
16 THE LEADTXn TDEAS OF

: lidt tlu<iu!.'li aiul llinmjxh with idfilism. with tho kiiow-

\ci\<sv th;it tJic ((•(inoinic well hciii'j >>[ iii;in is |Kirt of the

natural (.i(l<r ..f tlic will of Cod. As t.hf Puritans had

o\-,itlu<t\\u tiu- r<>slrain( ; of tlw nicliacval Church, so

tlu" free ti'adci' was to ovcrconii- thi" icstraint^ ot a sclt-

fciitrcfl nation.ilisin. S|)iiitiially and intcllfctually, a.s

well as rconoiiiically. the shopkccix'V was tlic stron;.'('st

man in Hrilain, and the sho]tkcc|tcr"s i)l)ilosophy coii-

(jucrod.

Thcro wcro two rrravo dcfrcts in th(^ system ;
for ono of

thtMii th(> shopkeeper was directly respoiisil)U\ for the

otlier lie was not. fii the llrst place tlie system eontaimnl

a hideous lo;_ncal error, which can he stated shortly as

follows: the freetrach'rs aceei)ted self-interest as the

motive in a system whose main docti'ine was equality of

opportunity. wh(>n of course these two i^rinciples are

incompatihle. the wolf and the lamh; self-interest as

LCenerally understood must destroy equality of o])]ior-

tunity. As a matter of fact, this defect has vitiated

oui- economic system tlu'ouL'h and through ; in the

I'nited Stales its rava<i;<'s h,;ve heen even more fatal.

Se(-ond!v. the system was on(>-sided : Itesides commerce

iinil industry, it was necessary that cosmopolitanism

should take religion and nationality into account. To

this, however, the sho])keeper mi<rht fairly retort that

it was not. his husiness, he had done his part; let

the Church take religion and the landowner?^ nation-

ality.

Upon the whole, it is true that the Chureli and the

landowners have heiMi very dilatory in doing their share

of the work, and even negatively their criticism of the

shopkce]K'r was for long inefTective : as a result of the

French Uevolution they hoth had become reactionary

and ol Murantist. and having lost faith in liie things of


