On 6 April 1887, Sydney Cockerell visited Ruskin, who told him that Morris was “beaten gold" and, again, “a great rock with a little moss on it perhaps’’ and one does not know quite what to make of that last simile. He told him that his “love of Turner, primroses and little girls had prevented his ever being Morris's close friend, but he had a great reverence for him and for his views”.
On 15 April 1892, Cockerell paid another visit. The Kelmscott Press had just published The Nature of Gothic, and a copy, with an affectionate inscription from Morris, lay on Ruskin’s table. He told his visitor what pleasure it had given him and declared that Morris was “the ablest man of his time". The poet, told two days later of this appreciation, was overjoyed, and that evening, dining with Emery Walker, “ordered up a bottle of his favourite Imperial Tokay for the proper celebration of so great a compliment This late date shows clearly that Morris’s personal feelings for Ruskin remained just as fervent,23 despite or perhaps because of this physical separation (but was it only physical?). He always remained responsive to the magic of Ruskin’s style and he considered that the passage in 7he Nature of Gothic where Ruskin gives a bird’s-eye description of the lands of the north and the south was to be reckoned among “the finest writing in the English language”.' His early lectures overflowed with admiration for “his unequalled style” and “his wonderful eloquence”. 235 One feels him to be, during these pre-Marxist years, entirely under the spell of his master, and he humbly declares himself to be content “to be echoing his words”.230 In the famous 1883 lecture, to which I referred and which marks a decisive turning point, he recalls Ruskin’s ideas on art, expressing man’s joy in work, and adds:
“If those are not Professor Ruskin’s words they embody at least his teaching on this subject.” 237
Nevertheless, it was the last occasion upon which Morris was content to be just an interpreter and message-bearer.
This attention I am paying to dates by no means stems from a gratuitous preoccupation with erudition. Ruskin’s influence upon Morris was not only undeniable, but lasting. But it is still appropriate to define its limits. While one can distinguish certain constant factors in Ruskin’s thought, it is none the less true that contradictions abound and even multiply as his work becomes more abstruse, more confused and (we must not be afraid to say it) more rambling. Morris clearly made a choice, and I think that nothing will better help us to define its nature than a close examination of the readings to which he refers himself or that are indicated by his contemporaries and biographers.
We learn from Canon Dixon’s memories, recorded by Mackail, that in 1864 Burne-Jones and Morris, then students at Exeter College, read The Seven Lamps of Architecture, the first volumes of Modem Painters and the Slones of Venice for the first time and with passionate enthusiasm. It appears, in fact, that they had been acquainted with at leas the last two of these works since 1853.' Their admiration for Modem Painters seems to have been, at that time, mainly literary and aesthetic since Morris chose especially to read aloud to his friends the descriptions of the Slave-ship and Turner’s skies.2W One may nevertheless

suppose that, from that time, his love of nature not only found sustenance there, but also the embryo of thought close to Ruskin’s. He himself does not refer to the Seven Lamps until 1877, as we have seen, when he claimed Ruskin’s authority as he joined battle with the “restorers”; but it is clear that he must have been struck by the insistence upon the rdle and significance of architecture. If he speaks relatively little of this book, it is because the ideas were taken up again in The Stones of Venice, to which it forms a prelude, with infinitely more breadth and brilliance.
Obviously it is there that the essence of Ruskin’s influence is to be sought. Morris never ceased recalling the “deep impression” 240 that these three volumes, in particular chapter IV of Volume II, The Nature of Gothic, made upon him. This is the chapter to which he constantly refers in his early lectures. These are “the truest and the most eloquent words that can possibly be said on the subject”.241 “words more clear and eloquent than any man else now living could use”.	His enthusiasm remained just as fervent afterwards.
He saw in the conception of mediaeval art unfolded in this chapter “a marvellous inspiration of genius”.243 Finally, in 1892, he published, in the magnificent editions of the Kelmscott Press, The Nature of Gothic, which “can be well considered as a separate piece of work”, and to which he supplied a preface in which he declared that “it is one of the most important things written by the author, and in future days will be considered as one of the very few necessary and inevitable utterances of the century”.
He considers the chapter important, less for its “artistic side’ than for its “ethical and political” side, and it is this aspect, he adds, “which has had the most enduring and beneficent effect on his contemporaries, and will have through them on succeeding generations”. In defining art as the expression of man’s joy in his work (and it is this fundamental idea that Morris selects here from the chapter) Ruskin “has done serious and solid work towards the new birth of Society”.
In this same preface Morris mentions another of Ruskin’s writings, Unto this Last, “a great book” marking the “culmination” of the ethical and political thought already expressed in The Nature of Gothic. He had, his daughter May tells us, a great admiration for this work as a “direct and eloquent statement of the condition of Art & Labour in the century”. 245 At the moment when the chapter from The Stones of Venice was being published, he mentioned to Sydney Cockerell his intention of publishing Unto this Last also at the Kelmscott Press.■M<‘ He did nothing about it, however, and it is worthy of note that he changed his mind. In fact, although the book expressed many ideas dear to Morris about true riches, the need for real human relationships, and the misdeeds of mercantilism, it also contained a clear profession of paternalistic and anti-socialist faith and many other hardly democratic observations with which Morris was in complete disagreement. Undoubtedly the same tendencies were already present in The Nature of Gothic, but their expression was still veiled and infinitely less brutal than in Unto this Last. One can very well understand why Morris did not carry out his first intention, and it is a measure of the insincerity of Mackail that he should have written: “The whole of the Socialism with which Morris identified himself so prominently in the eighties had been implicitly contained, and^the greater part of it explicitly stated in the pages of I into this Last in 1862”. We know what Mackail was getting at: he was trying

to stretch the modest Ruskinian screen beyond its limits to conceal the regrettable influence of scientific socialism. How many imitators have followed in his tracks!
At the same time as she mentions the very understandable admiration her father felt for this book, May Morris also speaks of that which he felt for The Political Economy of Art (1857), of which Morris himself never speaks, but which also contains familiar ideas, mingled with others that are less so. We know, moreover, that in 1854 he read the Lectures on Architecture and Painting: these are the famous Edinburgh lectures which initiated him into Pre-Raphaelitism and even acquainted him with the name of Rossetti.24" A brief note of Sydney Cockerell’s, dated 1892, tells us that one evening, at Gatti’s Restaurant, Morris and P. W. (probably Philip Webb) discussed Munera Pulvens (1862) with him.' Neither of these two books is mentioned in Morris’s works either, but the fact that he read them means that we must take them into account. As far as Ruskin’s other writings are concerned, we have no indication. It very much appears that, with the exception of Fors Clavigera,m he had no contact with any later work than Unto this Last, but I cannot possibly state this with any certainty and I have thought it prudent not to neglect such of these works as express ideas close to those which inspired Morris, to the extent that their expression is more explicit, more concise or more revealing.
* * *
It is extremely awkward to analyse texts as well known as those of Ruskin, about which there is already an abundant literature. At the risk of seeming very cursory, I shall avoid long quotations as far as possible and confine myself to the essence. It would be absurd to make here another full study of Ruskin’s thought. We must not forget that we are interested simply in examining the depth of the influence he exerted upon Morris and the limits fo that influence. So, above all, it will be a study of themes.
The theme which must, chonologically speaking, have first influenced Morris’s sensibility and ideology was the love of nature, considered as the source of all beauty and of all art. The dazzling descriptions of Modem Painters bewitched him first. The soil upon which these precious seeds were scattered was truly fertile, and the young student, reared in the rustic intimacy of Walthamstow and Woodford, where his gift of observation and his wonder at the things of the earth were shaped, was quite ready to listen to such enchantments. Immediately, however, a fundamental difference showed itself. While Ruskin’s landscapes are of delicate literary devising and glitter with a vocabulary bespangled and bejewelled with pictorial analogy, the descriptions which Morris has left us of the banks of the Thames or the mountains of Iceland are strikingly simple. While Ruskin seeks in nature a spirituality that is at once aesthetic and sensual, Morris finds direct, active physical contact. For Ruskin, alpine torrents are the iridescent sinews of a divine essence, but for Morris the banks of the Thames, seen at Runnymede in the early morning, are filled with the simple delight of an angler. For Ruskin, nature is intellectual, for Morris manual, and their tongues to understand and describe it have nothing in common. But their love for it is equally intense and it is with one tongue that they designate it the single
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“contentment in this world”. Perhaps he had a feeling (justified, moreover, bv the master's conversions and “deconversions”) that the sensual love of nature source of all art, was of more importance than religious passion, even in moments of evangelical ecstasy. In Ruskin he loved the pagan who did not recognise himself, who refused to admit himself as such, and who could write in his private diary, with the idea of a coming visit to his beloved Alps, “1 should be almost fainting with joy, and should want to lie down on the earth and take it in my arms". This is, already, the cry of Ellen in News from Nowhere.
* * *
How are we to know better this nature which is good because it is divine? Ruskin literally overflows with knowledge of geology, mineralogy, botany, ornithology. But this encyclopaedic knowledge is put entirely at the service of his faith and often assumes an appearance comparable to mediaeval symbolics. It cannot be an end in itself and must remain the humble handmaiden of the vision. Flowers “are only to be seen rightly with the eyes which the God who made them gave us; and neither with microscopes nor spectacles”.. The artisans of the Middle Ages, totally ignorant of chemistry as they were, produced work which “at this day [is] the despair of all who look upon it”. Knowledge is only good for man “so long as he can keep it utterly, servilely, subordinate to his divine work”.273 Let us beware of “the old Eve-sin : “We no more live to know than we live to eat. We live to contemplate, enjoy, act, adore”:"’4 What could be the use of mathematical science, “the most important facts being always quite immeasurable”? 275 A purely technical geography will allow us to know the difference between countries “in detail, but we have not that broad glance and grasp which would enable u* to feel them in their fullness”.274 Morris, as we shall see in due course, did not have this attitude of systematic hostility towards science. However, it cannot be doubted that Ruskin encouraged a tendency in him to restrict the part of scientific and technical culture in the sum of values of future humanity. Morns feared, as did Ruskin, that the acquisition and application of knowledge might raise a screen between nature and man, hiding, not “his divine task”, but simply his human quality.
If Morris’s judgment is much more graduated than Ruskin’s, it is, perhaps, because the latter belonged to a generation closer to the memory of old rural England and, therefore, more traumatised by the onrush of industrial civilisation and the invasion of smoke from factories and trains. It is probable (and we find it difficult to realise today) that this sudden horror was the greater because coal was the only energy source of the time and because urban overcrowding, consequent upon the development of manufacturing industry-, took place amidst anarchy, poverty, lack of hygiene and squalor. These “horrible nests, which you call towns, are little more than laboratories for the distillation into heaven of venemous smokes and smells, mixed with the effluvia from decaying animal matter, infectious miasmata from purulent disease”; at present we “turn every river of England into a common sewer, so that you cannot so much as baptize an English baby but with filth, unless you hold its face out in the rain; and even that falls dirty”.277

So it is science in the service of industry (Morris says: in the service of profit, which introduces an important distinction) which contributes to the pollution of that nature without which there can be no beauty. It is interesting to note in passing that The Crown of Wild Olive opens with a bitter protest against the transformations which have defaced the countryside along the banks of the River Wandle, near which Morris was to establish his Merton Abbey workshops. Ruskin is full of rancour against steam-driven machinery, incapable of producing “so much as one grain of corn" and against railways, which are an “infernal” means of locomotion, in the literal sense of the word,'" which transform man from a traveller into a living parcel”, who has “parted with the nobler characteristics of his humanity for the sake of planetary power of locomotion".279
In truth, Ruskin’s anti-machinism abounds in contradictions and it is very difficult to sort out a clear doctrine. At one moment he sees mechanical progress as “a mere passing fever”,2®" at another he is preaching “the conceivable use of machinery on a colossal scale ... so rendering parts of the earth habitable which hitherto have been lifeless”.281 Innumerable quotations would be needed to bring order into this confusion, without getting us much further forward. From the mass of texts it seems best to me to pick out a few details which might have influenced Morris’s thinking. What seems to stand out is, first, that Ruskin's hostility is not so much directed towards the machine in general but above all towards the steam engine with its coal smoke. He accepts all machinery needful in ordinary life to supplement human or animal labour provided that it is “moved by wind or water, while steam . may only be employed justifiably under extreme or special conditions of need” for any work “beyond human strength”.282 For him the essential thing is to rid nature and human surroundings of this smoke, this pollution, this ugliness spread by coal and steam engines. At no moment does he feel Morris’s presentiment or the hope for the new and mysterious form of energy, available everywhere, which will liberate life in the future from the scourges of the nineteenth century. His only care is to get rid of it, whatever the consequences, and he goes as far as to ask for those who emigrate (like Carlyle, he advocates emigration) to export industry to the colonies with them in order to allow hngland to be covered again with cornfields, pasture land and flowers. >l His dream is of a return to agriculture pure and simple and to manual work “through instruments which assist, but do not supersede, the muscular action of the human hand”.It is to the point to observe that all these proposals were put forward for immediate action, and Ru&kin expected to open the way to such reforms by means of his lamentable utopian experiment of the Guild of St. George. Morris kept well clear of such naiveties. What he drew from them was put into a distant prospect and presented as a logically possible climax to history, based upon the data of scientific socialism.
• • *
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system. Abjuring all energy sources other than air and water, and deprived, albeit not without hesitation, of mechanical production (Morris is not guilty of similar imprudence), Ruskin, with the optimism of ignorance, is sure that, with the help of Providence, all that is needed to ensure man’s subsistence is good organisation of work. He does not tell us what this is or how it is to be brought about. What matter!
“ l"he world is so regulated by the laws of Providence, that man's labour, well applied, is always amply sufficient to provide him during his life with all things needful to him, and not only with those, but with many pleasant objects of luxury; and yet farther to procure him large intervals of healthful rest and serviceable lesiure.”
(doming back to a more realistic viewpoint, and not worried about contradicting himself, Ruskin, after consideration, cuts out the luxury, defining it as:
“All dainty (as distinguished from nourishing) food, and means of producing it; all scents not needed for health; substances valued only for their appearance and rarity (as gold and jewels); flowers of difficult c ulture; animals used for delight (as horses for racing).”
It is better to cut stone than diamonds or rubies,287 he writes, without caring that three years earlier he said the opposite in The Stones oj Venice, at that time condemning glass trinkets and imitations of marble and of wood." He considered luxury in funerals and tombs absurd.287 All these useless products disappear in Morris’s utopia as well, but his originality lies in abolishing at the same time all the wretched shoddy and dull cottons which capitalism reserved to the poor.
The question of clothing also engaged Ruskin’s attention, and one feels him to be somewhat hesitant. He gets out of it by a sort of compromise, justified by his mediaevalist fervour, and it is worth our while to pause a moment, because we find the echo of his words in Morris. Nobleness of dress, he writes, exerts a perpetual influence upon character, tending in a thousand ways to increase dignity and self-respect, and, together with grace of gesture, to induce serenity of thought”. In the Middle Ages, “the splendour and fantasy even of dress . were . . . studied for love of their true beauty and honourableness, and became one of the main helps to dignity of character and courtesy of bearing ”.
But, be adds, the greatest magnificence is not the most admirable.
“It was still in the thirteenth century . . . when . . , the manner of dress seems to have been noblest , . . The women wore first a dress close to the form . . . then long and flowing robes, veiling them up to the neck, and delicately embroidered around the hem, the sleeves and the girdle."
It was only from th; fifteenth century that luxury attained a “morbid magnificence, devoid of all wholesome influence on manners”, thence to degenerate into modern ugliness.2'* Ruskin returns to this subject in 7he Political Economy of Art:
"No good historical painting ever yet existed, or ever can exist, where the dresses of the people of the time are not beautiful and had it not been

for the lovely and fantastic dressing of the thirteenth to the sixteenth centuries neither French, nor Florentine, nor Venetian art could have risen to anything like the rank it reached: Still, even then, the best dressing was never the costliest; and its effect depended much more on its beautiful and, in earliest times, modest, arrangement, and on the simple and lovely masses of its colour, than on the gorgeousness of clasp or embroidery. Whether we can ever return to those more perfect types of form, is questionable; but there can be no more question that all the money we spend on the forms of dress at present worn ... is wholly lost.”'1
In fact, Ruskin’s simplifications come far less from a purpose of “politic al economy” though he loves to roll the phrase around his tongue, than from moral, even theological, considerations. They are the consequences of that “spiritual condition which every Christian ought to recognise in himself, a state of homelessness on earth, except so far as he can make the Most High his habitation”.'’"
He proclaims also that “the ideal of human life is a union of Spartan simplicity of manners with Athenian sensibility and imagination ",2VI When he really wants to tackle economic reality, he states that “luxuries, whether national ^or personal, must be paid for by labour withdrawn from useful things ,' despite the fact that an aphorism of this kind displays a complete ignorance of the nature of the State and of property. He rejects any form of social subversion, and moralises as though classes did not exist, as though the unity of the body politic was a constant fact:
In due time, when we have nothing better to set people to work at, it may be right to let them make lace and cut jewels; but as long as there are any who have no blankets for their beds: and no rags for their bodies, so long is it blanket-making and tailoring we must set people to work at - not lace. ” 2,1
Morris could not but subscribe to this idea, and he did so the more readily because he had resolved the inextricable contradiction in which Ruskin was bogged down. He followed him with even greater pleasure because the latter, being subject to another contradiction, could not for long reconcile his Protestant asceticism with the natural sensuality of his pagan aesthetics.
“Luxury,” said Ruskin finally, “is indeed possible in the future - innocent and exquisite; luxury for all, and by the help of all”. <p
He was ever ready to accord a degree of indulgence to existing luxury. Lvcn when draped in his own censorial toga, he recognised that
“three fourths of the demands existing in the world are romantic; founded on visions, idealisms, hopes, and affections; and the regulation of the purse is, in its essence, regulation of the imagination and the heart ”,
So he was brought to the formulation of a reckoning of the fundamental values of existence, which Morris took up in similar language but much more nreciselv No doubt Ruskin could not help remembering that, in the Middle A	lithe j were “looked upon by the best men not only as contemptible, bin

criminal”, while “the Spirit of Poverty was reverenced”.m But his sensual love for divine creation quickly led him to pose the alternative in very different terms, those of true and false riches.
The attempt was first semantic, resting upon the sense given to the three words wealth, money and riches, which “are often used as synonymous, but they signify entirely different things”: wealth signifies: “things in themselves valuable”; money “documentary claims to the possession of such things ’; and riches “is a relative term, expressing the magnitude of the possessions of one person or society as compared with those of other persons or societies”.2W Then, turning to the etymological considerations, he wrote: “What is really desired, under the name of riches, is, essentially, power over men”,’"0 and Morris included this definition as part of his own. In truth, Ruskin’s semantic effort petered out, and he quite often used the words riches and wealth interchangeably. Morris, on the contrary, distinguished them and set one against the other with scrupulous care: for him, wealth was always true riches, that is to say, not at all the possession, so much as the enjoyment, of the good things of this world, while riches always meant personal fortune derived from the exploitation of others’ labour. Ruskin sometimes expressed (his opposition by inventing a neologism, the opposite of wealth being “illth” (mean ing reprehensible riches).301
Of course, he did not fail to give moral overtones to his definitions: "the term wealth is never to be attached to the accidental object of a morbid desire, but only to the constant object of a legitimate one”.302 Nevertheless, when he developed these themes throughout Unto this Last, his thought became more and more earthly and there is no doubt that this tone, so much closer to his own, roused Morris’s enthusiasm for that book.303 Ruskin defined his “political economy” as assisting simply “in the production, preservation, and distribution, at fittest time and place, of useful or pleasurable things . The present system is the opposite of such a state of affairs: “capital which produces nothing but capital is only root producing root; bulb issuing in bulb, never in tulip; seed issuing in seed, never in bread”. 305 The aim of production is “consumption absolute” and is its “crown and perfection ; "the wealth of a nation is only to be estimated by what it consumes . . . the money-gain being only the shadow of the true gain, which is humanity”:
“The final outcome and consummation of all wealth is in the producing as many as possible full-breathed, bright-eyed, and happy-hearted
human creatures”.
And he added bitterly that “our modern wealth . . . has rather a tendency the other way”. The true science of political economy as he understood it, is “that which teaches nations to desire and labour for the things that lead to life: and which teaches them to scorn and destroy the things that lead to destruction”.309 True riches arc made up of all the goods necessary to man's existence, but, “as the art of life is learned, it will be found at last that all lovely things are also necessary; - the wild flower by the wayside, as well as the tended corn: and the wild birds and creatures of the forest, as well as the tended cattle”. “ The final cry of this hymn to joy is. “There is no wealth but life!” which is a veritable prelude to Ainas from Nowhere.

This general and more or less coherent view of nature and life leads steadily to a philosphy of art, itself intimately linked to historical and social thought. Here undoubtedly, Morris drew the essence of his aesthetics. He preserved one central idea intact - namely the prime importance of architecture and the vigilant care of which it must be the object.
While in fact, Ruskin says, few people feel that painting concerns them, 'all men are concerned with architecture, and have at some time in their lives serious business with it”.312 Today, the ugliness of our towns is such that '‘we find all men of true feeling delighting to escape out of modem cities into natural scenery”.313 This evil must be remedied. The advantages of town life are no compensation for our loss of contact with the charms of nature. That is why
‘‘the function of our architecture is, as far as may be, to replace these; to tell us about Nature; to possess us with memories of her quietness; to be solemn and full of tenderness, like her, and rich in portaitures of her”.3,4
Morris certainly remained faithful to this architectural naturalism, but his utopian ideology kept him from pushing it too far. In so far as, in the Marxist expression, he abolished “the contradiction between town and country "', he no longer had any need to palliate the vanished curse of escapism, and Ruskin's idea was substantially modified; Morris’s preoccupation was rather the marriage of architecture with natural ornament.
However, he was unreservedly in agreement with Ruskin in considering that a building must before any other considerations satisfy the human needs which led to its construction:
The sacrifice of any of these first requirements to external appearance is a futility and absurdity.”
But, adds Ruskin, once they are satisfied “comes the divine part of the work namely, to turn these dead walls into living ones . . . Ornamentation is therefore the principal part of architecture”, and it follows “that a great architect must be a great sculptor or painter",5,5 That was a principle which Morris pushed a great deal further: not only did he encompass painting and sculpture in what he called architecture, but he made its service their only function. This rejection of individualistic art was, moreover, admirably ex* pressed by Ruskin when he defined the primacy of architecture by the fact that it is “the expression of the average power of man’*:
“A picture or a poem is often little more than a Feeble utterance of man’s admiration of something out of himself; but architecture approaches more to a creation of his own, born of his necessities, and expressive of his nature. It is also, in some sort, the work of the whole race, while the picture or statue is the work of one man only, in most cases more highly gifted than his fellows."
So it is to be expected that all good architecture will express “some great truths commonly belonging to the whole race and necessary to be understood or felt by them in all their work that they do under the sun”. The building then becomes “a book of various knowledge, or a mine of precious thought”, and one must be able to read “a building as we would read Milton or Dame”

brtauw “the met of any country is an exact exponent of its ethical life “at! good architecture is the expression of national life and character". *** !(,s aho “the expression by man of his own rest in the statues ol the lands that save Him birth*’ ' But even more than its geography, it expresses its history: "We ma> live without her, and worship without her, but we cannot remember without her ** So our duty is, on the one hand, piously to preserve the architectural heritage of the past, and. on the other, “to render the architecture of the day. historical”, particularly in public buildings, which should carry no ornamentation “without some intellectual intention”.141 The study of the monuments of the past could not. therefore, be purely aesthetic and detached, and Ruskin assures us that his researches into the stones of Venice present “an interest of a far higher kind than that usually belonging to architectural investigations”. *'
No doubt Kuskin's approach was idealistic. His constant purpose was to consider an “in its relation with the timer spirit of the age", ' that is, to explain one superstructure by another superstructure. Morris, while he faithfully adopted Kuskm’s outlines, quite naturally replaced this idealistic approach by that which historical materialism provided. The motive force of history was no longer man's moral conscience, but the class struggle. He made this transformation so spontaneously that he was not aware of the fundamental difference of attitude and even attributed his own point of view to Ruskin:
“ I'hc essence of what Ruskin taught us,” he writes, "was simple enough, like all great discoveries. It was really nothing more recondite than this, that the art of any epoch must of necessity be the expression of its Mnftl Itft
These two formulations, brought together in this way, seem to me to be particularly revealing Morris's rather purblind enthusiasm has, in effect, given credit to the idea that his socialist vision of history existed in embryo in his master Kuskin (and we have seen how Mackail hastened to spread this tendentious view i On the other hand, Morris, by adopting intact the division of history prat tised by Ruskin, did not perceive that he was borrowing nothing but a formal framework and that the concepts bounded by this framework, even though he took them too. underwent “a sea-change, into something rich and strange
We now come to Ruvkm's best known texts, (and if I may be excused for briefly recalling it), to that marvellous fresco of the history of art, The Stones oj (>**»*. a fresco designed to establish the primacy of aesthetic and human values displayed by mediaeval art. This Gothic art is the antithesis both of Greek art and of that of the Renaissance, which began and precipitated the decadence and degradation of Western civilisation.
Ruskin is less prolix than Morns about ancient an He established a distinction between the “constitutional ornament** of the Egyptians and Assyrians, in wh« h the artisan enjoyed some small independence in the sense that he could please himself how he combined models, imperfectly executed though ngomu.lv stereotyped, and the '‘servile ornament" of the Greeks absolute in

perfection and precision, but consisting only of geometrical forms incapable ol expressing anything human:m the monotony of the motifs is a measure of the servility to which the artisan was reduced, 527 and his leaf designs, uniformly stylised, were devoid of any feeling of nature.u* Morris repeats all that at greater length, more vigorously and in greater detail, and his analysis was notably enriched by his constant references to the slave production methods of Attic society.
When he comes to study the Renaissance, Ruskin stays on the level of superstructures and explains the decadence of art by that of religion and morality. Observing the same effects, Morris makes the same condemnations, but he explains the effects in terms of the sharpening of class differentiation, arising from the appearance of the commercial and manufacturing bourgeoisie; his analysis, if less eloquent and less lyrical, is certainly more robust and more profound.
For Kuskin, the prime cause is the degeneracy of Catholicsm arid its impregnation by pagan rationalism and aestheticism, while the new-born Protestantism, although it saved the faith, was bound by the needs of the struggle to adopt a sectarian attitude and to reject art along with ''Romanism”. Since the period when Raphael “ministered, with applause, to the impious luxury of the Vatican . . . the clear and tasteless poison” of his art “infects with the sleep of infidelity the hearts of millions of Christians”.3jtl Man has proudly flaunted an ungodly egocentricity. Whereas mediaeval naturalism exalted God’s work in a thousand ways the Renaissance artist preferred to use, as his decorative themes, the imitation of man-made objects: armour, plumes, instruments, costume, navigational gear.3,1 The exuberance of Gothic foliage disappeared: “the Renaissance frosts came, and all perished”. Christianity was professed in art, but paganism was practised.
In olden times, men used their powers of painting to show the objects
of faith; in later times, they used the objects of faith that they might show
their powers of painting”,
and they put the Madonna and Aphrodite in the same procession. Henceforth, “admiration takes the place of devotion”.5M
Phis godlessness is expressed as the pride of science, pride in rank and the spirit of order. “The great mistake of the Renaissance schools lay in supposing that science and art were the same things, and that to advance one was necessarily to perfect the other”, whereas the domain of art is “much vaster than that of science, as the soul is larger than the material creation”, The most striking example is that of the “base pupils of Michael Angelo, who turned heroes’ limbs into surgeons’ diagrams”. ”* Pride in rank cut off art from the people and this art produced for an Sllte is characterised by “coldness, perfectness of training, incapability of emotion, want of sympathy with the weakness of lower men, blank, hopeless, haughty self-sufficiency The Renaissance is “rigid, cold, inhuman; incapable of growing, of stooping, of conceding for an instant”. Forgetting the human feUowship which inspired Gothic art the new architecture “was full of insuit to the poor in its every tine” and eliminated “the rugged cottages of the mountaineers and the fantastic streets of the labouring burgher ". Pride mingled with luxury, “not ... the .	r.u	that	is	a	hoiy	luxury	M,	but; “the luxury of the body1” favoured
luxury ot tnc

by terraces and grottoes, soft comfort and lascivious decoration. The spirit of the Renaissance was “base both in its abstinence and its indulgence” by its rejection of the wholesome joys of nature as by its gross sensuality. Its funerary monuments express a “ghastly struggle of mean pride and miserable terror”, and the statues which adorn them “have all the peculiar tendency to posture-making”.’* The popular humour of the Middle Ages has gone, the Renaissance “having silenced the independent language of the operative”.1W
And pride of system, fossilising the universe in formulae, “under the name of philosophy encumbered the minds of the Renaissance schoolmen”. Grammar became the first of the sciences and henceforth one devoted oneself in all the arts to “the exclusive study of restraints”. Not that Ruskin in the least “underrates the importance or disputes the authority of law”! No one is keener than he upon strict discipline, but he rejects any that “can be reduced to form and system, and is not written upon the heart”.340 The architect accepted the “laws of the five orders” and forgot those “of the ten Commandments”.'" Everything became “philology, logic, rhetoric”; “the end of human existence ’ was “to be grammatical”, and “the one main purpose of the Renaissance artists, in all their work, was to show how much they knew ’.’ . Painting, “subjected to Raphaelesque rules” was most concerned to observe “proportions expressible in decimal fractions”. And so painting remains until today, “and we wonder we have no painters!”343 The artisan became a simple copyist: he “secured method and finish, and lost, in exchange for them, his soul”.344 The edifice which he had to decorate was nothing more than a wearisome exhibition of well-educated imbecility.” 345 The poetry of stained glass was gone: the builders “left their palaces filled only with cold white light, and in the paleness of their native stones”,346 henceforth we must “bid farewell to colour”.34 Simultaneously there is “a want of thought or of feeling and a systematic ugliness”.348 Such is the architecture which brings us from the Grand Canal to Gower Street”,344 and we “let our architects do the same thing over and over again for three centuries, and expect to be interested by their architecture”. m So, the inevitable conclusion is: “let us cast out utterly whatever is connected with the Greek, Roman, or Renaissance architecture, in principle or in form”. It is
“pagan in its origin, proud and unholy in its revival, paralyzed in its old age . . . invented, as it seems, to make plagiarists of its architects, slaves of its workmen, and sybarites of its inhabitants; an architecture in which intellect is idle, invention impossible but in which all luxury is gratified, and ail insolence fortified”.
However, Ruskin introduces an important reservation which Morris takes up on his own account and enriches. He makes a distinction between “the requirement of universal perfection” which characterised the Renaissance and its “demands for classical and Roman forms of perfection”. Architecture immediately foundered, because “perfection is not therein possible” and “because the classical enthusiasm had destroyed the best types of architectural form” But the same was not true of painting and sculpture and the cifmuecenlo “produced the noblest masters whom the world ever saw”. Renaissance ar mour did not paralyse the “living limbs” of those “mighty men” “Leonardo

d Michael Angelo, Ghirlandajo and Masaccio, Titian and Tintoretto.” The nme phenomenon is to be seen in England as in Italy:
“In spite of the rules of the drama we had Shakespeare, and in spite of the rules of art we had Tintoret, - both of them, to this day doing perpetual violence to the vulgar scholarship and dim-eyed proprieties of the multitude.” 5
But these “noble exceptions” for the most part belonged to the first period of the Renaissance.
“Raphael, Leonardo, and Michael Angelo were all trained in the old school; they all had masters who knew the true ends of art, and had reached them.” 154
Morris in his turn was to see a survival of the Gothic spirit in the greatness of certain individuals, and, being more literal and more subtle than Ruskin, was to observe the survival even in Elizabethan architecture.
* * *
The only historical reference point, then, is the Middle Ages. For Ruskin, as Margaret Grennan so accurately observes, this reference “was not, as in Carlyle s case, an isolated adventure, but a repeated pilgrimage to the past”. He brought to it a degree of historical knowledge, definitely less deep than Morris s, but, like Morris, he linked this knowledge and this search to more general ^considerations which built up a body of doctrine, which he himself called Gothic opinions”.355 It was, moreover, the intuitive element in this exploration of the past which Morris particularly admired:
By a marvellous inspiration of genius (I can call it nothing else) he attained at one leap to a true conception of mediaeval art which years of minute study had not gained for others. In his chapter in The Stones of enice entitled On the Nature of Gothic, and the Function of the Workman therein, he showed us the gulf which lay between us and the Middle Ages. From that time, all was changed; ignorance of the spirit of the Middle Ages was henceforth impossible, except to those who wilfully shut their eyes”.
And Morris added that Ruskin’s great discovery was “that the social life of the Middle Ages allowed the workman freedom of individual expression, which on the other hand our social life forbids him” 554 — which introduced the same ambiguity of terminology that I have already indicated. Ruskin’s considerations were, in fact, much less social than psychological, moral, even religious, and, if Morris accepted his conclusions, he not only secularised them but also translated them into a materialistic language which took account of the economic relationships of the period in question.
This materialist view of history led him, too, to make more realistic judgments upon mediaeval civilisation than did Ruskin. Despite his enthusiasm he did not hesitate to decry brutality, feudal oppression, supersti- .	*	’ . _r manncrs.357 There was nothing of this in Ruskin, who
tion, the roug	Venetian art the reflection of Christian faith and morality
in'thTbody pohX'c> choosing to ignore the fact that the prosperity ol Venice,

from which stemmed tts artistic display, was the fruit of cunning and cold calculation; it was entirely by-the-way that he admitted that England’s “feudal lords' lightest words were worth men’s lives” and that “the blood of the vexed husbandman dropped in the furrows of her fields”, but it was to add immediately that there was greater freedom in mediaeval England than in industrial England.He compared “the modern acquisitive power of capital with that of the lance and sword; the only difference being that the levy of black mail in old times was by force, and is now by cozening”.w But such allusions are rare, and his vision of the Middle Ages is distinctly more idealised than Morris’s. For him, as Rosenburg writes, it was “a Gothic paradise lost”. He was willing to admit that then, as today, the populace was reduced to servitude, with this difference however, that it was not then hungry, but plentifully fed. v,! I'hese material details rarely engage his attention. The image he presents to us is, first and foremost, an image of beauty and Christian virtue, and, in this sense, his outlook is perhaps closer to Pugin’s than to Morris's In any case, it is to a large extent an escapist viewpoint, aimed at satisfying “this romantic love of beauty, forced to seek in history, and in external nature, the satisfaction it cannot find in ordinary life”. " His imagination takes pleasure in evoking “the pleasant flat land . . . garden ground covered with flowers, and divided by fragrant hedges, with a castle in the middle of it”.'*’ The towns are no less fascinating:
“1 am not aware of any town of wealth and importance in the Middle Ages, in which some proof does not exist that, at its period of greatest energy and prosperity, its streets were inwrought with rich sculpture and even . . . glowing with colour and with gold.
Domestic architecture in no way lagged behind that of public places.
“every dwelling-house in the Middle Ages was rich with the same ornaments and quaint with the same grotesques which fretted the porches or animated the gargoyles of the cathedral”,
and in these there continued naturally “a style which was familiar to every eye throughout all its lanes and streets”. The towns were remarkable as much for the splendour of their palaces as for the exquisite decoration of even the smallest tenements” m His descriptions never for a moment include any hint of poverty or, above all, of ugliness.
It seems unnecessary for us to linger here over the detailed and sometimes very technical study of the forms of Gothic art which Ruskin made. It was certainly precious to Morris, influencing his aesthetic vision and his decorative work. However, it is not superfluous to mention that, even at the time when he still wished to be Ruskin s faithful echo, he never felt it necessary publicly to reiterate these formal considerations. Through seeing Morris merely as a wholehearted disciple of the master, and nothing more, the critics, with dis- concertmg unanimity have failed to recognise that an absolutely capital change of stress had taken place during the transmission of the message In

l k with both of them, what we might call a Gothic utopism, but it
truth tneic
’ not the same witn Dom.
15 Let us start again with Ruskin’s thought:
“Gothic architecture has external forms and internal elements And unless both the elements and the forms are there, we have no right to call the style Gothic. ” 36
Certainly the form is nothing without the content, and he condemns the 'Gothic revival’ of the nineteenth century in terms which Morris would approve without reservation:
“The stirring which has taken place in our architectural aims and interests within these few years, is thought by many to be full of promise: 1 trust it is, but it has a sickly look to me. I cannot tell whether it be indeed a springing of seed or a shaking among bones; and 1 do not think the time will be lost which I ask the reader to spend on the inquiry, how far all that we have hitherto ascertained or conjectured to be best in principle, may be formally practised without the spirit or the vitality which alone could give it influence, value, or delightfulness.”
Ruskin has no doubt that Gothic must be copied, but the whole problem remains: How is the imitation to be rendered healthy and vital?” 3wt He feels repelled by “so-called Gothic or Romanesque buildings” which “are now rising every day around us”, and which serve only “to caricature the noble buildings ofjaast ages, and to bring their form into dishonour by leaving out their soul . ’ He had his most striking example of this obsession one day, when, passing through Ealing, he came across a public house built in “Italian Gothic, in the style of its best time”. What is one to think of a nation, he exclaims, which thus delights itself in the defilement and degradation of all the best gifts of its God; which mimics the architecture of Christians to promote the trade of poisoners?” 370 I note, tn passant, that Morris, who had no time either for religion or for temperance, did not feel any comparable indignation when he affectionately admired the old inn in Dorchester, transformed in the twenty-second century into a guest house and which “still had the r leur-de-luce which it used to bear in the days when hospitality had to be bought and sold”.371 The spirit of ancient art was quite a different thing for him, even if it was also as Ruskin defined it.
But for the latter it seems not sufficient to recapture the spirit, because the spirit is inseparable from the forms which it is just as necessary to preserve in any “future applicability to the wants of mankind”.Of course, he insists upon the essential merit of Gothic forms “capable of perpetual novelty”. It is “the only rational architecture, as being that which can fit itself most easily to all services, vulgar or noble . . . subtle and flexible like a fiery serpent, but ever attentive to the voice of the charmer” 373 It is, he says again, “the glory of Gothic architecture that it can do anything. Whatever you really and seriously want Gothic will do for you . . It is its pride to accommodate itself to your needs” 374 None the less, despite all its adaptability and its infinite diversity, it too has its canons, and there can never be any question of abandoning them “the two great Gothic forms, the pointed arch and gable roof. . . ought t be introduced into modern domestic architecture”.375 What is more, Ruskin

does not propose an imitation of a very special aspect of it:L_
“I have now no doubt that the only style proper for modern northern work, is the Northern Gothic of the thirteenth century, as exemplified in England, pre-eminently by the cathedrals of Lincoln and Wells and in France, by those of Paris, Amiens, Chartres, Rheims, and Bourses and by the transepts of that of Rouen. ” 376
All things considered, even more precisely, his choice is restricted and centred only on early English Gothic, shunning any deviation towards Perpendicular, borrowing perhaps a few decorative elements from French Gothic.m It is true that Ruskin’s tastes tended to vary, and, a few years later, after asserting his conviction that “it will be impossible for us, not only to equal, but far to surpass, in some respects, any Gothic yet seen in Northern countries ”, he proposed that we “adopt the pure and perfect forms of the Northern Gothic, and work them out with the Italian refinement”.378 At all events, the gothic mode of architecture should become universal. It should not be just an ecclesiatical form. It is a scandal that our churches should be Gothic and our houses not: “it signifies neither more nor less than that you separated your religion from your life”.377 It will, then, be necessary to “henceforth build alike the church, the palace, and the cottage”, and, above all, revert to this style for our civil and domestic buildings”.380
These few examples clearly show Ruskin’s intransigence on the question o form. Nothing is further from the attitude of Morris, who, on the one hand, expressly declares his complete ignorance about what the forms of future art wt be and contents himseir with indicative suggestions, as composite as possi e. as solid support for his vision; and who, on the other hand, rejects any pure and simple imitation of the past, regarding it as impossible and absurd, an placing the Gothic inspiration in a dialectical perspective, utterly foreign to t e spirit of Ruskin and deriving directly from Marxist methodology. This, seems to me, is what one must understand as implicit in the conclusion < Morris’s preface to The Nature of Gothic:
“Some readers will perhaps wonder that in this important Chapter of Kuskin I have found it necessary to consider the ethical and political, rather than what would ordinarily be thought, the artistic side of it. must answer that, delightful as is that portion of Ruskin’s work which describes, analyses, and criticizes art, old and new, yet this is not, after all the most characteristic side of his writings. ” 381
So, contrary to established ideas, it is not in Ruskin’s formal aesthetics that one should seek Morris’s inspiration, but rather in his definitions of the internal elements that constitute “the nature of Gothic”. There in his eyes lies the kernel of Ruskin’s analysis, and we witness its germination (though in a very different sot!) in Morris s aesthetics and social ethic
U* * CUrioU* fact wSh	‘he	ground for this germina-
non. Whereas, by its very mtcnl, The Stones of Venice studies Mediterranean

he famous chapter VI of book 11, The Nature oj Gothic, constitutes a real cnthesis even an antithesis or contradiction. This chapter, in fact, which pa" 110 be an analysis of the general characteristics of mediaeval art in ail dimates is overtly an apologia for northern Gothic and a proclamation of its superiority. Ruskin invites the reader to examine with him “this grey, shadowy many-pinnacled image of the Gothic spirit within us; and discerning what fellowship there is between it and our Northern hearts”. Gothic art is, before anything, the
"outspeaking of the strong spirit of men who may not gather redundant fruitage from the earth, nor bask in dreamy benignity of sunshine, but must break the rock for bread, and cleave the forest for fire”.
One sees in it “the habit of hard and rapid working; the industry of the tribes of the North ... as opposed to the languor of the Southern tribes”,,s4
“strength of will, independence of character, resoluteness of purpose, impatience of undue control, and that general tendency to set the individual reason against authority, and the individual deed against destiny, which, in the Northern tribes, has opposed itself throughout all ages, to the languid submission, in the Southern, of thought to tradition, and purpose to fatality”.
Such a definition was bound to please Morris, a man of the north by temperament and by choice, who had been horribly bored in Italy, to the great espair of Burne-Jones. But this same definition led Ruskin, in a completely inconsequential generalisation, to consider that the fundamental characteristic ^o'htc art was its harshness, its “savageness”.
t is this characteristic unjustly despised during the centuries of classicism w ic j deserves our profoundest reverence”. *** But there again Ruskin’s ought is not absolutely precise, because he tends to confuse two concepts vv.	1	a*'e ^ar from being identical: on the one hand, Nordic harshness; on the
r* *11’ ri*ht to imperfect, the only common element being vitality. It is 1 Y on lbe second of these concepts that his thought and lyricism dwell in pages too well known for us to analyse them in detail here. What it is impor-
i°r u* to observe, because there the direction of thought is radically different between Morris and Ruskin, is that, for the latter, the point of departure is theological. Perfection belongs to God alone:
“If we pretend to have reached either perfection or satisfaction, we have degraded ourselves and our work. God’s work only may express that; but ours may never have that sentence written upon it, - ‘And behold, it was very good’.” *T
The fall of Adam made man an imperfect being, who must accept the “admission of lost power and fallen nature”. The greatness of Gothic art lies in its being a Christian art, and Christianity, while it admits human imperfection, recognises “the individual value of every soul” Note, in passing, the Protestant inflexibility which Ruskin thus bestows upon mediaeval religion q I the art of the Middle Ages has given this “individual value” the chance of itself. Whereas the pagans of Antiquity and the Renaissance had iT^Vhcartisan to *bf servility of the copyist, forcing him to reproduce perfect

and meaningless motifs, preferring “the perfectness of the lower nature to the imperfections of the higher”, 9 Gothic art allowed him, with his limited means, to deploy all the force of his imagination and his sensibility, and from all these unpolished fragments emerged “a stately and unaccusable whole”. v"
"This is the glory of Gothic architecture, that every jot and tittle, every point and niche of it, affords room, fuel, and focus for individual fire.”
Observe, however, that this liberty is relative and is confined to execution. In a somewhat curious passage of The Stones of Venice, which touches the limits of contradiction, Ruskin suddenly reveals his need of hierarchy, authority, inequality. In the mediaeval system, he writes, "the mind of the inferior workman is recognised, and he has full room for action, but is guided and ennobled by the ruling mind”. The role of the architect is to "calculate only on the co-operation of inferior men, to think for them, and to indicate for some of them at least such expressions of your thoughts as the weakest capacity can comprehend and the feeblest hand can execute”. Mediaeval achievements are “the expressions of the mind ot manhood by the hands of childhood”. Morris avoided language of this sort. He did cherish some illusions common to the majority of nineteenth-century mediaevalists, and described the unknown foreman of works of the mediaeval cathedrals, lost amidst the mass of the workers, stressing the gulf which separated him from the bureaucratic and commercial architect of today. In his utopia, when he took up the Ruskintan theme of freedom of expression in work, he took it for granted that the English people of the twenty-second century would express the newly recovered youthfulness of the world with brains and hands alike adult.
Although he remained proof against Ruskin’s theological arguments nevertheless Morris followed him in his conclusions. Breaking with the Christian tradition of Gothic art, "the modern English mind has this much in common with that of the Greek, that it intensely desires, in all things, the utmost completion or perfection compatible with their nature”. Industrialised England, instead of making a man of the worker by accepting his inevitable and innate imperfection, reduced him to the level of a mere machine, an animated tool”. In demanding the precision of cogwheel and compass from workers “you must unhumanize them”. After ten hours in the factory, they are, mentally, nothing more than “a heap of sawdust”. The admirably finished products of modern England are “signs of a slavery ... a thousand times more bitter and more degrading than that of the scourged African, or helot Greek”. The strength of the multitudes “is given daily to be washed into the fineness of a web, or racked into the exactness of a line”. The contrast is striking when we look at the facade of a cathedral which displays “the life and liberty of every workman who struck the stone; a freedom of thought, and rank in scale of being . . which it must be the first aim of all Europe at this day to regain for her children”.WJ
“We have much studied and much perfected, of late, the great civilized invention of the division of labour; only we give it a false name. It is not. truly speaking, the labour that is divided; but the men: - Divided into more segments of men - broken into small fragments and crumbs of life so that all the little piece of intelligence that is left in a man is not enough

make a pin, or a nail, but exhausts itself in making the point of a pin or 'he head of a nail. . if we could only see with what crystal sand their j *-nts were polished, - sand of human soul ... - we should think that there is some loss in it also. ”
This division of labour, this dividing up of a man, is seen again in another form in the barrier which has been set up between the brain which conceives and the hand which executes, arising from the prejudice which despises manual labour. However, “one man’s thoughts can never be expressed by another”:
“We are always in these days endeavouring to separate the two; we want one man to be always thinking and another to be always working, and we call one a gentleman, and the other an operative; whereas the workman ought often to be thinking, and the thinker often to be working, and both should be gentlemen in the best sense . . . The mass of society is made up of morbid thinkers, and miserable workers. Now it is only by labour that thought can be made healthy, and only by thought that labour can be made happy, and the two cannot be separated with impunity ... All professions should be liberal ... In each several profession, no master should be too proud to do its hardest work. The painter should grind his own colours; the architect work in the mason’s yard with his men; the master-manufacturer be himself a more skilful operative than any man in his mills ...” 3,5
And the final form of this fragmentation of man is the total cleavage and opposition between professional life and domestic life. The heart of the worker cannot go into the form of cogs and compasses, but expands, after the ten hours are over, into fireside humanity”.?96
The antithesis of this division of labour and of the worker is Gothic art, in which there is perpetual change, both in design and execution”.w The result is continuing joy both for the craftsman and for those who look at his work, because
we must no more expect to derive either pleasure or profit from an architecture whose ornaments are of one pattern, and whose pillars are of one proportion, than we should out of a universe in which the clouds were all of one shape, and the trees all of one size”.1,8
Were they not too well known, it would be necessary to quote at length from the admirable pages in which Ruskin describes the infinite diversity ol Gothic ornamentation, the capitals of the Palace of the Doges, each one a marvel of invention, the pillars and facades displaying an absence of symmetry that is both fantastic and harmonious. The joy of those who contemplate echoes the joy of the creator who can apply in his work, in all directions, all the resources of his
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they make their bread”. Allowing the internal contradiction between ha Protestantism and his aesthetic sensuality to burst forth, Ruskin here resolutely breaks with Carlyle and refuses to believe that it is work itself which is sub- ject to the original curse. “It is written, ‘in the sweat of thy brow’, but it was never written 'in the breaking of thine heart’, thou shalt eat bread.” *" Work must be a joy or there is no justification for it.
“I believe the right question to ask, respecting all ornament, is simply this: Was it done with enjoyment - was the carver happy while he was about it? It may be the hardest work possible, and the harder because so much pleasure was taken in it; but it must have been happy too, or it will not be living. ” 401
That is what Morris considers to be essential in Ruskin’s message. When he, in his turn, develops the theme of pleasure in work, he excuses himself for not being able to be more than “an echo of his words”. 402 Art, he repeats, “is man’s expression of his joy in labour”, and he adds:
“If those are not Professor Ruskin’s words they embody at least his teaching on this subject. Nor has truth more important ever been stated.”4"’
This is the major theme of his utopia, and when he published the chapter, On the Nature of Gothic, at the Kelmscott Press, it was essentially to acknowledge his debt to Ruskin on the point, as he wrote in his preface.
“For the lesson which Ruskin here teaches us is that art is the expression of man’s pleasure in labour; that it is possible for man to rejoice in his work, for, strange as it may seem to us today, there have been times when he did rejoice in it. ”
Ruskin goes a very long way in this direction, and sketches an idea, which Morris developed at length, when he declares:
“Play is an exertion of body or mind, made to please ourselves, and with no determined end; and work is a thing done because it ought to be done, and with a determined end. You play, as you call it, at cricket, for instance. That is as hard work as anything else; but it amuses you, and it has no result but the amusement. If it were done as an ordered form of exercise, for health’s sake, it would become work directly.”
1 do not know whether Morris read this text, but it contains the germ of all his utopian thought on the suppression of the contradiction between work and leisure. Man does not draw back in the face of any effort, and even undertakes it voluntarily when he has the joy of being able to express his intelligence and sensibility in what he is doing, and it is from this joy that beauty and art arc naturally born. Ruskin distinguishes two kinds of beauty:
hirst, that external quality of bodies . . . which, whether it occur in a stone, a flower, beast or in man, is absolutely identical, which . . may be shown to be in some son typical of the Divine attributes and which therefore I sha 1 . . call Typical Beauty; and, secondarily, the appearance of fehe.tous fulfilment of function in living things more cs-

pecially of the joyful and right exertion of perfect life in man; and this kind of beauty I shall call Vital Beauty.” 406
Morris was careful not to reproduce this phraseology, but he thought with Ruskin that beauty results from the full exercise of human functions. It derives from that that the notion of beauty is inseparable from the notion of usefulness.
“A good spire or porch retains the first idea of a roof usefully covering a space, as a Norman high cap or elongated Quaker's bonnet retains the original idea of a simple covering for the head; and any extravagance of subsequent fancy may be permitted, so long as the notion of use is not altogether lost.”
Ruskin praises the Gothic builders for never having accepted that artificial needs of symmetry should prevent a building fulfilling its practical use, and for having, without bothering about conventions, put in a window, added a room, built a pillar where it was needed: the general effect was never spoiled.4"*
“We require from buildings, as from men, two kinds of goodness: first doing their practical duty well: then they can be graceful and pleasing in doing it; which last itself is another form of duty. ” ***
However it must be admitted that, on this point, Ruskin docs not shine with coherent logic. J ust a few pages further on, he stresses, on the contrary, that utility should not be sacrificed to the pleasure of the imagination and that a distinction must be drawn between the aesthetic and the useful.
“And above all, do not try to make all these pleasures reasonable, nor to connect the delight which you take in ornament with that which you take in construction or usefulness. They have no connection . . . Remember that the most beautiful things in the world are the most useless; peacocks and lilies for instance.”
Which really is contradicting himself and even forgetting the distinction he had only just established between Vital Beauty and Typical Beauty. What is more, looking more closely and accepting Ruskin’s ideology, is this distinction defensible? Should not typical beauty, from his own point of view, be considered as the vital beauty of nature, a work of God, as “the appearance of felicitous fulfilment of function” in that nature? In spite of its religious garb, does not this concept of typical beauty once more betray a passive pagan sensuality existing side by side with active Protestantism which would rather be expressed by the concept of vital beauty? These subtleties and contradictions, which only became painful to Ruskin after the time when his '‘deeonvcrsion" made them more or lets conscious, obviously never embarrassed Morris, who. despite his sincere enthusiasm, was always discreetly selective in his acceptance of the heritage of Ruskin and never ceased, strictly and with deepening thoughtfulness, to make an intimate association between art and everyday life.
Even after this inevitable sifting, it must be recognised that the heritage is considerable: a definite vision of the Middle Ages and an understanding of the sources of their vitality; a respect for unpolished work, the greater in that it is the expression of man’s joy in his labour; the necessary diversity of occupation, the source of joy *n labour and, consequently, of art; the link between beauty

and usefulness. These are the ideal values which need utopia. Industrial civilisation rejects them. What is to be done to get rid of the present alienation of the working class? Ruskin feels that remedies must be provided for the evils he has described. What docs he suggest? We must, he says, get rid ol machines, but we do not know when or how, Despite his unhappy attempts with the Guild of St. George, he did not, properly speaking, establish a real theory of the labouring class. What he essentially suggested (and this gave Morris ample food for thought) was “a right understanding, on the part of all classes, of what kinds of labour are good for men, raising them, and making them happy” and also “a determined sacrifice of such convenience, or beauty, or cheapness as is only to be got by the degradation of the workman, and ... equally determined demand for the products and results of healthy and ennobling labour”.4"
These demands, thus presented as immediate, could only, for Morris, remain pious hopes. He certainly retained them, but it was his assimilation of historical materialism which gave them revolutionary consistency. They would be satisfied, not through the acquisition of religious and moral conscience, but through a liberation founded upon an understanding of material needs and the laws of social evolution.
♦ * *
But is there, in Ruskin’s work, any attempt to anticipate, any utopian intent? If one exists, it is no more than a passing hint. He writes, for example, in words which are reasonably typical of his attitude: “The advance from the days of Edward 1 to our own, great as it is confessedly, consists, not so much in what we have actually accomplished, as in what we are now able to conceive . In fact, nothing of what he does conceive constitutes a deliberate and definite looking towards the future: a course in morality, even when it sets out to be political, does not constitute a system of reform or a utopia. He himsell quite realises this, and refuses to go any further:
"... in a science dealing with so subtle elements as those of human nature, it is only possible to answer for the final truth of principles, not for the direct success of plans: and ... in the best of these last, what can be immediately accomplished is always questionable, and what can be finally accomplished, inconceivable”.
Note, in passing, this abstract and speculative belief in an unchanging “human nature”, a belief totally contrary to the precise Marxist concept of Morris. “The human life of all time . . . that human nature which is indeed constant enough . . . the heart, which is the same in all ages,” says Ruskin.
Lf man, who is his principal care, is unchangeable, is there any point in worrying about his earthly future? What matters is the salvation of his soul. All efforts in this direction must disdain the reproach of utopism. One must keep within the bounds of the possible, but merit will lie in effort rather than in success:
“Quixousm, or Utopianism; that is another of the devil’s pet words. I believe the quiet admission which we are all of us so ready to make, that,

because things have long been wrong, it is impossible they should ever be right, is one of the most fatal sources of misery and crime from which this world suffers. Whenever you hear a man dissuading you from attempting to do well, on the ground that perfection is ‘Utopian’, beware of that man. Cast the word out of your dictionary altogether. There is no need for it. Things are either possible or impossible - you can easily determine which, in any given state of human science. If the thing is impossible, you need not trouble yourselves about it; if possible, try for it. It is very Utopian to hope for the entire doing away with drunkenness and misery out of the Canongate; but the Utopianism is not our business - the work is. It is Utopian to hope to give every child in this kingdom the knowledge of God from its youth; but the Utopianism is not our business - the work
* »4f*
IS.
That is all very vague. The ainis are ill-defined, and, to use Babeuf’s phrase, Kuskin leaves the means blank. We must find another approach than the examination of explicit declarations in order to lay bare the essence of his thought about an ideal society; and the approach I have in mind holds a particular interest for us. One is struck, reading The Stones oj Venice, by the expression of a nostalgia for childhood, which is to be found again in Morris. Speaking of false pleasures, artificial needs and vain knowledge introduced by the Renaissance, Ruskin writes, referring to the persistence of such temptations:
l"his we are exposed to chiefly in the fact of our ceasing to be children. For the child does not seek false pleasure; its pleasures arc true, simple, and instinctive.” 416
All men, he says again in a similar context, “look back to the days of childhood as of greatest happiness, because those were the days of greatest wonder, greatest simplicity, and most vigorous imagination”;41 and finally: “ It is the child s spirit, which we are most happy when we most recover. ”
lhese reflections, which cast a light for us upon Ruskin’s mediaeval vision, should be set beside a passage of Modern Painters which is a paraphrase of them and which gives us a key to his latent utopism:
‘If we ever become wise enough to dress consistently and gracefully, to make health a principal object in education, and to render our streets beautiful with art, the external charm of past history will in great measure disappear . . . Whatever external charm attaches itself to the past, would then be seen in proper subordination to the brightness ol present life; and the elements of romance would exist, in the earlier ages, only in the attraction which must generally belong to whatever is unfamiliar; In the reverence which a noble nation always pays to its ancestors; and in the enchanted light which races, like individuals, must perceive in looking back to the days of their childhood.
All these texts clearly suggest that for Ruskin the golden age lies not in the future but in the mediaeval past. The “if ever . . .” which introduces the last exposition has the note of pleasant hypothesis and poetic projection. Soon we shall see all that lies beneath all this nostalgia for the Middle Ages, quite aside f th problem of artistic creation. For the moment we will be content with

rhr observation that thcsr thoughts of Ruskin’s perhaps provided fodder for Mom* s theme of the renewed youth of the world. However, with Morris it, not empty nostalgia, but a shout of triumph inspired by a reasoned certainty of achievement, and this renewed youth will not be a cyclic repetition of earlier youth, but the youth proper to a new world, achieved at a much higher level in the historical spiral, as defined by Engels.
[bookmark: bookmark27]• • •
One fact, however, is incontestable, and today it is difficult for us to measure the extent ol it; that is the extraordinary influence which Ruskin exerted upon different strata of the population in the direction of embracing socialism. We must not forget that he provoked a scandal in his generation as Morris did in his, and that, under the pressure of Victorian opinion, Thackeray had to suspend publication of f'nlo this Last in the Comhill Magazine and Froude that of Muncra I Silvern in Frazer's .Magazine.
In his preface to I he Mature oj Gothic, Morris notes that a book like I nto this Last had "the most enduring and beneficent effect on his contemporaries"and that "John Ruskin, the teacher of morals and politics . . . has done serious and solid work towards the new birth of Society”. 'wu Belfort Bax, in a Commonweal article entitled The Commercial Hearth, violently took to task the young bourgeois enraptured with Ruskinian ideology, and his invective does not lack interest.
"V"our societies of St. George, your aesthetic movements, etc..only touch a fringe of the well-to-do classes: they have no root in the life of the present day; and because they have no root, they wither away and in a few years remain dried up between the pages of history, to mark the place of mistaken enthusiasm and abortive energies. It is surely time that these excellent young people, together with their beloved prophet, descended for a while from their mound of Ruskinian transfiguration, with its rolling masses of vaporous sentiment, to the prosaic ground of economic science, and saw things as they are.”
This was too much for William Morris, who would not agree to publish this article without adding a note of protest in which he declared that Ruskin has shown such insight even into economical matters, and 1 am sure he has madt many SoriaSsfs*'. Our poet was convinced that, among the middle classes, "most of those who are worth anything have been touched by Ruskin S writings and converted into Socialists of some kind”,422 and, in the course of an interview ”he remarked that Mr. Ruskin’s influence in the propagation of Socialism was far from small . . . especially conspicuous in Edinburgh, where there is a Students' Socialist Society”. 423 The only circle which appears to have remained unaffected by Ruskin’s influence was the Fabian Society and that, we are told by Pease, the historian of the movement, was “by reaction against his religious mediaevalism, and indifference to his gospel of art”;” he adds, not without'disdain: "Books so eminently adapted for young ladies at mid-Victorian schools did not appeal to modernists educated by Comte and Spencer”. Note in passing, that it would need a long study (and this is not the place for it) in order to list all Morris’s reasons for hostility towards the

Fibians. However, Bernard Shaw, in an appendix to Pease’s hook, assures us that "here and there in the Socialist movement workmen turned up who had read Fors Chmgera or (Into this Last; and some of the more well-to-do no doubt had read the first chapter of Munera Ptdveris”. 4 ’’ And here we really do have a remarkable phenomenon. Morris was surprised to discover “such a hearty feeling toward John Ruskin among working-class audiences: they can see the prophet in him rather than the fantastic rhetorician, as more superfine audiences do”. In the columns of Commonweal itself, he was able to publish letters from obscure militants, such as that of George Sturt, who wrote that he owed his being a socialist to Ruskin.42 In the marvellously documented and, unhappily unfinished study of Tom Mann, which Dona Torr left us before she died, she provided us with a number of similar pieces of evidence. . Burt, the miners’ M.P., had, in his youth, walked nearly twenty miles on each occasion to spend his few shillings on the four numbers of The Cornhill Magazine which contained the next chapters of Unto this Last. Dona Torr quotes the case of a worker who, being unable to buy this book, copied it out from end to end. Tom Mann himself knew whole passages of Ruskin by heart and, she tells us, it was his reading of Ruskin which prepared him for that of Marx, a remark which is just as valid where Morris is concerned.
It is difficult today to imagine such success for Ruskin among the working-class public. To understand it, one must take into account that, at the beginning of the second half of the nineteenth century, socialist literature proper was scanty and of a feeble theoretical calibre. The works of Marx and Engels were only translated into English very late on and in very small numbers. Morris himself was only able to read Capital thanks to his knowledge of French. Any book showing any understanding of the workers’ cause was seized upon. Such works were, for the most part, by bourgeois writers whose ideology was far from being specifically working-class. But the occurrence was so rare in this generally reactionary society that all the contradictions were readily forgiven and even the slightest expression of sympathy was passionately and selectively treasured. It really does seem that this phenomenon of selective reading was a characteristic of the period, and is not Morris himself a striking example of it? There is another factor to be taken into account. This religious ideology and even the theological argumentation, which run through all Ruskin’s writings and are so foreign to modern socialism, were not at all distasteful and seemed normal to a working class which was still deeply Christian and whose ways of expression were strongly affected by Sunday preaching and ecclesiastical literature.
* * *
One would not think of denying that Ruskin’s work is saturated by a feeling of commiseration, paternalist and distant perhaps, but none the less sincere and ardent, for the lot of the working class; and the magic of his style expresses this sentiment in unforgettable ways that are almost incantations. He expresses "the animation of her multitudes . . . sent like fuel to feed the factory smoke”, “their universal outcry against wealth, and against nobility", the degradation to which mechanical overexertion subjects workers:

“Hut to fed their souls withering within them, umbanked, to find therr whole being sunk into an unrecognised abyss, to be counted off intr - heap of mechanism numbered with its wheels, and weighed with its hammer strokes - this, nature bade not, - this, Cod blesses not, - this humanity for no long time is able to endure."
In the nineteenth century, few voices denounced the dehumanisation of work with such power and brilliance:
The great cry that rises from all our manufacturing cities, louder than their furnace blast, is all in very deed for this, - that we manufacture everything there except men; we blanch cotton, and strengthen steel, and refine sugar, and shape pottery; but to brighten, to strengthen, to refine, or to form a single living spirit, never enters into our estimate of advantages."
Ruskin even had a growing realisation of the historical importance of the working class: “More and more I perceive, as my old age opens to me the deeper set rets of human life, that the true story and strength of that world are the story and strength of these helots and slaves.” 450 And he also had a naive and, one must say, typically bourgeois worship of the working class. He exclaims alxiut its saintliness, its perfection, its purity:
“Strange words to be used of working people! 'What! holy; without any long robes or anointing oils; these rough-jacketed, rough-worded persons; set to nameless dishonoured service? Perfect! - these, with dim eyes and cramped limbs, and slowly wakening minds? Pure! - these, with sensual desire and grovelling thought; foul of body and coarse ol soul?’ It may be so; nevertheless, such as they are, they are the holiest, perfectrst, purest persons the earth can at present show. ITiey may be what you have said; but if so, they yet are holier than we who have left them thus”.
Nevertheless, this naive worship was accompanied by strange advice whuh must have left the working-class readers of Unto this Last somewhat bemused
“ The rich not only refuse food to the poor; they refuse wisdom; they refuse virtue; they refuse salvation, Ve sheep without shepherd, it is not the pasture that has been shut from you, but the Presence. Meat' perhaps your right to that may be pleadable; but other rights have to be pleaded first. Claim your crumbs from the table if you wdll; but claim them as children, not as dogs; claim your right to be fed, but claim more loudly your right to be holy, perfect and pure." 4,1
This exaltation of the human dignity of the worker would surety have come better had it not been accompanied by this supreme disdain for material demands, disdain which by no means indicated hardness of heart but which is obviously the expression of the ignorance and the illusions of a bourgeois lacking real contact with the people.4 Let us reread this famous passage, to which I have already referred, from The Stones oj I 'mice:
" Their universal outcry against wealth, and against nobility, is not forced from them either by the pressure of famine, or the sting of roor-

tified pride ... It is not that men are ill fed, but that they have no
pleasure in the work by which they make their bread ...hi* not that
men are pained by the scorn of the upper classes, but they cannot endure „ <n
thetr own.
When one think* of the fearful conditions of life of the English proletariat in the nineteenth century, when one rereads the accounts of Engels, of Mayhew. of Booth or the Hammonds, this mis-placing of stress has something shocking about it. Nothing is further from the thinking of William Morris, who was better informed, not only through his reading but through his militant experience, who waxed indignant at these idealistic preachings and declared that the achievement of dignity and art by the worker is primarily "a knife and fork matter" Ruskin s obtuseness seems to have no limit. The needs readers of hi* works must have made great call upon the selective fervour to which I referred when they read:
"1 will even go so far as to say that we ought not to get books too cheaply No book, I believe, is ever worth half so much to its reader as one that has been coveted for a year at a bookstall, and bought out of saved halfpence; and perhaps a day or two's fasting. ” 434
Nor can one help being struck by Kuskin's social terminology. He docs speak of upper class and lower class, but this word class is not frequent and has no precision. He more readily speaks of idlers and workers, but the words which come most often to his pen are those of masters and servants, ’ which really is a sign of a lack of direct grasp of the reality of his times, and, also, of a singularly archaic attitude.
m *	•
We find the same vagueness (and the word is scarcely strong enough) when he attempts to touch upon the history of exploitation, which he calls “the pillage of the worker by the idler” according to him, exploiters were, first, landlords, then, soldiers, lawyers, and priests; finally, merchants and usurers Obviously we are a very long way from the strict definitions which Morris borrowed from Marx and Engels. Despite all this lack of theoretical clarity (and it would be a long task to compile a complete list) one cannot escape the conclusion that, throughout Kuskin's work, attacks and criticisms mount up against the industrial bourgeoisie and the way of life it forced upon England With incomparable eloquence, he expressed the general feeling of dissatisfaction and frustration. "From John Ruskin to the Dock-labourer," writes Morns, "all are discontented.” * And looking back in the last years of his life, he exclaims: “How deadly dull the world would have been twenty years ago.but for kuskin' It was through him that I learned to give form to my discontent.'*4'" “His feeling against Commercialismhe says further, “is absolutely genuine and his expression of it most valuable." 4
Many expressions used by Ruskin were re-used by Morris, as. for example the comparison of the injustices of “the morbid power of manufacture and commerce” with “those of the gambling-house'', as the observation that "commodities are made to be fold and not to be consumed".441 and many

more which we shall discover in the exposition of certain ideas often exprovd by Kuskin. It is even not too much to say that concepts taken from Mar**,, often expressed by Morris in the language of Ruskin, which possibly is anextenuating circumstance in the blindness of certain critics. And we must not neglect the fact that certain of Marx’s descriptions are to be found in embryonic state in Ruskin. I'his is true, as we shall see, about the division of labour. It is also true about the accumulation of riches at one extreme and poverty at the other.
“Mercantile economy,” wrote Ruskin, . . signifies the accumulation in the hands of individuals, of legal or moral claim upon, or power over, the labour of others; every such claim implying precisely as much poverty or debt on one side, as it implies riches or right on the other.” 44
Obviously we are a very long way from the extraordinary investigations of Capital, but we cannot deny the existence, upon certain points, of a similarity of matter, such as to favour looseness of vocabulary, all the more understandable because Morris, addressing the public at large, naturally made use of simpler formulations than those of Marx’s scientific analyses.
In his attacks against the laisser-faire of the industrial bourgeoisie, Ruskin multiplies his hammer-blows: “the art of becoming ‘rich’, in the common sense, is not absolutely nor finally the art of accumulating much money for ourselves, but also of contriving that our neighbours shall have less, “robbing the poor because he is poor, is especially the mercantile form of theft, consisting in taking advantage of a man’s necessities in order to obtain his labour or property at a reduced price”.444 He sees two kinds of individual ift society: the pluses and the minuses:
. . the pluses make a very positive and venerable appearance in the world, so that everyone is eager to learn the science which produces results so magnificent; whereas the minuses have, on the other hand, a tendency to retire into back streets and other places of shade, or even to get themselves wholly and finally put out of sight in graves.
Addressing the theoreticians of vulgar utilitarianism, he says: Vou have founded an entire Science of Political Economy, on what you have stated^*) the constant instinct of man — the desire to defraud his neighbour, business men who are the men of the hour are:
“men who conceive the proper state of the world to be simply that of a vast and disorganised mob, scrambling each for what he can get, trampling down the children and old men in the mire, and doing what work u finds must be done with any irregular squad of labourers it can bribe or inveigle together and afterwards scatter to starvation”.447
And yet this unemployment to which they arc reduced is beyond understanding when one thinks of all the works of public utility which our society should be demanding to assure its basic needs and its health.444 There is no law against all these abuses, but “proceedings may be legal which are by no means just”.'*4'' In terms which we find repeated almost identically by Marx and by Morris. Ruskin deplores the waste of talent caused by this anarchic competition.

“For aught I know, there may be two or three Leonardo da Vinci* employed at this moment in your harbours and railroads: but you arc not employing their Leonardesque or golden faculty there, - you are only oppressing and destroying it.” ’
'['he countryside of modern England is a sinister reflection of these contrasts:
"()ur cities are a wilderness of spinning wheels instead of palaces, yet the people have not clothes. We have blackened every leaf of English greenwood with ashes, and the people die of cold; our harbours are a forest of merchant ships, and the people die of hunger. ”
1 could go on indefinitely quoting descriptions of modern towns, where ugliness vies with poverty, and suburbs where pretentious stucco villas have sprung up, what Morris later called “cockney villas” all with names like Mortimer House or Montague Villa.4
This bourgeois civilisation horrified Ruskin as much by its hideousness as by its injustice and anarchy, and Morris expressed the same horror. But both of them belonged to the class they condemned, and they could not help showing towards the men they judged so severely an almost painful understanding on the individual level. “They are,” wrote Ruskin,
“men capable of compassion, and open to reason, but with personal interests at stake so vast, and with all the gear and mechanism of their acts so involved in the web of past iniquity, that the best of them are helpless, and the wisest blind. ” 1
Certain individuals among them attempt to exert a healthy influence upon their workers, and their riches are, according to cases, the “Mammon either ol I'nnghteousness or Righteousness”.4 In the first years of his life as a militant. Morris, filled with illusions, also appealed to the bourgeoisie, exhorting them to redeem themselves, and, later, tried almost desperately to integrate them into the classless society of his utopia. For Ruskin there was no question of such a prospect nor such an upset of property. The great industrial and financial bourgeoisie had nothing to fear from him, but he implored them, in the fashion of Carlyle but with, perhaps, less certainty, to ensure the regeneration of the world and of themselves:
“What less can we hope from your wealth than this, rich men of England, when once you feel fully how, by the strength of your possessions - not, observe, by the exhaustion, but by the administration of them and the power, — you can direct the acts — command the energies - inform the ignorance - prolong the existence, of the whole human race?”.4”
Whatever thr sentimental attachment which Morris retained lor his own class, he could not follow Ruskin along that road, and here the break is complete.

Morris entrusted the regeneration of mankind, including the bourgeoisie to the working class. Carlyle, on the other hand, saw the captains of industry as the saviours of society Ruskin seemed for a moment to subscribe to this idea In fact, nothing of the kind. Whereas Carlyle turned to the bourgeoisie because he saw no hope in the old aristocracy. Ruskin showed himself to be, at bottom, much more of a petty-bourgeois Victorian than Carlyle by his snobbery! “There should still," he declares, “be a trenchant distinction of race between nobles and commoners." *':> and this distinction should be marked by a profound respect on the part of the latter.
“To yield reverence to another, to hold ourselves and our likes at his disposal, is not slavery; often it is the noblest state in which a man can live in this world . And therefore, in all ages and in all countries, reverence has been paid and sacrifice made by men to each other, not only without complaint, but rejoicingly; and famine, and peril, and sword, and all evil, and all shame have been borne willingly in causes of masters and kings."
The grandeur of Venice lasted so long as the authority of the Doges was based upon the faithful and resolute support of the aristocracy who elected them and which had been instituted “by its unity and heroism’*, a unity contrasting with the frightful squabbles and revolutions which rent the whole of Italy at that period. '* There was the same deplorable contrast between the mediaeval order and modern society:
of old, the separation between the noble and the poor was merely a wall built by law; now it is a veritable difference of level in standing, a precipice between upper and lower grounds in the field of humanity, and there is a pestilential air at the bottom of it. ”
This precipice had come into being from the Renaissance onwards; the split was bom of impiety, pride in rank and false luxury. The aristocracies of Europe had entrenched themselves in “that insolent and festering isolation, against which the cry of the poor sounded hourly in more ominous union, bursting at last into thunder (mark where, - first among the planted walks and splashing fountains of the palace wherein the Renaissance luxury attained its utmost height in Europe, Versailles.) " 460 Had the English nobility understood this lesson? Ruskin seems to have thought so, because, he writes, it has never “had ... so much sympathy with the lower [classes] or charity for them’\4M He reminds it that “the first character of all the Nobilities which have founded great dynasties in the world is to be poor”,4** which does not prevent him from asserting, without worrying about inconsistency, that it would be “highly advantageous to the State that a certain number of persons distinguished by race should be permitted to set examples of wise expenditure, whether in the advancement of science, or in patronage of art and literature’\46> But the natural mission of the nobility is not restricted, *° patronage, and the appeal which Ruskin makes to it is exactly the same as that addressed by Carlyle to the Captains of Industry:
“The people are crying to you for command, and you stand there at pause, and silent. You think they don’t want to be commanded; try them

and they will follow you through fire . . . They love their old ways yet, and their old masters, and their old land.” 4
The name of Ruskin should be associated with the notion of feudal socialism much more appropriately than that of Carlyle. He is the most authentic example of that ideology, which Morris must have brushed aside contemptuously, for his mediaevalism was inspired by the desire to renew links with a popular, democratic and even revolutionary tradition.
For Ruskin, on the contrary, the role of the aristocracy was “to keep order among their inferiors, and raise them always to the nearest level with themselves of which those inferiors are capable”.46S His conception ol the world was the transposition, pure and simple, of the mediaeval theologic al notion of the scale of being. Peace, justice and God's word, he writes, k\an only be given by a true Hierarchy and Royalty, beginning at the throne ol God, and descending, by sacred stair let down from Heaven, to bless and keep all the Holy creatures of God, man and beast, and to condemn and destroy the unholy”.460 What makes “the true strength of every human soul is to be dependent upon as many nobler as it can discern, and to be depended upon, by as many inferior as it can reach”.467 This authoritarian hierarchy is natural and is God's will: “all human government is nothing else than the executive expression of this Divine authority”.468 Let every man be aware of this, on pain of coercion: “So the bridle of man is to be the Eye of God; and if he rejects that guidance, then the next best for him is the horse's and the mule’s, which have no understanding".47,9 Ruskin's diatribes against any separation of Church and State, and his ideas about the religious role of officials,4give a frankly theocratic appearance to his ideology.
Thus obedience is the greatest virtue: “any form of government will work, provided the governors are real, and the people obey them".41 All means are justified to ensure this:
“The essential thing for all creatures is to be made to do right; how they arc made to do it — by pleasant promises or hard necessities, pathetic oratory or the whip — is comparatively immaterial."
Nothing is more obnoxious to Ruskin than “the pursuit of that treacherous phantom which men call Liberty: most treacherous, indeed of all phantoms; for the feeblest ray of reason might surely show us, that not only its attainment, but its being, was impossible. There is no such thing in the universe. There never can be. The stars have it not; the earth has it not; the sea has it not; and we men have the mockery and semblance of it only for our heaviest punishment." Let us abandon this word, “by which the luxurious mean licence, and the reckless mean change; by which the rogue means rapine, and the fool, equality, by which the proud mean anarchy, and the- maligant violence'’.
The doctrines of liberty and equality “affect the whole body of the civilised world with apparently incurable disease”. 474 The whole of Ruskin s work is peppered with tirades about “the impossibility of equality among men” and the respect due to “every man who is worthily filling his appointed place in society, however humble". 7 Egalitarian speeches arouse his ire, or, more rarely, his contemptuous indulgence:

the common insolences and petulances of the people, and their talk of equality, are not irreverence in them in the least, but mere blindness stupefaction, and fog in the brains, the first sign of any cleansing away ol which is, that they gain some power of discerning, and some patience in submitting to, their true counsellors and governors”.476
Inequality in the distribution of wealth is “always, in some degree, just and necessary”,4 and “justly established, benefits the nation”. He would prefer it always to be founded upon “paternal government”, which he would want to reconcile with a semi-military disciplining of the masses, that the government might “have its soldiers of the ploughshare as well as its soldiers of the sword" It is only on condition that the workers “yield to the governor the direction and discipline of their labour” that he can paternally guarantee them full employment and protection in adversity.4 9 In this manner also it will be possible to establish the same bonds of affection between the employer and worker as unite the military leader with his troops, the master with his servants.4* His conclusion upon this point is clear and categorical:
“My continual aim has been to show the eternal superiority of some men to others, sometimes even of one man to all others; and to show also the advisability of appointing such persons to guide, to lead, or on occasion even to compel and subdue, their inferiors according to their own better knowledge and wiser will. ” 4 1
I will content myself with reminding those who claim to see in Morris nothing more than a complete disciple of Ruskin that in 1877, in his first public lecture, while no socialist influence was yet at work upon him and he was attempting to transmit faithfully the aesthetic message of the master, our poet exclaimed:
“I believe that as we have even now partly achieved liberty, so we shall one day achieve equality, which, and which only, means fraternity.
In 1856, in a letter to Henry Acland, Ruskin described himself as being by nature and instinct, conservative, loving old things because they are old and hating new ones merely because they are new”, and, sixteen years later, hr repeated that he was “a violent Tory of the old school”.4 But at the same time he described himself as a “Communist of the old school — reddest also of the red”,4*4 These assertions did not seem to him to be at all contradictory and perhaps they are not altogether, provided, of course, one knows the meanings he is giving to the terms he uses.
We will leave aside the lamentable experiment of the Guild of St. George, which was for Ruskin little more than an occasion for uttering somewhat empty phrases and showing his incompetence and final loss of interest.485 It is remarkable that Morris, despite the utopian nature of this adverfture never paid it the slightest attention. Instead, he pored avidly over Ruskin s’social writing and, still proceeding in the selective way I have described, .he attempted to establish a coherent link between his ethical and aesthetic message and what progressive element, there might be in ISs ™a , mis^ge

This is more specifically expressed in the later writings, possibly less familiar to Morris, but from the works which he already reread and admired he was able to glean a few encouraging assertions which he must have picked out indulgently from others which were doubtless less so.
One fundamental principle was stated in Modern Painters, that of mutual solidarity: “The highest and first law of the universe - and the other name of life is, therefore, ‘help’. The other name of death is ‘separation’. Government and co-operation are in all things and eternally the laws of life. Anarchy and competition, eternally, and in all things, the laws of death." This more horizontal conception of the unity of the body of society was certainly more acceptable to Morris than the vertical and hierarchical concept of the human ladder. Moreover, it was mediaeval, as Ruskin did not fail to notice: “The Gothic had fellowship with all hearts, and was universal, like nature.” J8'
It was in IJnlo this Last that Morris succeeded in finding ideas that suited him. One of them was certainly far more revolutionary than Ruskin imagined, with his total ignorance of the laws which governed the value of the labour force. The worker’s just wage, he wrote “will consist in a sum of money which will at any time procure for him at least as much labour as he has given, rather more than less. Poor Ruskin did not have any idea that he was demanding, pure and simply, the abolition of capitalist surplus value and of the private ownership of the means of production, and even added a thoroughly demagogic phrase, which Morris avoided supporting. What strikes me as more interesting, in regard to reward for labour, is an idea, which, by the way, contradicts this former one, which Ruskin develops in The Political Economy of Art, with the more or less avowed intention of shocking opinion by its paradox.
“. . . as for stimulus to exertion, believe me, no good work in this world was ever done for money ... A real painter will work for you exquisitely, if you give him . . . bread, water and salt. .. And I believe that there is no chance of Art’s flourishing in any country until you make it a simple and plain business, providing its masters with an easy competence, but rarely with anything more.”
This is an idea which Morris readily takes up, but in a very different context. W hat, with Ruskin, is more or less a paradox, becomes a coherent idea in Morris’s communism: in the society of abundance, wages have disappeared, equality prevents any favoured treatment, every worker has become an artist and the reward for work is the work itself. It is, too, surprising that Ruskin did not link this proposition with the idea of pleasure in work. But let us get back to Unto this Last, where he sets out the fundamental principle of the choice to be made between charity and justice:
“. . . the mistake of the best men through generation after generation, has been that great one of thinking to help the poor by alms giving, and by every other means, emmolient or consolatory, except the one thing which God orders for them, justice”.4
One must admit that Ruskin the Christian had gone a considerable way in order to reach this conclusion. But this abstract boldness soon turned sharply aside, because he declared that “we had better seek for a system which will develop honest men, than one which will deal cunningly with vagabonds”, and

be deduced from that a proposition of classical idealism. ‘'Let us reform our s< hoots, and we shall find little reform needed in our prisons V'1 In truth, one cannot tell with Ruskin which is more important, deep feeling or rhetoric based upon a dazzling juggling with opposites. Is not that the impression left when one reads that "whereas it has long been known and declared that the poor have right to the property of the rich. I wish it also to be known and declared that the rich have no right to the property of the poor”?482 And this impression is confirmed when Ruskin affirms the existence of "the great, palpable inevitable fact . . . that what one person has, another cannot have".w
The generous feelings which he displays lead on to practical conclusions such that one wonders What there can be "communist” about them:
“Note, finally, that all effectual advancement towards this true felicity of the human race must be by individual, not public effort. Certain general measures may aid, certain revised laws guide, such advancement ; but the measure and law which have first to be determined are those of each man's home. We continually hear it recommended by sagacious people to complaining neighbours (usually less well placed in the world than themselves) that they should ‘remain content in the station in which Providence has placed them’. There are perhaps some circumstances of life in which Providence has no intention that people should be content. Nevertheless, the maxim is on the whole a good one; but it is pecularily for home use. That your neighbour should, or should not, remain content with hu position, is not your business; but it is very much your business to remain content with your own. ”
And in case his self-contradictions might have left the reader under some small illusion, he is at pains to disperse it:
"Observe, in these statements 1 am not taking up, nor countenancing one whit, the common socialist idea of division of property, division of property is its destruction; and with it the destruction of all hope, all industry, and all justice; it is simply chaos — a chaos towards which the believers in modem political economy are fast tending, and from which am striving to save them ... It is continually the fault or the folly of the poor that they are poor . . . Put it at the worst, that all the poor of the world are but disobedient children, or careless cripples, and that all rich people are wise and strong, and you will see at once that neither is the socialist right in desiring to make everybody poor, powerless, and foolish as he is himself, nor the rich man right in leaving the children in the mire." ■
What is really appalling when one reads these lines is the realisation that, in the eyes of Ruskin, socialists are still "sharers” and apostles of equality at the lowest level What is even more so, is to see that he is still possessed by the dominant ideology, as it had been codified by Samuel Smiles in his famous Setf-ilrtp, and that he declares the workers to be responsible for their own poverty. Podsnap might have used the same language, and one can easily see why Morns, despite the enthusiasm he had felt on reading Ruskin’s pages on
KdmscoiI* Press	** 'dea °f Polishing Vnio this Last at

However, one can only judge the message behind Ruskin’s contradictions, and judge it also, in terms of his development. Morris must have felt some relief on reading Fors Clavigera, published between 1871 and 1877, that is. much later. He never makes the slightest reference to it in his articles, his correspondence or his lectures, but one finds various quotations in Commonweal, in the form of paragraphs, and possibly in that work we may find the solution to these strange contradictions.
The first striking fact, as soon as one skims through the first volume, is the relatively considerable understanding Ruskin had of the Paris Commune, whereas English opinion was up in arms against it:
“The guilty Thieves of Europe, the real sources of all deadly war in it. are the Capitalists - that is to say, people who live by percentages on the labour of others; instead of by fair wages for their own. The Real war in Europe, of which this fighting in Paris is the Inauguration, is between these and the workman, such as these have made him. They have kept him poor, ignorant, and sinful, that they might, without his knowledge, gather for themselves for produce of his toil. At last, a dim insight into the fact of this dawns on him; and such as they have made him he meets them, and will meet.” 496
An astonishing declaration, deserving of respect, even if it was followed by a withdrawal on the (false) report of the destruction of the artistic treasures of Paris by the Communards, and even if it does underestimate the level of political consciousness. In an article published in 1948 and republished in 1966 in his collection of essays, The Matter oj Britain, A. L. Morton, undertaking a remarkable attempt at rehabilitation, underlines the importance of such a reaction, pointing out that for Ruskin’s generation the attitude towards the Commune was the touchstone, just as, in the twentieth century, the touchstone must be with respect to the Russian revolution of 1917.4'”
But there is much more in Fors. For the first time, we find definite revolutionary proposals. While clearly dissociating himself from Karl Marx's International (and this is the first and only reference to it in the whole of his work), he observes that “the squire is essentially an idle person who has possession of land, and lends it, but does not use it; and the capitalist is essentially an idle person, who has possession of tools, and lends them, but does not use them; while the labourer, by definition, is a laborious person, and by presumption a penniless one, who is obliged to borrow both land and tools; and paying, for rent on the one, and profit on the other, what will maintain the squire and capitalist, digs finally a remnant of roots, wherewith to maintain himself.” And he deduces from that that “land should belong to those who can use it, and tools to those who can use them; or, as a less revolutionary, and instantly practicable, proposal, that those who have land and tools should use
them.
In fact, the most revealing part of the book is that which he devotes to explaining why he is “a Communist of the old school - reddest also of the red". On closer examination, this explanation is a paraphrase of the last proposition “less revolutionary and instantly practicable”. What is communism? he asks, and he replies:

First, it means that everybody must work in common and do common or simple work for his dinner; and that if any man will not do it, he must not have his dinner."
This communism “of the old school” is the obligation upon all to work, and he bases it upon extensive quotations from Thomas More which tend in this direction, but he deliberately isolates them from the rest of Utopia, probabiy judging it to be too revolutionary. The second aspect of this communism, equally established by recourse to More, is Christian humility justifying authority:
“our chief concern is to find out any among us wiser and of better make than the rest, and to get them, if they will for any persuasion take the trouble, to rule over us, and teach us how to behave, and make the most of what little good is in us.”
His third borrowing from More’s communism deserves to be quoted more fully, because it deals with an idea which was to be very dear to Morris and is, at the same time, a very revealing betrayal of the thought of the sixteenth-century utopist:
“. . . the public, or common, wealth, shall be more and statelier in all its substance than private or singular wealth; that is to say .. . that there shall be only cheap and few pictures, if any, in the insides of houses, where nobody but the owner can see them; but costly pictures, and many, on the outsides of houses, where the people can see them: also that the Hotel-de-Ville, or Hotel of the whole Town, for the transaction of its common business, shall be a magnificent building, much rejoiced in by the people, and with its tower seen far away through the clear air. Fhe buildings for public or common service, more especially schools, almshouses, and workhouses, are to be externally of a majestic character, as being for noble purposes and charities; and in their interiors furnished with many luxuries for the poor and sick. And, finally and chiefly, it is an absolute law of old Communism that the fortunes of private persons should be small, and of little account in the State; but the common treasure of the whole nation should be of superb and precious things . . there should be a common wealth . . . consisting of pleasant things, which every poor person in the nation should be summoned to receive his dole of, annually.”
If this idea of public splendour is common to More and to Morris, and if Ruskin takes it from More as one of the foundation-stones of his “communism of the old school”, he is making a fundamental revelation of his thinking and is left far behind, because in More’s Utopia there were no rich or poor; money had disappeared, along with all property, even private property. Finally, at the end of his lyrical outburst, Kuskin proposes to hold beauty, science and virtue in common.
So what Ruskin retains of More’s communism is its least democratic aspect: the discipline of work, the principle of authority and moral preaching. He is not so wrong, all in all, to announce himself as Communist and Tory at the same time, but he is visibly much more Tory than “reddest of the red ” and one

cannot even talk of his communism without setting aside all his other declarations in the opposite direction. Is it not typical that, during the very years when he was writing Fors Clavigera, he wrote in a letter, on 10 October 1877:
“Let me earnestly beg you not to confuse the discussion of the principles of Property in Earth, Air or Water, with the discussion of principles of Property in general . . . Any attempts to communize these have always ended, and will always end in ruin and shame. ”
* * *
At the end of this analysis, one question inevitably arises. Did William Morris deliberately shut his eyes? Was his selective fervour blind or did it abstain from any criticism? Fortunately, it was nothing of the kind and while he continued to the end to praise what he considered precious in Ruskin’s message, on many occasions he dissociated himself. As early as 1882, before any other influence came to interfere, he admitted that “one does not always agree with him”.101 We may even recall that, in 1860, the spiritual ramblings of Modem Painters made him lose his patience and he declared that the fifth volume, newly out, was “mostly gammon”.M Contrariwise, one may remark also that Kuskin, lost in his clouds, was sometimes completely mistaken over the meaning of Morris’s socialism. Following the famous lecture of 1883, Art under Plutocracy, which was our poet’s first profession of political faith and which caused such an uproar when he delivered it in Oxford under the_chairmanship of the master, the latter, talking to his students a few days later, made a quick reference to it. Recalling, from Morris’s speech, the part that had dealt with the architectural decadence of Oxford, he praised him for having replaced the word democracy by plutocracy in the title of his lecture, and concluded:
“The changes which he so deeply deplored, and so grandly resented, in this once loveliest city, are due wholly to the deadly fact that her power is now dependent on the Plutocracy of Knowledge, instead of its Divinity.
But one could not have been mistaken about the meaning Morris gave to the word plutocracy, and the dignitaries who occupied the rostrum had not misunderstood when they had got up and walked out. As for Oxford theology, our poet was no more concerned with that than he was with any other kind of religion, and this marked the first dividing line between the two men. Ruskin’s unending contradictions were bound to upset Morris in the end, despite all his tolerance. Speaking to Shaw of this master he held in such veneration, he said, “he would write the most profound truths and forget them five minutes later”.51,4 The dogmatism of his preaching jarred upon him just as much, and he deplored the "damage Ruskin may have done to his influence by his strange bursts of fantastic perversity”.
He could not help seeing the ridiculous and vain aspect of his tirades and an account Bruce Clasier gives us in this connection is both odd and significant. Ruskin had been a candidate for the office of Lord Rector of Glasgow University and had been resoundingly rejected in favour of a reactionary opponent.
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any law of development other than that ol moral conscience and refused towr any connection between capitalist exploitation and the decadence of art, sup* port ol class collaboration, a horror of any ideas about liberty and equality, a vehement authoritarianism which refused the working class any improvement in its lot cutter than that charitably granted by its masters by divine right.
That is all true, and all that Morris in lact rejected. But there remains all the positive content of Ruskin’s humanism, particularly his conception of work and the worker. That, much more than his socialist whims, forms a coherent whole which is to be found again whole in Morris’s utopianism. This raises a question which some will find intriguing. Would it not be tempting to say that one must distinguish between two completely separate elements in his utopia: economic and social thought, the paternity of which can be ascribed to Marx, and a humanism which comes solely from Ruskin’s message? I have no hesitation in saying that such a question derives from a misconception. It betrays an ignorance, encouraged by recent as well as by earlier theories, of the fact that Marxism is humanism, totally different from traditional abstract humanism, but real and fertile; and, as we shall clearly see by the end of our study, it is this materialist humanism, and not speculative humanism, which is at the base of Morris’s utopia. But, one may say, what about Ruskin's theme of work and the worker? 1 reply that the same theme is to be found in Marx and Engels, whose attitudes to problems often match those of Ruskin, except that with them there is no question of any idealist complications; and this position of principle is that of Morris. If, for sentimental and aesthetic reasons, Morris's formulations are more often inspired by Ruskin’s, the philosophical inspiration which animates them is certainly different.

CHAPTER THREE
[bookmark: bookmark31]Pre-Marxist Socialism and its Extensions
The present chapter constitutes a parenthesis in our study, but one difficult to avoid if we wish to include without discrimination all the influences which, in varying degrees, bore upon William Morris’s utopian thinking It is, of course, a question of secondary influences, not in the least comparable in scope or determining r61e with those of Ruskin or Karl Marx. But some aspect or some detail of Morris’s anticipation strongly implies their existence. It may seem astonishing that Morris, whose rigorous adherence to Marxist theory I shall establish, should have drawn unhesitatingly upon the ideology of that utopian socialism so frequently condemned or ridiculed by Marx and Engels. But such astonishment would be simple-minded or tendentious. For one thing, these condemnations and ridicule are very far from black-and-white. They are aimed in essence at the lack of a realistic conception of the class struggle and the fundamental inability to comprehend the historical laws whose application makes it possible to discover the ways and means to revolutionary change. Contrariwise, they show real admiration for certain inspired intuitions (Marx and Engels have no hesitation over using such terms in connection with Saint-Simon, Owen or, especially, Fourier) in the critique of the capitalist system and the expectation of a classless society.1 Morris knew these writings of Marx and Engels perfectly well, and took note of both condemnation and praise. Any borrowings he may have made do not run counter to either. On the other hand, neither Marx nor Engels ventured into the realm of utopian dreams apart from a general historical view. So Morris felt that he legitimately had an open field and was entitled to bring into his predictions any borrowing which fitted the conception he desired to achieve.
Concerning French socialism, which is our first interest, 1 am greatly embarrassed. With just one exception, that of Victor Consid6rant, I cannot find, either in the writings of Morris alone or in the evidence of his contemporaries, any reference to definite reading. Sotheby’s catalogue of the sale of his library in 1898 mentions lots consisting of socialist books and pamphlets, but with no details of titles. At first sight, another source is more interesting In a paragraph entitled “Books for Socialists”, Commonweal in 1886 published a list of recommended reading for League members,2 and this list contains titles of books (in English and in French) by Fourier, Proudhon and Saint-Simon. However, there is no proof that Morris compiled the list, and 1 am, in fact, strongly inclined to doubt it, for two reasons. On the one hand, it contains errors of fact: it is difficult to believe that Morris would credit Fourier with V Consid6rant's La Desttnie saddle (the only book in this class which I am sure he did read). On the other hand, the titles given in French bristle with linguistic
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I" I if rfttr d* Babeuf, whic h Buonarroti published in Brussels in 1828. had been translated info English in 1836 by Bronterre O’Brien, and this book had tndr ft considerable impression during Ihr Chartist period. It is altogether tossiblc, evm probable, that Morris read it In any case, he had an immense .Limitation for Babeuf, and, some time before his death, he made Bax promise in write •» book on the Conspiracy ol Equals; and it was tn order to keep this promise (hat Bax published, in 1911, I hr Inst Episode of the French Revolution. * However, references to Babeuf are very rare in Morris's work. There is clearly reference to him in Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, where his attempt at insurrection is briefly recalled and his message described as “the first socialist propaganda” ’ Mut h more curious is a reference made in a lecture in 1H8S. There Babeuf is called
"pioneer of prophet . . . analogous in some respects to the Levellers ol Cromwell's time, but, as might be expected, far more advanced and reasonable than they were ”
1 Ir had the merit, adds Morris, of trying to put into practice the watchwords of Liberty, Fraternity and Equality which the Republic always emblazoned upon its banners, interpreting them tn “a middle-class or , . . Jesuitical sense 1 hi* comparison with the Levellers is interesting for two reasons, rust, because the same comparison already existed in Socialism, Utopian and Scientific, which, without being proof, justifies a presumption that Morris had, at that time, read Engels's pamphlet. And above all, the nature and the sense of tin: comparison deserve attention. What Morris primarily retained from ilahtiuvisrn was its egalitarian ideology, which was like a religion to the insurrectionary movement.
I lie french republic,” wrote Buonarotti, "not accepting any revelation, would not adopt any particular creed; but it would have made equality the only dogma acceptable to the divinity." *
Of all the writers of utopias, Morris is certainly the one who lays greatest stress upon this principle, and 1 believe that wc can legitimately suppose that this uncompromising attitude, which straightway deliberately broke with the preaching of Carlyle, Buskin and even Fourier, had its origin in Bal*ouvism I low many times Morris described communism as “the society of equality”! i-lr.irly hr could not subscribe to the notion of an authoritarian equality in penury, inevitably linked to the level of the productive forces before the industrial era, and, in response to Marx’s teaching, he could only conceive of communism amid abundance. It is none the less true that egalitarianism rings insistently through his utopia There are other ideas in the "programme of the insurrectionary tommitiee" whit h, even if they had no direct influence upon Morris’s thinking, may, at the very least, have confirmed or clarified ideas acquired elsewhere, such as the replacement of the right to property by “an equal right to happiness”, subject to “the obligation imposed upon every member to undertake a share in the necessary work".* As in More’s utopia, "the citizen shall never acquire over anything what i* known as property rights; he shall only have the t ight of use or benefit of the objects placed in his possession”. ln Morris, without being so
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Prom aMhrkt with the ideas of More, we pass to those with the prohibition of Cobbett
"No more capital, no more btg cities; gradually the country would become <w*ered »tth villages, built in the healthiest and most suitable places. a*id so disposed as to facilitate communication
In the mmt of republican virtue, the conspirators forbade large built-up areas, as bring centre* of sice and inequality, which take from the land, the only source of all wealth, the arms which it needs.14
Ahh«**<h I have only 90 for mentioned complementary or hypothetical in- fiaarnc cv nrvmhrkr-ss there are some aspects of the Babouvist utopia which may have claimed Morris’s attention more directly. First, with the purpose of avoiding "tor certain cfoases too heavy a burden of labour the conspirators thought “that tt would be necessary to call upon the sciences to lighten the toil uf men. by the invention of new machines and the perfecting of old ones , wh«h « due to happen during Morris’s first stage of socialism But the macbuvr would not be capable of resolving all difficulties, even at the advanced stage described by Morris, and there is the risk of the continuation of unpleasant and repulsive task* For this reason the composers of the '‘insurrectionary" programme already considered
"that tt would be a good thing to charge able-bodied citizens, turn by turn, with the more unpleasant occupations, the objectionableness of which would one trusted, be progressively diminished by a virile education And the resources of mechanics and chemistry ”,
rfii# i* a solution which occurred to Morris, who also thought that, in a society which had reached the stage of communism, voluntary labour would not ‘fee tackmg,
Further, fee could not but have been sympathetic to the way in which the c«*wpiratont proposed to organise the conduct of public affairs. They would, p«trriy and simply, suppress “any class exclusively skilled in the principle* of *ou*l sewrnre, taws and administration'', because “« would soon find in the superiority of its wit, and, especially, in the ignorance of us compatriots, the *Tm. *****»"« dwtmcoorw and privilege* for itself”. Equality demand*, therefore, that the	uf legislative power be entrusted to all amen*, and
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(„« new idea would not raise any difficulty because “the multiplicity and clash , in,riY*ts would be wiped out, and the art of conducting public affairs, having become much simplified, would soon be within the grasp of all Each citizen would, therefore, be “summoned to assemblies where the people would exercise its sovereignty", and these popular assemblies would meet "to discuss agree or reject laws proposed to the people by its representatives; to consider laws suggested by a certain number of citizens or by other sections of the sovereign body; to be cognisant of and to publish laws approved by the whole people". Here one is certainly talking of a centralised, parliamentary .State, and not of the autonomous and apolitical communes described by Morris in his world that has ac hieved the stage of communism, but there is, nevertheless, an embryo of the direct democrac y foreseen by him. The possibility of such a democracy, in a society from which private property has disappeared, is displayed clearly in the programme presented by Buonarotti, and in terms very similar to those used by Morris:
"When one considers, moreover, that the dissension caused today in these meetings by the clash of interests which frequently reduces them to mobs would be banished from them; when one reflects, furthermore, that, having reached a great simplicity in the ordering of public business, all would easily appreciate the usefulness of these assemblies, one will be convinced that, true equality once having been established, they necessarily become objects of interest, of relaxation and of useful emulation”.16
Buonarotti stresses the immense simplification which would result from the new regime and the ease with which democracy would, consequently, be exercised. Here again, the similarity with ideas expressed by Morris is too striking for me to refrain from quoting:
‘ In order to appreciate the advantages which would derive from legislative power so ordered, one must remember, above ail, that a people without property and without the vices and crimes which it engenders, without commerce, money, taxes, finance, civil lawsuits and without want, would not have need of a great number of the laws under which the civilised societies of Europe groan”.17
Finally, we find in the Consfnration pour t 'igatite, a somewhat surprising idea which might well have directed Morris’s attention towards one of the fundamental problems of the first stage of the new society, the problem of "unequal rights” which Marx later analysed in the Critique of the Gotha Programme and which Morris raised in 1885 in the Manifesto of the Socialist league
“All having equally contributed," wrote Buonarotti, “to fertilising the ground and preparing its crops, it ts patently just that all should equally participate in the enjoyment of the results, upon which nature lias made the preservation and happiness of the species depend”; (but, he adds) “equality is to be measured less by the intensity of fatigue than by the cajiacity of the worker.
This laconic formula risks not being sufficiently clear, and Buonarotti develops his thought in a note following his statement. He is supposed to be
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“Here equality must be measured by ihr capacity of the worket ,nu\ by i he needs of the consumer, and not by the intensity of work or amount of gondii consumed. He who, endowed with a certain measure of strength, rnises a weight of ten pounds, is working just as hard as he who, possessed of five-fold strength, moves one of fifty. That man who, to slake a burning thirst, drinks a bottle of water, enjoys no more than ht* neighbour who, slightly thirsty, empties a mug. The objective of thr com* in unity in question is the equality of enjoyment and effort, and not in thr least that of things consumed or the task of the worker ”
This extraordinary text contains the germ of the famous Marxist definition of communism : “From each according to his abilit ies, to each according to hit needs*', but, despite the pertinence of the objection whu h poses a real problem in precise terms, Buonarotti gives an answer which can only be theoretical and abstract The real answer to the real problem could only be given by the theory of two stages, as formulated later by Karl Marx and William Morris Hut the fact of having posed it is a praiseworthy act of clearsightedness at a time when the conditions for a precise solution did not yet exist. We do not know the date of Morris's reading of the Conspiration pout I igaliif, and it is only the similarity of certain characteristics which lead me to believe that he did read it In any case, it is, at the very least, an altogether probable hypothesis which we bait no right to set aside. It is a pity, as regards the last aspect considered, that our ignorance of the date of reading does not allow us to understand better the development of Morris's thought on so important a problem.
2. [bookmark: bookmark37]Saint-Simon
! do not think there is much to be gained by dwelling at length o# Saint-Simon. Nothing leads me to suppose that Morris had any 4m t con nut with his work, which does not in any way imply that the knowledge of it he may have had through the writings of Engels was negligible. Aside front the theoretical handbook of 1893, to which I have referred and to which I *hall return, the only mention 1 find of Saint-Simon from the pen of Morns goes back to that same lecture in 1885 in which there was reference to Babcut in terms which already suggest the reading of Engels. He cites the name ot Saint-Simon, haphazard with those of Owen. Proudhon and Fourier, to indicate socialists who “have kept up the tradition of hope in the rrudst of a bourgeois world”,20 and he only went on with the case of Fourier, who. he said, deserved special attention.
The only book title to which we can refer is that w hich figures in the list (of doubtful paternity) published by Commonweal in 1886, On the ftwrgwk&tM oj European Society. Examination of it does not take us far. Certainly, Satftt-Simon anticipated Marx in general terms when he asserted the primacy oi the economic infrastructure and wrote, for example:
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[bookmark: bookmark39]idea* which Morn* would find in much more precise and con-
Marxist literature Ihr invitation to utopia is more attractive
[bookmark: bookmark40]mat ion ol poets ha* placed thr go hie n age in thr cradle of
mankind, amid the ignorance and Uncouthness of the first years Mankind's golden age it not by any means behind u.%. it lies ahead, in the perfection of social order; our forefather* never saw it, but our offspring will one day truth it; we have to hew out the way for them. 31
Unfortunately, this fine optimism still leaves "‘the means blank" One may also wonder whether Morns appreciated a progressive ideology based upon such contempt for past centuries. If he had had a more detailed knowledge of the work of Saint-Simon, he would probably have reacted with some vigour against the proposed model industrial pyramid with its whiff of technocracy: it is enough to recall the poor opinion he had of Carlyle*3 aristocracy of talent. 33 He would have been just as much put off by the contradictions and incoherence which run through the book, and which are lucidly brought out by Gurvitch’s introduction. The call to arms of non-owners against proper- ty-owners seems to be an extraordinary outburst, and the constant concern with "improving the lot of the poorest and most numerous class" is of reformist rather than revolutionary inspiration. Nor can one very well see how the proletarians would become "shareholders** in a world where the "industrial class , having achieved power, saw the establishment of a hegemony of industrial magnates.
Another point of difference appears in the remarks upon Saint-Simon contained in the book by Morris and Bax - and it is an oddity which claims our attention. Ibe authors quote and translate Soaaitsm, Utopian and Stimitfir from the shortened edition published by Paul Laiargue in 1880. But they precede (he quotation by remarks upon Saint-Simon*s mysticism arid new religion, taking up and developing a phrase occurring before this passage in from which the pamphlet is taken, and which Bax, an excellent German scholar, obviously knew. Carrying Engels’s thought further, Morris and Bax demonstrate the fact that this mysticism finally led into the religion of Comte. ‘Phis was possibly not Morris’s first contact with such a development, because he strongly reproached the English positivists for their claim tt# wish to make capitalism "moral* V
Despite these profound differences between Morris and Saint-Simon, w hom our poet probably only knew partially and indirectly, we must pay the closest attention to the judgment made by Engels, which is reproduced in its Growth and Outcome:
"In 1816 he asserted that politic* were but the science of production, and predicted their absorption by economy. The knowledge that economic conditions serve as the base of political institutions only shows itself here in the germ; nevertheless, this proposition contains clearly the conversion of the political government of men into an administration ol

things and a direction of the process of production; that is to say, thr abolition of the State, of which such a noise has since been made ”
After thus paying homage to Saint-Simon, Engels, in the second pan of hi* pamphlet, takes up himself, looking forward to communist society, the idea that the State will wither away and that then “the government of persons » replaced by the administration of things”.2' This fundamental idea is adopted intact by Morris in his utopian thinking and finds dazzling expression in.Vrai from Nowhere. So if the influence of Saint-Simon was only felt indirectly, through Engels, it was, nonetheless, of capital importance.
3. [bookmark: bookmark41]Charles Fourier and Victor Consid6rant
Morris’s knowledge of the work of Fourier, although it is beyond doubt, poses just as many problems. Textual analysis 6 leads me to believe that it took effect in four stages. In an article published in Justice in 1894, Morris wrote:
“Oddly enough, 1 had read some of Mill, to wit, those posthumous papers of his (published, was it in the Westminster Review or the I'orl- mghtly?) in which he attacks Socialism in its Fourierist guise. In those papers he put the arguments, as far as they go, clearly and honestly, and the result, so far as I was concerned, was to convince me that Socialism was a necessary change, and that it was possible to bring it about in our own days. Those papers put the finishing touch to my conversion to Socialism ... I learned from Mill against his intention that Socialism was necessary.”2
Morris seems to have been very pleased with this anecdote and to have related it to many friends.28 Shaw repeats it in his turn,2 but in such a way as to lead the whole tribe of biographers and critics into error, for they followed him in believing that the text to which Morris referred was to be found in 'I he Principles of Political Economy. In his unjustly neglected and forgotten work. Gustav Fritzsche, basing himself upon Morris’s statements, identified Mill’s articles, published in February and April of 1879 in the Fortnightly Review, under the title of Chapters on Soaaitsm.
The memory of this reading which Morris offers us after a lapse of fifteen years is, moreover, slightly inaccurate in three respects. Mill’s artit les are not, strictly speaking, anti-socialist, and they constitute an account which Morris himself recognised to be clear and honest. Mill simply wonders whether the systems which he describe* are workable. 1 One really has the right to wonder whether, instead of the negative character which our poet attributes to him. Mill’* influence was not directly positive. Secondly, supposing that Mill did “attack socialism’ he did not do so exclusively “in its Fourierist guise ”, In fact, he quoted about two pages of Owen, three pages of Louis Blanc and six pages of Fourier, which undoubtedly laid the main stress on the latter and claimed Morris s main attention. Thirdly, it is not quotations from Fourier which we find, but, more exactly, from Victor Gonsid^rant who, in Destinh inflate, had collected and given shape to thoughts scattered by Fournier through
HI rtT '' I Vhe P,oim ‘° fress that th* presentation was very faithful, and, desp.te the mdus.on of certain rather bold fantasies of the

master’s on the passions and sexual promiscuity, more or less complete.
So it is justifiable to believe that the second stage of Morris's initiation into Fourier was the reading of Destinie sociale. We are sure about this reading, not only because the title figures in the catalogue of the Sotheby’s sale in 1898, but also because an incidental reference by May Morris gives us to understand that the book was a household word.32 In any case, it was not in Mill’s articles, which are silent upon the point, that Morris could have found the account of the attractiveness of work, which was in his eyes an essential element of Fourier’s theories.
The third stage would be the reading of Fourier himself. But although it seems probable, it is not established by any text or any evidence. The famous list of recommended readings for socialists in Commonweal is the more suspect in that the titles quoted of works by Fourier are complete fantasy: Theory of Social Organization, Realisation d’un (sic) commune soctetairel However, if we are, concerning this third stage, reduced to pure conjecture, it is of no consequence. Even if Morris never read any book of Fourier’s, Desttnie sociale gives so accurate an idea of his work that the reading of that justifies Morris in claiming an acquaintance with it. Note, though, that in all his writings he always refers to the thinking of Fourier and never to its interpretation by Considirant which constitutes something of a presumption.
Up to 1893, the date of the publication of Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, Morris speaks of Fourier only to praise his theory of the attractiveness of work. It is only in this manual of socialism (and this brings us to the fourth stage) that we find a reasonably complete exposition of the whole doctrine. There again, but less so than in the case of Saint-Simon, Bax’s collaboration seems decisive, and reference to quotations from Engels shapes the final judgment. Certainly Morris unreservedly supports this judgment taken from Socialism, I lopian and Scientific, which stresses the outstanding rdle played by Fourier in the critique of bourgeois society and the elaboration of an evolutive concept of history. But Engels passes over Fourier’s ideas about work in silence, and, since it is dealt with at length in the handbook it can only be as a direct personal reaction on the part of Morris. Bearing in mind the late date of the handbook, when Morris's utopian thinking was more or less completed, it is clear that ihe overall estimate we make at this stage is of secondary importance and that our attention should be focused upon this particular interest.
• • •
It would indicate shortsightedness and subservience to a rigid system on my part if I were to rely exclusively upon Morris’s declarations and the single avowed acknowledgement of his debt; it is, in fact, greater than he says. First, it is semantic. The pejorative use which Morris makes of the word ctnligalion to describe the society of the capitalist age, in contrast to earlier societies on the one hand, and to socialism on the other, is a direct borrowing from Fourier.31
“The word civilisation,” writes Considlrant, “will be used here to characterise the social period which humanity entered upon leaving Barbarism; it is the state in which we and the greater part of Europe now exist. - Civilisation represents progress by comparison with Savagery and Barbarism, but it is still an incoherent society filled with evil and wretchedness.” 34

After this historical definition, here is a descriptive definition:
“Cheating, oppression, theft, slaughter by sabre and cannon, death by the guillotine, killing by poverty and a thousand other scourges more are the necessary evils of civilisation, offspring it engenders daily with odious fecundity.”
[bookmark: bookmark42]We have been, declares Fourier,
“in the third phase of civilisation for a century, but, during this short space of time, this phase has developed very rapidly on account of the colossal progress of industry”.
The “civilised mechanism", he adds, “is a war of each individual against the mass, a regime in which everyone is concerned with duping the public". ’ Just as Saint-Simon talks of an “upsidedown world”, he talks of a “wrong-way-round world”. M Writing at a time when the industrial surge was hardly starting, he describes especially the mess made of agricultural production, and, using an expression which Morris repeats almost word for word in Anus from Aowhere, he refers to “the sad and dirty peasants of civilisation". So it will be necessary
“to rise higher in the social scale, not to wallow forever in this abyss of poverty and nonsense called civilisation, which, with its individual achievements and its floods of false illumination, cannot guarantee the people work and bread. ”
The source of this poverty (and the still inadequate development of the productive forces excuses this lack of insight) is found, for Fourier, not in the exploitation of labour, but in commerce, which represents in his eyes the fundamental blemish of civilisation. Himself condemned to a mediocre commercial career which revolted him, he becomes strident whenever he touches upon the subject and, while it is true that Morris’s analysis is based upon more scientific critieria, it cannot be disputed that Fourier’s vehemence seems to possess him whenever be himself refers to “commercialism”; we note, too, that with him this term is frequently synonymous with capitalism, introducing an annoying ambiguity of obvious origin.
“These legions of merchants,” writes Fourier, “are, relative to true order, social buccaneers, industrial hornets, who, producing nothing, appropriate through their expenses the greater part of the profit and by their extortions ruin producer, consumer and government, under the guise of supplying them. ”
It it time for commerce "to disappear from human society, to which it bring* only depravity and ruin”. In the social commune, Considerant prophesies (and it is an idea which became dear to Morris), “the producer is in direct contact with the consumer”,4>
The consequence of this lust for gain is the adulteration of all natural »	,*. W question that Morris’s denunciation of all the
makeshifts of civilisation i* a direct echo of Fourier’s invective
“It u claimed that men are no more false than formerly; but half a ten-

turv ago we could buy cheaply well-dyed materials and natural foods; today falsification and roguery abound everywhere. The farmer has become as big a cheat as the merchant used to be. Milk, oils, wines, brandy, sugar, cofTee, flour, all are adulterated with impunity. The mass of poor people cannot obtain natural foodstuffs; they are sold nothing but slow poisons, so greatly has commerce progressed even in the smallest villages. ”
indirect depravity of science: among other ways, by the progress of chemistry, which works only for the vexation of the poor by providing commerce with the means to make all foods unnatural: potato bread, logwood wine, imitation vinegar, false oil, false coffee, mock sugar, mock indigo; there is nothing but falsification in foodstuffs and manufactures, and it is the poor who are exposed to this chemical fodder: they alone are the victims of all these mercantile inventions, which could be properly used in a system of trustworthy relationships, but which will be more and more harmful until the close of civilisation. ” 45
The system of individual property (which Fourier calls "simple property”, as against social property) wreaks havoc in the same way. Notice, in passing, this formulation, bolder than anything Ruskin wrote on the subject, and which corresponds very exactly to Morris’s feelings:
“Such is the principle of simple property, the right to manage general interests arbitrarily for the satisfaction of individual whims. Thus one sees full licence accorded to vandals who conceive a fancy to compromise salubriousness and adornment by grotesque constructions, sometimes more costly than a good and fine building. ” 44
Another blot upon civilisation (and Morris was to be of the same opinion) was parasitism. Fourier ranks among parasites:
three quarters of the women of the town and half of those of the countryside, through absorption with household chores and domestic ties . . . three quarters of children, quite useless in towns and little use in the country ... three quarters of household servants, non-productive .. . armies and navies . . . the legions of the administration . . . customs . .. rural police, gamekeepers, spies etc. ... all complicating administrations, such as finance and others . . a good half of manufacturers . . . nine tenths of merchants and commercial agents . . . two thirds of agents for sea and land transport . . . unemployed . . . sophists . . . idlers, people of good class, spending their lives doing nothing . , prisoners, “Scissionnaires” in open rebellion against industry, laws, customs and usages .. . agents of positive destruction; those who organise famine or pestilence or concur in war . . . agents of negative creation ...”
and by this last term Fourier understands those who engage in "unproductive”, "illusory”, or "baleful works.
Setting all these parasites to work and establishing a “harmonian” order will permit the rapid achievement of a state of general well-being:
•‘T he first of all conditions to be fulfilled, the condition without which

it is not possible without foolishness to make men live in good sense together, is the creation of an abundance of goods, a social fortune ” *
There, in the midst of thoughts which are frequently idealistic, is a basic materialist principle to make Morris that much more receptive of Marx's philosophy.
Fourier has other innovatory ideas which certainly raised an echo in our poet’s thinking, particularly where education is concerned:
“Harmonian education, in its methods, tends to encourage the development from the earliest age of instinctive vocations, applying each individual to the different functions for which nature intends him, and from which he is diverted by the civilised method which usually, with rare exceptions, employs everyone in ways opposed to his vocation." n
With Morris, this free development of aptitudes takes a more detached and less vocational form. For him, the aim of education is far less the preparation for definite functions than the full development and happiness of the child. The similarity remains, and on close examination lies less in the ultimate aims than in the methods:
“The two cherubic and seraphic tribes are to be trained practically rather than mentally. There will be no attcmpf, as there is in present education, to turn them into precocious wiseacres, intellectual prodigies initiated into scientific subtleties at the age of six; rather to be sought is mechanical precocity; ability in bodily activity which, far from retarding the culture of the mind, accelerates it. . .”
“Here the children will not be brought up by their parents nor by tutors, but by themselves, simply by rivalry between different group*. They will certainly have the assistance of older choirs, and by directors ol teaching; but each child will be completely free, will work and study only as much as he pleases, and, with this complete freedom, he will be attracted into taking an interest in all agricultural, manufacturing and scientific processes, to excel in some, to touch upon others, then to develop ideas upon the whole and consequently in the totality of tht phalange and of all the series. ” 1
Here we already find the germ of the polytechnic education that Marx dreamed of, but, in the details, the influence of Fourier seems to have outlived that of Marx with Morris.
One could not, however, say that Morris’s communism derives in the very least from Fourier’s institutional conceptions. The single idea which might have his support is that of the autonomy of local communities:
The organisation of the Commune is the cornerstone of the social edifice, however vast and perfect it may be. ” 52
But phalansterian regimentation filled him with horror, and he even tended to see in the phalanstery a sort of charitable hospice or even a kind of

workhouse. This is certainly suggested by certain violent remark* in his 1888 lecture 7 he Society of the Future,5 and those which he puts into the mouth of old Hammond in News from Nowhere:
‘The Fourierist phalangsteries and all their kind, as was but natural at the time, implied nothing but a refuge from mere destitution. Such a way of life as that could only have been conceived of by people surrounded by the worst form of poverty . ”
On this subject, we have no writing of Morris earlier than 1888. As we shall see later, it is probable that this violent revulsion was not immediate. During the first years of his career of militancy he seems, on the contrary, to have been fairly favourably disposed towards a communal organisation of life, and his first anticipations of town planning, with their community services, are not free from a certain whiff of Fourierism. But as his assimilation of the Marxist theory of two stages deepened, his vision of communist society, freed from all the constraints of the first phase, a society of freedom and abundance, became incompatible with so restrictive a system.
In fact, .this is the least one can say of the phalansterian model, which organises life to the limit in its tiniest details. From childhood Fourier loved military parades and went to the changing of the guard at the Tuileries every morning. Existence during every moment in the phalanstery, the composition of groups and series, are described throughout his work with mathematical complexity and rigidity. It is a little amusing, too, that Fourier’s most faithful cxegctist, Victor Considirant, was a captain of engineers and a former pupil of the Ecole Polytechnique While Saint-Simon probably put Morris off by his tendency towards abstract generalisation, Fourier in his turn put him off by an orgy of precise regimentation.
ITir very description of the buildings of the phalanstery, uniform in type, "as enough to fill him with horror at their barrack-like aspect:’' they surround the “ceremonial courtyard, in which take place the industrial manoeuvres of arrival, departure and parade”.54 The Phalange, Considlrant tells us, "is a compact body manoeuvring like a trained army”,4 and the groups which compose it,
"rivalling one another in ardour and fine appearance, deploy themselves in the plains and take up positions in the hills, like campaigning armies, with their work uniforms, their carts, their equipment painted in the colours of each industrial battalion”.48
But let Fourier speak for himself:
“If today we could see an organised canton, see thirty industrial groups coming out on parade at dawn from the Palace of the Phalange, spreading out into fields and workshops, waving their banners with cries of triumph and impatience, we would seem to be seeing bands of frenzied troops about to put neighbouring cantons to fire and sword. ”
It is clearly not any picture of this kind that we shall find in News from Nowhere, and Mackail is perfectly justified in supposing that the horror aroused bv Bellamy’s industrial armies carries on the horror that the description of the phalansteries had inspired in Morris. When drafting with Bax Socialism, its

Grot&ih and Outcome, VIoff** strove, and one ran sense the effort, to keep rafm when trproarftintt Fourier with '"formulating dogmatically an elaborate «' heme of life in ait its details". AH detail*, he stresses, “are tarried out by him mo*t minutely, the number of eac h phalanstery being settled at 1600 *ouU ". •Such a scheme “could nevet be carried out, however good the principle* on who h it was based might be"
If only phalamtrrian sot iety were the beginning of an egalitarian world! Unfortunately it is nothing of the kind neither inhertianc e, nor private proper- ty, nor capital, nor interest are abolished. Quite the contrary, lor Fourier’s mathematical ami almost manioc al subtlety is fully deployed to demonstrate that for the owner of capital the phalanstery is the most profitable of investments, while still providing considerable advantages lor the totally dispossessed.
"So that the struggle between capital and labour may be brought to an end,’" explains ( lorisid^rant, “capital and labour must be organised in unison, and not just the workers by themselves.”
■Social justice will intervene with the share-out, which must be, for each individual, “proportional to his contribution to production, calculated with regard to the amount of Capital, Work and Talent which he has supplied . Fourier ’* utopia maintains the social hierarchy and the distinction between rich and poor, who occupy different quarters in the phalanstery. This hatred of equality is sharply singled out in Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, where the division of goods between capital and labour is described as fantastic Victor Coosidgrant, who has a gift for precise formulation, is crystal clear:
“Association and Community are very different and are even opposed Nothing is equal and nothing is in common: in the Phalanstery there are distinctions everywhere, and very graduated distinctions, at that.
This anti-egalitarianism is accompanied by a marked aversion for any revolutionary movement. All his life, Fourier retained bitter memories of s blighted hopes at Lyons and Besan?on between 1793 and 1796. He rejects the idea of the class struggle and it must be said that the very idea of class is very vague in his mind. The purpose of the Fourierist plan is to suppress this struggle, the existence of which he denies, but which is a blot upon civilisation.
“Division and war are there, indeed! and well did the bourgeoisie recognise the fact when it shouted with all the power of its lungs, the barbarians are at our gates*. ” 44
A curious and interesting formulation which, we can be sure, was imprinted upon Morris’s mind, because it contains the germ of the resolution ol the dialectical contradiction between barbarism and socialism, which occupied his thoughts for a long time and which will be the subject of special study.4 There is, then, at the bottom of Fourier’s utopia, a counter-revolutionary and petty- bourgeois ideology The transformation of society, in consequence, will not be the result of a seizure of power or even of political reforms. It will be “the act of the prince”. All his life Fourier dissipated his energy in approaches to ministers, industrial magnates and financiers, and he vainly awaited day by day the noonday arrival of the “candidate”, whose ring on the doorbell would

transformation of the world, “the attempt made by a sovereign or violent individual ...or perhaps by a powerful company ’ " The great h of Fourier and Coniid£rant was to think that the creation of a single u i	in	the	midst	of	civilisation would provide an irresistible and con-
pnaiarwicry »** * *
tagious example:
“From the moment a single harmonic social element has been set up, harmony and happiness will at once spread like a conflagration across the world.”
This trait, common to all pre-Marxist socialists, was the object ol especially sharp condemnation in Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, to which 1 shall return when the time comes to draw conclusions as to the influence exerted by “utopian socialism”.
* * *
From this miscellaneous assortment, where the best rubs elbows with the worst, Morris, as usual, drew selectively, and it was Fourier’s theories upon work which exerted an influence upon his utopian thinking which was, if not decisive, certainly a very long way from being negligible. In a lecture in 1885, after rapidly quoting the names of socialists of the first half of the century, he added at once:
Amongst these Fourier is the one that calls for most attention: since his doctrine of the necessity and possibility of making labour attractive is one which Socialism can by no means do without.”
This was not a passing burst of enthusiasm. In 1890, reviewing Fabian Essays for the readers of Commonweal, he felt moved to write:
Fourier put forward his truly inspired doctrine of attractive industry to a world that could not listen to him, so sunken as it was in misery and slavery.” 1
That was the year of the writing of News from Nowhere, and it is noteworthy that in the story old Hammond, referring to the general abhorrence of work during the capitalist period, asserts that this was produced by the economic system of the period and could not survive it. “Fourier,” he adds, “whom all men laughed at, understood the matter better.” '* Three years later, when Morris was preparing with Bax the theoretical manual of socialism, the very nature of the work obliged him to be precise in his judgment, and, as 1 have already explained, everything concerning work was probably due to Morris’s personal thinking. This is all the more probable since reference to Fourier’s message appears in two quite separate sections of the book. First, there is the general judgment on the doctrine, inspired by Engels’s pamphlet, into which he inserts this phrase;
“The most valuable idea was the possibility and necessity of apportioning due labour to each capacity, and thereby assuring that it should always be pleasant.”
But this quick hint was too brief for his liking. The last chapter of the book is

clr.‘vt)ted to an «utidptHion of what work will hr like tn ihr new society ihrtr hr led* flit; tired to acknowledge hi* tlrhi at greater length;
"With tt vrr> lew exception! Fourier wn» right in asserting that all lahoor tould Ijr made pleasurable under certain conditions 'I bcse con* (iiftoils air, hrirUy; frrrdoni from anxiety a* to livelihood; shortness of hours in proportion to thr itrrsi of tlir work; variety of occupation II ihr work i* ol it* nature monotonous; dun use ol maiiiinrry, i.e. the useof.it in lahour whit h i* e*srnti«iJy oppressive if dune by the hand; opportunity lor everyone to choose the occupation suitable to his capacity and tiiiosviK t'ii< y. and lastly, thr solacing ol lahour by thr introduction of or- nameiit, thr making of whit h is enjoyable to the labourer. ”
Morns is plainly making addition* and, in hi* enthusiasm, attributinghi» own ideas to Fourier. I here is very little use of machine* in the latter'* utopit *1 Vue, lie doe* dream of great undertakings like the cutting of the isthmuses ol ■Suer and Panama, or the conquest of the .Sahara, but he only envisages their execution by means of "ten and twenty millions of arms His imagination is more fertile over the material organisation of thr phalanstery where there will hr installed "hydraulic tubes ’, trapdoors and hoists. Also to hr found there will hr manufacturing workshops, relegated to the ends of the buildings, about the working of which wr arc told very little and which appear to fulfil a secondary, intermittent or purely psychological rdlc:
“The social order envisages manufacture only as a complement to agriculture, the means to provide diversion during the emotional doldrums which would break out during the long damp of winter idleness and the equatorial rains. ”
All that does not go very far and it would be ungracious to blame Fourier, bearing in mind the conditions of his day. 1o discover therein a theoiy *sto the use of machines is not very serious-minded.
With this reservation, one cannot deny that Fourier’s ideas tend in thrdiret- tion later taken by Morris’s. On the first point mentioned in the list we have just cited, the agreement is automatic. It is clearly necessary
"that people enjoy, in the new order, a guarantee of well-being, of a sufficient minimum in the present and the future, and that this guarantee should free him from all anxiety for himself and his dependents. ”
Except that Morris was in no way satisfied with this minimum, which was justified by Fourier’s anti-egalitarianism.
’The fundamental idea is that of pleasure in work.
"But if industriousness is the Jot which the Creator has assigned to us, how are we to believe that he would wish to drive us to it by violence, and not be able to bring into pJay some more noble impulse, some bait capable of transforming work into pleasure. ” 7*
Stripped of its religious wrappings, this idea provides the basis for Morris’s utopia. “ The characteristic of a good social order,” writes V. Consid^rant. “is the general organisation of attractive-productive work. ” v> This organisation is based upon a judicious utilisation of human passions which are “of all Cod's

ut perfect find most sublime".*" One doe* not argue, say* works die ,?w|t(.||1CJ. (j(,d wait right or wrong to give human* this or that hairier, over	in;,|(es	use	of	them,	changing nothing, just as God gave
P*M „ifi lj on which lie erect* a serial classification ol passions ol fantastic l,,rm. .	* i,:. I, Morris. of course, leave* on one side and which I will spare
i 1111ll flGXII-V i v^***	,	a	*	*	|	|	*	-*	%
dri Man i» motivated by multiple paanon* which in rourMT t system ' keon forms often stereotyped and crazy, each one of which can be applied to
nhr task Pleasure results from the accord between the "passionate at- million’' and the chosen occupation. But since these attractions are numerous, all must find satisfaction in equal accord. In this theory one can lurrly detec t poor Fourier*s personal revolt against his lifelong condemnation to commercial tasks and paperwork which he loathed. "Life is one long torment,” he exclaims, “for anybody performing unattractive functions.” " With a generosity and social sense which command respect, he did not conhne himself to personal complaints:
“Health is necessarily impaired if a man devotes himself for twelve hours to unvarying work, weaving, sewing, writing or anything else which does not exercise in turn the different parts of the body and the brain . . Various chemical factories, glassworks and even cloth manufactories are veritable murderers of workpeople, through the single factor of continuous work.”
I he solution is to be found in the exercise of a fundamental passion of man which he calls the Butterfly and defines thus:
“ 1 he Alternant, or Butterfly, is the need for periodic variety, contrasting situations, changes of scene, stimulating incidents, novelties apt to create illusions, stimulating at once both senses and mind. This need makes itself felt mildly hour by hour, and strongly every two hour*. If it is not satisfied, man falls into indifference and apathy.”
It is therefore necessary in a Phalanstery “to vary the industrial spells about eight times daily”,* and for the longest to be “limited to two hours”. Without this arrangement, adds Fourier,
an individual could not participate in thirty series; consequently the harmony of sharing and the mechanism of industrial attraction Would be vitiated, long sessions would hamper the passion called Butterfly, the urge to flit from pleasure to pleasure.” 86
From this derives a complicated organisation, founded upon the principle of ‘geared” activity, which Fourier explains in this way:
“A man may be: at five o’clock in the morning in a group of shepherds; at seven o’clock in a group of ploughmen; at nine o'clock in a group of gardeners.
... In the succession I have just indicated, the three series of shepherding. ploughing and gardening will be geared together by reciprocal interlocking of the members.
This enmeshment does not need to be general, so that twenty men oc-

cuptrd among the sheep from five to six-thirty would then all eo ploughing from six-thirty to eight it is simply required that each series provide the others with several members drawn from each of its groups, so a* to establish links among them for the enmeshing of various members functioning alternatively in one and another".
Apart from the rigidity of time and the complexity, this is rather the way in which things happen in \etrs from .Sou'hrrr. Perhaps Fourier’s system is more efficient, but the only element of it which Morris chose to retain was that “the chief source of gaiety among Harmonians is the frequent variation of sessions " ' For Morris, their duration was far less important; that was just a matter of temperament What he specially admired was the care taken io adapt tasks precisely to each individual’s ability, in order to make them pleasant. and he was struck by the sometimes odd forms under which this cart sometimes showed itself:
' his dictum that children, who generally like making dirt-pies and getting into a mess, should do the dirty work of the community, may at least be looked on as an illustration of this idea'’.
Morris appears not to have realised that Fourier s employment of children in this wav was his solution to the problem of the disagreeable tasks which Ihomas More assigned to slaves and he himself to machines: it provides a 'inking example of the connection between the development of productive forces and ideology.
In the range of passions which must be sublimated from the '‘subversive state to the ‘harmonic'* state, the Butterfly, whose function is to create joy by the adaptation of the individual to the task which suits him and by diversifying occupation, ts to be joined by the Cabalist and the Composite. The Cabaiist, which is emulation between groups, appears to have held little attraction for Morris who must have seen it as a modified survival of capitalist competition and scarcely seems to have considered it other than as a possibility of the first stage. The Composite, on the other hand, claims our attention. It contains the germ of Morris 's ideal of the full development of man. I do not in the least dare to claim any direct influence, but (is it sheer coincidence?) we find that the examples given by Fourier are exactly the same as those we find later in Morns:
“Love is only beautiful to the extent it is combined love, uniting the charms of the senses to those of the spirit It becomes triviality or deceit if it is confined to one of the other of these two provinces.
. The cmnpanu commands respect to such an extent that in every sphere we agree in looking down on those devoted to solitary pleasure. K a man provides himself with excellent food and excellent wines in order to enjoy' them alone, he exposes himself to well-deserved jeers. But if the same man gathers together a chosen company, and they taste the pleasures of the senses in good fare and those of the spirit in friendship at the same time, he will be praised, because his banquets will provide compound pleasure and not simple.’' **
But let us return to joy in work, which remains the major theme. In Fourier

ftnd an exaltation of physical effort which foreshadows the pleasures of “easy-hard work” so dear to Morris:
"This plough, so hateful today, will be guided by the young prince as bv the young plebeian; it will be a kind of industrial tournament, with each athlete displaying his vigour and dexterity, to thine before the fair sex, who will close the proceedings by bringing lunch or a snack. M 'v
Did Morris have a memory of this picture when he described the hefty lads repairing the Bloomsbury road, in Aews from Aowhtrt? This slant resolves the contradiction which Morris hated between work and leisure:
“Oh, heavens! I'm quite willing, they are amusements. But why are these occupations amusements? That is what you must understand; and when you have worked out why, think about seeing whether all the occupations of science, agriculture, manufacture, art, etc., which make up Industry, cannot in some way be changed into amusements - because such amusements exist. That is the whole point/’ 9T
Nevertheless, there is one whole aspect of Fourier's doctrine which Morris firmly rejects. It is necessary, writes Fourier, “for the division of labour to be earned to the ultimate in order to provide each sex and every age with suitable occupations." In this way a particular horticulturist can pass from one to another of the most diverse arboricultural series, steadily restricting himself to the operation of grafting, if that is his '‘passionate attraction”, other operations being reserved to other specialists, other monomaniacs, one is tempted to say. “The division of labour,” declares Considerant, “does not inhibit variation of work; on the contrary, it is eminently suited to it"; and he seems even to outbid Fourier:
Sub-division within the Group is the true guarantee of the Individual Independence of the worker, and of the Free Development of Vocations, for it permits each one to devote himself solely, 1 will not say to functions, but to those details of functions for which he feels taste, aptitude and inclination.” u
Such a theory is obviously contrary to the absolute condemnation of the division of labour expressed by Morris, following Marx and Ruskin It contradicts the idea, inherited from Ruskin, that the separation between conception and execution must be done away with and the craftsman be given complete freedom of self-expression in all parts of his work. It contradicts the Marxist idea of the “whole man” who will come into his own in communist society. This clash between Morris and Fourier is neither formal nor accidental. It derives from a profound difference of intent. For our poet, the purpose of communism is to ensure man's happiness. For the phakmsterian utopist, the aim is to ensure a continuous increase in production; the utilisation of emotional attractions and pleasure in work have no other end As Edouard Guyot pertinently remarks,
“for him, that is quite legitimate, for under the regime which he proposes and which involves property, one has to be concerned with men's profit, and not just with their happiness

It is not only the level of productive forces, but also production relationships which determine ideology.
Among the merits which Morris attributes to Fourier in Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, I have mentioned that of having advocated “the lightening of labour by the introduction of decorative creation agreeable to the worker'’ This suggestion is rather odd, because one cannot claim that this element plays an outstanding part in the pleasure which the phalansterians find in their labour I cannot help imagining that, in composing their manual, Morris and Bax did not find themselves in complete harmony over their assessment, and that the latter, in Morris's eyes, made the mistake of underestimating the value of Fourier’s message; and I am inclined to think that in the last chapter, dealing with work in the future society, a subject upon which Morris had pondered more deeply than his collaborator, he took the opportunity of introducing praise of the phalansterian utopist and pushing it as far as he could. In fact, if we go to Fourier himself, thoughts of an aesthetic order really are extremely rare. It is necessary, of course, “for the workshops and fields to attract the worker by their elegance and well-kept appearance’’. Sometimes, however, he does become more eloquent:
“Manufactures, though eminently suitable, could not exercise any attraction if the workshops of the phalange were disgustingly filthy, as are ours, which, by their meanness do not lend themselves to any pleasing arrangement, any comfort or anything inspiring enthusiasm. Comfort is the first requisite of attraction, so it is difficult for that to arise in an industry from which comfort is excluded. That is the vice of all our civilised workshops.
But if the confectionery seristery is built for a mass of five or six hundred people: men, women and children, with luxury in dress and tools of the trade, it will be possible, even in the oven room, which is the dirtiest place, to introduce elegance. A range of ovens decorated with different marbles, walls frequently repainted grey or brown, borders which are often renewed. The other, unsmoky rooms will be suited to all kinds of decoration. ”
All that is very interesting, and Morris expresses on a number of occasions the same desire to beautify and enrich the place of work in the future society. But there is not the least suggestion of introducing this aesthetic joy, which pervades the whole of Morris’s utopia, into work itself. And for that reason Fourierism is only a partial and complementary inspiration of it. On this point Morris was far more lucid than we might suppose from the laudatory summary in the manual of socialism and, at the same time, the text we are about to read confirms my supposition concerning the collaboration with Bax. In the preface to Ruskin’s Nature of Gothic, we find, in fact, this judgment which seems to me to define perfectly the nature and the limits of Fourier’s influence:
“Charles Fourier dealt with the subject at great length, and the whole of his elaborate system for the reconstruction of society is founded on the certain hope of gaining pleasure in labour. But in their times neither Owen nor Fourier could possibly have found the key to the problem w ith which Ruskin was provided. Fourier depends, not on art for the motive

power of the realization of pleasure in labour, but on incitements, which, although they would not be lacking in any decent state of society, are rather incidental than essential parts of pleasurable work; and on reasonable arrangements, which would certainly lighten the burden of labour, but would not procure for it the element of sensuous pleasure, which is the essence of all true art. Nevertheless, it must be said that Fourier and Ruskin were touched by the same instinct, and it is instructive and hopeful to note how they arrived at the same point by such very different roads.”
It is difficult to define more clearly the dividing line between the internal and external elements of utopia. And yet this delimitation leaves us with a feeling of injustice. If the aesthetic expression of human effort, with all the conception of man and society that these terms involve, was for Morris the essential internal element, is one not entitled to think that variety of occupation, conceived no longer as a stimulus to production and profit, but as the other condition for man’s full development is also an internal element of Morris's humanism?
4. [bookmark: bookmark43]Louis Blanc
In their rapid bird’s-eye view of “utopian socialism” in France, Morris and Bax touch briefly on several other systems: those of Lammenais, Pierre Leroux, Cabet and Louis Blanc. On the first two, I have nothing to say, and one may wonder whether they ever attracted Morris’s attention. Perhaps he read Icane; he must at least have had an indirect acquaintance with it, since I have found, in a manuscript of H. A. Barker’s,100 the mention, in an undated list of lectures given by the Socialist League, of a talk by G. Brocher upon the Icarian communities. However, there is little likelihood that this carefully regulated utopia, uniformed and verging on the police state, would greatly have attracted him. On the contrary, and without being prepared to venture definite assertions, I am inclined to think that he must have read Louis Blanc's Organisation du travail with some interest, although we do not find any mention of it outside the socialist handbook. I have several reasons for the supposition.
First there is, clearly, the evidence of Bruce Glasier, to which I have already referred, to the extent to which we can trust his memory. There is the fact that, in the Mill article which made such an impression upon Morris, three pages are devoted to Louis Blanc: one might expect that reading this would have aroused his interest in the same way as the six pages devoted to V. Gon- siderant. There is also, in his anticipation of revolutionary happenings as related by old Hammond in News from Nowhere, the creation by the desperate bourgeoisie of government factories, which exactly correspond to Louis Blanc’s description.101 I readily concede that this last argument is mi proof, because this reminiscence might just as well have derived from a knowledge of the historical facts of 1848 as from a knowledge of texts.
It must be admitted that the ideology which is revealed by these texts held nothing very attractive to Morris. In the words of Louis Blanc himself, it “rests upon deeply felt idealism”.102 It defines, in idealist terms, the State placed above social classes.101 It is steadfastly opposed to any idea of revolution:

“there is no question ... of displacing wealth”,104 and “capitalists would I* called into the association and would receive interest upon the capital tho i invested”."’7’ In all, it is necessary “to reform society without overtumin! it”"16 and the change envisaged consists of “bringing together all classesm society and making them understand that their interests are coincident".1”’if ! Louis Blanc’s book had contained nothing but these assertions which, in Morris’s eyes, could only be opportunistic platitudes, I would shut it up without going any further. But there was more.
The place given to Louis Blanc in Socialism, its Growth and Outcome is relative- ly generous. The essential part of it deals with the historical role played by the French theorist, and this role is judged severely, not so much on account of the Revolution of 1848, in which his ideas were admitted to have been travestied, as on account of his repudiation of 1871 and his rallying to the cause of Versailles. But in this account, at once biographical and theoretical, two facts strike us. First, stress is laid upon Louis Blanc’s Corsican ancestry on his mother’s side and upon a family incident which might have inspired an Alexandre Dumas story. Morris loved reading the novels of Dumas and it is not very likely that Bax indulged in such frivolous reading; so it seems clear to me that Morris had a hand in drafting the account dealing particularly with the Organisation du travail. Now, this book is full of strange contradictions. In the midst of the reformist ideas I have picked out, there are others which approach an egalitarianism very close to the Babouvist ideology, some of which go a very long way.
“In this work,” write Morris and Bax, “he put forward the genuine Socialist maxim of ‘From each according to his capacity; to each according to his needs’ as the basis of the production of a true society,”
The authors exaggerate and are reasoning a posteriori. This formula u not found in the work of Louis Blanc, but, in default of the letter, we find the essential spirit:
“In the Saint-Simonian doctrine, the problem of sharing out profits is resolved by the famous formula: from each according to his ability, to ttU" ability according to its works. In our project, inequality of aptitude is only transitorily made the basis for the differentiation of reward, and that with important restrictions. So that what forms the moral principle of Saint-Simonism is only, in our project, a necessary concession to idea* which we consider to be false and which we hope to sec replaced through education, by ideas of high moral worth. ” 109
Louis Blanc completes the expression of this idea in the following terms
“Although the false and antisocial education given to the present generation makes it difficult to seek a motive for emulation and encouragement other than in an increase of reward, salaries would be equal, and an entirely new education would chanee ideas and customs.
It is not strange that this passage should give Morris food for thought, following ideas expressed by the Babouvists on the same subject. Fundamentally he was in favour of this egalitarianism, but, with the later enlightenment

f Marxist thinking, he realised that here the problem of “unequal right" is ° ‘ kadly posed. In the first place, the inevitable period of transition is accepted unwillingly and is shortened in a subjective, arbitrary and aggressive way. Only the Marxist theory of two stages, based upon a scientific understanding of economic laws and historical development, appreciating the material impossibility of skipping stages, can provide a solution. Secondly, this solution, which Louis Blanc envisages through the idealistic means of education and morality, depends, for Morris as for Marx, upon the revolutionary transformation of productive relationships and the surge forward of productive forces resulting from it. Effective equality can only be achieved in the communism of abundance. If, in their handbook, Morris and Bax regard Louis Blanc as a precursor, it is from a corrective angle. They take the precaution of accusing him of never having
“grasped the great truth that only through the class struggle can the regeneration of society be accomplished”.1
In other words, Louis Blanc's propositions are valid at the level reached in the second stage. Within this corrected perspective, Morris will accept up to a certain point the idea that “it is not to the inequality of rights that the inequality of abilities should lead, but to the inequality of dutiesThe formulation must have appealed to him, but the moral concept underlying it probably appeared ridiculous to him. The notion, deeply rooted in him and drawn from Ruskin and Fourier, of pleasure in work, would render any ethical imperative supererogatory. Curiously enough, Louis Blanc, without noticing the contradiction, himself corrected his formulation by declaring:
Is it not true that truly superior men have always sought and found their chief reward in the very exercise of their abilities?" 11
Lpon that point, Morris’s agreement was complete, and this idea, taken up m the conditions of the second stage, abundantly justified the egalitarian ideology of his own utopia, in this sense, the thoughts engendered by reading louts Blanc make an incontestable contribution to the development of his thinking.
[bookmark: bookmark44]5. Robert Owen
Contrary to all expectations, it is not possible to find any inspiration or source for Morris’s utopia in Owenism. In fact, it is the negation of it. and, as we shall quickly discover, Owen’s theories had no effect other than that of reinforcing M orris’s political thinking by reaction.
It is altogether probable that Morris read Owen's work* Memories recalled by Mackail indicate that in 1883 he was speaking enthusiastically about him."" We also have the evidence, already mentioned, of Bruce Clasier It is not without interest to note also that his Edinburgh correspondent and friend, John Glasse, was the author of a book upon Owen, "* and that another close friend Andreas Scheu. in 1885 gave a lecture at Hammersmith on Owen. Marx and Blanqut.1"’ However, it is difficult for usto say which books Mort is ‘might have read. The only one of which we find the title in his writings is The Bwk nf the Moral World, and that again is in the theoretical handbook

[bookmark: bookmark45]M’dlsmm .Warn* Tkt ii*rrut fhrwmn
wrm*-n with tUx. * Inch wodmmnes any certainty As ii happens.« dwtr» i© me that this uncertainty i* my senom tt would be difficult. aifan * hnd anvthin* in Momi i wrrnn** that commuted a direct reitumiccm Abow all. on the * snout nctaaom when he refer* to Owen, thr jwkneixj which he makes concern the marv hi* public rdk and his influence much man than has wnti
For the mao he had immenae admiration He tails him “the most generous and beat of men “ He waa
"representative of the nobler hope* of hit day . . and the lifter of thr torch of Socialism amid*? the dark days of the confusion consequent on the rr* alc*« creed of the early period of the great factory industries**,w
lie wa* “a bom philanthropist in the better sense of the word, and from the first chawed tn ail matters unbounded generosity and magnanimity'’; he was, be repeats "the moat humane of men" J* He praises him because he "showed how t?y <xm0*f*so9tshtp and good will labour might be made at least endurable' \ while still reproaching him, as he did Fourier, for not hating understood the real nature of pleasure in work. He praises him even more for having proved "that the conditions under which man lived could affect hi* life and hts deeds infinitely*’ His "theory of the perfectibility of man by the amelioration of his surroundings M 122 is perhaps Owen s single positive contnbtfUon to the maturation of Morris's thought: we can, it seems tome, regard it as a decisive stage in the deconceptualisaiion of Morris's humanism, and as a direct preparation for the assimilation of the practical humanism of Man and Engels
I wall search no further, because, for the rest, Morris* judgments arc srvcrrU <:riih al. This if not a reason for us to neglect them, because it was to a certain extent through opposition to Owen that Morris negatively defined his own conception of the "great change’*. What he primarily reproaches him with Is hebrving that socialist reforms in isolation, even the most far- reaching, were possible within the framework of capitalist society. The cooperative movemrnt, of which Owen was "the first great champion”, seemed a w*tt-o*-:He-wisp to tumr arising from a failure to understand that nothing “short of universal co-operation would solve the social question”. it is an theory, and, therefore, reactionary:
'.>ince the day* of Robert Owen the position of Co-operation has been quite changed by the uprising of remUuttanary Socialism as a result of the application of the doctrine of rvohitkm to human society, and the consequent pmnrptMNi of the diiHtruggie The Co-operationuts of Robert Owen's time did not perceive the existence of the class-struggle. ** **
In the theoretical handbook, we find the same reproach that "he ignored also the antagonism of rUun” lZS 1 shall only record here criticisms on the problem of oo-oper at khi directed against Owen by name. I should need many pages to consider sll his catalogue of complaints of a general nature, the co-operative movement has had no result of her than creating a collective form of capitalism, making the workers lose their class consciousness, and strengthening the aristocracy of labour.
Even more than against co-operation (and this » of more direct interest to

Mom* takes is*uc against the utopian experiments of Owen and his wiower* Hi is was ail the more necessary because, in the 'eighties* thr word ommunism, for the ill-educated public of his readers and listeners, evoked nothing but the memory of Owenite communities. The confusion was in dinger of being perpetuated as a consequence of the adhesion to the Socialist League of a certain number of survivors of the movement, such as the strange and picturesque Craig u' So Morris makes a point of being explicit; thus, in the course of his controversy with the anarchists in 1889, he writes tn Com- monuml-
‘Comrade H. Davis misunderstands my use of the word Communist in supposing me to use it as the Owenites did, as implying life in separate communities, whether those communities were mere scattered accidents amidst a capitalist society or not; whereas J use it as a more accurate term for Socialism as implying equality of condition and consequent abolition of private property. ” 1
Owen’s experiments, he repeats in the socialist handbook, “could never develop out of the experimental stage so long as the constitution of Society implies the upholding of the so-called ‘rights of property’ *\19
“Such experiments arc of their nature non-progressive; at their best they are but another form of the Mediaeval monastery, withdrawals from the society of the day, really implying hopelessness of a general change.”1*
It is not possible
“to establish a real Socialistic community in the midst of Capitalistic Society, a social island amidst an individual sea: because all its external dealings would have to be arranged on a basis of capitalistic exchange and would so far support the system of profits and unpaid labour".
That is why these experiments are doomed “to failure and extinction’,1 with the result that the bourgeoisie “has cried out mockery against Socialism over the ruins”. They rest upon a foolish illusion, the same as that of Fourier and Corisid&rant:
“Robert Owen thought that if the advantages of a communal or co-operative life were only shown to people clearly enough, they would embrace it as people take to a new form of theology; forgetting that the chain which binds them is real enough and that mere hope and example of the success of such a life on a small scale will not break that chain which it has taken so many centuries to forge.”
Owen's experimental utopism was a dead end, and deflected some workers Irom Chartism, which contained “far more socialism”.1 Owen, in fact, “looked upon Chartism as an interruption to his co-operative schemes, and depre< a ted it” 1M He was profoundly ignorant of the class nature of the State, and his socialism
“fell short of its object because it did not understand that, so long as there is a privileged class in possession of the executive power, they wilt

lake good care that their economical position, which enables them to live on the unpaid labour of the people, is not tampered with".135
That is why such experiments have proved to be “anti-Socialistk, as they withdrew themselves from general society - from political society". '* So, “those who are young in the movement" need to be put on their guard:
“Although as experiments in association something may be learned from them, their conditions of life have no claim to the title of Communism, which most unluckily has often been applied to them. Communism can never be realised till the present system of Society has been destroyed by the workers taking hold of the political power.” 1
This example of Morris's reaction to Owen is most significant, and shows us very < iearly that the most positive effect of pre-Marxist socialism was to lead him to write an anti-utopian utopia.
6. [bookmark: bookmark46]Henry George
From the defeat ol Chartism until the eighties, political socialism in England was in the doldrums It lived on memories, Owenism continued sporadically in co-operation and in utopian experiments; the working class allowed itself to be influenced to a slight degree by Christian socialism, and even less by moralising positivism: the theories of Samuel Smiles and Malthus were preached by the ruling class; an aristocracy of labour came into being and spread an ideology of selfishness and social collaboration. Marxism was still unknown, and Engels could write to Marx on 7 October 1858:
"The English proletariat is actually becoming more and more bourgeois, so that this most bourgeois of all nations is apparently aiming ultimately at the possession of a bourgeois artistocracy and a bourgeois proletariat as well as a bourgeoisie. ” 1
England was the workshop of the world, and the power of its ruling class appeared to be unchallenged.
As the 'eighties approached, the situation changed bit by bit. American and German competition made themselves felt and the economy was shaken. A sharp crisis in agriculture aggravated the industrial unease, and that was complicated by the Irish problem and the impoverishment of the Scottish crofters, causing a new exodus to the towns and an increase in poverty and unemployment. The importance of the peasant question at this period has not always been sufficiently regarded by the historians. In any case, it is noteworthy that the revival of socialism in Great Britain was first expressed in movements for land nationalisation or agrarian reforms, and it was this agitation that affected the movement in the towns. This fact must be remembered il one wants to understand the sudden and unprecedented success enjoyed in England by Progress and Poverty (1879) by the American Henry George. The author, who was also a very assured orator, made several lecture tours in Britain from 1882 onwards They were triumphal, and he sold over a hundred thousand copies of his book,. . His influence upon English socialists, whether social-democratic or F&bian, was of variable duration, but to start with it was universal and considerable.

There is no essential interest for our study in making a deep analysis of C'eorge’s theories, because Morris soon rejected them and, curiously enough, it was something different, as we shall see, that he retained from his book. Mso. these theories can be briefly summarised by borrowing George’s own expressions:
“The great cause of inequality in the distribution of wealth is inequality in the ownership of land ... we must substitute for the individual ownership of land a common ownership ... we should not think of giving the landowners any compensation for the land ... It is not necessary to confiscate land; it is only necessary to confiscate rent . . . Therefore what I propose is - to appropriate rent by taxation ... to abolish all taxation save that upon land values. ”
For a long time, too, a confusion persisted in the minds of readers and listeners, and George seems to have maintained it cunningly, between land nationalisation and the single tax. As he drew away from socialism, this single tax was reduced until it came down to 20%. I add, to give the exact tone of the book s ideology, the expression of a regret: “It is difficult for working-men to get over the idea that there is a real antagonism between capital and labour’"; and of a hope, that a new community “may let the labourer have the full reward of his labour and the capitalist the full return of his capital”.141
Henry George was able to maintain these various or successive ambiguities thanks to the friendship he met with from Hyndman and Joynes of the Social Democratic Federation. The S.D.F. weekly, Justice, steadily supported his campaign up to 1886. In his memoirs, published twenty-five years later, Hyndman makes a fairly clear and moderate assessment of the American theorist, which nevertheless betrays a desire to justify the support formerly accorded. He declares that he had believed at that time (and his remark is not without good sense) that Progress and Poverty “would induce people to think about economic problems who could never have been brought to read economic books pure and simple”, and that “an agitation directed against any form of private property was better than the stereotyped apathy which prevailed all round us”. He said he had defended the book to Karl Marx who saw in it “the capitalist’s last ditch” and had maintained that the gross errors contained in the book would open the eyes of a great many people by their very enormity. Marx did not see it in this light, and replied that “to have error unrefuted is to encourage intellectual immorality”, which questioned Hyndman’s standpoint brutally. However, the latter persisted in thinking that
“George’s temporary success with his agitatory fallacies greatly facilitated the promulgation of Marx’s own theories in Great Britain, owing to the fact that the public mind had been stirred up to consider the social question, and political economy generally, by George’s easily read book”.
This assertion is certainly bold, but perhaps it is not entirely without truth. What one must remember, and what is to pur purpose, is that Hyndman persisted for several years in his support for Henry George, against Marx’s opinion and, after the latter’s death, against that of Engels In a letter to Sorge on 20 June 1881, Marx made a savage analysis of Progress and Poverty.14' Engels

wrote to Hebei, on 18 January 1884, that Henry George was “a senuj bourgeois” and that his attack upon property in land atone would "not gnZ far tn the foremost industrial country in the world”. 144 In his preface to th- (f887) American edition of The Position oj the Working Class in Britain, he observ. ed that “what Henry George demands leaves the present mode of social production untouched”.14
The recalling of these details is not without point, because it throws light upon Morris s reactions. He seems to have read George s book in 1882 and. soon afterwards, A R. Wallace’s Land Nationalisation, which takes up the same theme with variations. He found the latter book “not nearly such a good book as George's” The following year he was a member of the Democratic Federation, and saw as proof of the progress of socialism the fact that “Henry George s book has been received in this country and in America as a new Gospel”. H After another year had passed, we see from his pen a strange article devoted to George in Justice. After praising his qualities as a man and an orator, he writes:
“Granted that the depression throughout the country and the serious state of our agricultural industry helped Mr. George to an attentive hearing, he never spared himself but strove to stir an apathy which has lasted , almost unbroken for over thirty years . . . We too desire to overthrow the landlord domination; we too have worked for years to get back the land for the people . . . But we cannot finish, nay we cannot even begin, here.
The worst enemies of the people to-day arc those whom our ‘prophet of California* leaves untouched by his denunciations and unscathed by his sarcasm. To Mr. George the robber of a hundred is a villain indeed: the dexterous annexer of many thousands may pass full-pocketed on his way as a benefactor of the race”.1
I consider that this article constitutes a turning-point in Morris’s ideological evolution. It is noteworthy that he starts with a textual refutation of the arguments of Hyndman, for whom he was still professing an immense admiration, and that he finishes with a condemnation about which one may feel that it faithfully reflects Engels’s opinion, probably conveyed by Bax. Here we begin to find ourselves in the presence of the mystery which will concern us in the next chapter.
From then on, the condemnation of Henry George becomes steadily more emphatic, and the reservations which went with it finally disappear. It turns upon the man, whose opportunist development is judged with growing contempt. Morris, so little given to personalities, ends up by declaring that he has “rejoined the capitalist camp”.149 After George took the side of the executioners in the affair of the “Chicago martyrs”, he used bold type in the columns of Commomveat to label him “TRAITOR”, 150 and he never ceased denouncing him as an “enemy of socialism”. m On the theoretical plane, the condemnation is just as forthright and is expressed without the slightest equivocation in the Manifesto of the Socialist League in 1885:
''Nationalisation of the land alone . . would be useless so lone as labour was subject to the fleecing of surplus value inevitable under the Capitalist system ,

nd a note attached to the Manifesto recalls that ‘'land is but ear of the forms of
*aWas there any point, one may ask, in speaking of Henry George since I have iust established so complete a break? Morris’s development in regard to him seems to me not to be negligible in the interest it offers, and the article published injustice in 1884 will develop its full significance from the angle of the research to which I shall subject it later. But there is one other thing in Progress and Poverty to which contemporaries did not pay any attention and which, all the same, left its mark upon Morris’s utopian thought. In the last part of the book there are reflections upon the future socialist society which are taken up by our poet, even in their form of expression. We read there, for example:
“It seems to me that in a condition of society in which no one need fear poverty, no one would desire great wealth . . . For, certainly, the spectacle of men who have only a few years to live, slaving away their time for the sake of dying rich, is in itself so unnatural and absurd, that in a state of society where the abolition of the fear of want had dissipated the envious admiration with which the masses of men now regard the possession of great riches, whoever would toil to acquire more than he cared to use would be looked upon as we would now look on a man who would thatch his head with half a dozen hats, or walk around in the hot sun with an overcoat on. ” 153
To illustrate the same idea, Henry George uses another image which we find again in Morris:
“Take a company of well-bred men and women dining together. There is no struggling for food, no attempt on the part of anyone to get more than his neighbour; no attempt to gorge or to carry off. On the contrary, each one is anxious to help his neighbour before he partakes himself; to offer to others the best rather than to pick it out himself. . .
I hey are greedy of food when they are not assured that there will be a fair and equitable distribution that will give enough to each . . . An equitable distribution of wealth, by exempting all from the fear of want, would destroy the greed of wealth, just as in polite society the greed of food has been destroyed. ” 154
So, reading Progress and Poverty in 1882, Morris could already dream of equality amid plenty and the natural limitation of needs. He also found there ideas about work very close to those he drew from Fourier:
“It is not labour in itself that is repugnant to man; it is not the natural necessity for exertion that is a curse; it is only the labour that produces nothing - exertion of which he cannot see the results. To toil day after day, and yet get but the necessities of life, this is indeed hard; it is like the infernal punishment of compelling a man to pump lest he be drowned, or to trudge on a treadmill lest he be crushed. But released from this necessity, men would but work the harder and the better, for then they would work as their inclinations led them; then, would they seem to be really doing something for themselves or for others . . Work, even of the coarser kinds, would become a lightsome thing. The tendency of modern

production to subdivision would not involve monotony or the contraction of ability in the worker, since toil would be relieved by short hours, by change, by the alternation of intellectual with manual occupations.”
It is. of course, only a question of parallel and complementary inspiration, but this confirmation should not be neglected. In fact, there is much more in Prngrm and Poverty. We find there an almost complete draft for an important idea which forms one of the starting points of Morris’s utopia. From an idealist viewpoint which is clearly not Morris’s, Henry George depicts the succession of civilisations:
“It is the barbarians of the one epoch who have been the civilized men of the next, to be in their turn succeeded by fresh barbarians ... Every civilization that has been overwhelmed by barbarians has really perished from internal decay . . . the breaking up and diffusion caused by an incursion of barbarians is necessary to the recommencement of the process and a new growth of civilization. ” 156
Our civilisation, the blemishes of which are vigorously denounced by Henry George, is, then, doomed, and only a new age of barbarism can save the human race. But, he asks,
"Whence shall come the new barbarians? Go through the squalid quarters of great cities, and you may see, even now, their gathering hordes. How shall learning perish? Men will cease to read, and books will kindle fires and be turned into cartridges! ” 1
This prospect, which for Morris represents a gleam of light and a hopeful factor, did not fill Henry George with delight. This self-styled socialist never felt any enthusiasm for revolutionary methods. The barbarism he foreshadowed was to take the form of “imperatorship” and “anarchy” and also - for his fine impulse was lost in a very muddled religious development - of “new forms of superstition, of which possibly Mormonism and other even grosser ‘isms may give some vague idea”.158
Admittedly he notes the existence of “a vague but general feeling of disappointment, an increased bitterness among the working-classes and a .widespread feeling of unrest”.
However, that docs not appear to him to open the way to salvation: “If this were accompanied by a definite idea of how relief is to be obtained, it would be a hopeful sign; but it is not so accompanied”. 159 His indecision is complete:
"The civilized world is trembling on the verge of a great movement. Either it must be a leap upward, which will open the way to advances yet undreamed of, or it must be a plunge downward, which will carry us back towards barbarism. ” 160
George’s view, as we turn the pages, becomes more gloomy and pessimistic. His book ends in apocalyptic metaphysics and prophecies of glacial catastrophes presaging the death of our planet and its inhabitants. So the only meaning to life is to be found in belief in another life. 141
All of which does not at all separate us from Morris. We shall see that he too, during the groping years of his utopian search, was obsessed by visions of

nstruphe and one may wonder whether his sudden enthusiasm for Jefferies was not more or less consciously prepared by the reading of Henry George. Hut that is not the essence. What we must grasp is that nowhere did he find so clear a summary of the problem he needed to resolve, the problem of civilisation and barbarism. But whereas George, after suggesting the existence of the new barbarians in “the squalid quarters of great cities", stopped short, Morris took up the idea in a great burst of enthusiasm inspired by his assimilation of historical and dialectical materialism. For the idealistic struggle. For the “recommencement of the process" he substituted the spiral movement of history. For the cycle: barbarism - civilisation - barbarism, he substituted the alternative: barbarism or socialism, and he triumphantly resolved it in a parable which carried Henry George’s hesitant intuitions on to a higher plane.
7. [bookmark: bookmark47]Anarchist Literature
There has so often been talk of William Morris’s utopian anarchism or anarchic communism that I should doubtless be reproached if I said not a word about it here. In due time, when we consider communist society as he imagined it, we shall have ample opportunity of seeing, basing ourselves upon Morris s own writings, the extent of his hostility to any libertarian ideology. 162 The fact that the critics, in their majority — I should say, in their nearunanimity - have persisted against the evidence in seeing him as a devotee of that ideology is due less, I think, to dishonesty than to ignorance. Not a single one of them has realised that Morris’s utopia was based upon the Marxist theory of two stages, the second of these stages being communism, an essential characteristic of which is the withering away of the State. But even if the State has finally disappeared, if the government of people has given place to the administration of things, democracy will still acknowledge one law, that of the majority, which anarchism denies. Morris, as we shall see, is completely explicit upon this point. Admittedly, this distant stage of socialism can, if one omits this important reservation, in some ways resemble the society that the anarchists want to establish overnight. Morris himself did not deny it, although he never stopped stressing the differences rather than the resemblances. These being prudently admitted, can we say that with him they resulted from a reading of libertarian literature?
Apart from a fragmentary translation by Seymour of Bakunin, the latter remained unknown in England for a long time, and at the most we may suppose that Morris heard talk about him. There remain Proudhon and Kropotkin. Before turning to their case, I would make one remark. When, in his article in Justice, so often quoted (and no less frequently truncated), Morris, in 1894, cast a backward eye and listed the influences which led him to socialism, he wrote:
“Such finish to what education in practical Socialism as 1 am capable of I received afterwards from some of my Anarchist friends, from whom I learned, quite against their intention, that Anarchism was impossible, much as 1 learned from Mill against his intention that Socialism was necessary.”

I might be tempted, after so precise and clear a declaration, to close thetn ^ quiry and press no further. In any case, it justifies my not extending it un necessarily. But there is one point which I would like to underline. It is that where socialism is concerned, Morris tells us of his reading. As for anarchism he encountered it, not by reading, but from contacts with its followers. In fact, such contacts were many and prolonged within the Socialist League and they finished in bitterness and disruption.
I am inclined to think that he never read Proudhon and he knew of his think- ing only through what he learned from Bax and Kropotkin. He only makes a single mention of his name, in 1885, when he is drawing up a list of precursors of socialism, and this juxtaposition is significant in itself, though very understandable at that date. For one thing, theoretical education (even Morris’s) was inadequate, and for another, the working-class movement was too weak in the face of all-powerful capitalism, for him to feel it necessary to draw fine distinctions and even less so to be exclusive among the different currents of thought. I may add that there are so many contradictions to be found in Proudhon’s works that very different ideologies have found it possible to lay claim to him. At that time he could scarcely have been known at all in England, apart from his famous dictum: “Property is theft”; and that would be enough for him to be considered an ally in the common struggle.
His name appears in the list of readings published in Commonweal in 1886, of which I have already spoken. The French titles of several of Proudhon s works are shortened and mangled, and he is credited with a Hisloire de (sic) socialism which is difficult to identify. I find it difficult to believe that Morris had a hand in drawing up this list. It is only in Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, in 1893, that we find a biography of Proudhon and a somewhat severe judgment upon the confusion of his ideas, which repeats in essence Marx’s strictures. Clearly, the historical documentation which this passage contains was outside Morris s competence, and, judging by certain details, it can without any risk of error be attributed to Bax, which by no means excludes his having discussed it with Morris and written it with his agreement. In this fragment there is one odd omission. Reference is made to Proudhon’s scheme for mutual aid, but none to his federalist ideas, which might be expected to interest Morris. Is it too much to deduce from this, on the one hand, that the latter’s participation in the writing is doubtful and, on the other, that Morris’s federalism was not directly inspired by Proudhon? In any case, it was an idea that was “in the air ’ and much discussed in socialist circles.
* * *
Let us come to Kropotkin. The problem is much less simple. If we go by the publication dates of his books, it would seem that the only one which could have had any influence upon Morris’s development was the work which appeared in Paris in 1885 under the title of Paroles d’un Revoke. La ConquHedu pain appeared in 1892 and it was only after Morris’s death that the Memoirs oj a Revolutionist (1899) and iMutual Aid (1902) appeared. In fact, these dates must not carry too much weight with us, because most of the chapters which make up his books appeared in the form of articles in periodicals in Switzerland (Lr Revolti) or Britain {Freedom),'* long before being collected together into

volumes, and Morris might have known of them, particularly those in Freedom. Whether he read Kropotkin’s writings or not, and it is probable that he read some of them, is basically of no very great importance. The two men had frequent and friendly personal contacts, and the exchange of ideas will have taken place in the course of their conversations. In truth, the real problem would be to know which of them exerted influence upon the other!
Morris made Kropotkin’s acquaintance on 18 March 1886 at a meeting commemorating the Commune. He was at once attracted by the personality of the anarchist prince, and spent a long time with him some days later. "" It was the beginning of an unbroken and cordial relationship. Kropotkin was invited to publish articles in Commonweal and give lectures in Hammersmith. He was even Morris’s guest at Kelmscott House.166 The latter felt Kropotkin’s ascendancy so much in the early days that he feared seeing him captured by the Social Democratic Federation. 67 A passing reference, in a letter in December 1886, even inclines me to the opinion that it was under Kropotkin’s influence that Morris’s anti-parliamentary rigidity hardened, and that he was led to make common cause with the anarchists in the League against the Avel- ing faction, which, inspired by Engels, was refusing to banish the electoral weapon from the means of struggle.168 It was probably then that his direct contacts with Marx’s old companion ceased, and there began a period of political sectarianism lasting two or three years, the futility and error of which he later recognised.
At first glance this friendship may seem surprising but it is perfectly explicable if one grasps the subtlety of its nuances. We must not overlook the affinity of class and culture which could be established between Morris, from the upper bourgeoisie, and the Russian aristocrat, their shared taste for mediaeval art and the parallel aspects of their political and social development. Apart from these personal factors, Kropotkin’s anarchism had personal characteristics which suited their exchanges. It was, in fact, a consistent ideology, far removed from the disconcerting contradictions of Proudhon. It laid no stress upon violence, or direct action, and made no apologia for destruction. It is important to note that Kropotkin never gave the slightest support to the League anarchists who caused Morris so much trouble and who, in the end, expelled him from it,149 despite the immense indulgence he showed towards them.1 Nor was it an anarchism founded upon a frantic exaltation of the rights of the individual and a denial of any social contract. All in all, it was a utopism having as its aim a society of human brotherhood from which all government, all State and all authority were strictly excluded. But for a few discrepancies, this utopia presented several characteristics in common with Marx’s and Morris’s vision of the second stage. The disagreement, which was clearly fundamental, turned upon means and, even more, upon revolutionary chronology.
Morris never made the slightest concession upon these points of disagreement, but it is perfectly understandable that, as his daughter May writes, 'the friendship between him and Peter Kropotkin was undisturbed by this difference of outlook”.171 The weakness of the socialist movement at this time, moreover, made major excommunications impossible, apart from the mul- rinliritv of sects Bernard Shaw describes Morris's attitude with great exac- lifude when he mrords that the latter.
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Socialist poet Morris have proved so often and so well. ” 1,1
It is the same when Kropotkin asserts that in the new society needs will be characterised by “a taste for simplicity” and that there will be the means to satisfy them amply ‘‘on condition that one knows how to relate the means» the satisfaction of real needs”.192 If one had to draw up a balance sheet of dr influences exerted, it would certainly be found that the debit balance was Kropotkin’s.
What particularly interests us is to observe that, in essentials, Morris was absolutely adamant about the anarchistic ideas of his Russian friend And the latter, moreover, displayed a gently obstinate refusal to understand what Morris could not have failed to explain to him.1,3
“We cannot hold with the collectivists,” Kropotkin writes, for example, “that payment proportionate to the hours of labour rendered by each would be an ideal arrangement. ”
It was not an ideal for Morris either, and he must certainly have attempted to convey that it was simply an aspect of the necessary and transitory phase of the first stage, just like the State socialism which Kropotkin reproached the social democrats, inspired by Marx and Engels, with wishing to institute. In a sufficiently idealistic manner he opposed to scientific socialism, born of Germanic Geist, anarchy, born of the Latin spirit.195 He denied the need for any revolutionary government, that “sad illusion”, and wanted to pass overnight into anarchist society. 96
“Our first obligation,” he writes, “when the revolution shall have broken the power upholding the present system, will be to realize Communism without delay.” 97
This stubborn rejection of the Marxist theory of two stages, upon which the whole of Morris’s utopia was based, is the point of absolute cleavage between the two men. “What I aim at,” said Morris to Glasier,
“is Socialism or Communism, not Anarchism Anarchism and Communism, notwithstanding our friend Kropotkin, are incompatible in
[bookmark: bookmark50]- I .,108
principle.

