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Wasn’t Done.” = The emaciated dogs are as
-helpless as in the prophetic picture, but they are
more furious than cowed; while the meat-filled
‘trough of “Business” is wholly dominated by one
hideous monster bulldog. And the name of this
evil beast is simply “Monopoly.”

Ly o+
And We Have an Expressman Senator.

.« A postal treaty between the United States and

* Bolivia and Peru has just been adopted by which
. merchandise may be sent fromn the United States
to either of those countries at the rate of twelve
cents a pound. It will be remembered that our
domestic postal rate for merchandise is sixteen
cents a pound. But the Herald, of Reading, Pa.,
‘reminds us that we have domestic express com-
panies to be protected.

*+ * *

THE INSTRUMENTS OF SOCIAL
SERVICE.

The last time we talked about social service,
Doctor, we made a brief analysis, you will re-
member (vol. x, p. 1180), of the instruments of
production and distribution.- We spoke of them,
however, as instruments of production,—of pro-
duction only. For we agreed that distribution, as
we were using the word, means delivery; and de-
livery, you know, is one of the productive proc-
esses. The boy who brings you a newspaper, isn't
he producing newspapers as truly as is the editor
or the printer?

Yes, the word “distributiod” may be used in
contradistinction to “production”; but then it
refers not to delivery of products, but to division
of profits. The members and employes of a busi-
‘ness firm, for instance, are engaged in production,
not only as they shape objects for sale but also as
they sell and deliver them. They are engaged in
production though they do nothing but sell and
‘deliver. Storekeepers are producers as truly as
farmers and mechanics. But in the special sense
of the word “distribution” to which you allude,
employers and theit employes are engaged in dis-
tribution only as they divide among themselves
the profits of their shaping and selling and de-
livering,—such a share for the wages of this man,
such a share for the wages of that man, such a
share for the work of this member of the firm,
such a share for the work of that member, such
and such shares pro rata for those who furnish
the artificial instruments, and such a share for
‘those who furnish the land.

The customs of old whaling voyages afford an
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extra good illustration; for on those voyages the
profits were divided by shares, according to the
“catch,” somewhat as we divided those fish at
Green’s Pond when you and I were boys. So we
may say—don’t you see?—that whaling crews
were engaged in producing oil when they har-
pooned whales, and when they extracted the oil,
and also when they transported the oil in their
vessels to the point of delivery; and that distribu-
tion among them took place when their respective
shares of oil were estimated and assigned at the
end of a vovage. Consider the analogy, Doctor,
and you will see that our old Professor Rutley was
right—and yet without my being wrong,—when
he distinguished between “production” and “dis-
tribution.” For what he meant by distribution
wasn’t delivery; it was calculation, assignment, or
division of shares—among the workers in wages,
the capitalists in interest, the land owners in
rent, and so on. I say “and so on” because he
used to have several other shares.

Let me sce, there was “insurance” for one of
them. But I never could understand how insur-
ance could be a distinet share in distribution.
What he meant by insurance was a sort of general
evening up, the high profits of lucky ventures and
the low profits or the losses of unlucky ones mak-
ing an average when production as a whole was
considered. You may call this “insurance” if you
wizh to, but all the same I don’t see how the so-
cial service system as a whole can insure itself
any more than you can propel your sailboat with
a blacksmith’s bellows in the stern. Particular
workers may insure by selling out in advance to
a speculator, who takes the risks. But insurance
against risks in production is no more an element
in distribution than insurance against fire risks.
In a fire risk the owner of the house either car-
ries the risk himself or hires some one else to. In
the risks of production, producers either carry the
risks themselves, making for themselves the larger
wages of good seasons, or bearing with lower
wages if the season is poor; or else they hire
speculators to guarantee them against low wages
from possible bad luck by letting the speculators
have the extra high wages from possible good
luck. The insurance to which Professor Rutley
referred was really nothing but wages. You
can’t make any other category for it. Producers
as a whole cannot insure themselves as a whole.
The aggregate of production cannot be made any
greater in seasons of bad luck, nor any less in
seasons of good luck, by means of insurance. In-
surance can readjust or equalize individual
shares; but the total fund distributed is neither
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more nor less, either in value measurements or in
utility measurements, on account of insurance.
There was also “wages of superintendence,” in
our old college days, you will remember. Profes-
sor Rutley dwelt on this as a knock-down argu-
ment against those “com-mew-nists” that grand-
father used to rail at in his good natured way,
without knowing much of anything about them
except that they were trying to make strange
rules for a business game in which he played
in a modest way. But isn’t superintendence
work? Well, then the wages of superintendence
must be wages for work. So why classify the
“wages of superintendence,” except as a sub-
classification, unless it be to confuse? Of course
Professor Rutley didn’t mean to confuse. He was
the soul of honor. But he was also a very type
of guileless simplicity. He was himself confused
by his authorities. The words “superintendence”
and “wages of superintendence,” so evidently in-
dicating mere phases of labor phenomena, con-
fused him, just as some of our rich business
friends hereabouts are confused by the word

