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of affairs is: simply this—a large
number of people go so far as to aid
and abet a certain set of men in keep-
ing other men, who are willing, from
- working. Put boldly thus, thisfact,
common enough nowadays, has made
the blood of indignation boil in many
a well-meaning breast. It is not sur-
prising that this strange attitude
should astound ‘people, especially
such as are imbued with the demo-
cratic spirit. But we should like to
ask the Commercial Advertiser to
give its candid views as to the ques-
tion, Why so many people seem will-
ing to stand against the “freedom to
work?”

In a recent article on the Water-
bury issue the editor closed with these
words:

Is local sentiment throughout the
land, willing and intimidated, on the
side of the cause of the labor union
sustained by riot and violence, and
against individual freedom and the
-right. to work? If it is, and the con-
stant necessity of calling upon the
militia to uphold law and order seems
to indicate that.it is, something needs
to be done to restore public sentiment
to a healthy condition, to revive from
one end of the land to theiother the old
American spirit, the old American
sense of justice and right and of fair
play for every man.,

Why should public sentiment be
against “the old American spirit”?
For, with a proviso, we agree with the
above writer that indications point
that way. We do not think that pub-
lic sentiment sustains riot and vio-
lence; but there is little doubt that
public sentiment is strongly opposed
to the so-called “scab,” thatis,in plain
terms, to the non-union man who is
willing to take the union man’s job.
We believe that a large majority of
the American people have a “sort of
feeling” that the non-union man has
no right to the union man’s job, and
sympathize with every effort, short
of absolute violence, to prevent his
doing so.

Such being the case, we agree with
the Commercial Advertiser that
“something needs to be done to re-
store public sentiment to a healthy
condition.” What thiz something
should be, certainly depends upon
what is the cause of the sentiment.
So, again, we ask why the sentiment
exists. And we venture toassert that
among all social questions there is

no more important “why” that we
can ask.

It seems to us that it behooves any-
one who has an earnest thonght on
the subjest to give it utterance; and
it is for this reasonithat we have asked
the Commercial Advertiser what it
thinks may be the cause. Our own
belief is as follows: ,

In the first place, we do not be-
lieve that the public sentiment is
due to any loss of the old American
spirit of fair play. We believe that
the belief in fair play is as strong as
ever. We believe that it is due to a
feeling—or perhaps we had better
call it a subconscious conviction—
that “free competition” among work-
ingmen to-day does not really bring
fair play. People feel that the dis-
possessed union man has not enough
chance for other employment or for
self-employment to make his compe-
tition for the job in any true sense
free and fair. They feel that it is a
squabble for place, with lack of free
space, and that if the outs get im,
the ins go down. Furthermore, they
feel that the advantage to those who
get in over their fellows is perhaps

,a lowering of general conditions for

all.

But in the second place, and to go
farther back, we believe that these
feelings, or sub-conscious reasonings,
are due to actual conditions, the evils
of which we have just hinted at. The
free competition of laborers is mno
longer, to say the least, as fair as it
once was in America; for the reason
that there is no longer the same op-
portunity of self-employment. And
this is due to the fact that while pop-
ulation has increased, natural oppor-
tunities have become more and more
confined within the possession of pri-
vate owners.

If our analysis of the cause of sym-
pathy for strikers be correct, clearly
the proper means to adopt for re-
storing public sentiment to a healthy
condition is to go to the root of the
matter, and attempt really to equal-
ize opportunity. The only sane meth-
od of accomplishing this that we have
ever seen advanced, is that of taxa-
tion. Lay a proper tax upon natural
opportunities that have been monopo-
lized and are yet not used. Do this
in the interest “of justice and right

and fair play for every man,” and
then there will be no warrant for
the warping of public sentiment
against any man who is willing to

work.
. J. H. DILLARD.

DEMOORACY AND MONOPOLY.

