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the evening paper, “if the family has finished

reading it;" and, funniest of all, the family is in

such terror of the maid’s leaving if she is not suit

ed with her place that they docilely hand over all

the papers in sight. It is said also that the mis

tress has been seen darning the family hose in the

parlor while the maid reads the newspaper in the

kitchen.

In Etaples the fathers and mothers of the mate

lots and matelotes (fisher boys and girls) can

neither read nor write, but the new education has

taught the children both, and there is a great hue

and cry. “They are being educated above their

work, they no longer keep their place, they ask

twice as much for their services as formerly, and

many absolutely refuse to follow the vocation of

their fathers and mothers. The boys will not be

fishermen and the girls will not marry fishermen.

One fisher girl has learned to play the piano—

heaven knows how, for it would seem impossible—

and has gone to Paris to learn to be a milliner.

How I wish I knew that girl! What pluck she

must have had.

Beside that, put the tales of my landlady. Her

husband is maritime guard, or, as the fishermen

call him, “garde de poissons,” or “garde de ba

teaux,” because it is his business to inspect all the

fish landed at this port and sold in the market

here. The man has been a sailor in many seas,

and his people and his wife's have followed the sea

for generations. They know the fishing people

thoroughly. Last season was a bad one, fish were

scarce in Etaples all summer and as a consequence

bread was scarce all winter. As Madame tells it

to me in her peasant tongue, “The women and

children went often to bed without bread, because

it goes without saying that if they could have

bread or a morsel of meat or butter it must be

given to the man who risked death in the open in

the effort to gain food for his family; and so there

would be for the family only a few scraps of salt

fish that were not sold, and often not even potatoes

to add to the fish.”

Even I, a stranger, can see how they live. The

tiny houses are crowded close together along the

narrow, tortuous streets, running along the quai

and winding away from it toward the country, but

always a compact mass. Down the sides of the

streets run the open drains, and in the middle is

piled all the refuse and filth from the houses.

When the boats come in the women, often leading

their children by the hand or carrying them on

their backs, help to unload the fish and carry them

to the town market where they are sold to com

mission men from the large cities. When the cargo

has been discharged they help to mend the nets

and provision the boat for her next trip. In the

intervals of the husbands' absence they make and

mend the sails and the nets and care for their al

ways numerous families; and when the family is

very poor the women add to its income by fishing

for shrimps, an arduous and dangerous undertak

ing. Then the bourgeoisie of the town wonder

that the boys and girls are not willing to follow

this life and live in this squalor! In the United

States and Canada do not the farmers’ sons and

daughters say the same thing, and are they not

forsaking farm life, as the matelot his fishing?

Hundreds of times have I heard it with my own

ears, “I shall never be a farmer,” “Nothing would

induce me to marry a farmer.”

If you ask me for the cause, I find it in the

small return we make for the most arduous and

disagreeable work, and in the absolute lack of

leisure that this condition entails; and I see that

life is educating the masses a hundred times more

quickly than the schools. Every time an automo

bile rushes through Etaples—and it is many times

a day—or a pleasure boat goes gaily up the river,

the young people are able to compare their lot as

toilers with the lot of the idle rich. The drones

who rush about on pleasure bent have become our

real and our strongest teachers.

IDA FURSMAN.

+ + +

THE SOCIAL SERVICE LAW OF

EQUAL FREEDOM

I. The Law and Its Bearings.

Once more at Joseph's restaurant, Doctor, at

the very table and in the same cozy corner where

you and I sat more than a year ago when we fell

into our conversations about social service (vol.

x, p. 412), I feel that there could be no occa

sion more fit for pulling together the odds and

ends of our talks (p. 796) and considering their

significance. With me, as I hope with you, they

have pointed to the vital importance of universal

conformity to the natural law of equal freedom.

