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Institutional Causes of Cri
i

TGN'T it true that ceime springs from poverty? Mot from
poverty when and where all are poor, 1o be sure; nor in
every instance from poverty of the inchividual offender; but

from social poverty—that is, the social condition of abject and

hopeless want in the midst of plenty to the point even of
laxury.

Each of us naturally tries to escape this social condition.
Fach may indeed be generous encugh to dasire that a1l shall
escape. DBnt if one cannot escape the slough of poverty with-
out thrusting others in, who is there that won't sacriftes his
asighbor? And he who makes that selfish sacrifice, he wheo
thrusts others into poverty in order fo escape it himself, 150t
it he that is labeled “criminal”?—provided, of course, that he
resorts to methods that are under social condenmmation and gets
found out.

Of predatory crime, st any rate, there seems little room
for any other explanation than poverly in social condiions
where plenty abounds, Were this social condition usknown
and unfearsd, what motive would thers be for theft of any
species?  And how could there be predatory crime i there
were no motive for theft?

Though it be true that predatory crime 1s often inspired
by love of adveniure rather thap sordid greed for spoils, the
spoils being only trophies—Ilike a bear’s skin to the strepucus
Lunter, or a proviace to the mililani conqueror, or TARsOms
to the brigand chief — nevertheless poverty where plenty
abounds, and the horror that the fear of it engenders, seem
to lie beneath all things else in the regions of furacious im-

pulses. Isa't there a notable lessening of predatory cvime, not
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only when war offers cpportunity for reputable exploiis, but
also when general prosperity invites to vseful adventure?  And
isn’t there a nofable increase of crime when hard tumes
augment the difficulty of eaming an honest hving? These
undeniable facts of common ohservation, vastly more -
portant than a whole volume of petty facts difficult to prove
and doubtful of interpretation, go far to imndicate that poverty
inspires the adventurcus type of predatory crime as well as
that which is only sordid

Testimony to the same effect is abundant along the whole
history of eriminal adventure. The careers of those old high-
waymen of the English heath who robbed the rich and gave
to the poor are highly significant of the influence of poverty
in origiating adventurous crime.  The story of American
trampdom is rich 1 evidence of hike mmport, for it was not
until poverty i America became zencral and for a growing
proportion of the peopls inevitable thai the adventurous tramp
got to be a type. :

Similar testimony comes from Mexico. It was his apprecia-
tion of the true impulse to criminal adventure that enabled
President Phaz io suppress Mexican brigandage. When he
came to the Presidency, brigandage had long made travel in
Megice insecure and the possession of property dangerous.
So intrenched and defant was it that an army of troops could
not have suppressed . But President Dhaz caused it to sup-
press iself. He is quoted 25 having made an address 1o a
councll of brigand leaders in which he samid: “You fellows
don’t ike to do anything but fight. But all vou get out of 2
is & hiving, and sometimes it is a miserable living. W yvou will
fight for me, | will see that you are given a better living than
vou get now, that vou have good horses and that you live m
the mouriains as yvou please. Al T ask of vou is that you obey
my orders as te whea to fight” The criminal banditti were
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theveby turned Inio soldiers of the Dhaz vegims, This modent,
which 18 valuable in Hs suggestiveness whether it be fact or
fchon, is borrowed from a wniter whe concludes that “erime
s only 2 misdirected enmerey.”  lLet uws add that the primary
influence which misdivects this snergy is poverty i cenirast
with pleniy.

But though # be admitted that povesty accounts for preda.
tory crime, for that which is adventursus as well as that which
is sordid, 1t may not be admitted that poverty accounis for
other forms of crime.  If you reflect, however, upor what you
know, you will have to admit that crimes of passion, both
homicidal and sexual, are ofien obviously attributable to the
malign influcpces of poverty. When thiz cause is not obvious,
z Initle nvestigation beneath the swrface is almost certain to
reveal it.  Homicida! passions usually develop from some un-
fair reaching out for property, a reaching out that would be
chiddish but for the spectre of want in the midst of wealth.
And whe shall say that this 15 not alse true of sexuval crime?
The coarse and brutal kinds of zexual criminality which we
find m the slums, are so immediately associated with peverty
that the refation of cause and effect ¥s wnnustakable. Tso't it
almost as obvious, too, with the more subtle sexual crimss of
the overrich? Hich roues could sot buy vicious indulgences
if there were no peor men’s daughters to be tempted out of
spvironments of want imte bves of loxury,