CHAPTER FOUR
[bookmark: bookmark51]Marxism
Carrying on a deaf man’s soliloquy beyond the tomb, Kropotkin, immediately following Morris s death, purely and simply appropriated him, 1 and various theorists of anarchism have followed him and done the same.2 This bare-faced annexation was not confined to the libertarians. The Fabians, whom Morris had opposed equally consistently, were not to be left out. In this respect Shaw performed one of the most hair-raising about-turns of his career. In the essay which serves as introduction to the second volume of May Morris’s work, he went so far as to write, on the same page, that everything about the Fabian Society, from the bourgeois atmosphere to the furniture, not to mention the tone of the discussions, “would have driven him mad”, that he would have walked out in a towering rage, “damning us all for a parcel of half-baked shortsighted suburban snobs, as ugly in our ideas as in our lives”, and, a few lines further on. that after the break-up of the Socialist League he no longer preached revolution and “even said that no doubt Socialism would come in Sydney Webb's way The Fabian way”. ’ Shaw had already asserted, in an obituary notice in 1896, both that “he remained unchanged in his socialism" <nd that “he practically adopted the views of the Fabian Society as to how the • hange would come about”! 4 Between these two assertions, which really do pu»h the an of contradiction pretty far, lies a Fabian Tract of 1912, from which we learn that “towards the end of his life he was brought in a chastened ♦pirn to bow his neck to the Fabian yoke.” 5 It is to the point to recall here that, ot» 9 January 1896, a few months before his death, Morris wrote to an American correspondent: “1 have net changed my mind on Socialism". * I may 3‘1U that the least revolutionary leaders of the Labour Party, particularly Clement Attlee, have frequently claimed him.' But there is something even more breath-taking: in 1934, on the occasion of the centenary of Morris's birth, a certain Adam Neil, writing in Fascist Wttk, extolled him as a pioneer of Fascism, of Nordic racism and the corporate state!
But these categorical appropriations are far less harmful to the establishment of the truth than are the negative altitudes, sometimes underhand, some times peremptory, adopted by a near totality of critics towards Morris’s socialism, and, particularly, hit embracing of Marxism I could never reach the end of building an anthology of judgments passed in this sense in the innumerable books and article* devoted to his work and theories. So 1 must be excused for citing haphazard a few of the most typical. First, here is that of W R Lethaby and R Steele:
“There was, in fact, nothing modern or scientific about Morris's

[bookmark: bookmark52]socialism he never formulated a scientific scheme at f,„ Indeed, it is doubtful if he can be called a socialist at aJJ..*
^ chooses to believe Esther Meynell, “he could not march in step the socialists of hi* day ’ and “his own thinking on the matter is obnou& muddied According to Nikolaus Pevsner, there is in Moms's socialism “more of More than of Marx".'' Margaret Grennan, so clear in so many other respects, writes “he did not know much about the theory of value and cared even less and that there is as big a difference between him and Mar* » between Saint Thomas Aquinas and the Poverello of Assisi.12 In the eves of Glutton-Brock, “he was never a theorist and was not accustomed to think is terms of political economy”.!> For Max Nordau, he was “devoted toadoudy so* lalism composed mainly of pity and love for his fellow-man” ‘ Henry Felling himself declares that “he did not know much about Marxian economics”, and Victor Dupont considers that “he is not sufficiently intellect ualised to examine his conviction in the light of a scientific philosophy of history ** These few scattered quotations suffice. We may deduce that for some, Morris was not the least little bit socialist, for others, his socialism was vague and sentimental, and that the near-totality assert that, if he was familiar with Marxism, he was in disagreement with its doctrines or even incapable of understanding them. We note too that certain biographers and critics do not hesitate to contradict themselves. Compton-Rickett, for example, writes that “few men of imaginative genius have been so indifferent to any form of spec ulative thought as was Morris”, which docs not prevent him informing us, a few pages further on, that “he studied Economics with the same thoroughness as he had given to tapestry weaving, and one of the ablest thinkers in the movement tells me that Morris’s grasp of the subject was complete”.17 No more realistic estimate appeared before Graham Houghs study,1" although it had been preceded in 1934, by R. Page Arnot s emphatic protest, which still remained unechoed.19 We had to wait until 1955 for the masterly political biography by the historian E. P. Thompson for the matter to be finally revealed in the light of facts and writings. An important part of the present chapter could not have been written without reference to his work, and i hasten to acknowledge my debt. Those who have read and appreciated tt will have to forgive me when they find here much of its data, sometimes scattered and sometimes grouped. I have supplemented it by facts which my own research has revealed, but I am still, in essence, in complete agreement with his argument.
* * *
It is appropriate to consider the reasons for the almost general refusal to recognise in Morris’s socialism any revolutionary character or scientific inspiration. Some are obvious, others more elusive. The first, as 1 have indicated, is the ignorance of most of the commentators, who have no notion of what Marxism is, or a much simplified and distorted notion. In many cases, this state of fact coincides with personal political views, admitted or unconscious, or even a supposed “apoliticality”, which can produce analogous effects Frequently these phenomena are accompanied by contemptuous attitudes

js everything non-literary: many critics arc still scholars who judge a ter onlv upon his talent and have no wish to follow his secular wanderings. William Morris’s poetic and artistic genius demanded everyone’s admiration. Almost instinctively the beauty of his poems, his tales and his decorative work has been isolated from the more or less “impure” aspects. Even more, this beauty has itself created illusions. The impetuous rhythm of his work, its ivricism, its visionary imagination have built up a purely romantic image difficult to reconcile with the traditional picture of a materialist thinker. It seemed inconceivable that such aesthetic flowering could be rooted in social thinking and action which everything showed to be deep and serious. There was something almost indecent about it.
Let me say, in extenuation of the commentators and interpreters towards whom I show such severity, that this image of Morris has been transmitted to them, almost thrust upon them, by the picture left of him by the three biographers who knew him best, whose direct evidence is most valuable and irreplaceable: Mackail, May Morris and Bruce Glasier; and one should not forget to add Lady Burne-Jones. Her picture is not the same and it is not beside the point to define the subtle difference.
The Memorials of Lady Burne-Jones are noteworthy for their calculated reticence. We know that she carefully sorted the letters Morris had sent her and destroyed a great many of them, which leaves room for speculation about the exact nature of their relationship. She shows extreme discretion about Morris s political life and one feels strongly that, despite her feelings of deepest affection, she shared her husband’s objections and remained aloof. What interests us about her in the first instance is much less what she wrote (or rather left unwritten) than her hidden hand in the preparation of the biography written by her son-in-law Mackail. He was certainly a man filled with good intentions and one cannot blame him for not sharing the convictions of the man who was the subject of his book. We may remark, however, that the book wallows in an atmosphere of Victorian respectability and surrounds all of Morris s love-life with chaste silence. One feels that on this point he was completely concerned not to upset his mother-in-law and above all not to give away her secrets. And that is not the most serious thing, from the point of view which we must clearly adopt. The important fact is that Mackail, who felt fervent and sincere admiration for Morris, was embarrassed by his revolutionary socialism, and constantly strove to minimise, not only the extent of it, but its very existence. He had no way of avoiding the admission of its existence but in his eyes it was a kind of blemish, or shameful inconsistency, this inexplicable intrusion of a phenomenon foreign to the nature of his hero,
“the patient revenge of the modern or scientific spirit so long fought against, first by his aristocratic, and then by his artistic instincts, when it took hold of him against his will and made him a dogmatic Socialist. ”
Diligently he strove to reduce as much as possible the hold of Marxism upon Morris asserting that Thomas More’s Utopia exerted a much greater influence upon him “than the professedly Socialistic treatises - Marx’s Capital, Wallace’s Land Nationalisation, and the like - which he had been rather dispiritedly ploughing through”.'"
In this short passage there is a many-faceted distortion of the truth. We

have, it is true, acknowledged the admiration Morris expressed for Thomas More, but we have also seen that he had a sufficiently clear appreciation of Ctopta to regard it as a historical doument rather than direct inspiration, and that he had accepted isolated details to put them in a new perspective, which ts to say, with reservations. On the other hand, Morris never expressed the slightest reservation about his acceptance of Marxism, despite stories whose origin we shall shortly examine. I may add that it is absurd to put a utopia whose arbitrary structure is not contained within any explicit historical causality upon the same plane as Capital, which is not a utopia, but a factual analysis of factual economic reality. It is also absurd to put Capital upon the same plane as the medioc re book by Wallace, whose conclusions Morris rejected along with those of Henry George. There remains the last point: "the professedly Socialistic treatises . . . which he had been rather dispiritedly ploughing through”. Here we cannot speak of absurdity, but of dishonesty. In fact, a few pages away, Mackail quotes, in truncated form, in support of his thesis, a sentence from the famous autobiographical article of 1894:
“1 put some conscience into trying to learn the economic side of Socialism, and even tackled Marx, though I must confess that, (whereas I thoroughly enjoyed the historical part of Capital), I suffered agonies of the brain over reading the (pure) economics of that (great) work.
If the reader will read first the complete version of the text, ignoring my parentheses, and then read Mackail’s truncated version, the biographer’s intention, in the face of the reality of Morris’s meaning, is in no doubt. Again, in the passage which contains this quotation, Mackail asserts that Morris was a socialist before reading Marx and that he was struggling in this reading to find an a posteriori justification for his faith; but this belief, he adds, “while it was not unreasoned, was not the outcome ... of abstract economic reasoning All the interpreters have fastened upon this mangled sentence of Morris s. The dishonesty of Mackail, and of all those who followed in his footsteps, does not stop there: in fact, he separated the sentence from its context. Immediate!) after referring to his reading of “that great work , Morris wrote.
“Anyhow I read what I could, and will hope that some information stuck to me from my reading”.
1 shall have ample reason to come back to the substance and also to the manner of this declaration. Let me add, as a measure of the credence to be accorded to Mackail, that he ranks the influence of Marx, in the same was as, earlier, that of Rossetti, among the “disturbing forces” which acted upon Morris.2' A propos Rossetti, let us also note that Mackail complacently contrasts his open-handed generosity to beggars with the attitude of Morris, who was only interested in the poor “as a class”; in which direction, the biographer seems to be asking with a wink, does true socialism lie? 24 Mackail makes no effort to conceal the fact that he deplores the time wasted by Morris in his militant activity, considering that it led to “a more contracted and perhaps less effective life than was consistent with his real nature”, and it is with relief that in 1886 he sees him return to poetry in translating the Odyssey and “swing back into his own orbit So we are not surprised that he dwells at length upon certain realty minor poetical and novelistic works, while he maintains a

silence upon his essential theoretical writings and the whole of the COm,l« published in Commonweal. It can be said that, in this way, Mackail set arll( f | of Morrisian criticism as a whole, and that his authority was only hallenged for the first time in 1949 by Bernard Shaw in an article in The Obitrver. Mackail, wrote Shaw,
“regarded his Socialism as a deplorable aberration, and even in my presence was unable to quite conceal his opinion of me as Morris’s most undesirable associate. From his point of view, Morris took to Socialism as Poe took to drink”.26
The quotations I have made hardly give the lie to this assessment.
We can say that until 1936, forty years after the death of Morris, the only reliable texts available to commentators were Mackail’s biography, which is remarkable in all other respects, and the twenty-four volumes of the Complete Works (C. VV.) published by May Morris between 1910 and 1915, with their respective introductions. These Complete Works do not contain the most revealing political lectures, nor the Commonweal articles. Stress is laid almost exclusively upon poetry, novelistic writing and aesthetic thinking. Why this reticence on the part of May, who was her father’s closest collaborator in his militant activity? A reading of her own commentaries reveals that her theoretical education was much inferior to her father’s. She obviously understood nothing about Marxism. While the physical image of the man is, thanks to her, extremely alive, May tends to endow him with a somewhat mystical sentimentality which only existed in her and which she makes credible by an unjustified use of her father’s self-imposed reticence over religious matters. Perhaps the reaon for this selective edition of the works is to be sought also in the influence of Mackail and Lady Burne-Jones (who only died in 1920), in the presence of her mother (who died in 1914) and in her odd and ill- explained dealings with Bernard Shaw. And above all we note that from 1896 (the date of Morris’s death) to 1898 she was a member of the Executive Committee of the Fabian Society:27 this is the explanation of the distinctly reformist outlook which shows in her own writing. It was only in 1936 that she finally published the two supplementary volumes containing the substance of Morris’s theoretical thinking and it looks very much as though only the general development of the political situation at that time removed all hesitation: it must be admitted that at the beginning of this century it required a certain courage in English society to admit to being the daughter of a communist. But these two volumes only had a print of 750 copies each. They rapidly became unobtainable until the new American edition in 1966, and the interpreters of Morris are somewhat to be excused for not knowing of them, when their ignorance was not deliberate.
• * *
In seeking the origins of the legend which tries to deny Morris the status of Marxist I have so far dealt only with partial, veiled or embarrassed attempts which, except in one special instance (Mackail’s truncated quotation), spread the tie by omission, through fear of public opinion or from Victorian hypocrisy, rather than from overt dishonesty. It now remains for me to talk of another

biographer who did not hesitate to bear false witness and whose influence upon criticism is not to be neglected. 1 refer to J. Bruce Glasier who, in 192] published, under the title William Moms and the Early Days of the Socialist Movement, a glib, hagiographic account which, while it is full of precious details, was the first deliberate falsification.
This book was published in 1921, a year before his death. At that time Glasicr bore very little resemblance to the ardent revolutionary whom Moms had known and trusted. Even then, as Thompson justly remarks, his enthusiasm had been idealistic and romantic and accompanied by a certain disregard for practical reality which sometimes irritated Morris, as well as by a superior attitude towards the working class, which was at fault for not responding to his propaganda. After the break-up of the Socialist League, he joined the Independent Labour Party, became friendly with Ramsay .Macdonald and in the British Labour Movement became an avowed opponent of Marxism.I add to Thompson’s information that Glasier finished up as a Theosophist,29 which is by no means surprising if one considers the smooth deism which saturates his book ahd from which he would have us believe that Morris was not free. I may add also, that while he was a leading member of the l.L.P. he accepted a paid post as a propagandist for the Fabian Society in 1899;311 and finally that Lenin, who had dealings with him in the international movement in 1908, commented upon his opportunism and the fact that “heexpressed himself very contemptuously about principles, formulas and catechisms”.11 It is not surprising that Glasier, who tries to pass himself off as a close disciple of Morris (as a new Boswell, says Thompson), looks back from the political viewpoint of his last years and implicitly seeks to justify himself through Morris. It is relevant to remark that May Morris agreed to stand surety for this book by means of a laudatory preface, in which she asserts that her father’s socialism was “fundamentally ethical”.
That is exactly the central theme of Glasier’s book, which he stresses in his opening pages:
“He derived his Socialist impulse from no theory or philosophy or reasoning of his intellect, but from his very being. ” 32 So we know from the outset where he aims to arrive and what idea will motivate his book. Nevertheless, he is very clumsy when he admits to us that his memory “is one of the poorest so far as it concerns retaining in the ordinary way a recollection of words or phrases”. It is, on the other hand, “exceedingly retentive of visual or pictorial impressions”, but, he repeats, he is usually obliged “to content myself with giving the barest indication of the conversations”. But he claims that, where Morris is concerned, he has been touched with a sort of grace and can reproduce “the conversations . . . word for word So his memory is subject to “a sort of‘illumination’or ‘inspiration’ ”. Which does not prevent his making an enormous admission in the last pages of his narrative:
“1 must warn my readers that in these jottings I am giving rather what express my present impression of some of Morris’s observations than what he actually said or meant to convey. ” 34
His was indeed a curious inspiration, as we shall be able to judge. The first

surprising incident he recounts, which the critics have reproduced faithfully, is dated December 1884. We are on the eve of the break between Morris and Hyndman which, a few weeks later, led to the split in the Social Democratic Federation and the foundation of the Socialist League. Morris is making a propaganda tour in Scotland, where he discovers proof of Hyndman's treacherous insinuations about Scheu. With the aim of making the peace, he goes to Glasgow and has a long discussion with the militants of the S.D.F., who are tense and divided. At the end of the conversation, Nairne, the branch secretary and a rigid supporter of Hyndman’s dogmatic line, takes Morris to task and asks whether he accepts the Marxist theory of value. If one is to believe Glasier, Morris then exclaims:
“I am asked if I believe in Marx’s theory of value. To speak quite frankly, I do not know what Marx’s theory of value is, and I’m damned if I want to know . . . Truth to say, my friends, I have tried to understand Marx’s theory, but political economy is not in my line, and much of it appears to me to be dreary rubbish. But I am, I hope, a Socialist none the less. It is enough political economy for me to know that the idle class is rich and the working class is poor, and that the rich are rich because they rob the poor. That I know because I see it with my eyes. I need no books to convince me of it. And it does not matter a rap, it seems to me, whether the robbery is accomplished by what is termed surplus value, or by means of serfage or open brigandage. The whole system is monstrous and intolerable, and what we Socialists have got to do is to work together for its complete overthrow, and for the establishment in its stead of a system of co-operation where there shall be no masters or slaves, but where everyone will live and work jollily together as neighbours and comrades for the equal good of all. That, in a nutshell, is my political economy and my social democracy.” 35
Let me say frankly that all the last part of this speech is entirely probable. Morris had come to calm tempers and exhort the militants to “work together”, setting aside their separate tendencies. It is altogether probable that he was irritated by Nairne’s hostile attitude and sectarian dogmatism. But it is unbelievable that he could have expressed himself in such terms about Marx at a time when, as we shall see, he was making a sustained effort to master the theory of Marx’s doctrine and to expound it in many articles and lectures. The theory of value and surplus value had been familiar to him for two years and up to the end of his life he never stopped making it the basis of his political teaching. At the most it is possible that he might, with his habitual modesty, have declared that his competence in this held was inadequate and that he had wanted to avoid his listeners being discouraged by the difficulties of theoretical education. For the rest, this anecdote of Glasier’s, for which no corroboration has ever been forthcoming, appears as a gross falsification contrary to everything we know about Morris.
But Glasier did not stop there. On 18 October 1890, in an interview given to Cassell’s Sunday Journal* which had attracted some attention, Morris had avowed his debt to Karl Marx and said that the socialist movement could never have attained such strength if Marx had not given it a scientific basis. Glasier claims to have been surprised at this declaration and to have asked

[bookmark: bookmark53]Morris fc" an explanation. And here is the explanation Morris is supposed to have given him:
“I don’t think the Cassell’s Magazine chap quite put it as 1 gave it to him . . but it is quite true that I put some emphasis on Marx - more than I ought to have done, perhaps. The fact is that 1 have often tried to read the old German Israelite, but have never been able to make head or tail of his algebraics. He is stiffer reading than some of Browning’s poetry. But you see most people think I am a Socialist because I am a crazy sort of artist and poet chap, and I mentioned Marx because I wanted to be upsides with them and make them believe that I am really a tremendous Political Economist — which, thank God, I am not! I don’t think I ever read a book on Political Economy in my life - barring, if you choose to call it such, Ruskin’s Unto this Last — and I ’11 take precious good care that I never will!” 37
While one could, in the case of the previously quoted declaration, admit the remote possibility of its being a question of real remarks dishonestly twisted, here everything is obviously invention and falsehood. I overlook the alteration of the name of the paper. It is more serious that Glasier locates this conversation “a year or two after” the Glasgow incident, that is, in 1885 or 1886, whereas the interview took place in 1890, at a time when Morris had declared his position without the slightest ambiguity upon many occasions: is so serious a chronological discrepancy due to a simple lapse of memory?
Let us come to the remarks themselves. Is it conceivable that Morris should have denied himself in this fashion before one who claimed to be his most devoted follower? Why, if the journalist had misrepresented his meaning, did Morris not send a letter of correction to the weekly, as he did on other occasions? Is it consistent with Morris’s character to try to appear more knowledgeable than he was, when we are constantly being hindered (I shall come back to this point) by his excessive modesty? Can one believe that he spoke of Marx (and it would really have been the only time in his life) in the terms which Glasier reports? Is it possible that he would have lied to the latter over the extent of his reading? As E. P. Thompson justly says: “the questions are unnecessary. It is easier to ask why Glasier would have liked Morris to have said these things. ” **
And that is not all. Glasier carries calumny further, and one is astounded that May should have given her backing to his book. He wrote, in fact:
“It is true that occasionally he used distinctly Marxist phrases in his lectures, and so gave the impression that he accepted in the main the Scientific Socialist position. This was notably the case in that most unsatisfactory series of chapters, Socialism, from the Root up, which he wrote for Commonweal in 1886-88 jointly with Belfort Bax, or rather, which, as he himself said, Bax wrote and he said ditto to. They were afterwards republished in book-form under the title Socialism: its Growth and Outcome.
But no one who knew him personally, or was familiar with the general body of his writings, could fail to perceive that these Marxist ideas did not really belong to his own sphere of Socialist thought, but were adopted by him because of their almost universal acceptance by his

fellow Socialists, and because he did not feel disposed to bother about doctrines which, whether true or false, hardly interested him. ” ”
Again, the lie is multiple. It is false to say that at this time Marx’s ideas were almost universally accepted by Morris’s comrades in the struggle, and the fight he had to carry on within his own organisation against very different ideologies is most significant. It is contrary to all we know about him to accuse him of following the crowd, and Glasier goes much further, finishing up by making him a real hypocrite. It is a lie to write that there exists the smallest contradiction between the ideology of the book in question and the whole of Morris’s writings after 1883-84. Finally, it is a shameful slander to claim that Morris played no part in writing the book. Not only did he never admit anything of the sort, as Glasier dares to claim, but the preface to the book, initialled by Morris and Bax, ends with these words:
“We have only further to add that the work has been in the true sense of the word a collaboration,40 each sentence having been carefully considered by both authors in common, although now one, now the other, has had more to do with initial suggestions in different portions of the work.” 11
In earlier chapters I was able to establish that this declaration very precisely reflects the conditions of this collaboration, about which I shall have more to say. For the moment I shall content myself with saying, in the words of Glasier himself, that “no one who was familiar with the general body of his writings” could fail to recognise unmistakeably his preoccupations and his style in the very chapter devoted to scientific socialism, illustrated by examples borrowed from Dickens, from mediaeval history and from the art of dyeing.
I would like to conclude this rapid summary of the part played by Glasier in the falsification of the image of Morris by reproducing a very judicious observation of E. P. Thompson’s. By dint of attempting to de-intellectualise Morris, by passing over in silence his activity as a militant conscious of his responsibilities and ignoring the seriousness of his thinking, Glasier, who gives a very lively description of the robust impulsiveness of the man in his daily life, manages in the end to give us the impression that he is dealing with a generous and eccentric buffoon, and that too has its part in the legend handed down by tradition.
I repeat (and I make a point of doing so that there shall be no misunderstanding about my intentions) that the good faith of the innumerable interpreters has been led astray by these successive distortions, which they found in varying degree in the only direct evidence at their disposal. Their failing has lain in reproducing them without the smallest critical discretion, in complacent ignorance of the works themselves and lacking an understanding of their sources.
However, we cannot indiscriminately grant them a general absolution, because Glasier the twister found at least one among them to emulate him, and I must refer to him because his book enjoyed wide publicity. In 1940 there appeared in New York, under the signature of Lloyd Wendell Eshleman, a book entitled: A Victorian Rebel: the Life of William Morris. The same book, slightly revised, was republished in London in 1949 under the title: Willtam

Morris: Prophet oj England’s Mew Order and under the signature ol Lloyd Eric Grey. The author had written to S. Cockerell, probably asking lor information or permission. Cockerell sent the letter on to Mackail, who returned it with * covering letter in which he wrote: “Its ambiguity, not to say insincerity, does not give a favourable opinion of him or of his forthcoming ‘Life”’41 The cautious Mackail’s apprehension was well-founded, if only on account of the ofT-hand way in which the author commented upon his work in the bibliography.
Yet it was to Mackail’s authority that Lloyd Eric Grey legitimately appealed when he wrote:
“Morris’s means, unlike those advocated or employed by Karl Marx and the advocates of Scientific Socialism, were not evolved as the result ol economic formulae, nor were they, as Doctor Mackail has pointed out, the result of economic reasoning.”
We have seen, too, whence he might have got the idea that Morris “studied Marx with great labour, difficulty and lack of sympathy”.44 But Mackail did not go far enough for his liking, and Bruce Glasier’s absurd calumnies no doubt satisfied him more. He quotes a letter written to him in 1936 by a certain Cosmo Rowe (of whom I have been unable to find a trace anywhere) who is said to have known Morris well in the ’nineties and who relates that, whenever the poet was told he should read Nlarx he invariably replied: ^Why should I read Marx? I can see the evils of society without going to him. ’ It it difficult to decide which there is more of, lies or contradictions. It goes without saying that, for L. E. Grey, Morris’s writings “do not suggest many Marxian ideas”.4' This ineffable American of the cold-war era asserts that Morris had “a strong aversion to all Eastern influences” and a “preference for Western,or European culture”;4* in other words, “Morris’s ideas were^innately English while “Hyndman, on the other hand, wanted Marxism” One cannot help recalling the famous “Kommunist pas fran$ais" uttered by one of Hitler i officers commanding a firing squad at ChSteaubriant, and one is left a little bemused when L. E. Grey seeks for Morris a spiritual forefather in Kant, whose influence, even if not Marxist, stems from the same eastern country, and whom Morris could scarcely have known other than by name But was Moms even a socialist? No, replies Grey, that is pure legend; “he has been made to appear as a man who was in active and violent revolt against the capitalistic government”; such ideas “are not true”, and “Morris was a Socialist only *** the etymological sense of believing that man must become a social animal" Grey does not hesitate to write that “class struggle was abhorrent W Morris”.’1 Is there any need to say that all these assertions are unaccompanied by any reference? The scarcity of quotations in the book is, in fact, striking.
However there are some, and one of them is worth re-quoting. So far 1 have only picked out untruthful insinuations and baseless assertions. They arc hardly original and would not have been worth our attention if Lloyd Eric Grey had not distinguished himself by a genuine prowess which Bruce Glasicr himself would not have dared to attempt Here is what he managed to write
“Morris believed that all historic progress and decay can be inter

preted in terms of the interplay between art and society, artistic causes and effects taking precedence over all others.
It is this philosophy of historic change which caused Morris to disagree at heart with the ‘economics’ and ‘historical materialism' of Karl Marx’s Das Kapilal (just as a similar philosophy caused Benedetto Croce to disagree many years later) and to write to the members of the Marxian Social Democratic Federation that any one who believes rhat ‘knife and fork’ economics takes precedence over ‘art and cultivation . . . does not understand what art means’. ” 52
On 16 June 1894, Morris had written, in the celebrated autobiographical article from which I have quoted several times, and which was published in Jusiut:
“Surely any one who professes to think that the question of art and cultivation must go before that of the knife and fork (and there are some who do propose that) does not understand what an means or how its roots must have a soil of thriving and unanxious life. ”
1 do not personally know of any example of falsification so impudent as that of Lloyd Eric Grey. It is the latest in date and marks the climax of a long legend. Since the publication of E. P. Thompson’s book in 1955, there are cenain things one no longer dares say, although the temptation remains strong and sometimes ill-repressed, 5 I ask you to believe that it was necessary to recall these matters in order to appreciate the need for a serious study of the facts. That is the sole justification for this preamble, which is as nauseating as it is long.
* * *
If we arc to assess the exact extent of Morris’s knowledge of the works of Marx, two preliminary remarks are essential. The first is of a psychological nature. Morris, who at first glance seems so straightforward, so much or a piece, so spontaneous, does not reveal himself so easily. This characteristic, which one oh servers in connection with his love life, affected his intellectual life also. Sc a wen Blunt remarked that "of poetry he affected to have little knowledge, and of the work of those he was averse to he would pretend never to have read a word". In conversation, he always moved forward cautiously.
"You never knew how much Morris had up his sleeve,” wrote Shaw, "until he thought you knew enough to understand him."
He notes elsewhere that
“there was a certain intellectual roguery about him of which his intimate friends were very well aware; so that if a subject was thrust on him, the aggressor was sure to be ridiculously taken in if he did not calculate on Morris's knowing much more about it than he pretended to."
He had a horror of showing-off and when he was speaking of himself he practised the British art of understatement to the limit. We must not allow ourselves to be taken in.

On quite a different plane of ideas, it is necessary to recall how vast was the ignorance of Marxism in the England of the ’eighties. The word itself was not yet current and E. D. Le Mire has established, by a careful reading of successive issues of the year 1884 of the weekly Justice, then the only English Marxist publication, that it was not used in it on a single occasion. '* Marx’s death, in 1883, would have escaped the notice of The Times if its Paris cor- respondent had not sent a paragraph recalling his European reputation. “’The first English edition of Capital, in the translation of S. Moore and E. Avcling. only appeared in 1887, and sold 500 copies, half of them in the United States, in the course of a year, from July 1887, only 65 copies went. The author’s royalties paid to Marx’s daughters were derisory. M The Communist MamftiUi had appeared in English in 1886, as had Wage-Labour and Capital, and there was no translation of Engels’s pamphlet. Socialism. Utopian and Scientific before 1892. Only The Civil War in France had been published in England as early as 1871.
Pease, in his History of the Fabian Society, gives a picture of the atmosphere of indifference towards Marxism during these years in words which are somewhat spiteful but not at all exaggerated.*2 Even in the privileged circle of the Democratic Federation, knowledge of Marxism seems, if one is to believe Bernard Shaw, to have been limited. At one of the meetings of the D. F.. he writes, “I was told that I knew nothing because I had not read Karl Marx. 1 read Karl Marx and then found that none of the rest had. The detail is too juicy not to have been contrived, but Shaw was only exaggerating slightly
Morris joined the D.F. on 13 January 1883. He was to write later that, until then, he had never heard of Karl Marx.64 Very probably upon Hyndmans advice, he almost immediately embarked upon reading Capital in the LachStre French edition (1872—75) and we know from May Morris that he read French easily".*' He read the book, she writes, "with determination’’ ‘“’and “with what unrest of spirit his family well remember’’. * Mackail quotes extracts from a private diary (which Philip Henderson attributes to Comtefl Price,** and the supposition is plausible) in which Morris is described as “bubbling over with Karl Marx”, under the date of 22 February 1883,' which, we note in passing, contradicts his own statements. From that moment, references to Capital and, even more, borrowings from it, become increasingly frequent in his work, as we shall see.,0 Like various other socialists in these early years. Pease and Shaw for instance, 1 Morris still only knew the 1 rent h edition. In November 1886 we find in Commonweal an advertisement tor the English edition “under the editorship of Mr. F. Engels”, ‘ and it is certain that Morris reread Capital in English in 1887,7 We find both editions mentioned in the catalogue of the sale of Morris’s library at Sotheby’s in 1898
The Communist Manifesto does not appear to have been published in England before 1886, but there were American editions dating from before 1883 It is possible that Morris may have known one of them and altogether probable that he had access to Laura Iaifargue’s French translation published in August 1885 in the first issue of Le Social isle.
However, in 1884, in a pamphlet published jointly by Morris and Hyndman A Summary of the Principlesof Socialism, there is mention of‘the famous Communist Manifesto or Marx and Engels which first formulated in a distinct shape the great truth of the inevitable struggle of classes so long as classes exist" 4 We

find a quotation from it in the Manifesto of the Socialist League,' and May Morris, a propos the formation of the S.L., indicates that the Manifesto of Marx and Engels “was among the 'documents’ of our Socialist history-’. ‘ The whole of Morris’s work is studded with ideas borrowed from this document. Reviewing a book by Kempner: Common-sense Socialism, in 1887, he congratulates the author on having used the word communism “in the sense that it is used in the Manifesto of Marx and Engels of 1847”. Finally, in Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, which re-issued articles published by Bax and Morris in Commonweal in 1887, reference is made to the Manifesto as being “the first appearance in politics of modern or scientific Socialism”, and the first manifestation of “practical unity of aim between the theorist and the agitator for immediate gains”.
The same is true of Socialism, Utopian and Scientific, by Engels, which is quoted at length, from the French edition of 1880 by Paul Lafargue. ’ We saw earlier that it was from this pamphlet that Morris borrowed the integration into Marxism of Saint-Simon’s predictions and the idea of the administration of things replacing the government of people. We saw also, a propos Babeuf, that he had probably read it in 1885.
In 1887 there appeared in the United States the first English-language edition of The Position of the Working Class in Britain. Engels informed his translator, Florence Kelley Wischnewetzky, that he had sent a copy to Morris 1 and two months later he confirmed to her that he had sent it to him “personally”. *’ This gesture was certainly appreciated, because in December 1887 there appeared in Commonweal the first of what was to have been a series by H. A. Barker upon the facts brought out by Engels’s book. In fact only the first article appeared.
As far as the other works of Marx and Engels are concerned we are reduced to conjecture. Wage-Labour and Capital had been translated in 1886 by Joynes, whom Morris knew very well, which implies a weak presumption. In the theoretical handbook reference is made to The Poverty of Philosophy,* but the little interest that Morris showed in Proudhon leads me to suppose that Bax was responsible lor this reference. The same applies to other works referred to there: I he Holy Family, The 18th Brumaire of Louis Napoleon and Contribution to the Critique ol Political Economy. However, given the very close collaboration which existed for years between the two men, it is not out of the question for Bax to have acquainted Morris with their contents, as well as those of Antt-Duhring and Ludwig Feuerbach. The Civil War in France is not mentioned anywhere, but there is good reason to believe that Morris read this book, not only on account of his enthusiasm for the work of the Commune but still more because the idea that it is necessary to smash the State apparatus is found in his writings.
Engels's Origin of the Family poses a more delicate problem. The first Cerman edition was in 1884, There was an Italian translation in 1885, but it is doubtful whether Morris knew of it (we do not even know whether he knew any Italian), and the first French translation only appeared in 1893. He was not very well informed about Engels’s theories in 1886, since he was still confusing clan and family.M However, Hyndman had, two years earlier, reviewed the work, in somewhat disdainful terms, moreover, since he saw in it nothing but “an abstract of Morgan's work”. *• Whatever the facts then, it is clear that from 1888 Morris had a very accurate knowledge ol these theories, which shows
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(>ne question comes to mind did Morns understand German? No, hr wrote, "Goethe and Heine 1 cannot read since I don't know German’’. Hr explained to the reporter ol ('assgft \\ Suiuiay Journal, in the course of thin inter- view whii h aroused Bruce (ilasier’s venotn, that, if he read Capital in French it was because "unfortunately 1 don't read German”. In the course ol a friendly gathering at home, in 1883, he chatted with a certain I)r, Bock, who had a specialised knowledge of old traditions in weaving, and who did not know English: “1 had to talk English-French against his German-french .
In August 1884, relations began to deteriorate between him and llyndmitn, who had greatly helped his political education, and he wrote to hi* Austrian friend Andreas Scheu:
"I feel myself weak as to the Science of Socialism on many points; 1 wish I knew German, as I see I must certainly learn it ... By the way, as to the German, do you know any Socialist who knows English who would read with me, say in about a month from now to begin with; it
*	n	(I
might be convenient to someone.
It would be interesting to know whether this suggestion led to any arrange- ment. It could, clearly, have been an oblique appeal to Scheu himself, since the latter had settled in Edinburgh a month earlier. In any case, Morris was aware of a serious gap, and it would be astonishing if he made no attempt to fill it fie certainly would have had no great difficulty in doing so, because the structure of Germanic dialects was familiar to him. In 1869 he had learned Icelandic with Magnusson and, on his own showing, he was capable of reading ' it and speaking it fluently.n He appears to have had more difficulty (but he was twenty-three years older) in familiarising himself with Anglo-Saxon when he prepaired his translation of Beowulf, but he took lessons from a specialist, A. J. Wyatt, and seems to have made rapid progress; in 1893 he felt himself able "to appreciate the language”.04 As for German proper, in 18861« declared, somewhat oddly, he could “only read even old German with great difficulty”’'s and Bernard Shaw relates that "he could read Martin Luther's Bible, but no later German”. * Other facts incline me not to pay toe much attention to his professions of ignorance. In September 1881 he appeared to be perfectly au courant with the contents of a provocative article by the anarchist
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II one is prepared to set aside the interested, contradictory and Improbable m- xinuatinns of Bruce Glosier, which are uncorroborated by any other evidence, one is struck by the constant admiration expressed lor Karl Marx in Morris's writings. I have already quoted the autobiographical article “How 1 Became a Socialist" (1894), in which he relates his first contact with Capital, “that great work”, and this is the expression he most often uses when he refers to it. I have also quoted the interview given to Cassell's Sunday Journal (1890), in which the fact is stressed that Marx, by giving socialism a scientific basts, opened the way for it to extend its power, flic dates of these two declarations are sufficient to show that, contrary to the accumulation of legends, Morris never changed his attitude and that, to the end of his days, he was, in Bernard Shaw’s phrase "on the side of Karl Marx contra mundum".
The upsurge of enthusiasm produced by his discovery of Capital in i 883 lasted a long time. On 16 March 1884, he took part in the ceremony marking the first anniversary of the death of Marx and wrote to his wife that he “performed a religious function ... to do honour to the memory of Karl Marx and the Commune”,101 One can feel that he was obsessed by the thoughts which these readings provoked and by the need to pass them on. On 1st July, at the seventh annual meeting of the Society for the Preservation of Ancient Buildings, he obviously could contain himself no longer and said to his probably somewhat astonished listeners:
The exigencies of my own work have driven me to dig pretty deeply into the strata of the eighteenth-century workshop system, and I could clearly see how very different it is from the factory system of today, with which it is commonly confounded; therefore it was with a ready sympathy that I read the full explanations of the change and its tendencies in the writings of a man, I wilt say a great man, whom, I suppose, 1 ought not to name in this company, and who cleared my mind on several points (also unmentionable here) relating to this subject of labour and its products. ”

This allusion to the fourth section of the first volume of Capital shows the ex- tent to which Moms had been captivated by the Marxist analysis of the divi-* sion of labour in its evolution.
His special interest in this analysis continued to appear for a long time and in 1888. during another lecture, he again referred to “the admirable account of the different epochs of production given in Karl Marx’ great work entitled Capital", and excused himself for briefly repeating “what, chiefly owing to Marx, has become a commonplace of Socialism”.10 It is even apparent that he must have again reread these chapters of Capital, because, two years later, in 1890, he referred to it in order to criticise the inadequacies of the study of this problem made by Sidney Webb in Fabian Essays.
“Mr Sidney Webb has ignored the transition period of industry which began in the sixteenth century with the break up of the Middle Ages, and the shoving out of the people from the land. This transition is treated of by Karl Marx with great care and precision under the name of the “Manufacturing Period” . . . and some mention of it ought to have been included in Mr. Sidney Webb’s ‘history’.” 104
But his admiration was not restricted to the treatment of a particular question; it extended to the whole of the doctrine;
“To Germany we owe the school of economists, at whose head stands Karl Marx, who have made modern Socialism what it is.’
He contrasts the utopian socialism of the previous epoch, based upon mutual consent and consisting of “more or less artificial” ideal societies, constructed within capitalist society, with the scientific socialism of the new school, its historical conception of the laws of evolution and its demonstration of the inevitability of an entirely new system.105 Not only does he proclaim his support for Marxism, but he effectively protests against attacks directed against Marx’s works, as is evidenced by a strange unpublished letter from Annie Besant, who was persuaded by Morris to eliminate accusations of prolixity and pedantry from a reprint of her articles.105 Finally, it was in this same year 1886 that he started with Bax the series of Commonweal articles collected together in 1893 as Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, which provides an interpretation of the theories of Marx, “the author of the most thorough criticism of the capitalistic system of production”. In Chapter XIX there is to be found a long analysis of the first volume of Capital, that “epoch-making work”.1,17
With Morris there was no question of passive admiration, but of study pursued over the years, a long accumulation that was, in the beginning, extremely difficult. Such difficulty was very understandable in the case of a man completely without any theoretical education before the ’eighties and who had lived only for poetry and art. The difficulty was the greater because Marx’s theories overturned all the economic conceptions current at the time, which formed the basis for the social mythology of the Victorian era. The difficulty was, moreover, purposely exaggerated by the opponents of Marxism in order to discourage attempts at first-hand reading of the works, and one can say that this deliberate exaggeration is a practice still assiduously maintained today In 1889, a reporter of the periodical To-Day, giving an account of a lecture of

Morris’s entitled How Shalt We Live Then? put this sentence into Morris’s mouth: “You may imagine,” said Mr. Morris, “what my sensations were on taking my first plunge into Karl Marx’s Capital, and the audience, with lively recollections of mathematical formulae, laughed and cheered sympathetically.”"* One may wonder how many of the audience, including the journalist, had themselves read Capital. But the question need not be asked, for the simple reason that, once again, we are in the presence of sheer invention. In Amsterdam, I had the good luck to discover the text of that lecture, thought to have been lost, and I affirm that at no point did Morris utter any such phrase. On the contrary, what he did say is not without interest. In fact, he asks the question what can attract people to socialism “at the present stage of the movement”:
“Is it intellectual conviction deduced from the study of philosophy or from that of politics or economics in the abstract? I suppose there are many people who think that this has been the means of their conversion; but on reflection they will surely find that this was only its second stage. ”
The first, he continues, is necessarily effective and leads to an understanding of the suffering that exists in the world, either because one is oneself a victim and sees that it is not accidental but connected with a mass of facts, or because one is an involuntary accomplice of the system and is incited to rebel through better feelings. Such, said Morris, had been his own case, when he came to the conclusion that his artistic work could not be accomplished in present society.
“So that I became a Communist before I knew anything about the history of Socialism or its immediate aims. And I had to set to work to read books decidedly distasteful to me, and to do work which I thought myself quite unfit for. ” 109
While the normal human starting point, “for anyone who is not a mere ill- conditioned blackgard” (Morris’sspelling), he goes on, is indignation in the face of injustice, this sentimental revolt is not enough, and theoretical education, however forbidding and difficult it may be, becomes a duty. Morris did not fail to undertake it, despite all the difficulties which, on his own admission, he encountered, and of which the critics have made a careful display. The comments of his daughter May give us interesting details of his effort. Obviously, she writes, the simplicity of the systems of Thomas More and Owen held something much more attractive to him. That is why
“you will understand how a man with his leanings to these simplicities found it difficult to delve with sustained enthusiasm into the intricacies of the ‘scientific socialism’ of Marx, with its highly technical arguments and economic formulas for students”.
She describes for us his reading of Capital in 1883, and the “anguish” with which he tackled “the non-historical and technical part of the great work”. The following year, she adds, “in the midst of the ever-increasing work of lecturing and peace-making, he still sought time to study theories of work and wages.”"" So, on May’s own showing and contrary to the legend, Morris did not content himself with assimilating the historical part of Capital. Moreover, even a superficial reading of his writings should suffice to convince us of that. It

is strange that the internal evidence of the works should not be recognised as proof enough where Morris is concerned and that wc should be asked with suspicious severity to furnish material proof. That need be no obstacle: it exists!
I'he Wtlham Morns Callery in Walthamstow possesses in its collection a two-page manuscript, in writing very recognisably that of Morris,"1 upon which he had made reading notes upon Chapter XIV, section V, of the first book ot Capital ( Division oj Labour and Manufacture). For my part, 1 think that there must exist, or have existed, other sheets. The museum, housed in the building where Morris spent his childhood, was only formed in 1950. But in 1934, in his very interesting pamphlet, R. Page Arnot mentioned that “among the papers of the late }. L, Mahon (one-time secretary of the Socialist League) there is a manuscript in the handwriting of Morris, being a short prdcis of one of the ‘economic portions’ of Capital". This description hardly fits the two pages I examined in Walthamstow. From correspondence 1 have had with R Page Arnot, E. P. Thompson, Andrew Rothstein (director of the Marx Memorial Library) and John Mahon (son of J. L. Mahon) it turns out to be a question of other manuscripts which were probably destroyed in the bombing which devastated the Mahon house during the 1939—45 war. In any case, they did exist.
That is not all. One very definite piece of material evidence, which has never, to my great astonishment, been cited, is to be found in the memoirs of T J. Cobden-Sanderson. This rather odd character, for whom Morris felt a degree of friendship, opened a bookbinding studio in 1884. The poet was one of his first customers and entrusted him with the binding of his French copy of Capital. The job was artistically very satisfactory and was finished on 9 October 1884. On the occasion of the sale of Morris’s library in 1898, the book was bought for £52 by another friend, named Bain, who had the happy idea of presenting it to Cobden-Sanderson. The latter was very touched by the gesture, which revived old memories, and he wrote in his diary, on 12 December 1898, after having recalled Morris’s pleasure over his workmanship. “I should like to add that the book was his own, and before it came to me had been worn to loose sections by his own constant study of it".
As early as 1883, having his first experiencies of militant life and finding himself faced with various concrete problems which each demanded theoretical thought, he felt a growing need to understand “Socialism in detail and was enraged by being worsted in discussion when he knew he was right, "but of course,” he adds, “this only means more study”.114 Despite this “constant study", Morris never felt sure of himself and his modesty was equalled only by his perseverance. In the letter to A. Scheu from which I have already quoted, in which he declared that he felt “weak as to the Science of socialism” and asked for the help of a German comrade, he wrote also “1 want statistics terribly”.115 From 25 January to 27 April 1887, he kept a diary of his activities.116 For several months he had been working with Bax on writing the articles of the series Socialism from the Root Up, and they had come to the study of Marx’s theories on money, which are rather difficult. Under the date of 15 February, he writes:
“Tuesday to Bax at Croydon where we did our first article on Marx:

or rather he did it: 1 don’t think I should ever make an economist even of ihe most elementary kind; but I am glad of the opportunity this gives me of hammering some Marx into myself.
Nevertheless, the hand of Morris is discernablc at some points of the article, if only in certain examples drawn from mediaeval history. I'he second entry relative to this work is dated 23 February:
"Yesterday all day long with Bax trying to get our 2nd article on Marx together: a very difficult job. 1 hope it may be worth the trouble.''
Finally, on 3 March, he writes: “Tuesday I spent with Bax doing the next Marx article, which went easier.” 117 It is worth noticing this progress in participation and assimilation. I add that, of the twenty-five articles, seven are devoted to a study of the economic theories set out in the first volume of Capital.
m m m
In 1887, in the preface of a little book popularising socialism, Morris wrote:
“The more learned socialist literature, like Marx’s celebrated book, requires such hard and close study that those who have not approached the subject by a more easy road are not likely to begin on that side, or if they did, would find that something like a guide was necessary to them before they could follow the arguments steadily. ” 118
Morris did not have the good luck to have a guide of this kind at his disposal. On the other hand, he did have that of being, successively or simultaneously, in contact with men who helped him appreciably towards achieving an understanding of Marx’s writings. The earliest was H. M. Hyndman. who in 1881 founded the first English group of Marxist inspiration, the Democratic Federation which in 1884 became the Social Democratic Federation (S.D.F.): Morris joined this group in January 1883. Being anxious not to digress from our purpose, I do not mean to review here the career of this socialist who, having quarrelled with Marx, being rejected and opposed by Engels, was non- thcless the first propagandist for Marxism in Great Britain and, despite his personal deviations and his political vacillations, bore witness for Marx for long years before finishing up in the “social chauvinism” denounced by Lenin. 1 shall content myself here with recalling certain traits of his personality which led to his break with William Morris, the split in the S.D.F. and the foundation of the Socialist League. He was an upper bourgeois, from a family grown rich in colonial dealings, with a public-school and Cambridge education and by profession a stockbroker. He was converted to socialism after reading Capital in 1880, but remained, as he used to say himself, a man of his class:.he appeared at working-class gatherings and sold his weekly Justice in the street clad in an impeccable frock-coat and wearing a top-hat. fie was an intriguer and manoeuvrer, given to compromise, but he cannot be accused of having attempted to satisfy personal ambition: of his devotion to socialism, whatever its ups and downs, there can be no question. But it was a socialism intermingled with not very pleasant impurities: xenophobia, chauvinism, colonialism. With him, the revolutionary phrase took turn about with the op-

portumst manoeuvre He was imbued with hi* superiority, authoritarian dogmatic. Understanding on a personal level could not possibly last vm between such an individual and William Morris, particularly after poki**! differences became evident. Their separation was violent and harmful mtm respects It brought schism and antagonism into the scarcely bom socialist movement, and reaction against Hyndman’s political opportunism led Morris for several years along a purist and unrealistic path. It is nonetheless a (set that it was to Hyndman that Morris owed his first theoretical education. If the founder of the S D.F. did have a narrow mechanistic concept of Marxism, he also had a solid knowledge of its basic economic principles and Engels himself, despite his hostility, recognised that he was “among the English who have understood our theory best",
Hyndman was introduced to Karl Marx in July 1880. He was made very welcome and for several months there were frequent and friendly contacts between the two families, filled with long political discussions. Things went sour in 1881, when the Democratic Federation was set up. At the inaugural meeting, attended by liberal bourgeois personalities and representatives of radical clubs, Hyndman distributed a work he had just published, England for All, two chapters of which were, in the main, purely and simply transfen of fragments of Capital without the slightest reference to the author. Marx was justifiably indignant at this plagiarism, and, even more sharply at the ambiguity of Hyndman’s political tactics which, far from creating a working-class party, sought to reconcile Marxist analyses with a purely reformist programme. Thirty years later, Hyndman, when writing his memoirs, blamed Engels for this split, suggesting that he had poisoned the relationship through personal jealousv and had persecuted him with hostility. Bax, who appears to have read the letter of severance sent by Marx to Hyndman on 2 July 1881 (the draft of which letter has been rediscovered by E. Bottigelli), gives a similar version of the facts. Perhaps these psychological motivations should not be altogether excluded. It is certain that Engels showed himself extremely inflexible and systematically hostile towards Hyndman, despite the latter s efforts towards reconciliation,121 and in rejecting him in this way he undoubtedly drove him into the opportunist camp. However, it would be an indication of bad faith to confine oneself to purely psychological explanations, because Hy ndman's errors were serious, and Engels only attacked him on the level of political activity.1
From this episode, whose consequences have still not. 1 believe, been adequately studied, I would, for our purpose, consider two facets. While the tone of the letter sent by Marx to Hyndman was somewhat scornful, it was restrained and does not leave the keeling of an irrevocable separation; moreover, a few months later, on 29 October, Hyndman wrote to Marx informing him of his efforts and of the prospects of the movement.'2* On 15 December, in a letter to Sorge, Marx tells the story of the plagiarism and expresses his low opinion of Hyndman, but adds that “hi* little book — so far as it pilfers the Cipitqt — makes good propaganda ’.121 On his side, Hyndman maintained a fervent admiration for Marx throughout his life and in his memoirs published in 1911, he continued to regard him as “the Aristotle of the Nineteenth Centun ” “the deepest thinker of modern times”, “undoubtedly a genius” **
Hyndmao first met Mom, in 1879, and then lost sight of him. The contact

« renewed at the end of 1882 or beginning of 1881, when the poet joined the I) F and hr appeari to have conceived a warm friendship for him 1 This is all the more probable in that Morris, filled with ncophytic zeal and very ton «ciou« of hi* theoretical shortcomings, declared himself, according to Bernard Shaw, ready to do anything demanded of him and regarded itimself as a dis- ciplr:’“thi» modest offer of allegiance . Hyndman accepted it at once as his due” However, it would be too much to believe that this passionate devotion on the part of Morris was blind about the man. George Wardle recalls having heard him say at the time:
“I don’t like the man, but he is trying to do what I think ought to be done, I feel that everyone who has similar ideas ought to help him. ”
One gets the same impression from reading his correspondence of this period, when, for example, he writes that he feels obliged to join the ranks of an organisation of which he shared the objectives, and adds:
“nor in doing so should I be much troubled by consideration of who the leaders of such an organization might be, always supposing that one believes them genuine in their support of certain principles".
It was only a month later, however, in August 1883, that he began to give free rein to his apprehension:
“Some of the more ardent disciples look upon Hyndman as too opportunist, and there is truth in that; he ... is inclined to intrigue.” ' '
However this may be, our chief interest here is that Hydnman took hint under his wing over a long period to give him a political education, for in this same month of August, Morris speaks of his “usual Monday talk at Hyndman’s”. 1 Eleven years later, in that biographical article to which I have recurrent need to refer^ he expresses his gratitude for the help given him in understanding Capital.1 These conversations must have gone on for many months and I have no reason to believe they were interrupted before August 1884, that is, before the moment when Morris began to display open opposition.
In 1884, too, these conversations bore tangible fruit in the form of the publication of a brief treatise, under the joint signatures of Hyndman and Morris, entitled A Summary of the Principles of Socialism. In his memoirs, Hyhd- man tells how the book was written:
“Our co-operation in The Summary of the Principles of Socialism, the draft of which I wrote and we revised together, brought us into even closer contact and it has been an amusement to me sometimes to challenge a reader of it to pick out a passage for which Morris was specially responsible. Almost invariably the two pages are chosen which I wrote in imitation of Morris and which he laughingly refused to touch, though a few other paragraphs he wrote himself. ”
Experience has shown historians that what Hyndman says should not always be taken at its face value. But no matter. Even if Morris’s active participation was as slight as Hyndtnan complacently claims, it represented for him a solid acquisition of the principles of historical materialism and political

economy The work places the need for socialism upon the basis of historical development, and is peppered with echoes of the Mamjesto and Capital. It sketches the succession of slavery, serfdom and wage labour, and the class struggle which was the driving force of each change. It repeats the classic analyses of thr division of labour, capital accumulation, the reserve army, the labour theory of value, surplus value, the contradiction between the social character of labour and the individual character of appropriation and, finally, crises. It praises the work of the first International, recalling that “Karl Marx was the brains of the movement”, and the example of the Commune. It finishes with a programme for the collectivisation of the means of production and exchange.
For Morris, that represented a theoretical apprenticeship of indubitable value While it is untrue, as has so often been lightly asserted, that he rejoined the ranks of the S D.F in his later years, he did become reconciled with Hyndman and again wrote for justice.B5 For numerous reasons of a political nature he was careful to keep his distance, but he was able to assert without reservation that the S. D.F. had been “the first appearance of modern or scientific Socialism in England”.
So. from the beginning of his life of militancy, Morris personally observed one of the precepts he laid down for revolutionaries:
to learn from books and from living people who are willing, or 1 will say, who tan be made, to teach them, in as much detail as possible what are the ends and hopes of Social Revolution. ” 1
Hyndrnan was not the only one of his contemporaries whose help was of benefit That which Andreas Scheu gave him was not negligible.
He was an Austrian socialist who fled from repression in Vienna, taking refuge in Scotland in 1874 and in London in 1880. Tall, elegant, with a superb black beard and looking, says May Morris, like one of Durer’s warriors, energetic, enthusiastic, a good musician and an excellent speaker, he attracted sympathy and played a very active part in the beginnings of the British socialist movement. Morris and he met during the first months of 1883 through the Democratic Federation1 ** and their friendship dates from Whitsun of that year It rapidly became very close, as is indicated by fetter of 5 September, in which the poet tells him of his youth and upbringing. It is true that, in addition to a common socialist faith, they were linked by a common vocation, since Scheu was involved with artistic furnishing and decoration.
Schcu remained in London until the summer of 1884, and during that period he gave Morris invaluable help by translating many passages of Marx, Engels and Lassaiie 12 His departure for Edinburgh, at the moment of the disagreement with Hyndman, left Morris bereft of any help of this kind, and it was then that the latter wrote him the letter already quoted, asking him to recommend a German comrade capable of undertaking to read Marxjst writings with him. We should recall that it was Scheu’s political activity in Scotland which incited the ire of Hyndman and led to the split of 1884. In order to defend Scheu against unjustified accusations, Morris came into direct opposition to the leader of the S.D.F. and so prepared the split which led to the birth of the Socialist League. Scheu returned to London in 1886, and their old

friendship was resumed in full. It had, too, some negative aspcc ts. There is no doubt that the Austrian exile, formerly something of an anarchist, strongly encouraged Morris in his anti-parliamentarianism. It was doubtless for this reason that he never became a member of the circle of intimates of Engels, with whom his dealings became more and more infrequent. But in any rase wc see him assiduously cultivating Morris, and one may suppose that the latter continued, whenever he felt the need, to fall back on his linguistic and theoretical help.
* * *
When the Socialist League was formed in 1885, several of those involved with Morris already possessed a solid Marxist grounding. Foremost among them were Eleanor Marx, the youngest daughter of the great German thinker, and the man with whom she lived as wife, Edward Aveling. Their irregular union caused scandal and earned them many hypocritical attacks which roused Morris’s indignation. From it dates the development of his sober utopian thinking on free union. The couple lived in close intimacy with Engels, who always regarded Marx’s daughters as his own children.
Eleanor had a great affection for Morris, whom she called “a fine old chap”. With the support of Engels, she ensured for the Socialist League contact with the most important representatives of socialism abroad and she did a regular feature for Commonweal: “Record of the International Movement'', in which she quoted messages and letters from such men as Bcbel, Liebknecht, Paul Lafargue, Kautsky, Lavrov, Stepniak and Leo Frankel. The latter welcomed the new organisation “as a disciple of Karl Marx, and an old member of the International Working Men’s Association . . . presuming that the Socialist League, as well as its official organ, the Commonweal, serves to propagate the true, i.e. the Scientific Socialism”.144 One can say that Eleanor Marx played an important part in shaping Morris’s internationalist consciousness and helped him to react early against the chauvinism of Hyndman.
It is to the point, in this connection, to note the extent to which Morris and the founders of the Socialist League were haunted by the memory of the First International. On 30 December 1884, only three days after the split, a committee was formed consisting of Eleanor Marx-Aveling, William Morris, Bax, W. J. Clark, with J. L. Mahon as secretary, with the purpose of drawing up a constitution for the new organisation. On 12 January 1885, it presented its report, which ended with these words: “We propose to preface these rules with the Introduction to the Rules of the International drawn up by Karl Marx.”14” This constitution, faithfully reproducing the text, appeared in the first number of Commonweal in February, and among the signatories appeared F. Lessner, one Of the veterans of the International, a close friend of Engels, and who was to become one of the mainstays of the Morris branch in Hammersmith.144 The same issue advertised a lecture by Bax on the International, and, eight years later, in their theoretical handbook, Bax and Morris once again extolled the rOle of the International Working Men’s Association.14 Oddly enough the latter still had a branch in Manchester in 1885, and its secretary wrote to the Socialist League: “If Engels approves your action, rest assured that you will have our aid.” 1

As for Edward Avrling, he was a complex personality about whom there would be too much to say.14' His morality was very questionable, but {what matters to us here) his militant activity, his devotion, and his knowledge of Marxism are worthy of respect. It is to him and Samuel Moore that we owe the 1887 English edition of Capital, prepared under the control and guidance of Engels Up to his leaving the Socialist League, in which he vainly endeavoured to oppose anti-parliamentary sectarianism, he undertook educational functions. In February 1885, he began a series of lectures upon Capital, and Moms participated in the opening session.1 Two years later, writing some "'Notes m Ihropaganda" for his personal use, the latter mentions these lectures among the memorable achievements of the League.151 It is not impossible that he attended the earlier ones since, in a letter which I discovered in Hammersmith, he praises them warmly. From April on, Aveling began to publish in Commonweal a series of articles on scientific socialism. 3 Today these articles seem very debatable, Some, particularly the earlier ones, are very good, but as Aveling got further into economic analysis he tended more and more towards mathematical abstruseness, omitting all the specific and historical support which gave Marx’s arguments all their weight and vigour. The result is not only a disconcerting dryness but also an impoverished schematism, what Aveling most lacked was an assimilation of dialectics. Some readers were put off; others, on the contrary, read the articles with great interest.' We have not much idea of what Morris himself thought, but we may imagine that he derived more satisfaction from the original than from the interpretation. However, Aveling‘s efforts provided a useful example, and Marxist study groups were set up in the provinces during the following years, notably in Edinburgh and Bolton ' " His incontestable merit was that of putting theoretical education on the order of tlje day, and thus creating a favourable atmosphere for the study of works Morris never had any close personal dealings with him and, consequently, felt an understandable aversion to him that he was not alone in experiencing; but it is not to be denied that contact with Aveling was a very favourable factor in his initiation into Marxist theory.
I hr Marxist with whom Morris formed the closest and Jongcst-lasting ties was Ernest Belfort Bax. Philosopher, jurist, musician and excellent German linguist, hr was deeply impressed in his youth by the events of the Paris Commune, and because the positivists were the only ones to take up the defence of the Commune against public opinion he turned to that school of thought He may l>e said to have borne the mark of it all his lile; the ethical preoccupations which are (p he found in all his writing have their origins there In the course of a long stay on the continent, he started studying German philosophy and the various political movements, and in 187V he discovered Capital. In 1881 he published in a monthly magazine. Modem Thought, an article on Karl Marx which attracted the latter'* attention Through Ins daughter Eleanor, Marx expressed his thanks, and, m a letter to .Surge on 1$ December, while he regretted the young author's confusion and mistakes, he praised the article
“Now that is the first English publication of that kind which is per-

vaded by a real enthusiasm for the new ideas themselves and boldly stands up against British philistinism.” 156
Frau Marx had just died, and he himself, more and more ill, was to go in his turn fifteen months later. So Bax was not able to make his acquaintance, but shortly afterwards he received an invitation from Engels and began a life-long friendship with him.
In his memoirs, published in 1918, Bax who, like Hyndman and so many others, had changed course, paints a picture of Engels which is both admiring and severe, and which tends to minimise his nobility of character and the breadth of his thinking.1 In so doing he displayed a singular lack of gratitude, because it was to Engels above all that he owed the theoretical education which enabled him to play a fairly important part in the socialist movement during the ’eighties. He was a regular attender at the Sunday evening gatherings which Engels held for his closest circle and for foreign visitors. The copious correspondence which we still have from the old philosopher tells us of Bax’s presence with him on many other occasions. Their intimacy must have been very close, because in the Amsterdam Institute I have read letters written to Engels by Bax between 1884 and 1893 containing constant reciprocal invitations: in the beginning they are addressed to “Dear Mr. Engels” and soon to “My dear Engels” or to “My dear General”,,w this last appellation being hardly used other than by Marx’s daughters. I mention in passing that, apart from these few letters, I have never been able to find a trace of Bax’s papers, which surely deprives us of a valuable source of information.
It must be admitted that he was a somewhat odd personality: “reasonable on many points . . . quite mad on others”, Eleanor Marx said of him. Before anything else, he was a philosopher devoid of any practical sense. He was heavy, incredibly naive and lacking in all sense of humour. He had persistent bees in his bonnet which would suddenly begin to buzz in the midst of sometimes very penetrating observations: an aggressive misogyny, a hatred of philistinism, of established religions and of the bourgeois family. It must be added that he was a chatterbox and was mistrusted on account of his indiscretions. Engels, who paid tribute to his honesty, '* but regarded him as a “hunter of philosophical paradoxes’V*’1 sketched a picture of him which appears to be a marvellous likeness:
“1 have had Bax here for a week and was daily interviewed by him with the regularity of a clock and the inquisitiveness of an American journalist. But it gave me the opportunity of quiet talk with him on many subjects and, when he has done with his set questions (which, as with most people here, are meant to save them study), and has exhausted his sudden flashes of original ideas about the morrow of the revolution, and so on, he begins to talk sense, and more sense than the preliminary conversation led you to expect. Then you find that after all he has a largeness of view that is but too scarce here amongst the sec tarians who call themselves Socialists. But as to unacquaintance with the world that is, as to hermit-like simplicity and being a stranger in the midst of the largest town of the world, an English bookworm beats his German compeer hollow. ’

This estimation is worthy of our attention, because it conveys very accurately the way in which Bax tackled Marxism and the picture of it he must have transmitted to Morris. In fact, one can observe two complementary attitudes in him.
We should recall, first, that Morris had easily absorbed the “historical part" of Capital. He had painfully overcome the economic difficulties with the help of Hyndman, Scheu and, to some extent, Aveling, but these three men were incapable of going any further, which explains their somewhat narrow schematism. It was quite different with Bax, who, in his own writings, seems to be little concerned with the mechanics of capitalist exploitation and to be interested above all in the superstructures. In this way we are led to a curious observation. It is almost exclusively in the works written jointly by Morris and Bax that the latter has anything to say about Marx’s economic doctrines. He does so in a remarkable way, under pressure from Morris who could not, therefore, remain a passive partner and learned at the same time as he refreshed what he already knew. So, despite the slanders of Bruce Glasier, their collaboration was particularly close in this area, and one is the more convinced of it when one compares the ease of style of the joint writings with the heavy and sometimes almost unreadable prose of Bax alone. But the latter s attention was centred upon philosophical problems and also upon the development of capitalism on an international scale and so there was, between Engels and Morris, an ideological vehicle whose exceptional importance does not seem to have been appreciated up to the present.
Morris and Bax became acquainted in 1883, during the months of the upsurge of the Democratic Federation, but their friendship does not seem to have started until the autumn of 1884, when the split was developing and they found themselves in the same camp. Their collaboration started on 1 January 1885, the date of their joint drafting of the Manifesto of the Socialist League, which was the Marxist charter of the new organisation,ltS and in the following year it became more considerable with the joint writing ol a series of articles Socialism from the Root Up which the authors reshaped together in 1893 when they published Socialism, its Growth and Outcome. During these years, despite a serious disagreement in 1887, we find them continually side by side in the political scene. They were linked by deep affection, and Bax was part of the intimate circle of Kelmscott House. It was very much a family friendship and May Morris amusingly describes the joy Bax could provoke in Morris by his oddities, particularly his misogyny and naive credulity: 66 it was even the cause of puzzlement which, thirty years later, the poor man had still not resolved.. ■ Even in his public utterances Morris could not help poking fun at him. So it was that in one of his lectures he referred to the indignation shown by Bax upon seeing monstrous privileges bestowed upon "weak women" and in a theatrical entertainment he even goes so far as to depict him as a dangerous dynamiter.169 While Bax gave him lessons in Marxism, Morris initiated him into the arcana of architecture and he burst into laughter on hearing his friend pretend to an independent judgement on the subject”.11
Despite these sallies, there is no doubt that Morris took Bax very scriouslv, he quotes his name before those of Hyndman and Scheu, when in 1894 he expresses h„ gratitude toward, those whose conversation had helped him to overcome the initial ddficult.es of Marxism,'7' even if he did roar with

laughter, referring to these conversations as sessions of “compulsory Baxination”.172 It is impossible for us to measure the extent of this debt, but, as we saw earlier when speculating about Morris’s reading, the references contained in the theoretical handbook of 1893 lead us to suppose that Bax must have acquainted him with the substance of various philosophical works of Marx and Engels. And that went on for at least ten years.
Bax’s influence suffered only one eclipse, in 1887, when he refused to follow Morris in his anti-parliamentarianism, remaining faithful to the directives of Engels.173 It was with lively displeasure and great apprehension that the poet regarded Bax’s attendance at the Zurich conference of the German Social Democratic Party. He feared that he would come back with strict orders, and refused to submit to this “pedantic tyranny’’.1 4 That was the only serious disagreement between the two men and it does not appear to have affected their relationship. On the contrary, Morris appears, in general, to have been attentive to Bax’s opinion and inclined to follow his advice. 75 One must say that, at times, when he came out of the clouds and put his feet on the ground, Bax was capable of astonishing political intuition. One example, the importance of which is very rightly underlined by E. P. Thompson,1' appears in an article which he wrote for Commonweal in 1888 about the partition of Africa by the colonial powers. After describing the immense resources which this conquest opened up to “modern capitalistic exploitation” in terms of natural resources, cheap labour, outlets for trade and emigration, he considers that, henceforth, the fulcrum of European capitalism will lie there and envisages “the dread possibility ... of the capitalistic world taking a new lease of life out of the exploitation of Africa”. His conclusion is frankly pessimistic: “but it is quite conceivable, to say the least, that the present stage should be prolonged in a slightly changed form even for another century”.1 These apprehensions echo the first hints which we find at the time in the writings of Engels of the birth of imperialism. Ihey fell like a cold shower on the enthusiasm of most socialists, who were convinced that the revolution was at hand. This article made a deep impression upon Morris, and provoked what was for him an unusual reaction: he devoted the editorial of the same issue to the topic. While accepting the accuracy of Bax’s analysis, he tried to shield his comrades from discouragement, and justly observed that “the movement towards Socialism ... is as much part of the essence of the epoch as the necessities of capitalism are”. The effort that has to be put into the propagation of socialist ideas, he writes, will not be wasted, “though it may be obscured for a time, even if a new period sets in of prosperity by leaps and bounds”.17 This article had a lasting effect upon Morris’s thinking. We should not forget that only a year and a half later the first instalment of News from Nowhere appeared in Commonweal, and that the date of the “great change” was put off to 1952.
On re-reading Morris’s editorial one is struck by the use of such dialectical concepts as progress by leaps and the unity of opposites. Is he not replying to Bax in the language which Bax taught him? Here, in fact, is where one must look for Bax’s most vital contribution to Morris’s Marxist formation, one that nobody else could provide. The poet was perfectly aware of this legacy, and several references he made in lectures and articles to his friend’s teaching deserve some attention. Notice the manner of reasoning in a passage such as this:

"Will the period of machinery evolve itself into a fresh period of machinery more independent of human labour than anything we can conceive of now, or will it develop its contradictory in the shape of a new and improved period of production by handicraft?... Is the change from handicraft to machinery good or bad f And the answer to that question is to my mind that, as my friend Belfort Bax has put it, statically it is bad, dynamically it is good As a condition of life, production by machinery is altogether an evil; as an instrument for forcing on us better conditions of life it has been, and for some time yet will be, indispensible.” 179
Fhefe is a whole complex of ideas underlying this formulation: the theory of development, the unity of opposites, the negation of the negation, the dialectical relationship between the productive forces and production relationships. The same kind of thinking is found in other passages:
“Our friend Bax . did, I think, really put the matter on its true footing when he pointed out that as a step to something better, civilization was good, but as an achievement it was an evil.” 180
Moms owes to Bax a still more important Marxist idea, which inspires the whole of his utopia, that history repeats itself without repeating itself, that its movement integrates elements of the past and elaborates them on a higher level without there being any retrogression, but on the contrary, “a step upward along the spiral, which, and not a straight line, is, as my friend Bax puts it, the true line of progress”. This affirmation was also made as early as 1885, in the Notes, jointly written by Morris and Bax, which accompany the second edition of the Manifesto of the Socialist League. What is really extraordinary is that this great Marxist concept had not at that time ever been published. It is only found for the first time in the Dialectics of Nature, which lay unknown among Engels’s manuscripts until the publication of the work in 1925. it must, then, have been through Bax that the idea reached Morris. For the moment, I shall not dwell upon the importance of this idea in Morris’s utopian thinking, but in due course I shall show that an essential aspect of his thought would be incomprehensible unless he had assimilated it.
One fact at least is strange: it is that this dialectical philosophy, the principles of which he passed on to Morris, is rarely perceptible in Bax’s own writings. When it does appear it is in the form of a bizarre and almost mystical jargon.183 In a general way, except, curiously enough, in joint writing with Morris and in articles intended for Commonweal, we find muddled prose and reasoning of very debatable Marxist inspiration. One even stranger fact is that, in his memoirs, he reproaches Marxism with being a purely economic ideology, with being “the reduction of all the changes in the development of human society to economic terms”; and he accuses Engels of having “held to the theory in all its one-sidedness”.184 Is this dishonesty or inexplicable amnesia? Must one wonder whether he was no more than a garrulous, half* understanding vehicle between Engels and Morris? And how would one explain then that under these conditions Morris’s assimilation of Marxism should have been much deeper than Bax’s? This is a problem to which 1 should hke to suggest an embryonic solution, while awaiting the discovery of

ew documents (if they exist) to complete or correct the data I have managed to gather.
* * *
None of William Morris’s immediate biographers makes the slightest reference to contact between him and Engels, not Mackail, nor Lady Burne-Jones, nor Bruce Glasier nor his own daughter May. Is this their way of preserving a certain image of the poet? It is possible that, with the first three, this silence comes from relative ignorance, due to Morris’s extreme discretion on the subject. In all his correspondence known up to the present, there is only one single definite reference to such contacts. It is to be found in a letter sent to Scheu on 28 December 1884, the day after the split in the S.D.F. Now, on that same day, he wrote to Georgiana Burne-Jones to give her an account of the same events and omitted to mention any meeting with Engels. If he told Scheu, it was because the information was needed, and his Austrian friend, himself in touch with Engels, was doubtless aware of the contact. What is striking is that with Georgiana, who was then his confidante in everything, he remained silent. Are there grounds for regarding such conduct on the part of Morris as strange? I do not think so. In 1884 he was a member of the executive committee of the
S.D.F., and, if he was meeting Engels, it could only be without the knowledge of Hyndman and in order to organise the opposition secretly. After the foundation of the Socialist League these reasons were less pressing, but habits of secrecy had been formed which neither Morris nor Engels, all in all, wanted to break, the first out of regard for his independence, the second because he did not want to give colour to Hyndman’s accusations of direct intervention by the “Marxist clique” and the “Grand Lama of Regent’s Park Road” in the affairs of British socialism.185 This would explain the silence of Lady Burne-Jones and consequently of her son-in-law Mackail. As for Glasier, Morris had no reason to confide in him. On the other hand, May Morris’s discretion is more suspect, because she became involved early in all her father’s political activity. None of the later critics and interpreters has ever questioned the point and it is only in E. P. Thompson’s painstaking book that the name of Engels appears for the first time. However, it is still only a matter of fragmentary and scattered pointers, and the basic problem is not examined as a whole.
The evidence of contemporaries is scarce and contradictory. That of Edward Aveling, in a brief passage from an article devoted to Engels immediately after his death, is particularly disappointing:
“William Morris,” he writes, “as far as I remember came once. His
mediaevalism Engels regarded with good-humoured toleration. ” 80
Is it the same prudent discretion which we see here? It is possible, for Aveling played an important part in events leading up to the split and he could not have been ignorant of the occurrence of various discussions in which be himself participated. Could there be some obscure link between this reserve and the cash debts which the none too scrupulous Aveling owed to Morris? I could not say. However, the general tone of the article suggests another explanation, and the assertion becomes more plausible if we take it that Aveling is here referring to Engels’s famous Sunday evening gatherings. There would be then no con-
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After this general meeting of the ottpottitiori, I ngrln *nw Morris ftgnln on 27 December, just before the iletinlve meeting where tfte *nltl Wits to lake phur Writing to Hrnulem on the 2'Jih, l.ngela toit) him about the lievelopnirnt of the split, repeating wh*t Morris lwd said about the prool* he had discovered in bdinbnrgh of the duplu ity of Ilyndmao, and he added. "Morn* and Avelmn were *t my place before the session, and 1 was able to give them some further advice".' About this meeting we have the evidence of Morris himself (and it is, a» I have said, the only document of this kind which we possess), lie weme to Scheu on 28 December:
"Aveling summoned me to go up to Engels on Saturday - important business. 1 was uncomfortable rather wondering what it was. Aveling told me it was about the Commonweal, that Engels thought we should have no chance of carrying on « weekly, and had better try a monthly, at first at any rate. Aveling seemed rather inclined to agree with us and to stick to the weekly. 1 saw Engels who said we were weak in political knowledge and journalistic skill, and that we should find it very difficult to carry on a weekly paper really well without stuffing it with rubbish and so on. I must confess that though 1 don’t intend to give way to Engels, his advice is valuable; and on this point I am inclined to agree... 1 do dread having to drop the weekly, whereas 1 am sure we could carry on a monthly. 1 am afraid you will be disappointed at this, and 1 want to have your opinion ... I repeat, we are safe with a monthly even if our progress as an

organization be slow: with a weekly it would always be doubtful: let’strv the monthly first.	'
I think like E. P. 'Hiompson,203 that the tone in which Morris speak, of Engels ( though I don t intend to give way to Engels”) is mainly diplomatic. It was a question of allaying Scheu’s disappointment, for he, always rather “leftist ’% tended to rebel against the authority of Marx’s friend. In fact, Morris “gave way” and accepted the reasonable view of Engels against the opinion, of Aveling, Bax and Scheu and probably against his own inclination.*04
With the split, wrote Morris to Scheu in the same letter, “ancient history' ended and “modern history” began. The decision to leave theS.D.F. when thr opposition was in a majority aroused a certain amount of surprise. In February 1885, when Paul Lafargue received the first number of Commonweal, he wrote to Engels that “everyone here is very surprised that, having a majority, our friends withdrew instead of turning out the minority”.205 However, Engels had explained to Laura why, after discussion with Morris (“as Morris said to me”), he had come to this decision: the S.D.F. had scarcely more than three hundred members and, as for the provinces, it was all “bosh and bogus”;204 and in his letter of,29 December to Bernstein already quoted, he gave the same argument advanced by Morris.
Engels was full of good will towards the founders of the League, although he expressed doubts about their political capacity. In this same letter to Laura he wrote: “in all England one could not find three men so little fitted for political organisation as Aveling, Bax and Morris; but they are sincere ; and in his letter to Bernstein he uses the same language: “the only honest men among the intellectuals, but also the most unpractical men (two poets and a philosopher) that it is possible to find”. What is important for us to notice i. that the militants who were closest to Engels theft considered Morris, as well as Baa and Aveling, as being members of the Marxist group: “our friends “say. Paul Lafargue, and Eleanor Marx, speaking of them, says “our people In her letter of 31 December already quoted, Eleanor had already written w her sister Laura:
“The General 208 has promised, now that we are rid of the unclean elements in the Federation, to help us; ... we shall, of course (through Engels) have the Germans with us, and we also count on the Parti Ouvrier. ”
As I have mentioned, she took over the direction of the international feature of Commonweal and, on behalf of Engels, she approached the continental socialists to ensure their support and to gather their messages of solidarity for publication in the second issue.200 Morris himself wrote a letter to Wilhelm Ltebknecht in his own hand, signed by himself and Aveling, asking him for articles, and telling him he could write them in German, as “we shall have no ^fficuhy m tramlatmg them. On the appearance of the first issue, Eleanor
m Liebknecht BfhH*	To**	*'the $*PosaJ of Engels, for him to send
Liebknecht, Bebel, Sorge and Bernstein.2” Morris was full of plans With

Bax he prepared a programme of socialist pamphlets, and among the suggestions was one to be written by Engels under the title of Cheap Goods ™ It does not appear that Engels ever wrote it.
However, the latter did give his friends much more spectacular help. The second number of Commonweal (March 1885) published his resounding article England m 1845 and 188520 which provides a remarkable analysis of the development of British capitalism from the period of prosperity alter the decline of Chartism to the new period of economic crisis: it was the loss by England of its industrial monopoly which gave socialism new life and prospects. E. P. Thompson justly remarks that, in publishing this article in the journal of the Socialist League, he identified himself with it from that moment,iM and he also makes the curious comment that, in places, the style of Engels takes on certain of Morris’s turns of thought as well as his usage of the word “civilisation".1'5 This article made a deep impression on Morris, and he enlarged upon it in a lecture given in July, quoting sentences from this writing of the “great socialist economist F. Engels".21* In a lecture given at the end of March, one can feel that he is already preoccupied by the problems raised in it. Two years later, in personal notes in which he recapitulates the stages of the movement, he again refers, as a memorable moment, to the “admirable article of F. Engels, which attracted much attention”.21* Contributions from Engels, while not frequent, did continue. In October 1885, Commonweal announced that “next month . . . Frederick Engels will contribute an article on the Second Part of Karl Marx’ Das Kapital”.21 The information was incorrect. Ihe article which appeared in November was purely polemical and denounced an inaccurate pirate translation of Capital published by the magazine Today.** So, during all the year 1885, relations between Morris and Engels were excellent. and the latter’s correspondence does not contain any of the disparaging remarks which he was so prone to make. In fact, one cannot find any reference to Morris. Does that mean that the two men did not meet again? For my part, on the contrary, I think that during this year of close collaboration their meetings were more frequent and that, once the worries over the immediate tactics to pursue at the time of the split were dealt with, their conversations were able to rise to an ideological level which enabled Morris to assimilate certain fundamental aspects of Marxist thought better than through the intermediary of the hazy Bax. The absence of any reference to Morris in the letters of Engels tends to strengthen my belief. In fact, it was rare for him to interfere other than by praising or criticising an action of his interlocutors, and, if he kept silent, it was because these probable visits by Morris were of a routine nature and not concerned with immediate action. Siegfried B&nger, in his thoroughly documented study of Engels, considers it plain that Morris's activities were marked by the effect of discussions he had with him at that time.221 Unfortunately, he has no tangible proof to support this hypothesis any more than I have. 1 do not despair of some day seeing appear, through the strange chances of research, some unsuspected document which will provide the necessary confirmation. But is it really indispensible? Apart from the thought-provoking indications which we shall have the opportunity of finding in the work of Morris, would it be believable that these intimate conversations of which we have proof in 1884 should have been abruptly interrupted in 1885, when an improved understanding between the two men was evident?
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[bookmark: bookmark57]In November IHH5 Haul Lftfefgiif announced to EtigHsOmt / y going tn publish a “grtllri’y of portraits nf foreign Socialists" . continue front 14 November !HH5 t» 2fl August IgHo, presenting «.. *
Marx. Kngeli, Lavrov, IVrnvskay*. Morris, Bate, Avding, Study HeM**!5 Liebkwx In As mif can srr, Morris was regarded by (hr M»r*i*u W *,*1 their number But in IH86 things begun to go wrung, Engel* felt that the worE Ing class would not be long in emerging from its apathy, and wsmedThe Socialist League to tome out of Its narrow t irele* anti establish * nm„. jim) conhti t with it. In January he was still hopeful and wrote to Sorsr
“IIp to now, the whole movement here exists only in appearance but if a nucleus of men inside the -Socialist League can be educated to understand the situation theoretically, it will constitute a great step towards the real mass movement which cannot be long delayed." ***
A letter not without interest, though one may well wondci just who it it that is to undertake the task of theoretical education! Two months later, Engels was much less optimistic. He considered that “our good Bax and Morris'' were “torn by the desire to do something (if they but knew what!)" and that “nevertheless, they have far more truck with the anarchists than is desirable"; they were, he concluded, “two political innocents." 11 Morris’s anti-parliamentariartism, which was soon to bring him into open conflict with the Avefings, was forcing him, in fact, to rely upon the anarchist wing of the League, without being a part of it. From the month of April, what Engels regarded as collusion, as well as the transformation of Commonweal into a weekly, marked the beginning of an estrangement. He became annoyed with “Morris who, like a bull, goes head down against parliamcntarianism”; he and Bax “will have to learn by experience what sort of men their anarchists are’’,22’ He considered that they “are for the moment entirely in their hands" and described Morris as a “sentimental socialist”.2 4
We observe that, while Engels never made the mistake of confusing Morris with the anarchists, he did make one, in his anger, by referring to him as a “sentimental socialist”, a description which came from his pen on several occasions. There is no doubt that Morris himself was to blame for the opinion, on the one hand through his gross underestimation of his own theoretical abilities and, on the other, through various impetuous declarations which were, purely and simply, an expression of that modesty.22 All those w.ho knew him more intimately than did Engels agree in saying the opposite “He was anything but a sentimentalist,” wrote Walter Crane, adding:
“There is no greater mistake than to think of William Morns as a sentimentalist, who, having built himself a dream-house of art and poetry, sighs over the turmoil of the world, and calls himself a Socialist because factory chimneys obtrude themselves upon his view.” 228
His son-in-law, Halliday Sparling, asserts that “there was no sentimentality in him, nor could he stand it in others”. 229 I could quote many other similar pieces of evidence. Engels’s severity is, nevertheless, understandable; he was protecting a definite and effective political line, and Morris’s temporary inflexibility rightly seemed unrealistic to him. I feel that it is to the point to add that Engcis always showed an impatient and somewhat disdainful severity towards
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iftUutHM when referring to this norssive harshness Marx himself was not aliogeihef free n( this trait, awl laughingly ckflet! tbr English ”{lir»* vrr (ianiratcti Vblrswtg-llnisirinrr "	' However. ft ft Thompson, developing fn
x liitcf lecture certain judgment* made in his monumental work, <on*»d*rs Marx would have shown greater indulge in e fhan ft/igefs towards Morn* and would have better understood the humanist content of bis personal contribution tn the development of Marxism I may add that hngej* did not tharr Marx's fervent appreciation of poetry.
However, not all the bridges were destroyed. I think that we < an date to 1886 the one letter I have discovered from Morris to Engels It ut only dated April:
[bookmark: bookmark58]"Hear Mr. Engels,
You would do us a great service if you would write us a short article on any subjei i you please, and as short as you please (if you find that more convenient) for next month's Commonweal, I venture to ask this though I know how much your time is taken up and how serious your work is, as it is very important that we should have a weighty article to stand at the head of the paper next month. So I will beg you to for/five me for troubling you.
Yours faithfully William Morris
Engels did not, in fact, find the time to write this “weighty article”, but he did, nevertheless, send in a note, with his initials, about the strikes in Deca/evillr * In November again, there is another note, in reply to a reader's request, refusing permission for any English translation of Socialism, Utopian and Snrntiju not made under his direct supervision.*5' That was the last of his contributions to Commonweal and one must acknowledge that it was a terse and chilly ending. The fact that in May 1886 he asked Paul Lafargue to send the paper an article on the Paris elections can be attributed to his desire to produce irrefutable arguments against the insinuations of Jusiut, but he did not conceal that "the League is in a complete muddle through their having let the anarchists creep in’’.* In August, he described the state of the League to Bebel in the same terms: Morris was a “victim of the anarchists”, Bax was at the stage theoretically of “infantile disorder” and Aveling, having to earn his living, was “not in a position to study much’’. The latter, added Engels, “is the only one I see regularly”, which still leaves room to suppose that he continued to see Bax and Morris from time to time. 3’ A supposition which is confirmed by a letter from Engels to Laura in mid-September
“Had several visits from Bax and one from Morris lately . . Morris is a settled sentimental Socialist, he would be easily managed if one saw him regularly, a couple of times a week, but who has the time to do it, and if you drop him for a month, he is sure to lose himself again. And is he worth all that trouble, even if one had the time ?” ***

despite tbr hmmI mw of dwitm. it » dnr that thcrr wn no fuodmcwii diMfTTfWfM bnwtfo them. other than thr political question of trtwrte i» p«ritM>rMtry KtiMi whok «m then a burning one C)n ihi* point Morn* rmuined msrartaWe. (hough hit position w«i much lew cut-and-dried thaa h yinr«M> tUHtd (but that would form tbr basis of a study tn itself, gong bryond thr bounds of mat present enquiry). It u very probable that (hi* visit «f Moms tv Er>«eb in September JSS6 «r«s the last, because m IM’ the ensa within the League became acute and ended in June at the annual conference with thr defeat and depart are of the “parliamentarians”. Letters from Engels 10 v*rge and to Laura. Lafargue express htc weariness with socialist "sects” and the inirmt he frit in the efforts directed by John Bums towards "an independent union of thr working men of both societies leaving Hyndman, Moms, keeling and Co to fight out their quarrels themselves ". Despite the sharpness of this dispute, there is no evidence of any breach between Morris and the militant Marxists In April he himself translated, published and expressed enthusiastw approval for an article by Paul Lafargue in reply to some somewhat ill-conceived lucubrations on the part of Bax on ‘'the morrow of the revolution' * kgain. in December, as we have seen, Engels "personally ” sent Moms a oops of the American translation of Tht Condition of tht UorimgCUu at England
It is no less certain that up to 1889, a real separation is perceptible, but it does really seem that it was not entirely a result of the squabbles of political cliques In !••?, Aveling’s reputation fell to its lowest ebb. Endless evidence (too lengthy to be detailed here) shows that his lack of scruples over money matters and women caused him to be ostracised by most militant socialists Eisgds, on thr other hand, against them all, took up the cudgels on behalf of the companion of Marx’s daughter, and did so with a stubbornness, one must say. verging on blindness, his attitude in the matter had unfortunate consequence* in turning away from the movement sincere people who would no kocgyer set foot in his bouse in order to avoid meeting Avciing. It is very probable that such was the cate with Morris, despite his inclination to set aside personal antipathies for the sake of unity and to show indulgence towards the weaknesses of his comrades tn the struggle. We do not know what went on between him and Aveling. apart from the fact that the latter got fifty pounds out of him. Things must have been pretty serious for Morris to have reached the point of calling him a “disreputable dog” i4i (we can find no other instance of such an epithet from his pen).
However. Morris remained in touch with the Marxist leaders. In March 1IW Laura Lafargue sent him her translation into English verse of the poems and songs of Eugene Pettier. In a very warm letter, Morris replied that, not ooiv was her translation “excellent"but it was in itself, “good English verse”, and he asked her permission to publish it in Commonweal. In this same year, the International Socialist Workers Conference was held in Paris, and out of it came the Second International. A dissident congress was railed simultaneously by Hyndman and the French “(msibilnhi”, and, as a consequence, the former conference adopted a very definite political and theoretical posMscm Morris unhesitatingly agreed to take part, along with men like Bebel. Laebknrcht Bermtein and Lafargue He led the British delegation and spoke against the opportunist proposal to merge the two conferences. Lafargue

irdsnated the preparation of this great demonstration oI revolutionary in- ' Nationalism, in constant touch with Engel*, and for months he correspond- f(J w|lj, \4orrt*. who published his letters in Cvmxnmwtol• It lies outside my urpo*e to follow the course of this historic event, although the position taken ud by Morris on this occasion is by itself worthy of note, in so far as it displays his faith in action in accordance with a definite ideology It also marked a certain rapprochement with Engels Lafargue’s letters to the latter, during the months of preparation, clearly suggest this. For example, he wrote in May Moms is full of enthusiasm for the Congress; you must keep him up to it and make use of Commonweal", and in June “ . I will write to Morris . unless you prefer to do it yourself”.
Later documents are scarce and we are completely without information about any contacts that may have existed between Morris and Engels during the last years of their lives. We find them together again on the same platform on I May demonstrations in 189} and 1892, and £> P. Thompson seeks this as “symbolic of the direction of his last years of work for the Clause’1. In this same year 1892, Engels published the first English edition of The Condition of the Working Class in England and included in his preface the famous article which had made such an impression on Morris, explicitly recalling that it had appeared in Commonweal on 1 March 1885 Finally, in 1894, Engels read the theoretical handbook by Morris and Bax: Socialism, Us Growth and Outcome; he thought that the book cut right across the “shoddy stuff” published by Swan Sonnenschein,24 and he thought well enough of it to send a copy to Sorge, No doubt he had a feeling that the time he had earlier devoted to talking with Morris had not been in vain
•	*	dr
I have no ridiculous intention of introducing here an account of Marxist theory. Nor do 1 mean to make an inventory of all that Morris owed to Marxism. That would amount, in fact, to a premature study of Morris’s utopia, which I shall undertake in the last part of this work. We shall see that this debt is immense. So I prefer to adopt a method which may not be to the liking of some but which seems to me to be more effective and more alive, and the sources will appear with greater clarity as we examine Morris’s writings and thought. For’the moment I want to confine myself to recalling very briefly certain very fundamental data which are not directly involved with his utopian thinking, but which form its basis and its point of departure.
Now Morris repeats in many forms throughout his writings that “the foundation of socialism is economical”. Also we find throughout his writings analyses of Capital and Marxist definitions of value, labour-power, surplus value and the mechanism of capitalist exploitation. I could accumulate quotations tilling many pages. Not to overload my text, 1 will be content with one or two, and note references of various other writings which read just as convincingly Here is an extract from a lecture of Morris’s which 1 choose simply because it is one of the best known:
“Under the present system of wages and capital the ’manufacturer’, having a monopoly of the means whereby the power to labour inherent in

every man’s body can be used for production, is the master of those who are not so privileged ... He therefore buys the labour-power of those who are bare of capital and can only live by selling it to him ... h is clear that if he paid those with whom he makes his bargain the full value of their labour, that is to say, all that they produced, he would fail in his purpose. But since he is a monopolist of the means of productive labour, he can compel them to make a bargain better for him and worse for them than that ; which bargain is that after they have earned their livelihood, estimated according to a standard high enough to ensure their peaceable submission to his mastership, the rest (and by far the larger part as a matter of fact) of what they produce shall belong to him, shall be his property to do as he likes with, to use or abuse at his pleasure. ” 250
Many other expositions taken directly from Capital appear in innumerable texts, and I indicate the most characteristic by footnote. Even in his fictional writings, Morris repeats these definitions, as when he explains the coming industrial age to John Ball. The worker, he says
“shall sell himself, that is the labour that is in him, to the master that suffers him to work, and that master shall give to him from out of the wares he maketh enough to keep him alive, and to beget children and nourish them till they be old enough to be sold like himself, and the residue shall the rich man keep to himself. ” 2
This brief reminder should not give the impression that Morris contented himself with the most elementary of propositions. In his 1885 lecture: Dawn of a New Epoch, he takes his analysis as far as the division of surplus value between different branches of capital and even tackles the problem of ground rent and property rent. He deals with variations in the value of labour-power in Misery and the Way Out. One whole chapter of Socialism, its Growth and Outcome is explicitly a summary of the economic section of Capital. Morris does not confine himself to these fundamental definitions but, in the wake of Marx and Engels, and often in the same terms, he takes to pieces the mechanism of the capitalist mode of production and displays its internal contradictions in the form of crises and “artificial famines”. 53 His language then draws inspiration not only from Capital but also from the Manifesto and from Socialism, Utopian and Scientific. The same applies when he talks of unemployment and of the “labour reserve army”, a problem closely linked with the previous one and to which he returns, not only in books and lectures,234 but also in many articles in Commonweal. From these same sources he took the idea of the “world market’ , that “abstraction” which dehumanises work and gives ail products exchange value in place of use value, converting them into merchandise for sale and not for use.' And this brings us to the threshold of Morris’s utopia and putting the world to rights. It is interesting to observe that the essence of all these authentically Marxist economic definitions, and in particular the basic ones, is to be found in the writings of 1884-86. One can sense a need in Morris to keep repeating them until he can feel them to be part of his own thinking

On the level of superstructures, just as upon that of the economic infrastructure, Morris faithfully reproduces the formulations of Marx and Engels. This fidelity is particularly striking in his materialist conception of the State which is not an abstraction, nor an arbiter above the clash of interests, but, to repeat the words of the Manifesto, “the organised power of one class for oppressing another”.’”’ This idea, and the idea that the whole state apparatus is an apparatus at the service of the ruling class, is found throughout the columns of Commonweal and in most of his writings. 57 It is the consolidation of socialism which, once class society is abolished, will permit the withering away of the state that Morris describes in News from Nowhere. And here again, as we shall see, he follows Engels step by step.
One other theme is found unchanged in Morris and in Marx and Engels. It is the plan of the succession of social structures. The only gap is the Asiatic manner of production, but it was hardly touched upon in the books available to Morris and it was normal in his time for attention not to be drawn towards this important stage, the study of which has only really begun at a quite recent date. The whole of the first part of his lecture True and False Society (1886) describes the successive historical structures; primitive communism, slave society, feudalism, bourgeois society,25’ and this description appears in many other of his writings.260 It is by no means mechanical, but, on the contrary, founded upon the development of the internal contradictions of each structure and upon the class struggle, “the motive force of history”. This fundamental theme runs through all his work from 1884 on and it would be pointless to choose between the hundreds of available quotations. Concerning the change from capitalism to socialism, Morris was very much aware of the formulations of the Manifesto which mocked at “the selfish conception that induces you to transform into eternal laws of nature and of reason . . . your present mode of production and form of property”, a conception shared “with every ruling class that has preceded you”.241 Morris, in his turn, insisted many times, from 1883 on,262 upon the fact that the very movement of history made it impossible to believe that the present system would last forever He also remembered that the bourgeoisie produces its own gravediggers” 26 and over and over again he drew inspiration from the justly famous passage of Capital upon “the expropriation of the expropirators” and the “negation of the negation”. ">M After recalling the dispossession of the peasant and the artisan and their reduction to wage-labour, he asserts in his turn:
■ . the capitalist or modern slave-owner has been forced by his very success ... to organize his slaves, the wage-earners, into a co-operation for production so well arranged that it requires little but his own elimination to make it a foundation for communal life . . . his own advance in wealth and power has bred for him the very enemy who is doomed to make an end of him
Morris returned many times to this central idea of the contradiction between the collective nature of production and the individual nature of appropriation, and to the fact that capitalism itself created the necessary conditions for the transformation to socialism.244 So, as Marx says, “with the inexorablity of a law of nature, capitalist production begets its own

negation. Morris unreservedly supports this conception which,
“starting with a historical view of what had been, and seeing that a law of evolution swayed all events in it, was able to point out to us that the evolution was still going on, and that, whether Socialism be desirable or not, it is at least inevitable.” 268
It is essential for us to pause a moment at this point, because the Marxist Eritwitklungstheorie, the theory of development, has been and still is the object of totally erroneous interpretations which utterly falsify the thinking of Marx and Engels, and, through them, of Morris. There has never been any question on their part of a mechanistic fatalism leaving no room for human intervention. Posed in this fashion, it would be a theory to prevent action and be antihuman. More than one historian of utopias, through ignorance or lack of understanding of Marxism, has condemned himself to pose unreal problems and formulate strange conclusions. Raymond Ruyer asks how this theory, or rather the theory he imagines he reads in Marx, can be reconciled with soviet planning; it represents, he declares, “the antithesis of the utopian spirit ’ (which is true up to a point but not at all as he understands it; 1 shall come back to this in the conclusion of the present work). In the same way, G. Fritzsche declares outright that Morris cannot lay claim to scientific socialism because he does not repudiate free will, even though he sees the “theory of development” as the welcome harbinger of socialism.
Let us set the facts straight and see what was really said by Marx and Engels, and, after them, by Morris. “Men”, wrote Marx,
“make their own history, but they do not make it just as they please, they do not make it under circumstances chosen by themselves, but under circumstances directly found, given and transmitted from the past.’
Engels in his turn said:
“Active social forces work exactly lfke natural forces: blindly, forcibly, destructively, so long as we do not understand and reckon with them. But when once we understand them, when once we grasp their action, their direction, their effects, it depends only upon ourselves to subject them more and more to our own will, and by means of them to reach our own ends.”
This dialectical unity of the movement of history and the conscious will of man was many times expressed by Morris as well, in very clear fashion, particularly in an article in Commonweal which has never been republished and from which I extract this significant fragment:
“Although commercial ruin must be the main stream of the force for bringing about the revolution, we must not forget the other stream, which is the conscious hope of the oppressed classes, forced into union and antagonism by the very success of the commercial system ...” 171 (Morris’s italics.)
It cannot be a matter of a subjective and arbitrary act of will, but of a necessary intervention in the direction demanded by the laws of history:

“we have not set ourselves to build up a system to please our tastes, nor are we seeking to impose it upon the world in a mechanical manner, but rather ... we are assisting in bringing about a development of history which would take place without our help, but which, nevertheless, compels us to help it”.
And this essential intervention on the part of man calls all his qualities into play: “intelligence enough to conceive . . ., courage enough to accept . . ., power enough to force ...” 275 There are many passages of Morris’s writings that point in the same direction.2 6
And this is the	shattering point	of	fundamental	difference	between
mechanistic determinism and dialectical materialism. In his third Thesis upon Feuerbach, Marx wrote:
“The materialist doctrine concerning the changing of circumstances and upbringing forgets that circumstances are changed by men and that it is essential to re-educate the educator himself. ” 277
The Theses on Feuerbach first appeared in 1888, in Stuttgart, as an appendix to Ludwig Feuerbach,	by Engels, who	had	found them	in an	old	notebook
belonging to Marx.	While this work	was	still being printed	in Germany,
William Morris wrote, in the same year, in one of his lectures that was among the richest in content:
"... if individual men are the creatures of their surrounding conditions,
... it must be the business of man as a social animal, or of Society, if you will, to make the surroundings which make the individual man what he is. Man must and does create the conditions under which he lives; let him be conscious of that, and create them wisely. ” 371
A strange coincidence of thought and date! There can be little doubt that Morris had been informed of the Theses on Feuerbach, either through the agency of Bax or directly by Engels himself. Any doubt is made less probable by the fact that another of these Theses, the sixth, which denies the existence of an abstract and eternal human nature and defines the human essence as “the ensemble of the social relations” was familiar to Morris and underlies the ideology of News from Nowhere.279
“The occurrence simultaneously of a change in conditions and human activity,” Marx added in his third Thesis, “can only be comprehended and rationally understood as a revolutionary fact.”
But this “revolutionary fact” could not be, I repeat, subjective and arbitrary. It demands a precise understanding of the laws of history and, to the extent to which man bows to their demands, he succeeds in mastering them, in turning them to his own ends and in winning his freedom. Engels has developed this idea in a well-known passage:
“The extraneous objective forces that have hitherto governed history pass under the control of man himself. Only from that time will man himself, more and more consciously, make his own history - only from that time will the social causes set in motion by him have, in the man and

its * constantly growing measure, the results intended by him it ts the ascent ol man from the kingdom of necessity to the kingdom of freedom "
William Morris subscribes unreservedly to this fundamental thesis of materialist humanism, and in his turn recommends “this knowledge of necessity which has been defined by a philosopher as being the only true liberty”/ 1 With extraordinary boldness he goes even further and bases morality upon this understanding which comprehends and dominates necessity Thanks to scientific socialism, the capitalist law of the jungle is, henceforth, counterbalanced by "the two great forces which rule the world, Necessity and Morality ” m In the same way as Engels declared that social forces “so long as we do not understand and reckon with them" are, like the forces of nature, “Wind, violent, destructive", Morris warns against a fatalism or belief in spontaneity which would reject the intervention of this scientific understanding, moral, liberating and, finally, humanising. If, he writes, we
“give it all up into the hands of necessity, Society will explode volcanically with such a crash as the world has not yet witnessed”.2*3
Similarly, he, in his turn, rejected the conception dear to pre-Marxist soc ialists, held by Saint-Simon, Fourier, Owen, by which the revolution could only be brought about by the act of some prince or leader. The constitution of the Socialist League, repeating that of the First International, followed Marx in proclaiming that “the liberation of the workers will be brought about by the workers themselves”. The leap from the rule of necessity to the rule of liberty will be the result of a struggle carried on in accordance with the laws of history, by the mass struggle of the workers enriched by scientific theory. The means of this enrichment and the leadership of this struggle will be the great socialist party, whose task is to “educate and organise” and of which Morris dreamed throughout his work after 1883.
* • *
So it is manifestly absurd to attempt to contrast Morris’s ideology with some mechanistic and catastrophic fatalism or other, uncomprehcndingly dubbed Marxism. On the contrary, with Marx as with Morris, man’s intervention is fundamental, and, far from being diminished, its importance is that much greater for its being conscious, historical and scientific. Men are not passive pawns upon an economic chess-board, and when Marx strove to decipher the laws which determine the evolution and succession of social structures, he himself insisted upon the fact that these are human societies, made up of beings differing from animals in the sense that the worker, as he changes natural materials, “realises a purpose of his own ... to which he must subordinate his will. ” as< Work, for Marx as for Morris, is the point of departure of a materialistic humanism, whose reality has ail too often been wilfully concealed The sum of social relationships which constitutes the human essence (Sixth Thesis on Feuerbach) has its basis in production, in man’s work.
“By thus acting on the external world and changing it, he at the same time changes his own nature. He develops his slumbering powers . . .”

Work is the distinctive characteristic of the species. It is a necessity for its existence and will become, in communist society, “the first necessity of living”,2*6 once the leap has been made from the rule of necessity to that of freedom.
It was not as impassive spectators, despite the scientific rigour of their analyses, that Marx and Engels took apart the mechanism of capitalist exploitation and the alienation of the worker. The whole historical section of Capital and the dreadful descriptions in The Condition of the Working Class in England denounce the inhuman character of the present mode of production and the conditions of work in large-scale industry.
“At the same time that factory work exhausts the nervous system to the uttermost, it does away with the many-sided play of the muscles, and confiscates every atom of freedom, both in bodily and intellectual activity. The lightening of the labour, even, becomes a sort of torture, since the machine does not free the labourer from his work, but deprives the work of all interest. Every kind of capitalist production, in so far as it is not only a labour-process but also a process of creating surplus-value, has this in common, that it is not the workman that employs the instruments of labour, but the instruments of labour that employ the workman. But it is only in the factory system that this inversion for the first time acquires technical and palpable reality. By means of its conversion into an automaton, the instrument of labour confronts the labourer, during the labour-process, in the shape of capital, of dead labour, that dominates and pumps dry, living labour-power. ” 287
Morris finds no stronger terms when he, in his turn, denounces the dehumanisation of work by the machine, and this is true also about the division of labour. He had already encountered this denunciation in Ruskin, but it would come more convincingly in Marx, purged of all idealist moralising and placed in a strictly coherent context:
“It converts the labourer into a crippled monstrosity by forcing his detail dexterity at the expense of a world of productive capabilities and instincts . . . Not only is the detail work distributed to the different individuals, but the individual himself is made the automatic motor of a fractional operation . . . Some crippling of the mind and body is inseparable even from the division of labour in society as a whole ... [it) attacks the individual at the very roots of his life, it is the first to afford the materials for, and to give a start to, industrial pathology. ” zaB
Against this division of labour, Marx, and after him, Morris, set the necessary diversity of occupation, which, alone, in a socialist society, will allow of the realisation of the “fully developed individual”. * This division has, as its historical origin and “foundation . . . the separation between town and country”, 1 and it was under the impulse of Marx that Morris strove to resolve the contradiction, as well as the one which had grown up between manual and intellectual work. It is through a detailed study of Morris's utopia that we can best assess the close relationship which binds Morris’s humanism to that of Marx. I am well aware that certain Marxists, ready as they are to use

this term when referring to Morris, hesitate, in the name of scientific accuracy, to use it when speaking of Marxism. But it is only a matter of agreeing upon the meaning of words and keeping clearly in mind the definition of the human essence, purged of Feuerbachian conceptualism and identified with the sum of social relationships. It is from this materialist viewpoint that Marxist humanism is revealed in all its fecundity. Morris, as we shall see, made no mistake and, following Karl Marx, conceived of future society as “an association, in which the free development of each is the condition for the free development of all”.291
While Marx and Engels did not venture into the details of anticipation, they set out the markers, and Morris’s utopia is based upon these primary data with astonishing consistency. For example, it faithfully follows Engels’s predictions on the withering away of the State. But we shall find a much greater cause for astonishment in observing that the poet’s utopian thinking rests upon the fundamental theory of two stages, as it was formulated by Karl Marx in his Critique of the Gotha Programme, which was not published before 1891 and lay with other unpublished manuscripts among the papers of Engels. I propose to compare the texts in due course. For the moment I rest content with wondering whether the intermediary of Bax suffices to explain so profound an identity of thought — an identity of thought which shows on many other points and sometimes also when the original passages of Marx and Engels were still unpublished.

PART THREE
COMMUNIST SOCIETY


CHAPTER ONE
[bookmark: bookmark59]Barbarism or Socialism: The Dialectics oj an Alternative
In April 1885, William Morris was deeply affected by reading Richard Jefferies’ novel, After London.' His “hatred of civilisation” had met kindred expression and drew a vengeful satisfaction from this picture of accursed London disappearing in a mysterious cataclysm. Nature, convulsed, freed from artificial constraints, savagely reasserted its rights and wiped out every trace of the great centre of human population, rotted by “commercialism” and by monstrous, mercantile machine-like society. The survivors, roaming in primitive destitution, gradually came together and attempted to set up a new social existence, undeniably cruel and horrible, yet bearing a confused hope for the elaboration of more natural values, more in keeping with the deeper aspirations of the species. A confused hope, vaguely outlined, constantly contradicted and lacking all real prospect. But what matter to Morris! His sturdy enthusiasm and confident vitality found nourishment in this idea, something to chew over. His heart drew “absurd hopes” from it.2 Obsessed by this phantasmagoria of the cataclysm and the return to barbarism, he wrote to Georgiana Burne-Jones a few weeks later that he no longer had any faith in the future of civilisation, that he knew it to be doomed to destruction, possibly very shortly:
“What a joy it is to think of! and how often it consoles me to think of barbarism once more flooding the world, and real feelings and passions, however rudimentary, taking the place of our wretched hypocrisies. With this thought in my mind all the history of the past is lighted up and lives again to me. I used really to despair once because I thought what the idiots of our day call progress would go on perfecting itself: happily I know now that all that will have a sudden check - sudden in appearance I mean-‘as it was in the days of No£’...” 3
The violence of Morris’s tone must not, of course, lead us to suppose that he, in the manner of Jefferies, was envisaging the prospect of a natural disaster to resolve all problems. He was not given to such puerility, and his thought, if not yet clarified, was at least fairly complex. Let us not forget that, at the moment of writing these lines, he had just founded the Socialist League. Things he says in the same letter show him to be up against many difficulties that rather discourage him:4 the leadership at his disposal was weak and few in number, and the prospects for the new party were far from brilliant. Contradictory ideas were inextricably muddled in his mind and continued to be so until dialectical clarity showed their simultaneous opposition and unity. He appreciated the paucity of his means while believing with passionate conviction in the

possibility "I revolution, and he was no less convinced of the inevitable decay of capitalist society. He had a theory of revolution, but, at the same time, the seduction of spontaneity had not altogether left him. This “sudden check” was, in his thinking, both revolutionary action and (at one and the same time) an unexpected event arising from inevitable development.'
1 In* reliance upon the timely event was nothing new with him. It was as old at his "hatred of civilisation" Back in 1874, dreaming of idyllic little rural «(immunities, he thought that, even if it could not be happy, contemporary life would regain historical dignity if it were shaken by serious and tragic events4 and in the same year he wrote to Mrs. G. Howard: “So perhaps the gods are preparing troubles and terrors for the world (or our small corner of it) again, so that it may once again become beautiful and dramatic withal..."
In his first public lecture, on 4 December 1877, mentioning the general dec line in the arts, he thought that only a sudden “turn in events”could bring about a reversal; and, in 1882, talking on the same topic at the Midland Institute in Birmingham, he hoped that: “A change will come, perhaps after some great disaster has chilled us into pausing, and so given us time for reflection . . One can see just how far Morris’s own preoccupations made him receptive in advance to the utopia of R. Jefferies. Perhaps too, in his more or less conscious memory, reading After London awoke an obscure recollection of Henry George’s somewhat hazy pages on the fatality of a glacial catastrophe Morris never made any reference to it, but, as we have seen, the idea of a return to barbarism appeared several times in Progress and Poverty, in terms which sketch out some of our poet’s most curious ideas.
Nor must we forget Morris’s ardent familiarity with Nordic mythology. Among the ancient Icelandic myths, that of the “ragna rok”, the great battle of the gods against the forces of evil, which ultimately conquered and inaugurated a new order, made a great impression upon his thinking. It was also the first intimation that no social order was unchangeable and that violence was history’s midwife. The legend wrapped the twilight of the gods in strange and catastrophic mists.!1 On the other hand, Morris’s long study of the Icelandic cycle brought him his first revelation of the ways of life of barbaric peoples, and the human values which these peoples appeared to sustain were in clear contrast with the hypocrisies, the pettiness and the ugliness of Victorian civilisation.
* * *
If the concept of civilisation implicitly contains the opposite concept of barbarism, ambiguity and confusion reigned none the less in Morris's usage of the two words during the early years of his public life.
Several years elapsed before he finally gave the word civilisation its pejorative sense: the two uses of the term continued side by side for quite a while. The same applies to the word barbarism, and this lack of precision indirectly reflects the complexity and perplexity of his thought, as ! have just analysed it from the letter written to Georgiana Burne-Jones in May 1885. However, one important nuance crept into his turn of phrase very early, with the word barbarism only having a pejorative sense in so far as it described a social structure

which had reached a dead end and was doomed to despair: in this sense, barbarism became synonymous with civilisation. We find a very striking example of this usage in a lecture of 1880, The Beauty of Life, which Morris published with a very significant epigraph, taken from Juvenal: “propter vilam vivendi perdere causas". In this lecture he was warning against the dangers which seemed most imminent in his eyes, namely, that “men in struggling towards the complete attainment of all the luxuries of life for the strongest portion of their race” (his formulation still had nothing Marxist about it) “should deprive their whole race of all the beauty of life”, that the mastery achieved over nature would destroy the simplest and widest-spread gifts; that the strongest and wisest would thus enslave the simple people and reduce themselves to slaves, “and so at last drag the world into a second barbarism more ignoble, and a thousandfold more hopeless, than the first”.12 In the same way, a year later, at Nottingham, as he once again tackled the great theme of his early lectures, the degradation and death of art, he exclaimed that unless all classes, including, above all, the working class, joined together to prevent such a disaster, the result would be
“a return to barbarism, nay, to a state of degradation far worse than barbarism, for that was hopeful. ” 1
Again in 1883, expressing his disgust with a society bloated with material comforts and deprived of all intellectual joys, he compared it to “a huge swine-stye” worse than “the grossest state of savagery which the world has known ... for there was hope in it”.14
For such was the alternative which he presented to his listeners in these pre-Marxist years, when the influence of Ruskin was still dominant, although intangibly enriched by a growing perception of the important role of the working class: either bring back joy into work and saturate the whole of life in art, taking it from the ilite to make it a natural function of the whole people, or else “honestly” accept that art is to disappear and society sink into this “degradation far worse than barbarism”. There seemed to him to be no possible compromise, and, for himself, he was quite ready to accept this disappearance.1' Nor did he nurse any illusions about the survival of art in present society: it would inevitably succumb.16
But if civilisation, in its onward rush, were to become a barbarism with no hope and no escape, dragging down art in the wreckage, that did not mean that Morris would despair of the future of art. He did not yet know what new world would replace the old nor by what means the change would be brought about. But “. . . if the imaginative arts perish, some new thing, at present unguessed of, may be put forward to supply their loss in men’s lives”.1' The inevitable death of art would even be beneficial. “. . It will be but a burning up of the gathered weeds, so that the fields may bear more abundantly. I hold that men would wake up after a while, and look round and find the dullness unbearable, and begin once more inventing, imitating, and imagining, as in the earlier days. — Thai faith comforts me, and 1 can say calmly, if the blank space must happen, it must, and amidst its darkness the new seed must sprout”.l* Better to trust it to the earth than to have it to “rot in the miser ’s granary” Beyond “that possible night of the arts” will come a “new dawn”
But while we await this dawn, still ill-defined in Morris’s mind, we must

observe with bitterness that an is dying and that, a* things an at thf mo- mem, its death n a prerequisite to its rebirth *
After hr finailv accepted scientific socialism. Morris’s vukhi of the luturr became daily more clear, and his certainty of an extraordinary bloswmu* d the arts m the new society was constantly reiterated. But he was still connnctd that a temporary death of art was inevitable, and that there was even a risk of its coming as a result of the revolutionary events themselves. Nevertheless, he was quite ready to accept tt joyfully, because art would be reborn through thr whole people expressing their pleasure in life. * in a truly astonishing moment ot reflection, he went much further, to the point of considering that this eclipse might be prolonged far beyond the revolution to the end of the first stage of socialist society.*' and perhaps even somewhat longer. His reason being, as Marx had already expressed it. that consciousness lags behind experience.
“Strange as it may seem, therefore, to some people, it is as true as strange, that Socialism, which has been commonly supposed to tend to mere Utilitarianism, is the only hope of the arts. It may be, indeed, that till the social revolution is folly accomplished, and perhaps for a little while afterwards men’s surroundings may go on getting plainer, grimmer and barer. I say for a little while afterwards, because it may take men some time to shake off the habits of penury on the one hand and inane luxury on the other, which have been forced on them by commercialism But even in that there is hope; for it is at least possible that aU the old superstitions and conventionalities of art have got to be swept away before art can be born again; that before that new birth we shall have to be left bare of everything that has been called art; that we shall have nothing left us but the materials of art, that is the human race with its aspirations and passions and its home, the earthj on which materials we shall have to use these tools, leisure and desire.
This somewhat gloomy vision of the socialist phase, which must precede the arrival of communist society, expresses, as we shall see, Morris s personal aversions But he knew that this stage cannot be cut short, and the hope of the days to come will make it tolerable. For the moment we must be content to observe that this idea of the death ol art. although it continues the less precise ideas of Morris's pre* Marxist period, is no longer linked with the pessimistic idea of barbarism
* » ♦
It was the word barbarism which took on a new content for him, and passed from bring negative to bring positive. His long historical studies and his assimilation of historical materialism brought him to pore with increasing in* trntncs* over man’s most remote past, giving to barbarism the precise meaning given to the word by Morgan. Marx and Engels. But he could not be satisfied with a purely objective study, and his thinking, constantly turning towards criticism of the present and vision of the future, discovered in this exploration of history a new set of human values which were to become apparent again through the spiral of his dialectics, at a higher level in his utopia As 1 have »ir*-»dv indicated, we have no material proof that he read Engels’s great work

The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State. But there is a strong presumption that he knew of it at least indirectly. A study of Morris's writings gives this presumption a probability that it is difficult to deny. In fact, apart from scattered remarks and observations in his articles and lectures, the romantic works of his later years, especially The Roots of the Mountains and even more The House of the IVolftngs, contain descriptions of the barbarian society rigorously conforming to the analyses of Morgan and Engels. Finally, on two occasions, Morris published theoretic treatises on the matter which are no less orthodox: the first time, in 1886, jointly with Bax, in the series of articles published in Commonweal under the title Socialism from the Root l:p which were later revised and collected in 1893 as the work Socialism, its Growth and Outcome; the second time, under his name alone, in 1890, in another series of articles published in Commonweal and never reprinted, under the title The Development of Modem Society.
Without intending to go into the details of these anthropological studies, which were a matter of popularisation and contained no element of original research, and which would, moreover, take us beyond the strict limits of our purpose, it seems essential for me to make a very brief summary of the fundamental characteristics of this primitive society, as described by Morris for his readers.
The family, in the modern sense of the word, did not exist in barbarian society. The basic unit was the gens or clan (in his romances Morris uses the word kindred), based on consanguinity,24 each one of which constituted a “House”.25 Relationship was established exclusively through maternal descent.26 Because of this consanguinity, marriage was forbidden within the gens; each one was exogamous and its members married the members of one or several complementary gentes. 27 These gentes were in this way grouped into tribes, and the latter formed the people, or thiod. 28
The essential characteristic of the gens was communal ownership2,1 and their only institution was direct democracy.30 The House of the Wolfings abounds in descriptions of these assemblies of clan, tribe or people where the freemen express their opinions and each participates in the collective decision. These common councils took place in the open air in the forest, far from fields and pastures, each in its appropriate place, according to whether it was the clan, the tribe or the people meeting, and every member was present.31 Although the action of The Roots of the Mountains takes place at a later stage of development, at the beginnings of urban civilisation, the system of direct democracy is still in force. While we now meet the first officials with authority, such as the Aldermen and Wardens, these are elected by the assembly of the people (Folk-Mote), and it is in this assembly, where everyone has his say, that the important decisions about crimes, blood reparation, war and peace arc made.32
There was no magistraturc or police with power to punish murder. Such things were the collective business of the whole of the clan to which the victim belonged, according to a system of which we find the last traces in the Corsican vendetta. There was no central executive body, no State apparatus. Only the assembly of the clan, the tribe or the people was sovereign.
My purposely brief summary cannot unfortunately convey the beauty and intensity of effect of a work like The House of the Wolfings. 1 may add that any
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such attempt would seem superfluous alter thr remarkable conuntftUrv which hit's bffti made upon it by Mrs Jessie kocmanova in her invaluable vvorit on thr prose rontfltrees ol William Morns. But I should like to sttrss our noini and that is thr evocative puwet of thr narrative. Starting on I hr btuilofsolW historical knowledge (and more solid than hr lumsrlf readily admitted, but wr are now used to this odd reserve on thr part ol Morris), our poet described byr. tianan society with as much imaginative force as intuition and verisimilitude, Also, this lyrical reconstruction so conformed to thr tacts ol the science ol the time that a German scholar wrote Morris a long letter, admiring his erudition and enquiring after his sources in commenting upon this somewhat ridiculous letter, which roused her father's ire, May Morns wrote that he was capable of "dreamtng realities without having documentary evidence of them". ' While it is true that he could "dream realities " and that all his writing it in many respects the work of a visionary, we find a fuller and more instructive version of this incident in the account left us by his son-in-law, H. Halliday Sparling He, in fact, gives us the poet's direct reaction, and Morris, in his boisterous statement, gives us to understand that his novel is pure fiction ("all lies", he says), that this fictitious reconstruction is built up from a few true details, just as a palaeontologist builds up a lost spec ies from fossil debris.
*	#	t
But let us not be beguiled into error by this analogy. While the rediscovery of barbarian ways and customs was a necessary step for Morris, and a more painstaking one than he would have us believe, it was not an end in itself. It took its place in the quest for human values that was the real object of his whole life, values he offered for the consideration of contemporary conscience as it hesitated at the crossroads of the future.
As early as 1880 or 1881 (the exact date of the lecture has not been established) he was expressing to his listeners his nostalgia for a primitive pastoral society in which men were unlettered, but filled with desires, uncouth but not brutal; their art was unpolished, but sincere and spontaneous, and they were responsive to poetry and the telling of tales; despite their heavy toil, they had leisure; no doubt they got drunk, they quarrelled and came to blows, even took to arms, but they were neither cruel nor unduly sensitive, they loved life and were ready to face death, and they lived in freedom and equality.' This vision was still idyllic and vague, indefinitely situated in an idealised early Middle Ages of imprecise period. By 1884, one feels that his reading and study were more substantial, and it was the barbarians of the fifth century, threatening the foundations of the power of Rome, whom he praised for:
"hatred of lies, scorn of riches, contempt of death, faith in the fair fame
won by steadfast endurance, honourable love of women”.38
Again in 1886, referring to the Saxons of the time of Beowulf, he described their courage, their love of liberty and due glory: “life amidst all its sufferings and hardships was a continuous poem to them”. **
It was only after 1885 that these value judgments were based upon real knowledge of barbarian society. In terms very dose to those used by Engels 40 he attributes the virtue, of this primitive world to the gentile organisation
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In it letter to T. J Wi*c, explaining his intention in writing /hr House nj thr HV/%1, Morris wrote tlntt the purpoSe ol his hook was "to illiisttnte (he melting of the individual into the society ol the tribes" ' Maying spent year*, in his itriirles nnd lectures, continuously denouncing the individualism and free competition of bourgeois society, and yearning for a society based upon free association, he sought moral and Institutional inspiration in the primitive history of humanity, or simply perhaps a point of referent e, since in his day it was not possible to refer to the real historical example of n successful socialist revolution.
In order to make Morris’s intentions more clear, I think it useful first to give the negative expression of this nostalgia lor the virtues ol barbarism In 7hr Home of thr H uttings Wolfkrttle describes Roman sot iely as he had seen it to hi* brothers. Truly, he says, their cities are many and wealthy, but it would be wrong to believe that each city is the dwelling place of a kindred. They have forgotten the kindreds, they do not have them, it matters little to them whom they marry and great is the confusion. Those in power decree where they are to live, what food they must eat, how long they should work even after they are tired, and what their way of life should be in all respects. Those who endure such a life have no claim to be called free men, and no house or kindred can oppose this domination and order. In truth, they are powerful but wretched, Their slaves arc worse treated than their beasts of burden. These slaves and these unfortunate free men do all the work of tilling, of rearing and ol craft. They are subject to men they call lords and masters, who do nothing. They cannot even forge their own arms, but lounge around all day indoors or out, wallowing in the sunshine or by their fireside, like degenerate dogs. *'
It is clear that, behind Roman society, it is the bourgeois society of the nineteenth century that Morris has in mind, with its class divisions, its exploitation, its strident inequality and corruption. So for him, the reference to barbarism is in essence anti-capitalist.
In the gentile society of the ancient Teutons, all goods were common property, fields, meadows and woodlands. They cultivated the land in common, grazed their flocks in common and all were adept at woodwork and ironwork. The women ran the house in common and joined in the councils ; they were held in esteem and even played a leading rdle in the defence of the people attacked by the Romans. Private interest was something unthinkable and would have seemed a crime or, rather, an incomprehensible monstrosity. 44 Liberty was defined as the responsibility of each towards the community,ft and we have seen the active rdle played by each, in assemblies, in the affairs of the gens, the tribe or the people, not relinquishing any of his rights or duties into the hands of authority.*0 By virtue of the sexually complementary nature of the kindreds,
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“I have lived with them," (I.e., the kindtedt) "and eaten and drunken with them, and toiled with them, and led them in battle and the pl»<r of wounds and slaughter; they are mine and I am theirs; and through them I am ol the whole earth, and all the kindreds ol it; yea, even ol thr foemen, whom this day the edges in mine hand shall smite " 44
Doubtless to us such a human feeling seems anachronistic, but this consideration is secondary, after all. In Morris’s mind, this sentiment was the logical deduction from objective data, and if this deduction was perhaps hot achievable in the past period in question, it was a natural necessity for anti-individualist thinking in the present, which justified its transposition to utopia The fundamental difference, in Morris’s eyes, between barbarian society and modern society, was "that between an organism and a mechanism". All the aspects of that ancient life were "aspects of a living body”, whereas, in civilised life, "all these elements have become mechanical, uniting to build up mechanical life, and themselves the product of machines material and moral ’\4<>
Another aspect, rich with lessons, struck Morris: that of abundance in poverty. "Thus then lived this folk in much plenty and ease of life, though not delicately nor desiring things out of measure. They wrought with their hands and wearied themselves; and they rested from their toil and feasted and were merry; tomorrow was not a burden to them, nor yesterday a thing which they would fain forget: life shamed them not, nor did death make them afraid ’’ Morris experienced the same feelings about the ancient Teutons as he did when he visited Iceland, and, up to the end of his life, he found .. our artificial poverty of civilization so much bitterer for those that suffer under it than the natural poverty of the rudest barbarism".51
When the great barbarian invasions swept over the western empire of Rome, which William Morris held in the contempt just indicated, it was. then, historically beneficial. They brought wholesomeness back to the world. In the enormous upheaval they brought, the “old classical exclusiveness’ was swept away,’3 and a breath of freedom revived the world, particularly in the arts.34 Ancient barbarism, the destroyer of the art of antiquity which, following Ruskin, Morris regarded as an art with the mark of slavery upon it, was also the midwife of the Middle Ages, in which he saw the peak of our civilisation and the most important inspiration for his utopian world. It plunged the conquered lands into long chaos, but the new order arose at last in all its clarity and brilliance. 55 It was not a step back but forward.5* The corruption of Roman society had led Europe into a blind alley without solution or hope. The barbarians gave hope back and regenerated it. The “Northern Fury " spilled its primitive virtues over a world which was dying from having forgotten them “as the mountain torrent bears the gold".5* Art, which cannot live in
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So 11 the lesson of history is to be learned and turned to profit, ri>e remedy for the bankruptcy of capitalist civilisation should lie ;t new barbarian invasion Throughout Morns'* wot It, tin* idea is just below the surface, ,,n<i ,t )<«<•* us original brutal form only by emerging at n higher level, transformed and enriched by the opposing limit* of the alternative Those Barbarian* of other days, in far t, who descended upon Rome uk* a thief in the night "constituted a “world which lay outside the rule ol Rome" Vi But, he was forced to observe , . there it nothing ouisidt civilization that we can turn to for new birth, whatever there is to help ui must come from within "* "Since there is no longer any strong race left out of civilization, a* in the time of the disruption of Rome, the whole struggle in all its simplicity between those who have and those who lark is within civilisation." *{ By JfWM, Morris reached the goal of hi* thinking, surmounting the contradiction, he transformed the accounts of days gone by:
“ lo those who have the hearts to understand, this talk of the past is a parable of the days to come, of the change in store for us hidden in the breast of the Barbarism of civilization-the Proletariat. . .” *5
A little later he says, identifying himself as a communist with the working class.
"So we shall he our own Goths, and at whatever cost break up again the new tyrannous Empire of Capitalism."
The significant loading of the word barbarian has, thus, finally changed from negative to the limits of the positive, and the alternative is suppressed by the integration of the opposites. Just as ancient barbarism was the midwife of mediaeval culture, modern barbarism is the bearer of hope, because it will be the midwife of socialism. There is no doubt that the terms in which the problem is here expressed ran a great risk those days of upsetting some people, and equally no doubt that such an approach bears the involuntary mark of Morris's bourgeois conscience, ineradicable on his own admission, despite his disinterestedness, his sincerity and his devotion. An effort of historical comprehension is clearly needed. The picture of the English working class left by Engels or by Mayhew around the middle of the nineteenth century, and, later, by Charles Booth, provides a spectacle of horror and degradation. For a wealthy bourgeois like Morris to have succeeded, through the light of the message of Ruskin and, even more, of the analyses of Karl Marx, in understanding, despite his cultured sensibilities, the historical rate of that working class, in loving it, in fighting alongside it, that is something which compels respect. The use here made of the word barbarism, far from being intentionally pejorative, is contained within a “parable" that in no way runs counter to the teachings of historical materialism
In developing that parable, Morris found yet another occasion to express his absolute confidence in the proletariat. It is in itself striking that it should have
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Morris showed how the invasion of the Barbarian* had pfeeipUstts! ih#t rebirth of art whit h "set all the world glittering with »t* btightne**. and attwtf- mg with it* energy" In the same way. he went on,
“wr may surely hope that the residuum of modern rivili/ation, theferrw of radical politicians, and the fool of reactionists, will become the itfeai mass of orderly thinking people, tweet and fair in it* manner*, and noble in it* aspiration*, and that, wr cannot too often repeat, tt the sole hope of worthy, living, enduring art: nothing eite, I gay, will help the art*'’.4
I hi* passage is of some interest, for it shows that the “parable" already ex* tiled m Morris's mind while he was still only a reformist liberal, and that hu conception of a reborn society tallied with the image of a proletariat decently educated into the middle classes- it is plain that Morris’s confidence in the working class, aa we see it in this first sketch of the parable, is somewhat more condescending and unattractive than the revolutionary formulation of 1884, which has a touch of epic grandeur. Then, Morris’s confidence is frank and without reservation, and the problem of the death of art is resolved without the slightest ambiguity. In May 1884, coming away in disgust from the annual exhibition of the Royal Academy, he declared that if the revolution were to sweep away ail this sham art without allowing any hope for a renewal, the loss would not be great, but he thought that not only would this sham art be swept away, but that there would also be a great prospect of seeing a new art arising in a society based on equality: “there will be no loss but immeasurable gain ”**
The myth of the new barbarians is then, a constructive and optimistic myth. To understand this, it suffices to compare it with the eighteenth-century myth of the “noble savage”: a sentimental, moralising myth, critical of aristocratic corruption, an illicit bundle of illusory bourgeois virtues and half-conscious illusion, unrealistic nostalgia, leading to no positive outcome. The only common element is the reference to social structures which questioned the permanence of the existing structures, but our poet goes much further!
Morris !s new barbarians have the merit of existing and of having a historical role to play: he is building the future upon what they will one day be, and upon what they are already, upon the potential for liberation that exists within them. It is their very “barbarism” which will be the yeast for the new upsurge of mankind. At this point I want to bring together two passages which outstandingly illustrate the direction of the development of Morris’s thinking in this respect. In 1879, he was still a bourgeois aesthete interested in social problems, horrified by the ugliness of his times, eager to understand history, who had for a long time been asking himself questions about the future of humanity. He was already obsessed by the invasion of the barbarians which destroyed the civilisation of antiquity, with its basis in moral and material slavery. He looked back to man’s awakening to art following this infusion of new life, and with a thought foreshadowing the “parable” he exclaimed:
W hat has come of that in later times, nay, what may yet come of it in days that we shall not live to see, we may not consider now. ” M
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“They arc very curious,” said I, taking up a piece of pottery from amongst the specimens which the antiquary was showing us, not a bit like the work of savages or barbarians, and yet with what would once have been called a hatred of t ivilization impressed upon them ”
The conclusion of his lecture, Thf Aims of Art (1 HHti), constitute*, if it is read attentively, a fort of self-criticism. It is purely and simply a condemnation of the nostalgia for cataclysm which had possessed him during the previous year after reading Jefferies’ novel. There are, he says, two current conceptions concerning the future of our society. One. that Of socialism, is optimistic
“I have given you the Socialist or Optimist view of the matter Now for the Pessimist view,
I can conceive that the revolt against Artificial Famine or (Capitalism, which is now on foot, may be vanquished The result will be that the working class — the slaves of society - will become more and more degraded; that they will not strive against overwhelming force, but, stimulated by that love of life which Nature, always anxious about the perpetuation of the race, has implanted in us, will learn to bear everything - starvation, overwork, dirt, ignorance, brutality. All these things they will bear, as, alas! they bear them too well even now, all this rather than risk sweet life and bitter livelihood, and all sparks of hope and manliness will die out of them.
Nor will their masters be much better off: the earth’s surface will be hideous everywhere, save in the uninhabitable desert; Art will utterly perish, as in the manual arts so in literature, which will become, as it is indeed speedily becoming, a mere string of orderly and calculated ineptitudes and passionless ingenuities; Science will grow more and more onesided, more incomplete, more wordy and useless, till at last she will pile herself up into such a mass of superstition, that beside it the theologies of old time will seem mere reason and enlightment. All will get lower and lower till the heroic struggles of the past to realize hope from year to year, from century to century, will be utterly forgotten, and man will be an indescribable being — hopeless, desireless, lifeless.
And will there be deliverance from this even? Maybe man may, after some terrible cataclysm, learn to strive towards a healthy animalism, may grow from a tolerable animal into a savage, from a savage into a barbarian, and so on; and some thousands of years hence he may be beginning once more those arts which we have now lost, and be carving interlacements like the New Zealanders, or scratching forms of animals on their cleaned bladebones, like the pre-historic men of the drift.
But in any case, according to the Pessimist view, which looks upon revolt against Artificial Famine as impossible to succeed, we shall wearily trudge the circle again, until some accident, some unforeseen consequence of arrangement, makes an end of us altogether.70

Fhat pessimism I do not believe m. nor. on the other hand dolsim. pose that it is altogether a matter of our wills as to whether we shall further human progress or human degradation; yet. since there are those who are impelled towards the Socialist or Optimistic side of things, I must conclude that there is some hope of its prevailing, that the strenuous efforts of many individuals imply a force which is thrusting them on.” 71
Here, then, is a clear and plain rejection of what I have called “negative barbarism". Even more plain and clear is Morris’s choice of words when he touches upon the same theme in News from Nowhere. There again, in the course of the long conversation between old Hammond and his guest, the possibility of another solution is mentioned: the destruction of capitalism by its own decay “till it should at last reach a condition as rude as barbarism, but lacking both the hope and the pleasures of barbarism”. Hammond is categorical:
“Between them,” said I, quickly, “they destroyed commercialism?’’
' ‘Yes. yes, YES. ” said he, “that is it. Nor could it have been destroyed otherwise, except, perhaps, by the whole of society gradually falling into lower depths, till it should at last reach a condition as rude as barbarism, but lacking both the hope and the pleasures of barbarism. Surely the sharper, shorter remedy was the happiest?”
"Most surely,” said I.
The rejection of decay, regarded as a pessimistic and defeatist solution, also indicates a more thorough assimilation of Marxism. It expresses Morris s rejection of certain mechanistic interpretations and of that temptation to favour spontaneity, to which, as we have seen, he had not been deaf. Here again, self- criticism underlies it all. Henceforth, man’s rdle is, for him, indispensible, and he expresses this fact in 1888, in words that recall the “parable”:
“If the present state of society merely breaks up without a conscious effort at transformation, the end, the fall of Europe, may be long in coming, but when it does, it will be far more terrible, far more confused and foil of suffering than the period of the fall of Rome. ” 73
But the socialist rejection of decay was in no way inconsistent with the search for barbarian values. These two streams of Morris’s thought became inextricably mingled. It had nothing in common with the helpless nostalgia against which Karl Marx fulminated in 1844, those “good-humoured enthusiasts, Tcutomaniacs by upbringing and freethinkers by reflexion, (who) seek for our history of freedom beyond our history in the Teutonic primeval woods.” To these Marx retorted:
“ . . as one shouts into the wood, so one’s voice comes back in answer . . I Therefore peace to the Teutonic primeval woods. But war to German conditions, at all events! ”
No one can accuse Morris of not having made war against the situation in England But his exploration of the “Teutonic woods” was not purposeless either. First, he found there the origins and a deep sense of the popular aspirations which inspired the Middle Ages, and which he reflected in his

utopia.'1 Engels before him had already reached a similar conclusion.76 Engels had also thought that the primitive communism of the barbarian gentes was full of lessons for the future:
.. the immense advantage of barbarian production, which was lost with the coming of civilization; to reconquer it, but on the basis of the gigantic control of nature now achieved by man and the free association now made possible, will be the task of the next generations”, and Engels ended his work with a quotation from Morgan of which this is the last sentence:
“It will be a revival, in a higher form, of the liberty, equality and fraternity of the ancient gentes."
Morris speaks in just the same language when he refers to the spiral development of history and suggests that
“in the future that shall immediately follow on this present we may have to recur to ideas that today seem to belong to the past only that will not be really a retracing of our steps but rather a carrying on of progress from a point where we abandoned it a while ago”.
I shall return to this fundamental idea when we study the dialectics of Morris’s utopia.

chapter two
[bookmark: bookmark60]The Necessity for Utopia
Although the socialist choke was for William Morris the necessary point ot departure for a mskhi of future society, it could not, bv itself, set in motion the machinery of utopian creativity One can be a socialist or a communist without possessing any urge to explore the future, and it b known that K*H Marx w as wry circumspect in so doing So it is necessary to seek the subjective motives and the objective reasons for Morris’s activity.
Two of these motives were of a general nature and would not. in themselves, haw been decisive, but they contributed to the decision and I should be wrong to overlook them They are his taste for happiness and his natural optimism.
Before Louis Aragon, William Morris might have exclaimed. “Happiness exists and I believe in it”. The whole work of him whom Yeats has dubbed ‘The happiest of the poets” ' is a constant hymn to joy, a call to battle for the development of mankind, and Morris proclaims that he shares this love of happiness with the human race:
”1 want to be happy, and even sometimes, say generally, to be merry; and I find it difficult to believe that that is not the genera! desire”.2
. . All men must of their very nature strive for happiness”,’ and every man comes into the world with that as his birthright.4 The greatest condemnation of bourgeois society is its total incapacity to ensure this Such a society must be destroyed, and the original objective of the socialist revolution is to make men happy: if it loses sight of this aim, it opens the way to counter-revolution.5 The world to be built by the men of tomorrow will be . , a society of which no one need ask the question, ‘Why does it exist? This belief in happiness, which nothing in the appearance of the contemporary world seems to justify, could only find untrammelled expression in the depicting of a society in which the material conditions for jue dt tnvrt existed. Ann from Nowhere is an act of faith in the possibility of being happy, and utopia gives Morris’s deepest aspiration its purest expression.
Is that to say that one must see this utopian dream as an escape or a compensation? Such an interpretation is attractive at first glance, and the majority of critics have not failed to accept it with complacency. There has been much stress laid upon Morris’s disappointment in love. In 1964, the release of tbr correspondence exchanged between Rossetti and Jane Morris strengthened this tendency, and a somewhat mechanical use of the symbols and vocabulary of psychoanalysis gave it an air of learning. Reference has also been made to the artist’s professional unfulfilment, forced to cater for the luxurious needs of wealthy customers, when his dream was of popular art. There has been much
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talk nbout hi* political dls.ippoiuttnetus ntid wmr, sut h a» W Si rtwi’.n Ilium. Imic t\oi hositutt'd to rl*i(n that they finally turned him away limn socialism, which !•> patently alwurd It is certain that it was painful for Morris in ntrrt tot so long with the apathy of thr working class, that he lust hn illusions about a rapid collapse of capitalism and that he developed a serious sente of bitterness about the irreparable divisions which set the various tactions ol the socialist movement against each other All that it true, and it gives ut grounds to think that his utopian imagination was a great comfort to him Hut 1 lind it, at the very least, extreme to venture any further down that road lb speak of compensation, as though the whole of hit life had been frustration, dors not bear examination When Morris wrote ,\m« from ,'Y'wthru, he was already a man whose name commanded respect and admiration, even from his political opponents, and he was already beginning to be regarded as a prophet of socialism: he was fully conscious of having made a considerable contribution to the spreading of revolutionary ideas.* On the artistic level, his career was dazzling and the art of decoration was transformed by his influence. Even in the sphere of his private life, where he had received some very hard knocks, he had shown an extraordinary ability to sustain them. It appears that, after Rossetti's death, not the slightest upset troubled his married life, and towards Jane he was a husband characterised by delicacy and attentiveness. 1 must add that we have not the slightest knowledge as to whether he found effective compensation at the time of crisis: the curious destruction of certain correspondence leaves the question in the air. But there are secondary considerations. What one tends too easily to neglect, when striving to explain utopia as a need for compensation, is the dominant rfile of reason in Morris’s thinking. The self-control shown in his letters at the height of his suffering is not to be explained by feeble cowardice nor by tactics. It is the fruit of critical thought about the relationship between the sexes, expressed in Mews from Nowhere, in terms of the deepest wisdom, by the rejection of all romantic mawkishness. * The psychoanalytical explanation of utopia cannot be rejected, but it is only a fragment of explanation, and in Morris’s case its interest is somewhat anecdotal. When, in the course of this present study, I have established the extent to which Morris’s utopia was rationally motivated by political reflection and built upon a scientific theory of society, I believe that it will be apparent that reliance upon this single explanation would display obsessional narrowness and would drive us to distort Morris’s thinking. If certain notes struck in the utopia (for example, the dramatic intensity of the character of Ellen in Newt from Nowhere) have their roots in personal frustration, is it legitimate to bring to these a theoretical elaboration in which the part of sheer fantasy is much smaller than it is generally reckoned to be?
After all, how does he himself describe this love of happiness, so deeply rooted in Morris’s heart and which was one of the bases of his temperament long before any crisis? Above all, he tells us, happiness is joy in work, the sweetness of leisure, which is itself very often some ocher form of activity. * At no moment in his life was be ever denied this joy and this sweetness, and he needed no sublimation to carry them into his utopia.
The love of happiness was intimately bound up with his unshalceable confidence in the future, with the hope, as he wrote to Georgians Burne-Jones m 1879, “that civilized people will grow weary of their worst follies and try to five

a less muddled and unreasonable life’’.H Men, he asserts, will certainly discover one day that it is more honourable and more worthy to create than to destroy ‘ He never heeded counsels of despair or ceased to believe in humanity’s march towards a better future,’ even if some found such a prophecy foolish * those who are regarded as tools today shall be tomorrow's sages.” One can feel confidence in man because the thing that distinguishes him from animals is his sense of justice. * No doubt he displays much stupidity and more ignorance, but all in all little malice.1 There would be no end to the list of expressions of optimism in William Morris, and they came from his pen until the end of his life It is interesting to note that W. Scawen Blunt, who, pleading pn <imo, would have us believe that Morris, chagrined and disillusioned by his political disappointments, had repudiated socialism, wrote in his diary on May 1 a few months before the poet 's death:
'But he i> not a pessimist, and thinks mankind the 'crown of things’, in spite of man's destructive action and his modern craze for ugliness.
I its illness does not make him gloomy ...”
Moms was very conscious of the fundamental nature of his optimism, and he realised that it was this endowment of nature that had determined his political development. He defined himself by implicit contrast when he said of Rossetti:
"The truth is he cared for nothing but individual and personal matters, chiefly of course in relation to art and literature, but he would take abundant trouble to help any one person who was in distress of mind or body, but the evils of any mass of people he couldn’t bring his mind to bear upon. I suppose in short it needs a person of hopeful mind to take disinterested notice of politics, and Rosetti was certainly not hopeful”1
Morns assuredly was "a person of hopeful mind”. When his lively optimism found new reasons for hope with the discovery of historical materialism, it was not surprising that his confidence in the future should have chosen utopia as the natural outcome of that hope.
• * *
But optimism and a love of happiness would not have been enough to make Morris the unique utopist that he was. It also needed the gift he possessed in a supreme degree, that of vision. In this connection, much has been said about his Welsh ancestry. I mention it too, although, in the event, these facile generalisations are even less tempting since Morris only showed a very passing interest in Celtic legends. It seems somewhat pointless to delve here into the mysteries of race and heredity, and more profitable to examine the aspects ol this extraordinary visionary power possessed by Morris.
One thing stands out when one studies biographies and correspondence: it is the importance given to dreams by Morris, his family and his friends. In a letter to Webb, Jane describes his dreams and presentiments. ** Burne-Jones also dreamed frequently, and when he met Jane they used to compare their

dreams.2' Morris was no less prone to describe his own. Once he dreamed he had to draw a sausage after he had already eaten it.22 Another time he saw a shooting star fall into the road and was afraid that it would cause an explosion 2' 1 shall refrain from all learned thoughts upon these phantasms, and simply note the fact that, for Morris and his circle, the dream was not a phenomenon to be disregarded and that it held in their lives a place that was natural and, perhaps, privileged. For Morris it was. even, the most intense form of vision, if one is to believe the opening of A Dream of John Hall:
“Sometimes,” he writes, "I am rewarded for fretting myself so much about present matters by a quite unasked-for pleasant dream. 1 mean when I am asleep ... I sec some beautiful and noble building new made, as it were for the occasion, as clearly as if 1 were awake; not vaguely or absurdly, as often happens in dreams, but with all the detail clear and reasonable.”
And after describing other pictures thus seen in dreaming, he adds:
“All this 1 have seen in the dreams of the night clearer than I can force myself to see them in dreams of the day. ” 4
Just as, for a number of his predecessors, navigation and shipwreck provided the normal procedure for an introduction into utopia, Morris had recourse to dreams both in John Ball and in News from Nowhere. But even more than a procedure for introduction, the dream is almost physiologically the natural form for his utopian aspirations. Is it not significant that, in the land of Nowhere, the Visitor, formerly obsessed by his dreams, finally “was in a dreamless sleep"? It is striking, moreover, that in each of these two books, the force of conviction is such that one does not have the slightest sensation of a contrived artifice: rational thought and dream are here welded with ardent sincerity, to the point that, in Morris’s own final words, it is no longer a question of a dream, but of a vision.25 Particularly characteristic is the episode in the last chapter of News from Nowhere, where the dreamer returns to the reality of the nineteenth century through a nightmare of classic form, that of the menacing cloud:27 it is the dream within a dream, a device which Morris had already used in certain tales in The Earthly Paradise (notably The Land East of the Sun and West of the Moon). In the same way the evocation of John Ball by Morris coincides with the evocation of Morris by John Ball: their meeting has been a reciprocal dream.28 But the dramatic intensity is such that we are scarcely aware of it. Morris’s feeling and sincerity have destroyed all barriers and all conventions. We are side by side with him inside the vision, and one is not surprised to find him writing to Bruce Glasier, on 7 October I860, that he had been for several weeks at Kelmscott, "where Ellen vanished, you know".
This visionary gift had impressed his contemporaries. May Morris, in one of her introductions, repeated words written by Ruskin in 1869 about Keats and Morris: “So that you may obtain a more truthful idea of the nature of Greek religion and legend from the poems of Keats and the nearly as beautiful, and, in general grasp of subject, far more powerful, recent work of Morris, than from the frigid scholarship, however extensive. Not that the poet’s impressions or rendering of things are wholly true, but their truth is vital, not formal.” 30 Morris’s vision, in fact, is always “vital”, and it is supremely so, when, escap-

irw fnnn the very literary framework of the poems which Ruskin was praising, he projects into utopia his deepest aspirations and his most reasoned enthusiasm "In comparison with Morns," said Stopford A Brooke, "most of the other poets are blind ” '
Morris irritably comments upon this blindness in his contemporaries, and reproaches "civilization" with "its eyeless vulgarity".u “The suggestion of a hope I may. however. make, which is of course personal - which is that perhaps mankind will regain their eye-sight, which they have at present lost to a great extent whereas in times past the eyes were the great feeders of the fancy and imagination ”
the pleasure in imagining the future came early to Morris, and we find traces of it in letters written as a young man. But the intensity of the vision was not .1 constant phenomenon: that came only at privileged moments which he could recognise and relish it was "that thin thread of insight and imagination which conies so seldom to us, and is such a joy when it comes’’. Similarly, in September 1887, he wrote to Georgiana Burne-Jones: “I had three very good davs at Kelmscotf once or twice I had that delightful quickening of perception by which everything gets emphasized and brightened Heaven in short It comes not very commonly even in one’s younger and brighter day s. and does not quite leave one even in the times of combat. .
But how was he to express what he saw? His correspondence reveals his groping* and uncertainties, but also the very penetrating consciousness of the special quality of his vision. Rossetti had recently urged upon him that there existed no othri medium of expression than painting, and Morris had docilely listened He soon appreciated his mistake, and renounced the art of the easel, which, moreover he detested. Nevertheless, this influence was lasting, and lor many year* he went on drawing from models But he experienced a sense ol impotence
"It must be six years now since I made a habit ol drawing and 1 oevet i! you can understand that, had the painter \	which makes it
rosy to put down oi) pit per what you think you see, nor indeed can I see any scene with a frame a* it were round it. though in my own way 1 can realise things vividly enough to myself. .
His wav of seeing was quite different. it could not allow itself to be restricted to the limited and still space of the canvas; he needed the fantasy of decoration and the untrammelled imagination of poetry, of the romantic tale and of Utopia
Even when he was writing, Morris remained before all else visual. His daughter May relates, of the period when he was writing Ike l arthh Partutisr- "Even while he was writing hr saw the episodes ms pictures and noted in his margin* hints for die woodi ut* that Burne-Jones and himself were to make for the beautifying of hi* poem* " w Not only did writing need a visual barking with him. but his vision ol things needed to be precise, whether it was a question of art or politics. " l'hr levohitionary positions adopted by the Socialist league in 1885 only really begat, to satisfy hint horn the moment when thr new order destined to replace the corrupt regime of thr bourgeoisie had taken shiqw in the minds of ihr mdm»rus The details of this new life as they were *	u",v spired » limited confidence "And now at last when the

corruption of society seems complete, there is arising a definite conception of a new order, with its demands in some sort formulated. In the details of that I do not myself feel any great confidence, but that they have taken so much form is hopeful.’'*1 That was characteristic. Morris needed to see. Just recall the phrase which forms the leil-motio of the first chapter of News from Nowhere: "If I could but see a day of it; if I could but see it! ” 41 This desire, this need to see the future, dated from the very first moments of his awakening consciousness of social realities. In 1880, he concluded his lecture on The Beauty of Life by exclaiming:
“... hope must be ever with us, and sometimes perhaps it will so quicken our vision that it will outrun the slow lapse of time, and show us the victorious days when millions of those who now sit in darkness will be enlightened by an Art made by the people and for the people, a joy to the maker and the user. ”
This impatience of vision sometimes wiped out the calm acceptance of the present. We, he said, are “now living between the past and the future”.43 This present is nothing but tangled undergrowth, through which the future shows, lirst only as a faint gleam,44 until it becomes, as Morris’s ideas take on more definite shape, the very light of life.4 He was, in his critique and analysis of contemporary events, as well as in his articles and his lectures, constantly on the look-out for straws in the wind, which, he wrote, cannot fail to excite our imagination and encourage it to shape the picture of the happy world of tomorrow.46
In Morris’s utopia, this visionary imagination is a fervour mingled with incessant anguish - that of always being apart from the vision. Long before News from Nowhere, this dark thread is to be found in the weave of his poetic work. Truly, in the youthful poems it is often nothing more than a somewhat traditional melancholy, that which inspires the difficult passage from the world of dreams to the pitiless world of fact.47 Yet already, in The Earthly Paradise, we can read quite a curious story, The Land East of the Hun and West of the Moon, in which the hero, John, wanders desperately in an enchanted land where the inhabitants do not sec him, nor hear him, nor even feel his touch! 46 I he atmosphere is already almost that of the last chapter of News from Nowhere.
We do not find a repetition of this extreme tension in A Dream of John Ball, but the anguish is there again and again. Morris feels himself quite at home with these fourteenth-century peasants, and yet he has the feeling of being an intruder. He guesses that John Ball has penetrated the secret of his identity and knows that his presence is ephemeral. When Will Green speaks to him of the morrow’s expedition, the narrator expresses his agreement, but his eye catches that of the old rebel priest, and the “half smile" of the latter fills his heart with foreboding.s<’ At the end of his long and dramatic conversation with John Ball in the old chapel, he would still like to discuss many things and feels oppressed by time: if he hesitates it will be too late 1
This anxiety reaches its climax in News from Nowhere lor a variety of reason*. The anguish of being parted from the vision is inextricably linked with the feeling ol not being integrated into the new world. Throughout the narrative, the visitor remains “the man from another planet”, and this people from the days to come remains for him "this strange people”. The questions and answers

between one side and the other remain “puzzling”.a When exploring the mediaeval past with John Ball. Morris did not fee! this sense of being historically lost in any way: it was a past he loved, that he had studied « length, in which all his culture was steeped and which was more familiar and more welcoming to him than was the Victorian age. But in this world of the twenty-second century , despite his own enthusiasm and confidence, an abrupt gap exists between his yearning for happiness and the achievement of happiness Despite his hatred of “civilization ", the new ways of feeling, of thinking and of living, which he has imagined for himself, which are the objective of his quest and of his struggle, disturb him mightily, and, lost in the historical perspective, he suddenly discovers that he is a Victorian in his habits and reactions He clings to old Hammond, who knows the nineteenth century so well, for the young people, despite their kindliness, can only regard him with astonishment and curiosity. Constrained, in order to communicate with his new companions, to cast off all his habits of thought and normal behaviour, he feels chilled by this new world, and only the presence of old Hammond provides the warmth he needs.'54 What is more, this uneasy feeling is reciprocated After the long conversation between the old man and his visitor, Dick and Clara return in search of their guest, and the young woman (who, nevertheless, is the person in the narrative showing the most critical and rational attitude of mind) is suddenly overcome by the atmosphere: “Kinsman. I don’t like this: something or another troubles me, and I feel as if something untoward were going to happen. \ ou have been talking ol past miseries to the guest, and have been living in past unhappy times, and it is in the air all round us, and makes us feel as if we were longing for something that we cannot have.” " Such a longing, in this world of happiness, could obviously only he suffering Kindly and placid Dick himself is sometimes uneasy at the visitor s utterances: “. .. ‘I should have thought . . . that you had thrown a kind of evil charm over me. Now, you know.’ said he, suddenly, ‘that’s only a joke so you mustn !t take it to heart ’ — ‘All right, ’ said I; ‘1 don’t. Yet I did feel somewhat uneasy at his words, after all. ”
Despite this uneasiness, which gradually lessens, Morris experiences deep joy at this vision of the new society, but the dread of the inevitable separation is mingled with the jov It is inspired by Dick’s innocent pleasantries: “.	1 was
half suspecting . . that you would presently be vanishing away from us. and began to picture my kinsman sitting in the hall staring at nothing and finding that he had been talking a while past to nobody. ” 5 Later, during the journey to Rannymede, Dick and Clara amuse themselves by imagining their hosts (Ellen and her father) and themselves as characters in a fairy tale, and Dick says to the visitor: *\ . ‘You had better consider that you have got the cap of darkness, and art seeing everything, yourself invisible. ’ - That touched me on my weak side of not feeling sure of my position in this beautiful new country. ”** But he has no need of these unintentional hints to feel the burning question in the depths of his heart. He cannot go to sleep without wondering where he will wake up next day.5* Finding Ellen makes this idea the more distressing The girl, like John Ball before her, has guessed his secret; she thinks that he will not stay, and he is overwhelmed when she speaks of it in scarcely veiled terms *® From that moment he cannot leave her without wondering whether he will see her again.*' At times this obsession takes

another form. At the end of their wonderful journey up the Thames, Dick and Clara and their guest arrive at Kelmscott and are welcomed by a crowd of gay and ardent friends, gathered together for the hay-making; and suddenly Morris wonders: “There I stood in a dreamy mood, and rubbed my eyes as if 1 were not wholly awake, and half expected to see the gay-clad company of beautiful men and women change to two or three spindle-legged back-bowed men and haggard, hollow-eyed, ill-favoured women, who once wore down the soil of this land with their heavy hopeless feet, from day to day, and season to season, and year to year”.62 And the final episode is one of the most full of pathos that Morris ever wrote. He arrives at the harvest feast in the church, but his companions have ceased to see him. In vain he tries to attract the eyes of Dick and Clara, he has become invisible to them.
“I turned to Ellen, and she did seem to recognise me for an instant, but her bright face turned sad directly, and she shook her head with a mournful look, and the next moment all consciousness of my presence had faded from her face.” 63
Flight, nightmare, and the sinister reawakening in Hammersmith . . . This long anguish, inextricably mingled with the inspiring spectacle of future happiness, gives the vision heightened relief and a human warmth one finds nowhere else: most other utopias are intellectual exercises, learned geometry to be read with curiosity, but not productive of any emotion.64 Morris's originality and genius lie in his making the vision live for us because he has lived it himself.
* * *
A love of happiness, robust optimism, visionary gift, these then are Morris’s subjective motivations for utopia. Would they, by themselves, have been decisive? To put the question and to attempt to answer it affirmatively is probably unrealistic: it would, once again, be to disregard wilfully the part of reason in the poet’s actions. Few writers have had sucb distaste for purposeless creation, few among them have given so much thought to their intentions and fixed an aim to their writings. If he took to utopia, it was not simply an account of some predisposition or spontaneous urge, it was of deliberate purpose and because he judged it necessary. After all, he explained it at length over fifteen years of life as a militant, in his articles, his letters, his lectures, even in his utopian writings, which become incomprehensible if one tries to detach them from his political activity, as most critics do. Not only are they not detachable from it, they are an integral part of it.
Is A Dream of John Ball to be regarded as nothing more than a mediaeval illumination? In an article published in 1933, Owen Carroll relates that in 1894 he suggested that Morris make a play of it. The poet replied: “I am not of the timber from which play-wrights are hewn. Why not have a try at it yourself?
. . . When I wrote my little book, I did it with the intention of bringing in the Socialist dialogues at the end rather than dealing with the literary and dramatic side of the story”,65
As for News from Nowhere a “jeu d’esprit - a fancy picture, or idyll, or romance’’, according to Glasier, “romantic pastorale” according to

Mackail/'7 “holiday republic’’ according to Monsieur Victor Dupont" <arKj that is but a brief sampling).** What does Morris himself think? In an incompletely dated letter, which must, in Philip Henderson’s opinion, have been written on 22 December 1890, Morris, declining journalistic requests from Hyndman, gives as his reason that he has too much work on hand, "including two works more or less propagandist; to wit my News from Nowhere and the book that I have been working at with Bax which 1 am going at last to tackle”. m In all probability he was referring to the book publication of the novel and to the preparation of Socialism, Us Growth and Outcome. Is it not noteworthy that he puts his utopian tale and his theoretical handbook into the same category? One other pointer is not without interest. He, who in general was little concerned over the success of his literary productions, in February 1890 (when the serial production had barely begun a month earlier) was preparing a cheap book edition: “1 shall print the News from Nowhere in a book for ,1/- or perhaps 6d. ” 71 In October, a few days after Commonweal had completed the serialisation, a letter to Bruce Glasier shows him possessed of the same idea, “I shall now presently begin to touch up News from Nowhere for its book form, and will publish it for Is. It has amused me very much writing it: but you may depend upon it, it won’t sell. This of course is my own fault - or my own misfortune. ” 12 We are sufficiently used to Morris's understatements to understand what he means by, “It has amused me very much." This concern with its reaching a wide public is significant. He seems delighted to announce to Glasier the appearance of an American edition. He authorised the German translation by “someone recommended by the party” and urged Andreas Scheu to undertake that of A Dream of John Ball." Morris’s letters never at any time show such concern over the circulation of his books and there seems little doubt that this interest was inspired by the propagandist character which he attributed to his utopian tales. News from Nowhere was, clearly, very close to his heart and he did not hide his pleasure when Scawtn Blunt told him that both he and his wife had read it. Some piquancy is added to Scawen Blunt’s record of the fact by his relating, two pages further on, that Morris read several of his poems with a very ill grace “as if he were throwing a bone to a dog”. ' It was certainly with more conviction and with deliberately propagandist and educative purpose that he read out fragments from his story at the Sunday socialist meetings at Hammersmith.76
William Morris expressly declares that he considered News from Nowhere as a political act. in the course of the narrative itself, in words loaded with significance. Let us turn to the strange episode following the visitor’s conversation with old Hammond at the British Museum. The atmosphere is tense. Ctara feels the sadness and horror of centuries of human unhappiness hanging in the air. Dick tries to joke and declares that he had wondered whether their guest had “vanished into another world” and whether he would find his great-grandfather talking to an empty chair. But the old man chuckled and said:
Don t be afraid, Dick. In any case, I have not been talking to thin air; wr, indeed, to this new friend of ours only. Who knows but 1 may not
l. f g to. r?anJ PeoP,e? For perhaps our guest may some day go back to the people he has come from, and may take a message from us

which may bear fruit for them, and consequently for us.” (My italics - P.M.)77
So the book carries a message, and a message which is not purely educational. It clearly appears that in Morris’s mind utopia serves to move people to act, and, no less clearly, that he finally rejects fatalism and spontaneity. He believes with Marx that, although the course of history is irreversible, men must make their own history. But there is more: in these lines heavy with significance, Morris shows us that, while the future is determined by the actions of men in the present, the vision of the future, in its turn, determines the actions of the men of today.
I note briefly here (because there is material for a long study which would go beyond the framework I have set) that News from Nowhere was understood as a political message by Morris’s contemporaries. The very antHsocialist Mackail, who himself refused to see anything more in it than a “romantic pastorale” shocking in its “slightness and fantasy”, is obliged to record that no other book of the poet’s did more to spread his reputation as a socialist. * The much fuller evidence of Edward Carpenter moves in the same direction and expresses great enthusiasm. G. D. H. Cole many times declared that reading News from Nowhere converted him to socialism.10 But it would be wrong to think that Morris’s influence was felt only in intellectual circles. It reached an appreciable fraction of the working class. Bruce Glasier describes the warm welcome which the poet experienced in Glasgow and recounts that a working man told him that “I no longer doubt the possibility of an earthly paradise”. Morris’s writings were successfully used in people’s movements in Ireland,82 and in England itself it would be impossible to exaggerate the decisive rflle of William Morris in the formation of a militant like Tom Mann. *’
* * *
What reasons led Morris to choose utopia as a means of expression and propaganda? They are many, ranging from the most general considerations to the most exact political interests.
Obviously it is the first of these that we shall find at the beginning of his political life, and they are very varied.
“For as life can have no pleasure without memoryhe wrote in 1880 or 1881, “so it can have no honour and no use without foresight.”
It is a matter of dignity, which is also a necessity of our daily life. Only the glow of the peace of days to come can help us endure the tumult and difficulties of our existence'5 and this need cannot but grow as the corruption and decadence of a civilisation strengthen the desire for a better life: hope then plumbs the future.*4 Certainly, progress has been made, the working class is emerging from its long apathy, it is succeeding through demands and struggle to improve its existence, but all these promises would become illusions and lies if we did not have a high ideal before us.87 It is this very progress which must stimulate and develop man’s aspirations." And, he says later, should this ideal not normally take shape in our minds from the moment we decide to believe in the regeneration of the world? Is that not a logical consequence?"
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Nonetheless, despite the meagre progress recorded, the lot of the working class is wretched; its poverty is so deep and brutalising ",.. that they wtn<! and cannot be fully conscious of the extent of the loss which they and the whole world suffer as a consequence, since they cannot see and feel the better life that they have not lived5' * So it is essential to set before it an ideal w hich will breed and stimulate discontent, and become the “incarnation” of it.’' “Yet it must be remembered insists Morris in 1896, “that civilization has reduced iht workman to such a skinny and pitiful existence, that he scarcely knows how to frame a desire for any life much better than that which he now endures perforce. It is the province of art to set the true ideal of a full and reasonable life before him".' In this way dream and visionary imagination take on political functions. Such a conception of art had long possessed Morris’s mind. Aseariv as 188L perhaps in less concise terms, but nevertheless foreshadowing all his later work, he wrote:
“For I suppose the best art to be the pictured representation of men s imaginings . stories that tell.of men’s aspirations for more than the material life can give them, their struggles for the future welfare of their race, their unselfish love, their unrequited service: things like this are the subjects for the best art; in such subjects there is hope surely, yet the aspect of them is likely to be sorrowful enough: defeat the seed of victory, and death the seed of life, will be shown on the face of most of them.
Such a thought contains in germ d Dream of John Ball, while the declaration of 1896 justifies and explains a posteriori the utopia of News, from Nowhere.
So the vision of utopia is necessary for the working class to become conscious of its lot. Equally, or even more, it is a mobilising influence. “The Socialism which we can foresee," writes Morris in the conclusion of Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, “and which promises to us the elevation of mankind to a level of intelligent happiness and pleasurable energy unattained as yet, is to us enough as an ideal for our aspirations and as an incentive to our action . If men would "... try to think of the life you might live and would naturally live if you were not forced into misery by your masters, . . . then I do not think you can help combining together to tell the world that you must be free and happy- and then all will soon be won”.*5 It is the vision of this better life that alone can give to the struggle the taste of hope without which courage falters: Go back and be the happier for having seen us,” Ellen seems to say with her last look to the visitor, “for having added a little hope to your struggle. ”
“Do not let us fix our standard of endeavour by the misery which has been but rather by the happiness that might be.” 91 “I think it of great importance to put the highest ideal before them, so as to encourage them to the utmost. ” More: “. . . it is essential that the ideal of the new society should be always kept before the eyes of the working classes, lest the continuity of the demands of the people should be broken, or lest they should be misdirected”.” When Morris expressed that opinion, at that moment (1893), he was clearly thinking of Fabian opportunism and anarchist phraseology. Finally, “We socialists are often reproached with giving no details of the state of things which would follow on the destruction of that system of waste and war which is sometimes dignified with the lying title of the harmonious combination of capital and labour. Many worthy people say: ‘We admit that the present system has

produced unsatisfactory results, but at least it is a system . ..’ ”, So we must br able to show these people that another solution does exist, and that it is to be preferred. Not for nothing does John Drinkwater describe William Morris as a "practical utopist”.
Things are not, in truth, all that simple. While Morris sees in the contrast provided by utopia a means of making the workers conscious of their misery, it is essential at the same time that material need should drive them to struggle. The future depends upon them, but they can only imagine the beauty of this future from the moment they begin to move. Otherwise, the most enthusiastic prophecies are nothing but abstract propositions to them.102 So our poet does not in any way get lost in the mists of moralising idealism nor for a moment deny the decisive rdle, in the last analysis, of economic reality.
So Morris had to face up to a difficult problem: that of making a dialectical unity between didactic utopism and militant action. He had founded the Socialist League as a reaction against the political opportunism of Hyndman; within the League, he fought against the parliamentarianism of the Aveling group, and, outside it, against the socialism without perspective of the Fabians. He felt an impelling need to lay stress upon the necessity of never losing sight of the goal to be achieved, and he tended to make this the central theme of his written and spoken propaganda. But at the same time, with tireless devotion, he took on the dreary chores of day-to-day activity, and was careful not to underrate them. In this same year of 1886, in a lecture justly called The End and the Means, he posed the problem and indicated the solution:
“It is good, however much we may plume ourselves on our practicality, that is, I suppose, on our setting out towards an end which we are likely to attain, to set before us the actual end at which we aim. It is true that it is the custom of very practical people to taunt those whose end is or seems to be a long way off with being idealists; nevertheless I venture to think that without these idealists practical people would be in a much worse plight than they now are; they would have but a dull history of the past, a poor life in the present, and no hope for the future; on the other hand the idealists in their turn would make a great mistake if they were, in their vision of better things, to despise the 'practical people’, even the narrowest of them. Indeed so much of the necessary work of progress is so dull and discouraging that it requires people of somewhat blunted sensibilities to carry it out, and even perhaps people shortsighted to the verge of blindness. Yet again it is not a good thing to be blind or blunt; and moreover there are doubtless some people who are sensitive enough, apt to be discouraged by the roughness, incompleteness and dullness of their fellows who are not necessarily far-sighted or steady as to the end to be reached through all this weary struggle: if any of these can be shown the glorious end and made to feel it in their hearts, will it not transfigure for them that dullness and weariness aforesaid, change its relative proportions, at least make it seem small and easy to hear? Nay enduring steadiness of purpose is surely impossible without some high ideal to aim at nor will a wise man consent to take pains and trouble, to sacrifice his leisure or his pleasure unless he can see and feel that he has set before him something worthy of all that sacrifice.”103

Unfortunately, this picture only appears to maintain a balance ben*,, militant action day by day and propaganda through utopia. While Monk demonstrates in convincing words that the latter can only enrich the former he is content to restore the balance by inviting the “idealists’’ not to despi* those who perform the lowly tasks of the struggle and to give them the means of finding joy tn their sacrifice. At this time he did not feel the need to show as well that the lessons drawn from militant activity are essential to the fabrication of a vision of the future. He was, in fact, then entering the acute stage of his anti-parliamentarian period, and the tendency showing in this 1886 lecture was not slow to harden. The tone of his articles in Commonweal became more violent In 1888, the practicality of some socialists became unbearable to him. He refrained from accusing them of dishonesty: “I do not mean to say that those onesided Socialists are generally acting disingenuously, or merely trying to smooth down a hostile audience. I believe, on the contrary, that they do not see except through the murky smoked glass of the present condition of life amongst us; and it seems somewhat strange, not that they should have no vision of the future, but that they should not be ready to admit that it is their own defect that they have not. ”1
But this time he went too far. In the next week, letters flooded into the Commonweal office protesting against his excess. A particularly interesting letter is that of the trade unionist T. Binning, to which I referred earlier,10 which not only denounces, without any beating around the bush, the bourgeois roots of Morris's utopism, but links it with religious obscurantism:
“The workers have been told by those whose function it is to administer spiritual consolation, that their privations in this life will be compensated in heaven; and it seems to me to be pretty much the same thing to ask them to forego an advantage within their grasp for the promise of a beatific state of society in the indefinite future. ”
The attack was well directed in so far as its target was Morris’s anti- parliamentarianism, but was not justified in respect of his utopism, which he never ceased to regard as an essential element in mobilising the masses. It is highly probable that for several months this discussion perturbed the council of the League, because in June Commonweal published a declaration, signed by the majority of its members, a better balanced declaration, obviously drawn up by Morris, but which shows the predominance of his viewpoint:
“As to the means for the attainment of the abolition of the private ownership of the means of production, and through that to the equality of condition for ail persons, the League believes that the first and most indispensible of such means is the putting before the people its aims, ultimate and immediate, plainly and honestly, and has always acted on that belief; in the confidence that however strange these aims may be to the greater number of persons, the time will come when circumstances will force the workers to accept them as their own, and that it is no waste of energy meantime to familiarise them with these aims and thereby to quicken their desires and give something for their intelligence to seize hold of, and for their hope to feed on. The education of the vague discontent which (happily) is now so prevalent among the workers into a

definite aim, is the chief business of the Socialist League; nor can this work ever be dispensed with even on the very eve of the first and obvious steps towards revolution.”
This declaration is very significant. It implicitly defines the position of withdrawal adopted by the socialist movement after the set-back of “Bloody Sunday”; it supports the idea dear to Morris that the main activity of the movement must be educative, aimed at “making socialists”, and it justifies his didactic and mobilising utopism. The last sentence of this passage demands our notice. When we reread the chapter in .Vews from Nowhere in which old Hammond relates the vicissitudes of the “change”, we note that in the middle of the revolutionary crisis, when reaction at bay is hoping for and expecting a provocative manifesto to provide the pretext for armed suppression, the socialist press is content to publish “educational articles” which “came upon the public with a kind of May-Day freshness” 108 The discussion which filled the columns of Commonweal and went on in the council of the League bore fruit, nonetheless. Morris was distinctly more moderate in his lecture on equality in September:
“It is usual when a Socialist is addressing an audience of those who wish to know what his socialism means, to touch lightly on the aim that Socialism has in view and to dwell chiefly on the means by which that aim is to be reached. The speaker assumes (usually I am glad to think within reason) that his audience are sufficiently with him to sympathize with his wish to better the present condition of affairs, and are eager to know what process he proposes to them as the means for the bettering of the life of the great mass of the population; it is natural for people to say to an earnest reformer, tell us what it is that you wish to have done at once and then we will look at the matter; and all the more natural perhaps when the aim of the speaker is far-reaching and all inclusive, when in fact he is preaching a change in the basis of society and not a mere palliation of its worst evils: because people say, and reasonably, we cannot be expected to change that basis suddenly, to go to sleep on Saturday night in our present condition and wake up on Monday morning with the revolution accomplished and everything going smoothly with a contented population round about us. There must be a long period of half-formed aspirations, abortive schemes, doubtful experiments and half and half measures, interspersed with disappointment, reaction, and apathy before we get anywhere near the beginning of the obvious and dramatic change which people know as revolution, and it is a matter of course that people should ask the would-be revolutionists what their first step is to be, and that Socialist lecturers generally spend a great part of their lecturing time in showing what the first step may be and hold keen argument about it with their audiences.
You cannot however fail to agree with me when I say that not even the first step can be taken until the advocates of a complete change have managed to persuade a sufficient number of people that it is necessary, and should be a change of a certain kind. ” 109

The moderation he imposed upon himself did not, it is plain, in any » diminish his faith in the need for utopia, and. in the following year a u months before the publication of the first instalments of Sam h* Nowhere, he declared in a lecture, the text of which is in Amsterdam that socialists should get together from time to time to discuss their ideal To come sometimes from out of the hedge of party formulas and show t*n other our real desires and hope* ought to be something of a safeguard agamy the danger of pedantry which besets the intellectual side of the Socialist nto*. ment and the danger of machine politics which besets its practical and work-a-day side”.
The constant concern to link theory intimately with practice led William Morris to be even more explicit over the purpose of his utopia While, in (set. ,t is intended to rouse the reader and move him to participate in the action which is to lead to the establishment of the wonderful new society of the future, ins also intended to give him the taste for undertaking theoretical study Thb guessing, these hopes, or if you will, these dreams for the future, make many a man a Socialist whom sober reason deduced from science and political economy and the selection of the fittest would not move at all. They put nw in a fit frame of mind to study the reasons for his hope; give him courage to wade through studies, which, as the Arab king said of arithmetic, would otherwise be too dull for the mind of a man to think of. ”
But this is not the end of Morris’s concern for “teaching them as it were by the future and forming the habits of social life without which any scheme of Socialism is but the mill-wheel without the motive power ... let us begin to work against the counter-revolution, by being sure that we who call ouffdvo Socialists understand what we are aiming at, and should feel at home jo our new country when we get there — we and all that we lead into the new
—. ** til
country ,
So, for Morris, utopia constituted a deliberate choice dictated by many tv sentiaify practical and objective reasons. It was not an intellectual or fantasising game Nor was it even in any way what Raymond Ruyer calls, in * definition far too general to be applied to Morris’s utopia, a “menial rscrew upon lateral possibilities””* It was the responsible act of a political leader who happened also to be a great poet. It did not depict a possibility, but a certainty, and it has the fervour of an act of faith.
Such an act of faith was not without daring at the end of last century. The existence, in our twentieth century, of a growing number of socialist states wili continue to arouse enthusiasm in some and hostility in others. But they art a real fact, which no one any longer regards with stupefaction or incredulity h was not in any way so during William Morris'» lifetime The experience of the Paris Commune had been too brief for its achievements to have been any more than outlines, and their meaning and extent escaped the great mass of people ft* tragic end tended to give it the appearance of a hopeless endeavour, naturally doomed to failure. Socialist dot trines were many and contradictory, and many of them totally larked scientific consistency. Ihe phraseofoev of anarchism encouraged confusion and bestowed upon revolutionaries the romantic or horrifying features of desperate conspirators, whilst Fabtan opportunism was deliberately host lie to all idea of revolution
Morris was addressing himself to audience* who had to be brought to admit

that the future institutions of socialism were anything other than “fantastic and impossible schemes’’114 One recall* the altercation in the course of which the Rev. J. Page Hopps declared to the poet:
“That’s an impossible dream of yours, Mr. Morris, such a society would need God Almighty himself to manage it." !1j
Impossible, that is the word that cropped up unfailingly and was the major argument of all opposition: the majority of socialists, theoretically poorly educated and not then being able to point to the evidence of history, found it very difficult to meet. In a novel published in 1912, Marriage, H. G. Welts describes this state of mind in so typical a fashion that I feel impelled to refer to it. In this book we see a young scholar, who has become a company director, arguing with his technical assistant, a self-educated socialist, bitter and aggressive, and he asks him:
“Tell me how to organise things better.”
“Much you’d care. They’ll organise themselves . Then you’ll see.'
“Then what’s going to happen?”
“Overthrow. And social democracy.”
“How is that going to work?”
David had been cornered by that before. “I don’t care if it doettl7 work,” he snarled, “so long as we smash this.” ”*
Such were the men whom William Morris was addressing if David had read News from Nowhere, perhaps his reply would have been different In writing hi* book, Morris wanted to give these men of good will the chance of being something other than sour, to offer them a reason for living and fighting arid, above all, to force upon them the conviction that not only was victory possible, but that its morrows would be triumphant . “We have proved it true1’ exclaims Ellen.”
In 1919, the American journalist Lincoln .Steffen* went to Russia with William C, Bullitt, then a young official of the State Department and special envoy of President Wilson. On his return, he uttered these words, which have become famous: “1 have seen the future, and it works! ” ”*
In order to prove to his readers that a socialist society could “work”, William Morris had no other recourse than utopia

CHAPTER THREE
[bookmark: bookmark61]Socialism - The Two Stages
From 1883, after his impassioned reading of Capital, William Morris’s choice was final.
“This present society, or age of shoddy,’’ he wrote to William Allingham, “is doomed to fall: nor can I see anything ahead of it as an organization save Socialism.”1
Certainly, the solution of a return to barbarism continued to cast an inter- mittcnt spell over his mind, even beyond its dialectical absorption into the “parable” of 1884. Also, in these first months of enthusiasm, he wanted to avoid committing himself to unduly emphatic declarations, as for example in writing to C. E. Maurice: “Also of course I do not believe in the world being saved by any system, — I only assert the necessity of attacking systems grown corrupt, and no longer leading anywhither. ” 2 But that is nothing but a stylistic rider intended to coax a possible sympathiser whom Morris was trying in vain to attract into the Democratic Federation, and it is possibly the only reservation of this kind to be found anywhere in his writings. It was almost with a note of defiance that in October of the same year 1883, when asked by Charles Rowley to take part in lecturing at Ancoats, he warned him that he was “an open declared Socialist, or, to be more specific, Collectivist”, and that any lecture he delivered would reflect his opinions.3 Right up to his death in 18% William Morris was to reiterate this declaration of faith under all circumstances.
But what, to him, was socialism? Once again, and it will not be the last time, it is necessary to reject firmly the opinions of numberless commentators and critics who wish to find nothing but sentimental and poetic dreaming in his utopia. But he cannot be accused of having veiled his thoughts: few writers have been so explicit, so direct, so inimical to any concealment or, I may add, so materialistic in their beliefs. The four letters written in 1888 to Rev. George Bainton constitute an essential document in this respect. They were composed with care, show sustained thought, and every word is weighed. Right at the beginning of the first letter, a key phrase stands out, a deliberately concise phrase, of which the whole argument will be the logical development: “The foundation of socialism is economical”. How many more times shall we see this idea, sometimes expressed calmly, sometimes shouted indignantly! With what disdain, for example, does he trounce those who endeavour to put the question of the future of art and culture before the “knife-and-fork” question: such a one, he declares “does not understand what art means”.5
There is not (and why should this judgment be regarded as pejorative?)

anything strictly original in the definition formulated by Morris of the production relationship* in a collectivist society. It conforms to the strictest Marxist orthodoxy, without addition or omission. The first measure to be taken by the socialists will be “the abolition of the private ownership in the means of production”6 and the taking over, "for the whole people, duly organized, of possession and control of all the means of production and exchange”.' Such was the programme of the Socialist League, formulated in its Manifesto of 1885:
"... the land, the capital, the machinery, factories, workshops, stores, means of transit, mines, banking, all means of production and distribution of wealth, must be declared and treated as the common property of all.” *
Note again, in passing, that the simple nationalisation of the land, considered as the panacea by Henry George, has long since ceased to satisfy Morris: his list is practically exhaustive and includes all aspects of capitalist property. Brief or detailed lists are to be found in the majority of his political writings. The one in the first letter to Rev. George Bainton, already mentioned, has the interest of being accompanied by a particularly important stipulation: “... the land, factories, machinery, means of transit, and whatever wealth of any sort is used for the reproduction of wealth, and which therefore is necessary to labour and can only be used by it, must be owned by the nation only, to be used by the workers . . . according to their capacity”, which defines the nature of the community plainly and distinctly. Morris insists, in a note appended to his letter, upon the distinction to be made between ownership and use, a distinction which was not new in his mind and had already been sketched out in a lecture in 1884.10
This fundamental imperative for any socialist revolution, this radical transformation in the basis of society, is continually reiterated by William Morris, and it would be wearisome to draw up here a long catalogue of quotations, all similar in spirit and even in form. 1 It is extremely significant that Morris considers the collectivisation of the means of production and exchange as a minimum programme. It is, he says, “the least that the party can accept as terms of peace with the capitalists”; and, he remarks aggressively of this primary revolutionary measure,
“all minor reforms of civilization which have been thought of or would be possible to think of would be included in if”.12
His declaration of principle is the more peremptory in that its point is turned against reformist ideologies.
“I must add, further,” he declares in a lecture, that no programme is worthy the acceptance of the working classes that stops short of the abolition of private property in the means of production. Any other programme is misleading and dishonest.” 1
It is necessary to keep this fundamental theoretical position in mind in order to appreciate fully Morris’s poetical outpourings and to feel their quality and intensity. It is a very conscious utopia which foresees the days when “all mine and all thine shall be ours, and no more shall any man crave for riches that serve

for nothing but to fetter a friend for a slave’1.'4 Then there will be no ’‘the ‘rights of property’, which means clenching the fist on a piecesT*' and crying out to the neighbours, You shan’t have this!”15 |n ,1*^ declares John Ball,
shall no man mow the deep grass for another, while his own to* lack cow-meat; and he that soweth shall reap, and the reaper shall t# * fellowship the harvest that in fellowship he hath won”.w
The evident corollary of the collective appropriation of the means of prods, tion and exchange is, in fact, the establishment of a classless society The* again, Morris faithfully follows the teaching of Marx and Engels.1’ It must t* admitted that his line wavers slightly in the early moments of his poiitbi thinking, and one can find traces of idealism in it. The revolution, as he (Ike conceives it, is one
“which, by abolishing men’s power of making a profit from their fellows’ labour will abolish all classes; not the mere arbitrary distinction between lord and commoner, gentleman and worker, but the real and dreadful distinction between rich man and poor, between the cultivated and the ignorant, between the refined and the brutal, which now exist? and is the foundation of plutocratic society. ” '*
This formulation is not without interest: in a very striking way it mark*the transition from the influence of the Ruskin of The Stones 0f Venice to the Marx ol Capital, and tries to reconcile in one sentence two conceptions which hart radically different points of departure. 1 have no other reason for paying it any attention, because it represents only a very brief moment in Morris's thinking hi* writing immediately afterwards shows rigorous ideological firmness in 3 led tire given In that same year of 1883, the terms he use* are quite free from any ambiguity: he observes in the working class
“a spirit of association founded on the antagonism whit h has produced all former changes in the condition of men, and which will one day abolish all < lasses and take definite and practical form”.
Pernickety materialists may perhaps regret that Morns often substitutesfof "classless society” the more vague and abstract term of "society of rqualih It cannot he doubted that the frequent use ol the words justice and equalit* carries the mark of idealistic hangovers, and it is well known how much these abstractions offended Marx. ’ In any case one could not attribute an* influence to Ruskin In this connection, given the repulsion he felt lot egalitarian ideas, and perhaps one should regard this usage as irttunmrni ol Haheul. Anyway, undue severity would tie ex.essive did nut Enact* him*# write that
"thr real content of the proletarian demand for equality „ the demand tor the abolition of classes ?
Su<h criticism is the less well founded t>rcause while Mom* does haw

recourse to the abstract concept of equality, it always remains a synonym for “a new society in which classes shall have ceased to exist'V and this latter formulation, precise and definite, is just as frequent Even when he speaks of equality, the sense he gives to the word is the more clear because it is used uncompromisingly :
"I call myself a Communist, and have no wish to qualify that word by joining any other to it. The aim of Communism seems to me to be the complete equality of condition for all people; and anything in a Socialist direction which stops short of this is merely a compromise with the present condition of society, a halting-place on the road to the goal. ” ‘
On the other hand, it is possible, at first glance, to find hesitations, a contradiction indeed, in Morris’s vision of the establishment of the classless society. In fact, in 18S4 he wrote:
”. .. the upper, middle, and lower classes shall have melted into one class, living contentedly a simple and happy life.*’
This formulation is worth pausing over for a moment, it shows without any doubt the confidence Mortis still had in the possible regeneration of his own class within communist society, and this is an aspect we shall examine more closely when we study the transformation of man in Morris’* utopia.1 must add (and the tense he uses makes this plain) that the picture he draws has its context in the second stage of the new society (a concept we shall tackle shortly) and not in the period immediately following the revolutionary crisis. These details are necessary, for the reader might be tempted to believe that Morris is implicitly denying the leading rdle of the working class in the process of abolishing social classes But nothing is further from his thoughts. In a letter written a lew months later to William Allingham, he write* that when the worker* have realised that they form “the only organic part of society they will abolish all other classes and become themselves the State”.
t Inc is tirui k by how closely Morris repeals the very words of the Manifesto til Marx and Engels:
the proletariat must first of all acquire political supremacy, must rise to fie the leading class of the nation, must constitute itself the nation'' '
Morns goes even further and sees in the obligation to work, which will be the law erf the new world, the factor which will assimilate all society into the working class
I have already sat'd that all must work therefore the workmen means the whole of society; ihere should be no society outside those who work to sustain society.”
ihrrc will no longer, in fact, be any “non-producing clast, the organised workers will be the whole. Community" “They will be society," he repeat*, “they will be the community ”, and there will be "no class outside them to contend with” *’ Iherr will henceforth he one homogeneous class, ennobled by it* new conditions of existence; the dregs will have disappeared, there wilt no longer he any *'trimtnal classes”

The class struggle, this long war which is the motive force of history, wii|0nt day end in peace, but . . that war must go on till the great change comes whose end is peace and not war”,32 when ail classes are abolished Morris addresses himself in particular to the young, and tries to make them under- stand the close link which exists between the class struggle and the classless society:
"It is most important that young Socialists should have this fact of the class-war always before them. It explains past history, and in the present gives us the only solid hope for the future. And it must be understood that it is only by the due working out of this class-war to its end, the abolition of classes, that Socialism can come about. ” 34
The vision of a classless society should provide a major stimulus to the class struggle. Utopia, as we saw in the last chapter, seeks to answer the difficult question of the time: “How will it work?”, and so to give reasoned confidence to militants In the event, it replies to a more definite and, at that time, no less current objection: will production be efficient or even possible without the experience of the present class of owners of industry? William Morris does not totally deny the validity of this objection, at least as far as the first steps are concerned, but he reaffirms his faith in the potentialities of the working dass:
“If ... the wealth-owners were to disappear, production of wealth would at the worst be only hindered for awhile, and probably go on pretty much as it does now.”
Just imagine, on the other hand, what would happen if it were the so-called lower class ” which were to disappear. Then the production of wealth would be totally halted
“until the wealth-owners had learned how to produce, until they had descended from their position, and taken the place of their former slaves”. 5
Morris finds confirmation of this uselessness of the employing class in certain nineteenth-century experiments. The only merit Morris will allow to the co-operative movement and its “incomplete experiments” is that it has proved in advance that
“the existence of a privileged class is by no means necessary for the production of wealth”.
The classless society is thus not only desirable but possible in practice. So it is necessary for the workers to assert immediately “their true position of being themselves society”:
"they themselves can regulate labour, and by being absolute masters of their material, tools, and time can win for themselves all that it is possible to be won from nature without deduction or taxation paid to classes that have no purpose or reason for existence”.37
“The workman must learn to understand that he must have no master, no employer save himself - himself collectively, that is to say, the commonweal.

