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GOMMUNISM AND THE WAGE SYSTEM.

(C'ontinued. )

[I.—THE NEW WAGE-SYSTEM ; OR,
RESU LTS.

PAYMENT BY

UnpER the Social Democratic Commonwealth, * productive workers will
each receive for every day's common labour a check entitling him to one
day's common labour in return less his share of the mmpost (tax for
rent) . . . Those engaged in unproductive vocations will receive similar
salaries out of the rent or impost fund. A day's work will mean
the simplest work of average efficiency of a normal working day.

Both® professional and skilled labour is multiplied common labour.”
Both are common labour plus the years of apprenticeship required to
learn them, and will be remunerated at a proportionately higher rate.
“The members of each branch of industry will be entitled as a body to
the proceeds of all the labour they have embodied in the product they
create, and that they distribute amongst themselves just as they please,
subject to appeal to the commonwealth (or state) as arbitrator.”

Such 18 the outline of the Social Democratic wage system as sketched
out by Gronlund m his ‘Uo-operative Commonwealth.” It 1s a re-
newed attempt to secure to every man the fruits of his own labour, of
substantially the same character as Owen’s labour notes and Proudhon’s
mutuam banking. A system that at first sight appears charmingly
simple, but on a nearer view bristles with difficulties,

In the first place 1ts seeming equality exists only on paper. The dis-
tinction between skilled and unskilled labour is treacherous and mis-
leading. It would tend only to create a workmen’s and scientists’ aris-
tocracy over the heads of the toiling masses. Already in the industrial
countries of Western Europe we see class ‘distinetions amongst the
workers growing sharper and more accentuated. The distinction ac-
knowledged by the Social Déemocratic state between skilled and unskilled
labour would but serve to increase an existing evil.

T'his 1s so self-evident that many collectivists have been compelled to
deny the distinction between skilled and unskilled labour and accept
‘“equality of wages” as a watchword. Ewvery one’s hour of labour, they
now say, 1s to be considered equal to every other person’s hour of labour,
regardless of length of apprenticeship.

Quite right. But if you maintain the wage-system, do you know who
will be the greatest adversaries of such a system of equality of wages?
The skilled workmen, and all that immense class of workers who stand
between the middle class and the labourer. Shall we deny that fact?
Shall we 1mitate the ostrich who conceals its head in the sand in order
not to see danger? And can we expect other results? Beecause, as
soon as you try to introduce any exact valuation of the services ren-
dered by everybody, you proclaim that services rendered to society can
be precisely valued and ought to be paid according to their importance.

You introduce the distinetion of quantity by saying that two hours of
labour are worth more than one hour. How can you expect that men
will not also measure the quality of the work and take account of its
productivity ?  Once you say that two hours of labour are worth twice
as much as one hour, you must be prepared to see men diseriminating
the amount of nervous energy spent during the two hours, of skill, of
brain energy, as well as the length of the apprenticeship required by eaeh
kind of work.

We are told that the average work of the average man is to be the
criterion. But the average man does not exist, and real men of flesh
and bone differ from one another by the amount of their needs. There
1s the young unmarried woman and the mother of a family of five or
six children. For the employer of our days there is no consideration
whatever of the needs of the materfamilias as compared with those of
the girl of 19. If the girl can produce more than the mother of a
family, she will be paid more by the capitalist employer. And the
labour cheque of the economist acts in the same way ; he does not cave
about the needs of the family, and pays twice as much to the girl who
has worked twice as many hours as the mother, in total disregard of the
fact that for society as a whole the mother is giving twice as much
labour as the young girl. But we know where that system lands us.
The family reduced to misery is precisely what the capitahist wants. A
well-to-do workman does not suit his book, because it is the miserv of
the masses which makes the riches of the rich. Myr. Booth reckons
that there are no less than one million poor in London. ready to work
at. any price, and therefore there are in London so many PBrvant
and Mays and so many Maples, who accumulate their hundreds of
thousands,
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You may say, of course, that all kinds of provisions may be made to
enable the mother to bring up her children. You may quote the French
municipal councils which already supply gratuitous food to all school
children. But that i1s Communistic ; and so, without perceiving it your-
selves you advocate Communism. Communism as a corrective to the
false system which you advocate. Were it not a hundred times better
openly to say that there can be no equitable organisation of society
without Communism ?