Let us be careful not to ignore the point that poverty of

the crime-breeding sort 15 that which comes in contact with

abundance. Were all without wealih, envy and lust would
lose themselves m the noble passions that commen privations
always stirmulate.  if all had wealth, we should look upon
predatory criminals with the amiable contempt with which we
regard greedy boors who hustle for the first drink of lemonade
at & pienic where there is plenty for all. But masmuch as a
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few have wealth in superabundance, which comes to them ‘%?i
the most part as tribute, and others are m a constant sTUgES
to keep themselves and those they love out of the slongh of
poverty, society is infested with eriminale.,

Are we told that cnime is a product of heredity, or of

environment, or of Loth? This does not affect the coniention.

These hereditary sendencies disappear when there are no greal
contrasts of want with wealth to stimulate them. The ixzﬂx‘!lennce?
of envivenmeni are away from crime if they arc mot %’ﬁ!ﬁt?x’i
by the contrasts of wealth with poverty. Cnmm{aﬁ ie‘:ﬂde%zcses
are stmulated o1 checked as poverty 1s moie of fess m'?mm«sm
and repugnani, as the fear of poverty is more OT fess intense,
and as useful or moocent opportunities for escape from it are
Jess or more MVIHGE. Even in amuscinents, the youthful vitakiy
which makes a daring yachtsman of the rich man's son, M2y,
with ne more evil intent, make a daring criminal of the poor
man's SOk

An anecdote used fo be eurrent in New York—so dread-
fully curzent that it would have been called a ““chestnut” i
this bit of dang had been in vomue—an anecdote about a
business ThAD S moriifying experience with phrenslogy. it
Muskrates the pomt and I venture a repetition of it

Strolling up Broadway at the closs of a Emsy day d§wn~
town, the busmess man of this threadbare story {impped muat
Fovler and Wells’ to amuse Timself with the sew fad of which
they were the izading demenstrators. He was a wealthy man,
a5 wealthiness went in that humble commercial era, and he
had a distingnished name; but as half-tone portraits had not
bheen nvenied, his features were unfamiliar to the public and
the vhrenologist didn’t recognize him. To that extent, there-
fore, the conditicns were favorable o a phrenclogical test, bgt
Low true the resulting character chart may have been, only
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the subject himsel could have knowa, sven i he might be
considered an impariel Judge, :

As the story goes the chart was in no wise deficient m
candor. A present-day psychologist conld hardly be expected
te discover in a star comvict any fner assorbment of crmainal
propensities than that phrenclogist ascribed to his wealthy and
distinguished and  correspondingly respecied subject. Mo
species of predaiory crime seemed from that reading of this
virtious business man’s bumps to be alien ‘o his propensthies.
He had the impulses of & sneak, the daving of a burglar, the
Ll and tact of a forger, and the conscience of a mummy.

In its day this everworked anecdote was interpreted as a
huge joke on phrenology. But 't i possible, and this with-
out passing any judgment whalever upon the ments of phren-
slogy, that in fact the joke was o ihe business man? May
it pot have been that the phrenclogist, upipfluenced by any
knowledze of his client’s reputation, had either read or guessed
at the good man’s propensities aright?

i say “good man’ deliberately, for I am not implying
shat the mortified hero of that anecdole was a hypocrite.
Neither am | hinting that his idea of honesty was of the
piratical business type of ouwr own day, the idea. namely, that
if you live a conventionally respeeiabls life, arve true o your
crowd, vour Ting, your class, or your associates, as vou cheose
io designate them, and keep oui of the penitentiary, you may
do anything you please. [ mean simply that while the
criminal propensities charted by the phrenoclogist may have
actually existed in that busipess man, clrcumstances had en-
sbied him to cultivate them profitably to himself in ways that
seemed wseful to society instead of detrimental. May he not
have been somewhat ke those bandits of Mexico, who needed
only eppertunity for profitable and energetic vsefulness, to tam
from a career of reckiess law-breaking to one of social service?
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Perhape this view might find further conhrmation m 2
comparison of the propensities with the activities of detectives.
May it not be that the old saying about setting a thiel i cazch
a thief iz a wise one with reference not alone to skill, but also
to psychslogical adaptation? Isn't it a reasonable inferemce
that the nataral qualifications of a born detective are such as
would have made him a crimigal if the opportunity to chase
criminals had not offered a more satisfactory career of adven-
ture in eluding poveriy? 1 offer this cbservation only sug-
gestively, and in no sense assertively. Whether true or not, it
makes little difference to the point under consideration, which
is that povarty in conditions of plenty is the mother of crime-—
or may be the stepmother.

