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HORAS NON NUMERO NISI ÆSTIVAS


(I mark only the summer hours)


—Inscription on the William Willett Memorial, Petts Woods, Kent, England




Introduction


Benjamin Franklin Is Awakened Early


And the best of all ways


To lengthen our days


Is to steal a few hours from the night


—Thomas Moore, “The Young May Moon”


Benjamin Franklin conceived of it. Sir Arthur Conan Doyle endorsed it. Winston Churchill campaigned for it. Kaiser Wilhelm first employed it. Woodrow Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt went to war with it, and, more recently, the United States fought an energy crisis with it. For several months each year, for better or worse, it affects vast numbers of people throughout the world. And for one hundred years it has been a subject of recurring controversy in the United States, Britain, and dozens of other countries. But to trace the beginnings of daylight saving time, we must look first to Paris.


Benjamin Franklin was astonished.


“An accidental sudden noise waked me about six in the morning,” he wrote in a whimsical letter to the Journal de Paris, “when I was surprised to find my room filled with light. I imagined at first that a number of lamps had been brought into the room; but rubbing my eyes I perceived the light came in at the windows.” The year was 1784, and the seventy-eight-year-old Franklin—statesman, author, and scientist—was living in Paris while serving as the American minister to France. His attendant had forgotten to close the shutters the previous evening, and when Franklin saw the sunlight streaming through his windows, he checked his watch. It was just six o’clock in the morning.


“Still thinking it something extraordinary that the sun should rise so early,” Franklin continued, “I looked into the almanac, where I found it to be the hour given for the sun’s rising on that day. [Those] who with me have never seen any signs of sunshine before noon, and seldom regard the astronomical part of the almanac, will be as much astonished as I was, when they hear of its rising so early; and especially when I assure them that it gives light as soon as it rises. I am convinced of this. I am certain of my fact. One cannot be more certain of any fact. I saw it with my own eyes. And, having repeated this observation the three following mornings, I found always precisely the same result.”


Franklin’s “discovery” led to “several serious and important reflections.” He realized that had he risen at noon as usual, he would have slept through six hours of sunlight. In exchange, he would have been up six additional hours that evening by candlelight. Since candlelight was much more expensive than sunlight, Franklin’s “love of economy” induced him to “muster up what little arithmetic” he had mastered to calculate how much the city of Paris could save by using sunshine instead of candles.


For the six months between March 20 and September 20, Franklin estimated that on average Parisians would sleep seven hours after sunrise, and therefore could save seven hours of candlelight if they rose with the sun. Thus, he computed:
















	       Number of nights from March 20 to September 20:  


	183







	       Hours each night when candles are burned:  


	7







	       Total hours (183 × 7):  


	1,281







	       Families in Paris:  


	100,000







	       Total hours in Paris spent by candlelight:  


	128,100,000







	       Total weight of candles consumed, at half a pound of wax and tallow per hour:  


	64,050,000 pounds







	       Total cost, at 30 sols per pound:  


	96,075,000 livres tournois










Ninety-six million livres tournois is the equivalent of about $200 million today—“an immense sum that the city of Paris might save every year by the economy of using sunshine instead of candles!” Moreover, Franklin added, “You may observe that I have calculated upon only one half of the year, and much may be saved in the other, though the days are shorter. Besides, the immense stock of wax and tallow left unconsumed during the summer will probably make candles much cheaper for the ensuing winter.”


Although Franklin wrote in what one historian termed “a happy combination of humor and prudent instruction,” he had obviously given the subject much thought. In fact, the germ of his idea can be traced back many years. In 1757 he made a similar observation in London: “In the summer, when the days are long . . . in walking thro’ the Strand and Fleet-street one morning at seven o’clock, I observ’d there was not one shop open, tho’ it had been daylight and the sun up above three hours; the inhabitants of London chusing voluntarily to live much by candlelight, and sleep by sunshine, and yet often complain, a little absurdly, of the duty on candles and the high price of tallow.”