Pardon me, however, if I caution you again to

observe the meaning of the words “natural law”

in this connection. I dislike cautioning you over

much, but those words don’t allude, you know, to

physics merely, nor to vegetation merely, nor to

animality merely. They allude to human associa

tion, and to all that this implies. Oh, yes; I

know of the objection that there can be no such

thing as equal freedom, since some men are slaves

to evil personal habits or propensities. But I
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guess you and I don’t differ about the shallowness

of that objection. It is the favorite pietistic ex

pression, as the other is the favorite materialistic

expression, of the evil spirit of hostility to the

principle of equal opportunities. While one set of

special pleaders try to show, by unduly narrowing

the sphere of natural law, that there is no natural

law demanding equal freedom, the other set try

to show the impossibility of equal freedom by

irrelevant references to men who are slaves to

their own vices. What folly it all is—these ef

forts to make excuses and warrant for man's in

humanity to man. What cruel folly!

Why, Doctor, in asserting the principle of equal

freedom, we do not allude to personal habits or

propensities which hold individuals in metaphori

cal slavery to themselves. Nor in asserting that

equal freedom is a natural law, do we allude to

the natural laws that govern insentient matter or

jungle life. You understand that, don't you?

What we allude to is something very different.

The natural law of equal freedom is a law with

reference to human nature in certain human rela

tionships. It is not a law of physics alone, nor of

personal character alone; but of the tendencies

and effects of human nature in the phenomena

of industrial co-operation.

There is no more of lawless chance in the

social realm than in the physical realm. Don’t

you agree? From like conditions come like re

sults, here as in every other sphere of scientific

observation. Industrial co-operation springs from

and proceeds in conformity to impulses of human

nature, with the uniformity of cause and effect.

There’s no denying it, Doctor. This, then, is a

natural law—a social law. Whoever ventures to

dispute it may be instantly confounded, merely by

reference, as an illustrative example, to the mani

fest natural human tendency toward what we

call “division of labor,” the results of which are

more or less bountiful as we yield more or less

freely to it. -

From recognition of that uniform experience

of all time, the benefits of “division of labor,” to

the acknowledgment of equal freedom in human

association as a natural law, there is but a step.

Agree or not as you please, my dear Doctor, the

conclusion is certain to haunt you, that the nearer

human association approximates to a condition

of equal freedom—and this means complete free

dom of course; for where all are equally free,

each must be superlatively free—the nearer this

condition of freedom from the domination of

others is approximated, I say, the greater will be

the beneficial results of human association. At

any rate that is what I mean by the social service

law of equal freedom.

The certainty that this is a natural law, and

the vital importance of conforming to it speedily

in some sensible way, may become clearer to you

if we briefly run over the line of thought we

have been pursuing this year or so. For all our

talks since our first one at Joseph's table here

have borne directly upon this very law of human

association—this law that Henry George inter

prets into economics as the law of “co-operation

in equality.” Those talks have led straight to

the point we have come to now.

If the talks were prolix sometimes, it was be

cause I wished to furnish food for your own

thought largely, rather than to give you my

thought in little capsules; and if they were often

boresome, that was because one must be a little

boresome, mustn't he? when he is trying to get

another to see what he thinks he sees clearly him

self, but what the other doesn’t see at all—most

likely because he isn't looking at it.

Well, to go back to that first talk of ours at

this table, what was the main thought that we

got out of it? Wasn’t it the interrelation or uni

fication or mutualization of service? We made

ourselves realize, didn’t we, that even the sim

plest of human wants in civilized life, a want so

simple and so easily satisfied as a dinner at the

time when and the place where you want it, is

supplied only by a boundless and complex, aye

and incessant, interchange of individual services.

Later on in our talks we learned to recognize

this boundless complexity of services by the term

that political economists use, which is “division

of labor.” We learned also that these complex

interchanges of service are effected by means of

tokens called money, and through book accounts

expressed in terms of money. Yet we saw that

the whole matter, be the use of money and of

money terms never so misleading, be the inter

changes they “keep tab on" never so intricate,_

we saw that notwithstanding all this, the condi

tion back of the money, back of book accounts,

back of banks and checks and drafts and clearing

houses, is nothing but an exchange of commodi

ties for.commodities. And didn’t we find further,

in so far as the commodities exchanged were artifi

cial,—were produced by art, or industry, or skill, or

labor, or whatever you choose to call it—to that ex

tent didn’t we find that the condition is in the last

analysis only an exchange of labor for labor, of

human service for human service. In other words,

upon analyzing money transactions we found,

didn’t we? that money, in its legitimate uses, is
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merely a certificate of service rendered by its

possessor, which is redeemable upon presentation

in the social service market in service rendered for

its possessor.

