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I. Introduction

The once-active and sometimes embittered controversy as to how far William Morris might be classified as a "Marxist", one of ten thousand minor literary skirmishes of the Cold War era, seems now largely passed.
 Or perhaps passé is the preferable term: enlisting thinkers in this particular ideological campaign is now of little consequence. With this realisation, I will argue here, we can reconsider and re-evaluate some of the issues raised during this controversy, but unduly tainted and mishandled by the imposition of overtly ideological categories of orthodoxy and heterodoxy, though without going to the opposite extreme of portraying Morris as simply muddled, untheoretical, or unsystematic.
 I want to argue here, in particular, that Morris defies easy categorisation as a socialist, and that in particular, the crucial divide between "Utopian" and "Scientific" socialism, once regarded as central to the assessment of socialist "progress" in the nineteenth century, is bridged by Morris's writings, which demonstrate a commitment both to the use of the utopian literary form to imagine a vastly improved future society, in News from Nowhere, and the commitment to revolutionary means of achieving this end.
 

In contending that Morris transcends the artificial dualism of the utopian/scientific distinction, moreover, I want to argue that a quite different emphasis on the classification of Morris's socialism is also possible. Here I want to take up a suggestion first, I believe, put forward by H.G. Wells in A Modern Utopia (1905). Wells wrote that 

"Compared with the older writers Bellamy and Morris have a vivid sense of individual separation, and their departure from the old homogeneity is sufficiently marked to justify a doubt whether there will be any more thoroughly communistic Utopias for ever."

This "individual separation" implies a greater attention to and defense of individual rights over and against the community than we find in all the major representative writers of either the "utopian" or "scientific" schools of socialism. Even more, Morris believed that socialism entailed the realisation of the capacity for individual creative potential-the essential romantic, aesthetic ideal at the core of his thought, derived in part from Ruskin.
 It is a view which, among the earlier socialist writers, he shares most closely with Fourier, and to a lesser degree (since he abandoned this perspective) the young Marx in the "Paris Manuscripts" of 1844, where the theme of alienation from one's creative powers looms large. Morris embraced socialism principally because he wanted to universalise this creative idea, and thus to extend widely a sense of individuality hitherto enjoyed only by the privileged few.

Yet if we are to associate Morris with a much more individualist strand of socialism-placing him closer, effectively, to his friend Edward Carpenter
 and to various anarchist writers of the period, this will clearly have the effect of making Morris appear less a 
"Marxist" than would otherwise be the case. We will need to return to this theme later, but initially it is worth recalling that from the late 1840s onwards Marx and Engels regarded the chief distinctions between "utopian" and "scientific" socialism as being three: (1) the belief in the inevitability of violent revolution to overthrow capitalism; (2) the assumption that the proletariat alone could engage in such a struggle; (3) the belief that an historical account of the preceding two factors, as outlined in the "materialist conception of history", adequately demonstrated the analytical superiority of the new system.
 In each of these areas, we will see, Morris acknowledged much of the validity and insight of the Marxian system. But in several other areas he is not merely more heterodox, but positively points towards another ideal of socialism entirely.

To understand how this came about we need to reflect on Morris's initial conversion to socialism, whose final stage occurred as a consequence of reading John Stuart Mill's account of socialism in the Fortnightly Review of 1879.
 Morris himself later described this as an essentially accidental process, by which Mill, in attacking Fourierism, had so convincingly explained the nature of socialism to as to lead Morris to acknowledge the superiority of socialism "against his intention ".
 This is, however, slightly disingenuous; Mill in fact gives preference to Fourierism over other earlier forms of socialism, largely because of its less communistical approach to profit-sharing in the community or phalanx. Moreover, the essential point of the uncompleted essays on socialism is to offer a muted, but nonetheless appreciable, vote of sympathy for certain non-revolutionary modes of socialist experimentation, which Mill had indicated in the late 1840s and early 1850s, in his revisions to the Principles of Political Economy, might pave the way to a higher form of society to be realised in the "stationary state", while roundly condemning more revolutionary and more statist schools of socialism. Specifically, therefore, we here see Morris encountering a defense of a much more individualist form of socialism at the very moment of his conversion to the new ideal; Mill's "attack" on Fourierism was in fact a quite sympathetic portrayal of the Fourierist system
 as a means of salvaging something worthwhile from the early socialist project, something in which Mill, who termed himself a "Socialist" in his Autobiography, had a considerable interest.
 But this is not acknowledged by Morris in his account of his own conversion. Given Mill's explicitly anti-revolutionary stance, this is perhaps not surprising. But this does not mean that Morris does not in fact align himself much more closely to Mill's general desire to render socialism and liberty compatible, which I believe he does.

