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The Open Conspiracy was Wells' Blue Print for A
  World Revolution; he regarded this book as his finished statement on the
  way the world ought to be ordered. Possibly he underestimated, or ignored,
  the fact that it is often in the interest of subsets of the human race to act
  against other subsets. Moreover the emphasis on religion seems odd, from a
  rationalist.

After the First World War, observing the lack of knowledge of most people
  about most things, he turned to history, starting, in 1918, his Outline of
  History first published in parts with 'gorgeous' covers, then in 1920 as
  a two-volume work including colour plates of a lavish nature for the time. In
  effect it was jointly authored—his chapters were sent to collaborators,
  and the resulting multiple corrections reassembled by the duly-chastened
  Wells. A 'popular' one-volume edition appeared in 1930. By the standards of
  its time this was a best-seller. It was praised decades later by A.J.P.
  Taylor as 'still the best introduction to history'. Toynbee had a favourable
  opinion of it. During the 1920s it sparked a controversy with Hilaire Belloc,
  who believed in such things as the 'Fall of Man'. It was also attacked by a
  teacher of Greek. Wells' hopes that school history could be taught in an
  international sense still, of course, have not come to fruition.

He planned and collaborated a hefty set of volumes on biology, The
  Science of Life, with his own son, and with Julian Huxley; the theme was
  largely evolutionary (The Origin of Species was published only a few
  years before his birth). Huxley, a descendant of T.H. Huxley, regarded Wells
  as something of a Cockney upstart.

And he wrote a descriptive, rather than analytical, book on economics,
  which includes many ingenious observations but was eclipsed by Keynes'
  General Theory of four years later.

Some of his books were filmed; his Invisible Man was turned into a
  filmscript by Preston Sturges, who however regarded his books as not very
  filmable and infuriated Wells by making the invisible man mad. Another media
  incident was Orson Welles' radio broadcast of War of the Worlds in
  1938, involving aggressive Martians landing in a location Americanised from
  its original Surrey, and which was reported to have cause mass panic among
  less educated Americans on the eastern seaboard.

C.P. Snow wrote of Wells that he could 'throw out a phrase that
  crystallised a whole argument', and that he 'never heard anyone remotely in
  the same class.' Among these phrases were 'the War that will end War', coined
  when he worked with the Ministry of Propaganda under Northcliffe during the
  First World War, which he supported, and 'the New World Order', which he
  seemed to be the first to use, or popularise, in a 1940 book of that title.
  His less successful phrases included the 'competent receiver'. He said of
  himself that he 'worked all the time'.

He was a socialist of an empirical, rather vague, rationalist type,
  disliking Marx and unenthusiastic about the managerial socialism of the
  Webbs.

His book The Open Conspiracy was published in 1928, subtitled
  Blue Prints for a World Revolution. Bertrand Russell said of this book
  '...I do not know of anything with which I agree more entirely' though since
  this was in a begging letter perhaps he was just being polite. It was revised
  and republished as What Are We to Do with Our Lives? in 1931.

In this short book, Wells attempts to answer the question: What should
  socialists actually do?—to which he confessed several times to having
  no very clear idea. It's a counter to Marx: why shouldn't non-proletarians
  unite to change the world?
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THE world is undergoing immense changes. Never before have
  the conditions of life changed so swiftly and enormously as they have changed
  for mankind in the last fifty years. We have been carried along—with no
  means of measuring the increasing swiftness in the succession of events. We
  are only now beginning to realize the force and strength of the storm of
  change that has come upon us.

These changes have not come upon our world from without. No meteorite from
  outer space has struck our planet; there have been no overwhelming outbreaks
  of volcanic violence or strange epidemic diseases; the sun has not flared up
  to excessive heat or suddenly shrunken to plunge us into Arctic winter. The
  changes have come through men themselves. Quite a small number of people,
  heedless of the ultimate consequence of what they did, one man here and a
  group there, have made discoveries and produced and adopted inventions that
  have changed all the condition, of social life.

We are now just beginning to realize the nature of these changes, to find
  words and phrases for them and put them down. First they began to happen, and
  then we began to see that they were happening. And now we are beginning to
  see how these changes are connected together and to get the measure of their
  consequences. We are getting our minds so clear about them that soon we shall
  be able to demonstrate them and explain them to our children in our schools.
  We do not do so at present. We do not give our children a chance of
  discovering that they live in a world of universal change.

What are the broad lines upon which these alterations of condition are
  proceeding?

It will be most convenient to deal with them in the order in which they
  came to be realized and seen clearly, rather than by the order in which they
  came about or by their logical order. They are more or less interdependent
  changes; they overlap and interact.