Although Franklin quite intentionally overstated the total savings by assuming that all Parisians slept until noon, he was serious about the underlying principle. He concluded: “It is impossible that so sensible a people, under such circumstances, should have lived so long by the smokey, unwholesome, and enormously expensive light of candles, if they had really known that they might have had as much pure light of the sun for nothing.”


To remedy this waste of both sunlight and candles, Franklin became the first proponent of government action to alter the hours of human activity to make the best use of daylight. Continuing in the whimsical yet practical vein of his letter to the Journal, he put forward a four-pronged “Economical Project”:


                1.    Let a tax be laid . . . on every window that is provided with shutters to keep out the light of the sun.


                2.    Let . . . no family be permitted to be supplied with more than one pound of candles per week.


                3.    Let guards be posted to stop all coaches, etc. in the streets after sunset. . . .


                4.    Every morning, as soon as the sun rises, let all the bells in every church be set ringing; and if that is not sufficient, let cannon be fired in every street, to wake the sluggards effectively, and make them open their eyes to their true interest.


This prudent plan was certainly in keeping with the man who, in Poor Richard’s Almanack, had written “Early to bed and early to rise makes a man healthy, wealthy, and wise” (though obviously he had not always practiced what he preached). Fortunately for late-sleeping Parisians, Franklin’s Economical Project was never put into effect.


DAYLIGHT SAVING TIME


Like Franklin’s morning cannon firings, the basic goal of daylight saving time (DST) is to change the hours of human activity to make the best use of daylight. Rather than waking everyone early, however, as Franklin proposed, daylight saving time shifts the official clock time to provide extra daylight in the early evening in exchange for less daylight in the early morning. The clock is usually moved one hour forward in spring and back in fall, giving rise to the mnemonic phrase “Spring Forward, Fall Back.” Although DST doesn’t actually add daylight, it does provide more usable hours of daylight. In that sense, DST “saves” daylight—especially during the months when the sun rises before most human activity begins. “Daylight saving time” is considered to be the correct term for this clock-altering process, since it refers to a time for saving daylight, but “daylight savings time” is also commonly used.
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Daylight saving time shifts sunrise and sunset one hour later from spring through autumn.


Consider a summer day in Philadelphia, Denver, Naples, or Istanbul: four cities that, because of their geographic positions, have about the same sunrise and sunset times as each other on every day of the year (as in the preceding chart). On July 1, for instance, standard time sunrise is 4:35 A.M. and sunset is 7:33 P.M. Thus a worker who awakes at 7 A.M. and returns home at 6:30 P.M. would have slept through about two and a half hours of sunlight and would have only one hour of sunlight to utilize after returning home. However, with daylight saving time in effect, both sunrise and sunset are shifted one hour later—sunrise to 5:35 A.M., sunset to 8:33 P.M.—and one of the “wasted” early morning hours of sunlight is recaptured. Those Philadelphians, Denverites, Neapolitans, or Istanbullus now have an additional hour of sunshine after work with which to do whatever they please.


The goal of daylight saving time—to use daylight to its maximum advantage—is generally recognized to be of universal benefit. Nevertheless DST has been surprisingly controversial. Throughout its long and contentious history, daylight saving time has had an impact on a wide variety of often unexpected areas, from energy conservation, agriculture, and transportation to recreation, street crime, television schedules, voter turnout, gardening, schoolchildren, vehicular accidents, the workings of the stock exchange, and even the inheritance rights of twins.


From Ben Franklin’s era until today, the story of daylight saving time has been a fascinating and sometimes bizarre amalgam of colorful personalities and serious technical issues, purported costs and perceived benefits, agendas of interest groups and policies of governments, pushes for uniformity and pulls for regional differences. In fact, the sunlight that stole through Ben Franklin’s window on that Paris morning has preoccupied the thoughts of more than a few scientific minds, and the energies of numerous political leaders, in a host of intriguing and unexpected ways in the two hundred—plus years since it awakened Franklin.