II. Individuality and News from Nowhere
Let us now turn to consider in what respects the England described in News from Nowhere exemplifies a considerably more individualistic brand of socialism by contrast both to the greater collectivism of most of both the early and the Marxian schools. There are four main areas which need to be emphasised here. 

Firstly, as we have seen, the core concept of Morris's ideal of the future society is the maximisation of human creative potential, particularly through "work". From the moment our narrator embarks on his ferry journey and engages in conversation with the boatman, we are made aware that the narrow division of labour and system of specialisation whose unfolding and promotion lay at the heart of classical political economy and the industrial system were to be completely abolished. Their place is taken, instead, by a system of varied labour in which socially necessary labour alternates with creative construction, art, and the embellishment of everyday life. Craftsmanship is everywhere given priority over mass-production. The aesthetic everywhere precedes the utilitarian. Indisputably Morris felt that individual happiness was more likely to be achieved in such circumstances, even if the volume of socially produced commodities were reduced. (But there is no evidence that he felt that any reduction in the standard of living would take place, since certain luxury goods-the valuable pipe acquired by the narrator, for instance-are freely available on a non-exchange basis. The result of such individual variation of labour and creativity of employment is considerably greater variety in taste and appearance: "You will find plenty of variety: the landscape, the building, the diet, the amusements, all various. The men and women varying in looks as well as in habits of thought; the costume far more various than in the commercial period. How should it add to the variety or dispel the dulness, 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?"
 Negatively, Morris has dismissed the common objection to socialism-also taken up by Mill-that it would lead to uniformity of character and a dreary similarity of appearance. But positively, he has indicated that greater diversity in fact promotes individual happiness and well-being, which is in fact a very different point. Labour should not only be non-coercive: it should be enjoyable as far as possible: "as the work must be worth doing and pleasant to do, it will be found necessary to this end that his position be so assured to him that he cannot be compelled to do useless work, or work in which he cannot take pleasure."
 The aim of socialism, as Morris expressed it elsewhere, was "to make men happy". What would accomplish this? "Free and full life and consciousness of life. Or, if you will, the pleasurable exercise of our energies, and the enjoyment of that rest which that exercise or expenditure of energy makes necessary to us."
 This was in keeping with Morris's general priorities for a socialist society, which he categorised as threefold: "First, honourable and fitting work; Second, a healthy and beautiful house; Third, Full leisure for rest of mind and body."
 This emphasis upon diversity of occupation was of course best developed amongst the early socialists by Fourier, to whom it was central, and is casually approved of by Marx in various of his earlier writings. But to contend, as Meier does, that such variety was central to the "humanism" of Marx and Engels generally is to overlook – whatever we make of the Althusserian conception of a "break" between the earlier and later writings - the scant attention to the theme in most of their later writings. For after 1846 the principle of sacrificing the division of labour for creative activity tends to give way to the maximisation of social production to raise the proletariat's standard of living, with little alteration in the nature and routine of labour itself.