Proceeding from that conclusion, we next came

to the realization of a still more fundamental fact.

We realized that the primary human impulse to

social service is the natural human desire for self

service. Each serves others because that is the

easiest way of serving himself. Human energy,

like all other forms of energy, moves along the

line of least resistance. And as the normal line

of least resistance for satisfying one's own desires

in the social state is the line along which one can

help others to satisfy their desires, we are willing

to serve them—not as a bit of neighborliness now

and then, but as a matter of business day by day,

giving our services to others in exchange for the

services of others to us. Thus it is, we saw, that

industrial co-operation springs naturally out of

individual wants.

It was this natural co-operation, you remem

ber, that enabled you and me to get a dinner at

Joseph's just when we wanted it—a dinner such

as neither of us could have got for ourselves

though we had worked at it a thousand years. Yet

we did get it ourselves—in a sense we did, you

know, and very easily. In that highly important

sense we ourselves made that dinner, and we

made this one too which we have just finished—

made them both, from crockery-ware to sugar

lump, by trading our services to individuals who

wanted them, in exchange for the services which

an army and navy of workers had done in order

to provide these dinners, the whole thing being

balanced up by means of money tokens and a maze

of book accounts. Complex as all the intervening

transactions were, you and I did in very truth get

our own dinners here with our own work.

When we had fairly realized that industrial

life consists in an interchange of services along

the line of least resistance, we looked, as you will

recall, for the regulator which guides individuals

in so rendering service to others in one form as to

get service from others in many forms; and we

found it in the relation of money terms to service.

Higher prices for a particular service, other con

siderations being the same, draw service in that

direction. But as money expresses only a condi

tion, and is not the condition itself, we sought

further and found that the ultimate regulator is

what political economists call “the law of supply

and demand”—the law that the general demand

for service determines the general direction of

service.

Of course that conclusion brought up the ques

tion of competition, which had long been a moot

point between you and me. But I guess you are

satisfied, aren't you? that competition as I use the

word, and as I have the right to use it, is really

the life principle of industrial co-operation. For

I didn't use the word, you remember, as you had

used it before, nor as our socialist friend uses it,

nor as Slim Jim Pulsifer uses it. Competition,

as I use the word, is the antithesis of monopoly.

It is hardly necessary to do more than repeat,

is it? that the word is not the thing, but that the

thought is the thing. I don’t care, you know,

whether you say “competition,” or “emulation,”

or something else. The point that I do care for

is, first, that you recognize such a social force as

monopoly, and, second, that you recognize such a

social force as the opposite of monopoly.

Now you may call this force that is opposite to

monopoly by any name you please. You may call

it “co-operation,” provided you don’t limit its

meaning to co-operative stores and the like, but

make it as broad as the world of industrial inter

changes. For myself, I prefer to call it “competi

tion” because it has in it normally an element of

emulation, which the word competition suggests.

If in our social service activities we compete to

get the most service for the least, we shall all find

ourselves offering to take least for most, provided

our competition is in a social environment of

equal freedom. The efforts of all to get most for

least as producers of service, and to give least for

most as consumers of service generate conflicting

social forces. Yes, I know that I state the same

thing in two forms when I speak of getting most

for least and giving least for most; but the point

is that those two statements do express the origin

of two opposing social forces—the force that pro

ceeds from the buying impulse, and the force that

proceeds from the selling impulse. Those two

forces, operating in freedom, tend through com

petition to an equilibrium at the point of fair

exchange. Competition in the social service mar

ket is like air pressure, you must remember; if it

bears only upon one side it destroys equilibrium,

but if it bears equally upon all sides it maintains

equilibrium.

It was right here, Doctor, that we detected, as

you will remember, the disturbing effect upon

free competition of the influence of special privi

leges, which are monopoly forces. Whenever they

come in, they exclude competition; and to that

extent the industrial equilibrium is destroyed.

This situation we found in feudal society.