Chapter One


The Waste of Daylight


O, for an engine to keep back all clocks.


—Ben Jonson, The New Inn


As a beautiful morning dawned in the small town of Chislehurst, England, just south of London, in the summer of 1905, William Willett was up early for a horseback ride before breakfast, as was his custom. Willett was a well-known designer and builder of stately houses. Born in 1856, he had risen to the head of a leading firm of builders and was also a fellow of the Royal Astronomical Society. The houses he had built in the better neighborhoods of London were so widely recognized that the term Willett-built was a standing recommendation. He was also an ardent horseman, and he wouldn’t miss his daily early-morning ride. Wasn’t seven in the morning the most joyous hour of the day?


Riding across Chislehurst Common after his usual canter through the woods and over the downs, Willett observed that, as was frequently the case, he was the only one up and about. Like Franklin over a century earlier, he had long since recognized that during a large part of the year the early-morning daylight was scarcely utilized. Typically he saw no one in the early-morning light of spring and summer except the occasional postman, milkman, chimney sweep, or laborer, and the shutters and blinds of the houses he passed were all closed tightly to keep out the sun. Willett found it hard to understand why his countrymen were wasting the best part of a summer day. Could Englishmen, he wondered, ever be convinced to wake up earlier?


[image: William Willett, daylight saving time’s first champion.]


William Willett, daylight saving time’s first champion.


Willett also recognized that most people had limited time after work to enjoy the outdoors before the setting of the sun. Children had to curtail their play, and outdoor enthusiasts such as gardeners were forced to stop their activities when the daylight faded. As a passionate golfer (another in his wide range of interests), Willett particularly regretted having to cut short his round when it got dark in the early evening.


Willett always had a special interest in light. His house designs emphasized the use of light and open space to such an extent that he was said to have “a love affair with daylight.” The Willett design philosophy, as described by the trade publication The Builder, included this important tenet: “No matter how many little points in the exterior might be improved by the sacrifice of a little light somewhere inside . . . the sacrifice was never permitted, for he looked on light, especially sunlight, as all important.”


During his morning ride, as Willett continued to reflect on the distressing waste of daylight, a revolutionary idea came to him: shifting the clocks forward to save daylight. This would allow some of the early morning’s wasted sunlight to be utilized in the evening, and yet would not change anyone’s normal waking hour. Thus was born the idea of daylight saving time.


Having conceived the notion of clock shifting, Willett grappled for the next two years with the particulars of a daylight saving plan, giving consideration to many possible benefits and many potential objections. Eventually he arrived at a comprehensive proposal, which in July 1907 he detailed in a pamphlet, The Waste of Daylight. He distributed The Waste of Daylight widely, at his own expense, and with its publication he opened an all-out campaign for the adoption of summer daylight saving time in the United Kingdom.


HOW MANY ADVANTAGES WOULD BE GAINED BY ALL


Willett began The Waste of Daylight by describing the situation he had observed: “The clear bright light of early morning, during spring and summer months, is so seldom seen or used. Nevertheless, standard time remains so fixed, that for nearly half the year the sun shines upon the land, for several hours a day, while we are asleep; and is rapidly nearing the horizon, having already passed its western limit, when we reach home after the work of the day is over. Under the most favourable circumstances, there then remains only a brief spell of declining daylight, in which to spend the short period of leisure at our disposal.


“Now, if some of the hours of wasted sunlight in the spring, summer, and autumn could be withdrawn from the beginning, and added to the end of the day,” Willett continued, “how many advantages would be gained by all, and in particular by those who spend in the open air, when light permits them to do so, whatever time they have at their command, after the duties of the day have been discharged!”