Secondly, the mode by which labour was to be organised is essentially voluntary and non-coercive. Here Morris departs notably from the schemes (familiar to him) set out both by Thomas Carlyle, whose system of the organisation of labour in Past and Present (1843) was highly regimented, and included punitive sanctions for shirkers and idlers, and the scheme suggested more loosely by John Ruskin in Unto This Last (1860), which is clearly inspired by Carlyle, and shares in some of its authoritarian, paternalist assumptions. Morris envisioned that labour was to be organised principally through trades and occupations, on a voluntary basis. We do not know how the problem of shirkers was to be solved, though Morris does address the issue of the motivation to labour in a socialist society.
 The process of production, distribution and exchange are envisioned as essentially overseen by customary regulation, with a view to enforcing principles of justice and fairness "varying according to the circumstances and guided by general custom." "But," we are told, "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."
 The degree to which coercion is minimised is thus given the greatest possible stress by Morris.
 

Thirdly, News from Nowhere famously juxtaposes the increasingly centralised social and economic system of late Victorian Britain to a considerably more decentralised future ideal. The population of London, "the modern Babylon of civilisation," has been reduced, and some dispersion of the populace to smaller towns has taken place, with the principal aim of clearing the slums. The towns themselves, and notably London, have had buildings cleared in order to plant trees; the presence of industry has been minimised, and the concentration of industry in manufacturing districts abolished. Village life has been revivified; the consequence is, as one of the most famous passages in the book tells us, that England "is now a garden, where nothing is wasted and nothing is spoilt, with the necessary dwellings, sheds, and workshops scattered up and down the country, all trim and neat and pretty."
 In its economics, we are told that the future society discourages "centralisation all we can, and we have long ago dropped the pretension to be the market of the world."
 But such an approach clearly applies to urban planning and population as well. Here again Morris, famously driven by his abiding "hatred of modern civilisation",
 clearly felt that the modern city both overwhelmed individual human beings and deprived them of certain essential components of their humanity, notably a capacity to retain that closeness to nature which formed such a vital part of Morris's own complex psyche. In any treatment of Morris's affiliation to Marxism, this opposition to centralisation needs to be contrasted sharply to the highly centralised schema of future social organisation outlined in the Manifesto of the Communist Party (1848) of Marx and Engels, and not departed from in principle thereafter.
 Nor do the rare discussions of communist society in Marx and Engels' later writings indicate any similarly powerful affinity with a "garden" ideal similar to that defended by Morris here. Again, too, we may note that the preference given by Mill in his discussion of the principal objections to socialist systems includes grave reservations about "the attempt to manage the whole production of a nation by one central organisation", which Mill regards as vastly less likely to be successful than communitarian schemes of the sort proposed by Fourier and Owen.
 Nonetheless we should also note that Morris was not entirely consistent in his approach to this issue. The comments on centralisation in News from Nowhere, in particular, need to be contrasted to the position assumed in Socialism: Its Growth and Outcome (1893), which was co-authored by Ernst Belfort Bax (but in what proportions, and with what degree of disagreement about particulars, is not known).
 Here Morris and Bax jointly wrote of the future federatist system that 

"the highest unit would be the great council of the social​ised world, and between these would be federations of localities arranged for convenience of administration. 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 populations and the possibilities of supplying them, leaving all details to the subordinate bodies, local and industrial. But also it would be its necessary duty to safeguard the then recognised principles of society; that is, 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 the exploitation of labour, if that were possible, or the establishment of any vindictive criminal law."

This position is closer to the schema contended for in the Manifesto, and implies a greater degree of political and economic centralisation than News from Nowhere seemingly describes.