In fact, each useful work performed, be it in the field, or in the fac-
tory, or on a railway engine, 18 a service rendered to the community.
And any attempt at measuring and valuing these services necessarily
will be a failure.

Let us take a mine. Here you have miners extracting the coal from
the seam ; men and boys conducting the waggons to the bottom of the
shaft ; and the engineer who manages the engine for lifting the cages
with coal and men. He has 1n his hand the handle of the engine, and
for hours keeps his eye on an apparatus on the wall which shows him at
what height or depth 1s the cage which runs at railway speed from the
bottom of the shaft to its mouth and back. A second of negligence
and the cage runs to the top of the wheel and destroys the whole ma-
chinery. Or let this man lose two or three seconds on each movement of
the handle which he uses to stop the cage or to reverse its movement, and
the daily output i1s reduced by from 50 to 100 tons. Well it seems as if
he is the man who in the whole mine renders the greatest service. But
will you value and remunerate his service ten times more highly than
the service of the miner who 1s down in the mine and at e\'m}: moment
risks his life? Or, will you consider the man who gives the bell-signal
for the movements of the cage as rendering the most useful service ?
Or may be the mining engineer who by making a slight error in his
computations will lose the seam and make you extract stone instead of
coal ?

Whose services are greater? Those of the doctor at a typhoid pa-
tient’s bed, or those of the nurse? Those of Eddison, or of the man m
his laboratory who has discovered the best material for making the
cylinder of the phonograph ¥ Those of the engine-driver or of the signal-
man ?

Look round you. Analyse each work performed in society, however
small, and compare 1t with thousands of other kinds of work done, and
try to find out the measure, the true value of each respective work. I
defy you to find 1t out.

Of course there are some sorts of work which at a given moment are
more necessary than others. We may say, for instance, that so much
of bread, meat, butter, tea, sugar, salt, and so on, must be reckoned as
absolutely necessary ; so much clothing and so many cubic feet of house
room. And we may say that musical instruments and performances,
books of fiction and science, newspapers, works of art and telescopes and
mMICroscopes, are so many necessities; but less urgent than the preceding.
And we may therefore agree, all of us, to work five hours a day on pri-
mary necessaries first, leaving the studies in art, science, and literature
to the good will of each person, after having performed the most neces-
sary work. Each community of peasants coming to cultivate a virgin
soil would do this by free agreement. We see it constantly in Siberian
colonies. The colonists say : Now we must first till and sow so many
acres of land, and build our houses ; and, as the time presses, we must
work, say, 12 hours a day until it is done. Later on, they sav: Now
let us agree to work 5 hours a day for our common needs: and in the
rest of his time everybody is free to do what he likes: to embroider
towels, or to decorate his house ; to read the Bible, or to play the
violin.

I understand that a community might thus agree to work so many
hours for necessaries, and to specify what must be considered as neces-
sary at a given moment. When the crop is going to be spoiled from
want of harvesting, the most necessary woik is to get the crop in. And
when there 1s an epidemic of scarlet fever, the most necessary work may
be nursing and the cleaning of the seweis. One year, gm:dening will
be the great work of the season, and another year the manufacture of
rails may be considered as the most necessary work. That can be
agreed upon. But I cannot understard how it is possible to measure
and to value m any kind of money the seivices rendered to society bv
those who take part in these various kinds of work. The only Pqnit.uhl.e
means of sharing the prodvce of common work is according to every-
body's needs. And that method of distail ution is so inherent in human
nature that we see it apphed everywhere where individual appropriation
does not prevent it,

Our friend Cafiero has once pouged out that in the faxnly which
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shares in common the produce of the work of all its members, the
sharing fccording to needs is the rule. When bread and meat are in
plenty, then everybody consumes just as much as he likes. But when
there is scarcity, then the best piece is given not to him who has earned
most, but on the contrary, to the feeblest; to the child who earns
nothing yet, or to the old who earn nothing more.