Willett proposed a “simple expedient” to secure these advantages. His plan called for setting the clock forward by twenty minutes at 2 A.M. on each of four Sundays in April, for a total advance of one hour and twenty minutes, and setting it back by twenty minutes at 2 A.M. on each of four Sundays in September. “If we will reduce the length of four Sundays by twenty minutes, a loss of which practically no one would be conscious, we shall have eighty minutes more daylight after 6 P.M. every day during May, June, July, and August, and an average of forty-five minutes more every day during April and September.” These four “short” Sundays of 23 hours 40 minutes and four “long” Sundays of 24 hours 20 minutes were “the whole cost of the scheme. We lose nothing, and gain substantially. . . . The advantages aimed at follow automatically, without any trouble whatever.”


To silence potential naysayers, Willett pointed out that travelers by sea had easily accommodated themselves to the frequent alterations of time on board ship. They simply adjusted their watches and then went about their business. Closer to home, when travelers crossed the Irish Channel to Ireland, which followed Dublin Mean Time—twenty-five minutes behind Greenwich Mean Time—they reset their watches twenty-five minutes backward or forward and, Willett contended, thought nothing of it. He reflected that it is less trouble to move the hands of a watch than to wind it up, an operation most people of that era performed 365 times a year. As to concerns about making a variation from standard time, he observed that in Australia, South Africa, India, and other places around the world, the local time had been set to deviate from standard time by a fixed amount, such as one-half hour. (He failed to mention, however, that there was no country where clock time changed several times per year, as it would under his plan.)


His proposal, Willett continued, would provide more time that could be spent in exercise in the open air. “The brief period of daylight now at our disposal between the hours of work and sleep is frequently insufficient for most forms of outdoor recreation, but the daily addition of one hour and twenty minutes after 6 P.M. will multiply, several times, the usefulness of that which we already have.” The benefits of parks and open spaces could be doubled and, with some interesting foresight, Willett added, “The nation may, some day, have cause to be thankful that, by this means, opportunities for rifle practice will have been created.”
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Willett’s famous pamphlet.


Echoing Franklin’s appeals to economy of 123 years earlier, Willett argued, “Everyone, rich and poor alike, will find their ordinary expenditure on electric light, gas, oil, and candles considerably reduced for nearly six months in every year.” And, like Franklin, though without any exaggeration, he demonstrated the overall financial benefit of his scheme:
















	       Assumed cost of artificial light for each person:  


	0.1 pence per hour







	       Additional hours of daylight per year:  


	210







	       Cost savings per person per year:  


	1 shilling 9 pence







	       Total population of Great Britain and Ireland:  


	43,660,000







	       Total estimated cost saving per year:  


	£3,820,250







	       Deduct, to meet all possible objections, say ⅓:  


	£1,273,416







	       Minimum net annual saving:  


	£2,546,834










The £2 million saved annually would be the equivalent of over £100 million, or $200 million, today.


The use of more natural light would provide several additional benefits. Less coal would be required for the production of gas and electric lighting, increasing the longevity of coal supplies. Much less smoke would “defile the air.” Eyestrain would be reduced. Furthermore, the additional hours spent outdoors would spark an improvement in overall health. “Against our ever-besieging enemy, disease, light and fresh air act as guards in our defence, and when the conflict is close, supply us with the most effective weapons with which to overcome the invader.” Beyond the physical benefits, more daylight would also boost the nation’s mental health and morale. “While daylight surrounds us, cheerfulness reigns, anxieties press less heavily, and courage is bred for the struggle of life.” Under his proposal, “every year of life will be leavened with additional gaiety.”


As to potential objections, Willett first addressed himself to the effect of his proposal on train schedules, stating “With one exception, all trains will run in accordance with existing time tables.” The few trains running at 2 A.M. on the four Sundays in April would arrive twenty minutes late, but both passengers and officials would know this before each journey commenced. The only significant effect would be on trains connecting via steamer to trains in continental Europe. These trains would need three special timetables: one for April, one for May through August, and one for September, but it would be worth the trouble: “Railway Companies will not only find ample compensation in reduced expenditure on artificial light on stations and in carriages, but as people are more ready to travel before than after sunset, increased passenger traffic.” Both astronomy and navigation by international agreement used Greenwich Time, and so these two areas were specifically exempted from the time changes in his proposal.