Nor am | trying to prove this with minute circumstan-
tiality. 1 only submit it as au incontiovertible general fact
of human experience and observation. In the anecdote about

Chief Justice Marshali and judge Story, Marshall is made
habitually to say of the cases argued before him—"Story, the
faw of this casze is so and so; vou look up the authonties.”
Similarly T assert that crime springs from poverly in con-
ditions of contrast with wealth, telling those who doubt to look
up the facts, In my opinion they will find few facts 1o dis-
credit the assertion and nons o conbrovert i

I

But what then? What has that to do with nstiutional
causes of erime? Is poveriy an institubion?

MNo; poverty itself, individual want, 1s not ar lastitubion.
But poverty as a social phenomenon, poverty In the midst of
plenty, the poverty that inevitably engulfs so many in spite of
their industry and wsefulness this conception of poverty,
whether it be an institubion or net, is certainly institutional.

The condition of poverty from which it is impossible for
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all to escape: the condition of poverty that would persist for
some though all were industrieus and thrifty: the poverty that
falis 1o those who lose the race, run they never so fast; the
poverty that falls to those who lose the game, play they never
s0 well; the poverty for the many who work, when and where
thers is lugury for the few of leisure—this is the poverty that
generates crime, and this poverty is distinetly a product of
secial institubions.

Cne of the great speculative philosophers of our civiliza-
tion, probably the sreatest that Amevica has produced—Heary
James ihe cider-—summarized the whole matier in his lecture of
some sixty years age on Democracy and Its lssues,” when he
said: “If the institutions of society do not incessantly endeavor
to 1ift all men up out of the slough of natural destitution and
equalize culture, refinement, and comfort among them, ihey
are not faithful to the divine intent and must fall into disuse.
It 15 nothing but this legalized injustice among men, this ergan-
ized and chionic inequality among them, which begets what
are termed the dangerous classes’ in the Europsan communi-
ties. These communities tolerate a privileged class: that is
to say they will insure a child born of one parentage, a good
education, good manners, 2 graceful development in every
respect, sumptucus lodging, sumptuous food, sumptuous cloth-
ing; and they will insure another child born of an opposite
parentage, the complete want of all these things: and yet they
wonder at the existence of a dangerous class among them.
Ler them change these institutions, let them mmsure all the
childrer born among them a precisely equal sociel advantage
and estimation, and they will scon see the dangerous classes
disappear. They will scon destroy the sole existing motive to
ertme: for crime 15 always directed against mere arbitrary
advantage. [ admit that a man whose passions have been
wounded by another, sven witheut blame on the pari of that
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other, may be tempied, i the anguish of disappomtment, i
blaspheme his ianocent rival, and even izke his life on owcasion.
But this is not the eriminality, society chiehy suffers from. Men
willingly bear with the mjury springing out of a wounded seli-
Jove, knowing their own liabihity to need the same forgiveness.
It is deliberate, systematic crime from which society suffers,
crime that gives name to large classes and localiites; and thes
criminality is the product exclusively of vicious legislation, of
insiitutions which insist upon distributing the bounties of Provi-
dence upequally.”

It 3= easy to say that every yman is respansible for s own
poverty. Mosi of us who have cluded both poverty and the

pepitentiary are gver-glib in attributing the poverty of others

to their personal Incompelency of vicious propensifies.  DBut
this is confusing effect with cause. Trite is the saving that
every one may make an honest living if he wapts so. [Most
of us who say it doubtless beleve it until we ourselves feel
the pinch of peverty, and then we attribute our mistoriune 1o
hard luck or hard Himes. Very good, but let us remernber that
with armies of people there is hard lack or hard times ail
the time.

That personal cualities are factors in enabling the pos
sessors to escape the slough of poverty is doubtless true.  Bat
these qualities fail unless they are exceptional.