Landlordism had destroyed competition and re
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duced labor to serfdom. Instead of giving serv

ice for service, the landless under feudalism gave

service for permission to serve. Industrial com

petition was throttled by a privileged class.

We found essentially the same condition in our

present capitalistic society. Industrial competi

tion is throttled, not exactly by a privileged class,

but by privileged interests. As landlordism de

stroyed competition once by reducing labor to

serfdom, so land capitalism destroys competition

now by reducing labor to what our socialist friend

aptly enough calls “wage slavery.” .

It is surely as we agreed, Doctor, that there are

only two ways of regulating co-operative service—

that worldwide social service which springs from

individual desires for self service. One way is

by monopoly; the other is by competition. Mo

nopoly is pathological, and socially destructive;

but competition in freedom is socially construc

tive. Whenever competition is destructive it is

because it is not free, because elements of monop

oly enter in, because some of us have special privi

leges which give an advantage over others in mak

ing exchanges of service—an advantage which

enables the privileged to get most for least and

compels the others to take least for most.

After we had seen this much in the course of

our talks, Doctor, we started out, as you will re

call, upon a conversational inquiry into the causes

of monopoly in the midst of conditions apparently

competitive. We sought for the seat of this dis

order in the social organization, sought for the

apertures through which monopoly had found en

trance into a competitive social service market,

for an explanation of the pathology of the social

service organism; and we began, rightly enough as

I guess you agree, with an examination into the

mechanism of social service, meaning by this

mechanism what is indicated by the word “busi

ness,” but business in the broadly inclusive sense

of all kinds of social service.

By that inquiry we were carried somewhat into

the practical intricacies of trading. And there

we saw how the social line of least resistance op

erates, under the law of supply and demand, to

compel every one who pays his way in the world

with his own work, to produce his own wages, his

own earnings, in some form, before he gets them

in any form. We were thus able to realize that

in effect all workers produce their own wages in

the form in which they consume them.

In this connection also we saw how competition

operates as the motor force of business under cap

italism to compel a square deal among workers,

provided the competitive forces operate freely—

provided, that is, that the competition is not one

sided but all-sided.

It was in this connection, too, that the func

tions of money came again in evidence, for money

is a business medium and its language the lan

guage of business. So we took a glimpse at the

mechanism of banking.

It was also right here, as you doubtless remem

ber, that we made our analysis of profits. Don’t

you recollect how we found “profits” to be a dan

gerously ambiguous term—a term which includes

not only “rake-off,” which is plunder, but also

earnings, which are fair and honest. A boy buys

newspapers at wholesale—you recognize our illus

tration, don't you?—he buys papers at wholesale

for a cent apiece, for instance, and sells them for

two. So he has made a “profit” of one cent. But

“profit” in his case means earnings or wages, for

he has earned his profit by serving people with

papers. On the other hand, a man buys a vacant

lot, for instance, for five hundred dollars, and

later on, merely because that locality has become

a more important social-service center than be

fore, he gells it for a thousand dollars. The man

also has made a “profit”—a profit of five hundred

dollars. But profit in his case doesn’t mean

earnings as it did in the newsboy’s case. Nor

does this depend upon the difference in amount.

It depends upon the fact that the man has served

no one. So far from serving, he has obstructed.

He has obstructed builders by holding a part

of the planet out of use for a higher price.

Whereas the boy’s “profit” was earnings for serv

ice, the man’s “profit” is “rake off” for interfer

ing with service.

You saw then, Doctor, that “profit” is too am

biguous a term for thinking purposes, and no

doubt you see it yet. The confusion arises out of

a fundamental confusion in capitalism. I allude,

as you doubtless infer, to the confusion in the

social service market of land with the products of

labor from land. These are treated as if

they were commodities of like character,

when in fact they are essentially as dif

ferent under capitalism as they were under

feudalism. A similar confusion extends to spe

cial privileges when they come as commodities into

the social service market. In fact, nearly all spe

cial privileges are but different forms of land

monopoly, such as rights of way over land. Those

that are not strictly land monopoly, such as pat

ents, are of the same elementary nature, for all

privileges originate in the exercise of the sover

eign power of the state in behalf of some folks

and against others.
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But we must hurry on. It was by inquiries

such as those I am reminding you of, that we came

in our talks to an understanding of the derange

ments of the mechanism of social service; or, as

we had been accustomed to say, of the pathology

of the social organism; or, as we might now say,

and perhaps more pointedly and significantly, of

the pathology of capitalism. And you will agree,

won't you? that our inquiry revealed the seat of

the disorder. Don't you think that he who con

trols the instruments of production that are neces

sary in social service, controls both product and

producer? Well, that suggests the seat of the

disorder as our inquiry revealed it.