Such should be the aim of the class struggle, and this struggle is to be carried on with vigilance and perseverance until its final outcome. “Let us . . . take care,” says Morris, “that our present struggle leaves behind it no class distinction, but brings about one condition of equality for all.” ” Alongside this desire to see the final disappearance of all survivals from the past, Morris has a worry, which he touches upon several times, that of seeing inequality reappear in another form:
“But will there by any new class to take the place of the present proletariat when that has triumphed, as it must do, over the present privileged class? We cannot foresee the future, but we may fairly hope not: at least we cannot see any signs of such a new class forming. It is impossible to see how destruction of privilege can stop short of absolute equality of condition. ” 40
But it is a passing preoccupation. He refuses to believe in such an eventuality:
“I believe . . . that after that the class struggle, now thousands of years old, having come to an end, no new class will arise to dominate the workers”.
Such a risk, however, would exist if the new society were not to pass beyond its first stage, that of State Socialism, establishing the new order by force, and remaining content with bringing the means of production into common ownership, while the resulting wealth remained private property: “it would lead us back again”, he said, “into a new form of class society”. n Such constraint, based upon a hierarchy of abilities, would, as it went on, keep such-and-such a useful producer in a state of inferiority compared with such-and-such another useful producer, and “you at once have your privileged classes again”. However, William Morris is convinced that such a situation can and must only be temporary and that the abundance attained will allow of passing to the second stage, that of complete communism, embracing distribution as well as production. At this stage, all danger of a recurrence of classes would be finally avoided.44 But here we are coming on to new concepts which must be clarified and precisely defined.
*	*	m
“He lived in no fool’s paradise as to the future,” writes May Morris, “and sometimes spoke to those about him with a patient and friendly kind of wonder of the men who believed in the immediate advent of the Social Revolution, settling on the morrow into a Socialist scheme of things full blown and in working order.” 4
Such illusions were more widespread than we can easily imagine today, and the evidence of Bernard Shaw is interesting in this respect:
“1 remember being asked satirically and publicly at that time how long it would take to get Socialism into working order if I had my way. 1 replied, with a spirited modesty, that a fortnight would be ample for the

purpose. When I add that I was frequently complimented on being one of the more reasonable Socialists, you will be able to appreciate the fervour of our conviction, and the extravagant levity of our practical ideas.
How many times did William Morris, using a phrase that was habitual with him, try to calm the naive impetuosity of militants, telling them that it would not all happen in a catastrophic way and that it was no use expecting "that some Monday morning the sun will rise on a communised world which was capitalistic on Saturday night”! 47 No, he would say to them “this complete Socialism, which is sometimes called Communism, cannot be realized all at once”.48 “. . . We Socialists never dream of building up by our own efforts in one generation a society altogether new.” 49
Here we are touching upon one of the fundamental aspects of Morris's utopian thinking, perhaps even its essential aspect, the one which most clearly reveals its maturity and range. At a time when the English nineteenth-century socialists were, in general, divided between opportunism and anarchism, the first relying on a slow penetration of existing institutions or the installation of rigorous and finalised state socialism, while the others imagined the immediate and violent establishment of absolute egalitarianism, only William Morris, in the wake of Marx and Engels, was able to expound the very theory which was to open the historical perspective for the Marxist parties of the twentieth century, the theory of two stages. The law which will govern social relationships during the first phase is: “From each according to his abilities, to each according to his work”, and in the subsequent and higher phase: From each according to his abilities, to each according to his needs .
1 find it impossible to believe, along with E. P. Thompson, that Morris was able, without knowing of the ideas expressed by Karl Marx in 7 he Critique of the Gotha Programme, to reach them “in his intuitive way” 50 This assertion (which explains nothing) is, after all, only made in the course of a rapid allusion i« Marx’s final paragraph on the second stage. Now, what is most original and remarkable in the famous passage of the Critique, is the part relating to the firs' stage and the analysis of what Marx calls “unequal right’. 1 And it is exsuly this analysis which we find several times over in Morris's writings. Despitentv sincere admiration for his genius and my refusal to see him as nothing but a dreamer, it is difficult for me to believe that he was capable of rising to tlit> theoretical level on his own. On the other hand, it is obvious that, in all the socialist literature of the period, there is never any explicit reference, other than in Marx’s text, to the theory of two stages and even less to this “unequal right” which characterises the first stage. It was necessary to wan for Lenin and the Soviet revolution for the problem to be finally expounded with the vigour conferred by actuality. It is to be expected, then, that this rare anticipation on the part of Marx should have exerted a considerable influence upon the utopian imagination of William Morris. But here is where the mystery begins We find the theory of two stages expressed in Morris’s writings from 1885 among the notes appended to the Manifesto of the Socialist League Now. as i have said. The Cntique of the Gotha Programme, written in 1875. could not appear, because of reservations on the part of the leaders of the German social democratic party, until 1891. The manuscript was in London among Engels's

papers, and I have indicated the importance of the contacts he had with Morris, contrary to traditional opinion, at the time of the split in the Social Democratic Federation and after the establishment of the Socialist League. Was it during the course of these direct contacts with Engels that Morris was introduced to the contents of the manuscript ’' Was it not through the intermediary of Bax, an intimate of Engels and a co-signatory of the Notes appended to the. Manifesto of the League? At the present stage of research, there is no material evidence to settle the point. In my opinion, the rdleof Bax. while not negligible, does not appear to have been decisive It is curious, in fact, that in his own later writings, despite his loquacity about the “morrows of the revolution'', the theory of two stages is not mentioned and it is, on the other hand, interesting to note that Morris, in works written by himself alone, develops this theory, and even, more strikingly, repeats the idea of “unequal right”.
After this brief summary which has enabled me to identify the probable inspiration, ’ we are better able to appreciate the particular characteristics of Morris's thought If, chronologically, the starting point of his thinking was the rediscovery of the “unequal right", it was a polemical preoccupation which led him to develop the idea of two stages and to formulate definitions which are curiously anticipatory of modern terminology. So 1 think it preferable to examine this latter aspect first, as the others will be that much better clarified. It was in 1887 that he gave his lecture, The Policy of Abstention. Morris was then in the acute stage of his anti-parliamentarian period, and he was concentrating his attacks upon what he considered to be parliamentary opportunism. The main enemy was the "parliamentarianism" of the Aveling group, within the League itself, but. beyond this unacceptable ideology he was also thinking of Hvndman's “state socialism” and so, by reaction, he came to define his personal position:
"Now amongst Socialists there are some who think that the abolition of private property in the means of production only would bring about a stable condition of society which would carry out communism no further, that thr product of labour working on raw material and aided by instruments which were common property, should not be common, but would be the prize of energy, industry, and talent, 'to each one according to lus deeds’. .. Those who limit the revolution of Socialism to the abolition of private property merely in the means of production do contemplate a society in which production shall be in tutelage to the State; in which the centralized State would draw arbitrarily the line where public property ends and private property begins, would interfere with inheritance and with the accumulation of wealth, and in many ways would act as a master, and take the place of the old masters; acting with benevolent intention indeed, but with conscious artificiality and by means of the employment of obvious force which would be felt everywhere and would sometimes at least be evaded or even resisted, and so at last might even bring on a new revolution which might lead us backward for a while, or might carry us forward into a condition of true Communism according to the ripeness or unripeness of the State Socialist revolution: in short to some of us it seems as if this view of

Socialism simply indicates the crystallization of what can only be a transitional condition of society, and cannot in itself be stable:... many of us Communists for our part are willing to admit that the communization of the means of production will inevitably lead to the communization of the products of labour also ... So you see there is hardly a question of issue on this point between the Socialists and the Communists ... The opinions as to the means are not quite conterminous with the two schools of so-called Socialists and Communists, but they are nearly so, and naturally- since the former are prepared to accept as a necessity a central all-powerful authoritative government, a reformed edition, one may say, of the State government at present existing; whereas the Communists, though they are not clear as to what will take the place of that in the meanwhile, are at least dear that when the habit of social life is established nothing of the kind of authoritative central government will be needed or endured. ”
Before commenting upon this passage, I think it helpful to compare it with another lecture of Morris’s, given the year before, which completes and clarifies it. He describes in almost the same words the doctrinal differences between the two schools, one advocating an authoritarian state, the single owner of the means of production, the other foreseeing the creation of a federation of communities enjoying the fruits of their labour in common, and their aim would be
“satisfying the needs of each member, only exacting from each that he should do his best according to his capacity towards the production of the common wealth”.
But this is Morris’s conclusion:
“These two views of the future of society are sometimes opposed to each other as Socialism and Communism, but to my mind the latter is simply the necessary development of the former, which implies a transition period. . .54
An initial remark is necessary. William Morris was the first, it seems to me. to use the words socialism and communism to denote on the one hand the two stages of the new society and, on the other, two political doctrines: the first considering the first stage as an end in itself, the second only envisaging tt as» step towards a higher stage The use of these words by Marx and Engels at the time of the Mamfcstm was in a different context, and Engels felt obliged to explain, in his 1840 preface, why the adjective selected had been “communist and not “socialist”: "In 1847 Socialism was a middle-class movement. Communism a working-class movement. ’*56 The two usages, that of Marx aid Engels and the <juite new one of Morris, have continued side by side up to our time, sometimes causing regrettable confusion. For Morris the distinction between socialism and communism was dear: in his mind, it was drawn, sot relative to the past or the present, but relative to the future, which is why be himself preferred the appellation Communist. It is a characteristic stressed by Bernard Shaw in hw reminiscences:
Morris, when he had to define himself politically, called himself a

Communist. Very often, of course, in discussing Socialism he had to speak of himself as a Socialist; but he jibbed at it internally, and flatly rebelled against such faction labels as Social-democrat and the like. He knew that the essential term, etymologically, historically, and artistically, was Communist; and it was the only word he was comfortable with.”'7
One can hold it against Shaw, whose theoretical thinking fell short of Morris’s, that he did not understand the fundamental reason for this choice, but the evidence he provides is none the less of value. In this matter of terminology, moreover, the poet is as precise as it is possible to be, and he ranks himself among the socialists who go all the way, that is, the communists. M It is astounding to observe how most interpreters of Morris, generally through an ignorance of Marxism and often also because of their own political standpoint, have failed to discern in his utopia the constant distinction between the two successive stages, and have inevitably piled up false interpretations and misconstructions, the most frequent of these being, as we shall see,3 the accusation of anarchism. But once again it would not be possible to accuse the poet of having sinned by silence or concealment. Declarations I have already quoted are eloquent. Others are no less so:
“Pure Communism,” he wrote in 1885, “is the logical deduction from the imperfect form of the new society, which is generally differentiated from it as Socialism.” 60
“All genuine Socialists admit that Communism is the necessary development of Socialism.” 41 “. .. true and complete Socialism . . . what I should call communism. ”62
“Communism is in fact the completion of Socialism: when that ceases to be militant and becomes triumphant, it will be Communism. ” 41
One could multiply these quotations, and 1 have selected here only the briefest, but Morris develops the theme of the two stages over pages in lectures such as True and False Socuty or The Policy of Abstention.
• * *
The first stage is characterised by the obligation to work, imposed by constraint and by payment according to the abilities of the individual. But. these abilities being unequal, remuneration will be unequal and so socialism will be “the imperfect form of the new society”. There will result an “unequal right”, such as Marx had defined in The Critique of the Gotha Programme and such as Morris begins to define in Note C which accompanied the second edition of the Manifesto of the Socialist League. I extract a few typical lines:
“The end which true Socialism sets before us is the realization of true equality of condition . . . according to the motto, from each one according to his capacity, to each one according to his needs, but it may be neccesary, and probably will be, to go through a transitional period, during which currency will still be used as a medium of exchange, though of course it will not bear with it the impress of surplus value . , . The com

munity must compel a certain amount of labour from every person not in nonage, or physically or mentally incapable.. . This labour may be arranged on the understanding that each person does an amount of work calculated on the average that an ordinary healthy person can turn out ui a given time ... It is clear that under this system, owing to the difference of capacity one man may have to work a longer and another a shorter time than the estimated average, and thus the result would fall short of the Communistic ideal of absolute equality .. . Finally, we look forward
to the time when any definite exchange will have entirely ceased to
 • . >«*
exist
We must note that this “Communistic ideal of absolute equality’’from now on takes on a very definite aspect and no longer has anything in common with the vague and abstract formulations which Marx deplored. In Morris’s mind it is sufficiently clearly defined for it not to be possible for the first stage, however inevitable it seems, to be anything for him other than a stage. At the very time when this second edition of the Manifesto of the League was published, Moms gave in Bloomsbury that lecture of which no trace remains anywhere, of which 1 found the preparatory notes in Mr. Abramsky’s collection. In it he refers again to the differences in ability from one individual to another. “The solution,” he says, “excellent in its way, that each should have the results of his own labour, leaves out cripples and those most needing assistance. It must therefore be regarded as a very convenient but only rough statement of the object of Socialism." Its only advantage lies in providing a sharp contrast with the much greater inequality that obtains in the present form of society. But absolute equality is impossible on this first phase:
“the old habit of rewarding excellence or special rare qualities with extra money payment will go on for a while, and some men will possess more wealth than others”.
A situation of this kind may even be prolonged at least to the end of the first stage and perhaps slightly beyond.*’ In short, we are only dealing with “the incomplete first stages of a society of equality”, or, more exactly, “a society only tending to equality”.78 It is, naturally, in the lecture delivered at the culminating point of his anti-parliamentarianism, The Policy oj Abstention, that this ' ‘ unequal right ’ ’ seems most unjust to him and most difficult to tolerate for long Note, all the same, that his indignation here is directed, not against the very existence of the first stage, which he regards as inevitable, but against those socialists who would be satisfied with it as a final settlement:
“We see no reason for setting up a higher standard of livelihood for A because he can turn out more work than B, while the needs of the two are just the same, if society is to be of use to B, it must defend him against the tyranny of nature; and if instead of defending him against nature it turns round and helps her to punish poor B for not being bom of the same capacity of developing muscle as A, society is a traitor to B, and he a He be a man of any spirit will rebel against it. ”
rd?Wa m »ub*«luen* years, but to the vcrv end he remained adamant about the temporary nature of this period during which

n>hts would remain unequal. The revolutionary struggle of modern times
“will end in realising a society wherein the means of production are com- munised, and a relative equality of condition as compared with modern capitalistic society will be attained. This and nothing less than this will be the beginning of Socialism in the true sense of the word; but it cannot stop at this point, but must have an immediate further development, and one which we can conceive of as being directly deducible from it. ” ”
This first stage will be “. .. the emancipation of labour, which will be brought about by the workers gaining possession of all the means of fructification of labour; and who, even when that is gained, shall have pure Communism ahead to strive for”.73
Would the obligation to work cease in the second stage, that of communist society? Certainly not: “every one ... as a matter of course would have to pay his toll of some obviously useful work”;74 “all shall produce who are able to do so”. What would be new is that not only the means of production, but the products themselves, would be held in common and “all men’s needs must be satisfied according to the measure of the common wealth ”. '6 It is a curious fact that this idea had been present in a confused way in Morris’s thinking for a long time. In 1880, when he was still a member of the Liberal party, during a lecture containing an ardent apologia on behalf of Gladstone, he made the following remarks, which must have surprised his listeners:
“I think of a country where every man has work enough to do, and no one has too much: where no man has to work himself stupid in order to be just able to live: where on the contrary it will be easy for a man to live if he will but work, impossible ifhe will not (that is a necessary corollary): where every man’s work will be pleasant to himself and helpful to his neighbour; and then his leisure from bread-earning (of which he ought to have plenty) would be thoughtful and rational.”
This vague dream was to take shape and become reasoned cogitation when he discovered Marxism and became familiar with the theory of the two stages. Once over the transition from the first stage in which everyone is remunerated according to his work, he sees more and more clearly in his mind the outline of communist society, the ideal and the aim to achieve, which, as Marx had written, would blazon on its banners: “From each according to his abilities, to each according to his needs.” This formulation appears incessantly in various forms in the course of his militant life, ™ and is the principle which governed life in an England which had reached the second stage in the twenty-second century in the utopian vision of News from Nowhere.
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77 pp. 34-42.
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87  Ibid., pp- 146-7.
88. llnd y p 147,
89  M t p 104.
90  “ the extraordinary fertility of the enclosure, and the variety of the products.
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93.  Ibtd., p. 66.
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98.  Ibid., p. 282.
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102.  Cf Arthur E. MORGAN: Edward Bellamy, pp IX, 172, 230, 247.
103.  May MORRIS, I, p. 503.
104.  Cf. Henry PELLING: The Origins of the Labour Party, p. 101.
105 This article, simply entitled “Looking Backward” {Commonweal, 22June, 1889,p. i 94/1—II, 195/1), is reproduced in May MORRIS, II, pp. 501-7. In order to avoid any confusion in references, I shall quote the title of Bellamy’s novel when 1 am referring the reader to it and simply mention May Morris’s work when referring to the article.
106. . .the author has sought to alleviate the instructive quality of the bool by casting it in the form of a romantic narrative, which he would be glad to fancy not wholly devoid of interest on its own account” {Looking Backward, Preface, p. 2).
107.  May MORRIS, II, pp. 501-2.
108.  V. DUPONT: L’Ulopte et te roman utoptque dans la litterature anglaise, p. 754.
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110 Looking Backward, ch. VIII, pp. 27-8.
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130.  Cf. A. E. MORGAN, ibid., pp. 372-4.
131.  Ibid., p. 298.
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144.  Ibid., p. 321.
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Part II Chapter HI
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(US. P‘ EM^WA. "Htoto ^itoi 4o rtomtot M*»* dto	ifttv	tw	4?/Mt
t2l t	ItotoNH	mm	**	*****	«wM	},	m,	IVonp*'
Wl It «to ffltf htrl It (Jk&gtf t%
i^o {ft 4HS rKpNwci (to wmr opifuoA 222 4 .Nmrrnhff ttoll,	<>/#*#to f,'&nnpwdrorr, I, p SI^
ti) |jmrfi to Vrf. 24 jmuary IM4. (.*■***■ pupdhwi>	or*	rf	dim,	II, pp 2>-4,
224 l^ifpit to P l^dorpvr. 20 Mtotl ISA*,	-t^/4r^	Conwpoa/rtr,	I	p
221 I>prl« to I^omto (jfiifiii1. 21 April 1116, Mif.W, vol. to .	p. 474.
22t Itoprto SQf|f 29 April 1404, tto, II, p SI
72n He mrUimrd. m ftoit tnn ' I wi orntnvamtoliot it ol) (to	lito.	iw)	I	*m
pn*»d of ihf f#ttoM 14#wi ol ito /2I Ammmi M&ttng of <4 SEAft t^- Mop MORRfV I, p 147).
22# WoHrr (’KAM> HVtfw \4omt It Wkttti-ff, pp 4 And 9.
229. H Hoiltdoy SPAHUN(» TV AWtontf Anroto 14 itfi fi?& Uoffu, p 40 2SO R Pace ARNOT WUUmm l/ami £to Va W dr Sfyih.. p	4t;
231 f Knyrii io ttwri tolarfOf, 14 Morrh lto(2, Fn^rit-1jtfarfu*	f mrtip+nAt***.	HE	p
144).
2S2 K P THOMPSON /V Canwntor <>/ WW/wr .Wtmi, pp 5*%
23.1 MarkTotrli Arrhim, t. SO70-142, I I 1.0 . Amtfrrdom Thi* totirr co#»no4 hove been written tn ISAS, brtiutt in Mon h of thot yror thrrr appmrrd thr mo)iir orti- clr by Kngfli mentioned above It would hove been taoniahita; bad M«rn* ap- proarhed Kinidi again tmmrdtately afterwards, parfiraiiorty without omiiihi ony rrftrtnrf to the arttrie If •errm more prot>abto that it was written *ft the following year, at a time when fiersonol contact was leas Ir«|Mfnt and Morris would not have had thr opportunity of making the recparst eerboify 234 iMfwnottit'tal, 15 May IHA6. p 55/11 2.15 /W, 13 November tllA, p. 242/1.
236 I- hngeU to tours l«af*rgue. 2.1 May tlK). E*ufth>LaPi'guJ	&«**'»• j/'wdrnee.	I,	p
354.
2S? J Kngets to Hrbfi, 3H August inH6 MEW. ml 14, p. S|U 238 E Krigeit to Laurs Lsfargue, 1.1 -September 18H6. Artgrl>- f**t<a*gttt ( <#rr*ip**rtdrn ". I. p 370.
219 I' KngHc to (jiura bafargue 21 \1*v !HH?. >ht/i If. p 4( »ee Mint b»* letter* of 2fi April (p 34) and 7 June (p 44). Similarly »er fetters from E.ngel* to Sorgr at 21 April («p. r«f., p. 89), 4 May	(t> 91) and 4 June tpp 97-A)
240.  See below, Part til,	chapter	IV.
241.  "< )n account of Aveling, indeed, many people krpt away brotn E.ngeU’ hwift* (Ed. BERNSTEIN. My Term *f E»ito, p 2*32)
242 After MotrU*s death, his son-in-law Sparling wrote to Awhtg to try to recrrver thi* money, and Avrling replied, on 1st December 1996, that he was not m a position to )iay fin 27 August !§93, he hod mode a similar reply to Morns (B M Add Ms*. 45 345 and 45 344)
24 V lo Dr john Giant, 23 Srptemlwt til? <R. |‘ ARNOT H <Hutm Afwtu, /to Afoa. oW Ito ,WyM. p. 84).
244  |\> laorii lafatKue, 25 Marth I8HM. Hottgrlli (in(toiMm. Pan* Ttosr pomti appeared in	on	13 Aped, 27 July, 21 September,	t?	October,	28
December 1889 and	12 April	1890 in a totter to EugeU in Nowntof	1889,	laura
lofarguc refers with satisiartkm to these appearances (Lm^nrgmt (tor^MsiMa, U, p 147), See Appendix II, p 58?
245  p UiUfgur lo I Engel*. 26 May and 2 June 1889, jtod, U. )*p 761 atuj 269
246  ve THOMPSON, p 615, Engels to l^iura Lofatgue. 3 May 1892. tEAf»fr>Egfto|** Crnn*p**4*n**. (il. p 171V slid MKW, vol: W. p. 112. n )
24?. | |t|fU o> Aug Motnbergei. 9 hlarch 1894. ME-VV, wd .19, p, 2)7,
248  Engeh to S<agr 21 March 1894, CmwtpmAomt finpiy Ai*rn of dowr-i, 11, p J15
249  Jo the Rev ftourge Rauitvwi. 2 April 1H88 fjtms, p 282 *59 f ■ j»/«d H*M )*u« IVVm Ta/, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 411
2M .,!>? sad (to Nfk< I^> May MORRIS, IE p .189. \ftrsn and/to H'*> tKt. 1884.

ibid. p. 160; At a Picture Show, 1884. ibid., pp. 415-6; Manifest* oj the Saoahu I mm 1885, THOMPSON, pp 849-50; Dawn of a Sax Epoch, 1885, Stgm. pp Tnu and False Sanity. 1886. JACKSON, pp. 304-6; The End mot ike Mem l£fe May MORRIS, II, pp. 429-31; Communism, i.e. Property. 1892, ?bed, pp 34*4 Socialism, in Growth and Outcome, pp. 233-41.
252.  A Dream of John Bali, Nonesuch, p. 252.
253.  See, among other texts. Speech on Opening Ike Fourth Armml Loon Exhbem Whitechapel, 1884. May MORRIS, II, p. 16?; How We Ltoe and Horn We Might Lut, 1884. Nonesuch, pp. 569-71 and 575; The Depression of Trade, 1885. LL Mlkl. p. 119; Socialism. 1885, May MORRIS, II, pp. 195-6; The End and the Mom, IM ibid., pp. 425-8; A Dream of John. Ball, 1886, Nonesuch, p. 254; Socialism, its (jronk and Outcome, pp. 272-3.
254.  On this point, it is appropriate to add the following to the references given ir. the preceding note: Architecture and History, 1884, C W . XXII. p 313; Misery end Ike Way Out, 1884, May MORRIS, II, p. 153; Art and Socialism, 1884, Nonesuch, p 638, What Socialists Want, 1884, LE MIRE, p 219; Doom of a Neu Epoch. 1885.
pp. 183-4.
255.  See Art and Socialism, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 637; The Depression of Trade, 1885, L£ MIRE, pp. 119-23; Art and its Producers, 1888. JACKSON, pp. 213-5; The Arts mi Crafts of To-Day, 1889, ibid,, p. 237; Address at the 12th Atonal Meeting of the SPAB 1889, May MORRIS, I, p. 155; News from Nowhere, 1890, Nonesuch, pp 87,89,
90.
256.  The Communist Manifesto, p. 35.
257.  I cite particularly: Useful Work versus Useless Toil, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 613; Hem Wt Lure and How We Might Life, 1884, ibtd , p. 572; True and False Society, 1886, JACKSON, pp. 303-16; The End and the Means, 1886, May MORRIS, II, p 429, The Tables Turned, 1887, ibid., pp 529-30; Monopoly. ., 1887, JACKSON, pp 204-6, London tn a State of Siege, 1887, May MORRIS, II, pp. 254-5, hem poo Nowhere, Nonesuch, pp. 71-3, 77, 104; The Socialist Ideal, 1891, JACKSON, p 324, Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p 23
258.  It is relevant to remark, moreover, that ini he Origin of the Family Engels, when discussing the succession of Western social structures, completely omitted thu problem.
259.  JACKSON, pp. 300-6.
260.  1 cite Art, Wealth and Riches, 1883, ibid, p. 123; Letters, p 175, An ad Ijsbour, 1884, LE MIRE, pp. 94-118; Manifesto of the Socialist League, 1885 THOMPSON, p. 853; The Hopei of Civilization, 1885, Signs, pp. 89-96, ete
261.  The Communist Manifesto, p. 30.
262.  Cf. Art under Plutocracy, 1883, JACKSON, pp. 138-9.
263.  The Communist Manifesto, p. 26.
264.  Capital, p. 837.
265.  The Hopes of Civilization, 1885, Signs, p. 109.
266.  I cite, among others. Letters, pp. 176, 190-206; Art under Ptvtwtky, 0*83 JACKSON, p 151; How We Lav* and How We Might Live, 1884, Nonesuch, p 57$, Art and labour, 1884, LE MIRE, p. 117; Commercial War, 1885, May MORRIS. It. p. 3H; The Depression of Trade, 1885, LE MIRE, p. 129; Equality, 1888, Mav MORRIS, II. p. 203.
267 Capita!, p. 837. The same formulation is used in Socialism, its Growth and Ouuomt pp. 266-7.
268.  The Hopes of Civilization, 1885, Signs, p. 107.
269.  R. RtJYER. L’Utopie et Us atopies, pp. 63-6.
270 (. FRO’ZSCHE: William Morns' Soziahsmm und anarihutischer Katnmumsms p 54
271. K. MARX: 7he f8lh Rrumatre of Louts Bonaf*arie, p. 13.
272 F. ENGELS: Souahsm, Utopian and Scientific, p. 73.

273.  ‘Facing the Worst of it”. Commonweal, 19 February 188^, p. 60/1.
274.  A Fatten as it Might Be. 1884. Nonesuch, p. 646.
275.  Communism, 1893 tM., p. 661.
276 1 cite particularly; Art and the People. 1883, May MORRIS. II. p. 403-4, Horn- 14* ha* mi Hew We Might Lice, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 586; Letters, p. 207; Cemmercsai War. 1885, May MORRIS, II. p. 311: The End and the Means, 1886, ibid., p. 422, “Leaking Backward", 1889, May MORRIS, II. p. 504; Socialism, its Gnneth and Outcome. p. 19; The Proems* of May, 1896, May MORRIS, II, p. 362.
2r7. MARX and ENGELS: The German Ideology, p. 646.
278 The Society of the Future, 1888, May MORRIS, II, p. 436.
279. See below, pp 490-1.
280  F. ENGELS: Socialism. Utopian and Scientific, p. 82.
281  The Gotha Rawed, I, 1884, LE MIRE, p. 64. Two pages further on, Morris repeats: “that liberty or knowledge of necessity1'. Le Mire accompanies this passage with the appallingly revealing note: “No source has been found for this paraphrase, though it approximates roughly to the utilitarian position’' (p. 344 of the original typewritten edition).
282. Egmdity, 1888. May MORRIS, II. p. 202.
283  fhtd.
284  K MARX Capital, p. 198.
285.  Ibid
286.  K. MARX: Cntvgne of the Gotha Programme, p. 31.
287 K. MARX. Capital. p. 462.
288.  Ibid. pp 396-9.
289.  /bod., p. 534.
290.  Hod,, p 387.
291.  The Communist Manifesto, p 35.
Part III, Chapter I
I See above, pp. 68*73
2. [bookmark: bookmark195]lettm. p 236.
3 13 May, 1885, ibid
· 1 am Jn tow spirits about the prospects of our ‘party’.” {ibid.)
5 In 1890, m his last contribution to Commonweal, Moms, referring to the first years of struggle, well described this initial uncertainty: “When we first began to work together, there was little said about anything save the great ideals of Socialism; and so far oft did we seem from the realisation of these, that we could hardly think of any means for their realisation, save great dramatic events which would make our lives tragic indeed, but would take us out of the sordidness of the so-called ‘peace* of civilisation. With the great extension of Socialism, this also is changed1 (‘‘Where Are We Now?*’, Commonweal, 15 November 1890, p 361/11, Mav MORRIS, II, p. 515).
6  “But as it is, the best thing one can wish for this country at least is, mcseems, tome great and tragical circumstances, so that if they cannot have pleasant
·  life . they may at least have a history and something to think of. . v* (To Mrs. Alfred Baldwin, 26 March 1874, Lnutt, p. 62).
7 [bookmark: bookmark196] /fi/., p. 64.
8.  •*. . I fear that 1 mutt say that if it does not come about, u will be owing to some turn of events which we cannot at present foresee * {Tht Utier Arh, Nonesuch* p. 501).
9.  The Later Arit of Lift, MACMILLAN, p. 229
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· [bookmark: bookmark198] Ve 4{Knr. pp W%>$
^ w,n^ar\ ** nude for himself <4 three Nord* M«-k \4a, k Ul k! s. tXmng his \ean at Oxford he had pasttwuith- mated & b 1
«***.	Mythedagy. mwhtehthe mtthoftbe *gf**rfiUm*dfttesute!?*'
deep a<va)> **s Nevertheless. \ think it wtnild be gomg to* tor u» i^as’4« *$ 4T.*,* truqmratiou m Morris s revolutionary thinking. as Kad Ltmibrriiw, his	Afih'k /V \.sW	*f m/tew	Atets ate Mr te a/ * ti’. **•,* *
far	as to write "Morris's ideal for the future, in its method of *»*mmrni	s~
Us result, h almost identical with the Doom of the Gods, the mg* ratted* \ arid \ v>uiHter Eddas" \f<mgu«u*e ate htfmhor t’nivroitv ol Mnhti*n be* », X, I933v p. JS4V
·  - the Beware *»/ /.iM 188(1, Nonesuch, pp. >38-9
■ ■'	Is	Mkfrro j» tte AVter Srvtety.	Sottmgham.	1881, Mav MORRIS, I, p iw
M.	4ft	ate the ih&fr. 188A, Mas	MORRIS,	IX p 393.
·  > "No, rather than art should live this poor thin life among a less csrepiioufil rum
despising tfosse beneath them foe an ignorance for which they thenurfon irr responsible. for a brutality that they will not struggle with, - rather than tins, I would that the world should indeed sweep a wav all art lor • while “ (/ W Iaw Arty, 187 % Nonesuch, p. 515). - "It would be far better for us to accept the other alternative, the frank rejection of art. . " (.4*f ate thr Bmite of thr Lsrtt llti, JACKSON, p. 165).
lb . Art must go under . " (To Mrs. Burne-Jones, 17 January 1887. Uttm,p I 57), V striking form of the barbaric degradation of our civilisation seemed it)he, in Morris’s eyes, in the loss of all sense of history* and respect for the past, such a was evinced, for example, in the misguided "restoration” of ancient monuments, in “those acts of barbarism which the modem architect, parson, and squirt call rearoration". (Letter to Thr Athenaeum, 5 March 1877, Irttm, p 8S)
17.  The taste* Arts, 1877. Nonesuch, p. 500-
18.  ihod-, p. 50 K In 1882. similarly, he wrote:" . the fiekl of art may have to lie Wte* for a w hile that the weeds may be know n for what they are, and be burnt in the end" (The Lesser Arts	of Life, MACMILLAN, p 178)
19. The Lester Arts, 18"?.	Nonesuch, pp 502 and 515
20>	". . .The more and more obvious death of art before it rises again	’ <29 Attest
1882, latuers, p. 161);	14. . .the arts have got to die, what is left of them. More tin
can be born again" (2t August 1.880, ibid.. p 1B0).
21.  “Lastly1 am so confident that this equality will hr gained, that I ataprtpatrdw accept as a consequence of the process of that gain, the seeming disappearance o! w hat art is now left us; because I am sure that it will be but a temporary' k»* tote foil owed by a genuine new birth of art, which will be the spontaneous rapiewHt of the pleasure of life innate in the whole people” {The fkeprt Afaag ¥ 4e Struggle. 1893, Letters, p 356; May MORRIS, II, p. 522)
22.  See below, chap- IV.
23.  "The Worker's Share of Art", Commonweal, April 1885, pp. 18/11, f9/1
24.  ‘"The Development of Modern Society", Comommweai, 19 July 18*8), p 22V& 226/1; Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 25. Cf. ENGELS: Ike Oeigt* of the Tam iy, Private fhoperiy and the Slate, ch. II.
25.  "Now in the Midmark itself were many Houses of men; for by that wordthev Bad called for generations those who dwelt together under one token of kinship" {Tht Horns* of the 14 otfings, CW, XIV, p. 4). Cf ENGELS, op sit . p I60.n l
26	.I>escent in the Gena was traced wholly through the mother, and conse
quently the women were the recognised predominant element therein (Socialism, iu Grwvlh and Outcome, p. 26). CL The Development of Modern Sonets, tW p. 226/1; ENGELS, op. tit., p. 57.
27. The Devetofancnt of Modern Society, ibid.: Socialism, its Gnmth ami (hurmu p 2>;
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in See j|«, Ih, Ifrm oj >f“ H »(«><£<. |>. *> f ilw «»
tfJORLS. <f	th<. wm(.n „{ thrli own lUmse-1« tin- W,.Hu* m-n -H
one	listers	they must needs wed with the Hatttnga ot the
or'amh Houses of the Mark « were not *. ih«r akm m
I * -I of the Wolf -uul thb was ,t Uw that none dreained ^ breaking i tht
the	p	it>	^*shf	w*« of the kindred with whom she « h.rS and thr
***** ^ „	-	,ht,	c...» ,mW| wedded, whnh was indeed far a wav kmdted ol
*reat men «» me
LL*tTjii.iftif * »f 3/term Sonet*. . .Wtetrm. itt Gmcth and Hi
l iweb indicates (#■ p °4) that until the publication ol Mmg<
there wav total conlution between the genx and the trifo
<i«ainv and endogamy had given rise to ludicrous interpfriatmu
amwara not to have known of Morgan, and* a* he was dealmg with tbr*e nsatters
m taiHc*. it «eem« dillicult to imagine that he could have drawn hta knowledge frurn
anvtme other than Engel®, either directly or indirectly. However, »i must be notic-
ed that hi* exi»o*ition of gentile society was less c omplete than that **l Engels, who
rstahtished the series gen* - phratrv - tribe - confederation of tribes - people,
(Op tw, particularly pp- 97*104),
*J Jke /ktWtete*) Modern S&tirty, • hid , Stmuhpa. */» (death and OuUame, p 24, / rue W fdn Wwn. 18H6. JACKSON, p 300, ENGELS, op at . paatm Y) tv Hmeiefment «f Modem Satiety, I kid : ENGELS, op at, pp 96, 115 >1 \crorditHt as such coum ils (which they called Hungs) were of the House or of she Midmark or of the whole Folk, they were held at the due 1 hmg-Stead* in the Wood aloof from either acre or meadow (as was the custom of our forefathers for long after) and at such I lungs would all the men of the f louse or the Midmark or the Folk be present man by man" (The House of the llotfmgi, G.W.. XIV', p, 7). 37 “As n» a meeting-place, were there any small matters between man a ml man, these ««iW the Alderman or one of the Warden* deal with, sitting in f 3mtrt with the nrtghtxHim on the wide space }u*t outside the Gate: but if it were to do with greater matter*, such as manslayings and blood-wite* or the making of war or the ending ol it, or the rhon*ing of thr Alderman and Wardens, such matter* must be put off to the Folk mote, which could but be held in the place alorrsatd where was the L>nonv-rtng and the Altar of the God*; and at that Folk mote both the N>rpherd-F*»lk and the W'oodtand-Carle* foregathered with the Dalesmen, and duh had their *ay" (The Pooh of the Mountain*. C* VV . XV', p *?>- G }ke threlapment of Modem Society, ib\d , CL ENG ELM. -P at , p, 106.
34 Jessie K( H ‘M \NOVA 7Ar Aatheiu hirpo** of WtUimn Mot ns in the (Ionic** of his late fw Homernot, pp 99-307 *** '*! am reminded here, by the by. of the German professor who, after the Wolfing* t ame out, wrote and asked learned question* about the Mark, expec ting, I fear, equaltv learned answers from our Poet who sometimes dreamed realities without having documentary evidence of (Item" (C W., XIV, p XXV). fo I hsimerestrd and unwelcome homage was paid to the book from another point o| view boon after it had appeared, a friend found Morrt* ift otsr of hii cxpbsivr moments after a letter he had received from a “fool of a German" the writer, a dbunfinished archaeologist, said that he had hitherto regarded himself a* being acquainted with ail the qmtlen in exUteoce. from whk h kmrwledipr might be drawn with regard to Teutonic life in it* later tribal ftUigf, when the Romans held Caul, but that he now found hitnwtf in the perse me of higher fear ning that mliari lum to humility. He therefore begged his honoured, illustrious and most erudite colleague 10 indicate the newly found tfvellm to whn h alone he tmild aitriWr the miraculous and nrver-to-be-ovrrpraised fullness and accuracy of the redintegra- tkm before him. 'Down) the fool realize, ’ demanded Morris at the top «f hi* ware, "that It’s a romance, a work of (letkm - that it’* all LILV Hitn t the pedantic as*

iW heard of creative imagination, or known as artist of any kind?.. Ex bide Her ,ulem, don’t you know? .Just as old Owen could fill out an extinct bird with onlv a bone or two to go upon, an artist who knows his business can fill out an epoch on the strength of half a dozen detail* . Well, more than half a dozen, but all the same ' (H Halliday SPARLING: The Kelmscott Press anti William Mom hi asttr-Craft smart, p. 50).
3? "Yet this much 1 will say: if our civilization is to carry us no further, to nothing better, I for one wish we had never gone so far; and there must be many of the same nund: rather than we should never be older than we are, I would we had all together been shepherds or what not among the hills and valleys, men with little knowledge, but desiring much, rough men if you please but not brutal; with some sort of art among them, genuine at least and spontaneous; men who could be moved by poetry and story; working hard yet not without leisure; getting drunk sometimes, quarrelling sometimes, even to dry blows; nay if the times were heroic enough sometimes with point and edge: neither malicious nor over soft-hearted; well pleased to live and ready to die - in short, men, free and equal’’ (Of the Popular or Decorative Arts. 1880-81, May MORRIS, II, 70-1).
38 Art and Socialism, 1884. Nonesuch, p. 635.
39.  Early England, 1886, LE MIRE, p. 163.
40.  Cf. ENGELS, op. cit., pp. 177-8; for example: “Their individual ability and courage, their sense of freedom, their democratic instinct which in everything of public concern felt itself concerned.. .what else were they than the characteristics of the barbarian of the upper stage - fruits of his gentile constitution? (p. 177).
41.  The Haase of the Wolfings, C.W'., XIV, p. 145.
42.  17 November 1888, Letters, p. 302.
43.  The House of the Wolfings, ibid., pp. 45-6.
44.  ", . .1 must, at least, try to make you understand that the whole of the duties of a freeman in this society had reference to the community of which he formed a part, and that he had no interests but the interest of the community; the assertion of any such private interests would have been looked upon as a crime, or rather a monstrosity, hardly possible to understand" (The Development of Modem Society,
ibtd,).	.
45.  “In this early period the individual is so far from feeling no responsibility to the community, that all his responsibilities have relation to the community (/he)
Ms “ Every freeman had to take his share of responsibility for carrying on the business of the community" fEarly England, 1886, LE MIRE, p. 166).
4* '\Sinte an Eagle could not marry an Eagle, the Eagles must either get their wives by violent robbery .or have some other society at hand into which they could marry, and who could marry into their society. It used to be thought that the violent robbery was the method, but I believe that the second was the one used I Tkt Dexfapment of Modern Society, ibtd.).
48.  The House of the H'offutgs, CW-, XJV, p 170.
49.  Satiatum. stt Grouitk and Outcome, p. 21.
SO The Ernes of the Mouutoms, C.W., XV, p. II.
31 “■'The Pnxnise of May", Justice, 1st May 1896. p. 5/II; May MORRIS, II. p 361-
52- ".. ,tfce heahhy barbarism out of «hkJ) our present society has grown..'(The Hopes of Ctutiucatum, 1885, Signs, p, 85).
53. “UdwnM’peoples thrusting on mbs Europe; nation mingling with nation, and bk»d with blood, the old classical cudinnrnoj a gone for ewer ’ ( The History ef PoUero-Demtyang, 1<79, MACMILLAN, p. 155).
;i • The dad dtawa of life that is gave expression to was freedom - the freedom of the many ~ mxtee reahn of an at least" (ibid., p 165)
55. [bookmark: bookmark199]* The period cf barbarism or disorder was long doubtless, but the new order rose ot« «f> at last bngb* and dent * ArOttSeOm* and History. \ BM MORR15 I

56.  “Did the world go back. . . when the remnants of the ancient civilizations were overwhelmed by the barbarism which was the foundation of modern Europe? We can all see that it did not” (The Arts and Crafts of To-day, 1889, JACKSON, p. 241).
57.  It is to the point to observe in passing that the same idea is expressed by Engels (op. cit., pp. 171 and 178): “Only barbarians,” he writes, “arc able to rejuvenate a world in the throes of collapsing civilization.” (p. 178).
58.  Art and Socialism, 1884, Nonesuch, pp. 635-6.
59.  Of the Popular or Decorative Arts, 1880 or ’81, May MORRIS, II, p. 68.
60.  Art and Socialism, ibid., p. 635.
61.  “The Development of Modern Society”, Commonweal, 16 August 1889, p. 261/1.
62.  The Hopes of Civilization, 1885, Signs, p. 109.
63.  Art and Socialism, ibid., p. 636.
64.  The Development of Modem Society, ibid.
65.  Of the Popular or Decorative Arts, ibid., p. 68.
66.  Individualism at the Royal Academy, May MORRIS, II, p. 142.
67.  Clearly we are not taking into account here the anti-religious aspect of the myth of the “noble savage” and, in particular, its implicit criticism of the dogma of the Fall. I readily accept that this rationalist content, of undeniable significance, is of great importance, but my approach is on a different level.
68.  The History of Pattern-Designing, 1879, MACMILLAN, p. 165.
69.  Mews from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 168.
70.  One can well imagine what William Morris’s reaction would have been in the face of atomic or thermonuclear terrorism!
71.  The Aims of Art, 1886, Nonesuch, pp. 601-2.
72.  hews from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 123.
73.  Equality, 1888, May MORRIS, II, p. 201.
74.  K. MARX: Introduction to the Hegelian Philosophy of Right, Selected Essays, pp. 13-6.
75.  See below, chap. X.
76.  ENGELS, op. cit., p. 178.
77.  Ibid., p. 124.
78.  Ibid., p. 204.
79.  The Arts and Crafts of To-day, 1889, JACKSON, pp. 241-2
Part III, Chapter II
L W. B. YEATS: “The Happiest of Poets”, The Fortnightly Remew, March 1903, p. 539.
2.  The Aims of Art, 1886, Nonesuch, p. 588
3.  The Depression of Trade, 1885, LE MIRE, p. 134.
4 "Ease and happiness, which, believe me, is the birthright of every man. (ibid., p. 135).
5.  “ What it the object of Revolution ? Surety to make people happy Revolution having brought its foredoomed change about, how can you prevent the counter- revolution from setting in except by making people happy?" (News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 86).
6.  "The Reward of Labour”, Ommoneeal, 28 May 1887, p. 171/11
7.  i shall be content, as is my unfailing habit, to refer to Morri vs own evidence. On 9 January 1896, only nine months before his death, the poet replied to an American correspondent who had asked whether he had changed his mind about Socialism "I have not changed my mind on Socialism”. The italics are Morris’s 'MACKAIL, 11. p 292).
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14  *4I think those day* will come, wilt! as thr prophecy seems” (Mr, MmtsmAri At attest, Ihr Mamhritr trumimn* 21 October 1882, reprinted by The Willwm M orris Stitjfty, p. 7).
15  “Wr who once were fools and dreamers thrn shall br thr brave and wue” (A// for the Gnu*, Chants fat	o 9), Similarly, hr wrote: v\ . true it is a dream, but drearm have l>efore now come about of things so good and netessary to us, that we •carcrly think of them more than of thr daylight, though once people had to live w ithout them, without rvrn thr hope of them'* (Thr lesser Arts, 1877, Nonesuch,p, St*).
16  fottue and Swtohstm. 1K85. Abntmsky Collection See Appendix 1. p. S79
17  indeed for my part though I find much stupidity and more ignorance in the world. I find but little taofcr*" (Letter to the Rev. Oswald Birchall, 7 November t*87, B.M. Add Mss 45 374).
18  W Sea wen BLUNT My Thants, p. 229. Which is why one can only regard with scepticism the entry of 2 June 1891: “With Morris too, whom 1 again saw much of, 1 found the same political despondency. He had just published his “News from Nowhere" The picture he draws in it of social communism is pretty, but he, too.
U not very hopeful of its ewer coming true" (lbid> pp. 52-3).
19.  Jjttter to W, Manaon, 23 January 1881, Walthamstow Mss, J. 532. Mackail, who quotes fragments of this letter (If, pp. 92-3) dates it 1883, despite the evidence of the original, and this would seem more probable, Rossetti having died on 9 April
1882.
20.  IS August 1S69, B.M Add Mss. 45 342; cf. Philip HENDERSON: William Morns t ku left, Work and Fnend$> p. 104,
21.  “ Mrs. Morris too was a great dreamer, and they used to compare notes together {Memoruds of G. B. j., IF, p. 6); see also Oswald DOUGHTY: A Victorian Roman- (k ,p. 355.
22  To Mrs. Coronio, Summer 1876 (Letters, p. 78). May Morris dates this letter during the month of March (C.W , XII, p. VII).
23  To Jane Alice Morris, 21 May 1886, ibtd., p. 254. Philip Henderson, who has little sympathy for Morris's political ideas, solemnly explains in a note that this dream meant that Moms feared that socialism might become a reality in his lifetime!
24  A Dream of John Boil, Nonesuch, pp. 198-9.
'25. tfetm from Amthert, ibid., p. 132.
26. * Yes, surely* and if others can see it as I have seen, then it may be called a vision rather than a dream” {Newt from Mori here, thud, p 197).
27 " Bm *udden,y j a* « «JC a black cloud rolling along to meet me like a mghtmare of my childish day,; and tor a while I was conscious of nothing else
wb"h"1 w- w*,k'"''»' *»i * iyin® a. i
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33 Tl„ Sandy of the Mm, 1888. M«y MORRIS, II, p 463.
14 " SomrHiTin whro I urn Hit and dbirtg nothin*. pl«w*nl v>»lon*	,„,t mc „j
thr thirwi ilint may be”, hr wrote in 1831 in a letter to hi« mother	,,	lr>)
IV 7wnnh of Trmt in Iceland, 1871-1873, C.W , VIII, p 16*
16. iMltfu p 275,
37.  To Mrs Alfred Baldwin, 22 Otlohrr 1873, ibtd, p. 59
38. [bookmark: bookmark205] May MORRIS, I, p. 439.
39.  “I do to hate ,fvfrythini| vai(Uf in politics m wfll ms in iirt (MAC-KAII., IJ „ j> 8) This need for precision haw \*ni nrMly summarised by Francis Mey/Hl “Morris believed in design. Hr wanted society to be designed, hr wanted economics to hr designed, just an he wanted chairs, curtains, books to hr designed - not to be left to haphazard competition and greed” (Appreciations, p. 27).
40.  To Mrs. Burne-Jones, 31 October 1885, letters, p. 242
41.  Meun from Notohere, Nonesuch, p. 4,
42.  The Beauty of Life, 1880, Nonesuch, p. 564.
43.  The Prospects of Architecture m Civilisation, 1881, JACKSON, p. 272.
44.  “And o’er the weltering tangle a glimmering light is shed (The Day u Cotntng, Chanty for Socialists, 1885, p. 5; C.W., IX, p. 181).
45.  “When once we see the light of life / Gleam through the tangle of to-day” (Drau>~ mg near the Light, 1888, C.W., IX, p. 188),
46. .	.And	the knowledge of their progress cannot fail to rouse our imaginations
into picturing for ourselves that life at once happy and manly which we know social revolution will put within the reach of all men” (A Factory m it Might Be, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 646).
47.  “When happy dreams have just gone by,
And left us without remedy
Within the unpitying hands of life” (The Earthly Paradise, p. 217).
48.  /hid., pp. 225-6.
49.  “I walked along with the others musing as if I did not belong to them” (A Dream of John Ball, Nonesuch, p. 237),
50.  “I stammered as I yea-said him; for John Ball was looking strangely at me with a half-smile, and my heart beat anxiously and fearfully. . (Ibtd., p. 241).
51- “I felt anxious to speak to my companion, and witha! I felt that I must hasten, or for some reason or other I should be too late” (Ibid., p. 263).
•52.	.	They	asked me a great many questions about the country I came from and
the manners of life there, which I found rather puzzling to answer; and doubtless what answers I did give were puzzling enough to them” (flews from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 160).
53.  “. . .[ should like to have gone on talking with the older man, who could understand something at least of my wonted ways of looking at life, whereas, with the younger people, in spite of all their kindness, I really was a being from another planet” (Ibid., p. 126).
54. . .1 rather felt as if the old man, with his knowledge of past times, and even a kind of inverted sympathy for them caused by his active hatred of them, was as it were a blanket for me against the cold of this very new world, where I was. so to say, stripped bare of every habitual thought and way of acting” (Ibid., p. 96).
55.  Ibtd., p 127.
56.  Ibid., p 194.
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l»4. f Kvcti. CAK K< ILL ‘William Morris among the Reds”, £wmmf 23Scm^ 1W3, p 451/11	F
tit, Ur«« * GLAS! f K Wttlmm M&rw and the harly Days of the Socialist Movement p 151 67 | W MACKAlIi, Ah Address, , n p.
6f. Introduction to the (Aubicr) bilingual edition of N&mlles de mile part, p. 19 6V All thf same, Iff roe quote the opinion of Edouard Guyot:	. .it is as poet and at-
tint mu<h more than as politician and sociologist that Morris sees the future Suppress all that is bad and ugly in modern society and replace it with things that delight both heart and mind, that, according to him, is what is needed. The earth must be. given back its charm and freshness, all labour must become a work of art that the labourer will love - and that is all” (L 'Idee Socialists chez William Moms, p. 94).
70. H M HYNDMAN: The Record of an Adventurous Life, p. 361; Letters, p. 331.
71  - Letter to Dr. John Glasse, 17 February 1890, published by R. Page ARNOT'
William Morm, the Man and the Myth, p. 104.
72  To Bruce Glasier, 7 October 1890, Letters, p. 328.
73.  'News from Nowhere is already printed in America, and I am going to print it here for a shilling'* (To Bruce Glasier, 3 December 1890, Letters, p. 330). Morris does not appear ever to have been put out or worried by the fact that this American edition was a pirate one.
74.  “News from Nowhere, yes, I did authorize it to someone recommended by the party; Bebei, I think. As to John Ball I do not think I have, and you arc welcome to it. and I should be glad if you would do so" (To Andreas Scheu, 18 September 1893, Letters, p 355). - In fact, it was Liebknecht’s wife who translated News from Nowhere into German. On 27 March 1896, Liebknecht, hearing of Morris's failing health, wrote him a warm and friendly letter which ended with the words: “Au revoir, dear Morris? My wife, who translated your splendid ‘News from Nowhere sends her love." (B.M. Add. Mss. 45 345).
75.  “He was immensely pleased when I told him that I	had	read	his	Newt from
Nowhere, and that Ann also had read it" (W. Sea wen BLUNT: My Dtanes, p. 55); “He read us out several of his poems. . .He did it as if he were throwing a bone to a dog, at the end of each piece breaking off with 'There, that's it	\ as much as to say.
‘You may take it or leave it as you please'." (.Ibid,, p.	57),
76. .	.we then adjourned to the Socialist meeting, where he read the conversational
chapters in News from Nowhere. ” (Sydney Cockerell's Dianes, 2 August 1891, B.M- Add Mss. 52 722 (24).)
11, News from Nowhere, p. 126.
78 “Yet, slight and fantastic as it is, it has been translated into three European languages, and has probably spread the knowledge of Morris as a Socialist more
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p. 216).
SO “New* from Nowhere made me a Socialist: and I have never had cause to regret either the fact or the manner of my conversion. ” (G. D- H COLE Revaluations p. 133; See also his lecture, Wtiltam Moms as a Saaaiist* p. I.
81. Bruce GLASIER, op. at., p. 71.
82 C. Desmond GREAVES: The Life and Times of James Cotmoiiy, p 37.
83.  Dona TORR: Tom Mann and his Times, pp. 186-93.
84.  Of the Popular or Decorative Arts, May MORRIS, II, p. 63.
85. . .a reflection from that peace of the future will illumine the turmoil and trouble of our lives, whether the trouble be seemingly petty, or obviously tragic, and we shall, in our hopes at least, live the lives of men... ” (Useful Work versus Useless Toil, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 623.) - Bruce Glasier recounts this saying of Morris: “Were it not for my work and the hope of Socialism, I believe life would be positively unendurable to me.” (Op. cit., p. 91).
86.  “Every age has had its hopes, hopes that look to something beyond the life of the age itself, hopes that try to pierce into the future; and, strange to say, I believe that those hopes have been stronger not in the heyday of the epoch which has given them birth, but rather in its decadence and times of corruption. . . ” (The Hopes of Civilization, 1885, Signs, p. 84).
87. . .if in these days there were no great ideal ahead of us, no hope for a life on earth better than the earth has yet seen,. . .then all the promises and hopes for progress are mere delusions and lies.” (Misery and the Way Out, 1884, May MORRIS, II, p. 163).
88. . .the economical changes which are in progress must be accompanied by corresponding developments of men*? aspirations.” (-4 Factory at it Might Be, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 646).
89. . ,the ideal; which, after all, we must all of us more or less form in our minds when we have once fixed our belief in the regeneration of the world. ” (The Society of the Future, 1888, May MORRIS, H, p. 460).
90.  Monopoly, or How Labour is Robbed, 1887, JACKSON, p- 200.
91.  u ‘ideals*.. are mostly attempts by persons of strong	hope to	embody their discontent with the present.** (The Socialist Ideal, C.W.,	XXII I,	p.	258).
92.  How I Became a Socialist, 1896, Nonesuch, p. 659.
93.  Some Hints on Pattern Designtng, 1881, C.W., XXII, p	176.
94.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, 1893, p. 321.
95.  Misery and the Way Out, 1884, May MORRIS, II, p	164.
96.  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 197,
97.  Art and Labour, 1884, LE MIRE, p 113.
98. “Correspondence**, Commonweal, 25 February	1888, p 61/11
99. Socialism, iU Growth and Outcome, p. 278.
100.  A Factory as it Might Be, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 646.
101.  Appreciations. . , p 17,
102.  “No amount of preaching, or enthusiasm, or of devotion even, will induce thr workers, with whom the worlds future lies,	to adept	and	to	,w	i	upon	mere
abstract propositions of what they have a right to aspire	to, necessity must pyjsh
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MS	Vr .iIkhf, p 14
lift	II i$ Wiij.LS: Marriage, p. 256
11?	.%«»■! ft«n ,VouJter,, Nonesuch, p. 181.
118	R Rage A RN'O I: The Impact of the Russian Revolution in	Britain, p.	155. The author
declares in a footnote that he himself heard Steffens utter these words.
1. To William AHmgham. 18 April 1883, Letters, p. 170.
2  To C. E Maurice. 22 June 1883, ibid., p. 175.
3  To Charles Rowley. 25 October 1883, ibid., p. 189.
4  To the Rev George Bainton, 2 April 1888, ibid., p. 282.
5  Hoe,' I Became a Socialist. 1894. Nonesuch, p. 659. Walter Crane relates this remark
of Morris: “Settle the economic question and you settle all other questions. It is
the Aaron's rod which swallows up the ifest’’ (Walter CRANE: William Moms to
Whistler, p. 12).
6. To the Rev. George Bainton, 2 April 1888, Letters, p. 283.
?. To Robert Thompson. 24 July 1884, »bid., p. 207.
8 Manifesto of the Socialist League. THOMPSON, p. 851.
9. Letters, pp. 283-4
tO. **.. .'The means of production, to be armed by no individual but used by all as oc*
cauon calied (or its use" (//mi We Lite and Hon We Might Lu>e, 1884, Nonesuch, p.
583)-
II I 4ufi be content with a brief selection, the interest of which lies in the diversity of
publications and dates: "The intelligent determination of the workers to put as
end to waape-siawery and capitalism by nationalizing all the means of production
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("SoaudiasB in England m 1884", Justice, 9 August 1884, p 4/11; May MORRIS
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woo ol further wealth, tbr plant and stock in short, shnuid be cotrr.roui.ized (Gem- wmntim 1893, ibid., p. 667}; “. the assumption by the community oi all the mean,i of production and exchange, to wit, the land, the miner, the railways, the factories, etc., and the credit establishments of the country’ {Socialism, lit Growth and Outcome, 1893, p. 280).
12 Tht Policy of Abstenlton, 1887, May MORRIS, II, p. 434.
13.  Monopoly, or How Labour n Robbed, 1887, JACKSON, p 207.
14.  The Day tt Coming, Chants for Socialists, p. 4.
15.  Sews from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 72.
16.  A Dream of John Ball, ibid., p. 219. Cf.: “Nor shall half be reaped for nothing by him that sowed no seed” (The Day ts Coming, Chants for Socialists, p. 4).
17.  “If the proletariat during its contest with the bourgeoisie is compelled, by the force of circumstances, or organise itself as a class; if, by means of a revolution, it makes itself the ruling class, and as such sweeps away by force the old conditions of production, then it will, along with these conditions, have swept away the conditions for the existence of class antagonisms and of classes generally, and wilt thereby have abolished its own supremacy as a class” (MARX and ENGELS: The Communist Manifesto, p. 35).
18.  Art and the People, 1883, May MORRIS, II, p. 402.
19.  Art under Plutocracy, 1883, JACKSON, p. 139.
20.  Cf. Capital, p. 96, n. 2.
21.  Anti-Duhnng, p. 121.
22.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 173.
23.  “To Blackwell”, Correspondence, Commonweal, 18 May 1889, p. 157/1.
24.  Art and Socialism, 1884, Nonesuch, pp. 642-3.
25.  See below, pp. 493-6.
26.  To William Allingham, 26 November 1884, Letters, p. 216.
27.  MARX and ENGELS: The Communist Manifesto, p. 32.
28.  Art and Labour, 1884, LE MIRE, p. 116.
29.  Dawn of a New Epoch, 1885, Signs, p. 193.
30.  How We Live and How We Might Live, 1894, Nonesuch, p. 574.
31.  News from Nowhere, ibid., p. 75.
32.  Architecture and History, 1884, C.W., XXII, p. 316.
33. ... rhe furthering of the class struggle till all classes are abolished” (7he Hopes qf Civilization, 1885, Signs, p. 103).
34.  “Notes on News”, Commonweal, 28 September 1889, p. 305/11.
35.  Dawn of a New Epoch, 1885, Signs, pp. 184-5.
36.  Useful Work versus Useless Toil, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 610.
37.  Art and Labour, 1884, LE MIRE, p. 117.
38.  At a Picture Show, 1884, May MORRIS, II, p. 418.
39.  Makeshift, 1894, May MORRIS, II, p. 483
40.  The Hopes of Civilization, 1885, Signs, pp. 109-10.
41.  To the Rev. George Bainton, 2 April 1888, Letters, p. 284.
42.  The Policy of Abstention, 1887, May MORRIS, II, p. 435.
43.  Communism, 1893, Nonesuch, p. 669. Similarly he write*. ".	those	who developed
the greatest share of certain qualities not necessarily	the	most	useful to the com
munity, would gain a superior position from which they would be able to force the less gifted to serve them” (The Policy of Abstention, ibid.).
44 Communism, ibid
45. G.W., XX, p. XX.
46  Rabicsrt Essays, p. 186.
47  Socialism, ill Growth and Outcome, p. 280
48  Dawn of a New Epoch, 1885, Signs p 201.
49  Jme and Poise Seciet), 1886, JACKSON, p 316

50. THOMPSON, p 800
>1
Although the passage is well known and easily available, I feel h essential for ih.
clarification of the development of my argument to reproduce it here. One cann
fail to be struck by the similarity of the ideas expressed by Marx and by Moms'
not only m the estimate made of the first stage, but also in the vision of communist
society in its higher stage, as we shall discover in later chapters. Here, then is
Marx’s text:
‘What we have to deal with here is a communist society, not as if it had develop'd tm « basis of iif on n, but on the contrary as it merges from capitalist society, which is thus in every respect tainted economically, morally and intellectually with the hereditary diseases of the old society from whose womb it is emerging. In this way the individual producer receives back again from society, with deductions, exactly what he gives What he has given to society is his individual amount of labour For example, the social workmg-day consists of the sum of the individuals' hours of work The individual working-time of the individual producer is that part of the social working-day contributed by him, his part thereof. He receives from society a voucher that he has contributed such and such a quantity of work (after deductions from his work for the common fund) and draws through this voucher on the social storehouse as much of the means of consumption as the same quantity of work costs. Hie same amount of work which he has given to society in one form, he receives hack in another.
Herr obviously the same principle prevails as that which regulates the exchange of commodities so far as this exchange is of equal values. Content and form are changed because under the changed conditions no one can contribute anything except his labour and, on the other hand, nothing can pass into the possession of individuals except individual objects of consumption. But, so far as the distribution of the latter among individual producers is concerned, the same principle prevails as in the exchange of commodity-equivalents, i.e. equal quantities of lahour in one form are exchanged for equal quantities of labour in another form. Tkt equal right is here still based on the same principle as bourgeois right, though principle and practice are no longer at daggers drawn, while the exchange of equivalents in commodity exchange only exists for the average and not for the individual case.
In spite of this advance, this equal right is still continually handicapped by bourgeois limitations. The right of the producers is proportional to the amount of labour they contribute; the equality consists in the fact that everything is measured by an equal measure, labour.
Bur one man will excel another physically or intellectually and so contributes in the same lime more labour, or can labour for a longer time; and labour, to serve as a measure, must tie defined by its duration or intensity, otherwise it ceases to be a standard measure. This equal right is an unequal right for unequal work. It recognises no class differences because every worker ranks as a worker like his fellows, but it tacitly recognises unequal individual endowment, and thus capacities for production, as natural privileges. It is therefore a right of inequality in its content, as in general it every right. Right can by its very nature only consist m the application of an equal standard; but unequal individuals (and they would not be different individuals if they were not unequal), are only measurable by an equal standard in so far as they can be brought under an equal observation, can be regarded from one definite aspect only, e.g. in the case under review, they must be considered only as workers and nothing more be seen in them, everything else being ignored Further, one worker is married, another single, one has more children than another and so on. Given an equal capacity for labour and thence an equal share m the fund, for social consumption, the one will in practice n*e.ve Sore than the other, the one will be richer than the other and so forth	H

these inconveniences, rights must be unequal instead of being equal.
But these deficiencies are unavoidable in the first phase of communist society when it is just emerging after prolonged birth-pangs from capitalist society. Right can never be higher than the economic structure and the cultural development of society conditioned by It.
In a higher phase of communist society, after the tyrannical subordination of individuals according to the distribution of labour, and thereby also the distinction between manual and intellectual work, have disappeared, after labour has become not merely a means to live but is in itself the first necessity of living, after the powers of production have also increased and all the springs of co-operative wealth are gushing more freely together with the all-round development of the individual, then and then only can the narrow bourgeois horizon of rights be left far behind and society will inscribe on its banner: ‘From each according to his capacity, to each according to his need.’ ” (Karl MARX: Critique of the Gotha Programme, pp. 29-31).
52.  “The first phase of Communism, therefore, still cannot produce justice and equality; differences, and unjust differences, in wealth will still exist, but the exploitation by one man of many will have become impossible, because it will be impossible to seize, as private property, the means of production, the factories, machines, land, and so on. And so, in the first phase of Communist society (generally called Socialism) “bourgeois justice” is not abolished in its entirety, but only in part, only in proportion to the economic transformation so far attained, that is, only in respect of the means of production” (LENIN: The State and Revolution, p. 67).
53.  It is not only the theoretical content of the fragment of The Critique of the Gotha Programme which we find in Morris, but even certain images. Is it not tempting to put side by side “after prolonged birth-pangs” and “the new order which the old has long carried in its womb”? (The End and the Means, May MORRIS, II, p. 421).
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CHAPTER FOUR
[bookmark: bookmark224]The First Stage
I'he first lines of Mews from Nowhere describe a lively and colourful argument which took place one evening at the rooms of the Socialist League. Beginning with vigorous assertions about what would happen “on the Morrow of the Revolution", the conversation finally shaded off into picturing what might be "the future of the fully developed new society”.1 Right from the beginning, then, Morris’s utopia suggests the successive stages of post-revolutionary history\ If William Morris’s friends were incapable of the same long-sighted anticipatory vision (and who can blame them?) they were, on the other hand, very eloquent and sometimes very prolix in their guesses about “the morrows of the revolution". An acute phase in this debate occurred in 1887, after the publication by E. B. Bax in Commonweal of an article entitled “The Morrow of the Revolution”. In his capacity of editor of the weekly, Morris contented himself with participating very briefly in the discussion, but so significantly that we must take note of it, because he has in this indirect way given us his personal ideas on the point: our attention to it is the more necessary because Morris, usually possessed by the utopian vision of much longer term, laid very little stress upon what the days after the seizure of power might be like.
It must be admitted that Bax’s article was somewhat thin and betrayed an astonishing ideological confusion. After a short introduction in which he expressed the very reasonable opinion that it is better not to be caught unprepared, he envisaged the nationalisation of the means of production and distribution as a mid-term measure, with, meanwhile, the establishment of municipal workshops to eliminate the competition of capitalist production. Immediate measures would be the introduction of the eight-hour day and the application of a law fixing maximum prices and minimum wages. These were the only two definite measures he foresaw. But he gave as much importance to a third measure which he developed in an argument as long as it was woolly: the abrogation of current civil rights and the return to Roman law and the Code Xapolion'. One can easily imagine the consternation felt over such lucubrations by Friedrich Engels who had occasion, during the following summer, to give him a dressing down on the subject; but not unkindly, because he considered that Bax, when he was hauled down from his lofty speculations, was capable of a rare “breadth of vision”.3
On 9 July 1887 there appeared in Commonweal4 the first part of an article by Paul Lafargue in reply to Bax. It does not seem impossible that Engels suggested that he should write it, but that is only a hypothesis and I know of nothing in the correspondence to support it. However, what the correspondence does tell us is that Lafargue sent his article to Bax, who sent it on

to Morris, who was so pleased with it that he translated it himself and published it.5 Much more, he gave the article the following editorial comment:
“Our friend, Citizen Paul Lafargue, has communicated the following interesting article to us, which is surely well worth our attention; it is probable that his view of the question will be nearer to that taken by most of us in the League than that of our comrade Bax. ”
This comment, signed “Ed.”, constitutes the clearest possible expression of position. Lafargue’s article must have made a deep impression upon Morris and gained his unqualified support, for, three weeks later, he referred to it publicly in his lecture The Policy of Abstention:
“... Our friend Paul Lafargue’s late article in Commonweal points out clearly enough the direction of the steps to be taken in the re-organization of society. ”
Note, in passing, that at that moment Morris was in open struggle with Aveling’s “parliamentary faction”, which had the support of Engels, and that he was perfectly aware of the intimate bonds which existed between the latter and the Lafargues. Certainly during this period his own relations with Engels and his group must have been at their least cordial. But sectarianism and pettiness were not faults with which Morris could be reproached.
His total approval of the revolutionary measures recommended by Paul Lafargue encourages me to reprint here the essential passages of the article:
. . In the industrial towns the working-class will be master; they will become so many revolutionary centres, which will have to federate in order to gain the country for the revolution, and to overcome the resistance which may spring up in the commercial and maritime towns.
In the industrial towns the Socialists will have to get hold of the local governments, to arm and give military organisation to the workmen . . . to open the prisons to let out the petty thieves, and put under lock and key the big ones, such as bankers, financiers, big manufacturers, landowners, etc . . . Not that one would do them any harm, but to treat them as hostages responsible for the good behaviour of their class . . .
... all ex-capitalists are disenfranchised until the revolutionary party is absolutely victorious . . .
. . . The revolutionary government would in each city have to house, clothe and feed all its inhabitants. To that end it would decree all house- property national and would undertake the arrangement of housing. It would drive the idle rich from their mansions to install the workers in them, reserving those best situated for families having many children . . .
The unwholesome hutches of the poor would be demolished and their sites cleansed by fire. . .
The revolutionary government would nationalise the big shops . .. Commissions would be organised by streets and quarters to distribute the contents among the workers, who for the first time in their lives would be clad in the good and handsome stuffs which they themselves have made.
. . . The revolutionary government would set up great common

restaurant* in the various quarter*, where a minimum of substantial nourishment would be given to the inhabitant* every day. The tookin* would be done in common, and those who wished to eat their meals at home could take away their food: but it would be good to encourage meals in common, so as to develop fraternity and equality,..
In order to feed the population, the revolutionary government would take over the provision-stores, wine vaults, breweries, etc, and would at once organise a municipal c atering service, which would put itself into communication with the market-gardeners and small peasants of the surburban countryside. This service, which would suppress the middlemen between the producer and the consumer, would allow the peasant to obtain a better price for his products. To gain the peasant over to the revolutionary cause is one of the first duties of the Socialist party, and for that purpose, besides general measures (such as abolition of interest, of debts of all kinds, of taxes and the conscription, etc.) we must not hesitate to increase his gains, and make his labour easier by advancing to him seed and manure of the best quality and the most improved agricultural machines.”
The continuation of Lafargue’s article appeared a week later.7 It was of more general nature and we find far fewer definite suggestions in it. The point against Bax is clearly made, and he accuses him, together with English socialists (thus provoking a note of protest from Morris), of having as his ideal “the capitalist public service (post office, telegraphs, police, etcetera) brought to perfection”: Lafargue’s sin here was probably bad faith rather than ignorance, for one could scarcely impute Fabianism or opportunism to poor Bax; it is also possible that this aggressiveness was inspired by the links which Bax, in all innocence as usual, had established with that great manoeuverer, Champion, on the editorial staff of the magazine To-day. It is true that the measures advocated by Bax in his article in Commonweal were very mild and hardly revolutionary, and it is natural enough that Lafargue should have declared fierily in his reply:
“The very day of the revolution the first decree of the revolutionary government will be the confiscation of capitalist property (mines, spin- ning-mills, foundries, railways, etc.) and its transformation into social property.”
The system which Lafargue envisaged combines, without there being necessarily any inconsequence or contradiction on his part, central authority and local power, not only that of the municipalities, but also of the workers in each factory:
it will be the workers themselves who will become their own employers and their own directors. ”
He even goes much further and advocates a system of self-management, in terms which reveal the extent to which French socialist thought, even Marxist, was still Tinged with Proudhonism:
the workmen will come to an understanding among themselves as to

choosing their engineers and foremen, and on the sharing of the gains of
their business.”
Of course, one must avoid attaching more doctrinal importance to these declarations of principle than they possessed at the time. In out day, the solid reality of socialist experience in various countries makes them very serious. It could riot have been the same at a time when revolutionary programming was still in the realm of speculation, where the extent of divergencies on essential points of organisation was not apparent, because their material consequences could not be suspected, and when, in consequence, theoretical responsibility was less heavy and less painful than it is today.
In the measures proposed by Lafargue, there was nothing which could displease William Morris. No doubt the latter must have smiled, or have been a little irritated, on reading that “the end of the social revolution is to work as little as possible and to enjoy as much as possible”. On this point, his conception of work, socialism and life itself was in complete disagreement with that claimed by the author of Droit a la paresse. But should one not see the fact that he disdained to contradict an assertion so contrary to his dearest convictions as an additional indication of his acceptance of the whole?
How many of the ideas of Lafargue are to be found again in News from Nowhere! However, there is one missing, of which Morris did not grasp the scope, that of the alliance needed between the urban proletariat and the peasantry. Lafargue, a leader of the French workers’ party, living in a country of small rural properties, conscious of the reasons for the failure of the nineteenth-century revolutions in France, having assimilated the lessons which his father-in-law Karl Marx had drawn from them, knew that, through this alliance, “the proletarian revolution obtains that chorus without which its solo song in all peasant nations becomes a swan song”.9 No doubt William Morris also dreamed of resolving the contradiction between town and country, but the solution he foresaw was not a political act and was not directly written into his revolutionary strategy.1 He lived in a country where the problem of the little rural plot had no relevance, and neither he nor the other English socialists could be obsessed by this worry in the same way as the continental socialists.
But how many other of Lafargue’s suggestions were taken up by Morris: the federative system, revolutionary food supplies, the re-housing of workers, “the great clearing”, communal eating, the elimination of middlemen between producer and consumer! The methods proposed by Lafargue for implementing these measures were those of force and authority and, although he does not use the term, they define “the dictatorship of the proletariat”. Morris does not use this expression either, and if, as we shall see, it happens on a number of occasions that he speaks of the need for compulsion, he perhaps does so with less insistence and emphasis. The reason for this is very simple: it is that this first stage of the revolution, while he sees it as inevitable and accepts all the obligations it brings, is a transitional period which he hopes, without too many illusions, will be as brief as possible and which claims his attention far less than the second stage. He does not for a moment think to conjure it away, but he is quite satisfied to underwrite Lafargue's forecasts without reserve, for they free him from the need of lingering over them himself. However, we must bear

[bookmark: bookmark225]m mind th* in Morns’* clearly expressed thinking, as I analysed « in the chapter, the ne%» revolutionary power is, as it is for Ufargue. workers power »nh the working class identified with the State.
Hie following week, the essence of the debate reached its climax with the publication u» Cammomeat of a very confused reply from Bax." He declared himself to be in agreement with Lafargue, but tried to justify himself by means of a really absurd argument:
“My subject," he declares, “was the morrvtt- of the revolution, not the next generation, or even for that matter the next decade."
But to what else had Lafargue referred P The rest of his letter contains little of interest, but, in its conclusions Box starts another hare.
“ Fhe result of the social revolution will of course be the disappearance of the State, but as I believe, this result will be brought about by the turning of it and its machinery against itself rather than by a policy of mere destruction."
One fact emerges from this somewhat woolly sentence, and it is that Bax, despite all his theoretical knowledge, is completely contradicting the teaching many times reiterated by Marx, namely that “the working class cannot simply lay hold of the ready-made state machinery, and wield it for its own purposes.’1,2 Now, observed Marx, “all the revolutions perfected this machine instead of smashing it up”,13 and he concluded: “The state centralisation that modern society requires arises only on the ruins of the military-bureaucratic governmental machinery which was forged in opposition to feudalism." 14 Morris’s position, in this respect, conforms with Marx's. In the same year 1887, he declared at the end of one of his lectures:
“. . . the anti-monopolists will find themselves in a position in which they will be forced to try to get hold of the executive, in order to destroy it and thus metamorphose society, not in order to govern by it and as they are now governed”.15
In truth, this position was to become less dogmatic later. When in 1893 he and Bax wrote the theoretical handbook Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, he admitted a sort of compromise which was not, it appears, altogether due to the influence of his collaborator. On the one hand, the destruction, pure and simple, of the bourgeois State apparatus seemed not only a difficult task, but perilous: he feared a sudden collapse of society and thought that the continuation of this apparatus, with a different content, would perhaps enable this risk to be avoided during the transition period. But above all, he envisaged a rapid growth of the executive powers of local groupings, which would quite naturally make the old centralised bureaucracy out of date. 6 One feels very strongly that, during these last years, his ideas about the specific characteristics of the first stage became weaker. His over-confident utopianism tended to outweigh his realism and led him to underestimate, to a much greater extent than formerly, the obstacles, difficulties and struggles that the revolution would find in its path after the seizure of power.
Morris’s support for Lafargue's theses has its indicative value increased by the fact that the only other two occasions when he expressed his opinion were,

one before 1887 and the other during this last period, with its tendency ihat wr have just pointed nut.
In 1885, in Note J, the last of those accompanying thr pamphlet publication of the Manifesto of the League and carrying the joint signatures ol Bax and Morris, we find purely and simply the ideas which Bax was to develop two years later in his Commonweal article; "We venture to suggest that the first step in the state of transition into Communism might probably be the enactment of a law of a minimum of wages and a maximum of price applied to all industrial production, including the distribution of goods; its seems to us that this, coupled with the immediate abolition of all laws enforc ing contract, would at once destroy the possibility of profit-making, and would give us opportunity for getting into working order the decentralised voluntary organisation of produc tion which we hope to see take the place of the present Hierarchy of Compulsion.”'
Certainly, five years later, when Morris wrote Mews from Nowhere, he accepted these laws of maximum and minimum as being among the first applied by the revolutionaries. He considered them “necessary”, but only gave them secondary importance and let it be understood that one would not get very far by ranking them higher.18 But in 1885, clearly, he had not yet grasped the importance of the problem and had bowed to the wisdom of Bax, whose style is recognisable.
The ideas which we find expressed in 1892, in the lecture Communism, i.e. Property, are obviously more personal, and they are of some interest. According to him then, the first measures to be adopted would be: “the recognition of the citizenship of the great working class”, which would be demonstrated by an appreciable rise in its standard of living; “their organization as the controllers of production and the markets” and “the abolition of the private monopoly in the raw material and tools necessary for the production of utilities”. '' These first measures are in the spirit of the Manifesto of Marx and Engels:
“. . . the first step in the revolution by the working class is to raise the proletariat to the position of the ruling class, to win the battle for democracy”.20
And one observes that, far from sharing the impetuousness of Lafargue, he tends to show the same prudent patience as Marx, since he declares that these advantages will be gained “after a lapse of time, as makes it no dream today”. Then, he concludes, “we shall be in the first stage of socialism.” 21 This last phrase, perfectly precise, is in striking contrast to the phrasing of Note J of 1885, in which the measures envisaged would be “the first step in the state of transition into Communism”, which clearly bears the mark of Bax, whose writings, in general, scarcely show a clear assimilation of the theory of two stages.
* * *
This theory is formulated so explicitly and so frequently in Morris’s works that one is astonished to discover such a lack of comprehension of it, such blindness about it, among the majority of his interpreters, even the most eminent. According to G. D. H. Cole,

The break to which he looked forward was even sharper than the Revolution as envisaged by Marx, and was unaccompanied by any tran- sitional stage of proletarian dictatorship during which the workers organised as a class, would exercise supreme authority for the purpose of bringing a fully Socialist society gradually into being . .. Morris envisaged the Revolution, as he described it in the early chapters of Mews from Nowhere, as leading straight to the institution of a classless society set free from governmental coercion and able to shape its course directly in accordance with the needs of the free spirit of man. " a
Margaret Grennan is no less categorical:
. With the founding of the Socialist League he took his stand on the possibility of immediate communism on the break up of the old system. **
All that we have seen so far and all that we are about to see obviously disputes the validity of such interpretations.
As for Monsieur Ruver, he delivers himself of a broad generalisation;
"ft is essential. . . for a man passing from social state A to social state B to find some way of assuring his livelihood at all intermediate stages. I"he utopist confines himself to extolling stage B. He suppresses the most difficult part of the programme: ensuring social life in the intermediate stages.” *
A very true remark, if only he had exempted William Morris from accusation under this head, which, unfortunately, he omits to do. VV hile it is true that the majority of utopists contented themselves with describing an ideal society without bothering for a moment over ways of reaching it or stages to pass through. William Morris is an outstanding exception to the rule, which is one of the reasons why A L. Morton was able to say that his utopia “was the first which was not utopian ”.
In the previous chapter we studied the general characteristics which, for Morris, distinguish the first stage from the second, and we have just seen what revolutionary measures are needed, immediately after the revolution, to attain it. While it docs not occupy an important place in his work, a brief description of certain aspects of this first period is nevertheless sketched in. He does not cease stressing the fact that it is a “transitional period . . . which will divide the present from the ideal”,** “a transitional condition, during which we must waive the complete realization of our ideal”. Its economic basis will be “the means of production communized but the resulting wealth still private property”. But henceforth it will be “impossible for any man to make his private profit from the compulsion of any man’s labour ** Everyone will reap “the full results of his labour”. There will still, no doubt, be a system of wages and prices, there will still be buying and selling, but “the limit of price would be the cost of production, so that buying and selling would be simply the exchange of equivalent values *
The victoiy of the revolution will consist of setting up, not a communist system, "which would be absurd”, but “a revolutionary administration whose default and conscious aim will be to prepare and further, in ail available ways

human life for such a system - of an administration whose every act will be of set purpose with a view to Socialism”. 1 All the material measures then taken will have an educative bearing, tending towards the transformation of human nature. It will, he writes, be
“a period of transition, during which people would be getting rid of the habits of mind bred by the long ages of tyranny and commercial competition. and be learning that it is to the interest of each that all should thrive". 2
Despite all its imperfections, this new epoch will mark an immense advance on the capitalist era: in those days “we shall no longer be hurried and driven by the fear of starvation, which at present presses no less on the greater part of men in civilized communities than it does on mere savages. The first and most obvious necessities will be so easily provided for us in a community in which there is no waste of labour, that we shall have time to look round and consider what we really do want”.3 Certainly it will not yet be the reign of plenty, and “there would be no place for the production of luxuries”. Here Morris introduces a very characteristic exactitude:
“When the wares were of such kind as required very exquisite skill and long training to produce, or when the material was far fetched and dearly bought, they would not cease to be produced, even though private citizens could not acquire them: they would be produced for public use, and their real value be enormously increased thereby, and the natural and honest pride of the workman duly satisfied.” '
An observation typical of a thinker whose economic preoccupations never make him lose sight of what for him is always the essential: man himself.
If the balance sheet of the first stage cannot but be a credit one, since it wipes out the consequences of a blighted past and opens the way to a dazzling future, nevertheless the picture Morris suggests is sometimes a gloomy one It will be a period bristling with difficulties and dangers, and he cannot look forward to it without some apprehension. It is a strange fact that this apprehension worried him for some years before he became a socialist and utopia had taken definite shape in his mind. In the course of a lecture given in 1880 he thought aloud before his listeners:
“. .. necessary changes may make life poorer for the rich, rougher for the refined, and, it may be, duller for the gifted - for a while;... it may even take such forms that not the best or wisest of us shall always be able to know it for a friend, but may at whiles fight against it as a foe”.35
And that was the bourgeois consciousness of William Morris talking, expressing forebodings very natural in a rich artist, whose heart and reason turned him to socialism. How many others were able to go beyond such forebodings! Morris had the merit of going beyond, but they remained as a latent survival, behind his most solid and most complex analyses. We saw earlier,34 when considering the “parable” of 1884, that he saw the possibility of a return, during the post-revolutionary period, to a healthy and fertile barbarism. He greeted it joyously, for it brought a hope that the aged

”< ivili/ation” did itoi justify any lunger, but hi* prrsonnl ram mixed, and hr only accepted tlir transitional period by keeping hi*
Itornlv fixed upon the days to come:	''^FSstub-
‘True it is that I have for long got to think that in the early day* 0| that freedom art will have a rough time of it, and for long perhaps will haw J* live a spartan life, foregoing many delicacies which I the weak child of ° poorer and less manly time than that which is to come cannot help craving after, But what matter so long as an is alive and healthy? from that spare and spartan life she will rise to greater glories than she has ever attained as yet.”
However, he managed to silence his fast personal apprehensions, and while he des< fibes the first stage without any illusions, it is from a desire to be objective in his analysis, and while expressing his certainty that the obstacles will be overcome “You must not forget,” he wrote to Rev. George Bainton, that
"the Socialism of today being like every vital movement a political one, that is to say one that embraces the daily life of the whole people, is forced to look to the transitional period as a practical business. Doubtless there will be much trouble and blundering over the carrying of society into this stage . We want the dying old system to make the experimental blunders for us so that the new order may set them right, which it can do because its action is based on its principles”.
The new order, indubitably, will have many difficulties to overcome, and many among them will be the heritage of the old society, of which it will bear the “stigmata” as Marx put it. Men will first need to be taught the taste for work, and Morris,is sure that work can become attractive to them:
“But work under such conditions as 1 have been trying to sketch out would,
1 am sure, be attractive to all except the exceptions, the monsters of vagabondage and loafing who are now bred by the excessive overwork which is the general lot of the workers or by the privileged idleness of the rich, and whose descendants might last through a few generations, but would soon melt into the general body of people living in the happy exercise of energy.” “Whatever difficulties you may have in organizing work in the earlier days of Socialism will not be with the specialists, but with those who do the more ordinary work ” 40 “There would indeed be a natural compulsion which would prevent any man from doing what he was not fitted for, because he could not do it usefully; and I need not say that in order to arrive at the wealth 1 have been speaking of we must all work usefully. ” 41 “You will see that I admit the necessity for a transitional stage of progress. During that stage, before the habit of working for the whole was formed, some compulsion would have to be exercised. That compulsion would be found in the very remains of competition which would render the state imperfect; only it would be comparatively a fair competition: the means of labour no longer being engrossed by a privileged monopoly, every one would have free access to them, and be able to exercise his capacity to the utmost.” 4 “Such a life, it is clear, will be pretty much the reverse of that which some opponents of the new order, scientists as well as meaner personages, profess to see in the advancing ‘tyranny of Socialism But we are convinced that this life . . . will be forced on the world. Yet that world
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will not he wholly conscious of gradual and natural compulsion wfiii h it will have to yield to, and which it will find by its result* to have been wholly brnfhrcnl
In truth, in hi* inner heart William Motrin was deeply worried. He strove to minimise the forms of the compulsion he knew to lie necessary, he addressed himself to justifying it, but he leared nevertheless
“the danger of the community falling into bureaucracy, the multiplication of boards and office*, and all the paraphernalia of official authority, which is, after all, a burden, even when it is exercised by the delegation of the whole people and in accordance with their wishes”.
So it is certain that the reproach of complacent optimism which is often made against Morris is unjustified and has its origin in an ignorance or a lack of understanding of the theory of two stages. The vision of a happy society, as depicted in News from Nowhere, is not an immediate perspective, but is located in a fairly distant future. The optimism whic h William Morris evinces about this distant epoch is not complacent, but reasoned, and no existing data permit us to say whether or not it is justified. But it would be going too far to say that his vision of the first stage is a pessimistic one, precisely because it leads into this higher stage and especially because it abolishes all traces of capitalist exploitation. Morris expresses it very well:
“We are prepared to face whatever drawbacks may accompany this new development with equanimity, being convinced that it will at any rate be a great gain to have got rid of a system which has at last become nearly all drawbacks.” 4
* * *
How long will this first stage last? Morris’s replies to this question are varied and uncertain, and such uncertainty is very understandable: does it not still exist in our day? Moreover, he only made very few forecasts, and their nature varies according to their period. In 1888, after the shock of Bloody Sunday the previous year, he was generally inclined to caution and did not hesitate to say it would take “many generations” to carry out the transformation.40 However, later, as we have seen, he became less aware of the size of the obstacles, and more inclined to confidence. In 1892, he said “from that stage to equality of condition, I believe, will not be a long journey . . . and we shall find ourselves insensibly lapsing into it”.47 A year later, “truth to tell, 1 think that such a stale of things could only embrace a very short period of transition to complete communism”. It would seem appropriate to find an intermediate moment in this evolution, between the two extremes: 1890 appears to me to be a date which is all the more interesting because it was just when News from Nowhere was written. In fact, so far we have only considered the lectures and articles. We might, it seems, find more definite data when William Morris passes, if 1 may use the expression, from theoretical utopism to utopian practice.
Now Morris’s narrative contains a chronology, which so far no critic has thought about and which is really simple to trace. The revolution, the “great change”, broke out in 195249 and the civil war ended two years later. This

date should not cause a smile: it was a very cautious forecast, compared »«h the impetuous prophecies of contemporary socialists, and the very recm memory of Bloody Sunday was the cause of this caution. Several identical indications allow us to place the narrative at least two hundred years later ' that is. in the second half of the twenty-second century, and not in the twen- ty-first century as is generally asserted. In the course of his conversation with the visitor, old Hammond says: “We have been living for a hundred and fifty years, at least, more or less in our present manner”, which would mean that the first stage lasted some fifty years. In fact, one may wonder whether Morris wrote “more or less” with the intention of keeping his freedom during the telling, because at times this estimate is contradicted. We must not forget that .Vfirt from N'jithgre was written from week to week as instalments in Commomtal and that the author never made the slightest revision. May Morris recalls this practice (which was, as is well known, usual in the nineteenth century) to excuse the few inconsistencies which crept in.
Other calculations we could make from chronological indications occurring in the text, would give us an appreciably longer period for the first stage. Old Hammond, in fact, is “over a hundred and five”.54 Now, at the beginning of his Song account, he recalls memories from his early days, “when we were not so assured of peace and continuous plenty as we are now”, and he adds. “We were almost beginning again in those days; and they were brisk, hot-headed times. In the course of his narrative, hie returns to this point: “Much was left for the men of my earlier life to deal with. ” * So one would have to conclude that the stage of socialist reconstruction lasted more than a century It is very difficult to say whether Morris noticed the contradiction which existed between these statements and the earlier one. And there is even the question of deciding whether a contradiction really does exist. When old Hammond says that life is “more or less” as it has been for a hundred and fifty years, that might mean that the essential fundamental tasks of socialism had been accomplished in the first half-century, but that there still remained a need for great efforts to reach “peace and continuous plenty ’. But these are purely interpretations and it would be as pointless as pedantic to try to twist the text and extract by force details which the author did not put in. The only reasonable conclusion from this examination, it seems to me, is to observe that in 1890, as in 1888, the first stage in Morris’s eyes, is a long and exacting affair of several generations. In this connection, it is not running any risk to think that this extended duration constitutes Morris’s reaction, probably conscious, to Bellamy’s utopia which describes a collectivist society allegedly at its highest stage in the year 2000.
The fascinating description of communist England in the twenty-second century should not lead us to neglect the references to the first stage of socialism which the narrative contains. These scattered indications are not lacking in interest. In Morris’s eyes, the dominant characteristic of this period is the dogged persistence of the outlook inherited from the capitalist world, the slowness of consciousness in overtaking being, the inability to achieve peace and Joy:
“The crude ideas of the first half of the twentieth century when men were still oppressed by the fear of poverty, and did not look enough to the

present pleasure of ordinary daily life, spoilt a good deal of what the commercial age had left us of external beauty: and I admit that it was but slowly that men recovered from the injuries they had inflicted on themselves even after they became free. ” 37
The weight of earlier poverty was such that it acted as a kind of brake upon men’s consciousness and actions:
“The great difficulty was that the once-poor had such a feeble conception of the real pleasure of life: so to say, they did not ask enough, did not know how to ask enough, from the new state of things. ” 54
Many such failures of comprehension were encountered, which explains the number of “grumblers” who, at that time, were “quite a nuisance”; 9 we are presented with a lingering survivor in the person of Ellen’s father (or grand-father),40 who is nostalgic for competition and free enterprise.
It was a difficult period, bristling with mistakes, 1 and with fumblings. It was, particularly, very difficult to decide which products were “really wanted” and “this knowledge we reached slowly and painfully”.42 Coercion was needed, too, to oblige former idlers from the well-to-do classes to work, and Morris explains, with a touch of humour, “. . . at one time they were actually compelled to do some such work, because they, especially the women, got so ugly and produced such ugly children if their disease was not treated sharply, that the neighbours couldn’t stand it”.4 In the beginning, after the destruction caused by the civil war, men had to work “almost as hard as they had been used to before the revolution”.
* * *
One of the most difficult problems posed by the construction of socialism on the morrow of the revolution is that of cadres and of the administration of the new society. In the nineteenth century such a problem appeared insoluble to advanced minds, on account of the state of ignorance and unpreparedness of the working class, and it offered pabulum to the hostile pessimism of the enemies of socialism. Mill or Bright, the radicals of the preceding generation, denied that the working class possessed any political capacity, and were reluctant even to grant it the vote. Mill had no hesitation over denouncing “the extreme unfitness (of) the labouring classes ... for any order of things which would make any considerable demand on either their intellect or their virtue”.45 The socialists of the ’eighties were divided on the point. Hyndman, as we have seen,46 was convinced that “a slave-class cannot be freed by the slaves themselves”, and that it must accept the leadership of men “born into a different position”. Bax held a different opinion, and the example of the Commune had convinced him that it was not necessary to be born of the official bureaucracy to fill a post of responsibility.47 Bernard Shaw’s position was vacillating and temporising. On the one hand he observed that “not one labourer in a million succeeds in raising himself on the shoulders of his fellows by extraordinary gifts, or extraordinary luck, or both,” and concludes from this, like Hyndman, that, “the managers must be drawn from the classes which enjoy education and social culture . .. The tendency of private proper-

ty,” he asserts, “is to keep the masses mere beasts of burden," while, on the other hand, “the tendency of Social Democracy is to educate them - to make them men. Social Democracy would not long be saddled with the rents of ability which have during the last century made our bom captains of industry our masters and tyrants instead of our servants and leaders”.** Such an attitude, while less crude than Hyndman s, is none the less paternalistic and denies the working class all opportunity of succeeding directly to the administration of it* own affairs.
William Morris’s attitude was fundamentally different. We know the confidence he felt in the working class, despite the embarrassments and disappointments he experienced in his own contacts with it. He makes no attempt to hide the seriousness of the problem, but he rejects any pessimism and explain* his reasons for hopefulness to us. The first of these is founded on the trade - union experience accumulated by the leadership before the revolution:
“The long experience they would have had ... of a labour organisation, of administering the affairs of the real producers, and still more the experience of administration they would have spread during that period would make the Morrow of the Revolution a much easier time to them than it would be to a party that had not already learned to help itself.
It is remarkable that Morris should have formed such an opinion in 1887, when his strict anti-parliamentarianism had made him particularly hostile to the union movement. And his last reservations were to melt away two years later, at the time of the great dockers ’ strike, from which he was able to learn a number of lessons. One major fact then struck him, namely that the dockers, who constituted the most under-privileged sector of the proletariat, these unlettered men, these wrecks, had managed to “organize themselves at least as well, and be at least as true to their class, as the aristocracy of labour That was a reassuring phenomenon which could only strengthen his optimism.
Socialist education was another factor to add to union experience. The mast working-class party whose advent Morris was always hoping for would give it* militants qualities of organisation both through its militant action and its theoretical training:
“The action such an organization would be compelled to take would educate its members on administration, so that on the morrow of the revolution, they would be able, from a thorough knowledge of the wants and capabilities of the workers, to carry on affairs with the least possible amount of blunders, and would do almost nothing that would have to be undone, and thereby offer no opportunity to the counter revolution . .. and if Socialism militant cannot reckon on enlisting persons who are somewhat above the average, and on staving off others who are a good deal below it, there is nothing to be done but to sit still and see what will happen. ”7<
This deep faith of Morris's in the educative power of socialism became still stronger when, after his sectarian phase, be saw in the party he so devoutly desired not only the teacher of the masses but also their guide in the day-to- day. action intended to make social advances, to undermine the power of the ruling class and to open the way to revolution. It was in this spirit that in 1891

having finally abandoned the Socialist League to the anarchists, he founded the Hammersmith Socialist Society and drafted its manifesto
"Such a society would be able to ameliorate the lot of the workers by wringing concessions from the masters, while it was sapping the stronghold of privilege, the individual ownership of the means of production, and developing capacity for administration in its members, so that when the present system is overthrown, they might be able to carry on the business of the community without waste or disaster. ”
Union development, working-class struggle, socialist education and action: these are already formidable trump-cards which justify optimism about the future But it is through revolutionary action itself that the new leaders will most effectively be developed. Not, of course, through riots, which must inevitably lack any morrow and which as a rule neither train nor develop true cadres, but through a revolution coming at the right moment, on a national scale and involving the whole nation. In the very course of its development the revolutionary leaders would have two tasks to assume: “the maintenance of its people while things are advancing to the final struggle, and resistance to the constitutional authority ” * It is precisely these tasks which we see carried out with increasing efficiency by the Committee of Public Safety directing the insurrection described by old Hammond in News from Nowhere. When famine threatens, it immediately institutes measures to combat looting, taking possession of the big stores, after issuing their owners with notes promising payment, and distributing the foodstuffs contained in them.75 It is plain that Morris has not forgotten Lafargue's advice. Then workers’ committees are set up in the various districts of London, and these go further and themselves organise the production of the necessary food, 6 and there can be no doubt that it will be the same cadres formed in the struggle and by the struggle who, after the final victory, will undertake the general administration of the country. But above all it will be the sacrifices imposed by the civil war which will reveal human resources and talents When the visitor asks old Hammond to detail the factors leading to success, the latter replies:
"Well, they did not lack organisers; for the very conflict itself, in days when, as I told you, men of any strength of mind cast away all consideration for the ordinary business of life, developed the necessary talent amongst them Indeed, from all I have read and heard, I much doubt whether, without this seemingly dreadful civil war, the due talent for administration would have been developed amongst the working men.” ”
Everything, he adds, then turned to hope: “ 'the rebels' at least felt themselves strong enough to build up the world again from its dry bones, — and they did it, too! ” **
So it is men already steeled and prepared for their tasks who take over the reins of power on the morrow of the revolution. Morris did not pretend that they would not make mistakes, and he foresaw many difficulties, but the leaders would already have the training needed to correct the former and overcome the 1-	-r him, the problem of the cadres was an unreal problem, or
a probh	•esented. His reply, dictated not only by confidence and
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enthusiasm but also b> reason, docs not seem to have been belted by the events of the twentieth century
• # »
However, this first stage, despite its auspicious auguries, did not arouse any enthusiasm in the poet A letter which hr wrote to Georgians Burne-Jones in 8813 is very revealing It wms. in (act, the verv moment when he was beginning to have doubts about the effectiveness of, and even the justification for, his Min-psriumenurunoia. ami when be was trying to ckhne us motives he wrote "I have always thought it was a matter of temperament rather than principle’'', and he added that
"'some transition period was of course inevitable, 1 mean a transition involving State Socialism and pretty stiff at that which when realized seems to me but a dull foal "
This repression “State Socialism ”, which more than once comes from Morris's pen is vers bothersome, because, for once, hi* thinking is not always vers clear. He sometimes uses it to describe petty-bourgeois reformism, and the Manifesto of the League, in 1885, defines it as having as its aim “to make concessions to the working class while leaving the present system of capital and wage^ still tn operation”.** But it is very dear that in this letter Morris in using the same term to express something very different. Here it is a question of ail thr measures characterising the first stage of socialism, authoritarian measures, implying the existence of a State apparatus, and purely economic and utilitarian in character In other words, for Morris, State Socialism represents a sort of welfare state”, located, according to the moment of his thinking, sometimes in a capitalist context, sometimes in the first stage of socialism, without the distinction always being plain. Clearly it is the second of these usages which is of interest to us at the moment.
He admits without hesitation that “State Socialism will have to intervene between osar present breakdown and communism”. *’ He includes among the measures which will bring it about the laws of maximum and minimum, the need for which he accepts.® State authority will be essential, and may entail abuse of power, but that is just a possibility, whereas today it is the rule. Clearly Moms looks forward to this first phase with no pleasure, admitting that it wifi be necessary to put up with it:
**f neither believe in State Socialism as desirable in itself, or, indeed, as a complete scheme do I think it possible Nevertheless, some approach to it ts sure to be tried, and to my mind will precede any complete etdightenment in thr new order of things .** **
What Morris fears above ail is that State Socialism may become an end in itself, and old Hammond declares that “the late Roman poor-rates. . and the doling out of bread to the proletariat'’ are “the slough > which} awaits State Socialism in the end, if it gets to the end, which a* you know tt did not with us".** The most serious and most widely spread error « precisely to confuse socialism itaeif with this system, which can citify be temporary.
“1 mean that thr great mass of what most non-socialists at least consider st present to be socialism, seem* to me to be nothing more than a mackmrry of socialism, which 1 think it probable that socialism must use in

its militant condition; and which I think it m«v use for some time after it is practically established, but it does not seem to me to be of its essence
Unfortunately, this confusion also exists in the minds of some soc ialists, who "take the very beginning of the means as an end in itself” * They do the greatest harm to the cause which they support, and if they restrict their propaganda to describing aspects of the first phase, they will turn away from socialism those they wish to influence:
“Most people who can be said to think at all are now beginning to see that the realization of Socialism is certain; although many can see no further than a crude and incomplete State Socialism, which very naturally repels many from Socialism altogether. ”
What reasons lie behind this aversion? Contrary to what one might be inclined to believe, Morris was by no means driven by an impatience to realise the communist ideal as quickly as possible. Quite the reverse! He denounces both anarchism and the tendency to be satisfied with state socialism as "methods of impatience”, both of which refuse, either before or alter, to pass through the essential phases.** His worry is very different, and derives, as he says himself, from temperament even more than from doctrine. On the one hand, he fears eventual excess of power and the bureaucracy of a highly centralised, authoritarian State. But even more his humanism is apprehensive of a form of socialism preoccupied exclusively with administrative and economic questions, producing a dreary atmosphere of purely material satisfaction, such as today we would call a “consumer society”. Old Hammond makes a very precise reference to this stage when he says to his visitor:
“I can at least hint at one of the chief difficulties which had to be met: and that was, that when men began to settle down after the war, and their labour had pretty much filled up the gap in wealth caused by the destruction of that war, a kind of disappointment seemed coming over us, and the prophecies of some of the reactionists of past times seemed as if they would come true, and a dull level of utilitarian comfort be the end for a while of our aspirations and success. ” 90
Such a situation is easily understandable and has its origins in the capitalist heritage: it would not be possible, from one day to the next, to abolish the spectre of centuries of poverty:
.. the reflex of the terror of starvation, which so oppresses us now, would drive us into excesses of utilitarianism.” 1
There is a great risk of achieving a society in which the former wage-earners would have no other ambition than that of "hoisting them up into the life of the present ‘refined’ middle classes . . the latter will remain pretty much as they are now, minus the power of living on the labour of others '; which would certainly be “a dull level of mediocrity.” 92 in another eventuality, scarcely less unattractive, we shall see "times in which it will be easier for the labourer to live as a labourer and not as a man” and it would indeed be “a kind of utilitarian sham Socialism which would be satisfied by such an outcome ih

times of prosperity" *' W hat is in question here is not the legitimate right to enjoy the good things of this world, but the form and quality of the enjoyment, whtih. in the beginning, will be stunted by all the hangovers of the life of other times What Morris fears is not that the worker should want a happy life, but that, on the contrary', his needs and desires should lack scope and ambition:
"At the risk of being considered as dreamers, therefore it is important lor ws to try to raise our ideals of the pleasure of life, because one of the dangers which the social revolution runs is that the generation which sees the fall of Capitalism, educated as it will have been to bear the thousand miseries of our present system, will have far too low a standard of refinement and real pleasure ”
What would be the meaning of such a utilitarian outlook but “the reckless waste of life in the pursuit of the means of life”? To use a striking phrase borrowed from the title of a great Soviet novel (and the conjunction seems to me to be particularly appropriate ) man does not live by bread alone. William Morris s deep seated reaction relative to this first period of socialism is that of the artist who feels that the demands of a world in construction will involve an eclipse of the arts, and we must appreciate that for him the word does not imply privileged aesthetic research, but describes the essential quality of all true work and of life itself. This be accepts, because he knows that this road must be trodden before his cherished social and human ideal can be attained, and hr does not make any attempt to conceal the fact:
"I should be a hypocrite if I were to say ... that the change in the basis of sockets . . would lead us by a short road to the splendid new birth of art. ’’
There is not even any bitterness in his acceptance, for this passing deprivation. however painfully he feels it, seems to him of little weight beside the immense human regeneration which will be its certain consequence. With what emotion and what faith be strives to make his listeners share this understanding of the destiny of humanity!
“The experiment of a civilized community living wholly without art or literature has not yet been tried The past degradation and corruption of civilization may force this denial of pleasure upon the society which will arise from its ashes. If that most be, we will accept the passing phase of utilitarianism as a foundation for the an which is to be. If the cripple and the starveling disappear from our streets, if the earth nourish us ail alike, if the tun shine for us all alike, if to one and all of us the glorious drama of the earth - day and night, summer and winter - can be presented as a thing to understand and love, we can afford to wait awhile till we are purified from the shame of past corruption, and till art arises again amongst people freed from the terror of the slave and the shame of the robber.”
In the light of the experience of the twentieth century, William Morris's fears on this point seem to have been exaggerated, while others have proved justified It is to the good that they should have been expressed so frankly and honestly, for they can still constitute useful warnings. Whatever judgment

mu be made in this respect, our place is simply to record the sincerity and gravity of Morris's apprehensions, and to understand that looking forward to this stage was not the most pleasant task of his utopian thinking He does not willingly linger over it; at times he prefers to put it deliberately in parentheses and project his prophetic vision towards the later days after the revolution r
In speaking of the Society of the Future, I am taking the indulgence of passing over the transitional period - whatever that may be - that will divide the present from the ideal. ” n

The Second Stage - The Withering Away of the
[bookmark: bookmark226]State
In his important 1887 lecture, The Policy of Abstention, to which I have frequently referred, William Morris said to his listeners:
“We cannot help speculating on what would be the consequence of the change, and how it would affect what would be left of our civilization, not only as to the production of wealth, but also as to the religion, morals, the relations between the sexes, the methods of government or administration, and in short the whole of social life.” 1
This programme of utopian research contains nothing surprising, but the formulation of it is not insignificant, because of its implicit revelation of Morris’s greater interest in transformations of superstructures. Not that he does not grant fundamental importance to those taking place in the productive forces and relationships: I have more than once pointed this out in earlier chapters; but this new basis, established on the morrow of the revolution and continuing to be built throughout the first stage, has outlines that are well defined and more easily foreseeable: it is summarised in the socialisation of the means of production and exchange. On the other hand, the development of human institutions and relationships leaves a much more open field for utopian imagination, and it is understandable that Morris, for whom the focus of all thinking is man, should tend, without for a moment abandoning his materialistic faith in the primacy of economics, to allow his imagination to wander more freely and more widely over what is to happen to the superstructures. For that reason I have no scruples over presenting Morris’s vision of the second stage of socialist society by somewhat upsetting the the traditional schematic pattern. In first considering the aspects of public life in twenty-second-century England, it seems to me that we shall more directly evoke the climate of Morris’s utopia, and throw a brighter light upon matters of social wealth and work: these matters, which we shall take up in succeeding chapters, are too deeply steeped in care for mankind for us not to consider looking at them from this viewpoint. Since, for Morris, man is the product of his material and social circumstances at the same time as he influences and transforms them, this approach involves no concession to idealism.
* » *
During the first stage of the new society the needs of compulsion and organisation had given rise to a centralised power, to State socialism, which Morris regarded with disfavour although he considered it inevitable. As these needs

, sappeared this power becomes unnecessary and the State itself withers little by little. The characteristic of the second stage is its complete disappearance. Such a state of affairs can only come about very slowly,2 and the poet foresees it with a clarity of vision that is the more astonishing since in his day he did not suspect the greatest obstacle standing in its path: the persistence and hostility of the capitalist environment. In formulating this vision, Morris faithfully follows the logical exposition of Marx and Engels:
“There will be no more political power properly so-called, ” said Marx, “since political power is precisely the official expression of antagonism in civil society. ” 5
It was, in fact, Engels who first formulated the Marxist theory of the withering-away of the State in precise terms, and it is not without point to quote it briefly here, since Morris read the French text of Socialism, Utopian and Scientific, that educational pamphlet which reproduced extracts from Anti-Duhring;
“ The proletariat seizes the state power, and transforms the means of production in the first instance into state property. But in doing this, it puts an end to itself as the proletariat, it puts an end to all class differences and class antagonisms, it puts an end also to the state as the state . . . The state was the official representative of society as a whole, its embodiment in a visible corporation; but it was this only in so far as it was the state of that class which itself, in its epoch, represented society as a whole; in ancient times, the state of the slave-owning citizens; in the Middle Ages, of the feudal nobility; in our epoch, of the bourgeoisie. When ultimately it becomes really representative of society as a whole, it makes itself superfluous. As soon as there is no longer any class of society to be held in subjection; as soon as, along with class domination and the struggle for individual existence based on the former anarchy of production, the collisions and excesses arising from these have also been abolished, there is nothing more to be repressed which would make a special repressive force, a state, necessary. The first act in which the state really comes forward as the representative of society as a whole — the taking possession of the means of production in the name of society - is at the same time its last independent act as a state. The interference of the state power in social relations becomes superfluous in one sphere after another, and then ceases of itself. The government of persons is replaced by the administration of things and the direction of the processes of production. The state is not “abolished”, it withers away. ”
And in The Origin of the Family, Engels asserted even more strongly:
“The society which organises production anew on the basis of free and equal association of the producers will put the whole state machinery where it will then belong - into the museum of antiquities, next the spinning wheel and the bronze axe.
So in News from Nowhere, Morris is describing a world from which all State authority will have disappeared, and this fact constitutes one of the most strik-

>ng and original aspects of the book Raymond Rover aptly remarks that “utopia without institutions is unusual and aberrant Utopias, on the whole, are 'institutionalist':	they	greatly exaggerate the intrinsic value of
institutions".1 But is aberrant the word in the case of Morris? In most utopian narratives, the State, which watches over the general good, is only an abstract and idea! principle, a pure projection of the more or less arbitrary reforming real of the writer Morris, refraining from such self-indulgence, describes a logical conclusion of history itself, within the perspective defined by Marxist analysis.
Hr can be reproached (and Jessie Karmanova has put her finger upon this gap! with not having made any effort to determine the stages of the withering-away of the State. The fact is true, but is such a demand logical in his case, any more, moreover, than in that of Marx and Engels? Can we, nearly a century later, say that our own knowledge (or foreknowledge) is much further advanced? Above all I must stress that it is not Morris's purpose to linger over the vngariess of the first stage He has the great merit of understanding the need for it. its importance and duration, but his impatient imagination takes wing towards the full achievement of communist society.
At that moment, he says, “when the habit of social life is established, nothing of the kind of authoritative central government will be needed or endured” * That is a point of doctrine which he stresses in his letters to the Rev George Bainton, and, throughout a long chapter of News from Nowhere old Hammond tries to make his baffled visitor understand that all government has disappeared, that it would be of no conceivable use since all class tyranny has become impossible. ' The result of this is a totally new social climate,
“ a society which has no consciousness of being governed”." Any dictatorship is clearly unimaginable, and the cult of the hero, dear to Carlyle and inherent in any bourgeois democracy, is totally foreign to communist society: men then have “manly independence of thought”, their actions are harmonious and no longer dictated by a State apparatus.12 Even any parliament is henceforth superfluous, “the whole people is our parliament”, explains old Hammond This implies the personal responsibility of citizens and also their deep unity “individual men cannot shuffle off the business of life on to the shoulders of an abstraction called the State, but must deal with it in conscious association with each other”.
No more State, no more State apparatus.
“A man no more needs an elaborate system of government,” says old Hammond, “with its army, navy, and police, to force him to give way to the will at the majority of his equal*, than he wants a similar machinery to make him understand that his head and a stone wall cannot occupy the same space at the same moment. ” '
There are, wrote Morris,
“occupations which would have no place in a reasonable condition of society as, e.g , “lawyers, judges, jailers, and soldiers of the highest grades, and most Government officials”.14
And, as a sly dig, Morris adds to them gamekeepers who would obviously no longer have aristocratic domains to protect 17 Finally, all property having

disappeared, and, with it, all the quarrels which it occasioned, iawcourts will no longer have any reason to exist.
So more State apparatus, hence no more coercion: “artificial compulsion would come to an end, for the Community cannot compel the Community”. '* Penal repression had always caused Morris profound indignation, rooted in memories of childhood. In 1888 he relates, in a letter to his elder daughter:
“When we lived at Woodford there were stocks there on a little bit of wayside green in the middle of the village: beside them stood the cage, a small shanty some 12 ft sq: and it was built of brown brick roofed with blue slate. 1 suppose that it had been quite recently in use since its style was not earlier than the days of fat George. I remember that 1 used to look at the two threats of law {and] order with considerable terror, and decidedly preferred to walk on the opposite side of the road ...” 1
He always felt a profound horror for the repressive system of bourgeois society, and one can hardly be surprised that the last trace of it has disappeared from the society described in News from Nowhere. When the visitor tells his new friends of the convictions and imprisonments which followed Bloody Sunday, they refuse to believe him: such barbarity has become totally incomprehensible to the people of the new society.21 When he asks a question about the existence of prions, Dick replies with equal anger and astonishment:
“Man alive! how can you ask such a question? Have 1 not told you that we know what a prison means by the undoubted evidence of really trustworthy books, helped out by our own imaginations? And haven’t you specially called me to notice that the people about the roads and streets look happy? and how could they look happy if they knew that their neighbours were shut up in prison, while they bore such things quietly? And if there were people in prison, you couldn't hide it from folk, like you may an occasional man-slaying; because that isn’t done of set purpose, with a lot of people backing up the slayer in cold blood, as this prison business is. Prison indeed! O no, no, no! ” 22
In The Tables Turned; or Nupkins Awakened, that curious comedy that he produced in 1887 and in which he himself played the part of the Archbishop of Canterbury for the greater delight of his socialist audience, Morris puts on the stage, in the epilogue, the ridiculous, ferocious and partial Judge Nupkins, unemployed as a result of the revolution and wondering what punishment the liberated people hold in store for him. But Jack Freeman, his former victim, declares to him:
“As to prison, we can’t send you to prison, because we haven’t got one. How could we have one? who would be jailer? No, no; we can’t be bothered with you in prison. You must learn to behave decently . . . Punish you? how can we punish you? who do you think is going to do such work as that! People punish others because they like to; and we don’t like to. Once more, learn to live decently.” 5
One may observe, in passing, that this epilogue takes place on the morrow of the revolution and that Jack Freeman’s language is that of a man living in the second stage, that of communist society. This anachronism, arising from

necessities of subject and plot development, is absolutely unique in Morris's work, for he was always careful over the timing of his utopia. The withering-away of ail oppressive institutions could obviously only happen in a society of complete “equality”. *
No more coercion, therefore no more law. The visitor asks the Sage of Bloomsbury whether men have abolished civil legislation. In words which faithfully echo those of Engels, old Hammond replies:
“It abolished itself, my friend. As 1 said before, the civil law courts were upheld for the defence of private property, for nobody ever pretended that it was possible to make people act fairly to each other by means of brute force. Weil, private property being abolished, all the laws and all the legal 'crimes' which it had manufactured of course came to an end. Thou shah not steal, had to be translated into, Thou shalt work in order to live happily Is there any need to enforce that commandment by violence?”
The old man explains that criminal law has similarly vanished:
“In your sense of the word we have no criminal law either. Let us look at the matter closer, and see whence crimes of violence spring. By far the greater part of these in past days were the result of the laws of private property, which forbade the satisfaction of their natural desires to all but a privileged few, and of the general visible coercion which came of these laws. All that cause of violent crime is gone. ” 26
He adds that crime should to a great extent be regarded as an accidental sickness and, “since ... we are a healthy people generally, so we are not likely to be much troubled with this disease.”
Later Morris expressed the same ideas in Socialism, its Growth and Outcome:
“Civil law . . . which is an institution essentially based on private property, would cease to exist, and criminal law, which would tend to become obsolete, would, while it existed, concern itself solely with the protection of the person. ”
In a still more general way, all legislation will fall into disuse: “In such a society,” wrote Morris to the Rev. George Bainton, “laws of repression would be minimized, and the whole body of law which now deals with things and their domination over persons would cease to exist.” From the moment when private property no longer gives rise to the exploitation of the work of others, and when abundance is general, who could be tempted to abuse what he possesses. “Probably no laws would be necessary to prevent it.” 30 Perhaps it would be appropriate to retain certain laws? Morris readily admits this, but by then they would be “much fewer, very simple, and easily understood by all; they would mostly concern the protection of the person.” 1 The fundamental tendency in all public life would be the evolution of a purely customary legal system and the abolition of “all regulations that were not merely habitual”.
In fact, there would grow up a dialectical process which it is difficult for us to imagine today, but the logic of which is it difficult to dispute. From the moment when the material conditions of life in society become such that no man needs to harm his fellow in order to live happily, there will be

hardly any more misdemeanours or crimes to suppress and, on the other hand, the habit of this innocent life will create a social conscience which will take the place of the State apparatus and make it superfluous. When Iron-face makes a vow “to set right above law and mercy above custom”,33 he does so in a society which is still primitive, it is true, but as a purely individual effort which runs a great risk of remaining so. On the contrary, in communist society, we are dealing with a collective and fundamental transformation of the whole of human psychology:
“The time may come, and 1 hope it will, when the social conscience will be so highly developed that coercion will be impossible, even on the part of the community; but then in those days the community will be composed of them who so thoroughly realize Communism that there will be no chance of any of them attacking his neighbour in any way. ”
The time will even come when “the habit of Socialism will be thoroughly formed, and no one will have to use the word any more, as it will embrace the whole of human life”.35 In fact, in News from Nowhere, the twenty-second- century English no longer use the word.
* * *
While it is true that William Morris did not care to foretell the successive transformations which would mark the withering-away of the State, he did formulate a hypothesis which could serve as a general indication. In one of his letters to Rev. George Bainton, after referring to the need for a regime of State socialism during the first phase, he considers that this might rapidly be modified and adopt “the municipal rather than the imperial form”.36 A singularly more optimistic notion than those so far quoted, but worthy of our attention: first, of course, because it figures in a deeply-considered correspondence, and, yet more, because it is intimately linked with Morris’s conception of public life during the second stage.
Morris’s bite noire was, in fact, the centralised State to which he objected because it tried “to administer the affairs of the people living a long way off, whose conditions and surroundings they cannot thoroughly understand”.37 With his constant delight in the concrete example, he poured out invective, both oral during his trips on the Thames, and written, throughout his work, against the Thames Conservancy Board, which he accused of making hideous the river and its banks: “We met some Gonservancy men going up the water in a big punt this morning: which makes me uneasy, as I fear they are bedevilling the river: they are a crying example of the evils of bureaucratic civilisation. ”
All this central administration will have disappeared along with the State itself in a society which has reached the stage of communism and will have been replaced by direct democracy operating on a purely local basis.
There is nothing personal and original in this idea. As we have had the opportunity of observing many times while studying the source of Morris’s utopia, communalistic democracy is inseparable from the socialist ideology of the nineteenth century. From Godwin’s communes to those of Kropotkin, by the way of Owen’s parallelograms, Fourier’s phalansteries and Proudhon’s federalism, it represents the normal reaction against the excessive and plundering centralism of the triumphant bourgeois State. The example of the

Paris Commune had endowed it with the shining prestige of revolutionary glory Marx himself who had. on the one hand, carefully avoided any utopian predictions about the institutions of communist society and who was, on the other hand, and within the political conditions of his times, concerned with the maintenance of national unity, considered that:
"the unity of the nation was not to be broken; but, on the contrary, to be organized by the Communal constitution, and to become a reality by the destruction of the State power which claimed to be the embodiment of that unity independent of, and superior to, the nation itself, from which it was but a parasitic excrescence”. ’
The constitution voted by the Paris Commune, he added, “would have restored to the social body all the forces hitherto absorbed by the State parasite feeding upon, and clogging the free movement of, society”, and, in a first c*-aft of his famous Address, he denounced “the centralised State power, which with its ubiquitous and complex military, bureaucratic, clerical and judicial organs enfolds . . . the living body of the civilian society like a boa-constrictor”.4' There was nothing in Morris’s Marxist readings to deflect him from a communaiistic vision of society, and we have been able to see, reading Lafargue’s polemical article published in Commonweal, the local nature of the revolutionary measures which were envisaged by him. At the other end of the political spectrum, the Fabians preached a municipal socialism which Morris never criticised, other than for its reformist aspects.
He looked with a very favourable eye upon the newly created county councils, which he regarded as a beginning of decentralisation, and in 1886, at the height of his purist period, he called for the creation of provincial councils which were to point the people the way towards “the free federation of free communes, which is the only solution of politics”.43 Finally, we must not overlook, among contemporary influences, that of his friend John Carruthers, whose excellent book. Communal and Commercial Economy, was an apologia for communaiistic socialism.
While the ideological climate of the time favoured such an orientation, it is none the less a fact that with Morris it was determined even more by historical inspirations, tinged with reason and feeling. The first of these inspirations was the mediaeval movement of communes and guilds, and in due course we shall have occasion to observe Morris’s eagerness to discover in the life of the Middle Ages currents of communist tendency which he strove to work into his utopia.4’ The other inspiration, which I regard as much more relevant to the point under discussion at the moment, is the public life of barbarian societies, in an earlier chapter,44 I referred to Morris’s enthusiasm for the direct democracy which obtained among the Germanic tribes. He analysed it in his articles and lectures and celebrated its impressive simplicity in his epic romances, particularly The House of the Wolfings and The Roots of the Mountains. In the manner of these people’s assemblies of other days, those of the inhabitants of Hammersmith in Mews from Nowhere take place in the open air, opposite to Bam Elms on the banks of the Thames, and to describe them Morris retained the same Germanic word Mote used by the Wolfings and the Burgdalers.47 These “direct assemblies 'in more majorcm' ” 48 are not, said he, a new idea: they are themselves “the ancient constitution of the land” 49 and it is

in this forgotten tradition that is to be sought “an Englishman's wholesome horror of government interference and centralisation’’.
So, in Morris’s utopia, the “units of management’’ 11 will be small and local, and he designates them by extremely varied names, communes, municipalities, wards, parishes, districts, etc. Each one of them will be of modest dimensions, “small enough to manage its own affairs directly’’.'
“It will be necessary,” he says again, “for the unit of administration to be small enough for every citizen to feel himself responsible for its details and be interested in them” 5 and “the direct expression of opinion would suffice for carrying on the administration”.'5 But the expression of ones opinion is not enough: what is equally necessary is the participation of each in carrying out the decisions made: “it is always and everywhere good that people should do their own business, and in order that they may do it well, every citizen should have some share of it, and take on his own shoulders some part of the responsibility”.56 It will not be just a moral duty, but an obligation laid upon each according to his ability 7 and the general division of the tasks of management and administration will eliminate any full-time function or delegation: each citizen will continue to carry on his own work at the same time as he carries on his communal duties, which it will be his duty to learn and to understand. 9 Alongside this political, or, rather, administrative organisation will be developed an economic organisation: “The trades also will have councils which will organize each the labour which they understand and these again will meet when necessary to discuss matters common to all the trades”. In this way there will be a very flexible system, with two branches not altogether separated from each other:
“This principle would work in a twofold way. First, locally as determined by geographical and topographical position, race and language. Second, industrially, as determined by occupations. Topographically, we conceive of the township as the lowest unit; industrially, of the trade or occupation organised somewhat on the lines of a craft-guild. In many instances the local branch of the guild would be within the limits of the township.”6
There will be a good deal of variation between all these little communities: they will each have their own ethnic peculiarities and their own way of life, but all will live with a good understanding of one another “without rivalry between each other, looking with abhorrence at the idea of a holy race”.62 In this sense they would be greatly superior to ancient cities and mediaeval communes, which were always at odds with each other and, on account of their disunity, at the mercy of noble or bureaucratic tyranny.63
None the less, it is clear that in order to ensure this good understanding between the communes and their cooperation towards many ends, there could be no question for them of isolation or autarchy. Co-ordination would be very necessary, and so “the village, municipal, and county councils will send delegates to meetings for dealing with matters common to all”.64 So, on a national scale, there will be established a “Federation of Independent Communities”.65 The communes will live “in harmonious federation with each other, managing their own affairs by the free consent of their members,

yet acknowledging some kind of centre”.44 The powers of the latter will be strictly limited and will in no way resemble those of the bourgeois State nor even those of the proletarian dictatorship of the first stage. Its fundamental role will be, in the first place, to ensure respect fot the federal institution "whose practice the communities should carry out”.67 In a more general way,
".. . some central body whose function would be almost entirely the guardianship of the principles of society, and would when necessary enforce their practice; e.g. it would not allow slavery in any form to be practised in any community ... It would in fact be chiefly needed as a safeguard against the heredity of bad habits, and the atavism which would give us bad specimens now and again”.
Its task would be
“to guard against any country, or place, or occupation reverting to methods or practices which would be destructive or harmful to the socialistic order, such as any form of exploitation of labour, if that were possible, or the establishment of any vindictive criminal law”.69
In addition to this task of safeguarding socialist democracy there would be important and clearly defined administrative functions “of the organization of livelihood and exchange”.70
"The great federal organising power, whatever form it took, would have the function of the administration of production in its wider sense. It would have to see to, for instance, the collection and distribution of all information as to the wants of population and the possibilities of supplying them, leaving all details to subordinate bodies, local or industrial.”
So what we have is a system of planning, centralised with respect to information and decentralised on the executive level. It appears that, at this level, Morris did not envisage the possibility of authoritarian action such as he seems prepared to envisage for the merely necessary safeguarding of the socialist system. It is just a question of “ascertaining the real demand for commodities and so avoiding waste”.11 The Council of the Federation would also organise the “distribution of goods, the migration of persons — in short, the friendly intercommunication of people whose interests are common, although the circumstances of their natural surroundings made necessary differences of life and manners between them”.73
Furthermore, it goes without saying that certain public services would need to be administered at a fairly high level.
“I admit the necessity,” writes Morris, “of a certain amount of mechanical centralization, such as the central administration of railways in such and such a geographical district, which after all would not be centralization but the direct outcome of Federation. ” 4
The system which Morris sets out is by no means rigid and above all is not rigidly vertical. Between the “two poles”, that is, the commune and the federal council, there might be various federations which would arise and disappear “as convenience of place, climate, language, etc. dictated — public intercourse

between the members of the federation would have to be carried on by means of delegation”.75
Morris is careful to avoid being dogmatic on the point:
“I also admit that the form which the decentralization or Federation will take is bound to be a matter of experiment and growth: what the unit of administration is to be, what the groups of Federation are to be; whether or not there will be any cross-Federation, as e.g. Craftguilds and Cooperative Societies going side by side with the geographical division of wards, communes and the like - all this is a matter for speculation and 1 don’t pretend to prophecy about it. ”
Finally, there would no more be national autarchy than communal autarchy and the same federal links would exist between the various nationalities.77 At the top of the structure, “the highest unit would be the great council of the socialised world”,78 the functions and characteristics of which would be of the same kind as those of the councils of each federation.
One may wonder whether all these institutions do not involve the risk of restoring, albeit in reduced form, an authoritarian bureaucracy. It is very apparent that this worry is not altogether absent from Morris’s thoughts, and this is surely the fundamental reason for his so strongly emphasising direct democracy at the communal level. But federal organisms are indispensable to the life of any community, and it is apparent that direct democracy is impossible at the regional, national and international levels, or indeed, simply at the intra-federal level. Even in this last case, “public intercourse between the members of the federation would have to be carried on by means of delegation”, but, he adds, “the delegates would not pretend to represent anyone or anything but the business with which they are delegated”.7’ Whatever regrets he may feel, Morris admits that “we cannot see any other means than delegation for doing the work of the higher circles”.80 Nevertheless it is obvious that “no one would receive any special dignity” 81 for the part he played in communal affairs, and that “no set of delegates would venture to consider itself the master of the public, it would be its servant rather”.82
In fact, all these reservations and limitations express Morris’s underlying worries that this federative system, however little centralised, however little authoritarian, however flexible and relaxed in its structure, might not be entirely satisfactory. He cannot help pushing the limits of his prediction yet further into the future as far as the day when the principles of communism “would be recognized by everyone always and intuitively, when the last vestiges of centralization would die out”.83 A day will come in fact, when “the heredity of bad habits — the atavism” will not longer exert a baleful influence upon human behaviour, and “even this shadow of centralization would disappear at last when men gained the habit of looking reasonably at these matters”.84
One last remark is necessary, and it is an important one, because it shows the depth of William Morris’s thinking and his very firm determination not to confuse form and content, nor ends and means. In the course of the controversy which brought him up against the anarchists in the League in 1889, he found himself having to decide what differentiated his position from theirs, concerning utopian experiments in isolation and the tendency to believe that

life in small egalitarian communities provided a panacea
“You could not live communistically,” he wrote to them, “until the present society of capitalism or contract is at an end. Equally, of course, the living in small communities is not in theory an essential of this great change, though I have little doubt that it would bring about such a way of living and abolish big cities, which, equally with comrade Davis, ] think much to be desired.”
What matters is socialism, the revolutionary transformation of the basis, the relations of production. Political organisation is only a superstructure. The direct democracy of the communes seemed to Morris to be the most logical and the best, but it made sense and was of value only in so far as it rested upon this basis. Several years later he was to come back to this idea in completely different circumstances, but in a quite significant way. In 1893, pursuing his vain efforts to found a single socialist organisation, he invited together at his home representatives of the Social Democratic Federation and the Fabian Society, and, with himself as representative of the Hammersmith Socialist Society, he drafted a joint manifesto which, after bitter contention with his colleagues, ended up devoid of any substance and consisting only of generalisations Nevertheless he succeeded, in the teeth of the Fabians, in retaining the following passage which is no different in spirit from the reply to the anarchists:
“Municipaiisation . . . can only be accepted as Socialism on the condition of its forming a part of national and at last of international Socialism, in which the workers of all nations . . . can federate upon a common basis of the collective ownership of the great means and instruments of the creation and distribution of wealth ...”
♦ * *
The withering-away of the State has as its corollary another qualitative change. Reproducing literally the Saint-Simonian style which Engels had taken as his own in Anti-Diihring and Socialism, Utopian and Scientific, William Morris considered that “our ‘government’ of the future . . . would be rather an administration of things than a government of persons" so he prefers to speak of organisation “rather than State or government, both of which suggest a class distinct from the people”.** As old Hammond explains in News Jrom Nowhere, instead of having a complicated authoritarian system, they are content “to make some arrangements about our affairs”. 90 And so, he says, “of course there are regulations of the markets, varying according to the circumstances and guided by general custom. But as these are matters of general assent, which nobody dreams of objecting to, so also we have made no provision for enforcing them; therefore I don’t call them laws”. 1
The consequence of such a state of affairs is that, “properly speaking, in a condition of equality politics would no longer exist”, and the very word would lose all meaning: to the visitor, enquiring about this point, old Hammond replies slyly:
“I am glad that it is of me that you ask the question: I do believe that

anybody else would make you explain yourself, or try to do so, till you were sickened of asking questions. Indeed, I believe I am the only man in England who would know what you mean; and since I know, I will answer your question briefly by saying that we are very well off as to politics, — because we have none. ”
In fact, in a communist world political antagonism would be inconceivable.
“It must be remembered that whereas in our present state of society, in every assembly there are struggles between opposing interests for the mastery, in the assemblies of a Communal Society there would be no opposition of interests, but only divergencies of opinion, as to the best way of doing what all were agreed to do. ”
Once these clashes of personal interests had been abolished, since the only possible differences would refer to the application of decisions taken in common, it would be “the practical march of events” which would resolve them.
So one cannot imagine the existence at that time of factions, “making party questions out of matters of universal public convenience”.
“There will be no political parties,” writes Morris, “squabbling incessantly as to who shall govern the country and doing nothing else; for the country will govern itself.” 9
These new habits would, it seems, develop very early, because, in .Sews from Nowhere, we see the curator of a museum of labour showing the visitor minutes of the meeting of a village council held during the first days of socialism to discuss questions relating to communal washing and catering organisation, “all this, joined to the utter absence of anything like party feeling, which even in a village assembly would certainly have made its appearance in an earlier epoch”.9* The reason is simple, and again it is old Hammond who provides it for us:
“Amongst us, our differences concern matters of business, and passing events as to them, and could not divide men permanently. As a rule, the immediate outcome shows which opinion on a given subject is the right one; it is a matter of fact, not of speculation. For instance, it is clearly not easy to knock up 4 political party on the question as to whether haymaking in such and such a countryside shall begin this week or next, when all men agree that it must at the latest begin the week after next, and when any man can go down into the fields himself and see whether the seeds are ripe enough for cutting.”
With the old quarrels no longer current, having disapproved along with private property, the sole consideration henceforth is the use value of common property and not its market value. Competition and rapacious rivalry are finished forever. Henceforth, the only problems facing men are those of “the administration of things”, and they are no longer disguised and poisoned by partisan propoganda sustained by this limited company or that group of the squirearchy. They are revealed starkly and are there to be solved, in the light of good sense, for the obvious advantage of the community: “absolute facts and information would be the main business of public assemblies”.100 In one of his letters

to the Rev. George Bainton, William Morris gives several examples of thr questions that will arise then:
“Shall we (the public) work this coal mine or shut it up? Is it necessary for us to lay down this park in wheat, or can we afford to keep it as a place of recreation? Will it be desirable to improve this shoemak- ing machine, or can we go on with it as it is? Will it be necessary to call for special volunteers to cultivate yonder fen, or will the action of the law of compensation be inducement enough for its cultivation?" 101
In the same way, when one commune sends a delegation to another commune, they will have no mission other than to ask such questions as: “We are a shoemaking community chiefly, you cotton spinners, are we making too many shoes? Shall we turn some of us to gardening for a month or two, or shall we go on?” These problems, expressed now in all their simplicity, are of interest to all the inhabitants and become the subject of careful thought; an effort will always be made to resolve them by combining agreeableness and usefulness. The visitor in News from Nowhere is surprised that so many forests are permitted to remain in this England that has been transformed into a garden: is this not wasteful? No, replies old Hammond,
“we like these pieces of wild nature, and can afford them, so we have them; let alone that as to the forests we need a great deal of timber, and suppose that our sons and sons’ sons will do the like." 10
In this society, where variation of occupation has become the custom, everyone has a sense of responsibility and does not leave the useful function that he is quitting without somebody to carry on. When Dick decides to go off to the haymaking he only does so after finding someone to replace him in his task as boatman.
Everything goes on without friction, not in a spontaneous way, but on the basis of collective as well as individual thought and of a general feeling of working no longer for the profit of a few but for the greatest good of each and all I o which naturally is to be added the existence pretty well everywhere of men and women with a sense and liking for good organisation:
“Although there are so many, indeed by far the greater number amongst us, who would be unhappy if they were not engaged in actually making things, and things which turn out beautiful under their hands, - there are many, like the housekeepers I was speaking of, whose delight is in administration and organization, to use long-tailed words, I mean people who like keeping things together, avoiding waste, seeing that nothing sticks fast uselessly. Such people are thoroughly happy in their business, all the more as they are dealing with actual facts, and not merely passing counters round to see what share they shall have in the privileged taxation of useful people, which was the business of the commercial folk in past days. ”
On the subject of these “arrangements" which “have taken the place of government”, old Hammond makes one very interesting declaration:
“ . . although we have simplified our lives a great deal from what they

were, and have got rid of many conventionalities and many sham wants, which used to give our forefathers much trouble, yet our life is too complex for me to tell you in detail by means of words how it is arranged”. 1
It seems to me that this apparently contradictory statement admirably illuminates the thinking of William Morris. It is simply a matter, in fact, of simplicity within complexity. There are no longer any planned and authoritarian rules or legislation laying down a rigid and arbitrary pattern, uniform for all aspects of public life. The customary rules and usages operate quite naturally in every situation and circumstance, quite different between one part of a territory and another, but meeting no difficulty in application because they arise from the tacit or publicly determined agreement of the citizens as a whole. These feel completely at ease and never feel any need to regulate their behaviour by means of a legislative code imposed from above and in no way reflecting their way of life. In fact, all that is very simple and only appears complex in the eyes of a “man come from another planet” In fact, “gradually all public business would be so much simplified that it would come to little more than a correspondence”.107 This empirical version of communism is, after all, well in line with English tradition. It is also in line with the humanistic solicitude of William Morris, who declared
“but this business of administration they would as sensible people reduce as much as possible, that they might be freer to use their lives in the pleasure of living, and creating, and knowing, and resting”. K*
• • •
Docs that imply that the society described in News from Nowhere is an anarchist society? It is certainly true that William Morris's tale is utterly different from the majority of other utopias. From More’s book to the imaginings of Wells or Huxley we see authority reign infallibly and the city of the future display that impeccable symmetry so well described by Raymond Ruyer.
“Almost all utopian worlds are symmetrical, regularly arranged, like an Italian or French garden. This symmetry and regular organisation often touch upon mania and seem to betray the tendency of many utopists to schizophrenia and its geometrical patterns. In utopian towns, everything is as straight as a bow-string. Classes, institutions, professions, all are regular. ” 109
Morris’s fertile imagination is certainly far removed from this picture, and his rejection of all centralised authoritarian power is no less characteristic. So it is not surprising that his utopia is the only one “that has ever appealed generally to anarchists”.1,0 They have long declared him to be one of them, and many critics, themselves a long way from sharing those beliefs, have not hesitated to class him decisively among the followers of the libertarian faith. For his part, all his life Morris declared his hostility towards anarchism. Who is in the right?
There seems to me to be growing evidence that in this long-drawn-out debate total confusion reigns, sustained as much by the theoretical ignorance

of most commentators (for it is not enough to be a literary critic in order to tackie the work of such a writer) as by the partial misconceptions of Morris himself as to the exact nature of anarchism.
fn the first place it is necessary to clarify this last point. In fact there are two kinds of anarchism: on the one hand, anarchism founded upon the cult of the individual, as defined by Stirner, and, on the other, social anarchism, represented by the rationalist system of Godwin, by Proudhon’s federalist mutualism or by Kropotkin’s "mutual aid". Among these latter (1 purposely refrain from quoting Bakunin, whose influence in England was quite negligible), it appears that Morris did not read Godwin and his knowledge of Proudhon was entirely second-hand. However, he was friendly with Kropotkin,and it would be astonishing if he had not read some of his books. He never expressed any detailed criticism of his doctrines, but contented himself with flatly displaying his disagreement. We have seen at what points they make contact and also the impassable barriers which separated them. On the other hand, Morris was in almost daily contact with anarchists in the leadership of the Socialist League. He respected their convictions and their devotion, but deprecated their methods and the forms of action which they preached, and the final break between them came upon this point. As for their vision of the future, it was somewhat hazy and he classed them generally as “destructivists”. If one tries to extract the substance of the very confused articles and verbose correspondence to be found in Commonweal beneath their signatures, one gets the feeling that they are above all enemies of society and worshippers of the sovereign rights of the individual. One finds no reference to Stirner, of whom they seem to be unaware, just as Morris was himself, moreover. In any case, it is clear that the conception of anarchism which the latter developed was imposed by his contact with people like Kitz, Lane, Blackwell and Nicholl, much more than by his contacts with Kropotkin. So it is not surprising that Morris should have been led, as is pertinently remarked by G. Woodcock, a specialist in this field, to “considering anarchism in the narrow sense of individualism”.1 Bruce Glasier tells us that
“their denial of social authority and discipline, their strong assertion of individual rather than social rights, their emphasis of the sovereignty or autonomy of the individual, and their constant tendency to view society as the enemy instead of the friend of man, and, while declaring men to be on the whole individually good and trustworthy, at the same time ceaselessly to rail against organised society as inherently wicked and tyrannical, were notions alien alike his temperament and his reason”.11
What is even more illuminating is Glasier’s account of remarks made by Morris during a private meeting of members of the Glasgow section of the Socialist League on 25 March 1888:
“Anarchism means, as I understand it, the doing away with, and doing without, laws and rules of all kinds, and in each person being allowed to do just as he pleases. I don’t want people to do just as they please; I want them to consider and act for the good of their fellows - for the commonweal in fact.” 1,4
It is probable that Kropotkin, had he known of it, would have disowned any

such definition of anarchism, but regard must be paid to it as indicating the sense and exact degree of Morris’s anti-anarchism. For this reason one cannot fail to be somewhat surprised at the assessment made by Monsieur Victor Dupont in the introduction to his bilingual edition of Nouvelles de nullepart. He sees Morris’s ideology as a “concept much more anarchist than collectivist" and he adds: “Does Morris imply that State Collectivism carries within itself, ‘as a cloud carries the storm’ the individualism which is destined to destroy it in its turn? He does not tell us so.” 115 It is not easy to understand how he was able to make such a remark, because, in Morris’s thinking, the anarchism he opposed was intimately mixed with individualism and he no more wanted that than he did capitalism, which he similarly dubbed “individualist anarchy”.
The only plausible question is whether Kropotkin was justified in annexing Morris and whether, in a more general way, successive commentators have been right in classing him, without any reservation, among the anarchists. 1 shall not linger over such opinions as that of Chesterton, who asserts in his usual off-hand way that “he was not a Socialist” but “a sort of Dickensian anarchist”,117 which does not really convey very much, either about Dickens or about Morris. I pass on to more substantial folk. Edouard Guyot observes perplexedly that “he, who all his life was a sturdy opponent of anarchism, was constrained to finish up with a regime that greatly resembled it”. “ Yeats thinks that Morris was perhaps “an anarchist without knowing it”. The historian Kirkup, arguing a priori, asserts that “William Morris in News from Nowhere, his delightful utopia of virtual Anarchism, had to turn England into a nation of haymakers, because simple small-scale agriculture is almost the only industry which is intellectually conceivable under Anarchism”.12" G- D. H. Cole writes that “he fell foul of the Anarchists . . . not because he held their ideal to be wrong, but because he disapproved of their methods and tactics”.121 A similar opinion is expressed by C. Woodcock for whom this rupture depended on “matters of personality rather than ideology” (which is much less certain, for Morris retained his esteem for his former comrades) 1 2 and who sees in News from Nowhere “a thoroughly anarchist world”.
I break off this short anthology, the monotony of which could only too easily be prolonged. It appears to me that all these judgments have one characteristic in common, that of posing a false problem and of conveying the absolute ignorance, on the part of those who expressed them, however eminent they may be, of the Marxist theory of two stages and of the withering away of the state in the second stage. I have sufficiently indicated Morris’s sources and demonstrated his care to remain faithful to them, so that it is pointless to return to it here. His utopian dream was not one of an anarchist world: it is, following the logic of theory, what a socialist world could be like after abundance had been achieved, and the tasks of consolidating and building fulfilled. Even so well-informed a specialist on Morris as Mr. Le Mire gets into the same rut: after quoting an important passage of the lecture The Policy of Abstention, in which the writer explains the difference between socialism and communism,124 Mr. Le Mire exclaims that it is such as “not a few thorough anarchists might approve of”.125 And what is one to say about the incredible ignorance (not to talk of political bias) of Mr. Philip Henderson, who, in his recent voluminous work, demonstrates that News from Nowhere cannot be regarded as a communist utopia because it has “very little relation to anything

wc know as communism”? He adds that "it would be an insult to Morris’s intelligence to suppose that he really believed in the possibility of such a society "I*2* The only critic (apart, of course, from E. P. Thompson) who has even glimpsed the true shape of the problem is the German Gustav Fritzsche who puts forward the supposition that Morris, in order to avoid throwing Marxism overboard, decided to consider anarcho-communism as the ultimate outcome of socialism.12 If Fritzsche had read the Critique of the Gotha Programme and Anti-Diihring he would not have needed to indulge in conjectures of this kind, or to foist this anarcho- communism on to Morris.
• • *
After this quick look at the most widespread interpretation, which has allowed us to give a new direction to the question, it seems to me to be opportune to examine how Morris answered it himself.
There is no doubt that some formulations scattered through his earlier political writings can spread doubt and support the idea of a libertarian inspiration. Among his lyrical effusions we do not find the slogan ‘Neither God nor master’ (Morris steadfastly avoids any religious references), but the cry of ‘No master! ’ echoes more than once, and is even the title of one of his Chants for Socialists,l2B The hero of Pilgrims of Hope dreams of a world in which man shall no longer have any master.129 The theme running through the first socialist lectures is: "Why have masters at all? let us be fellows“no man is good enough to be the master over others 1 1 However, it is all the more important not to overestimate the importance of this sentimental rhetoric, for, as early as 1884, Morris gave it a perfectly defined content:
“The workman must learn to understand that he must have no master, no employer save himself — himself collectively, that is to say, the commonweal. ”IJ
This is an important formulation because it conveys, from the very beginning, the adoption of an anti-individualist standpoint that was to be affirmed with growing vigour during his period of full political maturity, particularly during the long controversy with the anarchists. “Some persons ...” he wrote to Rev. George Bainton, “try to conceive a condition of things in which every man is independent of every other, but that is not only impossible to be, but impossible even to conceive of,” 133 and in one of the most telling of the writings he published in Commonweal in reply to anarchist arguments, he repeats that “men without society is not only impossible, but inconceivable”.134 When after the split he founded the Hammersmith Socialist Society and issued its manifesto, he returned doggedly to this point:
“Here we must say that it is not the dissolution of society for which we strive, but its reintegration. The idea put forward by some who attack present society, of the complete independence of every individual, is not merely impossible of realization, but, when looked into, turns out to be inconceivable. ”'35
The thinking of his last years did not cause him to change his mind: “As to its theory, I must say that I cannot recognise Anarchism (as it has been ex

pounded to me) as a possible condition of Society, for it seems to me in its essence to be a negation of Society”.1 In an interview by Justice in 1894, he repeated yet again:
“Anarchism, as a theory, negatives society, and puts man outside it. Now, man is unthinkable outside society. Men cannot live or move outside it. The negation of society is the position taken up by the logical Anarchists, and this leads to the spasmodic insurrectionary methods which they advocate. ”
So it is plain that, contrary to the claims of G. D. H. Cole, Morris not only fails to draw any distinction in his criticism between the theory and the tactics of the anarchists, but establishes a strict link between the two.
Morris accepted all the consequences stemming from this adoption of the anti-individualist position. The first is that all individual liberty must have limits. During the first part of his militant activity, before the direct clash with the anarchists in the League, he was measured in his language and inclined to optimism:
“the constitution of all society requires that each individual member of it should yield up part of his liberty in return for the advantages of mutual help and defence; yet at bottom that surrender should be part of the liberty itself; it should be voluntary in essence”.138
But once the crisis had broken, Morris’s attitude hardened. This voluntary relinquishing of part of one’s liberty no longer seemed enough, and he even reached the position of foreseeing compulsion:
“And here I join issue with our Anarchist-Communist friends, who are somewhat authoritative on the matter of authority, and not a little vague also. For if freedom from authority means the assertion of the advisability or possibility of an individual man doing what he pleases always and under all circumstances, this is an absolute negation of society, and makes Communism as the highest expression of society impossible; and when you begin to qualify this assertion of the right to do as you please by adding ‘as long as you do not interfere with other people’s rights to do the same’, the exercise of some kind of authority becomes necessary. If individuals are not to coerce others, there must somewhere be an authority which is prepared to coerce them not to coerce; and that authority must clearly be collective. ” 13
An authority that was the more necessary in that Morris refused to share the illusions of his anarchist comrades about the fundamental goodness of man. He has often, somewhat superficially, been regarded as a follower of Rousseau. Apart from the fact that there is not a single reference to Rousseau in his works, it is plain that he did not in any way share the latter’s idealism on this point. He certainly believed that man is formed by his social surroundings and that capitalist “civilization” has corrupted him, but communist society, despite its healthy way of life, is not a return to the state of nature, and the transformation which will take place in man at that time will not be the rediscovery of original perfection, but the free development of all that is best in him. So the existence of the best implies that of the worst:

"When we talk of the freedom of the individual man, we must not forget that every man is a very complex animal, made up of many different moods and impulses; no man is always wise, or wise in all respects. Philip sober needs protection against Philip drunk, or he may chance to wake up from his booze in a nice mess. Surely we all of us feel that there is a rascal or two in each of our skins beside the other or two who want to lead manly and honourable lives, and do we not want something to appeal to on behalf of those better selves of ours?”
So some repressive machinery will be inevitable “and surely it will always be so, as long as the individual acts unsocially”.141
And so, however much stress Morris may lay upon the withering away of the state, it does not seem right to him to abandon all kinds of authority, although this may well take completely new forms. It is interesting to note the limitation which old Hammond unfailingly puts upon his assertions about the organisation of communist society: "we no longer have anything which you. a native of another planet, would call a government”;142 “in your sense of the word we have no government”;143 “in your sense of the word, we have no criminal law either”.144 The significant thing is that authority, while different in form and spirit, has not entirely disappeared. In so far as one can rely upon the evidence of Bruce Glasier (and on this point I see no reason for showing distrust), the remarks made by Morris during his discussion with the militant core at Glasgow on 25 March 1888 are quite unambiguous:
“What constitutes the commonweal, or the common notion of what is for the common good, will and always must be expressed in the form of laws of some kind — either political laws, instituted by the citizens in public assembly, as of old by folk-moot, or if you will by real councils or parliaments of the people, or by social customs growing up from the experience of Society. The fact that at present many or the majority of laws and customs are bad, does not mean that we can do without good laws or good customs ... In a word, then, I tell you that I am not an anarchist, and I had as lief join the White Rose Society or the so-called Liberty and Property Defence League as join an anarchist organisation”.14
George Woodcock, who quotes these remarks in his admirable study, has to admit in self-defence that “an anarchist . . . would object to Morris's acceptance of laws voted by assemblies or popular councils”. 40 Morris considered that anarchy could not exist in the productive process A hierarchy is essential for the working of the factory, and it is essential to put in positions of command those, whoever they may be, who have the proper qualities:
“Those who are fit to superintend will do so, and will do it willingly as it will be easy for them, since they are fit for it; the workmen whom they direct will also follow that direction willingly, as they will find out that doing so will make their work easier and more effective ”, but, adds Morris, the great difference will be that “on every workman will rest a due share^of responsibility, he will not be as he is now a mere irresponsible machine On a socialist ship there will be, just as there are today.

carried on then as they are now (and, to be successful, must probably remain) under the guidance of one man. The only difference between then and now will be, that he will be chosen because he is fit for the work, and not because he must have a job found for him; and that he will do his work for the benefit of each and all, and not for the sake of making a profit”.144 In this connection, notice that in the egalitarian republic of Mews from Nowhere, we several times meet team leaders and foremen, either in respect of road-mending,14’ building1'0 or haymaking ' and that a young rascal, who is helping a group of “Obstinate Refusers” to build a house, remarks that “my work is not superintending, like the gaffer’s yonder”.
Nor could anarchy reign in the sphere of distribution. Certainly, the second stage will be the time of plenty. The elementary needs of everyone, nearly enough the same, will be amply satisfied. It will be easy to provide a surplus, thanks to the extreme diversity of temperament an** taste, but it will not be necessarily so for some excessive requirements which could not be satisfied “without the individual clashing with collective society", and the latter will sometimes need to “determine on collective action which, without being in itself immoral or oppressive, would give pain to some of its members”.1
In fact, the most serious contention between Morris and the anarchists was in regard to the functioning of public life, to the power of making decisions, to the law of the majority and the rights of the minority. The positions were clear-cut and irreconcilable. With a patience praiseworthy in a man given to temper, but without making the smallest concession. Morris takes the frequently very muddled arguments of his opponents, sets them out more clearly and firmly refutes them:
“There w ill be differences of opinion as to what should be done. E.g . a community may discuss the building of a bridge; some say Ay and some No, and persist in that opinion after all possible arguments have been exhausted ; what is to be done? which party is to give way? Our Anarchist friends say it must not be carried by a majority; in that case, then, it must be carried by a minority. And why? Is there any divine right in a minority? I fail to see it, although I admit that the opinion is held by the absolutists.
Or again, passing to matters of principle again. Supposing that a commune decides to re-introduce wage-slavery within its bounds. Is that to be allowed by the majority of the communes? Are we not to deliver slaves from their masters? If not, why are we revolutionary Socialists today?. .
Comrade Blackwell suggests that since the majority is no more likely to be right than the minority (which I admit) they might as well toss a copper for it. 1 don’t object; but then there might be a difference of opinion on that method also, and how are we to settle that? It is curious that comrade Blackwell, in suggesting that the larger of the two differing parties in a matter of administration should throw the matter over, cannot see that this would mean victory for the noes; or, in other words, that in any question which must be answered aye or nay, anyone obstructive could always prevent any business being done, and could in such matters

thereby establish the most complete minority rule conceivable.” 154
Morris does not in the least mean that the rights of the minority should not be safeguarded. Old Hammond explains at great length to his visitor how things work out in fact. A citizen makes a proposal to the Mote of his commune If everyone agrees, the discussion is soon over. If nobody supports the proposal, the matter remains in abeyance. If opinions are divided, no vote is taken on that occasion and the discussion is deferred to the next meeting. Meanwhile, arguments are put forward orally and through the press. At the next assembly, discussion takes place and voting is by show of hands. If the majority is small, there is further debate at the following meeting. If it is large, the minority generally give way, but has the right to demand further discussion, when, if still no stronger, it always gives in. If it should happen that there is a continued small difference in the voting, the minority can insist that no decision be taken until further notice, but it is a right that is rarely invoked.b5 As one can see, there are very generous provisions, and old Hammond is quite justified in ridiculing the idea of a “tyranny of a majority”.
On a closer scrutiny it is evident that, while Morris’s attitude stiffens when he is dealing with anarchist criticism, he none the less retains an absolute confidence in the ultimate disappearance of the State. This criticism enabled him to clarify his thinking. The State will die and authority will live on, but a qualitative change in the latter will provide a dialectical resolution of the contradiction. With men all becoming responsible for their own affairs and managing them directly, their common interest will provide their common inspiration. Differences of opinion over the ways to work towards the common end will not possibly give rise to deep bitterness, for nobody will have any privileges to defend and cannot in the outcome be harmed. A fraternal habit of give and take will operate as a bond between them, “and what is this bond but authority - that is, the conscience of the association voluntarily accepted in the first instance”.1'* In the end, social conscience will forbid harming ones neighbour, and it will only resort to force “if other means fail ”.
“Now I don’t want to be misunderstood,” wrote Morris to Blackwell.
“I am not pleading for any form of arbitrar^or unreasonable authority,
but for a public conscience as a rule of action. ”
So it is not Morris who indulges in authoritarian schematics, but rather, it would appear, his anarchist opponents. The polemic does not appear openly in Neves from Nowhere, but it is underlying all the time. At the time when the tale was published by instalments in the columns of Commonweal, the split, though still not official, was already a reality. The anarchists were in control of the weekly and Morris moved cautiously, which confirms my conviction expressed earlier that he attached considerable importance to this message. However, at one point, during discussion between old Hammond and the visitor, he could not resist renewing his attack in strangely allusive terms. The old man declares that the only alternative to their regime of direct, majority democracy would be the creation of an all-powerful aristocracy of administrators and a return to capitalism:
“Welt.” said 1, “there is a third possibility - to wit, that every man

should be quite independent of every other, and that thus the tyranny of society should be abolished.”
He looked hard at me for a second or two, and then burst out laughing very heartily; and I confess that f joined him. When he recovered himself he nodded at me and said:
“Yes, yes, I quite agree with you - and so we all do.” 15
It is plainly another knock by Morris at individualist anarchism. It is to be regretted that he never stated his reasons for his avowed disagreement with Kropotkin’s anarchism, for this would perhaps have led to the dispersion of the double misunderstanding to which I referred earlier and which underlies the whole of this dispute. It is plain that Kropotkin would not have accepted the forms of authority, albeit much weakened and qualitatively new, which persisted in Morris’s utopia. But in the two of them one finds the same ideal of communal and direct democracy. However, one fundamental difference divided them; it is that, with Morris and in the words of Engels, “the State is not abolished it withers away”. Morris, no more than Engels, could admit “the demand of the so-called anarchists that the State should be abolished overnight”.160 The whole of Morris’s utopian thinking is based upon the Marxist theory of two stages. While there is an ultimate relationship between these two conceptions of the society of the future, there is complete opposition regarding the historical perspective, and, therefore, the means. Morris would assuredly have subscribed to Lenin’s estimate:
“We do not at all disagree with the Anarchists on the question of the abolition of the State as a final aim. But we affirm that, for the attainment of this aim we must make temporary use of the weapons and methods of the State against the exploiters, just as the temporary dictatorship of the oppressed class is necessary for the annihilation of all classes. ” l6.
As for the label anarcho-communist, applied to Morris by G. Fritzsche and many others since him, Morris himself rejected it emphatically and unequivocally at the beginning of his polemic with the anarchists in the Socialist League:
“I will begin by saying that I call myself a Communist, and have no wish to qualify that word by joining any other to it. ” 162

[bookmark: bookmark227]The Productive Forces
Morris said repeatedly that the basis of socialism is economic. While it constitutes a radical change in production relationships, which, in its turn allows a profound revolution in institutional superstructures, all this is only made possible by the freeing of the productive forces. Under the domination of the bourgeoisie, man was hampered in his mastery over nature. Science and technology were not in his service, but in the service of capital. The supreme law was the accumulation of profit for a minority and man was only an appendage to the machine. The new life alone, bringing beauty and joy, will deliver him, along with nature herself, from these artificial bonds and will allow him to become her true master: “Man has gained mechanical victory over nature, which in time to come he may be able to enjoy, instead of starving amidst of it. In those days science also may be happy; yet not before the second birth of Art, accompanied by the happiness of labour, has given her rest from the toil of dragging the car of Commerce.” 1 In that moment, men “themselves can regulate labour, and by being absolute masters of their materials, tools and time they can win for themselves all that is possible to be won from nature without deduction or taxation paid to classes that have no purpose or reason for existence”.3 In fact, man is now crushed by a two-fold struggle, the one against nature to snatch his subsistence, the other against the oppressors who warp his life. This second kind of struggle, exhausting, harmful and unnecessary, must be brought to a conclusion. The first will be amply sufficient to absorb all energy and it will become joyous and fruitful, because it will unite instead of dividing: “In order that his labour may be organized properly he must only have one enemy to contend with — Nature to wit, who as it were eggs him on to the conflict against herself, and is grateful to him for overcoming her; a friend in the guise of an enemy. There must be no contention of man with man, but association instead; so only can labour be really organized, harmoniously organized.” 3 A friend disguised as an enemy, vigilantly subdued by men’s united will:
“We like everything trim and clean, and orderly and bright ...” says old Hammond, “and they won’t stand any nonsense from Nature in their dealings with her.” 4
If human science is delivered henceforth from all fetters and can be freely applied to the world, does that mean it is capable of new leaps forward? It is an odd fact that Morris’s thinking, at least in his theoretical writings, is somewhat uncertain on this point. “To our eyes,” he writes, “since we cannot see into the future, that struggle with Nature seems nearly over, and the victory of the

human race over her nearly complete.” 5 His attitude is ambiguous, he gives the impression of being overcome by the triumphant certainty of the Victorian age which considered its civilisation as a zenith, and, at the same time, to be inclined to fear the consequences of further technical progress. He was dazzled by the victory over nature, the progress of which "has been far swifter and more startling within the last two hundred years than ever before”." He admired the undoubted achievements of the bourgeoisie:
“The freedom which the richer classes had won blessed the world with wonderful discoveries and inventions: on all sides nature was conquered and had to yield her treasures to men without stint; so that where one man once lived hardly, a thousand may now live well, or might do if they would.”
So for Morris the problem was not to know whether this fantastic progress will grow still more, but to make rational use of what will be inherited by the new society. Though man, he says,
“has indeed conquered Nature and has her forces under his control to do what he will with, he still has himself to conquer, he still has to think how he will best use those forces which he has mastered . . . The conquest of Nature is complete, may we not say? and now our business is . . . the organization of man, who wields the forces of Nature. ” "
The way old Hammond talks allows this same uncertainty to hover over the eventual progress of this material mastery. Referring to the widespread fear that one day there might not be enough work to be done, he points out to the visitor that vast perspectives will still be open in all directions: “If art be inexhaustible, so is science also,” he says, adding: “there are. and 1 suppose will be. many people who are excited by its conquest of difficulties, and care for it more than for anything else”.9 Are these purely theoretical difficulties to exercise the intelligence or problems of a practical nature to forward man’s mastery over matter? We well know that the two streams of research are inextricably mingled, and that each is dependent upon the other, but the old man’s remarks are too vague to allow us to grasp exactly what Morris intended.
Once humanity has been liberated, what will it make of this scientific and technical power amassed by a bourgeoisie which “has won the treasure but. . . cannot use it”.Well, even if humanity does not develop it, it will try to make good use of it: “The power over nature which we have gained we now want to use for our enjoyment.” 1 Which means what? Morris is not very eloquent on this point, and the only suggestion he offers us is that the rdle of science in his world reborn would be to deliver men from the evils with which misuse of it had previously burdened them:
“Science duly applied would enable them to get rid of refuse, to minimize, if not wholly to destroy, all the inconveniences which at present attend the use of elaborate machinery, such as smoke, stench and
■ '	i',12
noise.
Thanks to science, nature would no longer be polluted, and would recover all her charm:

“Then we should have nature beautiful around us again, for surely then no disgrace of foulness in air or water would be suffered, nor would it in any wise need to be, with science set free from the huckster's fetters.”
At the time when Morris was writing, electrical energy was still in its early stages. He was unaware of the possibilities which it opened for man’s creative energy and he saw it only as a way of avoiding the pollution and filth inflicted upon both town and country:
“It seems probable that the development of electricity as a motive power will make it easier to undo the evils brought upon us by capitalist tyranny when we regain our senses and determine to live like human beings; but even if it turns out that we must still be dependent on coal and steam for force, much could still be done towards making life pleasant if universal co-operation in manufacture and distribution were to take the place of our present competitive anarchy.” 14
Coal was always his nightmare: “For myself, 1 should be glad if we could do without coal. . In olden days the people did without coal, and were, 1 believe rather more happy than we are to-day . . . But without saying we can do without coal, I will say that we could do with less than half of what we use now, if we lived properly and produced really useful, good and beautiful things VVe could get plenty of timber for our domestic fires if we cultivated and cared for our forests as we might do; and with the water and with power we now allow to go to waste, so to say, and with or without electricity, we could perhaps obtain the bulk of the motive power which might be required for the essential mechanical industries.” 15 “All along the Thames,” he wrote in News from Nowhere, “there were abundance of mills used for various purposes; none of which were in any degree unsightly, and many strikingly beautiful; and the gardens about them marvels of loveliness. ” 1
They are interesting perspectives, no doubt, but very narrow. Morris cannot be reproached with the excesses of science fiction. However, if we like to repeat a manoeuvre I have already employed, by moving from the theoretical utopism of articles and lectures to the practical utopism expressed in the dream of News from Nowhere, we shall be surprised by discreet sidelights, which are so very significant! Once he was at grips with a reality that was imagined rather than imaginary, certainly shaped to his desires, but also inexorably shaped to the historical needs whose laws and internal logic he understood, this dreamer about a new society of happiness and plenty could not fail to tackle the basic problem of any social structure, that of the level of resources of energy. He did so with cautious brevity, but the hints scattered through his narrative are all the more striking. One fundamental assertion must be made at once. Morris was fully aware, and said so explicitly, that a qualitative revolutionary leap had taken place in the field of energy. When he speaks of “the great change in the use of mechanical force”, we should not forget that this expression “great change” is one he also uses to describe the socialist revolution, and its use in this connection is clearly in no way an accident. This technical metamorphosis is even of such scope that it has permitted the final elimination of the monstrous, hideous industrial concentrations of the nineteenth century. 17

There is a very simple explanation for this: this new energy is distributed widely across the whole country and is at the disposal of the inhabitants anywhere;18 so the dispersal of industry becomes easy and normal. Together with this upsurge in power goes a considerable improvement in the machines themselves so that soon they “had been so much improved that almost all necessary work might have been done by them”.' A perfectly normal and understandable progress “when it was no longer a question as to whether their improvement would ‘pay’ the individual, but rather whether it would benefit the community”. 0 Men’s initiative, now that they worked for themselves and no longer in order to increase the profits of the bosses, would be another factor for progress, and the visitor, during his journey on the Thames, remarks in passing on their “ingenuity in dealing with the difficulties of water- engineering”.21 On several occasions he is intrigued by technical novelties beyond his comprehension. There is reference to a train “worked in some way, the explanation of which I could not understand”.22 There are “banded workshops” making glass and pottery, and whose ovens do not produce any smoke.23 Finally and most important of all, the episode of the barge lays claim to our attention.
“But every now and then we came on barges, laden with hay or other country produce, or carrying bricks, lime, timber, and the like, and these were going on their way without any means of propulsion visible to me — just a man at the tiller, with often a friend or two laughing and talking with him. Dick, seeing on one occasion this day that I was looking rather hard on one of these, said: ‘That is one of our force-barges; it is quite as easy to work vehicles by force by water as by land.’
I understood pretty well that these ‘force vehicles’ had taken the place of our old steam-power carrying; but I took good care not to ask any more questions about them, as I knew well enough both that I should never be able to understand how they worked, and that in attempting to do so I should betray myself, or get into some complication impossible to explain, so I merely said, ‘Yes, of course, 1 understand.’ ” 24
Tltis is the longest indication given us in the whole book of the rising of the level of the productive forces. Why such reticence? Are we to conclude that Morris was indifferent? That is most improbable, because it would have been easier in that case to say nothing at all, and Morris was not a man to force himself: these brief glimpses are intentional and are part of the logic of his utopia. Should one assume ignorance of things technical on his part? The reputation of being a gentle dreamer that has commonly been given to him makes such an assumption tempting, and I myself fell victim to it in the introduction to my French edition of Nouoelles de nulle part. But it needs looking at twice. Of course, Morris himself invites us to believe in his total incompetence: “1 know well enough that I should never be able to understand how they worked”. But we know just how suspicious we should be of any declarations of this kind that he might make, whether about political economy, theology, music or even painting. If one were to believe him, he knew nothing and understood nothing: it was a form of modesty and, even more, a defensive reaction against pompous fools. First, let us consider just how improbable it is that the driving force of the Morris Firm should be afflicted by total technical ig

norance, for its products were not exclusively artisanal and included a mechanised sector which was not negligible. Bruce Giasier tells us that “he was continually surprising his friends with an unexpected acquaintance with modern science and industrial processes which he sometimes affected to despise”; ' and Compton-Rickett recounts that he was “most keenly alive to minutest points of railway organisation”. Such evidence from contemporaries calls for caution on our part.
It seems to me that the reason for this reticence was simply that Morris was not only an unpretentious man, but also, above all, a thinker and artist. He did not have the smallest wish to impress his readers and achieve facile effects by a knowledgeable exposition of extraordinary machines. In fact, to do so would have been to turn away from his purpose, which was to talk about man and his future. As Page Arnot shrewedly comments,r‘ if he had had his world buzzing with mysterious mechanisms, he would not have been describing the productive forces in the future communist society (and we must never forget that his utopia is put in the twenty-second century): at the most he could have foreseen the inventions of 1900 or 1910. It suffices to see how quickly some of Wells’s anticipations have dated, and sometimes even become ridiculous.28 We owe it to the wisdom of Morris that his utopia, unencumbered by pseudo-scientific bric-a-brac, is ageless and, for this reason and many other reasons also, maintains a lasting youthfulness. With impressive economy and consummate art, Morris made the barge of days to come into a symbol and a landmark. Through it we know, without its having to be underlined, that plenty rests upon solid material bases: the reader is simply invited to observe and reflect. Moreover, the fact that such was the writer’s deepest intention is confirmed for us by the way in which his daughter recounts his hilarity when told of the criticisms made by certain Fabians of the inadequacy of his explanations."
• • •
When one tests the average opinion, or skims through the innumerable articles in the daily or weekly press that make some reference to Morris, one is astonished at the unanimity with which our poet is unequivocally relegated to the machine-haters and the apostles of the return to primitive living. It is a ready-made concept, a lazy prejudice, sanctified, it seems, by long repetition. It is even more astonishing to see eminent critics making the same banal assessment in an even more assertive way than does the man in the street. “He puts machinism and capitalism together in the same stocks,” writes Monsieur Victor Dupont; “he allows himself to be swayed by instinctive antipathies that might have been corrected by some serious thought; here we find him carried away by sentiment towards the most elementary over-simplification.” ’ Nikolaus Pevsner, in a very well-known work of accepted authority, considers that Morris, “looking forward to barbarism . . . certainly hoped for machine-breaking . . .”,31 and he refers to the evidence of Charles R. Ashbee, who, after being a disciple of Morris, finished up reproaching him for “intellectual Ludditism”. 2 More recently still, another specialist, Robert Furneaux Jordan, has repeated this accusation in identical terms: “this intellectual Ludditism”.31 Let us rest content with these few extreme judgments, and ask ourselves the

reason for so widespread an opinion. While that of the critics I have quoted, from whom one might have expected a deeper understanding of Morris’s work, must be considered strange, the average public reaction is perhaps more explicable. On the one hand, a reading of Mews from M'owhere in isolation (and this is most often the case) can leave an impression of a world from which machines are completely banished, whereas in reality they are just hidden and have ceased to dominate daily life. On the other hand, a real conspiracy of silence has been maintained about the theoretical writings of Morris’s maturity. It is known, of course, that he was a socialist, but people are satisfied to repeat that his socialism was idyllic and pastoral. He is readily ranked with the Pre-Raphaelites, the aesthetes, even the decadents. It appears to be believed that, despite his becoming a socialist, his way of thought remained exactly as it had been before 1884, and he is seen as just a pure disciple and emulator of Ruskin.
Almost all the passages quoted in support of this interpretation date from the presocialist period, and it must be admitted that they sustain it. With bitter lyricism Morris deplores the fact that a utilitarian mastery of nature blinds man to the beauty of the earth and condemns him to unhappiness and despair:
“ Time enough there may be for many things: for peopling the desert; for breaking down the walls between nation and nation; for learning the innermost secrets of the fashion of our souls and bodies, the air we breathe, and the earth we tread on: time enough for subduing all the forces of nature to our material wants: but no time to spare before we turn our eyes and our longing to the fairness of the earth; lest the wave of human need sweep over it and make it not a hopeful desert as it once was, but a hopeless prison; lest man should find at last that he has toiled and striven, and conquered, and set all things on the earth under his feet, that he might live thereon himself unhappy.” 34
In these tones one can hear the direct inspiration of The Stones of Venice, which is surely, from the beginning, a component of that lasting hatred of “civilization” which Morris retained all his life;.but we know, too, the very special meaning he attached to the word. Moreover, this passage is an exceptionally extreme expression of Morris’s thought at this time, and to some extent the exaggeration conceals the essence: what he is condemning is not the mastery over nature, but the use of it made by nineteenth-century “civilization”.
That is still not the fundamental issue. What must be borne in mind, when studying Morris’s thinking at the beginning of the ’eighties, is that he was. before everything, an artist and decorator. All problems, even social problems, appeared to him from this viewpoint, and art was the main yardstick to which he referred them all. Another thing for us to bear in mind, and it is an idea which we tend to forget, is that there was then a complete divorce between art and technique, notably between architecture and mechanical building, the former could lay claim to beauty, the latter was devoted to usefulness and ugliness; it would have been heresy to graft on to the one the materials and methods belonging to the other. The Gothic revival stressed this compartmen- talisation even more. A mind as convinced of the pre-eminence of architecture

as was William Morris’s could not fail to extend this duality to all branches of artistic production.
When quoting the declarations he made at that time condemning the use of machines, one does not take sufficiently into account that his criticism is solely based upon that consideration. “1 myself have boundless faith,” he writes, “in their capacity. I believe machines can do everything - except make works of art” ‘ It is the leit-motiv of all the lectures of this period, and he is particularly violent in his denunciation of machine-made objets d’art, “that pretence of art . . . which is done with machines”. v
“It is full surely one of the curses of modern life, that if people have not time and eyes to discern or money to buy the real object of their desire, they must needs have its mechanical substitute.”
This artistic impotence of the machine is reflected in that of the worker who becomes its extension. Their joint efforts can only lead to frustration:
“Now the machines some of which will be of steel and brass and some of flesh and bone will not turn out art, for a machine cannot do it, but they will turn out a substitute for it, which will be sold very cheap, but will not be worth the money it costs, for it will be worth nothing. ”
Morris had only contempt for that “perfectly useless luxury: machine lace”.40 Or again, what is a piece of pottery that has no merit apart from “mechanical finish”? The true finish, even if it is imperfect, that which gives an object artistic quality, is workmanlike and expresses the thought and care of the maker. So it is with glass: “moulded and cut glass may have commercial, but can’t have artistic value”. In contrast he suggests the example, as Ruskin had done earlier, of the ancient art of the Venetian glass-makers.
Morris continued to be convinced for the remainder of his life of the incompatibility between art and mechanical production, and even in News from Nowhere we find the idea that “machines could not produce works of art”. If one knows that ornament cannot be truly beautiful when obtained through industrial processes, and if one lacks the time to devote oneself adequately to it, why go on? Do without ornament.45 So Morris’s condemnation of the use of machines cannot be denied and it even continues after 1884, but it is never all-embracing: it is directed only against the mechanical production of works of art.
But even within these defined limits, Morris avoids being dogmatic. Even during his presocialist period he did not systematically condemn all use of machinery. His demand was that it should not stifle man’s free expression. When dealing, for example, with houses, clothes, furniture, “if any of these things make any claim to be considered works of art, they must show obvious traces of the hand of man guided directly by his brain, without more interposition of machines than is absolutely necessary to the nature of the work done”.44 The limitation is important and worth keeping in mind.
Even more so because it very accurately defines Morris’s practice in the management of his own enterprise. Despite the legends, the Morris Firm was never exclusively craft-based, and, as the years passed, the mechanised sector occupied a growing place. All work that it was tedious to do by hand was given to machines, as is proved by photographs we have of the workshops at Merton

Abbey.4’ Shaw relates that, during a visit he made there, he noticed that certain manual tasks were dull and unrewarding; no doubt being a victim himself of the legends of the craftsman’s intransigence, he summoned up all his courage to say to Morris: “You should get a machine to do that"; to which the latter at once replied: “I’ve ordered one. ”
It is even probable that he would have ordered many more if his resources had allowed. He complains incidentally, in an article in Commonweal of having to “refrain from doing certain kinds of weaving I should like to do because my capital can’t compass a power-loom”.4 In fact, mechanical weaving seemed to him to be a very legitimate activity, and he admits, in an essay published in 1888, that it can, in its decoration, be “effective and worth the doing". 48 The same holds true, he adds, of fabric-printing. Sometimes he is even more positive and declares that such weaving, “though mechanical, . .. produces very beautiful things” which can bring “great satisfaction" 511 to the weaver. His son-in-law Sparling tells us that, in his workshops, while patterned fabrics were made on a hand-loom, allowing the worker “to enjoy his work”, plain cloths were made on a machine, which was more efficient and eliminated boring work: "... give that to a machine,” said Morris, “and be damned to it”.51 Moreover, not all jobs were done at Merton Abbey and Morris entrusted many to outside firms. This was so in the case of all muslins and even with a great many chintzes. “ As for wallpapers, he wrote that it was necessary “to accept their mechanical nature frankly, to avoid falling into the trap of trying to make your paper look as if it were painted by hand”. ’ They also were made off the premises, 4 and the printing of them was given entirely to the firm of Jeffery and Co. ” Cabinet-making and wood-carving were mechanised in the seventies. * Morris made many carpet designs for industrial manufacturers, in particular for Wilton, Kidderminister and Axminster carpets.5| He himself had a machine-woven carpet in the big drawing-room at Kelmscott House.58 Tapestry itself, a great art to which he gave a new lease of life, was not sacrosanct from such dealings, and famous pieces such as Vine and Pomegranate and Tulip and Rose were machine-woven.55 On the other hand, the Kelmscott Press has often been regarded as an attempt to restore craft printing, and to a great extent this is so. As Frank Colebrook recalled in a lecture delivered shortly after Morris’s death under the title of “William Morris, Master Printer”, it must be noted that “Morris had no hatred of printing-machines, so long as they do not convert the ‘minders’ into being also printing machines".611 The three type-faces with which he experimented (Troy, Golden and Chaucer) were machine-cast, since Morris considered the work too onerous to be done by hand, and for ornaments and initials he resorted to photography and electrotyping.8 Bookbinding was never one of the Firm’s activities, since Morris did not want to enter into competition with his old friend Cobden-Sanderson, and the latter was horrified one day when he “went so far as to suggest that some machinery should be invented to bind books”.
It is plain that we are a long way from the “intellectual Ludditism" that some have held against Morris, and Peter Floud, the author of a long essay on the “Inconsistencies of William Morris” seems unrealistic in his references to the problem of repeating patterns, found so often in the artist’s work: “Even after the revolution, in the utopian commonwealth of News from Nowhere, Morris would probably still have been compelled by the internal pressure of

his own gifts to pour out his wonderful repeating patterns, and the sam problem would still arise: how to produce this sort of repeating design extern by machine or by forcing people to use their hands as precisely and repetitiously as if they were machines. You cannot escape the fact that, revolu. tion or no revolution, the essence of a repeating pattern is that it repeats exactly and endlessly, leaving no room for spontaneous variation or individual in- itiative. Either it must be produced by a machine or else by a man imitating a machine - and surely common sense must prefer the former.” 03 Practical experience, as well as the writings of Morris himself, could have given him a simple and precise answer and enabled him to avoid posing an unreal problem. What is more, he might have observed that machine-weaving is not proscribed anywhere in .Yew/ from Nowhere, any more, incidentally, than are mechanical type-setting and printing.
So, on the level of aesthetic creativity itself, William Morris’s aversion to the use of machinery is accompanied by very important reservations, and one would be indiscreet to push the argument beyond certain limits. His position is very plain, and it determines his whole utopia: all the work which allows man to express his joy in living should come from his hands and his brain; all burdensome or boring work should be left to the machines.
However, when Morris pillories bourgeois civilisation his diatribes against industrial mechanism are violent. In the nineteenth century, the machine had not shortened the working day. It had allowed the capitalist to speed-up and intensify the rhythm of production, to reduce the worker s wages by the threat of the scourge of unemployment and to achieve monstrous profits for capital. It had extended the harmful division of labour and made the worker nothing but an extension of the machine. It had degraded him, robbed him of his joy in beauty, his joy in creation, his manual skill. It had corrupted existence by the manufacture of useless articles, luxury for the rich, shoddy for the poor, armaments for war. All which is true, but is that to say that the machine, because it has been an instrument of exploitation and oppression in the hands of large-scale capital, cannot be of use in socialist society? Morris does not think so, and says as much very plainly:
“Surely there is nothing in the machines themselves and the invention of man which created them, that they should forbid the true use of them, the lightening the burden of human labour. That is what we Socialists under the machine and factory system are striving for at present, leaving the consideration of what is to be done to the machines and factories to future ages, who will be free to consider it, as we are not. ” 65
After all, there are some things which a machine can do as well as a man’s hand, plus a tool, can do them”, and, “if the necessary reasonable work be of a mechanical kind, I must be helped to do it by a machine” w Aside from these obvious truths, which William Morris, with his sturdv
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importance, for the levelling-out in conditions of work, by means of the machine, ameliorates the rigours of “unequal right”. This idea finds expression in the curious Notes which accompany the Manifesto of the Socialist League:
“It should ... be remembered that the tendency of modern production is to equalize the capacities of labour by means of machinery, so that the unskilled, the weak man, the woman, or even the child, are reduced to something like an equality of capacity. ”
As we know, these Notes carry the joint signatures of Morris and Bax, but it does seem that this idea, too, derived from Morris alone, since it had been clearly expressed in a lecture which he gave on 12 July 1885, whereas the edition of the Manifesto complete with Notes only appeared in October. In this lecture, entitled The Depression of Trade, Morris declares that
“almost automatic machines . . . though they are now wasted on the grinding of profits for individuals, will when the worker-class, the proletariat, is full-grown be the instrument which will make Socialism possible by making possible the equalization of labour as applied to the necessities of life”. 9
On the other hand, it is plain that mechanism will play a capital rdle in socialist society, in creating the plenty which will make it possible to pass to the higher stage of communism. In the same lecture, Morris notes that
“the labour of every man properly directed and helped by the inventions of centuries will more than supply him and his family not yet come to working age, or past it with all the necessaries of life”.
He repeated a few years later that “a man working in civilization with co-operation and by means of machinery and workshop organization can produce more than enough to keep himself in mere necessaries”. Mechanism, he said again, “as an instrument for forcing on us better conditions of life it has been, and for some time yet will be, indispensable”. 1 Its essential purpose, in Morris’s eyes, would be to relieve men of their burdens and allow them to achieve joy in work. Sir Thomas More, influenced by a similar desire, and lacking machines, was obliged to revert to slavery. Fourier curiously passed the dirty jobs over to the children, alleging that they would enjoy them. Morris, as a revolutionary utopist, sees a succession of liberating breakaways. Men will be delivered from the exploitation of capital and become masters of the machines which had enslaved them to the production of surplus-value. They will dominate them in their tum and so free themselves from the bonds of necessity:
“Our epoch has invented machines which would have appeared wild dreams to the men of past ages, and of those machines we have as yet made no use ... In a true society these miracles of ingenuity would be for the first time used for minimizing the amount of time spent in unattractive labour, which by their means might be so reduced as to be but a very light burden on each individual.” n
Giving men back time for living, reducing their effort, these are un

achievable aims in a society based on profit, but they would become a reality in socialist society: to achieve this, “machines of the most ingenious and best- approved kinds will be used5'. They will exist “simply for saving labour with the result of a vast amount of leisure gained for the community”.
However, leisure is not Morris’s chief concern. As we shall see in the next chapter, the old contrast between work and leisure will have disappeared and the basis of communist society will be joy in work. But for that man must no longer have to perform laborious or repulsive jobs: the r61e of the machine will be to release him from them to an ever greater degree. “All work which would be irksome to do by hand,” says old Hammond, “is done by immensely improved machinery'”. 0 It “might even now be speedily extinguishing all irksome and unintelligent labour’*. That is unthinkable today “because it does not pay”; on the contrary, in a socialist community, the use of the machine “will be relegated almost entirely to such work, because in a society of equality everything will be thought to pay which dispenses the citizen from drudgery”. So one of the principles of the new society will be “due use of machinery, i.e. the use of it in labour which is essentially oppressive if done by the hand”. 'rhen all unnecessary work will have been abolished and “whatever of irksome work is left should be done by machines used not as now to grind out profit, but to save labour really”. I am well aware, adds Morris, that this
“involves what to some will seem the monstrous proposition that machines should be our servants and not our masters; nevertheless I make it without blushing”.
Even during his pre-socialist period of purely aesthetic revolt against industrial civilisation, he never hesitated to advocate machine work “where the nature of the thing made compels it, or where the machine does what mere human suffering would otherwise have to do”.80 The thing that aroused his indignation even then was that the only uses of science and technology were the invention of “ersatz” mediocrities and murderous armaments. He hoped that, to make up for it, their inexhaustible resources would be brought to bear so as to relieve men of degrading tasks:
“I want modern science, which I believe to be capable of overcoming all material difficulties, to turn from such preposterous follies as the invention of anthracine colours and monster cannon to the invention of machines for performing such labour as is revolting and destructive of self-respect to the men who now have to do it by hand. ” 1
What is remarkable in Morris’s attitude is not only the absence of dogmatism but also his complete confidence in the potentialities of science and his unreserved approval of any technical progress likely to lighten mens burdens. Truly, a strange “Ludditism”! As well as “plenty of unnecessary work which is merely painful”, he frankly recognised, says Sparling, that there was even “some necessary labour which is not pleasant in itself”; and there, he affirmed, lay the true realm of mechanism: “If machinery had been used for minimizing such labour, the utmost ingenuity would not have been wasted on it ”.*2 Certainly, he did not like machines and did not hide the fact: “The most

obvious way of using machinery . . . would seem to be to use it for the prevention of drudgery and not otherwise".
But his first concern was with man, and he was prepared to accept machines without hesitation and advocate their use if they could bring some relief to man's tasks. On the other hand, the criterion would be their efficiency in carrying out this function, and where they proved inefficient it would be necessary not only to cease using them but also to dispense with the tasks for which they had been used. Speaking of daily chores, he went so far as to say:
.. that in cases where it was impossible either so to elevate them and make them interesting, or to lighten them by the use of machinery, so as to make the labour of them trifling, that should be taken as a token that the supposed advantages gained by them were not worth the trouble and had better be given up".
In a still more general way:
"all work in which art, or pleasure, is impossible should be done without as far as may be, ... it should be looked upon as a nuisance to be abated, a sickness of Society; as far as possible it should be done by machines: and machines should never be used for doing work in which men can take pleasure: whereas at present, as we all know too well, men do the work of machines, and machines of men - both disastrously".85
In an effort to make his point of view clear, he took the course of strenuously refuting the accusations of anti-mechanism made against him:
"To meet possible objections once more, I do not mean . . . that we should aim at abolishing all machinery: I would do some things by machinery that are now done by hand, and many other things by hand which are now done by machinery: in short, we should be the masters of our machines and not their slaves, as we are now. It is not this or that tangible steel and brass machine which we want to get rid of, but the great intangible machine of commercial tyranny, which oppresses the lives of all of us." 86
So what needs to be tackled is a general rearrangement of methods of work. Neither manual work nor mechanical work is to be despised. £ach has its function and its place, to be determined in terms of man's development. He is to be master of his own work and of that performed by machines, and he will relegate to them all the jobs which displease him. "There will be no fear then of our doing nothing but dry utilitarian work. Have we not our wonderful machines to do that for us, to save us from drudgery?" Man, liberated in this way, will see "open . . . the higher field of intellectual effort full of opportunities for individual excellence and generous emulation”.
So there is "no sentimental prejudice or fanciful idealization of the past" in his attitude to machines.89 His thinking is directed towards the future and his aspiration is both humanist and practical. Far more, with lucid determination, he is careful to keep at arm's length all decadent and negative aestheticism, for he knows its reactionary nature.
"1 know " he says, "that to some cultivated people, people of the ar-

iMkiorn of mmd, marbnerv tt particularly distmffut, and ihfy wilf be apt to **> you will ftwr get your surroundings pleasant to long a* you nr tanroundrd by mithinrn 1 don't quire admit that; it it the allowing machines to be mr masters and not our trrvamt that so injures the beau* tv oI life ixwidii) ! In other words, tt is the token of the terrible crime we Save UlUrn who of us;nit out control of the power* of Nature for the purpose of enslaving peogjk. we careless meantime ol how much happiness we mb their lives ad
His ^Kiklriia, then, dictates his responsibilities. The consciousness of revolution stimn^ amidst -.-..if hateful modern society prevented me/ he wrote at the end of his life, “luckier than many others of artistic perceptions, from tiymlluing into a mere railer against ‘ progress* ”
IV most sinking aspect of Morris's utopia, distinguishing it completely from all other utopia*. is it* diachronic character In this sense, it i* specifically M anust Marxism being the scientific theory of movement. This aspect is too essential for me not to stress it in passing, while reserving my more serious arulvsts ha later at our studv. The dialectical process from the morrows of the revolution until the second stage is a succession of qualitative changes both on the lewd of mst nuttom and on that of production. Men, passing from the reign of necessity to the reign of freedom, make their own history upon the basis of material data and the laws of evolution which govern these, but the way of life and the <tmsc«ousnes* of men are continually interacting. Marx and Engels kept aloof from any too-detailed predictions, remaining content with very genera! theoretical mdk.ataon*. Morris was drawn by the practice of utopia into forming a bold hypothesis which he strives to present, not as an assumption, in the veiil manner of utopisu, but as a logical development of future history
The basic datum of this hypothesis, a perfectly legitimate one, supported by experience. »s the extraordinary leap in mechanism on the morrow of the revolution Two hundred years liter, in Netvt from Nowhere, old Henry Morsom, keeper of a mmrum of labour, recalled exactly that:
vTfe machines had been so much improved that almost all necessary work ought have been done by them, and indeed many people at that time, and before it, used to think that machinery would entirely supersede handicraft, which certainly, on the face of it, seemed more than likely. ** **
Morris had reached that certainty long since.
I believed indeed ” he wrote in 1884, “that a state of social order would probably lead at first to a great development of machinery for really useful purposes, because people will still be anxious about getting through the work necessary to holding soc iety together ’r f>
in a way. this contains a kind of rehex caused by the consequences of centum* of social oppression, when humanity lived with worries for the morrow.

