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The Economics of Lab
that production today-capitalist production, is not probably be rich& and some poorer than when you 
earned on for the purpose of supplying human started, but you? hundred pounds would not have 
needs, but for the production of profit. Consequent- increased by a red cent But as I havesaid anart 
ly you have not the production of articles of utility, from their individual losses and gaina, the’whole 
per sc but the production of commodities to be put capitalist class grow richer, and apparently in this 
upon the market to sell Tins is the characteristic pro,-ess of «ambling among themselves. Trt, 
feature of the capitalist system which distinguishes must see, this is only apparent not real 
it from preceding stages of economic development, here that gains are made. All that the p 
Whereas under other economic conditions produc- eventually is to determine the proportie# of the 
lion was earned on.primarily for use and only super- surplus value each partner in the long Inn shall
Unities were sold or exchanged, production today is. ,ake. What would you have! “Ho&ur______
earned on pnmanV for exchange. thieves." And the capital*' cannot L SLy

In medieval times, with all the evils of serfdom, gnin8 for hims€if, but nmst share them «*t witFRy € '
here was this advantage , that people used to grow hangers-on and assistants, the landlord,She lawyer * 

food to eat, make clothes to wear, and build houses
to live in
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V(Continued from last issue)
LL wealth is producted by labour and it is 

its object, not its source, which determines 
whether wealth is or is not capital. Capi

tal, then, is simply the result of past labour, used tot 
assist present labour in producting wealth in order 
to produce profit for its

y.
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It is clear, then, 

that capital owes its existence to labour and must 
have been preceded by labour, 
chievous results of reversing the proper order o. 
these two elements is that economists 
labour as dependent

owner. as you 
[t is not . -

Ii<fcesOne of the mis-
in tl

Aa.represent
on capital. Capital, they say, 

is the result of thrift and abstinence on the part of 
the capitalist, who makes advances to the thriftless 
workman while he is working. Profit and interest 
are the reward which the capitalist receives for his 
thrift and abstinence—the natural, economic reward 
received through making these advances. Now all 
this is entirely fallacious. Capital does not make 
any advance to labour. Generally speaking, labour 
makes advances to capital. The workman, as a rule, 
works a week or a fortnight before he receives any 
wages at all, and during that time he increases the 
value of his employer’s capital by far more than he 
receives in wages. The capitalist does not subsist 
him during that time; he pays him the cost of his 
subsistence after he has done his work—not before.
And even then the capitalist does not really give 
him anything beyond an order on other labourers 
to supply him with a certain quantity of food, cloth- 

shelter, all of which, bear in mind, have 
been produced, not by the capitalist, but by these ! 
other labourers. A man’s wages are only useful in 
so far as they enable him to get hold of these vari
ous commodities produced by other labourers. In
directly, then, he merely exchanges the result of his 
labour with that of other labourers, all of which 
must necessarily be produced before it can be ex
changed. All that the capitalist does is to act 
sort of go-between and pay himself well for perform
ing this part somewhat badly,

That profit and interest are the reward of ab
stinence is not less fallacious than that capital sub
sists labour, or that capital is the result of abstin
ence. The natural economic reward of abstinence 

is the result of abstinence. If two of us have ten 
shillings each, and one spends his in drink, while the 
other saves his. the result is that on the morrow one 
has ten shillings and the other has a headache. The 
reward for the abstinent one is thç possession of ten 
shillings and freedom from headache. But his con
tinued abstinence from consuming the ten shillings 
will not make the ten shillings grow, and the reward 
of his abstinence becomes no bigger from long-con
tinued contemplation. According to the orthodox production of commodities to be put upon the mar- 
theory, this ten shillings should grow and grow, so ket to seM. for profit. From this arises the very 
long as its owner abâtâined from consuming it. But general impression that it is on the market, and in 
if it were left alone it is quite certain that it would the process of Exchange, that profit is made, that 
not increase at all, and it is necessary to seek for people make their profits by buying cheap and 
another source than mere abstinence for the return selling dear. This I say is the general view, and yet 
to capital represented by interest and profit.

Profit and interest have their source, as has all demonstrate that it is impossible for everybody to
wealth, in the labour-of the workers, applied to nat- be buying cheap and selling dear. If one buys cheap
oral objects. What we are immediately concerned somebody has to sell cheap, and if one sells dear 
with is the consideration as to how, if they are the someone has to buy dear. Now it is the bourgeoisie, 
result of labour, they go to others than the workers, the capitalist class, who are engaged in this trad-
Nobody, except the economists, believe profits to be ing, in this buying cheap and selling dear, and al-
the reward of thrift and abstinence—and it is
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the parson, and the prince. 
Just now, lrcNow, strange as it may seem, we do 

not grow food to eat, make clothes to owever, the question we are con
cerned with is how he comes by his gains rather 
than how he apportions them. We hive seen that 
they are not reall^ the reward of abstinence, and 
that they are not inXhe process of exchange—seeing * 
that neither abstinence nor exchange can of them
selves create anything.

