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EDITORIAL

Removal. -

The publication office of The Public has been

removed to the Ellsworth Building, 357 Dearborn

street.

+ +

Moorfield Storey on Free Speech.

One of the fundamental democrats of New Eng

land, a great lawyer and a publicist of national

distinction, Mr. Moorfield Storey, joins Mr. Will

iam Dudley Foulke (vol. x, p. 1237) in condemn

ing recent interferences with freedom of speech.

Mr. Storey says:

I cordially endorse every word in Mr. Foulke's let

ter published in your issue of March 28, 1908. The

right of free speech in this country is fundamental,

and such action as was taken by the Chicago police

cannot be too strongly condemned. When those

whose duty it is to enforce the law, themselves dis

regard it, the whole fabric of government is endan

gered.

+ +

Freedom of Speech.

The police of New York have failed utterly to

connect the alleged bomb thrower at Union square

(p. 6) with any group of “criminal anarchists.”

It is generally realized, furthermore, that the

throwing of the bomb hadn’t the slightest connec

tion with the meeting of the unemployed, not

even of coincidence in point of time. Possibly,

then, some reasonable consideration may now be

given to the suppression of free speech by the au



26 The Public
Eleventh Yeaf.

thorities of New York who with a high hand pre

vented that meeting.

+

It is true that there was no violation of the Con

stitution of the United States. This instrument

protects free speech, not against restraints by local

authorities, but against possible attempts of Con

gress to suppress it. But there may have been a

violation of the Constitution of the State of New

York, which provides that “no law shall be passed

to restrain or abridge the liberty of speech.” The

New York authorities, whether they acted arbi

trarily or under some law or ordinance, acted in de

fiance of the supreme law of the State, if the pur

pose of their action was to restrain equal rights to

freedom of speech.

+

It is said that the people who contemplated at

tending the Union square meeting were not acting

within their rights, because their meeting was in

violation of laws forbidding riotous assemblages.

But this was not a riotous assemblage. It had not

been called for riotous purposes; and, as it was not

permitted to assemble at all, it could not have been

riotous. The unresisting behavior, under extreme

provocation, of those who tried to assemble, is

strong evidence of their peaceable purpose and law

abiding spirit. Clearly, the dispersal of the meet

ing was not under any law for the suppression of

riots. But it is said that the attempt to assemble

without a permit was riotous conduct. If that

contention were conceded, liberty of speech in New

York would depend upon the mere whim of the

authorities, which would be a clear restraint upon

the constitutional right. The refusal of the per

mit was itself a flagrant denial of that right if it

was refused for the purpose of restraining liberty

of speech.

+

Was the permit refused from that motive? This

is the marrow of the question in the case. And

how shall that question be determined? As all

such questions are, by the circumstances. Consider

them. Union square is a common meeting place,

and has been such for from twenty-five to fifty

years; therefore the refusal of the permit had no

such justification as a refusal of a permit for a

meeting in Central Park would have had. Its

justification must be found in some other motive

than the reasonable exclusion of a mass meeting

from an inappropriate public place. No other

meeting had been arranged for at that place; there

fore the motive for refusing the permit could

not have been to protect one meeting from dis

turbance by another. The application for the per

mit was made under circumstances which gave the

police ample notice to be on hand to preserve the

peace; therefore, the motive for refusing it could

not have been apprehension of disorder arising

from lack of police protection. What object could

there have been, then, in refusing the permit to

these people? There could have been no other

than discrimination against a particular social

class with reference to the common right of free

speech. That being the motive, the New York au

thorities restrained and abridged liberty of speech

and thereby violated the highest law of their

State.

•+

It is said that the Socialists are investigating

the circumstances. Their efforts in this direction

should be welcomed by every one, regardless of his

attitude toward socialism, who believes in the

American right of free speech. This is a tradi

tional right to be conserved, and unless it is con

served in behalf of every class it will be lost to all

classes.

+ +

Puck.