Fourthly, opposition to centralisation is equally evident in the approach to politics outlined in News from Nowhere. Although we are told respecting the "politics" of the future society that "we have none",
 Morris is not so unrealistic as to contend that no difference of opinion will exist in the future society; only that "that differences of opinion about real solid things need not, and with us do not, crystallise people into parties permanently hostile to one another, with different theories as to the build of the universe and the progress of time."
 The daily organisation of society would be principally managed by local bodies "like municipalities, county-boards, and parishes, and almost all practical public work would be done by those bodies, the members of whom would be working at and living by their ordinary work", as a lecture expressed it.
 The absence of a professional political caste would mean that "there will be no political parties squabbling incessantly as to who shall govern the country and doing nothing else; for the country will govern itself, and the village, municipal, and county councils will send delegates to meetings for dealing with matters common to all".
 Such a scheme, based explicitly on the federalist principle, for which Morris expressed his admiration in relation to the Paris Commune, amongst other instances,
 also explicitly entailed support for the promotion and protection of minority rights.
 Again, Morris was here on Millite ground: Mill had famously promoted Thomas Hare's scheme for proportional representation in the Considerations on Representative Government (1861), as a means of avoiding that "tyranny of the majority"
 which, following Tocqueville, he foresaw as the inevitable outcome of the growth of majoritarian democracy. Individual liberty is thus to be maximised as far as possible. In a passage which echoes Mill's On Liberty, Morris tells us that "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 everybody does as he pleases."
 In matters which do concern the community, majority rule normally prevails. But here there is a vital concession to minority rights, which Morris illustrates using the example of the proposed replacement of a local bridge:
 

"But supposing the affair proposed and seconded, if a few of the neighbours disagree to it, if they think that the beastly iron bridge will serve a little longer and they don't want to be bothered with building a new one just then, they don't count heads that time, but put off the formal discussion to the next Mote; and meantime arguments pro and con are flying about, and some get printed, so that everybody knows what is going on; and when the Mote comes together again there is a regular discussion and at last a vote by show of hands. If the division is a close one, the question is again put off for further discussion; if the division is a wide one, the minority are asked if they will yield to the more general opinion, which they often, nay, most commonly do. If they refuse, the question is debated a third time, when, if the minority has not perceptibly grown, they always give way; though I believe there is some half-forgotten rule by which they might still carry it on further; but I say, what always happens is that they are convinced, not perhaps that their view is the wrong one, but they cannot persuade or force the community to adopt it."

It might be contended that Morris's emphasis on minority rights places him much closer to anarchism than his own published comments on the subject indicate.
 Morris tells us that he learned from his anarchist friends, again against their intentions, that "Anarchism was impossible".
 Yet it is quite obvious that by this he meant not that he was unsympathetic to the anarchist goal of maximising individual freedom, but that an entirely non-governmental society seemed unlikely to succeed.
 And clearly, too, Morris did not adhere to the notion of the sovereignty or autonomy of the individual as such, however committed he was to maximising freedom. Other commentators, however, see in Morris's emphasis on decentralisation a debt or at least a parallel with Marx's conception of the eventual "withering away of the state"
in communist society.
 I think both that Morris's sources are much more diverse, and that his is a reasonably complex and well-defended account of the practical workings of democracy in the future society once "politics" is no longer the operative term for describing the management of society. 

III. Conclusion: Socialism and Individuality in News from Nowhere 

Finally, by way of conclusion, how should we contrast the emphases I have offered here respecting Morris's socialism with his own sense of the evolution of socialist thought? The principal statement offered by Morris of this kind is in Socialism: Its Growth and Outcome (1893). Here we are given a pretty standard account of the transition from "the Utopists", Owen, Fourier, and Saint-Simon, to the "Scientific Socialism" of Marx. If a general indebtedness to Marxian economics is sufficient to qualify one as a "scientific" socialist, this was clearly where Morris also wanted to establish his own identity.
 However, categorising Morris's affiliation to Marx involves more than acknowledging Morris's due homage to Marx's Capital, in other words, his respect for Marx's appraisal of the inner workings of the capitalist mode of production. In the central aesthetic dimension of his social theory, and in the deep concern for human creativity and enhanced individuality, Morris is closer to Mill, and to some degree to Fourier, than he is to Marx, or for that matter Owen. Where he agreed with Marx, certainly, and where he would not like to have had the term "utopian" applied to himself, was in the issue of marginal social evolution towards a socialist society, for he explicitly argued (in 1888) that "it is utopian to put forward a scheme of gradual logical reconstruction of society which is liable to be overturned at the first historical hitch it comes to."
 This was also part of the objection to Edward Bellamy's Looking Backward, which conceived "of the change to Socialism as taking place without any breakdown of that life, or indeed disturbance of it, by means of the final development of the great private monopolies which are such a noteworthy feature of the present day. He supposes that these must necessarily be absorbed into one great monopoly which will include the whole people and be worked for its benefit by the whole people."