I

Man is not a creator; heisan ex-
changer, a converter. He originates
nothing; he simply changes the form
of things. He can create neither air,
nor land, nor water, nor anything that
is contained within them. He can,
however, change the form and utility
of matter by a million devices and
contrivances of his hand and brain.
He can convert the trees of the forest
and the minerals of the earth into
such forms as to make them serve
uncountable uses for himself and fel-
lows. Out of water he can draw forth
steam power and out of the air elec-
tricity; quarries he can convert into
stately palaces, immense bridges,
great cities; the wool of thesheep he !
can convert into the clothing of his
kind, and by the application of hisla-
bor to the soil he can supply the food
of the entire community. In short,
he can give value to, or put to profit-
able use, through conversion or ex-
change, almost every conceivable ele-
ment of matter which he can get
within his grasp.

But it is only through conversion
or exchange that he can do these
things. Alone and singly men can
do but little. By working in unison
with his fellows, man accomplishes
almost superhuman tasks; alone, un-
aided, he accomplishes little or noth-
ing. The best that man alone and un-
aided can do is to keep himself alive.

In modern civilization, however,
all are aided, to a degree, directly or
indirectly. It is only in the savage
state that man must depend entirely
upon himself. Then he must feed
and clotheand house himself directly,
and, unlike the more civilized being,
he cannot buy his bread ready baked,
nor his meat prepared for use. He can
accumulate nothing and he can ex-
change nothing. The modern being,
through a system of epoperation with
his fellows, can exchange his labor (or
the result of his labor) for the result
of otherlabor; but the savage or prim-
itive man must consume the result of
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hislabor, there beingnosystem where-
by he can exchange it for other
labor. Neither can he store it up.
And even if he could “store it up” it
would be of no use to him; for the re-
sults of his labor, beyond an amount
sufficient to provide for the necessi-
ties of his own existence, would, of
course, be of no profit or value in a
condition of society where there was
no system of exchange or cooperation.

Thus, simply stated, we find that
“society” itself is merely a process of
conversion or exchange. Civiliza-
tion is the logical outcome of collect-
ive industry; the development of the
inherent power and tendency in man
to gratify his desires (both small and
great) through cooperation and ex-
change, with the least possible exer-
tion.

I

. At the basis of man’s industry is
ambition or desire. He inherently
has ambitions and desires which dis-
tinguish him from every other form
of being in the animal world. Hence,
he is a moving, progressive animal.
But, constituted as he is, he could be
neither moving nor progressive, in
any large sense, were it not for the
fact that he instinctively seeks to
gratify his wishes or ambitions with
the least possible labor or effort on
his own part. It is this characteris-
tic in man which makes for progress.
He taxes his resources to accomplish
his purposes swiftly, cheaply, simply.
This is at least the tendency, and the
degree in which he does it (in a free
state of society) is measured by the
intelligence he posssesses. Early in
the life of the race, he discovered that
collectively he could accomplish
more than singly, and thus society
was formed. He became a social be-
ing because he could not progress in
any other way.

But man is individual, as well as
social. In but few stages of life have
all his faculties been normally de-
veloped. In all history we find man
more enlightened and further devel-
oped in some respects than in
others. For instance, in primi-
tive times he learned the lesson of
saving and exchanging labor through
cooperation with his fellows; but as
social life expanded and became more
camplex, some men began to employ
shorter and apparently simplermeth-

i

ods of achieving their ends. For ex-
ample, many quickly lost sight. of the
principle of justice, and found that
through the use of superior brute
strength and force they could fre-
quently accomplish their purposes
more swiftly and advantageously
than by the more peaceful methods of
cooperation and exchange.

Thus, as the world grew, strength
rather than justice, might rather
than right, became one of the guid-
ing stars of men. And hence, one of
the inherent characteristics in man
which normally makes for progress
(self-interest) became the cause of
much suffering and injustice in the
world. The desire for selfish grat-
ification grew so strong, that the
other and higher attributes, justice,
the true balance wheel, as it were, of
progress, was largely overshadowed or
forgotten.  To this fact, that men
have in the past lost sight of or for-
gotten justice,and have concentrated
their energies to gain supremacy or
power over their fellows, can be traced
nearly all the darkness and trouble
and misery that has ever appeared in
this world. All the wars, unjust and
despotic governments, oppressive and
unequal laws, religious, social and
mental superstilions, and unequal
privileges of this or of other ages, are
traceable to this one cause.

