


FROM COMPETITION T0 COOPERAT ION.
By Charles P. Steinmets.

The discovery of Amerdes and of the routes to the Indies,
the conquest of Constantinople by the Turke and the invention
of printing were the events which muud the people from their
thousand years of intellectual sleep during the middle spes. But
centuries still had to passe in the slow spread of revolutionary
ideas, until the rew era of human freedom was ushered in by the
groat French revolution at the end of the 18th century. The
declaration of the rights of man changed man from a serf to a
oitizen and mede him politically and legslly free. The develop=
ment of the steam engine advanced man from & machine doing the
work of theworld, %0 & machine tender, directing the forces of
nature in the service of mnn,; and 8o made him induvetrially in-
dependent. The development of universal oduutﬁn made msn
intellectually free. :

Thus came the great era of modern civilization, not by
a single event, but by the combination of numerous steps of pro-
groas in all directions of human activity. It was the age of in-
dividualism, giving the possibility of full individuel development

to all humen beings, and o0 unchaining the ability, ambition
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intelligence and knowkdge of «l1l. We may eall it the age of
industrislisn, as by the conguest and harnessing of the forces
of nature a great industriasl development became possible. OF
the age of science and engineoring, as back of all progress
gstands the rise of secience, m' of ite applications to the use
of man: engineering. Or the age of capitaliem, gince in
"gapital” was found the tool to correlste and direct the in-
dustrisl forces created by the initiative of individualiem. Or
the age of democracy, sinece equality Nfom the law, individual
development and gen-ral edweation naturally led to the demand

, for universal partieipation in povernment.

In free snd unlimited competition with each other, in in-
telleetual, political, indumtrial and financial fields, the masses
of the new citigsen of the world thms oreated a civilization like
'vmuu nothine has ever existed on earth; competition was the mun
foree towards progress, which governed the relations of man %o man,
and for over half a century led the progress of the world, each
individual having opportunities in the vast development of our
industrisl eivilization, to develop and utilize all his abilities
without coming in serious confliot and interference with the op-
portinities of his fellow man. But gradually then came s time
when competition, instead of being the beneficisl force spurring
all men to d their best for the commen welfare of society, became
a.hu-hl and destructive sgent. Just as in a new country, during

the early pioncer days each immigrant has unlimited opportunities
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and ean be free %o do anything vithout interfering with or being
interferred with by others; but when the country becomes settled
the spheres of action of people more ani more wog-lap and a re-
striction of the individual by laws becomes necessary, or anarchiasm
‘results. 8o unrestricted competition was possible and beneficiasl
in the begimnning of the industrial era, when ample opportunities
existed for all; but when industrial society had further developed,
unlimited competition became destructive to all corpetitors slike.
£0 we have seen in the latter part of the last century the compe=
tition between industri corporations, between railrosds, ete.,
lead to universal wreck ani destriction, tending towards induetrial
anarchism. Our railroad systems are still suffering today from the

after effects.
Thus competition had to be limited hy some foym of coopextion

ﬁoroby the industrial freedom of the individual is limited by
the induetrial welfare of sll society, and the age-long problem
of the human rece, the problem of cooperation, which seemed to
have vanished during the early pimo/r period of capitalism,
egain arose. ,

Man is by nature greparious or colleetivistiic, or sccial,
whichever you may call it. £ome living beings are by nature
individualistic, like the cat family, ete. that is, each in- |
dividual lives separate from the other individuals of the smcies.
Others are socisl, living in groups, or packs as the wolves, or
well organized states like the bees, ete. Man belongs to the

latter class and sinee long before history began, men have lived
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together in 'graupl, in families, tribes, states and nations,
and in doing w0, 1mﬂta§1: the interests and deasires of the
individual came in conflict with the interests and the welfare
of the group, and thus, far antidating human history, is the
gocial problem, that is, the problem of correlating the self
interest of the individual with the interest of the other
individuals and of society as a whole, and this problem has
ocoupied the g reatest thinkers of all ages-and as we see, after
lying dormantduring the pioneer days of capitaliem, is with us

apain, unsolved mt demanding = lution.
fio we find Soerates and Cicero - as representatives of the

two great classio nations - propounding the "golden rule”: "Do

to others as you wish others to do to you".
This rule has not solved the problem, as it appeals only

to the average man; 1t does not impress the s trong man - strong

physically in the savage days, strong intellectuslly oy finan-
eially in modern daye -« He feels and believes that he can safely