The tendency of the humorous periodicals to

play in the role of court fool for old King Pluto

crat does not appear to be at all to the liking of

Puck. At any rate, Mr. Keppler seems inspired by

memories of the best days of his father, when Puck

stood out courageously for the common good. For

several issues the cartoons have been of a kind to

delight the democratic Democrat and the demo

cratic Republican; and the ringing full-page edi

torial in last week's issue makes it clear that Puck’s

pen and pencil and shears have not gone carelessly

astray. They evidently have intelligence behind

them and a purpose ahead.

+

When Puck says that “the only humor that is

worth while—the only humor that ever was worth

while—is the humor that has a serious founda

tion,” it declares a truth to which Mark Twain's

career bears convincing testimony and for which

Puck itself goes now upon the witness stand.

“We have certain convictions,” it says, “of what

is right and wrong,” and adds that “at no time

in its career has Puck been more in earnest than

the present, at no time has jocularity had a more

serious basis.”

+ +

The Election in Des Moines.

Now that the first election under “the Des

Moines plan” charter has taken place in Des
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Moines (p. 8), readers who are interested in

this promising experiment in municipal govern

ment will doubtless be glad to know something

more of the result than appears in the bare state

ment we were able to make in our news columns

last week. The councilman whom the dispatches

named “John Macnicav,” is really John Macvicar,

former mayor of Des Moines and widely known

as secretary of the League of American Munici

palities. He is a trustworthy specialist in munici

pal subjects. Two groups were trying to control

the election—the old “City Hall gang” and the

silk stocking or “business man” crowd. The latter,

which had much to do with originating the “Des

Moines plan,” especially its autocratic Galveston

features, is said to have promised the public util

ity interests that Macvicar should not get into the

cºuncil. A survey of the result indicates that the

election was a defeat for both the “City Hall

gang” and the “business man” crowd, and a vic

tory for Macvicar and union labor, two of the

Cºuncilmen being labor candidates. Although the

Mayor is credited to the “City Hall gang” he is

understood to be a good man personally. The

Public utility people tried to defeat him at the

Primary with a man of their own, who came in at

the bottom of the poll. The Mayor was a “wide

Open” candidate; and as the new city government

announces a policy of strict enforcement of the

law, it would appear that the item of mayor is not

ºmingly important under “the Des Moines

plan.”

+ +

Why They Fear Bryan.

At a recent meeting in New York City a num

her of conspicuous representatives of predatory

Wealth, three of whom bitterly denounce President

Rºosevelt, were discussing the approaching Presi

dential election and its probable result. While

they could not find language severe enough in

Which to condemn Roosevelt, they were also opposed

to Bryan. One of the gentlemen present, a South

ern Democrat, asked these “captains of industry”

and railroad magnates why they feared Bryan, re

minding them that if he should be elected Presi

dent there was a reasonable probability that the

Senate and the House would nevertheless be safely

Republican. One of the most aggressive of the

predatorialists candidly replied: “We fear him

for the Attorney General he would appoint.”

+ +

Governor Johnson's Campaign.

It is now quite evident that Governor Johnson

is the choice of the Eastern syndicates for thwart

ing the democratic demand for Bryan as the Presi

dential candidate of the Democratic party. Bryan's

nomination is the one thing these interests now

fear. They would risk any man to sidetrack

Bryan. But they do not regard Governor Johnson

as a risk. James J. Hill’s “o. k.” is good enough

for them.

+

The one specific virtue urged in behalf of Gov

ernor Johnson is that he would surely win. The

same assertion came four years ago from the same

sources regarding Judge Parker. It is as baseless

regarding Johnson as it proved to be regarding

Parker. Governor Johnson has no popular strength

outside of his own State. The prediction that he

would carry Wisconsin is the veriest moonshine. If

La Follette were the Republican candidate no

Democrat could carry Wisconsin, and Bryan is the

only Democrat who can carry that State against

any Republican. As to Governor Johnson's own

State, Minnesota, no Democrat can carry it for

President. With all the support which Governor

Johnson had from the corporations in his cam

paign for Governor, and even with a Republican

candidate whose candidacy the corporations should

ignore, as they did that of Governor Johnson's

gubernatorial adversary, Governor Johnson could

not secure the electoral vote of his State. He

could not carry a single State that Bryan would

lose; and he would lose States that Bryan can

carry.

+

There has never been any probability of Gover

nor Johnson’s nomination. There would be less

than ever, were it possible, now that one of Mr.

