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Real Social-Democracy.
WRITTEN IN SEPTEMBER, 1Q00.

As I have often said, whether with or without social
reform we cannot escape Social-Democracy. The co-
operative commonwealth is the aim towards which, from
a law of nature, the entire political and economical de-
velopment of modern times is moving.

A Social-Democracy is the goal of the evolution. And
not by any means a far distant goal. Nor is it the last
Station on the road which humanity will have to follow.
Progress will never stop.

The Social-Democracy is the nmext station. We are
speeding toward it with the accelerating velocity of a
locomotive on the road.

It is only a convincing confirmation of this view, that
the “social question” now stands everywhere in the fore-
ground of public discussion.

We all know from history that an old order of society
was always doomed, when its appoirited guardians and
supporters felt called upon to make the demands of the
adherents of the new order their own—when they tried
to steal the revolutionist thunder, as the saying is.

Of course, LaFollette, Bryan, Hearst, etc., ‘want to
“steal our thunder” for exactly opposite purposes from
ours. They want to preserve the system.

* % %
But we are revolutionssts.
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We are revolutionary not in the vulgar meaning of the
word, which is entirely wrong, but in the sense illus-
trated by history, the only logical sense. For it is foolish
to expect any result from riots and dynamite, from mur-
derous attacks and conspiracies, in a country where we
have the ballot, as long as the ballot has not been given a
full and fair trial.

We want to convince the majority of the people. As
long as we are in the minority, we of course have #no
right to force our opinions upon an unwilling majority.

Besides, as modern men and true democrats, we have
a somewhat less romantic and boyish idea of the develop-
ment of human things and social systems. And we know
that one can kill tyrants and scare individuals with dyna-
mite and bullets, but one cannot develop a system in
that way.

Therefore no true Social-Democrat ever dreams of a
sudden change of society. Such fanatic dreamers no-
where find more determined opponents than in the ranks
of the true Social-Democrats.

* k%

We know perfectly well that force serves -only those
who have it, that a sudden overthrow will breed dictators,
that it can promote only subjection, never liberty.

We even propose a general arming of the people as
the safest means of preventing sudden upheavals and of
preserving Democracy.

The Social-Democrats do not expect success from a
so-called revolution—that is, a smaller or bigger riot—
but from a reql revolution, from the revolutionizing of
minds, the only true revolution there is.

Yet we do not deny that after we have convinced the
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majority of the people, we are going to use force if the
minority should resist. But in every democracy the ma-
jority rules, and must rule.

It is clear that this revolution of the minds cannot be
brought about in a day or two, nor can it be arranged
according to the pleasure of a few. It can only be at-
tained by patient work and intelligent organization.

Therefore the Social-Democrats concentrate their whole
force on agitation and organization. The Social-Demo-
cratic leaders in every country as a general rule are
matter-of-fact, cool-headed persons. The Social-Demo-
cratic troops are known to be the best disciplined in ex-
1stence

* k%

Up to a certain point, therefore, the tactics of the So-
cial-Democrats and the social reformers are exa.qtly‘ the
same. Both build upon the past historical development
and take into consideration the present conditions.

The Social-Democrats absolutely refuse to break off
the thread of history at any one place. No Social-Demo-
crat ever dreams of introducing a year 1 and beginning a
new era with it, as did the fathers of the great French
Revolution—which was indeed entirely in harmony with
their “a priori” and doctrinaire methods.

The Social-Democrats leave the makmg of the calen-
dars to other people.

But the tactics and the aims of the Social-Democrats
do indeed differ from those of the social reformers in
one essential point. The Social-Democrats never fail to
declare that with all the social reforms, good and worthy
of support as they may be, conditions cannot be radically
and permanently improved.
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We Social-Democrats say, we are willing to accept and
help on every social reform. But we also say that social
reforms are but installments by which we must not allow
ourselves to be bribed; that full economic freedom will
only be achieved by Social-Democracy.

Yet as a stepping stone, as a transition—and even as a
necessary stepping stonme and as an indispensable transi-
tion—social reforms of all kinds are fully and wholly
recognized by the Social-Democracy.

We recognize their usefulness and necessity even when
we do not agree with the motives of the promoters and
leaders of social reform. We are willing to accept these
reforms, even when we disagree about their speed and
the methods to be employed.