The man of common or ordinary qualites never becomes
rich except by accident, and he is preltty Jucky if he escapes
being poor. Men of excepiional gualities, 1t 15 true, need nof
be poor, provided their gualities are adapted to the monsy-
making tendencies of the period—high finance it may be m
one period and high-sea piracy in ancther.

When physical strength s the desideratum for success, men
of exceptional physical strength succesd.  But there ave often

conditions in which the strong man fails and the puny man
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iriumphs.  Why? Not from superior muscular  abitity, of
course, but {rom superior shility of the kind that pays. The
puny map's superiority fits the circumstances.

A bulidog is more powerful than a cat, but if supernenty
i the catching of mice were the measure of success, the caf
would be rich and the bulldeg poor—-unless the dog had a
way of sharing in all the mice that cats caich.

Able lawyers with 2 mice sense of honor would fail, while
inferior lawyers without sense of honor would succeed, if per
version of the law instead of tis just administration were the
object of having a lawyer.

Mot only ability but adaptability s necessary {0 escape
poverty. But the real guestion is mot whether indwvidual
abilities are factors in determining instances of individual
poverty. It is whether povesty as a dreadful sesial condibon
i the midst of plenty is due to socisl mstitutions.

L

We all agree, of course, that poverty is lack of weald:, just
as we agres that darkness is lack of light. it is therefore a
condition into which every one i born, for every oRe COMmes
paked into the world,

But the same God —the same natural jaw, if vou prefer
this form-—which brings us into the world poor even unto
nakedness, endows each of us with the capability even m owr
own persons, and furnihes ns with the opportenity in our
patimral and social enviconment, of abolishing our individual
poverty, In primitive circumstances ihis is obvious., We have
only to apply our capabilities to the earth, the fruits of which
are abundant if we bui foster them. This gives onlv a meagre
living, 1o be sure—primitive and monstonous, probably, rather
than meagre. But add to owr natutal environmest our de-
veloped and developing social environment, and our powers
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to abolish poverty multiply. By uniting our abilities with those
of our fellows, through co-operation—division of labor we call
it—we make the planet yield us an abundance for all. and 10
such variety as to enable us to five civilized instead of primi-

tive lives.
Intelligent men who reflect know that under soctal condi-

tions every man who fives by work contributes to production
more than the share he gets from prodacition.  If this were not
so there would be nothing for those who don’t work: for 1t is
only by work, somebody’s werk, that anybody can live. That
everybody does not work, we all know. The criminal doesn’t
work uniil he is caught and mprisoned. The privileged classes
do not work for what they get from their privileges, though
they are seldom caught. Then thers 13 a class that does net
work and is ot privileged. We call this class the snemployed.
It would be truer to call it the disemployed, for it is prevented
from working—prevenied by institutions which discourage hon-
est work, and while punishing conventional cnime encourage
the sconomic spoliation that generates crime.

Since the disemploved are dependent for a livelihood upon
their work, and as a class are continuously denied opporiunity
to work, their condition exemplifies the poverty that generates
crime,

Their class is contirually changing in ¥s personnel. If i
were not it would die off. The disemployed mndividual today
may have a job tomorrow or mext week, and the employed
individual of today may be out of work in a day or two. But
the disemploved class simply as a human mass, is constant.
In good times it contracts, in hard times it expands, but in all
times it is visible to such of us as are willing to see—io all of
us but those optimists of whom Kipling writes that "when their
own front door is closed they Il swear the whole world's warm.”

This disemployed mass is the generating cause of crime.
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Men seck crime to get out of if; men commit crime to keep
out of it men become habituated to criminal living because
criminal living and impoverished living for the many where
there is Juxaricus living fov others, are by action and reaction
afhliated.

The constancy of the disemployed class 15 attributabls o
social institutions. It is a disemployed class becaunse social
institutions close the door of opportunity that nature leaves
open.

i,

Shall we enumerate the social institutions which close that
door of opportunity?

it might not be practicable to name them all. But we can
point to two fundamental ones-—so fundamenial that if every
other were abolished these two would soon reproduce crime-
fostering conditions. Indeed, one of them is so much more
fundamental even than the other that if all the rest were abol-
ished this alone would re-establish the poverty that generates
£TITDE,

The two institutions to which we allode—or rather the two
classes of institutions—are those that obstruct indusirial inter-
changes, commonly called trade, and those thai interfere with
a square deal in the use of the planet upon which we live.