But man in his normal state, in-
herently loves justice,and even in the
darkest of the world’s days of injus-
tice and oppression, the truth has
never been entirely extinguished
from his mind. For in every agc we
read of those who fought and bled
in the struggle against the particular
injustice or superstition of their time,
and for the enlightenment or better-
ment of mankind. All down the
pages of history we find leaders of lib-
erty, who, in their own time, were re-
viled and condemned by the estab-
lished order as traitors, rebels or fa-
natics. Such men were Savanarola,
Columbus, Luther, Cromwell, Jeffer-
son. It was in the hearts of such
men as these that justice was kept
alive and the seeds sown for its great-

-er growth in modern times.

JI11.
Notwithstanding that the spirit of
justice and equality has in our times

gained great strength and power, her
victory has never been complete. Co-

incident with the development of
the broader civilization and more
democratic spirit of the last centuries,
many ancient customs have been re-
tained and still further strengthened
which have their basis in the doc-
trines of the darker ages. Among
these are many of the old laws and
customs whereby, through the protec-
tion of government, some still wrest
from others that to which they have
no right. In other words, although
man has in many ways advenced
since the days of Savanarola and of
Columbus, yet he is in many other
ways, in his relationship to his fel-
lows, still far from the principle of
equality and justice which is summed
up in the word “democracy.”

Democracy, correctly defined, is
the embodiment of liberty and justice.
In its greatest purity it means sim-
ply “equal rights to all; special priv-
ileges to none.” A democracy is &
state of society, therefore, wheremen
actually have guaranteed to them
both equality and freedom. Equality
in the sense that the social and po-
litical rights are equal before the law;
freedom in the sense that none are
fettered or limited in their social life
for the benefit of others. Unles
these conditions exist, then real de-
mocracy is not present.

As. 1 said before, man inherently
seeks to gratify his desires with the
least exertion, and he does this quite
naturally by taking advantage of
those conditions which involve the
least resistance. In a free state of so-
ciety, such as is found in a truly dem-
ocratic realm, where every man’s op-
portunity is primarily equal, competi-
tion serves to retain equality between
the production and the consumption
of wealth, and also to greatly further
the general development of progress.
We find, however, in our own coun-
try, and in fact in all civilized lands,
that in the development of modern
industry a point is quickly reached
where competition itself becomes se
keen that disaster follows; and thena
new factor, combination, sets in, and
eliminates competition.

Now whyis it that competition
grows so keen in modern times thatit
ends in disaster? Why is it that “over-
production” ensues, with povertyand
depression in its train, if (asisalwar
true) there are thousands upon thou-
sande of men ready and waitingtoer-
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change their labor for their needs or
their wishes? Why is it that so many
men are trying with their hands and
heads to exchange their labor for its
equivalent and yet are unable to do
s0? Surely it would seem illogical
that there should be such a thing as
“over-production” as long as there
‘are men standing idle and: waiting for
a chanee to give their wealth (that is,
theirlabor), in exchange for the prod-
ucts of others. Why should con-
sumption ever fall behind produc-
tion in a condition of society where
probably 80 per cent. of the com-
munity are living from hand to
mouth and are never able to store up
their labor or accumulate wealth in
any degree; where, in fact, they all
consume as fast as they produce, and

where there is always the keenest

competition to consume even more?

In the answer to this question will
be found the kernel of the whole mod-
ern social and industrial problem.

IV.

As we come to examine mod-
ern industrial conditions closely
we find that there is an out-
side element which enters into
and affects the social being of us all.
We find that some men enjoy advan-
tages which others do not. Idonot
mean merely the differences oradvan-
tages of hand and brain, or even as-
sociation. These are natural and will
never be apart from man. Such dif-
ferences are more largely inherent
and a part of the man himself. Itis
these that give him his individuality,
and, of course, without such there
could be no progress. But there are
certain outside, artificial advantages
which some enjoy to the exclusion of
others. There are many of them, but
they may all be summed up under
one head—that of privilege, or mo-
nopoly.