With rhss impulse. mechanical progress would be so rapid that almost all the chore* ol material life would quickly be taken over by machines. Without doubt. Morris sins here through excessive optimism. He could not foresee the growing complexity of modern life nor the heavy burdens imposed by the destruction of war, by the needs of equipment and defence, by the errors and Tumblings with totally new experiments. The justification for hr; confidence Has that he placed his utopia in what was then the most advanced industrial country in the world. Perhaps also he credited mankind prematurely with marvellous wisdom in being able to sift out their needs and voluntarily eliminate all the superfluous ones: for one thing, such a selection is a matter of debate and can only result from lengthy adaptation to the practices of a new civilisation, and, for another, Morris tended to overlook Marx's teaching about the "historical and moral element which enters into the determination of the value of labour. More exactly, without denying the historical fact of the growth in human needs, he believed (and this is perhaps the subjective weakness in his looking forward) that this tendency Would be reversed with the arrival of communism, once man was master of the choir e of his way ol life. If it were not so, it would be vain to hope that the development ol mechanism could liberate man. Just the opposite would happen-
" This ideal of the great reduction of the hours of labour by the mere means of machinery is a futility. The human race has always put forth about as much energy as it could in given conditions of climate . . . and the development of men’s resources, which has given him greater power over nature, has driven him also into fresh desires and fresh demands on nature, and thus made his expenditure of energy much what it was before. 1 believe that this will be always so, and the multiplication of machines will just - multiply machinery.”
It cannot be otherwise, unless we accept that "much ol our so-called ‘refinement’ our luxury - in short, our civilization - will have to be sacrificed”. 1 Only then will mechanism become a force for liberation
What will be the result of this enormous progress in mechanical force, accompanied, as it will be, by a wise and clear-sighted clarification of real needs? Logically it will be a growing abundance of leisure and a tendency for men to work less and less:
"I suppose that this is what is likely to happen, that machinery will go on developing, with the purpose of saving men labour, till the mass of the people attain real leisure enough to be able to appreciate the pleasure of life; till, in fact, they have attained such mastery over Nature that they no longer fear starvation as a penalty for not working more than enough. When they get to that point they will doubtless turn themselves and begin to find out what it is that they really want to do They would soon find out that the less work they did (the less work unaccompanied by ar t,
I mean), the more desirable a dwelling-place the earth would be; they would accordingly do less and less work
Ihcv will be surprised, says Morris elsewhere, to "find that there is not so much work to do as they expected*, and that then they will have leisure to reconsider the whole subject

In fact, a completely new situation will thus have been created, and then other realisations and other problems will arise. An era of contradictions will open and will lead to another qualitative leap.
One fact attracted Morris’s notice very early, that the indefinite development of mechanism in no way removes the need for a work-force. Writing in 1881, at a period when aestheticism was dominant in his mind over all other considerations, and when his ignorance about economic problems still gave a certain sentimental bombast to his tone, he exclaimed:
“Supposing we shall be able to get martyrs enough (or say slaves) to make all the machines that will still be needed, and to work them, shall we still be able to get rid of all labour, of all that we have found out is an unmitigated curse? And what will our consciences be like (since I started by supposing us all to be conscientious people), when we think we have done ail that we can do, and must still be waited upon by groaning discontented wretches?”
His thinking had not yet resolved the problem of sharing chores, and his bourgeois conscience, subtly backing the moral conscience he is displaying here, leads him quite naturally to include himself among the beneficiaries of the mechanical labour of these “discontented wretches”. But the irony is unnecessarily harsh: it is to Morris’s credit that he foresaw continuing inequality of work which, as we well know, is inherent in the first stage. This intuition is found again at a higher level in News from Nowhere, because then the bourgeois conscience ceases to be a subjective phenomenon and becomes an objective one. Old Henry Morsom continues his discourse on the early years of the revolutionary era, which had seen the exuberant flourishing of mechanism:
“But there was another opinion, far less logical, prevalent amongst the rich people before the days of freedom, which did not die out at once after that epoch had begun. This opinion, which from all I can learn seemed as natural then, as it seems absurd now, was, that while the ordinary daily work of the world would be done entirely by automatic machinery, the energies of the more intelligent part of mankind would be set free to follow the higher forms of the arts, as well as science and the study of history. It was strange, was it not, that they should thus ignore that aspiration after complete equality, which we now recognise as the bond of all happy human society?” 99
So there is a first contradiction, not at all a negligible one. But there is another, much more serious, because it touches upon the very meaning of life. If the machine succeeds in eliminating all human activity, what will remain for man? Morris rebels at the idea that “machine-production will develop into mere infinity of machinery, or life wholly lapse into a disregard of life as it passes”. He does not believe that the new society can for long “endure a vicarious life by means of machinery". We will surely want to be "the masters of our machines and not their slaves”. The immense leisure to which humanity will be reduced frightens Morris:
“What on earth are we going to do with our time when we have brought the art of vicarious life to perfection? . . . Are all of us . going

to turn philosophers, poets, essayists - men of genius, in a word, when we have come to look down on the ordinary functions of life with the same kind of contempt wherewith persons of good breeding look down upon a good dinner, eating it sedulously however? I shudder when I think of how we shall bore each other when we have reached that perfection. ”
In News from Nowhere, Henry Morsom tells the visitor how the men of the first revolutionary generation, deadened by excessive mechanisation, had lost all knowledge of the "arts of life”. It had become “impossible to find a carpenter or a smith”. The villagers did not know how to bake bread, which came from London by train. No-one knew how to fix a handle to a rake, “so that it would take a machine worth a thousand pounds, a group of workmen, and half a day’s travelling, to do five shillings’ worth of work”. They had not the slightest notion of laundering or cooking. 01 Morris assured Bruce Glasier that “he did not in the least rejoice at the prospect of supplanting generally the energies of the mind and the skill of the hands by universal ingenuities of mechanism. That way led, he felt, to the eventual decay, not only of our physical faculties, but of our imagination and our moral powers”. In other words, this indiscriminate mechanisation constituted the infrastructure of that “level of dull utilitarian comfort” which we have seen Morris fearing and deploring in his expectations of the first stage.
Then came a “new revolution”. Man, having tasted the new pleasure of enjoyment of material comforts, finished up debarred by the machines from the satisfaction of his vital need to expend his energy. He felt himself the victim of a new form of deprivation. The old worry about the morrow had gone, and there were goods in abundance. He was condemned to the passive enjoyment of consumption, and his growing leisure, which had possessed the charm of being dearly won, began to irk him: in the long run, “machinery having been perfected, mankind will turn its attention to something else”.11,4
There will be no sudden explosion. Things move darkly in the consciousness of man and at first they show themselves imperceptibly. “They were puzzled as to what to do,” explains Henry Morsom, “till they found the feeling against a mechanical life which had begun before the Great Change amongst people who had leisure to think of such things, was spreading insensibly; till at last under the guise of pleasure that was not supposed to be work, work that was pleasure began to push out the mechanical toil, which they had once hoped at the best to reduce to narrow limits indeed, but never to get rid of; and which, moreover, they found they could not limit as they had hoped to do.”'"’ Moreover, Morris was sure that this tendency would become apparent after half a century, which is clearly only conceivable in a country that had achieved a very high level of technical progress. However, there is not any doubt that he never envisaged the possibility of a gadget-minded civilisation, and that tor him the limit beyond which all generalised mechanisation became superfluous was set by the satisfaction of man’s basic needs: the use of the machine, he writes.

‘'would probably, after a time, be somewhat restricted when men found out that there was no need for anxiety as to mere subsistence, and learned to take an interest and pleasure in handiwork which, done deliberately and thoughtfully, could be made more attractive than machine work". Klb
The fact upon which Morris insists is that at that time men will come to their decisions with complete liberty. They will not be working to order, nor spurred on bv “artificial famine" engendered by the laws of profit: “they would be free to do as they chose, and they would set aside their machines in all cases where the work seemed pleasant or desirable for handiwork"; it would be “the mood of energy" which “urged them on afresh". " Their attitude towards machines will ever vary with the mood of the moment: “people will be able to use them or not as they feel inclined”. Morris considers that “possibly the few more important machines will be very much improved, and the host of unimportant ones fall into disuse”.108
ft is not out of the question for excessive reactions to appear, so that “people will rather overdo their hatred of machinery”.109 Henry Morsom s anecdotes about the beginning of the craft era do not lack picturesque touches. For example, in order to rediscover “those arts of life which they had each lost , people set to in the fields to watch complicated agricultural machinery “used quite unintelligently” to see “the way in which the machines worked, gathering an idea of handicraft from machinery”. Morsom showed the visitor the minutes of a village council which recorded long discussions to determine the due proportions of alkali and oil for soap-making for the village wash, or the heat of the water into which a leg of mutton should be plunged for boiling”.
Thus, mechanisation “in the long run . , . will work out its own contradiction”,Ui and this contradiction will be resolved in a dialectical manner. In the nineteenth century, the machine had destroyed the artisans, but, explains Morris:
“I have a kind of hope that the very elaboration of machinery in a society whose purpose is not the multiplication of labour, as it now is, but the carrying on of a pleasant life, as it would be under social order — that the elaboration of machinery, I say, will lead to the simplification ol life, and so once more to the limitation of machinery. ”1
It is what Marx termed “the negation of the negation”.
So gradually men gave up some of their machines; they preferred to make with their own hands the objects which filled their daily lives, and they wanted these objects to be both useful and beautiful. This search for beauty was bound to turn them away from mechanical production, because “machines cannot produce works of art”. Their first efforts were clumsy. Henry Morsom showed the visitor samples on display in his museum: “rough and unskilful in handiwork, but solid and showing some sense of pleasure in the making” While they do not resemble the work of savages or barbarians, the visitor remarks significantly, “yet with what would once have been called a hatred of civili/a

tion impressed upon them”. Morsom replies that “you must not look for delicacy there: in that period you could only have got that from a man who was practically a slave”.11 At one can see, at this stage of utopia the influence of Ruskin claims its due. Morris thinks, like Ruskin, that perfect work can only be imitation or repetition and that the greatness of man is only revealed in imperfection. He differs from his erstwhile master in the sense that this praise of imperfect work is not, for him, evidence and aesthetic justification for the dogma of the Fall, but, on the contrary, an affirmation of his respect for man, a creative animal and not a divine creature. So any human work, clumsy as it may be, is worthy of understanding:
“We ought to get to understand the value of intelligent work, the work of men’s hands guided by their brains, and to take that, though it be rough, rather than the unintelligent work of machines or slaves, though it be delicate.”1*4
In 1882, replying to questions from a Royal Commission enquiring into technical teaching, he expressed indignation that the candidates should be assessed in their examinations only upon the finish of the work submitted (“finish for its own sake”).1,5 This much-praised “finish” of industrial products had “the shop counter look” and “has no sign of humanity on it'*.' The most precious thing is man himself, and he must be encouraged to express the best of himself. Not all are equally gifted, but what matter! If the world becomes such that co-operation and brotherhood rule human relationships, the work of the least gifted will be harmoniously associated with that of great artists:
“Absolute perfection in art is a vain hope; the day will never come when the hand of man can thoroughly express the best of the thoughts of man. Why then should we deprive ourselves therefore of all the fancy and imagination that lies in the aim of so many men of lesser capacity than that of the great masters? Is it not better to say to all who have any genuine gifts however small, 'courage! it is enough for a work of art if it show real skill of hand, genuine instinct for beauty, and some touch of originality; co-operation will show you how your smaller gifts may be used along with the greater ones’.” 17
That is probably what happened in one of the Banded - workshops which Dick and the traveller came across on their journey through London, where people gathered “to do hand-work in which working together is necessary or convenient”. In this workshop, with roomy kilns, where pottery was thrown and fired, and glass blown, the workers followed their inspiration and found joy in their mastery over their materials. * During the lunch which the visitor had in the hall of the Bloomsbury Market, he had the opportunity of appreciating the work of these craftsmen:
“ The glass, crockery, and plate were very beautiful to my eyes, used to the study of mediaeval art; but a nineteenth-century club-haunter would, I daresay, have found them rough and lacking in finish; the crockery being lead-gla-eed pot-ware, though beautifully ornamented; the only porcelain being here and there a piece of old oriental ware. The

glass, Again, chough rlrgant and quaint, and very varied in form wa somewhat bubbled and hornier in texture than the commercial articles of the nineteenth century The furniture and general fittings of the hall were much ol a piece with the tablr-gear, beautiful in form and highly or- narnented. but without the commercial 'finish' of the joiners and cabinet-makers of our time"
So, after a hundred and fifty years, the product continues to carry the mark of human imperfection, but this imperfection stresses all the more emphatically the imagination and artistic creativity that have been given free rein, the joy of the craftsman in his work, echoed by the joy of the user Surely, times have changed; we are far from those early days when men "began rudely and awkwardly to ornament the wares which they made"; the striving towards beauty has not ceased to grow ever since. ‘ Now, says old Morsom, “we have added the utmost refinement of workmanship to the freedom of fancy and imagination". * Manual clumsiness has become something uncommon, and a little shameful, Bob the weaver confides to (he visitor that Dick has a poor opinion of him: "he . . . despises me for not being very deft with my hands: that’s the way nowadays”, and he adds that it is probably “a kind of revenge for the stupidity of that day” (the nineteenth century) “which despised everybody who could use his hands”.1 This ability is expressed less in the finish of the material than in its development, its richness of form and decoration. As well as glassware, crockery, silverware and furniture, various things catch the visitor’s attention during this narrative, and they too take on the quality of symbol or reference-point. There is Dick’s belt-buckle “of damascened steel beautifully wrought”.123 There arc the great doors of the Hammersmith theatre, “of damascened bronze”.12,1 But above all, because of the psychological shock which their free acqusition caused the visitor, are the tobacco pouch of “red morocco . . ., gaily embroidered” and the sumptuous “big-bowled pipe . . . carved out of some hard wood very elaborately, and mounted in gold sprinkled with little gems”, which was “a very _pretty thing, with the little people under the trees all cut so clean and sweet”.
At first glance, the descriptions of the means of lighting and transport are more disconcerting. We learn, as we go along, that the house where Ellen lives at Runnymede is candle-lit.124 This is the only indication of the kind in the book, and we do not know whether it is the same in the guest-houses and the other places where the visitor spends a night. Doubtless the Runnymede dwelling is a humble country cottage, but, after having been told that the mysterious “force” is to hand everywhere, we cannot help feeling somewhat surprised. Electric light was still unknown in 1890, but gas was widespread: it is true that Morris was appalled by it and had magnificent copper candelabra at Kelmscott House.12 And what are we to think about means of locomotion? The Thames and the canals are furrowed with craft, including, let us not forget, the famous “force-barges". But on land we only see Dick’s carriage, and some of the visitor’s remarks lead us to suppose that railways have disappeared. One scarcely knows how Ellen is to get to the north of England with her father (or grandfather) on the journey due to take place after the end of the story. Is there any justification for leaving us unsatisfied on these obscure points? An answer is difficult, and must take several factors into ac-

1 he Proefaetwe borers
count First) Morris never intended to nuke his utopia a rompinr and detailed plan nl the society of the future, Wr arc warned by one of thr book’s tub-titles "Hnne mine chapters from a Utopian romance". The other sub-title (,1b Epoch oj Rest) is no less important, I "he world to be built by our descendants will hr freed from the vain and baneful restlessness created by competition and the rare for profit. It will be a world of affable serenity and happy wisdom Abundance will be assured and, as Morris tells us explicitly, it will be thanks to progress in motive power and machinery. But these will no longer impinge upon daily life. The rhythm of existence will be relaxed and the return to handicraft will be an element in this relaxation. Men will be harassed no longer, and will exert their energies in peace and joy They w ill no longer feel the need for escape which has become the psychosis of our time. Their occupations will he healthful and varied, the context of their lives will be beautiful and soothing, they will have no reason to hate or envy one another, and will feel little temptation to break away from the natural human bonds which make the fabric of their collective existence in the places where they dwell and work. So they will not travel much. “Of course people are free to move about," Ellen explains to the visitor, “but except for pleasure-partics, especially in harvest and haytime, like this of ours, 1 don’t think they do so much.” ' And when they do, it is a leisurely communion with countryside and with people, and no longer with the sole object of eating up the miles. Do the carriage and the boat not satisfy this desire to enjoy the good things of the world ? And when one is going up the Thames, are the old locks so displeasing? To the visitor who is surprised that nobody has “invented something which would get rid of this clumsy business of going upstairs by means of these rude contrivances". Walter, one of his travelling companions, replies:
“You see, guest, this is not an age of inventions. The last epoch did all that for us, and we are now content to use such of its inventions as wc find handy, and leaving those alone which we don’t want. I believe, as a matter of fact, that some time ago (I can’t give you a date) some elaborate machinery was used for locks, though people did not go so far as to try to make the water run uphill. However, it was troublesome, I suppose, and the simple hatches, and the gates, with a big counterpoising beam, were found to answer every purpose, and were easily mended when wanted with material always to hand: so here they are, as you see.”
“Besides,” said Dick, “this kind of lock is pretty, as you can see; and 1 can’t help thinking that your machine-lock, winding up like a watch, would have been ugly and would have spoiled the look of the river, and that is surely reason enough for keeping such locks as these. Good-bye, old fellow!” said he to the lock, as he pushed us out through the now open gates by a vigorous stroke of his boat-hook. “May you live long, and have your green old age renewed for ever! ” 1
As we tear ourselves regretfully from the poetry of this episode, let us notice that these Englishmen of the twenty-second century do not utter an angry and all-embracing condemnation of machines. They are content, as Walter says “to use those we find handy, and leaving those alone which we don't want". Craftsmanship and mechanisation co-exist harmoniously, and choice remains

quite !w Let ut also remrmher that when Dick tried to explain thr • force* barge's to the mitor, he toki him that "it is quite as easy to work vehicles by farce Iw water as by land'. which implies that there must be other means of transport as well as the carriage Mom* refrained from describing them. I have alreadv mentioned reasona for this cautious reserve, which is the ad of a consummate and cooscsom* artist Inhere is perhaps another in describing this world id the tai* distant future, was he not natural!) tempted to show what most distinguishes it from ours, and, w hile machines exist in the background, 11 it not more striking to see this simplicity of handicraft giving new life to nun * «• \ >?*■ ■	‘ Nevertheless, this freedom to choose, to make a reasonable
sefcrtion, is an important element of the utopia Who can even say whether Moms, despite ail his aversion lor their ugliness in the countryside, really intended to abolish rathvavs 1 After dec taring in a lec ture that people will use machines or not. according to thetr inclination, he gave this example:
"If sue want to go on a journey we shall not be compelled to go by railway as wr are now. in the interests of property, but may indulge our personal melt nation* and travel in a tilted waggon or on the hindquarters of a donkey ** m
There it another aspect of this return to the handicraft way of life upon which Mor rts insist* with enthusiasm, and that is muscular effort, whenever it promotes man's health and happiness Not sport, which he never practised and to which he never refers, but physical work combining pleasure and usefulness, just like art as hr conceives it. The English of the future have invented an expression to describe it, “easy-hard work", and Dick explains it thus to the visitor
"f mean work that tries the muscles and hardens them and sends you pleasantly weary to bed but which isn't trying in other ways doesn't harass you, in short Such work is always pleasant if you don’t overdo ii*."
Moms hirmeK, with his bubbling energy, was rather inclined to overdo it, and it is quite amusing to see, through reading his letters, the state into which he worked himself at the time when he was occupied with his great experiment* in dyemg We see him busying himself about the vat, "working in sabots and blouse in the dye-house taking in dyeing at every pore”, and working frantically “pretty much all day long”,*1 he was so dirty that he feared he might be refused admission to the theatre in the evening. ’ His hands, he says, “are a woeful spectacle” and he felt "as if I wanted pegs to keep my fingers one from the other”; his hand trembled as he wrote the letter, but he was delighted: it was "delightful work, hard for the body and easy for the mind”,4'' the phrase of the future was already half invented. Eight years later, hi* enthusiasm for dyeing was as lively as ever. m Gardening was another way in which he relaxed his mind, and he had opportunities both at Hammersmith and at Kcimacott Manor, but he does not seem to have been much of a gardener, looking after paths and clipping hedges seem# to have been enough tor him 1* The other jobs were left to the paid gardeners.
rhc importance which Morm gives to heavy manual tasks in his utopia does not stem exclusively from his personal tastes. It also expresses a reac tion

4gatu*t thr prejudices so widespread among his own das* and against thr injustice ol thr treatment meted out to the workers who performed these tasks With other mu ial and human conditions, they might bec ome a source of joy
“Nor do I think (I were crazy or dreaming else) that the work of the world can be carried on without rough labour; but I have seen enough of that to know that it need not be by any means degrading To plough the earth, to cast the net, to fold the Hock * these, and such as these, which are rough occupations enough, and which carry with them many hardships, are good enough for the best of us, certain conditions of leisure, freedom, and due wages being granted. As to the bricklayer, the mason, and the like - these would be artists, and doing not only necessary, but beautiful and therefore happy work, if art were anything like it should be.’* ,w
In the conditions of the new life it would be unthinkable that anyone should revolt at healthy manual activity:
“I should think very little of the manhood of a stout and healthy man who did not feel a pleasure in doing rough work; always supposing him to work under the conditions 1 have been speaking of - namely, feeling that it was useful (and consequently honoured), and that it was not continuous or hopeless, and that he was really doing it of his own free mil”**
Such work, Morris considered, is indisprnsiblc to the harmonious development of the body, and everybody should be practised at "‘walking, running, swimming, riding, sailing”, and, he insists, "getting in the harvest by hand”. " “Such things are not arts, they are merely bodily exercises, and should become habitual in the race, and also one or two elementary arts of life, as carpentry or smithying; and most should know how to shoe a horse and shear a sheep and reap a field and plough it”. 4 These are all tasks which the characters of News from Nowhere do not deny themselves, and they even complain at times that there are not enough of them for everybody and that they are “getting somewhat scarce for these last fifty years”. 42 They need “good work for hardening the muscles”,143 and Bob the weaver, who has given too much time to mathematics and political economy, is told that “really, it is about time for you to take some open-air work, so that you may clear away the cobwebs from your brain”.144 The women are no less eager than the men in this respect. “I work hard when I like it,” says EJien, “because I like it, and think it does me good, and knits up my muscles, and makes me prettier to look at, and healthier and happier. ” 14 A typical incident, and, no doubt, intentionally typical, is that of the road repairs on the way to Bloomsbury. AH the details of the scene appear to lie carefully chosen to illustrate the joy of these young folk in handling a pick-axe: their clothes, embroidered with gold and silk, lying at the roadside by a large hamper of cold pies and wine, the admiration of the women and children surrounding them, the laughter and conversation, Dick's look of envy, their kindliness in the help they give the occupants of the carriage 146 Had Morris recalled Ruskin bringing his students from Oxford to metal a road? is it an echo of Sir Thomas More’s Utopia?'4

H ilfia*?: \fnnn f he Mo* \isi ihtiwin
( h ii is ihr work in thr held* which give* ihr inhabitant* their best*! ed physical occ upatwns The story lakes place at thr moment of haymaki/V and * havmakim' i* * regular festival attrac ting almost thr whdr population into thr meadows "unless you had worked in thr hay-fie|d jn |jne weather, you couldn't trll what pleasant work it is." 10 Naturally, the work *rnt on. \(orri* write*, "in thr simple fashion of thr day* when I was a hoy” No tractor*, no mechanical rakes or binders Men and women, clad in gay colours, noisitv happv. handled fork and rakr amid thr swathes, and ”ihr meadow jookrd like a gigantic tulip-bcd because of them". ** Morris is convinced that "wr should soon drop machinery . . . when we were free”.,M ()me again, »t would be the result of free choice, determined solely by the pleasure of living:
"There would be many occupations. . as the processes of agriculture, in which the voluntary exercise of energy would be thought so delightful, that people would not dream of handing over its pleasure to the jaws of a machine. ”
It is quite true that this return to handicraft agriculture leaves us thoughtful and sceptical, and we cannot help thinking of the difficulties faced by the new socialist countries of our time in achieving adequate agricultural production. This reservation is ail the more justified by the fact that Morris's assumptions include one conjecture as ill-founded as unnecessary', namely, that in the twenty-second century "the population is pretty much the same as it was at the end of the nineteenth century”.,5' The demographic development which we are witnessing leaves little room for such a probability. It is necessary, however, to bear in mind that Morris’s utopia predicts the disappearance of large urban com emrations, the harmonious fusion of town and country and, consequently, a work-force more readily available because the main industrial problems would have been solved. Perhaps, in the long run, these prospects are less ridiculous or improbable than at first glance, and only the distant descendants of the builders of socialism will be able to say whether they were well-founded.
* • *
Moveover, William Morris was quite well aware that the solution he envisaged did not resolve ‘all difficulties and was not free from all inconvenience. Humanity would gain much, but would also lose certain advantages. But the choice will have to be made, and the protection of fundamental human values will largely compensate for the loss of some material comforts. Future society, he wrote, will be
"a society conscious of a wish to keep life simple, to forgo some of the power over nature won by past age* in order to be more human and less mechanical, and willing to sacrifice something to this end. ” ,M
While his utopian option is quite clearly in favour of a very marked renunciation of mechanised civilisation, he always leaves the choice open, and is content to suppose that the people of communist society will share his preferences.
His message is an invitation to mankind to preserve the fullness of its being. Socialism will allow him to safeguard it, communism to expand it. As master

of hi* cfr*iiny, hr will hr able to determine freely the way of life and ol produ< tion most suited to his deepest nature Mis fundamental need u work Capitalist oppression has made him forget this, by transforming hi* activity into torment and degradation Socialism will satisfy his material needs and restore dignity to labour, but the needs of the first stage will only partially remove the adverse pressures The plenty and the leisure of communism will finally provide man with the chance to give free rein to his creative needs While relying upon science, technology and machines to relieve him of all the chores he finds distasteful, he will still rerain a wide sec lor of activity in whic h his creativity will have all the scope he desires. During the socialist era, he will have achieved comfort. During the communist era. Moms believed, he will want to achieve joy and beauty. He will only be able to reach this goal by the free use ol all his physical and mental faculties, and c reative handiwork, made possible through the surge ahead of productive forces, will assure his success It would represent “in all crafts where production of beauty was required, the most direct communication between a man’s hand and his brain*’. His thought is best expressed through direct material effort.
“The moment you make the executive part of the work too easy,"' he assured Sparling, “the less thought there is in the result. And you can’t have art without resistance in the material. ’’ *
But there again, Morris is not dogmatic and to him the most important thing seems to be the creative will of the worker, once it has been liberated, whatever the method of production: “in the making of wares there should be some of the spirit of the handicraftsman, whether the goods be made by hand, or by a machine that helps the hand, or by one that supersedes it ”.
Among all the legends which travesty Morris’s thinking, one seems particularly tenacious. Not only is he accused of “ludditism”, but it is generally held that he preached an immediate return to handicraft. In fact, nothing was further from his view of things. He was convinced that the development of mechanism was not only in line with the development of capitalism, but indispensable to the building of socialism, and that it would be necessary until all human needs were satisfied. As for handicraft, there could be no question ol it until then. Old Henry Morsom insists upon the fact that “the handicraft was not the result of what used to be called material necessity”. He recalls the progress of mechanisation before and after the revolution and the fact that “many people . . . used to think that machinery would entirely supersede handicraft; which certainly, on the face of it, seemed more likely”.’"
There appears to be some ignorance of the hesitations which marked Morris’s attitude towards contemporary movements aimed at a revival in handicraft, particularly when, in the latter months of 1887, a project was put forward for a great Arts and Crafts Exhibition. Not only, contrary to general belief, did he have no part in the conception and promotion ol this demonstration1-W but, while regretting that he was a wet blanket, he pointed out to the organisers the financial risks they were running and told them Hatly that “the general public don’t care one damn about the arts and crafts”. The objects displayed, he added, could only be “of an amateurish nature”. H’" Who, in fact, then discussed a return to handicraft ? They were, replied Moms “people interested, or who suppose they are interested, in the details of the arts

of life”k>: Developing this thought, he observed that handicraft had virtually disappeared “among the wage-earning classes" and that today it is “now all but extinct, except among the professional classes, who claim the position of gentlemen’’.William Morris was clearly not prepared to rely upon fashionable whimsy, or regard the moon as being made of green cheese Which is not to say that he was hostile or even indifferent to such efforts. He gave his support, but expressed it in language which displays his clarity of understanding He saw them as a “feeble protest . . . against the vulgarization of all life” and “one token amongst others of the sickness of modern civilization”, although such efforts are “contemptible on the surface in the face of the gigantic fabric of commercialism” However, they are “both noteworthy and encouraging” Morris thought, in fact, that they “may help to keep alive memories of the past which are necessary elements of the life of the future”. The “intelligent handicraft” which had formerly made existence “tolerable amidst war and turmoil and uncertainty of life” might one day again be an element in happiness.This effort, he writes, “is something to do at least, for it means keeping alive the spark of life in these architectural arts for a better day”. ***
In words which leave no doubt as to what he really thought, Morris considered that the question was to know “how far this is a mere reactionary sentiment incapable of realization, and how' far it may foreshadow a real coming change in our habits of life ...” He courteously refrained from answering the first question and replied affirmatively to the second, but the conclusion he drew from the discussion was clear and unequivocal: “the realization of that Society of Equals . . . will form the only conditions under which true craftsmanship can be the rule of production”.166 A remark made four years earlier showed that his thinking was already mature and exact. Imagining what a factory might be like in times to come, he considered that the workers would then be inclined to decorate by hand the products they made, and, he said,
“nor . . . would there be any danger of such ornamental work degenerating into mere amateur twaddle, such as is now being inflicted on the world by ladies and gentlemen in search for a refuge from boredom” **
So it is plain that not for one moment could William Morris be regarded as a crusader for handicraft among his contemporaries or even for succeeding generations. For him, handicraft was no short-term policy, but a distant utopian expectation, and it could only change the human condition by being based firmly upon an infrastructure of power and mechanisation.

CHAPTER SEVEN
[bookmark: bookmark229]“From Every One According to his Abilities”
The need to work will remain the general unchanging law in the new society, during the communist regime as well as the socialist (only the method of distributing the wealth produced will distinguish the two stages):	. . ail shall
produce who are able to do so”, and anyone attempting to avoid this responsibility will be guilty of dishonesty and theft.2
On the other hand, while work is a duty, it is also the accepted fundamental right of every individual. Everyone, wrote Morris, “shall always be tree to work”.' There will be an end forever to this absurd and iniquitous world, in which there is “overwork and weariness for the worker one month, and the next no work and terror of starvation”. His lot in the future will be “steady work and plenty of leisure every month”.4 He will have the guarantee not only of regular work, but also of “useful employment, and the duly resulting livelihood”/ and he will never have to “fear want of employment as would earn for him all the necessaries of mind and body”.6
In Morris’s concept of work, it certainly appears that the notion of right greatly overshadows that of duty. That is the impression which comes across clearly in News from Nowhere, and it is not belied by other writings. There is nothing surprising in that, for work, in Morris’s vision, is profoundly different from what it is in capitalist society, by its very conditions and even in its very essence.
* * *
During 1884, Morris’s utopian imagination was taxed by the visualisation of what the factory of the future might be like. We find him at that moment in a curious phase of his evolution. His conversion to Marxist socialism had freed him from purely sentimental effusions and vague Ruskinian generalisations about the ugliness of industrial civilisation. It had brought him to a closer and more realistic understanding of the working conditions of his time: rarely a direct understanding, admittedly, but one nourished by daily contact with workers active in the Social Democratic Federation and, probably even more, by his reading (that of Capital must have been particularly enlightening). At that time, his imagination had not ranged into the distant future when the big industrial concentrations would have been abolished and when mechanisation would be wiped out. When he dreamed of the future, it was on the basis of the material facts of the nineteenth century, and his purpose was to replace its negative characteristics by new and directly opposed ones. So his utopia of this period has not achieved full maturity, but it holds an undeniable interest for us

on account of its definite and more immediate character, which throws into relief the picture of the experiments undertaken in the socialist countries during our century.
Morris’s first demand was for space and air. It will no longer be necessary for factories to have, as today, “scarcely room to turn round in”. The demand for profit which dictates this economy will have been abolished, and there will be “ample room in them, abundant air, a minimum of noise”.7 The workers “being the masters of their own lives, would not allow any hurry or want of foresight to force them into enduring dirt, disorder, or want of room”, and science, brought into the service of men, would deliver them from the present drawbacks of mechanism, “such as smoke, stench and noise”.* Moreover, the factory would cease to poison, not only its own workers, but also the surrounding population; it would “make no sordid litter, befoul no water, nor poison the air with smoke”.
Also, the factories would cease to be repulsive buildings, “ugly blots on the (air face of the earth". Nor would the workers tolerate it:
“Beginning by making their factories, buildings, and sheds decent and convenient like their homes, they would infallibly go on to make them not merely negatively good, inoffensive merely, but even beautiful, so that the glorious art of architecture, now for some time slain by commercial greed, would be born again and flourish”.
Not without irony, Morris observes that this architectural luxury would not entail excessive expense.
“Every great factory,” he writes, “does today sustain a palace (often more than one) .. . but . . . this palace, stuffed as it is with all sorts of costly things is for one member of the factory' only, the sleeping partner - useful creature.”
He adds ferociously that this palace is usually “beastly ugly”, and that it cannot be otherwise in a world “which refuses cultivation and refinement to the workers, and, therefore, can have no art, not even for all its money . In contrast, the factory-palace of the future “does not injure the beauty of the world, but adds to it rather”. This will be easy, since it will be “built generously as regards material, and .. . built with pleasure by the builders and designers . This architectural beauty will in no way be a kind of falsely artistic camouflage. Its appearance will not disguise, but rather will clearly express, the purpose of the building: “reasonable and light work, cheered at every step by hope and pleasure”, and the workshops will have “their own beauty ol simplicity as workshops”.1 This external grace will naturally be reflected in the internal decoration. Why should such premises resemble prisons or asylums ? A certain simplicity is needed, by all means, and decoration must be adapted to particular conditions, but, writes Morris,
“nor can 1 see why the highest and most intellectual art, pictures, sculpture, and the like should not adorn a true palace of industry. People living a manly and reasonable life would have no difficulty in refraining from overdoing both these and other adornments; here then would be opportunities for using the special talents of the workers, especially in

cases where the daily necessary work affords scanty scope for artistic work."'*
So it is necessary that "factories or workshops should be pleasant'1
While, in the utopia of News from Nowhere, they are “scattered up and down the country”, they are also “trim, neat and pretty”, and the large factories which, we note in passing, will still exist, will be equally attractive:
“For, indeed, we should be too much ashamed of ourselves if we allowed the making of goods, even on a large scale, to carry with it the appearance, even, of desolation and misery. ” 4
It is not enough that workplaces should be tastefully decorated and be “beautiful after their kind”. It is no less important that they should be located in green and pleasantly arranged situations, “surrounded by trees and gardens; in many cases the very necessities of manufacture might be made use of for beautifying their surroundings; as for instance in textile printing works, which require large reservoirs of water”.15
This idea of the “beautiful surroundings” as the setting for the workers' activity was dear to Ruskin, 0 and Morris very naturally picks up his message here. He himself had long since put it into practice on his own account. One of the first things he had done when setting up his workshops at Merton Abbey had been to plant poplars, and the place was well-known for its rustic charm, many flowers were grown there and it was not uncommon for a customer to go away bearing a sheaf of them.1
The theme recurs incessantly in the articles and lectures of 1884—85, “There is no reason,” he writes, “why it (the factory) should not be beautiful in itself, and the country about it might well be a garden”.18 Nothing seemed too fine to him, and he drew for his listeners a somewhat idyllic picture of the ideal factory:
“Our factory stands amidst gardens as beautiful (climate apart) as those of Alcinous, since there is no need of stinting it of ground, profit rents being a thing of the past, and the labour on such gardens is like enough to be purely voluntary, as it is not easy to see the day when 75 out of 100 people will not take delight in the pleasantest and most innocent of all occupations, and our working people will assuredly want open-air relaxation from their factory work . . . One's imagination is inclined fairly to run riot over the picture of beauty and pleasure offered by the thought ol skilful co-operative gardening for beauty’s sake, which beauty would by no means exclude the raising of useful produce for the sake ol livelihood.”19
The garden-factory is justified, from the expense point of view, in the same sly way as the factory-palace:
“Most factories sustain today large and handsome gardens, and not seldom parks and woods of many acres in extent; with due appurtenances of highly-paid Scotch professional gardeners, wood reeves, bailiffs, gamekeepers, and the like, the whole being managed in the most wasteful way conceivable, only the said gardens, etc., are, say. twenty

miles away from the factory, out of the smoke, and are kept up for mu member of the family only, the sleeping partner to wit."
There is another thing, one where Morris’s expectation most plainly and undoubtedly foreshadowed the experience of the new socialist countries: “The factories might,” he writes, “be centres of intellectual activity also,” in which would develop “the study and practice of art and science”.21 Each of them “should be itself a town ... it should contain in itself all the resources for a refined and well-occupied life - at once manly, restful and eager”.11 The workers could employ their leisure there “in perfecting themselves in the niceties of their craft, or in research as to its principles" and some “others would take to studying more general knowledge”. Education would go hand in hand with cultural amusement:
“The factory, by co-operation with other industrial groups will both provide an education for its own workers, and contribute its share to the education of citizens outside, but, further, it will, as a matter oi course, find it easy to provide for mere restful amusements, as it will have ample buildings for library, school-room, dining-hall, and the like; social gatherings, musical or dramatic entertainments will obviously be easy to manage under such conditions. ”
These recreational and cultural buildings stimulated William Morris s imagination to the utmost. He had wisely considered that the architecture and decoration of the factory must be in tune with the function of the building, keeping within the limits of sober simplicity; but these premises intended for leisure and study are not subject to the same limitations, and “may carry ornament much further”:
"Nor do I see why*, if we have a mind for it, we should not emulate the monks and craftsmen of the Middle Ages in our ornamentation of such buildings.
in this way the factory itself would develop a Iraternal atmosphere among the workers The pleasantness of the situation, like that of the work, would be such that “young men and women at the time of life when pleasure is most sought after would go to their work as to a pleasure party”. They would come to join in “communion with hopeful work; love, friendship, family affection, might all be quickened by it, joy increased and grief lightened by it "
It was probably pointed out to Morris that, within the capitalist system, there were enlightened employers who had introduced reforms in this direction into their own undertakings and we know that, since then, many other improvements have occurred. Perhaps he also had in mind the isolated effort, extraordinary in his day. made by Robert Owen at New Lanark. William Morris replied to this objection in terms which carry weight.
" Those externals of a true palace of industry can be only realised naturally and without affectation by the work which is to be done in them being in all ways reasonable and fit for human beings; I mean no mere whim of some one rich and philanthropic manufacturer will make even one factory permanently pleasant and agreeable for the workers in it; he will die or he sold up, his heir will be poorer or more single-hearted

in his devotion to profit, and all the beauty and order will vanish from the short-lived dream; even the external beauty in industrial concerns must be the work of society and not of individuals. ” 6
Thus, the transformation of the conditions of work and the places where it is performed can only result from the transformation, not only of society itself, but also of the nature, the very essence of the work itself.
* * *
In the indictment which Morris draws up against capitalist “civilization”, his most vehement attacks are made upon the system of division of labour, which carves up, not only the work, but the man himself. He repeats on his own account both the moral condemnation uttered by Ruskin and the detailed analyses and historical considerations of Karl Marx. He therefore poses the principle that, in communist society, division of labour will have disappeared. Unfortunately, Morris does not give any indication, either in his theoretical writings, or in his utopian practice, that allow any definite form to be given to these generalisations. It is a difficult problem that he did not know how to tackle directly. In his case, the problem takes on two aspects which have to be considered separately: that of artistic creation and that of industrial production. Morris has not been very forthcoming on either.
His most important statements on the first point are his replies to the questions put to him by the members of the Royal Commission on Technical Instruction, in 1882. We find there that in weaving “the man who actually goes through the technical work of counting the threads, and settles how the thing is to be woven, through and through, should do the greater part of the drawing"; that “1 think it is desirable on the whole that the artist and designer should practically be one ... I think it essential that a designer should learn the practical way of carrying out the work for which he designs; he ought to be able to weave himself”.2 We know that Morris had no hesitation over getting his own hands dirty, that he had acquired a practical knowledge of all the arts which made up the Firm's activities, and that, for example, he had a tapestry loom in his bedroom and worked at it every morning."" We know that he found the greatest pleasure in putting the most fiddling details into his own compositions.29 We know that he gave the young people employed at Merton Abbey the widest freedom in the making of the tapestries which they designed.w But all that did not go so very far One of the great merits of the study Paul Thompson has made of William Morris is in showing that, with very few exceptions, the motifs to be designed were to be carried out by others, and that division of labour was highly developed in the Firm. 1 Peter Floud, in his violent diatribe against “The Inconsistencies of William Morris” had, some years earlier, brought the same charge ' All of that is true, and it does not simplify the problem. Would the decorative work have been as rich and abundant, and would Morris have had the time to devote to his many other activities if he had been bound to the complete production process? Would the same difficulty cease to exist in communist society ? Perhaps we should regard it as a significant pointer that Morns took the trouble to master the production techniques of all the arts he practised and

so was able the rnore efficiently to shape the conception of the work toward the desired result. Perhaps it is in exactly this way that his messaee is toE i terpreted and may very well prove to be fruitful.
These considerations relative to art and design clearly leave untouched th problem of the division of labour in the factory itself, which is of quite anothe kind. On this point, Morris is very cautiously circumspect. “I want division of labour," he writes, “restricted within reasonable limits.” 35 “Division of labour would be habitually limited, ” he writes again. M He never ventures any further and we cannot help noticing the reservations that accompany these gdneral statements. Can we hold that against him? Were the techniques of in- dustrv conceivable at that time without the division of labour, in a period when automation was not yet able to provide an embryonic solution? Marx had restricted himself to recording the fact and assessing its disastrous consequences in many pages of Capital, but on this point it is relevant to clear up a very annoying misunderstanding. When Marx condemns the division of labour, he is by no means denying the need to break down an industrial operation into its most elementary components. What he declared to be inhuman and easily remediable was the enslavement of the worker to a single monotonous task which mutilated him physically and mentally. But the very simplicity- of the separate operations makes a constant change of work practicable:
“The employment of machinery does away with the necessity of crystallizing this distribution after the manner of Manufacture by the constant annexation of a particular man to a particular function. Since the motion of the whole system does not proceed from the workman; but from the machinery, a change of persons can take place at any time without an interruption of the work . . . Lastly, the quickness with which machine work is learnt by young people does away with the necessity of bringing up. for exclusive employment by machinery, a special class of operatives. ” '
So it is a question, not of recasting the work (only automation, then undreamed-of will achieve that), but of establishing a constant change of employment. Thus one will be able “to replace the detail-worker of today, crippled by lifelong repetition of one and the same trivial operation, and thus reduced to the mere fragment of a man, by the fully developed individual, fit for a variety of labours, ready to face any change of production, and to whom the different social functions he performs are but so many modes of giving free scope to his own natural and acquired powers”.36 This is language very similar to that of Engels, and which Morris himself would not have disavowed:
“The old mode of production must therefore be revolutionised from top to bottom, and in particular the former division of labour must dis- appear. Its place must be taken by an organisation of production in which . .. productive labour, instead of being a means to the subjection of men, will become a means to their emancipation, by giving each individual the opportunity to develop and exercise all his faculties physical

and mental, in all directions; in which, therefore, productive labour will become a pleasure instead of a burden. ” ’
* * *
Diversity of occupation is one of the bases of the humanism of Morris, just as it is of the humanism of Marx and Engels: “that variety of life is as much an aim of true Communism as equality of condition”, he writes.He himself set the example all his life and the myriad activities to which he devoted himself are too legendary for it to be necessary to repeat them here. What is less generally known is the rhythm of his activity, and the account left us by his son-in-law H. Halliday Sparling is worth quoting:
He would be standing at an easel or sitting with a sketchblock in front of him, charcoal, brush or pencil in hand, and all the while would be grumbling Homer’s Greek under his breath . . . the design coming through in clear unhesitating strokes. Then the note of the grumbling changed, for the turn of the English had come. He was translating the Odyssey at this time and would prowl about the room, filling and lighting his pipe, halting to add a touch or two at one or other easel, still grumbling, go to his writing table, snatch up his pen, and write furiously for a while - twenty, fifty, and one hundred or more lines, as the case might be ... the speed of his hand would gradually slacken, his eye would wander to an easel, a sketchblock, or to some one of the manuscripts in progress, and that would have its turn. There was something well-nigh terrifying to a youthful onlooker in the deliberate ease with which he interchanged so many forms of creative work, taking up each one, never halting at the point at which he had laid it aside, and never halting to recapture the thread of his thought...”
He himself declared that he had “an artichoke mind ... no sooner do 1 pull off a leaf than there’s another waiting to be pulled”, and he had little time for people he called the “nothing-buts”, who devoted their whole lives to a single occupation.4" He was sincerely sorry for them, even if they took pleasure in it, and he justified the need for change by the impossibility of prolonging pleasure in the same work.
“Any of you who have ever made anything, I don’t care what,” he said to students in Oxford, “will well remember the pleasure that went with the turning out of the first specimen. What would have become of that pleasure if you had been compelled to go on making it exactly the same for ever?” 4
This compulsion, which exists in fact in contemporary society, is all the more horrible if the task is uninviting and not really suited to the one who has to perform it:
“One of the things which we Socialists complain of in the present state of things (is) that a man having once grown into an occupation, he cannot change it, however unfit he may be for it: he is forced to stay where he is just as much as if he were chained up like a slave or a dog. ” ‘

Beyond Marx and Engels, beyond Ruskin, beyond his own experience natural inclination, Morris was haunted by the memory of times when ma did not know such chains. I"he wonderful popular art of the Middle Ages had had its origins in “the necessity that the workman felt for variety in his work”.4' The heroes of the Icelandic Sagas were at once warriors, smiths navigators, husbandmen and builders.44 Socialism will link up again with this great human tradition after the unhealthy interruption caused by the pursuit of capitalist profit and the mutilation of man which it entailed.
As is natural in a writer of bourgeois origin and in an artist, Morris is impelled first to think of the development that the practice of a physical occupation in the open air will bring to an intellectual or a sendentary worker:
“Many, or most, men would be carrying on more than one occupation from day to day Surely almost everyone would wish to take some share in field or garden work besides his indoor occupation, even if it were no more than helping to get in the harvest or save the hay; and such occasions would become really the joyous and triumphant festivals which the poets have dreamed of them as being, and of which pleasure there is still some hint or, it may be, survival in barbarous countries. But besides such obvious change in work as this, there could certainly be found useful outdoor occupation whereby a person could vary his or her indoor work; helping, for instance, in the work which has to do with the transit of foods...” 5
The quality of the work at which an artist excels would not be in any way diminished, quite the contrary: “A poet . . . will write better poetry and not worse if he has an ordinary occupation to follow. ” 46 If there was one kind of man that Morris execrated, and whose disappearance he desired, it was the specialised “man of genius” who imagines that everything is due to him and who sets himself aside from common mortals:
“I do not see, and never could see, why a man of genius must needs be a man of genius every minute of his life . . . The ‘man of genius ought to be able to earn his livelihood in an ordinary way independently of his speciality, and he will in that case be much happier himself and much less of a bore to his friends, let alone his extra usefulness to the community. ”4
While Morris’s tone is naturally sarcastic when he is speaking to members of his own class and circle, whose scornful prejudices against manual workers he had to combat, he uses more simple and more generous language when he refers to the liberation that diversity of occupation would represent for the workers. It would be the rule, he wrote “if the work is of its nature monotonous .Socialism implies, moreover, “the opportunity for every one to choose the occupation suitable to his capacity and idiosyncrasy.” 48 We have already seen what relaxation gardening around the factory grounds would brtng to the workers. Their activity would never be unvaried:
“The tending the necessary machinery might to each ind.vidual be but a short part of the day s work. The other work might vary from rais-

ing food from the surrounding country to the study and practice ot art and science.” *
As for production itself, “the necessary and in fact compulsory work”, everything would contribute to breaking the monotony of rt We must remember that the decoration of the products manufactured would be a determining factor for joy in work.
“The machine-tending ought not to require a very long apprenticeship, therefore in no case should any one person be set to run up and down after a machine through all his working hours every day, even so shortened as we have seen; now the attractive work of our factory, that which was pleasant in itself to do, would be of the nature of art; therefore all slavery of work ceases under such a system for whatever is burdensome about the factory would be taken turn and turn about, and so distributed, would cease to be a burden - would be, in fact, a kind of rest from the more exciting and artistic work!”
However, there are some necessary tasks which are, by their very nature, burdensome or repugnant, and are invariably so. What will be the solution in such cases? Morris does not evade the problem:
“It is not difficult to conceive of some arrangement whereby those who did the roughest work should work for the shortest spells. And again, what is said of the variety of work applies especially here. Once more I say, that for a man to be the whole of his life hopelessly engaged in performing one repulsive and never-ending task, is an arrangement fit enough for the hell imagined by the theologians, but scarcely fit for any other form of society. Lastly, if this rougher work were of any special kind, we may suppose that special volunteers would be called on to perform it, who would surely be forthcoming, unless men in a state of freedom should lose the sparks of manliness which they possessed as slaves.” 1
So it is just that “we should have our fair share of troublesome work and no more than our fair share”. Morris insists more than once upon the idea of such sharing:
“If the work be specially rough or exhausting, you will, 1 am sure, agree with me in saying that I must take turns in doing it with other people; I mean I mustn’t, for instance, be expected to spend my working hours always at the bottom of a coal-pit. I think such work as that ought to be largely volunteer work, and done, as I say, in spells. And what 1 say of very rough work I say also of nasty work. ”
During a public meeting held in Scotland, in the mining district of Coatbridge, Morris replied to a miner’s questions as follows:
“Nobody ought to be compelled to work more than a few hours at a time underground, and nobody ought to be compelled to work all their lives, or even constantly week by week, at mining, or indeed any other disagreeable job. Everybody ought to have a variety of occupation so as

ro give him a chance of developing his various powers, and of making h
work a pleasure rather than a dreary burden, ” 54
This is the idea! which we see realised in News from Nowhere, that of pleasan diversified work allowing everyone to become the “whole man” of whom Kari Marx dreamed. “We pass our lives, ” says old Hammond, “in reasonable strife with nature, exercising not one side of ourselves only, but all sides, taking the keenest pleasure in all the life of the world.” Each of the characters appearing during the story has very different jobs. Bob the weaver is also a mathematician and, for relaxation, is eager to take Dick’s place as ferryman, '1 we learn, a few pages further on, that he is also a printer and is writing an historical study.' Dick the boatman is a goldsmith and a carver, and he is also an outstanding hay-maker. Boffin, the “Golden Dustman”, is a novelist.** Dotted about the country are big houses where “some of the most studious men of our time” work, but they are also farmers. The “Obstinate Refusers” who will not take part in the hay-making because they want to finish a beautiful building, will relax at the wheat harvest.61 Finally, at the great hay-harvest gathering which marks the climax of the story, “there is room fora great many people who are not over-skilled in country matters: and there are many who lead sedentary lives, whom it would be unkind to deprive of their pleasure in the hav-field — scientific men and close students generally”.62 To devote oneself to a single occupation has become unthinkable, and Dick naively tells the visitor that it was necessary, immediately after the revolution, to force the descendants of the former capitalists to work, and “these idleness-stricken people used to serve booths all their time, because they were fit for so little”.63 This monotony, as much as their sloth, made them incredibly physically ugly, he adds.
* * *
Work diversified in this way, and soaked in handicraft, even within machine manufacture, ends up by merging into art, “an art made intelligently by the whole body of those who live by their labour: instinct with their thoughts and aspirations, moving whither they are moving, changing as they change, the genuine expression of their sense of the beauty and mystery of life: an art born of their joy and outliving their sorrow, though tinged by it. ” 64 The products of human activity will no longer be anonymous, dehumanised articles, because their makers will find again “the opportunity of expressing their own thoughts to their fellows by means of that very labour, by means of that daily work which nature or long custom, a second nature, does indeed require of them, but without meaning that it should be an unrewarded and repulsive burden”.*” If, in the England of News from Nowhere, architecture has become so flourishing and beautiful, it is because it is in the highest degree the achievement which provides the worker with the deepest joy, that of self-expression through work. Ellen speaks with emotion of “the beautiful buildings that we raise up all over the country (and I know there was nothing like them in past times) wherein a man can put forth whatever is in him, and make his hands set forth his mind and soul”.
Self-expression, art, work, these have all become synonymous terms, ex

pressing joy in the new life. The “freedom for every man to do what he can do best” engenders “the pleasure of creation, which is what excellence in work means”. In a speech made at a prize-giving at Macclesfield School of Art and Science, fragments of which remain thanks to articles in the local press, Morris exclaimed:
“For, after all, what is an artist? It seems to me the man is an artist who finds out what sort of work he is fitted for, and who by dint of will, good luck, and a combination of various causes, manages to be employed upon the work he is fitted for, and when he is so employed upon it, does it conscientiously and with pleasure because he can do it well - that is an artist (Applause). And he is a happy man, and a happy man is an artist, and therefore there is no difference between these two phrases; they mean the same thing (Laughter). ”68
“The main pleasure in life,” he said in another lecture, “is the exercise of energy on the development of our special capacities.” 69 Another element of this joy will come from the brotherliness which will dominate the new society: “Each is conscious during his work of making a thing to be used by a man of like needs to himself.” Even if the object is simple and crude, even if it has no decorative value, it will express “the interchange of interest in the occupations of life; the knowledge of human necessities and the consciousness of human good-will is a part of all such work”.70 That is why “labour, to be attractive, must be directed towards some obviously useful end”. “ Beauty and usefulness will be intimately linked, as they were in the mediaeval times that Morris echoes Ruskin in praising “when everybody that made any thing made a work of art besides a useful piece of goods, and it gave them pleasure to make it”.72 Similarly, in the new society, two indissolubly linked questions will have to be put to every producer before he undertakes any task whatsoever: “first, will the thing produced be useful to the world? second, will the making of it give healthy and pleasurable occupation to the makers?” 73 In this way a constant bond of good will and gratitude will be established between producer and consumer: the former’s pleasure in his work will be matched by the latter’s enjoyment of it, and labour will become “art made by the people and for the people as a joy both to the maker and the user”, 74 This glorification of pleasure has led Edouard Guyot, in his work on William Morris’s socialism, to make a judgment which, in the light of the examples I have just quoted, certainly goes too far: “Morris,” he writes, “bases his socialist society upon a clearly individualist principle, for he replaces the egoism of self-interest by the egoism of pleasure.” Can one speak of egoism of pleasure in a society where the joy of creation is so closely linked with that of doing work useful to ones fellows, who are equals and brothers?
Certainly Morris had a desire from youth on to find happiness in an occupation of his choice, and the expression of this desire forms the main theme of the important letter he wrote to his mother in 1855, announcing his decision not to enter holy orders.78 His bourgeois birth and his income allowed him to fulfil this wish rapidly and to have great joy in earning his living.77 But he was not long in appreciating his privileged position, and feeling shame and indignation about it In this respect, his reading of Ruskin had a special and lasting effect The fundamental thesis of The Stones of Venice is that the prime reason for the
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"Mv experience so far is that the working man finds it easier to understand the doctrine of the claim of Labour to pleasure in the work itself than the rich or well-to-do man does " "
IV originality of Morris's conception lies in establishing a mutual causal connection between work, pleasure, and art. Without work, “art could not exist", art is "work-pleasuro. as one ought to call it"; *? “the function of an is to make labour pleasurable" “ In the last analysis joy in life is the element which completely identifies art and all kinds of work:
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work inspires, but by the breaking of the sot ialut habit of diversifying it, a factor of pleasure just as important at it* nature.
In a lecture dating from his pre-socialist period, Morris drew a distinction between mechanical work, intelligent work anti imaginative work. The first, the purpose ol which "is not the making of wares ol any kind, but what on the one hand is called employment, on the other what is called money-making'' will have finally disappeared. Between the other two kinds ol work there exists a difference ol degree only. Imaginative work will predominate in the new society, but, in fact, the two will intermingle, whereas today, "Mechanical I oil hits swallowed Intelligent Work and alt the lower part of Imaginative Work . , what is left of art is rallied to its citadel of the highest intellectual art, and stands at hay there”/11 Two years later, addressing himself to "All those who know what art means", he asks them to “consider if it is fan and just that only a few among the millions of civilization shall be partakers in a pleasure which is the surest and most constant of all pleasures , . . happy and honourable work ”, "
The natural corollary of this law of pleasant work for all is that "no work which cannot be done without ple.asure in the doing is worth doing" " It would be a burden and “would mar our life, even though the hours of labour were short”.So what is to be done? We have already seen the remedies Morris suggests. The machine provides the usual solution, and so also, in large measure, does diversity of occupation.
"And yet if there be any work which cannot be made other than repulsive, either by the shortness of its duration or the intermittency of its recurrence, or by the sense of special and peculiar usefulness (and therefore honour) in the mind of the man who performs it freely, - if there be any work which cannot be but a torment to the worker, what
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A* the year* went on, it rvm happened sometimes that hr gave the idea of pleasure in work a purely negative significance:
"I believe than the ideal of the future doesn’t point to thr lessening of men * energy by the ralu* non of lahour to a minimum, but rather to the reduction ofpaw in labour to a minimum, *o small that it will cease to be a pain "
Even in this cautious formulation, the most t auttoua that one van find penned by Morris, thi* e*j>n utton of pleasure in work is totally opposed to thr hdijH.t! curse whhh wa* contained in Carlyle * message and it differ* profoundly from Ruskin s nvwatiiing comepi»,,(rt “\’n man," writes Morn*, 'wtfl any longer have an cmtm for talking about the < uro- of lalarur, no man will any longer haye an excuse Ior evading the blessing of labour." m ‘
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li7ijrJW<;lmvr |u»i iin n iIimi, fur Mmm, “thr ideal ol iln* future <jtK«tj i pomt it, thr |i writing of tii' ii1'* energy by thr reduction of labour tu a minimum’
J liiwrvrr, hr insist* upon I fir nerd lot a vh y slmrf working day nnd for ample leisure in many ol hi* writing* Ho it ■* wot If) white, giving some attention ui the Ideas Mui it') rspirssrd mi thr piofilrm ol leisure
''VVIliil it It thru thttt make* proplr happy f I trr mid full tip and ihr urnx imisnrst ol lilr t )f, If you wilt, ihr plea'curable rxeKisr of out enrigics, and ihr rnjoymrnt of thr rest which that rxrri isr ih rxprii' diiinf* of energy makes nri rssary to u*. "
So 11 in joy of rest it an inditjiriitihlr i ompiemeni of tin* joy in work Ifiry Imth, equally, constitute a right for thr workers and “thr Irisurr they have a right to tlanri, mint hr arnplr rnough to allow them full rr»t ol mind anil body”, In the future society, “mere rest, time for thought, or drramitii; even, would not he lai king to u», nor in any wise begrudged to u»" *'1 It it not |u«t a tirnplr question ol organisation'’ “Ought not a really successful tom- niuniiy to to airangr that labour that tirh person should do a fait share of it and no more ?"1,1
It is quite plain that, in our present sot iety, thr number of idln* and people employed in unprodutive work is such that thr whole burden of providing for thrir needs fall* upon a relatively small section of the population. But in a world where all produc ed and no work was wasted, not only would every one work with the certain hope of gaining a due share of wealth by lit* work, but alx> he could riot inis* hi* due share of re*t’\ and “the share of work whir h each would have to do would be but small" 1 here would no longer be unnecessary products; the machines would no longer be used “for mere profit-grinding”, but “simply to save human labour’’, and we should hr? rid of all those who do nothing, as well as of the “busy-idle people 11
One cannot help notic ing how close Morris’s argument is to that of hnget* in Anti’DOhnng, even in its terminology.lM
I he working-day, then, would be short and it is certain that “muc h work which it now a torment, would be easily endurable if it we/e much shortened” " At that time Morris fixed the duration a* four hours a day, ”* and the following year, when he drew up the Manifesto of the Sex inlist League, he estimated that two or three hours would suffice “to entry an the essential work of the world” " It is true that later, when he and Bax wrote their theoretical handbook on socialism, they avoided any such definite (and, after all, quite arbitrary) details, and were content to refer to “shortness of hours in proportion to the stress of the work”.
In any case, this reduction is necessary, not only because socialism makes it materially possible, but because it derive* from another right possessed by the worker*' “the claim for education involves a claim for abundant leisure",”’

which would give them “time for thought ”, ** «nd stimulate thr.r et«hu*uw
■Thr Imutr wnk h Socialism above *» things- aims at obtaining lor ihr worker is also the vrrv thing that breeds desire desire lor beauty lor knowledge, for more abundant !de. in short " 1/1
in an article published near (be end of his life, Morris wrote
we should have so mui h leisure from the product ion ol what are called utilities', that am (roup of people would have leisure to satisfy us eras ings for what are usually looked on at superfluities, such as works of art research into facts. literature, the unspoiled beauty of nature; matters that to my mind are utilities also ’.
But Moms introduced one reservation early on: this necessary reduction in the length of the working day is not an end in itself, it cannot be achieved at the expense at the work itself, or, more exactly, of the quality and nature of the work as hr hat defined and extolled tt Far more, in order that work may remain a j«>. men will have to accept certain sacrifices
"if we cmJd be contented in a free community to work in the same burned, dirty, disorderly, heartless way as we do now, we might shorten our dav * labour very much more than I suppose we shall do . But if we dsd, »t would mean that our new-won freedom of condition would leave us listless and wretched, if not anxious, as we are now, which I hold it v imply impossible We should be contented to make the sacrifices necessary for raising our condition to the standard called out for as desirable by the w hole community. Nor only so. We should individually, be emulous to sacrifice quite freely still more of our time and our ease towards the raising of the standard of life. Persons, either by themselves or associated for such purposes, would freely, and for the love of the work and for its results - stimulated by the hope of the pleasure of creation - produce those ornaments of life for the service of all, which they are now bribed to produce (or pretend to produce) for the service of a few rich men ”**
In other words, to make communist society a “civilisation of leisure and make leisure the only aim of labour, would be equivalent to perpetuating the theological curse and renouncing the happiness of life, since this can only come from work itself if we refrain from transforming the nature of the occupation aseif. and think only of getting rid of it as quickly as possible, in order to enjoy for as long aa possible what would not be occupation, what sort of life would we have?
"Shall all we can do with it be to shorten the hours of that toil to the utmost, that the hours of leisure may be long beyond what men used to hope ter * and what then shall we do with the leisure, if we say that all toil is irksome ? Shall we steep it all a way ? — Yes, and never wake up again, 1 should hope, in that case.” ’**
If we replace the fear of dying of hunger simply by a hope of acquiring more temore “the hell of theologians was but fettle needed" Such a vision of the future i* only possible for people who cannot see beyond the prerent In fact manual work u so far degraded today "that a teamed, thoughtful and humane

... |o, lh a% an axiom that no man will work rxiqn to earn leisure
man tan
'^Morris ftject* this outlook and steadfastly sets against it his expectation ol irk that will be both joy and art He attempts to resolve the difficulty by reference to his own experience
"I tried to think what would happen to me if I were forbidden ordinary daily work, and I knew that I should die of despair and weariness, unless I could straightway take to something else which I could make my daily work: and it was clear to me that I worked not in the least in (he world for the sake of earning leisure by it, but partly driven by the fear of starvation or disgrace, and partly, and even a very great deal, because I love the work itself: and as for my leisure: well I had to confess that part ol it 1 do indeed spend as a dog does - in contemplation, let us say, and like it well enough: but part of it also 1 spend in work: which work gives me just as much pleasure as my bread-earning work — neither more nor less, and therefore could be no bribe or hope for my work-a-day hours.
Then next I turned my thoughts to my friends: mere artists, and therefore, you know, lazy people by prescriptive right: I found that the one thing they enjoyed was their work, and that their only idea of happy leisure was other work, just as valuable to the world as their work-a-day work: they only differed from me in liking the dog-like leisure less and the man-like labour more than I do.” 126
We know what to think about this last assertion! Sparling reports with awe that he “held that he was idling while doing that which would have exhausted any other man 1 have ever known”.127 We must keep this phenomenal energy in mind if we are going to assess other remarks of Morris at their true value. “In good truth,” he said, “the amusement which amuses me most is a quiet time without immediate anxiety, in which I can go on with my work free from disturbance.”m
Morris knew very well, and more than once said, that he enjoyed a privileged position and that very few men had his opportunities of devoting themselves to an occupation which would absorb them and satisfy them so totally. But he had no hesitation over quoting his own example, since work will one day become a joy and an art for everyone, and the age-old opposition between a joy and an art for everyone, and the age-old opposition between work and leisure will be finally abolished. Then men will no longer seek pleasure in “unproductive energy - energy put forth in games and sports”.1 Continually changing productive work, performed lovingly all the time, will more and more fill their leisure. Is not the existence described in News from Nowhere a life of leisure led by happy people who enjoy their many activities? Much more, “a great deal of the best work done would be done in the leisure time of men relieved from any anxiety as to their livelihood”.1
Morris underlines the psychological importance which the free choke of occupation. as much as its diversity, would then have Even in present-day society, the distinction between work and leisure is often a false one; it is, in reality, a distinction between the work one is obliged to do and that which one freely undertakes. “The one aim of all people before our time,” says Dick, “was to avoid work, or at least they thought it was; so of course the work which their
	

daily life forced them to do, seemed more like work than that which thev to choose for themselves.” 131 Morris never tired of quoting the exampiTI Tom Sawyer finding volunteers to paint the fence without any difficulty- [j declared the ruse to be worthy of Odysseus. He regarded it as a “little lessen economics” and the clearest demonstration of the fallacious character J arguments put forward against him.132 The lesson was not forgotten in .Vo, from Nowhere, for “at last under the guise of pleasure that was not supposed to be work, work that was pleasure began to push out the mechanical toil" 1,1
* * *
Morris’s joy in work is of materialist inspiration. It is a natural form of energy, both of living matter and of inorganic matter; and for Morris nature is an objective fact and no longer the divine image dear to Ruskin In one of his very earliest lectures, given in 1879, he exclaimed, in praise of the pleasure of activity:
A most kind gift is this of nature, since all men, nay, it seems all things too, must labour;. . . not only does the dog take pleasure in hunting, and the horse in running, and the bird in flying, but so natural does the idea seem to us, that we imagine to ourselves that the earth and the very elements rejoice in doing their appointed work; and the poets have told us of the spring meadows smiling, of the exultation of the fire, of the countless laughter of the sea. ” 1
Up to his very last years he uses the same language and repeats the same images in the serious pages of his handbook of socialism, adding that remains of primitive ornaments bear witness to the pleasure experienced by savage man in obtaining his food.135 Certainly nature gives us nothing for nothing, and our subsistence demands a steady effort, but we may wonder “if she does not give us some compensation for this compulsion to labour, since certainly in other matters she takes care to make the acts necessary to the continuance of hie in the individual and the race not only endurable, but even pleasurable natural compensation does exist. Exploitation in class society has made us forget it, but some day we shall have to relearn how to enjoy our life's productive activities “just as Nature makes pleasant the exercise ol the necessary functions of sentient beings”.157 All living creatures experience pleasure in exerting their energy, and, “even beasts rejoice in being lithe and swift and strong”.f !* And for us, too, is not “that mysterious bodily pleasure which goes with the deft exercise of the bodily powers" 139 an indispensibie element of labour? This feeling, which Morris experienced intensely, had fundamental importance and value for him, for, in two lectures delivered in the same year, he expresses it in identical words, adding, in the second of them, this yet clearer expression of it;
“As to the unreasoning, sensuous pleasure in handiwork, I believe in good sooth that it has more power of getting rough and strenuous work out of men, even as things go, than most people imagine At any rate it lies at the bottom of the production of all an, which cannot exist wirk,— rt even in its feeblat and rudest form. ** 140

One recurrent objection that Morris came up against in the course of his militant life was the suggestion that socialism would encourage laziness. What incentive would there be to work in an egalitarian society ? Would not compulsion be essential ? Once again, these questions were put, even by those objecting in good faith, with a complete ignorance of the Marxist theory of two stages As we have seen, Morns never denied that compulsion would be necessary m some cases during the first stage, and that a State apparatus, sometimes repressive, would be inevitable For reasons which I have analysed, he did not dwell at great length upon these mid-way prospects, and his interest was wholly centred upon the second stage, that of communism A chapter of prime importanc e in .V/wi from Aou here is entitled "(Jo the Ijuk of Incentive to I jxboor in a (amnumst Society". It is strange that Monsieur Victor Dupont, continuing the mistranslation of the first and disastrous translator into French, P La Chetnaiv should have rendered this title, in his bilingual edition, as "fit t’Absence d hnulatum dans urn sociele commumsU”. Admittedly, Morris considers that 'emulation in working for the common good would supply the place of competition as an incentive". 141 But emulation is only one ot these incentives, and the writer does not appear to attach enormous importance to it. In fact, the phrase I have just quoted is the only definite reference of this nature that I have been able to find in all his writings Morris's chief concern was to make his contradictors understand what the real stimulus to work would be, the essential stimulus in the world of the future. Not only is this chapter a reply to this question, but the whole of the story and, one can say without exaggeration, the whole of hi* work, is the answer.
In the minds of moat people, the problem is posed in a false perspective. In fact, the ideas on the subject of the reward of labour in the future are founded on its position in the present”,l4i and Morris explains:
" I he often expressed fear of mere idleness falling upon us when the force supplied by the present hierarchy of compulsion is withdrawn, is a fear which is but generated by the burden of excessive and repulsive labour, which most of us have to bear at present.” I4'
l"he only inc entive which exists today is, in fact, “the fear of ruin and starvation Society says to the worker: “Do this work which blind chance has apportioned to you, or else go to the workhouse or die.” 144 So he is obliged to accept monotonous, distasteful, exhausting work in order not to starve, and the only ideal for him to aspire to is “to succeed”, that is, to be “placed in a position where he shall not have to exercise his energies”, his reward will then be “the boredom of satiety”.MS
in communist society, these cruel goads will have ceased to harass man. W hat will replace them ? Truly, Morris does not fall into demagogy. Work will remain a natural and imperative necessity: “Nature wills all mm either to work or starve”.144 But this demand will no longer be irksome when men are no longer working for the profits of an exploiting class, but for themselves; no longer in order to avoid starvation, but continually to increase their well-being. no longer to expiate some original sin, but to derive satisfaction from the work itself: “to the incentive of necessity to labour should be added the incentives of pleasure and interest in the work itself".14 Then the incentive will be spontaneous and will not have to be accompanied by any pressure of compul-

sion or any pecuniary interest. Blackbirds do not have to be paid to sine at top of their voices in the softness of summer.14* In the Middle Ages, when w i had not yet become the torment it is in capitalist times, the pay of the bet workers was very little above average, "and did they do their work the worse for this approach to equality? did they neglect it because they were not bribed into excellence?” I4'’ The artistic excellence of their work "was not venal":
“Those poor wretches who had skill and taste beyond their fellow-workmen, and who in consequence had pleasanter work than they, had to put up with a very moderate additional wage, and in some cases with nothing additional . . . We can appeal to the witness of those lovely works still left to us, whose unknown, unnamed creators were content to give them to the world, with little more extra wages than what their pleasure in their work and their sense of usefulness in it might bestow on them. ” 1
There can be no doubt that Morris’s personal temperament and his passion for work carried him a long way in this direction and he would perhaps have found it difficult to understand the problems of involving people that currently arise in various socialist countries, ready as he was to admit the inevitable difficulties of the first stage. He himself was incapable of sparing effort, and anyone working with him had a hard job to keep pace; his assistant experienced, says Sparling, “a strain he had never felt, and could therefore neither realize nor fully sympathize with”.151 Mackail’s biography is an impressive balance sheet of achievements, and it is easy to understand the diagnosis of the doctors, who declared that when he died “the disease is simply being William Morris, and having done more work than most ten men”. It is true that, in his own words, stopping work for him meant dying1 and on no account would he have done so, even had he been able.154 Scawen Blunt goes so far as to say that "he had no thought for anything or person, including himself, but only for the work he had in hand”,155 which is probably exaggerated (Blunt s evidence is not, as a rule, very trustworthy), but it expresses an undeniable tendency.	jSfc
Idleness was intolerable to him: “work without endeavour is dull , he declared in a lecture, and he used to say to his friends: “It is rest that kills men, not work”.” Apostrophising his listeners during another lecture, he exclaimed:
“No, I cannot suppose there is anybody here who would think it either a good life, or an amusing one, to sit with one’s hands before one doing nothing - to live like a gentleman, as fools call it ”.'
To his mind, there was a sort of curse involved in lack of effort. In this respect, a curious episode in one of his last romantic stories, Tht Water of the Wondrous Isles, is very revealing. The heroine Birdalone is travelling, in her enchanted skiff, across a strange lake dotted with accursed islands, one of which is called “the Isle of Increase Unsought”. Three maidens are held captive there by a wicked witch and tell Birdalone that “here everything waxeth of itself without tillage, or sowing, or reaping, or any kind of tending; and whatso we need of other matters the mistress taketh it for us from out of her Wonder- coffer, or suffereth us to take it for ourselves”. Held under her spell, they live in

the island “in lazy sorrow and shameful ease”. When Birdalone comes lace to face with the witch, she declares that she can see that she has come into “the House of Death”. Similarly, to the people of News from Nowhere idleness seems an incomprehensible phenomenon, a sickness which is, moreover, characterised by ugliness and is known by odd names. "Fancy people not lik- im? to work!” exclaims Dick in astonishment, it's too ridiculous.” The visitor laughs with him “for company’s sake, but from the teeth outward only; for / saw nothing funny in people not liking to work, as you may well imagine.”10" The coercive pressures of civilisation, adding to the distasteful nature of the work, are replaced by the spontaneous stimulus of the work itself, once more in keeping with man’s deepest needs. So one can see how ridiculous it would be to have a system to recompense an outstanding worker in order to lighten the burden of his labour. The proposal would contain its own rebuttal, for “that will be the last thing he will thank you for”.161 Not only would idleness then seem to be a sickness, but it would also be considered shameful: “shirking work would be felt to be as much of a disgrace then to an ordinary man as a cowardice in the face of the enemy is now to an officer in the army”. "" Again, such a sentiment could only be current during the first stage (I believe that it is certainly to be understood in this sense in the context of the Manifesto of the Socialist League): in communist society, work will no longer even need to be considered a matter of honour. It is interesting to note that never for a moment did Morris imagine the possibility of there existing “antisocial beings^ who avoid all labour and live parasitically upon the community. 6
1 he sentiment of honour, as a stimulus, is in fact very rarely invoked by Morris, and he only envisages relying upon it when there is a question of doing disagreeable, but necessary, tasks. He attaches great importance to the esteem in which the good worker will be held by public opinion:
I he pleasure which an artist, that is a free workman, feels in his labour, is made up of these three things, variety, hope of excellence and self-respect: and the feelings of those who receive his work with due sympathy may be expressed by the corresponding words, surprise, pleasure and gratitude; and, believe me, the knowledge that ones work will be so received is a reward which the greatest man cannot afford to fall short of, and which the humblest cannot be deprived of without suffering grievous wrong. ”l6:>
Another stimulus will be the sense of being useful to ones fellow, making only things that will be of use to him, both in their quality and their purpose: “it is a fact past discussion that as soon as things worth doing are made, the intellect, the skill, the artistic feeling of the makers are called out by their production”.166 This love of efficiency will be closely intertwined with the feeling of brotherhood and solidarity, which will be the dominant characteristic of the new society.
This constant communion will show in the heart of the work-process itself, and will give it fresh impetus. The abolition of manufacturing secrets, diversity of occupation, an interested knowledge of all kinds of activity “would foster a general interest in work, and in the realities of life, which would surely tend to elevate labour and create a standard of excellence in manufacture, which in its

turn would breed a strong motive towards exertion in the workers”
But no external motive will really be needed: “the true incentive to and happy labour is and must be pleasure in the work itself’’. '** It will foe a “faithful daily companion”,' that one will always look forward”* encountering: “every worthy work done and delighted in by maker and use° begets a longing for more”. " That is the central theme of Mews from Nowhm and old Hammond explains it a length to the visitor: “all the work that we do is an exercise of the mind and body more or less pleasant to be done: so that in. stead of avoiding work everybody seeks it”.171 Its reward, he exclaims, is “the reward of creation. The wages which God gets, as people might have said time agone”, and, to mock the visitor’s insistence in asking what possible stimulus to work there can be in communist society, he adds:
“ If you are going to ask to be paid for the pleasure of creation, which is what excellence in work means, the next thing we shall hear of will be a bill sent in for the begetting of children. ” 1
We are in the presence, then, of a radical transformation both of work and of the worker. Engels provided a presentiment of this when he wrote that work “is the primary basic condition for all human existence, and this to such an extent that, in a sense, we have to say that labour created man himself”. It is not time wasted to insist upon the fact that Morris’s conception of work, despite all tendentious assertions to the contrary, is on all points in conformity with Marxist thinking, and in the famous passage from the Critique of the Gotha Programme, (which I quoted earlier174) and the contents of which were probably known to Morris, Marx referred to “a higher phase of communist society... after labour has become not merely a means to live but is itself the first necessity of living”.
This thought saturates the whole of Morris’s utopia. Much more, he fears a future famine of work:
“It is probable that in a community where all worked and where no work was wasted, the amount of necessary work would be so small for each person that people would rather seek for work in which to occupy their energies pleasantly'than desire to shirk it. ”
This fear is repeatedly expressed by the people in Mews from Mowhtre, sometimes taking the form of a real feeling of anxiety: “there is a kind of fear growing up amongst us that we shall one day be short of work”. When Dick offers to act as guide for the visitor, and the latter hesitates to upset his work, he replies that he will have no trouble over finding a substitute; “It will give me an opportunity,” he says, “of doing a good turn to a friend of mine, who wants to take up my work here”.1 8 So he asks the young weaver, who is quite delighted, and he says slyly to him: “If you find it too much, there is George Brightling on the look-out for a stroke of work, and he lives close handy to you”.’” As they are crossing London in their carriage, Dick is happy to see the children camping in Kensington wood. “Apart from the other pleasures of it. it gives them a little rough work, which I am sorry to say is getting somewhat scarce for these last fifty years.” He is clearly obsessed by this worry After acquiring his tobacco pouch and pipe, the visitor expresses surprise that so much care should have gone into the production of such articles

“As work is somewhat scarce,” explains Dick, “or we are afraid it may be, folk do not discourage this kind of petty work.” 1 1 The communal workshop where pottery and glass are made provokes similar remarks on his part. He observes with a smile that they will always be assured of pleasant work there, “for however much care you take of such goods, break they will, one day or another, so there is always plenty to do.”1*2 That the British Museum building, regarded as very ugly, has not yet been demolished and rebuilt is on account of fear of damage to its precious collections, but, “if work really does get scarce we may yet do so”.1 However, - and here we meet our Morris again - in the field of architecture and building the danger seems much less imminent. “Indeed I do think,” says the young man, “that the energies of mankind are chiefly of use to them for such work; for in that direction I can see no end to the work, while in many others a limit does seem possible.” *4 Which does not prevent the girl who models for Mistress Philippa, who is feverishly sculpting the ornamentation on the new house being built by the Obstinate Refusers, from remonstrating with her in this way: “If you gobble up your work like that you will soon have none to do; and what will become of youthen?” '
Impressed by these fears, the visitor asks old Hammond whether he considers such pessimism justified. “No,” replies the old man, “I do not, and I will tell you why; it is each man’s business to make his own work pleasanter and pleasanter, which of course tends towards raising the standards of excellence, as no man enjoys turning out work which is not a credit to him, and also to greater deliberation in turning it out; and there is such a vast number of things which can be treated as works of art, that this alone gives employment to a host of deft people.” The preoccupation with quantity in production will be replaced, then, by a growing preoccupation with quality. Science, adds old Hammond, will, moreover, offer man possibilities as vast as those of art.
“Again,” he adds, “as more and more of pleasure is imported into
work, I think we shall take up kinds of work which produce desirable
wares, but which we gave up because we could not carry them on
pleasantly.”
A point of some interest, because it indicates, on the one hand, that the question of pleasure in work is not settled once and for all in a dogmatic fashion, and, on the other, that Morris’s utopia is not frozen in time, but opens upon further developments. The last thought expressed by the old man is no less interesting. “It is only in parts of Europe,” he says, “which are more advanced than the rest of the world that you will hear this talk of a fear of a work-famine.” It is striking to observe that Morris, twenty-five years ahead, gives a first expression to the Leninist idea of unequal development. Not without a degree of ferocity, he foresees that the United States will for a long time be a centre of mechanical “civilization”, becoming “a stinking dust-heap”, and that the Americans will have great difficulty in “gradually making a dwelling-place” after they have made their revolution. Old Hammond’s opinion is that it will be Great Britain’s mission to export beauty to them, and that is one of the solutions he puts forward to offset an eventual shortage of the labour which will have become the basic joy of existence and its own stimulus. “

CHAPTER EIGHT
[bookmark: bookmark234]To Every One According to his Needs’*
The aim of the new society will be “the satisfaction of the wants of everybody in the community in return for the exercise of their faculties for the benefit of the community Or as the formula of us Communists has it: To every am accor- ding to his needs, from every one according to his capacities." 1 All will equally enjoy the fruits of collective labour, but it could by no means be equality in penury. Such a conception, possible in the days of Babeuf, has no further justification since the concentration of industry and the extraordinary development of the productive forces. In our days, the worker “working as he must, socially, . . can produce more than will keep him alive and in fair condition; ... his capacity of producing these extras has gone on increasing faster and faster, till today one man will weave, for instance, as much cloth in a week as will clothe a whole village for years.” Right now, “in every civilized country at least there is plenty for all - is, or at any rate might be. Even with lahour so misdirected as it is at present, an equitable distribution of the wealth we have would make all people comparatively comfortable; but that is nothing to the wealth we might have if labour were not misdirected. ”
For Morris as for Marx, one will only be able to speak of communism when “all the springs of co-opcrative wealth are gushing more freely”. Henceforth it is a question of an achievable dream, and no longer one of the fantastic utopias of a mediaeval world, haunted by famine, imagining a Land of Cockaigne, alt upside-down (what A. L. Morton calls “topsy-turvrydoni”), with “little pigs running about with knives and forks stuck in their backs crying ‘Who’ll eat me?’ ” 4 The plenty of communist society will not be a figment of the mind, or a paradox of black humour, but a normal consequence, not only of a hitherto unforeseeable progress in the forces of production, which, in the end, shatters an outmoded way of production,5 but also of the revolution liberating these forces, abolishing social classes, transforming the nature of labour and of man himself. This plenty is slow in establishing itself throughout the first phase, because socialist society must raise the level of life of all its citizens at the same time, and old Hammond, one hundred and five years old, recalls that in his youth “we were not so assured of peace and continuous plenty as we are now”,* but little by little it turned into the triumphant reality which marked the arrival of the higher stage, which Morris describes in News from Nowhere.
It is apparent in the first words which the visitor hears from Dick’s lips, when he carelessly remarks that “we don’t want salmon every day of the season . It is displayed in the procession of carts laden with foodstuffs being brought to the markets where everyone comes to take what he needs; again.

Dick remarks that “this is not one of our busy days’’. The visitor is baffled by ,i hundred illuminating details. Why worry about having left something at home, someone says to him, when one can replace it in any market? ’ He is terrified at the idea of losing the wonderful pipe, ornamented with gold and jewels, which has just been selected for him. “What will it matter if you do?” is the reply. “Somebody is sure to find it, and he will use it, and you can get another. And then, trying to explain why he thinks it too pretty for him to dare use it, he remarks that it is “too valuable for its use, perhaps ”, but the comment is totally incomprehensible to his companion. He is further" surprised when his new pouch is filled with an excellent latakia, with no fuss such as weighing it and obviously with no question of payment. Similarly, during the carriage-ridc which takes him to the British Museum, boys and girls with baskets several times offer fruit to the travellers.1 But the most lasting astonishment comes from the restrained sumptuousncss of the c lothing. The visitor might have regarded the Golden Dustman as an isolated eccentric, but the sight of the strollers in the streets of London belies that first impression, and he wonders how they can afford such luxury, drawing Clara’s tart reply.
“Of course we can afford it, or else we shouldn’t do it. It would be easy enough to say, we will only spend our labour on making our clothrs comfortable; but we don’t choose to stop there. Why do you find fault with us? Dors it seem to you as if we starved ourselves of food in order to make ourselves fine clothes?” 4
The phraseology of these tantalising descriptions sometimes recalls that of The Earthly Paradise, but what a distance has been travelled from poetic nostalgia to reasoned utopia! And how detailed utopia has become since the prophecies of John Ball in his sermon at the foot of the cross:
“What else shall ye lack when ye lack masters? Ye shall not lack for the fields ye have tilled, nor the houses ye have built, not the cloth ye have woven; all these shall be yours, and whatso ye will of all the earth beareth .. .I”15
I he memory of the poverty of other times has been completely wiped away and the very word has lost all meaning. When the visitor is surprised at no longer finding any trace of rural hardship, and not finding any poor folk anywhere, Dick does not understand what the world “poor” means, and takes his companion to be speaking of those who feel “poorly”, which gives rise to an exchange of remarks at cross-purposes.14 Every year, on the first of May, there is a commemorative festival where the East End used to be. in which a girl garlanded with flowers recites old poems such as Thomas Hood’s Song of the Shirt, and for old Hammond it is very moving “to hear the terrible words of threatening and lamentation coming from her sweet and beautiful lips, and she unconscious of their real meaning . . . and to think that all the time she does not understand what it is all about - a tragedy grown inconceivable to her and her listeners”.
Similarly, in the comedy of socialist propaganda, The Tablet Turned; or Napkins Awakened, the young heroine, Mary Pinch, exclaims after the revolution:

“Just to think that my last-born child will not know what to be poor meant; and nobody will ever be able to make him understand it." '*
William Morris never stopped reverting to this theme. I will be content with this extract from one of his more important utopian lectures:
“The first of all my visions, and that which colours all my others, is of a day . . . when the words poor and rich, though they will still be found in our dictionaries, will have lost their old meaning; which will have to be explained with care by great men of the analytical kind, spending much time and many words over the job, and not succeeding in the end in making people do more than pretend to understand them. ” u
In fact the contrast is too great between the abundance of future times and the “artificial famine” maintained by the rule of profit, which today is regarded as normal and which “would have long disappeared ” 20 Exploitation having been abolished, “the worker will have all that he produces, and not be fleeced at all”.21 And along with “artificial famine”, mutual suspicion and fear will also have disappeared. Which is why the men of communist society will consider that “the best way of avoiding the waste of labour would be to allow every man to take what he needed from the common store, since he would have no temptation or opportunity of doing anything with a greater proportion than he really needed for his personal use : and so, adds Morris, all danger of bureaucracy will be avoided.
For him, plenty is no abstraction, hazy in outline. He draws a clear distinction between men’s ordinary needs and their extraordinary needs. As far as the former are concerned, there is no foreseeable difficulty:
“To say the least of it, men’s needs are much more equal than their mental or bodily capacities are: their ordinary needs, granting similar conditions of climate and the like, are pretty much the same, and could, as said above, be easily satisfied. ” 25
With a suitable employment of labour, in fact, “it would be easy to produce enough of all ordinary objects of desire to satisfy the needs of all". Moreover, for Morris there is no question of making communist society a world of revelry or a Land of Cockaigne, nor of having the inhabitants of that society living in the way of today’s millionaires.
“There would be no very rich men,” he writes, “and all would be well off: all would be far above the condition of satisfaction of their material necessities.” 5
The problem of extraordinary needs would perhaps be more delicate, but does not appear insoluble in a world where competition has given way to fraternity. The answer lies in “the variety of capacity and gifts and to a certain extent of desires”. That is why “the innate variety of disposition would prevent competition when life was easy enough to allow each man to sacrifice something he desired little for something he desired much without forcing someone else to forgo his desire. ” 26 The striking thing about all William Morris’s declarations is his realism, his avoidance of any demagogy or dogmatism, his reasonableness and caution.

“Everyone’s reasonable needs must be satisfied’ / he declared in 1885, and repeated, a year later: “there would be plenty ol wealth in such a community to satisfy all reasonable needs”. They can, in fact, only be satisfied “according to the measure of the common wealth ” There is nothing in this moderate tone at which to be surprised. Morris was not an armchair revolutionary or utopist. His predictions were an integral part ol his socialist propaganda and were widely expressed at very many lectures. These were frequently followed by a debate, and one can well imagine that in those days his opponents lost no opportunity of hurling gibes and snide questions. Glazier has left us samples of such questions in an amusing article;
“If everybody is entitled to an equal opportunity of enjoying himself, how would you do when, say, Madame Patti or Henry Irving came to the city; would everybody have a front seat? What if everybody wanted to be a farmer, or have a house on the same spot? If social inequality were abolished, would pretty women marry handsome men only, and tail women marry tall men only? How many bonnets would you allow women to have in a year; and if every man wished to have a carnage and pair, would he get them?”
No doubt, Morris’s argument about the natural diversity of temperaments and tastes enabled him to sort out these unreal difficulties with ease. However, it is clear that these incongruous objections must have given him to think, and encouraged him to modify his opinion. As we have seen in studying his differences with the anarchists,11 he did not hesitate to declare flatly that not everything was possible and that, if some individual desires clashed with the communal interest, then the latter had the right to take some action, even as far as compulsion. But he was convinced that, in a fraternal society, such instances would be very rare and that it would be possible to arrange everything in a spirit of mutual goodwill.
How will such abundance become possible? In studying the various aspects of communist society, as conceived by Morris, I have already picked out a number of determining factors. Industrial progress and the social contradictions deriving from it have made popular revolution and the seizure of power both achievable and necessary. This will in turn free technical progress from its ancient fetters and give it a fresh impulse allowing it to bring about the communist stage of abundance for all; and we must not forget that Morris's dreams of handicraft rest upon a first premise of a vigorous mechanised infrastructure which is at once unobtrusive and marvellously efficient. Such handicraft activity would be unthinkable otherwise But it will itself, if Morris is to be believed, have reached such a level of development that it w ill have become a factor in the abundance. We must not forget the weaver in .Sews from jv'owhtn who is afraid of being looked down on for his lack of manual dexterity and who adds with a touch of bitterness: “that’s the way nowadays”. Dexterity has, in fact, developed enormously since the crude products which Morsom displays in his museum of labour, and he is able to assert: "We have learned the trick of handicraft and have added the utmost refinement of workmanship to

the freedom ol fancy and imagination'*. Old Hammond is even more definite:
‘‘Since people have got defter in doing the work generation after generation,” he says, “it has become so easy to do, that it seems as if there were less done, though probably more is produced. ” 34
Nor should we forget that Morris (and this is a weak point in his arguing, albeit, after all, a minor one) adopts the improbable hypothesis of demographic stability, limiting the amount of needs to satisfy and the total time required for their total and final satisfaction. But this is only a secondary consideration. The essential fact is that upon this new basis arise a new superstructure and a transformation of man, which, in return, stimulate production and increase abundance. The fraternal sense of the worker’s social responsibility, the fact that such work has become a joy and a necessity, the resolution of the contradiction between work and leisure, all these are factors tending in the same direction.
Morris brings in yet others. As well as the obligation to work resting upon everyone, and the abolition of the right to idleness for the former ruling class, “a class which does not even pretend to work”, he envisages the elimination of all parasites and useless middlemen, “a class which pretends to work but which produces nothing”.First, the parasites, that is to say, all those who cause a waste of labour-power by having as their sole function “the watching over the individual interests of the plundering classes”.36 In this category he includes the whole former State apparatus. No more will we
“keep a queen, a landed aristocracy, a house of lords and commons, an army and navy, annual piratical wars against harmless people capable of being robbed, an Irish constabulary, a Parnell Commission, a great population, in short, of harmful or useless persons, a mass of corrupt ion, luxury, w aste and confusion such as the world has never seen before. ”
To whom should be added all those who “are the parasites of property, sometimes, as in the case of the lawyers, undisguisedly so”, and, as well as the army in the military sense, the no less burdensome army of domestic servants * (and we know what an enormous proportion of the working population was represented by domestic service at the time when Morris was writing).
The objection to middlemen comes from two sources. In his first lectures, while he was still wholly under the moral and aesthetic influence of Ruskin, Morris wished “to have as little as possible to do with middlemen, but to bring together the makers and the buyers of goods as closely as possible”. v> Later, expressing his ideas in more detail, he said:
“I also want the wasteful system of middlemen restricted, so that workmen may be brought into contact with the public, who will thus learn something about their work, and so be able to give them due reward of praise for excellence. ” 40
This desire to bring together the worker and the user of his products, a desire inspired by his enthusiasm for the Middle Ages, remained a factor in Morris’s ideology, and can be seen in News from Nowhere. The widespread lik

ing for handicraft favoured such a rapprochement. But as soon as Morris became a socialist, there were more solid reasons for objecting to middlemen. As we can read in the Manifesto of the Socialist League:
. . the whole method of distribution under this system is full of waste; for it employs whole armies of clerks, travellers, shopmen, advertisers, and what not, merely for the sake of shifting money from one person’s pocket to another’s; and this waste in production and waste in distribution, added to the maintenance of the useless lives of the possessing and non-producing class, must all be paid for out of the products of the workers, and is a ceaseless burden on their lives. ” 41
Over and over again, Morris denounced “the wealth wasted by the salesmanship of competitive commerce”, but it is quite plain that he considers that in the new society it will only be necessary to eliminate what is superfluous and harmful: “the necessary distribution of goods is not included in this waste”.42 With this reservation, the large-scale elimination ol parasitic employment will provide a far from negligible labour-force for the production of increasing wealth. Here Morris is absorbing into his analysis the critique of parasitism within the present system which he had read in Capital 4 and his picture of a society of plenty is enriched by the lesson he had learned.
* * ♦
William Morris goes further. He does not regard it as enough to eliminate parasitic employments, which are obviously all non-productive. It is equally necessary to eliminate useless products. In this category he includes luxury articles intended for the rich and the rubbish meant for the poor. “Nothing should be made by man’s labour,” he declares, “that is not worth making."44 That will become possible when man is master of his own destiny. “We can now deal with things reasonably,” says old Hammond, “and refuse to be saddled with what we do not want.”41 Men will change their way of life and, again in the words of the old man, will get rid of “many sham wants".4"
Socialism, as Engels had already predicted,
“sets free for society as a whole a mass of means of production and products by putting an end to the senseless luxury and extravagance of the present ruling class ...” 4
Morris provides many examples in this vein. Throughout the first stage, such products are naturally excluded: “It would be a matter of course that until everybody had his absolute necessities and his reasonable comforts satisfied, there would be no place for the production of luxuries".48 The worker, Morns writes,
“will not suffer the caprice of a few rich people driving them to crave for useless and harmful luxuries to impose a tax on all usefully industrious
»4V
persons.
There will, for example, be an end to being “led by the nose by fashion into having things you don’t want”.V) The workers themselves will “refuse to make

foolish and useless wares”. ’’ With the disappearance of class society and the profit motive, there will he no temptation to make more useless toys, since there wiH be no rich men cudgelling their brains lor means of spending sopcrlimius money, and consequently no ‘organisers of labour' pandering to degrading follies for the sake of profit, wasting their intelligence and energy in contriving snares for cash in the shape of trumpery which they themselves heartilv despise" ' Nobody in the new society will have the slightest craving for ‘ things which people leading a manly and uncorrupted life would not ask for or dream of", and this “mass of people employed in making all those articles of follv and luxury" will no longer be diverted from the production of a general abundance of necessary goods ' Moreover, is it to be imagined that people for whom work and art are intimately linked could value this pretentious bourgeois luxury whit h is no more than a wretched substitute for art? ’4 Rubbish will not be made for the poor, any more than luxury goods will be made for the rich: “there will be no millions of poor to make a market for wares which no one would choose to use if he were not driven to do so; everyone will be able to afford things good of their kind and . . will have knowledge of goods enough to reject what is not excellent; coarse and rough wares may be made for rough or temporary purposes, but they will openly proclaim themselves for what they are; adulteration will be unknown". Taking up the phrase made famous by Charles Kingsley - cheap and nasty - Moms declares that there will no longer be any “cheap and nasty wares which are the mainstay of competitive commerce and are indeed slave-wares. made bv and for slave* ’’ ** The workers would cease to make or to want them when they ceased to be slaves " *' This is the reality described in A tuts from Sou Here. Nothing ran be made, “ says old Hammond, “except for genuine use; therefore no inferior goods are made. ” J*
And Moms summarises his point of view very well in this passage:
there would no longer be any need to cumber the world with mountains of useless wares no need to weary ourselves with making either the idiotic toys of the rich, or the miserable rags of the poor, which form now by far the greater part of the baggage of commerce.
In communist society declares Morris,
“all this would be altered; the demand for wares would be real and not factitious, people would ask for what they really wanted, and not for futilities and makeshifts Labour would be expended on things worth doing
Tsb society “will produce to live, and not live to produce ', " and production will be all the better for being the fruit of fraternal solidarity:
“The whole people can only be happy when it is working for the whole people, and is orgamaed to that end. Then we have an end of makeshifts, for wfcrti we are working to supply bur own wants why should we work worse than we#? And then too everybody would have due sympathy with {ms neighbour besides due confidence. “
There o a general tendency to exaggerate Morris's desire lor the reduction of needs and the wrapbftcatKin of life. It is quite wrong to father on to him the

“simplc-lifc” movement which enlivened the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries with its eccentricities. Such errors of interpretation are due (yet aRain) to the habit of quoting from the texts of Morris's pre-soc ialist period, to the exclusion of all others, or at least, from those where the influence ol Ruskin was still preponderant. It is true that, in 1883, he was still saying that "art will be used to determine what things are useful and what useless to be made."
A year earlier, when he made a plea for "abstaining from multiplying our material wants unnecessarily”, declaring that we should be able "to distinguish slaves’ work from free men’s, and to decide what we may accept and what we must renounce of the wares that are offered to us as necessaries and comforts of life”, the critieria of his choice were still those laid down by Ruskin in Tht Slones of Venice. It was from the same exclusively aesthetic viewpoint that he had declared, earlier still:
“Simplicity of life, even the barest, is not a misery, but the very foundation of refinement . . . Learn to do without: there is virtue in those words: a force that rightly used would choke both demand and supply ol Mechanical Toil . . . And then from simplicity of life would rise up the longing for beauty . ..
There is no doubt that Morris always felt a desire to have our lives ridded of “sham wants” ’ and that this desire is overwhelmingly expressed in Mews from Nowhere. It is also plain that his interest in barbarism for a long time exerted an influence that should not be overlooked.4 His utopia is certainly the opposite of all those which preach an enormous extension of synthetic and disposable goods;4" it is based on a return to a liking for real, natural objects. But let us make no mistake; there is not a shadow of destructive Luddite fervour about him. In the writings of his maturity he pays tribute to the “wonderful discoveries and inventions” of the capitalist age: “all that the Commercial Period has won for us, nor can what it has won be lost any more”, but the bourgeoisie, he adds, “has won the treasure but it cannot use it”.6'’ And this is no chance remark. Two years later, in what was perhaps the most utopian of his lectures, he returns to the theme:
“The extinction of the disabilities of an effete system of production will not, we are convinced, destroy the gains which the world has already won, but will, on the contrary, make those gains available to the whole population instead of confining their enjoyment to a tew." "
So there is no question of making a clean sweep, but ol making a rational choice, on the basis of real utility and not only that of the needs of art, bearing in mind all that phrase meant to Morris. He told an audience “to think for yourselves what you really desire”. ' The choice will certainly be difficult, and the writer makes no bones about it:
“I say that we might produce half or a quarter of what we do now, and yet be much wealthier, and consequently much happier, than we are now: and that by turning whatever labour we exercised into the production of useful things, things that we all want. ”
We shall be a great deal richer, he says, because "we shall tlten be relieved of the tax of waste and consequently shall find that we have ... a mass of

labour-power available which will enable us to live as we please within reasonable limits.” ’ That is one of the keys to plenty: “if all ol the men who are doing nothing and all who are simply wasting their work were to work at making things which we want, which the whole community wants, and at distributing them in an unwasteful manner, we should as a community be abundantly wealthy”. 4 In a sensible organisation of labour, he says again, directed towards the manufacture of goods of genuine utility, “there would be enough wealth produced to enable everyone to live comfortably except those who were criminally idle.” Morris's imagination soars at the thought ol the abundance thus achieved:
“What amount of wealth we should produce if we are working cheerfully at producing the things that we all genuinely want; if all the intelligence. all the inventive power, all the inherited skill of handicraft, all the keen wit and insight, all the healthy bodily strength were engaged in doing this and nothing else, what a pile of wealth we should have!
So this abundance is based upon a profound transformation of human needs, which is only possible in communist society, upon the enrichment of the fundamental needs of the species and the elimination of all the false needs created by the profit system. It is worth pointing out that the cautious expectations of Marx and Engels look in the same direction:
“Communist organisation has a two-fold effect upon the desires produced in the individual by present-day conditions: some of these desires — namely those existing under all conditions, which only change their form and direction under different social conditions — are merely altered by the communist social system, for they are given the opportunity to develop normally; others however — namely those originating in a particular social system, under particular conditions of (production) and intercourse — are totally deprived of their conditions of existnu e
• • *
Morris by no means expected abundance to arrive spontaneously He was ih> anarchist: on the contrary, it is to remedy what he more than once tails the anarchy of free competition that he considers the organisation ol labour 10 tw necessary. Engels did not speak with a different tongue: “Anarch) in social production is replaced by conscious organisation on a planned basis Morris declared that such planning becomes possible from the moment when the workers, freed of their ancient fetters, become “absolute masters of their material, tools, and time”.n Their first task will be to assess the nature and exact extent of what is needed; “they . . . will have freedom and leisure to see w'hat they really do need”.*1 Writing a few years later, Morris had realised that this is no easy task, and old Hammond admits to his visitor "that this knowledge we reached slowly and painfully M,w which indicates the extent to which the writer’s appreciation of the difficulties of the first stage had hardened 'I he second task will be to “regulate their labour in accordance with their own real needs ;
When lhe workrr* socic‘y Ihey will regulate their labour, so that

the supply and demand .shall be genuine, not gambling, the two will then be commensurate for it is the same society which demands that also supplies. ”
More precisely still, it will be the needs of consumption that will set the limits for production and labour, for man "cannot use more than he needs - he can only waste it"** Such is the state of affairs described by old Hammond in that England, transformed into "a garden, where nothing is wasted and nothing is spoilt", where the management of affairs resembles that of a good housewife, that England where, he says, "we have now found out what we want, so we make no more than we want". In this way it will be possible to tuppiy "the real 'demands' of each and ail - that is to say, work for livelihood, instead of working to supply the demand of the profit market". Alongside this, planning, or "the organisation of labour" will consist of "finding out what work such and such people are fittest for and leaving them free to do that" * All these measures, designed to avoid wastage of labour, will "produce the greatest possible amount of wealth for the community and lor every member of kn*
The determination of needs, the adaptation of workers to their jobs and of production for consumption, which arc indispensable factors for plenty, will be difficult, slow and laborious operations, as old Hammond recalled, and during the first stage they can only be effected by authoritarian means, under direct State control, "that is. the nation organized for unwastefu! production and exchange of wealth”.
"It would also take on itself the organization of labour in detail, arranging the how, when and where for the benefit of the public; doing all thi%, one must hope, with as little centralization as possible; in short, the State, according to this view, would be the only employer of labour *
In the second stage, the State will have withered away, but planning is too < oniplex a matter to be decided by direct democracy "As to what goods are required by the community, that the community will settle for itsell by means of any set of rational representatives whom it may select for this purpose ” m Planning will be done at the level of "the Federation of Independent Communities" whose task will be "furthering the organization of labour, by ascertaining the real demand for commodities, and so avoiding waste . . . organizing the distribution of goods”.* Ibis "great federal organizing power", Morris explained several years later, "would have to see to . . . the collection and distribution of all information as to the wants of population* and the possibilities of supplying them, leaving all details to the subordinate bodies. locat and industrial” Notice how searching his utopian thinking m on the theory of two stages these detailed organisations for production and plenty derive directly from State power during the socialist period and are entrusted to local groupings in the age of communism, when the federal organisation will have functions limited to information and co-ordination.

We can see the same level of iheorrtifal thinking relative to money Its disappearance ts a consequence of the achievement of pinny Which is why, throughout the first stage, "currency will still be used as a medium of ex* change, though of course it will not bear with it the impress of surplus value In any event, thanks to Marxist analysis, it will have been stripped of all the myths and mysteries which hid its real nature during the capitalist era, and will genuinely become the expression of value, that is, the amount of socially necessary work:
“Money will be used if necessary, as it may be at first, but will only be used as counters representing so much labour”.n
In the communist stage of abundance, money becomes superfluous. Morris does not show any originality by this claim. Many utopists before him, from Sir Thomas More onwards, had described societies from which money had been banished. But for the humanist of the sixteenth century, it was a pious and hypothetical desire, based upon another hypothesis, equally unrealisablc at the time, that of abundance: the conclusion of More’s book shows clearly that he would wish for such a state of affairs without being able to hope for it. Morris, writing in the nineteenth century, knew that the development of the productive forces and the dialectical development of production relationships up to the revolutionary crisis bring this abundance within reach. His originality lay in bringing into utopia a scientific analysis of the material process which makes it possible, and thereby renders the use of money unnecessary.
The achievement of abundance and the disappearance of money form a rational, logical conclusion for Morris. In John Ball's predictions, the tone remains purely prophetic; "And at last shall all men labour and live and be happy and have the goods of the earth without money and wit hour pric e However, this was a poetic rendering of a thought which had already been worked out, as is shown by the very precise language of a lecture delivered two years earlier:
"... all ordinary necessaries and comforts would be so abundant and so cheap that they would be free for everybody to take as he needed; of course we should pay for them, but in the lump: let me give you an illustration: when a family that is comfort a bly-off sit down to a leg of mutton how do they act? Do they bring in a pair of stales and weigh out to ea< h one his share of the victuals? No, that is done in prison, but not in a family: in a family everybody has what he needs and no one grudges it. Mary has one slice. Jack has two, and Bill has four: but Mary and Jack don’t feri wronged, since they have had as much as they wanted, and the reason for tHim is that enough has been provided, and that the members of the family trust one another." M
A curious and interesting passage, because it appears to describe a traiui- (ion period between socialism and communism payment still exists, but it is vanishing However, by the second stage, "there will be such an abundance of all ordinary necessaries that between, private persons there will be no obvious and immediate exchange necessary4’ English people of the twenty-second century "were ignorant of the arts of buying and selling".% Money was unknown to them and was only to be found in museums When the visitor in-

nocemly attempts to pay Dick for his ride in the boat, the young man »« »ic>w to understand, and finally says:
“I think I know what you mean. You think that I have done you a irr- vice; so you feel yourself hound to give me something which 1 am not to give to a neighbour, unless he has done something special for me I have heard of this kind of thing: but pardon me for saying, that it seems to us a troublesome and roundabout custom; and we don't know how to manage it.”
The visitor's successive questions: “How much?"; “But however am I to pay ..“How can they afford . .	meet	with	blank	incomprehension
and land him in embarrassing situations. As for goods, they are taken to the markets and the shops, where they are at the disposition of the public. One is a shade disappointed (though it is perhaps unreasonable to expect a man of the nineteenth century to think in terms of habits that have only sprung up in our day) to see that Morris never for a moment thought of a system of self-service. He certainly looked forward to the elimination of middlemen and parasites, and showed the lack of need for our many selling services, but, as we have seen, “the necessary distribution of goods is not included in this waste". In fact, he turns it over to children, considering that not only is such a job suited to their strength, but also that it is amusing and educational for them. * Moreover, it seems very likely that our self-service shops would have deeply offended him, seeming cold, mechanical and inhuman. The children we see in the Piccadilly shop where the visitor obtains his pipe, pouch and tobacco, spread that human warmth and kindliness in their distribution of goods that was more important than any organisational efficiency in Morris’s eyes.
This pipe which, as I have already indicated, constitutes a symbol and a reference in .Vews from Nowhere, calls for a further remark. It is ornamented with gold and jewels, and we notice, in a more general way, that gold and other precious metals no longer have any monetary use. Such was the case in Sir ihomas More’s Utopia, except as far as international trade was concerned, and this is irrelevant to Morris, for in the twenty-second century the revolution appears to have triumphed all over the planet. In the sixteenth century thr influx of gold was a decisive factor in the upsurge of commerce and the appearance of those “new men” whose greed overturned the old economic relationships of the feudal order and undermined all the human values linked with it. Shakespeare, through the mouth of Timon of Athens, saw gold as the source of all evil, and More preceded his anathemas, denouncing "the folly of men’ : in his utopia, gold was relegated to the “most vile uses' and served for making chamberpots. Four hundred years later, immediately alter a bloody war waged to satisfy imperialist interests, Lenin, in his turn, expressed his revolutionary indignation by suggesting that gold should one day be used to make public lavatories.,<fl William Morris, living in a period which, although disturbed, was in no way comparable with those ages ol fundamental crisis, does not overflow with invective, and, although he abolishes currency, the artist in him sees gold and silver (we must not forget Dick\ belt) as raw materials that, with others, increase thr beauty of daily life
I point out, in finishing with this point, that for him it was not a matter of a compulsory suppression of money, but of a disappearance as gradual and as

logical as that of the State. It was the result of the no less gradual and loeic I development of plenty. This distinguishes Morris sharply from a number or other utopists, with their tendency to organise distribution according to what Raymond Ruyer accurately describes as “a rigid diagram for the application of values and goods". For him there could be no direction of consumption because, holding the theory of two stages, he could not conceive of a communism of poverty.
* * *
In William Morris’s mind, this disappearance of money is ultimately linked with a semantic and ideological concept which penetrates all his humanism Like Ruskin before him, in Unto This Last,10 he draws an absolute distinction between “wealth” and “riches”, two words much too often confused in current practice, he considered. The two words, writes Morris, are not “tautologous”:
“In truth, there are no real synonyms in our language ...; and in the early days of our own language no one would have thought of using the word rich as a synonym for wealthy. He would have understood a wealthy man to mean one who had plentiful livelihood, and a rich man one who had great dominion over his fellow-men .. . Now, without being a stickler for etymological accuracy, I must say that 1 think there are cases where modern languages have lost power by confusing two words into one meaning, and that this is one of them. I shall ask your leave therefore to use the words wealth and riches somewhat in the way in which our forefathers did, and to understand wealth as signifying the means of living a decent life, and riches as the means for exercising dominion over other people. ” 1
Additional explanation is needed here. In old English, the word net meant, powerful, of high rank. The word rich, derived from it, implies that this power or dominance is exerted through the medium of money or fortune. To be still more accurate, the word “riches”, when Morris uses it in a modem context, describes the privilege or power conferred by fortune, the power enjoyed by the man possessing it “to force other people to live for his advantage poorer lives than they should live.” I0> It describes the fundamental value ol the capitalist system, characterised by “unjust and ill-managed distribution of the power of acquiring wealth, which we call shortly money.” Iuk Morris gives this same sense to the word “riches” when, in one of his socialist poems, he speaks of “riches that serve for nothing but to fetter a friend for a slave.” Talking of the conquest of nature through the initiative and spirit of enterprise of the bourgeoisie, and examining the social consequences that have derived from it, he exclaims: “riches we have won without stint, but wealth is as far from us as ever.”"*
What is real wealth? It is, says Morris:
“of two kinds; the first kind, food, raiment, shelter, and the like the second matters of art and knowledge; that is, things good and necessary for the body and things good and necessary for the mind."
In a. lecture delivered a year later, and not without a certain lyrical Quality Moms was even more explicit:	quality,

“Wealth is what Nature gives us and what a reasonable man can make out of the gifts of Nature for his reasonable use. The sunlight, the fresh air, the unspoiled face of the earth, food, raiment, and housing necessary and decent; the storing up of knowledge of all kinds, and the power of disseminating it, means of free communication between man and man; works of art, the beauty which man creates when he is most a man, most aspiring and thoughtful - all things which serve the pleasure ol people, free, manly and uncorrupted. This is wealth. ” 1111
Morris’s inspiration is distinctly more materialist than Ruskin s. and is free from all moralising paternalism. Although he could not have known the writings of the young Marx, one cannot help recalling the latter's humanism when seeking to define “the rich human being and rich human need.• The ruh human being is simultaneously the human being in need of a totality of human life-activities.”
These two entities, then, “wealth” and “riches”, constitute an alternative and define two antagonistic ideals: the revolution will seal the victory of the first over the second. “These are the foundations of my Utopia, a city in which riches and poverty will have been conquered by wealth”;1 and the visitor in News from Nowhere extols “this happy and lovely folk, who had cast away riches and attained to wealth.”"’ The fate of art itself is involved in this conflict and it must now be defined in the light of these terms: “Which shall art belong to, wealth or riches’ Whose servant shall she be? or rather, Shall she be the slave of riches, or the friend and helpmate of wealth?” ,H The perspective revealed by socialism should not be disturbing to anybody. But a revision of values is needed. “The poor man . . . will have to give up his chance of becoming rich — a valuable possession truly - and he will find that he is not rich, but wealthy; that is, that he has whatever a man healthy in mind and body can wish for.” 115 As for the rich man, despite appearances, he has nothing to lose either: “society . . . will be far wealthier and infinitely happier than our present one: . . . the Sum of its wealth will be so great that even the rich men of the present day would find it ample compensation for the loss of the riches which they cannot use now for their own happiness but which, whether they will it or not, must be used for the unhappiness of their fellows.” “ Socialism and abundance will re-establish the exact meaning ol “rich human need”."7
* * *
In the same way, the problem of equality will be finally resolved by abundance. To tell the truth, on this point Morris does not appear to show as much patience and restraint as he does upon others, and the levelling out of wages appears necessary to him in the first stage. In reply to a political opponent's question about the working of a ship under a socialist system he replies:
“How? Why, with a captain and mates and sailing master and engineer (if it be a steamer) and ABs and stokers and so on and so on. Only there will be no 1st, 2nd and 3rd class among the passengers; the sailors and stokers will be as well fed and lodged as the captain^or passengers, and the Captain and the stoker wilt have the same pay.
It is quite plain that the difficult problem of involvement and production

during the lociaint *fMgr did no! enter Morris'* mind, and probably at tha time the question could not be posed. He himself declared to an auditorr r/ working men that he was ready to put his personal fortune into “the common stork of the nation" and to carry on his profession for the same pay as arsv worker ’'dustman, blacksmith or bricklayer" ; It is probable that it precisely the deep einbarrassment caused by his bourgeois status that dr<m hirn to adopt so rigidly egalitarian an attitude. In any case, Morris stood hrm on this principle and considered that if any worker felt exceptional needs. would have to make personal sacrifices in order to satisfy them; he would have, for instance, to work longer hours, or to forgo some luxury that he did not care for in order to obtain something which he very much desired".
At thr communist stage the situation is naturally different, and abundance, resolves such difficulties But Morris remains resolutely opposed to exceptional rewards for speciaf talents and aptitudes Needs, he writes, “are not necessarily determined by the kind or amount of work which each man does, though of course, when they are, that must be taken into account”, and they arr, he adds, pretty well the same for everybody. One cannot “eat three dinners a day or sleep in four beds’*.121 However well-qualified a worker may be. "you (an not give him more than he can use, so he will not ask for more, and will not take it” The only reward which can be given him is “opportunity for developing and exercising his excellent capacity”.1 If this egalitarian principle did need to be broken, it would rather be in the opposite direction to that generally demanded: “nay, the man who docs the rougher work may need the more expensive livelihood, and if he does, he ought to have it .
No occupation merits special consideration, because all kinds of work “are necessary to the commonweal ”.*** I he work of some given individual may he more special than another’s, but it is not more necessary if you have organized labour properly; the ploughman and the fisherman arc as necessary to society as the scientist or the artist, I will not say more necessary . Nor can any case be made on account of the greater difficulty of the specialist s work, “the higher workman produces his work as easily perhaps as the lower does his work", “ “nor is the difficulty and labour of exercising a specially excellent capacity at all proportioned to its excellence.” l2(' As for the man who looks after the direction of labour in a socialist society, “the director of labour is in his place because he is fit for it, not by a mere accident; being fit for it, he does it easier than he would do other work, and needs no more compensation for the wear and tear of life than another man does, and not needing it will not claim it, since it would be no use to him; his special reward for his special labour is, 1 repeat, that he can do it easily, and so does not feel it a burden; nay, since he can do it well he likes doing it. ” 121
For the same reason, it would be absurd, thinks Morris, to give privileges to the intellectual worker: “I cannot see that any extra reward should be given to a man for following an ‘intellectual’calling. If he does his work in it well, it is more pleasurable to him than a ‘non-intellectual’ one and why should he be paid twice over?" And Morris makes his point of view quite clear by means of a definite example. A painter, he says, “should not be paid for the ‘intellectual' part of his work, but for the workman’s part of it; finishing up everything properly, doing everything as well as it can be done in all respects This will take something out of him. But the exercise of his ‘intellectT will take nothing

it is mere play”.12* Even in the first stage, moreover, Morris is convinced that the new conditions would favour the spread of talent, and rapidly make any privileged position absurd. Talent, he writes, “would tend to become less rare as men were freer to choose the occupations most suitable lor them . . . so that the aristocracy of talent* even if it appeared, would tend to disappear, even in this first state of incomplete Communism”.1
In addition, Morris secs every claim by the specialist to receive an enhanced salary as a threat and a danger: “a decent life, a share in the common life of all is the only ‘reward’ that any man can honestly take for his work, whatever it is, if he asks for more, that means that he intends to play the master over somebody”* Is it fair to grant him a dominant position over others? “Nay, if he be more excellent than they are in any art, he must influence them for his good and theirs if they are worth anything; but if you make him their arbitrary master, he will govern them but he will not influence them, he and they will fie enemies, and harm each other mutually.” nt
In all these attitudes on the problem of intellectuals, one can easily disr ern a more or less pro-worker attitude, a common enough phenomenon among revolutionaries of bourgeois origin, and a tendency greatly strengthened in Morris by the false situation in which he found himself socially. And it appears that, added to this tendency, was a reaction against Carlyle's cult of the hero, particularly the literary hero. This would explain the ferocity of some of his diatribes. The following lines are very suggestive in this respect, and, at the same time, they have the merit of very clearly describing Morris's ideal of equality in abundance:
“Our objectors dwell upon diverse aspects of their anxiety for the future of the brain workers. Some, for instance, seem most exert ised on the question of what is to become of the men of genius when Socialism is realized; but I must beg them not to let this anxiety destroy their appetites or keep them awake at nights, for it is founded on a perhaps popular, but certainly erroneous, conception of that queer animal the man of genius, who is generally endowed with his full share of the predatory instincts of the human being, and can take remarkably good care of himself. Indeed, I can’t help thinking that even under a Socialistic condition of things he will pull such long faces if he doesn’t get everything that he wants, and will make matters so uncomfortable for those that he lives amongst if he falls short of his ideal of existence, that good-natured and quiet people will be weak enough to make up a purse (or its equivalent) for him from time to time to keep him in good temper and shut his mouth a little. I must further say, though, that they will be exceedingly weak if they do so, because they will be able to get out of him all the special work he can do without these extra treats For the only claim he has to the title of a ‘man of genius’ is that his capacities are irrepressible; he finds the exercise of them so exceedingly pleasant to him that it will be only by main force that you will prevent him from exercising them,”1**

One essential problem of sharing which appears to have more or less escaped the notice of Morris is that of the deduction necessary for the establishment of collective funds it is not, wrote Engels,
“that each individual worker becomes the possessor of ‘the full proceeds of his labour’, but that the whole of society, consisting entirely of workers, becomes the possessor of the total proceeds of its labour, which it partly distributes among its members for consumption, partly uses for replacing and increasing the means of production, and partly stores upas a reserve fund for production and consumption”.1 This is particularly a problem of the first stage, which is probably why Morris did not linger over it; but it could carry over, in ways at present unforeseeable, into the communist stage of plenty, but our writer makes no reference to it. The only allusion of this kind which I have found in all his work refers only to the first stage, and is extremely confused:
“The State,” he writes, “. . . would hold all the means of the production and distribution of wealth in its hands, allowing the use of them to whomsoever it thought could use them, charging rent, perhaps, for their use, but which rent would be used again only for the benefit of the whole community, and therefore would return to the worker in another form."
The idea is expressed clearly enough, even though the formulation is far from clear. However, apart from this single reference, which shows that the problem was not entirely overlooked, it must be recorded that Morris s general formulations are very much like those of pre-Marxist thinkers, in particular, the Proudhon school The worker, he repeats, should receive “the full results of his labour”.I( He says elsewhere: “it is not wages they want; not the mere portion of the fruits of their labour which they can manage to wring out of the profits of their masters, but the fruits of their labours themselves". IV' On the other hand, he is very clear about private ownership of consumable goods. This should be recognised: “No one . . . could dispute with a man the possession of what he had acquired without injury to others, and what he could use without injuring them.” " But it is clearly understood that, in order to share in the collet tive wealth, “you must have worked towards its production or you will have injured the rest of the community by thrusting on them your share of the work". w Work alone confers “the right to the possession of wealth". It equally goes without saying that this right exists only in respect of “the fruits of labour": "the means of production to be owned by no individual"; '1 and that is something that he will never go back on; “It will be impossible for any man to make his private profit from the compulsion of other men’s labour.” 1 1 Every member of the community will be "absolutely free to use his share of wealth as he pleases, without interference from any, so long as he really uses tt, that is, does not turn it into an instrument for the oppression of others”. 1,2 Moreover, it is a very small risk in a society from which class divisions will have disappeared.
“for this process of gaining possession of property by means of stealing. and then qualifying the glorious name of property by calling it private

property (an ingenious but I should hope now exposed fraud) has this disadvantage, that you must find some definite and unchanging body of men who will consent or submit to be stolen from. ” M
In short, said Morris, “we fully admit the right of people to use property, we
deny their right to abuse it.” 114
In consequence, another preliminary to the legitimacy of private ownership is that it has no other purpose than use: “Socialism bases the right of the individual to possess wealth on his being able to use that wealth for his own personal needs”,141 or, in other words “what a man has and can use is his own”.14,1 Even during the first stage, those who, because of “unequal right”, obtained, on account of their work, “extra goods would have to consume them themselves, otherwise they would be of no use to them”. 14 That is why, at the stage of plenty, the free availability of goods involves no risk: nobody could “accumulate wealth, nor would he desire to; for he could do nothing with it except satisfy his personal needs”. And “there would be no hoarding of money or other wealth”: such an event, if it did occur, would be a rarity and would seem a morbid phenomenon. 4 So Morris faithfully reproduces the teaching of the Manifesto:
“Communism deprives no man of the power to appropriate the products of society; all that it docs is to deprive him of the power to subjugate the labour of others by means of such appropriation. ” 149
However, Morris’s utopia takes matters further, and his thinking about the two stages takes an original turn as it goes deeper. He regards the first stage as a period during which one finds “the means of production communized but the resulting wealth still private property”. But, at the stage of communism, "when public institutions satisfy your craving for splendour and completeness;
. . what advantage would there be in having more nominal wealth than your neighbour?” Which is why, to his way of thinking,
“the communization of the means of industry would speedily be followed by the communization of its product; .. . which again does not mean that people would (all round) use their neighbours’ coats, or houses or tooth brushes, but that every one, whatever work he did, would have the opportunity of satisfying all his reasonable needs according to the admitted standard of the society in which he lived: i.e., without robbing any other citizen”.
In other words, the right to private property would, in this atmosphere of plenty, gradually cease being a strict juridical institution and would take the form of accepted usage: “No one will want to meddle with matters that have, as it were, grown to such and such an individual - which have become part of his habits, so to say.”	But apart from this tolerant respect, any bitter
contention will have gone. A brief episode in News from Nowhere is quite illuminating After the crime of passion that the visitor hears tells of, Walter, a friend of the criminal lover, decides to persuade him to leave the village and move into a house further up the Thames:
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CHAPTER NINE
[bookmark: bookmark235]Beauty in Daily Life
In January 1891, the New Review published a series of three articles under the general title “The Socialist Ideal”. The first of them, signed by William Morris, was devoted to art and began thus:
Some people will perhaps not be prepared to hear that Socialism has any ideal of art, for in the first place it is so obviously founded on the necessity (or dealing with the bare economy of life that many, and even tome Socialists, can see nothing save that economic basis; and moreover, many who might be disposed to admit the necessity of an economic change in the direction of Socialism believe quite sincerely that art is fostered by the inequalities of condition which it is the first business of Socialism to do away with, and indeed that it cannot exist without them. Nevertheless, in the teeth of these opinions I assert first that Socialism is an all-embracing theory of life, and that as it has an ethic and a religion of its own, so also it has an aesthetic: so that to everyone who wishes to study Socialism duly it is necessary to look on it from the aesthetic point of view. And, secondly, I assert that inequality of condition, whatever may have been the case in former ages of the world, has now become incompatible with the existence of a healthy art.
But before 1 go further 1 must explain that 1 use the word art in a wider sense than is commonly used amongst us to-day; for convenience’ sake, indeed, 1 will exclude all appeals to the intellect and emotions that are not addressed to the eyesight, though properly speaking, music and all literature that deals with style should be considered as portions of art; but 1 can exclude from consideration as a possible vehicle of art no production of man which can be looked at. And here at once becomes obvious the sundering of the ways between the Socialist and the commercial view of art. To the Socialist a house, a knife, a cup, a steam engine, or what not, anything, 1 repeat, that is made by man and has form, must either be a work of art or destructive to art. The Commercialist, on the other hand, divides ‘manufactured articles’ into those which are prepensely works of art, and are offered for sale in the market as such, and those which have no pretence and could have no pretence to artistic qualities. The one side asserts indifference, the other denies it. The Commercialist sees that in the great mass of civilized human labour there is no pretence to art, and thinks that this is natural, inevitable, and on the whole desirable. The Socialist, on the contrary, sees in this obvious lack of art a disease peculiar to modem civilization and hurtful to

humanity. and furthermore beliefs it to be a disease which can be remedied
[bookmark: bookmark236]A few pugo further on. Morris added
' The fi«t pomt, therefore, in the Soc ialist ideal of art is that it should he common to the whole people, and this can only be the case if it comes to be recognized that art should be an integral part of all manufactured w arcs that have definite form and are intended for any endurance. ” '	*
While this verc broad conception of art is given clear and definite expression in this 1891 article, it was no new point of view for Morris. It had been the basis of his aesthetic message for a long time, and was already clearly expressed in his earliest lectures
“1 must ask you,” he said in 1883, “to extend the word art beyond those matters which are consciously works of art, to take in not only painting and sculpture, and architecture, but the shapes and colours of all household goods, nay. even the arrangement of the fields for tillage and pasture, the management of towns and of our highways of all kinds; in a word, to extend it to the aspect of all the externals of our life. ’’
What indicates the road travelled between these two declarations is the fact that Morris, having reached the fruition of his thinking, defines art in terms of production and the class struggle.
Art must become “an essential part of the humanity of man". So there must be an end to “that fatal schism between art and daily life”. In our day, he says, “people talk about, and advertise art pottery, art furniture, art fire-grates, and the like, giving us clearly to understand by such words, that it is unusual for pottery, furniture and fire-grates to have anything to do with art, that there is . . a divorce between art and common life”.3 This divorce between the useful and the beautiful is such that “those things that are without art are so aggressively; they wound it by their existence”. Everything happens as though those who fear the power of beauty “would, if they had had the making of the external world, have been afraid of making an ear of wheat beautiful lest it should not have been good to eat”.4 The word artist “means at present another thing than artisan”.3
Morris, who is so lightly classed among the fin de si'eck aesthetes, emphatically rejects pure aestheticism and art for art’s sake. The first quality of any object must be its utility; “no work should be done which is not useful when done”;* “labour, to be attractive, must be directed towards some obviously useful end”; the greatest pleasure in work is “the self-respect which comes of a sense of usefulness”.* But, says Morris, let there be no mistake! Labour must be “useful and not utilitarian; which word expresses as I think a quality pretty nearly the opposite of useful, and means something which is useful for nothing save squeezing money out of other people’s necessities”. *
In the transformed England of the twenty-second century, old Hammond refers with contempt to the time when “the only admitted test of utility in wares was the finding of buyers for them - wise men or fools, as it might chance”. Henceforth, “nothing am be made except for genuine*use”.
But things that are useful, as distinct from utilitarian, cannot be separated

brautv The production of necessities would be “dull work without “ " Vrt will become a “a help and solace to the daily life ol all men”,“the divine solace of human labour, the romance of each day’s hard practice of the difficult art of living”.13 Men will take up once more the old traditions, for they “have at all times more or less striven to beautify the familiar matters ol evtry- dav life”. ’4 While, on the one hand, “nothing can be a work of art that is not useful”, ” it is also essential, on the other, that every object should be “a work of art besides a useful piece of goods”.16
Raymond Ruyer, in picking out characteristics common to most utopias, indulges in generalisations which, in Morris’s case, tend to go rather too far: “The utopist does not like the profusion, waste and prodigality of life,” he writes. “He is a man with a system in which nothing is unnecessary. All trades which do not produce ‘necessary objects’ are eliminated from Amoraute and Salente. Nothing shows more plainly how far removed the utopist is from the aesthete.” Morris’s originality comes out very clearly in his concern to link utility indissolubly with beauty. “Have nothing in your houses,” he exclaims, “that you do not know to be useful, or believe to be beautiful." IB In the communist stage, this unity is so complete that old Hammond can declare , “what used to be called art . . . has no name amongst us now, because it has become a necessary part of the labour of every man who produces”. 11
* * *
Before examining how this doctrine finds expression in the various manifestations of daily life, I feel it necessary to stress one essential aspect of Morris’s aesthetic thinking, an aspect rarely noticed by the critics and interpreters, because they are victims of a condescending assumption, and are convinced that they are simply dealing with a pleasant but unrealistic utopia. This aspect is precisely the seriousness and firmness of the approach. In his first lecture, in 1877, Morris expressed a demand for “a new art of conscious intelligence”.2" For him, art could never be a romantic outpouring, blind and irresponsible. Far more: he, with his enormous admiration for mediaeval beauty, only accepted its influence upon the basis of elaborate reflection which rejects all spontaneity:
“Of the art that is to come who may prophesy? But this at least seems to follow from comparing the past with the confusion in which we are now struggling and the light which glimmers through it: that that art will no longer be an art of instinct, of ignorance which is hopeful to learn and strives to see; since ignorance is now no longer hopeful. ” 1
Art must be the product of a conscious, voluntary effort which leaves no room for lack of precision, and it is inseparable from theoretical thinking. “1 do so hate . . . everything vague in politics as well as in art!” he wrote, when sending his resignation to the treasurer of the Liberal League in 1881.- He continually came back to the point when addressing artists and art students.
“Be careful to eschew all vagueness,” he said to them about the same time “It is better to be caught out in going wrong when you have had a definite purpose, than to shuffle and slur so that people can’t blame you

because they don’t know what you are at. Hold fast to-distinct form in art.”2'
Eight years later, his language had not changed;
“Above all things in your work as you go on you should eschew vagueness; do not do anything vague; do not act on Mr. Micawher’s line, and do nothing in particular, in the hope that something will turn up ... Find out that you have got a meaning to express; and then habituate your hand to express that meaning which your brain is demanding it to express."
Do nothing in the hope that something will come out of it, put no reliance in inspiration. The word filled him with horror. “That talk of inspiration is sheer nonsense, i may tell you that flat . . . there is no such thing; it is a mere matter of craftsmanship”.25 Sparling relates similar utterances:
“Waiting for inspiration, rushing things in reliance upon inspiration, and all the rest of it, is a lazy man’s habit. Get the bones of the work well into your head, and the tools well into your hand, and get on with your job, and the inspiration will come to you - if you’re worth a tinker’s damn as an artist, that is.”
An even more interesting point is that he had no more faith in public than in artistic spontaneity. When he spoke about art made by the people for the people, he was not indulging in demagogy, and his sense of historical determination gave an edge to his lucidity:
“People sometimes talk, as though the ordinary man in the street (of all classes, I mean) is the proper person to apply to for a judgment on Works of Art. They say he is unsophisticated, and so on . . . Now, let us just look the facts in the face. It would be very agreeable if he were. But if he were, you would not need all these efforts for Art Education that you do need now. As a matter of fact he is not unsophisticated. On the contrary he is steeped in the mere dregs of all the Arts that are current in the time he lives. Is not that absolutely and positively the state of the case? I am quite sure it is. I perhaps have not much right to talk about another and kindred Art, because I don’t know much about it, but I am perfectly certain that in the Art of Music what the ‘unsophisticated’ person takes to is not the fine Works of Art, but the ordinary, commonplace, banal tunes which are drummed into his ears at every street corner. That is natural. In other words, there is a tendency for all people to fall under the domination of tradition of some sort; and the fine tradition, the higher tradition, having disappeared, men will certainly fall under the power of the lower and inferior tradition. Therefore let us once for all get rid of the idea of the mass of the people having an intuitive idea of Art, unless they are in immediate connection with the great traditions of times past, and unless they are every day meeting with things that are beautiful and fit.” 27
He concludes that an effort to educate is essential, that this effort will create new needs and that these new needs will create a new art. But this educative

ffort will only take on its full meaning in a new society, which is why there could be no art without consciousness and responsibility.
* * *
In Morris’s eyes, the art which, of all the arts, is of the greatest importance, and the one which provides a kind of basis for the whole of his utopian aesthetic, is architecture. He himself, after finally giving up all idea of a career in the Church, became apprenticed to the architect, G. E. Street of Oxford, and worked with him for nine months.28 There he met Philip Webb, who remained a close lifelong friend and to whom he introduced the techniques of the Gothic revival. But while he was still at Exeter College he impressed his companions with the breadth of his knowledge, particularly of architecture, as Canon Dixon recalls in the memories he passed on to Mackail.29 The influence of Ruskin was also overwhelming during these early years, and in some directions this influence lived on: we have seen the pre-eminent rdle which the author of The Stones of Venice accorded to architecture, and the terms used by Morris in expressing his ideas on this subject continued for a long time to resemble those used by his former mentor. One may well wonder whether Morris s first calling was not decided by his admiration for Ruskin. One might further wonder whether his thoughts upon architecture, having developed in this atmosphere, did not provide the beginning of his growing leaning towards utopia, as the building of an ideal city.10 Mackail is certainly using an inappropriate phrase when he says that, for Morris, the word “architecture” carried transcendental meaning”,31 but he is hardly exaggerating at all when he adds that “to him the House Beautiful represents the visible form of life itself”.
In fact, Morris expresses his utopian enthusiasm with far less hyperbole, and Mackail s idealistic phraseology is quite lacking. “Architecture,” he writes, as a part of the life of people in general, will again become possible, and I believe that when it is possible, it will have a real new birth, and add so much to the pleasure of life that we shall wonder how people were ever able to live without it”;33 “architecture and the kindred arts will again flourish amongst us as in the days before civilization”.54 His style is often yet more simple: “nor do 1 see why,” he says, “we should be shabby in housing our rest and pleasure and our search for knowledge”.35 He says again: "our houses must be well built, clean and healthy”, and the first demand was for “simplicity and solidity”,3 all qualities which Morris observed to be lacking in the nineteenth century. He was not yielding to any transcendental urge when he looked forward to a time when “every little chandler's shop in our suburbs, every shed run up for mere convenience, is made without effort, fit for its purpose and beautiful at one and the same time”.
The year 1884 saw the foundation of the Art Workers' Guild, of which William Morris was elected Master in 1892, its principle was “the Unity, the Interdependence, the Solidarity of all the Arts”.39 This idea was dear to the writer but he introduced a hierarchy into the unity. "Unless you are resolved ” he said, “to have good and rational architecture, it is, once again, useless your thinking about art at all”; and he added:

“I have spoken of the popular arts, but they might all be summed up in that one word Architecture; they are all parts of that great whole, and the art of housebuilding begins it all: if we did not know how to dye or to weave; if we had neither gold, nor silver, nor silk; and no pigments to paint with but half-a-dozen ochres and umbers, we might yet frame a worthy art that would lead to everything, if we had but timber, stone and lime, and a few cutting tools to make these common things not only shelter us from wind and weather, but also express the thoughts and aspirations that stir in us. ”
Nomadic, tent-dwelling peoples certainly possess decorative arts, but it very much appears that such peoples “seem to play with them rather than to try to put their souls into them”. On the other hand, “among ourselves, the men of modern Europe, the existence of the other arts is bound up with that of Architecture”. This, says Morris, is why the latter should not be regarded in the narrow sense of the art of construction: “its wider sense 1 consider to mean the art of creating a building with all the appliances fit for carrying on a dignified and happy life”.41 These accessory arts are, above all, the decorative arts, and they “arc dependent on the master-art of architecture almost for their existence, and cannot be in a healthy condition if it is sick”.42 Whether it is a question of furniture, ornamentation, or even of sculpture or painting, “except as decorations of the nobler forms of such buildings, (they) cannot be produced at all”. Morris’s attitude towards the privileged arts of painting and sculpture is particularly significant:
“Painting is of little use, and sculpture of less, except where their works form a part of architecture. A person with any architectural sense really always looks at any picture or any piece of sculpture from this point of view; even with the most abstract picture he is sure to think, How shall I frame it, and where shall I put it? As for sculpture, it becomes a mere toy, a tour de force, w'hen it is not definitely a part of a building, executed for a certain height from the eye, and to be seen in a certain light... In short, the complete work of applied art, the true unit of the art, is a building with all its due ornament and furniture; and I must say from experience that it is impossible to ornament duly an ugly or base building. And on the other hand I am forced to say that the glorious art of good building is so satisfying, that I have seen many a building that needed little ornament ...” 44
Architecture, then, represents the union of all the arts, “mutually helpful and harmoniously subordinated one to another”, and “it embraces the consideration of the whole surroundings of the life of man”. Morris believes it to be “one of the most important things which man can turn his hand to, and the consideration of it to be worth the attention of serious people, not for an hour only, but for a good part of their lives, even though they may not have to do with it professionally”.45 And that is precisely why the English of the twenty-second century will be convinced “that the energies of mankind are chiefly of use to them for such work; for in that direction I can see no end to the work, while in many others a limit does seem possible”.44 In Morris’s eyes, the importance of architecture does not derive only from its

"embracing ... all the arts which appeal to the eye”, but perhaps even more from its being ‘‘above all an art of association”: so it will be "the art of a society of co-operation, in which there will certainly be a tendency towards the absorption of small buildings into big”.47 He sees it as “the true democratic art, the child of the man-inhabited earth, the expression of the life of man thereon”,48 which is interesting, because, at the time when he expressed this opinion, he was still entirely under the influence of Ruskin, reproducing his ideas about architecture, the “work of the whole race”, and he was by no means unaware of his detestation of democracy. But he was faithful to his teaching when he proclaimed it to be “the art which most depends on the taste of the people at large”, and that it could not be the province of “a little group of learned men”, but must be that of “each one of us, who must keep watch and ward over the fairness of the earth”. Architecture, “of all the forms of art, is that which springs direct from popular impulse, from the partnership of all men, great and little, in worthy and exalting aspirations”,1' “the harmonious expression of the sense of beauty inherent in the whole people”.3-1 It is collective not only in the sense of being an expression of the whole people, but also as an achievement: it is “that art which is above all others co-operative”. 4 No man, in fact, “can build a building with his own hands; every one of those men depends for the possibility of even beginning his work on some one else”. On the one hand, the architect’s work is the culmination of a tradition (“dead men guide his hand even when he forgets that they ever existed ); and on the other, “men so working must be influenced in their work by their conditions of life . . . The kind and quality of that work, the work of the ordinary handicraftsman, is determined by the social conditions under which he lives, which differ much from age to age”.55 Socialism, by delivering mankind from the fetters created by the profit motive and from social and moral degradation, cannot fail to raise architecture to a higher level both in nature and in quality.
The first fetter to be shed will be that concerning the choice of materials. People will no longer be reduced to using substitutes lacking in both substance and beauty. This question of materials, writes Morris, “is clearly the foundation of architecture, and perhaps one would not go very far wrong if one defined architecture as the art of building suitably with suitable material”. He establishes a rigid precedence among them. “Stone is definitely the most noble material, the most satisfactory material; wood is the next, and brick is a makeshift material.” 35 The choice is intentionally restrictive. Just like Ruskin, Morris, after the experience of the Crystal Palace, rejects the use of iron and glass with horror, and denounces “the horrible and restless nightmare of modem engineering”.57
He is no less precise and imperious in his recommendations about roof coverings. Lead seems best to him, followed by stone slates, thatch and “a good country-made tile”.58 Elsewhere, he returns to this problem of roofing in extraordinary detail and draws up a specific list of what is acceptable and what is not. He disapproves of “milled lead” and “Broseley mechanically- made tiles”, “thin Welsh blue slates (one of the greatest curses of the age)”, and corrugated galvanized iron and zinc (now spreading like a pestilence over the country)” He adds “oak shingles”, “good hand-made well-baked plain tiles” “good pantiles", “stone slabs”, “stone slates”, “green Westmoreland

slatr\ , “grey and dark-grey «iate«“ to his recommended materials Finally, hr advise* straw thatch in preference to reed thatch, as being more durable * The inspiration of the Middle Ages it clear, and one cannot but recall tht village described in A Dream of John Ball.
Mornt deduces from (he past a lesson for the future, and considers that the ideal for architecture it for it to blend without clashing into its natural netting For a house to be beautiful, it mutt be “a piece of nature*1; it should have “added to the natural beauty of the earth instead of marring it'V'1 The disgraceful contrast ‘between the fields where the beasts live and the street* where men live11 must be ended; then “it will be a pleasure and a reit, and not a weight upon the spirits to come from the open country into a town’1.f/ Houses then, should be made solid and unpretentious “using good materials natural to their own country-side1’, and then “it is little likely that you will have done any offence to the beauty of the country-side or the older houses in it ” “I have a hope" adds Morris, “that it will be from such necessary, unpretentious buildings that the new and genuine architecture will spring, rather than from our experiments of conscious style more or less ambitious, or those for which the immortal Dickens has given us the never-to-be-forgotten adjective ‘architectooraloora?1 ”.43 Architecture will be in harmony with nature and also with the needs of man: “every man’s house will be fair and decent, soothing to his mind and helpful to his work”,64 “so as to express the kind of life which the inmates live”.
000
The examples of domestic architecture which we are given in News from Nowhere are not many and they are very sketchily described. As we shall see in the next chapter, when we come to study Morris’s dialectics of art and history in the utopian setting, our writer shows great caution in avoiding all dogmatic anticipation of art forms in the future. He prefers to employ what we might describe as a system of references to the past to provide a setting which is possible, but by no means obligatory; he leaves the field open to human inventiveness, and suggests, by using the simple device of admiring adjectives, that this has had its effect.
When the visitor emerges into the new life, he observes that both banks of the Thames “had a line of very pretty houses, low and not large, standing back a little way from the river; they were mostly built of red brick and roofed with tiles, and looked, above all, comfortable, and as if they were, so to say, alive and sympathetic with the life of the dwellers in them”/* When he leaves Hammersmith to go by coach to the British Museum with Dick, he goes through a fairly typical area where town and country are blended into each other.
“There were houses about, some on the road, some amongst the fields They were all pretty in design, and as solid as might be, but countrified in appearance, like yeomen # dwellings; some of them of red brick like those by the river, but more of timber and plaster, which were by the necessity of their construction so like mediaeval houses of the same materials that I fairly felt as if I were alive in the fourteenth century. ” 07

White the style of these houses is suggested by the historical reference, k is only in a very general way, and that of the brick-built houses is not even hinted at. However, we observe the variations of shape and material, in contrast to the monotonous geometry of classic utopias. It is only towards the end of the tale, when the visitor goes to the upper reaches of the Thames, that we glean somewhat less vague indications. The house occupied by Dick's friend, Walter Alien, is “low and built round a quadrangle big enough to get plenty of sunshine in te”. * Similarly, further up stream, we are shown “a quite modem stone house ~ a wide quadrangle of one story, the buildings that made it being quite low . ., and though there did not seem to be much ornament about it, it had a sort of natural elegance, like that of the trees themselves”. ** Nowhere do we find skyscrapers, but rather a style of architecture inspired by the nostalgia born of the quadrangles of Oxford. And above all, this constant theme of the adaptation of the dwelling to its natural setting, as in the group of five houses near Pangbourne, “very carefully designed so as not to hurt the character of the country”.
Another trait in common which can be drawn from these descriptions in the simple and unassuming nature of these dwelling-houses. So far, we are dealing only with isolated or semi-rural houses, which are certainly in the majority, since Morris abolishes all distinction between town and country. He admits, however, that some spots of dense urban concentration may remain, as in the case of the City, which “remains the most populous part of London, or perhaps of all these islands”, but this inconvenience is compensated by “the splendour of the architecture, which goes further than what you will see elsewhere”. 1 But this is an exceptional case. On the other hand, nothing seems too fine to Morris when he is imagining the architecture and decoration of public and communal buildings in the society of the future. As Dick points out, “ornament . . . may easily be overdue in mere living houses, but can hardly be in mot e-halls and markets, and so forth”.72
While Morris is content with “reasonable” abundance for daily life in general, no richness seems excessive to him for such buildings:
“People . . . would undertake great works for public utility and pleasure as they might well do in a country where no labour was wasted: and probably having satisfied their ordinary wants on a generous scale, it would be to these public .advantages that people would turn for whatever luxury or splendour they desired. ”
When, in 1887, bourgeois philanthropists proposed the construction of the People’s Palace in the East End, William Morris, in his Commonweal articles, stressed just how condescending and insulting such a project might be for the working class, and added:
“Surely when true society takes the place of false, we shall raise beautiful and magnificent halls with their surroundings for the use of all. But the contrast will not then be between splendour and sordidness, but between splendour and special beauty and the due simplicity of the dwelling of a private person which is quite consistent with beauty and convenience. ”
One cannot help recalling Saint-Simon's famous phrase; “Luxury will

become useful and moral when the whole nation has the enjoyment of it Morris had been intrigued for a long time by this vision of public places where art might be given free rein. Even before he became a socialist, and understood that such a dream could only find natural fulfilment, freed of all hypocrisy, in a classless society, he dreamed of seeing art triumphant and radiant “in that other kind of building, which I think, under some name or other, whether you call it Church or Hall of Reason, or what not, will always be needed; the building in which people meet to forget their own transient personal and family troubles in aspirations for their fellows and the days to come, and which to a certain extent make up to town-dwellers for their loss of field and river, and mountain”. 6 In Morris’s view of the future, this need will no longer be explicable in terms of this loss or these troubles; it will find its natural justification in man’s complete development and in his joy in living. We may add that for Morris himself, torn as he was by the contradictions of his personal situation within the framework of bourgeois society, this vision compensated for » deep frustration. Sir Lowthian Bell relates how he found the poet one day pacing to and fro and muttering, in a state of great rage. When he was pressed for the reason, he burst out: “It is only that I spend my life in ministering to the swinish luxury of the rich.” 77 Once again, utopia provided an outlet for his personal problems.
He refers enthusiastically to “the noble communal hall of the future, unsparing of materials, generous in worthy ornament, alive with the noblest thoughts of our time, and the past, embodied in the best art which a free and manly people could produce; such an abode of man as no private enterprise could come anywhere near for beauty and fitness, because only collective thought and collective life could cherish the aspirations which would give birth to its beauty, or have the skill and leisure to carry them out . five years later, his enthusiasm is as great as ever, and he refers again to the
“noble and splendid public building, built to last for ages, and . also duly ornamented so as to express the life and aspirations of the citizens in itself a great piece of history of the efforts of the citizens to raise a house worthy of their noble lives, and its mere decoration an epic- wrought for the pleasure and education, not of the present generation only, but of many generations to come. This is the true work of art - 1 was going to say of genuine civilization, but the word has been so misused that 1 will not use it — the true work of art, the true masterpiece, of reasonable and manly men conscious of the bond of true society that makes everything each man does of importance to everyone else.
This is, I say, the unit of the art, this house, this church, this town-hall, built and ornamented by the harmonious efforts of a free people . . . Try to conceive, if you can, the mass of pleasure which the production of such a work of art would give to all concerned in making it, through years and years it may be (for such work cannot be hurried); and when made there it is for a perennial pleasure to the citizens, to look at, to use, to care for, from day to day and year to year. ” 79
Throughout his life Morris dreamed of the decoration of this palace of the days to come, this “stately public building, adorned with the handiwork of the greatest masters of expression which that real new birth and the dayspring of

hope come back will bring forth for us’\* He talk* of "all its splendours of arch and column, and vault and tracery", and dreams of all the resources to be obtained from sculpture which “as in past days will be considered almost entirely a part of fine building ”, just as from painting which "will surely be mostly used for the decoration of buildings which are specially public’’. "2 Much more, he himself, as an artist, dreams of the uses to which the new society will put his own work. In 1893, for example, he assures a journalist: “Things like my big tapestry' will of course be public property and will hang in town-halls and suchlike places."
The utopian practice of News from Nowhere gives definite shape to the enthusiasm of these ideas. The visitor’s first discovery is the Hammersmith Guest House, built upon the very site of Kelmscott House, w here Morris lived.
“It was a longish building with its gable ends turned away from the road, and long traceried windows coming rather low down set in the wall that faced us. It was very handsomely built of red brick with a lead roof; and high up above the windows there ran a frieze of figure subjects in baked clay, very well executed, and designed with a force and directness which I had never noticed in modern work before. The subjects 1 recognized at once, and indeed was very particularly familiar with them.
However, all this 1 took in in a minute; for we were presently within doors, and standing in a hall with a floor of marble mosaic and an open timber roof. There were no windows on the side opposite to the river, but arches below leading into chambers, one of which showed a glimpse of a garden beyond, and above them a long space of wall gaily painted (in fresco, I thought) with similar subjects to those of the frieze outside; everything about the place was handsome and generously solid as to material; and though it was not very large (somewhat smaller than Crosby Hall perhaps), one felt in it that exhilarating sense of space and freedom which satisfactory architecture always gives to an urtanxiou* man who is tn the habit of using his eyes.” 84
Margaret llrennan has drawn attention to the resemblance between the Guest House and the house of the Children of the Face, in The Roots oj the Admin- tain* and, more generally, between the communal palace of Morris's utopia and the house of the Wolfings, built “like a church of later days”.* There can be no doubt that here again there is a reference back to barbarism for the prototype of the collective dwelling, which is itself a symbol of the human community; but on the material level of architecture and decoration, this description is also related to Morris’s oldest poetic dreams, and it recalls in more than one detail that of the palace of Aetes in The Life and Death of Jason; *’ the same luxury of marble, of frescoes and of mosaics. There are also fountains, like those which beautify the Market at Bloomsbury, where the visitor is to lunch later. The architecture of this, a quadrangle surrounded by "a wide arcade or cloister”, was “fanciful but strong”. Inside this cloister, after passing through “a richly moulded and carved doorway”, they “entered a hall much bigger than that of the Hammersmith Guest House, more elaborate in its architecture and perhaps more beautiful”, and this room was decorated with magnificent
mural paintings.	, .
Such buildings appear before the visitor s eves all over l/>ndon While going

through Hammersmith, he discovers “a range of buildings and courts low but very handsomely built and ornamented, and in that way forming a great contrast to the unpretentiousness of the houses round about": it is the local market.
“Above this lower building rose the steep lead-covered roof and the buttresses and the higher part of the wall of a great hall, of a splendid and exuberant style of architecture, of which one can say little more than it seemed to me to embrace the best qualities of the Gothic of northern Europe with those of the Saracenic and Byzantine, though there was no copying any one of these styles. On the other, the south side, of the road was an octagonal building with a high roof, not unlike the Baptistry in Florence in outline, except that it was surrounded by a lean-to that clearly made an arcade or cloisters to it: it also was most delicately ornamented.
This whole mass of architecture which we had come upon so suddenly from amidst the pleasant fields was not only exquisitely beautiful in itself, but it bore upon it the expression of such generosity and abundance of life that I was exhilarated to a pitch that 1 had never yet reached. 1 fairly chuckled for pleasure. ”
The first of these buildings is the Mote-House, and the second the theatre. Dick is proud to announce that it was he himself who had sculpted its great doors of damascened bronze. Piccadilly presented a similar spectacle, lined with elegant arcades and dominated by an enormous and luxurious market, and the visitor is told that “the upper stories of these houses arc used for guest-houses; for people from all about the country are apt to drift up hither from time to time”.89 We are given the impression of corresponding development in the countryside too. For example, the visitor is astonished, as he goes up the Thames, to pass a mill “as beautiful in its way as a Gothic cathedral T90
* * *
And does this mean that the triumphant flowering of the new architecture has swept away all trace of ancient monuments? Morris is no nihilist nor iconoclast. Very much the reverse: he considers that the ■art ol days to come will be the natural continuation of the masterpieces of the past (at least, of those of the pre-classical period). They will be lovingly preserved and will co-exist in complete harmony with the creations of the communist age.
“It is not so hard now to picture to oneself those grey masses of stone,which our forefathers raised in their hope, standing no longer lost and melancholy over the ghastly misery of the fields and the squalor of the towns, but smiling rather on their newborn sisters the houses and halls of the free citizens of the new Communes, and the garden-like fields about them where there w ill be labour still, but the labour of the happy people who have shaken off the curse of labour and kept its blessing only. ”
From 1877 until the end of his life, Morris devoted a considerable part of his

immense activity to supporting the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings which he himself founded and which is still in existence. The considerable industry he displayed in this direction has been recounted and studied at length by all his biographers,92 and I see no need to reproduce the record and analysis of it here. 1 shall rest content with that part which is strictly relevant to our purpose; and what we do need to take into account is that the fight which Morris waged against vandals, whether they were speculators, churchmen, architects or “restorers", had as its aim the preservation of those ancient monuments which are richest in art and history, not only from a desire to protect the past, but even more from one to prepare the future.
“The untouched surface of ancient architecture bears witness to the development of man’s ideas, to the continuity of history, and, so doing, affords never-ceasing instruction, nay education, to the passing generations, not only telling us what were the aspirations of men passed away, but also what we may hope for in the time to come. ”
The men of communist society will certainly not reject this “continuity of history”. Freed from the profit motive and from the devouring utilitarianism that has debauched all architecture, they will rediscover the enthusiasm of the builders of pre-capitalist times, and their creative urge, consciously striving to achieve a higher plane, will find natural encouragement, both in inspiration and form, in the presence of ancient examples which “will be no offence to the beauty and majesty of their streets”.94
Those historians and biographers who have recounted Morris’s activities at the S.P.A.B. have been too much inclined to view them simply as an expression of a sentimental conservationism. From the foundation of “Anti-Scrape”, as the society was familiarly dubbed, the writer’s concern was plain. Writing to Ruskin in 1877, he declared that “it might be of use for the future if we could make people ashamed of the damage they have done”.95 It is worth mentioning, too, that in these first years Morris was depressed by the lack of response he met in cultivated circles and by the fact that he only found the real love of the earth” necessary for this work of protection among “very simple people . I he very conditions of the struggle he had undertaken quickly led him to the discovery that it is inseparable from the class struggle. “These monuments of our art and history,” he wrote in 1880, “whatever the lawyers may say, belong not to a coterie, or to a rich man here and there, but to the nation at large”, and he Would have liked every one of them, as in France, “scheduled as a national monument”.98
Among all these historic buildings, Westminster Abbey was the one which was the object of his unceasing concern, the one whose protection inspired countless references in lectures, articles, letters to the press and personal correspondence, from the establishment of “Anti-Scrape” until the end of his life. In News from Nowhere it sets the standard, and elsewhere he describes it as “the most beautiful of English buildings, and unsurpassed in beauty by any building in the world ... it upholds for us the standard of art or the pleasure of life Such a building should surely be sacred to us”9’’ Morris was provoked to indignation, to rage even, at seeing it littered and disfigured by several centuries’ accumulation of funerary monuments of incredible hidcousness. the ugliest and vilest undertakers’ masonry that can anywhere be seen ’

“In fact the monuments of Westminster Abbey, which to our country cousins (poor souls!) and travelled sight-seers almost rival the attractions of Madame Tussaud’s, the Fat Cattle, or the summer exhibition of the Royal Academy, may be divided broadly into two classes: those in which the original architecture of the building has been considered, and those in which it has been ignored.
The former stretch over a long series of years, and are of many styles, some of which are very inferior to the style of the original building, but, whatever their separate merits or demerits may be, they are all of them in harmony with the architecture, and are subordinated to it; and also they may be said to state facts and to be unboastful; there were various obvious commonplace reasons, of locality, official position, and the like, i<> account for the burial in the church of those whom they commemorate; and there is an end of it. The second class does not range over so long a period, though its works are far more numerous. Concerning these, it is stating the position very mildly to say that they do not harmonise with the architecture . . . Apart . . . from their qualities as art, these destructive monuments are meaningless and boastful. ..; they arc a privileged class of memorials for the privileged dead .. .; the time has come to put an end to the strange experiments in ugliness under which the Abbey has so long suffered.”
Morris proposes that all these monuments, “whose artistic qualities. vary from absurdity which is a laughing stock of the world, to a dullness which cannot stir even wrathful laughter”,1 1 should be transferred to St. Paul s. whose immense and glacial emptiness makes it eminently suited to the reception of “this Valhalla”.102 Meanwhile, “between us and the mournful but beautiful ruins of Westminster Abbey, once built by the hands of the people for the hearts of the people, lies a gulf wide, deep, unbridgeable, at least at present”."” But it will not always be so, and one day, when the people have regained their rights, the Abbey will, as Dick explains, be radiant in its beauty after the great clearance, which took place over a hundred years ago of tht beastly monuments to fools and knaves, which once blocked it up
Morris’s affection was not exclusively reserved for great historic building*. Nothing affected him more than humble country dwellings, even barns, when their ancient structure seemed noteworthy to him and their protection essential; “buildings,” he wrote, “which, often unpretentious, are nevertheless real architecture; and which are so beautiful and so fitted for their past uses at all events, that they often make what would otherwise be a dull piece of countryside lively and interesting”. He even suggested that a society of painters should, with the aid of “Anti-Scrape”, be set up with the purpose of depic ting old English houses in their canvases. In this way, the public would be led to re-possess their lost treasures, lost because they had been unaware of them, and because they had foolishly been allowed to be lost in the name of private property.m’ Morris readily quoted the tithe barn at Great Coxwrll as an example of these humble buildings, saying that it was "unapproachable in its aS bcautiful as a cathedral, yet with no ostentation of the builder’s
art”.
Of all the relics of the past due to survive into communist society, one oc-

lupicd the place of honour in Morns’* utopia It was his own home, Kelmscott Manor, in Oxfordshire, on the upper reaches of the Thames. He fell in love with it when he first found it in 1871. It was "a heaven on earth",“a beautiful and strangely naif house”;108 “though sweet and innocent enough, and though it has a sadness about it, which is not gloom but the melancholy love of beauty I suppose, it is very stimulating to the imagination’’. There he wrote “among the gables and rook-haunted trees, with a sense of the place being almost too beautiful to live in”.11 It was the haven to which he returned throughout the last fifteen years of his life to refresh himself from the heartrending spectacles of London’s “civilization” and from the bitter strife of political life. He regarded Kelmscott Manor as his true home to a far greater extent than he did Kelmscott House, his fine London home.111 The words worked on to the embroidery around his bed praised the calm of the “old house";
But kind and dear
Is the old house here.1,1
His letters arc filled with descriptions of it and reference to it. “It has come to be to me.” he wrote in 1882, “. . . the type of the pleasant places of the earth, and of the homes of harmless simple people not overloaded with the intricacies of life, and as others love the race of man through their lovers or their children, so do I love the earth through that small space of it.” He loved this house with a reasonable love I think”, because it had “grown up out of the soil and the lives of those that lived on it”. There he recovered “some thin thread of tradition, a half-anxious sense of the delight of meadow and acre and wood and river, a certain amount (not too much let us hope) of common sense, a liking for making materials serve one’s turn, and perhaps at bottom some little gram of sentiment. This I think was what went to the making of the old house; might we not manage to find some sympathy for all that from henceforward; or must we but shrink before the Philistine with one, Alas that it must perish!”*1*
1 hr old house” w as not to die, and in the communist England of the twenty-set ond century it was to become almost the central character of one of the last episodes, one of the most moving and richest m dramatic intensity in .Vow ’’•an	The arrival of the haymakers through the dusk at the Kelmscott
bank, the end of their journey up the Thames, is an experience that Morris had lived. We find the same emotion as that expressed at this arrival for return) in a long letter written by Morris in 1880, describing the same journey And Morris extended that emotion across the centuries to link it with the happiness of the new life, just as, a few years later, he linked it with the fatry of remote legendary times, when he wrote his long and lustrous romantic narrative. The Well at the World's End '* The house is the objective of the journey - so much is self-evident and no explanation is needed - and the visitor feels no surprise when Ellen breaks away from the group of hay makers come to greet the travellers, comes up to him, takes him by the hand and says softly: “Take me on to the house at once, we need not wait for the others, I had rather not." Almost without his wilt, his feet follow the familiar path and he finds himself “on a stone path which led up to the old house to which late in the shape of Dick had so strangely brought me in this new world of men" The

description of the garden “redolent of the June flowers’' and of the swift wheeling around the gabies is too famous for me to recall it here.
“And the house itself was a fit guardian for all the beauty of this heart of summer Once again Ellen echoed my thoughts as she said: 4Yes friend, this is what I came out for to see; this many-gabled old house built by the simple country-folk of the long-past times, regardless of all the turmoil that was going on in cities and courts, is lovely still amidst all the beauty which these latter days have created: and I do not wonder at our friends tending it carefully and making much of it. It seems to me as if it had waited for these happy days, and held in it the gathered crumbs of happiness of the confused and turbulent past. ’ ” 1
This is the justification for the preservation of traces of yesteryear amid the architecture of the new society. Everything in this house has been lovingly preserved, and it is in the tapestry room, which Morris loved so dearly, that the poignant conversation took place between Ellen and the visitor, overshadowed by the threat of their coming separation.
But the house is not an empty museum. At the moment of the story it is occupied by a party of haymakers, with others camping in the meadows, because it “would not hold a tithe of the folk” and the garrets are a dormitory for children who have left innumerable toys around.1 Morris’s utopian practice is in line with the precepts expressed many times in his lectures for Anti-Scrape”. “We have always,” he wrote, 44tried to suggest some possible use that the buildings could be put to.” 120 Not only is it necessary to link them closely with the new life in “the continuity of history”, but it is also the best practical way of ensuring their protection and maintenance.
“The real, the essential purpose, in this day, of our old buildings is to be instructive relics of the past art and past manners of life. If you can do so. without altering them or making shams of them, use them for ecclesiastic, civic or domestic purposes . . . That is the best way of preserving them. ”
In another lecture, the text of which has been lost but which was reported in the press at the time, he expresses concern over the fate of ancient churches. Clearly, one would not contemplate putting them to commercial use, but there is a middle way between such use and pure and simple abandonment. Why should they not be made places of communal or educational activity? In the England of News from Nowhere there is no longer any religion beyond that of humanity, and the village churches house parish meetings.123 One in Dorchester 4‘was still used for various purposes” 124 and the haymaking celebrations are held in the one at KeJmscott.
As for great historical monuments, they will not only be places of pilgrimage: they will be inhabited, lived-in. The visitor dines off tables set up in the great hall at Hampton Court and he tells how, “dinner over, we sauntered through the ancient rooms, where the pictures and tapestry were still preserved, and nothing was much changed, except that the people whom wc met there had an indefinable kind of look of being at home and at rase The beautiful old Tudor room*, which I remembered had been the dwellings of the lesser fry of Court flunk.es. were now much used by people coming and

going". As well as these “birds of passage", there were “a few regular dwellers in the place" and the meadows beyond the gardens were occupied by numerous campers.126 The old Eton College “is used now as a dwelling for people engaged in learning”,127 and a great number of people live in Windsor Castle, which, ‘"with all its drawbacks, is a pleasant place". It was much the same at Bisham Abbey and the Elizabethan house attached to it: they “yet remained, none the worse for many years of careful and appreciative habitation".120
While Morris is anxious to preserve the masterpieces of ancient art, whether renowned or humble, and to integrate them into the new society, he shows far less tender solicitude towards Victorian or classical architecture. The Houses of Parliament have become a secondary market, where one finds cabbages and turnips along with beer and cheap wine, but its main use is as a manure store, and Dick more or less innocently observes that “they arc handy for that, being on the waterside”.130 Old Hammond remarks more spitefully to the surprised visitor that “dung is not the worst kind of corruption",1 1 thus ensuring that the political implications of such use are brought home to us. I let Dick take up the story again, and a very curious story it is:
“I believe it was intended to pull them down quite at the beginning of our days; but there was, I am told, a queer antiquarian society, which had done some service in past times, and which straightway set up its pipe against their destruction, as it has done with many other buildings, which most people looked upon as worthless, and public nuisances; and it was so energetic, and had such good reasons to give, that it generally gained its point; and I must say that when all is said I am glad of it; because you know at the worst these silly old buildings serve as a kind of foil to the beautiful ones we build now." 132
It is amusing to see “Anti-Scrape" surviving so pertinaciously across the centuries and playing this conservationist r61e in the face of all the efforts of “revolutionary vandalism". In passing, this idea of a “foil" is very worthy of notice, because it expresses a worry that is latent throughout Morris’s narrative: that the people of communist society will not appreciate their good fortune, because they may lack historical knowledge and standards of comparison.
So London has preserved St. Paul’s Cathedral, which exasperated Morris by its cold classicism.133 the National Gallery, despite its “queer fantastic style not over beautiful",1 4 the British Museum, a “rather dreary classical house", which Dick considers downright ugly. It was intended, he tells us, to demolish and rebuild it, but the risk which this would have involved for the library and the collections caused second thoughts. “Besides," he adds, no less significantly, “it is not a bad thing to have some record of what our forefathers thought a handsome building".13
Sometimes there are reasons other than mere usefulness for the survival of some building or other that was even more dubious. Such is the case with the London Docks, still in use although less crowded, “since," as old Hammond explains, “we discourage centralisation all we can, and we have long ago dropped the pretension to be the market of the world".136 All the same, the survival of such buildings is rather a surprise, and Morris offers no reason for

hi# attachment to them: would their rebuilding not have given magnificent scope to the hunger for art and labour felt by the communist generation? In truth, we are so much in the habit of finding logic and thought m Morris's utopia that the smallest departure from it seems astonishing
* * *
And that is what is to survive of the great old-time architecture. What is to become of the rest ? It goes without saying that everything both ugly and useless w ill disappear We shall “pul! down our prisons and workhouses and build fair halls and public buildings on their sites for the pleasure of the citizens” 1 That, in fact, presents no problems. But what is to happen to the dwellings of the inhabitants? During his presocialist years, Morris propounded sweeping and devastating solutions. He wanted to preserve only simple homes and great historic buildings, together with, perhaps,44whatsoever outhouses, workshops, and the like, may be necessary. Surely the rest may quietly drop to pieces for aught we care — unless it should be thought good in the interest of history to keep one standing in each big town to show posterity' what strange, ugly, uncomfortable houses men dwelt in once upon a time \ from 1884 on, while his roaring hatred of modern cities remained as keen as ever, the solutions he proposed became less drastic. Capitalism will have had its day, but “wr shall still be cumbered and hampered by its material results’*; nevertheless, the day will come when “we shall be patiently getting rid of the blotches of filth and misery now called towns”.1
As always, Morris gives us very few details in Mews from Nowhere of the town-planning operations undertaken during the first stage. They seem, however, to have been vigorous. In 1955, three years after the revolution, “the great clearing of houses** took place. 540 The effort was concentrated on the hovels of the East End of London, and two centuries later “not an inch” of it remains. As we have seen, on the first of May each year a solemn feast takes place in “those easterly communes** in memory of what is called “the Clearing of Misery'*. They took care at the time not to demolish the City, redubbed “the Swindling Kens'*, for “these houses, though they stood hideously thick on the ground, were roomy and fairly solid in building, and clean, because they were not used for living in, but as mere gambling booths”. AH the poor from the slums of the East End were at first rehoused there, before being finally accommodated in fine dwellings worthy of human beings. Then the City, in its turn, was destroyed, and marvels of architecture put up in its place.
The effort was continued with even greater drive against the industrial concentrations:
“The big murky places . . . have, like the brick and mortar desert of London, disappeared; only, since they were centres of nothing but ‘manufacture*, and served no purpose but that of the gambling market, they have left less signs of their existence than London. ”
“No sacrifice,” adds old Hammond, “would have seemed too great a price to pay for getting rid of the ‘manufacturing districts \44 Of course, this was onlv made possible by “the great change in the use of mechanical force” u' and towns like Manchester have completely disappeared in the twenty-second

century.14' How much time was needed to remove all truce* of the former dwelling*? Morri* does not say, hut a passing indication later m the narrative leads us to believe that it was not all done at once, and that utopia wa» not a* systematic as it might seem at first glance We learn, in fa* t, that the splendid house on which the Obstinate Refusers are toiling is to take the place of ’*a starveling of a nineteenth-century house** which had survived at that spot ,4‘
The demolition pickaxes struck primarily at the big towns On the other hand, the villages of old England were carefully preserved The only difference, old Hammond tells us, is that “there are no tokens of poverty about them no tumble-down picturesque; which, to tell you the truth, the artist usually avail- ed himself of to veil his incapacity for drawing architecture. Such things do not please us, even when they indicate no misery”. 14 Morris was horrified by complacent romanticism of this type and abjured it to the end of his life. “You must not suppose,” he reiterated several years later to Birmingham students, “that I am an advocate of the tumble-down picturesque. Keep your village houses weather-tight, trim and useful; and where you must, build others beside them”, provided, he added, that they are built of good materials, without pretension and in harmony with the setting in which they are placed.1 ’ We should note in passing just how ridiculous it is to put William Morris into the last generation of Romantic writers, which is the time-hallowed practice of textbooks of literature. It is even debatable just how far Romanticism and utopism are compatible in attitude.
Nor have the small towns disappeared. There has been a certain amount of demolition, says Hammond, accompanied by a deal of reconstruction:
“Their suburbs, indeed, when they had any, have melted away into the general country, and space and elbow-room has been got into their centres: but there are the towns still with their streets and squares and market places.”
Such is the case with Oxford, which “has the great interest of still preserving a great mass of precommercial building, and is a very beautiful place* yet there are many towns which have become scarcely less beautiful”.14 As he goes up the Thames, the visitor observes the same respect and careful choice at Wallingford:
“Of course, all signs of squalor and poverty had disappeared from the streets of the ancient town, and many ugly houses had been taken down and many pretty new ones built, but I thought it curious, that the town still looked like the old place 1 remembered so well; for indeed it looked like that ought to have looked'*.
Further upstream still, Abingdon, “like Wallingford, was in a way both old and new to me, since it had been lifted out of its nineteenth-century degradation, and otherwise as little altered as might be”.T<w
* * •
So Morris’s revolutionary thinking was turned mainly towards the great urban centres, Their elimination seemed to him to be highly desirable, and would be facilitated by the direct, or semi-direct, local democracy which was to be the

pattern of public life in the higher stage of the future society. m Large urban concentrations, particularly industrial ones, had played their part “of giving people opportunities of intercommunication and of making the workers Ice) their solidarity”, but once this function was fulfilled, there would be no funher reason for their existence after the establishment of socialism.141
The importance of this consideration should not be underrated. Morris’s utopism had its roots in historical materialism and was much less vague and unrealistic than that of the Babouvists, for example; they proposed to abolish towns at a time when industrial concentration had scarcely begun to take shape, and without its enslavement of the wage-earners the forces of solidarity essential for their revolt would never have grown up. In a world from which class antagonisms will have vanished together with the centralised State, in which the development of the productive forces will have reduced the need for mechanised labour, and in which, in consequence, handicraft will have the opportunity of a fresh flowering, Morris feels that “another tyranny will be overthrown in our release from the compulsion of living in over-grown and over-crowded towns”.152 There will no longer be any “reason why they should not follow their occupations in quiet country homes, in industrial colleges, in small towns, or, in short, where they find it happiest for them to live ’.' In the England described in News from Nowhere, the dispersion of population is even greater.
“In fact, except in the wastes and forests and amongst the sand-hills (like Hindhead in Surrey), it is not easy to be out of sight of a house; and where the houses are thinly scattered they run large, and are more like the old colleges than ordinary houses as they used to be.'
This dispersal of dwellings is the necessary condition for the development of beauty in daily iife. Piling them together can only lead to ugliness and mediocrity. The charm of a house lies not only in its architecture but in in situation and the space around it. Everyone must be able to live in "a decent house with decent surroundings”, and for popular art, whether individual or collective, to develop it must have a proper setting: “those who are to make beautiful things must live in beautiful places”.155 Throughout his life Morris continued to integrate this idea, drawn from Ruskin, into his utopia, and it remained the central principle of his conception of town-planning.
His theoretical utopism was not without its hesitancies. No doubt Manchester will have gone, and all the other great industrial centres also, but even on this point his later thinking, in 1893, for example, is tentative and aware of the difficulties. He certainly continues to believe that “on no consideration will the dirt and squalor which now disgrace a manufactory or a railway-station be tolerated”, but, given that these dreary drawbacks must be reduced to a minimum and that the necessary industries must continue, there appear to him to be two possible solutions:
“First, to have volunteers working temporarily in a strictly limited and comparatively small “black-country”, which would have the advantage of leaving the rest of the country absolutely free from the disorder and dirt. And secondly, to spread the manufacture in small sections over a

territory so large that in each place the disadvantage would be little felt This would have the gain of enabling those who worked at it to live amidst tolerably agreeable surroundings."
He clearly prefers the second alternative, but he does not venture to reject the first-out of hand, though this does not prevent his (perhaps somewhat inconsequential) assertion that, under either system, “the manufacturing towns . . . would be superfluous”.IS*
Very well, but what is to become of the other large towns? There, too, utopian theory suffers some vagaries. At the beginning of the 'eighties, the idea of dispersion was not yet clear and final in Morris’s thinking, and he was content to predict that “this very London, which even many years ago Cobbett in his disgust called the Wen, shall have become a delightful abode of men, full of beauty and guiltless of any spot of squalor”.1 ’ Seven years later, however, in his major lecture on future society, his tone was quite different and very emphatic:
“Of course mere cheating and flunkey centres like the horrible muck-heap in which we dwell (London, to wit) could be got rid of and a few pleasant villages on the side of the Thames might mark the place of that preposterous piece of folly once called London. ” 1'
The utopian practice of Mews from Nowhere quite naturally leads Morris to greater variation of detail in his looking ahead. For example, in w hat had been the London suburb of Hammersmith there is no longer any urban concentration, and town and country intermingle. Along the banks of the river, which are fringed with magnificent gardens, there are rows of houses with great plane-trees growing behind them.15 Further inland fields and meadows dotted with houses set in gardens. The Creek has been “rescued from its culven . . and we saw its waters . . . covered with gay boats". In the centre of the borough stands the splendid architectural mass of the theatre, the Mote-House and the market, supplied from local agriculture.1611 As we leave Hammersmith, we enter the new, great forest of Kensington, linking up with lipping Forest to the north: it is occupied by young campers and there are scattered houses.1,1 But as we leave it, we come into the built-up area of Piccadilly with its luxurious shops.162 Dick’s carriage rolls on as far as the British Museum between elegant houses showing through the greenery. T rafalgar Square has been made into an orchard,16 while in Long Acre Dick comments “how thick the houses stand! and they are still going on building, look you! ” The density diminishes as we approach the Museum, by way of Holbom and Oxford Street, which is once again Oxford Road. One feels overwhelmingly that vindictive fury has led Morris to make a point of depopulating the capital’s commercial thoroughfares, but their course is hardly changed:
“‘Amidst all these gardens and houses it was ol course impossible to trace the sites of the old streets, but it seemed to me that the main roadways were the same as of old.”
On the other hand, the City is very populous and the built-up area, for all its gardens and foliage, extends as far north as Hampstead Finally, when the
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So Moms s theoretical assertions become considerably less dogmatic when he sets about resolving the problems of town-planning through the medium of precise fiction London is transformed, London is marvellous, but London is still ct great cm, a capital and even "an intellectual centre”.! This pragmatic attitude is worthy of note, but there is another aspect which is even more so. Raymond Raver has rightly drawn attention to the passion for regularity and symmetry characteristic of the classic founders of utopian cities. His brief and detailed analysis is worth recalling here:
“Plato's Republic is symmetrical (with a symmetry like that of the human body); the capital of Atlantis is symmetrical and so is Mores Utopia, in which all the tow ns are similar and the houses regularly aligned. all of the same style, all of three storeys; Campanula's City of the Sun is symmetrical, formed of seven great concentric circles bearing the names of the seven planets. Salem, the capital of the Land of Cessares, is a perfect square, watered by a river split into parallel channels. Many recent utopias are also symmetrical. In the capital of Cabet s Icarie the streets are not all the same, but each street consists of sixteen private houses, in the same style, with a public building at each end. Furniture is standard for all Icarie and an Act of Parliament is needed for a new design for an armchair. When the symmetry is not geometrical, it is arithmetical. The number ten is used extravagantly in the political system of Morelly. Perhaps numbers are not sovereign in the real world, but they are certainly so in the utopian world. One might even say that utopia consists of dealing with psychological and social problems as though they were problems of architecture and town-planning. It sometimes seems to regard living people as mere accessories to the stones they inhabit.” 1
In this summary, Raymond Ruyer might have mentioned (indeed, it is surprising that he did not mention) Owen’s and Fourier’s cities, with their lay-outs strongly reminiscent of barracks. There is nothing to resemble this in the future London which we have just visited with Morris; there reigns the greatest diversity, together with a regard for history. It is true that this contrast arises from another difference between Morris and earlier utopists, a fundamental difference which We shall study at greater length later. While his predecessors built in the abstract or situated their ideal city upon imaginary islands, our poet starts out from a tangible national reality and deduces its future from its past and its present. His utopia possesses history and geography.	7
Is that to say that he never tried to draw the plans of his new town on paper?

