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(Continueﬁ from last issue)

We have arrived at this then, that commodifies

are produced simply for exchange, exchange carried
on purely for profit, and yet, a8 commodities ex-
change for equal wvalues there is really no aetual
profit made in exch;nge Whenee then does it arise,

this mysterious inerease which s the be-all and end-

all of capitalist pfoduction and private enterprise?
It arises from the exploitation of labour; it is made,

not in the market, but in the workshop and the
factory.

Labour-power is a commodity, and, like other
commodities, it exchanges in the market at its cost
of production in human labour. That is, the labour-
foree of the labourer is sold in the free and open
labeur market, at what it costs to produce that
labour-force. We have no slavery here. ‘‘Britons
never will be slaveg!’”’ The free British workman
is not sold, neither does he sell himself He brings
into the market his commodity—the only thing of
any value which he gossesm——hm power to labour,
the labour-foree whieh is embodied in -his person.
There iz nothing in the world to compel him to sell
this labour-foree—-but sheer necessity. He can keep
it if he likes—and starve. But ‘“il faut vivre,”” and
although others as well as Talleyrand may not see
the necessity, it is this very necessity to live whieh
makes ‘it imperative on the otherwise propertyless
laborer to sell hig only valuable possession, his one
ewe lamb, hig labor-power. But he has no monopoly.
There are other laborers in the market, ' equally
ready, equally anxious, to sell the same commodity,
with the result that this, like all other commodities
offered under similar condmons generally ex-
changes at its cost of productlon in human labour.
*So much food, clothing, and shelter, all produced by
labour, is mecessary for the production and main-
tenanece of the labourer, and this forms the basis of
the exchange value of his labour-force. Stited in
other terms the basis of wages is the cost,/ of subsist-
ence of the l'abourer This is called the ‘“‘iron law
of wages,”” with reference to which T shall have
something to say later. At present we are eonsid-
ering the source of snrplﬂs-value. The labourer sellg
his labour then, on the average, as all commodities
are sold, at its normal exchange value—its eost of
production. - But the amount of wealth which the
labourer produces in the time for which he has sold
his labour-foree, is out of all proportion to what it
costs to produce and maintain his labour-foree for
that time. This, the difference between what he pro-
duces and his own cost of production, is sarplus-

value, and is taken and divided up by the capitalist
into rent. interest, profit. This surplus-value then.
this profit, is so mnch robbery effected by taking
advantage of the necessity of the proletarian—the
naked, propertyless labourer. Bat, you say, the lab-
ourer is perfectly free, he made his own bargain, it
was a free and open contraet, how can it be de-
scribed as rebbery? I do not want to use unneces-
sarily harsh terms, and remember, I am not attack-
ing individuals, but attempting to deseribe the
working of the utlnl eeonomie system.- Your
political economists talk of freedom of contraet; but
there can be no freedom of eontract between the
man who must sell or die—who is foreed bg sheer
neccesity to, like Eeau, sell his birthright for & mess
ofpothge,sotoqpeak,andthemantowhonltm
a matter of indifference whether he buys or not.
Thehbourerislorudhyneeedtytonﬂ,mdu
a eomeqhenee gqu, oltthe average buba dhmte

no rehhon blmveen the value of a man’s work be-

tween the value of what he produces and what he
receives. WHat he receives is govemed not by what

he produces, but by what he must have to live to go
on workmg It is sometimes urged as an objection
to this that wages vary in different countries. Pre-
cisely, and this, whieh at first sight appears to dis-
prove, really goes to prove the truth of the theory
I am ppropounding. Although it is sometimes
sought to show that the labour of some men is vast-
lv more produetive than that of others, it is fair to
assume, and facts and experiente go to prove, that
there is nowhere such a difference in the produc-

tivity of labour as would account for the extraordin-

ary difference in wages. The British workman is
doubtless the finest fellow on the face of the earth.
as his pastors and masters tell him when they want
to keep his contented; but he ecannot do twelve
times a8 much work as the Chinaman. Yet the lat-
ter will work for fourpence a day, while the former
wants four shillings. The Chinaman gets fourpence
a day because he has learned to live on fourpence a
day. When you have taught the British workman
to live on fourpence a day—if capitalism continues—
he will get but fourpence a day, although he may
do just as much work as he does today. There is,
of course, a constant effort on the part of workmen
to force wages above this subsistence level, and fre-
quently they do rise above it: but at the same time,
as with all other ecommodities, competition is eon-
stantly operating to force down the price of labour-
power—wages—to its normal level.

Once you have clearly understood the working of
this eeonomic law, this ‘‘iron law of wages,”’ this
fact that the return to labour is governed, not by
the produetivity of labour, but by its cost of pro-
duction (which in my humble judgment is the cen-
tral fact in the economies of labour) you see how
useless are many of the proposals of your social re-
formers, and how fallacious are many of the teach-
ings of your political economisfs.