But we couldn't stop there—not as rational in

quirers. Having found that monopoly of the in

struments of production constitutes the evil power

of capitalism, it became necessary to ascertain

whether this is true of all kinds of instruments of

production or only of some kinds. Common sense

demanded, in other words, that we should analyze

and classify the instruments of production which

are characteristic of capitalism, in order to see

whether in the last analysis the evils of capitalism

are fundamentally due to monopoly of all, or to

monopoly of only some, kinds of instruments of

production.

monopoly of all kinds, and the evil effects thereof,

proceed from and are dependent upon the monop

oly of only some kinds.

What difference does it make? Can you ask

that now * Why it makes all the difference in

the world when you come to remedies.

If the fundamental trouble with capitalism is

monopoly of all kinds of capital, of all kinds of

instruments of production, then our socialist

friend is right. In that case the necessary rem

edy is his demand for the abolition of private own

ership of all kinds. But if the fundamental trou

ble with capitalism is monopoly of only some

kinds of capital, the monopolization of the rest

being an effect before it becomes a cause, then our

socialist friend is wrong. His remedy is, in that

event, not necessary in its entirety. If adopted

in its entirety it might make new evils instead of

eradicating old ones. Our best remedy would be

to abolish the monopoly of those kinds of capital,

of those kinds of instruments of production, that

make the monopoly of the other kinds possible.

Should this prove enough for the purpose of se

curing equal freedom, why go any further? You

wouldn't keep on giving medicine, would you, to

a patient you had already completely cured And

you wouldn’t bother about secondary causes of a

bodily disease, would you, if you could get at the

For it may be, you know, that the

primary one? But if removal of the primary mo

nopoly proved to be not enough? Well, that’s

hardly thinkable; but in that case we should at

any rate know much better than we do now what

the next step ought to be and how to take it.

Do we understand each other now, Doctor?

All right. Since then we realize the practical

importance of the analysis, let me remind you of

the further points in the inquiry we were making

in our talks.

Having fixed upon the point that he who con

trols the instruments of production necessary in

social service thereby controls both products and

producers, we proceeded to analyze and classify

the instruments of production. We went on, that

is, to ascertain the essential characteristics of the

different kinds of capital if any such there might

be. And what did we find? We found that in

the last analysis there are two absolutely different

kinds of capital—different in origin, different in

economic character, different in industrial quality.

We found, that is, that some kinds of capital are

natural, and that other kinds are artificial,—nat

ural sources and sites, and artificial products.

The only thing which these two kinds of capital

have in common is value in the social service mar

ket. But we had already seen that market value

in common cannot make different things essen

tially identical. Terms of value are only modes

of measurement in exchange. We wouldn't say

that a pound of lead and a pound of feathers are

the same because they have weight in common.

Then why say that a dollar's worth of natural

coal deposit and a dollar's worth of artificially

produced coal at the distant coalyard, are the same

because they have value in common 2 The deter

mining element in classifying different kinds of

capital is not weight nor value. If you need a

pound of lead, a pound of feathers won't do; if

you need a dollar’s worth of natural opportunity

to mine coal, a dollar's worth of artificial coal

mining machinery won’t answer the purpose. The

fact that you personally might swap mining

machinery for mining opportunity might

serve your own temporary use; but it

makes little difference when you get down

to a consideration of the relation of all

natural coal deposits to all artificial coal-mining

machinery, and none at all when you get around

to considering the relation of this natural planet

to the artificial capital which is drawn from and

to be used upon the planet. In that broad in

quiry, the common element of value ceases to

identify, and our analysis must extend to the

thing itself as distinguished from its value.
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Those who own the planet among them are