No utopist ever resisted that temptation, not Morris any more than any other But with him it was a belated and cautious attempt, a choice ol suggestions without any hard and fast nature In 1893. when he and Bax drafted their theoretical manual. Socialism, its Growth and OnUome, he set off from the principle that, in communist societv, there would be no further need for “great capitals, which are essentially seats of centralized government, and of general financial operations, and incidentally and consequently ol intellectual movement • In the future therefore towns and cities will be built and inhabited simply as convenient and pleasurable systems of dwelling-houses, which would include of course all desirable public buildings". Upon this basis, three hypotheses seem possible.
“The first would leave the great towns still existing, but would limit the population on any given space; it would insist on cleanliness and airiness, the surrounding and segregation of the houses by gardens; the erecting of noble public buildings; the maintenance of educational institutions of all kinds — of theatres, libraries, workshops, taverns, kitchens, etc. This kind of town might be of considerable magnitude, and the houses in it might not be very different in size and arrangement from what they are now, although the life lived in them would have been transformed ...
The second method of dealing with the unorganized and anarchic towns of to-day proposes their practical abolition, and the supplanting of them in the main by combined dwellings built more or less on the plan of the colleges of our older English universities. As to the size of these, that would have to be determined by convenience in each case, but the tendency would be to make them so large as to be almost small towns of themselves; since they would have to include a large population in order to foster the necessary give and take of intellectual intercourse, and make them more or less independent for ordinary occupation and amusement.
It is to be understood that this system of dwellings would not necessarily preclude the existence of quite small groups, and houses suitable to them, although we think that these would tend to become mere eccentricities.
Yet another suggestion might be sketched as follows:- a centre of a community, which can be described as a very small town with big houses, including various public buildings, the whole probably grouped about an open space. Then a belt of houses gradually diminishing in number and more and more spaced out, till at last the open country should be reached, where the dwellings, which would include some of the above-mentioned colleges, should be sporadic.”
Morris adds that one could devise other possibilities consisting of combinations of these three systems.1 This, moreover, is what he has done in News from Nowhere, where comparative conservatism goes hand in hand with the boldest innovation: he cannot be accused of dogmatism. Nevertheless, speaking a year later, Morris clearly indicated his own preference for the third solution. Here, according to him, is “what a city might be”:
“. . . the centre with its big public buildings, theatres, squares and gar-

dens, the zone round the centre with its lesser giidhalls grouping together the houses of the citizens; again with its parks and gardens; the outer zone again, still its district of public buildings, but with no definite gardens to it because whe whole of this outer zone would be a garden thickly besprinkled with houses and other buildings. And at last the suburb proper, mostly fields and front gardens with scanty houses dotted about till you come to the open country with its occasional farm-steads.
* * *
One thing which all these conceptions have in common with the description of London in the twenty-second century is the presence, right inside the city, of natural vegetation. Morris’s utopia holds nostalgia for the Walthamstow of his childhood. “The house,” he says, “shall be like a natural growth of the meadow', and the city a necessary fulfillment of the valley”.
A city without trees offends him. He begs the architects of his day not to sweep them away before building:
“Do you understand what treasures they are in a town or suburb?or what a relief they will be to the hideous dog-holes which (forgive me!) you are probably going to build in their places? I ask this anxiously, and with grief in my soul, for in London and its suburbs we always begin by clearing a site till it is as bare as the pavement; I really think that almost anybody would have been shocked, if I could have shown him some of the trees that have been wantonly murdered in the suburb in which I live (Hammersmith to wit), amongst them some of those magnificent cedars, for which we along the river used to be famous once. ”
When any such havoc has been purposefully avoided, his joy is unbounded: “words fail me to express my gratitude to any man who has saved for us in London so much as one tree or one plot of grass”.176 It goes without saying that such mistakes will never be made in the world of the futurc: “no builder will cut down a tree until he has exhausted his ingenuity in planning his houses so as to avoid it”.Remember the plane-trees along the houses in Hammersmith, in News from Nowhere, and the trees flooding the evening air of London with perfume!
We have observed the important place given to gardens in Morris s town-planning, as expressed in his latter years. His insistence upon this point never failed and when reading News from Nowhere we are struck by the profusion of flowers and trees amid the graceful, scattered buildings of replanned London and idyllic England. In Hammersmith, there is one long garden, stretching along the banks of the Thames, beside the riverside houses. Further inland, we have the profusion of enclosures around semi-rural dwellings. From the end of Piccadilly to the British Museum, “each house stood in a garden carefully cultivated, and running over with flowers”. There arc “beautiful rose-gardens” on the she of Endell Street, and the street leading to the Museum is bordered with more garden,. There is the apricot orchard in Trafalgar Square, the fragrant flowering of Ellen’, little garden at Run nymrdr. and the charm of those surrounding the mills all along the Thames

the whole banks of which form a veritable park. Finally, and supremely, there is the especial beauty of the June flowers at the “old house" at Kclmscott, the description of which figures in most anthologies.1 * England must cease being “the grimy backyard of a workshop" and become one great garden, affirmed Morris in 1881, and that is just what it has become in the twenty-second
'	,	'	,	. . (go
century, as old Hammond points out to the visitor.
Whatever the type of home, it must fit into its natural setting. In 1874, Morris was dreaming of “little communities among gardens and green fields, so that you could be in the country in five minutes’ walk". * His critical attitude towards Owenism gradually led him to distrust these “small communities” and to allow a larger share to urban reality, but he cannot imagine towns without “abundant garden space” and, he adds, “our towns must not eat up the fields and natural features of the country”. “ “In great towns, gardens both private and public, are positive necessities, if the citizens are to live reasonable and healthy lives in body and mind”, nor should our home lack “the beauty which Nature would freely allow it, if our perversity did not turn Nature out of doors”.183 And “every child should be able to play in a garden close to the place his parents live in”. 4 Morris dreams of garden-towns where one is no longer stifled by bricks and mortar, where everywhere there will be “clear sky above our heads and green grass beneath our feet”, where one would leave one’s home to find all around “the green trees and flowery meads and living waters outside”.18 Every city would become “a garden with beautiful houses in it”.186 If one accepted the idea of large communal dwellings, divided into apartments, they too would be provided with green spaces and playgrounds. This type of accommodation would even increase the possibility of finding the room needed for gardens, which would be made “far more beautiful, as they would certainly be far more cheerful, than the square gardens of the aristocratic quarters of the town now are”.188 Factories too, as we have seen, would be placed in a verdant setting, and the workers would grow vegetables and flowers.
This idea of England transformed into a garden is no poetic dream. In its essence, it is firmly anti-Romantic. Morris’s concept of a garden is consciously and directly set in opposition to the exaltation of wild nature dear to the literary generations of the beginning of the century. It is written into the general theory of socialism which is to make man master of his destiny and of nature. When Morris declares that the town should become “a garden with beautiful houses in it”, the proposition is presented as a consequence of the one before it: “I want every homestead to be clean, orderly and tidy". We are talking, he says, of “the due heritage of the latter ages of the world, which have subdued nature, and can have for the asking”.189 Old Hammond speaks the same language when he asserts that the people of the new society “know that they can have what they want, and they won’t stand any nonsense from Nature in their dealings with her”. There is certainly no question of cultivating the whole of England in a systematic and monotonous way, laid out with a marking-line. Moors and forests will have been allowed to remain and the visitor remarks to the old man that that “does not go with your word of ‘garden’ for the country . . . Why do you keep such things in a garden? and isn’t it very wasteful to do so?” No, replies Hammond, “we like these pieces of wild nature, and we can afford them, so we have them". Moreover, he hastens
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ihr »th*»f %, they at e turn Itu ritnfiitg sheep no <>uii they air not no w.mtful you i hmk ' 1 Ami wr hovr also sreu I hr fomt to Or another habittbir pltc* with it* little *t aftrrrd Houses The concept of garden may hr Hrxiblr, Inn 4)1 ihr same 11 meets ,1 definite nerd. a dominating and impelling laiman need 10 dim from nature ihr mean* of existence 4# writ an visa,il pleiumrr and healthy well-being Is it nut *tgmh< ant that Morris extends this concept to the descrto* (Kin id thr countryside itself* “ The held# were everywhere* treated, "hr write* "4* a garden made fur thr pleasure as well as the livelihood of all,n in fyf M on is, beauty and pleasure in lifr air inseparable from usefulness, t >n this point, a* on sn many others, one finds his constant hiiforimj reference back to the Middle Age* It sertn# to mr to be worth while to esirnn thr fared of fins mediaeval inspiration where gardens are t oneernrd and to »rp what he draws from the past to be projected into his vision of utopia Tbcfirir of these fat rt», too obvious for us to linger over it, is the memory of a tune when town and rountry interpenetrated* when “every man was interested in agrkuhure. amf lived with the green fields coming' clone to his own doors fn the prologue to Me Harthly	Morris	describes	“London,	small,	and
white* and dean, the dear Thames bordered by its gardens green’*,,J and the whole poem is a torrent of foliage and flowers among the palaces and dwelling places.
Hut Morris was enchanted by the individual appearance of those mediaeval gardens quite as much as he was by the existence of the towns themselves dotted with green spaces a simple, orderly appearance that also had nothing Romantic, about it, despite a certain charm It was distinguished by two traits; trellis-work and enclosed plots* where cultivated flowers were subjetf to human architecture and dominated the permitted invasion of wild flowers. Morns gives us a very illuminating picture of it in a story written in his youth and published in 1856 in the Oxford and dmdmdge Magazine. m Although hr was very rarefy to be found with a spade in his hand, he had a knowledge of gardening, .Mackail tells us, of which he was justlv proud, and a very detailed knowledge of flowers, vegetables and fruit*trrcs. *' He introduced the same mediaeval order info the garden of each of his successive homes. At Red House, it was “spaced formally into four little square gardens making a big square together, each of the smaller squares had a wattled fence round it, with an opening by which one entered, and all over the fence roses grew thickly At Krfinscott House, his Hammersmith home, Morris also divided the garden “into separate spaces, as he had done at Upton'*. At Kelmsc on Manor, he was delighted one day to discover that his gardener had trained raspberries along a trellis, “so that they look like a mediaeval garden**. “This garden,'* he wrote, “divided by old clipped yew hedges, is quite unaffected and very pleasant, and looks in fad as if it were a part of the house, yet at least the clothes of it; which I think ought to be the aim of the layer-out of a garden. *# **' We know that he lavished the same care around the workshops at Merton Abbey. ‘0I So orderliness in lay-out ranks wirh regard for nature and care to establish harmony between house and garden. Morris was appalled by everything artificial, the landscaped garden, everything that he called “horticulture” between inverted commas, cither Romantic or baroque, shrubberies and

riMkerlr* " Ib‘ condemned undue *i<>pHi*it>< a t ion in (hr choice of Mowerx hating '*pl«itil*» whit Ii arc curiosities only, whi< h Nature meant to he &;<?(*’*> qtif, not beautiful”, .*% well a*	cf eatiun* with unattractive colours *ti< h
;|S |i d i^naniutTis nr yellow calceolarias But all that did not mean (hat nature ihould he left to her own devices. A garden, he write*,
“large or small, it should look both orderly and rich, It should he. well fenced front the outside world. It should by no means imitate either the willulnest or the wildness ol Nature, but should look like a thing never to he seen rx< tpt near a house, It follows from this that no private pleasure-garden should be very big, and a public garden should be divided and made to look like so many Howrr-closes”.
This communion between garden and house is essential: "Many a good house both old and new is marred by the vulgarity and stupidity ot its garden, so that one is tormented by having to abstract in one’s rnind the good building front the nightmare of‘horticulture’ which surrounds it ” J AH that demands ;» great deal of taste; there is nothing more distressing than “that discomforting sort of ptac e that a new garden with no special gilt* is apt to be”. !”
As well as these qualities demanded by Morris, the gardens in the c ities of the future will present one new characteristic: they will no longei be enclosed. There again, the reference to the Middle Ages is clear. He refers with nostalgia to the day* of “stretches of common tillage and common pasture quite unenclosed**. He dwells at length upon this aspect ol old England in his Dream of John Hall, 1 and it will return, at a higher level, in socialist society, when private property will have disappeared and trust and friendship between citizens will be the rule: “the Square gardens will be both unfenced and unhurt”. ’ At Hammersmith, “a continuous garden” will stretch beside the houses along the banks of the Thames.* Before arriving at the British Museum, the visitor sees “a wide space of greenery, without any wall or fence ol any kind”, and as he reaches the Museum itself, he observes that ‘except that the railings were gone . . . nothing seemed changed”. ,u Morris’s abomination of “cast-iron horrors of railings” 2,1 and of barbed-wireiXi is well-known.
• * *
It is difficult, with Morris, to separate his aesthetic thinking from his social thinking, and it would lose all its significance if I strove too hard to isolate it. The vision of England transformed into one mighty garden does not only arise from a desire to bring beauty into daily life at all points. It also represents the expectation of a fundamental change in the way of life for the entire population. These two aspects are bound indissolubly together, to the point where it is impossible to decide which is cause and which is effect, therefore I do not feel that we are digressing if we examine them simultaneously.
Today, observes Morris, “the factory hand, the townsman, is a different animal from the countryman”.2n 'This reduction to the level of animal*, limiting both and arising from their separation, must surely disappear. Cannot one believe that one day it will be possible “to make the town a part of the country and the country a part of the towns ?

*'i think I nuv assume tluu. on the one hand, there is nobody Jiere » abnormally made as nor to take a pleasure in green fields, and trees, and rivers and mountains, the beings human and otherwise, that inhabit those scenes, and in a word, the general beauty and incident of nature and that, on the other, we all of us find human intercourse necessary to us, and even the excitement of these forms of it w hich can only be had where large bodies of men her together ” 2,4
lh<s idea of the coming abolition of everything that separates these two nays of !ne is an important axiom of Marxist theory, and Morris, who had read the Ctmrnun\damfesto attentively, could not have failed to notice in reference to the ' gradual abolition of the distinction between town and country He may well have read in Capita! that this distinction is the “(bun-
A
iattoti" of the division of labour,* of which he equally deplored the
consequences, and he max have been acquainted with the opinions expressed
by Engels on the point in Aati-JXhring ' We must take note of the fact that, in
IKVV after setting out in Socialism, Us Growth ami Outcome the different ap-
proaches to tow n-planning which I have mentioned, he justifies them in the
very words of the Marxist analysis.
'One thing all such schemes must take for granted as a matter of principle, to wit the doing away of all antagonism between town and country, and ail tendency for the one to suck the life out ol the other.
Morris certainly had no difficulty over subscribing to this principle. His origins and his temperament very naturally inclined him in this direction. H. V. Wiles justly points out that “in Morris's boyhood and formative years, Walthamstow was a serai-rural retreat with a character of its own, C|Ui(e apart from the busy Metropolis which was eventually to swallow it up . It is the resurrection of this semi-rural Essex that he describes in .Yews from .\owhtrt- He remained deeply attached to it, as is shown by the nostalgia ol the various details of his childhood which are scattered through the narrative, and by means of which the visitor tries to comprehend the youthfulness of the new way of life Nor is It by chance that Morris becomes “the man from Essex ’ in A Drrttm of John Bad " ITiough my father and the small family lived ostensibly in London, we never really were town-birds; country-life was always to us the natural and happy thing. ’’ in The Pilgrims of Hope and in The Tahiti Tamed. Morris contrasts this “natural happiness" with the despair of the Victorian city, and he demands it as the birthright out of w hich the workers have been cheated ' However, that did not in any way prevent his being, in Mackaii's words, “a typical Londoner of the middle class” 22i and his utopian tale shows that his fervour for his native Essex was fully equalled by his attachment to London, but to a transformed, marvellously verdant London. So it is not fair to draw a contrast, as Compton-Rickett does, between the “town socialism” of Bellamy and “the rural socialism of Morris”.234 What the latter wanted was simply to see “fair human budding mingled with sweet and unspoiled country .	r
Sir Thomas More had made an attempt to solve this problem of the growing separation of towns from country, but he found no better solution than that of
sending town-dwellers in turn to work in the fields William \.w	v
jviorns was much

more radical, and envisaged a complete fusion of habitats, populations and v»vs ol life. With an impetucvusness which, for once, looks rather unrealistic', he imagined that such rapprochement would be the first demand ol thr whole people after the revolution, and would take place at once,
"The change,” said Hammond, "which in these matters took place very early in our epoch, was most strangely rapid. People ll<x krd into the country villages, and, so to say. Rung themselves upon the freed land like a wild beast upon his prey; and in a very little time the villages of England were more populous than they had been since the fourteenth century, and were still growing fast. Of course, this invasion of the country was awkward to deal with, and would have created much misery, if the folk had still been under the bondage of class monopoly. But as it was, things soon righted themselves. People found out what they were lit for, and gave up attempting to push themselves into occupations in which they must needs fail. The town invaded the country; but the invaders, like the warlike invaders of early days, yielded to the influence of their surroundings, and became country people; and in their turn, as they became more numerous than the townsmen, influenced them also, so that the difference between town and country grew less and less; and it was indeed this world of the country vivified by the thought and briskness of town-bred folk which has produced that happy and leisurely but eager life of which you have had a first taste." 22'
We are quite ready to believe that such a situation would give rise to embarrassing problems and find it hard to see how such a sudden upheaval, on the morrow of a revolution, would not lead to the total stopping of already reduced production and to complete disruption. It is surprising that Morris, who is usually so cautious and so subtle, had no glimpse of the chaos which his expectation must entail. Doubtless it is ungracious on my part to take hint to task, for we have the advantage of the experience of the socialist revolutions ol the twentieth century and appreciate that the needs of post-revolutionary construction demand several generations of industrialisation, and, therefore, of increased urban growth, even in countries which are already industrialised. It is none the less true that, in the long run, what he expected is desirable and will take place as a gradual and smooth progression. It figures in the list of problems awaiting Marxist solution, and successive statements by socialist leaders plainly indicate that it is still an objective and a matter of concern. Disagreement exists only over timing and methods. It is probable that Marx would have envisaged the elimination of the gulf between town and country as characteristic of the second stage, just as he did, in 7hr Critique a/the Gotha 1‘ragrimmf, the elimination of the clash between mental and manual labour This spontaneous urge, this basic need on the part of the whole urban population for an abrupt general exodus, is not at all convincing. II it is true, as Morris himself has written, that "the only safe way to read a Utopia is to consider it as the expression of the temperament of its author”, and while it is no less true that, despite the solid basis which scientific socialism gave him, his own likings were always given clear expression, it is also true that at no other point has he displayed such subjectivism. This illusorily abrupt fusion ol country-folk and industrial proletariat purely and simply cnabted Morris to brush

aside the serious problems involved in the collectivisation of the land N, doubt he assures us that peasant proprietorship is “a thing which in itself aH Socialists condemn”,0’ but he leaves blank the achievement of the common ownership of the land in its various forms. And his utopian abandonment of all agricultural machinery completes the confusion of the situation He was certainly incapable of foreseeing the gigantic difficulties of such an undertaking and his presumption of spontaneity made him a precocious victim of what Stalin, in his famous article criticising rural collectivisation, called “the giddiness of success”.
But let us leave these strictures, which, after all, only arise because Mom’s is usually so reasonable, and come back to the exodus and its consequences. Thanks to this general coming together, he writes, there ensued “the gradual recovery by the town-bred people on one side, and the country-bred people on the other, of those arts of life which they had each lost”,2 1 and there developed a “leisurely, but not stupid, country-life”.231 The whole people recovered a feeling and love of nature and the visitor was surprised to discover the extent to which all the people he encountered were “eager about all the goings on in the fields and woods and downs”. 232 Diversity of occupation had transformed everyone into urban producer, field labourer and intellectual. By the twenty-second century, these distinctions had disappeared and even become incomprehensible. The visitor expressed his surprise at the beautiful expressions, the ease of manner and the pretty clothes of the women bringing vegetables to market, and Dick replied:
“1 don’t understand . . . what kind of people you would expect to see, nor quite what you mean by ‘country’ people. These are the neighbours, and that like they run in the Thames valley. ”
So a harmonious fusion had taken place between town and country occupations as well as between town and country landscapes, and it is wrong to imagine that Morris accords an exaggerated r<51e to the countryside. As wc have seen, this is just what some people do imagine when they speak of his “rural socialism”. Such a mistake is quite understandable. By the end of the nineteenth century, England was already considerably urbanised, and industrial expansion before the coming of electricity, accompanied by clouds of smoke and the filth of soot, was probably a greater shock than it is today. The sordid poverty of the great towns, the lack of hygiene, the proliferation of slums, had not yet been somewhat palliated by the slow success of industrial struggle and the progress of science. For anyone who dreamed of abolishing the dash between town and country it was normal to want to diminish the monstrous importance of the city, to give its familiar, healing beauty back to the British countryside, to re-establish it in all the places from which it had been banished.
Alongside his tireless activity for the preservation of ancient monuments,
Moms, without waning for the triumph of socialism, proclaimed that “the ex-
ternai aspect of the country belongs to the whole public ffS . i
wilfully injures that property is a public enemy”. «• “£,1. ^
r we ought to look upon it

as a crime ... to mar the natural beauty which is the property of all men". This other crusade became absorbed into his political propaganda at an early stage:
“Also 1 want this, and, if men were living under the conditions I have just claimed for them, I should get it, that these islands which make the land we love should no longer be treated as here a cinder-heap, and there a game preserve, but as the fair green garden of Northern Europe, which no man on any pretence should be allowed to befoul or disfigure.”
In socialist society, the pollution and destruction caused by the rule of the profit motive will no longer be permissible:
“Order and beauty means . . . that the fields be not only left for cultivation but also that they be not spoilt by it any more than a garden is spoilt; no one for instance to be allowed to cut down, for mere profit, trees whose loss would spoil a landscape: neither on any pretext should people be allowed to darken the daylight with smoke, to befoul rivers, or to degrade any spot of earth with squalid litter and brutal wasteful disorder.”217
At a time when Morris was still influenced by Ruskin’s idealism, he went so far as to hope that a day might come “when the workmen of some manufacturing district will strike to compel their masters to consume their own smoke”.' Militant activity made him more realistic and, while he carried on the immediate struggle which he knew to be both necessary and of little avail, he placed his hopes above all in the socialism of times to come, when nature would be able to “heal the horrible scars that men’s heedless greed and stupid terror have made”. ’ Then alone would it be possible “to keep all we have left us of fair and unspoiled country”,240 and also “to keep the air pure and the rivers clean, to take some pains to keep the meadows and tillage as pleasant as reasonable use will allow them to be; to allow peaceable citizens freedom to wander where they will, so they do no hurt to garden or cornfield”.24 •
There is no doubt that reading News from Nowhere is more productive of ideas than are these somewhat vague generalisations. The first surprise for the visitor is the disappearance of the ugly iron bridge at Hammersmith, and then that of all the riverside factories:
“The soap-works with their smoke-vomiting chimneys were gone; the engineer’s works gone; the lead-works gone; and no sound of riveting and hammering came down the west wind from Thorneycroft’s.”
The river banks had become a verdant garden fringed with elegant houses. The water was now clear and a joy to bathe in; salmon were to be caught there and the visitor wondered whether it really was the Thames he was seeing, with “the reaches towards Putney almost as if they were a lake with a forest shore, so thick were the big trees”.242 On the other side of London, beyond Aldgatc, stretched great meadows along the River Lea, as in the days of Izaak Walton, and once the docks were passed, there were immense pastures down to the sea.241 Upstream, the river banks were a delight, and Morris’s descriptions fill the most striking pages of the book. All the metal bridges of the Victorian age had been replaced by bridges of stone or oak 244 There were no more

pretentious "cockney” villas, but houses everywhere harmonising with ikt landscape.'1' The appearance of the fields had changed:
“One change I noticed amid the quiet beauty of the fields -to wit, that they were planted with trees here and there, often fruit-trees, and that there was none of the niggardly begrudging of space to a handsome tree which 1 remembered too well; and though the willows were often polled (or shrowded, as they call it in that countryside), this was done with some regard to beauty: 1 mean that there was no polling of rows on rows so as to destroy the pleasantness of half a mile of country, but a thoughtful sequence in the cutting, that prevented a sudden bareness anywhere To be short, the fields were everywhere treated as a garden made for the pleasure as well as the livelihood of all. ” 246
The visitor admired the “carefulness in dealing with the river: the nursing pretty corners; the ingenuity in dealing with difficulties of water-engineering, so that the most obviously useful works looked beautiful and natural also Certainly, apart from the communal pottery and glass workshop seen in the streets of London, whose kilns gave off no smoke, '4li we find no industrial production anywhere along our way. The only mention is that "whatever coal or mineral we need is brought to grass and sent whither it is needed with as little as possible of dirt, confusion, and the distressing of quiet people s lives . Let us rest content with this assurance, and share Morris s confidence: centres of manufacture, whether they be grouped or, preferably, dispersed, will be designed in such a way as not to detract from the beauty of the landscape.
* * *
There is one extremely striking aspect to the immense love ol nature that permeates all Morris’s work: it is, as Victor Dupont points out. that the spirit of the countryside is revealed by contact and by a minute knowledge ol detail, it does not suggest any metaphysical doctrine”.2'1 Other and earhet critics have also noted this trait and sometimes expressed it in a masterly way “There was nothing transcendental about his affection, wrote Gomp- ton-Rickelt. “It has little affinity with the worship of Wordsworth, or the ecstasy of Shelley. It was nearer to Scott’s passion for the Highlands. It was a passion for places, especially the Thames Valley ... It was almost an animal instinct ... A yellow primrose to Morris was but a yellow primrose, arid he loved it all the more because of this. ” 251 Stopford A. Brooke has made similar remarks: “Nature is described by him exactly as hr saw her. No mystic veil is thrown over her. No philosophy of her appears in Morris ... A cloud was only a cloud, a stream only a stream. It was enough for him that the cloud was lovely, and the stream. Nor did he make out of Nature texts for teaching lessons of any kind. He did not use her as the prophet or the moralist has done, nor did he make analogies between her doings and the doings of men in the fashion those poets and preachers do Indifferent to us. she passes on her way. - the beautiful and changing back-ground only of our sorrow and joy " ' ' But even more than with Wordsworth or with Shelley, whose poetrv' did not much appeal to Morris, the most obvious contrast is with his mentor Ruskin for whom nature was "God s work, which He made for our delight and content

ment in this world”,253 and for whom the whole ol creation was an unceasing artistic and moral sermon. It is remarkable that, even tn Morris's earliest writings, when Ruskin’s influence was still the only one to affect him deeply, love of nature was never impregnated with any kind of theology or idealism. The only feeling was for its material beauty.
However, Stopford A. Brooke’s opinion seems to call for a reservation is it fair to say that, for Morris, nature is indifferent to man, independent of him, just a background? His attitude is more complex, and he does in fact have a philosophy of nature: it is very different from Ruskin’s, it is materialistic and is quite clearly expressed. It is a dual attitude. On the one hand, Morris beltevet in the primacy of man, a primacy which will not become less important as man, freed of his fetters by the victory of socialism, becomes the true master of the world: it is only by dominating nature that he will reveal "a friend in the guise of an enemy”. The concept of the garden is an expression of this friendly supremacy. But, on the other hand, when man is freed from the artificial constraints of bourgeois '‘civilization”, he will discover that he is himself part of this nature which he has subjected, and that he is inseparable from it. This feeling is most intensely expressed by Morris’s female characters, who are the incarnation of ail human sensibility and the privileged harbingers of utopian aspirations. In a very fine posthumous romance, no longer read these days - more is the pity —, Tht Water of the Wondrous Isles, the heroine, Bir- dalonc, leaves her forests at the beginning of long-wanderings, and suddenly comes upon an immense plain, bounded by a high range of blue mountains. “Oh! but thou art beautiful. O earth, thou art beautiful! ” she exclaims, and, as she makes to enter this completely new countryside, she adds: "But if I were onlv amidst it, and a part of it, as once I was of the woodland* ” 25-1 Btrdalone is younger sister to the vibrant Ellen, of .hews from Nowhere, who clasps the old walls of Kelmscolf Manor and exclaims: "O me! O me! How I love the earth, and the seasons, and weather, and all things that deal with rt, and all that grows out of it ,5* And yet it is not Ellen, but the down-to-earth Clara who most clearly expresses Morris’s thinking, in a less often quoted passage Speaking of the pre-revolutionary people, she refers to their
“lile which was always looking upon everything, except mankind, animate and inanimate — ‘nature*, as people used to call it - as one thing, and mankind as another. It was natural to people thinking in this wav. that they should try to make ‘nature’ their slave, since they thought ‘nature’ was something outside them”.251
And after this negative definition of Clara's, here is the question resolved in positive terms by Dick. "If you look upon the year.’' says the visitor to him. ‘as a beautiful and interesting drama . . . you should be as much pleased and interested with the winter and its trouble and pain as with this wonderful summer luxury.” To which Dick replies:
"And am i not? . . . only I can’t look upon it as if 1 were sitting in a theatre seeing the play go on before me, myself taking ivo part tn it It ts difficult,” said he, smiling good-humourediy, “for a non-hterarv man like me to explain myself properly, like that dear girl Ellen would, but 1 mean that 1 am part of it ail, and feel the pain as well as the pleasure in

my own person, It is not done for me by somebody else, merely that I may eat and drink and sleep, but I myself do my share of it M **
These are particularly meaningful words: it is through his actions that man expresses at one and the same time his master) over nature and his oneness with it Mackaii relates an anecdote of some interest. In 1894, during a country walk near Kelmscott. Morris and his friends stopped for a rest, and while thev sat upon a gate, the poet sat down by the roadside, saving, "1 shall sit on the world-" m
So nature is not, as Stopford Brooke thought, just a background lor Morris, It must again become the very substance of all aesthetic creation {and I shall return to this point, by a road which appears roundabout but must be followed'* Man must rediscover “the greatest of all gifts to the world, the very source of art, the natural beauty of the earth".>! Architecture is "thefairness of the earth amidst the habitations of men", and we “are responsible to posterity for what may befall the fairness of the earth in our own days, for what we have done, in other words, towards the progress of Architecture Socialism will liberate nature by liberating mankind, and the liberation of nature will provide man with unlimited access to art
. the first step towards the fresh new-birth of an m mi interfere with the priv ilege of private persons to destroy the beauty of the earth for their private advantage, and thereby to rob the community. I he day when some company oSf enemies of the community are forbidden, for example, to turn the fields of Kent into another collection of cinder heaps in order that they may extract wealth, unearned by them, from a mass of half* paid labourers; the day when some hitherto all-powerful 'pig-skin stuffed with money* is told that he shall not pull down some ancient building in order that he may force his fellow citirens to pay him additional rack-rent for land which is not his (save as the newly acquired watch ol the highwayman is) - that day will be the beginning of the fresh new- birth of art in modern times," **
Morns's thinking upon the aesthetic connect ion between art and nature was, in fact, almost entirely confined to the period between 18?? and 1883 The attraction of socialism was slowly making itself fell, but Ruskin s influence was predominant, although, of course, in a fully secular form. But we should take note of the fact, because nothing in Morris's thinking leads vis to believe that he changed his opinions on the subject, although he approached rhe problem by formulating it in the new terms wr have seen, and his vision of the future forms of art withm daily realitv arc inspired by the same principles The ideas developed in the rather verbose pages of his early lectures can be easily summarised Like Ruskin, he advocates “resolute attention to the laws of nature, which are also the laws of artM. ***
Education m art is not superfluous, but “no system and no leathers will help you to produce real art of any kind, be it never so humble * unless you art prepared to follow* nature , On the other
«udy old examples, but he is also bound to supplement that hv a
of nature, because if he doe* no. he will certainly £	V	S,ud*
dried, conventional method of designing1*; it the only vv - >	*

beautiful forms and lines arc”** This is just what Morris did himself. His daughter Mav relates how he “noted every turn of a leaf or attachment of a stem, and watched every bird on the wing with keen alert eye: nothing in the open air escaped him".20 That did not indicate in the least that he was a disciple of photographic naturalism. “It is necessary to the purity of the art/’ he urged, “that its form and colour, when these bear any relation to the facts of nature . . ., should be suggestive of such facts and not descriptive of them.'* That was a point he was still stressing in the writings of his later years: nothing appeared to him to be preferable to “the simple and fresh beauty that comes to a sympathetic suggestion of natural forms"; but he best expressed it in his very first lecture, when he praised “forms and intricacies that do not necessarily imitate nature, but in which the hand of the < raftsman is guided to work in the way that she does, till the web, the cup, or the knife, look as natural, nay as lovely, as the green field, the river bank, or the mountain flint ".' He required, too, that a work of art should be free from exclusiveness and should be readily communicable: “the only wav . . . for compelling people to understand you is to follow hard on Nature”.2 That was why he disapproved of the exotic, which he described as a snare.
“I have said that it was good and reasonable to ask for obviously natural flowers in embroidery; one might have said the same about a!) ornamental work, and further, that those natural forms which are at once most familiar and most delightful to us, as well from association as from beauty, are the best for our purpose. The rose, the lily, the tulip, the oak, the vine and all the herbs and trees that even we cockneys know about, they will serve our turn better than queer, outlandish, upside down-looking growths. If we cannot be original with these simple things, we shan't help ourselves out by the uncouth ones”. m
♦	#	f.
I lie analytical habits of the French intellect play unkind tricks upon anyone attempting to study thinking like that of William Morris, for whom till aspect4* of reality were bound up together and who regarded them all in a Constant synthesis. It has cost us a great effort to pass smoothly from architecture to town planning and from town planning to its disappearance into naturr Now wr have to retrace our steps and look at Morris’s day-to-day aesthetics, by going into the houses in his utopia. We shall find the same dominant ideas there, and not feel in any way strange.
For him, the interior of a house was as important as its architecture He wanted people “to take the trouble to turn them into dwellings fit for people free in mind and body”.** One day, the mediocrity and inadequacy of (Mir present houses will only be a bad memory.
“For then - laugh not, but listen, to this strange tale ol mine -
All folk that are in England shall be better lodged than swine ”
They will even, he said emphatically, be “generously lodged’’
If architecture should be in harmony with the lives of the occupants, this is even more true when one come* to thr Interior, which “ought surely to express

the kind of life we lead, or desire to lead”.27' Such harmony alone can make
our dwellings comely; “all rooms ought to look as if they were lived in. and to
have, so to say, a friendly welcome ready for the incomer” Nothing there
should look strained, and “though all rooms should look tidy, and even vert
tidy, they ought not to look too tidy”.27* “Simplicity everywhere" should be
the keynote, with the elimination of “any signs of waste, pomp, or
insolence”. It is true that the early luxurious interiors designed bv the
Morris Firm hardly conformed to this ideal, but a very clear evolution is
noticeable in the style employed later, and the interiors created during the
eighties, as Paul Thompson has sapiently remarked, offer “the clearest prac-
tical expression of the demand which Morris made in his later lectures for a
return to simplicity”.280 In this connection, he had trenchant words on
occasion. James Leatham told Compton-Rickett that one day, as thcv came
out of a lecture, a member of the audience asked the poet for advice on the
decoration of a kitchen, and he replied, with a malicious twinkle in his eye:
“Well, to begin with, 1 think a flitch of bacon suspended from the ceiling is a
very good decoration”.281
He brought a desire for sober and simple elegance to all domestic
arrangements. The walls, above all, were his concern:
“. . . whatever you have in your rooms, think first of the walls; for they
are that which makes your house and home; and if you don t make some
sacrifice in their favour, you will find your chambers have a kind of
makeshift, lodging-house look about them, however rich and handsome
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your movables may be.
His preference was for every-day measures, and he recommended gutting
out the intrusive rubbish and using the white-washing brush freely his
was advice which he never tired of repeating:
. . if we really care about art we shall not put up with something of
other’, but shall choose honest whitewash instead, on which sun and
shadow play so pleasantly”.
He admitted to his daughter May, before visiting wealthy clients, that the
Firm would never prosper if he were to give them honestly the advice which
matched his personal taste: “Don’t decorate at all: whitewash it all
Edward Carpenter relates similar confidences, *6 and we know that, even in
the magnificent Red House, his first residence, "the walls were bare, and the
floors”. Morris also liked wood-panelled walls, like those of the “very pretty
room panelled and carved” into which Ellen’s grandfather took his
visitors.2** There again we detect his yearning for the Middle Ages, and think
of the tavern described in A Dream of John Ball, where “the walls were panelled
roughly enough with oak boards to about six feet from the floor, and about
three feet of plaster above that”. In this same room, "on the hood of the great
chimney a huge rose was wrought in the plaster and brightly painted in its
proper colours”.So, no more gold-framed mirrors, "which had long reigned
over the cold white marble mantelpiece”: Walter Crane, whose account of thr
decorative methods used by the Firm is the most detailed and intelligent that
we have, tells us that usually “small bevelled glasses were inserted in ihr nan.
elling of the high wood mantelshelf”.240 Morris attached great importar
me? f9

the fireplace, "which in our climate is bound to be the chief object in the room ” "
Whitewashed walls, wood-panelled at the most? 1 can well imagine that such a domestic d£cor in utopia may surprise many a reader. When one asks people of average education what the name of William Morris means to them, the majority do not know that he was a socialist or a poet; some have read \rits from .Yowhere, or have heard of it, but almost all of them will tell you right out that he made very fine wallpapers.;92 Well! I must take up the cudgels on his behalf: in William Morris's twenty-second-century England there are no wallpapers on the walls. Morris, despite the beauty of his own achievements in this field, despite the undoubted pleasure he must have felt in continually producing new designs, considered this kind of decoration to be "only a poor makeshift ”. " It was not the quality of the material that inspired this disdain and his preference for chintz or dyed woven wool was dictated by purely artistic reasons:
“The aim should be to combine clearness of form and firmness of structure with the mystery which comes of abundance and richness of detail; and this is easier of attainment in woven goods than in fiat painted decoration and paper-hangings; because in the former the stuffs usually hang in folds and the pattern is broken more or less, while in the latter it is spread out fiat against the wall. ” ***
The reasons for it are obscure, but neither do we find woven hangings on the walls in JVews from Xotvktre. and the only trace of them is in A Drtam of John Hall, when the poet describes Will Greene’s house: “the walls, instead of being panelled, were hung with a coarse loosely-woven stuff of green worsted with birds and trees woven into it".J'1’
On the other hand, while simplicity is the rule in ordinary homes, nothing can he too sumptuous for the walls of the grandiose communal palaces of the future, and in the northern countries the supreme decoration will be tapestry Did not Morris himself avow his ambition of one day seeing his own productions on show in such buildings?2* For him, tapestry was “the noblest of the weaving arts". It allows to "to turn our chamber walls into thr green woods of ‘the happy month of June’, populous of bird and beast: or a summer garden with man and maid playing round the fountains, or a solemn procession of the mythical warriors and heroes of old". ***
In a lecture given at the Arts and Grafts Exhibition of 1888, of which only a press report remains, Morris declared that "tapestries were to the North of Europe what fresco was to the South”.500 While it is understandable that there should be no wallpaper in his utopia, it is a strange fact that we find no tapestries tn the new age either. However, in the two public buildings of which we are given detailed descriptions of the interior, the Hammersmith Guest House and the dining hall of the Bloomsbury Market, the walls are decorated with frescoes and mural paintings.501 The only tapestry mentioned « in the "old house” at the end of the journey , and it is the same one as hung in the poet’s favourite room at Kelmscott Manor It dated from about 1600, and depicted the story of Samson. It was probably the type of classical composition for which he had little liking, but its colours were faded and, "in spite of the designer, they gave an air of romance to the room which nothing else would

quite do”. It was “originally of no artistic value”, but by the twenty ser , century it was “faded into pleasant grey tones which harmonised thoroJhl well with the quiet of the place”, and “its futile design ... was now Lr bearable because it had grown so faint and feeble”.303
This double inconsequence indicates the need for not relying exclusively upon News from Nowhere in order to appreciate fully Morris’s utopian thinking In fact, scattered throughout his work and evidenced by his own artistic productions, there is a theory of tapestry which makes him an important precursor of the revival of this art in the twentieth century - a theory and a revival which make future development irreversible. Starting from an admiring and intelligent knowledge of mediaeval tapestry, he points out various mistakes which hastened its decline from the sixteenth century on. The first was the fatal confusion which assimilated it into pictorial art. Referring to the tapestries in the Sistine Chapel, he says: “The reason that I should assign for their being of little account beside the cartoons is that, whatever the merits of the latter may be as pictures, they are unsuitable for tapestries, as all Renaissance designs are. ” 304 The second mistake was the introduction of perspective:
“When the Gothic feeling died away, and Boucher and others began to design, they gave us wide expanses of waste sky, elaborate perspective, posing nymphs, and shallow artificial treatment.”
So he denounces “the arrangement of figures and landscape as in a picture proper, with foreground, middle distance and distance; with plan of arrangement, in a woven hanging in which the peculiar qualities of a picture must be lacking, gives a poor unfiUed-up look at a far greater expense of labour than went to the production of the more conventional arrangement . Contrary to what happens in mediaeval designs, “the planes of the figures being very near each other”, the long perspectives of classical art “produce an emptiness and lack of interest which destroy all ornamental effect ”.30 This deterioration has become even greater in the modern productions of Gobelins, Beauvais, Aubusson and Windsor, 308 until they have become “but an upholsterer s toy”.3*” So if tapestry is again to become the great art it was formerly and one day decorate the public palaces of future times, it must break finally with the vagaries of the classical period and draw inspiration from the pure mediaeval tradition so as to create new works: “There is nothing whatever to prevent us from reviving it if we please, since the technique of it is easy to the last degree”'M' It is certainly a pity that this bold and far-reaching thinking was not carried into News from Nowhere, and represented there by specific examples. The walls of the Guest House leave us unsatisfied, when we think of the splendid new displays Morris could have put there.
For flooring, in an ordinary house Morris preferred “a sanded floor", but he naturally makes greater demands for public buildings. The floor of the Hammersmith Guest House is "of marble mosaic”, and one of the pretty girls who enliven this attractive place carefullv scatters it with “little twigs of lavender and other sweet-smelling herbs”.?f2 In fact, people should “no longer look upon a carpet as a necessity for a room at all, at least in the summer” Morris considers it to be “a great comfort to see the actual floor and the same floor may be made very ornamental by either wood mosaic or tile and

marble mosaic; the latter especially is such an easy art as far as technicality goes, and so full of resources, that I think it is a great pity it is not used
more”, 1	„
Since the action of News from Nowhere takes place in June, it is understandable that there are no carpets to be seen in the houses and buildings we enter. As with tapestry, this by no means indicates that Morris had no point of view. In this field also he was a renovator, and the products of the Morris Firm provide a refreshing spectacle after the overladen hideousness and artificial vegetation of Victorian carpets. Despite his many assertions, he was very tolerant towards the use of machinery and we have seen how he employed it himself; but his preference was for handicraft manufacture and we cannot doubt that, by the stage described in his utopia, it will have become one of the ways of palliating the feared work famine and of satisfying the creative needs that will have been released. While on the one hand he vainly regrets that floors should be covered by carpets “in our northern or western countries, where people come out of the muddy streets without taking off their shoes”,31 all the same he regards their manufacture as a “useful industry” which he would like to see saved from the “poisonous touch” of "modern commercialism”. 1 He made many suggestions to this end. Omitting those of a purely technical nature, I will be content with recording the one which expresses Morris’s fundamental considerations:
“• ■ ■ the designs should always be very elementary in form, and suggestive merely of forms of leafage, flowers, beasts and birds, etc . . . beauty and variety of colour must be attained by harmonious juxtaposition of tints, bounded by judiciously chosen outlines; and the pattern should lie absolutely flat upon the ground. On the whole, in designing carpets, the method of contrast is the best one to employ, and blue and red, quite frankly used, with white or very light outlines on a dark ground, and black or some very dark colour on a light ground, are the main colours on which the designer should depend”.
Here again we find the principle of inspirational, though not imitative, recourse to natural shapes, and we also find another, to which Morris was greatly attached, that of bold colour. He hated “iridescent blendings of colour which look like decomposition”.317 This put the whole art of dyeing in question, and we know how Morris, who regarded the quality of the industrial dyes of his time, particularly the aniline-based ones, as detestable, embarked upon long and impassioned experiments to discover the secrets of old vegetable and animal dyes, even going as far back as Pliny in his search for ancient recipes. Here again, I will be satisfied with making a passing reference to this quite important part of his activities, since I do not want to be diverted into technical developments which might take us further than I wish from our subject.318 But I cannot pass over in silence this insistence of Morris’s upon the quality of all materials, as well as shapes and colours, when referring to the decoration of walls and floors in the utopian home.
* » *
Morris’s originality is displayed in his ideas about the arrangement of rooms He dislikes their being specialised, as in the dwellings of our time. For him.

one should be able to live in all of them, and be able to eat, relax, converse work, study or sleep in any of them. He installed a weaving loom in ha bedroom, and was in the habit of drawing or of correcting proofs in a room where his family and friends were gathered.319 His utopian ideal was of a return to “the rational ancient way which was used from the time of Homer to past the time of Chaucer, a big hall, to wit, with a few chambers tacked on to it for sleeping or sulking in”.320 This is the sort of arrangement we have seen in the Hammersmith Guest House: “There were no windows on the side opposite the river, but arches below leading into chambers . .121 But in the end even these cells began to irritate him. Yeats tells of his enthusiasm when he described the House of the Wolfings: he was delighted by the return to bar- barous simplicity, and confessed to the young poet: “1 decorate modem houses for people, but the house that would please me would be some great room where one talked to one’s friend in one corner and ate in another and slept in another. ”322 For Morris, the most important thing was the avoidance of “rabbit-hutches’’: a man needs room to move around, and we know that he himself moved around a good deal. He stresses this aspect in his description of the Guest House: “thought it was not very large . . ., one felt in it that exhilarating sense of space and freedom which satisfactory architecture always gives . . .’,323 Dick expresses the same need to the visitor: “Elbow-room uithin
doors is to me so delightful that if I were driven to it 1 would almost sacrifice
j	r ,,324
out-door space to it.
To have elbow-room, it is necessary for the place not to be cluttered with the mass of furniture which made nightmares of Victorian houses. If only our houses were built as they should be, we should want such a little furniture and be so happy in that scantiness . . . excess of furniture destroys the repose of a lazy man, and is in the way of an industrious one. ” 3 “If we want art to begin at home,” he says elsewhere, “we must clear our houses of troublesome superfluities that are forever in our way: conventional comforts that are no real comforts, and do but make work for servants and doctors”. He took this opportunity of repeating his golden rule: “Have nothing in your houses that you do not know to be useful, or believe to be beautiful.” He wrote those words in 18B0, and attempted to define what a simplified furnishing of his time might consist of:
“First a book-case with a great many books in it: next a table that will keep steady when you write or work at it: then several chairs that you can move, and a bench that you can sit or lie upon: next a cupboard with drawers, next, unless either the book-case or the cupboard be very beautiful with painting or carving, you will want pictures or engravings, such as you can afford, only not stopgaps, but real works ol art on the wall; or else the wall itself must be ornamented with some beautiful and restful pattern: we shall also want a vase or two to put flowers in, which latter you must have sometimes, especially if you live in a town.”
This passage, in which Morris tries to lighten Victorian furnishing dates
from the time when he had not completely broken with aestheticism and I
make a point of reproducing it as a measure of the distance he travelled I his
utopia took shape In fact, he tended more and more	,
towards mediaeval
simplicity:

a stout table, a few old-fashioned chairs, a pot of flowers will ornament the parlour of an old English yeoman’s house far belter than a waggon-load of Rubens will ornament a gallery in Blenheim Park ” ''
In .4 Dream of John Ball, he admiringly describes the sober beauty of a village tavern in the fourteenth century:
“A quaintly-carved sideboard held an array of bright pewter pots and dishes and wooden and earthen bowls; a stout oak table went up and down the room, and a carved oak chair stood by the chimney-corner . . . That, except the rough stools and benches on which the company sat, was all the furniture. ”
Even during the time of the lush artistic experiments of the Morris Firm, he reacted personally against the over-opulent tastes of his clients and announced that “simplicity is the one thing needful in furnishing”. He thought it ridiculous “to imitate the minor vices of the Borgias, or the degraded and nightmare whims of the blasi and bankrupt French aristocracy of Louis XV’s time”. He deplored “monstrosities or extravagances” and even an excess of beauty of which one might tire.330 He himself worked in a setting similar to that he advocated to the audiences at his lectures. His daughter May tells us that his workroom at Kelmscott House, in Hammersmith, was “almost frugally bare; no carpets, and no curtains: his writing table in earlier times a plain deal board with trestles, the wall neatly lined with books; just a fine inlaid Italian cabinet in a corner of the study”.333 Undoubtedly the large drawing-room, where the mysterious grace of Jane was paramount, was impressively beautiful, but, as Bernard Shaw remarked, “Nothing in it was there because it was interesting or quaint or rare or hereditary, like grandmother’s or uncle's portrait. Everything that was necessary was clean and handsome: everything else was beautiful and beautifully presented.” 332 So it had nothing in common with the hideous muddle of the Victorian drawing-room, in reaction against which Morris had, in fact, founded his Firm.335 The history and achievements of this have been described, studied and assessed at length by numberless art critics, and there can be no question of covering that ground again here. However, since this noble undertaking found an obvious continuation in Morris’s utopia, 1 feel it appropriate to recall its main tendencies, which, as Walter Crane so well expressed it,
“represented in the main a revival of the mediaeval spirit (not the letter) in design; a return to simplicity, to sincerity; to good materials and sound workmanship; to rich and suggestive surface decoration, and simple constructive forms".1
Morris’s constant message was for beauty in simplicity; “simplicity is the foundation of all worthy art”. He did not presume to impose the forms evolved by the Firm on future generations, and did not claim to have exact ideas ol what the domestic art of the future would be:
"In looking forward to any utopia of the arts, I can, under our present conditions, looking forward from out of the farrago of rubbish with which we are now surrounded, chiefly see possible negative virtues in the external of our household goods; can see them never shabby, pretentious

or ungenerous, natural and reasonable always; beautiful also, but mrt because they are natural and reasonable than because we have set about to make them beautiful. "
So in his descriptions in Xewsfrwn \<>n h/r< he is discreetly cautious, and Hu indications of the furnishing are hoth rare and brief We only know that, uut* "‘old house", "there was but little furniture, and that only thr most nneiw> and of the simplest forms" On the other hand, in the great dining hall of Bloomsbury Market, as befitted a public building of the communist *gr. ‘thr furniture and general fittings of the hall were . beautiful in farm and highly ornamented •*.
As we have studied Morris's conception of the development of handicraft,
wc have noticed the same discreet caution in hi* descriptions of thr glassware
and pottery which filled the Bloomsbury tables. These represent thr summit ol'
thr new decorative art, but we are told only of their lack of industrial "finish”,
which, far from being a fault, gives the user the warm and real sematioH ol the
fraternal human workmanship of their makers '** Morris gives no hint ol thru
shapes, and his many admiring adjectives refer only to their wealth of decora*
lion The visitor observes that these folk have an "extravagant love of
ornament". Although Afw\ from Nmt'hert lack* exact dr* ripttons, and talk*
more readily about people than things, these few hints clearly lead us to tm>
demand that coming centuries will see a flowering of these "minor arts"
w'hich Morris stubbornly defended all his life, ~ "the art of the people the art
produced by the daily labour of all kinds of men foi the use of all kinds of %• *<*« men .
[bookmark: bookmark238]• • *
Because they lutve developed in a world of joy and beauty which they air sf ill helping to create, the men and women of twenty second**rntury England ran? just as highly for the gracefulness of their attire Ilir visitor is tonttnuAlly cur* prised «*t this, and explains it to himself in terms typical of Morris "I might have known that people who were so fond of architect ure generally, would not be backward in ornamenting themselves ’* Hl It is worth noting that * lew years later, in Sactatwn* Us (growth and Outturn*, we find prec isely ihe same fur* inulation: "It is not too much to hope that the future society whuh will revolutionise architecture, wifi not fail to do as muc h fur costume, which is x« necessary an adornment as architecture “ u‘ This expression of the idea of the unity of nit the arts in terms of the major art of architecture, transcribed in this literal fashion from jSf#iw front JVawfwi, once more completely demolishes Ilnur f flnsirr's assertion that Morns had no hand whatever in the drafting of the handbook.
A point that might cause some surprise is the way in which Morn* Cflft- tmuAlJy revert* to this revolution in dress all through his talc Apart from Hi$
1HH2 lecture, 74/ Letm Arts *f Lift, there is scarcely any referenc e to this fopn. elsewhere in his work. Perhaps he was given pause fry a arnfrrur iti JklUmy'i hutktnK Hoik ward "It did not appear that any very startling revolution to men~h attire had been among the great changes my host had spokrn of, for, fiornng a few derails, my new habiliinems did not pu/./le me at afj " ** Thr
>j Mortis fraction on trading Bellamy t utopia was such * but *mr
vU‘ ,	, hi* Hn/ing upon the tituest detail 1 lie Fabian gt*ihioli>Mt
. so easily wriagiw ,i*"	, ,	,	*	.	»	,	*	.
h American utoptat wan abhorrent to him, and .cgAinsi hi* (huhgrot*
° alum he set the concept of a radical revolution, involving a complete up
hcaval ot aspeitt of human life Bellamys indifferfm:# towards *t**thrttc
iniitrr* was just as detestable to him Morris loudly tejrs ted all thr ugliness ol
\ kVtorianisnt. and associated it indissolubly with all the km isl blemishes ol
t.initalism, he could not fail to demonstrate that com mu n taro, it« all sphere*,
represented die coming of beauty, and, in a book whose primipsl iheme was
ihr transformation of man. the rxiernal appearance «»1 the rhatacirts must of
necessity receive ,ittrntion. < )1 course* this explanation is only a partial our
%rrking particularly to discover what detail set Mortis oil towards sue h fttark'
<-,) «n««« upon this (met of uiopiM Moreover, it is not iru ouststent with a itvxr
griiercil (ypr of explanation which I have several times thought relevant, name.
ly, that the s(»cithc demaiuit of utopian practice |M>ard problem* winch
thruretkal utojusin had managed to disregard While it it true that gltticpNc* ot
the dress of the future do not ociur in Morris *• lectures anil essays, he
neverthrlr*s frequently railed against the ugliness and discomfort of Victorian
(lathing, and, tn !us looking forward, he found it necessary to give a positive
sUul to this negative atlilude
Whtlr the iirni he lays u|kmi it dor* seem ruMous. ft »«ppr.if* to suggest th.»i
our witter overreached hitnself. Hi* ftiends and his most Weibdlsficieefi
biographers agree tun Ins toial unconcern about his own appeararo e, to the
extent of carelessness verging upon grubbiness Hr always went almui chrn^rri
in * legendary old blue-sevge suit, over a common cotton shtrt of the same
colocit, .end was often taken lor «c «atlor or met haute f fr bad ;•» remarkable gdt
lor retaining ciirt, and lets long exiK*iintent* with dyeing i route this state of -if •
(atm irreversibly w«»r*e He detested mirrors and permitted none in his home
(his utopian world seems to luivr been liltrrateri from therri) Mai kail telU its
that he w<« dre*»ed and at work within ten minutes of waking up* which
suggests a somewhat nominal toilet 1,4 and, according to Sfisw, jut fussing
mane tog^r«ted iluit his objection to looking-glasses extended to biuitu*
and combs'* As tine can easily imagine, the accounts left by less fiKidly
wtinr«*r* ate more cruel The William Morns Hut iety (irtuiaiol to its
rnnnlirrs topies of a report of a London demonstration mihliiiifij in JHttS in an
A nun* an |M}/r. and I quote a few lines
“While hr was thus speaking I narrowly examined the man His (lot he* were of blue *f» ^e, frayed at the cuffs and gtrasy at the *earner I le wotr a diriy blue linen shirt without collar or necktie, fits iron-grey beard ragged and tintrimmrd barely concealing then abaenc/ No w.ii< It i f),nn. sleeve links or pffionst adornment of atty kind relieved bis «h*t<bine*s, and yet this person was Mr William Morris, a poet of wurId-wide teputation, the artist who has remodelled oof durraitH in* tenors, the man of fine sentiments, of highly c ultivaied tastes, the* h>ver of (he beautiful in language and in form "
With almost pathetic sim et uy, Morris makes iso secret in Sto>f frum hrt$ of his sc ruffy apiteararge, and casts himself a* a foil for the dazzling cnsiumes of his chaiacters I he visitor; when taken into the Hammer snot b <me*l

House, ucould not help noticing that they looked askance at my garments f I had on my clothes of last night, and at the best was never a dre* person” u A few hours later, strolling in Piccadilly, he fell more and mor* embarrassed:
"I looked at what I could see of my rough blue duds, which 1 had plenty of opportunity of contrasting with the gay attire of the citizens we had come across; and I thought that if, as seemed likely, 1 should presently be shown about as a curiosity for the amusement of this most unbusinesslike people, I should like to look a little less like a discharged shins
I *»m#
purser.
When he could stand it no longer, he asked Dick’s permission to acquire other clothes, but the young man dissuaded him. He wanted to present this odd stranger to his grandfather and did not want him to look “like everybody else” So the visitor agreed “to set myself up for a scarecrow amidst this beauty-living people”, 9 and followed Dick to old Hammond. The latter is the only character in the story slovenly dressed, and the unexpected description of his clothing gives us food for thought:
“He was dressed in a sort of Norfoik-jacket of blue serge worn threadbare, with breeches of the same, and grey worsted stockings. ”
This surprising appearance, together with a few other characteristics, lends colour to the astute notion of Victor Dupont, who sees Hammond as Morris s grandson.And perhaps this strange attire can also be explained by the fact that the Sage of Bloomsbury, lost in the erudition of his nineteenth-century researches, always fancies himself “as living in any period of which we may be speaking”. 'Si In any case, the visitor is only allowed to change his clothes after leaving him, and the following morning, in Hammersmith, he hastens to dress himself “in a suit of blue laid ready for me, so handsome that J quite blushed when I had got into it ” 33
But in all this there is no illogicality in Morris’s attitude He considered thr contemporary attire to be as absurd as it was ugly, and his native fieriness led him to disregard any conventionality of appearance without feeling the slightest unease. But the beauty of the future which he pictured made him ashamed of his carelessness. The “well-knit and strong” figure of Dick appears in the first few pages, clad in his mediaeval costume “of dark blue cloth, simple enough, but of fine web, and without a stain on it”, and the visitor admired “its clasp ... of damascened steel”.3,4 He was soon joined b> Bob, whose “dress was also of the same cut . . though somewhat gayer, the sureoat being light green with a golden spray embroidered on the breast, and his belt being of filigree silver-work”.355 But the great shock happened when he met Boffin the “Golden Dustman”:
“I looked over my shoulder, and saw something flash and gleam in the sunlight that lay across the half; so I turned round, and at my ease saw a splendid figure slowly sauntering over the pavement, a man whose sur* coat was embroidered most copiously as well as elegantly, so that the tun Bashed back from him as if he had been clad in golden armour " ,v
He had “as much gold on him as a baron of the Middle Ages’', ” and it

appeared that he frequently changed his clothes ** Thr intention here is clearly symbolic and not just aesthetic Boffin's luxurious appearance typifies the plenty of the new age, as well as the great dignity of even the humblest worker But one must observe that Moms does not become entrapped in rigid symbolism His characters are everyday people* and Boffin's friends regard hit sartorial extravagances with smiling indulgence as a charming oddity, not m the least ridiculous. Nor does it seem that this oddity u purely individual As the visitor goes by carriage through the London streets, he comes across a gang of young people happily exercising their musc les at roadmendtng, and his attention is caught by the pile of clothes they have taken off to work ' I could see the gleam of gold and silk embroidery on it, and judged that some of these workmen had tastes akin to those of the Golden Dustman of Hammersmith.” And such luxury is not just the prerogative of the young, for. on the journey back from the British Museum, the visitor notices a man of mature age whose suit of “fine woollen stuff . . . is covered with silk embroidery 1
Morris’s descriptions are not detailed enough to give us a clear idea of the cut or style of these clothes, and the comparison with the Middle Ages it not an adequate substitute But over all is the regard for beauty, even while he stresses their simplicity. Anyway, are they comfortable clothes* or, in today*s delightful word, “functional”? There remains room for doubt, but every point of view is part of its period, and we cannot doubt, even from our viewpoint as twentieth-century people, that the clothes worn by the inhabitants of Moms*s utopia wiil compare favourably in all respects with the fashion prims of the Victorian age.
1'he same thoughts tome to our minds when we turn to feminine costume, though the degree of emancipation seems more noticeable, having regard for the realities of the eighties So it would appear from the descriptions of the first women we meet in Morris’s story, the pretty girls who look after the Guest House at Hammersmith:
“Aito their dress, which of course I took note of, I should say that they wrte decently veiled with drapery, and not bundled up with millinery, that they were clothed like women, not upholstered like armchairs, as most women of our time are In short, their dress was somewhat between that of the ancient classical costume and the simpler forms of the fourteenth-century garments, though it was clearly not an imitation of either the materials were light and gay to suit the season. ” 542
The same bright colours impress the visitor as he goes through Hammersmith market,* and so, a little later, does the quality of the material worn by “the very handsome woman** with golden hair who holds the horses* reins while they do their shopping, and who is “splendidly clad in figured silk”.w* All the women still have something of the Bowing, decorative dress of the Pre-Raphaelite models, but ~ a most remarkable detail - there is none of it in the way of dress of Ellen, who embodies everything most passionate in Morris*s yearning for the future
“Though she was very lightly clad, that was clearly from choice, not from poverty, though these were the first cottage-dwellcrt I had come

across; for hrt gown was ol silk, and on her wrists weir bracelet ifrnird to me of great value ” '**	*
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If wr compare these pictures of the young women of the Hammersmith Guest House, we observe the absence of any historical reference when speaking of Ellen. Morris no longer needs any. He is filled with so fervent a love for her that he sees her direc tly in the pure beauty of her new humanity, and the clothes she is wearing are an expression of this timeless simplicity.
At this point, memories of Pre-Raphaelite pictures seem to occupy our imagination to an undue degree as we read A ews from Nowhere. and possibly Morris is a victim of the excessive, though intentional, vagueness of his descriptions He had long since jettisoned the stock-in-trade of Pre-Raphaeiitism, and Rossetti’s influence was no more than a memory. His mediaevalism was no longer grounded upon a more or less artificial aesthetuism, but upon serious, realistic study of the Middle Ages and a remarkable sense of history. For this reason I feel it appropriate to assess the exact quality of the mediaeval references which besprinkle his vision, by looking at the descriptions of life in the fourteenth century in A Dream of John Ball. Here we have a group of peasants in the village street:
‘They were most dressed in red or brightish green or blue cloth jerkins, with a hood on the head generally of another colour. As they came nearer t saw that the cloth of their garments was somewhat coarse, but stout and serviceable. ” 387
And now here is the girl the visitor sees in the tavern:
“She was clad in a close-fitting gown of bright blue cloth, with a broad silver girdle, daintily wrought, round her loins; a rose wreath was on her bead and her hair hung down unbound.” 368
No doubt there is a degree of stylisation about this last portrait, but the clear purpose is to show the good quality of the material and colours of the pre-industrial age. as well as natural simplicity and elegance. In any case, there is nothing reminiscent of the complicated finery and languid attitudes of characters depicted by Rossetti or Burne-Jones. So it is appropriate to judge the mediaeval references of .Sews from Nowhere in a more clearly defined perspective.
It is true that the splendid costumes of Morris’s utopian heroes lend colour to the idea of an eternally idle life, Nothing of the kind, however. Perhaps it is a pity that the writer did not make a greater effort to show them to us about their productive labours, which are suggested rather than described. In fact, the action is sfct in June, and the whole population is mobilising itself for the haymaking. This, of course, is not a very dirty occupation, and, above all, is regarded as a festival. So they all put on working clothes of simpler cut than
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iliDirrd during their leisure time, but which are still dazzling in those " ‘	|| ;<i ;i great festival, asserts Dick, "so all things considered,
quality right to adorn it in a simple manner”. So when Dir k and Clara. 1 'i’"' " •' (|ir haymakers, they have dressed up in a manner befitting the
happy occasion. She was
••looking most fresh and beautiful in a light silk embroidered gowri, hich to my unused eyes was extravagantly gay and bright; while Dak as also handsomely dressed in white flannel prettily embroidered"
Ajong the way, the visitor has the opportunity of seeing other haymakers at work:
“ The majority of these were young women clad much like Ellen last night, though not mostly in silk, but in light woollen most gaily embroidered; the men being all clad in white flannel embroidered in bright colours. The meadow looked like a gigantic tulip-bed because of them.”
Further upstream, there are glimpses of other groups of workers.
“I could only notice that the people in the fields looked strong and handsome, both men and women, and that so far from there being any appearance of sordidness about their attire, they seemed to be dressed specially for the occasion - lightly, of course, but gaily and with plenty of adornment.”
So the need for simple, light clothing does not exclude great attention to appearance. One does not seem to get very dirty in this happy land, and Dick, whom the visitor encounters at the beginning of the tale about his duties as a boatman, is wearing his magnificent costume “without a stain on it”. j§? Morris no doubt felt that he had allowed himself to be tempted a little too far, and that the Golden Dustman, for example, presented a problem. So he took the trouble to describe him (very fleetingly, it is true) in working rig:
“ The former had now veiled his splendour in a due suit of working clothes, crowned with a fantail hat, which he took off, however, to wave us farewell with his grave old-Spanish-like courtesy.”
Moreover, Clara explicitly states that she dresses differently for work and for leisure. When the visitor is astonished at the luxurious attire of the strollers, she replies:
“They are not about any dirty work; they are only amusing themselves in the fine evening; there is nothing to foul their clothes. ” |
Whatever the nature of these clothes, some general characteristics are plain: the use of the finest materials: silk, woollens, flannel, which have forever replaced the horrible shoddy of the capitalist era; the quality of the weaving, which is of the finest workmanship;3’ the abundance of bright, gay colours with blue, green and gold predominating, but “it isn’t gaudy, you know ". ’ '* The visitor is surprised, for his tastes were “cultivated in the sombre greyness, or rather brownness, of the nineteenth century”. 377 Finally, there is the variety of styles, which is quite a remarkable thing in itself when one considers how

strongly utopists, from Thomas More onwards,578 have tended to make t lothing uniform, though there is no longer any need for this under conditions of plenty.
It is implicit that one thing has disappeared, changes of fashion. In 1882, Morris invited the ladies in his lecture audience to “resist change for the sake of change" and advised them to demand excellent and beautiful materials which take away any desire for change.57v Such appears to have been the effect of the widespread use of the finest cloths in Morris’s utopia. Later he wrote, more generally, “in the future the tyranny of convention will be abolished; reason and a sense of pleasure will rule”.580
In these two passages this idea is linked with a hint, taken up in later writings, which can give us some idea of what Morris expected, even though it does not inform us any further about the cut and style of the clothing of the future. “Garments should veil the human form, and neither caricature it, nor obliterate its lines”, 81 and he repeated, eleven years later, “bad costume ... always either muffles up or caricatures the body; whereas good costume at once veils and indicates it”.382 As they returned from the British Museum, and admired the passers-by strolling in the cool of the evening, the visitor observed that “the shape of their raiment . . . was both beautiful and reasonable - veiling the form, without either muffling or caricaturing it”. 383 We do not achieve any more detail from the examination of these phrases; formulations are still negative, but there emerges a firm stand against ugliness, grotesque deformation and puritanism. In this respect, a strange development in Morris’s attitude can be observed. In News from Nowhere the distinction between male and female dress is very marked, and the feminity of his heroines is clearly conveyed. During the three years separating the writing of this tale from that of the theoretical manual, Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, his thinking progressed, and we are surprised to read, in the latter book:
“Another fault may be noted in all bad periods (as in the present),
that an extreme difference is made between the garments of the sexes. ”
That is an idea well in advance of the outlook of his time, and it is only to be found from his pen on this one occasion. It seems impossible to ascribe responsibility for it to Bax, who was always noted for narrow anti-feminism, and it occurs in the same paragraph as that mentioned earlier as being entirely inspired by Morris. It clearly marks the beginning of a belated viewpoint, which Morris did not have time to develop any further and which would tend to lay stress upon practicality in matters of dress. In fact, this is an aspect of the question which he had not altogether neglected, for he continually protested against the imprisonment of the human body in the “upholstered” scaffoldings of Victorian gear: the costumes he describes and. suggests undeniably represent a liberation. But while this need for liberation seems obvious to him, aesthetic considerations are even more binding, and he expresses this feeling in The Earthly Paradise:
“In such wise was she clad as folk may be,
Who, for no shame of their humanity,
For no sad changes of the imperfect year,
Rather for added beauty, raiment wear. ” 5

The same natural need, at a higher level, finds its satisfaction in utopia. In one of the loveliest passages of the book, Clara, always alert and quick with repartee, sharply rebukes the visitor, whose stubborn puritanism is offended by the riot of luxury and colour:
“It would be easy enough for us to say, we will only spend our labour on making our clothes comfortable: but we don't choose to stop there. Why do you find fault with us? Does it seem to you as if we starved ourselves of food in order to make ourselves fine clothes? or do you think there is anything wrong in liking to see the coverings of our bodies beautiful like our bodies are? - just as a deer’s or an otter's skin has been made beautiful from the first? Come, what is wrong with you?"
The visitor “bowed before the storm”. 386 But it would be a mistake to regard this view of dress as a simple apologia for personal indulgence and the selfishness of pleasure. It is much more a form of that integration into nature which is one of the motive forces of utopia. “You see,” says Clara to him next morning, “we are not going to make the bright day and the flowers leel ashamed of themselves.” 38 Beauty is a law of nature, and man cannot claim exemption from that law. Even more, this effort to be beautiful is the expression of a new human morality. Clara also speaks of “making ourselves look pleasant to each other”.388 She replies simply to the visitor's surprise at the luxurious silken embroidery which decorates the clothing of a passer-by:
“He could wear shabby clothes if he pleased, — that is, if he didn't think he would hurt people’s feelings by doing so. ”
Morris’s everyday aesthetics are not aestheticism, but an aspect of his humanism.
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the wilderness	fir will Ijt t ontrnt with nothing let* ihao thr propaga
tion of hit ideas try mean* which must result in a social revolution i<> iioii 'oft foe aliird himself with a body with ths aims of which, we must * heritably suppose, fie is only in imperfri t sympathy Judging him by the < ornpany tie keeps, he would disturb the foundation* of Society it) of dec that a higher tnmw value may he given to our carpets; our < iiimney imiainoiti, and our wall-paper* " ’
f he poet usually remained quite indifferent to such attar ks and it was primarily m order to express solidarity with his socialist friend* thai he decid- rd, it few days lain, to reply. He protested tm.ideriially tliat anyone should suppose ‘that I rare only for Art and not for the other sides of the Social Qitetiiom f have been writing about*' 1 It would not be worth recalling this brief and trivial polemic but for the fad that the caricature of Morris's utopia presented by this journalist is basically not far removed from the summary to* terpretatum of if that has become current. There is clearly no hostility involved in the assertion that Morris's utopia is an expression of aesthetkism. I believe that 1 have adequately demonstrated that it is something very different, Nor is there any doubt that if is also that, in equal measure. All the same, it is as well to agree upon the content of such description and not he content with superficial impressions.
If there is mtsurtderstanding or lack of understanding on this point - and there is nothing new or surprising about that — it is because reference is most often made to Morris’s prr-sc* lalist writings rather than to the works of his maturity Pile former, of course, teem with idealistic formulations derived from Kuskiri and the hangover of Pre-Kaphaelitism. Admittedly, his social preoccupations are present and continually expressed, but the cult ol beauty remains the chief concern, to such an extent that, in the earliest lectures, art figures as the cure for all society’* ills and rven as the driving force of any revolution. Following kuskin, Morris was convinced that the fundamental tragedy of the working class lay in its being bound to dreary, dehumanising, mechanical labour:
and they will nome day come to know it, and cry out to foe made
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’{ know by my own feelings and desires what these rnrn warn, what would have savedthem from this Wrww depth of savagery employment which would (otter I heir self-respect and win she praise and sympathy oi their fellow* and dwelling* which they tould tome to with pleasure surroundings which would soothe and elevate them, reasonable labour, reasonable rev. 'there >* only one thing that can give sheen this and that i* art,” *
fhe atm of an, he repeat*, i* “the making of life happy and dignified lor ail people”.
I hi* naive idealism wa* ol thort duration and disappeared completely after 1881. A* Morn*'* socialism took shape, an ceased to be the meant of revolution, but it never ceased being, if not its only end, at least an essential end. and we should always bear in mind the very broad interpretation which the writer put upon the word an At first, the transition from means to end was very confused Nevertheless, in hi* very first lecture, Morris asserted that the future triumph of an is “wrapped up . . with change* political and social that in one way or another we all desire”.* It was precisely because this form or this way were unclear in his mind that his language remained hesitant I ic was still soaked in liberal ideology and thought that it would be enough to “spread the decenc ies of life, so that at the least we may have a field where it will be possible for an to grow” He saluted the workers for their efforts to advance themselves as a class and considered that “by such efforts is art more helped if we artists did but know it than by anything else that is done in our days”."
By 1883, hi* thinking had taken a more vigorous turn. “Popular art,” he wrote to the Mandmtgr Examiner, “has no chance ol a healthy life, or. indeed, ol a life at all, till we are on the way to hit up the terrible gulf between riches and poverty ”, ’ He demanded a social transformation "which will give all people a share in art”.'" He sketched his first dreams of an egalitarian society and declared his conviction that “henceforth it will be no use looking for popular art except in such a Utopia, or at least on the road thither". Once class-divided society had been abolished, the change brought about would be “beneficent in many ways, so especially will it give an opportunity for art" The very existence of art “depends upon the supplanting of the present capitalist system by something better, depends on changing the basts of society”.1' In this field, “as in other matters, there is no hope save in Revolution”.1
So, while art ceases to be a means and becomes an end, it cannot for that reason be divorced from the economic and social process which leads towards that end. Iherc can be no question of pure, disinterested, disembodied beauty, and the mutual interaction of means and end is ineluctibfe and essential; "it is futile indeed to expect any one to speak about art, except in the most superficial way, without encountering those social problems which all serious men are thinking of”. When asked to address the people of Ancoats on aesthetics, Morris refused to observe the traditional limits; "1 have only one
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This atm betante quite * le.it H is nc*rwify to break down flit* old no frrutrurture and r* pl.t** if by a new onr, upon whi* h <«tn grow up a truly human nupemtruuuie saturated in beauty, bven at tbr rink of being, wearisome in the repetition* I cannot »trr*s too strongly thr breadth ol William Morris’s concept of art. hot him, art in thr work Achieved, whatever the nature of thr work; it is joy in creation and one, it r. the degree of civilisation that shapes alt human relationships, it is at ihr peak ol thr who}# suprt Ht ru<tore The meaning of it ift to broad that the word has disappeared horn the I .raffish language by the twenty-second century. But “art is and must be, either ui its abundance or its bareness, in its sincerity or its hollowness, thr expression of the s<M icty amongst which it exists”, 4 Thr new production relationships will give risr to that abundance and that sincerity and we have observed h<nv they flourish in I lie evidence ol daily life, That does not wholly resolve the question, in the demanding eyes ot the utopist What will be the < Itara* ter ist I* v. the m* spir«ttton, the forms of this new art of the communist age;1 Morris believed in the “continuity of history”. Art does not gush forth spontaneously, it i* deter - mined by the so* ial condition* of the moment, but it is also the culmination of a thousand-year-old tradition. The artist does not create out ol nothing 'dead men guide his hand even when he forgets that they ever existed", This long tradition is always many-fold and complex. It has been enriched by the successive contribution! of different civilisations based upon social relationships of different kinds Nor is it transmitted totally in a harmonious synthesis, bach age ha* been led by its own production relationships to selec t from the past some traditionally dominant thread rather than some other, because it better suits its own ideology, which is an ahstra* tton drawn irom its economic basis; and this dominant thread has inspired or guided its particular artistic creation. That is a developmental law which will govern the future, just as it has governed the pant and the present. So Morris found himself constrained to decide, not what the art form* ol the future will be (that would be to prejudge a development whose outline* are obscure), but the historical dominant, the context, the inspiration which will be best suited by the way of life, the needs and the aspirations of the new age.
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I'herefore, the work of William Morris contains a critical examination ol the

pan. made Jess in terms of that past than in those of the future Hu attention tocussed upon three ctviltaations: classical antiquity, the Middle Ages and the modern poat- Kcnattsam e period. For obvious reasons, I shall leave to the last MorrisV thoughts about mediaeval civilisation, for its positive content miibe shown in a brighter light by virtue of contrast with the other two
i shall not spend much time over his critique of ancient art, first because it is subject which he did not consider at great length and, even more, because there was nothing very original about his ideas. Thr judgments he made mostly date from his pre-sot talist period and are faithful echoes of those uttered by Kuskm However we must take them into account, because he never t hanged his opinions in the matter during his later years and they form part of his total outlook
Morris inveighed against the contrast between the high level of the way of life of the free men and the conditions of the slavery upon which it was based.
' f rue they lived a simple life, and did not know of that great curse and bane of art which we call luxury — yet was their society founded upon slavery, slavery, mental as bodily, of the greater part of mankind.”
"An Athenian citizen . . . led a simple, dignified, almost perfect life; but there were drawbacks to happiness perhaps in the lives of his slaves "
This social division inevitably led to harsh discrimination between the arts:
"Thr aristocracy,. , . freed from the necessity of rough and exhausting work by their possession of chattel slaves, who did all that for them, and little oppressed by anxieties for their livelihood had . . . both inclination and leisure to cultivate the higher intellectual arts within the limits which their natural love of matter of fact and hatred of romance prescribed to them; the lesser arts, meantime, being kept in rigid, and indeed slavish subordination to them as was natural.”
There could not be any popular art, in the real sense of the term: “the slavish handicrafts of the time produced things which were certainly not ugly, nay, which may in a sense be considered beautiful; but there was no delight in life in them, they were treated as works of the Jower arts wrought by the lower classes’*.i" As for the nobler arts, the highest expression which was the Greek temple, Morris's judgment was even more contemptuous:
“The narrow superstition of the form of the Greek temple was not a matter of accident, but was the due expression of the exclusiveness and aristocratic arrogance of the ancient Greek mind, a natural result of which was a demand for pedantic perfection in all the parts and details of a building; so that i he inferior parts of the ornament are so slavishly subordinated to the superior, that no invention or individuality is possible in them. '■**'
This greatly praised perfection carries its own condemnation within itself. It was attained “at the expense on the one hand of the full possibilities of epic expression, and on the other of architectonic ornament ”, and it soon declined Into academism. " It sterilised human imagination, because in such an hitecturr “no thought might be expressed that could not be expressed in

perfect form". ' “It made renunciation of many delightful things a necessity”, and turned an into something “hard and unsympathetic”.53 For Morris, an Athenian temple was a terribly dull and monotonous object, comparable with “a table on four legs”.34 The limitations of Hellenic art were set by the absence of any free work-force that might have shown originality and by the practice of handing over to slaves the ornamentation, which was perfect because it was stereotyped: “this perfect art preferred blankness to the richness that might be given by the work of an unrefined and imperfectly taught hand, whatever suggestions of beauty or thought might be in itand so were “crushed all experiment, all invention, and imagination". ’ Morris called this “substantive art” that lacked any “adjective art".34 There was no evidence of “pleasure of labour”, which was “oppressed by the sternness of hieratic art ”. The writer was offended by the lack of humanity that such art betrays: “what a mass of expression of human thought, what a world of beauty that exclusiveness shut out from the light of day”.3' He claims to see proof of it in the quality of the paintings with which ancient pottery is embellished:
“. . . we may partly guess what an astonishing number there must have been of capable and ready draughtsmen in the good times of Greek Art from that great mass of first rate painting on pottery, garnered from the tombs mostly, and still preserved in our museums after all these centuries of violence and neglect. ” 38
While he denounced the aristocratic inhumanity of Greek art, Morris avoided presenting a picture frozen in time. He admitted its evolution, but did so in a rather individual way that is of interest. He speaks of “its first period during which its thoughts outwent its power of expression”; then a second period “when, the expression having reached a point approaching perfection, the exuberance of thought in it had to be repressed to satisfy the exclusive fastidiousness of the Greek mind”; and, finally, a third period, “during which capacity of expression having reached its highest point could go no further, and when there was comparatively little to express by this perfected means, and the classical art was become academical and in fact all but dead".
This academism reappeared among “the plagiarists and compilers of the Augustan age of Rome; the authors of that mass of platitudinous rubbish". By then Roman architecture had encrusted and encumbered itself with “the swathings of ill-understood Greek art”. Nevertheless, Morris allows enormous qualities to the Latins, declaring that they “invented architecture — no less", and that their greatest invention was that of the arch, “the most important invention to house-needing men that has been or can be made”. Thanks to that, architecture ceased to be “fit for nothing but a temple", and it allowed all sorts of building in all sorts of climate, since it could “fit itself to north and south, snow-storm and sand-storm alike”. Architecture of this kind followed, in its constructive part at least, the law of nature; in short, it was a new art — the great art of civilization”. Another discovery to be set to the credit of the Romans was “the noble craft of mosaic”, in which they excelled. But their architectural ornamentation was undoubtedly as servile as that of the Greeks and certainly of worse quality.41 And their art of building should also, without doubt, “be called engineering rather than architecture”.42 Nevertheless, Morris regarded their contribution as more solid than that of the Greeks:

"May I ask you to consider, in case any Athenian gentleman had attempted to build a Gothic cathedral in the days of Pericles, what sort of help he would have had from the slave labour of the day.” 43 On the other hand, among the remains of Latin antiquity we can see “a sign in them of the wave of that great change” which was to be introduced by Byzantine and Gothic art.44
We must admit that in practice Morris did not show uncompromising par* tisanship. Did he not translate the Aeneid and the Odyssey? It is true that Homer pre-dated classical art, and that it was “the people of that time, who were the real authors of the Homeric poems”.4 In Jason and The Earthly Paradise Morris again took up ancient legends, but it is characteristic that he reshaped them into mediaeval forms. It was in the same spirit that he clad the pretty girls in the Hammersmith Guest House in dresses “somewhat between that of the ancient classical costume and the simpler forms of the fourteenth-century garments”. **’ However, Bax has recorded his great surprise when Morris, invited to choose between re-incarnation as a mediaeval baron or an Athenian eupatrid, chose the latter “on the ground of the intellectual life of the classical epoch” which seemed to him to be preferable to “the rudeness of existence in the mediaeval castle”.47 Of course, these are only fleeting thoughts, quite natural in an unbigoted man, and they do nothing to lessen his condemnation of art based on slavery, which could have no place among the inspirations of his utopia. As for Greek temples, “no invention or individuality is possible in them, whence comes a kind of bareness and blankness, a rejection in short of all romance, which does not indeed destroy their interest as relics of past history, but which puts the style of them aside as any possible foundation for the style of the future architecture of the world”. To which should be added the absurdity of imitating in our climate an art open to the sky: it would be an incongruous travesty.
• * *
It is strange that the Marxist critic Lionel M. Munby should have seen Morris as “the last Renaissance man”,49 and he was clearly thinking of his multiplicity of talents. But comparison with Leonardo da Vinci is hardly appropriate, despite this common characteristic. Morris lacked not only the taste but the disposition for the exact sciences, and above all his conception of art was totally different. His aesthetic ideal was popular and decorative, excluding the noble techniques and aristocratic heritage of the Renaissance. That period was at least as obnoxious to him as was classical antiquity. Here again, the influence of Ruskin was decisive, and Morris’s objections are largely those that his old mentor formulated in The Slones of Venice. But the tone is far from being the same. Ruskin uttered his vituperations in the name of a preaching and moralising Protestantism to which Morris could not subscribe: when he repeats Ruskin’s arguments, they are, as it were, secularised and they spring from a humanism which is as far removed from Ruskin s idealism as it is from the Renaissance ideology. SimiJariy, while Ruskin blames the harmful trends on a feudal nobility that neglected its obligations, Morris, enlightened by historical materialism, sees them as the consequence of the rise of bourgeois commercialism and its destruction of human values. His criticism is in no way feudal but democratic. Finally, we must not forget that Ruskin s condemna-

tion, although violent, was passing and he was soon “ de-convert ed” by the revelation of the paintings of Veronese. With Morris, whose reason was less easily ruled by his emotions, condemnation of the civilisation born of the Renaissance was part of a system of thought, it was integrated into his socialism and so it remained for ever.
These are the terms, very different from the language used by Ruskin, in which he sketches the outline of the new era:
“Society was preparing for a complete recasting of its elements: the Mediaeval Society of Status was in process of transition into the modern Society of Contract. New classes were being formed to fit the new system of production which was at the bottom of this; political life began again with the new birth of bureaucracy; and political, as distinguished from natural, nationalities were being hammered together for the use of that bureaucracy, which was itself a necessity to the new system. And withal a new religion was being fashioned to fit the new theory of life: in short, the Age of Commercialism was being born.”
At the artistic level, the transition was rapid and sealed the break with mediaeval values. “The men of the Renaissance looked at the thousand years behind them as a deedless blank, and all that lay before them as a perpetual triumphal march.” 1 This brutal rejection of ten centuries ol art aroused Morris’s indignant contempt:
“Now it was the very essence of the academic pedantry to which the Renaissance led, as its natural degradation, that it was ignorant of real history: for it history fell asleep some time about the death of Nero to wake in Italy in the days of Kaiser Maximilian: all that had gone before the days of Pericles was a vague, ill-understood, empty dream: all that took place after the first palmy days of the Roman empire was but a confused jostling of barbarous people not worth looking at or considering ...
The knowledge and hope together of these men of the Renaissance bred in them an absurd contempt for the just-past pure mediaeval times, and in the arts the result of that contempt was that for the first time since art began men looked backward for their ideal of beauty and fitness.”
The “new pedants of the Renaissance” subjected the world again to the ossified forms of classical art.” There is a blatant contrast between the material ambitions of this individualistic age and the retrograde nature of its aesthetics.
“But, strange to say, to this living body of social, political, religious, scientific New Birth was bound the dead corpse of a past art. On every other side it bade men look forward to some change or other, were it good or bad: on the side of art, with the sternest pedagogic utterance, it bade men look backwards across the days of the ‘Fathers and famous men that begat them’, and in scorn of them, to an an that had been dead a thousand years before . . . Henceforth the past was to be our present, and the blankness of its dead wall was to shut out the future from us.'”4
Morris certainly did not deny the merits of the new age, nor the progress it

had initiated. He was too conscious of the laws of historical development to deny the need for such transformations: the new system marked a decisive turn, ing-point in human history:
amidst all the ugliness and confusion which it brought with it, it was a necessary instrument for the development of freedom of thought and the capacities of man; for the subjugation of nature to his material needs. This Great Change, I say, was necessary and inevitable, and on this side, the side of commerce and commercial science and politics, was a genuine new birth. On this side it did not look backward but forward: there had been nothing like it in past history; it was founded on no pedantic model; necessity, not whim, was its craftsmaster”.55
The period was inspired by “genuine and powerful enthusiasm”,14 and “many things were newborn then which have since brought forth fruit enough Even in the realm of art, there are works which are to be admired as "the results of their own wonderful individuality”, and in which we can see “the outburst of the expression of splendid and copious genius”. But in Morris 's view this outburst of beauty was just a survival of the impetus of the Middle Ages: “this glorious art was the fruit of the five centuries of free popular art which preceded it. and not of the rise of commercialism which was contemporaneous with it; for the glory of the Renaissance faded out with strange rapidity as commercial competition developed”.5 These great men “were really but the fruit of the blossoming-time, the Gothic period”,"1 “the fruit of the old, not the seed of the new order of things 61 A phenomenon of this kind was particularly noticeable in England, where architectural beauty survived longer than on the continent. When one looks at Elizabethan or Jacobean buildings, “even behind the quaint affectation of stilted pomp and would-be learning which not seldom oppresses it”, their architecture has a homeliness and love of life which makes it pleasant human and even in a sense beautiful".
“It will not bear criticism but it forces us to love it in spite of ail defects. But you must always keep in mind that it is not its super-imposed defects that make it lovable but the tradition still lingering in it which has remained from the times of art which produced work at once logical and beautiful: it is not the Renaissance form which we love in it, but the Gothic spirit. ” u
On the other hand. Renaissance art, in its purest continental form, has set a disastrous seal upon the separation between the masses and the dlite. It had become “the exclusive privilege of a few, and has taken from the people their birthright”.6' The increase of the power of money, by accentuating class divisions, has exalted the noble arts and brought the popular arts into contempt. “Since the last days of the Middle Ages the creation of an intellectual aristocracy has been, so to say, the spiritual purpose of civilization side by side with its material purpose of supplanting the aristocracy of status by the aristocracy of wealth.”64 “Now the vulgar were beyond the pale, and the insults which the Greek slave-holders and the Roman tax-sweaters of old cast upon the people, upon all men but a chosen few, were brought forth and tricked up again in fantastic guise to adorn the day of boundless hope” ** In this

upheaval, “adjective art” lost all opportunity of survival and “substantive art ’’ was condemned to die by inches in noble solitude "amusing the upper classes”. “Commercialism killed all art for the workman, depriving him necessarily of the power of appreciating its higher, and the possibility of producing its subsidiary form.” 66 The age of the mediaeval artisan was rapidly approaching its end:
“By that time Europe had begun to transform the great army of ar- tist-craftsmen, who had produced the beauty of her cities, her churches, manor-houses and cottages, into an enormous stock of human machines, who had little chance of earning a bare livelihood if they lingered over their toil to think of what they were doing: who were not asked to think, paid to think, or allowed to think. ” 67
As for the artists, they were slowly losing ail contact with life:
“... whereas once men were taught to look through the art at that which
the art represented, they were now taught to deem the art an end in
itself, and that it mattered nothing whether the story it told was believed _ ,> > 68 or not .
For the Renaissance sculptor or painter, as for the artist in the days of Pericles, the most important aim was the attainment of perfection of form and appreciation for his talent, his skill and his knowledge. Like Ruskin, Morris detested Michaelangelo, and his diatribes, as reported by his son-in-law Sparling, are certainly less polished than those of his mentor:
“Now, you take his Moses, and you can see that Moses himself or what Moses stood for didn't interest him a little bit; or, at any rate, not enough, compared to turning Moses into a peg to hang his own cleverness on. He made of poor old Moses an opportunity for showing off his knowledge of anatomy and skill of hand. What he really liked was to pile up difficulties for the sake of coping with them, foreshortenings, and bunched up muscles, and that sort of thing, and he took jolly good care that they were such as every-one could see. ” 69
In this way, art became a pointless aristocratic game, and its functions were reduced to noble uselessness. Whereas in the Middle Ages the village artisan decorated the least useful objects with the same loving care as the mason devoted to carving the cathedral stones, the Renaissance artist, when he deigned to leave the easel or the block of marble, only ornamented luxurious furniture and articles. The spirit of the Renaissance was at the beginning of “the severance of art from the daily lives of men”.70
This art, devoted to the service of the great ones of the world and pedantically petrified to classical canons, had its finished — and most detestable - expression in architecture. Very few buildings have aroused Morris's peevishness to the same extent as St. Peter’s in Rome, “the very type, it seems to me, of pride and tyranny, of all that crushes the love of art in simple people, and makes art a toy of little estimation for the idle hours of the rich and cultivated”. . The starchy coldness of St. Peter’s, just like that of St. Paul’s, which is a dreary imitation of it, suggests to him the “taste of a man who should prefer his lady-love bald”.

“St Peter's in Rome. St Paul's in I-ondon were not built to be beautiful, or to be beautiful and convenient. They were not built to be homes of the citizens in their moments of exaltation, their supreme grief or supreme hope, but to be proper, respectable, and therefore to show ihe due amount of cultivation, and knowledge of the only people and times that in the minds of their ignorant builders were not ignorant barbarians "
Could it have been otherwise in an age when architecture had ceased to be the common effort of the whole people? “
Literature fares no better in Morris’s eyes. He deplores “the loss of romance on the one hand, and epical sincerity and directness on the other, which the flood-tide ol Renaissance rhetoric presently inflicted on the world”. In fact, his position on this point is less fully expressed and is less clear-cut. His knowledge of continental literature of the sixteenth century appears to have been insignificant, apart from a brief disdainful comment, “Certainly Montaigne was ‘one of the seven humbugs of Christendom’ ”, quoted by his daughter May, * and apparently his knowledge even of Elizabethan authors was somewhat summary. Mackail tells us that “the Elizabethans and later authors he knew very imperfectly and read but little”.75 It is probable as well that sixteenth-century English literature, which was still far removed from classical puritv. was not able to provoke his ire to the same extent as the plastic arts. But Compton-Rickett does record an occasion when he produced uproar in a fleet Street pub by noisily inveighing against Elizabethan dramatists, Cyril Tourneur in particular, and he relates that Morris ended his diatribe by declaring that “the use of blank verse as a poetic medium ought to be stopped by Act of Parliament". '* Spenser aroused no enthusiasm. “I have read the whole of the Faerie Queen, w ithout being interested in the characters; but it is beautiful verse."
His attitude towards Shakespeare was considerably more ambiguous. During his student years at Oxford, he and his friends often met together and enthusiastically read the comedies and tragedies aloud. A few years later, in 1857. when he and Burne-Jones shared the incredible glory-hole in Red Lion •Square, the pair of them, along with Rossetti, spent many an evening at the theatre, faithfully following Kean’s performances at the Princess’s: Richard 11 delighted Morris by "the beautiful fluency and copiousness of the language" ' Again in 1885, when asked by the Pall Malt Gazelle to list his hundred favourite books, he put Shakespeare at the top of the poets mentioned.
In 1893 he published Vtrms and Adams and Thr Rapr oj Lucrece at the Kelmscott Press, and even thought of a complete edition of the plays. It was one of the many projects he was obliged to drop, and it went no further than proofs of Macbeth. " In fact, Morris went into the theatre very little in his maturity. He was irritated by the styles of acting and the dramatic practices of his day, and his daughter May tell* us that he found it particularly intolerable to watch the “representation of the chronicie-plays and the romantic plays ol Shakespeare, where the stage convention, the modern ’tradition*’, the tricks of diction and all the elaborations and parade of the modern setting rang falsely on an ear tuned to another key/’ All this evidence would appear to suggest a quite bvrly appreciation of Shakespearian theatre, so it it the more surprising to find

among the notes left by Sir Sydney Cockerell comments such as this: "Shakespeare did not much attract me, as I have not much sympathy with the dramatic form.” *' On another occasion, referring to the bad influence of the great dramatist, "he said that the tyranny of Shakespeare’s example had been injurious to modern play writers, and that no modern play should contain soliloquies”.These remarks are confirmed by May Morris: "Shakespeare had done great harm to the drama, he thought, having imposed a certain- tradition on the future, which no one after him has been strong enough to get away from. ” *' All of which would leave us rather in the dark had not Bernard Shaw, with one stroke of his pen, provided us with the key to balanced judgment. Describing Morris’s literary tastes, he says simply: “Shakespear |jtc| was not in the Morris movement, which was strongly anti-rhetorical”; “ a phrase reminiscent of that used by Ed. Bernstein to describe Morris: “Rhetoric, properly speaking, was not natural to him; his whole nature was, il I may say so, anti-rhetorical.” *' So the thing that put our poet off was simply a certain conventional form of expression that he regarded as typical of the Renaissance. It would, indeed, be difficult to imagine him unmoved by Shakespeare’s epic verve. It would be even more difficult to imagine his failing to perceive, as he did so well in the case of More’s Utopia, the clash between mediaeval tradition and the civilisation of the “new men”, which resounds loudly throughout the Shakespearian tragedies and which has been plainly revealed by contemporary Marxist criticism. This picture of the threat to the Middle Ages is the very thing that Morris would most have appreciated in Shakespeare and he probably had it in mind in News from Nowhere at the point where Dick shows the visitor, as they cross Holborn, the site of the Bishop of Ely’s house mentioned in Richard II, arousing admiration in the visitor for this man of the communist age “who read Shakespeare and had not forgotten the Middle Ages”.™1
So we can see plainly that Morris’s condemnation of the Renaissance proper is one of principle, and is directed against the state of affairs on the Continent rather than that in England, which was less quick to accept the new standards. Nevertheless, the condemnation is absolute, because for him the Renaissance was primarily the arrival, the necessary but baneful arrival, of the bourgeoisie. It marked the jettisoning of the popular creative traditions of mediaeval art, and the beginning of a mercantile age characterised by the slow decay of an art that was divorced from the people. For him it was forever “death or cataleptic sleep“They called it a new birth, not a death sickness as they should have done.”*1 To make an accurate assessment, one has to measure its extent and its effects upon the centuries that followed, during that “period of blight which was introduced by the so-called Renaissance”.
* * *
The seventeenth century was the “period of transition into corruption". “The fine arts .. . lost every atom of beauty and dignity, and retained little even of the ingenuity of the earlier Renaissance.” They became “mere adjuncts of pomp and state, the expression of the insolence of riches and complacency of respectability”; their only value for us is as evidence of the '“incurable corruption of society .

French literature of the grand akle forms a natural target for Morris's invective At i ording to him, it produced “little except worthlessly dever essays and still more worthless verses that have no claim to be called poetry''. The French versifiers may hold one's attention by their pomp and style, but, for the rest, they are "unreal and lifeless”. Only Moliere wins any approval from him: "the life and genuineness of his comedies serves to show the corruption of the times as dearly as the dead classicalism of Racine". He was "the one man of genius of the time", and he came to express disillusioned scepticism. A “sham love of simplicity'' developed side by side with "sham tragedy”, in the form of a pastoral genre which was an insult to the poverty of the peasants and was nothing but "inane imitations of the later classics".
Morris had little to say about the English literature of the same period. The only poet against whom he took up the cudgels was John Milton, for whom he felt deep aversion, "though he sometimes betrayed more knowledge of him than he would have been willing to admit" 95 (a perversity on Morris's part with which we are becoming very familiar!). On this subject, the feelings he expressed to Sir Sydney Cockerell are quite clear: “I did not care for Milton; the essence of him was rhetoric, though he was of course a wonderful versifier.Those he expressed to Yeats are of the same kind: “Milton, though he had a great earnest mind, expressed himself as a rhetorician. ’ But thete were other reasons for his hostility. “He cannot abide either Milton s puntanism," reports William Clarke, “or what he regards as his false classicism, and he stamps his critical foot down unmercifully on Paradise Lost and II Pmsernso." n Morris himself made no mystery of these reasons. Explaining why Milton did not appear in his list of favourite poets, he wrote to the Pall Mall (iazettr: “the union in his work of cold classicalism with Puritanism (the two things which I hate most in the world) repels me so that I eartml read him
So everything about seventeenth-century culture was rejected, both the impoverishment of life, whether in its French aristocratic form or its English bourgeois-religious form, as well as the art common to both these forms, from which everything natural was missing.
But that was only a transition. While the seventeenth century aroused nothing but deep repugnance in Morris, the eighteenth roused him to fury. For him the period was, “the slough of despond".,m This “vile Pompadour period” was marked by “restless and w’eary vacuity of mind”, and the demands of fashion had “forgotten that there was such a thing as art ”. May relates that, when he spoke to his intimates about the writers of that period, he abused them "in unclassic and richly figurative language’’.I"' When he addressed the public through his lectures, his language may -have been more polished, but its tone was no Jess violent. Their literature “entirely lacks all imaginative qualities, has in it in fact nothing save . . . cleverness, readiness and confidence":
Not only does poetry seem dead in the 18th century, but if you attempt to wade through the books of verses of the time which insult the name of poetry, you find that even the commonplace English of the time was too romantic to satisfy the writer’s hatred of imagination and humanity, and that he has been obliged to invent a new language which

can barely be understood without a dictionary by us of the 19th century.”
He described the school of the “Augustan Age” as “Bigwiggery”. "M He felt a special aversion for Pope on account of his “scrawls at humanity”. He hated this “literature produced by a few word-spinning essayists and prosaic versifiers, like Addison and Pope, priding themselves on a well-bred contempt for whatever was manly or passionate or elevating in the past of their own language, while their devotion to the classical times . . . had sunk to nothing but a genteel habit of expression”. 06 His feelings for Doctor Johnson were distinctly uncharitable, despite the resemblance Mackail claimed to discern between the two111 (and the latter’s emphasis is a little suspect, appearing to arise from a desire to give Morris a patina of respectability). It is a fatft that our poet “admired Johnson the man; but Johnson the writer he abominated".""
Morris was at his most vehement when speaking of the fine arts of the eighteenth century. In them he saw the most distressing evidence of where the pathways indicated by the masters of the Renaissance were to lead: “these great men were dead, and lesser men of the ordinary type were masquerading in their garments”.1 The taming of the artist had become complete. All those “were turned, what few of them were aught else than pretentious daubers, into courtly flatterers of ill-favoured fine ladies and stupid supercilious lords". "" The work “done entirely by ‘artists’ so-called and showing sometimes in the best pictures painted at the period a certain flippant cleverness as to invention and an amount of low manual dexterity in the execution which made the said pictures quite good enough for their purpose, the amusement namely of idle fine gentlemen and ladies”.111 Among all these painters, the one most violently arraigned by Morris was Sir Joshua Reynolds: he was their “king" and their most typical representative:
“I call upon you ... to shake off the bondage of sham admiration, and tell me what it is further than these qualities of cleverness, readiness, and confidence that you really like in the acres of canvas covered by Sir Joshua Reynolds, and on which such floods of adulation have been and I fear will be lavished: I ask you to look at them with your own eyes and not through those of art critics and tell me what you see in them; in that regiment presentation of the dullest men ever born, and the plainest women the world has ever seen whom not even the flattery of the courtly painter could turn into anything else than the simpering, vulgar fine ladies that they were: and all this smoothed down with commercial conventionality just fit for the period which was bringing to birth the final triumph of commerce and saw nothing beyond it, no glimmer of the change which 1 fervently hope is now on the way." 1
So the Renaissance leads not only to decadence, but to a dead end. "We have gone a long and weary way certainly,* writes Morris bitterly, “from Ely Cathedral to Gower Street, from Giotto to Joshua Reynolds, from ifioipulf to
The Rape of the Lock. ” 114 However, he remarks, it is “strange too that very death is contemporaneous with ncw-birth of something at all events; for out of all despair sprang a new time of hope lighted by the torch of the French Revolution”. Morns had no

illuriom afx»ut its meaning; H marked the triumph of the bourgeoisie which ‘after .1 ionu and violent struggle, has < onquercd and is supreme from* henceforth \ But it smashed thr established order, gave a new freshness to feelings and brought in a spirit of opposition and revolt which nothing would ever be able to kill First was Romanticism, then Prr-Raphaelitism and the message of Ruskin These are heralds of the* future, in so far as they exalt the ancient human values that had for so long been despised. M? They arc capable of bring the enthusiasm of the revolutionaries who will one day found a new society upon the rums of the old. Meanwhile, the latter is still firmly established and its triumphant commercial civilisation prolongs the long agony of art which began in the sixteenth century with the arrival of the bourgeoisie and the degrading of the people to soulless mechanical labour. We sec, says Morris, ''the successive waves of degradation, the blindness of middle-class pumaniMn, the brutality of the eighteenth-century squicrarchy, and the stark idea I Jess stupidity of the early nineteenth century”. !* All that had its beginnings in "the false taste of the Renaissance”.
‘ By the first years of the seventeenth century that degradation had befallen the art in Europe, in fact it was becoming, or had become no longer an art, but a trade, as we very properly nowadays call work, which is really but an accident of the profit-market . . . the great flood of the vileness of the eighteenth century swamped everything, and prepared the way for the inanity of the nineteenth. ”
Morris insists upon the continuance of that decline and upon its origin. "There are many artists at present who do not sufficiently estimate the enormity, the portentousness of this change, and how closely it is connected with the Victorian Architecture of the brick box and the slate lid, which helps to make us the dullards that we are . . . The greater part of what we now call architecture is but an imitation of an imitation, the result of a tradition of dull respectability . . .**	.. i, m
Therefore the Renaissance, "as an epoch of art, can teach us nothing Academic art, "developed from that misreading of history which we call the Renaissance, will prove a barren stem”. If we wish to discover true ait, we must "forget three hundred years and go to school with the craftsmen and the painters of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries”. u2 These late dates may be surprising, but it is plain that here Morris is orientating himself by the facts of English history. When he refers to the Middle Ages in a more general sense he usually has the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries in mind.
* + *
In an earlier chapter of my study, I indicated the breadth of Morris s knowledge of the A fiddle Ages and the debt he owed to the historical science of his day. Similarly I have noted the lasting influence upon him of Cobbett, Carlyle and Ruskin above all. But this passion for the Middle Ages went back to his earliest childhood. Mackail has justly underlined the archaic traits in the life of the Morris family.t2' He was brought up on Walter Scott and his father introduced him early to the beauty of cathedrals. He devoured books at Marlborough and at Oxford and for a short time lost himself in the mystical

and sensual nostalgia of the High Church trend. Thi* romantic, past-seeking mediaevalism was followed by the escapist mediaeval ism of the Pre-Raphaelite phase, expressed in his poetic work up to 7he Earthly Paradise. After that came the more concrete mediaevalism of the Firm’s experiments in handicraft and then the militant mediaevaltsm of “Anti-Scrape” This last activity, by show- ine him the baneful rAle of private interests, contributed to the development of his socialism. From then on, mediaeval ism, absorbed into his social outlook, took on two aspects, the first critical, with the Middle Ages serving as a contrast to the bourgeois society he was attacking, the other utopian, to the extent that Morris looked to mediaeval values as the only possible historical inspiration for days to come on the aesthetic, ethical and social levels. It is, of course, this latter aspect which engages our attention at present.
Contrary to ancient art, and even more so to the art which came out of the Renaissance, mediaeval art was “organic art ... in which people shared”
In this art “the harmonious co-operation of free intelligence was carried to the furthest point which has yet been attained”.125 It was “the work of the associated labour and thought of the people'\126 and this collective spirit found its most striking expression in the building of cathedrals:
. . in which work each knows that his success or failure will exalt or mar the whole; so that each man feels responsible for the whole; of which there is no part unimportant, nor any office degrading: every pair of hands is moved by a mind which is in concert with other minds, but freely and in such a way that no individual intelligence is crushed or wasted, and in such work, while the work grows the workers’ minds grow also: they work not like ants or live machines, or slaves to a machine - but like men”.
The obvious indication of this collective passion for fine workmanship is the extraordinary number of splendid buildings relative to the small total of the population of England, which Morris estimates, in the fourteenth century, at lour millions, among whom we must naturally reckon “the regular proportion of women, children and idlers”. As we go across England, from one parish or one city to another, we find in each a humble church or a massive structure “the very sight of which fills us with a kind of awe at the patience and skill which produced them”.128
One of the essential bases for this achievement, which was both individual and collective, was the absence of any division of labour. The mode of production “used the whole of a man for the production of a piece of goods and not small portions of many men; it developed the workman’s whole intelligence according to his capacity, instead of concentrating his energy on one-sided dealing with a trifling piece of work”.129 In those times, “a man knew his work from end to end, and felt responsible for every stage of its progress” For this reason, they were all “working, every one of them, more or less as artists”. There was no difference in kind between artisan and artist; all artisans were artists, and “they only differed in degree”.' ‘
So none among them ever expected to receive “any special reward lor the beauty or invention of his work”. Still less did anyone expect the reward of glory'; “only a few of those who had very special gifts of hand and brain have so much as left their names behind them”; “no one knows, e g., the name of the

man who efcmcricd WwiTuiWtf Abbey '\ :V* and it h interesting to note. Moms, that ibis * ‘work of art wtuch bos no individual architect $ name*** nccted with it, and ts okiOMih o work of 00-eperatn* art, should be «f *4K*h itnmmUed beauty" He invites us to '‘contrast the dungeon^k? prapnm of S: Paul > the ^ <\rk of a famous * architect, with the free unapna. trw and dehcate beauts of the peopie-buih Gothic churches, that were raised tn	v	had	no architect over them, and who did their work for the
reward of a finer hfc, and needed no fame as an extra It was the collective pea- pie. and not a tew miraculous individuals who have produced ail worthy. that is all genuine, art in the past"."There was no Plato, or Shakespeare, or Xf*chaefar^gek) amongst" these humble folk.Not a single name of all these creators has survived, "their work only is left, and ail that came of it. and ail that is to come of it" More recent historical research has greath undermined the legend of the anonymous builders of cathedrals,but it is not my purpose here to discuss the validity of Morris's assertions on the potm They conformed to the beliefs of his time and they were part of a comprehensive view of the past w hich was not, for him, an end in itself: what counts above ail « "all that is to come of it".
The individual major arts had little place in this collective enthusiasm which left each worker his responsibility, his freedom and his initiative, within his acceptance of the whole plan, but the decorative arts, on the other hand, flourished extraordinarily.
' ‘Substantive art almost disappeared and gave place to a fresh development of adjective art, so rich and copious as to throw into the shade entirely the adjective art of the past, and to fill up the void caused by the waning of substantive art *'
This art of decoration was not slavish, mechanical and monotonous like that of Antiquity and like that of the Renaissance was to be. It was popular in its inspiration as in it* execution, it w as of enormous human significance and did not allow itself to be bound by any one range of expression:
"Now as there was in it some melancholy and abundant sentiment, so also there was no stint of humour: that liberty or knowledge of necessity which was the mainspring of it insured that: rough but kindly humour is an essential part of all the Gothic of the North at least; a wish to scare nobody away by contempt or pride, a feeling as near as may be the opposite of that which is the motive feeling of the pedantic art of the Renaissance. Here then we have the characteristics of Gothic Art: Jf was common to the whole people; it was free, progressive, hopeful, full of human sentiment and humour. **
Morris himself gives an imaginary example of popular vengeful humour when he describes the fresco in the church where he talked with John Ball of "the Doom of the last Day, in which the painter had not spared either kings or bishops, and in which a lawyer with his blue coif was one of the chief figures in the group which the Devil was hauling off to hell ” M!
Precisely because this art was "the work not of individual but collective genius; the expression of a great body of men conscious of their union’*,142 it was not addressed to an €iite. The builders and decorators were assured of "a

v t .H,blu vs ho could appreciate them; nor could that public have existed but for the constant unconscious education which was going on in those days by means of the ordinary work of the ordinary handicraftsmen".M All those things which today appear to be works of art were “common wares, bought ami sold in am market'*, and their beauty "surrounded ail life'* Art was not only the bond to the co-operation of the producers, but also that which united producer and user in one brotherhood. These artists "had no one but artists to work for, since every one was a potential artist". So every object in everyday use was modelled and decorated with care, 'the mind of the workman was allowed full play and freedom in producing it": the price of the article was not thereby increased, because "it was a matter of course that such things should be ornamented, and the ornament was given and not sold".
"All people who made anything shared in art, as well as all people who used the things so made",and these things were made "for direct use" and not, as today, "as exchange-wares for the worid-market". The artisan "sold them himself to the man who was going to use them". Because of "this direct intercourse between the maker and the consumer of the goods", people in general were "good judges of manufactured wares, and, in consequence, the art, or religion rather, of adulteration was scarcely known". The modern idea of an objel d'art was as inconceivable as that of shoddy goods: "even man that made anything made it a work of art besides a useful piece of goods". ' Beauty and usefulness were intimately mingled, and the directly human element of manufacture and exchange gave it irreplaceable natural value. This brotherly humanity was made the warmer by the inevitable imperfection of handicraft production, and by the lack of commercial ftmsh which standardises products. Despite any crudeness, "it was always intelligent work; there was a man’s mind in it always, and abundant tokens of human hopes and fears, the sum of which makes life for all of us".,s< It expressed "thought and emotion ... in spite of any rudeness of drawing or shortcoming in knowledge". ~ It was the work of "eager minds not too proud to tell us of their imperfect thoughts".I5>
I his flowering of beauty was encouraged by the eternal presence of a natural setting that had not yet been sullied and disfigured by the age of commerce. Even when the artisan lived in a town, "the fields and sweet country come dose up to his house, and he at whiles occupies himself in working in them" in those days everyone was interested in architecture and "the green fields coming close to his own doors".The appearance of the town itself was a work of art, which would encourage the artisan to artistic creativity.
"Consider London of the fourteenth century: a smallish town, beautiful from one end to the other; streets of low white-washed houses with a big Gothic church standing in the middle of it: a town surrounded by walls, with a forest of church towers and spires, besides the cathedral and the abbeys and priories; every one of the houses in it, nay, every’ shed, bearing in it a certain amount of absolute, definite, distinct conscientious art".
The villages were no less beautiful, with "their churches, some big and handsome, some small and curious, but all crowded with altars and furniture, and gay with pictures and ornaments". There were to be iound "many

religious houses, with their glorious architecture, the beautiful manor-house* some of them castles once, and survivals from an earlier period, some new an<j elegant "** The houses made the streets ‘‘lovely to the eye and elevating to the mind: the plan of them was handy and reasonable according to what their indwellers demanded of a house; so far from blotching a fair landscape with ugliness, they themselves made . . . the chief beauty ol the landscape" ' h seems difficult to maintain that alt these pictures do not include a degree of idealisation, and Margaret Grennan would seem to be reasonable in actusing Morris, when he described the village visited by John Ball, of drawing a veil over anything offensive to the eyes and producing a picture that is certainly attractive but probably fallacious.1
However, one could not claim that Morris’s vision of the Middle Age* was inspired by a systematic intention of deliberate idealisation Despite his enthusiasm, and with great honesty, he did not hesitate to recognise that Middle Ages reality did not resemble paradise.
“I have been astonished when I have looked into the popular art of past ages to find art so refined and elegant done in times so rude and rough: work bearing so many tokens of quick wit and invention done m times so ignorant and superstitious: works showing as many signs of freedom of thought and pleasure in life and external nature in days which seem to us to have been so full of oppression, gloom and turmoil."
He even goes a great deal further, considering that this art which he admires so greatly might have reached a higher level if the soc ial relationships had been different :
“I quite admit that the oppression and violence ol the Middle Ages had its effect on the art of those days, its shortcomings are traceable to them; they repressed art in certain directions, I do not doubt that
In his manual of socialism, a whole chapter is devoted to what he calls The Hough Side of the Middle Ages", and he sums up his charges as follows
The shortcomings of the life of the Middle Ages resolve themselves m the main, firstly, to the rudeness of life and absence of material t ointort* secondly, to the clement of oppression and violence in which men lived. and thirdly, to the ignorance and superstition which veiled so much ot our truth from their minds."
Equally severe judgments can be found in all Morris's writing 1 hr Middle Ages was "the most superstitious epoch of the world", 4 a period "confusion and misery", 4 "barbarous, superstitious, unpeace! uF\ wbefl "men mu under grinding tyrannies, amidst violence and fear so great, that nowadays we wonder how they lived through twenty-four hours of it" ** Morri* denies being "a mere praiscr of past times" He knows that life then "whs often rough and evil enough, beset by violent e, superstition* ignorance, slavery", and that the only consolation lay in pleasure in work * "Much of what wa* due to ihr Life of Man upon Earth*1 was frequently lot gotten.1* Morris goes so far as to praise Froissart because, m his (Mtmuln "hr never think* of softening any enormity of the lordly tyranny which hr served 1 He

himself, in a beautiful itory written in 1888, A Aw/j Lnvm. vigorously denounces the oppression and exploitation to which the peasants were subjected, “labouring for the fruit they should never eat, and the wine they should never drink" living in dread of their lord, eternally condemned to exhausting toil
Morris recognised all that, and yet the ills which lie observed scented infinitely less serious than those which oppressed the workers of the nineteenth century There were distressing sights, “but they were caused by the destruction of wares, not as now b> the making of them" The Middle Ages knew war and devastation, but, “ruin bore on its face the tokens of its essential hKirousness; today it is prosperity that is externally ugly".1'* They knew tyranny, but “the worst tyrants of the days of violence were but feeble tormentors c ompared with those Captains ol Industry who have taken the pleasure of work away from the workmen" ' If art filled with beauty and hope was able to flourish despite all oppression, it was “because the instruments of that oppression were grossly obvious, and were external to the work of the craftsman". ‘ It ts supremely important to bear in mind that the oppression was carried on openly, without recourse to the subtle disguises assumed today The exploitation of the worker “was carried out quite crudely without any concealment or excuse by arbitrary taxation or open violence",' 4 he suffered “more from spasmodic arbitrary violence than from chronic legal oppression" % I he repressive laws were ferocious, but “after all, the Mediaeval folk acted after their conscience . . , and they were ready to bear what they tnfitctcd on others; whereas the nineteenth century ones were hypocrites and pretended to be humane".14 The roughness of life “made people less sensitive to bodily pain than they are now. Their nerves were not so high-strung as ours are, so that the apprehension of torture or death did not weigh heavily upon them . Death, moreover, to them seemed but a tern- porarv interruption of the course of their life". And are they to. be blamed for the roughness of Itte? “Men do not suffer from the lack of comforts which they have never had before their eyes, and of which they cannot even conceive . Diere is no degradation in mere external roughness of life". Just as we should find it a hardship to be suddenly transported in^o the Middle Ages, is it not tor*enable that mediaeval man “would probably be as ill at ease amid the ‘comforts’ of modem London*" This poverty that is so much stressed “must have been something totally unlike and surely far less degrading than the misery of modem Whitechapel, from which not even the faintest scintilla of art can be struck". Ignorance and superstition, too, are relative phenomena: “what to us has become superstition was to them science", and who knows whether our science will not be "the superstition of future times *V As we see, recognition of the negative aspects of the Middle Ages was accompanied by that of many moderating circumstances. At the end df hit critical consider,* - non of the centuries gone by, Morris declares: “We do not stand forward as apologists for them except in relation to modem times";' but it is quite certain that, tft his eyes, the positive aspects heavily tip the balance, andcocv* stitute a sum of value* more worthy than any other to inspire his utopw One must take care not to regard this assessment of values as the culmination of an Idealistic approach resembling Ruskin'« f or Moms, their nature and their quality do noc derive from any mystic torce. Mediaeval an could only

have arisen in given social and material conditions. “People have soma' supposed,” he writes, “that the motive power for it was religious enthusil^ or the spirit of chivalry, whatever that may be, but such theories are no** pfoded: history has been illuminated since then by careful research.” ' *Onf might even say that his deep-seated materialism carries him a long way since all he wishes to retain of mediaeval religion is its rejection of any division between the material universe and the heavenly universe: “earth and heaven are not two but one”, declares John Ball,179 and in News from Nowhere old Hammond sees this feeling of unity as the reason why the men of the Middle Ages "loved and adorned” life upon earth.1 He clearly tends to minimise the importance of religion, which was a living superstructure, simultaneously influenced by and influencing the development of mediaeval art, to concentrate alt his attention upon material conditions and social relationships, but this was undoubtedly because his eyes were turned towards the future as much as towards the past, because his study of the Middle Ages was not aimless, and he was seeking what he needed to find. It must be admitted that on this point, however great his mastery of Marxism, he lays himself wide open to the charge of mechanicalism.
Nevertheless, he must be given the credit of having put the consideration of social realities in place of the romantic vision: his Middle Ages is not that of the Pre-Raphaelites. He was above all interested in the lot of the workers, and sought to discover what it was in the conditions of their existence which encouraged such a blossoming of art. Within this society, apparently fixed within a rigid framework, “there was going on a keen struggle of classes which carried with it the hope of progress of those days”: a struggle of serfs, of journeymen, of corporations.1,1 However, as Marx and Engels had already indicated in The German Ideology, the class struggle can only reach its full intensity with the advent of large-scale industry. Until then, the outlines of the various social divisions remain vague and overlap, and one is still a long way from the harsh bipolarisation of the industrial era. That is a fact which Morris frequently stresses and that he puts to the credit of mediaeval society. Of all past social arrangements, that is the one least marked by inequality and therefore the most suitable for the development of a great communal art foreshadowing that of the communist age.
Even though violence and despotism were commonplace, and the privileged felt no need of hypocritical manoeuvrings to impose their domination, “the workers were no worse off than now but better”.18 Despite the general harshness of the conditions of life, “the struggle for livelihood . . . was far less hard than it is at present; considering the prices of necessaries at the time the earnings of both labourers and skilled artisans were far higher than they are now”. ’ Here Morris relies directly upon the works of Thorold Rogers,IM of whom Marx said that he had written “the first authentic ‘History of Prices’ of the time that we possess”.1,5 In the nineteenth century, the working class found itself “in a far worse position as to food, housing and clothing than any but the extreme fringe of the corresponding class in the Middle Ages”.186 To these more favourable material conditions must be added the greater extent of leisure-time. The mediaeval artisans “worked shorter hours than we do and had more holidays. They worked deliberately and thoughtfully as all artists do . Every year m those days, there were “downright play-days and

there were ninety-six obligatory ones”.1 8 So life, even simple, “has not always meant overwork and anxiety”. The mediaeval artisan was an independent worker. He “sets to work at his own time, in his own house” and “what ornamentation there shall be on his finished work he himself determines”. In this fourteenth century, when there were no electoral rights and no unions, he himself, in friendly collaboration with his fellows, assured his own defence, and, more than once in his life, “he has had to take the bow or brown-bill from the wall . . . nor wholly unsuccessfully then”. 1 Morris does not seem to have painted an unduly rosy picture of the condition of the mediaeval worker, either urban or rural. The great plague had caused a shortage of labour that favoured a successful protection of wages and standard of living, thus taking the sting out of the restrictive measures of the Statute of Labourers. The situation was particularly good in Kent, and it was with good reason that Morris, who was accurate and serious in his historical documentation, made that the setting of A Dream of John Ball. “Men of Kent,” says the rebel priest to the assembled villagers, “I wot well that ye are not so hard bested as those of other shires".1,1 This is a typical indication allowing us to define the writer’s attitude precisely: he wants a reference, an inspiration; he will not overstep the bounds of history, but he is going to seek out the best he can.
In addition to observing that the lot of the mediaeval artisans was more enviable than that of the workers of the nineteenth century, Morris observes that their way of life did not offer so scandalous a contrast with that of the ruling class as was the case in his own day: “there was more approach to real equality of conditions in spite of the arbitrary distinctions of noble and gentle: churl and villein . This was a consequence of the low level of development of the productive forces:
. . . men s desires keep pace with their power over nature, and in those days their desires were comparatively few; the upper class did not live so much more comfortably than the lower; so there were not the same grounds or room for discontent as there are nowadays. A workman then might have liked to possess a canopy of cloth of gold or a big cupboard of plate; whereas now the contrast is no longer between splendour and simplicity, but between ease and anxiety, refinement and sordidness”. f||
The productive capacity of the labourer has, in fact, “multiplied a thousandfold” without any great rise in his standard of living, but he produces for his employer “a state of luxury of which the old lord of the manor never dreamed”. m “For the well-to-do man the world has progressed; for the labourer it has not”.195 Formerly, the roughness of life was much the same for all; in this respect “there was very little difference between the gentleman and the non-gentleman, and you had to dress them differently from one another in order to distinguish them”.m Nor was there any feeling of humiliation caused by “violent contrasts of cultivation and ignorance”. There again, differences were more arbitrary than real: “there was no such gulf in language, manners and ideas as divides a cultivated middle-class person of to-day, a ‘gentleman’, from even a respectable lower-class man”.1 Despite the impossibility of crossing the class barriers, other than by way of the Church, “there was no class which was by virtue of its position refined, and none which was mentally degraded by the same virtue”.1 Nor were there any striking contrasts among
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Two words about the	world we see
And nought but Mine	and 'Thine they	he
Ah! might we drive them forth and wide With us should rest and peace abide;
All free, nought owned of goods and gear Hy men and women though it were (Unntium to all all wheat and wine Over the sea* and up tht Rhine No man stayer then the wide world o’er When Mine and Thine are known no more.
Yea, Odd, well counselled tar our health.
Gave all this fleeting earthly wealth A common heritage to alb That men might feed them wherewithal And clothe their limbs and shoe their feet And live a simple life and sweet,

But now so rageth greediness That each desireth nothing less Than all the world, and all his own;
[bookmark: bookmark247]And all for him and him alone.
These lines, he wrote to his readers in Commonweal, “show how the men of that day longed for the simplest Communism, probably with nearly as much reason amidst the high-handed open violence of ‘kings and scoundrels’ as we have for our longing amidst the fraudulent veiled violence of capitalists and scoundrels”.
Far from despising the religious feelings that inspire these hopes, he valued the fraternal unity at the basis of mediaeval religion: “men did then feel themselves to be members each one of them of the great corporate body, the Church in earth and heaven”. 1 The Catholicism of the Middle Ages had “retained ... a certain portion of the this-worldliness and the solidarity of the barbarian society, and so shows on one side a communistic interest in the corporation, whether church, guild, parish, or even monastery”. At that time individualism was still sporadic and it only appeared in ail its virulence with Protestantism and the Reformation.216 But until this end of the Middle Ages “there was indeed a rumour of communism in the air, which even now and again took form in action, and produced such demonstrations as the community of the Munster Anabaptists”:217 the peasant wars were an outburst of Mediaeval Communism”. However, Morris makes only passing references to Thomas Mtlnzer’s uprising and prefers to base himself upon the great English revolt of 1381. It is strange to observe how he firmly excludes Wat Tyler and WyciifTs adherents from his story and isolates the personality of John Ball in a kind of apotheosis. This deliberate choice comes from the same desire to select only what he feels to be the positive elements from mediaeval reality, without overstepping the bounds of historical truth. Despite their boldness, the demands presented by the insurgents at Mile End contained nothing suggestive of social subversion: they simply demanded the right for anyone to buy plots of ground at fourpence an acre. But Morris had found in Froissart a short sentence of John Ball’s sermon referring to property held in common.219 This was all our poet needed to provide the theme for his marvellous picture. It is noticeable, too, how cautiously he moves down this road. The tone of the rebel priest remains prophetic and vague, and the socialism he preaches is agrarian, primitive and imprecise:
“He that soweth shall reap, and the reaper shall eat in fellowship the harvest that in fellowship he hath won . . . and the tithe barn shall garner the wheat for ail men to eat of when the seasons are untoward, and the raindrift hidcth the sheaves in August; and all shall be without money and without price. ” 210
It must be admitted that the “mediaeval communism” to which Morris often referred remains a very imprecise notion, and while he was right to recognise a tendency towards it, he was not justified in describing it as communism, a term which he normally used with full understanding. Some people might be sly enough to establish a case for suggesting that he would have done better with the utopism of the Renaissance, with More’s Utopia in particular.

No doubt he would reply, with some justification, 1 that More’s communism was both a flowering of and a nostalgia for “mediaeval communism”, as well as being a challenge to the headlong individualism of the “new men" who had, by the enclosures, killed the old communal traditions. Morris demands these traditions as an integral part of his utopian birthright, and the fierceness of his detestation of the Renaissance arises from his charge that the Renaissance had brutally disrupted them.
“If the leading element of association in the life of the mediaeval workman could have cleared itself of certain drawbacks, and have developed logically along the road that seemed to be leading it onward, it seems to me it could scarcely have stopped short of forming a true society founded on the equality of labour: the Middle Ages, so to say, saw the promised land of Socialism from afar, like the Israelites, and like them had to turn back again into the desert.”
These obstacles “checked the development of the Middle Ages towards Communism”, a progress whose beginnings go back to “the survival of the primitive Communism”.
“As the need for the social and political organization of Europe blotted out the religious feeling of the early Middle Ages . .., so the need for knowledge and the power over material nature swept away the communistic aspiratipns of the fourteenth century, and it was not long before people had forgotten that they had ever existed. ” 222
But it is pointless to wonder what would have become of this “tendency to equality” if, for example, “Philip van Artevelde and his bold Ghentmen had defeated the French chivalry at Rosebeque. . ., if the stout yeomen of Kent and Essex . . . had had wits not quite so simple as to trust the young scoundrel of a king . . . All this is pleasant fooling, but it is little else”, because nothing could put a brake on the development of the productive forces, which was the necessary condition for the birth of capitalism, the very negation of these egalitarian hopes.221
* • *
Does this imply that Morris hoped to build his utopia upon social structures borrowed from the Middle Ages, or that he was in sympathy with the feudal socialism of nineteenth-century ideologists? Some people have indeed made this claim. Holbrook Jackson places him, along with Carlyle and Ruskin, among the “authoritarians in revolt against forces which are destroying the remnants of a benevolent feudal system which had received its death-blow in the French Revolution, but which they think could be revived in an improved version”.224 Victor Dupont sees in News from Nowhere “a feudal structure without a castle ... a pure and simple return into a past which Marxists regard as gone forever”.224 There are even some Marxists who have made similar assertions. Morris’s socialism, writes one of them, was “even more regressive then ‘sentimental socialism’ - it was, in fact, feudal socialism, exposed
in the Manifesto”.u,>
All these categorical assertions seem to betray a certain ignorance of the
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The forma of mediaeval art could not be restored or simply imitated in the conditions of modern life, any more than feudal structures were possible or desirable m the capitalist nineteenth century - and even less so in a socialist society Contrary to the legend. Moms did not restrict himself to deploring the absurd and sacrilegious- restoration of ancient monuments, but took a firm
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it it really strange that “while we are ready to laugh at the idea of the possibility of the Creek workman turning out a Gothic building, or a Gothic workman turning out a Greek one, we see nothing preposterous in the Victorian workman producing a Gothic one'’. 1 but. no, it is not possible, "no man, and no body of men, however learned they may be in ancient art, whatever skill in design or love of beauty they may have, can persuade, or bribe, or force our workmen of to-day to do their work in the same way as the workmen of Edward I did theirs”. One must have a very false idea of the continuity of history to refuse to admit: that cannot be, h is all oyer! People who lac k this understanding “believe that we can do the same sort of work in the same spirit as our forefathers, whereas for good and For evil we are completely changed”,2,2 That, then, is the essentia] fact; the spirit has changed The revivalists can only produce cold and artificial plagiarism devoid of aji life. Art can only stem from the life of the workers, free to express collectively their love of life, of the world, and of men, in their work. The Gothic revival, like feudal socialism, is only a reformist patch-up. in order to recover the spirit of Gothic art, like the spirit of mediaeval brotherhood, the very foundations of bourgeois society must be destroyed in order to build a world of fraternal beauty.
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Morns, as we have seen, did not regard the Middle Ages as a gol<leiuii<r t, recognised their shortcomings and iauhs, hut. when hr looked at hum* history, thev seemed to him to be the only period showing positive *»iw4,i worthy of inspiring his utopia, Hit choice was dictated, not by romamii sen- tMtirntaiiiy or a love of the picturesque, but by aesthetic, moral and tociil analysis, based upon undeniable historical knowledge, whose single fault w»» certainly selectivity and consequently partiality. After all, Mom*'* mrdiaevalism was not a personal or original characteristic, The same tendrnty was to be seen throughout English literature in the nineteenth century, from the Gothic novel to Yeats. In differing degrees and in contradictory wayi it ex- pressed thr non-conforming inspirations of that literature. Mediaevaliim pve a shape to the revulsion aroused by industrial ugliness, by the utilitarianism o( Gradgrind anil the Manchester School, the insolent mediocrity ol Podtnap and the hypocrisy of Pecksniff. It was to be expected that the inhuman ruleof money should inspire a nostalgic regret for the human relationships destroyed by the coming of large-scale capitalism in the petty bourgeoisie that was crushed, the landed aristocracy that was threatened, the dispossessed country folk, the ruined artisans and the working class reduced to poverty. Median,-ilium had sustained the aesthetic escapism of Keats and the Pre-Raphaelites, as writ as social criticism which was radical with Cobbett, and aristocratic and pro-feudal w ith Kingsley, Carlyle and Kuskin. But even in its most reactionary form mediacvalism was anti-bourgeois. Poets and novelists, mostly Irom the middle social layers, rose up against the lack of culture and humanity of their own class, or were rejected by it. They became the natural spokesmen for the general unrest, and preached the lost paradise which was the natural antithesis of industrial civilisation. Marx and Engels themselves, even while they stressed the progressive, revolutionary rdle of the bourgeoisie, echoed the preoccupations of their time, even using phraseology dear to Carlyle in the Manifesto'.
“The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hand, has put an end to all feudal, patriarchal, idyllic relations. It has pitilessly torn asunder the motley feudal ties that bound man to his ‘natural superiors', and has left no other nexus between man and man than naked self-interest, than callous ‘cash payment’. It has drowned the most heavenly ecstasies of religious fervour, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of philistine sentimentalism, in the icy water of egotistical calculation. It has resolved personal worth in exchange value and in place of the numberless indefeasible chartered freedoms has set up that single, unconscionable freedom - Free Trade In one word, for exploitation veiled by religious and political illusions it has submitted naked, shameless, direct, brutal exploitation.
The bourgeoisie has stripped of its halo every occupation hitherto honoured and looked up to with reverent awe. It has converted the physi-
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M orris's language in identical, and lie clearly had the Mamjniii in mi mi "Honour, justice, beauty, pleasure, hope, (til mutt be cast into that insatiable maw " 4 I low it one to blame the Pre-Raphaelites, ltc say*, for having turned away from the tight of the modern world ? Since the artist has to give form to lit* imagination, why should he not prefer "thr raiment of some period in whit Ii the surroundings of life were not ugly but beautiful”? ()nly in this way will hr feel “nt hit hark in the form of history anything like that traditional combined idea ol Art which once was common to the whole people" Morris’s otiginality lies in hit not having been satisfied with mcdiaevtdiaro based upon escapism or purely negative social criticism, and his own social criticism was free from all reactionary Romanticism. It was not an arbitrary and nostalgic mrdiaevalisrn, but the raw material for the production ot utopian values. "We should," he confided to his son-in-law Sparling, "learn from the Middle Ages what it alone is able to teach us, not revive or imitate it through undiscriminating admiration, and less yet condone its defects of any kind for ihr sake of it* pieturesqueness. We should study it in order to find out for our own guidance what conditioned the lofty standard of work to which it attained, and learn how to re-knit the broken threads of tradition, then intact, applying our discoveries to the daily work of our own day, adapting them where necessary to our increased mechanical powers and wider desires”. ” fhe architecture of the future, in particular, will find its inspiration in Gothic art. " Hie form, as well as the spirit, must be Gothic; an organic style cannot spring out of an eclectic one, but only from an organic one.” The Gothic style is the only one "on which il is possible to found a true living art, which is free to adapt itself to the varying conditions of social life, climate, and so forth” Unlike classical art, which can only be pedantic and unvarying imitation, it is the only one with “capacities for fresh developments".is" it is this adaptability, born of its constantly renewed and tirelessly creative inner life, which makes it the art of the future as well as the art ol the past : “it was flexible to a degree yet undreamed of in any previous style of architecture, and had no difficulties in dealing with any useful purpose, any material or climate".
Its development in a society no longer fettered in any way will enable it to express the new realities with greater ease and beauty. Mediaeval art was unable to achieve its full stature because of the brutality and tyranny which then existed, but, “when we shake off the present oppression as we shook off the old, we may expect the art of the days of real freedom to rise above that of those old violent days”.2*2 It is not a vain dream, because new man, in his regained freedom, will be transformed, and in his art he will express a nobility of feeling as yet unknown:
"... such an art once was in times that were worse than these, when there was less courage, kindness, and truth in the world than there is now; such an art there will be hereafter, when there will be more courage, kindness and truth than there is now in the world”.2”
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[bookmark: bookmark259]So Morris » mediacvalism »s an act of militant utopism BtJf	,[bookmark: bookmark260]view of the past not tend to distort * The nsk h unavoidable, recognises it:*Tf is possible to succeed in a manner in portraying to oursdves the of past times that is* our imaginations wifi show us a picture^ tW which may include such accurate information as wc may have of the** Bur though this may be a vivid delineation, and though the informs** may be just, yet it will not be a picture of what really took place, ii will y made up of the present which we experience, and the past which ottr a*, agination drawing from our experience, conceives of - in short, k wig y our picture of the past.”
Conversely, the vision of the future after which the utopist is timing achievable in terms of the present and of the past seen as if through a pour*
his palace of days to come can only be constructed from the aspirations forced upon him by his pretent surroundings, and from hit dreams of the life of the past, which themselves cannot fail to be mote or less unsubstantial imaginings/*
Such an admission is not accompanied by any sense of guilt. It is a lucid ex* presston of a fact and a description of a thought process. However much con* fide nee Morris felt in the competence of the historians of the nineteenth century, and however great his gratitude for the progress they had made m the understanding of the Middle Ages, the picture which we have is only approximately true and cannot be either neutral or disinterested. His scafe d mediaeval values reflects a definite motive and the important thing is that hts search has borne fruit : this is how he sees it and why he believes that the Middle Ages “will leave its mark on future ages *\ 1
• * *
How is this passionate adoption of mediaeval values to be reconciled with a refusal to turn the clock back? Morris overcomes this contradiction in a thoroughly Marxist fashion. His mcdiacvalism, which was successively historical, aesthetic, critical and utopian, rises to a higher level and become dialectical.
More than once I have referred to the constant recurrence of Morris’s sense of the continuity of history. This concept is not a vague or sentimental abstr#' tion. It is defined in his mind as unchanging laws, the existence of which is continually hidden from our notice by the contradictory events which constitute the very movement of history: “the process of evolution is building up with one hand while it pulls down with the other, so that revolution doe* always mean reconstruction”.21 This constant contradiction means that nothing can stand still and it inevitably sets us off on the search for new solutions:
“The hopes for the social life of the future are involved in its struggles in the past; which indeed, since they have built up the present system, and created us out of its conflict towards fresh change, have really forced us, whether we will or not, into our present position of seeking still further change. **27)

Thu idea, which » at the heart of Mom* s historical thinking ts perhaps not expressed here in a very felicitous way. despite it* fundamental importance w hile the joint drafting by Morris and Bax of the handbook of socialist theory was fruitful in many ways, there are time* when it tBustraie* the difficulties of working with a collaborator whose thinking was often muddled The thinking of Morris by himself allow* us to see more clearly what he is driving at, and thi* is bow he describes the movement of history in a lecture which is one of his richest in content:
.. inchoate order in the remotest times, varying indeed among different races and countries, but swayed always by the same laws, moving ever forward towards something that seem* the very opposite of that which it started from, and yet the earlier order never dead but living in the new, and slowly moulding it to a recreation of its former self”
This continuity, embracing the successive forms of the "negation of the negation”, provides the essential theme of A Dream of John Ball, which could well carry as sub-title one of its chapter headings: “III would change be at whiles were it not for the change beyond the change, 99 2 He who fights for the fellowship of mankind, declares the rebel priest, “shall not fail though he seem to fail today, but in days hereafter shall he and his work yet be alive, and men shall be holpcn by them to strive again”;274 and the poet himself, both witness of and participant in the mediaeval battle, equipped with a knowledge of later history and utopian thinking about a much greater theoretical experience than John Ball's, allows his mind to range over a long perspective:
“I pondered all these things, and how men fight and lose the battle, and the thing that they fought for comes about in spite of their defeat, and when it comes turns out to be not what they meant, and other men have to fight for what they meant under another name.91
h is an astonishing quotation if one reflects that, at the moment when A Dream of John Ball was appearing by instalments in Commonweal, Engel was publishing Ludwig Feuerbach in two issues of Meue Zjeit, and in it one finds:
“That which is willed happens but rarely; in the majority of instances the numerous desired ends cross and conflict with one another, or these ends themselves are from the outset incapable of realisation or the means of attaining them are insufficient . . . The ends of the actions are intended, but the results which actually flow from these actions are not intended; or when they do seem to correspond to the end intended, they ultimately have consequences quite other than those intended. *’	*
Does such a coincidence of thought and expression arise from chance? ! venture to doubt it. It seems to me that the internal evidence is too emphatic for it to be possible to deny the truly Marxist origins of Morris’s dialectics. But this is not the last of our surprises.
It was not enough for Morris to rediscover the dialectical taw which governs the evolution of society, however hidden it may be beneath the cloak of random chance. He had to follow the reasoning to its end and reach a conclusion capable of forming a theoretical basis for his utopia Well before his first

reading of Capital he sensed the problem, though he only found a negative solu-
tion to it In a lecture given in 1880, he said to his listeners:
•.No man has any right to say that all this has been done for aofhing,
that all the faithful unwearying strife of those that have gone before us
shall lead us nowhither; that mankind will but go round and round in a
circle for ever.’*
But at that time he could go no further than this denial of going round and
round forever. Then, suddenly, in the Notes accompanying the Manifesto of
the Socialist League, signed jointly by Morris and Bax. we find these extraor-
dinary lines in paragraph C:
“AM progress, every distinctive stage of progress, involves a backward
as well as a forward movement; the new development returns to a point
which represents the older principles elevated to a higher plane; the old
principle reappears transformed, purified, made stronger, and ready to
advance on the fuller life it has gained through its seeming death. As an
illustration (imperfect as all illustrations must be) take the case of ad-
vance on a straight line and on a spiral, - the progress of all life must be
not on the straight line but on the spiral.”
While the style of this passage seems to be that of Morris, the idea expressed
is probably that of Bax, who directly echoes Engels. However, we must not
overlook the fact that, when the Manifesto of the League was being written,
there was not yet anv cloud over the relationship between Morris and Engels,
so 1 have no reason to assert that he may not have received the idea direct
What ts remarkable tn any case, is that this formulation of spiral development
did not figure in any Marxist text that Morris could have read in 1883. There
vs a reference to it in Stkitihim, Utopian ami $cunt\ftt, and a French translation by
Paul Lafargoe (the first to be published of this fragment of Anu-Diihnn^) did
apjve.tr in 1880, but it was only a brief reference, and not very explicit to a non-
expert reader ' This pamphlet certainly contained a useful critique of
Hegelian dialectics, expressed in quite simple terms and not explicitly defining
any of the fundamental principles of dialectical materialism. The theory is
only to be found, formulated briefly and dearly, in Dmintu s y Mature, at which
Engels was working, without ever referring to it, which he did not have tune to
finish and which did not appear in print until 1923.3 It needed the genius of
leum for the formulation to fve rediscovered and developed by him in his
theory of know lege.. As for Mortis, hr could onlv have acquired it by hearing
it spoken by Bax or by Engels himself,
f do not think anyone will contradict me when 1 say that thr spread of any
real appreciation Of dialectical materialism is relatively recent, and it is im-
mensely to the poet's credit that he achieved it in the eighties None ol his
cnmiades in the snuggle appear* to have reached this theoretical level other
than B,vx. and m hi* case a reading ol whai hr wrote tempts one to think that
fwt it-Aa in** ,i	    i
■e was just a vrht. le and hardly made any personal use ol this mol of thought.
Ht* dominating tendency M uninspired me hantsm « W striking thing o thr
tmymimber ol cron* who have appm fated the dlalr, .«•«( quntity of Mom*'.
•sUuit	1	be	tone	serms	lo	h(iw.	„r(	, B ,
thinking. IVul
ignotani

the dialectic, though it may have been a convenient instrument of thought a hundred years ago for a German university student soaked in Hegelianism, can now only make Communist thinking difficult and uncongenial. Morris put all that aside instinctively as the intellectual trifling it actually is.”
The same knell tolls in most studies devoted to Morris. To content myself with one typical example, Victor Dupont alleges that “his attempt at intellectual discipline and total acceptance of the Marxist texts . . was burdensome ... for him. He seems ill at ease, he struggles, contradicts himself, and on occasion frees himself by a sort of outburst of his own, precisely a propos of dialectical materialism”. It is true that, according to Victor Dupont, dialectics is defined by “the triad thesis-antithesis-synthesis"! So it is scarcely surprising that he had difficulty in detecting the Marxist in Morris. There is more interest in the criticisms coming from the other direction, notably that made by E. P, Thompson, the poet’s most eminent interpreter, of not having “emphasized sufficiently the ideological rdle of art, its active agency in changing human beings and society as a whole”. While, he adds, “this dialectical understanding of change, growth and decay was ever-present in his writing, he saw man’s economic and social development always as the master-process, and tended to suggest that the arts were passively dependent upon social change. “‘"® This reproach seems to me to call for two observations, one theoretical, the other factual. In his well-known letter to Joseph Bloch, Engels clearly indicates that superstructures “also exercise their influence upon the course of the historical struggles and in many cases preponderate in determining their form”. But he also recalled that, “according to the materialist conception of history, the ultimately determining element in history is the production and reproduction of real life”.28 This is exactly Morris's position. While it is true that he has a tendency to be mechanistic about religion and not recognise its active rdle, that is not true where art is concerned Wc have observed how he regarded it, particularly in its utopian form, as a mobilising factor in the class struggle.
Let us call a halt to this apparent digression, and come back to the point where we left Morris's approach. Note C of the Manifesto of the League does not express a neophyte's complacent acceptance of ideas conveyed by Bax. On the contrary, it seems that the theory of the spiral was a real revelation for him that slowly determined the whole direction of his thinking Wr find proof of il in this outstanding passage from a lecture delivered lour years later
"Past times, are wr reactionists, then, anchored in the dead pastr* Indeed 1 should hope not; nor can I altogether tell you how much ot the past is real I v dead. I see about me now evidences ot ideas recurring which have long been superseded. The world runs alter some object ol desire, strives strenuously for it. gains it, and apparently casts it aside, like a kitten playing with » ball, you say, No, not quite The gain is gamed, and something else has to be pursued, often something which once sremrd to be gained and was let alone for a while Yet the world has not gone back, for that old object of desire was only gained in the past a* tar as the circumstances of the day would allow It to be gained thro A* » consequence the gain was imperfecti the time* are How changed, and

allow us to carry on that old gain a step forward to perfection: the world has not really gone back on its footsteps, though to some it has seemed to do so. Did the world go back, for instance, when the remnants of the a* dent civilisations were overwhelmed by the barbarism which was the foundation of modem Europe? We can all see that it did not Did it go back when the logical and orderly system of the Middle Ages had to give place to the confusion of incipient commercialism in the sixteenth century ? Again, ugly and disastrous as the change seems on the surface, 1 yet think it was not a retrogression into prehistoric anarchy, but a step upward along the spiral, which, and not the straight line, is, as my friend Bax puts it. the true line of progress.
So that if in the future that shall immediately follow on this present we may have to recur to ideas that to-day seem to belong to the past only, that will not be really a retracing of our steps, but rather a carrying on of progress from a point where we abandoned it a while ago. On that side of things, the side of art, we have not progressed; we have disappointed the hopes of the period just before the time of abandonment: have those hopes really perished, or have they merely lain dormant, abiding the time when we, or our sons, or our sons' sons, should quicken them once more?
Any comment would be superfluous. Morris excels at stating clearly what others oddly attempt to confuse. Bearing in mind the poet s modesty, we can take it as certain that, despite Bax's invaluable service in the transmission of ideas, it was better for them to be expressed by someone possessing a less woolly mind than his. From Morris's pen, after all, they take on a personal, concrete form; they provide the final solution to his own problems as utopist and artist, the theoretical expression of long-matured aesthetic thinking.
From the time of his first public lecture in 1877, the question of artistic creation occupied his attention, and it is striking to see how utopian considerations already filled his thinking. “I do not think that any man/' he said, “but one of the highest genius could do anything in these days without much study ol ancient art, and even he would be much hindered if he lacked it. “ But it was by no means a question of imitating or reproducing that art: the alternatives were "‘to have eitfier no art at all, or an art which we have made our own”. And that should not be the end of our concern. The present era was not propitious for the development of art; it was also necessary “to keep alive some tradition, some memory of the past, so that the new life when it comes may not waste itself more than enough in fashioning wholly new forms for its new spirit" ' And three years later he repeated that we have “to guard traditions of time past that we may not one day have to begin anew from the beginning with none to teach us”."
During this first period he clung to tradition and, at the same time, feared it; it should not affect the artist of today more than “is natural for one who practises an art which is alive, growing, and looking toward the futurem He still feared that his meaning would be misinterpreted as an invitation to dull imitation. Burne-Jones tells us that all his life “he hated the copying of ancient work as unfair to the old and stupid for the present, only good for inspiration and hope”. ** Morris recognised the difficulty which this involved for the artist “It

takes a man of considerable originality/’ he wrote, “to deal with the old examples and get what is good out of them, without making a design which lays itself open distinctly to the charge of plagiarism.” ~J In his opinion, that is what the Pre-Raphaelites did achieve, “steeped through and through with the manner and ideas of the great Italian painters and their forerunners”; for that very reason they were “able to produce their beautiful and, paradox as it may seem, original works”.294 That demands a constant and ever-new elaboration of tradition: “They must help us to produce something which has not been produced before”, and only in this way will we have “not mannerists, but original artists”:295 In fact, “every real work of art, even the humblest, is inimitable**. And Morris indefatigably recommended young students to “study antiquity, make your own art, and do not steal it The definitive key to the problem of aesthetic creation is a sense of history, and as early as 1879 he was expressing hopes of “an architectural style, the growth of its own times, but connected with all history”.m When he reached maturity he had clarified his theoretical understanding by long pondering over the mediaeval inspiration of the art of the future, and he was able to give final form to the problem that he had been turning over for years:
. the style of architecture will have to be historic in the true sense; it will not be able to dispense with tradition; it cannot begin at least without doing something quite different from anything that has been done before; yet whatever the form of it may be, the spirit of it will be in sympathy with the needs and aspirations of its own time, not simulation of needs and aspirations passed away. Thus it will remember the history of the past, make history in the present, and teach history in the future”.
Taking into account the laws of history and the conscious acceptance of the most precious values of the past, what will be the spirit and forms of the original, creative art of centuries yet to come? Morris avoids any dogmatic or detailed anticipation, confining himself to laying down a few principles which he mostly defines negatively.
Between form and spirit, the determining factor is spirit. “I warn you against supposing,” he says, “. . . that you will do any good by attempting to revivify art by dealing with its dead exterior. I say it is the aims of art that you must seek rather than the art itself”*** Art, then, has an important function and cannot be an idle pastime. Once his social conscience was aroused, Morris no longer allowed himself to regard it as such: “to write verse for the sake of writing is a crime in a man of my years and experience”. His attitude was the same in the visual sphere. He rejected “colour for colour’s sake”, mastery over one’s materials must not become a mere demonstration of skill: “You must not make it your slave, or presently you will be a slave also. You must master it so far as to make it express a meaning.” Otherwise, “you will not make a work of art, but a mere toy; you are no longer an artist, but a juggler . To have a meaning and to make others feel and understand-at, must ever be the aim and end of our Western art.” Morris sharply dissociated himself from the aesthcticism which seemed to be engulfing his time and denounced that “piece of slang that does not mean the harmless thing it seems to mean - art for art’s sake” He had followed the reverberations of the lawsuit between

Kuskin and H histler in l#?8, after which the latter ’i attitude had hanle In 1883 he made an aggressive defence of uncommitted art in lu* lam,*,, / ( dm a 1st tvrr This lecture, full of more or less veiled jeering references mij„ s fluencr of A (orris, defined the artist, from prehistoric times, .is a "Vi, '* dreamer" already irretrievably cut off from the mass of his lellows, soda, owing them any responsibility. Morris held aloof from personal controwy, but the next year, in a lecture that remained in manuscript, he set oui phraseology similar to Whister’s, the origins of popular art and it* coHetciw nature from the most remote ages.,,M In his typewritten thesis, *hi«, constitutes an excellent critical introduction to a number of hitherto uis- published lectures. Eugene Dennis Le Mire very accurately pinpoints the p^i of the lecture where Morris replies directly to Whistler. It would he I consider, superfluous to recapitulate this lucid analysis, so, without digressing any further, I refer to the incident simply to indicate that Morris's attitude w« bound to harden, and his later writings show how it did. He pokes fun at u. fists who strive for most of their Jives “to get hold of some ‘style’ ’’ and who. when they think that they have achieved this, are so intoxicated with thr means that they forget the end and discover that they have nothing more toe*, press than their satisfaction over the possession of an imperfect instrument such people will maintain “that art has no other function but the display of clever executive qualities, and that one subject is as good as another*’. “This “production of beauty for beauty’s sake” can only lead to “affectation and effeminacy”, and it is to be hoped that, in future times, art will again be, as it was in the great times of the past, a vehicle for expressing great collective feelings.
What must at all costs be jettisoned is the individualist mentality bom of the lanor-faire ol the mercantile age “ft was the collective people, and not a fr» miraculous individuals who have produced all worthy, that is all genuine, tn in the past. ” In a society where the majority of the population, enslaved by the profit motive, leads a deprived and brutalising existence, an can only exist sporadically, in restricted circles, and “it is only when beauty produced by man become* rare that we lake to deifying it* producer* “ Su< It a situation, a* well as being harmful to the community that is deprived of any part in an, is not le»» so lor the artists, who are themselves "injured and thwarted, and deprived of due sympathy hy the lack of co-operative art” They must live apart, a* though they were the “possessor* of some sacred mystery ”, and din isolation makes them "shy, ovei -sensitive and narrow, or else cynical and mocking, and m that case well-nigh useless” All this “makes hi* work feverish and dreamy, or crabbed and perverse ”, w Art must stop being “a kind of superstition of civilization a sort of magic growth of certain moriad tntelfrt is " “ ‘It is not absolutely net essary, “ dec Jared Morris to the students of the Maiilestield Hr hool of Art and V ieru r “you should Ijsrcofiye great men ihere is no necessity for that What you have to try to lM i* tun great hoi genuine men, whuh it both .ibsohrte/y necessary to being great arid rfrsuhnrl) neiessaty m any case ” " Ihr port Jiad no illusions about (he possibility of transforming art before (hanging the basis ol v»o-ty however good trr»ti**n and however dear one* muul “a reform in art which t* foomfecf mi individualism most perish with the individuals who have »ei u going” ”s
A

lUtiu in i of Ait mi'/ iiw'/ty
NothntK aroused Ins indignation so mm h a* ihr legend which hold* umiaJ dept ivation to be net rssary for the blossoming oi genius
“Or do you tlnnk, as some rJo, that it is not ill that it hotwired thousand harmless people should be boiled down on the fire'») misery to make mw single glorious great man? 1 honestly believe that there me people who are fools enough to think that I answer plainly, great men are nourished on no such soup, though pigs may he; it is the happiness <tt the people that produces the blossom of genius But even if it were so I should say that I would rather have a hundred thousand happy persons than one genius made up of murder. ”
I ids rejection of the cult of the individual carried Morris a long way and led him to regard decorative art, which is popular and co-operative in its conception, as more important than individual art, sculpture or painting at the easel At prevent, we are witnessing the wasting of talent. Many painters achieve mediocre results because they “are, in fact, good decorative workmen spoiled by a system which compels them to ambitious individualist effort, by cutting off from them any opportunity for co-operation with others of greater or lesser capacity for the production of popular art”. Morris does not reject what he calls ‘‘intellectual art”, but he observes that there has been a close link between the two kinds of art during all the periods when art was healthy. There was not the barrier between them which today makes the painter a member of a liberal profession, a gentleman, while the decorative artist is a wage-earner. ’ The belittlement of the worker extends to decorative art. and “what is lelt of art is rallied to its citadel or the highest intellectual art, and Stands at bay there m there it wilts and “that higher art produced only by great brains and miraculously gifted hands” will only be able to grow strong again in so far as there exists a popular art which will infuse it with its own vigour In fact, Morris's attitude, while not strictly speaking contradictory, is not altogether dear, sometimes he tends to associate the two form* and uinieiimev he sets one against the other. His own calling and hi* anti-individualist socialism join forces; they appear to strengthen each other and lead him to take less and less interest in the noble arls There were very few pictures on ilir wall* at Keimacott House. ' Once he was no longer under the inHueru e ot Kovveiti, he stopped going to picture galleries and frequently showed a pretermi e tor murals and tapestry, According to a remark passed on to Mai kail by Buena- Jongs, Morris felt uncomfortable at seeing the feeling of a pniute corwrntiaied in the laces, and would rather have tt diffused over all part* >>f the artistic, composition; it is certainly a characteristic reaction M a< kail at uiety remarks thai it is for this same reason that there are so few truly memos able lines in all his poetic output Sir Sydney (kxkerell ha* i'< inded in his dialtes other remarks of Morris * with the same ,eti>e ibe poet maim ruling that the only perfect work of art was a fine building finely decor.tieil and expressing fits disregard for pictures* ’ Hus wav alwav* a matter for friendly disagreement hrtwe» n hint and Burnc. Jones, wlvo. during a louiney mi hilly, < hided him lot being more interested in olive.-tiees arid pottery than in panning ui which Morris, with ifif *e!l-<k-pie<aium that wa*
< hara< u iis<n of him, irplied that ’I understand more of pot* than of pa lore* ’ W> have *e»n haft v ul(iture arid painting find a pig' e m tti*

■T
grrat public buildings of the future in his utopia, but, on thr ssbiec* « tonal art, he felt that be must add
. the circumstance* of a society free from chronic war. public, out- poratt. and private, cannot fail to affect this art largely., at least !r, m selects, and probably will reduce it* independent importance'’.
The elimination of individualism from art goes hand in hand with thetdicV people having access to culture. “I do not want art for a few. any mm this education for a few, or freedom for a few. “ There is to be an end to sdf^ded elites. Art will cease to “live this poor thin life among a few exception*) nxs. despising those beneath them for an ignorance for which they thetnsehes a» responsible, for a brutality that they will not struggle with”. It wifi cease w be a pastime “practised by a few for a few. adding a little interest, a bctk refinement to the lives of those who have come to look'upon intellectual interest and spiritual refinement as their birthright ". 4 No one will commit the fatal mistake of confusing art with luxury any more. What can there be to an art which survives only “by the action ... of a few groups of specially gifted men and their small circle of admirers amidst a general public incapable of understanding or enjoying their work”? 15 It cannot be anything other than “contemptible and dishonourable, a rag of luxury and folly”. The worship of Elites is a class ideology, quite foreign to any artistic ideal: “those who look upon art as merely a handmaid to the luxury of rich and idle people, do not understand what it means”.ir
In a classless society, art will recover its human quality. “It is this manly reverence for the life of man past and present and to come which is the foundation of all art.” sa That is exactly why it “must be shared by all”- ■ The example of the Middle Ages proves to us that “the collective genius of a people working in free but harmonious co-operation is far more powerful for the production of architectural art than the spasmodic efforts of the greatest individual genius”.iW “What we want, ” writes Morris, “is to extinguish not the artist, but the artisan, by destroying the flattery-craving flunkey in the one, and the brutal toil-worn slave in the other, so that they- may both be men. in which case they must be artists in one way or other, that is. they must take an interest in life. ” 33i Access to culture and art for the whole people is not a figment cf the mind: all men “have imagination in some measure, and also have some of the order which guides it” and they will find that “their due audience, is the whole race of man properly and healthily developed Not only is art for all a possibility, but it will be "a good thing which all can share, which will elevate ail”;15 in times to come, art will be "of the people, for the people, and by the people”. 14
Since it will be created by the people and addressed to the whole people, art will use language within the reach of all. Today, shut up in a sort of ghetto, “the artists are obliged to express themselves ... in a language not un- derstanded of the people”. 1 Some painters produce pictures “whose meaning we can only guess at, and suppose that they are intended to convey the impression on a very short-sighted person of divers ugly incidents seen through the medium of a London fog” 3 The art of which Morris dreams will “be as a language that all can understand”. . “It will not be an esoteric mysterv shared by a little band of superior beings;... it will be a part of every life, and

a hindrance to none." One may be tempted to wonder whether Morris has not simplified his conception to the extent of visualising an art which excludes ail boldness, all questioning, all experimentation; is it not potentially a kind of Zhdanovism? And is there not also a slight trace of that working-class snobberv to which his bourgeois ongin made him an easy prey? Such questions naturally come to mind, but they may well be incautious in so far as we ask them in terms of our own days. To answer them we must recall the state of culture in the nineteenth century and remember that the cultural separation between the ruling class (or the enlightened part of it) and the bulk of the working population was then practically complete. To bridge this gulf, even as a long-term objective, must have seemed to a utopist a much more enormous task than it does to us today, requiring a suitable climate and facilities for access. Let us do Morris the justice of recognising that, despite the impetuous optimism that went with his appreciation of the difficulties, he never leaned towards “proletarian culture”. Finally, we must consider the part played bv temperament: in visual creativity, as in poetry and political writing, Morris always displayed natural clarity, and a taste for simplicity which by no means excluded artistic richness. No doubt (and he made no secret of it) his utopia is cast in his own image, which is the limitation of all utopias, but a personality of his stature pushes back the usual limits. His faith in the future is even greater than it appears at first glance; did he not, perhaps, reply to our questions, which may be unjustified questions, when he wrote that, in the society of the future, “the man of the most refined occupation, student, artist, physician, what not, shall be able to speak to him who does the roughest labour in a tongue that they both know, and to find no intricacy of his mind misunderstood”?
Such is the spirit in which Morris foresaw the art of the future. 1 have sketched its general characteristics without laying undue stress upon those which have figured prominently in my earlier analysis and which constitute the principal themes of all Morris’s work. He has defined them himself by his opposition to the deformed monstrosities which he saw in the art produced by the Renaissance and by capitalism. He prudently refuses to venture further than generalisations, though he is sometimes more definite, on the rare occasions when he does give some positive guide-lines. These apply primarily to the visual arts whose qualities and functions seem to him to be as follows:
“1st The embodiment in art of some vision which has forced itself on the artist’s brain. 2nd. The creation of some lovely combination of colour and form. 3rd. The setting forth of a faithful portraiture of some beautiful, characteristic, or historical place, or of some living person worthy to be so portrayed; in either case so as to be easily recognisable by a careless observer, and yet to have a reserve of more intimate facts for a careful one. 4th. Mastery over material; the production of a finished and workmanlike piece, as perfect in all ways as the kind of work admits of. — Or more briefly: 1st. Expression of imagination. 2nd. Decorative beauty. 3rd. Realization of Nature. 4th. Skill of execution. ” |L
To some people today such a definition of art may seem limiting or even retrograde. The pictorial realism demanded by Morris seems excessive to us, and we cannot help feeling somewhat embarrassed when we think of the

acjMktmc attitudes to *hkh it has led in some socialist countries gut r must cenainh not judte Morris s intentions tn the light of these doc mat* ^ takes, skhich the poet would certainly have condemned On his part that w* a perfectly heahfav reaction against the theories of an for art s sake, hr hr could see it* decadent, bourgeois, formalist ic and sterile nature. On the eon. trary* he wanted art to be mnvtgoratcd by a popular breath of iH*m simplicity and natural development What he rejected was artificiality,
though a designer may put all strangeness and surprise into his patterns be must not do to at the expense of beauty . . The fertile man. he of resource, has not to worry himself about invention. He need but think of beauty and simplicity of expression, his work will grow on and on* one thing leading to another, as it fares with a beautiful tree. Whereas the laborious pasie-and~scissors man goes hunting up and down for oddities* sticks one on here and another there, and tries to con* ncet them with commonplace* and when it is all done, the oddities are not more inventive than the commonplace, nor the commonplace more graceful than the oddities "
Neither commonplaces nor contrivances, but a return to that great collective inspiration which produced the masterpieces of human culture.
“.Ml organic art, all art that is genuinely growing, opposed to rhetorical, retrospective, or academical art, art which has no real growth m a has two qualities in common: the epical and the ornamental.
In Vrr > Amvhtn. utopian practicality induced Morris to apply his aesthetic theories with less strict austerity, just as he did in the personal practice of his an. Ihe ornamentation of the pipe and tobacco pouch, which so much astonished the visitor, expressed a familiar joy in living. But this same joy in living inspired the great epic and decorative architectural achievements of the communist age.
W hile Morris is content with bold strokes to indicate the general direction of this art of times to come, his reserve is even greater when it comes to its forms One thing alone seems certain to him* and that is that this world that is to be built will be splendid: to find beauty, we have to look backward and ahead. Much more, the an of days to come “will outgo the art of the past in the degree that life will be more pleasurable from the absence of bygone violence and tyranny “ In what forms will this beauty be displayed? Is it important to know’ that at present?
’‘For my part 1 believe* that if we try to realize the aims of art without much troubling ourselves what the aspects of the art itself shall be, wr shall find that we shall have what we want at last, whether it be called art or not, it will at least be lift; and, after ail, that is what we want.** us
So we must not hope to find plentiful pointers from Morris’s pen. Nevertheless, there is one such which calls for our attention as casting light upon his temperament. Art, he thinks, will not deal in abstraction or pure intellectuality.	r
healthy bodily conditions, a sound and all round development ol the

sen**** joined to the due social ethics which the destruction of slavery will tfive us. will, 1 am conv inced, as a matter of course give us the due art and literature, whatever that due may turn out to be. Only, if I may prophesy ever so little, 1 should say that both art and literature, and especially art, will appeal to the senses directly, just as the art of the past has done."
Thev will be, he adds, "at once sensuous and human" ** This healthy sensualism is all the more logical in his predictions because "the new art will come to birth among the handicrafts", that is to say, in the joy in work in its most everyday form.
For the rest, Morris avoids any more definite description. In Mows from \(Kchrre he could not, of course, resist the temptation to give visual reality to his dream. One might even say that this has served him ill, since the average reader is sure that the costumes of the characters and the architecture described are strictly mediaeval in form. In fact, one is left with this impression if one loses sight of the fact that the poet was not following a model, but the only standard of reference at his disposal. However, he did take certain precautions and it would be wrong not to notice them sufficiently. Admittedly, the dresses of the pretty girls who welcome the visitor to the Guest House are "somewhat between that of the ancient classical costume and the simpler forms of the fourteenth-century garments", but Morris hastens to add that they were "clearly not an imitation of either".348 In the same way, the great public buildings in Hammersmith "embrace the best qualities of the Gothic of northern Europe with those of the Saracenic and Byzantine" styles, but he also adds I hat "there was no copying of any one of these styles". w Old Hammond is categorical: "You must not suppose," he says, "that the new form of art was founded chiefly on the memory of the art of the past".,Su T hat is why Morris watches himself whenever he can. The most splendid buildings in twenty-second-century England are to be found in the City,.but we do not visit them and their styles remain shrouded in mystery. In the same way, the beauty of the crockery and glassware in the Bloomsbury dining hall is only suggested by cautious adjectives.m
He shows the same prudence in his lectures, even when he cannot resist dreaming and supposing:
"It may lead us into new splendours and beauties of visible art: to architecture with manifold magnificence free from the curious incompleteness and failings of that which the older times have produced ~ to painting, uniting to the beauty which mediaeval art attained the realism which modern art aims at; to sculpture, uniting the beauty of the Greek and the expression of the Renaissance with some third quality yet undiscovered, so as to give us the images of men and women splendidly alive . .
Such effusions are rare. Whenever the question arise* in his mind, Morris replies humbly and modestly, with an avowal of ignorance. "Of the art that is to come who may prophesy?” he exclaims, and negative replies follow one another throughout hi. works: “the new art of whose form wc know nothing" * "some kind of culture of wh.ch we know nothing at present ;

"no one can tell now what form that art will take”.86 Its upsurgew, too, be "furthered in a way which we slaves ol Competition cannot Qowrivtd I hy that new life of the Commonwealth'* M Morris'* utopia is characterised}), i an avoidant e of any description of future art it seemed to him to be » j pointless and fraught with the same danger of ridicule a* a futuristic ebety. tion of science and technology. It is a curious fact that the impossibly ,j pr ophecy on this very point made him momentarily doubt the value of utopia itself, and contrast it with the overriding need for immediate action
“As to that form, let us not trouble ourselves about it. . For mfact, considering the relation of the modern world to art, our business is now, and for long will be, not so much attempting to produce definite art, as rather clearing the ground to give art its opportunity.”
In fact, for Morris utopism was only of value within thf limits of its militant usefulness.

