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e and price in ‘particular.

l(any eeo 01 hnve us bchevc that ex-

change valm;,i 8. great a mystery as the one God
* with thraﬁebd& or the three Gods with one head
of wlu(sver it is that our Christian friends tell us
‘lbou They eoin words and phrases that mean
*aot . for the purpose of confusing the issue as
mneh as possible. They cite instaneces of artieles
th&lf%uve sold at prices that obviously were not
the amount of labor erystallized in the
u'tieles‘: in an attempt to prove that laber is not
value. ' They imply that there is no such thing as a
law dv:lue ‘that the exchange of commodities is
merel’ea game of catch as cateh ean, that ‘‘the yaluc
of a thing is as much as it will bring,”’ and 80 on
and'so forth. Now this kind of bunk indicates one
_ of two things, either these economists are entirely
unable to generalize or they absolutely refuse to
generalize, When we are dealing with exehange
value and price, in the science of economics, we are
not dealing with isolated instances, we are dealing
with general principles. We know that the capital-
ist system is a happy hunting ground for all kinds
of swindlers and cheats and that many people are
swindled and cheated every day. We know, furth-
ermore, that certain persons who own great wealth
that they never worked for occasionally pay a con-
siderable sum of money for some article that has
little or no value and which is neither ornamental
nor useful, just to gratify their vanity and to be able
to say that they own something that nobody else
owns. But what has all this got to do with the gen-
~ eral basis upon which commodities”éxchange? . dust .
as ‘much as having your pocket picked, or giving o
fifty cents to a bhnd beggar has to do with it, ndth-
“ing at all. -

Perhaps it would be well before going any far-
ther to explain what the seience of ‘economies really
is. To begin with, let us take a definition of econ-
omies from Webster’s dictionary. Webster's could
not be called-a radieal dictionary, so we cannot be
accused of prejudice, when we use this definition.
Here itis:

‘‘Eeconomies. The smeﬂce that investigates the
conditions and laws dffecting the production, distri-
.butiog, and consumption of wealth, or ghe material

means . of satisfying hiuman desires.’’

Evaz,ybody will ‘admit that is a good definition of

es. It is, at the same time, a good deﬁm’uon
of we;lth. the subjeet matter of the geience of ec-
" onomics. You will-notiee that wulth is not only
~ S the matexial means of sa ‘human desires,”’

" bat it is also subject to the process of production, -

W~M eouumpﬁon. -This ,means that
“something . ‘that is continually pro-
veproduce -homdqytodl!.mdﬁ'om

eed on the market in sufficient
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that: ;l- 1f we assume that a thing, in .this case,
means 8 unit of a commodity, then we may let it be
granted that its price represcnts its value on the
average. But our -next question is, why does a
thing, bring a certain pricc? Why, for instance,
does one pound of tea ~bring about " ten times as
mueh as one pound of sugar in Vaneouver at the
present time? Is it beeause the demand for each
pound of tea is ten times as great as the demand for
each pound of sugar? Or is it because there is not
cnough tea to supply the demand? Again, if there
is no such thing as a law of value, why is it that old
Tom Lipton and the rest of the boys wWho have
charge of the tea business don’t raise the priee of
tea up to—say ten dollars a pound? OF, why is it
that the people who buy tea don’t insist on getfing
it for five cents a pound and refuse to pay more? A
few years ago, for a few months, the price of sugar
was about thirty cents a pound ; sure]y it was a clear
case of gemerosity on the part of the Sugar Trust
when it brought the priee of sugar down to eight
cents a pound instead of raising it up to fifty cents,
or a dollar a-pound, if therc is no sueh thing as a
law of value.

Speaking of supply and dc mand, we hear a great
deal at times about demand at a eertain price, men-
ing that the demand for a commodxty fncreases when
there is a fall in price and decreases when there is
o rise in price. In other words, when the supply is
greater than the demand the price falls and the de-
mand increases, and: viee versa. True enough, but
on the other hand, when there ‘is an inerease in the
demand the price rises and when there is a decreasc
the price falls. This indictes that the price of a
commodity is continually fluctuating around its
value.