Hill's handy men has opened Governor Johnson's

headquarters at Chicago under the evident and

only thinly concealed patronage of Mr. Roger

Sullivan, and that the Republican papers are

singing Governor Johnson's praises in chorus, as

they did Judge Parker's about this time four

years ago. Democrats who put principle above

pie have come to understand fairly well that any

Democrat whom corporation magnates vouch for

and Republican newspapers exploit, adds nothing

to his Presidential availability by encouraging

their overtures. Such a man must win his spurs

as a Democrat of principle, free from Big Busi

ness entanglements, before he can hope to com

mand the confidence of democratic Democrats.

+ +

Single Taxers and Democratic Politics.

One of the minor manifestations of the Big In

terests movement in Democratic politics that are

masking under the Governor Johnson candidacy,
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is of special concern to single taxers. It consists

in a resolution purporting to come from the

“Pennsylvania State Single Tax League,” but

without other authentication than the signature

of Walter Evans Smith, a name which single tax

ers generally will not readily recognize. The reso

lution proposes Governor Johnson for President,

because, as stated in the preamble, he “has de

clared that it may be that some of the principles

of the single tax on land values could be adapted

to work out a satisfactory system of taxation,”

and William H. Berry for Vice-President, because

he “has frequently stated that the land question is

a fundamental question and that the single tax is

an equitable and practicable solution of the ques

tion.” These gentlemen are therefore recom

mended “to the suffrage of a quarter-million (as

estimated by the secretary of the American Single

Tax League) single taxers of the United States.”

It is interesting to observe the avidity with which

the Big Interest newspapers have seized upon this

resolution for publication, and regrettable that

others, notably the Springfield Republican, have

been misled by it. .

+

If the resolution were an expression of single

tax sentiment at all general, it would exhibit

some indications that are significantly absent. It

would, for instance, bear signatures more familiar

to single taxers, coming as it does from Philadel

phia where single taxers of national reputation

abound. And whatever the signatures, if the reso

lution were intelligent as well as genuine, it would

hardly relegate to second place a straightforward

single tax man like Mr. Berry, while naming for

first place a man who, if he may not indeed be

called a pronounced opponent of the single tax,

would certainly be the last to acknowledge that he

accepts it. Another consideration is the fact that

Mr. Berry is a Bryan leader in Pennsylvania—the

Bryan leader there, it is perhaps safe to say—and

a man whose high sense of honor would not under

existing circumstances permit him to consent to

this use of his name. Those single taxers of Penn

sylvania who, under the signature of Walter

Evans Smith, if there be any such in addition to

Mr. Smith himself, may honestly enough suppose

that Mr. James J. Hill’s choice for the Democratic

nomination for President may also be a good single

tax choice, or they may have acted without knowl

edge and impulsively. They are entitled at any

rate to all possible credit for good intentions. But

we have more confidence in the judgment on this

point of the single taxers of Minnesota, who know

Governor Johnson and his affiliations, than in that

of the best of our single tax men in places as far

distant as Philadelphia. The single taxers of

Minnesota, inclusive of some of the ablest and

truest democratic Democrats of the whole country,

are, without dissent so far as we have been able to

learn, opposed to the Presidential candidacy of

Governor Johnson.

+

For the benefit of non-single-taxers, it should

be explained in this connection that no organiza

tion does or can represent the single tax movement

politically. If there are a quarter of a million sin

gle taxers in the United States, as there probably

are, and more—at any rate we hope so, they are

not organized and cannot yet be organized for po

litical action. Some are Democrats and some are

Republicans; some are wealthy, and of these some

are perhaps aristocratic; many are poor, and many

are of the middle class. Some believe in promoting

the single tax idea by local, and some by national

agitation; some through the Democratic party,

some through the Republican party, some through

third parties, and some outside of all parties. All

are doing work for the single tax in their own

way and none without good effect. Some of those

in the Democratic party believe that a popular

leadership like Bryan's, though the single tax

issue be not yet specifically raised, and measures

not strictly in line with single tax dogmas must

be sometimes tolerated, will best promote prog

ress toward single tax issues, and most certainly

secure the ultimate triumph of single tax meas

ures. Others in the Democratic party cling tena

ciously to academic principles, regardless of poli

tical exigencies and regardless of the side of a

dominant issue in Presidential politics which this

fidelity to doctrine may compel them to take. And

then there are many believers in single tax ideas

in a general way, who are nevertheless not thor

ough-going single taxers. Their tendencies are

toward it, but its label is not upon them. Yet

they are a highly important factor. For these

reasons among others the strength of the single

tax movement does not lie at this period of its

development in political organization. No or

ganization, no organ, no person, can speak for

single taxers politically.