It was only in the beginning of the twentieth century that people began to
  realize the real significance of that aspect of our changing conditions to
  which the phrase "the abolition of distance" has been applied. For a whole
  century before that there had been a continual increase in the speed and
  safety of travel and transport and the ease and swiftness with which messages
  could be transmitted, but this increase had not seemed to be a matter of
  primary importance. Various results of railway, steamship, and telegraph
  became manifest; towns grew larger, spreading into the countryside, once
  inaccessible lands became areas of rapid settlement and cultivation,
  industrial centres began to live on imported food, news from remote parts
  lost its time-lag and tended to become contemporary, but no one hailed these
  things as being more than "improvements" in existing conditions. They are not
  observed to be the beginnings of a profound revolution in the life of
  mankind. The attention of young people was not drawn to them; no attempt was
  made, or considered necessary, to adapt political and social institutions to
  this creeping enlargement of scale.

Until the closing years of the nineteenth century there was no recognition
  of the real state of affairs. Then a few observant people began, in a rather
  tentative, commentary sort of way, to call attention to what was happening.
  They did not seem to be moved by the idea that something had to be done about
  it; they merely remarked, brightly and intelligently, that it was going on.
  And then they went on to the realization that this "abolition of distance"
  was only one aspect of much more far-reaching advances.

Men were travelling about so much faster and flashing their communications
  instantly about the world because a progressive conquest of force and
  substance was going on. Improved transport was only one of a number of
  portentous consequences of that conquest; the first to be conspicuous and set
  men thinking; but not perhaps the first in importance. It dawned upon them
  that in the last hundred years there had been a stupendous progress in
  obtaining and utilizing mechanical power, a vast increase in the efficiency
  of mechanism, and associated with that an enormous increase in the substances
  available for man's purposes, from vulcanized rubber to the modern steels,
  and from petroleum and margarine to tungsten and aluminium. At first the
  general intelligence was disposed to regard these things as lucky "finds,"
  happy chance discoveries. It was not apprehended that the shower of finds was
  systematic and continuous. Popular writers told about these things but they
  told of them at first as "Wonders"—"Wonders" like the Pyramids, the
  Colossus of Rhodes, and the Great Wall of China. Few realized how much more
  they were than any "Wonders." The "Seven Wonders of the World" left men free
  to go on living, toiling, marrying, and dying as they had been accustomed to
  for immemorial ages. If the "Seven Wonders" had vanished or been multiplied
  three score it would not have changed the lives of any large proportion of
  human beings. But these new powers and substances were modifying and
  transforming—unobtrusively, surely, and relentlessly—very
  particular of the normal life of mankind.

They increased the amount of production and the methods of production.
  They made possible "Big-Business," to drive the small producer and the small
  distributor out of the market. They swept away factories and evoked new ones.
  They changed the face of the fields. They brought into the normal life, thing
  by thing and day by day, electric light and heating, bright cities at night,
  better aeration, new types of clothing, a fresh cleanliness. They changed a
  world where there had never been enough into a world of potential plenty,
  into a world of excessive plenty. It dawned upon their minds after their
  realization of the "abolition of distance" that shortage of supplier had also
  been abolished and that irksome toil was no longer necessary to produce
  everything material that man might require. It is only in the last dozen
  years that this broader and profounder fact has come through to the
  intelligence of any considerable number of people. Most of them have still to
  carry their realization a step farther and see how complete is the revolution
  in the character of the daily life these things involve.

But there are still other changes outside this vast advance in the pace
  and power of material life. The biological sciences have undergone a
  corresponding extension. Medical art has attained a new level of efficiency,
  so that in all the modernizing societies of the world the average life is
  prolonged, and there is, in spite of a great fall in the birth rate, a
  steady, alarming increase in the world's population. The proportion of adults
  alive is greater than it has ever been before. Fewer and fewer human beings
  die young This has changed the social atmosphere about us. The tragedy of
  lives cut short and ended prematurely is passing out of general experience.
  Health becomes prevalent. The continual toothaches, headaches, rheumatism,
  neuralgias, coughs, colds, indigestions that made up so large a part of the
  briefer lives of our grandfathers and grandmothers fade out of experience. We
  may all live now, we discover, without any great burthen of fear, wholesomely
  and abundantly, for as long as the desire to live is in us.

But we do not do so. All this possible freedom of movement, this power and
  abundance, remains for most of us no more than possibility. There is a sense
  of profound instability about these achievements of our race. Even those who
  enjoy, enjoy without security, and for the great multitude of mankind there
  is neither ease, plenty, nor freedom. Hard tasks, insufficiency, and unending
  money worries are still the ordinary stuff of life. Over everything human
  hangs the threat of such war as man has never known before, were armed and
  reinforced by all the powers and discoveries of modern science.