Remember that the operation of this law is im-
perative and inexorable as long as present condi-
tions obtain. It is no use appealthg to the sense of
Justice of the capitalist. He, as capitalist, is in duty
bound to buy labour, as well as other commodities,
as cheaply as possible. If he is s0o noble minded,
so quixQtie. as to pay an artificial price for labour,
the econemic conditions, which, like the Almighty,
are no respectors of persons, have no mercy on him.
but relentlessaly thrust him on one side t6 make room
for another less scrupulous than himself.

To preach temperanee and thrift to the workers
may be very well. From the point of view of ab-
straet morality the practiee of temperance and thrift
and industrv may be a good thing, but economiecally
considered the practice of thrift and abstinenee and
industry not only does not advantage the worker,
but is frequently pernicious. The practice of thrift
and abstinence simply means for the workers re-
ducing their consumption and ultimately reducing
their standard of comfort—their cost of living and
consequentlv their wages. To be industrious does
not mean for the worker increased, wealth and in-
ereased eomfort. but inereased nrodlfhnn of sur-
pins-valne - for the eapitalist class vlnch surplus-
valne is beinw niled np aronnd him-in masses of over-
nroduction which dn not helone to him. which he
may not eonsume. hut which fregpently condemn
him to inveluntary idleness. and. hy ’qlteyifvmt the
e6mpetition in tlle labour mnket. lu.»lp to M dm

his hbonr-power—-and the upnhlut, WIth whom
it is a matter of indiffercnee whether
labour of this particular individual or of some other?

What is the value of the individual Tiberty of the
labourer ‘who, being thus compelled to sell his
labour-power must of necessity sell it for a bare sub-
sistence  without any regard to jts prodmivxty?
Of what value is free trade when it only tends to
cheapen commodities, and labonr-power as well as
all other commodities? when by reducing the cost of
producticn of labour it reduces its value in ex-
change? when by reduging the priee of food it_also
reduces the wages of labour? Yet your propertyless
proletarian is a sine qua non of capitalism. Capital,
as you have seen, ceases to be capital if it cegses to
produce profit. This profit is surplus-value—ufi-
paid labour—the result of the exploitation of the
proletarian. This exploitation is only possible with
your free, naked labourer. If he were not ‘‘free’’
he could not sell his labour foree,/and if he
were not naked of possessions he would not
sell it for a bare subsistence. ‘Thus the proletarian
is necessary to capitalism and thus eapitalism pro-
duces the proletarian which is necessary for its
existence. Thus eapital grows by what it feeds on,
and thus labour becomes poorer the more it abstains
and the more it saves.

You will thus see that not only is the poverty
of the workers essential to eapitalism but that capi-
talism maintains and intensifies this poverty so that
all the well intentioned efforts of social reformers to
mitigate its evils merely furnish capitalism with ad-
ditional weapons. Temperance, thrift, industry,
only serve to make labour an easier or more valu-
able prey to capital. If they reduee the cost of liv-
ing in any particular they but reduce the ecost of
labour to the capitalist. *Take eduecation again.

There is a growing ery for teechnical education, in |

order, it is sgid, to enable us to compete with foreign
countries. What does this mean save that in those
countries with which we are called upon to compete
education itself is being exploited, that the monop-
oly hitherto enjoyed by skilled labour has been
broken down by the spread of education, and that
skilled labour is now on the same level as unskilled?

A recognition ef these fa\ehl not only demon-
strates the fallacy of many so-called reforms, but
points the direction in which we should proceed in
order to eliminate the evils ansmg from present con-
ditions. We see that the mere cheapening of the cost
of living only tends to reduce wages and thus can-
not advantage the worker. We must, therefore, aim
at raising the standard of life rather than cheapen-
ing the cost of subsistenece. We must see that public
money is well spent rather than that taxes are re-
duced, and that the workers are provided with
better and healthier rather than cheaper dwellings,
with more wholesome, better, and more plentiful,
rather cheaper dwelli -with more, wholesome, bet-
ter, and more plentiful, rather than cheaper—and
nastier, food.

Seeing that the operation of the laws we h;ve
been considering is inexorable nnder and insepar-
able from, existing-economie eonditions, our efforts
should he directed to changing these eonditions
rather than tinkering with their eff eeh‘ to -revolu-
thnhngeonditﬁnnwhiehdinrtthenumpfpm-
guction from their proper object—thst of prodnﬁg
wealth—and which eonvert them into capital—
means of exploitation. We eannot change these con-
ditions, we cannot destroy the.- dt. mﬂp of
tbo means of ]mdne&m whltf s at the :
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