+ +

The Single Tax in Oregon.

|Under the initiative and referendum clause of

the Constitution of Oregon (vol. x, pp. 827, 1229)

a fiscal amendment of the Constitution is to be

voted upon in that State at the election in June.

It is in these terms: -

All dwelling houses, barns, sheds, outhouses, and
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all other appurtenances thereto, all machinery and

buildings used exclusively for manufacturing pur

poses, and the appurtenances thereto, all fences, farm.

machinery and appliances used as such, all fruit

trees, vines, shrubs and all other improvements on

farms, all live stock, all household furniture in use,

and all tools owned by workmen and in use, shall be

exempt from taxation.

This is not a single tax measure in any compre

hensive sense, for the single tax would exempt all

products of labor from taxation. But it goes so

far in the direction of exempting labor products

that it has drawn the fire of the monopolists of

Oregon land, resident and non-resident, and a sin

gle tax campaign is consequently fully under way.

Not only do its opponents call it “the single tax

amendment,” but they frequently characterize it

with profane expletives. On the other hand, its

advocates acknowledge freely that it is in line with

the single tax, and suppºit with single tax argu

ments. - -

+

-

The friends of the measure have done this in

their official argument. By official argument we

allude to the clause of the initiative and referen

dum provision of the Constitution, which allows

both the advocates and the adversaries of a pro

posed amendment to deliver through official chan

nels at nominal expense a copy of their argument,

reasonably limited in length, to every registered

voter. Under this clause all Oregon voters will

receive from the Secretary of State a single tax

argument of 2,500 words, in consequence of which

an extended discussion of the subject is expected

throughout the State. In addition, the merits of

the question are being presented orally at meet

ings by volunteer speakers.

+

As usual in such contests, the supply of money is

very meager. The demand for speakers and liter

ature far exceeds the financial ability of the com

mittee to supply them. Money is needed to pay

the expenses of speakers to stump the State, for

literature by the thousands of pieces, for a house

to house canvass, especially in Portland, and for

headquarter necessities. It is predicted by the pro

moters of the amendment that with $3,000 they

could probably carry it, and that with $10,000

it would be a certainty. Wherever speakers for the

amendment go, it is reported that opposition melts

away. As one of them writes, “The State could be

set aflame for the amendment if we had a little

kindling.”

+

Without any hesitation we commend this Ore

gon campaign, not only to single taxers every

where but also to every one who believes in remov

ing the burdens of taxation from industry and

thrift. The men who are leading it are able, en

thusiastic and honest. Some of them are brilliant

speakers, and all are tireless workers. The amend

ment proposed is a vital one. It is in the interest

of farmers, mechanics and business men. It would

promote the progress of the State of Oregon, and

make that commonwealth serve as an object les- .

son for other States. And whether it wins or loses,

the campaign for it will educate a multitude of

voters in the fundamental principles of sound

economics and just taxation.

+ +

Steel Trust Property.

The newspaper item quoted in a recent issue of

The Public (vol. x, p. 1227) which put the net

earnings of the steel trust at $757,014,768, con

fused net earnings with sales. The former are re

ported by the trust itself at $160,964,673.72. The

figures would look quite as big, no doubt, to the

300 hungry men who fought for jobs at the Cleve

land plant of the trust.

+ + +

INSTITUTIONAL CAUSES OF CRIME.

I.

Isn't it true that crime springs from poverty?

Not from poverty when and where all are poor,

to be sure; nor in every instance from poverty of

the individual offender; but from social poverty—

that is, the social condition of abject and hope

less want, in the midst of plenty to the point

even of luxury.