The attempt to categorise Morris as a Marxist, however, or correspondingly to retain him as a "utopian" either critical of Marxist or other authoritarianism, to an important degree misses a vital point about what is distinctive about Morris's views. In his aesthetics, his politics, and his attitude towards the reorganisation of production, Morris placed the highest priority upon the fulfilment of individual creative capacity as a cardinal component of human happiness, and upon the protection of individual and minority opinion against majority tyranny. While indisputably "scientific" in its homage to Marxian economics, and indisputably "utopian" in its willingness to utilise the utopian literary genre to popularise his ideals, Morris's socialism was also indisputably individualist at its core. Like Mill, however, Morris preferred the term "individuality" to "individualism" as having fewer of the negative connotations suggested by Democracy in America. Unlike Mill, however, Morris explicitly associated such qualities as "spontaneity", "creativity" and "genius" (to use the terms Mill introduces in On Liberty) with work as a creative activity, and specifically with making beautiful things. Mill's conception of individuality, by contrast, is a much more static, even lifeless, ideal. 

Morris occasionally indicated that he thought of his own ideas in terms of a higher form of individualism, to be contrasted to the individualism of the prevailing epoch. In the Commonweal of 1886 there is the following provocative passage: 

"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 purposes of rivalry only, and consequently suppresses all minor differences that do not help it to supremacy over other nations. The true community of the future will be formed for livelihood and the development of all human capacities, and consequently would avail itself of the varieties of temperament caused by differences of surrounding which differentiate the races and families of mankind."

In 1884, too, defending himself against the charge by Herbert Spencer, in particular, that the revival of socialism heralded a "coming slavery" and suppression of individualism, Morris responded that 

"To us Socialists looking round on the present state of society the anxiety when genuine seems not a little ridiculous, considering the manner in which individualism founded on the gospel of commerce has guarded this precious jewel of individuality... it is scarcely too bold to hope that in a state of society to which a class of drudgers is no longer necessary, education will not only be universal, but will be both more liberal, and wiser for all, than it is to-day for a few; and that it will be its function to develope 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: furthermore that as it will be pleasant for those who possess such talents to use them, they will not deprive themselves of this pleasure merely because they are not driven to the exercise of their faculties by the fear of death by starvation."
 A "healthy and undomineering individuality will be fostered and not crushed by Socialism", Morris thus concluded.

Morris did hence clearly conceive of the socialist future in terms of a higher form of individuality, which he defined in terms of a relationship between work, pleasure and art which had previously been permitted only to a few "geniuses", but which would become accessible to the majority in the future. Such a capacity for genius, originality, creativity, and spontaneity was explicitly understood by Morris in terms of a higher "individuality", even if he rarely uses the term, given its derogatory association with competitive society. If his socialism was utopian and scientific, it was also resolutely devoted to fostering and extending a new form of individuality.

� A starting-point in assessing this controversy is E.P.Thompson's William Morris: Romantic to Revolutionary (Merlin Press, 1977), which is notably weak, however, in its discussion of News from Nowhere. Perhaps the least successful effort to brand Morris a Marxist is Paul Meier's William Morris. The Marxist Dreamer (2 vols, Hassocks, Harvester Press, 1972), e.g., vol. 1, pp. 201-2, which however offers a useful summary of some competing views.