As I pointed out before, the tendency of value 18
to find its level, but there is no dead level of value
any more than there is-a dead level of price. Both
value and priee are different in different places at
 the same. time, and different in the same place at diff-
erent times, and continually fluctuating. But there
is fio mystery about this at all, it is easy to explain,
in faet it conld not be otherwise; that is why we
must always deal with exchange value and price as a
geileral law. -

Thef there is the great hullabaloo that is made
about monopoly grices, or what is called the great
contradiction. Marx said that in any monopolized
industry where a large percentage of the espltal
was invested in buildings, machinery, raw material,
ete., and a small péreentage invested in labor power,
the price of the sommodity would have to be kept
permanently aboye its value in order to pay the
average rate of profit on the total capital invested,

or words to that effect. By this statement, we are
_teld, Marx not only-contradicted himself but at the
same-time smashed the labor theory of value all to
hell’ “Well I am not from Missouri, but I would like
{0 *have somebody show me. It is obvious, that if
some eommo(hnes exchange above their value they
must do so at the expense “of other commodities
that exchange below their value. So where is the
contradiction?  And where are the smashed pieces

'+ of the labor theory!

ECONOMIC CAUSES

ROCKFELLER'S PLAN TO MAKE wl
UNIONS SUPERFLUOUS. MISCAERIES. -
(LF.T.U.)

Huch interest has been aroused in the United
Statea by a report issped by an impartial and scien-
tifie observer, Mary von Kleeck, direetor of the Rus-
sell Sage Foundation, on the working of the Rock-
fellee and Atterbury Company. Unions. - The Rocke-
feller Plan which was introdgesd into the coal mines
of the Colorado Fuel and Iron Comipany in conse-
quenee .of acute labour troubles in 1913, was the
forerunner of the ‘‘company union’’ introduced by
Pennsylvania - Railroad
The Roekefeller Plan pro-
vided for an equal number of representatives of the

company and the workers to hold regular meetings
and also for joint committees in each mining dis-
triet to discuss safety, sanjtation, recreation and ed-
ueation, and industrial co-operation and eoncilia-
tion. The scheme, which has some features in eom-
mon with the British Whitleyism, differs from it in
that it ignores the trade union, upon which British
Whitleyism is based.

The present report, which has the advantage of
being quite impartial, and based on long and care-
ful investigation, deelares that, although the sysfem

General Atterbury of the
and by other railroads.

. has improved working and living ~conditions, yet

‘““the miners are not satisfied that their represent-
atives have the power to protect them in decisions
regarding wages and conditions of work.”” Another
defect of the system, according to the report, is that
it ““does not develop leadership or stimulate inter-
¢st among the wage earners,’”’ and the *‘worker’s re-
presentatives do not feel free to act in opposition
to the company’s interest in defence of fellow-em-
ployees.’”” Then ‘‘the issue of trade unionism is
kept constantly.alive by, inter alia, frequent instan-
ces of antagonisms to unions, and the company’s
policy of accepting the wage scale of its competitors
which has actually been set by unionised companies
through negotiations with the United’ Mine Work-
crs, while refumng to deal in any way vnth the min-
ers’ union.’

As for the “company union’’ of the Pennsyl-
vania Railroad, the offspring of the Rockefeller
Plan, it has gone wrong altogether: it has actually
voted for the wrong people—that is—for members
of the bona fide union instead of its own.

THE ECONOMICS OF LABOUR
(Continued from page 2)

too apparent. Land, which, a8 an economic term,
includes all raw material, must, in the natural order
of time, precede all other things, seeing that it is the
material basis of existence.

But, while it is obvious that the land must have
existed before either labour or capital, one would
have imagined it to be almost equally obvious that
the existenee of labour must precede that of eapital.
Capital, say the political economists, is the result of
saving. Saving of what, but the result of past
.labour?! Capital, we have seen, is wealth used re-
proddctively—wealth which, instead of bemg con-
sumed, is devoted to the production of more wealth.
But whenee did-this capital arise. Capital, say the
economists, is the result of thrift and ‘abstinence.
But thrift and abstinence, however admirable they
may be, are but negafive qualities; they do not
create anything. One may be as thrifty aid abstem-
jous as it is possible to be and yet pagsess nothing
and ‘even die of starvation. Something more than

" thrift and abstinence is needed to create capital. If
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. left as his “capital—the resuit of his thrift and ab-
: stmelwe."_ But really it quﬁ—mt be ﬁe result of

¢ of the re-