Any social institution which interferes with trade-—and we
do not mean protective tanffs alone, for they interfere only
with international trade in commodities—any such institution
checks co-operation in the productioa of wealth, and any check
upon production of wealth helps to make disemployed men.

We should see it sasily enough were we io coniemplate
the effect of prohibiing all rade. If there were no trade at
all, there would be no demand for workers, and if there were
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ne demand for workers no one would have work to do except
as he might do it for himsell crudely, as the savage does.

Precisely what this extrems of trade restriction would do,
anything less than the extreme would do with a difference only
in degres. [Make tyade resiriction grealer than it is, and the
disemploved elass would increase; make trade freer, and the
disemployed class would diminish,

This is pot an allusion o the absurd notion that a class
of employers s necessary ko employment., It is an allusien o
the fact that our industry is specialized, and that an arbitrary
check upon any specialty is by action and reaction a check
upon all. Workers are not employed by an employing class.
Except as employers are alse workers, they are parasites upon
industry.  Workers are employed by one another. They em-
ploy one another by means of trading the products of their
respective specialties. To check this trade is to check mubnal
smployment.  But to check mutual employment is fo increase
the disemployed class, to lessen the check is to diminish the
disemployed class.

As the disemployed class ncreases of dirsinishes, se de
criminal siatistics tise or fall. This it ne guess. DMor s @
alone an mference from geperal principle. It s demonstrated
by experience, Crime mereases with hard times and diminishes
with eood times. Lidn't we see thic in 19082 Didn't most
of us see it in the 90s? Dids’t some of us see it i the 703
Dion't we read about it in the late 30 and eardy 40s? i the
period from 1809 down into the early "20s, and in the period
from 1784 down 1o 15097

Rut restrictions upon trade consiiinte only one or two great

causes of, disemployment with s consequent poverty and
crime:; and that is the least fundamental of the kwo. Evea i
irade of all kinds were absolutely free, the other social mstitu-

o
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vion that makes disemployment would be as effective in that
yespect as both instituions wzether before.

Civilized life demands not oaly that men shall be un-
irammelled in exchanging thesr products, but alse that they
shall be untrammelled and equal n the right to the use of the
planet. For it 1s from the planet, and upon the planet, and
by means of the planet, that men must live, whether they live
witheut trade or with trade.

Just as the individual man is dependent upon the earth for
a solitary or primitive hvelihood, so co-operative man is de-
pendent upon the parth for the highest co-operative life. la-
deed, there are bui two prmary factors in any phase of our
planetary existence—inan and the planst. Al else i second-
ary — division of babor, trade, governmeni, machinery — all
these ars secondary.

Think of what would happen if ail institutional causes of
disemployment were abolished except the mstiution of monop-
oly of the planet.

At first prosperity would be tremendous. Everybody would
be busy at making and trading, and enthusiastic over his
work and in the snjoyment of its results. There would be no
disemployed class and consequently o impoverished class; and
i this condition lasted a generation of wo, fear of poverly
also might disappsar and with # the criminal class.

By it wouldn't last a seneration or two o the mshituilon
of plapet monopoly comained. We should have a boom, a
great land boom, but the boom wonld burst.  Why? For the
same reason that the land booms of towns and cities and even
of nations burst when the pressure of planet-owning conditions
snaps the tension of speculative prosperity.

Prosperity makes demand for fand. If it is local prospenty
the demand is for town sites; if the prospenty general, the
demmand is for all kinds of land, from farming sites o maneral
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deposits and city lots; and under ali kinds of wile, from simple
deeds to options and stock certthcates. Prices soar, not only
the prices of products but the prices of land—of space ca the
plaget.  The rising price of products scon checks prices of
products, but i doesn’t check the price of lard. Or the con-
trary it raises if, for the greater production and the speculation
which it stimulates make demands for more land. For food-
stuffs or machinery or any other laber product to double n
value is phenomenal even under the greatest pressure; bui fand
doubles and guadruples again and again. Most labor products
are cheaper now than when Manhattan Tstand sold for $26.
But what of the value of American land?  After a while the
cost of production, mcluding the pressure of the speculative
prices of land, the source of all production, will in any period
of speculative prosperity make production unprofitable, and
then credit will crumble and the crash come. This is the
underlying explanation of all industrial crashes.