� As do a number of early biographers, e.g., A. Clutton-Brock. William Morris. His Work and Influence ( Henry Holt & Co., 1914 ), p. 225. Even more wrong-headed is Arthur Compton-Rickett, who wrote that " Morris's Socialism had very little to do with the received tenets of its political professors. It was essentially æsthetic and in a sense reactionary. Violent though it was against the evils of modern capitalism, it was a lament for the past rather than a programme for the future. It had no modern constructive plan" (William Morris. A Study in Personality, 1913, p. 62).


� Note E.P. Thompson's description of the text as a "scientific utopia" (William Morris, Romantic to Revolutionary, p. 693), following A.L. Morris's suggestion that the work was "the first Utopia which is not Utopian". 


� H.G. Wells. A Modern Utopia (1905), p. 87.


� Cf Meier: "what Morris retained of Ruskin's ideology was the idea that man's happiness was rooted in his work" (vol. 2, p. 364). And: "the originality of Morris's conception lies in establishing a mutual causal connection between work, pleasure, and art". Hence the misleading subtitle of E.P. Thompson's classic study, 'From Romantic to Revolutionary': Morris became a revolutionary romantic.


� Hence it is misleading to suggest that " Morris's teaching was in truth no new departure; it was a continuation of the British Socialist tradition" (J. Bruce Glasier. William Morris and the Early Days of the Socialist Movement. Longmans, Green & Co., 1921, p. viii).


� See, for instance, Carpenter's "Transitions to Freedom", in Carpenter et al., Forecasts of the Coming Century (1897), pp. 174-192.


� I give an assessment of the emergence of this dualism in my "The Political Ideas of the Young Engels, 1842 � 1845: Owenism, Chartism, and the Question of Violence in the Transition from 'Utopian' to 'Scientific' Socialism", History of Political Thought, 6, no. 3 (Winter 1985), 455�478.


� The evolution of Mill's own views on socialism is analysed in my ""Justice, Independence and Industrial Democracy: the Development of John Stuart Mill's Views on Socialism", Journal of Politics, 49, no. 1 (March 1987), 122�147; reprinted in Geoff Smith, ed. John Stuart Mill: Critical Assessments (Routledge, 1997).


� William Morris. How I Became a Socialist (1896), p. 10.


� E.g., J.S Mill. Socialism (New York: Humboldt Publishing Company, 1891), pp. 81-91.


� Mill does after all conclude that he does "not seek to draw any inference against the possibility that Communistic production is capable of being at some future time the form of society best adapted to the wants and circumstances of mankind" (Socialism, p. 125). His intermediary view is "the conclusion that the various schemes for managing the productive resources of the country by public instead of private agency have a case for trial, and some of them may eventually establish their claims to preference over the existing order of things, but that they are at present workable only by the élite of mankind, and have yet to prove their power of training mankind at large to the state of improvement which they presuppose" (pp. 128-9).


� News from Nowhere (1896), p. 95.


� The Collected Works of William Morris (Longmans, Green & Co., 1915), vol. 23, p. 209. 


� A.L. Morton, ed. Political Writings of William Morris (Lawrence and Wishart, 1984), p. 191. For a critical account which takes up this point, see John Drinkwater. William Morris (1912), pp. 22-3.


� The Collected Works of William Morris (Longmans, Green & Co., 1915), vol. 23. p. 210.


� See Meier. Vol.. 2, p. 359.


� News from Nowhere (1896), pp. 100-109.


� News from Nowhere (1896), p. 92.


� See generally the discussion in Adam Buick. "The Economics of News from Nowhere", in Stephen Coleman and Paddy O'Sullivan, eds., William Morris and News from Nowhere: A Vision for Our Time (Green Books, 1990), pp. 151-68.


� News from Nowhere (1896), p. 80. 


� News from Nowhere (1896), p. 74.


� He did not of course mean by this a hatred of machinery as such, a view sometimes still imputed to him. For while News from Nowhere does describe machine printing as "beginning to die out" (p. 20),  we are told unequivocally that " All work which, would be irksome to do by hand is done by immensely improved machinery; and in all work which it is a pleasure to do by hand machinery is done without." (p. 108).