do to others as he weuld not like others %0 ® to him; oan die-
regard the interests of others for his self interest and be

gtrong enough to protect himself against others disregarding his
interest. Thus every political, industrial or finemoial tyrant,

has and is disregarding the golden rule, snd often successfully.
Another solution Jesue of Naszareth has offered in brotherly

love, and for nearly 2000 years Chrigtianity has preached byrother-

1y love, "Love your enemies, do well to thoee who abuse you", and
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ever the strong men have flaunted brotherly love in their self
interest, or hypocritically substitnted phrases as "White man's
burden to rule", and hymms of hate preached by the ministers of
Christianity, and the cataclysm of the World War has been the
result. And it could be no different. The great fundamental
emotion of all 1ife is the inetinet of self preservation in ite
two forms: the preservation of the individual, and the preserva-
tion of the race. The christian dcetrine of brotherly love
appeals to the latter, tut the former is the stronger one, ani whee
the two come in confliet ususlly the latter suffers, that is, self
love is stronger than brotherly love and therefore Christianity
has failel to solve the sooial problem. |

Another attempt wae made by the great popes of the middle
ages, Cregory VII and his successors: a f.heooruj: human society
ruled antooratically by the pope in thename of God, aseigning to
all men their duties and rewards, and equalizing the lot of all
by promising rewards in heaven to those who suffer on earth. This
algo has worked to a limited extent, like the previous doetrines,
but in peneral religion failed to make such strong impressione on
men a8 t0 make them forego their welf interests on earth for the
sake of heavenly rewards.

When after the Prench Revolution the people of t he world
awoke to their rights, and monarchies tottered, democraey appesled
to many thinkers & solution of the soeial problem, in the bdelief
that 4f all people equally pnrtiupuug in the government, every
citizen would see that his interests are not infringed by those
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of anybody else. 1o even Lassalle, the founder of the firset
political socinlistic party, put as the first deman that for
universal suffrage. , Universal suffrage long me been estab-
lished in all eivilized nations, but 1t has not solved the
problem, snd could not solve i%, as it leaves out of con-
gsideration the vast difference in intelligence, knowledge
and ability of the individual citizens.

The firet solentific approach to the problem is implied
in the work of Marx, half a century ago. He started from the
premigse: "Can a form of soclety be devised, free from unsocial
acts, that 1s, acts in which the interest of society is sub-
ordinated to the advantage of the individunal or group of individ-
ualeg?" In other words, "Can & form of human society be devised, with
man as he is today, in which individnal self interest does not

conflict wit the interest of others?”
Thie led to the study of those elements of sceieiy which are

most responeible for unsocial acis.

Private ownership and control of the means of production
and distridbution (eapital, land, tools and factories, trans-
portation and distribution sjpmtems) was shown to be the foremo ot
and most common ceuse of unsocial mcts, and sccial ownership and
control of the means of production and a4 etribution was proposed
as the step to eliminste most of the unsocial acts of present

day “.1‘" .
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In those days, society wae just emerging from monarchism
towards domooracy and democratic ownership and control of the
means of production and distribution thus maturally appeared
as the solution, and sll the various socialistic parties of the
lagt half century thus have - until recently - made democrasy
& fundamentad demaniof & national or povernmental ownership
of t he means of production. :

To efficiently and economically carry out the complex
functions of the management of the means of production in our
industrial sgeWwould r equire s strong, permanent and centralized
government. fuch governmente have existed in Burepe. But they
wore either govermment by & ruling class - as in the Germany of
0ld - and then govermmental ownership meant control in the
interest and for the bmnefit of the ruling clses, and not of
all the people, or the govermment was & bursaucracy, as in the
Fmsesia of old - and then a class consciousness arose amonget the
office holders, lealing teo the abuse of public trust for the
advantage of the office holding class. We here in Aneries probably
have as demoor:-tic a govermment as can exist in the world of
today, and we have had some experience with govermmental ownere
ship, sufficient, that to moest of us, extension of povernmmental
ownersghip is far from attractive. Our public offickls often
are chosen initially by a small snd irrvesponsible minosity, and
for reasons very far remote- from their ability eof efficiently