When we demand why the achievement of power turns to distress and danger
  in our hands, we get some very unsatisfactory replies. The favourite
  platitude of the politician excusing himself for the futilities of his
  business, is that "moral progress has not kept pace with material advance."
  That seems to satisfy him completely, but it can satisfy no other intelligent
  person. He says "moral." He leaves that word unexplained. Apparently he wants
  to shift the responsibility to our religious teachers. At the most he has
  made but the vaguest gesture towards a reply. And yet, when we consider it,
  charitably and sympathetically, there does seem to be a germ of reality in
  that phrase of his.

What does moral mean? Mores means manners and customs. Morality is the
  conduct of life. It is what we do with our social lives. It is how we deal
  with ourselves in relation to our fellow creatures. And there does seem to be
  a much greater discord now than there was (say) a couple of hundred years ago
  between the prevailing ideas of how to carry on life and the opportunities
  and dangers of the time. We are coming to see more and more plainly that
  certain established traditions which have made up the frame of human
  relationships for ages are not merely no longer as convenient as they were,
  but are positively injurious and dangerous. And yet at present we do not know
  how to shake off these traditions, these habits of social behaviour which
  rule us. Still less are we able to state, and still less bring into
  operation, the new conceptions of conduct and obligation that must replace
  them.

For example, the general government of human affairs has hitherto been
  distributed among a number of sovereign states—there are about seventy
  of them now—and until recently that was a quite tolerable system of
  frame-works into which a general way of living could be fitted. The standard
  of living may not have been as high as our present standards, but the social
  stability and assurance were greater. The young were trained to be loyal,
  law-regarding, patriotic, and a defined system of crimes and misdemeanours
  with properly associated pains, penalties, and repressions, kept the social
  body together. Everyone was taught a history glorifying his own state, and
  patriotism was chief among the Virtues. Now, with great rapidity, there has
  been that "abolition of distance," and everyone has become next-door
  neighbour to everyone else. States once separate, social and economic systems
  formerly remote from one another, now jostle each other exasperatingly.
  Commerce under the new conditions is perpetually breaking nationalist bounds
  and making militant raids upon the economic life of other countries. This
  exacerbates patriotism in which we have all been trained and with which we
  are all, with scarcely an exception, saturated. And meanwhile war, which was
  once a comparative slow bickering upon a front, has become war in three
  dimensions; it gets at the "non-combatant" almost as searchingly as at the
  combatant, and has acquired weapons of a stupendous cruelty and
  destructiveness. At present there exists no solution to this paradoxical
  situation. We are continually being urged by our training and traditions to
  antagonisms and conflicts that will impoverish, starve, and destroy both our
  antagonists and ourselves. We are all trained to distrust and hate
  foreigners, salute our flag, stiffen up in a wooden obedient way at our
  national anthem, and prepare to follow the little fellows in spurs and
  feathers who pose as the heads of our states into the most horrible common
  destruction. Our political and economic ideas of living are out of date, and
  we find great difficulty in adjusting them and reconstructing them to meet
  the huge and strenuous demands of the new times. That is really what our
  gramophone politicians have in mind—in the vague way in which they have
  anything in mind—when they put on that well-worn record about moral
  progress not having kept pace with material inventions.

Socially and politically we want a revised system of ideas about conduct,
  a view of social and political life brought up to date. We are not doing the
  effective thing with our lives, we are drifting, we are being hoodwinked and
  bamboozled and misled by those who trade upon the old traditions. It is
  preposterous that we should still be followed about and pestered by war,
  taxed for war preparations, and threatened bodily and in our liberties by
  this unnecessary and exaggerated and distorted survival of the disunited
  world of the pre-scientific era. And it is not simply that our political way
  of living is now no better than an inherited defect and malformation, but
  that our everyday life, our eating and drinking and clothing and housing and
  going about, is also cramped, thwarted, and impoverished, because we do not
  know how to set about shaking off the old ways and fitting the general life
  to our new opportunities. The strain takes the form of increased unemployment
  and a dislocation of spending power. We do not know whether to spend or save.
  Great swarms of us find ourselves unaccountably thrown out of work. Unjustly,
  irrationally. Colossal business reconstructions are made to increase
  production and accumulate profits, and meanwhile the customers with
  purchasing power dwindle in numbers and fade away. The economic machine
  creaks and makes every sign of stopping—and its stopping means
  universal want and starvation. It must not stop. There must be a
  reconstruction, a change-over. But what sort of a change-over?