Each of us naturally tries to escape this social

condition. Each may indeed be generous enough

to desire that all shall escape. But if one cannot

escape the slough of poverty without thrusting

others in, who is there that won’t sacrifice his

neighbor? And he who makes that selfish sac

rifice, he who thrusts others into poverty in order

to escape it himself, isn't it he that is labeled

“criminal” —provided, of course, that he resorts

to methods that are under social condemnation,

and gets found out.

+

Of predatory crime, at any rate, there seems lit

tle room for any other explanation than poverty

in social conditions where plenty abounds. Were

this social condition unknown and unfeared, what

motive would there be for theft of any species?

And how could there be predatory crime if there

were no motive for theft?
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Though it be true that predatory crime is often

inspired by love of adventure rather than sordid

greed for spoils, the spoils being only trophies—

like a bear's skin to the strenuous hunter, or a

province to the militant conqueror, or ransoms to

the brigand chief—nevertheless poverty where

plenty abounds, and the horror that the fear of

it engenders, seem to lie beneath all things else

in the region of furacious impulses. Isn't there

a notable lessening of predatory crime, not only

when war offers opportunity for reputable ex

ploits, but also when general prosperity invites

to useful adventure? And isn’t there a notable

increase of crime when hard times augment the

difficulty of earning an honest living? These un

deniable facts of common observation, of vastly

more importance than a whole volume of petty

facts which are difficult to prove and doubtful of

interpretation, go far to indicate that poverty in

spires the adventurous type of predatory crime as

well as that which is only sordid.

Testimony to the same effect is abundant along

the whole history of criminal adventure. The

careers of those old highwaymen of the English

heath who robbed the rich and gave to the poor,

are highly significant of the influence of poverty

in originating adventurous crime. The story of

American trampdom is rich in evidence of like

import, for it was not until poverty among us

became general and for a growing proportion of

our people inevitable, that the adventurous tramp

got to be a type. -

Similar testimony comes from Mexico. It was

his appreciation of the true impulse to criminal

adventure that enabled President Diaz to suppress

Mexican brigandage. When he came to the Presi

dency, brigandage had long made travel in Mexico

insecure and the possession of property danger

ous. So inclusive and defiant was it that an

army of troops could not have suppressed it. But

President Diaz caused it to suppress itself. He

is quoted as having made an address to a coun

cil of brigand leaders in which he said: “You fel

low don’t like to do anything but fight. But all

you get out of it is a living, and sometimes it is

a miserable living. If you will fight for me, I

will see that you are given a better living than

you get now, that you have good horses and that

you live in the mountains as you please. All I

ask of you is that you obey my orders as to when

to fight.” The criminal banditti were thereby

turned into soldiers of the Republic. This inci

dent, which is valuable in its suggestiveness

whether it be fact or fiction, is borrowed from a

writer who concludes that “crime is only mis

directed energy.” Let us add that the primary in

fluence which misdirects this energy is poverty

in contrast with plenty.

+

But though it be admitted that poverty ac

counts for predatory crime, for that which is ad

venturous as well as that which is sordid, it may

not be admitted that poverty accounts for other

forms of crime. If you reflect, however, upon

what you know, you will have to admit that crimes

of passion, both homicidal and sexual, are often

obviously attributable to the malign influences of

poverty. When this cause is not obvious, a little

investigation beneath the surface is almost cer

tain to reveal it. Homicidal passions usually

develop from some unfair reaching out for prop

erty, a reaching out that would be childish but

for the specter of want in the midst of wealth.

And who shall say that this is not also true of

sexual crime? The cºrse and brutal kinds of

sexual criminality which we find in the slums,

are so immediately associated with poverty that

the relation of cause and effect is unmistakable.

Isn't it almost as obvious, too, with the more sub

tle sexual crimes of the over-rich 2 Rich roués

could not buy vicious indulgences if there were

no poor men's daughters to be tempted out of en

vironments of want into lives of luxury.

Let us be careful not to ignore the point that

poverty of the crime-breeding sort is that which

comes in contrast with abundance. Were all with

out wealth, envy and lust would lose themselves

in the noble passions that common privations

always stimulate. If all had wealth, we should

look upon predatory criminals with the amiable

contempt with which we regard greedy boors who

hustle for the first drink of lemonade at a picnic

where there is plenty for all. But inasmuch as a

few have wealth in superabundance, which comes

to them for the most part as tribute, and others

are in a constant struggle to keep themselves and

those they love out of the slough of poverty, soci

ety is infested with criminals.