Willett anticipated another possible objection: that daylight later in the evening might result in shortened sleep. He countered this by pointing out that most would actually sleep better, for more light in waking hours would leave more darkness for sleeping hours. For those who sleep late, “The advantage of not being awakened by the sun so early, as they sometimes are, will not be unappreciated.” Willett countered the objection that the benefits achieved by shifting the clock could equally be obtained by early rising by asserting, “Leisure must follow, not precede, work, and compulsory earlier business hours are quite unattainable.” Though some inconvenience might be experienced as a result of to the time difference between England and other countries, Willett contended that this loss of convenience would be slight. Furthermore, any difficulty would exist for only half the year, and ultimately they would disappear “when the advantages we shall have gained lead other nations to follow our example.”


In conclusion, Willett extolled the cumulative benefits of his proposal: “On reaching the age of twenty-eight (without counting anything for six years of childhood), a man will have gained a whole year of daylight. At fifty he will have gained two years, at seventy-two—three years! Can any words be comprehensive enough to represent the cumulative effect of these additional hours of daylight . . . which are within our reach, to be had not only without price, but accompanied by a large saving in current expenditure year after year?” He ended with a call to action: Everyone wishing to obtain the extra hours of daylight “must do something. Out of nothing, nothing comes.” He urged his readers to appeal to their friends and colleagues for support and, to urge their member of Parliament to support a bill to save daylight. “Everyone who wishes for light evenings MUST do this. No one can sit in an easy chair and climb a hill at the same time.”


A “STARTLING” BILL IN PARLIAMENT


Robert Pearce, Member of Parliament (MP) for Leek, in Staffordshire, favored Willett’s ideas as soon as he learned of them. He wrote to Willett, “The high merit of your proposal is the simple way of it, and the extraordinarily slight disturbance of existing things.” Pearce soon drafted a bill embodying Willett’s plan. Willett had never specifically used the phrase “daylight saving” in his pamphlet, but now the phrase became the name of Pearce’s Daylight Saving Bill, which he introduced in the House of Commons on February 4, 1908.


“The purpose of the Bill,” Pearce wrote, “was to bring the hours of work and pleasure nearer to the sunlight.” Although today daylight saving time might seem a less than revolutionary idea, at the time Scientific American declared: “It is not often that a measure of such a startling character as the Daylight Saving Bill is introduced to the English House of Commons.” By March, Willett had obtained the support of nearly two hundred members of Parliament, and a Select Committee, chaired by Sir Edward A. Sassoon, had scheduled hearings to discuss the merits of Willett’s proposal.


Willett appeared before the Select Committee on April 7. That morning, he observed, the sun had risen at about 4:20 A.M., but most people had had breakfast at about nine o’clock. Five-eighths of what he called “the youth of the sun” had already gone before most of them had entered upon their duties. Willett presented to the committee many of the points he had made in The Waste of Daylight, using several sets of documents and diagrams to illustrate the value of saving daylight.


Several others who testified pointed to the practical problems of having many time changes in a year. The changing of the clock forward in the spring in four steps of twenty minutes and back in the autumn in another four steps of twenty minutes was called by opponents a “policy of pin-pricks.” A number of alternative schemes were proposed to the committee, including three steps of thirty minutes, three steps of twenty minutes, and two steps of thirty minutes. Representing the Post Office, Sir H. Babington Smith expressed the opinion that the total change should be one hour, not an hour and twenty minutes, and that, while two changes of thirty minutes might be acceptable, a single change of an hour was much preferred. Admiral E. R. Fremantle felt that one change was best and that it should be forty-five minutes, as an hour would make sunrises too late at Penzance, Cornwall, the westernmost town in England. J. F. S. Gooday of the Great Eastern Railway and other railroad executives favored the principle of the bill but preferred that only a single alteration of time be made in spring and autumn. They felt that if the clocks were moved forward on four successive weeks, there would be great confusion on the railroads. At each time alteration, every engineer, guard, and signalman would have to alter his watch, and if one of them forgot to do so, the consequences could be disastrous.