Though none of us are yet clear as to the precise way in which this great
  change-over is to be effected, there is a world-wide feeling now that change-
  over or a vast catastrophe is before us. Increasing multitudes participate in
  that uneasy sense of insecure transition. In the course of one lifetime
  mankind has passed from a state of affairs that seems to us now to have been
  slow, dull, ill-provided, and limited, but at least picturesque and
  tranquil-minded, to a new phase of excitement, provocation, menace, urgency,
  and actual or potential distresses. Our lives are part of one another. We
  cannot get away from it. We are items in a social mass. What are we to do
  with our lives?
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I AM a writer upon social and political matters. Essentially
  I am a very ordinary, undistinguished person. I have a mediocre brain, a very
  average brain, and the way in which my mind reacts to these problems is
  therefore very much the way in which most brains will react to them. But
  because it is my business to write and think about these questions, because
  on that account I am able to give more time and attention to them than most
  people, I am able to get rather ahead of my equals and to write articles and
  books just a little before the ideas I experience become plain to scores of
  thousands, and then to hundreds of thousands, and at last to millions of
  other people. And so it happened that a few years ago (round about 1927) I
  became very anxious to clear up and give form to a knot of suggestions that
  seemed to me to have in them the solution of this riddle of adapting our
  lives to the immense new possibilities and the immense new dangers that
  confront mankind.

It seemed to me that all over the world intelligent people were waking up
  to the indignity and absurdity of being endangered, restrained, and
  impoverished, by a mere uncritical adhesion to traditional governments,
  traditional ideas of economic life, and traditional forms of behaviour, and
  that these awaking intelligent people must constitute first a protest and
  then a creative resistance to the inertia that was stifling and threatening
  us. These people I imagined would say first, "We are drifting; we are doing
  nothing worth while with our lives. Our lives are dull and stupid and not
  good enough."

Then they would say, "What are we to do with our lives?"

And then, "Let us get together with other people of our sort and make over
  the world into a great world-civilization that will enable us to realize the
  promises and avoid the dangers of this new time."

It seemed to me that as, one after another, we woke up, that is what we
  should be saying. It amounted to a protest, first mental and then practical,
  it amounted to a sort of unpremeditated and unorganized conspiracy, against
  the fragmentary and insufficient governments and the wide-spread greed,
  appropriation, clumsiness, and waste that are now going on. But unlike
  conspiracies in general this widening protest and conspiracy against
  established things would, by its very nature, go on in the daylight, and it
  would be willing to accept participation and help from every quarter. It
  would, in fact, become an "Open Conspiracy," a necessary, naturally evolved
  conspiracy, to adjust our dislocated world.

I made various attempts to develop this idea. I published a little book
  called The Open Conspiracy as early as 1928, into which I put what I had in
  my mind at that time. It was an unsatisfactory little book even when I
  published it, not quite plain enough and not quite confident enough, and
  evidently unsure of its readers. I could not find out how to do it better at
  the time, and it seemed in its way to say something of living and current
  interest, and so I published it—but I arranged things so that I could
  withdraw it in a year or so. That I did, and this present book is a largely
  rewritten version, much clearer and more explicit. Since that first
  publication we have all got forward surprisingly. Events have hustled thought
  along and have been hustled along by thought. The idea of reorganizing the
  affairs of the world on quite a big scale, which was "Utopian," and so forth,
  in 1926 and 1927, and still "bold" in 1928, has now spread about the world
  until nearly everybody has it. It has broken out all over the place, thanks
  largely to the mental stimulation of the Russian Five Year Plan. Hundreds of
  thousands of people everywhere are now thinking upon the lines foreshadowed
  by my Open Conspiracy, not because they had ever heard of the book or phrase,
  but because that was the way thought was going.

The first Open Conspiracy conveyed the general idea of a world
  reconstructed, but it was very vague about the particular way in which this
  or that individual life could be lived in relation to that general idea. It
  gave a general answer to the question, "What are we to do with our lives?" It
  said, "Help to make over the New World amidst the confusions of the Old." But
  when the question was asked, "What am I to do with my life?" the reply was
  much less satisfactory.

The intervening years of thought and experience make it possible, now, to
  bring this general idea of a reconstructive effort, an attempt to build up a
  new world within the dangers and disharmonies of our present state, into a
  much closer and more explicit relation to the individual "Open Conspirator."
  We can present the thing in a better light and handle it with a surer
  touch.

OEBPS/Images/DigiCat-logo.png





OEBPS/text/00001.jpg
R 1
|
e e il

Eﬁ'-
an
—t- =X\ &
e E_j‘- <
\: =
mcons N
N N
g %

ARmE
S

}

E )
[/
’ﬁ
/

THE OPEN
CONSPIRACY