“ability,” which the agile Mr. Mallock has sup--

plied them with. The share of production which
they claim for “ability,” is Professor Rutley’s old
“wages of superintendence” in a new guise. Our
rich business friends around here thank Mallock
for his hint, for it enables them to attribute their
greater wealth to their greater “ability.” They
want to distinguish themselves from workers who
are not rich, by implying that while they them-

selves have “ability,” the mere workers lack .

“ability.” And indeed the latter do lack the abil-
ity to get rich. If they didn’t, they’d be rich.
_But the truth is, Doctor, between you and me and
the lamppost, that if our complacent friends are
not rich from ability to work, then they are rich
from ability to plunder. You understand what I
mean. If their “ability” isn’t productive, like the
ability of the foreman who causes his subordinates
to co-operate effectively, then it is furacious, like
the ability of the burglar, the forger, or the bunco
man. If they are not laborers they are parasites;
and even if parasites are not parsnips, fine words
won’t butter them.

When men boast in this way of the
faculty which they call “ability,” they ought
to . explain what kind of ability they
mean. They want us to understand, of
course, that the “ability” they mean is ability to
increase the aggregate of wealth. Now, that kind
of ability is fine, provided it is used for that pur-
pose. But that kind of ability when used is la-
bor, nothing but labor; and its compensation, no
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matter how large, up to the point of its produc-
tiveness, is wages, nothing but wages. If, however,
the “ability” be merely unused ability to labor, or
if it be ability to appropriate without productive
labor any of the products that others produce by
their labor, then the boasted “ability” of our over-
wealthy friends is something to be ashamed of.
They are in that case living upon the labor of
others, as truly as ever a slave-owning cotton
planter was. If they are doing that, they are not
paying their way in the world.

Another of Professor Rutley’s superfluous
categories of distribution was “profits.” But what
are profits but the total increase out of which
all shares are carved? You and I have talked this
over before, and we won’t say much more about it.
But to regard profits as a distributive share of
production is like dividing a mince pie into
mince-meat, crust, and pie, or into two halves and
the whole.

Let’s get back now to our whale-ship illustra-
tion. The greater value of that ship coming
home laden with whale oil, over its value when it
left home to catch whales, is the profit of the
voyage ; and this profit is to be distributed, that is,
divided, among the voyagers and their backers. So
with the social service market. Its increased vol-
ume of products at any time is profit to be dis-
tributed or divided ; according to service if under
just conditions, according to powers of mere ap-
propriation if under unjust conditions. To say
that some of these products go to some of the in-
habitants of the earth as “profit,” is to tumble in-
to verbal confusion. To say that some of these
products go to some of the inhabitants of the
earth for “ability” or in “wages of superintend-
ence,” is merely to make a sub-classification, or
else to “duck” or dodge. To say that some of
these products go to some of the inhabitants of
the earth in “insurance,” is merely saying that
some of them go to folks who speculate in social
service uncertainties. But to say that some of
these products go in earnings to some inhabitants
of the earth as workers, and that some go
to others as beneficiaries of special privileges
maintained by sovereign power, is a clear differen-
tiation of a practical and fundamental difference.