 






    THE DAYLIGHT SAVING BILL


    Be it enacted by the King’s Most Excellent Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of Lords spiritual and temporal, and Commons, in this present Parliament assembled, and by the authority of the same as follows:—


    From and after the passing of this Act


    1. The hour between two o’clock and three o’clock in the morning of each of the first four Sundays in April in each year shall be a small hour consisting of forty minutes only but shall otherwise be reckoned a full hour for all intents and purposes whatsoever in the United Kingdom.


    2. The hour between two o’clock and three o’clock in the morning of each of the first four Sundays in September in each year except 1908 shall be a long hour consisting of eighty minutes only but shall otherwise be reckoned a full hour for all intents and purposes whatsoever in the United Kingdom.


    3. Greenwich Time as used for the purposes of astronomy and navigation shall not be affected by this Act.


    4. The variation of time hereby established shall be known as British Time.


    5. This Act shall apply to the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland and shall be known as The Daylight Saving Act, 1908.









Robert Pearce’s 1908 Daylight Saving Bill.


In further testimony it was pointed out that four small changes in time would cause undue public inconvenience and result in too much interference with the ordinary measurement of time by clocks and watches. Lord Avebury observed, with British understatement, that the eight annual time changes proposed in the bill were “rather numerous.” Accepting the point, the committee decided, “for the sake of simplicity and general convenience,” to modify the bill to a system with a single alteration of the clocks in the spring and a single setback in the autumn. Under this revised plan, the clocks would be set forward one hour at 2 A.M. on the third Sunday in April, and set back one hour at 2 A.M. on the third Sunday in September. Willett accepted this modification and fully supported the revised bill, reworking subsequent editions of The Waste of Daylight accordingly.


GLORIOUS SUNSHINE, WHICH COSTS US NOTHING


From the first publication of The Waste of Daylight to the introduction of the Daylight Saving Bill in Parliament to the ultimate resolution of the issue, strong opinions—both pro and con—were expressed by prominent people, publications, and organizations concerning the radical notion of reconfiguring the hours of the day.


Many members of Parliament voiced support for the daylight saving proposal, including four former or future prime ministers: Arthur J. Balfour, David Lloyd George, J. Ramsay MacDonald, and Winston Churchill. King Edward VII indicated that he, too, was favorably disposed toward the bill. The king had recognized the waste of morning daylight and had already taken royal action: For several years, to have more time for hunting, he had been creating his own small sphere of daylight saving time at his palace at Sandringham, and in later years at Windsor and Balmoral castles, by having all the clocks advanced thirty minutes.


Various constituencies had their say in support of the bill. “The medical case for the Bill is a strong one,” declared Sir Thomas Barlow, president of the Royal College of Physicians. “An extra hour of daylight for all purposes, instead of artificial light, from the viewpoint of eyesight, and therefore health (because eyesight affects the health), would be a great national asset.” G. H. Burford, president of the International Congress of Homeopathic Physicians, agreed: “Science teaches us, ever more impressively, how much daylight and sunshine mean for public health. The waste of the light of the morning hours is a flagrant squandering of that health.” Dr. Robertson Day, a fellow of the Royal College of Surgeons, felt that the bill would be “healthfully beneficial,” and that if exposed to more sunshine, people would suffer less from rickets, anemia, and eyestrain. The extra daylight would even benefit the blind, according to A. W. G. Ranger, chairman of the British and Foreign Blind Association: “To the small section of the community to which, as a blind man, I belong, the gain would be peculiarly joyous, and beneficial; for, to the blind, sunlight and fresh air are essential conditions precedent to good health, and really enjoyable life.”