and unsgelfishly performing the functions of thely office :
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irresponsibility and lack of permanency in office temure, the
goneeption of political office not as & duty but as & usiness;
the nabit of rotation in office for the distribution of epoile;
the abuse of publie trust for individual privat advantage; all
this has made our present poverament incompetent to be trusted
with such essential funotions of society as the ownership of
the means of production. When advooating governmental owney-
ship, we always think of our government not as it is today,mt
of a povernment as we would like %o see it, resonaible, permanent,
intelligent and competent, and unselfish. Such a governes nt we
hope we once may ave, and soclety will and is evelving towards 1%;
ut we are very far from it today, and those who advooate national
ownership of the means of production by & democratic government,
thus violate the foundation on which Marx started his reasoning:
the problem of devising a form of seciety free or reasonably free
from unsocial acts, without waiting wntil all or most men have
become wnselfish, intelligent and capsble, in short, have become
angels, but capable of existence with humen beings as they ave today
Thie is the reason why the Russian group of politieal reformers
have altogether abandoned demoorscy, and substituted for it the
eonception of a "dietatorship of the proletariate”, which means,
sutooratic government by a politieal minmority perty (the commnist
party), until such time, in the move or less distant futura, when
they will have educated all, or the majority of the people %o
zovern themselves in a society frev from unsoclal acts.
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This ¢ the meaning of the Russian experiment, and is the
reason why 10 many of the Americans, who have been brought wp
in the democratic conception, it is so sinpularly unattractive.
Hevaertheless i% is ﬁll worth watching.
- Our country has become sn integral par't of the world's
industrial system only during the last quarter centuwy. Up to
then, we have been in a back eddy, little influenced by and little
inflnencing the rest of the world, a new sparsely settled eountry,
with vast natural resources. For a long time there were opportun-
itles Tor success and financial independence for anybody eapahle
to avail himself of it, and while most of our natural resources
are near exhaustion, we are not yot living on our income, but to
& considerabls extent on our capital. lmch of the lumber which
we use, we have not planted and do not replace; mmch of the crops
we roise from our fields, Reave the £i01d so mach impoverished,
as we do not put back as fertilizser what we take out as crops.
The result is that the eocisl problem which has aritated and is
convuleing Burope, has not yet mede its appearance in our country,
though it is looming up in the near future as a threatening spectre

re uiring consideration.

There is a peculiarity in the American indusirial development,
which probably &s the un"::i.::: problem econfronting we today.
Our methods of production have been organized and developed from
the inefficient production by the numerous small individual pro=-

ducers of t he early days, to the huge well organised and hipghly
efficient induetrial corporations of today.

.
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But the distribution of the produets has remained as unorgani zed
and as inefficient as it wae before the daye of Lincoln, in the
hande of numerous individual distributors, so that gquite commonly
the retailing of a commodity today costs several times ss mch asg
i%s produetion and transportation. For instance, for a ton of
epinach, the farmer in Texas receives 06.00. It costs $30.00
to transport it from Texas to the city of Chioago. But the
distribution in the wity of Chicago, from the railrmd to the con=
sumer, costs $264.64, or move than 52 times as muoch as it costs
the farmer in Texas to produce the spinach.l’

When industrial production was organized effeciently during
the last hal? century, by the replacement of the individual smell
producers by the industrial corporation, and by their corbination
and congolidation into larger and larger corporations, and eimmle
taneously therewith the methods of transportation were organised
by the _oon-o}ihuon of rallroads, the crganizers aprarently in-
tentionally kept out of the field of distribution, and left the
retail distribution to the middle olass, so avoiding the antag-
oniem of the widdle elass againet the corporation which in a
demoeratic nation might 'm ve been fatal to t he corporate organi-
gation. Thus in épite of the far going industrial advance, Ameriea
has rotdnd a large middle clas- of people of small means, who
in the field of retail distribution areasble to secure a fair

financial and eoeial indepébndence and therefore are conservative

1) Bulletin of the Nationsl City Bank of Yew York, July 1921



; wlle
in_l patisfied with the existing condition of society. Furthermore,
it has given the move intelligent and smbitious wage earmers a
fair chance to rise from the ranke of the wage earner to the
middle olass and become fairly independent, finaneislly, as men
of emall property, and so has allayed the dissatiefaction of
the workers, and by absorption into the middle olass steaddly
drained the ranke of the more ambitions elements who in other
countries mre the leadeors of a radiesl or revelutionary wo rking
olass. The result has been that today Ameries is the only ine
lutri‘nl country, in which the masses of workers are not radically
inelined, but are thoroughly conservative and even reaciionay,
committed to the individualietic capitalism of the early days,
the slopan: "Everybody for himself and the devil take the hindmost."
For several years, during the World War and after, when there
were more jobs than workers to fill them, labor was practically
in control of our natiem, and it was very disappointing %o see,
when laboy hed the power, that nmot a single constructive and
progressive ides originated from the ranks of the workers, but
the power was used or abused, like that of the middle class,
for profiteering, in fighting for the distribution of spoils,
demsnding the largest possible share of the products and giving
the least poseible in return, regardless of the mtw?nh of
others, and of society in general, and the only proposition,
which contained some construvetive element, however defective
in some respects, the Plumb plan of railrosd administration,