And this principle is so natural that, as soon as men are brought by
stress of circumstances to do something in common, forgetting mine and
thine, they immediately resort to needs as the measure of each one's
share. Nay, one of the most striking features of even the present
society is that it so much feels the impossibility of living under purely
individualist principles, that it constantly resorts to communist prin-
ciples in order to correct the vices of the individualist organisation.

Take, for instance, the friendly societies which assure to every member
a certain income in case of inability to work. The instalments paid to
the society are alike for all members. But the payments they receive
in case of disease or old age, are distributed according to needs.

Take public hospitals where for a uniform payment, or without any
payment at all, each patient is again treated according to his needs.

During the earlier part of the medi®val times each commune
practised communist principles to a very great extent. The produce of
the labour of every gild was sold by the Commune or, later on, by the
gild as a whole, and the gild took measures to secure the existence of
each of its members. The agricultural commune also undertook to repair
to a certain amount the evil done by the individpalist system of pay-
ment by coming to the aid of each member according to his needs. The
system has degenerated into the Poor Law of our times, which also 1s
nothing but a corrective to the abominable conditions created by indi-
vidualism,

In fact, millions and millions of people are now living under practi-
cally communistic conditions. When the Russian m2 work In common
on some public piece of land, they share the produce of the common
labour according to needs, admitting as a foregone conclusion that n
common work each worker has done his best.

And even the individualistic society of Western Europe admits that
principle, as soon as work is done in common. We see it in besieged
cities during war, or amongst the Swiss peasants when they go wood-
cutting. If to-morrow some such circumstances occurred as would
require an appeal to all the capacities of the Londoners for some public
work, be persuaded that they would respond to the necessity, and 1m-
mediately they would admit that the produce of their common toil

must be shared according to every one's needs, not according to every
one's share of work.

Work in common, with common tools, in a common building, and for
the Commonwealth’s sake, 1s a new form of work-—an old one, I rather
ought to say, from which humanity has been diverted by capitalism,—
a new departure, at any rate, for the communities of our time.

This new organisation of work requires unavoidably a niew form of
political organisation which cannot be the Representative Government
of the capitalist period.

And it requires also a new organisation of consumption, not a mere
modification of the wage-system. The wage-system came into existence
with Capitalism ; it was its corollary or rather the very means of main-
taining 1t. The wage-system means private ownership and private pos-
session of the instruments of labour. |

We are therefore of the opinion that those Socialists who refuse to
recognise private ownership, but maintain the State, Representative
Government, and the Wage-system, either commit a capital error in not
perceiving that the wage-system (and representative government too)
cannot be reconciled with the abolition of private property ; or else,
they do not foresee the abolition of private property to the extent we
do, and, I must say, to the extent to which the workers mean to
abolish it.

Permit me to conclude by a remark. As far as my own experience
goes, I have always observed that workers with difficulty understand the
possibility of a wage-system of labour-cheques and like artificial inven-
tions of Socialists. But I have been struck on the contrary by the easi-
ness with which they always accept Communist principles. -If they do
not always fully express and advocate these principles it is chiefly be-
cause they are always told by leaders whom they trust, that Communist
principles are not applicable, that intermediate stages must be gone
through, and the like. That has been my personal impression, and the
other day while looking through the new edition of the Manifesto of
the Communist party published in 1845, I found a confirmation of that
1 pression.

Indeed Engels writes in the preface to the Manifesto that before '48
the Socialists were all kind of middle-class dreamers who proposed all
kinds of palliative measures ; while the mass of the workers were Com-
munists. It seems to me that the same holds good for the workers at
the present moment. They were and have remained Communists, and
Communism 1s precisely tke society for which, with more or less complete
consciousness they look in the future.

In doing so they are quite right. Thése who have let themselves be
persuaded by bourgeois economists that articles are exchanged according
to the amount of labour necessary for their production, may fancy that
a system of labour-cheques would afford an outlet from the present diffi-
culties. But the mass of the people will never be induced to agree with
that system. Such a system could not act for even a few days after the
houses, the soil, the factories, the mines, and the means of communica-
tion have been recognised as common property

The very necessities of supplying food, clothes and shelter to a/l mem-
bers of the community as soon as a revolutionary movement shall stop
trade and commerce, will reduce the workers to resort at once to some
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“ort of partinl Communism-—as far as the necessities of existence are
concerned. And this first step towards Communism will compel them
to go further in the same direction.