Monopoly consists in the exclusive

possession by some of certain legal or
other rights, privileges and advan-
tages which are not accessible to all.
In other words, it is the artificial han-
dicapping of one portion of the race
for the benefit of the other. It
ie not only unjust, but it is pernicious
in its influence in every walk of life.
Man being a social being, he produces
to exchange and he exchanges only to
satisfy his wants, being unable to
gratify them in-any other way. Inan

equitable state of society he has a
free field td exchange his labor for its
full equivalent in the products of oth-
er labor, and the equilibrium of so-
ciety is maintained through the com-
petition of both the selling and. the
purchasing of labor. Under such con-
ditions there could be neither reason
nor excuse for scarcity of labor or the
“over-production” of the results of
labor; for production and consump-
tion should and perforce would con-
tinuously tend to balance each other.
Every producer would be able to ex-
change his labor for its equivalent
without let or hindrance.

But as modern society is constitut-
ed this is not the case. The producer
of wealth in whatever form does not
find a fair and equal field for the dis-
posal of his labor. Instead, he quick-
ly finds himself hemmed in by mo-
nopoly. He finds that, instead of be-
ing able to exchange his product for
its equivalent, he must, continuous-
ly, his whole life through, set aside
a certain portion of it as a tribute to
others. Like the villeins of old, he
must pay royalty to his master. Ev-
ery stroke of the hammer, the chisel
or the pen made by the worker in our
land to-day involvesa contribution of
some kind to this modern robber
baron. In a certain degree no work
is possible, no wealth can be produced,
without at the same time contribu-
ting to the strength and comfort of
this great non-producing, all consum-
ing maw of society.

V.

The honest and unbiased thinker
should have little difficulty in rec-
ognizing monopoly at any time. It is
only because men are constantly con-
fused by specious or superficial argu-
ments, hearsay, and conscious or un-
conscious intimidation that they do
not readily distingush monopoly
when they see it. Some monopolies
are so0 old and seem so thoroughly &
part of our daily surroundings that at
first thought it seems, indeed, diffi-
cult for us to realize how they can
ever be separated from the involved
complexity of modern society. Like
the creeping vines which intertwine
and wind themselves in and about a
lattice work, and seemingly cannot be
separated from it, so monopoly, in one
form or another, intertwines itself
throughout the entire strata of mod-

ern society and appears in many ways
to be a vital and necessary part of it.

But, like many other things, mo-
nopoly has its earmarks whereby it
can alwaysbe recognized. Itisessen-
tially a “short cut,” and, as I have al-
ready stated, it had its origin among
men in the discovery that there wasa
way for them to gratify their desires
which was easier and simpler than
that of mere cooperation and ex-
change. In abandoning the path of
justice they took a short route to
“success” by appropriating the prop-
erty (wealth or labor) of others.
When the ancient savage discovered
that he possessed the strength
and power to control, through threat

‘or intimidation, .the life and labor >f

his weaker neighbor, then mon»poly
was born; and it has fourished from
that day to this. All through the
centuries we may trace the spirit of
monopoly in one form oranother. We
see it as the underlying motive and
principle in nearly all the wars of an-
cient or modern times; the annals (£
both dead and living empires Jisplay
it on every hand, and iniour cwn time
and in our own land it is as {ully alive
as at any other time or in any otlLer
land.
VI

The enemy of labor is not capital
There is no conflict between capital
and labor, and essentially never can
be. Labor’s enemy, and capital’s en-
emy, in the last analysis, is this mo-
nopoly of which we speak. Labor, un-
restricted, unhindered, leads uner-
ringly and directly to democracy,
and is itself the evideuce of democ-
racy. Wherever you find labor free,
in its broadest sense, there only will
vou find true democracy. Where la-
bor is not free, there you will find mo-
nopoly.

The conflict, then, is not between
labor and capital, but between free
labor (or democracy) and monopoly.
Thus monopoly is not merely the foe
to one class, but to all classes (except
the class of monopolists); it is not
merely the foe to the poor,as such,
but also to the well-to-do. It isnot
only the foe to manual labor, but the
foe to the producer inevery form. It
is the real antagonist of true business
interests, of enterprise, of ambition,
and the enemy of justice, liberty and
equality.

JOHN MOODY.