+

Are we told that crime is a product of heredity,

or of environment, or of both 2 This does not

affect the contention. These hereditary tendencies

disappear when there are no great contrasts of

want with wealth to stimulate them. The influ

ences of environment are away from crime if

they are not vitiated by the contrasts of wealth

with poverty. Criminal tendencies are stimulated

or checked as poverty is more or less imminent

and repugnant, as the fear of poverty is more



April 10, 1908.
The Public 31.

or less intense, and as useful or innocent oppor

tunities for escape from it are less or more invit

ing. Even in amusements, the youthful vitality

which makes a daring yachtsman of the rich man’s

son, may, with no more evil intent, make a daring

criminal of the poor man’s son.

*

An anecdote used to be current in New York—

so dreadfully current that it would have been

called a “chestnut” if this bit of slang had been

in vogue—an anecdote about a business man's

mortifying experience with phrenology. It illus

trates the point and we venture a repetition of it.

Strolling up Broadway at the close of a busy

day down town, the business man of this thread

bare story dropped in at Fowler and Wells' to

amuse himself with the new fad of which they

were the leading demonstrators. He was a

wealthy man, as wealthiness went in that humble

commercial era, and he had a distinguished name;

but as half-tone portraits had not been invented,

his features were unfamiliar to the public and

the phrenologist didn’t recognize him. To that

extent, therefore, the conditions were favorable

to a phrenological test; but how true the result

ing character chart may have been, only the sub

ject himself could have known, even if he might

be considered an impartial judge. -

As the story goes the chart was in no wise

deficient in candor. A present day psychologist

could hardly be expected to discover in a star con

vict any finer assortment of criminal propensities

than that phrenologist ascribed to his wealthy and

distinguished and correspondingly respected sub

ject. No species of predatory crime seemed from

that reading of this virtuous business man's

bumps to be alien to his propensities. He had

the impulses of a sneak, the daring of a burglar,

the skill and tact of a forger and the conscience

of a mummy.

In its day this overworked anecdote was inter

preted as a huge joke on phrenology. But isn't it

possible, and this without passing any judgment

whatever upon the merits of phrenology, that in

fact the joke was on the business man? May it

not have been that the phrenologist, uninfluenced

by any knowledge of his client's reputation, had

either read or guessed at the good man’s propensi

ties aright?

We say “good man” deliberately, for we are

not implying that the mortified hero of that anec

dote was a hypocrite. Neither are we hinting

that his idea of honesty was of the piratical busi

ness type of our own day, the idea, namely, that

if you live a conventionally respectable life, are

true to your crowd, your ring, your class, or your

associates, as you choose to designate them, and

keep out of the penitentiary, you may do anything

you please. We mean simply that while the

criminal propensities charted by the phrenologist

may have actually existed in that business man,

circumstances had enabled him to cultivate them

profitably to himself in ways that seemed useful

to society instead of detrimental. May he not

have been somewhat like those bandits of Mexico,

who needed only opportunity for profitable and

energetic usefulness, to turn from a career of ven

turesome law-breaking to one of social service?

+

Perhaps this view might find further confirma

tion in a comparison of the propensities with the

activities of detectives. May it not be that the

old saw about setting a thief to catch a thief is

a wise one with reference not alone to skill, but

also to psychological adaptation. Isn't it a rea

sonable inference that the natural qualifications

of a born detective are such as would have made

him a criminal if the opportunity to chase crimi

nals had not offered a more satisfactory career of

adventure in eluding poverty? We offer this ob

servation only suggestively, and in no sense as

sertively. Whether true or not, it makes little

difference to the point under consideration, which

is that poverty in conditions of plenty is the

mother of crime—or may be the step-mother.