Businessmen such as C. F. Higginson, the manager of the National Bank, wrote that the suggested change “is one of infinite good, and appeals strongly to those, like myself, whose lives are spent in close and somewhat dark conditions of City life.” (The City is London’s financial district.) Lord Avebury mentioned that the bill not only would be a great convenience to merchants and bankers, but also, and even more important, would give more time to clerks for a game of cricket or other recreation. Richard Burbridge, managing director of Harrods Stores, said that his company made fourteen acres of recreation ground available to its four thousand employees, but they were unable to make much use of it on summer evenings. The directors of Harrods supported the bill so strongly that the company later printed and issued at its own expense fifty thousand copies of a pamphlet explaining and endorsing it.


Several representatives of railroad companies endorsed the bill, anticipating an increase in passenger traffic and a decrease in lighting costs for carriages and stations. Some expressed concern over trains that connected with steamers going to continental Europe, and also mentioned the problem of mail from the Continent arriving an hour late. Others felt that connections with the Continent offered no serious difficulties. Sam Fay, general manager of the Great Central Railway, pointed out another advantage for the railroads: a far greater proportion of dangerous operations, such as shunting (switching freight cars from one track to another in a freight yard) would take place in daylight.


Among what today might be called “celebrity endorsements” was support from Sir Arthur Conan Doyle, well known then and now as the creator of Sherlock Holmes. “It seems very strange,” he remarked, “that in the course of the world’s history so obvious an improvement should never have been adopted.” Daylight saving time “would make for the health and happiness of the majority of the community, and the next generation of Britishers would be the better for having had this extra hour of daylight in their childhood. . . . The objections are in the minority as compared with the advantages.”


Summing up the case for daylight, as Benjamin Franklin had done more than a century earlier, Sir Robert Ball, probably the best-known astronomer of the time, wrote: “Which is the better for our waking hours, glorious sunshine, which costs us nothing, or expensive and incomparably less efficient artificial light? . . . The admirable scheme of Mr. Willett will rescue 210 hours of our waking life from the gloom of man’s puny efforts at illumination, and substitute for it—sunbeams.” He concluded: “Meridians were made for man, not man for meridians. Time must be regulated . . . to suit man’s convenience.”


THE OPPOSITION MOUNTS


Despite such strong support, Willett’s proposal was not without its critics. The opposition was sizable, and controversy raged not only in Parliament but also in the press, as editorials and a series of long letters to the editor attacking and defending the bill appeared in newspapers and scientific journals. Many of the same arguments used during these initial debates have resurfaced each time the adoption or expansion of DST has been proposed, up to the present day.


Most scientists and astronomers were opposed to any tampering with time. Sir William H. M. Christie, the astronomer royal, declared that the scheme was simply special legislation for the benefit of late risers. Setting the hours of labor to make the best use of daylight should be done without “juggling with the measurement of time.” Sir William Napier Shaw, director of the Meteorological Office, declared that “to alter our present mode of measuring time would be to kill a goose that lays a very valuable egg.” He worried about the practical effects of adding or skipping an hour. These leaps in time would produce difficulties—for example, in the compilation of data from continuously recording meteorological instruments. The editors of the scientific journal Nature jibed, “It would be more reasonable to change the readings of a thermometer at a particular season than to alter the time shown on the clock, which is another scientific instrument.” They wondered if perhaps another bill would be proposed “to increase the readings of thermometers by ten degrees during the winter months, so that 32° F shall be 42° F. One temperature can be called another just as easily as 2 A.M. can be expressed as 3 A.M.; but the change of name in neither case causes a change of condition.”


Further, the transportation executives, scientists, businessmen, and others who had achieved a worldwide standard time zone system objected to the introduction of any irregularity. Nature’s assessment supported this view. “The advance from ‘local’ to the ‘standard’ time of today was a step well thought out, and one that cannot be reversed by the introduction of a new and really nondescript time under the old name.”