� Meier documents Morris's acquaintance with the Manifesto (William Morris. The Marxist Dreamer, vol. 1, pp. 212-213).


� J.S. Mill. Socialism (1891), p. 113.


� Meier notes that Engels read and wholeheartedly approved of this tract in 1894 (vol. 1, p. 236). Mackail notes also that the text had been carefully revised by Morris after having been published previously in Commonweal (J.W. Mackail, The Life of William Morris, 2 vols, Longmans, Green & Co., 1899, vol. 2, p. 289. Glasier reports Morris's description of a visit by Bax as "'I am going to undergo compulsory Baxination again to-day" (William Morris and the Early Days of the Socialist Movement, p. 143).


� William Morris and E. Belfort Bax. Socialism: Its Growth and Outcome (1893), pp. 291-2.


� News from Nowhere (1896), p. 94.


� News from Nowhere (1896), p. 95. But, yet again, we should note the possibility of inconsistency in Morris's political views, or of a deference to Bax's less libertarian ideas in their jointly written tract, for here it is written that "Though in the lower units of this great Federation direct expression of opinion would suffice for carrying on the administration, we cannot see any other means than delegation for doing the work of the higher circles. This means that the development of society beyond what we may call the administrative period cannot be foreseen as yet." William Morris and E. Belfort Bax. Socialism: Its Growth and Outcome (1893), P. 292.


� "What the Socialists Want", in The Unpublished Lectures of William Morris, ed. Eugene Lemire (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1969), p. 230.


� Ibid, p. 231.


� E. Belfort Bax, Victor Dave, and William Morris. A Short Account of the Commune of Paris (1886), p. 59.


� Elsewhere Morris assumes the federative principle would be introduced during a "transition period" from the old society to the new. (Socialism: Its Growth and Outcome, p. 290)


� The phrase is used by Morris: News from Nowhere (1896), p. 100, and is much more likely to have been derive from reading Mill than from reading Tocqueville.


� News from Nowhere (1896), p. 97. Mill's formulation is "if he refrains from molesting others in what concerns them, and merely acts according to his own inclination and judgment in things which concern himself, the same reasons which show that opinion should be free, prove also that he should be allowed, without molestation, to carry his opinions into practice at his own cost" (On Liberty, 3rd edn., 1864, p. 101.).


� Morris had given the same example in an article in 1889 addressed to anarchist critics of communism: "Eg., a community 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." (Morris Political Writings, ed. Nicholas Salmon, Bristol, Thoemmes Press, 1994, p. 447). Thus the discussion in News from Nowhere is clearly aimed at his anarchist critics and, to some degree, friends.


� News from Nowhere (1896), p. 98.


� Other commentators have noted that Morris's friendship with Kropotkin after 1886 may well have influenced these views, e.g., Paul Thompson. The Work of William Morris (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1991), p. 270. See Meier's assessment of this debate (vol. 2, pp. 319-27), which stresses that insofar as he understood anarchism to mean "each person being allowed to do just as he pleases" he was its determined opponent (320). But as Meier points out, Kropotkin and most other anarchists would have disowned such a definition as socially utterly irresponsible. 


� William Morris. How I Became a Socialist (1896), p. 10.


� Morris wrote that " 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 don't 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." Political Writings, ed. Nicholas Salmon, Bristol, Thoemmes Press, 1994, p. 415).


� E.g., Meier, vol., 2, p. 311.


� But note Morris's comment, as reported by Glasier, that "The fact is that I 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 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'll take precious good care I never will!'" (William Morris and the Early Days of the Socialist Movement, p. 142). Glasier's own conclusion is thus that "His Socialism was of the Communist type, and he himself belonged to the old Utopian school rather than to the modern Scientific Socialist school of thought. It is true that occasionally he used distinctively Marxist phrases in his lectures, and so gave the impression that he accepted in the main the Scientific Socialist position ... 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" (p. 143).
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