Nor are we trying to prove this with minute cir

cumstantiality. We only submit it as an incontro

vertible general fact of human experience and ob

servation. In the anecdote about Chief Justice

Marshall and Judge Story, Marshall is made hab

itually to say of the cases argued before them—

“Story, the law of this case is so and so; you look

up the authorities.” Similarly we assert that

crime springs from poverty in conditions of con

trast with wealth, telling those who doubt it to

look up the facts. In our judgment they will

find few facts to discredit the assertion and none

to controvert it.

II.

But what then 2 What has that to do with in

stitutional causes of crime? Is poverty an institu

tion ?

No; poverty itself, individual want, is not an in

stitution. But poverty as a social phenomenon,

poverty in the midst of plenty, the poverty that

inevitably engulfs so many in spite of their in

dustry and usefulness, this conception of poverty,
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whether it be an institution or not, is certainly in

stitutional.

The condition of poverty from which it is im

possible for all to escape; the condition of poverty

that would persist for some though all were in

dustrious and thrifty; the poverty that falls to

those who lose the race, run they never so fast;

the poverty that falls to those who lose the game,

play they never so well; the poverty for the many

who work, when and where there is luxury for

the few of leisure—this is the poverty that gen

erates crime, and this poverty is distinctly a prod

uct of social institutions.

+

One of the great speculative philosophers of

our civilization, probably the greatest that Amer

ica has produced—Henry James the elder, sum

marized the whole matter in his lecture of sixty

years ago on “Democracy and Its Issues,” when

he said: “If the institutions of society do not

incessantly endeavor to lift all men up out of

the slough of natural destitution, and equalize cul

ture, refinement and comfort among them, they

are not faithful to the divine intent and must fall

into disuse. It is nothing but this legalized in

justice among men, this organized and chronic

inequality among them, which begets what are

termed the ‘dangerous classes’ in the European

communities. These communities tolerate a priv

ileged class; that is to say, they will ensure a

child born of one parentage, a good education,

good manners, a graceful development in every

respect, sumptuous lodging, sumptuous food,

sumptuous clothing; and they will ensure another

child born of an opposite parentage, the complete

want of all these things; and yet they wonder at the

existence of a dangerous class among them. Let

them change these institutions, let them ensure

all the children born among them a precisely equal

social advantage and estimation, and they will

soon see the dangerous classes disappear. They

will soon destroy the sole existing motive to crime;

for crime is always directed against mere arbitrary

advantage. I admit that a man whose passions

have been wounded by another, even without any

blame on the part of that other, may be tempted,

in the anguish of disappointment, to blaspheme

his innocent rival, and even take his life on occa

sion. But this is not the criminality society

chiefly suffers from. Men willingly bear with the

injury springing out of a wounded self-love,

knowing their own liability to need the same for

giveness. It is deliberate, systematic crime from

which society suffers, crime that gives name to

large classes and localities; and this criminality

is the product exclusively of vicious legislation, of

institutions which insist upon distributing the

bounties of Providence unequally.”

+

It is easy to say that every man is responsible

for his own poverty. Most of us who have eluded

both poverty and the penitentiary are over-glib

in attributing the poverty of others to their per

sonal incompetency or vicious propensities. But

this is confusing effect with cause. Trite is the

saying that every one may make an honest living

if he wants to. Most of us who say it doubtless

believe it until we ourselves feel the pinch of pov

erty, and then we attribute our misfortune to hard

luck or hard times. Very good, but let us remem

ber that with armies of people there is hard luck

or hard times all the time.

+

That personal qualities are factors in enabling

their possessors to escape the slough of poverty is

doubtless true. But these qualities fail unless

they are exceptional.

The man of common or ordinary qualities never

becomes rich except by accident, and he is pretty

lucky if he escapes being poor. Men of excep

tional qualities, it is true, need not be poor, pro

vided their qualities are adaptable to the money

making tendencies of the period—high finance

it may be in one period and high-sea piracy in

another.

When physical strength is the desideratum for

success, men of exceptional physical strength suc

ceed. But there are often conditions in which

the strong man fails while the puny man tri

umphs. Why? Not from superior muscular

ability, of course, but from superior ability of the

kind that pays. The puny man’s superiority fits

the circumstances.

A bulldog is more powerful than a cat, but if

superiority in the catching of mice were the meas

ure of success, the cat would be rich and the

bulldog poor—unless the dog had a way of shar

ing all the mice that cats catch.