And not only is this difference practical and”
fundamental, Doctor, but there is one part of the
special privilege share of production which cannot
go to the workers. This is the part or share that
Professor Rutley called “rent,” when he used to
lecture us on Ricardo’s famous law. Of course
workers might get it, but not as workers; it would
be as land owners.
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For illustration, there is old Farmer Doe. He
owns his farm, and if he gets 20 tons of hay off
it, all that hay is his. So you may say, if you
like, that he gets the full product of his labor in
this respect. But what of Farmer Roe? He also
gets 20 tons of hay with about the same work;
but he has to give six tons or more to Slim Jim
Pulsifer, who owns the farm; and most of that
six tons or more is for ground rent, for Slim
Jim’s improvements don’t amount to much. Now'
the sovereign power of the state compels Roe to
do that, for it gives Slim Jim the absolute
monopoly of the spot of earth that Mr. Roe farms.
No one can use this spot without paying Slim
Jim for the privilege. The “laws of the land”
say so.

But you couldn’t change the general principle
of that division even if you changed the laws and
allowed Roe to keep all his hay just as Doe does.
Differences in location would still give advantages
of location, which would provide a “rake off” ; and
even if these “rake offs” were disguised by mix-
ing them up with wages as part of the income of
working men, they would be “rake offs” all the
same. You can see this, Doctor, by contrasting
Roe and Doe with Peter Curry over on the side
hill farm. Curry owns his farm just as Doe owns
his; so he gets all the hay he makes, just as Doe
does. And Curry works as hard at making hay as
either Doe or Roe. But where they get 20 tons,
he’ll only get 12 or 13, for the bottoms of that
side hill farm are not as good for hay as those of
the other farms. They “won’t more than pay
wages,” as grandfather used to say. Don’t you
see, then, that Doe and Roe would get more hay
than Peter Curry, though they all worked alike,
even if the laws were to step in and put a stop to
Slim Jim’s absentee landlordism? They would
get more because some of their hay would be for
ground rent or location advantage, and Peter’s
wouldn’t. They would be getting something for
a location on the planet, while Peter Curry would
be getting nothing but wages for work.

Now, Doctor, there is no way, I repeat, of pre-
venting this classification of products into a rent
fund and a wages fund,—mnot so long as we allow
land to be privately possessed. Nothing short of
land communism would stop it. And I for one
don’t believe in land communism. I think it is
a back number. Qur present system of individual
occupancy is essentially a good one,—the best we
have ever had. It is its abuse, not the thing itself
that is bad. But you must understand that with
individual occupancy of land, some spots on the
planet being more desirable than others, the oc-
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cupants of those spots will have an advantage.
Premiums inevitably result from private occupancy
of specially desirable locations. Consequently, un-
der private occupancy we have two natural shares
or funds of labor products for distribution. One
fund represents the aggregate product up to the
point at which there is no advantage of location—
up to the Peter Curry point in hay making, let us
say. The other fund is the remainder of the
aggregate product—the excess on the Doe and Roe.
farms, let us say, in comparison with Peter Curry’s.
The former fund may be conveniently distin-
guished as “wages” and the latter as “rent.” To
make this distinction is to recognize a definite nat-
ural law of division or distribution. Tt furnishes
All other cla#si-
fications are at the best only secondary. But these
two, comprising the entire product to be dis-
tributed, point to a great social service fact, to
the fact that if there are working interests and
landed interests in a community, each will be
compelled to yield to the other a share of the gen-
eral profit. What proportions those shares will be,
will depend of course upon the equiliprium of
power in distribution.

Some say that at least one of Professor Rut-
ley’s other shares in distribution has a place—
the share, that is, for those who own artificial
instruments. You remember that the old pro-
fessor called these instruments “capital” and
their share “interest.”” My own view of that mat-
ter is that artificial instruments fall really into
the category of work or labor, and therefore that
“interest” is only a secondary classification and
falls into the primary category of wages. It
seems to me that if workers were nnt “fleeced,”
as our socialistic friend rudely proclaims that
they are, their acquisition of artificial instruments
would be like their acquisition of skill, and the
interest they got for the one would be analogous
to the higher wages they get for the other. But
inasmuch as workers are “fleeced,” again to quote
with reluctant approval from our indignant friend,
and to an extent which deprives large numbers
of them of all interest in artificial instruments of
social service, it may be convenient to divide the
social service system into three interests. If we
did that, we should have the working interest, or
“labor” as Professor Rutley named it; the arti-
ficial-instrument interest, or what he meant by
‘“capital”; and the natural-instrument interest,
or “land” as the technical term goes. In accord-
ance with that classification we should have to
distribute profits in three parts—wages for labor,
interest for capital, and rent for land. But in
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any fundamental analysis, as 1 think you will
agree, we shall be confined to two classifications
instead of having three. The artificial instru-
ments, aren’t they merely natural materials
shaped by human art? Very well. Then in any
final analysis, artificial shape must he eliminated
as a mere temporary expression of human art;
and so the de-shaped material would fall back into
the category of natural instruments, pure and
simple. If you have workers with the necessary
knowledge and skill, and natural instruments and
location are available, artificial instruments are
casily produced and reproduced, added to, multi-
plied, improved, and even geometrically pro-
gressed.