CHAPTER ELEVEN
[bookmark: bookmark261]Man
During one lecture, while he was reviewing the stupendous changes that had taken place in the world over the previous four centuries, Morris felt himself possessed of a sturdy optimism .
“And when I think of this it quickens my hope of what may be: even so it will be with us in time to come; all will have changed, and another people will be dwelling here in England, who, although they may be of our blood and bear our name, will wonder how we lived in the nineteenth century.”
Socialism, in fact, will not consist of a simple material modification, but a profound mutation: “Socialism will transform our lives and habits.” ' Morris frequently berated those militants who were bogged down in practicalities, who, either from fear of alienating an unsympathetic public or from a sort of innate myopia, refrained from indicating the sweep of that transformation. It must be understood, he said, “that such a stupendous change in the machinery of life as the abolition of capital and wages must bring about a co- responding change in ethics and habits of life; that it would be impossible to desire many things which are now the main objects of desire; needless to guard against many eventualities which we now spend our lives in guarding against; that, in short, we shall burn what we once adored, and adore what we once burnt.”'
rhe radical upheaval in the relations of production and the institutions which will result from this will have human consequences that can scarcely be imagined today. The new society will be
“a Community striving for the happiness of the human race: each man striving for the happiness of the whole and therefore for his own through the whole. Surely such a community would develop the best qualities of man, and make such a world of it as it is difficult to conceive of now; a world in which sordid fear would be unknown and in which permanent injustice defended by authority would not exist. ” '
This fear and this injustice were brakes upon man’s free development and reduced him to a sadly animal level. Marx wrote that “this social formation . . constitutes the closing chapter of the prehistoric stage of human society”, thus illuminating the internal contradictions of capital which will bring about its downfall. In Morris’s last article, published on 1 May 1896, when he was already seriously ill, he expressed hi* joy at the thought that one day the workers whom industrialists contemptuously call "the hands” will become

“MEN”,* and his use of capitals expresses the basic orientation of his better than any long phrases could do. This is the unchanging preocaja^ which conditions the whole conception of work as Morris sees it in CommuT.! society: mechanical and insane overwork will be replaced by “ Intelligent rising gradually into Imaginative work, which will turn all ‘operatives into workmen, into artists, into men". Thanks to this work, which will cre^e beauty, “the humanizing influence which the daily sight of beautiful Inn. diwork brings to bear upon people” will be restored.*
How many times was the objection put to Morris that communist society would never be achieved because it demanded exceptional virtues in the people composing it! Such doubts were even expressed by readers of Cmmirtmd, Morris did not deny all validity to the argument, but objected to its idealistic character and turned the argument upside down:
“It is quite true that men must be ‘regenerate’ before they can be depended upon to carry out a communal state of things successfully, but this ‘regeneration’ cannot be accomplished by magic, either Parliamentary or theological, but by the general conditions of life . . nor can the ‘individual moral character’ of men be ‘improved’ so long as society is divided into two classes, one of which thinks it right to impose slavery on their fellows, and the others tamely to accept it. ”
The most striking thing about this short paragraph, published in 1885. the year during which I believe contact between Morris and Engels to have been at its most close, is not only its thoroughly Marxist nature but also its exact resemblance to a passage in The German Ideology which did not appear in print until 1932! ,l> Once again I do no more than add this coincidence of thought to the others. Morris’s humanism and his total rejection of any abstract conception of man is, in its essence, just as thoroughly Marxist. No doubt he had read in The Communist Manifesto the refutation of “true communism whose adherents had congratulated themselves upon “representing, not true requirements, but the requirements of Truth; not the interests of the proletariat, but the interests of Human Nature, of Man in general, who belongs to no class, has no reality, who exists only in the misfy realm of philosophical phantasy.”11 This is the only formulation existing in any text published at that time which we can be sure of Morris’s having read, and we cannot ktw* to what extent this already somewhat ancient polemic may really have impressed him. There is no doubt, either, that Bax could have conveyed the ideas, for in the theoretical manual of socialism which the two men wrote together, there are references to “platitudes about ‘human nature’, which art really deduced from orthodox theology and an obsolete view of history "; and the authors added: “Human nature is itself a growth of the ages, and is ever and indefinitely moulded by the conditions under which it finds itself.” ’’ But the book was not published until 1893, and its phraseology here is more vague than earlier writings by Morris. Meanwhile Engels had published Feuerbach (in 1886 in Neue <Vi/ and in 1888 as a book) and in it he tore to shreds “the cult of abstract man which formed the kernel of Feuerbach’s new religion” and which “had to be replaced by the science of real men and of their historical development.” In the book form Engels added the famous Them on Feuerbach, hitherto unpublished, the sixth of which gives a clear definition of

Marxist humanism.14 Did Morris have any direct or indirect knowledge of these writings and the ideas they express? We simply do not know, but there is evidence enough that this Marxist conception of man saturates his whole thinking It is quite impossible to be mistaken about the inspiration behind old Hammond's violent outburst during his conversation with the visitor:
“Human nature! . . . what human nature? The human nature of paupers, or the human nature of wealthy freemen? Which? Come, tell me that!”
* * *
As we have studied, in earlier chapters, the institutional, economic and aesthetic framework within which communist man develops, the essential relationships between men in the new society have largely been revealed. I shall endeavour to avoid unnecessary repetition, but it does seem necessary to deepen and complete my analysis of the general characteristics of Morris’s expectations in so far as they relate to private life and relationships between individuals.
ITte most striking thing about personal relationships is the complete disappearance of antagonism. The abolition of private ownership of the means of production and exchange, the final elimination of class divisions, general plen- ty progressively undermining the possessive attachment even to items of personal consumption, the withering-away of the State, and real equality making all ambition and all craving to dominate unthinkable, the opportunity for everybody to carry on all the activities that satisfy his inclinations, the absence of any frustration, all these things are factors reducing reasons for aggressiveness to the point of disappearance. After a century and a half of history (or lack of history) during the second stage of socialism, the evil past of bourgeois society will have been erased from human consciousness: “in those days the community will be composed of men who so thoroughly realize Communism that there will be no chance of any of them attacking his neighbour in any way.” There will no longer be any struggle for life or treacherous and hate-filled competition at all levels of society: “no man shall then be glad of his fellow'5 fall and mishap to snatch at the work he had. ” 1 There will have been an end to the cult of implacable personal success: “our standards of honour and public estimation,” says old Hammond, “are very different from the old ones; success in besting our neighbours is a road to renown now closed, let us hope for ever.” 1 A hundred and fifty years of a new way of life have completely changed consciousness and customs, and this way of life, says the old man, “has become a habit of acting on the whole for the best. It is easy for us to live without robbing each other. It would be possible for us to contend with and rob each other, but it would be harder for us than refraining from strife and robbery. That is in short the foundation of our life and our happiness."1'' What stands out in such a declaration, as in many other passages in .Sews from Nowhere, is the complete substitution of the concept of habit for the concept of morality. The stage is definitely past of elaborating a “communist morality”, the demanding morality of the militant, or of elaborating a code of

responsibilities for the first difficult stages of socialist societv contradictory human problems which harass modern thought I*
|	|	*	#	I ll
utopia m the twenty-second century there is no longer any moral cod there need for any. “Communist man” makes mock of the abstract “eternal man". Old Hammond, in the speech from which I have quoted u. lines, speaks not only of the way of life, and of habit, but even of tradit ** Morris, as a consistent materialist, explains this transformation in hut^ relationships by that of the very essence of labour, which is henceforth ba*' upon joy and upon a reciprocity of services in a society of equals
“Thus the market of neighbours, the interchange of mutual good services, will be established, and will take the place of the present gambling market, and its bond-slave the modern factory system. But the working in this fashion, with the unforced and instinctive reciprocity of service, clearly implies the existence of something more than a mere gregarious collection of workmen. It implies a consciousness of the existence of a society of neighbours, that is of equals; of men who do indeed expect to be made use of by others, but only so far as the services they give are pleasing to themselves; so far as they are services the performance of which is necessary to their own well-being and happiness.
In other words, joy in pleasing others is born from the joy each derives from his own work. It is in this way that the fraternal links which give the totality of social relations its affective quality is materially established. For Morris it is not at all a matter of self-abnegation, of heroism or even perhaps of disinterestedness. The way of life in the new society is based on a sort of altruistic hedonism and not at all upon some idealistic imperative of any sort whatever Everyone feels an understanding respect for the joy of his fellows, even when it assumes extreme forms like the obsessive toiling of the “Obstinate Refusers Once the goal of communist society has been reached, there is that atmosphere of “unanxious happiness and good temper” 2. which so much surprises the visitor during his journey through London, but which was not expressed by a strained and fixed Hollywood grin:
“Some faces I saw that were thoughtful, and in these I noticed great nobility of expression, but none that had a glimmer of unhappiness, and the greater part (we came upon a good many people) were frankly arid openly joyous.” 2
The universally sought, experienced and avowed enjoyment of labour, the desire to realise and to express oneself fully in this labour and, consequently. to put everything into it, the mutual appreciation of the service thus performed by everyone’s enjoyment, these things have become such basic and obvwut realities that all sham, all false shame, all mock modesty have disappeared Dick has no hesitation over declaring that he is “a pretty good mower ':" Mistress Philippa is convinced that without her they will never be able to complete successfully the stone garland which decorates the house built by the “Obstinate Refusers” and they, through the mouth of their foreman, boast of the prowess they will display at the forthcoming harvest u it is not onh physical or intellectualqualities that are simply and openly referred to without any vanity or shame. The visitor observes that it is “with no blush or simper of

Ul»r shame” that Ellen imagines the vile traffic to which “my beauty and cleverness and brightness” might have been subjec ted in the nineteenth century.
This lack of all constraint gives an easy affability to human relationships, and the fraternal bond which cannot be broken by any clash of interests creates a habit of friendliness, spontaneous courtesy and unfailing consideration between individuals. This is the world John Ball dreamed of, “set free from evil-doers for friends to dwell in”.26 Dick is the first representative of the new world whom the visitor meets, and he is immediately struck by his "peculiarly pleasant and friendly look”, by his readiness to put himself at his disposal for information and guidance,	and by his delicacy in shielding him
from any indiscretion. ” His companions show the same attitude. Bob, for example, whose “face was not wanting in that happy and friendly expression which 1 had noticed in his friend”. Without wanting to go into the details of all the little incidents throughout the story which emphasise the simple and kindly courtesy of these happy and relaxed people, I simply remark that not even the grumpy old man (Ellen's father or grandfather) failed to receive his guests with generous hospitality and feared upsetting them by his odd remarks. 1 It has become the most natural thing in the world and when the visitor remarks upon Dick's friendly welcome, old Hammond replies: “if he were not 'kind’, as you call it, to a perfect stranger he would be thought a strange person, and people would be apt to shun him".52
• * *
In one of the earliest chapters of this study,31 1 tried to show that in our times utopia it a way of thinking that inevitably has bourgeois roots, even if its content is inspired by the class situation of the proletariat. I also drew attention to the fact that William Morris, however strong and sincere his revolutionary convictions, never repudiated his bourgeois origin nor renounced his bourgeois way of life: it was as a member of the middle classes that he joined in the struggles of the working class, without concealing the sometimes painful stresses of conscience involved. L also said that for him utopia represented an attempt to resolve these stresses. This explains the solicitude, shown in all his writings, which he feels for the fate of the former middle classes in the new society. Sometimes aggressively, sometimes pleadingly, he never stops exhorting them about the coming adaptation, preparing them for the all-embracing “regeneration".
In 1884, with a beginner’s enthusiasm, he immediately put the question which was near his heart: “Can the bourgeoisie be regeneratedt" and his impetuous reply was that it was immediately possible. How? “By renouncing our class and on all occasions when antagonism rises up between the classes casting in our lot with the victims”; “there is no other way,” he concluded. M This ingenuous expectation soon came into collision with hard facts, and seeing all hope lost, he quickly transferred it to utopia. Already, during the preceding year, when exhorted to give up his status of employer for the sake of his socialist convictions, he declared that “we are but minute links in the immense chain of the terrible organization of competitive commerce . only the complete unrivetting of that chain will really free us” ” This revolution was to

be “the freeing both of the slaves and of their masters’'. * ft Wa prelude to an era “when the brutality of the poor and the insolence 2fa ** shall have been slain by hope and pleasure shared by all”.37 It j$ just wrote, that the working class should demand a higher standard of lirirabr must not think only of its own advantage, because its aim is “the good oftf! whole world and the regeneration of the conscience of man”.311
The abolition of social classes will have the supreme end of restoring the unity of the human race, which has been shattered ever since the breakdown of gentile society, since the time when a Thiodolf could cry, in the face of the in- vading Romans who brought military and bureaucratic oppression: “lamof the whole earth, and all the kindreds of it, even of the foeman, whom this day the edges in my hand shall smite”.39 This is the aim towards which tht revolution must strive, and it is by such a spirit that it must be inspired, for “it is not revenge we want for poor people, but happiness; indeed, what revenge can be taken for all the thousands of years of the sufferings of the poor?” *h would only satisfy useless and irrational passions having no connection with the end to be achieved: “Men are but creatures of circumstances. If it is no crime to be born poor, it is no crime to be born rich. We aim at a State where none will be born either rich or poor but with the full freedom to use such capacities as they are born with for the equal benefit of all and each. After the revolution nobody will dream of punishing the grotesque Judge Nupkins for his iniauitous class sentences; it will be enough for him to learn to live decently”. 2 What I want, said Morris, is “there to be no more master and slaves, no more gentlemen and cads (as we used to say at the university). I want us all to be friends, and all to be gentlemen, working for the^ common good, sharing duly the common stock of pleasure and refinement . He even appeared to expect this mutual understanding at an early stage because, in his revolutionary predictions in Mews from Nowhere, it is in the horrors of civil war that the middle classes “at last learned something about the reality of life, and its sorrows” and that finally “the two combatants, the workman and the gentleman, between them . . . destroyed commercialism”.44 This belief does not appear to have been short-lived because we find it a few years later, admittedly in a more elaborate form, in the socialist handbook: “In the course ol that revolt this great middle class will in its turn be absorbed into the proletariat, which will form a new society in which classes shall have ceased to exist."44 Clearly, Morris showed singular optimism and had very little idea of the bitter resistance of the possessing classes, of their ideological ascendancy, or of the capitalist environment. His symbolical Nupkins, although “he will be trying some of his old lawyers’ tricks again”, is regarded by the revolutionaries as no longer representing a threat. **
Despite Morris’s material and sentimental links with his class, there does not appear to be any reason to doubt the generosity of his feelings or to reproach him with anything more than utopian impatience. In this connection, it is interesting to note that the young Engels, when he wrote The Condition of the Working Class in England in 1845, allowed himself to be carried awav bv a very similar idealism, which he himself severely criticised in the 1892 riref-ice This work, he wrote, “bears the stamp of the youth of the author” and he clarified it further:	>	-na	nc

"Thus great stress is laid on the dictum that Communism is not a mere party doctrine of the working-class, but a theory compassing the emancipation of society at large, including the capitalist class, from its present narrow condition. This is true enough in the abstract, but absolutely useless, and sometimes worse, in practice.”
In fact, he feared that badly understood assertions might lead some to preach “socialism of all shades: Socialism conscious and unconscious, Socialism prosaic and poetic, Socialism of the working-class and of the middle-class”.47 Morris could certainly not be suspected of heterodoxy of this kind, although he cannot be exempted from a degree of naivety. And above all it must be clearly understood that Engels was concerned about immediate practical effectiveness, while accepting the truth of the proposition “in the abstract”. But what was “abstract” for the socialist leader Engels, could not but become concrete for Morris the utopist, and for him the vision of the future took on immediacy.
How was this “regeneration” of the bourgeoisie to be brought about? By work, made compulsory for all though transformed in its essence. The formerly privileged, he wrote with a touch of humour, will have to “yield with a good grace to the terrible necessity of forming part of a world in which all, including themselves, will work honestly and live easily”.48 Perhaps it will be less hard on those who gained the right to riches and idleness by their own efforts, suspect as these may be: “then, Mr. Self-made Man, you must turn to and work once more, an equal among equals.” 49 There is no doubt that coercion will be needed, and in News from Nowhere Dick tells us that the former idlers were obliged to work because their laziness had made both them and their children so physically ugly that “the neighbours couldn’t stand it.” 5,1 The only way to be found for Nupkins to learn to “live decently” will be to put a spade into his hands.51
Morris could not help feeling a certain compassion when he thought how defenceless and impotent those people will feel, not being used to making any real effort; so he urged understanding and patience: “nor as individuals have they any means of earning their livelihood, if you take away their pensions before you have begun to reconstruct a new world in which they would find a place like other people”.52 It will be necessary to trust in man, and nothing will be impossible in a world which recognises the usefulness, not only of “the useful classes”, but also “the usefulness of all others”.' Even former landowners will be “compensated”, not by any continued ownership of the country’s natural resources, but by “a position in which they will be able to exercise their capacities and earn themselves a non-precarious livelihood”.
Their material well-being wiil be assured, and after the revolution described in News from Nowhere, “even the once rich” discovered that their conditions of life were not too bad.55 When they have understood the transformation that socialism means for humanity and when they have reflected upon the degradation of their earlier life, will it be possible for them to feel the slightest regret?
“I must ask the rich and well-to-do what sort of a position it is which they are so anxious to preserve at any cost ? And if, after all. it will be such a terrible loss to them to give it up3”

It is doubtful whether their wealth has brought them true happiness they will learn "that they have nothing to fear from a system which destroy poverty as well as riches”.r There will be great compensations^ them "I hold that the abolition of classes,” Morris declared to a journal,s! "would tend to the general elevation of all society; would be for the good of the upper as well as the lower." 58 What has fortune given them, in fact, apart from the power to oppress? Will there not be great joy in realising that so evil a power has been removed?
“ 1 he rich man will have lost riches, i.e., dominion over others, and
find that he is happy. ” w
This joy will be in addition to all the others that man will find in the world transformed. "We don't want,” declared Morris, "to ruin and render unhappy a group amongst this class . . .: what we want is that the rich, who as things go now arc not necessarily happy, should melt into the great community of labour and take their fair chance of happiness which Socialism would ensure to everyone: could they possibly complain of this as an injustice?” They would have nothing worse to fear than “the inevitable and by no means hard fate of their forming a part, on terms of absolute equality, of a happy and mutually helpful community. ” 60
Morris’s prolonged thinking about the problems of his own class in utopia no doubt helped him to define better the human climate in the new society he advocated. All the same, one cannot help noticing that his usual enthusiastic, joyful, relaxed approach is much less so when he encounters these problems One feels that he is grappling with obstinate realities, and the tone is apologetic.
* * •
On the other hand, is it necessary' to go back to Morris’s bourgeois origins when he declares that the aim of communism will be the full development and the liberty of the individual? I feel that this temptation should be resisted Before studying the ideas he expressed on this subject, and in order to understand their exact significance, let us recall a few facts. May Morris tells us, among the memories which are scattered through her invaluable edition of many of her father’s unpublished works, that he often declared that “he would no more accept the tyranny of a Collectivism that would crush individuality than he would accept the tyranny of Capitalism. ” 61 We cannot help feeling some degree of mistrust over this formulation. May’s two volumes were published in 1936, at a time when she was steeped in Fabian and Labour ideology, and quite susceptible to anti-soviet propaganda. The style of this phrase seems to me to express her personal inclinations much more than her father’s thoughts. Let there be no misunderstanding, it is not only possible but even very probable that Morris made remarks very similar to those his daughter relates, but his thinking, as revealed by careful study, is demonstrably not consistent with May’s tendentious simplification. Even without lingering over her own standpoint, there is evidence to show that her theoretical education was in no way comparable to Morris ’s. Her ignorance of Marxism appears to have been complete and, in particular, it is obvious that

the Marxist and Morrisian conception of two stages remained completely foreign to her: in her commentaries, Morris’s socialism is usually translated into language that is sentimental, idealistic or .even mystical. Once again, it is essential to have in mind the theory of two stages, which explicitly underlies the whole of the writer’s utopian thinking, in order to understand and restore the exact meaning to remarks he may have made. The first stage, following the seizure of power and lasting some time (according to his estimate, half a century) is an inevitable transitional stage, implying the existence of a State organisation to which he does not refuse the necessary coercive instruments. But while he regards it as inevitable within the perspective of achieving a society that is ultimately communist, he feels no pleasure over it. State socialism is an unavoidable transition, but he accepts it with resignation and apprehension. So, in some verbal outbursts, he may well have feared, and condemned in advance, some excesses, a certain trampling upon the individual, a certain possibility of diverting the State apparatus from its true function. In fact, in all his work he avoided excessive pessimism on this point, expressing a fear rather of some decline in material comfort during this first period, which he deliberately chose to put it into parentheses so as to be able to describe with fervour and passion the communist society of the second stage. We can rest assured that there was no confusion on the subject in Morris’s mind.
Another point that must be recalled, and one which 1 feel 1 have fully established, is that Morris’s conception of the rights of the individual had nothing in common with anarchism. Nor had it anything in common with bourgeois liberalism, as is proved by Morris’s criticism of the illusion of freedom under capitalism. Nor had it anything in common, obviously with its counterpart laisser-faire individualism, against which he waged ceaseless and open war. The monstrous, inhuman, anarchistic free competition of the present order cannot promote the harmonious development of the personality: individualism suppresses individuality” in the same way as nationalism crushes all that is genuinely national.6 Morris, faithful to the letter and the spirit of The Communist Manifesto, believes that full personal development will only be possible when, in the words of Marx and Engels, there arises “an association, in which the free development of each is the condition for the free development of all.” 64 Engels said, similarly, that “society cannot itself be free unless every individual is free”, 5 and Morris, in his turn, believed that communism “brings about the habit of making no distinction between the common welfare and the welfare of the individual. ” 66
That is the red thread which runs through Morris’s vision of the future: “my ideal of the Society of the future is first of all the freedom and cultivation of the individual will, which civilization ignores, or even denies the existence of. ” 07 The determining factor in this liberation will be the transformation in the nature of work: “the crushing weight of this pleasureless labour laid with such cruel indifference on our lives by the present anarchy is what individuality is languishing under; from Socialism it has nothing to fear, but all to gain.” 68 Individuals will cease to be just machines for manufacture and the earning of money.
“Individuality of character is the real child of communal production; it is the reckless scramble for individual gain which reduces all character

to a level by giving it one object in life, an object sordid in itself aim, which all other objects and aspirations, however noble must '' be subsidiary.
“Nor indeed, can that order be called Society which is not upheld for * benefit of every one of its members. ” 70 In the new society, on the other hjJ “each man is free to exercise his special faculty to the utmost’’,71 and ‘We member of it should have a chance of a happy life”.72 That is why '‘health? and undomineering individuality will be fostered and not crushed out Socialism”. 3 The true value of every individual will be fully recognised uri appreciated, because this appreciation will not be distorted by artificial criteria:
“It will no longer be the hierarchical position, the office of the man, that will be considered, as in the Middle Ages, nor his property as no* but his person. ” 74
After the withering-away of the State and ail the former kinds ol coercion, the free operation of popular democracy cannot fail to promote, not only the development of all the qualities of the individual, but also “the liberty of the individual, which would be, in fact, only limited by the natural and inevitable restrictions of individual will incident to ail societies whatever.
Only questions of general concern will be subject to majority decision, to accordance with the usages and customs we have already studied, but ’in matters which are merely personal which do not affect the welfare of the community - how a man shall dress, what he shall eat and drink, what he shall write and read, and so forth — there can be no difference of opinion, and everyone does as he pleases. ” 76
• * *
The most striking example of the exercise of thi* almost unlimited freedom-! the individual appears in the use of housing. So far we have looked at the general arrangement of urban and rural centres of housing, and it no* remains for us to take a look at the way men arrange their living within fhh framework.
Morris’* first reaction was a strong one, against the unbridled individualism of the Victorian family, in contrast to which he *er the virtue* of communal living, while recognising that “we may differ pretty much according i« out tendencies towards social life ” But, lor hit part, "I can't see why we should think it a hardship to eat with the people we work with “ Similarly, “as to many thing*, such as valuable books, pic tures and splendour of surrounding* we Shall find it better to club our means together’1. He declares himself to “have been sickened by the stupidity of the mean idiotic rabbit warrens that rich men build for themselves in Bayswxier and elsewhere nor do I dunk 1 am better off." he exclaims, “to live in a vulgar stuccoed house simply beeau*e I < all It my own, oi my house ’’ And that, he observes, “is my opinion as a middle-class man”. He does not know whether the working-man may not prefer “the possession of his wrctc hed little room ” to the amenities of large and magnificent communal dwelling*, “say on wathmg-day
ihe enthusiasm of his early yean of militancy led Morris to advocate com-

I life at every opportunity. He visualised people living “in airy rooms Hrcentlv decorated” with their dwellings provided “not only with good public ookine and washing rooms, but also with beautiful halls for the common meal and other purposes, as in the Colleges of Oxford and Cambridge, which it would be a pleasure merely to sit in”. '8 In another article, he imagined “tall blocks, in what might be called vertical streets, but that need not prevent ample room in each lodging, so as to include such comforts of space, air, and privacy as every moderately-living middle-class family considers itself entitled to" The persistence of this outlook is striking in his first socialist writings: it is only later that the way of life in the new society definitely breaks away from reference to bourgeois comfort. Morris insists again upon the advantages of communal laundries and kitchens, and of large communal rooms on the highest floor, the main one being reserved for meals and meetings. Naturally, the existence of these great public rooms “would not interfere with the ordinary private life of each family or individual: they would be there for use, if any one wished to use them, as they quite certainly would, for the avoidance of waste and the fostering of reasonable pleasure. ”
However, this apologia for communal life was not long in losing its persuasive repetition. As his conception of dispersed living took shape, and he envisaged the progressive elimination of large urban concentrations, Morris lost his taste for these “vertical streets” among Lofty communal buildings. He had too much respect for the freedom of the individual to ban them totally from his utopia, but he had no wish to see them increase in number: "It is understood, of course, that any association in dwelling in such places would be quite voluntary. although no individual or group could be allowed to engross an un- dur area . riot a very felicitous expression, being neither clear nor logical (perhaps Bax is responsible for it), but it expresses obvious repugnance. Moreover, this growing repugnance has another very characteristic origin in his horror of anything resembling regimentation or recalling the forms of bourgeois philanthropy. Morris clearly yearned for a return to the simple life, ^rcc *11 the superfluous lumber of modern life.
Bui again, what is simplicity ? Do you think by chance that I mean a row of yellow-brick, blue-slated houses, or a phalangstere tike an improved Peabody lodging-house; and the dinner-bell ringing one into a row of white basms of broth with a piece of bread cut nice and square by each, with boiler-made tea and ill-boiled rice-pudding to follow? No, that 5 the philanthropist's ideal, not mine.” "
This is the root of his dislike for utopias of the Fourierist kind, a dislike whit h could only have been intensified by reading Bellamy's Looking Backward. ‘I should have thought you would have lived more in public," says the visitor to old Hammond, and the old man retorts hotly:
' Plialangsteries, eh? Well, we live as we like, and we like to live as a rule with certain house-mates that we have got used to. Remember, again, thai poverty is extinct and that the Fourierist phalangstenes and alt their kind, as was but natural at the time, implied nothing but a refuge from mere destitution Such a way of life as that could only have been con< eived of by people surrounded by the worst form of poverty "

In a society of plenty, no cut-and-dried arrangement will be imposed and Morris, speaking over the heads of his listeners to the inhabitants of the world of the future, urges them to exercise their imagination within their entire freedom of choice:
“. . . find out what you yourselves find pleasant, and do it. You won't be alone in your desires; you will get plenty to help you in carrying them out, and you will develop social life in developing your own special tendencies. ”
Everyone will live as he chooses. “There are some people who are fond ol crowds, ” observes Dick, adding that he does not share their liking.14 Scattered about the countryside are great houses where, "for the sake of society", foregather “the most studious men of our time” to exchange knowledge while they engage in agriculture. On the other hand, in the upper reaches of the Thames, there is a preference for small isolated houses. ■ But no way of life is compulsory, or final. “We live in a little house now,” explains Ellen, "not because we have nothing grander to do than working in the fields, but because we please; for if we liked, we could go and live in a big house amongst pleasant companions.”*7 The usual way of living is in the family group but even there the greatest flexibility and freedom is the rule. Nothing is less like the jealously shut-in world of the Victorian home, and old Hammond’s remarks on this point arc full of interest:
“But you must understand therewith, that though separate households are the rule amongst us, and though they differ in their habits more or less, yet no door is shut to any good-tempered person who is content to live as the other house-mates do: only of course it would be unreasonable for one man to drop into a household and bid the folk of it to alter their habits to please him, since he can go elsewhere and live as he pleases. ” **
In this way everyone’s rights and preferences are protected, within * framework of customs in which human relationships, no longer disturbed by any antagonisms, have become as relaxed as they arc fraternal One might be tempted to think that such enormous personal freedom would lead to a feverish mobility of population. But just the opposite happens. When we examined the means of transport as Morris imagined them in his England in the twenty- second century, we observed how primitive they had remained. Ihere was no craving for speed or technical perfection. What for? The mania for speed and escajie which gnaws at our times no longer has any reason to exist. Ellen tells the visitor that although “of course people are free to move about ”, in fact they do not do so a great deal, and she explains that, as far as she is concerned:
“I must say that f don’t like moving about from one home to another; one gets so pleasantly used to all the detail of life about one; it fits so harmoniously and happily into ones own life, that beginning again, even in a small way, is a kind of pain. ” *•
In the same way, the visitor is surprised that old Hammond persists in living in the dreary classical architecture of the British Museum. Dick explains that

“of course he could live in a prettier house if he liked: he is not obliged to live in
one place any more than anyone else.” ”
Should we see this detail as a projection of Moms s own temperament? May tells us that he “was not a seasoned traveller”, that he was “deeply rooted m the home-life” n and “somewhat stay-at-home by nature”. He wrote himself that “people ought to live in one place” 94 and that he felt little sympathy “with the moderners whose chief desire always seemed to be to be somewhere where they are not”.9 But when one is dealing with a personality like that of William Morris, it is difficult to draw the line between temperament and reason. A purely biographical explanation, while it may shed useful light, has its limits and cannot entirely account for the details of thought processes that are quite capable of setting natural idiosyncracies aside. One would surely risk becoming involved in quite artificial subtleties if one tried, for example, to resolve the obvious contradiction between Morris's carelessness over his toilet and appearance and the sartorial refinement of the English in his utopia, or that between the friendly courtesy of their ways and his own temper, which was explosive, choleric and frequently disagreeable. As I read the innumerable studies which have been made of Morris 1 constantly have the feeling that the very understandable fascination of his extraordinary personality has, in fact, deflected a number of critics from assessing the quality of his thought.
If the English of the twenty-second century have little interest in tourism it is not only because Morris had stay-at-home tastes; the main reason is that this facet of humanity is pan of the logic of his utopia. First, let us follow his criticism of their ancestors:	,	-
Ehere is another kind of makeshift amusement, however, which consists in going a railway journey to some place and then coming back again. 1 here are two things that force persons into this business; one acts upon rich people, the other on poor. With the rich people it is the uneasy longing to be somewhere where you arc not, which drives people to Switzerland and the Rhine and Italy and Jerusalem and the North Pole, and where not: and for the most part people go to these places with their eyes in their pockets, and except that they have satisfied their above mentioned craving for perpetual motion had much better have stayed at home. With the poor people of our great cities and manufacturing districts it is I admit different. Their homes are so devoid of all pleasure of the senses, that they may well long to have a look now and again at the green fields and the sun shining upon them or the wind and the rain sweeping over them. Yet to my mind to go from a weary ugly place to a beautiful one, and to have a look at it and then go back to the weariness and ugliness is but a poor makeshift after all. 1 want to see the beautiful face of the earth not once a month, or once a week, but every day, but generally. ”
It should be realised just how fresh and penetrating such a judgment was in a century when literature was saturated with the theme of escape In utopian times when men have changed the face of the world and made tt a place of pleasure and beauty, there will be nothing to justify these desperate flights. Strong natural bonds will be formed between a man and the place where he

live* and worki. That docs not tn the kgjt imply that hr wjjj r<, . restrict his horizon and remain imprisoned within it, but journey, rC*'*'' something quite different ;	> •..>*>»
"And then now and again you may go from that friendly home to «*. fresh beauties and wonders in other places and to store your mind memories for quiet days, always with the confidence that the wcilfe^.*. untiring beauties of your home will welcome you back to the old un. broken pleasure.”
How could a man not feel unbreakable ties with the surroundings he t*. created with no artificial or commercial pressure, where the beauty of thing, reflec ts the new joy of his own life?
“This outward order and beauty will be but a token of (air and orderly life, of days made up of unwearisome work, and of leisure restful but not vacant: of a life in which year by year the land of his fathers shall grow dearer and fairer to a man as he gets to know it better and better, though his times be cast in a place where nature wears her everyday clothes, no qu^cn but a thrifty housewife: so that when he goes into other lands richer of startling beauty and wild romance, he will fare not as a man driven by dullness that nothing can brighten, by weariness that no idleness can soothe, but as a pilgrim who has left his home a while that he may come back stored with new pictures and tales of the life of other men. A steadfast home that he shall never weary of.
So, in this new life when man will “learn to love the narrow spot that surrounds our daily life”,* there will be every chance to live where one pleases and go where one will, but this unbounded liberty will create its own limits by virtue of itself being part of an unbounded enjoyment of the world.
Two questions which could not fail to have an important place in Morris s, as in any other, utopia are the. place of women in society and the relationships between the sexes. They were matters to which he frequently devoted serious thought, but one observation is important: while he regarded such problems as deserving special attention, they were not the essential problems, and this, no doubt, is one of the reasons why Morris seems to have disconcerted and even put off an important sector of modern criticism that is inclined to regard sexuality as the motive force of ail human activity. Another preliminary remark is that writers about Morris have, in the main, treated this aspect of his thinking rapidly, superficially and indecisively. The reason is not far to seek’ one feels that they are caught in traditional patterns, and when they have failed to find a ready answer to the question of whether this writer is feminist or anti-feminist, they have preferred to gloss it over. In fact, such an approach is over-simple, and I think it wise to avoid classifications which are not very likely to get us anywhere.
Morris never made any secret of his hostility towards the movement for femimne emanc.pation wh.ch began in the ’eighties to assert itself somewhat no.s.ly, though without yet developing the militant method, of the suflrTgettes

In Wh > (ram. Vvwhete one finds a few sidekicks aimed at “the ‘advanced’ women of "the nineteenth century, and their male backers." But such hints, necessarily scanty in a narrative that is utopian and not polemical, need amplifying and explaining. He was quite well acquainted with the movement he was attacking, since he has been claimed as a regular visitor to the Pankhursts, though this would seem rather surprising lm In general, his opposition was provoked by the essentially bourgeois and sometimes flatly reactionary nature of these feminist organisations. Marian Ramelson, in the valuable study published just before her untimely death, underlines the fact that they never received the affiliation of any working-class organisation and displayed a complete ignorance and lack of understanding of working women. This separation only became worse during the twentieth century as a result of Sylvia Pankhurst’s splitting tactics in the East End.102 In 1885, the Primrose League, an offshoot of the Tory Party, had set up its female section (Ladies Grand Council), and Morris, attacking the "Primrose Ladies” wrote that "that valuable institution is furthering the emancipation of Ladies, not of women.’’"' Moreover, he found the anti-masculinism which basically provided the propaganda theme of such movements to be ridiculous and laughable. “ For William Morns, as a Marxist, social divisions ran between classes, not sexes, and while he cared about the lot of women, it was not woman in the abstract. The factory worker was of more interest to him than the great lady of the Primrose League, and the more because of the role to w hich she was condemned by the mechanism of capitalist exploitation than as a working-woman as such:
“A word may here be said to the ‘women’s rights’ group. They are far too apt to put women forward as competitors with men, and thereby injure the cause of the emancipation of women which every Socialist is bound to further I "hey are therefore blind to the fact that the capitalist employment of women for the general cheapening of labour is founded on that very dependence of women which they (and we) want to get rid of.
I nder reasonable conditions of society every woman will be free to earn her own livelihood, as every man will be, but for that very reason there will be no competition between the sexes, and women will neither get nor seek employment in work which men can do better than they can. Capitalism forces them to accept such work now — at starvation wages; just as it forces males to accept work which is not fit for human beings.
As long as men are slaves, women can be no better. Let the women’s rights societies adopt that last sentence as a motto - and act on it." 1 ’
It is quite likely that Morris had read Bebel’s famous book on Women and Sotiahsm. Eleanor Marx had reviewed in Commonweal the English translation made in 1885 by Harriet B. Adams Walther, who reproduced its ideas in a pamphlet entitled The Woman Question which she wrote with Edward Aveling. Morris’s thinking followed the same lines. In 1889 he attended the Paris International Socialist Congress, which was to lead to the establishment of the Second International, and he was deeply impressed by the speech made there by Clara Zetkin. “When printed,” he wrote in Cornmomveat on his return, “it will be valuable as clearly establishing the difference in view between the Socialist and the ‘Women’s Rights’ women ” "* So I feel it appropriate to publish a

passage relating to that speech from the article which F Kitz, who had a panied Morris to Paris, wrote the following week as a report’of the Con^
“Comrade Clara Zetkin, of the Berlin Women Workers, roused the Congress to enthusiasm when she said that the capitalist had destroyed women's place at home and forced her into the market as a producer, only to w iden her ideas and create another enemy who would stnvr with energy for the overthrow of capitalist domination. She said that little thanks were due to the men for women’s awakening, for they have held that women’s place was at home as a domestic slave. The women would never return to that condition; but in opposition to the middle-dass agitation lor so-called Women's Rights, which simply means to put women in antagonism to men and use them as competitors in the wage* market against them, the women Socialists, disregarding the question of sex in economics, would work with men on a basis of equality for the social revolution.” 1
For Morris, then, the problem of woman is a social as well as a political problem which cannot be divorced from other problems set by the revolutionary struggle. That is the sense of his opposition to the feminist movement of his time, and it is pointless to seek any other.
Furthermore, there is nothing to support any supposition that he adopted a superior attitude to women in his personal life, and one might even say that all indications are to the contrary. Wilfred Scawen Blunt makes an odd remark in the manuscript memoirs he has left:
“He was the only man I ever came in contact with who seemed absolutely independent of sex considerations. He would talk in precisely the same tone to a pretty woman as to a journeyman carpenter - that is to say, he would be interested if she had anything interesting to tell him, but not for a minute longer. ” 1
His correspondence with the women who were dear to him is still more revealing, whether it be Georgiana Burne-Jones, Aglaia Coronio or, most of ail, his own wife His letters to Jane are full of consideration. He knew her dislike of his socialist activities, but even with her he tried to be clear and convincing and keep her informed about all he was undertaking. How often did he invite her to make the decisions on important issues, and what unlimited freedom he gave her, despite all the suffering involved! In the most intimate matters of his life there was never any gap between his behaviour and the principles of equality in which he believed; he acted quite straightforwardly; without any attempt to fiout public opinion, and with admirable dignity.
In 1885 he declared to Bernard Shaw: “nor do 1 consider a man a Socialist at all who is not prepared to admit the equality of women”.W9 but for Morris that equality was not the abstraction that it was for bourgeois liberalism. It could only be achieved on the solid basis of woman’s admission to productive work, In a letter he wrote in 1886 to his old friend Charles Faulkner, which is now in the manuscript collection of the Bodleian Library, he wrote:
“When a wife can earn her living as a citizen, and the children are Citizens with inalienable rights there will be nothing to force people into

legal prostitution or tempt them into irregular venal d*, which for the rest they couldn’t have, as it is simply a form of ordinary market exploitation.”1
It is interesting to observe that Morris can only have arrived at this conclusion through active theoretical consideration, and to get there he had to overcome his own class prejudices. Three years earlier, in fact, when he only just discovering Marxism, he was still declaring publicly that the employment of mothers of families in factories was “to my mind a most abominable custom”.'" It is true that, the following year, he foresaw “merry parties of men and maids” at work in the ideal factory of years to come, " which marked a step forward. But in 1885 the Manifesto of the Socialist League is not very explicit, and even somewhat ambiguous, since it goes no further than the declaration that “women also would share in the certainty of livelihood which would be the lot of all”.111 But a few months later, the revelation in The Pall Mall Gazette of the scandal of child prostitution in London gave an impulse to his thinking and led him to adopt an unequivocal position. He observed that “women’s wages are not even subsistence wages”, and have no other purpose than to “cheapen labour for the manufacturers”. And he added.
“ There is the closest of relations between the prostitution of the body in the streets and of the body in the workshops . . . We desire that all should be free to earn their livelihood - with that freedom will come an end of . these monstrosities and true love between man and woman throughout society. ”
He was also encouraged in this development by his constant regard for the barbarian precedent. He loved to regale his audiences with the customs described in the Icelandic sagas; “The position of women was good in this society, the married couple being pretty much on an equality.” 115 In The House of the WoLjings he praises the part played by the women in the wars waged against the invaders by the Germanic tribes: Hail-sun organises the non-combatants, she helps in the direction of operations, she sends a group of the bravest women out on a reconnaissance, she leads the retreat and makes Thing-Stead into a citadel. In The Roots of the Mountains, the Bride “was a woman fair and strong: not easily daunted amid perils: she was hardy and handy and light-foot: she could swim as well as any, and could shoot well in the bow, and wield sword and spear”."1’ We find these same marks of independence about most of the heroines of the romantic tales written by Morris in his later years.
But here one distinction is quite essential. For him, utopia was not romantic fiction. On the contrary, it represented an attempt to lay down the outlines of what will one day be reality. On the other hand, it was subject to the laws of historical development and was located at a definite stage of that development, not that of “Socialism Militant” but that of “Socialism Triumphant”. ' The condition of the productive forces and production relationships will have been radically changed. Humanity, itself completely transformed, will no longer be tied down by the needs of the struggle but will be in full enjoyment of victory, and will organise its own ways of life as it pleases. What, before the revolution and even during its first stage, was a condition of women’s liberation, will

erase to have an obligatory nature in conditions of general plenty ft there mil be no restrictions on the choice of occupation, there wiHnol**0^ crises to shake the world, no artificial tensions will distort the fne human inclinations and there will be an equilibrium conforming bet J? tendencies of nature, to which humanity will be ever more ck*e V Women will have the same political and social rights as men, but that by means implies that they will be forced into the same way of life and the ^ kind of occupation, which would be an infringement of their liberty. There & physical factors which must be taken into account. “You must not forttt wrote Morris in a letter to Bruce Glasier, “that child-bearing makes women inferior to men since a certain time of their lives they must be dependent on men.“ And he added: “Of course we must claim absolute equality of condition between women and men, as between other groups, but it would be poor economy setting women to do men’s work (as unluckily they often do now) or
In Ahtu from Nowhere he is very explicit on the point. In passing, we notice that the young men, delighting in “easy-hard work”, who are repairing the road to Bloomsbury, are surrounded by admiring women, not one of whom would dream of joining them. "* And talking of the movement for feminine emancipation in the nineteenth century, old Hammond declares ‘that ail that is a dead controversy now. The men have no longer any opportunity of tyrannising over the women, or the women over the men; both of which things took place in those old times. The women do what they can do best, and what thee like best, and the men are neither jealous of it or injured by it . The visitor is struck by the pleasure they find in carrying out domestic tasks. At the Hammersmith Guest House, he is surprised to see the women serving the men and he asks the old man whether “that seems a little like reaction”. One cannot insist too strongly upon the importance of such a question, which clearly shows that Morris has no wish to avoid the difficulty and wants to get to the bottom of the problem. “Does it?” replies old Hammond to his guest “Perhaps you think housekeeping an unimportant occupation, not deserving of respect, .. Come, now, my friend, don’t you know that it is a great pleasure to a clever woman to manage a house skilfully, and to do it so that all the house-mates about her look pleased, and are grateful to her? And then, you know, everyone likes to be ordered about by a pretty woman: why, it is one of the pleasantest forms of flirtation.” 120 To be ordered about? Flirtation’ It must be said that these terms suggest a sham reversal of the real r61es and that Morris, despite all his good intentions, and possibly unconsciously and involuntarily, did not succeed in casting off old bourgeois habits that were stronger than any acquired theory.
All the same, it would be excessive and unjust to consider, with Raymond Ruver, that the women in News from Nowhere “decorate the countryside,
pur etrsa
arrange flowers on the tables, and introduce a touch of hralrhv	into
n because they prefer them, numbers of them join in the

work in the fields, and that Mistress Philippa and her daughter, who arc both sculptors, seem to make that their only occupation.
Let us notice something else also. Morris never considers these household tasks to be either the prerogative of women or the sphere to which they are relegated. Old Hammond, after declaring that they prefer to do them because they are best at them, asserts that he is himself an excellent cook. u‘ Nor is this a flash in the pan. In the rediscovered text of the lecture of 1889, How Shall lt> Live Then? there is a very interesting passage on what Morris calls the "domestic arts”, which is to say “the arrangement of a house in all its details, marketing, cleaning, cooking, baking and so on; sewing with its necessary concomitant of embroidery and so forth. Once more whoever was incapable of taking interest and a share in some parts of such work would have to be considered diseased; and the existence of many such diseased persons would tend to the enslavement of the weaker sex. ” 121
So Morris’s view seems to be just tendentious, but it is presented with great strength of conviction. Despite the poet’s obvious sincerity, and his cautious approach, there is in News from Nowhere a somewhat disconcerting appearance of ambiguity. But it is the result of honest thought and deserves consideration as such. In any case, it could not be taken out of the context of his utopia. It is clear that the spread of manual work, by restoring esteem to physical strength, will tend to eliminate women from some productive processes. The extraordinary development of sources of power (mysterious and hidden, but effective) which underlies the uprise of handicraft, contributes, as does the recovered joy in creative effort, to producing the fear which we have seen to exist of there one day being a shortage of work. All these factors would favour pushing women back into family life. In so far as it might be true that this is their natural vocation, one cannot a prion deny this approach all validity. It clearly involves all the other approaches seen in their historical development, and all we can do is to take note of it and refrain from presumptuous conclusions.
« * «
This semi-domestic aspect of the status of women, thought Morris, could be shocking only to those socialists who looked at it from the viewpoint or in the terms of nineteenth-century bourgeois society. In the world he describes, it would be a matter of free choice and not of obligation. Abundance ensures the satisfaction of the needs of everybody: no material consideration any longer forces any human being into any given occupation. But above ail, the very nature of the social relationship has transformed individual consciousness and the relationships between the sexes. Along with private property, the idea of woman as a possession has disappeared, “the idea (a law-made idea) of the woman being the property of the man, whether he were husband, father, brother, or what not”. She is no longer held on a leash, jealously watched and repressed, “brought up in affected ignorance of natural facts, reared in an atmosphere of mingled prudery and prurience”.1 Such an education for the bourgeois heiress had as its counterpart the presence of “poor girls in the street who are doing what our present society insists that some women shall do that is to serve as a safeguard for the chastity, or a veil for the respectability of their richer sisters”. Besides, for how many women was not marriage the outcome of cautious calculation which made it scarcely distinguishable

from prostitution? How many among them said to thwmdve* housekeeper s life, so 1 shall sell my body that I may be matron nthq/vf' Ellen reflects that, had she lived in the nineteenth century she would ha*L. “wrecked and wasted in one way or another, either by pemirv cr fe! hurury ” * In fact, "as long as women are compelled to marry foe a fiwfiwj real marriage is a rare exception, and prostitution or a kind ol legalised rav- the rule” * Only the abolition of capitalist tyranny will see the disappear**! of “the present system of venal prostitution which is the meaning ol <*» marriage system on its legal side". to As the Manifesto of the Socialist Leap*- had already proclaimed
“Our modern bourgeois property-marriagc, maintained as it is by its present necessary complement, universal venal prostitution, would give place to kindly and human relations between the sexes."
The present institution of marriage is all the less defensible in so far as it attempts to be indissoluble. It postulates the enduring feelings of the couple, m the face of all human experience. Through the painful years of his married life Morris had felt in his flesh and his heart the full hypocrisy of this myth. The poems of 7kr Earthly Parodist do not only have an appearance of serenity, a long thread of suppressed suffering is mingled into the fabric of the shining tapestry.
“Love while you may; if twain grow into one Tis for a little while; the time goes by,
So hatred ’twixt the pair of friends doth lie,
No troubles break their hearts — and yet, and yet - How could it be? we strove not to forget;
Rather in vain to that old time we clung,
Its hopes and wishes round our hearts we hung,
We played old parts, we used old names - in vain,
W'c go our ways, and twain once more are twain.
But such estrangement can assume even sharper forms, and Morris s social and utopian thinking quickly led him to take a determined stand against in* dissolubility of marriage and against theological prejudice. He did not consider it just that,
. once 2 people have committed themselves to one act of copulation they are to be tied together through life no matter how miserable it makes them, their children, or their children’s children. That is a superstition . . .; under our present circumstances it does not burden men of the world at all since there are plenty of whores in the market owing to our system of industrial exploitage. I think though that it weighs heavily on sensitive people endowed with real sentiment."
In a world freed from the blemishes of private property and the prejudices arising from it, “the couple would he fret" and “being free, if unfortunately distaste arose between them they should make no pretence of its not having arisen”'" Divorce, which was in no way shocking in barbarian society ’ would not be so either in the more human society of the future
“Thus a new development of the family would take place, on the basis.

not of a predetermined lifelong business arrangement, to be formally and nominally held to, irrespective of circumstances, but on mutual inclination and affection, an association terminable at the will of either party . . . There would be no vestige of reprobation weighing on the dissolution of one tie and the formation of another.” IK
Old Hammond speaks a similar language in Atws from ,\owhere:
“If there must be sundering betwixt those who meant never to sunder, so it must be: but there need be no pretext of unity when the reality of it is gone: nor do we drive those who well know that they are incapable of it to profess an undying sentiment which they cannot really feel.
Divorce, however, would be something very different from what it is today The ties between a couple can be no more than ties of pure affection. Private property having disappeared, no thought of interest can poison the breaking of these ties. So there are no longer any civil courts, no more divorce suits with their stinking mud-stinging; and old Hammond speaks of the unhappy past with immense contempt:
“I know that there used to be such lunatic affairs as divorce courts.
But just consider; all the cases that came into them were matters of property quarrels: and I think, dear guest,” said he. smiling, “that though you do come from another planet, you can see from the mere outside look of our world that quarrels about private property could not go on amongst us in our days. ” 3
Various phrases in the passages I have just quoted might lead to the supposition that Morris would have looked favourably upon the abolition of marriage pure and simple, and the practice of free unions. The question is worth looking at, because Morris’s attitude was, in fact, very mixed. We know with what respect and openness of mind he unreservedly accepted the irregular union between Eleanor Marx and Edward Aveling, and defended them against the hostility of Hyndman. He possibly had them in mind at the founding of the Socialist League with their support, when he wrote its Manifesto, from which I have earlier quoted a few lines. It seems to me to be worth repeating. “Our modern bourgeois proper ty-marriage,” he wrote, “would give place to kindly and human relations between the sexes. ” One cannot help being struck by the brevity and lack of explicitness of this formulation. This did not pass unremarked. I was lucky enough to find, among papers of Bernard Shaw’s preserved in the British Museum, an unpublished letter to him from Morris, and it does not lack interest. The subtle Irishman had sent our poet an article intended for Commonweal.138
In the article, Shaw quoted the ambiguous and inadequate remark in the Manifesto, and made much bolder proposals. Morris, very embarrassed, replied:
“I don’t quite know what is to be done with the very clever paper which you have kindly sent us: you see there are some things in it which as a body we could not quite endorse. We can hardly attack our own manifesto for instance: also we could not agree that Socialists ought to leave the marriage question alone ... Of course. I agree that abolishing

wedlock while the present economical slavery lasts would be futile i should like things altered in your article which J am afraid would take the spirit out of it, and it is too good to spoil. I think we of the S I tnusi lie fore long state our views on wedlock quite plainly and take the conse- quences. w hich 1 admit are likely to be serious. But I think we had better leave the subject alone till we can pluck up heart to explain the ambiguities ofour sentence in the manifesto.”1*
I feel that the lesson to be learned from this letter lies in its hesitation and caution. Morns was conscious of his political responsibility in the leadership<rf a socialist movement The problem of relationships between the sexes is not the basic problem from which all the others derive. Now that he had becomea Marxist, he was convinced that the opposite was true. He knew that in his days to adopt too bold a position would indeed have led to “serious consequences" and would provide welcome food for hostile propaganda. This was no idle supposition, and the opprobrium heaped upon the Aveiings was a living example of the dreadful power of an aggressively pharisaic public opinion Hr by no means denied the importance of the problem and thought that socialism had no right to disregard it. But he refrained from any hasty and dangerous declaration and wanted mature consideration given to the problem first. In any case, it did not arise urgently, since the abolition of marriage under the capitalist system would be a futile demand and it would doubtless be just as vain to try to eliminate it in an authoritarian way even after the revolution. This would explain (and Morris’s letter to Shaw enlightens us admirably) one of the Notes which accompany the second edition of the Manifesto, published a few months later:
“Under a Socialistic system contracts between individuals would be voluntary and unenforced by the community. This would apply to the marriage contract as well as others, and it would become a matter of simple inclination,” 1
So the ambiguity pointed out by Shaw was removed, with Morris avoiding any foolhardy wording at the level of political action. When, in 1887, Lane and his anarchist splinter group published a manifesto containing an apologia on behalf of free love, he was careful not to follow them on that issue, although he needed their support at the time in the struggle against the parliamentarian section of the League.1,1 He was in no hurry to declare himself, although he accepted that one cannot hedge indefinitely. “As regards the policy of putting the matter forward,” he wrote to Faulkner in the important letter from which I have already quoted, “it is a ticklish subject, but one day or another we must face it”.M What he wanted to avoid above ail was tackling it in a doctrinaire or idealistic way, without making clear the dependence of the superstructure upon the economic basis. He repeated in another letter, sent the same year to Bruce Gfasier, that this is a difficult question, but “when Socialism is complete the new economics will have transformed the family, and this will clear up the difficulty ’. i‘l . How will it be resolved? Even at the level of utopian anticipation, Morris refused to be dogmatic. It would be possible that there would still be people believing in the sanctity of marriage.
“But if property were abolished such a view would not be very harm

ful; simply because it could not possibly be the general view; only those would hold it whom it suited, and public opinion would leave people
r	Iff *4
free.
It is interesting to note that Engels showed the same caution in looking ahead in The Origin of the Family, two years earlier. He confined himself to observing that it will “suffice to bring about the gradual growth of unconstrained sexual intercourse” and observing that the people of the socialist age “will make this their own practice and their corresponding public opinion about the practice of each individual - and that will be the end of it M'
In writing News from Nowhere, Morris certainly felt that he had more elbow - room to express his opinion more openly. No doubt he was fully conscious that he was engaged in a militant activity, but in a personal composition he felt more free from restraint and immediate responsibility. Since he was dealing with the twenty-second century, distance in time provided him with some latitude. Nevertheless, he did not venture too far. Clearly relationships between the sexes have become very free. Ellen makes a passing reference to “two or three young men who have taken a special liking to me, and all of whom 1 cannot please at once”:14 but the nature of their relationships is still left unclear. The attitude towards men of the pretty girls at the Guest House is “without the least affectation of shyness”,14 and they exchange kisses and friendly caresses with them. Dick and Clara do not feel any need to hide their desires and their love.148 A more significant fact is that, before the couple came together again, Clara had left Dick for another man she thought she loved, and when Hammond mentioned the fact it was without any expression of blame. Perhaps one should take special note of the old man’s remarks when he mentions, among the horrors of the nineteenth century, “certain lollies about the ‘ruin’ of women for following their natural desires in an illegal way, which of course was a convention caused by the laws of private property”.1
Morris would not go any further. More, marriage itself appears not to have disappeared, since Dick and Clara were married before their separation and old Hammond says they will doubtless get married again. ’ Probably marriage and divorce have become very simple formalities. But we are not altogether certain about this. Since Morris was opposed to all hypocrisy and convention, he would have considered hide-bound, unpleasing and even inhuman the “advanced” idea of what, we have come to call “marriage between two courses”. “Artificial bolstering up of natural human relationships is what I object to,” he wrote in his letter to Faulkner, “though I admit that to make some ceremony or adornment of them is natural and human also. ” A few lines further on, speaking of the society of the future, he thinks that public opinion “would without violence and in some way that 1 cannot foresee, take care of the decencies; that it would adorn the subject in such a way as its knowledge of the great art of living would bid it”.152 In the same vein, after returning from the impressive funeral of Alfred Linnell, a victim of the repression of Bloody Sunday, Morris, though deeply moved, simply said: “Well, I like ceremony”.1” Obviously one must be careful not to think that the word “ceremony” implied the slightest formality to him. He simply felt that deep feelings and important acts in human life deserved fraternal consecration.
If one considers it, such a way of thinking is not in the least inconseciuential.

Morris was neither a bourgeois individualist nor an asocial	t
hves among men. He lives with them, by them, and for them andlm' • for their friendship and esteem quite as much as for their services Th!"** actly why, whether one likes it or not, there will always be that public oil which Moms took into account in his letter to Faulkner. It will certainly longer be expressed by “this universal hypocrisy of modern society, which is V special characteristic”.'5* It will be “a truly enlightened public opinion, jh5 from mere theological views as to chastity”,155 and there will be an end, far example, of the “shame" of the unmarried mother.156 But it will inevitably continue to exist and to make itself felt, although in a form and spirit free of ail intolerant, hypocritical puritanism. Listen again to old Hammond talking to the visitor:
' Don’t misunderstand me. You did not seem shocked when I fold you that there were no law courts to enforce contracts of sentiment or passion, but so curiously are men made, that perhaps you will be shocked when I tell you that there is no code of public opinion which takes the place of such courts, and which might be as tyrannical and unreasonable as they were. I do not say that people don’t judge their neighbours conduct, sometimes, doubtless, unfairly. But I do say that there is no unvarying conventional set of rules by which people are judged; no bed of Procrustes to stretch or cramp their minds and lives; no hypocritical ex- communication which people are forced to pronounce, either by unconsidered habit, or by the unexpressed threat of lesser interdict if they are lax in their hypocrisy."
What becomes of the mutual feelings of the couple, within this social setting with outlines that are both defined and flexible, and whose basic characteristic is brotherly respect for the individual? Whether sanctioned by public ceremonial or otherwise, they are based on an animal reality of which nobody is in the least degree ashamed. But man is a superior animal and he would be degrading himself to the lowest level of animalism by a purely physical act not involving ail his human sensibility.
“Copulation is worse than beastly unless it takes place as the outcome of natural desires and kindliness on both sides: so taking place there is even something sacred about it in spite of the grotesquery of the act. as was well felt by the early peoples in their phallic worship. But further man has not been contented with leaving the matter there, mere animal on one side, inexplicably mysterious on the other; but has adorned the act variously as he has done the other grotesque act of eating and drinking, and in my opinion he will always do so. Still if he were to leave off doing so, 1 don’t think one ought to be shocked; there would still remain the decent animalism plus the human kindliness. ” ,u
No doubt the couple of the future will be released from the hypocritical restraints and the false or artificial sentiments which it is customary to parade today, but Morris considers that “there would still remain abundance of real sentiment which man has evolved from the mere animal arrangement ” 1S* Ifiat does not tmply that love would become an ins,pidly idyllic and peaceful business, with no compl.cat.on or suffering. The intensity oi our

reactions will always generate misunderstandings and illusions which are sometimes painful: communist humanity, freed from so many other artificial and avoidable cares, will accept inevitable torment along with the joy
“Calf love, mistaken for a heroism that shall be life-long, yet early waning into disappointment; the inexplicable desire that comes on a man of riper years to be the all-in-one to some one woman, whose ordinary human kindness and human beauty he has idealised into superhuman perfection, and made the one object of his desire; or lastly the reasonable longing of a strong and thoughtful man to become the most intimate friend of some beautiful and wise woman, the very type of the beauty and glory of the world which we love so well, - as we exult in all the pleasure and exaltation of spirit which goes with these things, so we set ourselves to bear the sorrow which not unseldom goes with them also; remembering those lines of the ancient poet (I quote roughly from memory one of the many translations of the nineteenth century).
‘For this the Gods have fashioned man’s grief and evil day That still for man hereafter might be the tale and the lay.’
Well, well, ’tis little likely anyhow that all tales shall be lacking, or all sorrow cured.”
And old Hammond, after making this speech full of wisdom to the visitor, adds, “The folly which comes by nature, the unwisdom of the immature man, or the older man caught in a trap, we must put up with that, nor are we much ashamed of it.” Earlier he had said: “We do not deceive ourselves, indeed, or believe that we can get rid of all the trouble that besets the dealings between the sexes. We know that we must face the unhappiness that comes of man and woman confusing the relations between natural passion, and sentiment, and the friendship which, when things go well, softens the awakening from passing illusions.” The difference between then and earlier times, which enables people to get over such crises less painfully, when they do happen, is in the frankness of discussion and total lack of hypocrisy: “At least if we suffer from the tyranny and fickleness of nature or our own want of experience, we neither grimace about it, nor lie”, and that is why, even if love can never be sheltered from all torments, “there is not by a great way as much suffering involved in these matters either to men or to women as there used to be. ”
Morris certainly does not promise our descendents perfect, everlasting, insipid happiness. What he proposes is that we shall be delivered, by our own revolutionary action, from all ills that can be cured. The rest will not be so bad: “though we shall have our troubles then, they will seem as the troubles in a tale compared to the grovelling anxieties that now beset us.” In days to come, a free and responsible mankind will be bold and vigilant, better equipped than we are to face them.
“The world would be the world still, I do not deny it, but such men as I have been thinking of will surely be fitter to meet its troubles than the dwellers in our present muddle of authority and unconscious revolt . ” ",J
They will fashion a new ethic “which . . . will not indeed enable us to get rid

ot the tragedy of life ... but will enable us to meet it without fear and umU shame.	u
In .Sews from Nowhere, Morris was careful to leave no doubt upon the do, We see Clara, for all her rational and critical outlook, tormented by jeaC when she fears that Dick may succumb to Ellen’s dazzling beauty. When if hears him liken Ellen to a fairy, she enquires whether she is a good fairv aJ
she is careful over her own appearance, so as not to seem too much’ of „
town-girl. 44 She feels constrained and intimidated in the presence of the other
girl, and is not sorry to leave Runnymede.145 When Ellen rejoins the rowers
near Oxford, Clara is unhappy again and wonders anxiously how the two
couples are going to be divided between the boats.144 She is only consoled
when she sees bonds of affection being formed between the visitor and Ellen
and the latter admits, too, that she had hesitated to come because she had
“often troubled men’s minds disastrously” and was afraid of upsetting the
happiness of Dick and Clara.14
All of this is of no great consequence, it is true, but these concrete detaib,as well as giving life to the tale and dimension to the characters, give us clearly to understand that communist humanity will not consist of bloodless, artificial supermen and superwomen. Communism will not exert any charismatic effect Human sensibility, while it raises man above the animals, still leaves him at the mercy of his passions. The elimination of conflicting interests, together with the gentle friendliness of manners, have made violence rare, but, as Dick says, “love is not a very reasonable thing, and perversity and self-will art commoner than some of our moralists think.” 164 Certainly there will not be the flood of crimes of passion previously caused by “the artificial perversion of the sexual passions” and the reduction of women to the state of chattels. Nevertheless, although such incidents become extremely uncommon, they “will happen. Hot blood will err sometimes. A man may strike another, and the stricken strike back again, and the result be a homicide, to put it at the worst. ” '** Dick tells of a tragedy of this kind which “cost the lives of two men and a woman”.1" and we are given a detailed account of a similar incident during the story: a rejected lover attacks his fortunate rival and gets himself kilted through sheer mischance in the affray.171 How is society to react in such circumstances? There will be no sanctions or punishment. If the guilty person is mad or sick, he will be restrained until he is cured. If he is of sound mind, nothing will be done that might “make it worse still”, since it can only be a question of “an occasional rough blow”. His own remorse will be his punishment. Society will “expect the transgressor to make any atonement possible to him, and he himself expects it. ” People habitually guilty of violence do not exist: “In a society where there is no punishment to evade, no law to triumph over, remorse will certainly follow transgression.” After the incident in question during the journey up the Thames, which appalled a whole village, the murderer s friends and neighbours take him to an isolated house where he meditates until he has exhausted his remorse and his regrets and is again in a fit state to resume his normal place in the community with the woman he loves, Are we to say that Morris is allowing himself to be swept along by op- timistic illusions? It is too soon to prejudge what men will be like after a century and a half of life in communist society; we must simply say that his hypothesis fits the logic of h.s utopia. In a society of this kind he considers

‘acts of wrong would be but the result of sudden outbursts of passion repented by the actors.” ' ' No other motivation, in fact, is possible, because “we shall live among friends and neighbours, with whom indeed our passions or folly may sometimes make us quarrel, but whose interests cannot really be dissociated from our own. ” Also, “crime will be rarer because there will not be the same temptation to it.” In the absence of the antagonisms caused by pride of possession, the dramas that may arise will be simple human aberrations: these are cases that a hidebound juridical system is incapable of dealing with, each one of which needs brotherly understanding: “every case of clashing rights and desires will be dealt with on its own merits - that is, really, and not legally.”17'
This admission of human frailty and of the tragedy latent in love adds an extra dimension to utopia, removing all mawkishncss from the all-embracing, healthy, peaceable and happy eroticism which suffuses the narrative. Many commentators have seen this calm happiness and the glorification of Ellen as an unconscious compensation for Morris’s painful repressions.1'' Long biographical researches have been undertaken with the aim of uncovering the mysteries of his private life, which he himself never put upon show. There have been interminable controversies about Jane’s real nature, her relationship with her husband and the nature of her connection with Rossetti. The latter's letters to Mrs. Morris, which have been available since 1964, proved disappointing and lacking in any great interest.177 At the end of it all, we know no more than we learn from Morris’s correspondence (such of it as was not destroyed) and his poems, and I do not feel that the understanding of his poetry has profited greatly from these investigations and the psychoanalytical interpretations arising from them. Morris suffered, like many other men, and experience of grief helped him to avoid a systematised idyll in his utopian view of sexual relationships. The stirring portrayal of Ellen may very possibly express a personal yearning for the love of a woman who was more exciting and closer than the frigid and perhaps commonplace Jane, whom Morris never ceased loving, all the same. But is such an explanation adequate? Does an exclusive reliance upon susceptibility and the unconscious take into account a whole thought pattern that was in no way egocentric and was sustained by years of militant activity? For years past Morris’s ideal of womanhood had ceased to be the sensual, mystical statue of the Pre-Raphaelite years, which had been embodied and crystallised for him by Jane’s unusual beauty.! * Would she have found a place in News from Nowhere? Is it by chance that she was openly anti-socialist? Ellen is much more than the sublimation of a repression. She is the woman whose unfolding will be the flowering of communist society, intensely alive, richly endowed physically and mentally, free from all inhibitions and poses, close to the very springs of life, beautiful without aestheticism or attitudinising, both energetic and feminine at the same time. Born as she was of Morris’s sensibility, she is much more a daughter of his reason. Even if one insists upon appealing at any price to biography to support ones theories, it seems strange to me to speak of the unconscious. Morris seems to have been fully conscious of all his inner life: it was for him an experience upon which he pondered at length, drawing from it precise lessons for himself and for the happiness of mankind in the future.
If one really wants to have a clear idea of Morris’s thinking, one must first of

ail talk of reason, and not be content with absurd traditional category t from being the last of the Romantics, as one finds him described in most faff books and even in monographs, he continually proclaimed his abhorrent Romantic passion Could anything in this connection be plainer than Jj Hammond’s language:
“But you must know that we of these generations are strong and healthy of body, and live easily; we pass our lives in reasonable strife with nature, exercising not one side of ourselves only, but all sides, taking the keenest pleasure in all the life of the world. So it is a point of honour with us riot to be self-centred; not to suppose that the world must cease because one man is sorry; therefore we should think it foolish, or if you will, criminal, to exaggerate these matters of sentiment and sensibility: we are no more inclined to eke out our sentimental sorrows than to cherish our bodily pains; and we recognise that there are other pleasures besides love-making. You must remember, also, that we are long-lived, and that therefore beauty both in man and woman is not so fleeting as it was in the days when we were burdened so heavily by self-inflicted diseases. So we shake off these griefs in a way which perhaps the sentimentalists of other times would think contemptible and unheroic, but which we think necessary and manlike. As on the other hand, therefore, we have ceased to be commercial in our love-matters, so also we have ceased to be artificially, foolish . . . but to be conventionally sensitive or sentimental — my friend, I am old and perhaps disappointed, but at least I think we have cast off some of the follies of the older world.
It is worth while to add that Morris, even at the height of his emotional crisis, already felt this aversion to any wallowing in misery. The letters he wrote at that time to Aglaia Coronio bear witness to this constant struggle within himself.
“When I said there was no cause for my feeling low, 1 meant that my friends had not changed at all towards me in any way and that there had been no quarrelling: and indeed I am afraid it comes from some cowardice or unmanliness in me. One thing wanting ought not to go for so much; nor indeed does it spoil my enjoyment of life always, as 1 haw often told you: to have real friends and some sort of aim in life is so much, that I ought still to think myself lucky.”
And three years later he wrote to her again that “J am ashamed of myself for these strange waves of unreasonable passion: it seems so unmanly. ”	’
In his life and his work alike, he was able to set reason and respect for the human individual against the obstinacy of despair. For a while he stood down to Rossetti before regaining Jane’s affections, just as Dick awaited Clara’s return to him. He even goes much further in some of the romantic tales of his later years, particularly in The Roots of the Mountains. The Bride, abandoned by Face-of-God for the Friend, resigns herself to the situation without great difficulty, despite her grief, and marries Folk night. She sincerely reciprocates his love and sees definite political advantage in doing so. May Morris tells us that he first intended the Bride to die, but changed his mind, explaining the reason for the new twist in a letter to his other daughter Jenny “It would be a

very good alliance for the Burgdalers and theJSilverdalers both, and I don’t think sentiment ought to stand in the way.” There could be nothing less romantic indeed!
I cannot for one moment believe Lloyd Eric Grey in his assertion, upon the authority of Frank Harris, that Morris once declared that he found the idea of romantic love absurd because “all women taste the same” and are all equally unsatisfactory.182 I have already had reason to cast doubt upon the honesty of this strange interpreter, and the remark he alleges here is outside the bounds of all probability. Such cynicism was totally foreign to Morris, whose whole work glorifies the tender purity of love and feminine charm, to which he remained susceptible to the very end of his days. The reasons for his anti-romanticism are of quite a different nature, and old Hammond sums them up very simply: a rejection of any cult of sorrow and recognition of the fact that love, despite its importance, could not be man’s only interest. Nothing was more distasteful to Morris than the obsessive singlemindedncss of a Rossetti.IW But is not utopism itself anti-romantic in essence, since it is optimistic by definition and proclaims the rational, constructive use of all human energies even more than fine sentiments? Love is, and will always be, our joy and sometimes our sorrow, but it is unhealthy to make it the sole object of our thoughts and the only motive for our actions. When Birdalone, in The Water of tht Wondrous Isles, comes to tell the story of her loves to the good fairy Habundia, the latter replies slyly: “Love is not so tyrannous a master but that his servants may whiles think of other matters, and so solace their souls, that they may live in spite of all.’ Old Hammond advises the visitor, who is about to go up the Thames with Clara and Dick, not to worry about being one too many: “It is just what these birds in a nest like, to have a good convenient friend to turn to, so that they may relieve the ecstasies of love with the solid commonplace of friendship.”
Love, to be sure, and work even more so! Morris was able to overcome the disruption of his private life thanks to his prodigious activity. "In his private life, remarked Scawen Blunt, “Morris was too busy to be unhappy, and of too sanguine a temperament to worry himself much over past disappointments; yet disappointment cannot but have been his.” 187 In 1872 he published a long poem, perhaps justly forgotten today, entitled Love is Enough, but, we are told by his son-in-law Sparling, “it was obviously not among those of his works he liked most”. Sparling goes on:
“On one occasion ... he electrified those present by snatching down the volume from his bookshelves, rapping upon it with a paper-knife, pointing to its title and exclaiming: ’There’s a lie for you, though it was I that told it! Love isn’t enough in itself; love and work, yes! Work and love, that’s the life of a man! Why, a fellow can’t even love decently unless he’s got work to do, and pulls his weight in the boat! ’ ” 1
They are typical words expressing the need for a rounded life that is at the basis of Morris’s humanism, words, moreover, which recall the aspirations of his youth, when, at the age of twenty-two and still trying to find hts way. he wished for nothing more than “love and work, these two things only Further reflection as a grown man puts work » the first place, but love far from being cast out, finds health and nourishment in the inner riches which

are alone created by daily toil. Thi* is the meaning of the words spoken by th visitor, after hearing old Hammond tell him what work has become in com munist society:
. . to speak plainly, this change from the conditions of the older world seems to me far greater and more important than all the other changes you have told me about as to crime, politics, property, marriage." ,H*'
As a Marxist Morris knew where, in the last analysis, to find the deter- mining factor of the manifestation of human consciousness and the criterion for thetr evaluation.
* * *
In this new world, where woman is man’s equal and love unfolds freely "without grimaces or lies”, where there can be no worry for the present or for the future, motherhood is freed from all the anxieties which formerly went with it. It is not the object of marriage, but simply a natural function which deepens affection and is accompanied by joy, as old Hammond explains with lyrical enthusiasm:
"How could it possibly be but that maternity should be highly honoured amongst us? Surely it is a matter of course that the natural and necessary pains which the mother must go through form a bond of union between man and woman, an extra stimulus to love and affection between them, and that this is universally recognised. For the rest, remember that all the artificial burdens of motherhood are now done away with A mother has no longer any mere sordid anxieties for the future of her children. They may indeed turn out better or worse; they may disappoint her highest hopes; such anxieties as these are a part of the mingled pleasure and pain which goes to make up the life of mankind. But at least she is spared the fear (it was most commonly the certainty) that artificial disabilities would make her children something less than men and women: she knows that they will live and act according to the measure of their own faculties. In times past, it is clear that the ‘Society’ of the day helped its Judaic god and the ‘Man of Science’ of the time, in visiting the sins of the father upon the children. How to reverse this process, how to take the sting out of heredity, has for long been one of the most constant cares of the thoughtful men amongst us. So that, you see, the ordinarily healthy woman (and almost all our women are both healthy and at least comely), respected as a child-bearer and rearer of children, desired as a woman, loved as a companion, unanxious for the future of her children, has far more instinct for maternity than the poor drudge and mother of drudges of past days could ever have had-" 1,1
An admirable exposition, though it makes the remark which occurs incidentally a few pages later, that “the population is pretty much the same a* it was at the end of the nineteenth century”, somewhat surprising.,n Morris seems to have developed somewhat uncertainly on this point. I pass rapidly over his pre-socialist pertod, dunng which he feared that “the terrible swift multiplication of the race was contnbuung to the disfigurat.on of the beautiful face of

nature.”' Right at the beginning of his revolutionary activities he reproached capitalism with “urging people to the reckless multiplication of their kind” and with “gathering population into unmanageable aggregations to satisfy her ruthless greed, without the least thought of their welfare." 194 All of that is rather confused and still betrays a complete ignorance of the Marxist critique of the theories of Malthus. Incidentally, we should not overlook the fact that these theories were widespread even among the working-class and that, at the same period, they were strongly influencing even such a militant as Tom Mann.”’ Despite quite a close reading of Capital, Morris does not seem to have made a serious study of Marx’s pages on “relative overpopulation". All the same, he did understand that Malthusian theories were weapons in the hands of the bourgeoisie, as can be seen from a few short indications which are to be found in his later writings.196 But he shows little sign of having bothered to study their economic roots. In News from Nowhere he appears to take up the cudgels primarily against the feminist movement of Annie Besant and Charles Bradlaugh, who, in the ’eighties, were boldly carrying on the first propaganda for birth-control. His condemnation is brief enough. “You have studied the ‘emancipation of women’ business of the nineteenth century,” says the visitor to old Hammond, “don’t you remember that some of the ‘superior’ women wanted to emancipate the more intelligent part of their sex from the bearing of children?” And the old man replies: “I do remember about that strange piece of baseless folly, the result, like all the follies of the period, of the hideous class tyranny which then obtained.” 197 These vague formulations are not at all satisfactory and their only purpose is to introduce the glorification of motherhood, freed from capitalist trammels, in the communist society of the twenty-second century. But why, in that case, has the population not increased? It is true that old Hammond explains at once that “we have helped to populate the other countries — where we were wanted and were called for," but that does nothing to remove the difficulty, since one can ask what the other nations have been doing. One feels that Morris is trying to avoid the issue by means of a convenient, but not very acceptable, memory of Thomas More, who set a limit to the population figure and regarded the surplus as available lor colonial emigration.1 So the question remains unanswered and is not an idle one, since it is linked with other problems that Morris possibly resolved by this device without quite realising it. First, there is the care for the preservation of the countryside and of nature, the source of all art. There is the need to make possible the abolition of large urban concentrations. But it is also possible that Morris may have felt, more or less consciously, that direct democracy on a local scale, which he regards as the goal of political evolution, might only be attainable with a population that is sufficiently limited and dispersed. These problems are left in mid-air and Morris’s uncertainties show clearly through these contradictory aspirations. How could demography development remain static in a world where the marvellous and symbolii Fllen. the spokeswoman, it would seem, of the women of her time, looks forward with understandable joy to one day having many children?
And would not women be encouraged to this attitude by the striking physical beauty of the new generations? By freeing love ol all the restraints which had distorted it, humanity has been able to “take the sting out of heredity”, as old Hammond puts it.

Well, as to our looks, the English and Jutish blood, which or t whole is predominant here, used not to produce much beauty T, think we have improved it. I know a man who has a large collection portraits printed from photographs of the nineteenth century, andtoi over those and comparing them with the everyday faces in these J2f puts the improvements in our good looks beyond a doubt. Now, thereare some people who think it not too fantastic to connect this increase of beauty directly with our freedom and good sense in the matters we have been speaking of. they believe that a child born from the natural and healthy love between a man and a woman, even if that be transient, « likely to turn out better in all ways, and especially in bodily beauty, than the birth of the respectable commercial marriage bed, or of the dull despair of the drudge of that system. They say, Pleasure begets pleasure.”
Raymond Ruver has sapiently observed that “eugenics is bound up in depth with utopia”, but few utopists have tackled the subject with as much freedom, human warmth and conviction: “men will develop swiftly both bodily and mentally in the new society.” 203 The ugliness of former times, caused by the grinding toil of the poor or by the idleness of the wealthy, has been replaced by the sturdy and healthy grace and natural elegance that we find in the characters of News from Nowhere. In passing, it is worth while observing that none of them was used by Morris as a pretext for descriptions of highfalutin arstheticism. He is content with a few simple adjectives, and does not even seek to vary them. The men are handsome, strong and well-set-up, the women arc healthy and open, and they are all beautiful so that, as Dick says, every jack mav have his Jill”, without having to fight over her. j.J Even in thecaseof Elfen we are simply told of “her beauty, so delicate, yet so interfused with energy We are a long way from the interminable Pre-Raphaelite languors which bedecked the sensual and mystical portrait of Beata mea Domino in the poems of his youth.
There is no lingering trace cither of the mental morbidity or of the material lack of hygiene of previous society. “First of all, ” exclaims Morris in one of his lectures, “I claim good health; and I say that a vast proportion of people in civilization scarcely even know what that means, ” There is not the slightest need to look for the fundamental cause of the innumerable diseases of our day: "the poor suffer always from one disease — hunger”,206 and the burdensome, so-called comfort of which the wealthy are so proud has no other outcome than to “make work for servants and doctors. ” The growing urbanisation of the population makes this situation worse. “The proportion of the town and manufacturing districts to the country is so great that the inhabitants, no longer recruited from the peasantry but become townsmen bred of townsmen, are yearly deteriorating in physique. ” 2>m
The socialist revolution will put an end to these evils. 7'he raising of the level
1 ,“d"
■InJnd. I euspto-t that ih.se good condition, mu!, havc several generations before a population in genera! w>*t	!
I alio doubt no. that in th. cours. Of tio* ,hc, Would , . .

a population, living in enjoyment of animal life at least, happy therefore, and beautiful according to the beauty of their race. ” 1
And so, in Sews from Nowhere, old Hammond tells us that cholera has completely disappeared:2" we should not forget that the last epidemic was no further back than 1854. It even seems that the most trifling case of illness has become an event of sorts, since Dick declares that, to his knowledge, there is nobody sick at the moment, at least in Hammersmith.2,2 The practice of medicine does not, however, seem to have disappeared completely, since he also declares that “in a society of equals, you will not find any one to play the part of torturer or jailer, though many to act as nurse or doctor.” ‘ And it goes without saying that if anyone “be sick or otherwise incapacitated from work, it will be a sacred duty for his fellow-men to sustain him in all comfort.” 4 Morris does not claim, therefore, that communism has miraculously put an end to all possibility of illness: Mistress Philippa attacks her work so furiously because she has been out of action for two months for health reasons. ' But she is, surely, somewhat exceptional? She is rightly teased for not knowing how to enjoy life properly.
This flourishing of the healthy life breathes through every page of Morris’s utopia, and is a response to a deep natural tendency in him.21 There is one detail which the reader of today may well overlook but which will certainly have struck the public of 1890: that is the taste for open-air life, for exposing the body to the sunshine and for suntan. The female characters of Sews from Nowhere have rejected forever the pale translucent complexion, the chlorotic pallor, which represented charm and distinction for the Victorian young lady. No more tight-laced corsets or dresses buttoned up to the chin and covering the ankles, no more enormous hats with trimmings recalling the aviary, the flower-garden or the vegetable-garden, no more veils, parasols or sunshades; and, consequently, no more dying poses, romantic anaemia nor sudden swoonings.2 In Morris’s tale, the bronze of the young men21" matches the passionate tan of the young women. No more tight high boots: Ellen's bare feet are as sun-browned as her face and hands.2 When she was roused, “the colour mantled in her delicate sunburnt cheeks,” 220 “the beautiful brown of her face was deepened by a flush,” 221 “her cheeks reddened under their tan.” “ And the town-dwelling Clara was in haste to join the haymakers to get a tan, and the only one to take exception to these habits is Ellen's grumbling father (or grandfather), ‘ which is not lacking in significance and stresses Morris’s intent. His utopia is bathed in the brightness of sunshine. Nocturnal life plays no part, except for the very short evening in the moonlight at the Hammersmith Guest House, at the end of which the visitor, as on other evenings, falls deeply asleep. ’4 That was Morris’s own way (and it caused one of the difficulties of house-sharing with Rossetti at Kelmscott Manor) and such is the -way of life of all the characters in his romantic novels; during their wanderings they wake with the dawn and make for the nearest river, in order - the phrase is often repeated - “to wash the night off from them” In the glorious June of Nows from Nowhere, there is repeated reference to the beauty of the morning, and it was not yet five o’clock when the astounded visitor emerges from what, the previous evening, had been his house to go and plunge, into the unwonted purity of the Thames. Morris’s utopia ts a hymn of diurnal rejoicing.

In (hi* wurld of muon, beauty and he*hhf*»lt**», {rwJ * Ideological and *od*l restraints, devoir thmtnefvr* *m>nlv and with™., ? to thr natural pleasure* of life What Morris most hated, wrote H^x “** of life, wa* Puritanism in all its aspects”,m and in hi* eye* it wa» ffeSJ typical product of bourgeois civilisation\
. . it is grievous to think how much prowess this Puritaruim still I,** Although it has sunk from a destructive fanaticism into a slimy wperHi- tion, it is still a dangerous ally of thr gigantic robbery ol capitalism, which gave it birth. ”
Hr hated this civilisation for “its contempt for simple pleasures wdJtclj rvrryonr could enjoy but for its folly. ” m He pilloried Victorian ftypoi risy hr ‘its concealment and ignoring, rather than restraint of. natural longing*: which does not forbid the greedy indulgence in them if it can but be decently hidden.” H e was equally forthright, moreover, about all moral Asceticism, even when sincere:
“I demand a free and unfettered animal life for man first of all. I demand the utter extinction of all asceticism. If we feel the least degradation in bring amorous or merry, or hungry, or sleepy, we are so lar bad animals, and therefore miserable men.”
But this rejection of asceticism is complemented by a rejection of luxury:
“Does that seem a paradox to you? It ought not to do so. Whst brings about luxury but a sickly discontent with the simple joys of the lovely earth? What is it but a warping of the natural beauty of things into a perverse ugliness to satisfy the jaded appetite of a man who is ceasing to be a man — a man who will not work and cannot rest!
Luxury, adds Morris, “is really the sworn foe of pleasure. He asks hi* contemporaries to consider that “the good life of the future will be as little like the life of the present rich as may be,’* for “that life of the rich is only the wrong side of their own misery.” Free men, he asserts “must lead simple lives and have simple pleasures.” And he concludes by demanding “the due results of revolution on the basis of non-ascetic simplicity of life. ”
Because this was Morris’s way of thinking, Bruce Glasier (apparently forgetting the parable of the mote and the beam) felt obliged to assert that “there was a sense in which it might be said of him that not only was he a puritan, but a puritan of the puritans.”2’1 What Morris said is quite clear, and this is an odd interpretation to put upon it. Just as he condemned any rejection, hypocritical or sincere, of man’s simple pleasures, he also repudiated thr artifices which distort and, in the end, destroy them. One other clarification is necessary Morris’s rejection of destructive luxury and his demand for a simple life had nothing in common with the eccentricities of the “simplc-iifers' who later laid claim to him.m He himself was repelled by any affectation and any spirit of conformism, and he would certainly have seen in this movement., which had its day early in the twentieth century, the same bourgeois trend to

flia( )IC ijriet ted in the handier aft snobbery erf hu own time ' If the escapism ^ "simple life” had a claim to a father-figure, it was represented f	f^MKtnter rather than by Morris,,u and we shall soon we that the umplc
to which the latter refer* had precious little tn common with the (all m alt rather a«retK) practices which were later indulged in his name Future humanity altogether, with no arbitrary choice, will be passionately devoted to this way of life They will feel 'intense and overweening love of the verv skin and surface of the earth on which man dwells, such as a lover has in the fair flesh of the woman hr love* ”But this passion will not remain vague and abstract in the way of pantheistic transports: “the real way to enjoy life is to adept all its necessary ordinary details and turn them into pleasures by taking interest in them”, and Mortis frequently repeats such invitations: “the Irur secret of happiness liti in Ihr taking n genuine interest in all the details of daily I,/,">'■ The visitor in News from Nowhere is surprised to observe that “with everybody else we met , they were eager to discuss all the little details of life”.1*
There will no longer be any obstacle to the free development of normal sensuality. “The pleasures of such a society would be founded on the free exercise of the senses and passions of a healthy human animal, so far as this did not injure the other individuals of the community and so offend against social unity: no man would be ashamed of humanity or ask for anything better than its due development.” People of days to come will be able “to rejoice in satisfying the due bodily appetites of a human animal without fear of degradation or sense of wrong-doing”. 40 No taboo or interdict will henceforth impede man’s fundamental needs:
“Shall we be ashamed of our love and our hunger and our mirth, and believe that it is wicked of us not to try to dispense with the joys that accompany the procreation of our species, and the keeping oi ourselves above those joys of desire which make us understand that the beasts too may be happy?” 241
It is only then, says Morris, that “we shall find life worth living; we shall not he afraid to die, or, worse still, ashamed to live’’.242 But thert is to be no question of choosing or of establishing an order of merit among these basic pleasures. Just as he objects to amorous or sentimental obsession, Morris considers that the physical delights of love must not be the only ones to provide man with the natural joys that are his right. Why, for example, should eating and drinking be regarded as unworthy functions, particularly when one reflects how close are their ties with manifestations of friendship?
“By the way, need I apologize for introducing so gross a subject as eating and drinking? Some of you perhaps will think I ought to, and are looking foward to the day when this function also will be civilized into the taking of some intensely concentrated pill once a year, or indeed once in a life-time, leaving us free for the rest of our time to the exercise oi our intellect - if we chance to have any in those days. From this height of cultivated aspiration I respectfully beg to differ, and in all seriousness, and not in the least in the world as a joke, I say that the daily meeting of the house-mates in rest and kindness for this function of eating, this

rrsiorMiKM of the waste of life, ought to be looked oft as» kind of Wn, ment, and should be adorned by an to the best of our powers " 20 in the eighties, vegetarianism had many adherents, particularly among militant socialists, and. what was more serious, for some of them vegetarianism became an article of the socialist faith. As one tan easily im- agme. Morris, despite all his tolerance, felt little sympathy for such an outlook I hiring 1886, from August to October, the columns of (.'ornmottweal carried an impassioned debate on the pros and t ons of vegetarianism, with arguments that were sometimes quite astonishing. In the end Morris, probably a bit tired of it all, intervened:
"It seems to me that there is no need either toattack a vegetarianorto confer a vote of thanks on him, so long as he is one because he chooses to l»e so on any grounds that please himself, whether he makes it a matter of health, or economy, or sentiment. But a man can hardly be a sound Socialist w ho puts forward vegetarianism as a solution of the difficulties between labour and capital . . .;*** there are people who are vegetarians on ascetic grounds, and who would be as tyrannical as other ascetics if thev had the chance of being so. I do not mean to say that Socialist vegetarians are likely to fall into these traps; they only make themselves liable to the sneer of an anti-Socialist acquaintance of mine, who said to me one day: ‘AH of you Socialists have each of you another fad besides Socialism’.
Morris seems to have been harassed by proselytising vegetarians.?'16 Two years later, in 1888, he was obliged to come back to the question:
"I have not a word to say against vegetarianism voluntarily practised on the ground* of its suiting the health of the practiser, or of a natural sentiment against ‘corpse-eating’ as a friend of ours 4 has called it... •Simplicity of life — good, most good, so long as it is voluntary; but surely there is enough involuntary simplicity of fife . . . and to live poorly is no remedy against poverty, but a necessity of it.”
However, he added, with as much generosity as utopian wisdom: “When we are a society of equals we shall be able to consider all these niceties of life, and do what we think best."
He had a healthy appetite himself; he enjoyed talking of the pleasures of (he table24<l and was intolerant of hunger.250 He was an excellent cook, declared that women knew nothing about cooking, derived immense joy from doing it himself and was very proud of his talents.s The storytellers overflow with picturesque anecdotes about this aspect of Morris’s personality; his letters and all his works are sprinkled with culinary references; this could form the object of a study that would not be in the least boring, but it would divert us from our purpose for too long. We must be content with noting the care taken over the meals and the quality of the food described in News from Nowhere, hirst, here is breakfast at the Hammersmith Guest House:
“Our breakfast was simple enough, but most delicately cooked
thc '?b,e Wi!hl.™uch ‘fciminess. The bread was particularly good, and was of several different kinds, from the big, rather close dark-

coloured, sweet-tasting farmhouse loaf, which was most to my liking, to the thin pipc-stems of wheaten crust, such as I have eaten in Turin.”
But this anticipatory gourmandise, far from receiving steady and unvarying satisfaction, is subject to prudent restraint Morris is too attached to the pleasures of this world to allow them to be dimmed or eroded by monotonous excess. “Feasts are spoiled,” he declared in conversation, “if you have them every day, and I promise you 1 should keep up good strict discipline. I should say to you, ‘Now this is tripe and onion day', and on another day, ‘Now this is porridge day’, and you should not have any choice.” 5 Remember how Dick remarked to the visitor that “we don’t want salmon every day of the season. ” M We find the same thought in the description of lunch at Bloomsbury:
"... everything was cooked and served with a daintiness which showed that those who had prepared it were interested in it; but there was no excess either of quantity or of gourmandise; everything was simple, though so excellent of its kind; and it was made clear to us that this was no least, only an ordinary meal.” 25
While Morris was relatively tolerant of vegetarians, he showed somewhat less patience towards teetotalers. He liked good wine and had a remarkable knowledge of it.256 He could never meet a friend without suggesting a drink. 257 and was disconsolate when, after a socialist meeting, the comrades he was treating refused everything but lemonade. 258 In a broadcast talk which he gave on the B.B.C. on 24 June 1952, Fred Henderson told how, on the occasion he first met Morris on a propaganda tour, the latter was highly indignant at the idea of having had a room booked for him in a Temperance Hotel.
Contrary to what has been noted about vegetarianism, teetotalism was more common among the rank-and-file militants than among the leadership.26<) Morris, a well-to-do bourgeois and bon viveur, never drank to excess and appears not to have taken any alcoholic drinks other than wine or beer, but this he regarded as a harmless natural pleasure and saw no reason to exclude it. Wine especially seemed to him to possess noble qualities: “1 saw him once at Hammersmith, holding up a glass of claret towards the light, and saying, ‘Why do people say it is prosaic to get inspiration out of wine? Is it not the sunlight and the sap in the leaves? Are not grapes made by the sunlight and the sap?’ ” 6 He certainly did not expect the men of the future to ban drink, because “we shall it is hoped be able to enjoy ourselves without bestiality, on one side, so shall not need abstinence ritual on the other.” 242 In a letter written on 13 March 1889 to an unidentified correspondent he defined his position with the greatest clarity, and the extract I reproduce shows, once again, Morris’s constant respect for the freedom of every individual:
“I think the question of the advantage of alcoholic liquors is a matter which each man must find out for himself having admitted that one may easily drink too much even without getting drunk. My own experience is that I find my victuals dull without something to drink . A great [>oint would be to try to get the liquors free from adulteration. But that 1 fear is impossible under a capitalistic regime.
In the happy republic of New* from Nowhere wines have, naturally, retained

iheir savour and their attraction, and thr visitor appreciates thr bouquet of thr glass of Steinberg which is offered to him along with his pipe and tobacco He wonders, incidentally, “how they managed to make fine wine when there w«t no longer labourers compelled to drink rot-gut instead of the fine wine which they themselves made’’. He intends to put the question to Dick, but thinks no more about it, and this perhaps embarrassing question remains unanswered as far aj we are concerned. We may note in passing that the children in the shop, when invited to have a drink, say that they do not drink wine and are happy with lemonade and gtngrr-beer. Again, the young roadmenders, enamoured of "easy-hard work ”, who are repairing the Bloomsbury road, have by the roadside ‘a good big basket that had hints of cold pie and wine.” Old Hammond and his guests, lunching in the Guest House, are not to be left out and continue their lively conversation over a bottle of excellent Bordeaux,M soon followed by a second. The wine is just as good at Hammersmith and ail the way up the Thames: when they visit the Obstinate Refusers a lad hastens to bring out “the inevitable big wickered flask and tall glasses. ” Tobacco, also, is another of life’s pleasures which Morris refrains from condemning He smoked, and also took snuff, if H. A. Barker is to be believed.245 He smoked the same excellent iatakia that the visitor was happy to find in Piccadilly ‘ " It is an odd fact, since Morris was a habitual and well-informed smoker, that no other character in Mews from Nowhere seems to use tobacco, with the possible exception of Bob the weaver. However, the smoking habit appears to be quite natural and Dick, who says he is a non-smoker, declares himself selfish for forgetting that the visitor is without pipe and tobacco. But wc may wonder whether Moms, despite his own tastes, did not look forward to the disappearance of what he considered a harmful habit. And in fact, in thai same letter to an unknown correspondent from which I have just quoted, he says:
“If I were to say what I really think I should say that tobacco seems to me a more dangerous intoxicant than liquors because people_can and do smoke to excess without becoming beastly and a nuisance.
A wise caution, but still tempered by his desire to leave everyone free to enjoy the simple pleasures of daily life just however he may wish!
• * *
“I love life better than death!” exclaims Ellen,r>> and this love of life is the main theme of the tale. Apart from the two crimes of passion to which Morris refers, the idea of death is missing, and even in these two cases, the dominant feeling is less fear or sadness than the repudiation of acts of unreason. Once only, and in a very fleeting manner, is a different note struck, when Dick, responding to the sequence of the seasons, talk's of “autumn, when one almost believe* in death.” But, as E. I,. Cary aptly puts it, “no one entertains such a belief longer than he must. ” 2 * Once again the rejection of romanticism and morbidity shines forth.
spontaneous It comes from the argued
lelis us Morris had a “haunting fear of death , and he was equally haunted by the fear of old age.,r “Asa

effect he avoided all talk of death, and even when those about him jSTain£ doctors that he was beyond hope of recovery, we ftToveto persuade him that he was better - and he was anxious to believe it. This fear was more than once expressed in the poem, of the seventies and £Jg|j?t throughout The Earthly Paradis,: "... then 1 held my breath, and shuddered at the sight of Eld and Death”; ". • that day of their vanished youth, when first they saw Death clear, and deemed all life accurst by that cold overshadowing threat, - the End”; “Death have we hated, knowing not what it meant.”
But already the horror is accompanied by another feeling, indignation at the shortness of life which prevents man’s giving all that he has within him. As man advances in age, “the ghosts of dead hopes” beset him and ask, “where is thy work? How little thou hast done!” 280 This too-close end “all perfection mocks”281 and encourages man to baseness not known to the immortal gods.2,2 This resentment was probably one of the motive forces of Morris's unbounded activity: “Art is long and life is short; let us at least do something before we die”, but he deplores “the helplessness of people, who don’t live long enough to do a thing themselves, and have not manliness apd foresight enough to begin the work, and pass it on to those that shall come after them.” It is true that “a man in his short life can see but a little way ahead”,2,2 and it is not surprising that he should feel himself powerless, in so short a time, to put right the evils that surround him.
Surely if people lived five hundred years instead of threescore and ten they would find some better way of living than in such a sordid loathsome place. ”
This yearning for longevity, thus expressed in 1874, is still to be found in works written just before his death. In The Well at the World’s End, Ralph and Ursula are received, during their wanderings in search of the fountain of eternal youth, by the Innocent People, and their aged chief tells them that he understands only too well the reason for their search:
Ye wear away your lives desiring that which ye may scarce get; and ye set your hearts on high things, desiring to be masters of the very Gods. Therefore ye know sickness and sorrow, and oft ye die before your time, so that ye must depart and leave undone things which ye deem ye were born to do; which to all men is grievous . . . Therefore ye do but right to seek to the Well at the World’s End, that ye may the better accomplish that which behoveth you, and that ye may serve your fellows and deliver them from the thralldom of those that be strong and unwise and unkind, of whom we have heard strange tales. ” 286
So, gradually, the physical horror of death gives way in Morris to the fear of not being able to carry the task undertaken through to completion. His son- in-law Sparling tells how “the death of Dickens, for whom his love and admiration were unbounded, in the midst of an unfinished and unfinishabk work, haunted his memory for the rest of his days as a heart-shak.ng traeedv” 2,7 It is not difficult to understand how a feeling of this kind became
; „Mr bv vear He was fifty years old when he came to socialism, stronger in him yearly	^ ^ g||J	trangfurmcd
could no longer feel fully satisfied

with his earlier work and could not help wondering whether he would hav- time to express all the ideas bubbling up within him or to make an adequate contribution to the cause he had embraced.
This very commitment provided new fuel for his resentment at the shortness of life. He was undoubtedly impressed by the documentation he found in Capital (notably the tenth chapter of Book I, on the working day) and also, perhaps, in Engels’s Condition of the Working Class in England. He discovered with horror the workers’ expectation of life: “the labourers (they live on the average y as long as rich).’* So the capitalist system is put into the dock The rich are “longer lived, more beautiful, more honoured, more refined than those of the other class. ” And Morris completes the discovery with a typical thought: “1 do not say that it (i.e. the capitalist class] troubles itself about its members being positively long lived, beautiful or refined, but merely insists that they shall be so relatively to the inferior class. ” 9 So the essential cause of the brevity of life lies in men’s misery and their social system. Pretty Annie of the Hammersmith Guest House recalls having heard it said that “one ages very quickly if one lives amongst unhappy people;” 2,0 and Ellen, “tears in her eyes at the thought of the past miseries of people like herself”, says gravely, “as for me, I am twenty years old. In those days my middle age would be beginning now, and in a few years I should be pinched, thin, and haggard, beset with troubles and miseries, so that no one could have guessed that I was once a beautiful girl". "Yes,” replies the visitor, . . Often - in my country I have seen that wretched change you have spoken of, from the fresh handsome country lass to the poor draggle-tailed country woman. ”
These then are the roots of that utopian yearning for long life that is to be found throughout Morris’s work. Long before it found its triumphant materialist fulfilment in News from Nowhere it found brilliant expression in a romantic form in The Earthly Paradise, in which the Wanderers set off in search of “. . . gardens ever blossoming, across the western sea where none grew old and of . . that desired gate to immortality and blessed rest within the landless waters of the west.” 292 Their long odyssey was fruitless, and it is the vanity of their search which gives the poem its note of infinite melancholy. Much later, when Morris wrote his romances, Hallblithe, the hero ol The Story of the Glittering Plain, was more fortunate than his predecessors and reached the land of everlasting life, but he became tired of eternal repose and returned, disappointed, to the struggles of mortal life. The impossible ideal contains no solution.
As a Marxist, Morris could find a solution only in putting new roots into life on earth, in human society and its history. In 1889, when he wrote The Roots of the Mountains, his nostalgic dreaming took a sudden and unexpected turn as he spoke of the happiness of barbarian times. Describing the festival at Burgdale, he abruptly wrote:
“Nay, so kind were they and so friendly, that you might rather have deemed that this was the land whereof tales tell, wherein people die not, but live for ever, without growing any older than when they first came thither, unless they be born into the land itself, and then they crow into fair manhood, and so abide.’1
A year later, when he finally brought his vision to completion in News from

\owhere there was no longer any question of romantic and unnecessary fantasies, nor even of memories of a golden age. His utopia must be real. He felt a thirst for rational explanation, and looking forward only made sense for him as a logical development of the laws of history. Capitalist exploitation has disappeared, with its train of poverty, undernourishment, worklessness, illness, war, overwork, nervous tension, stresses of all kinds. Everywhere there is plenty, life is simple and healthy, all pleasures and joys are within reach, including the greatest joy of all, that of developing ones personality and skills in all directions. Love, freed from all fetters, has “taken the sting out of heredity". Now that there are no antagonisms to set men against each other, they live in an atmosphere of peace and brotherhood. Nature, cleansed of all pollution, is everywhere, pleasant for the body and refreshing for the mind. Art and beauty, freed of artificiality, represent the eternal flowering of daily life. Is it not to be expected, in such conditions and after a century and a half of communism, that human life should be extraordinarily prolonged? “We of these generations,” says old Hammond, “are strong and healthy of body, and live easily ... You must remember also that we are long-lived, and that therefore beauty both in man and woman is not so fleeting as it was in the days when we were burdened so heavily with self-inflicted diseases. ” 294 Hammond himself is more than a hundred and five years old,2,5 and the visitor is astonished by his sparkling and loquacious vitality.
“And I sat watching how his eyes glittered, and how the fresh life seemed to glow in his face, and I wondered how at his age he should think of the happiness of the world, or indeed anything but his coming dinner.’
Before reaching the British Museum, Dick and the visitor had already talked with a ninety-year-old, full of sparkle and sprightliness, and as the “man from another planet” watches dumb-founded as he “strode away vigorously, like a young man”, Dick tells him that “certainly we have beaten the threescore-and-ten of the old Jewish proverb-book”.29' Earlier still, at the Hammersmith Guest House, the visitor had taken the beautiful Annie to be twenty, instead of forty-two, and she had taken him for an octogenarian.299 Morris felt dreadfully old in this world of renewed youth, and one can see his own pain peeping through when Clara promises him that he will look younger again after spending a few months with his new friends. Old Hammond, who had guessed the visitor’s secret, just shook his head sadly.299
At any event, socialism cured Morris of romantic dreams of immortality, by bringing the more reasonable hope of longer life - not by any means the hope of a long life at any price, but that of a long and productive youth. The old men in Morris’s tales have nothing in common with the horrible Siruldbrugs ol Swift. The important thing, says Dick, is that “a man is healthy and happy while he is alive. ” 300 The monotonous and aimless immortality of the Glittering Plain is a prison from which Hallblithe escapes. Even in Tht Earthly Parodist, Morris comes to resign himself to mortality and admit the necessity for it:
“For on them God is pleased to send
The gift of Death down from above,

[bookmark: bookmark262]That envy, hatred and hot love,
Knowledge with hunger by his side,
[bookmark: bookmark263]And avarice and deadly pride, There may have end like everything, Both to the shepherd and the king;
Lest this green earth become but hell If folk for ever there should dwell. ”301
No doubt the evils enumerated by Morris would have disappeared from hi* socialist utopia, and the earth, greener than ever, would be in less danger of becoming a hell. But it would not do for human life to be prolonged beyond its natural limits, even though these might be normally extended. The Elder of the Innocent People in The Well at the World's End tells his young guests the reasons why his people have no wish to drink the magic water ol the Well:
“Now our own folk live well and hale, and without sickness and pestilence . . . Of strife and of war we know naught: nor do we desire aught which we may not easily attain to. Therefore we live long..
This romantic tale, set out of time, deals with a population living in primitive simplicity, but Morris wrote it five years after News from Nowhere, and one cannot help reading these lines as a sort of continuation, or echo. The old man goes on: “so have the Gods given us the gift of death lest we weary of life”, and he gives the young couple a strange thought to ponder. If some of them, he says, were to drink the water of the Well, they “should be stronger and wiser than the others, and should make themselves earthly gods, and, maybe, should torment the others and make their lives a very burden to be borne So, by implication, it is the risk of a sort of gerontocracy which makes the idea of death acceptable. Note, moreover, that the magic water of the Well, in thi* last tale of Morris’s, does not confer immortality — “it may not keep any man alive for ever” — but gives to those who drink it a life extending over many generations. u
So, even in romantic fantasy, Morris overcomes his personal revulsion and rec onciles himself to the inescapable necessity of death. The sorrow of mourning must be overcome, explains Dick: “such things must be Morris’s utopia there is no trace of any corpse-cult. His sturdy materialism j* dreply repelled by any such idea ‘Phi/ is made plain in A Dream of John Hall, and only a cult of living humanity, in its passing lifetime (though prolonged thanks to the benefits of socialism) and its continuing lifetime across the generations, seems to him to be worthy of the men of future ages, freed from metaphysical torments concerning the hereafter, they will be able to "live without shame and die without fear”
• * *
Phe major achievement of socialism will not be longevity in itself, but rather the physical and moral rejuvenation of the species. One of the most pregnant moments in VW> from Suwhrte is the consideration of the mural paintings lit the magnifu rut dining hall fn Bloomsbury, "T heir subjec ts were taken from queer old -work! myths and imag,nations”, particularly those which “Jacob

Grimm’"' got together from the childhood of the world, barely lingering even his time”, myths and imaginations which in yesterday’s world only about half a dozen people in the country knew anything about ”. The visitor expressed his surprise, only to learn that nothing was better known to this new race of people than these lovely, fragrant stories. "Such childishness”, as he was unwise enough to call it, far from being forgotten, was presented to ihe imagination all the time and provided inspiration for the poetry of the new age. “It is the child-like part of us,” says old Hammond, “that produces works of imagination”.
“He sighed, then smiled and said: ‘At least let us rejoice that we have got back our childhood again. I drink to the days that are!’
‘Second childhood, ’ said I in a low voice, and then blushed at my double rudeness, and hoped that he hadn’t heard. But he had, and turned to me smiling, and said: ‘Yes, why not? And for my part, I hope it may last long; and that the world’s next period of wise and unhappy manhood, if that should happen, will speedily lead us to a third childhood: if indeed this age be not our third,’ ” 306
These remarks of old Hammond’s claim our notice on more than one account. They have a ring which is familiar today, and one cannot help comparing them with a famous passage of Marx on Greek art:
A man can not become a child again unless he becomes childish. But does he not enjoy the artless ways of a child and must he not strive to reproduce its truth on a higher plane? Is not the character of every epoch revived perfectly true to nature in child development? Why should the social childhood of mankind, where it had attained its most beautiful development, not exert an eternal charm at an age that will never return?”
I his passage was only published by Kautsky in 1904, but it was with Engels in manuscript Was reference made to it during conversations he had with Morris? Ihe supposition is a shot in the dark, but the similarity of thought is certainly striking. This idea of renewed youth for the world had been working in the poet's utopian thinking for some time, for he wrote as early as 1886:
‘‘Now it has been said, and surely with truth, that those men are the Best and usrfullrst who never altogether threw off their childlike qualities even when they ate grown old: and that same maxim 1 would apply to the rare of man as well as to the individuals composing it, and if it were good that it should be so in other matters, and that the mirth and simplicity of earlier ages of the world should yet leave some rejBectton on our leisure, still more 1 think it is important that k should be preserved in our working time.”
Morris himself had no difficulty over putting this precept into practice in hi* own life Biographer* and anrcdotUu are unanimous about the childlike trait* in hu character Mackail say* 'hat he ’ retained the most childlike simplicity in the expression of his actual thoughts or freling* on any subject”. A M W, .Stirling declares that he was “simple as 3 boy, delighting in romance, and able at 47 to lead an imaginary fife and to enjoy the simple*! pleasure with
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childish gu«tO” Vr.it| remark* that “people lovrd him *s children 4f, iiwd , ^ and that hr depicts “a happiness that is often what a child mighi imagine" ’ I'hrndorr Watts-Duncan refers to “the radiant boy of genius t]*, hr remained till the yr.ir* had silvered his hair and carved wrinkles in hi* brow, but left his blue-grey eyes as bright as when they first opened on the
world ' Some rven went so far as to tslk of childishness. For Qutton-Brork
Mort is was .1 sort of "growp-up child ",11 .md William Olarke wonders ''ho* l.o tltis child-like element which so fascinated Morris can he retained m modern life" Alfred Noyes detects a "pleasant childish la. k of philosophical culm", 1 and Lloyd Eric Grey questions "if, indeed, he ever tear bed his lull potential maturity". R. Ruyer has no hesitation over irn hiding ,V«w from Nowhtrc among the utopias that are “pure dream*, realisations of childish desires”. These arc very disparaging opinions which appear to bet fay a somewhat feeble appreciation of all the ric hnrss of thought that was Morris’s! One doubtless prefers to concur with A. Gompton-Uickei t, that "at the back of all this ebullience of youth were the stern, steady purpose and d«*ar outlook of the man who ha* passed through much and felt many thing*."As Bruce Glasicr noted: “in Morris the trait of thildlikenes* was the more singular because of the otherwise dominantly manly, self-reliant, and exceedingly manifest practical capacity of the man.” 121 It was surely a close combination of deep thought and extraordinary freshness of feeling that led him to sec in communism new youthfulness for the world.
It should be noticed that Morris did not rely exclusively upon old Hammond’s assertions of principle, striking as they may be, to convey this idea to the reader. The story is dotted with specific allusions, all the more affecting for being deeply personal. From the moment of hi* arrival at the Guest House, the visitor finds familiar perfumes of his youth. Beautiful Annie is standing behind him, placing a hand with a sprig of balm on his shoulder:
“Its strong sweet smell brought back to my mind my very early days in the kitchen garden at Woodford, and the large blue plums which grew on the wall beyond the sweet-herb patch, - a connection of memories which all boys will see at once. ” 11
When he is taking his leave of old Hammond, the latter asks him whether he has ever experienced feelings like those he had felt on that day when he was in the country from which he came. “Yes,” replies the visitor, "when 1 was a happy child on a sunny holiday, and had everything 1 could think of." And the feeling is recalled constantly. Of the morning they set out on the journey up the Thames, he speaks 0/ feeling “that excited pleasure of anticipation of a holiday, which, well remembered as it was, I had not felt since 1 was a boy, now- come home for the summer holidays. " A little later, “as we slipped between the lovely summer greenery, I almost felt my youth come back to me, and as if 1 were on one of those water excursions which I used to enjoy so much indavs when I was too happy to think that there could be much amiss anywhere. ”
In the early morning, at Runnymede, looking at the delightful countryside of rivcr-banks, “I . . felt almost back again in my boyhood.” s“ The meeting with Ellen was deeply disturbing: 'I felt young again, and strange hopes of my youth were mingling with the pleasure of the present; almost destroying it, and quickening it into something like pain.” This counterpoint of childhood

and the youthfuinw of the rtcw world cuimm«tcf in wandering r"r""'r/r*hr *.0|ri house” as far as “(he strange and quaint garrets amongst the ifrroug ^ of the roof”, now occupied by children's beds with all kinds of ^rtrd '.uid touching objects lying about amongst them ‘'bunches of dying flowers, feathers of birds, shells of starlings eggs, caddis worms in mugs. ”
0 0 0
Childhood, however, is never directly shown in Mews Jrum Mow here. There are no adolescents among the characters. The only immediate presence (and that is a passive one) is that of the young campers in the woods at Kensington, and that is just a pretext for general comments on education. Apart from the passing mention of the children occupying the attics at Kelmscott Manor, the only other reference is a curious one: we learn almost incidentally that Dick and Clara have two children whom they have left with a daughter of old Hammond's while they, their parents, are away at the haymaking, they never once mention them and appear not to be in the least concerned about them. *
What is the explanation of this strange gap? First, let us appreciate that it exists in most utopias, despite the importance given to education in all of them; but I must add that all the classic utopias describe institutions and the few people they do put on the stage are usually stereotyped abstractions with no life of their own. It is a sign of Morris’s genius that he is perhaps the only utopist to offer us living beings with feelings, whom we remember as we do the heroes and heroines of other novels. This is exactly why the lack of children makes an impression on us. So we must seek another explanation Is it not Morris’s chief idea to show us communism as the youth of the world? The youth of children is to be taken for granted; is the interesting thing not the youth that has been rediscovered by adults of all ages? Possibly, but should we not also take into account Morris’s own temperament? Glasier speaks a good deal of his amused tolerance of childish cheekiness,1,1 but that is episodic and superficial. We know of the deep love that the poet had for his own two daughters, especially for Jenny, the elder, whose chronic illness was an unending and overwhelming worry to him. But Mackail tells us flatly that he was not without “prejudices . against children other than his own; for outside of his own family he was not a lover of children, and seldom took any notice of them.” ‘ With him, the passion for youth was nostalgia for his own youth, and wr have just been seeing that this exclusively provided the concrete references he needed to point the wonder of the new life. However, what utopia could be complete without touching upon the subject of the family and education? Morris did not shirk the task, he even made a good job of it, but perhaps the attitude of indifference to which Mac kail refers is the reason for his choosing utopian theory in preference to utopian practice.
The point of departure of his thinking was a critique of the bourgeois family, an exclusive unit, enclosed within itself, aggressively defending its interests against the outside world, with no other raison d’etre than “the petty individual and family selfishness which in modern times habit has made a second nature to most of us. ” UJ it is “an affectionate and moral tiger to whom all is prey a few yards from the sanctity of the domestic hearth. ” 5
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Must one conclude that the family is doomed to disappear in Moms’* utopia? On that |x>int. our poet has hern very sparing of public declarations, and I can find only one short sentence uttered in one of his tenures that could support such a supposition “the family of blood-eelattouship would melt into that of the community and of humanity ’’ '** However, it is not so radical a transformation that we see in Vc.c frum \auhrn We have already seen that the most widespread way of living is In the family house, though this is to a great extent open to arty guest who wishes to lieeome pan of it And old Hammond tells us that “families are held together by no bond of coercion, legal or «« ml, but by mutual liking and affection, and everybody is Ire* rt> can* and go as be or she pleases "*** So while the way of life has oomtderably broadened, there is no question whatever of abandoning btatfl ties Whenever true feeling gives then*
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pan of which of course is only mwr and not necessarily ,|o<tri, "* restrained the ardour of hi* socialist Comrades, who were always rcadvti , M' into thcorisingj “there would be no hard and fast line as to what a familvrt ' fie, U would be what people might choose, what they might find convmi^
cording to the circumstances. He warned against impatirmcandnent
siderrd that there could be no solution before the second stage, that of munism Hr wrote to Brurr Glasfer: “The religioh-edueation-family qlieWion” a difficult one, if one looks at it from the point of view of transitional Socialism and wr might. I think, be content to let it alone in that stage Hut wW Socialism is complete, the new economics will have transformed theIpfew this will dear up the difficulty."m For the moment, any cut-and-dried declara. tion would be as ill-advised as pointless; he explained to Dr. John (Jiassc, aft,* months later, that there was nothing to be gained by shocking people unnecessarily;
“I agree (hat it would not be so much impolitic as impossible to pronounce on the matters of religion and family. People’s instincts are I think leading them in the right direction, in these matters, and yet the old superstitions, as they have now become, have such a veil of tradition and literature about them it is difficult to formulate the probabilities (they can be no more) of the new order in words that will not be misunderstood, and so cause offence. ”
Morris’s tolerant humanism concerning his immediate political approach is the natural counterpart of his lack of dogmatism in his utopian anticipation.
* * *
How are these free and happy children to be brought up? It would be an exaggeration to say that in Morris’s utopia we can find a sound, balanced theory of education, and the very phrase would be in plain contradiction ol a conception that is decidedly anti-pedagogic, as we generally understand the term If we are not to be disappointed, rather than seek a detailed structure we should extract some general principles based essentially upon an over-all critique of the teaching available in the nineteenth century.
Clearly, that is where we have to begin. On the one hand, his attack is directed against aims and, on the other, against methods and content Avoiding any idealistic abstractions, Morris does not criticise in the name of Culture, or even that of a culture. As a responsible Marxist, he regarded education as a superstructure fulfilling the needs of a given society, bourgeois society, and suited to certain production relationships, those of capitalist production. In a class-divided society, the educational system will be “liberal for the children of the ruling class and “elementary” for those of the exploited class, but in both cases its sole purpose will be to prepare both categories for the place in the production and consumption of goods that awaits them by virtue of their birth:
“At present all education is directed towards the end of fitting people to take their places in the hierarchy of commerce - these as masters,

hose a* workmen. The education of the roasters is more ornamental ih'an that of the workmen, but it is commercial still; and even at the an- dent universities learning is but little regarded, unless it can in the long run be made to pay. ”
All capacities, Morris adds, are subordinated “to the great end of money-
making’ for oneself - or one’s master’’ “Our present education is purely
commercial and political: we are none of us educated to be men, but some to
be proper!y-owners, and some to be propcrty-scrvers. ” "* We are prepared for
“a life of commercial success on the one hand, or of irresponsible labour on the
other; and therefore in either case a short and perfunctory exercise with a
definite object, more or less sordid in view”.’ ’ The children of the poorer
classes are taught “to become the machines by means of which the other set
could carry on their life to the injury of the community in general". Here
Morris echoes the Manifesto of Marx and Engels: “culture ... is, for the enor- . . . . ,, mous majority, a mere training to act as a machine.
Apart from objectives, there is an inequality between the leisured classes and the workers in matters of education that does not derive simply from considerations of duration and content. The bourgeoisie has long since acquired “the taste for reading and the habit of it, and the capacity for the enjoyment of refined thought and the expression of it”. The working class lacks all that
“ Hie immediate reason for that lack, 1 know well enough, and that forms another item of contrast: it is the combined leisure and elbow- room which the expensive class considers its birthright, and without which, education ... is a mere mockery.” 360
Thanks to the dogged struggles of the working-class movement, the 1870 Act had made elementary education more or less universal, but during the ’eighties a new struggle was going on for the provision of free meals at school for the great numbers of children who arrived hungry.561 In 1884, Hyndman’s weekly paper, Justice, was engaged in this campaign, and Morris, then a leading member of the Social Democratic Federation, denounced through its columns “the cruel farce of educating starving children.” 562 He took no pleasure in this extension of education, but was clear-sighted enough to perceive its significance:
“Nor after all can the workers be kept quite ignorant; once more the necessities of the capitalists have forced them to instruct the workers more or less, and instruction breeds education. ” 361
As Marx says, the bourgeoisie has unintentionally created its own gravediggers, and the slow and painful conquest of knowledge by the working class is part of the historical process. Certainly at the time when Morris was w riting, the elementary school presented a frightful spectacle, and one might well have doubts about its usefulness. But the meagre and inadequate gleanings from it were sufficient to provide a ferment for the workers’ consciousness. “I wish him educated indeed,” writes Morris, “in order that he may be discontented, more education than that he cannot have as things go.” w A few years later, with the situation scarcely any better, Morris repeated: “In short, our present education outside its uses to our enemies, the masters of society, is good for one

thing, the creation of discontent. I doubt it will serve us in no other wav ” <■' For the greater part of the population, it came down, in effect, to"# mm-,, K dole of not very accurate information'’, and the way in which it pensed aroused Morris's indignation: It was "something to be swallow^b the beginner in the art of living whether he liked it or not, and was hungry £ it or not: and which had been chew ed and digested over and over again by ^ pie who didn’t care about it in order to serve it out to other people who didn’t care about it.” Having enjoyed ail the advantages of a bourgeois education (though he was sceptical about it) he was all the more shocked by ihr deplorable methods of elementary education:
"I must say in passing that on the few occasions that I have been inside a Board-school, I have been much depressed by the mechanical drill that was obviously being applied there to all the varying capacities and moods My heart sank before Mr. M’Choakumchild and his method, and I thought how much luckier I was to have been born well enough off to be sent to a school where I was taught - nothing; but learned archeology and romance on the Wiltshire Downs. ’’
He clearly has no soft spot, either, for public-school education. At Eton, he declares, "they taught rich men’s sons to know nothing”, which is exactly what he claims to have learned himself at Marlborough College, ** which does not prevent his asserting with lordly contempt that the allegedly cultured bourgeoisie "though they are badly educated are probably over-educated for their intellect ”,J	.	.	„	.
What offended him above ail was the systematic and indiscriminate stuffing of young heads with ideas that were of no interest and of which they would make no use later, "teaching boys what they don’t want to leam , making the schools into "boy-farms”, 2 "applied to the fortuitous cramming of unwilling children, and of young men intensely desirous of doing anything else than being educated, — and only submitting to that process for the sake of getting on in their careers Old Hammond, talking of the past, does not fail to point out how barbarous such teaching was.
“The whole theory of their so-called education was that it was necessary to shove a little information into a child, even if it were by means of torture, and accompanied by twaddle which it was well known was of no use ...” 4
How much will be retained of knowlege acquired in this way? Certainly not a great deal: “the dead mass of mere information which the worker comes away with when his ‘education ’ is over, he will and must soon forget this when he finds that it is of little use to him and gives him no pleasure.” ' ’ This education will trail along behind him as “a piece of mere waste”,m because he has not been taught what ought to be the very essence, "the art of thinking, at present not taught in any school or university that I know of”. ir The most serious fault that Morris has to find is that it behoves the pupil to adapt himself to the teaching, and not the reverse. Children, says old Hammond, were
“thrust into school, when they had reached an age conventionally sup-

posed to be the due age, whatever their varying faculties and dispositions might be, and when there, with like disregard to facts, subjected to a certain conventional course of 'learning' My friend, can t you see that such a proceeding means ignoring the fact of growth, bodily and mental’
No one could come out of such a mill uninjured; and those only would avoid being crushed by it who would have the spirit of rebellion strong in them.””*
* * £
Education, in Morris’s utopia, is presented less as a system than as the simple converse of the evils he denounces and which were undoubtedly very real in his day. That, of course, is the point of departure for setting any situation to rights, and in communist society there will no longer be any class privilege. In fact, Morris had no inclination to postpone the demand for democratic education until a distant future, and he expressed it even before his acceptance of socialism. “1 think of a country,” he wrote as early as 1880, “where every man . . . would be thoroughly educated, whatever his condition might be;” such education would be provided for all children “not according to the money which they or their parents possess, but according to the capacity of their minds."'*1 After 1883, he spoke in just the same way, adding that, to fall short of that demand was to perpetuate “class education which is a monstrous oppression of the poor by the rich ”,
Another principle close to his heart was that education should be a continuing process. He considered it a scandal that education should be “a system of cram begun when we are four years old, and left off sharply when we arc eighteen”. " Once men have got rid of utilitarian and mercantile restraints, they will be able to make better use of their time and approach the acquiring of knowledge less hastily, more intelligently and more fruitfully. “The hurry of poverty,” explains old Hammond, “forbade anything else. All that is past; we are no longer hurried, and the information lies ready to each one's hand when his own inclinations impel him to seek it. In this as in other matters we have become wealthy: we can afford to give ourselves time to grow .”	1	In	this	way
“no man will ever ‘finish’ his education while he is alive” and it “will become one of the most serious businesses of life even to men of the greatest natural capacities”. It will be utter prejudice to consider it as reserved to youth, a prejudice which surprises Dick when the visitor expresses it: “Why not old people also?” he retorts.1** “It will be its function to develop any gifts which children or older people may have towards science, literature, the handicrafts, or the higher arts, or anything which may be useful or desirable to the community”.3** which is why “adults would also have opportunities of learning in the same schools”.3*7 During his early years of militant activity, while his ideas about the future organisation of production were still not yet fully clarified, Morris saw the factory of the future as the home of the continuing culture. There the worker was to be able to acquire the highest levels of qualification in his trade; but, on the other hand, “similar opportunities will be offered him to study, as deeply as the subject will bear, the science on which his craft is founded; besides, a good library and help in studying it will be provided by every productive group (or factory), so that the worker’s other

voluntary work may be varied by the study of general science or literature" But to come back to childhood Above all, the education provided will no longer be doctrinal, uniform and schematic. Children will no longer be spoken of in the abstract, as a generalisation. “You must remember,” says Dick, "how much they differ ” m Education will consist of “a reasonable drawing out of men’s varied faculties”, of “making the best of the individual’s powers mall directions to which he is led by his innate disposition”, of "finding out whai different people are fit for, and helping them along the road which they are inclined to take”. ‘ That, declares Morris, is what will constitute a real “liberal education”. It will be “opportunity... to have my share of whatever knowledge there is in the world according to my capacity or bent of mind" and also to develop my manual skills, "either in the industrial handicrafts or in the fine arts”. Care will be taken to teach the child everything relevant to his gifts and interests, excluding what bores him, but equal car© will be taken not to make him a narrow specialist, in order to prepare him for the diversity of occupation which will be the way of life in the new society and the condition for his happiness “I claim to be taught,” writes Morris, “if I can be taught, more than one craft to exercise for the benefit of the community. ’ v Instead of confining children within rigid norms, "we should teach them with one aim in
•	3Q4
view, to make their lives pleasanter to them .
ffmtn from Nmckere marked a sharp turn in Morris’s thinking about education Turn, in fact, is not really the best word, because he makes no departure from the principles he had laid down before. It is more a question of a leap forward, an adventurous leap necessitated by the chronology of his utopia. As he tried to see what life would be like two hundred and fifty years later, he concluded that things would have changed radically and that he had to go to the final consequences of the principles he maintained. Whereas in 1884 he was demanding an increase in the numbers of schools and libraries, “being sure that no reasonable community could bear to be without such helps to a decent life", -• one finds that in his story all schools have simply disappeared, and the very word no longer exists in the language of the twenty-second century. The word “education” also has become incomprehensible.It is true that we learn, on our way up the Thames, that at Eton “there are often plenty of boys there, who come to get taught”,m but that is distinctly inconsequential. Possibly he was a little ill-at-ease over the extremism of his ideas, and felt he had to mitigate it somewhat by this expedient. But it seems to be an occasional and more or less isolated phenomenon, and, above all, the boys come voluntarily. There is no longer any compulsory education. Children learn because they want to, and come to it through “imitating their elders. ” ***
Teaming to read presents no problems. “Most children, seeing books lying about, manage to read by the time they are four years old”, and “when a person can read, of course he reads what he likes to; and he can easily get some one to tell him what are the best books to read on such a subject, or to explain what he doesn't understand in the books when he is reading them..." We are, of course, left to assume that, with mankind transformed by a hundred and fifty years of communism, children, having nothing to fetter their development, will all have the same precocity and facility as Morris himself, who, at the age offourand not having learned to read, was plunged into the novels of Walter Scott. All the same, precocity is not to be encouraged.

“As a rule, they don’t do much reading, except for a few story-books, till they are about fifteen years old; we don't encourage early bookishness, though you will find some children who wtU take to books very early; which perhaps is not good for them; but it’s no use thwarting them; and very often it doesn’t last long with them, and they find their level before they are twenty years old.”
Over writing, there will be even less encouragement, and in this connection we see Morris’s aesthetic interests peeping oddly through, with Dick as their exponent:
“As to writing, we do not encourage them to scrawl too early (though scrawl a little they will), because it gets them into a habit of ugly writing; and what’s the use of a lot of ugly writing being done, when rough printing can be done so easily. You understand that handsome writing we like ... I am interested in this matter of writing, being myself a fair writer.”
Morris, in fact, learned to write much later than the usual age, and for a long time his writing was very bad. In 1870, after initiating himself into the art of illuminated design, he became enamoured of mediaeval calligraphy and began to write in the simple, beautiful, virile manner which we so much admire.*" That is the explanation of the insistence he shows. It remains to be seen whether it is wise to keep the child so long from writing, running the risk, with all its attendant consequences, of depriving him of a necessary means of expression and development. I am not competent to judge, and confine myself to observing that it is in the sphere of education that Morris’s utopia is at its most subjective.
However, it would not be reasonable, after such a quick and superficial consideration, to find nothing but a compilation of personal whims. It would be tantamount to a refusal to see what lies at the bottom of Morris’s deep thinking, despite the extreme forms it assumes: a demand for an education in direct contact with life. The main educative influence upon the child, from its early life onwards, should be the reality of social life. The brain will develop soundly with the use of the hands and with day-to-day mental activity. Away with bookish culture in a vacuum! Books are by no means outlawed, they are still read and studied, though far fewer than formerly are published; but they are only of interest upon the basis of human experience. And this, from childhood on, is privileged. The young learn early to swim, to ride horses, to cook, to mow, to thatch roofs and to do odd bits of carpentry, They see the pleasure their elders derive from “easy-hard work” and they are eager to copy them. ' They are employed in looking after shops; “Ihe children like to amuse themselves with it, and it is good for them, because they handle a lot of diverse wares and get to learn about them, how they are made, and where they come from, and so on.” w3 They are passionately fond of camping, and in summer they spend weeks under canvas, learning in this way to fend lor themselves and to observe nature. Morris had developed this taste in Iceland,and throughout Mews from Nowhere-, both at Hampton Court and in the meadows alongside the Thames, people are happily camping. But it would be wrong to see him as a precursor of Baden-Powell, for he would have

objected to his moralising philosophy and para-military organisation Far from constituting: a kind of world apart, the young campers in Kensington wood* are part of the normal reality of the time, which has swept away the division between town and nature and no longer has any need for escape Th# is as true for this sort of activity as for all the others we have noted Study when it occurs, deals with the make of things and the matters of cause and effect ’ V’f we are far away from any kind of idealism.
Among these activities, we should not overlook those which link education with productive work In this respect, Morris's ideas in 1890 are a continuation of those he was expressing in 1884, when his thinking ahead had still not vet passed the stage of industrial society. Imagining the factory of the future, he wrote:
. such a factory will surely be a centre of education; any children who seem likely to develop gifts towards its special industry would gradually and without pain, amidst their book-learning be drawn into technical instruction which would bring them at last into a thorough apprenticeship for their craft; therefore, the bent of each child having been considered in choosing its instruction and occupation, it is not too much to expect that children so educated will look forward eagerly to the time when they will be allowed to work at turning out real useful wares.”
As in .Vm from Nowhere, one cannot help seeing here, on another plane, a direct memory of The Communist /Manifesto and of Capital. What is called “polytechnic education” in today’s socialist countries comes from the same inspiration
Morris's eccentricity (his mistake, perhaps) in his utopian story was to lay so much stress upon the anti-scholastic, or non-scholastic, aspect of education. This exaggeration arose from a passionate reaction against education that was still formal, cut off from life, marked w'ith the blemishes of a class-divided society which held all forms of manual work in contempt. In this way he was led into exclusively praising everything that pointed in the opposite direction, and it is almost with a note of defiance that old Hammond tells the visitor that he has “gathered left-handed”, when the latter accuses the new society of having “so far refined your education, that now you have none”.4 0 Study docs si ill, in fact, go on. but Morris, with an undeniable axe to grind, expatiates more readily upon the acquisition of knowledge that does not demand purely bookish effort. This is the case with living languages. The British peoples of the twenty-second century speak French and German, along with Welsh and frish.
“Children pick them up very quickly, because their elders all know them; and besides our guests from overseas often bring their children with them, and the little ones get together, and rub their speech into one another."
That, to us, seems somewhat inadequate. Yet it was a new and revolutionary approach when one bears in mind the state of modern language teaching in the nineteenth century! Morris tells us in far fewer words that the children "mostly learn Latin and Greek"as well, and we have to suppose that they do so hy other methods. History is more or less left out, and Morris is

almost dodging the question when he admits that the easiest method is to recommend suitable reading. As for mathematics, that seems to be very much an individual matter, and something of a grown-up one.411 Dick refers to it almost contemptuously,412 and the visitor admits to old Hammond that he has retained absolutely nothing from his childhood studies in the subject. 1 In the voluminous diaries he kept, now in the manuscript collection at the British Museum, Sir Sydney Cockerell has recorded interesting sayings ol Morris's We learn from them that mathematics, at which Morns had never been any good,414 inspired a degree of contempt, because “he never knew a mathematician who could reason”! So the gap we find in JVews from Nowhere evidently comes from personal distaste. But among these same remarks, made in 1891, we find some rather curious details. “He would have Greek and Latin,” says Sir Sydney, “Sanskrit or Persian, and one modern language, preferably German, taught. French to be learned from its literature . ., He would never teach English grammar, unless by a course of philological reading beginning with the literature of the 14th century.” 4,s We are a long way here from the revolutionary education of News from Nowhere. Are we to talk of duplicity or hypocrisy? These are very big words. I feel rather that Morris chose, in building his utopia, to make a selection of his preferences as a literate bourgeois, and when setting down the bases of communist education he allowed himself to be carried away by his habitual violence of reaction, first and foremost against everything in his own time that he found hateful. His hypothesis is in its essence critical. The positive element in it consists of general principles, whose detailed application at the utopian level is undecided and imperfectly worked out.416
His anticipation of the culture of the communist age shows the same characteristics of extravagance, subjectivity and indecision, but the sketch of it is shot through with strange and interesting ideas, inspired by flawless optimism. “The storing up of knowledge of all kinds and the power of disseminating it” 4 rank among the true riches to which man is entitled and which will form an integral part of days to come. Man “will find his pleasure in the satisfaction, first, of his bodily desires, and then of the intellectual, moral, and aesthetic needs which will inevitably arise when a man is not at odds with his body, and is not exhausting his intellect in a vain combat with its urgent promptings”.41
In earlier chapters we studied at length the importance of visual creativity in Morris's vision of communism. It is intimately bound up with the conception of the new nature of work, inseparable from the very progression of daily life; it informs the problems of historical references for the new society and constitutes one of the essential superstructures of utopian society, continuously acting upon the infrastructure, in so close a dialectic that the distinction is sometimes almost imperceptible. It remains for us to look more closely at the other forms of cultural activity, all those which are not directly sensual.
In the world of which Morris dreams, what has become of books and reading? This voracious reader, this wealthy bibliophile and printer of luxurious editions, shows the same reticence and indecision that we have already
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fine literary genre, anyway, has disappeared the novel, as written tn the mnrteraift century. Without going into the details of Morris’s opinions of his t*mtentpor*n#*x which would deserve a separate study, it is of interest for our purpose to notice the general opinion that he frequently expressed of the romatntiriard ftterature of His day, because it provides a negative definition of what He expected of communist culture. First, he objects to it as being class lUcraitirr, reamed emirefy to descriptions of bourgeois settings*
'I have often thought with a joyful chuckle how puzzling, nay inex- plftrabfe to the generation* of freedom, will be those curious specimens of htmiaa ingenuity called novel* now produced, and which present with such faithful detail the lives of the middle-classes, all below them being igmired except as so many stage accessories “ **4
When the working class is described, it ts in a monstruousiy biassed fashion, and the only imereti these books ran hold for our descendants ts that they will “find evidence, of what the upper and middle classes thought working men were like %	But such descriptions are uncommon, and the most frequent
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toward* social uvjfmncs* Ihr writers of the*r hooks are ‘mere rhetorical -rinte r^ and hunter* of introspection” * In Aews from AfarAmr, Ellen is equally contemptuous
Hut 1 say ttatly that in spite of all their cleverness and vigour, and rapacity for story-telling, there is something loathsome about them Some of them, indeed, do here and there show some feeling for those whom the history books call ‘poor*, and of the misery of whose lives we have some inkling, but presently they give it up, and towards the end of the story we must he contented to see the hero and heroine living happily in an island of bliss on other people s troubles; and that after a long series of sham troubles (or mostly sham) of their own making, illustrated by dreary introspective nonsense about their feelings and aspirations, and all the rest of it; while the world must even then have gone on its way, and dug and sewed and baked and built and carpentered around those useless — animals. **
What Morris can stomach even less is the parade of laboured psychology, the novelists* attempt “to spin out their own insides like silk-worms into dreary yarns of their sickly feelings and futile speculations*1; and he adds:
“We shall not desire and we shall not be able to carry on the feverish and perverted follies of the art and literature of Commercialism. "
In fact, no one had a greater horror of introspection than did Morris, who was always reaching out to creation and action. E. L. Cary is quite right to link this horror with that he had of mirrors.4 Nothing revolted him more than the sentimental romanticism and gloomy cultivation of what Ellen calls “a sham sorrow, like the ridiculous characters in some of those queer old novels that I have come across now and then*’.00 Elsewhere, a talk with Dick leads the visitor to reflect that “in those days it was thought poetic and imaginative to look upon life as a thing to be borne, rather than enjoyed'*.4 1 These novelists prided themselves upon their realism and believed that they reached their objective by developing their plots against the background of their period, but their social prejudices and their false psychology made a mockery of their pretensions:
*'It is true that in the nineteenth century, when there was so little art and so much talk about it, there was a theory that art and imaginative literature ought to deal with contemporary life; but they never did so; for, if there was any pretence of it, the author always took care ... to disguise, or exaggerate, or idealise, and in some way or another to make it strange; so that, for all the verisimilitude there was, he might just as well have dealt with the times of the Pharaohs. " 432
So it is not surprising that Boffin, the Golden Dustman, is teased by his companions because “he will spend his time in writing reactionary novels” in the manner of the nineteenth century, trying to introduce “local colour". It is just a ridiculous hangover, henceforth quite unjustifiable in a society in which man no longer has anything in common with those artificial heroes, and where the situations formerly described have become inconceivable
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So there is no appeal against the sentence, but one is entitled to wonder whether irt .> entirely justified Is it not possible to imagine that new forms of the novel may arise ) \\ ould not the rk hness of the new life provide material? Because conflict will have vanished, is one to conclude that the contradictions which will always constitute the dialectical movement of life will have been eliminated at well? And is not the novel, in whatever unforeseeable forms it may take, more suited to their expression than is any other art form* Some afterthought of this nature certainly came into Morris *s mind and surely it was expressed when the argumentative Clara was musing in her turn before the great timeless mural in Bloomsbury?
How is it that though we are so interested with our life for the most pan, yet when people take to writing poems or painting pictures they seldom deal with our modem life, or if they do, take good care to make their poems or pictures unlike that life? Are we not good enough to paint ourselves?
Even if the novel is doomed, the same is not true of poetry, despite the old reference, quoted above, to a few artistically handwritten copies; when Morris strains has position, inconsequence awaits him. But poetry will no longer be introspective and whining. Glasier reports remarks made by Morris in 189} at the end of a Sunday evening lecture in Hammersmith.
'Those ! am sure who have themselves experienced, or who have any knowledge whatever of such suffering as that endured by the poor miners and their families during the recent lock-out, and who know what it is to see bale ones cry for bread ’ when bread for them there is none, are not hkeiv to have much patience with poets who moan about their broken hearts {which, of course, are never broken) and the imaginary slights of their sweethearts or mistresses, especially when, as in so many instances, the sweethearts and mistresses are as fanciful crctures as the supposed heartbreaks
It is. of course, easily understandable that Morris should banish such ar- ttKial conventions from his utopia But there again, does he not go too far and ctmiradict himself* He celebrates the development of the individual and his enormous enrichment under communism. Is it thinkable that such interior richness, even if it rejects shoddy romanticising, would not discover new kinds of iynf ai expression* One sometimes has a feeling that Morris momentarily lags behind his own prophetic vision, that a hiatus occurs in the internal chronology of his utopi* In his denunciation of bourgeois egotism, he feels no response, other than on a theoretical level, to a future antithesis'that could muh from tiw natural, straightforward outpouring of genuine personal feel-

in#, deeply m harmony with the innermost feelings of a fraternal human group U there not a touch of working-class snobbery in hit tendency to depersonalise art and restrict poetry to the framework of the epic ? In fact, after proscribing the novel, he writes; ‘Literature, however, need by no means die, fur we < an neither limit nor foresee the development of the great art of poetry which has changed so little in essentials since the Homeric epics, " 4 1 .Such a tendency will inevitably be present during the revolutionary phase of socialist construction, but will it still be so during the peaceful stage of communism’ In any case, would not the same question arise concerning a decline in the visual arts of architecture, mural painting and tapestry?
A comparable attitude appears with regard to the art of the theatre, this rime accompanied by a curious personal contradiction. Morris hated the theatre, despised it even, and never went to a play unless he was obliged. Jv‘ This dislike was strengthened by the general mediocrity he saw at the time. 'I think it is a very serious matter . . . that the standard of excellence at theatres should be so low, and that such sorry makeshifts should be forced on us at a great expense of the labour of many honest and often not unintelligent people." But could it be otherwise under the present social system?
“Given a society corrupted by the existence of general misery, and founded on the sheer robbery of the disinherited, and what are its theatrical entertainments likely to be? At the best, corruption whitewashed with respectability; at the worst? - but can there be anything worse than that?” 441
In his looking forward to utopia Morris takes the radical change in conditions into account, and consents to reconcile himself to the theatre, but he obviously does so in order to conform to the cultural ideology he professes It is, he writes, “wholly a co-operative art, . . . and its production does not require the same amount of training as any other of the arts; and therefore could be more easily and pleasantly dealt with by a communal society working co-operatively”.442 The least that one can say is that these lines express enthusiasm much less than they do a need to apply principles. We may note that there is never once in News from Nowhere any mention of theatrical performances, and we shall never know what the repertoire of the future will consist of - did Morris know, or even want to know? However, there is a theatre in Hammersmith, though his only remark about it concerns its admirable architecture, recalling that of the Baptistry- in Florence.443
And music? Did Morris have any response to it? It would need a very long chapter to attempt a clear understanding, between the contradictory assertions of his family and friends and his own declarations, no less contradictory, in which I distrustfully detect his mania for understatement and his calculated attempts to turn curiosity aside. What seems to emerge from all these very varied fragments of evidence is that he did have some musical sensibility, though not a great deal, but that he more or less refrained from indulging it for lack of time. He hated pianos, and said so emphatically, and this earned him the reputation of being a music-hater; but this hatred came, on the one hand, irom the ugliness, in his eyes, of the instrument and, on the other, from the over-mechanical playing, as he thought, of most of the players However, he loved the sounds of ancient instruments, both stringed and wind, particularly

the lufr, the violin and. above all. the virginals. He hated opera, as well *, comic opera and music hall. For Wagner he felt a total detestation, and f* never forgave him for debasing the great Nordic legends with lyrical Wim%$ He appreciated Mozart and Beethoven, but his preference was for mediaeval music and that of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries But above ail he loved plainsong and, yet more, popular songs. He claimed not to he ablrtr> sing, but appears to have had a very pleasant tenor voice 444
If we wish to determine the personal factor in Morris’s utopia, it seems to me that two traits should be borne in mind, on the one hand, this love of folk music and, on the other, the lively pleasure he derived from listening to natural sounds, notably bird-song.44 This induced a naturalistic conception ol music which puts him in great danger of appearing somewhat restrictive.! cannoi, he wrote, “think ... of music existing without the sounds of nature, the song of birds, the voices of cattle, the ripple of streams, the wash of the sea, the noise $ the wind and the rain and the thunder. ”44* Such is the inspiration that should allow all to find pleasure in music and to make it a truly popular art: “Nor would he who took to heart the piping of the wind and washing of the waves as he sat at the helm of the fishing-boat, be deadened to the beauty of art*made music. It is workmen only and not pedants who can produce real vigorous
,,44?
art.
One cannot help being struck by the contrast between statements of this kind and the predictions contained in Socialism, Us Growth and (Jttkome. in 1893. it is true that there Morris was not writing alone. Bax, who wrote the socialist handbook with him, was a knowledgeable musician; he had even studiedcom- posit ion at the Stuttgart Conservatoire,444 and perhaps, for his part, he was not averse to “the music of the future”. The following passage is somewhat amusing, as one can readily imagine it to be a compromise arrived at after violent arguments between the two friends. One senses that Morris fought every foot of the way.
“Modern music begins at the close of the Middle Ages with the birth of counterpoint; its great development has been during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and has been in its earlier period synchronous with the most degraded period of all the other arts, Classical musk (technically so-called) would seem to have reached its zenith about the middle of the present century; but the great revolution in dramatic music, effected by Wagner during the second half of the century, has oc* copied the field for the present, though what future developments it may have we cannot foresee. Of one thing, however, we may be very certain, that under a quite changed social condition Music will develop completely new styles of its own no jess than the other arts. And in our belief. Music and Architecture, each in its widest sense, will form the most serious occupation of the greatest number of people. In this connection we may observe that Music is on the executive side largely dependent on co-operation, notwithstanding that on the creative side it is more, rather than less, individual than painting.”44*
It is very easy to picture Bax’* jubilant obstinacy, and the rearguard action on the part of poor Morris in defence of the rights of architecture and the collective nature of musical art So, I shall turn to our poet s earlier writings in

irarth of his own desires, although we cannot hope to find anything more than general suggestion* I pass rapidly over hi* 18tM lectures, with their brief reference to the factory of the future, where the workers, assembled a* brothers, find relaxation in “musical or dramatic entertainments ’ 4Old Hammond, in the course of his long account of the vicissitudes of the “great change”, tells us that “what of art existed under the old forms, revived in a wonderful way during the latter part of the struggle, especially as regards music and poetry”.0 Two hundred years later, in the communist stage, tt teems that musk has scarcely progressed beyond this phase of folk revival or discovered “new styles”, the idea of which Bax was to impose upon Morris later There is mention of afternoon open-air concerts “around the fountain”, in the quadrangle of the great hall at Bloomsbury, but we arc not told their nature 1 here is singing during the evening gathering at the Hammersmith Guest House, and again at Runnymede, in the little house where the visitor meets Ellen, * but we know nothing about the songs. The only musical im idem mentioned in any definite way is when Dick and Clara go oil, during the talk between Hammond and the visitor, to “hear some Welsh folk sing in a hall close by “ " This is all rather disappointing, and it is not even open to me to say that Morris is observing the same deliberate caution tn this sphere as m that of scientific invention: there are no suggestions comparable to the one about the mysterious barges! The outlook is restricted and somewhat discouraging We must be prepared to admit that Morris s utopia is notably impoverished by the brutal rejection of four centuries of bourgeois civilisation, and it is at this point that he most obviously departs from Marxism, which is concerned for the preservation and utilisation of all cultural heritages.
When we move from the ornamental arts to study m the proper sense, the out- look Iwoadens somewhat, but not to a very satisfactory extent. I have already noted Morns s personal idiosy ncracics where mathematics are concerned, and Bob the weaver, who is a dedicated mathematician, is a butt for rather silly teasing b> Dick.4 On the other hand, science, in a broad and rather vague sense, meets with more approval tn the eyes of our poet. On this subject ho thinking is somewhat less sketchy and deserves our attention. He respects 'u tence for science s sake, and that is the only kind of science that’s worth a rap \ he tells a journalist, adding: “applied science doesn't interest me m the least * To discover the real meaning of these remarks it is necessary to consider lus works as a whole. It is not applied science, in an abstract seme, to which he objects, and we have sufficiently seen that he regarded technical progress as a necessity for the future. What be condemns is the use capitalism has made of science, both from the material and the ideological points oi View In fact, the bourgeoisie “allows teamed men to seek out the secrets of nature and to subdue her forces because those matters can be turned to the advantage of the profit-market”.04 Science “is m the pay of the aHimmg-house and the drill-sergeant Vr die is “a servant of profit-making mdustmhsm ’ Not all the discoveries of science.” wrote Morns in the last article lie published. l\ . will produce true wealth so long as the end and aim of it ag is the production of profit”4* Old Hammond refers contemptuously to “the

so-called science of the nineteenth century, which , . was in the mam an appendage to the commercial system: nay, not seldom an appendage to the polite of that system. In spite of appearances, it was limited and cowardly bec ause it did not really believe in itself" 4** Morris is remembering Marx's remarks, though he tends to narrow their application, about the status 0f learned men, whom the bourgeoisie has “converted into its paid wage-labourers \	and “modern industry, which makes science a productive
force distinct from labour and presses it into the service of capital**. ** On thr ideological plane. Morris is indignant over the perversion of science, on one point, at least. We must realise, when he rebels at the idea of seeing “the place of Homer taken by Huxley," 46 that the choice of name was not fortuitous T H. Huxley, vulgarising Darwin s theory of evolution in a mechanistic way, had been chiefly responsible for the theory of “the struggle for existence” which nineteenth-century capitalism took as its justification, and the materialism of which he was the champion closely resembled, in its rejection of everything other than scientific fact, the utilitarianism of Gradgrind.464 Morris, always ready to generalise, probably had this kind of distortion in mind when he wrote:
“Science will grow more and more one-sided, more incomplete, more wordy and useless, till at last she will pile herself up into such a mass of superstition that beside it the theologies of old time will seem mere reason and enlightenment. ** 46
This is all the more probable because, in the interview given to the Daily (Jironicle reporter, Morris was much more explicit:
“The Huxley-mathematical sort of thing 1 look on with the deepest contempt Besides, it is probably all wrong, and the next gencrationwiU only regard us as a pack of ninnies for having believed such rubbish. *’
It did not, however, cause Morris to despair of science. He asserted bis great confidence on seeing the large numbers who devoted themselves to it, “many of whom are doubtless single-hearted, and worship in her not the purse of riches and power, but the casket of knowledgeIt will suffice for her to throw off the hotchpotch of ideological pretensions; “she seems to need no more than a little humility to temper the insolence of her triumph, which has taught us evertything except how to be happy”. The future will belong to her: “in those days science also may be happy. ^'Once “freed from the utilitarian chains which commerce has cast over it, and, cultivated once more for its own sake,
. . . (science) may be expected to develop in a manner at present undreamed of”. And in those days to come, old Hammond echoes the prediction when he declares that one of the reasons why he does not fear any work-famine is that science is as inexhaustible as is art.469
When he enters the field of science, Morris is plainly venturing into very unfamiliar territory, and we cannot expect shattering prophecies from him. So it is with greater curiosity that we take a look at his thinking upon a topic much closer to his own interests, the part played by the study of history in the culture of his utopian people And our curiosity is not disappointed, although here again Morris s approach is uncertain and almost contradictory. We are not

• i hp,r him say that "the genuine .tales of history will still be with us, "nTwill one might well hope, then be told in a ihrrrfutler strain than is
'*	l.i,i,” It is true that it will no longer He "the dull gull of lies,
now possiijit	*	*"	.	.	.	,	.	.	.	, »■	>1	, i * _•
hypocritical concealments, and false deductions, which is called bourgeon history”.4 ' Nor will it any longer be *'a string of doubtful tales of the bloody wars and unaccountable follies of kings and scoundrels in which the nec e»*ary slavery of the people was taken for granted”.4/’ What it will be is suggested by the book that Bob the weaver is writing, “a sort of antiquarian book about the peaceable and private history, so to say, of the end of the nineteenth century, - more for the sake of giving a picture of the country before the lighting began than for anything else”.47 Perhaps a more definite suggestion, and one more in line with Morris’s taste for the concrete, is afforded by the museum ol labour shown to us by old Morsom.
However, we learn with a start of surprise that these are isolated efforts, and that the study of history had been generally abandoned in this twenty-second century. Dick explains to the bewildered visitor that “it is mostly in periods ol turmoil and strife and confusion that people care much about history, and you know ... we are not like that now”. The inexhaustible joy of the new life is too enthralling for men to take much interest in a past that was unhappy, grim, rather inexplicable and has totally passed away. “The last harvest,” says old Hammond, “the last baby, the last knot of carving in the market-place, is history enough for them. It was different, I think, when I was a lad, when we were not so assured of peace and continuous plenty as we arc now. ” 4 * In fact, when the visitor and the sprightly nonagenarian who goes a little way in the carriage with them become involved in a discussion about the ways of the nineteenth century, Dick quickly becomes “rather restive under so much ancient history” and tries to change the conversation.477 Moreover, the visitor finds among the people to whom he talks total ignorance and lack of understanding of the conditions of life in the world he has left. Whether it is the use of money, the difference between town and country, the poverty of former times, the class struggle, education, politics and its vocabulary, relationships between nations, everything is quite unknown and incomprehensible to these new generations,4 8 although, by contrast, they know and love the Middle Ages. Only a few rare individuals like Ellen, “those of us who look into these things”, still have an approximate knowledge of that past. But if Ellen, for example, has acquired that knowledge it is only from having frequented old Hammond, the Sage of Bloomsbury.480 What is to happen when he is gone?
Of course, Morris is taking an extreme position, designed to make more obvious the happiness of the communist age, and also based upon the much more arbitrary hypothesis of the link with the Middle Ages and the systematic obliteration of four centuries of bourgeois culture. He appears to believe sincerely in the possibility of such a state of affairs as this future disregard for history, and while I accept the logic of his expectation, I venture to offer a gentle denial, which is no less arbitrary. Some manifestations of political indifference that have recently appared in the youthful stages of various socialist republics might well be a sign, other things being equal, that the conjec ture should not be rejected a priori. Morris believed in it. but does that mean that he wanted it to happen? Definitely not, and he explains this very clearly through the mouth of Ellen:

I Th.Rk totortimn pt^ik art «<» ««n-4rm «(the htttorj dibtpau. <**> *t* to lra*e H m tk* h*rxfc tf old Intrwd mm I tic Hammond **» k.no** ’ H«5>pv n wr are. ome« m*v alter; wr may br bitten wtthtome impute toward* ch***r and many thmqi may *rrm too "ontkrhstfa m to rn;»i too	not to«atd» at, tf wr do not know that tbry art
[bookmark: bookmark267]Km phaacs of wfot ha* fem bdwrr, and wtihal ruinous, drcmful, and lonM ■
In tdditioii to iHa need not to lose ihr lessons of hittory, (o dnw efiecttvr Uv*m them against all iHr dangers at adventurism, urcsponubthty and w titular**, on tap ol this need to remain const ious of, and therefore tn coo* tftd al. Ac laws at drve iopmeni there i* another reason which Morris explain, ed in one irf his kv1 urex. in so convincing a way that it expresses the opposite of the hvptnhnu* found <n .Wt Jkam Mmvim;
rf amtwie puts forward in irood faith the fear that we may be too hapfn in the ponriwon of pleasant surroundings, so that we shall not be «bk to rtfm them. I muss answer that this seems to me a very remote terror Even when the tide at last turns in the direc tion of sweeping away awdenB s^ialor and vulgarity, we shall have, I doubt, many genera now of effort m prrfntiag the transformation, and when it is at last complete, there will be first the triumph of our success to exalt us. and next the hot on of the long wade through the putrid sea of ugliness which we shall have at last escaped from ’*
i'Hew air impressively profound words, throwing into relief the irtetne nature of ail happiness, even that of communist society! Happiness only exists as a term of comparison and that comparisons, in such a society, ran only exist through a knovrledi-f of the past A people with no history, or cut off from history is threatened with the loss of the immense advantages it has acquired Mona had umr*t< ntaonaUy put his finger upon the flaw in the utopia he was to wrote two years later When Dick, with a somewhat heavy insistence verging Upon conformism, tells the visitor “We feel so happy, you know", one is tempted to think “Fine* But how does he know?*’
And fHe case of Ibck poses a problem, that of the diffusion or, more precisely perhaps, the ihsrug of culture. When we were considering the authentically Marx** these* that Morris puts forward on the diversity of occupation, I noted that he stressed the elimination of any separation of manual work from in* trike* lual work The characters in his book carry on activities in both directions with spkndid enthusiasm But if we look rather more closely, wr notice all the same that the bus. occupation of each of the characters individually drawn is a manual one: Dtrk i* a ferryman, Bob a weaver. Boffin a dustman In so piescmtng them, Morns was roocnaied by an amkintellectualism whose rams wesx undoubtedly healthy. On the other hand, in the background we see sketched another category of people, who are only referred (o and whose kfedyk h the opposite' their main occupation is intellectual and it is almost for health 'reason* only that they participate in manual, mainly agricultural. aetimtic*. fhek speaks of thrm m a way whkh clearly suggests that they con- *citute a separate category:
*	’u*	a	great	pleasure	seeing	them	so	happy over work which is not

much sought for Ami bnudes, these students art generally such pleasant I*' to kind and sweet-tempered; so humble, and at the same time so inxHMj* to irat h everybody ail that they know Really, I like those that 1 have met prodigiously- ”
Some of them live alone, like the one at Bisham whose "literary work" is in- irrrupted by the visitor and his new friends Mostly, however, they seem to congregate in great houses deep in the country: they are, says Hammond, "some of the most studious men of our time" and they help with the work in the fields at certain times ** Like everybody else, they regard it as a holiday to help with the haymaking, when "there is room for a great many people who are not over-skilled in country matters: and there are many who lead sedentary lives, whom it would be unkind to deprive of their pleasure in the hay-held -scientific men and close students generally*’ But, explains Dick, they simply provide labour. On account of insufficient qualification, they cannot be given anything to do in the earlier stages. Ihev cannot handle a scythe and "the scientific men and historians, and students generally, will not be wanted until we are fairly in the midst of the tedding" 4* So. while there could never be an "aristocracy of intelligence", as old Hammond is careful to point out, m there are still workers who are almost exclusively intellectual ones. fhey do not constitute a caste, since every activity is open to everyone, but all division of labour is not wholly eliminated. Study and research are carried on pretty well full time by a minority, who do not receive any privileges or special consideration, and probably certain members of it would keep alive the knowledge of history amid the growing indifference of a world too happy to care about it
* * *
That world, forgetful of history and the past, lives in geography and the present. No longer in the imaginary geography of the utopias of former times, covering countries situated beyond the world know n to navigators, no longer, in the words of Wordsworth, "in Utopia, subterranean fields, or some secreted island, Heaven knows where’ But in the very world, which is the world of all of us”.**' The English of the twenty-second century, fulfilling Blake’s prophecy, will have "built Jerusalem in England’s green and pleasant land”. During Morris’s period of Romantic escapism, the Wanderers, in the Prologue to The Earthly Paradise, were still setting off in search of "a nameless city in a distant sea", of "strange lands and things beyond belief to see”, of "a land . . . where ; men have bliss"4** For Morris the socialist, escapism is no longer acceptable: his utopia is not arbitrary, if is a political act, a work of propaganda, and it is limited by a perspective that aims at reality It has its roots in our native soil and piles up landmarks familiar to the reader in order to overwhelm him with the feeling of what could come to pass Moreover, one is a little surprised at the rule Morris chose for his tale, which is certainly not situated "nowhere” No doubt he wished to keep the etymology "oulopia" in preference to "eutopu", probably following his master Thomas More,4*' though in flagrant contradiction of his own intention. In passing. I may observe that these, native roots conform strictly to the traditional utopian preference for islands. While England impresses the immediate reality of its

g*of**phy ufxttt the ftmtim who utobe < om tmtvi it * ttdi a* ttUiui and Cfoorfti thiveju to wrtt pun «t >.u tiUnrf prwidn compiik tttwhty fas fL tcria insist inn to searched a (wfcct fwv^hrh ji vmm to be mfittd jo my JVrr u something thn »bout Aim h«* AoaVtr England m M&t{* describes rt >■ "■ to exist afmiwi tit isolation. # t«t <*ff inwn any txwttiring*ff> fort* e* Inutg a We ft*** f :vc*xh then k ha* ever beet* Ih* visitor meeu no foreigner*, though thfrt x* a ptsitn| reference to boluliy vmti by French ^
And thi* br<ng* us ro thr < otnatdrranon of a prrlimjne/> problem. Have *y *nw<»frrt 'ravhrd the. same Magr a* I* ngland by thr twenty-vetortd mutiry' Tht* pfot4rtn would involve another, a political pnobton (which I shall not toe kk tn detail 10 ms oat to br too far diverted from our purpose J, that of know- whether the revolution can succeed in one country I simply point out tha? Morris aitoradttnity enough in his day, asked hiraaclf that question severs! timrt ltd rnpww.ifd with uncertain and contradictory answers*, an answer Had tn await Ijrmn. in the fullness of historical development- So 1 put aside tlm MHftiaf qurftion. winch belongs to thr theory of revolution and not to the study of moptan sew *cty. which is thr limited, and quite sufficiently vast, subject of any a nai v*i *
Reference an ,V*s >* /w*; Mmnktee to the international situation is only of a very aftusavr nature It does not appear that socialism has reached the same W of dr%ekpfMT*~r«t in all countries as it has in England Old Hammond points out to the vtistor that one can only really talk about an eventual work-fammr m parts of Europe *hkh are more advanced than the rest of the world so there is an itsequahty of development rvm in Europe itself, and the visitor, am- ormtxf with concealing his origin from his new companions, explains his cwanre by saving that hr has “been such a long time away from Europe*1. !6m* are things going on other continents? There is only one definite mdfca- <*0*i and Morrif five* it with a savagery that seems to explode with ah the tom* that Fdwsrd Bellamy s utopia provoked in him One remedy for the ihrr*.imed work-famine « the export of beauty to the backward countries.
Those lands w h*cfc were once the colonies of Great Britain, for in- stance, and especially America - chat part of it, above ail, which was once the United States - are now and will be for a long while a great rrsourur us us For these lands, and, i say, especially the northern parti of America., suffered so tembfy from the full force of the last days of ttvtbsatiait. and became aidi horrible places to live in, that they are now very’ backward in ail that makes life pleasant Indeed, one may say that tor nearly a hundred vears the people of the northern parts of America haw been engaged m gradually making a dwelling-place out of a sunk* «ngdftsst'heap .and there is sulfa great deal to do, especially as the coua- try isadbtg/* . .
ft even appears that there are some countries elsewhere which have not had their r< volution "Hits seem* to be implied by mme of the remarks made to (he visitor:. Okk presume*that he "must come from a place very unlike England** and pretty Annif at the Guest House, that he must have hern 'Vavelkng m unsocial cou#gjr*et,; ** Boffin thinks he ha* arrived “from some chstam country 4 hat does nor know of us, or our ways of life ”, ** “from

Htfufctrtiy*	ffom	m	country	where	they	“hive	not	wholly	sat
w» Idea fh.it it might turn out otherwise in the future. Did he not go so far as to
for a community to send out some band of its best and hardiest people to socialise some hitherto neglected spot of earth for the service of man'"? 1
■j’hat clearly goes a good deal further than just the export of beauty! 't his impulsive outburst (incidentally, a completely isolated one) is only comparable with the situation described in Sews (rmi Aouktr* because ir derives, in an extreme form, from the same feeling, which is both revolutionary and patriotic: a faith in the high destiny reserved for England Perhaps it will not be the first country to take the road to socialism, after having first thought so (an illusion shared for a time by Marx and Engels themselves j, Moms soon became less sure about it. ** But he was certain that she would, one day, foe in the front rank of the communist nations This confidence was justifiable in the Great Britain of the nineteenth century, because of the advanced state oi her productive resources. No doubt it was a sentimental confidence as welt Love of the land of England is expressed with deep, restrained emotion in all his work. One passage from his first public lecture is often quoted and is worth recalling:
“ I he land is a little land; too much shut up within the narrow seas, a* it seems, to have much space for swelling into hugeness: there are no great wastes overwhelming in their dreariness, no great solitude* of forests, no terrible untrodden mountain-walls: all is measured, mingled* varied, gliding easily one thing into another; little rivers, little plains* swelling, speedily-changing up-lands, all beset with handsome orderly trees; little hills, little mountains, netted over with, the wails of sheep-walks: all is little; yet not foolish and blank, but serious rather, and abundant of meaning for such as choose to seek it: ii is neither a prison nor palace, but a detent home/1
And he adds: "it must be a hard heart, f think, that does not love it whether a man has been born among it like ourselves, or has come wondcringly on its simplicity from all the grandeur overseas " England in the twenty-second century, cleansed of all the stains of "civilization" will be more beautiful and more comelv; it will retain that engaging simplicity and its inhabitants will not grow tired of its charm With the same restrained emotion, the visitor says "it t* not big, but it is pretty" ^ The love England inspires in, Morris is aH the more fleet) because he see* her as she will one day be.
liSm>Vof unequal development was in line with the political analysts of the facts of his time, as he expressed it in the columns of tommvnwrai, and he bad
write
it will surely be one of the solemn duties of the society of the future

I mi no puM a* the won! it ffnrrtily utrd, And yet 1 am ^ wktmri it Niy thu »« lor thr ?»<c of the Und wr hvr in 1it W(f^ •omrt**tng ■>? thr pa««iAH of A lovrr that it to say mare than its bo*#* J, interest in rrtetmn to othre parts of thr world warrants. Perhaps that »i brcaua* f mi in thr hah* of hdtMf At (hinfi that pm before my tyr% and mwrtiio| their pmm out ward terming: with timet gone by and times to com* v
Tbit vtason of the f <ngtand to tome fiO* him with unfailing lyricism:
4 And thr tale shall hr told of a country, a Und m thr midst of the sea, And Mk sisal rsK it tailsnd m thr days that air going to be,” m
Its trotam watt be more beautiful than ever. The summer day through wfsdi the * tutor and hu coopmioni glide over thr water beneath the heights of Windsor, is one of those days which, tf they were commoner m these t*UmH would make our climate the best in the world’' In (his respect Mums is even Irrwrmh optimistic “il we were working for livelihood sad net profit hr say's. ‘ we might easily neutrsto many of the disadvantages of our c lunate at least enough to gtre full scope to thr development of our race “ * (t is for tbit reason that pretty Annie can assert that ‘ southern England a i good place far keeping good looks** *n The pleasant climate is enhanced by thr mrwed defighthdness of the Undscape, particularly that of the Thames, htareferth (rtsh and unpolluted Its banks, lovingly described by Morris in mdonjit shir pages, are the joy and pnde of the English people of the future. He sms n through Ellen’t eyes of thr future, and the utopian viewpoint lends an ewm msorr vibrant note to his affection The same pride h to be found m ha deaenpeso* of tbe new beauty of London and in the feeling he has shout the way thr capital has matned its importance: “Here was the ghost of London mil asserting itseif as a centre... *-an intellectual centre, for aught I knew Sot only dkd Moms lore the Und of his country, he also loved its people. WtBsacis Richmond ityt in his memoirs that be was “English to the marrow of ht# bosses * *'* Morris continually praised “this land of stout-hearted men. . the Und ef England, with *8 its growth of familiar beauty, sweetened every acre of it wnh the memories of the men that made us*\ s,< It is “the home of rot vh and hotncdy men*\m possessing “the English character, forcible cmamfyrt; "the country of order, peace and stability, the land of common sense and practicality; the country to which ail eyes are turned of those whose hope it fer the ONMimisiiee and perfection of modern progress5*. This practical seme by no metis ear.hides artistic qualities. “1 doubt,” says Moms, they (the French} haste so much innate four of beauty as a great part of our poputaiott has '/1* and again “I doubt if said Brum is more anti-poeticai than the nmif otbts nations m No national characteristic strikes him at 'being mer worthy of notice and appreciation than this restraint, this ramjonaJ reserve af the Engh*fc people The peasants of the fourteenth century, moved by thr forthright eloquent* of John Ball, “all had that look ai il they were ashamed af theawdv**, and did no* want others to ate how dreulv th^ J^L *nW5d *h*r lh€	* **r race * hen they are ««>4*Y

t of Morns % deep love ol ht* native toil and ol thr peoplr ro t <and it forms an indiitociablc complement) ts his no less tri
ed into what he called an 'unjust war" {“ Peoplr go about in a Rule Britannia stvlr that turns one’s stomach") Vl for thr sake of protecting the route to India and the interests of the holders of Ottoman bonds Morris fought against this drift and issued an appeal to the workers of England, asking whether they wanted to die for such causes.' ? Recalling this period a few years later, he himself wrote that the first object of hit action had been to “stem the torrent of Chauvinism, and check the feeling of national hatred and prejudice for which I shall always feel the most profound contemptw This was no easy task, because "any approach to Jingoism however feeble, is certain to be popular with the whole mass of non-political people, ijt., about 999 out of the 1000", ' Morris kept up the struggle and in a lecture given in 1880, when he was still a member of the Liberal Party, his attack was at its strongest:
“i should say then that when stripped of its borrowed gear, false patriotism becomes National Vain-glory,5' which is both begotten of ignorance and begets it: a legacy of the injustice of past times, it breeds injustice in us in the present that we may be unjustly dealt with in the future:, it gabbles of the valour of our forefathers, whtle it is busy in undoing the deeds that their valiant lives accomplished: it prates of the interests of our country, while it is laying the trail of events which will rum the fortunes, and break the hearts of the citizens: it scolds at wise men and honest men for what it calls a policy of isolation, while itself it would have nothing to do with foreign nations except for their ruin and ours: its great office is for ever to cry out for war without knowing what war means: all other nations, it seems, pay the price of war; but we never do, and never can pay it and never shall. ’ " **
Nationalism is a constant provocation to war, and all militarism was hateful to Morris: "i won't submit to be dressed up in red and marched off to shoot at my French or German or Arab friend in a quarrel that 1 don't understand; f will rebel sooner than do that." Ir Chauvinistic frenzy it nourished by xenophobia, and, in 1878, he was denouncing its virulence in the Tory Party, which had only "contempt of all people not born within the compass of the narrow seas". In hi* satirical comedy, The Tablet Turned, he presents the caricatured Judge Nupkins, who deplores "the ill-judged leniency of even a Tory government in permitting that pett of society, the unrespectable foreigner, to congregate tn this metropolis".91 Unfortunately, as Morris well knew, the working class is not immune to this virus. When necessary, particularly during the discussions which followed his lectures, he drew attention to "the wickedness of using the word * foreigner' and the impossibility of workers of different countries having any cause to quarrel" Xenophobia and socialism are incompatible: "a socialist does not recognize a possible enemy in a foreigner a* such" w He observed bitterly that such tendencies were not altogether absent among the leadership of the Social Democratic

Federation, and one of the reasons for his rupture with Hyndman in December 1884 was his “attacks on foreigners as foreigners or at least sneers at them coquetting also with jingoism in various forms”. 532 It is relevant to remark that the attacks in question were directed against Engels and Scheu
As Morris’s thinking took more definite shape, he stopped reacting emotionally and achieved a theoretical level. He still maintained his condemnation of chauvinism and xenophobia, but as part of a criticism of the concept of a nation, which was born in the sixteenth century, with the arrival of a bureaucratic bourgeoisie, for the purpose of political and commercial war: it was* the new ruling class which fostered “that thrice-accursed spirit of nationality which so hampers us even now in all attempts towards the realization of a true society”/ National States were never invented to provide protection for their nationals, but, quite the contrary, with a motive of oppression : “the object of their existence now is organized robbery of the weak both within and without their own bounds”. They apply measures of unification that are prejudicial to man’s free development:
“The fact is, as individualism suppresses individuality, so nationalism suppresses all that is worth keeping in the special elements which go to make up a real and not an artificial nation. The sham community of the present - the nation - is formed for the purposes of rivalry only, and consequently suppresses all minor differences that do not help it to supremacy over other nations. ” 535
Old Hammond repeats this accusation during his conversation with the visitor, a propos of the national question:
“How should it add to the variety or dispel the dullness, to coerce certain families or tribes, often heterogeneous and jarring with one another, into certain artificial and mechanical groups, and call them nations, and stimulate their patriotism — i.e., their foolish and envious prejudices?
There can be no doubt that here Morris has allowed himself to be drawn into serious confusion. While he is certainly justified in denouncing movements towards the harmful integration of local or ethnic groups, and while it is a legitimate question to ask how far the creation of a national consciousness is accompanied by certain mental stereotyping, he makes the mistake of denying the reality and strength of such consciousness. In the course of his political life, this brought him a number of setbacks without his drawing the moral. At a time when the whole of Europe was shaken by movements for national independence, an unrealistic sectarianism made him see nothing but their bourgeois nature and demand that they assume a totally premature socialist orientation. His attitude to the Irish question deserves a deep study that would exceed the limits of the present work. Addressing Italian and Irish patriots, he exclaimed: “Your revolutionary struggles will be abortive or lead to mere disappointment unless you accept as your watchword: Wage-workers of all countries unite? ” Only once did he take a more reasonable view of things, and then he wrote that “Home Rule is not of itself necessarily a revolutionary measure, but it will clear the ground for sowing the seeds of Revolution”.SM This gleam of wisdom was short-lived. It is a fact that he was hooted in Dublin for preaching socialism to an audience that cared for

nothing except the passing of the first Home Rule Bill.' ' It was in vain that he observed that “at the moment they could listen to nothing but Home Rule", 11 he still continued to denounce nationalism in the name of socialism. In 1693 again, when writing his socialist handbook with Bax, he wrote of the events of 1848:
“Poland, Hungary, Italy, Servia, Ireland, and France, as represented by her Chauvinists, have all once and again contributed their quotas to this nuisance of “Patriotism”, which has so often in these latter days dragged the red herring over the path of Revolution. ” 542
It is strange that the dialectical sense that Morris showed in so many other circumstances should have deserted him to this extent when he faced these problems. In News from Nowhere we find the same tendency towards mechanistic and economistic simplification when old Hammond claims that, at the time of the wars between England and France, the English workers would have been no worse off had they been defeated by the French army and exploited by foreign employers.545 What, in such an event, would have been the reaction of Morris himself, “English to the marrow of his bones”? This unsophisticated materialism is surprising in the case of a humanist so well aware of the importance of superstructures. That is the extent of the danger of the working-class snobbery which lies in wait for a socialist of bourgeois origin.
He is certainly more convincing when he writes: “the interests of the workmen are the same in all countries and they can never really be the enemies of each other”,544 and when he appeals to international proletariamsm: “1 bid you to class combination — but what class: the class of labour ail over the world. 45 To show the emptiness of nationalism, he did not hesitate to repeat Disraeli’s famous dictum: “a nation of the poor dwells beside a nation of the rich, and both are supposed to call each other fellow countrymen”.54 How is a worker to feel at home in “the country, which in grim mockery is called ‘his’ ”? Behind all these declarations one can sense an incomplete assimilation of a famous passage of The Communist Manifesto of 1847:
“ rhe working men have no country. We cannot take from them what they have not got. Since the proletariat must first of all acquire political supremacy, must rise to be the leading class of the nation, must constitute itself the nation, it is, so far, itself national, though not in the bourgeois sense of the word. ” 548
Like so many others of his time (and even later), Morris retained mainly the negative part of these famous words, thus depriving himself, both immediately and in a middle-term perspective, of an analytical toot that would have spared him many mistakes in the daily struggle. Despite the apparent paradox, the factor that saved him from a lack of realism then common is that the best of his thinking was in the distant utopian perspective, which often had more body and substance than his direct political action. In this way. through the byways of prediction, he reached greater fidelity to the teachings of Marx,
In 1888 Commonweal published an editorial signed by the Council ol the Socialist League and probably drafted by Morris, which contains an interesting verbal formulation:

H’?//uirm iloffU 7 fa Moimi Dmwttt
the l ^gur believes, when it speaks of /atm*/***/ Sod^m a th«- win d mternatioiuiUstri applies only to the present state of *Uvrrv expressing that thr workers do not recognise the	dittimito!!!
made by iheir matters, and that in the society of the future, himoflw political entities will tease to exist, and give plate to the fcdrf*tj<>g!j nmimunitie* f«mml tngcthrt by locality and convent*]}** ’ ‘4V
In the following vr«t, the Council «»f thr l.ragnr issued another de« faraty^, of principle", affirming that ‘'the change which would put an end «»*»>• snuggle between man and man. would destroy it also foeiwmi flatten 4^1 nation’*,' thus almost reprmluciug the terms of 7 fa < (mwiunni Mamfau*
’ In proportion as the antagonism between classes within ihr ru*u»fn vanishes, the hostility of one nation to another will romr lu an end ”
lutNU then «n. a process ol disintegration begins; "wlieo t unmetthon disH have given place to cutnhinstktn, the function of the nation will hr poor '*•' Flvnt the moment when ihrtv* are no longer SUVcornrtirrrill riniaguntnr*btf* ween different t oiiiftt jes. then* vvjll no longer hr glly nerd foi rtf tan It 01 rlr frnu> nod ‘’this tun* Mum being taken away hotn the uni ion. it f an have no oilier, atte f hcrrlm•* must crate to exist us a political entity'*. A day will o«nr wliri> ’ nationality, except <1* a grog! A|ihit al or ethnnfogi# rti fsprroron. would hsvf no meaning", M and Mot Hi even looks forward to m period, »h »nt 0 f«m ijjuc distant, "when the change of the world hsi mode out fare nothing rrwwe thsru* imtiir iff whnt has hern '* *** We have already seen, wlirn studying ptihlK lite tr* fiiture *1* irry. that people wtlj jive in lot at and pt-ofnsioriAl romifltmftir*. r# fghhxFtcd And federated to different extents (even on n world srglf) for tht needs of pnuhntton and i onsumpfioh, "so that all Hvift/ed nations would fVirm one great uMflttiMOily'* ' In Aar» frntn :\ovtfao, ‘'the whole tyt»0‘ni uf Hvrtl and i"titending nation* has disappeared along with the inecfuslify bciwixt	and wan in ws Irfy'*.4,1 f he very word nation has kuKtit
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militants of our own time, for even now they should show themselves to h« worthy of the ideal to which they aspire and fit their own behaviour to „
“Let us remember that the Religion of Socialism . .. calls upon us to be better than other people, since we owe ourselves to the Society which we have accepted as the hope of the future.” 171
An important distinction between today’s bourgeois morality and the ethic of the future society becomes plain:
. . men’s social and moral relations would be seriously modified by this gain of economic freedom, and by the collapse of the superstitions, moral and other, which necessarily accompany a state of economical slavery: the test of duty would now rest on the fulfilment of clear and well-defined obligations to the community rather than on the moulding of the individual character and actions to some preconceived standard outside social responsibilities.” 572
With this passage of the' Manifesto of the Socialist League goes a note reiterating the collective nature of this future morality, which “should mean nothing more than the responsibility of the individual man to the social whole of which he forms a part”. 573 It may be thought that this ethical conception, despite its breadth, is nevertheless limiting, since it entirely eliminates any individual conscience in favour of the collective conscience. Morris did not find an opportunity, under the cloak of historical development, to give shades of meaning to his thinking. His position was one of principle, both theoretical and polemical, in total and energetic reaction against Victorian morality. Its superiority is asserted by freeing the individual from subjective, conventional or superstitious restraints and by laying the bases for a materialist ethic Moreover, Morris carefully specified, during his controversy with the anarchists, that in the stage of communism a morality of this kind would no longer have any need of recourse to machinery of enforcement, i am not pleading for any form of arbitrary or unreasonable authority, but for a public conscience as a rule of action. ” This “ethic based on reason” * would not need enforcing in a “society of well-wishers, of reasonable people conscious of the aspirations of humanity and of the duties we owe to it through one another” In a world from which all reason for antagonism will have disappeared, there will be established “a basis of common honesty in the ordinary transactions of life”, and this honesty will be accompanied by "a sense growing up in you of your unity with humanity ”
"This growing feeling of unity with humanity is both an extension, at a higher level, of the gentile integration of barbaric society and a revolutionary break with bourgeois individualism; it is the ultimate morality of the new society. In Morris’s works it is expressed by two terms which sometimes become confused; “religion of socialism” and, above all, “religion of humanity” He did not invent these expressions. The second, in particular, was in quite wide use in the intellectual circles he was in touch with. It came straight from the phraseology of Auguste Comte and had been popularised in England during the ’severities by the Positivists, whose ranks included such influential people as Beesiy, George Eliot, John Morley and Frederick Harrison,
It was taken up by Mill, used by Gissing, and, across the Atlantic, by Edward

Bellamy Some English Comtisis, such as Congreve, even projected the creation of a “Priesthood of Humanity”.5 The variant "religion of socialism” appeared during the 'eighties in response to the needs of new viewpoints, but its ideological content was little different from that of the earlier form. Belfort Bax who was so close to Morris, had been strongly influenced by Positivism, and one may wonder whether he ever completely freed himself from it; in 1886 he published a rather dull and wordy book under the title of Tht Religion of Socialism, and the topic seems to have been one of unfailing interest among Morris’s close friends.
Morris first used the phrase in 1883, when he had only been a member of the Democratic Federation for a few months, in a letter which expressed all the ardent faith of the new convert. I think, he wrote, that "the aim of Socialists should be the founding of a religion, towards which end compromise is no use, and we only want to have those with us who will be with us to the end” ’ The following year he was proclaiming with equal ardour that the love of beauty, “the crown of a full and noble life”, seemed impossible to him without “full faith in the religion of Socialism”. In 1885, the Manifesto of the League concluded with an appeal for “single-hearted devotion to the religion of Socialism, the only religion which the Sociatist League professes”.rB1 At that point, quite clearly, it is just a question of fervent but vague enthusiasm, without any real theoretical content, expressed by a convenient and well-known formula, calculated, moreover, to shock conservative and right- minded folk.
During the following years, a search for content becomes apparent. In so far as Morris, who had little inclination towards mysticism, was satisfied to equate it purely and simply with morality, it did not go very far. When he is trying to convince the Rev. George Bainton that there is no great discrepancy between the latter’s faith and socialism, his tone becomes quite simply apologetic. I have “a determination,” he wrote to him, “to do nothing shabby if I can help it; or if 1 do anything shabby to admit that I have done so and to be sorry for it. This appears to me to be the Socialist religion, and if it is not morality I do not know what it is.” 5,2 It was in the same proselytising vein that he had written to him a month earlier that the socialist revolution “must be accompanied by an ethical or religious sense of the responsibility of each man to each and all of his fellows".583 But he added these more precise words, which express his meaning more clearly:
“Socialism aims, therefore, at realizing equality of condition as its
economical goal, and the habitual love of humanity as its rule of
. i ■ if SH4
ethics.
The phrase “religion of socialism” really expressed nothing more than his new-found revolutionary enthusiasm. He really preferred to speak of love - or religion - of humanity. For him the word religion held no metaphysical sense but was convenient because current, and he restored its etymological meaning of a bond between men, while retaining its sentimental overtone* and implications of hope. He was all the more ready to use it in this way because it gave him the feeling of continuity with mediaeval religion as he chose to see it, popular realistic, organic and communal. In this respect nothing is more revealing than the moment in A Dream of John Ball when its hero expresses

Morris’s meaning in his own word*: “and ever shall 1 be a member of ihe Church and that is the Fellowship”. But at the same time, in that rxtraor. dinary page recording the conversation of the two men during their vigil over the dead in the empty church, Morris dissociates himself from John Ball's faith His religion of humanity is not based upon hope of another world, but on building a progression of mankind that led, generation by generation, towards a higher stage of his destiny: “though I die and end, yet mankind yet liveth, therefore I end not, since I am a man”.4,5 And from the future, the voice of old Hammond provides an echo, respectfully acknowledging the mediaeval heritage, freed from superstitions of heaven and hell, exclaiming: “now we do. both in word and in deed, believe in the continuous life of the world of men”. But the historical link has not been broken. The new religion of humanity needs its festivals, and we have seen that Morris was attached to them. In the materialist society of the twenty-second century there will be no “Festival of the Supreme Being”, but there will be the fraternal haymaking festival, taking place in the old church at Kelmscott, in which the visitor finds again the mediaeval tradition of‘church-ales’, those early love-feasts when the sanctuary was consecrated by the faithful, tankard in hand, for then it was truly thetr common house.48
This religion of humanity will be lay in character, and what remains of Christian morality will be “absorbed in Socialism”.588 It will be materialist: “Its ethics will have to be based on the recognition of natural cause and effect, and not on rules derived from a priori ideas of the relation of man to the universe or some imagined ruler of it”.5*8 It will not be created out of nothing, nor of arbitrary lucubration. Just as the art of the future, in the ultimate forms, will be the dialectical heritage of what is best in the past, reshaped and elaborated at a higher level, the ethics of the future will follow a similar spiral development:
“The religion of Socialism will be but the ordinary ethics carried into a higher atmosphere, and will only differ from them in dtgrtt of conscious responsibility of ones fellows. Socialistic ethics would be the guide of our daily habit of life; socialistic religion would be that higher form of conscience that would impel us to actions on behalf of a future of the race, such as no man could command in his ordinary moods. ”
But this religion of humanity which Morris heard discussed so much around him and to which he did not hesitate to refer himself could only, at the time at which he was writing, be an empty abstraction, and he was quite aware of this. It had no justification in the picture presented by the life of the time, and seems to have arisen from the idealism of benevolent and innocent-minded individuals. Only the coming of communist society, built upon the ashes of the hideous and vile jungle of the bourgeois world, could give birth to a humanity so far transformed as to be worthy of a cult of self-worship. This religion of humanity, just like the ethics inseparable from it, will have become so deeply rooted a habit, such an everyday sentiment, that its very name will have disappeared, as the words art and socialism will have disappeared. Morris’s utopian genius and theoretical maturity find full expression in these reflections of old Hammond’s:

"In times past, indeed, men were told to love their kind, to believe in the religion of humanity and so forth But look you, just in the degree that a man had elevation of mind and refinement enough to be able to value this idea, he was repelled by the obvious aspect of the individuals composing the mass which he was to worship; and he could only evade that repulsion by making a conventional abstraction of mankind that had little actual or historical relation to the race; which to his eyes was divided into blind tyrants on the one hand and apathetic degraded slaves on the other. But now, where is the difficulty in accepting the religion of humanity, when the men and women who go to make up humanity are free, happy, and energetic at least, and most commonly beautiful erf body also, and surrounded by beautiful things of their own fashioning, and a nature bettered and not worsened by contact with mankind? This is what this age of the world has reserved for us. ” 5,1
These lines summarise the humanism of Morris, no longer the conceptual humanism of the bourgeois philosophers up to Feuerbach, but a factual humanism, directly inspired by Marxist thought, describing man in the dialectic of his own true destiny through historical contradictions and class-struggle. The optimism which it breathes does not come from any smug faith, but from a slowly-formed understanding of the laws of history and of the positive role played by men when they intervene, not to modify these taws but to ensure their logical application, which would be impossible without that intervention. This will achieve the leap from the rule of necessity to the rule of liberty, and the higher mankind which will one day be born of this rational action, through which men will have created themselves, may perhaps show some features of the encouraging picture of it painted by William Morris.