wear, or
build houses to live in. All these things are made 
to sell at a profit, with the result that we have adul
terated food, shoddy clothing, and jerry-built 
houses. The sooner things are destroyed or tumble 
to pieces the better for everybody, except the unfor
tunate purchaser. With the change in economic 
conditions there has come a change in the political, 
the religious, and the social phases of the life of the 
community. In medieval times the feudal chieftain 

■was absolute master—land was the dominant econ
omic factor. But with the growth of manufacture, 
of production for sale, the rise of the bourgeoisie 
meant the downfall of feudalism. The plutocrat 

‘-supplanted the baron, capitalism became king. The 
‘old nobility" of England today are successful 

brewers, bankers, and traders, and the Noncon
formist Conscience dominates in the place of Holy 
Mother Chnrch. These facts go to illustrate what 
I have already incidentally pointed out, that the 
economic conditions dominate all other conditions 
Economic dominance is bound to secure political 
and religious dominance, the owner of capital being 
master in the material field of economies, dominates 
in all other departments of social life. On the other 
hand, attempts to secure political power without 
economic freedom meet with but sorry success. The 
political atmosphere is probably more corrupt in 
America than in any other country in the world,1 
because there you have a sham political democracy 
on top of a real economic plutocracy. There capi
talism is unrestricted by any of the old feudal 
traditions which still have some influence in other 
countries, it is absolute monarch, and the pretciided 
freedom of the American people only serves to gild 
the chains which enslave them.
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If, however, we pursue our investigation of this 

process of exchange we may discover the actual 
source of the surplus-value which is gambled with 
therein. If we conclude that there is no ultimate 
gain made simply by the exchange of commodities 
we arrive at this, that over the whole area of ex
change there is a general average, that taking the 
whole mass of exchanges, all commodities exchange 
at equal values. The price of one commodity may 
rise above, that of another fall below, its normal 
value, but the two exchanges cancel this difference, 
and falls or rises in individual instances make no 
more difference in the rule as to exchange of equal 
values than the rise and fall of the waves of the sea 
make to the sea level But what is this value, which 
must be equal in any two commodities which ex
change for each other? So many pairs of boots, for 

- instance will exchange for a watch ; but what is 
there in common between the boots and the watch? 
Nothing but this, that they are both the embodiment 
of a certain amount of human labour. The amount 
of socially necessary human labour that is expended 
on a commodity determines its value in exchange 
with any other commodity. This is simply an amidi
fication of the theory of the older economists— 
Adam Smith and others, that the cost of production 
was the basis of value. Karl Marx has takeh this 
theory and given it a scientific value by amplifica
tion and limitation.
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We say, for instance, socially necessary human 
labour. If it takes as much labour to produce a 
watch as would produce two pairs of boots, then, 
generally speaking, two pairs of boots are of equal 
value with one watch and the boots and watch will 
exchange for each Other. If a man took twice qs 
long as was ordinarily necessary to make a pair of 
boots—that would not make his one

% ■
This then is the economic system of today, the .i

i
Ni-

m retI pair of boots ( X 
equal a watch as a, value in exchange. If, however, ' ^ 

by some improved method of production watches 
could be produced with one half the usual amount 
of labour, while the cost in labour of producing 
boots remained the same, the result would be ?>».♦ 
the value of watches in exchange with boots would 
fall to one half, and whereas formerly one watch 

goes under, equalled two pairs of boots it would now only 
and some here and there make fortunes, they are all, change for one pair. It is sometimes attempted to 

They appear to me to pat this forward as a justi- generally speaking, daily and yearly getting richer, disprove this theory on the ground that it is the 
fication for what is morally unjustifiable—as an Now, to suggest that they are getting rich at each utility of a tiling and not its cost of production 
ethical basis for what is ethically unsound. But the other’s expense is as absurd as the statement that which determines its value. But a coat as an article 
majority of people are not troubled by contndera- the inhabitants of the Scilly Isles make a precarious of utility remain the same, although #s exchange 
tions of abstract ethics m matters of business. They living by taking in each others’ washing. "Dog value may fall considerably as the Result of im- 
do not therefore consider if profit is the reward for doesn’t eat dog," and capitalist-does not exploit proved method of production. The utility of » loaf 
the practice of any virtue ; te them profit is the re- capitalist He cannot. The higgling of the market of bread, as compared with a gold watek to a staTv- X 
ward of astuteness in business, of the practice of the is simply a gambling with the products of other ing man may be in-.lt.Ukb. fen* —. 
art of buying cheap and selling dear, whieh art is men's labour, but it produces no.more than gamb- erenee to their relative vâlûeir lit exchange. Ob- * 
the perfection of commCreutlien. Yet this theory ling does as a role. If yon in this room had a bun- lectors to this theoïfc *ÉQ nbiift to a nintnm whto,adr*^-Bi.HUSt
sequence of the fact, to which I have before referred, it up till tomorrow this time, some of yog would (C ^
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though sometimes here and thereeven
doubtful if the economists themselves believe it.
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