Other explanations may be true as far as they go, but they
don't go to the bottom. This alone explains every bursied
hoom, from Chicago in the ‘40s to Seattle in the 90s; 1t ex-
plains the depressien of 1784, which was followed by ihe
booming times beginming with 17915 it explains the depression
of 1809 which extended mto the 20s, that of 1837 which
extended into the "40s, that of 1857 which was checked by the
Civil War of 1861, that of 1893 which continued untl 1898,
and that of 1907 which continued natl 1914

What these phenoma have shown us in little, we should see
enormously magnified if all the institutional causes of poverty
were abolished except the institution of land monopely—the
monopoly of the planet. The inflated values of the planet
would fall in the general crash just as they did in Chicago in
the "40s and in Seatile in the "90s; but they would recover and
rise higher as prosperity revived and production increased, just
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as they have done in Chicago and Seattle.  But what of the
disemployed? The burdeming of indusizy by the owners of
the natural sine gua non of indusiry, the planet itself, would
create a disemployed class if the old ene had passed away, and
would maintain it if it had aot passed away; and in that dis-
inherited and outraged class the culture of crime germs would
still go on.

In the monopaly of the planet, therefore, we may find the
enderlying and all-inclusive institutional cause of crme.

Mok that there are no other institational causes. There may
be many. [Not that there are no hereditary, educational, or
other personal causes. Thers are many. Butin a gencraliza-
tion of causes, this one either comprehends most of the others,
or would do duty for them all if the other social canses were
abolished and all the personal causes were cured,

\"2

Maskind has not been msensible to the evil character ef
planet monopoly. As far back as history goes &t tells ws of
an appreciation by our ancestors of the importance of equality
of the right to the nse of the earih. They undersiood it n
Rome long before the Gracchi. The landlerds of England
anderstood it when they enclosed the common lands. To
secure this equality of right has been a part of the Amerncan
struggle for liberty. We thought we had succeeded when we
established free trade I land, We thought for generabions
of every American as his own landlord.  But we are now slowly
and painfully learning that through the inevitable operation of
the law of economic rent in a progressive society, land values
advance. Thuas we are recreating through real estate irans-
actions a more powerfal land oligarchy than that of the feudal
harons—an oligarchy all the more powerful because it strength-
ens with nataral law instead of human leadership.

&
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Tt strengthens as the flood does, gathering force as it flows
Feudal landiordism has passed away, but capitalistic landlord-
ism has taken its place. Feudalistic fandlordism governed
through personal relationships, plainly and brutally; capitalistic
landlordism governs by sconomic pressure and convulbsion with
the subtlety and severity of patural law.

How to check this evil is evident enough to some, but 1

shall mot discuss that phase of the matter oow. Feaders who
are in earnest about ridding society of the criminal class will
study institutional causes of crime as a practical question, and
with at least as much care as they study what they may sup-
pose to be hereditary causes.

If they do that, they will inevitably conclude that most of
our crime has an institutional orign; that js, that it is 3 the
nature of spasmodic reaction, responsible and irresponsible,
against society by individuals for crimes that socisly continuss
to commit upoa individuals.

Whosver reaches this conclusion will be driven by his own
zood sense to the further one, that the mother institution of all
is planet monopoly, and will look sericusty for the remedy.
15 he does look for the remedy—really Jook for it—he will find
i even if he has to read Henry George’s “Progress and Pov-
erty” before he sees it clearly.

Vi

My obisct here is not to suggest remedies for crame or
antidotes for any of its causes. It is only to help awaken those
who may be studying crime without vegard lo it social canses.
I would awaken then if [ could, to the necessity of locking
for social canses. | would also awaken them to the realiza-
tion that those causes must be removed before any really
valuable diagnosis of other causes—if others independently

cen be made. My funciton, in other words, recalls the
yemark of his servant to that ahsent-minded philosopher whe
had dropped into an easy chair for reflection and was inter-
rupted by the squalling of a cat.  “Throw that cai out,” saxd
the philosopher to the servant,  “Why, sir,” rephied the servant,
“you are sitting on the cat.” 5o long as the social institution
of planet monopoly aliows idle appropriators of property pro-
duced by labor to sit upen its laborious producers, Just so long
will the sereaity of socieiy be disturbed, and the disturbance
take the form of cnime.