They will be compelled to abandon the wage-system under whatever
new forms it may be reintroduced. They will be compelled to proclaim

that the needs of each member of the community must be the real
measure of his share of the common produce.

——

ALL IN ALL

When all the night is horrible with clamour
Of voiceless curses darker than the night,
When light of sun there is not, neither star-shine,
Nor any beacon on the hill of right,
Shine, O thou hight of life, upon our pathway,
Freedom, be thou our light |

Since all life’s ways are difficult and dreary,
And false steps echo through eternity,
And there 1s nought to lean on as we journey
By paths not smooth as downward ways would be,
We have no other help, we need no other,
Freedam, we lean on thee.

The slaves’ base murmur and the threats of tyrants,
The voice of cowards who cringe and cry * Retreat | ”
The whisper of the world, “ Come where power calls thee ! ”
The whisper of the flesh, “ Let life be sweet | ”
Silence all these with thy divine commanding ;
Guide thou thy children’s feet.

For thee, for thee, we bear the cross, the banner,
For thee are all our battles fought and won,
For thee was every prayer we ever uttered,
For thee has every deed of ours been done ;
To thee we press—to thee, triumphant splendounr !
Oh, Freedom, lead us on !

Where thou shalt lead we do not fear to follow ;
Thou hast our hearts, we follow them in thee ;
Spirit of Light, whatever thou shalt show us,
Strong in the faith we shall not fear to see.
We reach to thee through all the waves of darkness
Of all the days to be.

NOTES.

Daily open-air meetings of the unemployed in the middle of summer
are an ominous comment on the recommendations just issued by the
Committee of the House of Lords appointed to enquire into exceptional
distress. 'With the heartless insolence of men in whom power and
luxury have dried up all human sympathy, the Most Noble follow in
the steps of Rehoboam’s youthful counsellors and warn the administra-
tors of that miserable travesty of social justice and brotherly love, the
Poor Law, that they have erred on the side of sentimental leniency.
Chastise the crime of poverty not with whips but with scorpions.
Restrict out-door relief. Do away with labour yards. Do not meddle
with relief works. Give no support to schemes for the succour of the
unemployed. Make your casual wards still more like prisons. Such
are the principal suggestions to local authorities offered by the men
who have never known what it is to do a stroke of necessary work, or
to want a meal, or to sicken with anxiety as they tramp day after day
from one insolent employer to another in the vain search for a job; or

to return weary and despairing to a fireless hearth and starving
children.

* #»* *

From the bottom of our hearts we thank you, my lords, that so
plainly you show the workers that they have no justice, no mercy to
expect from you and your fellow property holders. Deliverance must
come to every class, as to every individual, from within. It is you and
such as you who are accentuating this universal teaching of experience
for the working class throughout the world. Perhaps the anniversary

of 1789 may do something to show you how far they have learnt the
lesson.

* * L

~ The courtly brutality of the Lords Temporal is worthily supplemented
by the hypoeritical cynicism of the Lords Spiritual. “The Conference
of Bishops of the Anglican Communion, held at Lambeth Palace,” have
just favoured the world with their views upon Socialism and the social
crisis.  ‘“ Kxcessive inequality in the distribution of this world’s goods ;
vast accumulation and desperate poverty side by side, these suggest
many anxious considerations to any thoughtful person,” so deign to
pronounce the Right Reverend Fathers in God in their ¢ encyclical
letter.” But apparently their lordships’ anxiety is for the propertied,
rather than the poverty-stricken class. For the workers they have but
the well-worn gospel of “thrift and self-restraint.” For the wealthy
they speak many comfortable words of suggestive and conscience-easing
compromise, Co-operation, peasant proprietorship, state saving banks,
hoards of arbitration, sanitary acts, and such mild palliatives may safel
be supported by a Christian man without endangering his soul.  “The
state may EVEN encourage a wider distribution of property by the aboli-
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