[bookmark: bookmark269]Conclusion
In his study of utopias. Raymond Ruyer makes an important observation “From the mere fact that utopia usually presents a picture of a utopian social world, it is, despite its appearance of dishevelled fantasy, dedicated to the academic construction of a fixed model and not to a world which changes in accordance with generalise^ principles and norms.” Following the lined thought, he adds: “It is very plain that the utopists have extreme difficulty over endowing their imaginary world with a time dimension. This difficulty is most obvious in the forward-looking utopias, that are situated, not in the elsewhere, but in the future. The utopist’s future is almost never a line, but a point in time. The future is like a fixed image, it is a port where one arrives rather than an indefinite journey.” This leads Raymond Ruyer to establish a contrast between, on the one hand, utopian thinking, for which “the whole value of the world lies in its culmination and history is just a roadway to this culmination’', and, on the other, Hegelian and Marxist thinking, for which “the value of the world exists now and at every moment, now as well as tomorrow” and which believes in “the importance of time”.
This two-fold criterion seems to me to be perfectly well founded if one is judging utopian literature as a whole and is giving the Marxist concept of time its concrete historical meaning. In my view, it offers the inestimable advantage of providing a criterion in the light of which William Morris’s thinking will perhaps assume more definite relief. In other words the problem is to know whether his utopia is, as Victor Dupont asserts, nothing more than “a static conception of a happy society”/
At first sight, it looks very much like that, and nothing strengthens that impression more than the wonderful balminess of the temperature, the utopian glorious weather of News from Nowhere, in which everything seems to be transformed and even reduced in size. Many critics, insensitive to its charms, complain bitterly about Morris on this count. Ronald Fuller is indignant about “Nowhere’s un-English weather”,1 and Alfred Noyes declares that “he did subconsciously abolish the seasons from his new Arcadia”. Such judgments surely betray preconceptions? Would a description of a new England, with nature cleansed from all the ugliness of‘civilization’ have been more convincing in rain and squalls? When Morris describes the loveliness of June on the clear and verdant Thames, and revels in it to the extent of writing;
“It was the sort of afternoon that Tennyson must have been thinking about, when he said of the Lotus-Eaters’ land that it was a land where it always seemed afternoon”,

he was not making any claim that England had become a land of eternal afternoon. He even tells us exactly the opposite, stressing the unusual nature of this beautiful weather, when he speaks of “one of those days which, if they were commoner in these islands, would make our climate the best of all climates, without dispute”.6 Anyway, who could deny the charm of the English countryside in summer? This is not the only indication of this kind in the story. The Obstinate Refusers are happy to have got ten days ahead of schedule on account of the continuing fine weather. And these twenty-second-century English, for whom nature is no longer alien and hostile, and who identify themselves with her, are extremely sensitive to “the ever fresh pleasure of the recurring seasons, and changeful weather, and diverse quality of the soil”. They know how to enjoy the harshness of winter as well as the languorous summer: Dick thinks of the scope for sailing at Runnymede, “on the floods on a bright frosty January morning” and is “as much pleased and interested with the winter and its trouble and pain as with this wonderful summer luxury”. Morris is expressing two feelings: first, a personal liking, not only for the glory of the sunshine but also for all of nature’s varying aspects, as he had already described them in The Earthly Paradiseand even more he is expressing the utopian wish that, some day, thanks to the transformation of the human condition, “the great drama of the seasons can touch our workmen with other feelings than the misery of winter and the weariness of summer”.1
Even more - what Morris rejects as anti-utopia is precisely that of The Story of the Glittering Plain, that of immortality and everlasting summer which the hero Hallblythe spurns with horror to return to the harsh climate of his northern island and to the bitter struggle of men; just as he rejects the anti-utopia of the Isle of Increase Unsought in The Water of the Wondrous Isles.Tht glorious June weather of News from Nowhere by no means excludes the frosts of winter, nor is it the climate of a humanity wallowing in indolence: it is a month for haymakers and builders. The choice of a marvellous summer, which is not in the least everlasting, does not even echo the old myths (and here, for once, I disagree with A. L. Morton13) of the Land of Cockaigne, where the weather itself is adjusted to man’s desire. The choice is aesthetic rather than ideological, and has no other purpose than to sharpen the contrast between the hideousness of‘civilization’ and the beauty of the new world. Perhaps too one may explain it in terms of a kind of vision cultivated by the luminous and colourful imagery of mediaeval art, made yet more conscious through the influence of Ruskin.'
So let us leave at that what I feel to be a trivial dispute and come to more serious matters. In fact, there are other details which might suggest the picture of a static utopia. One word constantly recurs in Morris’s talc, the word Test’: the full title of the book is News from Nowhere, or an Epoch of Rest He was obsessed with the word,13 and it expresses the longings of a man overburdened with work and temperamentally incapable of relaxing In this respect one can legitimately speak of a compensation wish.
When at the start of the story, after the brisk discussion “up at the League on the Morrow of the Revolution”, the narrator returns home, the

strange magic which is the prelude to the dream begins to work ardof c discussion itself there remained no trace, save a vague hope, that was w become a pleasure, for days of peace and rest, and cleanness and sad goodwill" Once he is caught up in his vision of the days to come smallest hint of return to the old world brings back to mind ‘all my for rest and peace in the past”,5' and. when he finally re-awakes in the depressing surroundings of his suburb, he takes comfort from the assurance bom of his vision, that “there is yet a time of rest in store for the world”.1* The vision has, in fact, fulfilled this yearning. The comparison suggested to hu mind is that of youthful holidays.” and old Hammond describes the new society as one of “peace and stability”. However, we must beware of riskv interpretations and must give words the meanings that Morris gave them. For a man like him, there could be no inactive leisure. Rest could only be a change of activity. When Hammond speaks of peace and stability, he well understands that the origin and guarantee of these lie in the happiness consequent upon the radical transformation in the nature of labour. Ellen expresses this vividly when she speaks to the visitor of “our life of repose amidst energy; of work which is pleasure and pleasure which is work”. 1 Ellen herself provides a picture of this new life: “she was far from languid; her idleness being the idleness of a person, strong and well-knit both in body and mind, deliberately resting”;21 and Morris admires “her beauty, so delicate, yet so interfused with energy” at length.23 She is the incarnation of the dream of the world to come that had haunted his mind for years: “this outward order and beauty will be but a token of fair and orderly life, of days made up of unwearisome work, and of leisure restful but not vacant”.	-
The people of Nowhere are “free, happy, energetic at least ”, asserts old Hammond, and he also says: “we have plenty to do, and on the whole enjoy doing it. What more can we ask of life?” What Morris calls rest is, basically, an absence of feverish grind in work, a joy in creation, an enjoyment of all the world’s pleasures intimately bound up with creative effort. “Men, he writes, “would at last have recognized that it was their business to live, and would at once come to the conclusion that life without endeavour is dull. In this story, as in the rest of his writing, the word “energy” is at least as frequent as the word “rest”, and it is the key-word of his utopian vision.
“No man need think . . that Socialism, that is, a society of peace and mutual help will destroy the energies of mankind or make dull days for the world. That human energy I believe to be irrepressible, and when there is no outlet for it in war and destruction and the injuring of our neighbours and waste of our own goods, when good fellowship has taken the place of competition, is it unreasonable to suppose that our energy will be turned into the channel of finding out how to make the best of the world instead of the second worst?” 24
If we work in this spirit, “we shall be men, and our days will be happy and eventful*, and, adds Morris, “a holiday our whole lives might be, if wc were resolute to make all our labours reasonable and pleasant”.25' It is clear that, in his eyes, nothing separates rest from energy, and the two words are constantly associated when they are not confused: the promise of socialism is “the elevation of mankind to a level of intelligent happiness and pleasurable energy unat-

tained as vet",51 and rest wifi come from the fact that the new life wiil be‘-'rich in incident and variety, but free from the strain of mere sordid trouble' 3'
This freedom from care will not involve the slightest risk of corrupting the human race.
‘•But perhaps you may think that Society being thus happy and at peace, its very success would lead it to corruption once more? Yes, that might be if men were not watchful and valiant; but we have begun by saying that they would be free, and free men are bound to be responsible, and that means that they shall be watchful and valiant.”
They would, in fact, reach “that higher form of conscience that would impel us to actions on behalf of the future of the race, such as no man could command in his ordinary moods”.** Their life would be “at once happy and manly”.*4 is it to be supposed, repeats Morris, that free men “should lose the sparks of manliness which they possessed as slaves”? Recall the indignation of the men of Nowhere at the idea that the people of the nineteenth century should have tolerated the oppression of which they were victims:
“ ‘And they put with that?’ said Dick, with the first unpleasant expression I had seen on his good-tempered face. ”36
Nor are there any grounds for fearing that the love of beauty which inspires their whole life may “tempt them into effeminacy or luxury, ever the worst of all the foes of art”. Experience will show the contrary. Art, woven into the fabric both of labour and the leisure of daily life, will “prevent them wearying even of rest”. Old Hammond reassures his guest on the point: “we live amidst beauty without any fear of becoming effeminate”.^
However, one question does arise. Is there not a risk that this outpouring of energy will be inhibited by plenty? Morris is unperturbed by this question, and replies, as we have seen earlier, that the very upsurge of production leads men to feel “fresh desires and fresh demands on nature” and that “this will always be so”. We have also seen that old Hammond does not believe either that there is any reason for the spreading fear of a “work famine”; the resources of art and science are inexhaustible, the manufacture of some articles that had been abandoned can be resumed when ways have been found of making it attractive, and beauty can be exported to less developed countries.* Is Morris’s declaration of faith altogether convincing? Plenty reigns and men no ionger produce beyond their needs. Much more: far from experiencing new desires and making fresh demands of nature, they have learned to throw off irrelevant needs and to live richly and simply at the same time. It can certainly be argued that this rejection of artificiality is, in fact, the result of a higher level of humanism. But this abundance seems to have been provided once and for all and its possible reshaping lies exclusively in the unfolding of artistic imagination. It coincides with an arrested development of the productive forces, that is to say, with economic stagnation. At this point Morris’s utopian predictions hold a limit that it is difficult to pass. Any attempt to pass it would lead cither to an undesirable superabundance or to the restitution of artificial needs. Such is the shape of the dilemma of the future. Socialism brings the end to antagonisms, but not to contradictions.
But does not even the end of antagonisms create a psychological problem-'

Cannot the verv pleasantries® of human relations become stagnant too? Morns does not avoid the problem. The character of the old grumbler, Ellen’s father or grandfather, is intended to draw attention to it, and perhaps he could not be classed among the minor characters, as Victor Dupont suggests He regrets the passing of free competition and the adventurous spirit of capitalist dan, and when the visitor replies that the new age is heaven by comparison with the horrors of the past, he replies: “You like heaven, do you?. Welt, 1 am tar from sure that I do. I think one may do more with one's life than sitting on a damp cloud and singing hymns. ” This is caricature, of course, and his feeble arguments are demolished by the happiness which is described and above all by the creative growth of the new life. Nevertheless, Morris is admitting that the question can arise, and on the very last page of his book he feels obliged to provide an answer. Just as his presence is fading out and he is about to be brutally flung back from the future to the present, Ellen’s last glance seems to say to him: “You cannot be of us; you belong so entirely to the unhappiness of the past that our happiness even would weary you.” These are words which reveal penetrating thought afnd a deep sense of historical relativity. This idea of future “stagnation” is the fruit of the conditions of our time, it is inescapably contemporaneous with us. and cannot provide an absolute criterion forjudging the future. There is no such thing as an abstract and everlasting human nature.
For this reason I have a slightly guilty feeling of allowing myself to be drawn into something resembling a fallacious problem. Morris possessed a wisdom which grew as the years passed, together with an ever lively sense of the dialectics of necessity and freedom. In one of his last lectures, he said:
“For the rest, time will teach us what new machinery may be necessary to the new life; reasonable men will submit to it without demur; and unreasonable ones will find themselves compelled to by the nature of things, and can only I fear console themselves, as the philosopher did when he knocked his head against the door post, by damning the Nature of things.”
Perhaps it is in this spirit that we should understand the old grumbler s jeers and should understand better what, in the last chapter, I somewhat hastily called, d propos of Dick, conformism of happiness. Does this mean that Morns claims to give us a picture of a society fixed in perfection? His narrative is one in which, despite a few slips, everything seems to have been weighed up, and in it there is the unobtrusive development of a character whose importance grows steadily in the eyes of a careful reader. Clara is, in truth, a rather complex creature, and the quick little touches which sketch in her behaviour have an interest which is not exclusively psychological. She is young, beautiful, full of health and vigour despite a relative lack of grace. She is more of a town-girl than Ellen, but has a deep affinity with nature all the same. She exemplifies the universal passion for beauty in her an of dress. Her matrimonial escapade provides a specific example of the freedom in the new morality. But she is not just a type or an exemplary symbol, she is perhaps the character with the greatest human depth. She is extraordinarily feminine both in her flirting with the old men and in her love for Dick, with its mingling of physical frankness, modesty and jealousy. It is in this love that the two sides of her nature are first

revealed. She derives a secret pleasure from the comparison of the slender frail- tv of her stature and the square sturdiness of her companion. She feels a satisfaction at this inferiority, but at the same time she feels herself to be his intellectual superior, and her personality is certainly the stronger her gentle ironv is very revealing when she teases Dick for his impatience to display his strength at the haymaking. This two-sidedness (which is what I want to come to) is even more striking in her general behaviour. She gets deep enjoyment from the sweetness and beauty of the new life. She is aware of living in an age when mankind has reached its full development, and in her conversations with the visitor or the old grumbler she displays all her claws in defence of the way of life of communist society. She has a passionate rejection of the past, to which her keenly intuitive sensibility gives violent expression when she comes into the room in Bloomsbury where Hammond and the visitor have discussed at length the sadness of the human state in earlier days and she senses baleful ghosts in the air around making “us feel as if we were longing for something that we cannot have”.44 But this reaction of her sensibility is intimately mingled with an intellectual disquiet, a constant questioning of the value of the present and the possibility of remedying its shortcomings. Her critical sense is always alert, whether to wonder if the use made of Eton College is wise or to seek the best way of bringing back to a normal life the man unintentionally guilty of a crime of passion. It is a characteristic which does not greatly please Dick, who, “somewhat boisterously”, proposes to send her “to bed pretty tired every night” during the haymaking and harvest, to "get some of those strange discontented whims out of your head”.4 Clara, in fact, is not ready to accept quite everything and seems “to be always a little on the defensive".4* It is not enough for the past to fill her with horror, or for her to jump down the throat of the old grumbler when he defends it; she still cannot help listening to him “with restless eyes, as if she were excited and pleased”, while Dick “knitted his brow and looked more uncomfortable”.4’ It is in connection with artistic inspiration that her thinking finds its keenest expression and raises a fundamental question. Dick and Hammond are quite satisfied with the murals in Bloomsbury which take up Grimm's old legends and refer back to the youth of the world, now come again. She is not with them and “a slight cloud came over her pretty face”. Finally, unable to contain herself any longer, she bursts out:
“How is it that though we are so interested with our life for the most part, yet when people take to writing poems or painting pictures they seldom deal with our modern life, or if they do, take good care to make their poems or pictures unlike that life? Are we not good enough to paint ourselves?”
She is unconvinced by the explanations of Dick and the old man and in the end says: “Well, for my jjart... I wish we were interesting enough to be written or painted about.”
So all the contradictions have not disappeared and alt is not yet decided. Clara’s thought is echoed by Ellen when she deplores the general lack of interest in history.” Marx had described ail human life up to the socialist revolution as “the prehistory of humanity”. Anei from Suwhtn raises the problem of deciding whether the new age is not the negation or suspension of history.

Morri* himself declared:	When the change corner u wilt cfobntfe %
whole of society, and there will be no diseonteined class left to form elements of a frrvh revolution v Socialism wiU be a definitive accomptahto tact. Does that nm that henceforth Ufe will he set in a mould? Two vear* hei^Trr he wrote hts utopia, Morris foresaw the question and answered it precisely:
“Some mav say such a condition of thine* might lead indeed to hap- pi ness but also to stagnation. Well to my mind there would be aeon* rradhctkwt in terms, if indeed we Agree that happiness is caused by the pleasurable ererctse of our faculties And vet, suppose the worst, and that the world did tea* after so many troubles - where would be the barm* 1 remember, after having been ill once, how pleasant k was to he or, mv bed vmhoct pain or fever, doing nothing but watching tht sunbeams arid Uttering to the sounds of life outside; and might not the creai world of men. if « ooce deliver it self from the delirious struggle for Me mmsdfet dfohoni it i rest for a little after the long few and be none the wone for it>”
And be adds that *"! am sure , . that the simplicity of life 1 have spoken of. which Bwiaur watdd call stagnation, would give real life to the great mass of rojuttuncL and ., . would raise them at once to a higher level of liie because they would faei tbamdvcs useful and happy, that is alive v VVe must not awnflwk ftft rarr are “10 rest for a litiie Ic fact, if we read	Aodm
pm.)ocicrptim ae see that Moms paints an impressive fresco of h&maxi ildtiifimrni from the ftfohnkxi onwards He refers to the ddhcukie* «f iht best tracr. me enormous growth of productive capacity, then abundance *j*d the reaawsearaace of’ handicraft Locking more closely, this second stage he ©escribes touii* mankind's second post-re^wfonary moment of tea, if one recalls the	level of tautkarian comfort'5 lo which the unrestrained
of machinery had Jed. The comparison of these two moments in- ubcates the a&mcasstZyizf the dtstance irgwdksd. And what we are considering a a manraf in Moms i	not aa eiermrv. jus* as. :o J Z>«m k Jok* 8e&
thoe a jflwamfo reforewoe to "the chngt beyond the change". The dace are not cmme a&d foraii- md hasay, of wiiicb Eiien deplores the tack of study, cass take, odd am* and even make sad reryrns. “Who ioxwsr she say's, "hap* jn	are. tac&es sny alter, we my be batten with some impulse towards
riaswie £*i>i raawar tfcfoops osmy aeero too wooderfui for us to resist, erocxaii&g mat to caaob at **. Thai if jma wte o#d Hammond thinks, too Far all fe aafojng "' we are too laagpfivr. both ttadhfokydhr and oottectnely. to trcobfc atom whsat a $$ coooe feanafoer**, and tad hoping that this “‘second ^fcMboedof the world may faal a foGg time, he cnaaadenr that “The world % smxijw*md of warn asad vnfea^py manhood, if that ahouid happen, wSI speeth iv ieswd us s# a timtd tqfofofeoodl ■
Of iammiff£> at 0m mm&tm 'ukkcamr To the moor’* question about What a* a# mmr afcer hm?*** Monom, she curator of the museum of labour, i doo ? io*fr* Wr «*g meet k when it cxxne* ” '* k would •be	<m	p^tmrh	%U*rm	for am imamg mfrmfojcad a tweai^
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while history' cannot have any. Morris explicitly rnakr* these two points In 1885 hr had already written in thr Manifesto ol thr Socialist League:
‘'Socialism closes thr era of antagonisms, and. whatever nay be thr < use as time goes on, and though we cannot accept finality, at present wr can sec nothing beyond it/7
Dir following year he admitted the limitation again:
"The end does seem to elude even far-sighted and earnest men in this wav, that none of us can see clear enough: so that what all men are today sure is an end turns out only to have been some halling-pluce on thr road, which when we have reached it shows us the road stretching along still toward the new perspective blue in thr distance/7
Ihe essential thing is not to consider the first stage as final and to "try to see as far as we can*'.'* This denial of any end to history appears in Morris's writings from the first years of his militant activity. As early as 1884 he affirmed that "no step is really final on the road of progress, that there is always something ahead if we can but see it.’*/*’ Four years later he repeated that "Socialism does not recognise any finality in the progress and aspirations ol human* itv'V' and the same idea provides the conclusion for the theoretical handbook in IS93:
"We may be asked, since we have been continuously putting forward the doctrine of evolution throughout these pages, into what Socialism in iti turn will evolve We can only answer that Socialism denies the finality of human progress, and that any particular form of Socialism of which we can now conceive must necessarily give way before fresh and higher developments, of the nature of which, however, we can form no idea. These developments are necessarily hidden from us by the unfinished struggle in which we live, and in which therefore for us the supreme goal must be Socialism as we have here expounded it. We would be the very last to wish to set any bounds to human ideals or aspirations/*
In 1884, Marx wrote: "Communism is the necessary pattern and the dynamic principle of the immediate future, but communism as such is not the goal of human development — the structure of human society7V and many years later Engels wrote in his turn: "What we call socialist society is not, in my opinion, something completed once and for ail, but. like all other forms of society , it should be regarded as taking its place in a process of transformation and continuous renewal/*M Marxism denies to proletariat and bourgeoisie alike the right to speak of "eternal values77. It is precisely because this fundamental idea breathes life into Morris's utopia that it is different from all earlier utopias.
• • *
Are we to understand that, while Morris admits his inability to lift the veil from the future beyond the second stage, he nevertheless has full confidence in his power to prophesy up to that point? To do so would be to misunderstand

once again. In his own eyes, his utopia is neither a visible certainty nor an jn tangible ideal.
“Hard it is for the old world to see the new,” he wrote in A Dream of John Hall1” It was a diffic ulty of which he had been conscious for a long time: “a man in his short life can see but a little way ahead”.4* What is more, even after his conversion to socialism he believed for a long time that all prophecy was empty: “It is no use prophesying as to the events which will accompany that revolution”, he said to his audience in 1885; and the following year he told them again: “I have no elaborate plan, no details of a new society to lay before you . . to attempt this would be putting before you a mere delusion.”** At the very most, he agrees to “hazarding some guesses . . . painting a picture in the air” ' His imagination took wing very slowly, as a scientific understanding of the laws of evolution provided more and more solid bases for his thinking But he remained cautious and in 1888, in the most utopian of his lectures, he declared that “we cannot help guessing at a great deal which we cannot know”0 A year before the publication of News from ,\rowhere, he could still write “When I try to picture to myself the forms which that life will take, I confess I am at fault, and I think we must all be so”.71 On reading through the writings of the last years, one even has a feeling that Morris regretted having ventured too far. In 1893, in particular, we can find three very clear declarations of that nature. In the preface to a collection of essays on the arts, there is a passing reference to “some other condition of life, the details of which we cannot foresee”,’2 and in the theoretical manual he similarly speaks of “some other form of society, the tendencies of which we can see. but not the details" Finally, in a public lecture, he goes so far as to say: “What shall we do, how shall we live? I don’t know, nor do you and we cannot know.”
Nevertheless it would be overmuch to read into these declarations a renunciation of his utopism, and I should be more inclined to see them as a very understandable reaction against any dogmatic use of his story. The realistic form in which he had chosen to present his speculations had necessarily involved him at times in dangerously detailed descriptions and for this very reason he issued warnings against trusting to details. He writes that only tendencies can be discerned. But he had always spoken thus. In 1886, when he regretted not being able to offer his audiences a detailed plan of the future society, he nevertheless declared himself “prepared to state the principles upon which it would be founded He made the same declaration in the same terms on a number of occasions,'4 and he showed the same caution in the socialist handbook:
"No less surely we know w'hat the foundation of the new society will be. What will the new society build on that foundation of freedom and co-operation? That is the problem on which we can do no more than speculate. ”
Morris had no hesitation over giving his reasons for this caution. One can say, he wrote, “with a tolerable certainty that the actual details won’t be like the imagined ones”. But error can extend to general aspects, which are not just simple details, and a theoretical knowledge of the laws of history cannot be certain to shield us against this happening. Our knowledge of the past is built up of definite facts, yet it is only approximate. We have none about the future,

and our picture of it is “nothing but mere abstract deductions from historic evolution, the logical sequence of which may be interfered with at any point by elements whose force we have not duly appreciated”. ’ This is an important remark, to be further illuminated by recalling the thoughts upon the dialectics of history expressed in 1886 in almost the same words in A Dream of John Halt and in Engels’s Ludwig Feuerbach.
The only point of departure for a utopia is the present, or. more exactly, the negation of everything humanly intolerable that the present contains. “In the course of my endeavour to show how we might live, ” he wrote in 1884, “I must more or less deal in negatives.” “Admitting that we are unable to realize positively the life of the future . . ., yet the negative side of the question we can all see.” But this inevitable recourse to the present is “often a stumbling- block”.* We run the risk of becoming victims of the words we employ:
“... surely in speculating on the future of society we should try to shake ourselves clear of mere phrases: especially as many of them will cease to have a meaning when the change comes that we all of us long for.”
Man is marked by the life he leads, and “his palace of days to come can only be constructed from the aspirations forced upon him by his present surroundings, and from his dreams of the life of the past, which themselves cannot fail to be more or less unsubstantial imaginings”. “It is impossible to build up a scheme for the society of the future, for no man can really think himself out of his own days.”*5 One has to deal, truly, with a state of affairs too “different from that in which we were born and bred”. Let us then be modest, and, where details are concerned, leave them to the men who will have the good luck to be born in a free society and who will, in consequence, be "more prudent and reasonable than we are”. Let us be modest, but not cease to dream. Changes taking place before our eyes force us to turn our activity towards the future and “cannot fail to rouse our imaginations into picturing for ourselves that life at once happy and manly which we know social revolution will put within the reach of all men”.
And so, Morris tells us, we must look ahead, because utopia provides an encouragement to struggle, but it is fallible and limited. Even our understanding of the evils that oppress us is imperfect and incomplete, perhaps to the point of surprising our descendants, on account of “a law of nature which forbids men to see evils which they are not ready to redress”.* Marx, too, said that “mankind always takes up only such problems as it can solve".* For this reason, Morris knows that he cannot deal with all the questions which the human consciousness will one day raise, and this provides an explanation of the subtitle of News from Nowhere: Being Some Chapters from a Utopian Rename..
Morris, then, does not attempt to impose doctrine upon us, but offers us a hypothesis. He avoids doing like Fourier and falling into “the trap of formulating dogmatically an elaborate scheme of life in ail its details”. “I daresay,” he remarks to his audience, “that you will find some of my visions strange enough”.’0 In another lecture, the manuscript of which I found in Amsterdam, his first words to his audience are a warning: "What I have to say to you relates to matters that may be discussed amongst Socialists, but can not be altogether a matter of controversy amongst Socialists. 1 want to give you

my view of the Promised Land of Socialism.”’1 He even remarks, with some humour, that “the visions of us visionary or practical people differ largely from each other, and that we arc not much interested in each other’s visions11 n From his earliest lectures he continually stressed the personal nature of each utopia. Some of his own suggestions “may seem to some strange and venturesome”, he said, but “these must be considered as being given without any intention of dogmatizing, and as merely expressing my own personal opinion ”.v And in the 1893 handbook he was still repeating indefatigablv.
“It must be understood therefore that in giving this outline of the life of
the future, we are not dogmatising, but only expressing our opinions of
what will probably happen, which is of course coloured by our personal
wishes and hopes. ”
“Of course, the pictures so drawn will vary according to the turn of the mind of the picturer. ” ’ He even went so far as to write the monumental sentence that has been turned against him by so many critics: “The only safe way of reading a Utopia is to consider it as the expression of the temperament of its author.”*6 It is a devastating fact that these critics have made this sentence a convenient excuse for not seeing all the importance and richness of Morns i thinking, without realising that the phrase ifself is an indication of the discipline of thinking that does not hesitate to define its own limitations.
* * •
This is not all. I believe that I have fully demonstrated that Morris’* utopia was not an arbitrary action, but a form of militant activity Like Marx and Engels before him, he reproached Owen for having led the working class into a dead end, and thus diverted the class struggle during the Chartist period He avoided following such an example, and subordinated utopian thought to immediate action, asserting the primacy of the latter. “Ho try to settle amidst our present corruption,” he wrote, “what that education, those morals shall be, except in the most general way seems to me a putting of the cart before the horse. 'm In his major utopian lecture on the society of the future, he was still more categorical. “We socialists,” he said, “are satisfied with demanding whst we think necessary for that Society to form itself. . this we think better than putting forward elaborate utopian schemes for the future”; and he added “the function of the reformers now alive is not so much prophecy as action”. Talking to his friend Scawen Blunt, on the eve of his death, about the organisation of life in the future, Morris said; “It will be time enough to think of that when we shall have made a clean sweep of present conditions”. .. From him, that was in no way a condemnation of utopias. What he meant was that utopia can only achieve reality through action: ‘'There are certain definite obstacles to the real progress of man; we can tell you what these are; take them away, and you shall see. ” 1
In the whole position adopted by Morris there is a striking resemblance to that expressed by Marx and Engels in The German Ideology:
“Communism is not for us a state of affairs which is to be established an ideal to which reality [will) have to adjust itself. We call communism’tbe

Tfal movement which abolishes the present state of thing*. The conditions of this movement result from the premises now in existence " m
Which of course recalls the opposition to utopias expressed by Kart Marx when he objected to “writing recipes .. for the cook-shops of the future” wi One feels impelled to quote a well-known passage from a tetter to Surge
••ft i« natural that utopianism, which btfmv the era of materialism ally critical socialism concealed the latter within itself in embryo, can now coming belatedly, only be silly, stale, and reactionary from the roots up ”
Hut let us beware of incautious conclusions What Marx was denouncing was the degeneration of utopian socialism and the mystical lucubrations of Wealing in the 'seventies His meaning was that arbitrary and doctrinal anticipation, divorced from real struggles, was no longer on the agenda in the days of scientific socialism. It is self-evident that Morris's utopia, directly inspired by Marxist philosophy, taking into account the laws of historical development, is of quite another kind It is a great pity that Engels did not find time to read Atms from Asnderr and say what he thought of it. However, wr may recall the high opinion he had of the theoretical work by Moms and Bax, Socialism, it' Gnu fk aad Ouhnmt. in which the poet again expressed many of his utopian ideas It is worth mentioning that the Russian edition of Nnctsfnm Sotrhm found a place among Lenin s books. *
Moreover, while Marx and Engels resolutely turned their backs upon the utopian socialism of their predecessors, although they recognised their merit, thev by no means hesitated to look ahead themselves, with the theory of two stages, the theory of the withering-away of the State, or towards the future of the famitv These were certainly not arbitrary or subjective blue-prints, but analsses based upon a scientific study of history It was these analyses which provided thr foundation for Morris's utopism, and he did not depart from them in his endeavour to give a detailed illustration of them. The factor that made such looking ahead possible was that the development of productive capacity and the rise of the proletariat brought about by the development of capitalism during the nineteenth century made the victory of socialism a historical certainty, and not a vague and timid dream. While Thomas More concluded his story by saying that the institutions of his imaginary realm expressed wishes that he could never hope to see fulfilled, Morris ends his by asserting that it was not a dream, but a vision. While earlier uiopists warn their readers that their tale will be difficult to believe, Morris feels no need for any such precaution Not at all, as we have seen, dogmatically, but simply because his utopia possesses historical maturity and expresses understanding of historical laws. This is what made it possible for A L. Morton to write that "Morris’s is the first Utopia which is not a utopian”.
Certainly, the danger of precision in a vision that was inevitably over-detailed has led Morris into hazardous hypotheses. But in any case, how are we to know ? The twists of history, of w'hich he had so clear a perception, might prove him right some day when we are no longer there to be surprised at it, even if the course of events since 1890 does seem to have modified some ot his data.
As Nowhere becomes Somewhere,” to quote A. L. Morton again, ’ the News

we receive from it cannot but change.” 107 That is my conviction also. But that is not the essence of it. The details of Morris’* utopia, as the author himsejfad- mits, are only a tissue of possibilities, and one that is richly coloured by the many facets of his personality. His expectation of the course of history, bastsj upon scientific arguments, deserves to be taken seriously. All the same, it Morris’s humanism, more than the detail or the general line, which makes Neids from Nowhere a lasting work. Utopia supports a scale of values The communist society he describes is a human society, not a mechanism The unitv of necessity and freedom makes man master of himself and of nature, not an arbitrary master with subjective impulses, but one who turns necessity to hit own purposes, thus achieving his full development and transforming himse Has he transforms the world. He is free of all alienation and of any kind of asceticism, having no other purpose than himself: his existence is based upon the many-sided exercise of all his faculties and thus puts beauty and happiness within his reach. In Morris’s work there is explicit warning against the temptation to mistake the means for the end. While the implacable needs of the struggle and of construction sometimes impose imperative urgencies upon history, there must be a human vanguard to retain an understanding of the perspectives. It is this constant achievement of understanding which makes Marxism into humanism. In this sense, Morris’s utopia is a call to future generations, and their attentiveness could increase as the problems which he foresees do arise.

APPENDICES
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I Justice and Socialism
The lest Mon im thr cotUciim of manuscripts belonging to Mr. Chanta Ahrconsky, of Lon, den, ads* tery kindly 1*1* me permission to reprint it. These notes tern used hy H'tJUant Moms ntifK he fate a lecture le the Bloomsbury branch »f the Socialist League, mi 1st October ISS5. The dote end piece ore noted is Meeru i own tenting at the top of the mamicnpi Apart from tlx sntnnsts intrrrsl. Out Iti tan n eatable m ml having been either announced ee reported tft the press at the time Ih existence ams penemh tmknmm, end it is not area mentioned in the remarkably minutely defeated schedule ef Motru s speeches end lectures provided hy Mr. let Mir* at an appendix to An thesis
Read Oct I 1885 at Socialist League Bloomsbury Branch.
JUSTICE AND SOCIALISM
Thr essentia! question which underlies all discussion# as to the relations between men is chi FHF.s II sr 11 the relations which prevail between the various members of a ux It.IV AKl. UNJUST that soc.tr.TV without further argument stands cemdemnrd fat 1 suppose no one etc, etc
us lALlsM sett before itself the fursnaat - In what respects is the present HOC, must Wijl.tr? and it sets before itself the action to revolutionize society so that all in- jmttst may dtisppwsr
It may help us to emwer mu pashm and to guide our action, if we could determine ft Ksi n puttee end tls centrary injustice, or even if we could agree upon some of the mar is hy which they are moat easily rengmted-
JUSTICE AM) UQUSTKiE CHMlALlLKljrU)
It does not help us muc h to say that jcfTICE consists in giving to eac h what u dm to him For then wr are left with the equally difficult quotum WHAT IS Hi t. TO EACH.'
Faruao lufgnlums
·  Men. i,c. children, women, men are obviously not equal,
·  equal division is faulty;
·  They hate aisedyff capacities for wash, morcmaybereq^ete.,
·  The cripple.??
Hence the saluhen, excellent in its way, that each sheetU hate the results if man iahmr, leaves out cripples and those most needing assistance. It must ifsrrefore be rtgarded as a very tv»- snumf but only rosgd statement at the object of Socialism It has the advantage of being as pointed a contradiction as possible to the present condition of Society etc etc wherein the weakest fees la the mil, i t not the tmotesc inUrleetscalty but etc etc.
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WiUi/im Motrn: The Marxitt Dreamer
JUSTICE AMD IX}. CHARACTERISED <*/.
'tamer
We shall be following the highest Uunkers (Socrate*. Plato, Sir The' Mw, etc), if ip* tpeak of Justice tn aery system at a condition of harmony and proportion Msr/**' parts, free from VIOLENCE AMD DECEIT, free from EXAC&ERATHjH jw UGLINESS
A Society which exhibit* any or all of these 4 characteristic* violence, exaggerar deceit, ugiinm, it iawf more or less completely on injustice.
Now f do not think that the condition of a man** mind, for example that condition of the
mind which leads him ta act with violence and deceit it there by 6t* and by ^
pieces - A man cannot really give his mind to plundering others all the meek and be vvtuout
roonr, proportion and JUSTICE, *o long as they grow up in the midst of mh/ ngp* tioa. ugliness and dullness. For what is «*tuz/ tr natural, and the menta! step from thinking* thing natural to thinking it right and pat is fatally easy.
I do not mean that the one person in a century who is the gemus of reform may not shake himself free from the influence of his surroundings.
The question prop6 by Socialism “in what respects is modem Society most unjust' f have partly answered . . . viz it is full of ugliness and exaggeration Or in other words oijuik and misery (or nearly all contrasted with idleness and luxury for tht jcu. Jt is not necessary to prove this to be the case. For none (i.e. no set of men) whether Liberal, Whig or Tory venture to deny it But they make no attempt to amend it, while they waste their time m squabbling about whose fault it is or tinkering at some trivial detail.
1 propose also to show how MODERN SOCIETY has been created by and w stiff tup ported by violence and deceit. If this is so, it has ail four of the foul charntemmi el iNjUiiTlCfc, and has scarcely a title to be called a Society at all. but rather a cotter*** of people who live by cheating and oppressing their fellow-cot*mrymen and foreigner* but who have not even the virtues of pirates, inasmuch as they are unable to effort * fa# division of the spoil
I wifi here antu tpaie by saying that Socialism sees no way to banish these injustices ex* cept by abolishing private property. To quote Sir T. More * word* in ha l iopte ihere con be no “wealth of a commonalty*’, i.e. no common well being ol a whole society where every man’s goods be proper and peculiar to himself for where every man under certain titles and pretences draweth and plucketh to himself as much as he can, so that s tew divide among themselves all the whole riches: be there ever so much abundance and store there to the residue is left lack and poverty J\; and again “noeyaai and put di*4 ribo* tfon of things can be made, nor perfect wealth ever be among men. unless tlas propriety” i.e. private property “be exiled and banished”.
On that then I take my stand as a Socialist that there cannot be equality and justice in a society, if private property is allowed in it.
Society then being so bad, it is all natural and the lookout would be indeed dreary, tf history did not also shew us that h h part a/mart ’s rutiwr, the part indeed which msh distinguishes him from the trtasls, to be notaMmt with what ts. but to ask ts lAumrt ' and to try to amend it.
Ideas cannot be tn mends by bets
on a SUNDAY.
Nor on the other hand wifi men’s minds hone in them and hold fast to the idea of h*r.
Justice and Socialism Question an* and what Socialism proposes.
Is this pest??

Qqr T.f.ry (frnck may Mtiify themselves with talk "it ht» come down to me frm hfkrr or 'this is muousUtuOuott"
Our Cmmwprnt friends m»v tell us that ewy one may do as thmury or aotnf other grr&t or smuii has done Bat a# that has « am rwiuum to the jmt** ol such things than the shape if « workman s aprw* has to the goodness ol his tr+*A
Our Outus
This then is the tint crest Qt i.sTfi >N is IT |Ur> Not enough to answer wsrh hsr yet In s4s s<n it is uujmi ~ and here we mmtrt mguny hem such rwywfvei have awstkat in framing lor mnrlsci some definite idea of the feem cf Swvfy at which we should ami. we raav rsriude those W#wai w have ledon to such rr?/> in our prtwni Society
Our hh then '•til be to take action 10 change Society without ourselves ^umdhuf as- j**fcar.
Men are but creatures ol circumstances If it is no crime to be born poor, ft at an crime to b- >*»n. rw h We aim at a State w here none will be boro either nch or poor hut with thr full freedom to use such capacities as they are bom with for the equal benefit ol aU and each
It n am to be wondered that those smarting under the misery of our Cofnmmai Chaos siboukf think and speak ol those who live on their misery as ‘'/hmrWaMdmr" - Bui let us rather try to 61 our minds on the better sum and on the action we should take so get i
So (ar as wr action goes, it matters link whether the Capitalists or the Labourers or am other cuw are «ua ss Hum or whether this Anarchy descended to us from our forfosfon (as it unsfoubtediv to a Urge cittern does) or whether it began only paurdus The jssw is that if fNjt^TId exist la day. it ought to be amended is dsy and amended with as small extra misery as may be
SIMPLE ILLUSTRATION
tf for fn/usto/ hut amen
I propose now to act before you a very ivgpfr cuu ol the rise of a small Society, troubled wtth just the saittr upshn as ours We shall then more easily sec how such agurtms oust.
The general tendency is to take mmpiuaud com. Thu is a great mistake for etc.. etc. We then only get mgn like GifTen
Whal for e g would be the use of a set of figures which told us that (he awnge mtmm of Braasey and one of his wage-slaves was i $0,000 a year, but omitted to tali us etc... etc
&apU tost of IMJVSTH.E
Suppose then we take a simple cate similar to that of ROHLS SOA < RC SOI. in his island and that the people who afterwards come instead of being some Canbecv some Spaniards, some Negroes and some Englishmen like humelf, were uU bglufon tike htm*elf - Suppose that the K G has been fixed there say 2 or 3 years, and had done very much what our well-known friend did* and that then another Englishman u thrown naked on the shore - Our friend Robinson gives him food, and being *u Educated man but finding him to be a common sailor, without any such advantage*, points out to him that every thing *n the island "fofogfr' to him Asfcawa, and that con- sequent)? he, the sailor, must work for Robinson and so forth. The sailor, Friday hy name, being a man of sense though not educated, asks how it is that the fact of Robinson * being in the island 2 or 3 years, and the mere accident of hi* betng in possets*** erf

the goods out of the ship which had not originally belonged to bom, he, fr«fav j asked Robinson how these merely accidental circumstances were to mmh m imw. !’ R ; indeed he added that tt seemed to him that it would he fairer if katomsr, *^2 now give up his enjoyment of aH these pleasures, which m acridrnidb Turning* him, and let him Friday have a turn.
Robinson was puzzled and not being altogether ctvtfcrrd »-«* dbposed to hak M matters in that light, when fortunately for him a COLOXIAL BfStfQrwas cmmAt island He being also an educated man at once etc that R. was on she point *f scuto more criminally than even F. (Educated not excused}- The Bishop said that iPtapun was Sacred ”, and was not to be handed over with that asm md font dot fresh
Friday: What is the meaning of “sacred'5??
Bishop: f don \ know. But what I do know is that youU have a hard time -m <kk aadf.
— Shewed him BOOK in foreign tongue.
So Friday was frightened and knocked under and slaved while the Bishop yrath and R saved bis soul.
R.C.. Friday and 8* coo*4
No -one can po&ubty think that pone* was done between R.C., F and Ef For the ijjm oiemmts of Jusixc* are fruS/k and Jrmfom pstn laa/Ensor.
R and ff aassf Aar	to	deceive	F or we my my that their «m6 mat ss
Mnpt with the ides of "property’that thev could not see haw miaerabkr ilitrsMii* thu such a merit accident st their being there gives to there "ngho rtMh a9 others, who may come
Fhar x-her-v' tainted she mmd* of R a-nd 8y was the idea pwwrToM&tf
they {of by deceitthey use ztdmr. for it is as much smInkv to thtittttf «w <td In the Jmtrtnr ms to shake a whip at turn mar.
th» as the poant pfftkululr to be noted that the whole nf aw fraa Quote liopa — the psece wndcs on sheet F. (hsri
This of R C F and If w not aw^mn picture It would not mafe-thr *fe*f >*r, if there wvre i 0GO Rs and I OOOFl w*th sufhnem Bf and "jkHmm df mkcr hah We fsamr here she atMhwwnf of many m island and ctwatn fas 11 airi ji caaes F. » ewcak theft R and a quote happy and cothethe H worn wgk ka fif and wagschrws or other	F	that it would hr kmt if* him •
^iecewt ike hkmngs af dhbfauoB* i e. to work for R and b*s 8* tetkt, InehAd. S .Mmrrsca, Japan* Ouna* etc.. etc
[bookmark: bookmark273]A&yOKVTAl mSSESSfQXS XO CLMV
Fhucst ye hr rwtsced in the Rob* and Fnd Parable, and made m # jafam* m hr f^Mmdnhmnp of the hj'agrey? of the arveral people, i mean the pureH .inhtfMt ; an w#mcfc each of them bnd-onmr there, and the tmMistrott* way m which ?*w*c jfeadfc* wore turned xneo IP^v. #/ hnwfi
Bua an BOGfK rv jfJ" tT fS& « fe are <*sgf as arj Am mt kb ioysr pare of fasprfty bare msame nan* its preaenf hanmK, in mavs quite a* Aoadmaaf air.
Rc .toiiijlartnr I me»*» Aco an fhr as rise persons anr arwralty’ concerned. Thfvttitat of the fcissdarithtr property u nor srttdentd bn Robmum V he* 'c an the spet aad dr other cirratmiis ^ herpartf fe*a are amdenrak so far as be » concrrnro.'
. .. ******* wwd?	inhrat 2 nr I ve***, Itmay be alkmed that this vbouMnaHw
frir msec*?"sight snonmmkcrmg hii wtchiwi,bn nomemanmhitean pwsiWdhhW. j®?v thmc
the Accident of Ad I forsn b>	0f (**mbitng and %iWs(ta
of OnAwn Raoreren Bankrupt* icv etc «*
“ drnt of Business” and that l'nfme w*ttlitfrmr continually alluded xo ortly tV ^	.	process between people of a kuw order of mind as to which tan "gH
tat*** *he w0®*
***i * tfnali raiHtah**' I'dVlb *uwf
f • ..v-mfVf OF BIRTH alone if disallowed as ttvww any claim to propti - s B Iw .hWim
- »t«iU speedily rcvofu\*omw surtetx
ACCIOEM At. PI>SSF.SM( >N AND DFCF.F1TON immkmmi
j. 'i-Tvsti m thr triwicixin between our tvpscal characters H C - F ami Bi> whafh . gf /- . v ^ _ were Dwgfww amf Fwkwnr These have their exact <<mmtrrpm*is am 'y^,,	pirWr «d	classes canyW From their very birth by iahe Anna
_ 4	^ ,1|M: (3{ nght and wrong have at all periods defended their gup ur pit (iqpn by
_j.-pimi r <x K asiiHt pm pkfcjrs uwh as *'d«vine right ol kmgs" yt "4»nae d of i ■;.* ;**frr i* rvm the form Iah>V m ordinary Newspapers ~yut* will find it • .•	; sy! «r do vou see the question asked “Is	it juM *
As foe h ii#ri take	fsth Cdt as example "lukat
\s to ihr tweiaan 1 a*nre used bv the privileged classes to I rep Bmv kok/ on what they oiVi»n by Ah-gnw». i nerd only point to history Shreaiey Chfist, the CejKthi.
W» liAr. l.uiber. Sir lW More,
ftervrcuted. because in various wavs they attwkid ^n»'ik|r {kmn hi sfc»	dev	wt	have,	in	addition	to	the	flknt	•/	Artt, aatitnu *f *dkrr» in
fiurgpr mimh wed to knp a*div.<.f ad*> iliMJ
SIMMARY
IV HHalkd	of property” are any given time in	pwwrwoa	mamly	by	an*
«« Hut by sdunever	mode this came about. "pwpt*W has	uniformiy	had a (whfhg
luBuetxe \vn the muuh of the possessors, making them latv and unprtfwaWej b*w and covetous each one loigitg for hi* neighbour's goods
M>tub n hem to mdsman natutraHy manage the bounty of nature and the labour of wts for thrtr o«n base purposes, regardless of the toiMnon weal
f \4ii h causes canse the degradation and ruin of Rahvkm and Rntne. V frrnt and Spans
As re Babylon etc . the /M fimrss debated hy covetousness <kun*v art and UterMure. They nustake expenae for beauty and heap twpdvtt huge wwj «/ nskfotk, leavtng or rather driving the '‘common people** (!) to hve w HHhy dm*
Fcr the purpcHe I Have in Hand^ it A suflheient that I have shewn that the Modern Cumcnercial $vcmi of EngUnd shews the dharactenattta (tvaVmeauf shm*
■**	of Iniusxke. and that these have their urggtn as a oecestary cufwcgMrWt
getting and huddmg of prwate property <tee ncvte \)
The particular processes uf uh^tmsfMi and, of mherww* mk*«ag *W pmt ol these mb*** which thr mmmi and mmdi of the rich adope u not part af mv tubjgci.
I wttt now very hrirRy describe one of the wavs* wHkh have been iv*ggc**c<i t«f r.viv^K «i^r present I njuM Society mlo one to whw h thm wiU be m> private property and no npemng or temptauno b ig|ij|gRg.

CHANCE OF SOCIETY
I do not know of any better description of the new form of Society than that drv r»» More’s Utopia. 1 will refer you to that for a description of the organization. -1 f that name rather than state or government, both of which suggest a dost distinct feZ the people - the organization of society for all purposes, whether of Domestic lafe i . Learning, Philosophy, Marriage, War and Religion. The simplest of all i» that j Trades and Occupations. - The process of carrying on the usual Trade Occupation, •< ’ Utopia is really but a slight change and improvement of cooperation, Bui though rt* process is similar, the spirit that guides it is totally different, for the work goes on for purpose of making things that are really useful and required by the (ornmumty, and w *« in ordinary modern co-operative societies which aim at profit, though that profit may w spread over a large number of persons.
As to what goods are required by the community that the community will *ettif L* itself by means of any set of rational representatives whom it may select lor this pur* pose. Nothing can possibly be easier with any decent organization than to find out for instance whether more boots and shoes arc wanted than are being made and to act accordingly.
It is not moreover difficult to imagine a system by which representatives of all the trades should meet together to settle questions of trade.
It must be recollected of course that there being no classes, such representative* are irmly so being simply members of the body they represent, and very unlike our ‘ members of parliament”
[bookmark: bookmark274]MODE OF CHANCE
Having put before ourselves the form of the new Society much more clearly than I have done in my scanty sketch, a very few words will suffice as to one mode of change Tik away entirely the passing of private real property or stork from one hand to another by will or otherwise, and let the property past to the “Commonweal and their would soon be an end oj private property.
[bookmark: bookmark275]II. Correspondence
1 - glXANOR MAKX-AVELING TO LAl'RA LAFARGUE (Collection E. Boitigelli, Paris)
[bookmark: bookmark276]London 51 XUM
My dear Laura,
I feel very guilty - and yet I am sure you would forgive my long silence if you knew how little time I Ve had for writing letters. But you do know - for you have been a good deal “driven** too. - I suppose you heard from Engels — he and Nym wilt never ceasr chaffing us I fear — how Edward and I waited outside Charing Cross while you were m- side the Station. I was so vexed not to say goodbye to you! We have been hoping that something might “turn up” and that we should be able to run over to Pans for at least a few days— but nothing has turned up, and tho' the spirit is willing, the purse, as you well know, is very weak. However we haven’t given up hope. Edward is a perfect Micawber in this respect, and still waits confidently for the “something” that h to set us up. -**
1 know you’ll be wanting to hear how things have gone at the Federation. - into all the details I need not go. You and Paul have had your Broussc - and wt haie simply had the same experience here chat you have been, and are going through, with the

Potstbiluts Apart froin the disgraceful vilification of everyone to whom he personally objected as not being a “follower” of himself. Hyndman forced thtnc* to such a condi- nonthat it was impossible to go on working with him. - The personal question - in- ewtablv personal questions will be mixed up in alt such movements as these -is after all vm secondary to the principal (Ed A.) one. - that of whether we were to sink into a merely Tory-democratic Party, or to go on working on the Unci of the German Socialists and the French Parti Ouvrier. - In the motion brought forward by Morris of confidence tn Scheu (whom Hyndman has been maligning most shamefully} and of want of confidence in Hyndman we had a majority, although - a most unusual course - the chairman voted, and Hyndman had brought together all his “party” Having gained this point we next in a body, gave our resignation as members of the Federation Council- Our majority was too small to make it possible for us to really get rid of the Jingo Faction, and so, after due consultation with Engels, we decided to go out and form a new organisation This is to be called the .Socialist League. Bax is anxious that we should issue a weekly paper. But Engels is dead against this, so we shall probably, for the present, content ourselves with a monthly journal. The General has promised, now we are rid of thr unclean elements in the Federation, to help us; many others who have tiB now stood aloof will come to us also; we shall of course (through Engels) have the Germans with us. and we also count on the Parti Ouvrier A short statement wilt be drawn up and sent by us to the various Socialist parties, at once to explain our selection. and to ask their support. Hyndman will now. no doubt, be able to form the alliance hr has all along tried to make, and I suppose Paul saw the attack on himself and Guesde in last weeks "Justice” by that arch-humbug Adoiphe Smith Is he u> '>-ng to reply.' If he thinks it worth while he should do so in our paper. ~ A propos, he ought (perhaps Engels has already written about this — if so forgive the repetition) to write to Champion and Frost to ask them to withdraw his name from the list of their contributors to ■' To-day” Apart from all general questions he can't write for two men who deliberately accused you or me of forging a letter - By the way I ''went" to Hyndman and hit creatures about that After trying, without exactly asserting it, to insinuate that the letter was forged, he was forced to withdraw his statement. 1 read your letter on the subject - and then told Mr H what I thought of him. - Oh dear* is not all this wransome and stupid! But 1 suppose it must be gone through with. I comfort my self by mailing the long v hwrit/er-lausalte-Liebknecht quarrel in Germany, and the Brousse-1 jifargue split in France. I suppose this kind of thing a inevitable in the beginning of any movement - Hut enough of this. 1 am sure you, who know the Broossists, air %»ck «i all this miserable bickering - and moreover understand it alt without needing further details \ Propos Could Valles be induced to send me the “CrT’ again? 1 mly •©e the Baiaille - ergs I am considerably fogged aa to what is really going on You will also have to send us ail your other papers Defense des TravaiUeurt, etc. These you should send to our “office** - 27, Farringdon Street E.C-
Now for such news as there is. The long expected Pumps baby has at last appeared. Tonight we are ail to spend the evening with the interesting Rosbef couple To our horror JoUymeyer - who called here yesterday * told us “the Charifo*'* would he there too' I shall have to keep a sharp look out on Edward He its so daronedly rude to Charlie - Moore was expected here yesterday We haven't seen him yet - so I can’t tetl you if he looks love lorn or not. —
I was immensely surprised yesterday to receive a long and most fhendhr, not to say affectionate letter from Lina Smith! It is foil of good wishes etc , etc! - She asks after you, of course. Poor thing she has a fearful deal of trouble Aunt Sophie ts m just the same state, and from a few words I gather her little girt is oot so well as before She does not say so, but 1 suppose she has those horrible fits again - It is really very hard for poor Lina - Of our dignified Cape relatives I hear and see nothing WiUa sent me a Xmas card, and that has been thr extent of our intercourse

I heard about Longuet and the little ones through Engel* When you write about them, there’s a dear. Poor little thing*! I do *o long to see them I that I have not had a line from Longuetl There is not much other news to give. We are all much the same a* you Edward and f dream of going to see you - but I confess I don’t see ho* we our dream.
Meantime dear good-bye and a happy New Year to you both - I)» write:
Your
[bookmark: bookmark277]T«**y
2. - William Morris and Edward Aveling to Wilhelm Liebkne< ht (Institute of Marxism-Leninism, Moscow)
THE SOCIALIST LEAGUE	j	1885
27, Farringdon Street London E.C.
Dear Comrade Liebknecht,
You will have doubtless heard of the new Socialist body which has been founded m this country and which has now an official organ, the Commonweal, the League holds the doctrines of Collectivist Socialism without compromise, and it is hoped will make rapid progress in this country.
We should be very grateful to you if you would send us any literary contributions to our paper; either short notes of passing events in your own country, or longer and more serious articles.
I may add that we shall have no difficulty in translating any articles so that you may write, if convenient to you in your own language.
I am Dear Comrade Yours fraternally William Moms Edward Avriing
3. — William Morris to J. W. Browne
(Central Reference Department, Hammersmith, SSR. 122)
Kelmsrort House, Upper Mali, Hammersmith March Kkh 18*$
Dear Mr. Browne,
Many thanks for your kind donations of £5 duly received. I fancy all lauiknrt du1 was to let a few injudicious words “slip out ” as it were; all I mean that was injudicious but naturalJy at Oxford no sincere revolutionist (using the word in its true sense! could escape hot water. With all you say I only I fear it is rare (hat the two gifts ol prudent reserve, and courageous enthusiasm are combined in one person.
Meantime of course as one studies the question more on the one hand, and on the other sees more of the workers, the more one is disinclined (if one it honest and noticing) to fix any date or to burry matters at all: because the economical march oi event* will be the thing which will help us in the long run Preaching won't turn men into revolutionists, but men driven into revolutionary ideas may be educated to look to the right aims instead of wild folly - that’s our real business in spite of any appearances to the contrary.
[bookmark: bookmark278]I conclude that you will join the League, so tend you a paper to fill up.
Mind, f shall hope for some speaking and writing from you Have you been to

Avrhngs “lessons'' yet * Thursdays 8 30 South Place Chapel; they are well worth attending on ail grounds
Yours faithfully William Morris
4 - Wtiham Morris to Laura Lafargue (ColUctan £. Bettigcili, Pans)
Keimst ott House, Upper Mail, Hammersmith March 25, I $99
Dear Madame Lafargue,
Thank you very much for the poems and th*ir translations you have sent me. One of them 'the poems) I have seen before the Buried Alive I think them very good they breathe the spin? of Millets sad country pieces with the addition of revolutionary' fervour
I am sure your translations need no apology: they seem to me excellent and to have lost nothing of the meaning of the originals, while they are good English verse. Might 1 ask what you intend doing with them, and if it would be too bold ol me to beg one or more of them hr publication in the Commonweal7
With thanks again and beat wishes Believe me Yours Cakhfully William Morris

[bookmark: bookmark279]Bibliography of Works Cited
The abbreviation! used to indicate works frequently cited are given m blork before the relevant bibliographical entries.	*
[bookmark: bookmark280]I. - WORKS OF WILLIAM MORRIS A PUBLISHED WORKS
O W - Thr Collecltd Works of William Morris, with an Introduction by hi« daughter Mav Morris, 24 vol., 8*> Longmans and C*\ London, l9i(MS.
MAY MORRIS, — Morris, May, - William Moms, Artist, Wrtttr, Soadtu, Blackwell, Oxford, 1936. -2 vol., Hw : vol. I, pp VIII, 673, vol II. jyp XL, 661 As the 26 volume* mentioned above arc not readily available, reference it m&fe, whenever possible, to the following
NONESUCFL - William Morris. - Stlacttd Writings, ed. (I I) H C’olr, Nwifsmh IhesN. London 1948 8°, pp. XXIV, 671.
| At «KNON. ■* William Morrii. — (In Art and Socialism. Essay* and lecture*, trlrurd with an introduction by Holbrook Jackson, John Lehmann, I Ajndon 1947,8” pp 335 MACMILLAN - l*th*m <m Art, delivered in support of the Society tor «hr RrutrtiHw of Ancient Buildings, bv Reginald Stuart Prude. Pwf W H Richmond, E J hnw« J. T Micklcthwaite, William Morris, Macmillan, London IM2, 8”. pp X,IM SKiNS * William Morris. — Signs of (hang*, Longmans, (darn and (k>. {<on4on t$!4.
reissued I896;8°,pp 202,
LF. MIRK Eugene Dennis Le Mire 7h* I !npuhhshrd ladtcm *} 14Uiian Si mu h critical edition, including an introductory survey and a calendar and lubtiogr«ph> U Morris's public speeches.
a)  As ft duplicated thesis: Wavne State University. 1962, University Mmolilftii Im Ann Arbor, Michigan; pp XVI, 543.
b) Pttmcd edition, lacking much of the additional material Wayne tote Univmtf* Pix^sw. Detroit, 1969, 8*\ pp 332. {txcrpi whrrt oih*ru*ixt slatod. fmcnot* nfmms onuhr prmtad add*an.)
LETTERS. - Ik* l*tlrrv qf H't/intm \7<*rtx to Air fmttly and fnmds, edited with	•
lion and Note* l>v Philip Henderson, Longman*, Green and Co, lagnkm. 1956; H', pp LXVtl. 406.
(Important unput dished letters are included in R Page Arnot'* book. II V*r* Mr Man and Me StvtA. mentioned below in the general bthliigr*)^y)
To which are to be added Motris, William. - 7A* h'arthl* fAsmdisr, Longman*. Green and Co, b>n<(»n tr uvird 1*98, pp VHL44V Mocrta, hiiliam. - C4Iants to* ArisAitt. The Socialist League, London 1884; hMafued. i6
Hvndman. Henry Mayers, and Morris, William. - A Summary of Cfu i’murpUt of
Modern Press, London 1884 < 8 - p 62.	_	.	 ,	>.	sva«
Morn* William and Bax, E Belfort - SacuUism, tit i^owtk and OmUnm*,
Soonrnwhem, London 1893. 3rd ed 1908, «*,pp X, 335	.
Mama. William • Hmr Shall Hr Imp* Then Intrrnatumal Rtmmt of Social Hirtray,
\VI ()97!) Part 2. iPage references given refer to an offprint of thss article }
B UNPUBLISHED MANUSCRIPTS
H Vf ADD MSS ~ Brttuh Mmrum Additional Manuscripts May Morns Bequest. 45 298 - 45.337 William Morris Paper*, 45 3 38 - 45 412.
Hammersmith Minute*, 45 891 - 4.
Inters of DU Roaaetti to Mr* Morris. 52.332 - 3.
Shaw Paper*. 50 531 - 50.694 Oxkrrell Papers, 52.706 — 52.772.
Wjtlihdmtdiw Ms* - Wtlham Moms (iiliery, Walthsnuitow Victoria and Albert Museum IV London Ndioul of Economic!.
Centra! Reference Department, Hammersmith
I he htmilhsm Museum. Cambridge
IV Bndleian Library, Oxkxd
Society of Antiquaries, Kflnocott Manor.
AH Ma*t»son (.xdlection, University Library, leed*
Ihr Mununiie* Rnrirrh Center, University of Trxsi Library, thr Huntmgtun Library, San Marino, California.
Ihr Boston Publn Library.
Institute at Marxism-Leninism, Moscow,
I I SU International Intiituul voor Social* (icMhirdrmt, Amsterdam Mara-Engel* Archive*
Archive* <4 the Vsulitt League CarmpHrwkiHr of Andreas fkhtu Uhmien Alwamsky Collection, London.
I-mile Hotngelti Collfrtion, Paris.
II. - General Bibliography
Al-DRl.l). (*uy A fSanorrt of Auiiparftammtarutnttm ’Die Htraklsnd Pres*, ftakumn press, CliMgow, 1940; I*, p f|0.
ALUNUMAM, William. - A thary, ed. by II. Aitmgham andO Kadiord, Macmillan, landtMt, 1907; 8**, pp XI, 404.
ARMY 1 AUK, W H <S H*o*#n* B*Um>. Rouiktiyc and Kegan fAtul, London 1961, B* pp VII( 458
• Ynirrday’i Tomorrow*, Routledge and Keg an Paul, Ia>ndon 1968, I* pp XL 288 \KN< >T. K Page - H'ttlwm Morrn, thr Man and tin Mvth. lawrrmr and Wisba/t, ivun- don, 1964; 8*, p. !3f.
H U/torn Moms, a iWasltei. Martin Lawrence, London 1934; 4* p. »2 - 7 A* Impact of th* Hsu nan fU&aUriiom m Bntotn, l^awrenee and Wiahaet, London, 1967. f,p 191
AS! I BEK. C K - Craftsman* At p tn C*mp*ntw* Industry. K*»ex Houxr Promo C <»inpctcn, Obi and lavkn •• 1908. •*, p- 258 BALL. A H. R (ed ) Sddtumu from th* Awf Wants of Wtl/tam M&tru, Uwsmbndge UniverxHy Presa. |93lrl^, pp XL, 224

BAX, £ Belfort. -	*mt RtfUxms oi« .W* w /-, lv., -
Urmin, London. 1018; 8*. p 283.	“*wa«,	G. Xife^
·  TArfrufH*, fSmM/ttm, Swan Sormcnschem. Lowry and Co, Lomtah. !«?
·  r*r iUwJ W ** Mr f wnr* Rievclutim, btmg « halm tf Craceka SsU,
< <m>pran qi i*& Eqmeds, Gram Richards, London. 1911 : 8*, p 2?f
t^lT	~	£<**«* Backward (2000~18K7iy William Reevei. Lot*^^
BENSON. A C. - Memories and Fnends. John Murray, London, 1924; §* on XJV v-. BHRNSTLIN. Lciuard. - My tears of Exile; Remmscmces of a Socmha Transh^ i Bernard Mull, Leonard Parsons, London, 1921; 8*,p 287 BESANT, Annie - An Autobiography, T. Fisher Unwin, London, undated: 3*. p y* BLAKE, William. — Poetry and Aw, ed. Geoffrey Keynes, The Nonesuch IW u don. 1946. IT, pp. XI. 936 BLANC, Louis. — Organisation du trooail, Bureau de la Socsltlde I'Indus* r* kxtrrotij Paris, 1*39. m-18, $*M.( 1847; p. 284 B LATCH FORD, Robert. — The Sorcery Shop, The Clarion Press, London, 1907 |€ •» XV. 199.
BLOOMFIELD. Paul. - William Momi, Arthur Barker, London, 1934,8* pp X.314 BLUNT. Wilfrid Sea wen. - My Dianes Being a Personal Man ohm of henis, \Shn-'Mi Martin Seeker, London 1919, 2 vol -2nd ed (1 yd ), 1932; 8*, pp XIV, W. BKf( JOS Asa — Vuionan People, Penguin Books; Harmondsworth. 1963, 8*p. 320 BRKXrS R C H. — A Handlist of the Public Addresses of WtUiam Morns u, It fmd m generally mxessibie publications, The William Siocrix Society, London, 1961,8* p 16 BR<X3KE Stopford A. - Four Poets, Duckworth, London, 1908; reissued 1913; I*.p 296.
BULWKR, Edward Lytton - 7<6e timing Race, William Blackwood, London, t67l;f* p 292
BUNG F.K. Siegfried — Friedrich Engels unddie brttuche so^uUuUuht Beuegung, R.yi'er.
looming. Berlin, 1962; ti9, p 242.
BUONARROTI, Filippo, - Conspsratum pour I/Egoist/dife 4e Hobenf, Editions Social Porto, |957; 2 vol IT : vol. I, p. 237; vd II, p 248.
(BURNE-JONES, Georgian* j, G B J - Memorials of Edward Bume-Jonti.MaimdUn,
I'#*4. Kr-»*n>^	fV|2,	2	vol London - Vol. I <1833-1867) pp VI 309; V<4 It
H 868 -1898) p 372- BUTLEB, Sarno^i Erewhon, Penguin Bmtks, Hatmtrruliworrh, 1934,8", p 217 CARLYLE; Thomas - Works, The Onteriary Editum iChapman and 1UU, landm I>*V6~4899; 30 vof 8*
/"</*/ and /be sent, Everyman '* Literary, Pent and Son*, l-ondon, 1W, 8* pp XV 3fM
CAR PE N I LK, Edward - My Days <md /hearm, (j&esge Allen attd Vnwm, London 1916,	>40
CARY E.bsubeth Lother -	Wtlftam Morris,	Poet,	Craftsman,	Soa&hti, G	P	P&pjt&i
Hear**, Lynd^*	>902, 8^, pp	IX, 296.
t 'If AJM W l.H.H, R W -• Thomas More, Jsmntl tan Csp*4, London, 1933, Petty an bofjii.
it*rtnenpHsworth, lf61; F, p 413.
Cf f f.VI LKT* >N,	1 * K - The	Vutonan	Age tn	literature. It.	HcM, Sew Suek,	Wifiuim
«/xi	|9| 3; w 12*, p	236
Ll/L t > f A'< Hitt KVK, A. ■s WtUsum Mar/n. /in Work and fnfltuuut, W tthjtffn ii4
NorgifW*. l>/odc>r>. 1914; 1^, pp Vffl, 256 CA yfiHWl, WiUihtn ^ Cirf/ag* /-,^,-^r/y, (,	fetfuitm.	iH2tf	>2^pp	IV	^7
ffttral Bidest ProgMtn	>imrtturtoi*h	5‘j j
fiolftt/al Brgfiiet
Selection, with an Imrodaction and note* by A. M D Hugue* Cl;\renii«n
Press. Oxford, 1923; 3rd ed 1935, 8°, pp XV, 176 ? a.; Ofimoni of William Cobbett, ed. G D H, and Margaret Cole, The Cobbett
Publishing Co, 1944; 8*, p 340. iCOBDEN-SANDLRSON. Thomas James) - The J&urthih of Thomas James CeMm-Sanderwn (IIC9-1922), Thavies Inn, London, 192ft - 2 vol 8° vol. L p 4M0; vol II, p 437
COLE, G. D. H. - Witham Morris as a Sotuxhsl. The William Morris Society,, London. i960; If, p. 19
COLLINS, Henry and Abramsky, Ghimen. - KaH Marx and the Bmuh Ixsbeur Movement, Macmillan, London, 1965; 8°, pp. XL 356.
COMPTON-RICKETT, Arthur. — William Moms . A Study m Personality, Herbert Jenkins, London, 1913; 8°, pp. XXII, 355.
CONS!DERANT. Victor. - Destine* Sonale. Au Bureau de la Phalange, Paris.
1837-1838, 2 voi 8° vol. I, pp. IX, 558, vol. II, pp LXXXVI. 351.
CRANE-, W alter - William Moms to Whistler, Papers and Addresses an Art and Craft and the Commowneal, G Bell and Sons, London, 1911; 8* pp. X, 276.
DISRAELI, Benjamin. — Sybil or The Two So hosts, Oxford University Press, 1969; 8° pp XIII, 431.
DOUGHTY. Oswald — A Victorian Romantic ’ Dante Gabrui Rossetti. Frederick Muller, London, 1949 - 2nd ed Oxford University Press, 1960; 8*, p. 712.
DRINKWATER. John. - William Moms, a Critical Study. Martin Seeker, London 1912; pp XII, 396
DU PON f, Victor. - L’Utopu et le roman utopsque dans la ItHerahtre angiasse, Imprim6r*e Typographiquc Couesiant, Cahort, 1941, 8°. pp. 835.
~ Traduction, introduction et notes de ; William Morris, Xmantles de nolle part. Collection bilingue des claatiquet Strangers, Aubier, Paris, 1957,8C. p. 319.
Dl VEAU, Georges. - Soaologu de I’IJtopu et autrei **Ettau*\ Presses Umvrr&aMtt de France, Paris, 1961, 8*. pp. XVI, 195 EL I ON Godfrey. — England Ante! A Study of the Pioneering Day4.- of the Labour Motemeni, Jonathan (ape. London, 1931; 8*, p. 272.
ENGELS, Friednch - A*tit~Duhrtng, Marxist-Lemnut Library, No L Lawrence and Wwluirt, 1934,8*. pp VI, 359.
·  The Condilv/rx of the Working-Class tn England m 1844, Social Science Senr*. A>*er» and Unwin Ltd, 1950; 8“, pp XIX, 300
~7he Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State, Marxist-Leninist Library. No 20, lawrence and Wishart; if, pp. VI, 216.
·  Ihaleiius of Xalutf, Gwrfocf and Wishart. London, 1940, 8#. pp XV I, .383
·  The Housing Question, Co-operative Publishing Society of Foresgn Workers u* the V SSU , Moscow, mv (T.p 103
Socialism, ifUjpum and Scientific, Social V tcncc Series, Allen and L'nvio Ltd . 1950, if, pp XXXIX HL - ljidu>ig Feuerbach, Mar jusi * !>emni*t Library No. 2. lawrrrcc and W»h»rt, 1936 H p 101.
Bnefumkitl mt Fort Kautsiy. Danube V>clag, Vienna, 1955; 8*, pp XY’L 464 ENG ELS, Friedrich, LAEAtU^UE. Paul and laura -■ Caoreiponderu* Foreign l^ftguaves Publishing How. Moscow. I960 3 M F,|, p. 408; fl p 448, HI. p 638
Fobnm hi toys tn Sorudwn by O Bernard Show, Hsdsey Webb, William CUnue S*r

Sydney Olivier, 1889, rc-mued The Fab,an Society and G. Allen and v don, 1920* iu-l/, pp XXI, 233.	nwi^ W
FAIRMAN, Frank. - Tkt Pnmfrtes oj Socialism melt Plain,	with	Preface	h u
[bookmark: bookmark281]Morns, William Reeves, London, 1888; 8°, pp, VI. 148
FAULKNER, Peter. - WiUimt Moms and W. B. Teals, The Dolmen Press iw 1962; 8°; p. 31.	*
FORMAN, I I. Buxton - TAr Beofo of William Moms described. with >&mt acamot d *, doing* in literature m-J m the allied crafts Frank Hollings, London, 1897; 8* pp XV 224 * FORSTER, E M. - Howards End, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 19^7; 8°, p. 3t9 FORT, J B. - Samuel Butler (I8J5-1902}, Etude dun caractbe el dune intelligence, fa* primeriej, B»£re, Bordeaux, 1935; 8°, p. 515.
FOURIER, Charles. -Fmtrier, ed. F. Armand et R. Maublanc,	EditionsSocialesInter,
rationales, Paris, 1937, 2 vol. 8°; I : p. 264, II: p. 263.
·  1 exits Chassis, ed. F. Armand, Editions Sociales, Paris, 1953; 8°, p. 166. FREDEMAN, William E. — Pre-Raphaelttism, A biblivcritical study, Harvard University
Press. Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1965; 8°, pp. XIX, 327.
FREEMAN, Edward Augustus. - The History of the Norman Conquest oj England, Us Cm# and its Results^ Oxford, 1867-79, 6 vol. in*8°.
FRITZSCHE, Philip Gustav. - William Morris* Sozialismus und Anarchiskscher Cm- rmtmsmus . Darstellung des Systems und Untersuchung der Quellen, Bernhard Tauchwu, Leipzig, 1927; 8°, p. 132.
FROUDE, James Anthony. - History of England from the Fall of Wolsey to the Death oj Elizabeth, 1856-70; re-issued Longmans and Co, London, 1870—75.12 vol. in-8°. FULLER, Ronald. - William Morris, Selection and Commentary, Oxford University Press, 1956; 8°, p. 190.
FURBANK, P. N. - Samuel Butler (1835-1902), The University Press, Cambridge, 1948; 8*, p. 113.
FURNEAUX JORDAN. Robert. - Victorian Architecture, Penguin Books, Har* mondsworth, 1966; 8°, p. 278.
·  The Medieval Vision of William Moms, The William Morris Society, London, I960; 8T, p. 31.
GALLAGHER, William. - last Memoirs, Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1966, 8*p 320
GAUNT, William. - The Pre-Raphaelite Dream, Jonathan Cape, London, 1942- 2nd ed The Reprint Society, London, 1943; 8° p. 294.
·  The Aesthetic Adventure, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1957; 8“ p. 272. GEORGE, Henry. - Progress and Poverty, D. Appleton, New York, 1880, re-issued The
Henry George Foundation of Great Britain, London, 1937; 8°, p. 408.
GIMPEL, Jean. - Les Bdtisseurs de cathidrales, Editions du Seuil, Paris, 1958; 8*, p. 189. GLASIER, J. Bruce. - William Morris and the Early Days of the Socialist Movement.
Longmans, Green and Co, London, 1921; 8°, pp. IX, 173.
GOOCH, G. P. - History and Histonans in the Nineteenth Century, Longmans Green and Co. London, 1913,8*, p 600; 2nd ed. rev., 1952, pp. XXVI; >47.
GREAVES, C Desmond. - The Isfe and Times of James Connolly, Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1961, 8°, p. 363.
GREEN. John Richard. - A Short History of the English People, 1874 - re-issued Mac* nulinn, London, 1888; in-8*, pp. XLVTI, 872.
GRENXAK. Margaret Rose - William Morns, Medievalist and Rtpohtiwnory, King * Crown Press, New York, 1945; 8*, pp. X, 174.

GREY, Lloyd Eric. - William Moms, Prophet of England's New Order, Cassell, London,
1949; 8°, pp. XIV, 386.
GRYLLS, Rosalie Glynn. - Portrait of Rossetti, Macdonald, London, 1964; 8?, p 255. GUYOT, Edouard. -L'ldie socialist* chez William Moms, Arthur Rousseau, Pari*, 1909; t, p- 131.
HALE, J. R - The Evolution of British Historiography, Macmillan, London, 1967; 8* p. 381.
HALL AM, Henry. - A View of the State of Europe during the Middle Ages, 1818, J. Murray, London; 2 vol. in-4°.
HANNINGTON, Wal. -Never on Our Knees, Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1967; 8°, p. 368.
HELMHOLTZ-PHELAN, Anna A. von. — The Social Philosophy of William Morris, Duke University Press, Durham, North Carolina, 1927; 8°, p. 207.
HENDERSON, Philip. — William Morris: His Life, Work and Friends, Thames and Hudson, London, 1967; p. 388.
·  William Morris, published for the British Council and the National Book League by Longmans, Green and Co, London, New York, Toronto, 1952; 8°, p. 43.
HOBSBAWM, Eric (ed.) — Labour's Turning Point, Extracts from Contemporary Soanes, Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1948; 8°, pp. XXVI, 166.
HOUGH, Graham. - The Last Romantics, 1949, Gerald Duckworth; re-issued, 1961, Methuen, London, 8°, pp. XIX, 284.
HUEFFER, Ford M. — Lord Madox Brown : A Record of his Life and Work, Longmans, Green and Co, London, 1896; 8°, pp. XX, 459.
HULSE, James W. — Revolutionists in Ijjndon> A Study of five unorthodox Socialists, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1970; 8°, pp. VIII, 246.
HV NDMAN, Henry Mayers. — The Record of art Adventurous Life, Macmillan, London, 1911; 8°, pp. X, 460.
-Further Reminiscences, Macmillan, London, 1912; 8°, pp. IX, 545.
·  England for All, E.W. Allen, London, 1881; 8°, p. 194
JACKSON, Holbrook. - Dreamers of Dreams, Faber and Faber, London, 1948; 8°, p. 283.
·  William Moms, Craftsman, Socialist, A. C. Field, London, 1908; 8°, p. 59.
J El* PERILS, Richard - After London or Wild England, Cassell, London, 1885; re-issued Duck worth, London, 1908; 8*, pp. XI, 311.
KIRKUP, Thomas. — A History of Socialism, 5th Edition, revised and largely rewritten by Edward R. Pease, Adam and Charles Black, London, 1920; 8* pp XI, 490. KOCMANOVA, Jessie. - The Aesthetic Purpose of William Moms in the contexi of Ins late prose romances, Brno Studies in English, Universlta Jana Evangelist y Purkyrd1, Brno, 1966; 8°, pp. 75-146.
·  7he Poetic Maturing of William Moms, Statni Pedagogickt Nakladatelstvi, Prague, 1964; 8“, p. 222
KROPOTKIN, Peter - Paroles d'un Rfrolti C Marpon et E Flammaoon, Paris, 1885; 8°, pp. X, 342.
·  Memoirs of n Revolutionist. Swan Sorwenst hein, London, 18**9, 2nd <*H f 1906, 8*. XXI, 468.
·  Mutual Aid, William Heinemann, London, 1902, re-issued, 1919,8 pp VI?, 240
·  Tht (bnqunst ajBrmd, Vanguard Pre*», New York, 1906; ft*. pjf>: XIV, 2U
La CHESNAIS P G* - Traduction de William Morris, NowuUex de null* part, extrajU. BMothiquc Sorialiw*. George* Belial*. Pari*, 1902,2 wl. »* Ml, P **>

LAWRENCE, El wood P. - Henry George in the British lilts, Thr Michigan Si ate I ini lily Prets, East Laming, 1957; 8°, p. 205.	Ivcr’
LEA7HAM, James. - William Morns,	*/ Afam CVa/ft, d	Sentinel	nff,
Pclcrhead, Ixmdon, J899; 16* p. 120.
LEE. Franci§ Watts (ed.). - William Morns, Poet, drtw/, Socialist, a selection from h writings, together with a sketch of the man, The Humboldt Publishing Co New V* l I69|; 8*. pp XIX, 300.	ork*
LENIN, Vladimir Hitch. - Collected Works% Foreign Languages Publishing House Moscow and Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1960-70; 45 vols. 8°
·  6h» Britain. F.L P H., Moscow, and Lawrence and Wishart, 1959; 8" p. 624
·  The State and Revolution, Daily Worker Publishing Co, Chicago, 1924; 8°; pp. IV, gg LE .SENNE, Ren£. - Tratilde Morale Generate,P.U.F., Paris, 1942; 8°, pp VII, 757. * LETHABY', William Richard. — Philip Webb and his Work, Oxford University Press
1935,8*, p 234
·  Morns as Work-Master, John Hugg, London, 1901; 8°, p. 23.
LEWIS, C. S — Rehabilitations and Other Essays, Oxford University Press, 1939; 8° pp Vll I, 197.
LOCHHEAD. Marion. - The Victorian Household, John Murray, London, 1964; 8*, p. 230.
LUCAS, E V. — The Colvins and their Friends, Methuen, London, 1928; 8°, pp. X, 365 MACKAIL - MACKAIL, J YV. — The Life of William Morns, Longmans, Green and Co, London, 1898; re-issued, 1901, 2 vol. 8°; vol. I : pp. XIV, 375: vol. 11, pp. VII, 364.
- \i\lliam Morris : An Address delivered the Xlth November MDCCCC at Kelmscott House, Hammersmith, before the Hammersmith Socialist Society, Hammersmith Publishing Society, London, 1902; 8°, n.p.
MACLEOI3, R D. - William Moms (As seen by his Contemporaries) - “ first published in 1954 under the style of Moms without Mackail”, W. and R. Holmes, Glasgow, 1956, «\ p. 23.
MARX, Karl. ~ Capital, (tram. Moore and Aveling, ed. Engels), Chas. H Kerr and Co, Chicago, 1906; Vol. 1, The Process of Capitalist Production; 8°, p. 869.
·  A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, Chas. H. Kerr and Co, Chicago, 1904; 8°, p. 314.
·  Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, Foreign Languages Publishing House, Moscow, and Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1959; 8°, p. 210.
·  The IS* Brumam of Louts Bonaparte, Marxist-Leninist Library, Co-operative Publishing Society of Foreign Workers in the U.S.S.R., 1934; 8°, p. 128.
·  The Cwtl War tn France, Marxist-Leninist Library, No. 5, Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1933; 8*, p. 92.
·  The Poverty of Philosophy, Marxist-Leninist Library, Co-operative Publishing Society of Foreign Workers in the U.5.S.R., Moscow, 1935; 8°, p. 214.
·  Critique of the Gotha Programme, International Publishers, New Y ork, 1933; 8°,p 119.
·  Selected Essays, International Publishers, New York, 1926; 8°, p. 208.
·  Theories of Surplus Value, (Vol. IV of Capital), Lawrence and Wishart, London 1964-72, 3 vols. 8“,
MARX, Karl and ENGELS, Friedrich. - M.E.W. Marx-Engels Werke, Dietzveriag, Berlin, 1958-68, 42 vols., 8°,
·  The Communist Manifesto, Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1948 (Centenary Edition); 8*, p. 64.
·  The German Ideology, Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1965; 8°, p. 736.
·  On Britain, Foreign Languages Publishing House, Moscow, and Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1954; 8U, pp, XVI, 57L
·  Selected Correspondence, Foreign Languages Publishing House, Moscow, and l^wrence and Wishait, London, 1956; 8 , p. 623.

_ Lems sur “Le Capital”, Editions Sodales, Paris, 1964; 8°, p. 456.
-Correspondence Ft. Engels-K. Marx it divers, puhliee par F A. Sarge, trad, de Falle- mand par Bracke (A.M. Desrousseaux), Alfred Coates, Paris, 1950, 2 vol. 8°, I : pp. XVIII, 304; II, pp. IX, 353.
_ igttfrs to Americans, International Publishers, New York, 1953, 8 , p. 312.
MAYOUX, Jean-Jacques. - Im Peinture anglaise, Armand Colin, Paris, 1969; 8°, p. 288. MEIER, Paul. - Introduction, traduction et notes de William Morris, NouvelUs de mile part, Editions Sociales, Paris, 1961; 8°, p. 312.
MEYNELL, Esther. - Portrait of William Moms, Chapman and Hall, London, 1947; 8°, pp. IX, 229.
MEYNELL, Viola (ed.). - Friends of a Lifetime, Letters to Sydney Carlyle Cockerell, Jonathan Cape, London, 1940; 8°, p. 384.
·  The Best of Friends, Further Letters to Sydney Carlyle Cockerell, Rupert Hart-Davis, London, 1956; 8°, pp. IX, 308.
MILL, J. Stuart. - Principles of Political Economy, re-issued. Rout ledge and Sons, London, 1892; in-8°, p. 640.
MORE, Thomas. - Utopia, Everyman’s Library, Dent, London, 1955; 8°, pp. XIX, 428. - L’Utopie, Introduction et notes de Marcelle. Bottigelli-Tisserand, Editions Sociales, Paris, 1966; 8°, p. 207.
MORGAN, Arthur E. — Edward Bellamy, Columbia University Press, New York, 1944; 8f\ pp. XVII, 468.
MORTON, A. L. - The English Utopia, Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1952; 8® p. 230.
·  The Matter of Britain, Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1968; 8°, p. 166.
MUMFORD, Lewis. - The Story of Utopias, with a new introduction by the author, Boni
and Liverith, New York, 1922-The Viking Press, New York 1962; 8°, p. 315. NORDAU, Max. - Degtneresccnce - Traduit de I’allemand par Auguste Dietrich, Fdix Alcan, Paris, 1894-2 vol. 8°; I, pp. VIII, 429; II, p. 575.
NOYES, Alfred. - William Morris, Macmillan (English Men of Letters), London, 1908, re-issued, 1921; 8°, pp. VIII, 156.
OWEN, Robert. — Textes choisis, £d. A. L. Morton, Editions Sociales, Paris, 1963; 8°, p. 204.
PANKHURST, E. Sylvia. — The Suffragette Movement, An intimate account of persons and ideals, Longmans, London, 1931; 8 , pp. XII, 631.
PEASE, Edward R. — The History of the Fabian Society, Frank Cass, London, 3rd ed., 1963, in-12°, p. 306.
FELLING, Henry. - The Origins of the Labour Party, 1880-1900, 2nd edition, revised, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1965; 8°, pp. IX, 256.
PEVSNER, Nikolaus. — Pioneers of Modem Design, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1960; 8°, p. 254.
RAMELSON, Marian. - The Petticoat Rebellion, Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1967;
8°, p. 208.
RAVEN, Charles E. — Christian Socialism, 1848-1854, Macmillan, London, 1920, 8°, pp. XII, 396.
ROBERTSON, W. Graham. - Time Was, Hamish Hamilton, London, 1931; 8* pp. XII, 344.
ROGERS, Thorold. — History of Agriculture and Prices in England, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1866-1902; 7 vol. 8°.
- Six Centuries of Work and Wages, Sonnenschein and Co, London 1884, 3rd ed., Swan Sonnenschcin, 1890; 8°, p. 591.
ROSENBERG, John D. - The Darkening Glass, Routledge and Kegan Paul, London
1963; 8°, pp. XIII, 274.	.
RUSKIN, John. - Works, Library Edition, ed. by E. T. Cook and Alexander Wedderbum, George Allen, London, 1903-12, 39 vol 8'
_ 77* Dtanti of John Ruskin, ed. Joan Evans and John Howard Whitehouse, The

Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1956-9; 3 vol. 8°
·  i nto this Last, Everyman's Library, Dent, London, 1968; 8". pp. XX Jl i RUYER, Raymond.-LTlopte rt Its ulopies, P.U.F., Paris, 1950,6 ,p 293. SAINT-SIMON. Claude-Henri de. - Texits Choisis, ed. j Dautry, Editions Sodafc
Paris, 1951; o% p. J82.
·  La Phynologu sociaie, Oeuvres choisis, id. G. Gurvitch, Presses Universitii'i™ a. France. Paris, 1965; 8°, p 160.
~ Orucres de Sami-Simon et d'Enfantin, Dentu et Leroux, Paris, 1865-78; 47 vol. in-*" SALT, Henry S. - Seventy Tears among Savages, G Allen and Unwin, London. 19218V n 25 L	’	p
SCHEU, Andreas. - Umsturzketme, Wiener Volksbuchhandlung, Vienna, 1923,3 yol pp 176, 192, 168.
SHAW, G. Bernard. - Collected fitters (1874-1897), ed. by Dan H Laurence, London Max Reinhardt, 1965; 8°, pp. XXII, 877.
SIMON, Brian. -* Education and the Labour Movement, 1 #70-1920, Lawrence and Wii&an.
London, 1965; 8°,p 387.
SKETCH LEVf J. — A Review of European Society, with an Introduction by William Morris, W. Reeves, London, 1884; 8 , p. 240.
SPARLING, H. Halliday. — The Kelmscotl Press and William Moms, Master Crojtwm, Macmillan, London, 1924; 8a, pp. IX, 176.
STIRLING, A. M. W. - The Richmond Papers, /r<wt Mr correspondence and mamenph ol George Richmond, R.A., and his son, Sir William Richmond, /?.d., KC.B., William Hcincrnann, London, 1926; 8°, pp. XIV, 444.
STUBBS, William. - Cmsiitutioml History of England in its Origin and Development, Clarendon Press, Oxford; 3 vol. 8°.
SUSSMAN, Herbert L. - Victorians and the Machine, Harvard University Pm*( Cam- bridge, Mass., 1968; 8*, pp. XII, 261.
THOMPSON. - Thompson, E. P. - William Moms, Romantic to Retwluttonary, lAVfTtivr and Wishart, London, 1955; 8*, p 908.
- The Communism of William Morris : A lecture, The William Morris Society, London 1965; r,p,!9
THOMPSON. Paul ~ The Work of William Moms, llrinemann, London, 1967,8 . pp
XIV, 300	*
THORPE, Rtiyntnin -Northern Mythology, Edward Lumley, London, 1851, 3 vol 8 .1 pp XIII, 307; Hi pp XXVIII. 284; III pp. X, 340 T1LI/OTSON, Geoffrey ~ Essays in Criticism and Research, Cambridge University IVw mi, 8*, pp XX VII, 211 f OKK, Don* • Tom Mann and hn Timer Lawrence and Wuhan, London, 1956, 8*. p 556.	v	T
TOWNS!fEND, Mrs - William Moms and the Communut Idtai, Fabian Iran n 167, Thg Fabian Society, London, 1912; 2nd ed , 1919; 8“, p. 23
TKBVELVAN, f #mrge Maratday ** Illustrated English Social History, Penguin Boukv Hattmmdsworth, 1964, 4 vol. 8 .
[bookmark: bookmark282]ISll/J KL (-hoshtchi - //. /W Hyndman and British Socialism, Oxford University Press. J96f4if. p. W4
<•. 7 Ar /j/z o/ Elm nor Mats,,	a Sac tali it Tragedy, Clarendon Pi css, Oxford; 8
pp Vill, 154
VALLANCE, Aylmct ~ William Morris, Hu aft, fut Writings and hu Ihiblu Uje, (»r<^rg<* lie!) and Sons, London* 1897, 4*, pp. XfV, 4(*2 WAI I AS, Graham * The Great Society, A hyihalogunt Anulyu*, Mauni/hm, G»ndmi< 1914 , K\ tip XU, 406
WA K WJCK, I'lsieur* Evelyn U.VMmtr** of). - William him tie: his Humes tml ffount* i *{ , {1 stud E C Jo<k, f/ynijksu, undated 8* pp XU, 68 WAtKINSON H*»y Wit/iam Mcretn as Itengnet. I.oitdnn, Studio Vl#|*, 196V, 4“, p

W ATTS-DUNTON, Theodore, - Old Familiar Faces, Herbert Jenkins* London, 1916; f, p. 303.
WEBB, Sidney. - Socialism in England, Swan Sonnenschein, London, 1890; 8°. pp. VIII, 133,/
WEEKLEY, Montague. — William Morris, Duckworth, London, 1934; 8°, p. 135.
WELLS, H. G. - A Modem Utopia, Chapman and Hall, London, 1905,8°, pp. XI, 393.
- Ann Veronica, T. Fisher Unwin, London, 1909; 8°, p. 352.
~ Mamage, W. Collins. Sons and Co, London, 1912; 8°, p. 376.
WHISTLER, James MacNeill. - The Gentle Art of Making Enemies, William Heinemann, London, 1890; A new edition, 1892; 8°, p. 340.
WILES, H. V.- William Moms of Walthamstow - With a foreword by the Rt. Hon. Clement R Attlee, C.B , M.P., The Walthamstow Press, London, 1951; 8°, pp. XVII, 115.
WILLIAMS, Raymond. - Culture and Society, 1780-1950, Chatto and Windus, Uindon, 1958- Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1961; 8°, p. 350.
WOODCOCK, George. - Anarchism, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1962, 8* p. 480.
YEATS, William Butler. - Autobiographies, Macmillan, London, 1926; 8°, p. 477.
III. — Other Publication*
Mr William Morni on Art Matters, from the Manchester Guardian, 21 October 1882. The William Morris Society, London, 1961; p. 7.
Same Appreciations of William Morris, ed. by George Ed. Roebuck, The Walthamstow Antiquarian Society, London, 1934; 4°, p. 36.
7he Child'3 Socialist Reader, illustrated by Walter Crane, Preface by A.A.W., The Twentieth Century Press, London, 1907; 8°, pp. VIII, 112.
Revaluation, Studies in Biography, H. Milford, London, 1931; 8°, pp. XI, 245.
Catalogue of Manuscripts and Early Printed Books from the libraries oj William Moms, Richard Bennett, Bertram fourth Earl of Ashbumham, and other sources, now forming portion of the tihrarya/J. herponi Morgan, Chiswick Press, London, 1906, F°, pp. XIX, 210.
Catalogue of a portion of the valuable collection of Manuscripts, early printed books, etc., of the late William Morn*, of helms*olt House, Hammersmith, which will be sold by auction by Messrs Sotheby, Wilk anon and Hodge, on Monday, the 5th of December WS. .. Deyden Press, London, 1898, 8*, p. 118.


Part III, Chapter IV
1.  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 3.
2.  Commonweal, 28 May 1887, p. 173/1—II.
3.  F. Engels to Laura Lafargue, 9 August 1887, Engels-Lafargue Correspondence, II, p. 57.
4.  P. 220/I-H.
5.  “Paul’s paper in the Commonweal had been sent by him to Bax. It was in reply to an article of Bax’s “On the Morrow of the Revolution”, in which the Code Napoleon was recommended as the “code” of the future. Morris, to whom Bax had given the paper, has translated and inserted it.” (Laura Lafargue to Friedrich Engels, 24 July 1887, ibidII, p. 36). tn the Correspondence, this letter, undated in the original, is incorrectly dated .24 April.
6.  The Policy of Abstention, 21 July 1887, May MORRIS, II, p. 449.
7.  Commonweal, 16 July 1887, p. 227/MI.
8.  There is no doubt that Lafargue was carried away by his impetuosity, and here showed himself less patient than Marx himself: “The proletariat,” wrote the latter, “will use its political power to wrest, by degrees, all capital from the bourgeoisie..and he envisaged “measures. . . which appear economically insufficient and provisional, but which in the course of the movement, outstrip themselves, necessitate further inroads upon the old social order, and are unavoidable as a means of entirely revolutionising the mode of production” {The Communist Manifesto, p. 34),
9.  Karl MARX*. The 18th Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, p. 118. See also the warning given by Marx to the Paris Commune in The Civil War in France, p. 46,
10.  See below, Chapter IX.
11.  Commonweal, 23 July 1887, p. 237/11.
12.  Karl MARX: The Civil War in France, p. 37.

8h* >v Mft Srr the letter tK*n Ml
1^	VvMt.*4*!.,	tt%	iwf	W>
« mu rfpttirfuf rd m *>
t8 .%**> >w* ;‘Va&4rf*r» N\«*c*u.‘h, pp 101*2.
' v	f Nsr»,\ ts*> M*v MORRIS IIX p uj
/4r (Vmw^ .WMffeii) p M 21	u ifeqfN*#*,
«- O D H COLE; WWha* J#*vu * 4 W/i* p v
[bookmark: bookmark283]«3 Margaret K ORKW.AN H},;w*% Stmtu' Mftitttaiw ctad H^ha^i*y, rv u>
2* Kavtvtend RI VER L'ISepee et fcs mtopws, pp. t»2-3.
• 5 A I. MCMtTON Tke f^tik liNp*. p. tM
26 #V vA ;<n .' si* Fi.fv?. 1888, May MORRIS, U, p. 460.
J" To thr Rev George Bamton. 2 April 1888, /aOrrs, p. 28.\
Jj (hMMMNuat, I > v 3, Nonesuch, p. 669.
[bookmark: bookmark284]29 4* W Ar Jfcpfr, 1883, May MORRIS, 0, p. 398.
3$ Dan#* of a Vaet Epoc>i, 1885, *&£*?> pp. 191, 196; Trw mi Fdn Seam, JACKSON, pp 312-3,
31. Sochdismy its Growth mi OuSvme, 1893, p. 285.
52 Tmr mi Falu Society. mi<> p. 315.
33. Useful Work verms l-sciess 7W, 1884. Nonesuch, p. 615.
..44; (Wwffum, 1895, eked,, p. 668.
35. A4diking the Best of lL 1880, C.W., XXII, p. 117.
36 See abmt, p 255.
37.  a Atrr 53fe*ir, 1884, May MORRIS, II, p. 419
38.  4 April 1888, Letters. pp. 285-6.
39.  Attractive Labour*’, Coenrmnuwd^ June 1885 Supplement, p. 50/1.
40  "The Reward of Genius*', Commonweal, 25 September 1886, p 206/1; May MORRIS, It p- 491.
41  Cmmemmsm. 1893, Nonesuch, p. 669.
42  To the Rev George Baimon, 6 May 1888, Letters, p. 290.
43  Socialism, its Growfk meet Outcome, pp. 319-20.
44  True wed False Society, 1886, JACKSON, p. 315.
45.  7k Society of the Future, 1888, May MORRIS, II, p. 453.
46.  “Even when the tide at last turns in the direction of sweeping away modem squalor and vulgarity, we shall have, I doubt, many generations of effort in perfecting the transformation ” (7Xr Revival of Handicraft, 1888, JACKSON, p 225).
47.  Gomxmmsm, u Property, 1892, May MORRIS, II, p. 352.
48 Camemtmfxn, 1893, Nonesuch, p. 669.
49. Jkewt from haarhere. Nonesuch, pp. 39-40, 102.
50 M The war, which lasted about two years . i/btd., p. 121)
51. Okk when presenting his guest to old Hammond, said: ‘J thought 1 would bring him to you, since you know mart of all that has happened within the last two hun* dred years than anybody else does” (Ibtd., p. 50), and the old man says to the smror: 44:. wr have changed within the last two hundred years" Ubtd,, p. 53} When Dick returns, three and a half hours later, he is surprised that Hammond could, in so short a time, have told him the “history of two centuries” {/fef., p «)
52. [bookmark: bookmark285] tbvi. p. 74
53,  ’If was written (tom week u> week as published m Common weal, and bears the traces of venal writing in one or two important mcommmries which of course

[bookmark: bookmark286].	i.„a.	r
M ;T , mj
[bookmark: bookmark287]<*s /W> pp- *'
*6 Ahrf, P ft7
'	^ jjj |{ ia imrmung to find thr idea tn 7 he Rooti g/ (A# Mnoniaitu
I |Vis * omparison »• '<i)l king w» |x»int. bet au»e it shows that Morris's turn ante* *rf imwr tluo juai baseless fantasies and ihal the ghiuit-image taf utopia tt ever- on-sent. IV following pji3s.»$c* brings out not only thr vulnerability of men on tV morrow of tVir liberation, but also the nerd lor authoritarian at non to hrlp t Vrti to live again Dailat h, the slave freed by the Burgdalfrs. who baa bet oirtf Aldri man of RosetUle, says to Far**of«Qod: "But now I am asking you to suffer a *<<»ce or two of your men to abide here with me thi* lummrr tUi I tee how thi* folk new* born again is like to deal with me For pleasure and a fair life have become so strange to them, that they scarce know what to do with them, or how to live; and unless all is to go away, I needs must command and forbid {7kr Routt of the \fountains, 0 VV . XV, p. 393),
*9 /W., p 139.
60.  In fan t. one more consequence, this time involuntary and urn emu lous the ‘'grumbler" is at one moment Ellen’s grandfather (p. 139), at another her father (p. 169),
61.  "Again I say. many blunders were made. .” (Ibid,, p, 67).
62  Ibid., p. 86.
63  p. 37.
64,  iM, p. 121.
65.  Cf. Asa B RIGGS r Vtctorum People, p. 255.
66 See below, p. 607 n. 70.
67.  “... rhey performed the ordinary executive functions of an administration admirably , and it is sufficient to point to their example to confute those who affect to laugh at the notion of men unacquainted with official red-tape being put in responsible position" ("The Morrow of the Revolution", Coervnomoeal, 28 May, 1887, p. 173/1).
68.  Fabian Essays, pp. 197-8.
69 7he Policy of Abstention, 1887, May MORRIS, H, p. 449.
?0- Commonweal, 21 September 1889, p. 297/1; May MORRIS, II, p 331.
71. The Policy of Abstention, ibid., pp. 452-3.
72 Statement of Principles of the Hammersmith Socialist Society, 10 January 1891, B.M. Add. Mss. 45 894.
73.  ‘‘Let me ask our comrades to picture to themselves the consequences of an aimless revolt unexpectedly successful for the time, we will even suppose that it carries with it a small number of men capable of government and administration, though that is supposing a great deal..("Our Policy", Commonweal, March 1886, p. 17/11; May MORRIS, II, p. 234).
74.  The Policy of Abstention, ibid., p. 448.
75.  Sews from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 105.
76.  Ibid., p. 115.
77.  Ibid., p. 120.
78 Ibid., p. 122.
79.  29 July 1888, Letters, pp. 292-3.
80.  Manifesto of the Socialist League, 1885, THOMPSON, p. 853.
81.  To the Rev. George Bainton, 10 April 1888, Letters, p. 288.
82.  Sews from Nowhere, Nonesuch, pp. 101-2.
83.  "Even the crudest form of State Socialism (which 1 do not agree to) would have this advantage over the individual ownership erf the means of production, that

34.
85.
86
87
33
89
89  9|
92
92  94. 95
96.
97.
98.
whereat the State might abuse its ownership, the individual 0VVI (To the Rev George Bainton, 4 April 1888. Utters. n 285)	**
April
Cmnmonu'eal,
102
15
UUersy p 285).
November 1890
“Where Are We Now?**
MORRl'S, II, p 517.
News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p
Communism, 1893, ibid., p. 660.
“Where Are We Now?** ibtd.
*‘Correspondence’\ Commonweal, 18 May 1889. p. 157/1; May MORRjg
“Where Are We Now?** Commtmweal, ibtd', May MORRIS. 11
News from Nowhote, Nonesuch, p. 124.
PP
P* 516.
“Correspondence", ('ommtmu*al, 18 May 1889, p 157/11; May M()KR|$
“On Some Practical Socialists”, Commonweal, 18 February 1888 MORRIS, II, p. 305
“Facing the Worst of It”, Commtmiwal, 19 February 1887, p. 61/1. “Why Not?** Justice, 12 April 1884, p 2/1.
Arts and Cmfb Essays, Preface, 1893, May MORRIS, 1, p. 244 The Aims of Art, 1886, Nonesuch, p. 599.
IAtb*i Work versus Useless Toil, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 620.
The Society of the Future, 1888, May MORRIS, 11, p. 460
W/ll; M,,
Part HI, Chapter V
1 The Policy of Abstmtwn, 1887, May MORRIS, 11, pp. 434-5,
2 “I do not consider myself a pessimist because 1 am	driven to	admit that such*
condition ol things is a long way ahead” ("Communism and Anarchism”, Correspondence. Commonweal, 17 August 1889, p. 261/1. MayMORRlS, II, p 3I8>; “I admit that this is a long way ahead’* (Letters, p. 288)
3 Kart MARX The /keft of Philosophy, p. 147.
4.  F ENGELS Antt-D&hrtng, p. 309, Seotahsm, Utopian and Scientific, pp 76,7
5.  F ENGELS The {.Mjgta tjf the Family, Pmoiie Property and the State, p. 198
6	Raymond RL^YFR; I 'Utopte ef les atopies, p. 77.
“It is true that many questions are begged, including that ol the precise prom* whereby the state has withered away. *‘ (Jessie KOCMANOVA The Acitbtiu Arepose of KV/mm Moms m the Context of hi /atfr Prose Romances. p. 97).
8 7he micy of Abstention. 1887. May MORRIS, II. p	437
9 “We should tend to the abolition of alt government	" (10 April	1888,	hurts, p
233)
M3 Neon from Nowhere, Nonesuch, pp. 70 and 74.
It The Socceiy of the Future, 1888 May MORRIS. II. p. 466.
12 “Democracy while it lasts will never be free of this hero-worship, and all the traps wbkrh the heroes (poor devthd) witttngJy and unwittingly lead their worshipper* «wo. Socudtttn alone wiH give us manly independence of thought, which, again, can ahsne lead to harmonious action, instead of machine-made polky " {"Note# m Passing Events*\ Commenmem\ S May 1886, p 4I/I) Cf. *\ you know we Socialists refuse worship to any man however worshipful hit gtfh may be. while we are bound to esteem every man who is genuine and kmdh * fto Fred Hendewin, 19 October 1885. THOMPSON, p 877).
43, from .Lw4r*«. Nonesuch, p. 7(1
14 “Looking Backward" Lmtmmuml. 22 June 1^9 p ffS/| May MORRIS II pp 50b- 7.
,C \,w, jram Nowhere, ibid., pp. 70.1
,	r.'e.	t.	C.„».
16
Pawn of a,Sew Fprxh, 1885 Signs, pp 185-6
161
j7 News from Nowhere, ibid., p
wilbid, p 53.	.
To the Rev. George Bainton, 4 April 1888, Letters, p 285 To Jane Alice Morris, 23 December 1888, ibid, p. 305.
W* from Nouhm, Nonesuch, p. 40
\lbtd., pp. 41-2,	c
176/ Tables turned or Nupkins Awakened, May MORRIS, II. pp. 564-5.
&4. In his hook, William Moms, hn Life, Work and Friends (1967), Mr Philip Henderson puts forward the bold hypothesis (pp 228-9) that the poet may have been influenced, in his condemnation of repressive legislation, by Oscar Wilde's essay, The Soul of Man under Sofia him The supposition is at least strange when one considers that this essay was first published in Ihe but might ly Renew in 1891, Mom* had not awaited Wilde’s pleading before expressing himself with complete clarity on the point, and the opposite hypothesis would be les* improbable
25.  Newt from Nowhere, ibid., p. 75.
26.  Ibid, p. 76.
27  Ibid, p. 78 Cf. Engels: "In a society in which the motive for stealing ha* been done away with, in which therefore at thr very most only lunatics would ever steal, how the teacher of morals would be laughed at who tried solemnly to proclaim the etnnal truth Thou shalt not steal!** (Anti-DUhnng, p. 109)
28  Sottalhtn, its (IroaHh and DuUome, p. 290.
29. 2 April 1888, letters, p. 283.
R) Dawn of a New Epoch, 1885. Signs, p. 196.
51 To thr Rev (ieorge Baiuton, 10 April 1H88, letter \, p. 286. In remarks ol Morris s recorded by Glasier, we read similarly. “! don’t think a Sex talitt community will require many governmental laws*’ (Bruce GLAS1KR William Aform and the Early Days of the Socialist Matoment, p. 64).
32	Ibid . p. 288.
d	the Rooh of {hr \lnuttUflw, (*,W , XV, |> 71.
34	"I 'ommum*m and Anarchism*’, ('orrrs|Mindrnce,	('omniums val, 17 August 1889.
p. 261/1, May MORRIS, 11, p. 318
'5	I'o the Rev George Bainton, 2 April 1888, letters,	p 284 The	same	idea is to be
tnund ii\ a lecture delivered around 1893, 14 hat ix	ITAat should	hr	If	hot wilt be, of
which only a few handwritten notes remain *\ we shall no more talk of Sot taltsm because it will be among us fully developed” (B.M Add Mas. 45 333-4 (13), Mav MORRIS. II, p. 356),
W.	10 April 1888. letters, p >88
v/	Whot SiHUilnts Want, 1888. LK MIRE, p 230.
'8	lt> Mis. Morris, 5 April 1890, B M Add Mss 45	338 Cf. "	the	few wdlow-
trees left us by the Thames Ckmservancy” (.4 Dream of John Hoit, Nonesu* h, p 206), " a body up in London, who from time to time, m order to show that they had something to do. did some damage here and there .	“	(New.i frmm Nowhere,
ibid , p )84) See the memoir* of W. Srawen Blunt’ "In all matters < oncenimg the river he took it passionate and proprietary interest, cherishing » special grudge against the Thames Conservancy, a bodv which interfei'ed with individual right** and whose legitimate authority he denied" (My I hones, p 24), also, the truculent account of Morns'* set-tos with the Conservancy left by A M W. Stirling (74# Ruhmond Ppers. p 315-6, and. the account by his daughter May of fumirrw* exchanges upon the river (May MORKI-V II, p 620),
39	Karl MARX. 74# (Mil War m Fmnce, pp. 41-2.
40. fbsdp. 42
4f. /bed The draft mentioned doe* not appear in the English edition, and the quota-

tioii is translated from the French edition {p. 209), published by Edttbmi Paris, in 1963. The final version of the passage appears m p 37 ot the	***
tion.
42.  See above, pp 288—92
43.  "Note* on Passing Emus”, Commonweal, 8 May 1886, p. 41/1
44.  Of THOMPSON, p. 897 Morris met Carruthers in 1884 when thr	■
the Social Democratic Federation. He wrote to Andreas Scheu on $ Ortsfccr Uh? “A certain Carruthers joined us, a steady-going man J think* and tm at ah $*, to belong to thr paddJe-your-own-canoc sort He has been a dote Socialist tin present: he has written a book called Commercial and Communal Emm* in there are many good things . .	(Letters, p. 215).
45.  See below, Chapter X.
46.  See above, Chapter I.
47.  “The . . . ordinary meeting of the neighbours, or Mote, as we call *t, the ancient tongue of the times before bureaucracy” ( W.» pom Nonesuch, p. 82).
48.  To the Rev. George Bainton, 10 April 1888, letters, p 287.
49.  What Socialists Want, 1888, LE MIRE, p. 230.
50.  Letter to Dr. John Glasse, 23 May 1887, in R Page ARNOT, Wtiiiam Mortis, it» Mon and the Myth, p. 83.
51.  News from Nowhere, ibid.
52 “ . . A commune, or a ward, or a parish (for we have all three names, indicating little real distinction between them now, though lime was there was a great deal; In such a district, as you would	call	it . (ibid.),	“Therefore	to my	mind in the
new Society, we should	form	bodies like	municipalities,	county-boards	and
parishes, and almost all practical public work would be done by these bodies (What Socialists Want, ibid.), “To my mind the essential thing to this view it the township, or parish, or local guild . . ,w (To the Rev. George Rami on. 10 April 1888, Letters,, p. 288), etc.
53. liters, ibid. Cf, :	. . people would manage their own affairs in communities not
too large to prevent citizens from taking a part in the administration necessary for the conduct of life” (“Statement of Principles”, Commonweal, 4 May 188V p 137/f).	,
54.  “Looking Backward”, Commonweal> 22 June 1889, p. 195/1; May MORRIS II p 506. - Cf.; “That decentralization seems to me . to be necessary in order tofivr all men a share in the responsibility of the administration of things" ((Im Malt We live Then? 1889, l.LS.G., Amsterdam, p. 17).
55.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 292.
56.  What Socialists Want, ibid. Similarly, he writes. “ * everybody would share m the responsibility of carrying on the business of the community “ (“Hhy I atn a munist”, Liberty, February 1894, p. 14/11).
57.  “Of course every competent citizen would have to take part in public businm'' (To the Rev. George Bainton, 10 April 1888, betters, p 287).
58.  ”... . these bodies, the members of whom would be working at and living by their ordinary work” {What Socialists Want, ibid., p. 230).
59. .	. the ordinary citizen will learn to understand at least some part of this
organization” (/bid., p 231).
6a Ibid.
61.  Socialism,, its Growth and Outcome, pp. 290-1.
62.  The Society of the Future, 1888, May MORRIS, II, p. 466
63.  iCThe commune of the Middle Ages, like the classical cify, was unhappily too often at strife with its sitters, and so became a fitting instrument for the greed\ noble or bureaucratic king to play on41 (Art and Industry m the Fourteenth Center* I Hb “ C.W., XXJL p. 388).

64 Whmt Sotiakstt Want. iM
45 Om*4*	£f*«h- tm* s**' 9
Ibtd. r 201
66|	
67. ^
[bookmark: bookmark288]49.
66
70
?t Smattm, th
7lM
To thr Rev < «<*ofg<* Bainton, 10 April 1888,	p	I*
W«<Wism, tit Growth md Ookemt, pp 201-2.
Trw md Pei" Sonrty, 1886. JACKSON, p 314
(itmtik md (tokem*. p 20).
ef e Am kptsth, iW , p, 200
73 Ihd	„	^
u	Hmt Shut We lM* Then ' 1*86 MSG .	Armwdam, p	17
To the Rev George Batman, 10 April	1888, LeiUr*, p.	287.	Elsewhere,	Moms
ypeaJit r,f “federsffont of localities ananged for convenience of adrmmwrstKm'
iSotidtm* ih frfowM md (htkame, p 291)
76	//*» .Oof/ HV two Then* tW., p It
r?	•• of counr those bodice would have	to fedrmte (or	national	or	international
purposes ** (H'hat Smthift Ward, iW )
79. Smdua. tO OoH «W Onlcome. p. 291
79	To the Krv George Hamion. 10 April	1888, LrtUn, p	287
•0	Sonthm. its Geweth md (hekome, p 242
91 To thr Rev George Sainton. 10 April	1888, tbed.
92  H'bt SotmhtU Wemt, tbed.
93.  Demo of a .hm tpmk, 1885. Stgni, p 20!.
84 To the Rev George Ram ton, 10 April 1888, tbed
95  'Cunmumm and Anarchum**, Correspondence, Cm*w«tw«(, 4 Mav 1889, p
iVT/l; Mav MORRIS. II. pp 317-8
96  Mm^ ho	Smtaiifht 1st May 189), p 4; Labemr’t ?wrung	txiHiifr
6wn nmteotpwwry mern. edited by Erte J. Hobsbawm, p. 59.
97  ■ I hr government «f persons is replaced by the administration of things and the
direction of thr processes of production” (F ENGELS Anh»DQknng. p 309,
S.K-'t'mm, i t«piaa «W SrimftA. pp. 76-7)
88  Vo the Rev George Bunton, 10 April 1888, ibtd Cf "As to the political side of
thr new sonny, civilisation undertakes the gooemnwnt of ptrvms by direct coercion
Vhiilarn would deal primarily with the administration of thing* . {Socimtitm* tit
ttf'vt th md Ominw, p 289);	. . The administration of things which I hope will
take thr place of the government of persons” {How Shall We Live Then? 1W9,
MSG . Amsterdam, p 17),
89  Juiiu f and Smudum, 1885, Appendix I, p 579.
90  >«*• ha Smitten Nonesuch, p. 70.
91  /W . p 7f
92  lo the Rev George Batman, 2 April 1888, Leltett, pp. 282-3.
93  Sem from .Vondmr, Nonesuch, p 79. - Cf. ” the public power wiH lose at
poltncai character” (MARX and ENGELS. 7hi Communist Uamfrtto, p. 35).
94.  'Why I am a Communist”, Liberty, February 1894. p 14/11
93 What it, What ihmdd be, What wttl be, 1893?, B M. Add Mta. 45 333-4 (13), May MORRIS. 11, p 356. The same idea t> to be found m a lecture of 1893 entitled Wbed Shalt We Do Sow5 The text is lost, but we read tn a local account. *sPolitical power was only a means to an end, and when that end was gained, there would be no more politics. Politics were only for a period of struggle, and in the new Society for which Socialists were working there would be nothing to tight about In such a society there would necessarily be differences of opinion, but there would be no divergences of interests, and there would be no class interest*, because there would be no classes” (”The Way Out”, The SocuUttf, Burnley, 15 December 1893. P VH)

H
$7
*8.
W,
too
101
102
185
104
105
104  nr? 108 109.
no.
in
112
iii.
114, \ 15.
I lo 117. 118 I 19. 120 121. 122
121
124
125.
125.  127.
128,
129.
1 W 1*1 152 01 1*4.
T_ ,	an"*D*m*r
1.°.	Oonr	Bainton, 10 Anril te«.
»*« -Wkz, Wrn. >W.T.n, ^ 5888- K
P- 2Sfi
10 AP«1 IW Lakn
lltd..
\«cj
/W,
/W.,
Ibtd..
P 287
mhp;	?	23i
'. ** Svtherf, Nonesuch, p 166
iM-; p si	p
To the Rev. George Bainton,
*•*. p 286.
p 287
Nawfmc, Nonesuch, p. 69
f> 12.
p 79
P* 74
In the Rev George Bainton, 10 April 1888. hder}. p 28* ‘Why I am a Communist" Liberty. Februarv i*oj » ..
W/H
	dttrty,	February 1894, p.
Raymond RL \ FR. L i loptt et lei utopiei, pp. 41 -2
(jforge WCXJDCXX)K; Anarchs sm. p. 21,
See above, pp. 196-200.
Gcotgr VVi X)DCOCK: Anarchism, p. 417.
Brut r GLAJ51E R: Wtlham Moms and the Early pap oj thr Scmkn Motmm n ; \
Ibid., pp. 63-4.
William Morris, Nouvelles de nulltpart, Introduction, p. 53. Here M Victor lMjpoa
is reiterating, with greater stress, « judgmero already expressed in hn mos**r*t>
tab «nd greatly rewarding, thesis: ''It is a paradoxical wtuauon thr wurctMUk
communists (Morris among them) struggled against the evils iraing fitro
caput a) ism mid its bitncluJ slogan ol 'lm\sfT-fmre’ And to iepla< r <apiM?t>ni ita
propose a return to 4tauser-/mre\ once capitalism has been overthrown by fix w-
tirns it hat plundered and enslaved" (L Ulopt* et le roman ultytqut dam in ktibwr,
angiaiso, p. 507).
Art and Socialism* 1885, Nonesuch, p 626
O.K. (7lhSThR ION: 'Ihe Victorian Age in lxteraia.tr, p 199.
Kdouard GUVOT; I Idee ivctaluts chei Wilitam Mmu, p 128
W.B YFATS: Aieiobwgtaphuti, p. 18J.
Thorna* KIRKUP A History o/ Socialism, p. 2^6.
ii. 13. II CHILE' Witham Motets as a Socialist, p 13.
”Morris liked many of the Anarchists personally*’ (Bruce CLAhlLK tkd p
123)-
George W(.K HX^CX^K, Anarchism, p. 416.
See above. pp 303—5
LK MIKE, p 44 of the typewritten edition.
Philip IfhNlJKKSON WtiUam Moms, bet Life* Work and fneodi, p 328.
lie 1st erkiMrlich, das# Morris ais Anhingtr dei Manvf-ngtlspia*
f^nt wick lung ttlieorte nine sohxtigr ileibeifQUrang der buah nntwhtum-
nmmetiw hrn lieseUschahwirdnung likr ausgrschlosse/i haiten mu**cr HoDrs
dhirse 1‘heornr m* hi rtnfaeht fther Borden wrrlett, bo Wab thro gar nuhn 6iwa. a*
die ari*#chi»ti*cb'kommtini*rischc Gesells* haftsordmmg erst *i*^
lattwn kiMugtfdnn dot )i*/t«ib(iicl)rn *u bfirahiwr’ (Ciuetoe iHir/.'iCHI
Wdtteim	und	A»umhittu<he*	AwwitHwtrc	p	103).
( 'hunt* /at So* irthUi p 10/ t * W., XXIV, p 409
** lilt ter fo oMiiy ihr irtessage, hut sweet indeed uniu me, 16 mat* without i *>nMf
. i^.-i fke thtgnme of Hope, Nonesuth. p I1!)
Hrnt.n of a Mast* Eftorhi I(165, Sitpis, p- 177,
184*1. May MOKK1V il, p VM.
At a t*t> tare SA/np, 1884. #6*4, p 414
4 April 1886. LaUeCi, p
*!'l l4*ttnrmtiUttfi 4nd AiMidM8nM,	c	(jomnt^ntcml,	17 August I0v,
m\ 1 gi £4# Text Poet ///.	I	f
p 2M/I. Mav MORRIS II. p 3|7 j y$ Statement a/Pnto iples ot the HammertmUb Soetalut Society, 1890. May M0R R IS. II. p 12?
I V>. “V%hv I am a Ctvrvtiuruti Liberty, February I894. p. 15/1 j3’ )Wfr<.c 2" January 1894. p. 6/11 I	True and pa^e .V^ stt. JACKSON, p 309.
j yi	To ftiakwri)", OormpundrtKf. Caemnamemtd,	t$ Slay 1889. p. \S7fV~II.	May
MORRIS. H. p 314 144) I hi p 157/1! May MORRIS, II. p. 316
J4t "Comfflunwii and Anarrhisnrj”. Correspondence, Ciasstaws; » Aufust 1889.
p 26:, J May MORRIS. U p 319 I s2 Aarr Awa AWAew, Nonesuch, p 70.
143  7M.. p. 74.
144  fW p 76
• j - Bfitff CLAIRE R Wdtiam Morris and the Early Days of the .Vmsfw/ Movement, pp 64-5.
j 46 George 15 Ot>(XX)CK Anarchism, p. 418
147  'Noses and Queries Practical Socialism", Comemonmaai, 28 May 1886. p **1/11
148  Cawwaawi^m, JHVJ, Nonesuch, pp. 670*1 144 W; Auat .V—riVer. Nonesuch, p. 44.
(50 84 . p 164
131 /W . pp 192*1 (52 iW. p 164
151 ’ To	Cormposdmtf. (emmamneal. 18 May 1889. p. 15 -/I, Slav
MORRIS, II. pp 314-5 |M “Oimmumm and Ansrrhttfn", tbtd f 55 law *rwm SbomOeeo. Nonesuch. pp 82-3
v “Ti KWkwHI". (atrrspowdrnfc, Coenenamoeml 18 May 1889, p. 157/11. May MORRIS IL p 313
"Opmmuwaa and Aasfrhmn”, i6«4.. May MORRIS, I!, p. 317.
|S6 • f'rf Wa-riv^ir 44. May MORRIS. II. p 316 158 Van gnr bamhtar. Nonesuch, p 84. t*0 F LNbFlS Amt-Omnog, p 309 IS) V I LfLNtN Stair #4 RenobeOon, p 43
toJ 1 o Hl*-.kwrtt**, Correspondence, Commonweal, 18 May 1889, p 157/f, Mav MORRIS II p 313
Part HI, Chapter VI
1  Prelate t# the Krloiarotf Prr« edinon ol 7k Aotwr* o/ (**thu hy Rualuo (1892; May MORRIS. I p 291.
2  4ft W {.ahmee, 1884, LE MIRE, p. 117
3  Oman of a Sew Epoch, 1885, *|«f, p 192.
4  v>;t? /mm Sowbeet, Nonesuch, p 68
V I ’bsfsd (F«d eeeem Useless Ted, 1884, shed-, p. 609.
6  84
7  /V AW aa«r cAa ,Vano, 1886, May MOHHtS, II, p 425
8  Hew We Lwe and Hew We Might Lem, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 576.
9  Smt>t pom Sowhere, Und, p. 91.
10  The AW W sks Means, ibtd
11  Commnmem, le. Aspwty. 1892, May MORRIS, IL p 347
12  (fitful Work eetfw Undeet Tad, 1884, Nonesuch* p 619.
13  ,4r/ end die Petpu 1883, May MORRIS, It, p 403 -W	Out «carnc>hc men.

•** So w*; ah *>tMdrr *r*m M* to do anyihmg they cm# tad* mt
*$ m rtgh* use of Carfeo* and sulphur* hnA *&, vuft ^
^ - W*ugh% oucttdf the factory window* m Lancashire *7
hop garden I think those days mil tame mid a*	^
through ihr bot«|
the ICrfiiiU
Krport of •
earns
tire, iw' text of which ha* kifi, puM/d»d*
mvVj
!Hk of Wf WUhm Mont m An Mount in the Mrnhnin(mrdm4hZ
m2 and reprimed in !%f a* 8 leaflet by the Wilium Morra ******
Why Not.'' ' Justus 23 April )$M, p. 2/1.
h.
13	GLASfER Wdhw Monti and the Early Days of (hr Studut Mu
^1-2^ |
lb Moms /rw*r Son Ant, Nor^uth, p II), note.
17 /fed, p 64
I 8 Why should people roUtcl together to ate power, when they can have it *t
where they live, or hard by, any two or three of them; or any one for the m*u»u
tlM*’* f/W.. p 43)
lb J4W, p. 167
2b Vttfxd Wvri • /rrti# /.Weij Xu/, 1W4, Nonesuch, p 421
21  Soot from Nowhere, ibtd, p f #3.
22  /hf, p 164.
2V IM. p 43.
24  /W ; p 152.
25  Bruce GtASfLR, ibtd, p 3.
26  A CX>MKrON'RICKETT; Wtllum Morru, a Study m PtrmalUyf p. 7 2? R Page ARNO? William Moms th* Man and the Myth, p. 117.
28  fee, lor example. the episode of the aeroplane in the SUeptt Awakes. (hop* XVI
29  *1V materialistic frame of mind wai amusingly shown by the Fabian cntaram that the economic process by which the inhabitants of Menu frm S where fit mat from France was never known- people didn’t seem in that happy country to be prod»K »rig for exchange, and some active young minds were anxious about« My Father often laughed over this. The “power-boats” in the story were ahscrihcj* ed. The writer of a cut and dried Utopia would perhaps have laboured a drscrip tson of the process, but my Father was too wily” (May MORRIS. II, pp 3H-3).
30.	Victor DUPONT: L’Ulopt* tt U roman utopxqu* dam la iUiirature ongUnse,	p.	499
3:	Nikolaus PEVSNER Pioneers of Modem Design, p. 25. The	author regards	it	»
rompfoely inconsequential that Morris should have said that we must bccone naaifrrs of the machines instead of their slaves.
32 /fed., p 26; Charles R ASHBEE Craftsmanship tn Competitive Industry, p 154 33. Robert Fumeao* JORDAN Fitfemm Architecture, p 184
34 TV hr9 * poets of Architecture wi Ctmhiaium, 1881. JACKSON,	p. 246.
35 Of. Robert Fumeaux Jordan’s excellent analysis, ibid., pp	122-3.
36  Art and the Beamy of the Earth, 1881, JACKSON, p. 165 37. The Beauty of Life, Nonesuch, p 544
38 Thr Prospects of Architecture tn CunUgation, ibid, p. 270.
39 A*i- a Smew Thing, 1882, LE MIRE, p. 48.
40 To Mrs Morris, 19 March 1881, Letters, p 148.
41  1 he htuif Arts of Life. 1882, MACMILLAN, pp. 194*7; cf RUSKIN, Th/Sumsof Yearns f|r ch VI, f 20.
42. Aau jWm Nmohere, Nonesuch, p. 168
43  “if he thinks hr would ftfc* ornament. Use instance, and knows that the martoae cannot do it properly, and does not care to spend the time to do tt properly, why should he da at at *11 >* (The Aims of Art, 1886, Nonesuch, p 594).
44  The tsiler Arts «f t<}fr, ibtd,, p 182.
45  U Paul niOMFSON Th* Work of WtlUam Morris, pp. 33 and 87.

46  G.B .SHAW “Moff about Mwnr, The Observer, 6 November IW, p. 7/VII
47  ' Bourgeois versus Socialist”, CowwwW, 6 Au|viK IW7, p 252/II
48  7Vjrfiffi, 1888. May MORRIS, I. p 247.
49  Ibid, p 248.
50  The Utter Art: of Up, 1882, MACMILLAN, pp 199-200
51  H Halhoay SPA RISING 7V A elm; colt Press and William Mams, Matt** (.rnfitmm, pp 41-2.
52  Ray WATKINSON. Wtliiam Momt as Deitgner, p 52.
53  The Utter Arts of Up, ibut., p 217.
34  Evidence of May Moms. CW XII! p XXX
35  Ray WATKINSON, sbtd
56  Paul THOMPSON, ibid p.75.
57  Ibid, pp 30, 98-9; Ray WATKINSON, ibtd
58  Paul THOMPSON. Und, p 36.
59  May MORRIS, I, pp. 49-50.
60. Quoted by H .V WILES Willutm Moms of Walthamstow, p. 50.
61 Paul THOMPSON, ibtd.. pp 142-3; H Halliday SPARLING, ibtd . pp.
41-2.
62.  The Journals of Thomas James Cobden-Sanderson, entry of 21 March 1885, pp 211—2.
63.  Peter FLOUD “The Inconsistencies of William Morris’", The Ustener, 14 October 1954. p. 615/1.
64.  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p 19.
65  I he Development of Modern Society’*, Commonweal, 16 August 1890, p. 260/11.
66  The Aims of Art, 1886, Nonesuch, p. 593.
67. Hou, We Lure and How We Mighi Lux, 1884, tbid, p. 581.
68 Manifesto of the Socialist Uague, Note C. pp 10-1 — The text given by E P THOMPSON (p 856) is unfortunately shortened
69. The Depression of Trade, 1885, LE MIRE, pp. 129-30
70  Ibid. p. 133.
71  Equality, 1888. May MORRIS, II, p 201.
72  The Retinal of Handicraft, 1888, JACKSON, p. 224.
73 Inefut Work versus Useless Toil, 1884, Nonesuch, pp.	620-1.
74.	A Factory as it Might Be, 1884, ibid., p. 649.
75  How We Lu e and How We Might Lux, 1884, tbtd, p. 580.
76  Sews pom Nowhere, ibid., p 91.
77.  Art and Socialism, 1885, ibid., p. 637.
78.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 306.
79. Art and Labour, 1884, LE MIRE, pp. 115-6. - In 1882	he had already	written.	' As
to the machines, the reasonable thing to say of them	is that they are	like fire,	bad
masters, good servants'* (Letter to an unknown correspondent, 4 September 1882, May MORRIS, II, p. 584).
80.  Some Hints on Pattern-Designing, 1881, C.W., XXII, p. 204.
81  Art, Wealth and Riches, 1883, JACKSON, p 129.
82  H- Haihday SPARLING: The Kelmscott Press and William Morris, Master Craftsman, p 41. He even said, somewhat surprisingly: “ In cases where art could not be an integral part of the work if it turned out to be necessary work, it would have to be done by machines as nearly automatic as possible’*, and he included among the occupations to be automated: “mining, skindressing, scavenging . clerks work” {How Shall We Lux Then?, LI.S.G., Amsterdam, p. 15). it is a great pity that, in News from Nowhere, Morris does not give us any details of how the scavenger Boffin, the “golden dustman**, carries out his task: it is true that his purpose in introducing this character was primarily symbolic.
83  What is What should be What will be, 1893, B.M. Add Mss. 45 333-4 (13); May MORRIS, II, P 356

[bookmark: bookmark289]A,au 4 A*, iw, •^Ofloueh, ft MO ■5 Oj ihx Onfttu *f ftmmtm* An. |W yj **, An and U-. fr^tktrn, IS**, JACKSON i> 2\<>	^
[bookmark: bookmark290]*i ±f * Bntenn £*«&**, im. M.v MORRIS li „ «„
Tk 'BipriSFtm tf Trad*, 16*5, yr MIRE D itt ** H H*lh0b> SPARLING. did
J?	?1lMt •**"*. tjm. 18H Somtnk. pp 584.5
} ?	I Beam* a Smmhst, 1896, tW.* p. 65$
92 [bookmark: bookmark291]167. One'new factor whkh&vooredxheaiAfe.^
w»* the R^peMKt of indusmai secrets: "Competitionbon* no wrw process, no details of improvements m machinery woold be fodrv- the hnt WK^uirrr” <A FmcUny ms tt Might Be, 1884, ifcrf, p 632;	^
93  /$■» HV Lkv «W Mn» fte	£***,	1884,	tbtd	p	585
94 [bookmark: bookmark292] CT. MARX: Cmftbmi, p 190.
9A ' Looking Backward”, Cwiwrm/, 22 June 1889, p, I94/IJ, Mav M0RK& ►. pp 54>5-4
96- The Atsm mf An, 1886, Nonesuch, pp 599-600.
97. We	Lem	mmd Hmm We Might Lite. ibtd.
[bookmark: bookmark293]98	4r/ and the Bmmmiy of the Bank, 1881 JACKSON, p. 165-6.
90. Aam /pomp \mmhrrt, Nonesuch, p 167.
100 [bookmark: bookmark294]The Bmumi *f Hmdkrafi, 1888. JACKSON,	pp	226, 228
101 [bookmark: bookmark295]\ei* f from Aw6m. Nonesuch, p 166.
102. [bookmark: bookmark296] Brjre GL3S1ER. H'tlham Simnit mmd the Ecriy Day* if dm Sotteiix Mttmm.p
103. [bookmark: bookmark297] hdmm femm Mmemhmm, ibtd p. 168. 104 Smetmttsm, tit Grmvth mmd Otdemmte, p. 307.
105. .V—wr fnemt .Smmher*, ibid.
104.  I 'mehd !♦ #>* oersus Useless Tmi, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 621.
[bookmark: bookmark298]ICT The Amms mf Art. 1886, thud., p. 600.
108  The Vamo ed dm Fditere. 188$, May MORRIS, II, p. 461.
109  J* W « H'W shemid he Whu util be, 1893, tbtdL, p 357.
[bookmark: bookmark299]116 Vww fnem .hdmmbmi. M. p. 166.
111 SkmW. *Xr (W8 mmd Qmhmme, p. 307
112 Hmt We L*se mmd He** W> Might l it*. 1884,	Nonesuch,	p 5S5
113  \mms femrn .AtetW, iW., p, 16$.
314 Nsw lime* mm &mm**m-Oev*gm*£> 1881. C.W , XXII, pp 203-4.
115. Tmctmmmi Lrnsenmctrnm, 1882, May MORRIS, 1, p, 212- 116 AH, Weed* mmef &uhe>. 1883, JACKSON, p 122.
I?7 Of she Q*%gmr of Ommmmiml An, 1886, LE MIRE, p H3 1 18 Se.t -s hum . V A«4r*r. Nonesuch, pp. 43-4.
119 /W, pp 94-5
120.  W. p 123.
121.  W, p 14ft
122. [bookmark: bookmark300] DM, p. 19 122 W. p 7,
124. M, p 23 m W, pp. 33k 43.
124 W, p IR
127  Paul BLOOMFiELO Witfymm Mem*. p 208
128 . ; rhe rftUwa>-s — ed which no doubt yea have heard" says the vuitoi to Etto t Wtwpio \mmhmm. tk*d:> p 143), Hut wr haw teen (wr a hove p 314) that Moim eaviMged a Mrrsl org«rvti«ttdn of the raiiwayiu Evidently, in Nw /ha.Wht tM* aesthetic pfvoa uptKtnra carried him farther than in hm thtt#t*K*l writing*
129  &md . p 17$
1,10 Ihmtr pp 1,5$-9.
[bookmark: bookmark301]mmm
,5, rv d* ft*. 1M«. M-y MORRIS. II. p 461
\fi	18-0.	and	«o Mr* Coromo. 26 March W’6.
Morri*, *	p.	102
133	To Mrs Burne-Jones, 4 February	1$7S, tbtd pp.	65-6
136  “dveing it a *ood sport to me still” (To Jane Ahce Moms. 28 Aupust 18*3, iW .
p 18Q)
137 *• we are hard at	work	gardening here	making dry paths,	and a	sublimely	tidy
box edging: How	I	do	love tidiness!** (To	Mrs	Burne-Jones,	17	January	1882,
tktd. p 157).
138  The Art of the Ptopie, 1879, Nonesuch, p 533.
139 Hm.	WeLweemdHmm We	Wtjkt Lue. 1884. tbtd.. p	582.
140 Hem	Shell Wt Lme Then?.	I.1S G..	Amsterdam, p.	12
141. The Seeiety of the Future, 188$, May MORRIS, II, p. 462.
142 \*ws frem .\where. Nonesuch, p. 27
143. Ibtd. p 45.
144 Ibtd. p. 17,
145 IM.. p. 148.
146. Ibtd. pp 44-5
147 'Wherefore, seeing they be all exercised in profitable occupations, and that lew artificers in the same craft be sufficient, this is the cause that, plenty of all things being among them, they do sometimes bring forth an innumerable company of people to amend the highways if any be broken1* (Thomas MORE. /- (opto, p 69)
148.  .Vemt Jhm Mmmktm, Nonesuch, p. 162.
149. [bookmark: bookmark302] Ibtd, p. 133.
150  Ibtd., p 144
151 The	Smof Ike Future,	1888,	May MORRIS, II, p. 462
152 Tke	.4jmu	of Art, 1886. Nonesuch, p. 600.
153. Am • Na Aa*4rr#, ibtd, p 69.
154 fkr	Sotsety of Ike Future,	ibid.,	p. 466.
155 Ik	.1au	of Ad* ibtd.
156  II llallidav SPARLING: The Keimaoti Ihess and William Moetu, Mai let Urm/tienmn,
[bookmark: bookmark303]P 14.
IS? The Sonrniut Ideal, 1891, JACKSON, p 322 1 ■'t* \; i from \where, Nonesuch, p 167 159 Cf. MACKAIL, II, p 202
lot) lo art unknown eorrespondent, 31 Decrrnber 1887, /Mien, p 277-8
161  The Retitul oj lUmlunift, 1888, JACKSON, p. 220
162  Art jutd lb Producers, 1886, j An/,, p. 214
163. The Revioel of Hamluiqft, ibid, pp. 227-8.
164  Art end lls /VWiners, ibtd, p 218.
165  I he Hei'it'ol oj Htirulu raft, ibid, p 220. l6ft Art and Its Fiodkterj, ibtd., pp. 218-9
16? I Factory as it Alight He, 1884, Noneiiuch* p. 65.1.
Part III, Chapter VXi
1. Amm of * Am Eftoth, 1885, Signs, p. 192
.!	,md	he	held	lhai	jieoplr	who	do not do their fair there id tutisl work a;c
damned ihlrvr*'1 (tirrnord SHAW, Morn, to / knew Him May MORRIS If «
[bookmark: bookmark304]IX),

3.  True and False Society, 1886, JACKSON, p. 31 S.
4.  How We Uvt and How We Might Live. 1884, Nonesuch, p. 575
5.  To the Rev. George Bainton, 4 April 1888, Letters, p 285
0. Art and Socialism, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 640.
7.  “Why Not?”>*!<*, 23 April 1884, p. 2/1, May MORRIS, H p ^
8.  Useful Work versus Useless Toil, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 619.
9.  A Factory as It Might Be, 1884, ibid., pp. 647-8
10.  Useful Work versus Useless Toil, ibid., p. 619.
11.  A Factory as It Might Be, ibid., pp. 648-9.
12.  Ibid., p. 654,
13.  How We Live and How We Might hue, 1884, Nonesuch, p 582
14.  Mews from Nowhere, ibid., p. 68
15.  “Why Not?”, ibtd.
Ih. See particularly The Two Paths, Lecture III. pp 153-4.
17.  Cf. Ray WATKINSON: William Moms as Designer, p 2V
18.  “Attractive Labour”, Commonweal, supplement of June 1885. p 49/H
19.  A Factory as It Might Be, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 647. - In Useful Wwi mm Lnkn T*, 1884, (ibid., p. 619), he similarly refers to “raising food from the summMi-# countryside”.
20.  Ibtd.
21 Useful Work versus Useless Toil, ibid., p. 619.
22.  “Attractive Labour”, ibid.
23.  A Factory as It Might Be, ibid., pp 652-3.
24.  Ihsd^ p. 648.
25.  “Why Not?” ibid. - Cf : “ . ., Our working hours woukl rather be merry panm of men and maids, young men and old enjoying themselves over t heir work
We hoe and How We Might hut, Nonesuch p 582),
26 A Factory as It Might Be. ibid p. 649
27. Technical Instruction. May MORRIS, I, pp 209, 211, 220 See also Ar. mi * Bma of the Earth, 1881, JACKSON, p. 163.
28 MACKAIL, I, p. 373
29. See. for example, this anecdote related by hi* daughter Mr Ihachcw I an** says he remembers being m a room at Merton Abbey talking to Vkardlt xtiifo Morris was working at a design for a chintx, when a fashionably dressed gentleman called. Who he was I do not know, but Moms went on working wt£r talking to him, and presently he said: “But Mr Moms, can’t you get *>mrWr » do that spotting for vou?M and Moms replied. “Do you think 1 m such ft foala*at let another fool have the fun of doing the spotting when I have had the grind if ho >ng the design?” (May MORRIS, II, p 623)
30 Cf. Ray WATKINSON. ibid, p 53.
3! “Hi* view was taken up by the crafts movement* with its belief that a dnagwr should execute his own work. It therefore comes as a surprise to realise that 1afo* own pattern-making Morris was little influenced by this theory. Apart frcroto own tapestry and a few early experiments in other technique* he executed none at his own pattern designs. He did not even produce the majority at them under wt own supervision. All his wall-papers and many of his carpets, wiks and iiusaan were made by other manufacturers It is true that tn many cases the method used was hand production rather than machinery, but this did not 1st any way rrtMbfe the free handwork of medieval craftsmen in most of hts manufactures Moms used a pre-Victorian process, but it was always organised in the workshop an ft serial basis, with different craftsmen responsible for different pans of the sequence and none of them making an individual contribution to the design The onh important exception was in embroidery, although a very limited discretion was ato allowed to the glass painters and tapestry weavers*' (Paul THOMPSON 7*

i4V4 H Mmw, p 95); ‘ Morris And C-ompsiw was in fact An extreme es- amplr d thr division ol labour in |Um work. To begm with, the firm nmr made tit own glass Thr white and coloured pot metal was chosen hy Morn* from Powrii < stock The only colour added by the firm wot yellow Hmm There was fiw>« (cat tuct but equally import aim dhtnon of responsibility in the designing pmrti and scenes were designed by most of the part nets, but the backgrounds in nhirh thev were set were designed either b> Webb or Morm ' 7hf pp ! tV-2U).
12 ' h is true that hit designs were earned out by hand, but not by fast hand He almost never executed any of his designs himself. He wove one tapestry to discover how »t should be done, he wrote out tome illuminated manuscripts; but that m ail; except pomibtv for a frw pieces of stained glass which he may have painted All the mi. including thr great mass of wall-papers, chintses, embroideries, carpets, and so on on which hts reputation is based, were executed by others. Morris was not therefore a dexigner-crafismsn at all in the sense established hy hts own wntinc*. he was a paper-designer whose designs were executed by professional craftsmen operatmg according to ihr hated principle of division of labour" (IVht FlXXT) Tkr hivtojinvia of H’dhx Ifem, Thr fiimn. 14 October 19A4, pp 615/11. 616/1).
33	in H fmM	mi A«6v#. 1963. JACKSON, p 12*
54	Thr	S«n»h	■ iv Aast, 1966, May MORRIS, II.	p 466
[bookmark: bookmark305]35. Gpsd, p. 460.
36 Af, p 134.
3? hd-Ahng, p. 322.
36 "Loukmg Backward". Cmmmmml. 22 June IW^, p 195/1. May MORRIS. II,p 501
'9 H Halbdat SPARLING fh AiktKXf Xm id tti/lmi Ifrmi, .Vfn/W V^msi!
p I". THOMPSON. p 612
40 [bookmark: bookmark306] JW, p it.
41 in	mO» Ahiwm * 166J, JACKSON, p 140
42 To	Robert	Thompson, 20 June 1164. UtUu, p	20!
43  1x4/ 9‘id <wio f safer TW. 1964, Nonesuch, p 117
44  76* /*•*» Ltmmrnt of * AwA. 1967, LE MIRE pp 164-5
45  "Attractive Labour**. Coaamnssaf, supplement «f June 1965, p.49/1
4a An aod Knimm" Cmm*nu«*{. |0September 196". p 261/11 May MORRIS II. p 495 Of MARX and ENGELS In a communist society there are no painters but a moat people who engage in painting among other activities" (7h (ifmn hMgt, p 432)
4 The Reward of (.emus ', Cwwiasis/, 25 September 1896. pp 205/11 206/1, May MORRIS II, p 466 Cf. . **., . fi would not do for men to be absorbed entirely m such arts In would tend to disease, to ants-aooal babcts which would burden the Community with a new set of idlers, and (if the others were such loafs) tn the long run to a new set of masters'' (//«s> \Mt Hv Low ThraA 1966.11 5.C Amsterdam, p. 16).
46 [bookmark: bookmark307] Smudim, Mi Cwd mi Oxkmm, pp. 305-6.
49  / i/A*/ H«d arm Uselesr 7mI, 1884, Nonesuch, p. fit.
50  A Fmtory m H Might Be, 1694, tbd., p. 650.
51. I nfui Wmh ssruu Vmfms 7ml, ihui, p. 622.
52  Ah md ah /Wpfc, 1683. May MORRIS, II. p 402
53  Hm M r fate sd //so hr Might Iam, 1884, Nonesuch, p 581. Morris wrote m 1863 to TC Horsfall: Ml have guarded myself against the imputation of wishing to get rid of all rough work I would only get rid of as much as possible of atf the nasty and stupid work, and what b left I would divide as equitably as might be among all cUsiei" (MACKAIL, II, p 96)
54  Brace GLASIER H'Ulmm Mmn$ md the £eWy 0syt §f (hi Sotmlift Mmmrrn, p 82

S*t*% -Mm	to-**-
[bookmark: bookmark308]■*N-. I* It
[bookmark: bookmark309]fk*n m |ts ,
»"•	H (t
[bookmark: bookmark310]$.	p §
W, Mht,% h ti *J IM |.i | if4 *2 fat., t* m fl: faff . % P
M 4h •■>»« Ilk tw>, Mn, Mn„t
” I.'*	IWM,	N»h"u.|, U	M p *'
Aft Wm	XmM*..,	,*,rf	.,	®| .
« I t I |,»N hHtti l\ w.,i*	1'	/’**	'«»*	4ft	Wilton
UtKkirrn iiJ ftli l»t|!td* ul tialulr ... ill JL	h*v*	***'»	fti/L	>
tmtto t,i ihih'' 111 ,<ntm	his (I «*,/ /JL
t/.i, .in*.	S*‘lj	»«ti*	i,t,	*jjj,	ftwjA	I^1’ ft ‘
tt, /M( «}>. 8$*&	*"Sr
*" ' Mr	W	A«	Kdiirjrita",	ft#	,
t ##*, p.*/M-	?	•	k**,¥/
f.f&ti'H tif H	t'.fhhh,	It*',	Stffui	p l*4g
Hi S*t itmf ifc hr*hnt>\> !#**,	1?	/in
/ ««'/?»/ M wi virtu* /V/#t# TW* I§#4, Nittimuhj p fc|f»
[bookmark: bookmark311]'/^•;	##*»/ ih* IfrriHly a/ ihf iifirth, iHHj J#< k*M* p |0
' * Att tif$4 th* t**apit, I## J, May MOKnilt	ft, p JVf
N I fth 0i?mp to fh# Itti	mrtHfi >4 th#,	th? fe^- «//*/#, titty	St/m, %
%4'ii tifiH A par On it fmd t'mm ih*i *4 Ih* Mittjiht h»pu ^ JH*#
H’NIi fil# Wt*lrf *n0f*pif}i*4fi'> I tt	ih* |<t#r# uf '	fny
fti	f itfUjtiiii (*('¥( if	/ \tiih	*.h*t MSiMtit7	p	id)
7$: " ffapt *}{	hi	tm	wink	f	iff	v	h*pn	ta	t» tiiMiMyy Wm mi.
vv*«fIt	M iif h/tWPtfiUfi Itftim, p i$f
ff ’.- Mi . f'tfifi #iiy living with itlmtvinni pUbtoine i fht Jmn Atii ifUp iin<
M/M M IUjAN, |> tft|;
71 pi I N f it* '\(v*i04 i?f I'fitf**, * twp It VI, | )||	Ill
^	K MAf$.X fStfa*	fa th* IkminhuiiW* 0 th* t	nti*/ur	aj	fatUu&f	t.
hit	jiff W th f'PvitH t>f *,	IHHH. f/\(	KS* iS p /1
H j Aiiftt’I Jk&pi JVor/tAftf, NlUh. p HO
H’f fhtti s pp fMb) Huf WA	I KIN».V tN 4pin**n*ty rrmaik*	itu	hat) tk* **•*»*
&i tmiking i i hh *l, n wm *• lmpnriMm ** the thittfgtrwk i $yfa*, as ihiifimt, p *f$f $1. /M, p H tt H4 fhitf t l* I?J
k% Art ami ,Si**#ti4*nt Nitn**u< h< p 0Jh mWfft tr*uw*d #fK»# ‘turn, mi
in hi* fn tUf** 0ti*i *l*rr*h**t f#4Jt 4fte if» l*‘* pi vpfigAfwl* (u*ntf< ' ih*tt •
mM wittk *nd Isfihitth him, Aftd rtjufc# In ih# dwh **f In* h*t\*i" 1.1k* ftoy m fe ttig, i hittiti pff $9fr*hkH$, f) (* VV , IX, P tM-fj Hit Aft miff inhtMtt, IHH4, II,	p	Q*t
$7, \hfiw* /**?"* ..Yh/i’h***, tM t p 11%. \ U 11 At1 19 tiw **(urwpdi kf A tm ;4fiiwrt tii	'	(	f	h* AH uf St fkupt* 0'f9» SuneAw h, p f» W), ;i |»k4«urr ii *
pf*	ir&fttpAfpQft in ihr tit*Uifig **f rmf thirty that mt*y l*t. ta sf
#n -> 14 ft, Wpttfth a net	h JAi^KMfN, p 122}, " <fi«i plfsmrt Am**'
iri# m>iMt fifrtdiit ** tiff in ihf	*A	<hr wwkffiAft	‘ (Aft trndp ftvt* *ary,	#W, y
I fy}i fi; thr ,ffajgj htun r iA turt it itwn*$ pXwnuf in hi* iiirilf
. Immw vijtv's i fcrt&t (**,??} ISfrNft'*** it*A , ii fit. pttitf* ^ tt-hfft, ft-
•^Tjjrjmrj.iVirti1. ft JmC^ t#, f	|, frfef	t|,
<i. * >#nw«#.n	*M	Mi	iniMMH	rmm
H(>$* * OftAAlf M H il^ hirffti ayf Ik* $ *rdf fkupt «/ tkf
<jrMi	Hwirwh, p WT
"	* w w .wrf ^	«»,	May	ft.	pf	v**■*
W ^Y *7	th*4 9 Hkk
^ -t .	|M4,	p	Mi
-V	M«y Mount!!, Ht |i
^ *4 fail* \mt€h. tt**. jACIKAON, p W»
Jfwi f/ttfrtt TMf, ttWH, NtnmirH, *U*I
f	/r	Slight	(U, ttt4, (M,	Itw Haw W* l*k+ ii'M> Wt Higkh
100 tH4. iki4. p *ti|.
j |ie .„fhr<yi	M	prftict***	t*vr	M	W	*!vr
-liah	tf» lfr*«i»w	Ml*rtw irwfn ftyg very t#c* *A lb*
.«	<4	ihr	m'wWttv*	--■	Ihr	of	fhf	«#td	4wtMA*w#
.	,;is - 4n^	titr	*4 pttfdiif U ind fnfAM	*4	♦>»»*>	i^*W
A fwrnhHitm * *ait riihxr thr umr «f^u!rr<l Mr !*h*u#
it Mkifti M# *h4*r	wh»t <w «uy pifwti	br	*
*>,.Ais M#1' it- I'. NO I i,h Anti4M***4- H' tO t *M Wtt*k wnn lh*t*t* *f*dt iM, Mi t )4 A f wit*} h Mtiht &*. iW. p iw tt?	-->f	(IW -Withfi l**gwt It*'. THMMhOH, p ISi
tt* Hmwhm, %ii th 9*d fhnwm.p VA t/1 m frtwmint, H*pu\ 4* W
that ft* Haima* Mkire a d*y't worV «HimW W «t» Mmri, M Ca«^>#neiVav Mur Mvun. tor (kMwih. Half *« hmtr , tm C*H« , M* *0	;	^ Kr*f**fci«v hvt
Houfi
tit I/it- *V Iav* <rW l/at IV# .-Wtf*/ I 4##. Am( ,	>*0
lift T*r -tatiH #/*# fotkn, iMH, May MOHHt^» il> f> AM

121. “The Worker’s Share of Art* Qnmwtmh April IMS « •*,
122 “Whv I Am a Communist”. Lakrrty. February 1894, pUn
123. [bookmark: bookmark312] I'tffai Wmk 9trm Useless Tail, tM, p 620.
124. [bookmark: bookmark313] The Art of the finpf. 1679. Nonesuch, p. 522
125 [bookmark: bookmark314] The PnufmeU of ArrfuUthtn tn Qnlttnlm, 1881. lACKSOV ,» •>
126  Ibidp 264	J	*	2(*	2*
12 f. H Halliday SPARLING: Tht helmscotl Pressand Wiihm t/«rr>, u
[bookmark: bookmark315]p. 11.	;
128. [bookmark: bookmark316] Mahtskfi,\tW4. May MORRIS, II, p. 2?4. EdwardCARPENTER published immediately after the poet’s death, wrote "ft is my tkuJxL*''’1'' Mortis that his chief recreation was only another kind of *wt" /	* Morris”. Freedom, November 18%, p. 118/1).129. [bookmark: bookmark317] ‘’The Worker's Share of Art,” Commonweal, April 1885, p 18/1J130.  How We Live and How We Might Law, 1884, Nonesuch, p 580.
131. [bookmark: bookmark318] .\ews from Nowhere, ibid., p. 167.
132.  "Mark Twain says, apropos of Tom Sawyer’s white-washing, that
that w*e are compelled to do. and pleasure work that we choose to do ("Ok ‘Practical’ Socialists”, Commonweal. 18 February 1888, p 53/1 May MORRiy j; p. 307). May Morris relates, in one of her introductions "The itcidrar «f white-washing the fence and Tom Sawyer's astute device m deputing ho labour so that his neighbours ended by struggling for the privilege of working for him,oar poet in moments of naughty exaggeration declared to be worthy of Odytms More than once he read it at a Socialist conceit as a "little lesson in economy ~ to our pure joy for our studies in Socialism were solemn to distraction and needed some lightening” (C.W., XXII, p. XX). Moms s admiration for Mark I wain was immense: “I was really surprised at your not liking 'Tom Sawyer, fspttulK as it is so eery like Shakespeare, not to say Shelley," he wrote to F 5 KJlison hGo tober 1888 (Letters, p. 301).
133.  News from Nowhere, ibid., p. 168.
134.  The Art of the People, 1879, Nonesuch, p. 530.
135.  “For example, the horse in his natural state delights in running, and the dot fe hunting, while in the elementary conditions at savage human life, return ceremonies, and adornments of weapons and the like, point to a sense ot pietwtt and dignity even in the process of the acquisition of food (Stutahsm, tti on&th eat Outcome, pp. 301-2).
136.  Useful Work versus Useless Toil, 1884, Nonesuch, p 603.
137.  The Arts and Crufts of To-day, 1889, JACKSON, pp 231-2
138.  Useful Work versus Useless Toil, ibid., p. 605
139.  An and the People, 1883, May MORRIS, II. p. 394
140.  Art under Plutocracy, 1883, JACKSON, pp. 140-1
141.  True and False Society, 1885, ibid., p. 315.
142.  Ibtd , p. 313.
143.  Useful Work versus	Useless Toil,	1884, Nonesuch, p.	615
144 Art and the People,	1883, May MORRIS, II, p 395.
145. The Society of the Future, 1888.	tbid., p. 463.
146: Useful Work versus	Useless Toil,	Nonesuch, p. 614.
147.  Art and Its Producers, 1888, JACK SON, p. 208
148. . Listen to the blackbirds singing, surely for your benefit, and. I was gosag to say, as if they were paid to do it, but 1 was wrong, for at it is they seem to be doing their best" ("Under an EJm-tree; or Thoughts in the Countryside", Cen- momveat, 6 July 1889, p. 212/1, May MORRIS, II, p. 508)
149.  As To Bribing Excellence, 1895, May Morris. 11, p. 526.
150.  Architecture and History, 1884, May MORRIS, I, pp. 134-5; C.VV -, XXII. pp 306-?
151.  H. Halliday SPARLING: The Kelmscott Press and William Moms, Master-I.rafisnum.