Not only may this be easily done, but it is done
in fact all the time. If labor retained possession
of the new instruments it is making hourly it
would soon own all instruments of the artificial
kind. Think, Doctor, of how little of the volume
of artificial instruments that existed ten years
ago exists today. Even the buildings and ma-
chinery that remain are mightily altered by re-
pairing apd keeping up, and for the most part we
have new buildings and new machinerv. All this
has been done in the interval by labor. It is a
serious mistake, Doctor, to suppose that there is
any great accumulation of capital from the pro-
duction of the past. There is indeed a constantly
increasing fund of knowledge. But each individ-
ual has to make this his own by his own hard
work. There is no other way.

Glad of your interruption. You are quite right
in saying that the term “artificial instruments”
does not in verbal strictness comprehend every-
thing that Professor Rutley included in the term
‘“capital.” He included money, which is no more
capital than a title deed is land, or the bhill of
sale for your horse is old Dolly herself. But I ad-
mit that we must use the term “artificial instru-
ments of production” in a very broad sense to
make it include all forms of what is distinctively
capital. We must use it so as to include artificial
materials as well as artificial tools. And we must
not forget, either, that all these things—artificial
instruments and materials and the natural ones
too—get mixed up with organization, capitalistic
organization, market opportunity as you might
call it, in most confusing fashion.

But in fact, Doctor, in any reasonable analysis,
capital is identical with unfinished objects of con-
sumption, and both artificial materials and arti-
ficial tools are such objects. We have already
concluded that wheat, to the extent that it is
used to make bread, is unfinished bread; and that
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flouring mills, to the extent that they produce
flour afterwards made into bread, are also unfin-
ished bread. There you have the whole matter,
if not in a nutshell at any rate in a bread basket.
All production is for consumption, and every arti-
ficial thing used in production is simply incom-
plete production.

These things, from first to last, are usually
called commodities.. This, I suppose, is because
they are objects of trade. Trade consists essen-
tially in the interchange of commodities. Don’t
you remember the groceries you bought of the
grocery clerk away back at the beginning of these
talks, and the food we have bought at Joseph’s
restaurant? All these were commodities. But they
do not exhaust the list of commodities. Houses
are commodities. So is the land they rest upon.
Farm products, farm improvements, and farm
land also are commodities. Mines are commodi-
ties—even when the titles are divided into stock
certificates, they are still commodities. So are
railroad cars and railroad rights of way. Air
and sunlight are commodities when they can be
bought and sold, as in the case of a room with a
sunny exposure, or a location ‘where the air is
especially refreshing. Water under like circum-
stances of purchase and sale is also a commodity.
If slavery prevailed, slaves would be commodities.
This is enough to show that commodities are
various in essential character. The only quality
that is common to all commodities is exchange-
ableness and value.

Now, Doctor, isn’t it obvious, in view of the
variety of commodities, that classification is neces-
sary for clearness. Wouldn’t he be a mighty poor
reasoner who allowed himself to reason, as if
fundamentally, about such fundamentally differ-
ent things as men, the planet, houses, groceries,
clothing and the like, without distinct classifica-
tion? Have to put men in a different category
from the planct? Of course he would. And gro-
ceries in a different category from either, wouldn’t
he? All of them are or may be commodities. That
is true enough. But some commodities are nat-
ural objects; others are artificial objects. This
difference is vital. For artificial objects are hu-
man products; whereas natural objects are the
ultimate sources and means of human production.
The difference is as discrete as that between a
spring of water and a pail of water from the
spring, between a house end the source of its ma-
terials or the site upon which it stands, between
a marble statue and a marble quarry.