Able lawyers with a nice sense of honor would

fail while inferior lawyers without sense of honor

would succeed, if perversion of the law instead

of its just administration were the object of hav

ing a lawyer.

Not only ability but adaptability is necessary

to escape poverty. But the real question is not

whether individual abilities are factors in deter

mining instances of individual poverty. It is

whether poverty as a dreadful social condition in

the midst of plenty is due to social institutions.
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III.

We all agree, of course, that poverty is lack of

wealth, just as we agree that darkness is lack of

light. It is therefore a condition into which

every one is born, for every one comes naked into

the world.

But the same God—the same natural law, if you

prefer this form—which brings us into the world

P0or even unto nakedness, endows each of us with

the capability even in our own persons, and fur

mishes us with the opportunity in our natural and

social environment, of abolishing our individual

Poverty. In primitive circumstances this is obvi

ous. We have only to apply our capabilities to

the earth, the fruits of which are abundant if we

but foster them. This gives only a meager living,

to be sure—primitive and monotonous, probably,

rather than meager. But add to our natural en

Vironment our developed and developing social

environment, and our powers to abolish poverty

multiply. By uniting our abilities with those of

ºur fellows, through co-operation—division of

labor we call it, we make the planet yield us an

abundance for all, and in such variety as to enable

us to live civilized instead of primitive lives.

Intelligent men who reflect know that under

social conditions every man who lives by work con

tributes to production more than the share he

gets from production. If this were not so there

would be nothing for those who don't work; for it

is only by work, somebody's work, that anybody

can live. That everybody does not work we all

know. The criminal doesn't work until he is

caught and imprisoned. The privileged classes do

not work for what they get from their privileges,

though they are seldom caught. Then there is a

class that does not work and is not privileged.

We call this class the unemployed. It would be

truer to call it the disemployed, for it is pre

Vented from working—prevented by institutions

which discourage honest work, and while punish

ing conventional crime encourage the economic

Spoliation that generates crime.

+

Since the disemployed are dependent for a live

lihood upon their work, and as a class are continu

ously denied opportunity to work, their condition

exemplifies the poverty that generates crime.

Their class is continually changing in its per

Sonnel. If it were not it would die off. The dis

employed individual to-day may have a job to

morrow or next week, and the employed individual

of to-day may be out of work in a day or two.

But the disemployed class simply as a human

mass, is constant. In good times it contracts, in

hard times it expands, but in all times it is vis

ible to such of us as are willing to see—to all of

us but those optimists of whom Kipling writes

that “when their own front door is closed they'll

swear the whole world’s warm.”

*F

This disemployed mass is the generating cause

of crime. Men seek crime to get out of it; men

commit crime to keep out of it; men become hab

ituated to criminal living because criminal living

and impoverished living for the many where there

is luxurious living for others, are by action and

reaction affiliated.

The constancy of the disemployed class is at

tributable to social institutions. It is a disem

ployed class because social institutions close the

door of opportunity that nature leaves open.

IV.

Shall we enumerate the social institutions which

close that door of opportunity?

It might not be practicable to name them all.

But we can point to two fundamental ones—so

fundamental that if every other were abolished

these two would soon reproduce crime-fostering

conditions. Indeed, one of them is so much more

fundamental even than the other that if all the

rest were abolished this alone would re-establish

the poverty that generates crime.

The two institutions to which we allude—or

rather the two classes of institutions—are those

that obstruct industrial interchanges, commonly

called trade, and those that interfere with a square

deal in the use of the planet upon which we live.

+

Any social institution which interferes with

trade—and we do not mean protective tariffs alone,

for they interfere only with international trade in

commodities—any such institution checks co-oper

ation in the production of wealth, and any check

upon the production of wealth helps to make dis

employed men.

We should see it easily enough were we to con

template the effect of prohibiting all trade. If

there were no trade at all there would be no de

mand for workers, and if there were no demand

for workers no one would have work to do except

as he might do it for himself crudely, as the sav

age does.

Precisely what this extreme of trade restriction

would do, anything less than the extreme would do

with a difference only in degree. Make trade re

striction greater than it is, and the disemployed