masters of everybody else. Those whose interests

are in natural capital dominate those whose in

terests are in artificial capital. Even if value be

an element which the two kinds of capital have in

common, the value relation varies. As artificial

capital increases in effectiveness, its value rela

tively to natural capital falls. All experience

proves this. If you prefer the converse form of

statement, the value of natural capital relatively

to artificial capital rises as the latter becomes

more effective. How, then, could there be any

reasonable escape, if we would rationally consider

the natural laws of social service, from the neces

sity of distinguishing the capital that is artificial

from that which is natural 2

As we proceeded with the inquiry which had led

us to that conclusion, you will remember that we

came to a further conclusion. It was an unavoid

able one, don’t you think? I mean the conclu

sion that the control of natural capital, of the

natural and unreproducible source of all produc

tion, of our natural environment, of the planet

itself, that this control, and not control of the

artificial and reproducible products of human art

and skill drawn forth from the planet, is the kind

of monopoly that primarily disorders the social

service market; that this is what makes workers

dependent upon capitalists for opportunities to

work, and emasculates their natural ability to ex

act service for service.

Yes, we did agree, I think, that monopoly of

the artificial instruments of production is in fact

a cause of the social disease. If we didn’t we

will now, for it is true enough. But we agreed

also, or should have done so, that this cause is

itself an effect of the deeper cause. The monop

oly of those labor products is an effect of monop

oly of the natural sources and sites for labor en

ergy. In so far as monopoly of artificial instru

ments of production is socially injurious, it is due

to monopoly of natural instruments of production.

To translate this conclusion into terms more ap

propriate to capitalism, we may properly say, as

I have done occasionally, that monopoly of artifi

cial capital is caused by monopoly of natural cap

ital.

And doesn’t that express the exact truth, Doc

tor? If we state our diagnosis of the social

disease in the briefest capitalistic terms, shall we

not have to say that the cause is monopoly of

natural capital? The same idea would have been

expressed by the old economists, influenced as

they were by customs and forms of speech that

are more or less survivals of feudalism, in some

such phrase as that the cause of the social disease

is monopoly of land. But inasmuch as in most

parts of the world land is now capitalized and

treated in the social service market as a commod

ity along with the other instruments of capitalis

tic production, we may secure greater clearness

and a better and wider understanding if we at

tribute the cause to monopoly of the natural in

struments of production; or, in capitalistic phrase,

to monopoly of natural as distinguished from ar

tificial capital.
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Week ending Tuesday, November 24, 1908.

Tom L. Johnson's Fortune Gone.

The newspapers of the 20th scattered broadcast

a report from Cleveland that Mayor Johnson was

no longer a millionaire, but had lost all his

wealth. The report was true. That the whole

matter may be understood, we reproduce the orig

inal report, as it appeared in the Cleveland Press

of November 19:

Mayor Johnson's fight for better street railway

conditions for the people of Cleveland has cost him

his personal fortune. He will give up his home on

Euclid and move to a smaller house as soon as he

can. His automobiles will go, too. Determination

to stick to the fight he undertook when he became

mayor in 1901, has brought about the sacrifice, to

gether with his efforts to save the estate of his

brother Albert for the widow and four children. He

has poured his personal fortune unsparingly into

the enterprises conducted by his brother at the time

of Albert’s death in July, 1901. He refused to leave

his work in Cleveland to give his time to managing

the estate, and through this lack of personal direc

tion one reverse has followed another, until the

mayor has practically exhausted his resources. De

votion to the low fare cause also led to personal

losses not connected with the troubles of his broth

er's estate. Mayor Johnson lost approximately $400,

000 in one swoop through mismanagement of his Lo

rain interests while he was busy trying to make

three-cent fare pay last summer. One of his com

panies extended loans unwisely and he was too

busy to watch it. The whole story of his brother's

death, the efforts to save the estate and of the de

cision to stick to the fight in Cleveland without

thought of financial consequences was told in the

mayor's office in the city hall Thursday. Mayor

Johnson was just as cheerful as ever and just as

ready to fight for the causes he has championed.