M JJ
j52 MACKAIL, H. p 436
- for mr to res? fnun wort." he won id «av "means to die- CTh Watts-lAinton.
Mr William Morris 7v .4i*m<kwe, 10 October lbMf6. p 4k*/III, .rpf .lied Wl hi* book OU Famluss Facts, p 247).
154  " I ndrr no conceivable ctnuimunro would I »*» if up rw# d I could1' ■ Jjtitrt, p. 166) Cf “our daily and necessary work which wr would rn* forget if wr could" (7kr Pr ipccss cl .twkrurlaw >• f «i/ij»(m*i, IM1 JACKSON, p
155  W SCAWEN BLUNT .Wr Wartet, I, p 296
|)t IV Who .f kr Future, 18h8. May MOKKIS, II, p 464
IV fh Hattt-Dunion, iM. Tht Artmamoi. 10 October 1496. p 48*/I, OU Pmtslsssr Font. p 242 IP Or //< e» ,irti, H?1, Nonesuch, p 496 144 IV ll'.jvr «/ <6> DWrnt Iiirr, C W., XX. pp. 44, 64
I wi Smtn btm S wtVtr, Nonesuch, pp 37-8 This p«Mip underlines the error of interpretation tommnird by W H C Arm yt age in his remarkable hmary of utopian r«(immfMt m Kntlind “Liking his own work, he could not we why other people should im like theus" he wrote {heavens Below, p. 308)
161  fur Fssht Sawn 1886, JACKSON, p. 314.
162 w kr V*-.aitsi Lmgm. Note C. THOMPSON, p. 855
16' «!<:■■■>"!kin htmscif envisaged this possibility in Tkt Cwpnl of Bread, and George h™4«k. the historian of anarchism, was much put out at the paternalist sc tone adopted by the Russian libertarian towards these anii-soctai individuals (C WOODCOCK Asm**,**, pp 142-3)
164 " tbe hope of (tun in honour and wealth with which the work m done, which causes pfcssurabte etc uemens, even when the actual work is not pleasant “ sjima “ "v Vet V-r Nonesuch, p 86). l«5 Art mi :v IStfit. IM). May MORRIS. II, p. 394.
IM .4> 7* Rn*«v Excellence, 1894. ibid, p. 424 16 t Asrtwt at is UgV Be. 1864, Nonesuch, p 652
!-v* Guting backward". Ctnmmumi, 22 June 1889, p. 194/H. May MORRIS, U, p 406.
169	IV lesser Arts. 1877, Nonesuch, p. 414.
I n	IV kiiysti 0} AuhiSetlure is Cu*iir«Cu»t, 1881,	JACKSON, p 269
C| Sttri /-um .ViutWtt. Nonesuch, p. 91.
172 Ad. p 84
174 F ENl.1.US IbalerSut oj .Katun, p. 279.
I’d See above, p 645, n. 51
t ■ ' K MARX. The Cnltqttt of tkt Gosha Programme, p. 31 Hat pity that this fundamental work is unknown to those critics who persist in asserting that Morris was anti-Marxist and who present a curious picture of Marxism For instance. Monsieur Victor Dupont, in the introduction to his bilingual edit too of 3asd/<> dr attilt pari, does not hesitate to write “he well	knows that orthodox	socialism has
never regarded productive labour other than	as an obligation” (p.	33).
176  ''Answers to Previous Inquiries”, Commas ml. supplement of September IMS, p 87/11. Vi.. after a little, people would father be anxious to seek work than to avoid it” {Hate Wt Litre and How ftV Vi(V /«*, 1884. Nonesuch, p 582)
177  tisi brm .Vstwtorc, Nonesueh, p. 86
178. JW.. p. It
179 IM., p. 12.
ISO.	Aal. pp 26-7.
181. IM. p. 43.
182	IM.. p. 44


'*«	H	,n
'* tM mat iwj...
rr *•*«**. ",0« Ma* MOttkig ||
■ M iff mdn Ate*!, !**V 1*4 Ustlb. **5
♦4 7*r /».-« Atfj td tjrp, ?»*J UjksunA **•
*»V 7 V ?ia/W> «? <' hHtttmn ,»	'	*:	}*,
5f .'f" "7* Vw'^"’	p	?«	'*	,.
6- <3	I fe>t OmW	l.*H Ih,, Uih t>.
<trtkarety men thmnnt fliingt mu <* « 	w,*4»	met
C M ... XV, ,, || >	*	■'	***«>-<	•	Z	*
64*	. , i.’Mfite bn, for * tong ittne itrm ,
m Ailcmili, r.atta i lit rw~» ok »•»■. tmpu lit m.
dytm, iMftewd faudt t,itim-ut tmi	**"**»	******	w'**K,
if inn utMtr and wt**t psjp, »	***">*	dttm	em	**?**»,'
feniKtlfio of	ui t,n, hit. ,g	iTT..-*.
«wl HVVhH / tfejftar tt ht	w	“M,	■
69. /a# t md and the Meant, ;«** M** MOkltit, ,,	*■>
?0 Tht Stujrty »/ M* hit**- iJMM, ahg , p 4«j	*	^
7'f, dot and Aim rtdttmi, IJMU, \m,t.,. t, I 7-2 Make shift, 1894. M»» MOM 8 III |( » «■%
73 Ihcfed Wttri attetn I ‘teU.j I mi. | 4m.	_),	.
?4. 8'to Srxtaiutt Hmet ItUMI t t MlJt) f, is,' * "
75. fyvahly, I<188. May MOMMA it p >
f awn***!, I.e. thepaety. I ##4 R M /Utt Ma « jlu .s.
77. MARX and KSUtUS. the im*. I***, * j • ^
78 f LiN<»EL-S Aam-Hdhmap. « III, jwnaSefc.	,
7*. Ati mdUbum, l«M. L£ Mlk*.. p tr
W> Htm W* loot mad Hum Ht Might /.«*» ;ft**	IW*****,	p •
81,  heart perm Aettrhe**. tied, p 44
82.  7Ah>- RV lU»af mmd Htm R> Mtpm tarn, did pp	47a	«;■*	t.r-
U
A"*** A-nAfw. >*i4, pp t.<* w 84. t/tfttd tt —t tat ten Umdni tmi. that j 414 6,7. Hmtan 4 .. Vn* l/a 4- 1 HA .	p 104
86 7V #n>w gf4~>n|6mRna. IR>;%	1». Iff ■
*7 T*m.mmd Fmbm Smtmet, |M6 Jw R»>N p|» •><.. * .a. •.
68	/.w, - . -;. v'• .<t* htxeirdk, 1 wtitfvttuta,	,	i	p
ddt. fiasmm mfm . W (the*, itws.	.	p. ,s*.>
90  -Viv,vss&#»t. tie fjnmdk mmf Cketrmm. »
91  liattirttto at ha V» tain* Lraput Vahr C IHOMKv A ,v. ♦'.»
**2. "Smntt and QuevK-i.	tMAtai-Mti • iwwim. ■'•■ 7s.- ><s. ,
4,4. 4 Hanir* <d jtatm Unfit N .smw ts p. 250, f*r tdap. pp 21*. ’ 3h*
94. Him HmtmiMk Warn. i**4. I t XltRfc jp 2SH- M /», .»> «w» ^'*»r fmttmt.. MR.Mtf kMJRJlta	H
*i-j • Aya» 7 .,, .*..,	»•.
9'	. p lit
m tndfpn '*> M. >2*.
«*r #nt,. ?#■ 2*. &.'
100. "	t,7>'yjtd had tdHmrtjwat- anoM <nai>wi»Ri(i nmmttmtfte** nd mdttt <wi.»> *n
. ara-w fmr amm v4r <** cmU\ m dtm- mnmd 8*46 i»wt. i* Ikm jpw** tesfesC " y lW*6A* Ml lis t f :	p-	v"*j
'yftt •	tHr^Wwowr 4NI * mmaid mtptfi Pwdk me nJUl. «W irM »» d* W9W*
. . IwdainR psibUr ia** -..<«• *ss w« <a»m» a) mtm-ad ad tdm	*	m mmtd
Th» »«W <wtR» 4wa«t *|wm «nd askfiijHijwei »•» atxadmn ppMt* wr.tiwwe «MW4-«rwM» mtm.hiuummmXcpmata imm. tm tmmmt m t*** m.mm*
♦ ** *	**9	'*
imp tnMlP*-	#•	$’■'	I	%N*#	IlMMWI	4iR^	(fcff*1	■'■	* OTP'
M^»r# <p	*	OTWW1"	OT^*w	«4MW	4#	IpOTOTf A# «t 1OT pT»
na aHp '•«•*■# ■ "■ r’s';1'	^0	,|W)OTOT.	'	- OTMljMlk.)hl VOTiOTi	'*** OT
s.__. ..	j.- a -nm* -*?i' % :;^' i-V5 ?. fcp i-. v r-4|, s;:-^?r	^fcOTOT&OT*	OTOT	^OTW H
- • 4 #% ''• -'w i-f	MKAMk.	'«MB	pi- f' ?.■
V- - ■■ '	^	V%	OT|;*.	I^wwwewfc
I-it Vs -■;/. ■	lOT-	Mm	II
-•■ .•	i..*.:^ ..	mamb* •** timwmm m t$m dnmnmm-at htanam iMmw, *******
ml >.«*«» ■■ *	~:v-‘ A mmWhm bmnOetmm. taJUMHnn A'df"	attn 4k* am <4	*■*!*
,,.■*•..	w»< e-.£ ddmatmmd m **■».««• fjptm	‘War l.*«a	*	*«»•
e.w4i>w»«wrathmmmm~dm*jH>in«a>idb.dm s;,^	Ms****
niiii an ■:--■■	■«. Wim r **> R* Whw #«» deamt mam'npmptbp.Ptntm. «*w». am
ijpmi matin n am Ipdmtmt, tptttvi ** taunt* tdptnh mt.tn mere* d ai kurptiH Stvm 00 ImMMmMMPK 0mb OTfl 90 000099	MfcOT
v, -:;w .f. MM! MOTOTP	ipjl'iA,	HOTMy	*’W ipMpMI '$«£•«***''IN|pk.
■'.	-90!	'00 0n000»% <-00000 lipe.'fcjtf	0000000.000
«M« OTlOT I'MMilf* OT #%5'	OTMfk'	4OT# ll# .l9lil^ #??. imMi. #MP ’MflSPk
hnm Amnm mfttmpmthmm ■mmm rntm hptt.	444***
w*» *■«* »i»<w4 mitnxi **8 nn-, <n dm pmmut >mipd4*'ht.t put* mm,, m mutpdm ammo HtmndmmmmmtntnHtm hwdHn tm»+» wwip* rnmu^t * fm apm *m# **v* ntt w; H%««r w yttmd 4,u* indwr"

W JUi
w - tR	p.	67o
109-10	* **"'#<"»£,*
12, 5°"n °f * W ,H -	'	t#f(>	/)„,
'***
1  sr* ^itiiftSi”*•
126	‘	,M.
f* iwia/um, t&rf,
Pm Sf*?	«w.	pp i97.
Artist and Artiagn”, Ormmmtwecl lo <L IL p 495	*	lu^ptcmber	}M7	,	^ ,.
|2* f-Wmmnm, 1893. Nonesuch, p 667	’
JJO “Artwt and .Vrtwan”, j'W,
’ Tru* and Foist Society, 1886, JACKSON
2 ‘ Heward of Geniu*M, Commonweal	2S &L
MORRIS, H, pp. 488-9	Member	1886,	p.	20S/U; m,
>" I ENOELSrTA# Mhmm* Qwshm, p 3t	Cf v	uauy r.„.	.
Eragtatnmr, pp 27*8, Capital no 90 581	V vv/.-.i	^fdttpu0/ Ik
[bookmark: bookmark319]Tw md False Soady. Itg*SSaSioS^jg0^ WW^ >2IJ 1*5 Dmm *f <s AW Epoch, 1885, <$uprs, p. 191
M	1'	l8°2.	H.M.	Add	Mm,	45	535.4	(9). May MORM^r,
157. fhjuvt of a Mcuu Epoch, ihidy\ p. 196.
[bookmark: bookmark320]1 1R The End and the Meant, 1886, Maty MORRIS, If, p, 429.
159, 7rv W Eahe Scniely, ibtd., p. 311,
I Han We Lwe and Haw We Might Litre, 1884, Nonesuch, p 583.
141 Art and the Petrpte, 1883, May MORRIS, U> p. 398, Cf **Nu ifuiivi^ual wouldbr able fo employ a workman to work for him at a profit” (7rut«WPahs Shdely*ibid., p 512).
142.  7 rue and Emit* Society, ibid., p. 315.
143.  {UrmmsetHsm, t.e Property, ibtd ; May MORRIS, II, p. 348
144  H'A#f w. f.tints Want, 1884, L.h MIKE, p. 22H
145 [bookmark: bookmark321] L)mm of a Mtu Edpoch, ibid., p. 194.
146 .iWiWii/i IfWi ibid., p. 227.
14 9 Sfunif/iit* of the Sotuiliet Jeojfue, Note C. THOMPSON, p. 855 |48 Eme &ftd False Society, ibtd, pp. 312. 315.
149  MARX and ENG I AS The ( .'omnium U Manifesto, p, 29
150  {omnntcniem, 1893, Noiifnurh, pp 669*70.
131 f he Satiety ed the Eoiort, IMKtt, May MORRIS II, p 460,
[bookmark: bookmark322]152	V#«;f from Aotthere, NonriMi h, p. I 38
?4%	p 33.
154, /Jkr M*y #< (Jomeng, CK*mte foe Smialsfts, p. 4, C W , IX, p 180.
365 Wlu< h t* what Wells did hot rtiurely uodrr#taiid whan lie wrote More, *w*. da tWeti privac y and ruled an absidute community of good#, at any f»is, ww*t&* emxiin$ a* the Victorian Vtofna*, did C&fopl, llwt Cabot*#Owwwwwibwi>oatt the "(trr sum*1' type, and the g<M»d« were yours after you had trquisuioned tnrifl Hut »eem« the v**c In the '’NWIwit11 *•! Mmrii uleo (Compared with the *44 wHtm, HeUamy anti Mturui b*v* a vivfd sense of individual separaiwii end tb^* depart or e Bow the old homogeority it irtPirfantly marked to justify a dittfte what Iter itiwe will Ire arty wore thurt*njfhly < <»iHnmniiih Utopia* Itw eve* (4 Mod***t	p 9).
Vofc! fo fA« Text: Part III, Chapter IX
Part III, Chapter IX
I The Socialist Ideal, 1891, JACKSON, pp. 317-8, 321.
7 ir/ under Plutocracy, 1883, ibid., p. 132.
3  At a Future Show, 1884, May MORRIS, II, pp 409, 417.
4  The Beauty of life, 1880, Nonesuch, pp. 341-3.
5  The Prospects of Architecture in Civilization, 1881, JACKSON, p. Mol.
6. Art and the People, 1883, May MORRIS, II,	p.	399.
7. Useful Work versus Useless Toil, 1884, Nonesuch, p.	616
8.  Art under Plutocracy, ibid., p. 140.
9. Makeshift, 1894, May MORRIS, II, p. 474.
10	Situs from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 90.
11.  The Arii and Craps of To-day, 1889, JACKSON, p. 231.
12.  Art under Plutocracy, ibid., p. 132.
J3. Art and Socialism, 1884, Nonetuch, p. 627.
14.  The Lesser Arts, 1877, tbid., p. 495.
15. [bookmark: bookmark323] Ibid., p. 312.
16.  Art and the Beauty of the Earth, 1881, JACKSON, p. 163.	Cf.	:	“	.	.	. not only	is it
possible to make the matters needful to our daily life works	of art, but.	.	there is
something wrong in the civilization that does not do this” (77w Laser Arts of Left, 1882, MACMILLAN, p. 182); “. . the turning of necessary articles of daily use into works of art” (The Prospects of Architecture in Civilization, 1881, JACKSON, p. 266).
17.  Raymond RUYER: l/Utopie et Us ulopus, p. 51.
18 The Beauty of Life, 1880, Nonesuch, pp. 561, 562.
19.  Newi from Nowhere, ibid., p. 125.
20.  The Lesser Arts, ibid., p. 302.
21.  the Prospects of Architecture in Civilization, ibtd., p. 257.
22  MACKAIL, II, p. 8.
23  Art and the Beauty of the Earth, ibid., p. 167.
24  Address delivered on 14 February 1889 at the prize distribution at the School of Art and Scieiw e in Macclesfield, of which we only have the gist from an account in the loral press (“Mr. Morris on Art Education”, The Macclesfield ( 'ourier and Herald, 23 February 1889, p. 3/11).
23 MACKAIL, I, p 186.
26. H. lialliday SPARLING. The Kelmscott Press and William Morns, Master-Adraftsman, p. 10.
27  Add tew on the Collection of Paintings of the English Pre-Raphaelite School, May MORRIS, I, pp. 307-8.
28  “I articled myself to G.E. Street {the architect of the new Law Courts afterwards) who was thm practising in Oxford; 1 only stayed with him nine months however . .M (To Andreas Scheu, 5 September 1883, Letters, p. 185).
29. “1 observed . how many things he knew that were quite out of our way; as, r g •nhitrcture” (MACKAIL, I, p 44).
10  Holbrook Jackson nukes this relevant comment i Ur earners of Dreamt, pp. 138-9)
H AMR HALL, it* his comments in Selections from the Prose Work* of Witlusm Morns
(p XIV), reproduce* this opinion word for word and adopts tt as his own. without, however, acknowledging his source 12 MACK All., 1, p 78.
11 7he Rewind of Architecture, 1888, C‘.W.,	XXII,	p.	330.
14 the Society of the buiure, 1888, May MORRIS,	II,	p	463
15  A h'tulury at It Might He, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 648.
16 Art and Smatum, 1884, ibid , p 640.
.17	t he Beauty of L.ife, 1880, tbid , p 559.

PP ®W.
40  7V Beamy of Lift. M, pp 558-9.
41  7V Lets** Arh if Lift. 1882. MACMILLAN
42  TV fUwmd of	18M,	C	W, XXII.
45 7V PmpoeU of Asttwtoeam m (Vkmm, l&gj. JACKSON: p 2<S
*0 Aims from Aaoohen, Nonesuch, p. Jl.	r
47. Smrmhtm, & Gmmtk mi Outcome, pp 307-g,
48  7V Lriirr Am of Lift. IS82, MACMILLAN, p m.
49  RL'SKLV 7V Smart of Venice, fl, VT, §40.
t§. TKt Aft of the PeopU- 187$, Nonesuch. p. 524
51  TV AMpttr ^ 4nVdw at fwi'ittfiw. ibtd
52  7V History of Pattern-Dttigmng, 187$, MACMILLAN p 168.
53  TV 6rtfar Reauat. II, 1884, LE MIRE. p. 87
34 Art, Wealth and Ruhr.r, 1883, JACKSON, p. 119.
53 Af<*ktttlm* and History,	1884, May MORRIS, I, pp. 128-9.
56.  7V /<tVu of Pmidng	Materials upon Architecture, 1891, CW. XXI1. pp. ytvt
57.  Gothic Archtiexture, 1889, Nonesuch, p. 480.
56 7V laftuessct. of Building	Materials ..ibid., p. 402.
59.  Ott the Extrrnol Coaervtg	of Roofs, 1890, C.W.. XXII, p. 409
60.  "They were all roofed with oak shingles, mostly grown as grey as stone; bat m
was so newly built that its root was yet pale and yellow” {A Ortm if Jdx tot,
Nonesuch, p. 201L
61.  TV haspocts of Architecture m CwiU&tiion, ibtd.. p. 252.
62.  7V Lesser Arts, 1877, Nonesuch, pp 514-5.
63.  .4a Address guea at the Distribution of Prizes to Students of At Bmonfbm Mmsfd
School of Art, 1894, CW , XXII, pp 429-30
64.  TV lesser Arts, ibtd, p. 515.
65  The Arts md Gafts of To-day. 1889, JACKSON, p. 233.
66  .Van from Moaektn, Nonesuch, p. 9
67. Hod., p 22
66. Ibid., p. 154.
69 /fed., p. 179.
70. /W, p. 159.
71  /fad., p, 63. Cf. : **. . . or would you like to come with me into the City tad at
some really fete building?" (p. 96).
72  Ibtd., p. SI.
73  feW Sooahsts Wmt, 1888, L£ MIRE, p. 230
74: “Notes on News” Coemaamoeol, 28 May 1887, p. 172/11; May MORRIS. U> P?
75. LXhfmuatmr, Oeamts do Satat-Smm et d’Eafaati*, t XX, pp. 52-3
76 Maiaag the Best of It, 1880. C.W., XX1J, p. 114.
77.  W.R. LETHASy. Philip Webb and bos Work, p. 94.
78.  Horn We Lioe and Haw We Might Luo, 1884, Nonesuch, p 584
79. [bookmark: bookmark324] 7V .4rf» eestd Crofts of To-day, 1889, JACKSON, pp. 233-4 80 Art, Wealth oetd Rubes, 1883, JACKSON, p. 130. 61. The Society of th* Fatten, 1888, May MORRIS, II, p. 467. 82. Socialism, its Growth md Outcome, p. 306. 8>. “X Chat with Mr. William Morris ”, The Dtniy Qtromcie, 9 October 1893, p. 3/^
293-4.

i tren \mhert. Nonesuch, p 13; see also. p. 131.
Mareiret CRENN’VV William Mams, htedmaiist and Rnwutunan. pp 110, US to The Life and Death »/ Jason, C.W , 11. pp. V-8. to S'res hen .Vowhere. Nonesuch, pp. 47, 93.
<$ )bk, p. 23,
S9.	Ibtd.- P 32. an Ibid.. p. 183.
91	Art and Industry m the Fourteenth Century, 1887, CAN	, XXH, p.	390.
no	gee. m particular, THOMPSON, pp. 264-80.
93  Architecture and History, 1884, C.W., XXII. p. 296; May MORRIS, I, p. 124
94  .Address et the Second Annual .Meeting of the SPAB, 28 June 1879, May MORRIS, I, p. 123.
95. 10 July 1877. Letters, p. 93.
99. To Mrs. Burne-Jones, July 1881, ibid , p. 150.
97 The Beauty of Lift. 1880, Nonesuch, p 555. - Cf. ;**... our ancient historical monuments are national property ..." (To The Times, 4 June 1877, Letters, p. 91),
98.  To The Athenaeum, 10 December 1881, Letters, p. 154.
99.  Westminster Abbey and its Monuments, 1889, May MORRIS, I, pp. 175-6.
100.  To	The Times, 5 February 1891, Letters, p. 336.
101.  To	The Dotty Sews, 17 April 1889, ibtd. p. 312.
102.  Westminster Abbey and Us Monuments, ibid., pp. 176-7. In an article written for the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings in	1893 under	the title	of	Westminster Abbey, Morris gives an historical account of the successive	dilapidations suf
fered by the Abbey (C.W., XXII, pp. 410-20).
103.  To The Dooly Mats, 30 January 1889, Letters., p. 310.
104.  .Viais-from .hinther/. Nonesuch, p. 30.
105.  The Exhibition of the Royal Academy, 1884, May MORRIS, 1, pp 233-4
106.  MACKAIL, I, p. 233; W.R. LETHABY: Philip Webb and his Work, pp. 153-4; Letters, p. 315. Sir Sydney Cockerell writes in his Diaries'. "He declared that it was the finest piece of architecture in England, and wanted to build a home like it He had not seen it when he wrote The House of the Wolfints (B.M Add Mss. 52 722 (32), 10-8-92).
107.  To	C. J. Faulkner, 17 May 1871. Letters, p. 41.
108.  To	an unknown correspondent, August or September	1871, ibid., p. 45
109.  To	Mrs. Alfred Baldwin, September 1871, ibid.,	p.	46.
110.  To Mrs. Burne-Jones. 13 February 1872, ibid., p. 46.
111.  May MORRIS wrote: “I do not think he ever felt in his heart that the house be named Kelmscott House was our real home . .. writing from London to us at Kelmscott he often spoke of ‘coming home’ No house in London could ever be invested with the passionate delight he had in our dear riverside home, the home of his dreams, with its poet’s garden which, in these evenings of early Spring, is an earthly paradise of colour and scent and song” (C.W , XIII p XVI)
112.  CW, XXIV, p. 417. - It is interesting to note that this embroidery was the work of Yeats's elder sister: “My elder sister stayed on and became an embroider ess under Miss Morris, and the hangings round Momss big bed at Kelmscott House flic], Oxfordshire, with their verses about lying happily in bed when ‘all birds sing in the town of the tree*, were from her needle, though not from her design (W. B. YEATS : Autobiographies, p 178).
113.  MACKAIL, I, p 225.
114.  Gossip on an Old House on the Upper Thames, 1894. May MORRIS, 1, pp 3,0-1.
115 “Night fell on us long before we got to Radcot. and we fastened a lantern so the
DTOW of our boat, after we had with much difficulty got our boats through Radcot Bridge Charles was waiting torus with a lantern at our bridge by the Corner a. 10
pm and presently the anciem house had mem «» arras again	‘To	Mrs.

[bookmark: bookmark325]Aupim Him, b'Urt «« |«7^,
[bookmark: bookmark326]Smhijt	H	li,H>' a
[bookmark: bookmark327]y** **-"« pi** tu-:m ihk fhr„ ,„„M t,r hM
[bookmark: bookmark328]By thu iwn-j uream
#h» i+i# pnffli
this hit uff\ timely mwhn »f the Jfumet*
2? gwrrl sight and sound* * hwjw most fa Itnrv to, $tt upon |fw» Wfr *«$/*
Wfort kindfy k>ik (htu t*vnnnn did ^d**” (p 1}?).
H*. May Morris wim, J of iht« book *• .,, lhr tc<n« < w„ «*n	,,
tdvmwnhwn the vrrv door of Kr(,n«ott Manor M>m»d m g » •(«.<.(<•. «,ving	find the second page describes rWiy ihrp^HMuT
taunt bet ween met and upland, with thr lord tt (hr corner where ihr foJ! til Srw* from Nowhere landed at their journey'* end"(CW , XVjll p '[ At the conclusion of The Well <n tht World’s End, the band of men wending up titvrn wav to the ane»ent fortress which i* lei with hrr ;ii ihr lour <ju»rtm u fMss.njr of gtrai beauty) are on their road to the defence ol the little hi*,*
I 'prorad* and thi* i* Kelinscntr, and Morris give* a loving picture ofihr medieval manor-house which doubtie** stood onre on the ntr of our home (M»*
MORRIS, I, p. M5)
11 7 ,A«« /row .\W4ere, Nonesuch, pp. 188-9.
1 1.8, flrf, p. 190, Of : "I am sitting in the tapestry-room . the beauty and quietness of the surroundings" (To Mrs Burne-Jones, October 1879, Lttttn, p, 132)
If9 IM, pp 189-90.
130. Union *i Patient-Designing, 1879, MACMILLAN, p. 171.
121.  Adttrm at tie 12th Annual Meeting of the SPAB, 1889, May MORRIS, I, p. 151.
122.  “In conclusion, he entreated them to find some use for their ancient churches, At to secularizing churches, using them for commercial purposes, he would by no mean* do so, He thought there might be a middle course between using there (or commercial purposes and deserting them. He thought they might be used for parish purposes, schools, or something of that kind*’ {Tht Architect, 6 June 1885, p
[bookmark: bookmark329]m/t).
123. AMs frvm Swvhm, Nonesuch, p. 68.
124 Tied., p. 17J
125.  IM , p. 194.
126.  IM., pp 136*7
127. [bookmark: bookmark330] fM. p. 150.
128.  IM. , p 151
129  fM. p. 152	  .
130  IM., pp. 30, 32 - Similarly, in Morris’s revolutionary comedy, The Tables Tma. m Supktns Awakened (1887), the law courts are converted into a free market for the distribution of foodstuffs to the needy after the seizure of power. (May MORRIS. 11, p 555).
131. Ibsd., p. 70.
132 IM.. pp. 30-1.
133. fM
134 /bid, p. 42 - In fact, it is debatable whether the reference is to the National Gallery as we know if or to a later reconstruction. Morris speaks of “an old building built before the middle of the twentieth century ”, which could justify the latter supposition; but, since the revolution happened in 1952, it can be supposed that1 hek who i* Clearly lacking in historical knowledge, simply means that it was pre-rtvolm ionary.
135. IM.. pp. 48-9 - It is intriguing to observe that Morris, who was always consisted, refuses to accept the opinkmof Ruskin, who wrote: “I ewpres* my sincere ad-


Solti to the 7e*t Part III, (Juspttr IX
vrry tvAAr rnfram *■ ynn grner&i
Seven Ijimfr. of ArtktfeUure, It. |I6(
1%
157, 13*
1)9.
HO
141.
142.
144
145.
146
147
148.
149.
150.
XXII, P 114
Academy, 1884, May MORRIS, I
mifxiion of the
Museum" 17 he
Ibid., p- 03.	  ,,
Makeshift, 1894 May MORRIS, 11. p
Making the Hot of It, 1880,iC W.
7 he inhibition oj the Royal
Sett,i from Nowhfff, Nonesuth, p- 19 1 he
morrow of the revolution” is plain here.
Ibidpp. 62-3.
IM., p. 64.
143 Ibid, p. 104 - Cf . "A* to the manufacturing towns
superfluous" (Socialism, its Growth and Ouhome, p. 314),
Ibid, p. 162.
Ibtd , a 68
An Address delivered at the Distribution of Prizes to Students of the Birmingham Muntnpal
School of Art, 1894, C.W , XXII, pp. 429-30
Sews from Nowhere, Nonesuch p. 65
Ibid., p. 165.
Ibid , p. 173.
“Communism and Anarchism" (Commonweal, 17 August
MORRIS, II, pp. 317-8.
151. The Society	of the Future, 1888, May MORRIS, 11, p. 461
152. Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 319.
153.  Useful Work versus Useless Toil, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 619
154.  Mews from Nowhere, ibid , p. 69.
155	Art and the	Beauty of the Earth, 1881, JACKSON, p. 169 -Cf	:	“I have	more than
ever at my	heart the importance for people of living in beautiful places;	1 mean the
sort of beauty which would be attainable by all, if people could but begin to long
for it” (To Mrs. Burne-Jones, 1880, Letters, p. 139).
156.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, pp. 312-4.
157.  Speech at the First Public Meeting of the Kyrle Society, London, 1881, May MORRIS, 1.
p. 195.
158.  The Society of the Future, 1888, May MORRIS, II, pp. 461-2.
159.  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 9.
160.  Ibid., pp. 22-3.
161.  Ibtd., pp. 25-6.
162.  Ibid., p. 31.
163.  Ibid., pp. 38-9.
164.  Ibid., p. 45.
165.  Ibid., p. 46.
166.  Ibid., p. 39.
167.  Ibid., pp. 63-4.
168.  Ibtd., p. 129.
169.  Ibid., p. 61.
170.  Ibid., p. 32.
171.  Raymond RUYER: L’l'iopxe et Its uiopies, pp. 42-3.
172.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, pp. 313-6.
173.  Makeshift, 1894, May MORRIS, II. pp. 474-5.
174.  Art; a Serious Thing, 1882, LE MIRE, p. 49.
175.  The Beauty of left, 1880, Nonesuch, p. 558.
176.  Speech at the First Public Meeting of the Kyrle Society, London, 1881, May MORRIS, 1, p. 197.
177.  ,4n Address to the Kyrlt Society, Noltmgkcsm, 188.1, May MORRIS, I, p. 204. Morns himself at the time of the construction of his fine Red House in Sussex in 1859,
B.	•	•	j

had drawn up the plans with	such care that it was not necessary to	fell *	*w0u
tree in the orchard (Cf. MACKAIL, I, pp 143*4}
178,	Mews from Xmbm, Nonesuch,	pp. 9. 22, 38, 46, 136, 138, 183, 188
179	'We must turn this land from	the grimy backyard of a workshop into a garden’
(Aft end ike Beauty of the Earth, 1881, JACKSON, p. 171).
180. "It is now a garden, where nothing is wasted and nothing is spoilt" Qfaufim .\*arheret ibid., p. 68).
181 To Mrs. Alfred Baldwin, 26 March 1874, Letters, p. 62.
182.  Art md Socialism., 1884, Nonesuch, p. 640.
183.  Making the Best at It. 1880. C.W., XXI1, pp. 91, 116.
184 How 14# Lite and How We Might Live, 1884, Nonesuch p. 583.
185. The Prospects, of Architecture in Civilization, 1881, JACKSON, pp 261, 270.
186 Totem and Country, 1893 (according to Le Mire; not 1894, as ts claimed by XiackailK MACKAIL* IT, pp. 305-6.
187. ‘‘ Why should any house, or group of lodgings, arranged in flats or otherwise, be without a pleasant and ample garden, and a good play-ground*” {“Why Not?" JW/wr 12 April 1884, p. 2/1; May MORRIS, II. p. 129).
188 “The Housing of the Poor”, Justice, 19 July 1884, p. 5/1; May MORRIS, II, pp. 127-8.
189.  Tatr* «*</ Country, thid.
190.  Mem from Nowhere, Nonesuch, pp. 68-9. It is fair to observe that these practical considerations were not urged from the beginning. A little earlier he was demanding the preservation of wild places in the name of romance and poetry. *... nay I demand even that there be left waste places and wilds in it, or romance and poetry - that is Art - will die out amongst us” (Art and Socialism, 1884, Nonesuch, pp. 640-1 ),* or in the name of historical piety: “nay, even to leave here and there some piece of waste or mountain sacredly free from fence or tillage as a memory of man's ruder struggles with nature in his earlier days” (Art under Plutocracy, 1883, JACKSON, p. 137).
191.  /fet, p. 179. Cf:”... the highway ran through wide sunny meadows and gar- den-like tillage” (p. 22).
192.  Addr/ss at the 12th Annual Meeting of the SPAB, 1889, May MORRIS, I, p. 155.
193.  The Earthly Paradise, p. 3.
194 This nostalgia for the green London of pre-industrial times is quite frequently found among Morris ?s contemporaries. In particular, I should like to draw attention to the beginning of chapter IV of Bamaby Rudgc, by Dickens, echoes of which 1 fee! I detea in more than one page written by our poet.
195. The Story of the Unknown Church. 1856, Nonesuch, p. 276.
196 MACKAIL, I, p. 143.
19 7. Memoriali of Eduard Burne-Jones, I, p. 212.
198  /**/,. H, p. 86.
199  To Lady Burne-Jones, 27 April 1896, Letters, p. 382.
200. Gossip about an Old House on the Upper Thames, 1894, May MORRIS, I, p. 367.
201 “There was an old-fashioned garden too, long neglected and drooping, but under Mr. Morris's care it soon resumed its ancient gaiety” (George WardU V Memorials cf Wdliom Morris, B M. Add. Mss. 45 350).
202.  AW//# /r<*n Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 69.
203. [bookmark: bookmark331] A/**?** /4e As/ //, 1880, CWM XXII, pp. 87.91.
204.  Gossip about an Old House on the Upper Thames, ibtd.
[bookmark: bookmark332]205 To Mrs. Bvrne-Jones, 23 August 1882, Letters, p. 159.
206. 77k# Hopei of Cwikgatiim, 1885, Signs, p. 88.
201. For example: “ .. the land was quite unhedged ... the unhedged tillage .. I was of course used to the hedged tillage ” (A Dream a/John Ball. Nonesuch, p. 200).
[bookmark: bookmark333]2GB. iia .iddnrs to the Kyrle Society, Nottingham. 18H1, May MORRIS, I, p. 204

20<J .Sews from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 9.
210.  Ibtd., p- 47.
211.  Tht Prospects of Architecture in Civilization, 1881, JACKSON, p. 250 -Cf. : “. . iron railing! of singular hideousness ” (Letters, p. 302),	. . the Saxon chapel . . . shamefully vulgarized by restoration, cast iron railings, and sixpence a head'’ (/but., p. 314).
212 Makeshift, 1894, May MORRIS, II, p. 476.
213.  Address at the 12th Annual Meeting of the SPAB, 1889. May MORRIS, I, p. 155 - Cf. MARX and ENGELS: The German Ideology, p. 65:	. . a subjection (to the division of labour) which makes one man into a restricted town-animal, the other into a restricted country-animal.”
214.  Town and Country, 1893, MACKAIL, II. p. 301.
215.  MARX and ENGELS: The Communist Manifesto, p. 35.
216.  K. MARX: Capital, p. 387.
217.  F. ENGELS: Anti-Duhnng, pp. 320, 325.
218.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 316.
219.  H. V. WILES: William Morns of Walthamstow, p. IX.
220.  See particularly p. 64
221.  C.W., IV, p. XIV.
222.  Cf. Jessie Kocma nova’s excellent analysis: The Poetic Maturing of William Morris, pp. 198-9.
223.  MACKAIL, I. p. 214.
224.  A. COMPTON-RICKETT: William Moms: a Study m Personality, p. 192.
225.  The Exhibition of the Royal Academy, 1884, May MORRIS, I, p. 233.
226.  Thomas MORE: Utopia, pp. 57-9.
227.  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 67.
228.  "Looking Backward”, Commonweal, 22 June 1889, p. 194/1; May MORRIS, II, p. 502.
229 “Notes on News”, Commonweal, 10 November 1888, p. 356/11.
230.  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 166.
231.  hid , p. 125.
232.  Ibid., p. 160.
233.  Ibid., p. 24.
234.  Art and the Beauty of the Earth, 1881, JACKSON, p. 172.
235.  The Prospects of Architecture in Civilization, 1881, ibid., p. 258. — Cf. : 41. . . we ought ... to treat the natural beauty of the earth as a holy thing not to be rashly dealt with for any consideration” (Some Hints on Pattern-Designing, 1881, C.W , XXII, p. 204).
236.  Art, Wealth and Riches, 1883, JACKSON, p. 130.
237.  Art and Socialism, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 641. — Cf.; “Then we should have nature beautiful around us again, for surely then no disgrace of foulness in air nor water would be suffered” (Art and the People, 1883, May MORRIS, II, p. 403).
238.  Letter to an unknown correspondent, 4 September 1882, May MORRIS, II, p. 585.
239.  The Society of the Future, 1888, ibid., p. 461.
240.  Mr William Moms on Art	Matters,	1882,	p.	7.
241.  Art under Plutocracy, 1883,	JACKSON,	p.	137.
242.  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, pp. 6-9.
243.  Ibid., pp. 64-5.
244.  Ibid., pp. 136, 149, 174
245.  Ibid., pp. 146, 159, 165.
246.  Ibid., pp. 178-9.
247.  Ibid., p. 183.
248.  Ibid., p. 43.
249.  Ibid, pp 64-5.

[bookmark: bookmark334]250,	introduction to hit bilingual edition	of MmvtUes it null* bait	n	V
251 A COMPTON- RICKETT William	Moms■ a Sturt,	in	hmJL	a v
252 [bookmark: bookmark335] Stopford A. BROOKE, four Port,, pp. 258*9.
253 [bookmark: bookmark336]RI SKIN 7he Stones of Venice, I, II, J 14.
254 Down of tt Nctv Epoth, IM)t SignSi p. 192.
235	The Water of the Wmdroui hlet, C W..	XX, pp 147*8
236.	Siwi ftom ffou/here. Nonesuch, p. 189,
[bookmark: bookmark337]237/ l(ndn pp 167^ 238. M, pp. 193*4.
259 This » what R Ruyer did not fully understand	when	he	wrote:	“Unlike	mr*?
utopists, Morris does not desire man's mastery over nature,	but rather a return to
harmony between nature and man'* (R. RL’YER LViopu el Us utopia, p 234; On the other hand, although he did not at all have Morris in mind when he wrote this, 0 Duveau expressed the problem very well; “There is a dreadful ambiguity tn the concept of nature; 1; There is the haven of rest, the return to fundamentals, the earthy and soothing, 2) There is the hard fact, with which one mux come to grips" (G. DUVEAU ■ Soctologie de I utr/pv, p. 193).
260 [bookmark: bookmark338]MACKAIL, If, p 307
261. Speech at a Meeting of the Kyrle Society, Kensington, 1881, May MORRIS, I, p 196
262* Tht frmpects of Architecture tn Civilization, 1881, JACKSON, pp. 246*7.
[bookmark: bookmark339]263 The Socialist Ideal. 1891, JACKSON, p. 323.
264.  The tjnser Arts, 1877, Nonesuch, p. 505.
265.  The AH of the People, 1879, ibid., p. 517.
266.  Technical Instruction, 1882, May MORRIS, Iy p. 211.
267.  May MORRIS, I, p. 37.
268 Thr History of Pattern-Designing, 1879, MACMILLAN, p. 133.
269. Textile*, 1888, May MORRIS, I, p. 247.
2^0 7 he Utter Arts, 1877, Nonesuch, p. 496,
2?1 Making the Bat of It, 1880. CW, XXIL p	111.
272. Some If ini i on Pattern- Design ng, 1881, ibid., p. 200,
273 Cf **	, in my mind, it h not possible to dissociate art from morality, politics
and religion. Truth in these	great matters of principle is of one, and it it only in
formal treatises	that it can	be	split up diversely" (The Art of Ike People, Wt
Nonesuch, pp 534-5).
274. Making the Best of It, ibid.* p. 86
2^5. The Day is Coming, Chants for Socialists, p. 3;	CW.,	IX,	p.	180.
276.  Han We Lux and How We Might Lwe„ 1884,	Nonesuch,	p.	583.
277.  The Issuer Arts of Life, 1882, MACMILLAN, p. 218.
27g Making ike Beit of It, ibtd., p, 113.
279. The Lesser Arts, 1877, Nonesuch, pp. 513. 516.
280  Paul THOMPSOM : The Work of William Morris, pp. 75, 80-1.
281  A COMPTON- RJCKETT Wttitam Morris: a Study in Personality, pp 30*1.
282  The Utter Arti of I Aft, 188 2, MACMILLAN, pp 220-1
283  7 he Am and Craft: of To-day, 1889, JACKSON, p 232
284  The Utter Arts of Life, ibid, p. 218.
285 .May MORRIS,	if, p 616.
286 mi\ would prefer	for my part	to	live with the plainest white-washed walls and
wooden chairs and tables < Edward CARPENTER: A/y Days and Dreamt, p. 217).
287.  MemonaB of Edward Burne-Jones, i, p. 213 Of “Look you, 4 bare walls, with (by some luck;- an engraving on them * <0/ the Papular m Decorative Arts, B M. Add. M« 45 331-2 <1.7; May MORRIS. If, p 70)
288. [bookmark: bookmark340] Xesos from Xowhere, Nonesuch, p. 138.
289 d Dream of John Bali, ibtd. , pp. 263-4.
290. Waller CRaNL WiUiani Momi to Whistler\ p. Jg

291  The Beauty of Life, 1880, Nonesuch, p. 562.
292  P. BLOOMFIELD writes, with some reason: “ . . charming and important though they are, they have distracted attention from the fact that Morris was above all a prophet, a sage” (William Moms, p. V).
293  “ ‘Wall-papers are a poor makeshift,’ said this designer of them many a time”
(May MORRIS, II, p. 616, note); see also May MORRIS, 1. p. 43.
294.  Textiles, 1888, May MORRIS, I, p. 250.
295.  A Dream of John Ball, Nonesuch, p. 238.
296.  ** ... for fine arras tapestry was the one decoration for stately buildings in our Northern countries” (May MORRIS, II, p. 616).
297.  See above, p. 405.
298.  Textiles, ibid., p. 245. Cf. : “ . . . nothing is so beautiful as fine tapestry” (To Thomas Wardle, 14 November 1877, Letters, p. 98).
299.  The Lesser Arts of Life, 1882, MACMILLAN, p. 206.
300 “Mr. Morris on Tapestry”. Pall Mall Gazette, 2 November 1888, p. 6/1. Morris had alto written, in 1882: ”... it took the place in Northern Europe of the fresco painting of Italy” (7 he Lesser Arts of Life, ibid., p. 207).
301.  Mews from Nowhere, Nonesuch, pp. 13, 93.
302.  Gossip about an Old House on the Upper Thames, 1894, May MORRIS, 11, p. 369.
303.  News from Nowhere, ibid., p. 190.
304.  To The Athenaeum, 26 August 1895, Letters, p. 375.
305.  “Mr Morris on Tapestry”, Pall Mall Gazette, 2 November 1888, p, 6/1. The reporter adds: ‘Indeed Boucher met with scam mercy at Mr. Morris’s vigorous hands, and was roundly abused, and modem Gobelins, with M. Bougereaux (nc) cartoons, fared no better”.
306  Textile Fabrics, 1884, C.W., XXII, p. 286.
307  .In Address delivered at the Distribution of Prizes to Students of the Birmingham Municipal School of Art, 1894, C. W., XXU p. 437.
308 The	Lesser Arts of Lift, 1882,	MACMILLAN,	pp.	205-6.
309 Textile Fabrics, ibid., p. 287.
310. The	Ijtsser Arts of I Aft, ibid.,	p. 208.
311	The	Prosptits of Architecture in	Civilization,	1881,	JACKSON, p. 270.
312.  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, pp. 13, 16.
313.  Making the Best of It, 1880, C.W., XXII, p. 93. Cf.; ”, . . the ttoor of the nave was paved with a quaint pavement of glazed tiles... ” {A Dream of John Ball, Nonesuch, p. 242).
314 Textiles, 1888, May MORRIS, I, p. 246.
315.  Textile Fabrics, C.W., XXII, p. 289.
316.  Textiles, ibid.
317.  An Address delivered at the Distribution of Prizes to Students of the Birmingham Municipal School of Art, 1894, C.W , XXU, p 436.
318 For details of Morris’s teaching on the art of dyeing, refer to; The Lewtr Arts of Life, 1882, MACMILLAN, pp. 209-16; Textile Fabrics, 1884, C.W., XXU, p. 292 Textiles, 1888, May Moms, 1, p. 249, and above all Of Dyeing as an Art, 1889, May MORRIS, I, pp. 260-6 See also letters, pp. 66, 75-7, 102, 184
319.  Cf Ray WATKINSON William Moms as Designer, p 43.
320.  Art and Socialism, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 631.
321  News from Nowhere, ibid., p. 13.
322  YEATS: “The Happiest of Roets”, Tht Formghlly Review, March 1903, p. 539 In his memoirs, Yeats gives another version of what Morris said; “I would like a house like a big barn, where one ate in one corner, cooked in another comer dept in the third comer, and in the fourth received one’s friends ’ (Autobtografthiei, p 180)*
323  Newt from Nowhere, ibid

*24
m
fbid. , p 3 l.
Th* I41
-
326
#f|g
[bookmark: bookmark341]U i *tk d*	^	mova^e	furniture	.. don 't
K4<*hng the Best of It, C.W, XXII, p 3 33),
[bookmark: bookmark342]% The Beauty of Life, 1886, Nonesuch, pp. 561*2.
ta$te heavily ornamented furniture reappears m n. ,
1882, MACMILLAN, p 220.	**’<"41
*28 7A Ait* and Cra//s of To-day, 1889, JACKSON, p. 232. Cf : “
with a book on it, a shelf of the same on the wall, and four or fiv* stools I say that is better upholstery for a reasonable man than the u h modern drawing-room** (Of the Popular or Decorative Arts, B.M Add u teryof, (1); May MORRIS, II, p. 70).	^
329. 4 tbeom of John Ball, Nonesuch, p. 203.
530. 71# lesser Arts of Lifef ibid., pp. 218-9.
331 C W.f XIII, pp XVIII-XIX
332. Bernard SHAW Morns as 1 Anew Him, May MORRIS, II, p. XX 333“.	, nor could Morris have endured any chair, table, sofa or bed, nor my hari .
such as were then in existence” (Memorials oj Edward Burne-Jones, I p 213^ 334 Walter CRANK William Moms to Whistler, p. 17.
33V Textile Fabrics, 1884, C.W, XXII, pp. 294-5,
336  Net* * from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 190.
337 [bookmark: bookmark343] ibid., p 94
338.  On the arts of glass-blowing and pottery, see Morris’s two lectures, TheLesmArts of la/e, 1882. MACMILLAN, pp. 185-98, and Art and the Beauty 0/the Earth, 1881, JACKSON, pp 156-7.
339.  Meters from Nowhere, ibid., p. 190.
,340. Of the lingtns of Ornamental Art, 1886, LE MIRE, p. 137.
341 \ri*i from Note here, ibid., p- 130.
342. S*H Killten, tis Growth and Outcome, p. 311.
343  Ed BELLAMY looking Backward, p 15.
344  MACKAIL. I pp 216-8
\45» Beniard .SHAW .' Moms as I Knew Him, May MORRIS, II* p. XIII.
346 “A tendon Socialist, Pen Portrait of a Rich Poet, Designer and Manufacturer”, The Ft+mng Star (Washington, D.C.), 4 November 1885.
347, Am'i from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 14.
348  ibid , p 32
349  ibid, p 33,
350. Ibid., p 49.
331. Introduction to hi* bilingual edition of Noun*lies de null* part, p. 74. Cf. *\ in truth his lace, dried-appic-like as it wm, seemed strangely familiar to me: as if I had wrn it Lrfore • in a looking-glass ft might br, said 1 to myself” (Nembm NnteNeee. p SO)- MThrrr ore traditions - nay, rral histories - in our family about 11. i«y grandfather was one of its vic tims (referring to the nineteenth renturv] 11 v<k> know i>oitieihinj{ siiout n, you will understand what he suffered when I tell yoo that he was in those day* <* genuine artitt, a man of genius and a revolutionist. I think I d<» uiwienuand., said I ” {Ibid, p. 90). See also the passage where old Hammond apologise* for his M»ll*temper” (p. 60).
352  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 60.
353  ibid, p 132.
354  . ibid t P ' 7 .- ■
■	ibtd t p, 12
55g thrd., pp, 19-20 357., fbtd<, p. 21.
334 * *	ir>	a	freah	suit	of	tkrthes,	welcomed	me	hack	with	stately	couitesy”	Ubd.
P *30}	7
[bookmark: bookmark344]21.
44.
359.  Ibtd, P
360.  mm 1129
361.  Ibid-. P j*9
362. [bookmark: bookmark345] Ibid-, p. 14.
363.  Ibd-, P Jj*3*
364.  Ibid, p. 33.
365.  Ibtd< PP-^38-9
^ A Drlam of John Ball, Nonesuch, pp. 201-2.
368. Ibid., p- 204.
369 News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 133.
370.  Ibid., p. 144.
371.  Ibid., p. 152.
372.  Ibid., p. 7.
373.  Ibid., p. 134.
374.  Ibid., p. 129.
375. .. Of a fine web” (p.	7); “	of a very fine woollen	stuff” (p. 129).
376	Ibid.y p. 129.
377.  Ibid.
378.  “For their garments, which throughout all the island be of one fashion (saving that there is a difference	between	the man’s garment and	the woman’s, between
the married and the unmarried)	and this one continueth	evermore unchanged,
seemly and comely to the eye, no let to the moving and wielding of the body, also fit both for winter and summer” (Thomas MORE: Utopia, pp. 63-4).
379 The Lesser Arts of Life, 1882, MACMILLAN, p. 226.
380.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 311.
381.  The Lesser Arts of Life, ibid., p. 225.
382 Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, ibid.
383.  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 130.
384.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, ibid.
385.  The Earthly Paradise, p. 178.
386.  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, pp. 129-30.
387.  Ibid., p. 133.
388.  Ibid., p. 130.
389.  Ibid., p. 129.
Part 111, Chapter X
\. Echo, 1st October, 1884, p. 2/IU.
2 Ibid, 7 October 1884, p. 2/VI.
3.  The Beauty of Life, 1880, Nonesuch, p. 552.
4.  Art and the Beauty of the Earth, 1881, JACKSON, p. 170.
5.  Speech at the First Public Meeting of the Kyrle Society, London. 1881, May MORRIS, i, p. 196.
6 the l*\ser Arts. 1877, Nonesuch, p. 497.
7. The Beauty of Life, 1880, ibid., p. 553.
8 Art, a Serious Thing, 1882, LE MIRE, p. 51.
9, Letters, p. 165,

10 Art and the People, 1883, May MORRIS, If, p. 384
11.  Art, Wealth and Riches, J 883, JACKSON, p. 130
12.  Art under Plutocracy, 1883, ibid., p. 139.
13.  The Gothu Rmvai, U, 1884, LE MIRE, p. 93.
14.  The Atms of Art, 1886, Nonesuch, p. 598.
15.  Hud., p 591.
16.  To Charles Rowley, 25 October 1883, Letters, p. 189.
17: The Revival of Handicraft, 1888, JACKSON, pp. 220-1.
18  On the Chartist origin of the phrase “the question of the knife and fork” ENGELS . The Condition of the Working Class in England, p. 235.	’SC€ ^
19  How I Became a Socialist, 1894, Nonesuch, pp. 658-9.
20  To C E. Maurice, 1st July 1883, Letters, pp. 175-6.
21  To Andreas Scheu, 5 September 1883, ibid., p. 187.
22.  £« P THOMPSON: The Communism of William Moms, pp. 9-10.
23.  aW, XXIH, p 2
24 The Aims of Art, 1886, Nonesuch, p. 591.
25.  Arrhuoclare and History, 1888, May MORRIS, I, p. 128.
26.  73%/ History of Pattern*Designing, 1879, MACMILLAN, p. 147.
27.  7/%/ Beauty of Lift, 1880, Nonesuch, p. 550.
28.  Architecture and History, 1884, May MORRIS, I, pp. 129-30.
29.  dr/ <W LiW. 1884, LE MIRE, p. 97.
.30. Gothu Architecture, 1889, Nonesuch, p. 478.
31. &x!a/tjvt, i/x Growth and Outcome, p. 55.
32 dr/ oft/ Beauty of the Earth, 1881, JACKSON, p. 159.
33. The History of Pattern*Designing, 1879, MACMILLAN, p. 149.
34 “Classic architecture never moved him, A Greek temple, he complained, was like a table on four legs: a damned dull thing!’” (A. COMPTON-RICKETT William Morris, a Study in Personality, p. 59),
35.  The History of Pattern*Designing, ibid., p. 136.
36.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, pp. 302-3.
37.  Of the Origins of Ornamental Art, 1886, LE MIRE, pp. 143, 145.
38.  73* Lesser Arts of Life, 1882, MACMILLAN, p. 187.
39.  ay M/ Ongms of Ornamental Art, ibid., p. 145.
40.  “Artist and Artisan ” Commonweal, 10 September 1887, p. 291/11; May MORRIS, II, p. 494.
41.  The History of Pattern*Designing, ibid., pp.' 130, 151*4.
42.  Gothic Architecture, 1889, Nonesuch, p. 480.
43.  Architecture and History, 1884, May MORRIS, I. p. 130; C.W., XXII, p 302.
44.  73%/ History of Pattern*Designing, ibid., p. 154.
45. [bookmark: bookmark346] “Artist and Artisan ”,
46.  Aenn from Xowhere, Nonesuch, p. 14.
47.  E Belfort BAX Reminiscences and Reflexions of a mid*and*late Victorian, p. 121.
48.  Goth* Architecture, ibid., pp. 478*9, 490*1,
49.  “Mom's was in one way the last Renaissance man, the last all rounder1’ (Lionel M. MUNBY: “William Morris’ Romances and the Society of the Future’, Jjntschnft fit Anghstxk und Amenkanisttk, 1962, Heft I, p. 57).
50. Gothic Architecture, 1889, Nonesuch, p. 488.
[bookmark: bookmark347]31 dtf Mr	Mr	|ggj, JACKSON, p. 161.
52. [bookmark: bookmark348]73%* Gothic Rawed, ft 1884, LE MIRE, pp 55, 66. These passages are not included in the extracts published by May Morris, Cf.:	.. since art first began, it had
always looked forward, now it was looking backward” (Art and the Beauty of the Earth, ibid.).	-
53 The History of Pattern*Designing, ibid., p. 155,
54. Gothic Architecture, ibid, pp. 488-9.

55. Ibid., p. 488.
56 Socialism, Us Growth and Outcome, p. 121.
57.  The Beauty of Life, 1880, Nonesuch, p. 543.
58.  The History of Pattern-Designing, ibid., p 128.
59 Art under Plutocracy, 1883, JACKSON, p. 142
60.  Gothic Architecture, ibid., p. 489.
61.  The Beauty of Life, ibid.
62.  Tht Gothic Revival, /, ibid., p. 67; May MORRIS, 1, p. 630. Cf.: “The conquered North had gained nothing from Italy save an imitation of its worst extravagance, and all that saved the art of England from nothingness was a tradition of the earlier days still lingering among a people rustic and narrow-minded indeed, but serious, truthful, and of simple habits” (Art and the Beauty of the Earth, 1881, JACKSON, p. 161);14As to the art of the people; in countries and places where the greater art had flourished most, it went step by step on the downward path with that: in more out-of-the-way places, England for instance, it still felt the influence of the life of its earlier and happier days, and in a way lived on a while, but its life was so feeble, and, so to say, illogical, that it could not resist any change in external circumstances, still less could it give birth to new life; and before this century began, its last flicker had died out” (The Beauty of Life, ibid., p. 544). in a few excellent pages, R. Furneaux Jordan (Victorian Architecture, pp. 60-2) shows that classical art has always been felt to be important in England, but has never completely stifled the inspiration of Gothic.
63.  The Beauty of Life, ibid.
64.  The Revival of Handicraft, 1888, JACKSON,	p.	227.
65.  Art and the Beauty of the Earth, ibid.
66.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 304.
67.  Goi/u< Architecture, ibid., p. 490.
68.  Art and the Beauty of the Earth, ibid.
69.  H. Halliday SPARLING .The Kelmscott	Press and	William Moms, Master-Craftsman,
p. 33. Cf. RUSKIN. The Stones of Venice, I, V, §7, 111, II, § 33.
70.  Art and the Beauty of the Earth, ibid., p. 162.
71.  The History of Pattern-Designing, ibid., p. 131.
72.  Gothic Architecture, ibid., pp. 489-90.
73.  On the Artistic Qualities of the Woodcut Books of Vim and Augsburg in the Fifteenth Century, May MORRIS, 1, p. 351.
74  C.W., XXII, p. XXVI.
75  MACKAIL, I, p. 219.
76.  A. COMPTON-R1CKETT: William Moms : a Study m Personality, p. 34.
77.  C.W., XXII, p. XXXI.
78.  MACKAIL, I. p. 47.
79. [bookmark: bookmark349] Ibid., p.116
80.  Letters, p. 246.
81.  MACKAIL, 11, pp. 280, 333: C.W., XXIV, pp. XlV-XV; Sir Sydney Cockerell s Dianes, B.M. Add. Mis. 52 772 (37, 40).
82.  May MORRIS, I, p. 390.
83.  C.W., XXII, p. XXXI.
84.  B.M. Add. Mss. 52 772 (23).
85.  C.W.. XXII, p. XXVII.
86.  Bernard SHAW: Morris as I Knew Him, May MORRIS, 11, p. XXXIII.
87 Ed. BERNSTEIN: My Tears of Exile, p. 206.
88.  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 46.
89.  The History of Pattern-Designing, 1879, MACMILLAN, p. 168
90.  The Gothic Revival, /. 1884, LE MIRE, p. 66.
91.  The Lesser Arts of Life, 1882, MACMILLAN, p. 190.

“7
Wtl/iatn Mmii f fa u
’'MAtJf)
'"nU\. tHM, M*y MQKR& I p 24*
.	n*M/ni*», tu itii<rnih nwl (Mtuom* H
* ft*. W 1*14
'J Ma< KAM-, I, p. 21*
11 w xx,t r- x?txr.
. f'Als AttUtl*tuftufthit\, p. 7*
William t I.AKKI "WjDiaw Morns"1, in Wv/M„ ..
W*r<HM rrt by It anos Wftttt last, p n	Wf,)	•<»<«/,	V»/
w fsltw, p. ?.47	'
Ilf'*	JN	pf	AxthtarUtr, in (itnluatnm	1**1	U(k<u ,»•	...
“»l	?«*/„	IMS. May MOKIUS. I, p 2n«	JACM0N P **
* w . XXII, t> 24
r/J I*',0*1*	*■ l“i u M,KK P w> M*y morris, II p
“4	\ Ct >Mt'H »N Kit Kh n WtUum Mom,, a Study in IWimaht I « '
*<** fo W H I*iti4bv. April 1889, Utter*, p. 312
1(30 .Vfcf,Wi»Mi, ri* (*tnto1h end (TuUaeme, p, 121
m/ MAC KAIL, ll4 PP- W4.y
1«» A CX>MMt)N-KICKETTy
MR3 7 he iiisjcfy nj i\u tern- IM signing, ibid, pp I2M-9,
1 lit	l*< hit*? tit?* mmd	f/nt+ff, IBH4, May MORRIS,	I, p 138
til.	Art	$..&4hrtit.	|HH4, 1,F, MIH1\ p 111
IIJ	i^hxm tit iloauth *ad Outturn*, p. 121
I 1 4 IK* r«*ma far semi, /. 1884, I J*. MIRK, pp 68*9, May MORRIS, »,
114 flw w 6«j*79, M#*y MORRIS, II, p 63J
I IS, />i» Hr tut \ of lift, 1880) NWiurh, p. 545.
f If* \&t tut tun ill ffimulb find (tyteome, p. 158
117 /A# Mftiuty of / * fe, ihid . pp 545h5
118 .(#/ «»**/ intimity in /A# Fourteenth QftfttUfy, 1887, O W , XXII, p 379
119  /**/</* i'tiStu 4. 1884, C.W » XXII, p. 283
I2U	p« Ai/#r /i«rf, 188V, N(Mi^iU(:hi pp. 489-90
121	/A/ tii*tm*y of iSettem-'Designing, thid p 131
1/7 7Ar t ■ ¥ If i it tin t ft of lb* Ruyul Aiwiemy, 1884, May MORRIS, I, pp. 240*1
123 MA( ‘K A IK, I, p. 9
1/4	/A* fi&ef&t Mmmng of the Struggle, 1893, May MORRIS, II p 322
175	w/W f1ui>«rmy. 1883. JACKSON, p 142
MO /A# iOitftioittM nt ftauen (.athedr at, J893, Idlers p. 377
12? /*«•	RwmL H, 1884, I k MlRi pp vi-2
128  Adpf*-*H ot the i/th Atmutii Meeting iff the Si*AH, May MORRIS, I, pp 133*4
129  48 mmAt fOulmf««, 4/*
IVI 4n Wemith md Kuh**t 188.1, JACKSON, p 121
I IS i/droit til th* fjtth A no not Mcsftrtg qf thf Sf AH, tin/, p 194
) 12	' A#(M Antomti,\ t	10	Htpirfut/ri	W8?t	p> 291/i, Mgy M0KKI5,
II, p 891
133 /W
I M fSnft^tm/ Addffintt to H'fitmimtft Abbey, /otteri, p 358.
1 4S "AtHot And A8)mh", p. /9//II, Mi*y MOMRJ8, II, pp 4V4/5
I jk/ /A/ -6/ mf the f*r*i/fte, 1879,	t, p 321.
I i 7 .If/ W /# thnuly nf the fiurth. 1881, jACKSifN p J38
118	(*## flMfn(Ae, Jeon GlSlf*? /, i*i flblutfmi de MthMnUl*. /fositm
i 3V HAeUftnftt, ite fjfmi*h end fHti+o*He, p 30.3
140. /.A»	Rmmtf	i	1884 u KilHJ	p	65
(41	,4 Ptemm of 78»	Ntmeiiu h, p. 24 f
\Af	f he	tenth* Ammt.	//,	14*4, |.p NUUK p	90
(43 4/ ^ ihfAHe bihmu, (884, May KU/HMIK tfi i> <f7
|M	>♦«,	»W«r	I$SS, JM'KMW.	p	IP
, 7 L, (V^u/J of Gothic Books, 1892, May MORRIS, I, p 320 <|,( oM Industry in the Fourteenth Century, 1887, C.W., XXII, p. 387 j'J!) tt,, Beauty of Life, 1880, Nonesuch, p. 541.
AtI and Its Producers, 1888, JACKSON, p. 213 — Cf.: “ . . . they were made mainly for use, instead of mainly to be bought and sold as is now the case” {Art and labour’ 1884, LE MIRE, p. 106).
49 Addresi read at the 7th Annual Meeting of the SPAB, 1884, May MORRIS, I, pp.
131-3.	_			
lt-Q Art and the Beauty of the Earth> 1881, JACKSON, p. 162.
5,; Art, Wealth and Riches, 1883, JACKSON, p. 121. t52- Stained Glass, May MORRIS, I. p. 363. j$3 Art and the People, May MORRIS, II, p. 384 1^4 Address read at the 7th Annual Meeting of the SPAB, ibid., pp. 140-1. j55. Address at the 12th Annual Meeting of the SPAB, 1889, May MORRIS, I, p. 155. — Cf . “ . . the unspoiled country came up to their very doors’* (“Unattractive Labour”, Commonweal, May Supplement, 1885, p. 37/11). It does not appear that Morris strained historical truth on this point : see, for example, G.M Trevelyan, Illustrated English Social History, I, p. 68, where almost exactly the same words are used.
156  Ibid, p 153.
157  The Hopes of Civilisation, 1885, Signs, p. 88
158  Makeshift, 1894, May MORRIS, II, p. 474.
159  Margaret (1RENNAN: William Morris, Medievalist and Revolutionary, p. 104.
160. Art and the People, 1883, May MORRIS, II, pp. 384-5.
161  The Aims of Art, 1886, Nonesuch, p. 596.
162  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 77.
163  The Socialist Ideal, 1891, JACKSON, p. 323.
164  The History of Pattern-Designing, 1879, MACMILLAN, p. 147.
165  Art. Wealth and Riches, 1883, JACKSON, p. 120
166  The Art of the People, 1879, Nonesuch, p. 522-
16/ Art and the Beauty of the Earth, 1881, JACKSON, p. 163.
168.	J he Proipects of Architecture in Civilisation, 1881, JACKSON,	p.	271.
169	“ (hr Lords Mayor’s Show”. Justice, 15 October	1884,	p. 2/i;	May MORRIS, ii,
p. 143
170, A AJjsson, Nonetuch, pp. 268, 271,
171  7he Socialist Ideal, 1891, JACKSON, p. 318.
172  The Revwat of Handicraft, 1888, JACKSON, p. 225.
173 1 he 4iwf of Art, 1886, Nonetuch, p. 596.
174 I he thpei of Civilization, 1885, Signs, p. 86.
175.  true tend False Sonety, 1886, JACKSON, p. 301.
176.  Sews from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 41.
177. Susalisns, tit (Jtawth and Outcome, pp. 77-84.
17*	Art atvJ Ubour, 1884, LE MIKE, p. 105.
179 A Dream of John Ball, Nonesuch, p. 212.
180  Newt from Nowhere, ibid. p 123.
I8| J he Hupei of Civilization, 1885, Signs, p. 89.
182  " fV Promise oi May”, Justice, May Day Special, 189&, p S/H; May MORRIS, H, p. 362.
183  Art and fflhuuv, 1884, LE MIRE, p 104.
184. Srr	p	t tO
IMS K MAKX, Capital, p 740, n I	j	.
I Hr,	Swalism, “< Grou t* and Outcome p 79 - Cf . "	certainly	» condition ot	slavery
in wiiit Ii the ,Uvrt were well fed, and clothed, and housed, and bad abundance of holidays, ha* not often been realized in the world • history ' (Art and Industry in Uu 14th Century, O W , XXII. pp. 3MT..7J.

t* tmttftrow Labove". Cwim' Way SopMrmnt, «*
n® fnaM preMtire <rf tfned w*» put mi * man A wart. 6* w '**1 --rj carry & through VeiaMrdy and thouchcMh' (Art m*- e^*1 *'*«••»’ JACKSON, p. 142 >
181 'Thr Hop—: tf dadh(0iem, tW.. p. 86
•8* T» Robert 'nwnpwn. 24 Juty ttM. loom, p. 206.
IW. .bddrtie «y HUM*). ) 864. Slay MORRIS I pp 146-1
181 .4 Dream of Juba M, Nonesuch, p 218. cf Matprn R ^RLVSm;
Moms. MuStsaliM- and ttsootertoemaey, p !04	.	•	-	RSa
1*2.	.<»/ arf Labour.	iRM, LE MIRE. pp. 104-5
165. Art wed Todurtry	m ike ink Century, 1W7, C W .	XXII. p JA-,
194	feudal England,	KMT7, 5ipi. p. 82
m Ef-iit) \&a. May MORRIS, 11, p. 202
196. Omm a „%h*	Epoch, 1885, jqpn p ISO
i 9 ’	,4rr, Wealth mi	fbcirt. 1883, JACKSON, p	123
19(1. rmir" Phtomey, 1883, JACKSON, p. 141.
199  Oe At Onpmi ef Omemetasd Art, 1886, LE MIRE, pp 151-2.
200  At to Bnbtag EacelUmce, 1895, May MORRIS, IL p 526
201. Art feeder. Plutocracy, iW., p 142.
202  "The Development of Modern Society”, Cemraoraital, 2 August 1890, p 244/U
203  Artemi Ubeuo, 1884, LE MIRE, p. 102.
204  Anhiteefterc mi History, 1884, May MORRIS, I, p. 131.
205  "The Development of Modem Society”, tbtd.
206  Art and labour, tbtd., p. 103,
207. Tbr U/mmi rtf Architecture, 1888, C.W,, XXII, pp. 324-5.
2o$ Arehttetture and History, tbtd., p. 132.
209 Margaret R GRENNAN, t6*C pp 69-70.
210, Art mi Jh Pradmts. 1888, JACKSON, p. 211.
21! “The Revolt of Ghent”, Commonweal, 7 July 1888, p. 210/11.
212  ftruce GLASIER; William Morns and the Early Days of the Staahsi Mwsemest, pp 6(8-9
213  **Tbe Revolt of Ghent ”, »6id.,
214.  Mute and Thine, Ceenmaeeureal, 2 March 1889, p. 67/11; O.W., IX, p 200.
215.  74r End and the Means, 1886, May MORRIS. II, p 427.
216 Sotudum, Us Orouuh and Outcome, p. 58.
217. Commumcm, i.e. Property, 1892, Miy MORRIS, H, p. 346.
218  *'Note*”, Commonweal, 6 August 1887, p. 249/1
219  Margaret R GRENNAN', tbtd., pp 96-7; “The Lord Mayor* Show”, Jui/w. 15 October 1884, p. 2/1; May MORRIS, II, p. 144. .According to Frouwrt, John Rail satd “My good friends, thing* cannot go well in England, nor ever will until everything *hall be in comman; when there shall neither be vassal nor lord, and a!i riwtiwTion* levelled ” I The (Granules of Sir John f rotssart .. . Book 2, ch. LXXIU, pp 652-3, ed, William Smith, London, 1839.)
220. A Dream oj John Ball, Nonesuch, p- 219.
221 See above, Part IL Chapter I.
222- Art and Industry m the 14th Century, 1887, C.W., XXII, pp. 388-9.
223. Art and Its Producers, 1888, JACKSON, p 212
224  Holbrook JACKSON; Dreamers of Dreams, p. 36.
225  Introduc tion to hi* (Auhier) bilingual edition of Mouvetln dt nulls pari, p 53.
226  Mario BUNGE “On William Morris's .Socialism”, Science and Satiety, vol X> no, 2, Spring 1956, p. 144.
22? /Ac AW and the Meant, 1886. May MORRIS, II n 427
228 [bookmark: bookmark350] Margaret R CRENNAN, ibtd,, p. 63.
229  Art and Labour. 1884, LE MIRE, p 116.

23S Tht Gtiku Hand, II. I*M. LE MIRE, p. 92
2S9 The Art: and Craft: of To-day. 1889, JACKSON, pp. 235-8.
24 Archstecture Huun. 1884. May MORRIS. I. p M2
241  IM, p 12$.
242  .4ddress at the JJih Annual Meeting cf the SPAB, 1839, May MORRIS. L p. 152
243. R Page ARNOT: William Morni, a Vindication, p. 28.
244 MARX and ENGELS: The Communist Mam/trio, p 16
245.  “Note* on News’’, Commonuaal. 11 June 1887, p. 188/11
246.  Address on the Collector* of Paintings of the English Pre-RaphaeitU School. Slay MORRIS. 1. pp. 305-6.
247.  What Morris himself called “the maundering side of mediaeval ism' (To Andreas Scheu, 5 September 1883. Letters, p. 186).
248 H. Haltidav SPARLING: The Kelmscatt fhess and William Moms. Master-Cro/t>mon, p. 41.
249.  '‘The best work of art to create is a house, which will prove, to my thinking, a Gothic house” (“A Chat with Mr. William Morris”, The Daily Chronicle, 9 October 1893, p. 3/IV).
250. * Gothic Architecture. 1889, Nonesuch, pp. 490, 492
251.  The Retnval of Architecture, 1888, C.W.. XXII, p 324.
252.  The Asms of Art, 1886, Nonesuch, p. 596.
253. The Art of the People, 1879, Nonesuch, p. 528.
254	The Churches of Worth France, 1856, C.W.. I. p.	349.
255.  The Earthly Paradise, p. 445. -Jessie Koctnanova, in her notable study of Morris's poetic evolution, has very delicately brought out the contradiction in terms in this stanza and demonstrated that, even at that time. Morris could not be the pure aesthete, isolated from his time. (The Poetic Maturing of William Moms, p. 116.)
256.  The Art of the People, ibid., p. 523.
257.  The History of Pattern-Designing, 1879, MACMILLAN, p 172.
258.  4 September 1882. May MORRIS, II. p. 585
259.  Architecture and History, 1884, May MORRIS, I, p. 124.
260.  Art and Industry tn the 14th Century, 1887, C.W.. XXII. p. 377.
261. “Morris’s socialism had very little to do with	the received	tenets	of	its	political
professors. It was essentially aesthetic and in a	sense reactionary	Violent	though
it was against the evils of modem capitalism, it was a lament for the past rather than a programme for the future. It had no modern constructive plan . His ideal would have been a faithful reconstruction of the past” (Quoted by A. COMPTON-RICKETT: William Morru : a Study m Personality, p. 62).
262.  Thomas KIRKUP: A History of Socialism, p. 375.
263.  Philip HENDERSON: William Morris. p. 30.
264.  Utters, p. XXXVII.
265.  To Robert Thompson, 24 July 1884, ibid., p. 206.
266.  On the Collection of Paintings of the English Pre-Raphaelite School, 1891, May MORK 1*5, I, p. 308.
267.  Address at the 2nd Annual Meeting of the SPAB, 1879, May MORRIS, I, p. 121
268 Art and Labour, 1884, LE MIRE, p. 96.

1IWM. M*. MORRIS {, .» H Hctvir \V^. tWV M..
\ \**	’*■*-*; rtf	ilW	thrtceme,	jO,|
* new u^iau
achieving iu <%ld u*k m an undemanding \va> ‘ (Karl MARX
Krrn. h In f K*n*pc	the first tran»U>tion liv A. Wssdbmto *.h*h
in /-*	Os&far,	no	60, December 1954, p. 15 Tht* letter 6<*s
*ppr&r to have two publuhed as yet in EnglishV
5, i lh*m *»/ ?>' /ta'7 Wnesuch. p 257.
2H OW. p 21V
27*. fW. p 2H,
; s l f \X, r.l^S / *drt'i$ Fmefh^h, p 58 -• This similarity between thr two
t* pomtcd out In ITfOMPS(>N, p. 836.
2>9 The Btcmh at IaP* 1880, Nonesuch, p 550. In 1886 he said: “. history new
returns <>r» itself’ iTme and Feds* Society, JACKSON, p. 310.)
280. hiamfhto ol tht Socuthsi league, THOM PSON. p. 855. -1 have restored the full text,
in which E P Thompson made a slight cut, by referring to the ongmsl
pamphlet, p. I I
281 F ENGELS ''Socialism, Utopian and Sctmftpt, p. 74; Antt-Duhrwf, p. 301
282. In the rough plan for the work we read. “Dialectics as the science of total connec-
tions Main laws: transformations of quantity and quality - mutual penetratioM
polar opposites and transformation into each other when driven to extremes -
development by contradiction or negation of the negation - spiral form of develop-
mcnt (F. ENGELS: Dutkchcs of Nature, p. 269).
2#3 V. I LENIN Materialism and Empinocnltcism, p. 327.
284	Bernard SHAW: Mams as I	Knew Him, May MORRIS, IL	p X.
>85	introduction to his (Aubier)	bilingual edition of	Nouvelles de	nulle pari, p. 50.
2HL>	THOMPSON, pp 763, 770.
287. Engels to Joseph Bloch, 21	September 1890,	Karl MARX and	Friedrich
ENGELS : Stinted Correspondence, p. 498.
288.  The Arts and Crafts of To-day, 1889, JACKSON, pp. 241-2.
289.  71*	.4/fr, 1877, Nonesuch, pp. 502, 505. - Cf. :u. if we cannot have an ornamental art of our own, we cannot have one at all” (Some Hints on Pattern-Desir
[bookmark: bookmark351]ing, 1681. CW, XXII, p 180).
290. The Beauty of fafe, 1880, Nonesuch, p. 553.
291. [bookmark: bookmark352] The fasser Art* of UR, 1882, MACMILLAN, p. 183.
292.  Memorials of Edward Burne-Jones, I, p. 161.
293. [bookmark: bookmark353] Technical instruction, 1882, May MORRIS, I, p. 211.
294.  76* Exhibition of the Royal Academy, 1884, i6k/,, pp. 239-40.
295 Oar Collection of Paintings of the English Pre-Raphaelite School, 189!, May MORRIS,
I, pp 308-9.
296. [bookmark: bookmark354]///*&	o*	Pattern-Designing, 1881, C.W., XXII,	p. 180.
297.  The Arl of the People, 1879, Nonesuch, p. 517.
[bookmark: bookmark355]298 Address at ihr 2nd Annual Meeting of the SPAR, 1879, May MORRIS, I, p 123.
299. Ooihic Architecture, 1889, Nonesuch, p. 492,
300. [bookmark: bookmark356] The Aims of Art. 1886, Nonesuch, p. bOT
301 [bookmark: bookmark357] To Mrs. Bume-Jones, October 1879, fatten, p. 132.
302 [bookmark: bookmark358]M*	Best	of It, 1880, CW., XXII, pp. 105-8.
[bookmark: bookmark359]303. The Art of the People, 1879. Nonesuch, p. 527,

VI} (If Ihr Origin* nf Ornamental Art, 1H86, I.F, M|RP., pp. 136»i7
Vis |,)•; MIKE, pp 92-8 of ihr original dupit< ated edition lh#*»e pages, with slight additions, have l«r* n jmiMhIumI as an article, under the litle ''Morns’ reply to Whistler", in Ihr Journal nf thr tV tit turn Morn* Swirly, no V Summer 1963, pp
[bookmark: bookmark360].vto
306.  thr Arts end Crafts of To-day, 1889. JACKSON, p 240
307.  Thr Rft'u.d of Handu raft, 1888. ibtd, p 225
308.  “Artist and Artisan”, Commonweal, 10 Srptwnbrr 1887, p. 291/11, May MORRIS,
II, p. 494 CF. : MARX and ENGELS 7hr German Ideology, p 431 ; “The exclusive concentration of artistic talent in particular individuals, and its suppression in the broad mas* which is bound up with this, i* a consequence of the division of labour."
309.  Art under Plutocracy, 188V JACKSON, pp. 135*6.
310.  Art and the Beauty of thr Earth, 1881, thtd , p 164,
311.  .4a Address to thr Ayrle Soctety, Nottingham, 1881, May MORRIS. 1, p. 198,
312.  Report of a speech, the text of which has been lost, published under the heading Distribution of Prizes at thr Macclesfield School of Art and Science. The Macclesfield Courier and Herald, 23 February 1889, p. 3/11.
313.  To Andreas Scheu, 5 September 1883, iMters, p. 187.
314.  Equality, 1888, May MORRIS. II, p 203.
315 <4r/ under Plutocracy, 1883, JACKSON, pp. 134-5. - The tame idea is expressed in almost identical words in Art and th* People, 1883, May MORRIS. H, p. 386.
316.  The Prospects of Architecture tn Civilization, 1881, JACKSON, p. 268.
317.  The Beauty of Life, 1880, Nonesuch, p. 542.
318.  Bruce GLASIER: William Moms and the Early Days of the Socialist Movement, p. 48: MACKAIL, II, p. 274.
319.  MACKAIL, II pp. 271-2,
320.  Dianes of Sir Sydney Cockerell, B.M. Add. Mss. 52 772 (32); CW , XVIII, p XXXII.
321.  To Philip Webb, 10 April 1873, Letters, p. 57.
322.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 308.
323.  The Lesser Arts, 1877, Nonesuch, pp. 514-5.
324.  The Prospects of Architecture in Civilization, 1881, JACKSON, p 249
325.  The Deeper Meaning of the Struggle, 1893, May MORRIS. II, p. 522; Letters, 355-6.
326.  Art and the People, 1883, May MORRIS, II, p. 384.
327.  Speech on Opening the 4th Annual Loan Exhibition, Whitechapel. 1884, ibid, p. 166
328.  Ibid , p. 165.
329.  An Address to the Nottingham Kyrle Society, 1881, May MORRIS, I. p 200. — Cf : "What business have we with art at all unless all can share it?" (To The Manchester Examiner, Letters p. 165).
330.  Art and Its Producers, 1888, JACKSON, p. 211.
331.  "Artist and Artisan", Commonweal, 10September 1887, p. 291/H; May MORRIS. II, p. 495.
332.  The Lesser Arts of Life, 1882, MACMILLAN, pp. 17S-6.
333.  The Art of the People, 1879, Nonesuch, p. 528.
334.  The Prospects of Architecture t* Civilization, 1881, JACKSON, p. 256.
335.  Art under Plutocracy, 1883, ibid., p. 135.
336.  The Arts and Crafts of To-day, 1889, tbed, p. 241
337.  Art and the Beauty of the Earth, 1881, ibid., p. 164.
338.  The Prospects of Architecture in Civilization, ibtd., p. 257.
339.  Speech at the First Public Meeting of the KyrU Society, Kensington. 1881. May MORRIS. I, pp. 194-5.
340.  The Exhibition of the Royal Academy, 1884, ibid., p 227.
341.  Making the Best of It, 1880, C.W., XXII, pp. 110*4.

M2. 7he II twithu of iivihn fttuAi. IM2. Mav M< >RR1S, I, p 120
M3. “The age is ugly - to find anything beautiful we must look before and aft
Chat with Mr William Morris’,> The Ihtty Chnmuie, 9 October 189* « !,.r A
344 The Deeper Meaning ofth* Struggle, 1893, May MORRIS, H, p 524, UuL »
345, The Aims of Art, 1886, Nonesuch, p. 598
346  'The Society of th* Future. 1888, May MORRIS, II. p 465.
347  The Exhibition of the Royal Academy, 1884, May MORRIS, I, p. 241
348. Aews from .S'owhere, Nonesuch, p. 14.
349 ibid., p 23
350. [bookmark: bookmark361] IM., p. 125.
351.  /WM pp 63, 96.
352.  Ibtd. pp. 94-6, 9? (“our tall quaint-shaped glasses**). ~ In the introduction to utopia of Morrisian inspiration that appeared in 1907 and has been forgot ten ^ by the specialists, the socialist Robert Blatchford remarked: “How \% <jr* lti forecast the fashions of Utopia in the matters of architecture and costume? To i*. vent a new architecture and a new dress one needs to be a genius indeed. And I notice that in “News from Nowhere’* even William Morris takes refuge in generalisation" (Robert BLATCHFORD: The Sorcery Shop, p. XIU).
353  'The Aims of Art, 1886, Nonesuch, p. 598.
354  The Prospects of Architecture tn Civilization, 1881, JACKSON, pp. 257, 268.
355  To Mrs. Burne-Jones, July 1881, Letters, p. 150.
356.  The Deeper Meaning of the Struggle, 1893, May MORRIS, U, p- 523; letun, p 35?
357.  The Exhibition of the Royal Academy, 1884, May MORRIS, I, p. 241.
358- The Socialist ideal, 1891, JACKSON, p. 323.
[bookmark: bookmark362]Part III, Chapter XI
1  The Hopes of Civilization, 1885, Signs, p. 89.
2 [bookmark: bookmark363] Equality, 1888, May MORRIS, II, p. 199.
3 [bookmark: bookmark364] “On Some * Practical’ Socialists”, Commonweal. 18 February 1888, p. 32/11; May MORRIS, II, p. m
4  The End and the Means, 1886, May MORRIS, II, p- 433.
5.  K MARX; Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, p. 13.
6. [bookmark: bookmark365] “The Promise of May ”, Justice, May Day Special, 1896, p. 5/II. May MORRIS, 11, p. 363.
7. [bookmark: bookmark366] The Prospects of Architecture tn Civilization, 1881, JACKSON, p. 271.
& Art, Wealth and Riches, 1883, JACKSON, p. 12 L
[bookmark: bookmark367]9 “Answers 10 Previous Inquiries'’, Comnonweal, September Sup/dement. 1885, p 87/If.
10 [bookmark: bookmark368] “Roth (or the production on a mas* scale of this communist consciousness, and for the success of the cause itsdtf, the alteration of men on a mass scale ts necessary an alteration which can only take place in a practical movement, a revolution’
(MARX aod ESOLLS' The (Jerman Ideology, p 86).
11  MARX and EHOFJU$. Th* Communist Manifesto, p, 41.
12. Sf/cifdtcin. th Crowlh and (JvUome, p, 18
13  IjtduHg Feuerbach, p. 51.
14 [bookmark: bookmark369] ” Feuerbach resolve* the religioutt esse me* into the human essence But the horosr
[bookmark: bookmark370]essence *» no abstention inherent in each single individual In n% renluy it uihe ensemble of the social relation*" {The Gemm ideology, p. 646), 15, Mem fern SmMft, Nonesuch, p 81 t.hek, speaking to old Hammond about tte
visitor, says- "He is another kind of wan to wh*t we are used lo * (tbuj p, 126}
[bookmark: bookmark371]16 '*Cnrtymmd*f» and Anarchism ”, Cot retporulcr* e GmmqmMtd, 17 August 1889 p

261/1; May MORRIS, II, p MB 1? The Day h Coming, 1H84, Chants for Socialist', p li CAN , IX, p 181 \8. Arm from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 76.
19.  Ibid, pp. 74-4.
20.  Thr Socialist Ideal, 1891, JACKSON, p 122.
21.  News from So where, ibid., p 17
22.  Ibid., p. 22.
23 Ibul., p. 162.
24.  Ibid., p. 164.
25.  Ibid., p. 191.
26.  A Dream of John Boll, ibid, p. 235.
27.  Sfwt from Nowhere, ibid., p. 7.
28.  Ibid., p. 11.
29.  Ibid. pp. 15, 20.
30.  Ibid., p. 12.
31 Ibid., ch. XXH, XXIII, XXIV. passim.
32. Ibid., p. 52.
33  See above. Part I, Chapter II.
34  Art and Socialism. 1884, Nonesuch, pp 629, 644
35. To Tht Standard, 22 November 1883, letters, p. 191.
36 The Art of the People, 1879, Nonesuch, p. 536.
37.  Speech at a Meeting of the Kyrle Society, Kensington, 1881, May MORRIS, 1, p. 194.
38.  To Mrs. Burne-Jones, September 1883, Letters, p. 182.
39.  The House of the Wolfings, C.W., XIV, p. 170.
40.  Hou> We Live and How We Might Live, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 565.
41 Justice and Socialism, (rough notes for a lecture), 1885, Abramsky Collection; see
Appendix 1, p. 579.
42.  The Tables Turned; or Nupkins Awakened, 1887, May MORRIS, 11, p. 565.
43.  At a Picture Show, 1884, ibid., p. 412.
44.  Nnvs from Nowhere, Nonesuch, pp. 122-3.
45.  Socialism, iIs Growth and Outcome, p. 173.
46.  The Tables Turned . . ibid, p. 566.
47.  The Condition of the Working Class in England, pp. X, XVill,
48.  The Hopes of Civilisation, 1885, Signs, p. 116.
49.  ' ‘Socialism in Dublin and Yorkshire”, Commonweal, 8 May 1886, p. 43/11; May MORRIS, 11, p. 206.
50.  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 37.
51.  The Tables Turned . .. ibid., p. 565.
52 Monopoly: or How labour is Robbed, 1887, JACKSON, p. 205.
53.  The fidicy of Abstention, 1887, May MORRIS, 11. p. 445.
54. “Notes on News”, Commonweal, 11 February	1888,	p. 41/1
55. Newt from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 121.
56 Hou> We Live and How We Might Live, 1884,	ibid	,	p. 567.
57 What Socialists Want, 1888, LE MIRE, p. 232.
58.  “A Talk with William Morris on Socialism”, The Daily News, 8 January 1885, p S/Vil
59.  “ Die Development ol Modern Society”, Commonweal, 16 August 1890, p. 261/1
60.  Ihe Depression of Trade, 1885, LE MIRE, pp 131-2, 134
61.  May MORRIS. IL p 5.
62.  In ordt;r not to overload the argument. I shall be satisfied with recalling a lew characteristic declarations, among many others: ” . , true political freedom is impossible to people who are economically enslaved” {The Hopes o) (.wthgatum, 1885, Signs, p. 103); ”. . the freedom that we claimed and got was the Ireedom of each to sut i eed at the expense of other people if only he were stronger and cleverer than

PM®	_
[bookmark: bookmark372]•** .s-u.T *' rtw ifu,iv i,i _	«/	«-	#’« .'* h"; ■
[bookmark: bookmark373]IS” **•**» M,	HWiES'
VMJ*
wa*** wttii* Ti faTJ
w* **1«K a! rtvki us  	’ * /*ww
*j“ *••!•»• tii .W Jj’ *^»*<»<* iitetf «d
	 ■?*■*■	ww*	*«	»•+***}	wbtfc m ^	•
[bookmark: bookmark374]Mw»* *ft»>^7rZ.^L”-f".*"**	*■*»*»»»»• r,.'u'’
** **'♦ H **Hi Um** ta. ;	\H	Afc***	IM;|» MJ/lj
>*'>* will.flw.H	., »/' *l,,u l._)l"'‘ ’** *'*' Wt*"‘t*1*#•
tl ft t*t)	•>*•**» »*U tfwwwwi, M *»»», WW.jfa.5^
-.I MiM C '„',7il I tJ'iTt * SW r *VH	«*■»%	M,
S|: t	*f.!	,<l / #(»• 1 *WU,tiitf M’WlftJl, J, H /i
ilk* t-#|t«*• )<)*■* #*f »** Amm#/*	Ipk»f tffrvnHfrniS'i’
^	§	0h4	P0'ii	*	!***#>#	|#<	i&h-ft’t}	#	M**»	i
- *» .** r»^* ##*<•« <(#t>)	W**	with	ilw	fovtUnrtt*ft* of fh? IffAmtfrM	'i y.*!8
, y.	I*?*** *f	tefH*. 9d it I?	H#j
2	I Hi itt A jnft l&tftifftt i, ijtj	t f “f# Jttfiter	hf *t*H
#*»•** tftuM t«rwith«H#‘' /MAlX ##*#1 IfaiifAji ik^ 44+rt+S*, u v-4.1	•	v
4*6	V>-f*% I -*<##« #i #	'	t	ihffii	l**4tft#ty t&H, p \%(\
ft- T*# ******* $ tk*	t&m,	M*t	M*	wkj4.	It	ft	4iv
^	it** t'm$ lj*mi 0 Uk'\ ju*t*rt, 7h A0ii	$0% Mm Mi/Hkik jj ^ .,<
■0	0	M/	(/*#***,	lM?,	it*)*	I),	'Hit	AjfMfH,	fp	Wik-
Jti	t/#tfi*i tt'irf *	f /f+fjttt f ftlf, 1M4, fkntt*%ni h, p (*H
-,*f*Pb* ft*** Alm&ke+f, 00-1 p *?&■ ft# f n4 W i*» M*rmt J n*f, M*f	0CMMM	tl P	4IJ
M A F*r< f^>p mr // Aft*** (tt, (MM, jV^fwh pp. (Ab-t.
"<* Pm im*m 0 *At mm** **#*. M*r M<n*p fc, it, p m
APAg^f■**'**• **i	gtnef	p	?WJ
Afgggtf ff**>	i p WZ
*y	If# k**0 mg/t ff*t* Pffjt MigM (A**! WW< iMf. pp *4M
ya '’Why ?*fat'’.?**(«< 1/ April VH*4. p t/i. M*y mMPM. lip ffl
‘ ffir )>f1 th* Pmjrr , fnttug,	fiWW,	fat	4/lli,	V/|	iftjtE
[bookmark: bookmark375]il. pp iff*
•• **	W<i. i// itftit/tk utvf (}uk»tw. I?, t!5
[bookmark: bookmark376]a I /4i %«*#/» «< it/ Puiuf /*** M»y f/KMHWi ft, (>
P2	/•**» jt'/wtitf*, &>*>****i>, p. ♦!
[bookmark: bookmark377]•5. //«■ Aw»tf» V ^ tuUM, <W Ay; fewt	$i?t,	tt tX
#4 /ivt t t (& m it**. p if*
[bookmark: bookmark378]#7 /w j*
■ 'gf Hr* tfo&tiz V *ft,
[bookmark: bookmark379]Wt. Aixi-i f¥4** fiowffeft) tbidf. y t^tl-
[bookmark: bookmark380]*} U*4, p. m •tl a*: VIM, >» ^
fp cwA yLp't.- ■	•	-....	.	'•	(U
[bookmark: bookmark381]Ift, tit (•%>/■ A M*$&* trVl, %i*f MTmitm, it, f-
\f*i hf-if***'tort* A th»	<	***••*«	f	***+>*#.«t+f f>	i**h p J**h ^
<•(> I PH/ P*$H <*"&*—	*	I>****'»* *>\r**	Atgpt* ’***
P m/||
i'*i Ii M , >VM M« 4? 4V» ffftf/MPV/fe, p. II?
:*Y; l»« *»«*»•#if iv4;>yv, J%	HM	M4 MH	W# V4t <V>
M't |»( MiVt f .* t/if^,* \i*i}*ugi** ‘r.Ab, PPA*^i**f	.	%A**	A*6**p	4	/■ ■•-. f
[bookmark: bookmark382](IX 4; •»>»% ^m **1*1*4 »t*ti *tf l	pp	Mi'J®	^4.
>V/	§4	ft	4**M	ffn	wyyt<#<>	^141	W	•!**	^4	fat	A**.\*r*- 'MN* ^
»/y jt-tfHitf, Hy prt»%	gtfa	H>	•A ■.##** *****
i.f *%■*?* » *** >■> ‘ytt/it -	V*4h*\»' *** )** • U|Vr hftA> trf	M4	<4 *Im*
rj • IK MAKX fttpKtHt. p T/V*/	rr*»r*	rp&i*
w*f7t**n *r*t| #oniw i+tf t||#	*4	tMM	w hn4 frtfuHMt* **» 0*p**pA//iy.y	44# hmj m
' V- wtMWft M fh»*t <J»/t h<MI	4#	^4#!*#
[bookmark: bookmark383]If YJpUtf. IA /V f if’gin ;i thf (ytfttif, pti/.t#* I'tHpfft? 0*4 &*
%ti4 p |$4)
lit A//	HitUt'Wf, IWI, (M/KM/H ^ 144
1J/I f/frt Wt /^/ <m/ //m* Might /.;>,.*	J/	VIZ
111 w- ifitfti Hf >if thf 'i”-J Viliii
[bookmark: bookmark384]114	M**1	‘/*1	/>,**	/f.f/i	!	.	(jft*WHA*W<	**t.	?**'/*	r	tr*'	*	■ ■*.*■'- ~J- Af\ I
[bookmark: bookmark385]M ■. f hf	(it*r/iiutf ’tj ft** S’rttk ► (tAfftwi, } '*•% ‘ i f, MiKf.. (i	Vl»v M( ifc)4t5
[bookmark: bookmark386]I imtfm*) p 44$ H‘* (hf ft’/nit if ih* MwnU&ftt, C H . XV. pp IV/
M7	(itk» tM thf two Iim du0ffa ot	'it	(**•**ih	wd f/iur.t***
H*t	to Kfw< (‘Am***, 24 Aptti !M6,	p	2M
I \ f>	Stt't from S’nihfft, Srtft^StM.h $#, 44.
I2h /W , pp V6-7
[bookmark: bookmark387]r/J	X kt YtK f/fj'Pfpte A Ht ut(fpuitt	p. 2$?*.
122	l,WI /#«» HoU’hftf. thtd p kJ
)2^	/lw Shgil Wt I A u* 7 he#* [!.%(*,	Asrm+t 4*tn.	(>	t4,
124 Sau/t ff^ft S*p*A*rf, tbuj , p 76
125 fhu/.,	p A
126  ‘‘Swi •*i Mcw»", Comnvtmitud, II joly IHI57, p. 2^1/tl
127 7V hlgrwns gf Hnpt, lhH4j Simtriuch,	p	364
124	SmtA fr*m ,3W Vf«, i4W . p. IV?
12V jo Homr4 v»haiw IH M*r*h 1KHS, B M. Add MM 50 341 (5>
I H) )'# (/lurlfi liulknrr, 16 tJ».1flt#ff INt, BrtdbrMit bhruy M». Autnp. 4. £§. | 222-4, IMOMKIVON p 4U I II MomfitUt (if far S&.uUui butgpt, THOMPStjN, p. HS2

132	Tke	T*vihiy	nwsdise, 7 he Doom of King Arrittwi,	pp gj.j
111	To (Jfwrk»	Faulkner. 16 (Vtolicr IH$6, *h\<i
134	Cf	'‘And	n« »n those days laws strained not	to hold
Folk	whom love held not, or some common tie.
V> her divorce was set forth speedily . . . " {Tht Earthly fbradnt 7*, aj t.lwirun, p. 2113)
135. Socialism. i/i (,hmth ami Outcome, pp 299*300,
I 36 Vfin from Non bn*. Nonesuch, p 55.
1fhd. p 53. Of * But the intense emotion of individual sex-tove vanes very tn duration from one individual to another, especially among men and if affee" definitely comes to an end or is supplanted by a new passionate love. aepara^j7 ■ a benefit for both partners as well as for society - only people wiH thenbesjw^ having to wade through the useless mire of a divorce case” (F. ENGELS Tu Ofigvt of (he f/mtly. Private Property and! the State, p. 89).
1.18 B.M. Add Mss SO 693
139  To Bernard Shaw, 18 March 1885, B.M. Add. Mss. 50 541 (5).
140  THOMPSON. P 856
Mi. See THOMPSON, p 527.
M2 To Charles Faulkner, 16 October 1886, ibid.
M3 To Bruce Glasier, 24 April 1886, Letters, pp. 253-4.
Ms To Charles Faulkner, ibid.
MS. F. ENGELS: Tht Origin of the Family . . . , pp 82f 90.
146. \em frmn Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 172.
M7S AW., p M.
148. find , pp. 50, 92, 128, 136.
M9 Ibtd.y p. 52.
150. find, p 76.
15| ibid.. p. 52.
152. To Charles Faulkner, ibtd.
153  Cf THOMPSON, p. 581. We may note	the	delicate	discretion with which the
reconciltation of Dick and Clara is celebrated in the Hammersmith Guest House: "We had quite a little feast that evening, partly in my honour, and partly, I suspect, though nothing was said about it, in honour of Dick and Clara coming together again” (News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 131).
154  Socialism, Us (?mtvth and Outcome, p. 4.
155.  Manifesto of (he Socialist league* Note F,	THOMPSON,	p. 856.
156.  Of *‘A rich man was my father, but he skulked ere 1 was born.
And gave my mother money, but left her life to scorn;
And we dwelt alone in our village ; I knew not my mother's ‘shame’
(The Pilgrims of Hope, Nonesuch, p. 369).
157.  Notes from Nowhere, ibid., p. 55.
158.  To Charles Faulkner, ibtd.,
159 Ibtd
160.  News from Nouberr, ibid., pp. 53-5.
161.  fhmmuwsm, i t. Property. 1892, May MORRIS, II, p. 352.
162.  The Society of the Future, 1888, ibid.. p. 467.
163.  "Fabian Essays on Socialism”, Commonweal, 25 January 1890, p 29/1.
164.  Neus from Nowhere, ibid., p. 145.
165 find, p 149.
166.  /bid., p. 170.
167.  Ibid., pp. J75-6,
168.  Jbid^ p. 34.
169.  /bid., pp. 76-7.
170.  Ibid., p. 34

171.  Ibid., pp 155*8.
172. [bookmark: bookmark388] Ibtd., pp. 77-8.
173 7he Hod and the Means, 1886. May MORRIS, II, p 434
174 Monopoly or How Labour ts Robbed, 1887, JACKSON, p. 20'
175. The Society of the Future, 1888, May MORRIS, II. pp 454. 460
176. I quote from Oswald Doughty’s Dante Gabriel Rossetti, a Victanein Roman in. chiefly because it seems to have set the tone : ‘his compensatory drranvlove Ellen
l ot the Freudian wish-fulfilmcnt dream, the imaginary, compensatory lose for erotic frustration, are presented in Sews from Souhere as in so much of Morris's verse'* ( p. 469).
177.  Perhaps the last word in this tiresome debate may well be provided by a letter, of which all the critics appear to be ignorant, sent by Hall Caine, an intimate of Rossetti’s, to Bernard Shaw on 24 September 1928, and which I discovered in thr British Museum. Here is an extract: “Rossetti had told me she (referring to Fanny Cornforth) had been his mistress. He had also told me she had long ceased to be. In another connection he had told me he had (as the result of a horrible accident) been impotent for many years” (B.M Add. Mss. 50 531—f. 34).
178.  | B Priestley humorously and perhaps penetratingly compares the Pre-Raphaelite myth of woman with that of Greta Garbo. (“The Myths ', The .\eu Statesman. 12 January 1968, p. 37/11.)
179.  Sews from So where, Nonesuch, pp. 54-5.
180.  To Aglaia Coronio, 25 November 1872 and March 1875, letters, pp. 50 and 66. In 1886, when he was overburdened with work, he wrote these lines, heavy with significance, to Burne-Jones: “I wish 1 were not so damned old. If 1 were but twenty years younger. But then you know there would be the Female complication somewhere. Best as it is after all” (tbid., p. 248).
181.  C.W., XV, p. XI. On this subject, see Jessie Koemanova’s excellent study. The Aesthetic Purpose of William Moms in the Context of his Late Prose Romanos, p. Ill: see also, a propns of The Water of the Wondrous Isles, which has a similar situation, the pertinent reflections made by E.L. Cary, William Morns, Poet, Craftsman, Socialist, pp. 252-3; similarly cf.: “When infidelities occur . . they are not felt as apostasies from any god of love . . . The experience of his lovers is at the opposite extreme from the dizzying or swooning states described in common romantic poetry " (C.S. LEWIS: Rehabilitations and Other Essays, pp 41-2).
182.  Lloyd Eric GREY: William Morris, Prophet of England's Sew Order, p. 123.
183 In a long letter written to May Morris on 23 February 1913, John Carruthcrs recounts the vicissitudes of the Norwegian tour he made in 1896 with Morris, already seriously ill, in a vain attempt to prolong his life: “He even discussed the relative beauty of the lady passengers; there was one with hair of the colour the Italian painters loved: golden or auburn or whatever the proper adjective may be. and he was almost enthusiastic about it. He liked also to have his chair placed where the younger and prettier women were sitting and once when 1 had placed it otherwise he reproved me laughingly and made me change the position" (B.M. Add. Mss. 45 350).
184.  Sir Sydney Cockerell, relating his memories to Philip Henderson, said, in the course of their conversation “Unlike Rossetti, Morris was not a ladies' man. He was not at all prudish, but he would not have understood the modem tendency to explain everything in terms of sex” (Philip HENDERSON: “Visiting Sir Sydney”, The Journal of the William Morris Society, I, 2, Winter, 1962, p- 13)
185.  The Water of the Wondrous Isles, C.W., XX, p. 327.
186.  Sews from Sowhere, Nonesuch, p. 128.
187.  Wilfrid Scawen BLUNT: My Dianes, p. 23.
188 H. Halliday SPARLING: The Kelmscott Press and William Morra. Master-< raftsmatt, p. 100.

f at n 44 if A 4
t	i*u. . . .-:"
i" it* Tfr*»
* tfe $m
W0f
0m
0m
340
&f\
MjL
$$4
f:f&4 A
/«
0U$' 0
//•** w
04f0i0$$t
fi* 0k
J.
:
mm*4
m *M j/- 4
WW V 'M
tfyftt
i-- ipfi
>i,t ,	/(,
i*nt*a 4a mt» pad
0 if
if! <4i
SMmmA A
■ ,,, ffbfiMf. jif
.** 4/ tyt l’rl*4t »*W. W.ffigfjl
m </
1 **<* tiw- Wf Ki<p* ti.‘.f 'MM MV ■/
***< »N»	4fm*4	win>ii	•**** *f> an-
■' *0*4, im] iAt r*v** p if*.
>***, A/ t.f, /ait	W:	<*	ft-f'im-	im.ngTtin
•#**»* ** *w» jsntffy'’' nr Km bxi/iiw W**> it * w An twin	tmt	f/pttfif	y	i'i/,	Hui fanmft*i‘A*t*■
* */*** ■*-'	*Am»	V/	iffy	*	MtimtattA tfa §**/, It*** **** "
i* **'"*■*H*/* fjf ifi* ‘fiM"(i‘ ‘ <lf ^iin'rif *afii1 J$*H* /Ma*AtA*A *** ******** tmfy inn- *4 pm*t . .* pt*f***a4f	(hr tweww
ASAftttfi p Hi)
ft* imiM) ;/ Hi, /‘mm ; *SW	ftp tt i* / U y '■ ■*
//«•* #f»r ft** m/i ft,** tt* M ’pt* far *4t, tPtamA t ftf Kf**t* fnr*t Awi/fff H****#-* t* p
fH p $4 ft*i p m
i‘r tai/faia* tin*/. JM(> Ha? Mt/iriK tin iti it ‘
*m*/n mi jtt win (nr imhyrAt*nAA f*k* tnri 4a tis < wtm tK«tw it’ 'AH* p. tW/. ■	*/***/•«**•, ****<**•*
in* ' ■**•' - .	■	-*	v	p/tmptff	*/-	tfyi	>• ftii/utm* ■ iat	***** **■ ^****** ( V
***** pttfnOttp mdpA'ttm'ni t*n» ***/ -yf . V'Jfitt <nt in* fesSl A* }*/ id Mir 4 ft ft Jtntu fry**	ft*i,	p tpt
* tm*l*x P/Hffo* tiy/fftf, t'f*fr**A Kfniti"* 1M»*Ap im*mA* Pmmv*. »t * f.miiim nMuf tHtt'i*'' 4/itm	i*/Mbf jam 4** it* -**&>*4Ai**t*t M-
*6* iiptstf ■ AfnM/nn mti t'f*mAs, p. i-i*t
0 > at ' tttatf f tit* ymmt * i*n**w •* '■ ntn* amup* **?■ >a ***4
/*i*y*ff -**/**'	*	lf*Wjp	tAJPff	/** ti fiy* <** tu.t, *A imyvff/.p i/i j*
t<pf$ 0'fHA* lift jptmimf-ft#	HmHf	*t>	mri* ftp '> p*i ’* *»**•
jgyrf11*! r« At*,ft,- i' (fljflA (if fr '-1 *'* r\ ffirr'. *a it tap apt, ***** t* mii* if ffi***A**if pr**f rs/mitrit f** mti** n*iA* ****/. * 0fi my* *******i *** ':• mjg/tfyii if AfUAtttt *ni •nm «*ntftpitt*t t*** Him ttm im t titjf ■ At pif-i* -rat*#; mm*mi‘ it nun* at*	utmmff	pat <f**** tht *pm pi
man /./ **frn*4 ftntit **ynaii**4' iff an #>^4/	***} WisZi.tf
'ftp.
iUt
■ ■>.<.-• ■■■*
U,w#*	;■'*	it	<*'■	"->
pp v-«6WrfV«-.> •VtWw' ~_
*Ataprm*i
AMM A- **»* V fwyf *5^	'
|W*0*0+	040***'
M. '• i ■ iiitiafir rtmft if	-
f. '/ mm/ *,*»..*; -mjrM -f
404%t |f'// mf*‘VS	4p* ^	#Bi#4	w*tfff	*&•	$060*’
y>t* p •fnfff+PMHH &**&&$. «"••''■“■***-■	'•
4A 4 4Mi*	O	Cw4^i‘-'1»ri*	P&$>0
’•■*'* : i. ,-	5 /» y.: p.Mpm aftm *■ f$pf	*f‘X:	"*	*>JM (A#	>	.'*#	*KPWR*'*»•*
’	ifn,	'/*..* ' •'*+	-'■	p' stvf-fg 'i*1': it** §&.'*	M$0	‘
' * n	•ms.- "am t*m$ '**	• i*" •.	■*++■*	wmw.	*; $$$0 t0$f	*fttf ♦JAf	*tf	- *'*■*■
V/ •K*» <-*# • ^,v	t/tm pa *0>	‘.rmMrtuc~f i~ft -A am v«^‘
• it, '* * mmrni 'tr, *Sf ifitm •UP i* \’s*pg «(/ *»j4*>» '
*'■ * •' »•# «<k w v, n xxn » xxr*
V4	* .i0ty+(t	6<f/ (jM	tjP4S0*H ffH'66.. !v
4 -"*	'4	0	'-vyiwlr»»f	«•»'
f	*f'P*Atmp *‘i‘pK+-wisX^ y •,%%
/ ■> -	.'■?> /,*+*.	JA *’&A. t,*?>'*> ,	231>
^	4^ 4^, .444-,
•>«».; iwv« .4W*#w«r 4a4 . 4».
/ ^ / v iw yry ^ iy P’&t&'t ' '<* ' VLr» V4/ i" •II,. 444-
^ >f/ //^ W /iW 14V	i$6t.	$$4	<	'	I
*hf%P*$r ffija/'SP- ''sr. i- aa»4	f sp¥~*p,* » * •> .<it**SJaSS. **i '	> N r
ff ^ ■//. ■■ & '	t*?	&*£.	^A tsf r*pv; /	•*«	.v^	tfm
W i Ii r ^ 08jtif <$*. f t#**** M %3)r «r4w#f Ut0Etm$$ $4 '%&?.	** M0
bfi> ^ •'»**«> $m 0&$€ fpm0m 0	*tr>	**w 4 0U0$K"
>v •■ • «ry-^v M0y ■>s^fs* yjff* *Am <** !$#%$*$* p&t»*a> t*$umfiu**r $004m/0U0f 0$tt 6* $$* fjf frt 0bp** p$$M *$0$$m0$Kt <0t$0$~ mm 0$ tmt 3kmr t4'<l* 4*.
^ ^MIMIMUMI. i/	140%!	Mlf	%$/?£&)>	}■	ff	0	's/t C4 . "**
lilmip^	1xm	" /,7.4r I0$ts* *ft0 0m0*m» t0$$r 4, ^ , &X,.
r -W	... ^ _.
f* 09$ mt <■*$& $( T+4tf. %W?" ptfX&y* 9 &*

in Wucfc 1*te no harm, af it 4>dM amUm ... yf-'^ *Wamw (T#>nr Aim Worm, 14 Jmvm	jf
***** *® **»«* £«****' Cmi mu mi 2$ September it**
,JfTn - ^ w«* pofriftfd, at a prmrd bjr time smdr Han pdmi«C{ W Wrr « rfke nemctmtomx paper 7lr &*»: **|lr it worthy ot ant th» naapr an in fhr Sreab) ■meiatw art leennllm, imi tntniniaii* ' "Cllrt****i VHV? OOK o«»a tk rank and ftte af the pan hut temfcne nr» »-w Irmird Shiw. J. L Je^m H S 6th. m He^ mnmm set admatrrf of alt fhrer of the about rrtorrm. etc 4‘ (t *** . I ATI	:	^
-4*	•	*	krjc? GLASfEk it f»V«e« if .-?rv; anf £i» £&?? Den .■/ v .vv;.. 1/ .-
3#.	I
^7 stimnect a prokehfv ID J. L. Joynes (cf May MORRIS, Ji p f^.
‘.Votw od .Vw*^ Cmnan/, 6 October ISM, pp 3I3/II~il4/l.
2** a THOMPSON p I IB. MACKAIL. I p 223 230 *V K L£TH \BV' /W/ B#64 aafbr HWf p. II 251. MACKAfL. L p 224
252  „%mr» /m .iorbvr. Nenrsudi, p 15.
253  MACKAiL, L p 224
254  .kart kmm ,%'mknt. ;W. p. 4
255 [bookmark: bookmark389] ^if.r p. ft.
2.5b Cf MACKAIL* I. p 224; May MORRIS. L p 64, W ALUNGHAM, 4flanp 139
257. £ Brifot BAX: fommutmes mi Rfmms *f * M*4mFL*U Vurnm, p lb H $ SALT Sttxmty fan Among Saz&gts., p. 60; GJasier. sprit. p 83, mxtumit ambr mocdoie.
25V THOMPSON, p. 615, a. 5.
260. *■ A large percentage of English wocking-cJat* Socialists art local abstainers, whrfe chr rospjeuy af irad(jie<iasi Socialists do not despise cht delights of beer, wine or mfcmky {Ed BERSSTEIS My Tears of Exile, p. 209).
2*1 ’'The Happiest of Poets'*. Tkt FertztgM? Rnuw, March 1903, p. 540. - Yeats reproduce* these remarks, with a few variation*, in AtdtjkiographitS: p. 160
262  Note* and <J**ne*. Practical Socialism ~ CommonweaL 29 May 1866, P 1/M
263  Mary MORRIS, L p, 663.
264  Aat7 .Ytmbrr. Nonesuch, p. 36.
24 $ /M , p 44
266 tbid r pp #5, 97.
267, tksd, p. 131 26« /kid, p 164
26V Walthamstow Ms* J 193, p. 26 27() V«/ ? yfoot Nmt kire, ibtd,, p 34.
2?I /*/. p >1
272  May MORRIS, I p 663
273  Mnaf from ,\tf»t>htri, skid,, p. I46
274  /6/d, p 193.
275. E L CARY WiUutm Morns, f%et. Cra/tpium, Socialist, p. 212 276 MACKAIL, I, p, 215,
27/ '’Norton notes in his journal of 26 March 1673 Les fit Stephen and Morris dinod wuh m fbey had never /net before Morns complained of feeling old Monday **♦* ho Vr/h biff Edgy; his hair, hr said, was turning grey M (May MORRIS, I, pp 73-6)
[bookmark: bookmark390]276 Sw Sydney Cotkefell to May Morns, 10 March 195#7 H M Add Mir 52 740,1 i/V Ihf BrnUy twwh\*, pp. 97, 44ft 443. - Cf 7ht Am* it)Art, |#K6, Nonesuc h, p 5««

«#ti JW, p «
'^j	|>	44#
> ■ \U«, «he said, iah death make !«*1U ran vile '
What \vtmd«M that ihr ii<*d» Air gtnrfcnM ihrn
Who t aniHK h'd Ihr hvdc* and lr,ir% «*l men * ’ '.ll-ui i> 111)
{♦? tlnlm rtt.y, 188** JA0K8ON, p \\A V i }hr lew** 4*h, 1877, Nonrswh. pp. 5n0, Ml %*■> I <> M''4* MfriM U.ddwm, if* Man h 1874, letiei* j» l»l ">H<» I he Well at tkt \\‘o>ht\ End, C.W XIX. p 66 »«7 11 H.dhd.iv SPARHNQ /hr hehn\snlt Pit \\ *»»W II •//».#»» A/.ifh-., A/dUt-i i p. 9*
'j*8 /	He<futtut tr (*et Huh. Aniwtmky ('.«»llr« tu»n I 1 MAUX , I ,ifn i»
719, tint p
*R9	ll	-’»A	u«.v I \tl*\i ftfti, 1884, Nunfiuthi p <»tn
>i)n) ,\<* ' ?»*»»♦» Stmdlin, thid , p 18
291 Ibtd, \*. 148
•*•>2. 7Ar Fiitlhty AiwJih, pp- 4,6
jti)v 1 he tfaaf* o> /A* WoMHimnj, C.W , XV, p 212
■>»>4 Vr,i\ /rum V.vfArrf, 1A1W , p 54
>‘>5. /M., p 49
2%. /W., p, 62
2‘p, /M/ . p 46.
298  /W-. p 18
299  /6uC pp. 126-7 30(1. Ibtd., p. 46
301.	TAr Earthly Parodist* p 154,
302 Tht Will at tht World a f.W,	C.W,, XIX, pp. 65*6.
303. .V«cr /ran «Vaa»Aerr, tAirf., p. 151.
304 Nonesuch, pp. 244-5 See above, p. 16	.
303  Grimm figures in Morris’s list of favourite authors, and he adds this comment to his mention of the book. “ ... it is so crammed with the material lor imagination, and has in itself such a flavour of imagination, that 1 feel bound to put if down" (Istten, p. 247) May Morris relates “Tell me a story why won’t these children tell me a story? asks the poet in his home, and the girls search their brains to com* ply” (May MORRIS, 11, p. 621).
306  .%>« a from Nowhere, ibid., pp. 93-6.
307 K. MARX, Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy,	p.	312
308 Engels himself is surely echoing Marx’s thinking when he	defends ‘the poetry ol
the past*’ against Ddhrtng’s reforming demands’ (Anli-Diihnng, p, 350).
309. Of the Origins of Ornamental Art, 1886, LE MIRE, pp 142-3 310 MACKAIL, 11, p. 343.
311.  A. M. W. STIRLING: The Richmond Papers, p. 318.
312.  W. B. YEATS: Autobiographies, pp. 178-9.
313 “The Happiest of Poets”, The Fortnightly Review, March 1903, p. 539.
314.  Th. WATrS-DUNTON, “Mr. William Morris”, The Athenaeum, ft) October 1896, p. 487/1; Old Familiar Faces, p. 241,
315.  A CLUTTON-BROCK: William Morris, his Work and Infiwncr, p 188.
316.  In William Morris, Pbet, Artist, Socialist, ed. Francis Watts Lee, p 13
317.  A. NOYES: William Morris, p. 20.
318 Lloyd Eric GREY: William Moms, Prophet of England's ,\ew Order, p. 57.
319. R RlJYER L'Clopte et lei atopies, p 6 P N Furbank [Sami*I Hutlrr, p 87) sees Sews from Nowhere as “a childish charade”.
320 A COMP ION-RICKETT. William Moms, a Study in Perianal'ty, pp 5<>7.
32 i Bruce (iLASlER: William Morris and the Early Days of the Socialist Movement, p 162

322 A run from N<nvktty, Nonoiuch. p. 16
32Y IM, p 127. - CT. " VYhrn I wat a folk ch*i>‘ wm t
and ihm allusions to tMdhood alwayi imo/Jd th*. -*-P ■*tl*tPttl^ tenjmenr (MACKAIL, I r> •)	«meftihftInctoI
324 /**, p 132	.	*
[bookmark: bookmark391].325 /4«C p 1)5,
326 Ibtd. p, 144.
327. [bookmark: bookmark392] AM, p t 7y
328,  /6i., pp 189-90.
329  IM t p S2
330  One may wdJ wonder whether Morris, writing Mm from Xowhm « Wttllv tttlmentt. did not simply forget his mention of them in aneariicrdaptcr B I* perhaps be another slip like the one he made over Ellen’s grand/adm, 5 suddenly be* smt her lather.	'	^
[bookmark: bookmark393]33 f . few* GLASIER. tW., pp 59, 60, 108. J32 MACKAIL. II. pp 30741.
333 .4* W Lthtmr. 1884, LE MIRE, p. 97.
334.  “Ow Some ’Practical’ Socialists” Commonweal, 18 February 1888, p. 52/11, MORRIS, H, p 305.
335.  Socudtpn, it* Growth md Outcome, pp. 4-7. Cf. : “The bourgeoisie has torn awa, from the family iff sentimental veil, and has reduced the family relation toast* money relation” (MARX and ENGELS:	C&mmumst	Manifesto, p 16/
336 76e Depression of Trade, 1885, LE MIRE, p. 120.
337, Socialism, Us Gentvth am/ Outcome, p. 8 - Cf. : “In its completely developed formihb famti) exists only among the bourgeoisie. But this state of things finds its rompfc. mem m the enforced absence of the family among the proletarians. {MARX and ENGELS; The Communist Manifesto, pp. 30-1).
338.  7o Bruce Glasier, 24 April 1888, Letters, p. 254.
339.  Manifesto of the SWsolist League, Note F, THOMPSON, p. 856.
340  To Charles Faulkner, 16 October 1886, Bodleian Library, Mss. Autogr. d 21, f
ni i
341  Socialism. Us Growth and Outcome, p. 299.
342  C IV , /I , p XVIII.
343  fiom from Aw there, Nonesuch, p. 58. - Cf. ; “it was not their view that each should do the work of Raphael, but that anyone in whom there is a potential Raphael should be able to develop without hindrance” (MARX and ENGELS The Gf' non Ideology, p 430).
344 Ibid., p 53.
545 Bernard SHAW: Morris os I Knew Him, May MORRIS, II, p XXXII. - Shaw himself wrote in Fab tan Tract n°2 (1884): uThat the State should compete with private indmdmh - especially with parents - in providing happy homes far children, so that every child may hare a refuge from the tyranny or neglect of ks natural custodians *s (Edward R. PEASE. The History of the Fabian Society, p 42) 346 Cf May Moms* account. “ we wwe lucky children not to be saddled with parents full of theories - “experimental parentsM, if I may call them so without disrespect to the elders. I have heard my father speak of ihe^chjidftn g£X and Y and Z, who were kmagfy subjected to experiments in diet or clothing or training or play, as poor httk devils' with real pity in the voice. - ‘Children bring each ocher up \ he often said, and as one of a large family, he knew it by experience"
(C\K. vi pp.xm-xna	.7 ^
147 Edward THOMPSON: The Conmumm of WilUmn Monts pp. 3-4 348 Tht Socuij of** FttUm, 18$8, May MORRIS, 11, p 466.~ Cf. . “The care and cdtuAtinn of fhe children becomes a public affair; society looka aft«-	...

priocUe Properly and the State, pp 81-2).
[bookmark: bookmark394],40 Vm » from .Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 76
v? jo (:hnrics Faulkner, 16 October 1886, tbtd.; THOMPSON, p 818 Jju “Inquiry (Column - Amwers”, Commonweal, October 1885. p 92/1 \c7	To Bruce (ilasier, 23 April 1886, Letter i, pp 233-4
^	p0 p), John Cilasse, 23 May 1887, (R Page ARNOT: William Moms, the	Man and
the Myth, p 83).
554 Monopoly, or flow Lahour ii Robbed, 1887, JACKSON, p >93
155. Useful Work versus Useless Toil, 1884, Nonesuch, pp. 616-7.
‘[■'he Society of the Future, 1888, May MORRIS, 11, p. 462. - Cf. . “People are educated to become workmen or the employer* of workmen, or the hangers-on of the employers; they are not educated to become men” (“Thoughts on Education under Capitalism’*, Commonweal, 30 June 1888, p 205/1; May MORRIS, 11, p 500); “ . .. we teach people to fit them to become workmen and women desirable to be employed by the capitalist*” (Makeshift, 1894. May MORRIS, U. pp 477-8).
357.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 317.
358.  Unfortunately we no longer have the text of this lecture on the problem* ol education which Morris gave in 1886. My quotation is from the only report	oi it that exists: “Our present system of education was simply the education of one set ol people to become the machines by means of which the other set could carry on their life to the injury of the community in general. Even at the Universities the ideal of education was a commercial one; it was only and solely directed to the achievement of success in a man’s future commercial career” (The Architect, 17 September 1886, p. 171/1).
359.  MARX and ENGELS: The Communist Manifesto, p. 30.
360.  Monopoly, or How Labour is Robbed, 1887, JACKSON, pp. 195-6. Cf. . ‘'With this aim in view the conditions under which true education can goon are impossible.
For the first and most necessary of them are leisure and deliberation" (Thoughts on Education under Capitalism, 1888, May MORRIS, 11, p. 500).
361.  Cf. Brian Simon’s remarkable study Education and the British Labour Movement, pp.
133-7.
362.  “An Appeal to the Just”, Justice, 11 October 1884, p. 4/11.
363.  The Political Outlook, 1886, May MORRIS, 11, p. 285.
364.  Art and Ixibour, 1884, LE MIRE, p. 114.
365.  Thoughts cm Education under Capitalism, ibid
366.  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 59.
367.  Thoughts on Education under Capitalism, May MORRIS, 11, p. 498.
368.  News from Nowhere, ibid., p. 150.
369 “1 think 1 may fairly say 1 learned next	to nothing	there, for indeed next to
nothing was taught” (To Andreas Scheu, 5 September 1883, Letters, p 185).
370.  To Th. Watts-Duriean, 25 March 1892, tbid., p. 350.
371.  To Robert Thompson, 20 June 1884, ibid., p. 201.
372.  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 27.
373.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 319.
374.  News from Nowhere, ibid., p. 60.
375.  Thoughts on Education under Capitalism, ibid.
376.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 317.
377.  The Society of the Future, 1888, May MORRIS,	11,	p.	462.
378.  News from Nowhere, ibid., p. 60.
379.  Our Country Right or Wrong?, 1880, May MORRIS, 11, p. 60.
380.  The Beauty of Life, 1880, Nonesuch, p. 552,
381.  ,4r/ and Ubour, 1884, LE MIRE, p. 115. - Cf. ”1 want , all persons to be educated according to their capacity, not according to the amount of money

P88
v *** wmm	ttv
309* OtHfi<#*&.< p - J|T
f; .-#:W .<mn» fyv;i 7 mi, -4*4
. '&* ti*r tm? ffm 0
A*
Mi
m
^8l
4§f
In* i$M 40 ,p Jff
Hif	U	p	it*
774 $■*& #?*& Wt («* tfa*
[bookmark: bookmark395]0*0: MtH&lptPt' &&* P t7
flm.
<?7
[bookmark: bookmark396]f,
- Me -V.
MS
I-,,
mm
•wl%!
[bookmark: bookmark397]W-I
0i/r,
-1 i* ^ JJ, | j^p. #. 7, T§<3 * i ‘4 ■ 1^ *** rot t*u*hi to wfiti u$0$ufau’
UfAW. AS#** * / km* HUH. May ftftiRMA, If, p. XMWfe %
f *f*0§ H* kgy imp .h¥Htm pft&M th*0 4l¥f iftlW iUjliM, M*i !hjM »bn.**
’ * *my it M* I^PIH thin tit* uMipmpihm fa&nd # w** to tXr ppptttaim i* ^
%jl t&Hl%, ( \* ,.|X p %$£$$}*0w$ft'hwiii0^0^0j
0 00 /■ *}!*■&(•*?.-hi 0 (Xi bii44fc &**$” (Ahfp h Wtfftm MmjfM.i* Aunmim
0$0 ffo hit*}*.*.'*! f\*«t ‘W% ( W XV, p. %yi)i r7Xf wttykfuktkAfftrbpb
ft#** fim •»/. *$>>,	t.ufitmApby	*4	fht ftnh M<m. writ ifl hirw &
Pfpmh tff	(7%f H'mprtif* t$ U"fbn /tab, i***1, May MfMUS. I.j‘ ’’K
Tfa* &A;0Mh.-- \4p* f#»«ny IN? * tI hr rpttt h iri * filing pot tttrll*** ’ 1<W'	-*.
:■*■<< 'ft.'tii'/iififtii'f Mt+tii* *?/ ikt AfUlpte A/p1* tbuf r p, * ?Sm ifjpci Ajiwi I’ftirtoiii.
jiwf t Hfiitfrtfjtftf fm*9kff tif lf»t Without M***V Suttfty, L « li HlWW
' ■	;■ pip* '■ <*
'0^ ;	m 2 Ml, I jf*to	iilrjw lit iff ttf IWHld Hi lift
700 ' / I I ♦ ,	}tf*	Jlyr	jjy
[bookmark: bookmark398]4^x.
, |f; ••-'fjS • ■
• ^	{|'i	# Wirt i iHiifiiftjfhifa Mwji
:> 11.« /**»■■	I:l	i&m*.,	p i h
W0. tmk**:.	J»pis IH'fH. |#^v' W
$0$ ' Iff. ■	/■•	*:; - ':W‘ fcXfH wtppty t*WlW	fe*
4fiM-	■	.	"-,	■	,v:
-i PP^r^' 0 W:&ty&	^ #11;' \'-. ■
'j4.	,*	>w-w<tX-‘lliekiWlHti	1' \ 7*r (tppHPPti
[bookmark: bookmark399]f*- '^r, ‘'AA&the v0p ^4Xv!fV t^W4
4**'*

M
[bookmark: bookmark400]L*/ r\**i iti xi	tv*t	H
Lh*uv UlMKV -.oh *MTx»tW* *m| gtmmmat
ul adding *«> (K* cm* tv or} t»l ptiMlu«tUMV Ww< «• Hv#
k	Ihspda* IM* '/« g»i
_ n(, j > ,'v \\ v ■ Hi uni nirnHttni ihoi ^U»mi» wm ' I\\\A »tys |mi >u
Arithmetic ** »i Marlborough t’wilege (Alt Ihtitn.u pp
Um vw M*» sinitrawv
Sir ! v '*«p»nk, I'*'''it'sSot ol Kffmh I .tiriAlutf At Iktllntil (.olk-gr . I m\t-i*tis ol
\ - '•/•,'•;•. rt,»s *ent ,v Urns not*. unfortunately ’.i»> long to repnuiui v brir, lot whi* V>
| j evy ro's my warm .md grateful thanks. He lmht alt's M numljet ol ptmu* ol
recemM.*m-e between the pedagogy of Moms'* utopia and that ol RoMMeatt t/«*
\ .	.: lliUitt and F.-mlo: the lack of formal <rth» anon and of thr ir*« hmg ol
reading, the restricted use of books, an insistence upon the ngor, ol hhcru and
rwentv as crucial, a study of "the way things are made . recpcct h*r teuip* t(imvn
tat differences. unconstrained development. social CTiiiiitttt ot contemporiify
pedagogy. Clearly, the resemblances are striking However, Mr Spink point* O»M
one fundamental difference Rousseau believes in the value ol leehng anil mu-tc .*.
in a word, of spontaneity, and isolates the child from corruption fry its social tur-
roundings Morris, on the contrary, integrates the child a* soon as possible into
society (which has, of course, been totally transformed) ami make* imitation the
chief mechanism of development. Mr. Spink leaves it to me to draw < mu lotions
Despite the multiplicity of similarities, I do not believe that Rousseau exerted any
direct influence upon Morris. The latter, as I remarked earlier, was c ompletely ig-
norant of eighteenth-century French literature, and I have not found even a Mmik-
indircc t reference to Rousseau in all his works. The two writers had in common •»
deep trust in mankind and a hatred of the artificialities of "civilized’ life, so it is
net surprising that they should have arrived, each by his own way. at similar con-
clusions. But it is clear that their thinking and their motivation were, historically
speaking, on very different planes.
41 7 Ikefxi Work versus Useless Toil, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 608.
418 Soitaltsin, its (Growth and Outconu, p. 318.
41‘>. A library certainly ought to have books in it . . but so ought each and every
room in the house more or less’* (Maktng the Best of It, 1880, C V\ .. XXU, p 113)
420.  Awi from Souhere, ibut. p. 131.
421.  IM.s p 19,
422.  Ibid . p. 28
423	/W . pp HO-l
424. "On Some 'Practical’ Socialists’ GanrmwittW, 18 February 1888 p S2y H; May
MORRIS. U, p KK>
[bookmark: bookmark401]42V	bt W thf HfU. 1883. May MORRIS* U, p	3*5
42t»	1 h* Srhtffy *1 tht Tutvtf, 1888, tW, pp. 464*5
42’	Acn * from VNonesuch, p. 141.
428 On Some 'Practical' Socialists",
42*4	"Not ,t conceded man. and curiously averse	to mirrors.	Morns	nos	m	the
lubu ot using their psuhukignal tXHmterparts.	and it is impcwubfe :o surprise him
m ihe i< t of posing himselt in bewmm* attitudes F L C.ARV Wsiimm Mms
fw - ('	SWwibt,	p	197V - Ci "Hr did no* project, like Hrwry <>t Wilde,
an tmAge of hmurtt, because luo itg all hi* imagination vet upcm making and do-
ing* lie had little selbknow ledge i,\ LAtS .G*.-.:-	pi	Le:	w>
mgr hm in pawmg that in the utopia of William Moms novel* drup naturaUv >vu'.
.>( estuewe K\ nice lift is too active ait ecstasy to be led wi»h the pathetk, ihr

p
4#
44?.
ib V,MIM ,
/lu -
i U,«	t
o. /*., „	**	„	;ir,xu^tmh
i«
	ttwtn
	,;t.

	V#it«
	1 v

	M»v?-
	i? 1^4

	Ht0
	• »i

	3W M
	* P 41
In40l< fi4

	Akw*.
	t ihm V
* lir V| to


♦ *r»,	4	|»|»	Wfc.»}
init
I ;i> *	***	}	J'*	r«*W>	f	**>}•>	«/	tyr	Wmtuj	Jty
4 tit
MV	U	(JW
I \{4t Ntv0ki vs *i-i»'t«s,• " 4l -L~;
\* «K tuuti «t #H my father *hiltk*t ihr IhWkfnpUy M
* w	*** 11	K«u	Aiiiittkt	liwmUtnr^tOiwiiitHng'tKiim,*^fttaWrh
■*»*>>»« WKIU Ms #|)|if^) it> »h#* funMhujk »fs	(puliimi	umiilmuhin	<ii.|
4"^ *Me ‘ *nW \\M. p \\VH> u 1 WweHyw#***
t i>» I A Iff* sii'Ut |* im imvil Id dtxpue II «!* d	li|	rhiuyntrtH' tSii Hvtii*,
(Vwhrtett'ft ik*irtfs: H Vt Add Ml. U I’? (a?)	ihftmumpiKrtiyihr^
uttd Ml yisf fiviHirH n actor N 411 Nlm t in lk*d ttof, and nrvrf nil* * tf<i in i».m ity
tnmvM	Smvr the cUvt ol hit early rnti)i!ftU*m (or Blihstfrt .uui Kv,ii|
U* K-*1 xtU rtri h.ul titotr t»» 4 play utile** at) towe farr <mi Milan vvhrn he took !us
, hiM.o, v, w4x .h^yed U\ \\ Iiif(k) 1 (M \< KAIL. II. p IWt)
44it AMf*Aik IlKH. SUx MoRKlY It p VI
^ I Ntwt' on Nr^<' , i ‘Mmmiihmhw/. 1^ (ktobfr I|» VJ9/I
V<>: f4lfel/ tp Ml.
44 S A.ns t j’wn	N<mipiimK,	j*.	|V
4 4-t < V\ \ II! |» IX pp IVX, MM\ MORRIS, t p WMI.pl> XX.1UI,4”
N«tK*u*h p Sty?,	p|>	tXV, 4, *>, GO, M, HU, Pt,26f; M-M’KAIL 1.p|*
tr 00 %*	II,	VW;	tltaiier. if Hi* pp. 6M8; THOMWOK p, JS4;
A t *\ *\tri\>Mt(CKtl1' Hiitmm Mmris> a »SWv <# fatmuhfa p 4H. H M
MVNIIMAV / 4r	**/	t*»	/.</#.	p	sW?; Holbrook JACK^)N
H	• t 'nj‘/i+>s m <$<* mb if,, p Memo* mi' a* b Hw^jawi* [, p. 212. II,
[bookmark: bookmark402];_pi> ) | |U» bhi	«y	J	iprtm	t	pp- *-^V A\!iwt
V \t| \ \< f- M u>u$m M*mi, 4i» 4o Wfitmgs **d Ms h*Mu Ufa pp
Ml \l)l KSt>N HV/«r*N Mmu, Ms /ifc	pp	t 1^%,
Vt WMihsnw* \Us J %; B.M Add. Miv S2 \\t3k S2 ??2 tW); til
Slf 1 Nlrjirtu am \iiOf ind IhraDiAUMt Tkt $kH*f4i}y	10<H trdm IHVt*r
p|i. A*i5/fl, 1^6/1
41	< thinrch y<m ihaik I don't lifcc mask'. I assuit you that the twh and
K‘,u kfefs a^or b«v#5 a orrat * orooltiion to mr " (To t ady BurtK*Jones. 2 Apnl
*s^..	p t ‘'our'fookv hnvronly got wx nf&ts, so that wr haven t$w
fMM|?rr v«dsimf of untnd from t!:*ctn M (To the same rorrr$pondeni, IHH^. ihi
l>. t i IV; r Ihw i» n no h»ck of heeorv* 111 these upfier waters, and in the .twilight
»^r sitm 01	w	as	mini?	abov* us ami Uhtittg from under the N4
And &rrm* the miram surh a viean-!«*dr. near drat heird. Iwrht 4fry little chap he
mtsb 4 wtkj muaicabl ftftk note tike all the rmw-haumim* birds' (To thr^tne
rvftt ‘,\>fKirnt !tJwf., p 315', " As we wrm, the (oik on the hank talked in-
dee<i fSHiifhfH thtu ktnd iwti with the cuckoti 5 song, the sweet strong wivtsile
fe^fdwtfo. and the ceasefeits note v^t the oom-crake as he crept through the long
®ra** of thr twrhftg-heM ' fA«rvAkmVrr^ Nonesuch, pp. JHo*?;; ‘ wails
^ taK mh, whtwe pop«d#titm of retd*spanows and watiden were defrghtfufi)
fA5^tkes>. (wtttcnng and chuckiiug . " j/hf.. p |T7t, etc
\lay .VKtRRIS, II p i*1"
'7^ JSi^aefs i.tf Jlr /tfiwr. siw , p. 467.

. itnfiljlfno t1 '<*»/ hffU •tbfii 'if n hi(4t oh '	of'i,	2', '•»
444 f	w	m>W
44V VT'C* «< //Alw*/ fh	p	W\.
A tiff A / ml Of	,	J	42%
4 V / »«/ i rr 40 M< P t/(>
4M /W . I' ^	.	j(	vVHUm	Mom*	\ thi tidily (MmeU, «K ****** 1*9 i, p. tylM
!Vi /'//, (‘elide |MM V May M< )H R I* II p 401 - A4	wOMUt*	U
* ltl ^	, Mi{,,	* an t»» mad* out *4 her " (“TV WmlNPf'* Mu*f* *.4 A»« ",</**
I'LZal Apid l*«N p IM/H)
4*1/ //ir Utter Arts, fH77( NoiuhmuR, p M1,
i‘,H 'mhilluo. lh friwMtf* "«// (Jttkme, p 309
[bookmark: bookmark403]4V/	1 he Promt** *4 May", A/«> /)«> SpmtU, 18%, juttim, p b{ 11
460 A#m » b,"fl Mowbre, Nonrsui.ii, j» 123
if,| MARX and I.NGlLV thi (lommumil Mamfuto, p 16
462  K MARX Cafiihtl. p *97.
46 i I hot’ I Hf< tl11 * * Stt‘ tnhil, IH'M, Noilfttuh, p 6*/8_
464 i ifi thi* point, v*e Ihoinpson’ft penetrating analyst*, p 15*
463 I he Amu of Arl, 1886, Nonesuch, p 601,
466	“A ‘ li.u with Mr William Morn*'1, tbid.
16/	htftur lo lb Mature nf Ooihn by John Ruskin, 1892, M**y IMK)RR	l/>,	I.	p.	293
468	Sttittilnin, ttt (iituvlh tirui UuUome, p, 409
46').	A//i1» frwn Mmvbrt, (hid , p, 91,
470.	lb Sottily of tb butuu, 1888, May MORRIS, l|r p. 465
471 "Why We Celebrat* the Commune of PaHs”, Commonweal,	IV	March	1887, p,
89/11
472  tb Mtmi Outlook. 1886, May MORRIS. U, p. 282
473.  Mews from Souther*, ibid., p. 19,
474.  Ibtd., pp. 166-7.
475.  Ibid., p 29.
4?6. Ibid, p. 51.
477. Ibtd., p. 38.
47H In fact, Morris shows a certain illogicality. Would such ignorance and lack of understanding of the nineteenth century be conceivable on the pari of people who knew Dickens's novels so well? (See, for example, pp. 21, 126, 162).
479.  Ibuf.t p. 180,
480.  /W., p. 147.
481.  Ibtd., p. 182.
482.  lb Revwal of Handicraft, 1888. JACKSON, p, 225.
483.  A ms from Mowbre, ibid., p. 45.
484.  Ibtd., p. 30.
485.  Ibtd., p. 152.
486.  Ibtd., p. 69.
487.  Ibtd., pp. 192-3.
488.  Ibtd., p. 83,
489.  “Other stories have only scenery: his have geography M (C. S. LEWIS: Rehabilitations and Other Essays, p. 40).
490.  W. WORDSWORTH: Tb French Revolution {Poetical Works. Oxford University Press, ed. 1936, p. 166).
49|. W BLAKE; Milton, Poetry and Prose, Nonesuch Press, 1946, p. 376.
492.  Tb Earthly Paradtsi, pp. 3, 4, 154.
493.  In a letter to Erasmus on 3 September 1517, Thomas More calls his island .V#j- quanta. - On the etymological argument, see the excellent exposition by V ictor Du-

7	wmt	CmAhmmm''.	CmmmmmL	11	tenter	'W	«	m.	*
^ »>*<* * rte* ‘	*aBwmbehte traiad *1 t* few - •* 1 -
*fa»w : ****** 4m m x groem *» tectar^* 'T* ITte $fafag7 !
VintwiiiiJ1 W** Lten p* 21^^. anl M :>>r "Tkipnmu i^'./
faf <afateu8 cMENraoL mk faf i4dt an? nper far far «rfcawy && Ls&tj KrcfaMfa%*fateeMft <nfai p*i fav gwpum mmt «t fae te* <facxft*/l»fe^ OnMifa tertefaL «E\ EM. HdA Mb*. *5 M3>
ME TV / any Jkfe	-; ‘ NmGUE&t. pp 51"-4
.Wfa** fa» Antere,	p 175.
MT	£mgmi	Sfttt* LE MOLL p im CW, XVIfl p XV tom*
5RW. 'TV Jte » Cmmq^ CtenW Jfa Swfabfc p. 1, CW,. IX. s t *
..teienr *w faMpv. fafaL» ffr~ Ilf- -INI. i^fai *> {rft #■£ Jter Mapif Urn. t®M~ XhkmkIl p- 55 SI®	4x4,	fk	%
•	££>*■'	■£ __*	m	«y
Jawr,,, g& JLl
If! A. M. W STIUJNCr At ib.+xxmi ftafan, p 111 >14. Jfc- fa.VteMn ki'trrx m A*r Mmmr \ 3K2* p 7 S45- Hr JHkssan	’	*‘"n"	MACMILLAN,	ft-	fai
5ffa. 'fate	RfaW	«*■ fa***/ IfaM Ho MORRIS U. p 5i
■51“ fatemfJamtet. * Xc—mcfc, -p 535.
5tt> lifaMt faiifmDn 1^2. MJ? MORRIS, i. p 35^
TV1&: temw TV-m 25 Mardb T'*2. Ifate. p 15H A &mmm jf JJmIs JWT. y—ifwrt, p. 211 521. iF«r Jam? faite Item, If Fttewnry !§7* Ifaw p III- JHBR	^	iteT	p	»
fi23k Ta ,tete*n Stihcm. 5 yppmaib** !M3 ;fa p !$$•
3®fa .Mmmmrmm4k ftmafea? AmmC FVtomy 1RU, p. I,	'	v	^
525 Cf- ;	MCMMI tawte'	fa	wtei	peoplr aeu ibv 'pemweert	*
«»	CmMMt 21 Jme p 155/f).
6e*? £**«** Apte #r fafa^gr/ 1ML Mar MORRIS 0, p 51 Sr*.' 4Rfar JRr ifar mmi Hm Wt Myfar Zjmt, 18354, Xcnowk p.
.fafafaw fa» fagfaxto {jfom'ty Mbsf MORRIS fl. p. 571 525 TV Tfahfar Tmmmir m Jftphm Jbtmkmd, 181^, M*y MORXK ** P ®
- S.3®p Te A<%artsac* Sdton^ Wf Amgmt $$84. JUam. p 21Z 53-:'. T# W.. ASfafabaflB, 25 jterafaer 1^. «tef, p, M 1^2 T# Ifioteerr TiMmpiw* f*Jfanadnr IUl5r ekd.p 228 '$35: M£ mi teMfat m far	Cmtaty,	1	C-W7.	XXIJ p 5^8
5’M '*&m& tm Stw*''.. Ommmmrn, 28 riaar p. X&/II • S3M' i':mxitod pm'jw§rmf4^ Cmmummt, \t J%mt	p. 13/JI
5Jfa'	Xfaeerudt.	p	R5-
Wr^e ^jc^rsacrafafa ^r^fra*rs«f »Kf nr r- 4«	Atttob?	m	Tr**^
[bookmark: bookmark404]Mfa% ^iiu ptew, nfa ^loore p*ztk»iasi* pp 4y?J$ .■

. ». tT»	Oewfeer	1883.	p	87/1
[bookmark: bookmark405]irri „Tnf r-n—4 r  —* i-Mw »/B.
-:C l"-t?rTT|Vi on \rt , TV DtMn fl«i> Exp***u 12 April ;%86. pp 3/YII..
\ Sccmwiw ‘
*	rWjiir	tnd Vorksiisre Cj h"^wiw<. H Mjtv	p. 43/U
-4 5ocui*m« in ^ Ovumm p 190 , <■. -gl-oss at* (#*■>**	r	*
V.:a w Nonevtich. pf> "2-3 - Mom* drvesopi the wane sdea an im
Lmm (15S8 . but he does so wiih respect to mednevti «dv mmgK it
■'	-**•*	nutiiiable	in a btnonca) period pmcdtn; tfr birth cf tm (taliMal
j^ehne Nonooch. p- x laical ^es ', Cwwi»<^, 1 January 1887, p 1/1 :^: rw	*f Trsds\ K*83. LE MIRE, pp 133-4.
It* <f W UOme. 1884, iW. p 113 Zr	W	fhrfvn.	1884.	c W XXII, p. 313.
MARX and EXGELS: The Cemmtmut Mom/neo, p. 32 The PPfccv of the Socialist League”, Commxmeci, 9 June 1888. 5. :» .1 55O. Statement cf Principles'' Cmwmmmmi, 4 May 1884, p 13%: I, Cl . 4 a change which would destroy the distinctions of class and	iMemyeslo of thr
Mnoiut Uogm, THOMPSON, p 844) ii j MARX and ENGELS: TV Cmwmu( Momfexto, iM.
552  In* ~_f EaWc Sk*rfy. 1884, JACKSON, p 314.
553  Dmtn ofa >«; Epock. 1885, p. 199. - CL ; “ . ... modern rdtMuUes are mere aruhcial devices for the commercial war that we sedf to put ast end to, and will disappear with k” '.“Looking Backward Commmeoot. 22 Jane '889, p 195/1; May MORRIS. IL p- 507); “Nation*, as poHuca! entmes. woukj cea<e cc exist" (To the Rev. George Bainton, 10 Apni 1888, Loan,, p. 28" .
554. To the Rev. George Bairaoa 2 April 1888. Letters. p. 283.
335. Voismgo Sog«. preface. C.W.. VTL p. 286.
536 Horn We Ltoe mi Hem We Might IMX% 1884, Nonesuch, p 369 55*’ Aisri from .\mthere, ibtd... p. 80.
558 Ad., p. 42.
559- fhM.$ p. 80.	..	,’\w	r'H^GHH H
360 (’her Cmmsry Right m IfVwt^.3 1880, May MORRIS, II, pp. 53-4.
501  A Dnom of Jv*.x Bod. Nonesuch, pp. 212, 263.
502  Dots* ?/ a ,V«r Epoch, 1885, Signs, pp 176-7.
363  The Lesser Arts. 1877. Nonesuch, p. 515. — Cf..; 'A really human morality becomes possible only at a stage ol society which has not only overcome class coMraCbt- nons but has even forgotten them in practical life" (F. ENGELS Ax.i~OiknMfJ p }(M).
364  Art under PUttocracy, 1883. JACKSON, p. 139
363 To the Rev George Bainton, 2 April 1888. Letters. p 283. - Mom* is isecaUunr though slightly distorting, Mara’s definition of commodity fetislnavn “There if a definite social relation between men that assumes, m their eyes, thr fantastic form cf a relation between things" {Copdoi, p. 83).
566. Art md Socialism, 1884. Nonesuch, p. 642.
567 Art mi die Ptopie, 1883, May MORRIS, IL pp 402-3
568. Bruce GLASIER Wdlvom Morru mi the Early Days of the Soaaiut Mrzemem. p 7b
369. “Fabian Essays in Socialism'*, Commocxeai, 25 January 1890, p. 29/1.
5 '0 “Socialist principles, whether they are right or wrong, profess to deal with a subject no less than the whole of human life” (“The Moral ol' Last Lord Mayor s Day", Commotmmiy 20 November 1886, p. 265/i); *%,. a system which not sees how labour can be freed horn its present letters, and organised unwa«eluliy , so as to produce the greatest possible amount of wealth for the community and for every member of k, but which bears with k its own ethics and religion and aesthetics '’

(The Hifin efCmitsaiitm J*85, &g*t,p. ITS), *'! assert first that Socigffc embracing theory of life. and that u ft ha* an eihfc and a Mmmehn* ziw k ha* an seuhetk ” {Thr Socialist Ideal. 1891. JACKSON p M?) ,°^r‘ ** ‘Misanthropy to the Rescue?*9 Commonweal, 28 August 1886, p. 172/J]
Of. “ social morality, the responsibility of man towards the life of ^ in the new order of things, take the place of theological morality. orth*r nihility of rttan to some abstract idea” (Useful Work verms Usetess Tinlit*' Nonesuch, p. 616).
573  Manifesto of Use Socialist /jvegus. THOMPSON, pp. 852, 856.
574  “To Blackwell” Correspondence, Commonweal, 18 May 1889, p. 15?/|j ^ MORRIS, II, p 316	•
575  7ra/ A6/ Sonety, 1887, JACKSON, p. 316.
576  the End nod the Means, 1886, May MORRIS, 11, pp 432-3.
577  See THOMPSON, pp 333-5.
5 (Jnhden-Sanderson notes in his diary, under the date of 29 July 1889: “I. . on . . the Morrises. At the latter s I stayed to hear Mrs Cunninghamc Graham read a paper on ‘The Religion of Socialism’. ” (The Journals of Ihomas Jay I, p. 283).
579, To Mrs Burne-Jones, August 1883, letters, p. 181.
580  The Exhibition of (he Royal Academy, \884, May MORRIS, 1, p. 240.
581  Manifesto of the Socialist League, 1885, THOMPSON, p. 854.
582  To the Rev. George Baineon, 6 May 1888, Letters, pp. 290-1.
583  N, 2 April 1888, *4*4, p. 282.
564 /Awf IVhen asked by	a journalist about his “religion of socialism Moms
declared' “All we ask	is that people should hold that their actions are to be
regulated by their responsibility to each other as social human beings; this is the religion of socialism** (William SINCLAIR: “Socialism According to VVilliaro Morris", 7Ar Fortnightly Review, October 1910, p. 733).
185 d Dream of John Ball, Nonesuch, p. 245.
586 yews from Mewhtrt, ibtd.,	p. 123.
58?	p |S4. ~ G£ G. ML	TREVELYAN, Illustrated English Social History, I, p 182.
566 ’ Chnntiansty and Socialism”, Correspondence, Commonweal, 8 March 1890, p.
77/11. May MORRIS. II p. 302.
589 “To Blackwell” Correspondence. Commonweal, 18 May 1889, p. 157/1, May MORRIS, It, p 313.
590.  Sacudttm, Ui (drouth and Outcome, pp. 298-9
591.  .Srtri from Son her*, Nonesuch, p. 124.
[bookmark: bookmark406]Part III, Conclusion
f, Rayrrusnd Ml >YER LTJtofn* et Us atopies, pp 66, 72-3. Georges Duveau, in his SWiofogtr d* iDtopte, pp. 9-10, observes this same ‘suspension of time’ in utopian literature, Lewi* Mumford writes similarly: “ . . . each utopia was a closed society Jbr the prevention of human growth*' (The Story of l!topuis, p. 4)
2, V. Dl/POiVf. / 7tofnt et U mrnart utopiqu* dans ta litthatufe anglais*, p. 506.
3 Ronald Culler H iltiam Moms ~ Selectttm and Commentary, p. 156.
4. [bookmark: bookmark407] A NOYES' Wxfium Moms, p. 132.
5,  Vm.r from \owh*r*M Nonesuch, p. 171,
6 fhtd, p 151
T fM.% p 164
8  /W. p 175,
9  /At/., p 11®,
10. /At/ , p . 193-

11. Cf.	his	feeling for the beauty of the Earth in all its seasons ., ” \May
Morris, Notes,, Walthamstow Mss. J. 191); “ . . . the autumn country, which after all 1 love as much as the spring” (MACKAIL, II, p. 163); “ ‘I am a man of the North,’ he said, ‘I am disappointed at the fine weather we are having here I had hoped it would rain, so that I could sit indoors and watch it beating on the windows’ ” (W. Scawen BLUNT: My Diaries, p. 229).
12 The Prospects of Architecture in Civilization, 1881, JACKSON, p. 261.
13.  A. L. MORTON The English Utopia, p. 171.
14.  Cf. : ** ... the love of light, colour and clearness, which . . . distinguish the medioevai” (Modem Painters, Pt. IV, ch. XV, §21); “ . . . these serene fields and skies of medioevai art ... all the pleasure of the medioevai was in stability, definiteness and luminousness'' (Ibid., ch. XVI, §1).
15.  A short poem composed by him was embroidered into the hangings surrounding his bed at Kelmscott Manor, the last lines of which read: “And for worst and best/ Right good is rest” (MACKAIL, II, p. 268).
16.  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, pp. 3-4.
17.  Ibid., p. 126.
18.  Ibid., p. 197.
19.  Ibid., pp. 44, 132. — Victor Dupont, in the introduction to his bilingual edition, speaks of a “holiday republic”.
20.  Ibid., p. 86.
21.  Ibid., p. 191.
22.  Ibid., p. 177.
23.  Ibid., p. 189.
24.  Art: a Serious Thing, 1882, LE MIRE, p. 49.
25.  News from Nowhere, Nonesuch, p. 124.
26.  Ibid., p. 68.
27. The Society of the Future, 1888, May MORRIS,	II,	p.	463.
28. What is: What should be: What will be, 1893,	ibid.,	p.	357.
29.  Useful Work versus Useless Toil, 1884, Nonesuch, pp. 605, 613.
30.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 321.
31.  A Factory as It Might tie, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 651.
32.  The Society of the Future, 1888, May MORRIS, II, p. 467.
33.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, pp. 298-9.
34. A Factory as It Might Be, ibid., p. 646.
35. Useful Work versus Useless Toil, ibid, p. 622.
36.  News from Nowhere, ibid., p. 40.
37.  Art and Labour, 1884, LE MIRE, p. 97.
38.  The Aims of Art, 1886, Nonesuch, p. 591.
39.  News from Nowhere, ibid., p. 68.
40.  “Looking Backward”, 1889, May MORRIS, II, p. 506.
41.  News from Nowhere, ibid., pp. 91-2.
42.  Introduction to his bilingual edition of Nouvellts de nulle part, p. 74.
43.  News from Nowhere, ibid., p. 142.
44.  Ibid., p. 197.
45.  Communism, 1893, Nonesuch, p. 671.
46.  News from Nowhere, Ibid-, p. 127.
47.  Ibid., p. 128.
48.  Ibid., p. 131.
49.  Ibid., p. 140.
50.  Ibid., pp. 94-6.
51 See above, p 552.
52.  MACKAIL, U» p< 133.
53.  The Soatty of the Future, 1888, May MORRIS, H, pp 467-8.

54.  A Dream of John Ball, Nonesuch; p. 257.
55.  Mews from Nowhere, ibid., p. 182.
56.  Ibid., p. 96.
57. [bookmark: bookmark408] Ibid., p. 169.
58.  THOMPSON, p. 856.
59.  The End and the Means, 1886, May MORRIS, fl, pp. 420-J
60.  Speech on Opening the Fourth Annual lam Exhibition, Whitechapel, 1H&<
61.  To the Rev. George Bainton, 2 April 1888, Letters, p. 284	P
62.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, pp. 320-1.
63.  K. MARX: Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts oj 1844, p m
64.  F. ENGELS to Otto von Boenigt, 21 August 1890, MEW, vol. 37 - 44- letter does not appear to have been published in English and ij {*** u from the French text.)
65.  Nonesuch, p. 252.
66.  The Lesser Arts, 1877, ibid., p. 500.
67.  The Hopes of Civilization, 1885, Signs, p. 136
68.  True and False Society, 1886, JACKSON, p. 298.
69.  Early England, 1885, LE MIRE, p. 159.
70 The'Society of the Future, 1888, May MORRIS, II, p. 454 7). “To Blackwell”, Correspondence. Commonweal, 18 May 1889. p. 55?/] ^ MORRIS II. p. 313.
72.  Arts and Crafts of To-day, Preface, 1893, May MORRIS, I, p. 243.
73.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 16.
74.  What u: What should be: What will be, 1893, May MORRIS, 11. p. 356.
75.  True and False Society, 1886, JACKSON, p. 311.
76.  For example: “I cannot give you the details of such an arrangement; no mas tan at this stage of the question; but I think I can make the principles clear on which those details would be founded” (What Socialists Rant, 1887, LE MIRE, p 228
77.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 289.
78.  To the Rev. George Bainton, 10 April 1888, Letters, pp. 287-8
79.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, pp. 287-8.
80.  See above, p. 477.
81.  How We live and How We Might Live, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 567.
82.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 288. Later the same year he said: “Well, lean say very little that is not merely negative” (Communism, 189.3, Nonesuch, p 6>
83.  As to Bribing Excellence, 1895, May MORRIS, II, p. 524
84.  “To Black well”, ibid., p. 314.
85.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, pp. 17-8.
86.  A Factory as It Might Be, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 646.
87.  The Prospects of Architecture in Civilization, 1881, JACKSON, p. 247.
88.  K. MARX: Contribution to the Critique of Political E otiomy p. 12
89.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 215.
90 The Society of the Future, 1888. May MORRIS, II, p. 455.
91.  How Shalt We Live Then?, 1889, U.S.G., Amsterdam, p. 6.
92.  The Society of the Future, ibid.
93.  Useful Work versus Useless Tot!, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 616.
94.  Socialism, its Growth and Outcome, p. 289.
95.  A Factory as It Might Be, 1884, Nonesuch, p. 646.
96 “Looking Backward”, 1889. May MORRIS, N, p. 502.
97.  See above, Fart III, Chapter 11.
98.  To Robert Thompson, 24 July 1884, Letters, pp. 206-7.
99.  The Society of the Future, 1888, May MORRIS. II p 453
100.  A COMPTON-RICK L IT: William Moms: a Study in Personate. r> 62
101.  How We I.,,.* and How We Might Lwe. 1884, Nonesuch, p 566. ' ‘

102 MARX and ENGELS TV German fdmtkgy, p 47 |03 K MARX' Capital, p. 21.
104.  K MARX to Sorge, 19 October 1877, SeUeted Omespandmct p 376
105.  The catalogue of Lenin’s library was published m Moscow to 1%1
106 A L- MORTONv Thr kngltfh Utopia, p 164. - There » a certain piquancy in setting this opinion beside that of Victor Dupont, in the introduction i>* tm bdmgual edition “	\«£'i from .Souther* i* the most utopian of utopias ' «p, It)
107. fM., p. 201
Appendices
1  In my lecture of Oct. 1, I only got as far as this i.e to the end of the part which shows that Modern Commercial Society shews all four characteristics of Infus**e
2  This letter was written by Morris and countersigned hy Edward A*elmy which explains *1 may*.

[bookmark: bookmark409]Index
Abratmky. Chinirn: 57, 286» 579 AcUnd, Henry 156 Addison, Joseph: 457 Allingham, William; 13, 276, 279 Aragon, Louis: 260
Arnot. Robin Page vim 53,202,218,235, 332, 472 Ashbee, Charles R 332 Attlee, Clement: 2(H)
Aveling, Edward: 24, 28, 197, 212, 223, 224, 226, 229, 230, 232, 234, 235, 289, 503, 509, 584, 586
Babeuf. Gracchus x, 147, 166, 170, 213. 376
Baron, Francis: 580 Baden*Powell, Robert: 541 Bainton. George 12, 19, 24, 276, 277, 2%, 308. 310, 318. 322. 563 Bakunin, Michael: 195, 320 Barker, H.A.: 185, 213, 526 Basly, Emile: 234
Bax, K Belfort: 9, 14, 15, 19, 20, 23, 28. 37, 54, 80, 112. 148, I66T 167, 171, |73, 177, 179, 184, 185, 186, 188. 192, 196, 208, 209, 213, 214, 216, 218, 220, 223, 224, 226, 230, 232, 234, 235, 241, 244, 251, 268, 283. 288, 292. 299, 337. 367, 417, 442. 450, 477, 478, 479, 490, 499, 522, 548, 559, 563, 577 Bebel, August 192, 223; 232, 234, 235, 236, 503 Beesly, Edward Spencer: 24, 562 Beethoven, Ludwig van: 548 Bell, Sir Lowthian: 404 Bellamy, Edward: 48, 54, 56,73, 177,436, 563
Bernstein, Ed. ; 48, 54, 56, 73, 177. 436, 563
Besant, Annie: 78, 216, 519
Binning, Thomas: 42, 48,273 Blackwell- 320, 325, 326 Blake, William 95, 98 Blanc, Louis: 166, 172 185 Blanqui. Auguste; 187 Blunt, Wilfred Scawen: 15, 211 262, 268. 372, 475, 504, 51?
Bochme. Jacob: 13 Booth, Charles: 151, 25$
Bottigelli, Emile: 220 Boucher, Francois; 432 Bradlaugh, Charles: II, 24, 519 Bright. John. 299 Brot her, G.; 185
Brooke, Stopford. A: 17,24,264.426,428 Br own. Ford Madox ; 32 Browning, Robert: 208 Bullitt. William C»: 275 Bulwrr, Edward Lytton: 93 Hunger, Siegfried: 233 Buonarotti, Fifipo: 167, 169, 1?9 Burden, Elizabeth and Robert 32 Burne-Jones, Edward 6, 13, 54, 66. 97, 121. 123, 14L 262, 440* 454, 480 483 Burne-Jones, Georgian*: II, 32. 40, 42. 43, 58, 68. 97, 112, 203, 205, 229,247 248, 261, 264, 302, 504 Bums, John: 236 Butler, Samuel: 56, 66
Cabet, Etienne: 166, 185. 411 Cade, Jack 583 Campanetla 56. 416 Garacct: 126
Carlyle,. Thomas: 6, 10, 104. 107, 11. 129, 137, 153, 154, 167, 171, 308, 36 391, 458, 469, 472 Carol I. Owen : 267
Carpenter, Edward: 37, 68, 269, 430, 52 Carruthers, John. 312

.. ..	l.uthrr	526.	545
<££*««. » W ft*. C.S
H i»y* w
Chau"*. (JeofTrry 7. Of,. 109. 4.VI Chfii«*on- 1 ’ "	'2*
rurk. W J 221 Clarke. William 456, 532 ( lotion Brew k. A 202 ( nhhrti. Wilham 99, no. 114, 168.415, 45ft. 472
Ol«kn Sandrruw. Thomas Jamr* |7,
44. 21H, 555 (>Hkrrell. Sydney 30, 106, Ml, 125,125, 162. 210, 455, 456, 467, 483, 543 Cot*, if I) H 269. 293, 321, 325 Ookrbrook, Frank 555 Coleridge Samuel Taylor. r><)
( ompt'Jiv KM k«-tt Arthur 86, 202 422 426, 450, 454. 475, 532 (Uimte. Aufuitf 17j. 562
(iirttrfvf, I)r 563
Gomtdrrant, Victor 165, 172. 185 189
Curunio. Allan 504, 516
Corrriiio 98
Craig. E I 189
('ran* Walter 254. 430, 435
Croce. Benedetto 211
Cromwell. Oliver 167
Dante 133
j Darwin. Charles 199, 550 | IV Morgan, Mary 17 |)r Morgan, William 112 0k kens. Charles 209, 321. 527 Disraeli. Benjamin 33, 470 IH*on. Canon 6, 24, 124, 399 Drmkwater, John 271 Dumas, Alexandre1 186 Dupont. Victor 59,75.78,202.268, 321.
332. 371. 426, 438, 469, 479. 566, 570 Duveau. Georges: 554
Eliot, (rcorge: 562
Engels. Friedrich. 28, 37, 80, 113, 119, 120. 148, 149, 151, 164, 165, 166. 167, 170, 171, 172, 190. 191, 197, 198, 200, 212, 213, 215, 220, 223. 225, 227, 229. 230, 231, 232, 234, 239, 240, 244. 250. 252, 255, 260, 278, 282. 283, 284,288, 293. 307, 316, 327, 358, 360, 367, 374, 381, 384, 392, 422, 464, 470, 472, 478, 479. 490, 494, 497, 511, 531. 558, 573. 576, 584
Faulkner, (-hartr* 6, 504. MO. $35 Feuerbach. luNlwif 563 Flood IVtev 335. 357 Fori, | B 68
Fourier, < harlet 165,166. 167. V?0, 172, 187, 188, 189, 199. 242. 311, 53?. 416, 499, 573 Frankel. I/o. 223
Freeman, Edward Augustus 108, 101 Frevitle. Jean M9
Fritrsc he, Fhdip Gustav 172. 240, 322. 327
Froissart, Jean 106, 442. 464 Frow, R F B 37.43 F'roude. James Anthony 107, 533. 148 Fuller, Ronald 566 Furneaux Jordan, Robert 332
(iainibormiRh 98
George. Henry 54. 190. 199, 304. 248.
277
Ghtr)anda)ho: 137
Gibbon, Edward 107
Gilchrist. Alexander 98
(iimion, -Sydney 14
Giotto: 457
Citsing, George 46, 562
Gladstone. William Ewart 287
Glasier,) Bfure. 15,46.73,92. 561,166.
185, 187, 200, 203. 206, 210, 214,224,
229. 263, 267, 320, 324, 332. 34 V 379,
436, 506. 550, 522, 532, 533. 536, 546
Glasse, John 24, 187, 536
Godwin. William 311, 320
Goethe Wolfgang 214
Gooch, G. P . 109
Cordon* Charles: 23
Green, John Richard' 108, 109
Grennan. Margaret Rote' 95, 106, 137,
202, 294, 405, 462, 467. 470
Grey. Uoyd Ent 210, 211, 5\7. 532
Grimm, Wilhelm: 531
Gronlund. Laurence 79
Gunner» Floss: 31
Guyot. Edouard' 183, 321, 363
Hallam. Henry: 108, 150
Hammond, Barbara and J L
Harris, Frank: 557
Harrtsoo, Frederick: 562
Hegel, Friedrich 364
Heme, Heinrich: 99. 214
Henderson. Fred.: 525

Wtendrrsorr PhUrp 212. 3Jf 475 Henry V I f I 5V, 107 Homer 359, 4H 550 Hood Thomas J7|
|	14,	275
HonML T t.. 36 Hough (r rah am W, 202 Howard, Mrs. O ; 24#
Howells WiMfam fM&tt; 79 Hunt Holman 17, 9$
Hunky. Atdovs: 51?
Huxley. Thomas IW, 550 Ihndnisn. Henry Mayers |V|, J98,207, 210 212. 214, 214, 226. 224, 230, 236, 2fc*. 27I28X 299,-4m 509, 558. 585
Jackson. Holbrook: 469 Jaurt* Jean 470 Jefferies, Richard 56, 68, 195, 247 Johnson, Samuel: 32. 457 fames. J L 37, 191, 213
Kant. Emminud; 210 KjufiW, Kari 78, 215, 223, 230, 531 Kean, Charles John; 454 Keac* John 95. 122, 263, 472 ftngsfey, Charles 5, ill, 382, 472 Kirkip, Seymour: 321. 475 KJu. Frank 46, 48. 320, 504 fCormanroa. Jessie ix. 252, 308 Kraposkm, Peter 195, 196, 197,198, 199, 200. 201, 311. 320, 327
|j (JrsnaiV P. 37 f Lafarstuc, Laura: 212, 230, 231. 232. 235, 236, 584
Ufaegue Paul 171, 213. 223. 230. 232.
235, 236. 288, 478 Lamennatv FHicrtFde: 22, 166, IHS Lane. Joseph: 32ft 510 Lassaik. Ferdinand: 222 Latimer, Hugh: 58 fjcsrw. Peter: 223. 234 IjktJtrui. Emma: 44 ijtatto&m. James: 4 30 Le Mfc«V	37.	99	212,	321.	482,
579
Lenin, Vladimir Uich. xitf 37, 78. 206,
219. 282, 327, 387, 4*8. 554, 577 tjMMx. Pierre ’ 166, 485 tdCMner. Frederick 223 Lethaby, W R \ 20}
[bookmark: bookmark410]L*W.«vrh< K,tb^. ^
>86	iJ#	v
t4ng*rdT jofe* $9
Uiweft Alfred 5IJ
Lowm&0f», Barry: 23
Luther, \ fa run 214
[bookmark: bookmark411]Mackail J. w l4.29»c.
123. 124. 134. |7?. 1S;	*
210.212. 229.268,
4.37, 457, 458, 483, 531. $33	<2s
Magnusson, Eirtkr 214
Maguire, Toni' 48
Mahon. John Lincoln 48. 21 S. 223 n
Malthas, Thomas Robert:	}ta	zt
Mann. Tom: 37, 48, 149, 269. 519 J
Manning, Henry 22
Marson. C. L. : 24
Marx, Karl: 15, 19,22,24.28,57,	&
55, 58. 62. 71, 82, HO, 113, H9 fjo
149, 151, 152, 159, 164. 165, 166* 167
169, 170. 176, 190, 191, 197,200 202
203, 207, 210, 211, 212, 215.220 223
224. 227, 234. 235, 239, 240.243 2ti
250, 259, 278, 284, 293. 307, 344’357
358, 360, 362, 364, 376, 584, 423,4H
470, 472. 519, 531, 550. 571, 573,575!
576
Marx-Aveling, Eleanor* 223. 224, 230.
231, 503. 509, 584
Masaccio: 137
Maurice. C. E . Ill, 276
Maurice, Frederick Denison: 4, 111
May hew. Henry: 151, 255
Meynell, Esther: 202
Michael Angelo: 135, 453
M ill John Stuart 172, 185,195,299,562
Milton, John: 133, 456
Moliirc: 456
Montaigne: 454
Moore. Samuel: 212, 224
More, Thomas: 27, 56, 57. 107,160,167,
182, 202. 203, 217, 319, 337, 349, 386.
416. 422. 519, 553, 580
Morelly; 416
Morgan, Arthur E.: 79, 92, 250
Morgan, Lewis Henry: 213, 350, 361
Moriey, John 562
Morris. Emma: 4, 8
Morns, fames: $
Morris, jane 9, 30, 31, 39, 44, 96, 260.
262. 435, 504, 515, 516
Morris. Jenny'S, IL 31. 40. 44, 516, 533

Index
Moms. May .V 7, 8,14,15.17,32.56.41,
66.73. 124,173,197.201,203,205, 206,
208, 212. 213, 214, 215, 217, 222, 226,
229. 252, 263, 264, 281, 298, 429, 435,
454, 455, 496, 516, 526, 534
Morris. William (father of the writer). 29,
458
Morton. A 1. 66. 72, 86. 87, 159, 294,
376. 567, 577
Most, Johann. 215
Mozart, VV A : 548
Munby. Lionel M 450
M(Inzer, Thomas: 13, 468
Murillo: 126
Nairne, W J.: 207
Neil. Adam: 201
Newman, John Henry: 6
Nicholl, David: 320
Nordau, Max 202
Noyes, Alfred: 532, 566
O'Brien. Bronterre: 167
Oldham. Joseph: 5
Owen, Robert: 22, 27, 58, 165, 166, 170,
172. 187, 217, 242, 311, 356, 416, 576
Pankhurst, Sylvia: 503
Pease, Edward R.: 148, 212
Pelling, Henry: 202
Pericles: 450, 453
Perovskaya, Sophie: 234
Pevsner, Nikolaus, 202, 332
Pisarev, Dimitri Ivanovich: xi
Plato: 56, 416, 460
Pliny : 433
Pope, Alexander: 457
Pottier, Eugene: 236
Price, Connell: 7, 17, 112, 212
Procat cini: 126
Proudhon, Pierre-Joseph: 165, 170, 195, 196, 213, 311, 320 Pugin, A. W. N . 121, 137 Pusey, Edward Bouverie: 111
Racine, Jean: 456 Ramelson, Marian: 503 Raphael . 98, 137 Rembrandt: 98, 126 Reynolds, Joshua: 98, 457 Richmond, William: 556 Rogers, ThoroM: HO. 199,464 Rosa, Salvator . 126
Rosenberg, John D : 120, 137, 138 Rossetn. Dante Gabriel 32. 95, %, 97,
98. 125. 204. 260, 262. 264, 440, 454 483. SIS. 317 Rothstein. Andrew 218 Rousseau, Jean-Jacqucs: 323 Rowe. Cosmo 210 Rowley, Charles: 276 Rubens: 98
Ruskin, John: 5, 36, 38, 55,57.60,67,95, 98, 104, 111. 113, 120, 125, 165, 167, 184, 187, 208, 243, 249, 254, 263. 278, 333, 349. 355, 357 , 360, 363, 370, 380. 383, 388, 399, 407, 426, 450, 458, 469, 472, 482, 507 Ruyer, Raymond: 240, 294, 308, 319. 388, 397, 416, 506, 520, 532, 565
Saint-Simon, Claude-Henri de 165,166,
170, 174, 177, 242, 403 Salt, Henry S.: 37
Scheu, Andreas: 4, 5, 21, 24, 29, 32. 187. 207, 214. 218, 222. 226, 229, 231, 232. 358, 585 Scott. Walter: 4, 95, 426, 458 Shakespeare, William: 387, 454. 460 Sharman, William 24 Shaw, George Bernard: 17, 23, 24, 30, 161, 172, 197, 201, 205, 211, 212, 221, 281, 284, 299, 335, 435,437, 455, 478. 504, 509, 535 Shelley, Percy Bysshe. 96, 426 Sherman, William: 535 Smiles, Samuel . 158, 190 Socrates: 583
Sorge, Frederick Albert: 191, 220, 224.
232, 234, 237, 577 Sparling, H. HalUday:234,252,335,338,
351. 359, 369, 372, 398, 453, 473, 517, 527
Spencer, Herbert . 148 Spenser, Edmund' 454 Stalin- 424
Steele. Robert; 201,475 Steffens, Lincoln: 275 Stepmak, S.: 223 Stirling, A. M. W : 531 Stirner. Max. 320 Street, Q. E. 399 Stubbs. W illiam. 108, 109 Sturt, George: 149 Swift, Jonathan 67, 529

Uvktr KWH
V2b '
FttttYtMi - A. KA
[bookmark: bookmark412]Til
lenaytnn 6- M6	W»w	8	u.	*><h
VV^Sium SUi^nt HI	vy « «Uk MS
rhtwpi«s! t f ?*	«.	».4T	'JMj.	<*lth
\* r-KV. y. A. -. '
[bookmark: bookmark413], **> l«t 7m, U\ in ,
[bookmark: bookmark414]*-**• m. m. »s iv» »V *
^•"gaifc. Ptai 4jn
Mok i)
Tdgmnn. 1)7
luian' IMfe, lit
t«W, Dvrs* 1#9
l oumrw CttW. 454
Tgrnw RiKiMi 123
,1 **&*«,; NlaHi JW6
Tyltr. Witt Wl
VcnMM. 43!
[bookmark: bookmark415]Vfcft&L IdMMHHNW 41*' I Ms lU, 410
[bookmark: bookmark416]W—«*. ******
Wt»'
[bookmark: bookmark417]It!
'Su v, j
Wti**
WeRa, H G ais 314,5^
V\ ballet J%mr» Mat^V W Wfcbfc UG, 468. 583	■
WdevHV 4U \\ >*Wweukv FVwrnw KeiW •>,,
Wise. T J 253 Wotak©ci. George . 329, 32Y,32* Wordswotth. William VU2M*.5% Wren, Christopher Yft. Hi WyaU, A j ' 2H
Veau, William BuiVcr 46, UD.^Va, 434, 456, 472, 552
7xtkm. Clara 505
7,urbaran 126

The purpose of the William Morn* Sot iety and Kelrnsrott Fellowship is to make the life, work and ideas of Morris better known to the world of today
The many-sidedness of Morris and the variety of activities in which he engaged bring together in the Society those who are interested in him as a poet, designer, craftsman, printer, pioneer, socialist, dreamer, or who admire his robust and generous personality, his extraordinary vitality, his creative concen- trat ion and his courage. Morns aimed for a state of affairs in which all might enjoy the potential richness of human life He provides a focus for those who deplore the progressive dehumanization of the world in the mid-20th eenturv, and who believe, with him, that the trend is not inevitable.
The Society provides up to date information on topics of interest to its members, arranges talks, meetings, exhibitions and visits and encourages ihe re- publication of his works and the continued manufacture of his textile arid wallpaper designs, and itself publishes commentaries on and studies of particular aspects of his work and of his achievement in general The Society publishes a Journal.
The headquarters of the Society are now at Kelmseott House. Morris* home for the last 18 years of his life. There also is the William Morris Centre (see overleaf).
Membership of the Society is open to all who support its aims and pay ^subscription.
For further information please write to the Honorary Secretary.
[bookmark: bookmark418]Kelmscott House, 26 Upper Mali Hammersmith, London W6

[bookmark: bookmark419]Mil. WILLIAM MORRIS CENTRE
Kehnsrott II OUlf Wil liam Morris home from 18”8 to 18%, was the scene of the wide-ranging activity of his later years Here he wove carpets and lapesiries plunged into political iheorv and its practical applications, conceived of the Kelni't ot: Press and composed his later prose stories. Conducted by the Trustees ol the W illiam Morris Society, the William Morris Centre is a plate j where Morris lives anew.
'I he Centre serves both the scholarly and the general interest in Morris and his assoc iates. It is a place where the individual may respond to Morris at his own pace, a place for people rather than things, for discussions as well as study The primary foe us of the Centre is the informal community in residence there engaged in the study of .Morris and his circle Headed by a visiting fellow, ap. j jointed each sear, the “household' provides a place for the exchange of ideas. Study bedrooms are available for persons with appropriate projec ts, preference 5 t .ting given to applications from abroad so as to further the international aspect (applications for residence should be directed to The Administrator).
\lso at the (Centre is a small representative collection of material relating to Morris (liven time and financial support, the facilities w ill inc lude records of all Morris’ known works, slide and photographic collections, reading and projeo J lion equipment, as well as facilities for photography, film-making and video- I tape recording and preparation ol travelling exhibitions.
A < rntral aspect of the William Morris Centre is the Colloquy scries, day-long gatherings for discussions and exploration of the announced theme for the year’s work at the Centre. Meeting in the rooms where Morris lived and worked, par- tu ipants share both the ideas developed at the colloquies and the atmosphere originating from this fine Georgian house on the banks of the Thames.