These essential differences in commodities may
be fairly and completely distinguished, I_think,
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by assigning them to three classes: commodities
that are final products, as the bread you have
just brought home from the baker’s in order to
eat it at your table; commodities that are artificial
instruments of production, as the flouring mill
and the wheat it grinds and the flour it turns out;
and natural instruments, as the field wherein the
wheat is raised, the site on which the mill is
erected, and the mineral deposits and the forest
growths from which the material for the mill and
its machinery are obtained. But as the artificial
are produced from the natural by human labor, I
repeat that in the last analysis we have only two
social service factors, human energy and natural
instruments; and two correlative categories - in
the distribution of products, the value of work
and the value of planetary opportunities for
‘work.

This is what I supposed we had virtually agreed
to when we concluded at our last conversation
that every instrument of social service in pro-
duction belongs in one or the other of those two
classes—natural instruments or artificial instru-
ments. It is the latter of these two classes that
I wish to talk about first. . But it’s getting late,
Doctor, and we’ll have to take up that subject
when we meet again.

Before I go, however, let me ask you to jot
down on that pad upon your desk a little diagram
of these distinctions for you to think upon be-
tween now and our meeting again. Put down
these words in a column to the left of the pad:
“Workingmen,” “Managers,” “Business men,”
“Promoters,” “Professional men.” Yes, “Farm-
ers,” if you want to; but they are rcally already
named, for a farmer is either a business man or
a workingman or both—a farmer, I mean, who
farms farms instead of farming farmers; for I
have known mere land owners to call themselves
farmers. Yes, add “Farmer”; it’ll do no harm.
Now what does your whole list mean, and what
would it mean if you lengthened it out with every
kind of industrial class you could think of—what
would it mean except that you have here a lot of
varieties of “Human Activity”? Very well; now
draw a line to the right of your list and put “Hu-
man Activity” on the right hand side of it. Let’s
see your pad. Yes, that’s it:

Workingmen
Managers
Business Men
Promoters

Professional Men
Farmers

Very good. Now pull off that page and write on
the left side of the next one: “Buildings,” “Ma-

S Human Activity.
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chinery,”  “Ships,”  “Railroad  equipment,”

“Cloth,” “Lumber,” “Pig iron,” “Steel rails.”

Oh, as many more items of that kind as you wish;
but those are really enough, for no matter how
long you make the list, you have still got nothing
there but “Artificial Instruments of Production.”
So draw your line as before and put down the
classifying words. That’s right:

Buildings ‘ :

Machinery

Ships .

Railroad Equipment

Cloth Production.

Lumber

Pig Iron

Steel Rails

Once again, Doctor. Take the next sheet and

write such things as “Soil,” “Building sites,”
“Water supply,” “Oceans,” “Railroad ways,” “See
shores,” “River banks,” “Mincral deposits.”
Won’t that be enough? They are all in the cate-
gory of “Natural Instruments of Production.”
don’t you see? Yes, add more if you want to, and
let me see the result.

Soll

Building Sites

Water Supply

Oceans

Railroad Ways

River Banks

Mineral Deposits

Sunlight

Air

There, Doctor, you have in brief the essence of

all our talk of today. Now sum it up yourself.

Human Activity }

Natural Instruments
of Production.

Produce Consumable

Artificial Instruments Objects.

Natural Instruments

That’s all right enough, but why leave Artificial
Instruments there? They are necessary, of course.
but as a process of labor and not as a condition of
labor. No, indeed, I do not forget that they are
monopolized. Not for one moment do I forget
it. They are monopolized for a fact, and work-
ingmen are put at an enormous disadvantage in
consequence. So are business men, if they could
but realize it. No, sirree; I am not forgetting
the workingman’s plight for lack of capital, nor
the business man’s troubles about capital. There
are circumstances in which artificial instruments
—*“capital,” “machinery,” as our socialistic friend
calls it; “capital,” “money,” “credit,” “cash,” as
Slim Jim Pulsifer would call it—there are