Some of the strongest opposition came from agricultural interests. Farmers complained that they could not change their daily schedule and start work an hour earlier just because the numbering of the hours was changed. Several farm operations could not possibly be performed earlier than they were at present. For example, the harvesting of grass for hay could not be done before the dew had disappeared, whatever the clock said, because the reaper and binder machines would not work unless the hay was dry. Other farm activities could not be done until the cool of the evening, and thus farmers could not end work an hour earlier, no matter what the clock said.


Merchants who conducted trade with continental Europe felt daylight saving time might interfere with business. Those who dealt telegraphically with the United States objected to shortening the overlap of business hours, as there was a lively exchange of cablegrams when business hours in Liverpool and New York coincided. E. Satterthwaite, secretary of the London Stock Exchange, said that the bill would “create a dislocation of Stock Exchange business in the chief business centre of the world.” He thought the time changes would cause irritation in other countries and lead to business drifting away from London. He drew attention to the fact that the stock markets of New York and London were open concurrently for only one hour. If the bill passed, their hours would not overlap at all during five months of the year.


A common argument was that even though making more daylight available was a useful objective, it could be better achieved by changing people’s habits, not the clock. Anyone who desired it could obtain the same effect without the need for daylight saving time legislation, simply by waking up one hour earlier. Businesses could easily shift their hours of operation. “If, for example, the Bank of England could be persuaded to open business at 9 A.M. instead of 10 A.M. from April 1 to September,” said Sir David Gill, “no doubt all other banks and offices would follow suit, and if employers of labour would open their works an hour earlier in the spring and summer months the objects of the Bill would be in great part gained without difficulty and confusion.” Some English employers had already moved the workday forward a half hour or hour in the summer. In a large warehouse on Queen Victoria Street, notices were posted with this message:


NO POLITICS IN BUSINESS.


WHY WAIT FOR PARLIAMENT TO ALTER BUSINESS HOURS?


THESE PREMISES WILL BE OPEN AT 8 A.M.


AND WILL CLOSE AT 5:30 P.M. FROM JUNE 1 TO OCTOBER 1.


Reinforcing their opinion that Willett’s proposal was much ado about nothing, the unswerving editors at Nature magazine wrote dismissively, “All that is needed is for banks, places of business, and schools to open at an earlier hour during the summer months. . . . To introduce confusion into the whole system of time-reckoning because some people in cities have not sufficient strength of mind to make the best use of daylight hours would be to acknowledge that, as we cannot alter our national habits and customs, Acts are passed by which we pretend to change them while they remain the same.”


As the debate became more heated, some opponents resorted to ridicule. “Will the cows give their milk earlier because of Mr. Willett? . . . Will the chickens know what time to go to bed?” Willett himself became the object of a great deal of derision; he was called everything from a faddist to a dangerous crank. Some mocked what they considered the artificiality of Willett’s plan. “Suppose,” scoffed Sir Herbert Stephen, “that the legislature thought it desirable that most men wear white hats, and accordingly enacted that every hat possessing the qualities which we now signify by the word black should . . . be called white. The result would be that we should mostly wear the same sort of hats as present, and that for official purposes the considerable majority of our hats would be statutorily white.”


Astronomer Sir George Darwin (son of the eminent naturalist Charles Darwin) equated the DST plan with an experience he had as a little boy. Mortified at not being six feet tall, he marked his height “carefully on the playroom wall, and divided it into a scale of six feet, and the feet into inches.” From then on he was six feet tall (and his little brother was five feet ten inches). In a letter to The Times, “H. B. D.” stated, “Even Parliament cannot alter the relative positions of the sun and the earth. It can only order all the clocks in Great Britain to be wrong for five months in the year, so that young people may play more games.” And a poem published in the humor magazine Punch, written “in apprehension of the Daylight Saving Bill,” dismissed such benefits as extra daylight for playing cricket, and insisted that DST should not alter the time at which a servant prepares the morning tea:
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