was largely killed by labor.
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I% is our captains of industry, our leaders of finance,
which today are the most progressive elements in Mlu, and
are begimning to reslize the necessity of reorganizing society
in a form satiefactory to all, te solve, or at least to mitigate the
age-0ld problem of unsocial acts. But this is natural becanse
these men cannot help vealizing the impossibility of contimmdng
in the 0ld inefficient way, and see the danger into which we are
drifting. We have paid %oo high a price for the conservatiem of
ouyr wrkiug chn. and the maintenance of a Jarge and prosperous
middle elase, in the frightful ineffiei eney of our industrial
gystem resulting from the failure of organising the distribution
of commodities in lines of modern efficiency. When the distridu-
tion of cormodities is likely to cost seversl times more than theiy
production and twransportation, as illustrated sbove, any fur ther
progress in production and transportetion can have little effect
on the ultimate results, mnd our industrial progress comes to a
gtandetill. Thus the problem of today is the effileient organiza-
tion of thc’ distribution systems But if this is done in the s ame
way as production is organized, by huge corporations taking over
the distribution, as they have taken over the produnction, the
result is the dropping of the middle class inte the ranks of the
uao‘uma. and the practical closing _tt the avenres of emoape

from the wrking class inte the relative finaneial and soeial in-

depandence of the middle class. Ae ultimate result then thremtens

the appesrance of a large radical or even revolutionary working
clage, demanding snd finslly gaining %he controlling power, possibly
L
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without having the knowledge and exporience to efficiently use
this power.

This is the danger, and the problem before our induetrial
leasders, and the solution, towards which the more progresaive of
them work, and which geemg the only alternative from class war
and revolution, is the elimination of the wage earner, by making
him sn industrial cooperator. It iec the elimination of the old
conception of the labor contract, the conception of labor se a
conmodity bought and sold under the laws of supply and demend,
either individually or collectively, By "eollective bargaining”.
The conception that the only relation between employer and em=
ployee is the exehange of labor sgainst wages. In its stead them
every worker becomes an integral part of the indwstry, Just as
the siministrator, the technician or the capitalist. All throughout
our industrial organizations this problem of reorganization, of the
shange from competition and matual warfare, to cooperation, is
pooupying the best minds, but little conception of it has yet
reached ﬁo general publie, while the great conservative lsbor
orgenizations w1l stand hostile against it.

) 'Ia many different forme attempts towards this end have been
made, fpom corporations establishing working man's representation
by committees elected by the employees and having no power and
no suthority but mevely consulting with the mansgemont when
ealled mpon, up to corporate organisations in which the dis-
tinction between wage esrner and etockholder has been entirely
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eliminated, and the employee or wage esrner is & stockholder,
with the same rights and duties as the ocapital stockholders,

that is, recedive the v ame dividend on his anmmal wage as the
eapital stockholder receives on his ocapital stock, and par-
ticipates in the management of the company, by voting his anmal
wage or salary for the bomrd of divectors, just as the capital
stockholder wotes his capital stock, thus sharing in the management,
in the profite and in the losses of the industyry, being Just as
much part owmer se the capital e tockholder. Betwsen these two
poesibilities lios a wide variety of echames, which are being

tried. It ie interesting to note however, thut when by industrial
cooperation every employee should become a member and part of his
industrial corporatioh, and all means of preduction, transportation
and 4 istribution have been concentrated and organized into hupe
sooperating corporations, the individual private ownership of the
means of production, transportation and distributiom, which is the
foremost cause of unsocinl acts, has ceased as effectual y as if & com=
mnistic government has confiscated all means of production, with
the difference however, that it dces not require orpanizing a
government for funotions which governments have never ecarried out
satisfactorily and efficiently, but that the control of the means of
produﬁon, transportation and distribution remaine in the hande of
the induetrial corporation and ite prosent sdministrative and finane
dal leaders, the corporation which lms been organized for tiis

purpose, and which has proven ites efficiency.

July 19~ 1981.