" circumstances in which these instruments of pro-

duction become supremely important. And we
are living in such circumstances today, Doctor.
This reminds me that I have here in my pocket

Artificial Instruments of
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a letter which puts that point very lucidly. The
letter is from our friend Oliver R. Trowbridge,
the author of “Bi-socialism,” you know. Let me
read a sentence from it. This is what Trowbridge
writes: “While production is fundamentally a
matter of human activity and natural instru-
ments, yet when the latter is withdrawn'or with-
held from the former”—when land is monopol-
ized, don’t you see—“the secondary factors, or
artificial instruments, are raised to a place of
practically fundamental importance, inasmuch as
they are made to do duty as a substantial sub-
stitute for natural instruments in the hands of all
those who are dispossessed of the latter.” That’s
all true, Doctor; and so is Trowbridge’s addi-
tional comment: “This makes a monopoly of
natural instruments all the greater an evil, since
it tends directly and necessarily to create a cor-
responding monopoly in artificial instruments.”
And now listen to this acute diagnosis of the
whole difficulty, which I read from the same
letter you see: “The worship of the ‘machine’
by the workingman, and of ‘cash’ by the business
man, is not really the result of nightmare, but of
astigmatism; they simply fail to see things from
the right angle. But they see what they see, all
the same; and it is useless to try to convince
them that they do not.” To that also I say,
amen. For I am not trying to convince you,
Doctor, that capital is not of vital importance.
Quite the contrary.

And so, when I ask you to alter the summing
up of industrial forces, on your pad, by striking
out the item of Artificial Instruments, and ex-
plain that they are not necessary as a condition
of labor, I don’t want you to ignore my further
explanation that they are necessary as a process
of labor. I am not asking you to ignore the fact
that monopoly of capital is a terrible weapon
against workingmen. What I am asking you to
do is to try to find out the reason why.

In order to find out why, we must make a
final analysis of industrial conditions. And in a
final analysis, wouldn’t you strike out that item of
Artificial Instruments? Wouldn’t you—merely
for the purposes of a final analysis, mind you, of
making a good solid basis for future reasoning—
wouldn’t you for those purposes leave out that
item as representing only a part of the process of
Human Activity, instead of being one of its pri-
mary conditions? Since you would still have
Human Activity and Natural Instruments, you
would really have every needful condition of pro-
duction. Aye, aye; that’s the way to put it:

Human Activity } Produce Consumable
Natural Instruments Objects.
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You don’t think you could analyze any farther,
do you? Of course not. You are now at the
point of last analysis. If you think you can up-
set that last diagram by leaving anything out, try
it on against our meeting again. Take my word
for it, however, you’ll fail. But if you grasp the
simple primary truth of that diagram, as a start-
ing point, Doctor, we’ll have smooth sailing the
rest of our way.
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Week ending Tuesday, August 4, 1908.

The Democratic Campaign.

Democratic national headquarters are to be
openced in Chicago this week at the Auditorium
Annex. Mr. Bryan is to be the principal speaker
at the Labor Day picnic of the Chicago Federation
of Labor. . -

Indorsements of Mr. Bryan and the Platform.

Mr. Melville E. Ingalls, formerly president of
the Big Four and the Chesapeake and Ohio rail-
roads, is reported in the press as saying: “If
Bryan is elected there will be a of a time
up there in Wall street for a month, and then
things will return to normal. If Taft is elected
there will not be any disturbance, but in a month
after election it will come to the same thing, so
far as the railroads are concerned, with either the
winner. It is nonsense to say that the election
of any man will wreck the country. Andrew John-
son and Theodore Roosevelt put a great strain on
it, but they were unable to affect it beyond quick
recovery. One of my reasons for supporting
Brvan is that I am tired of hearing the panicky
talk about his election raising Ned with our pros-
perity. I don’t believe it. Anyhow, I am boy
enough still to want to try it and see. Besides, I
believe that the moment Bryan entered the White
House he would become a sober and conservative
statesman.” *

Mr. Thomas M. Osborne, of Auburn, New York,
whose article on the future of the Democratic
party in the May Atlantic was commented on in
The Public of June 5 (p. 221), says in an open
letter to Mr. Norman E. Mack, chairman of the
Democratic national committee: “It is because 1
believe that a vote for the Democratic ticket would