On the other hand, while the social reformers and the
Social-Democrats therefore have many points of contact,
they always will form and must form two entirely dif-
ferent parties. And it is not arbitrary or willful that the
Social-Democrats all over the world constitute a distinct,
separate party. It is absolutely necessary. And it does
not in any way exclude the possibility of making com-
mon cause with social reform in legislatures and city
councils for this or the other good measure. But to keep
our party organically separate and intact is a demand of
clearness and truth, which after all have great impor-
tance in political life as everywhere-else.

k kX

The Social-Democrats do #not in the least expect to
“make history,” as certain ignorant and fanatical impos-
sibilists dream of doing. What we aspire to is much
more modest, more matter-of-fact, and therefore more re-
liable and more substantial.
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We want to observe closely the course of things, the
development of economic and political conditions. We
want to find out, if possible, where this development leads.
Then, supported by this knowledge, we want to put our-
selves in line with the march of civilization, so that civi-
lization will carry us, instead of crushing us, which it
would do, if--knowingly or not— we should stand op-
posed to it.

* % %

Thinking workmen and thinking men of any class be-
come Social-Democrats not because we like to be “differ-
ent” from other people. Not because a man by the mame
of Karl Marx has “invented the co-operative common-
wealth” and painted it as gorgecusly as possible—which
by the way he did not do. We are Social-Democrats be=
cause we have recognized that the economical develop-
ment of the present capitalist system leads toward Social-
istic production. Not that we wish: to urge upon. human-
ity “our” Socialist Republic, but that the Socialist Re-
public has urged itself upon us as the next stage of civi-
lization and will urge itself some day upon all civilized
humanity.

And once gramted that the Socialist Republic is the
necessary product of our economical development, the
question of the possibility of carrying out the demands
of the Social-Democracy appears very naive and indeed
absurd. That which must come by necessity is for that
very reason possible without further question.
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We Did Not Create Classes.

WRITTEN IN MAy, 1908.

DAVID S. ROSE and his crowd did not make an
intellectual campaign of any kind in the recent Milwau-
kee election. They depended mainly upon money, per-
sonal slander and the free beer and whiskey which they
gave away to the sovereign voters before and after
meetings.

However,, in a hazy way they occasionally attempted
to convey the idea that the Social-Democrats try to in-
cite class antagonism and class hatred.

As far as Dave is concerned this is hardly worth an-
swering. Dave himself does not know what he was
talking about. His idea of politics is graft, a “wide
open town” and general debauchery. He and his gang
are below our criticism. Dave Rose ought to be an-
swered only by the district attorney, the grand juries
and the courts.

X X %
However, ,there are some decent men who really be-

lieve that the Social-Democrats are trying to create class
antagonism and are preaching the class struggle.

There are really well meaning men in this country
who still believe that, this being a republic, there are no
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classes in the United States. They claim that everybody
here is free and the equal of everybody else.

There are some such people in the middle class, and
there are some even among the working class, who re-
peat these hollow phrases. And here and there even a
capitalist may be found who will say so, although he does
not believe it because he knows better.

k ok 3k

As a matter of fact, under the present capitalist sys-
tem, we have three classes, roughly speaking.

The first class is the plutocracy, composed of wealthy
bankers, railway magnates, corporation directors, trust
magnates, etc., or people who are doing nothing and in-
herited their wealth.

The next class is the middle class, composed chiefly
of small manufacturers, merchants, farmers and some
professional men. ,

The third class is the proletariat, made up of wage
workers and some persons in professional occupations.

Now, according to the census of 1900, the total wealth
of this country is about $95,000,000,000.

The capitalist class numbers about 250,000 persons.
They own $67,000,000,000, or 70.5 per cent of the total
wealth.

The middle class numbers about 8,430,000 persons,
owns $24,000,000,000 or 25.3 per cent of the total value.

The proletarian class numbers 20,400,000 persons ac-
tually employed, and owns $4,000,000,000 or 4.2 per cent
of the wealth.

It is unnecessary for me here to dwell on the differ-
ence in the lives, mode of living and general standard
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of the different classes. I may take this up in some
other article.

But the existence of classes is nothing new—the class
struggle is many thousand years old. It began the very
moment civilization began.

In the most democratic republic of Athens and the
aristocratic republic of Sparta, and later on in Rome, the
people were divided into different classes, with different
rights and different duties, according to their wealth.
Some of these classes were hereditary to begin with—
always provided that the respective family could keep
its wealth. In Rome, the Censor would assemble the
Roman people every four years, have every citizen show
up his wealth and put him into his respective class. And
the great Cato the Censor got the honorable name of
Censorius because he would expel from the senatorial
class the man who could not show the necessary wealth
to belong to that class.

And in all these ancient civilized commonwealths there
was to be found a large stratum of citizens who owned
nothing—and which in Rome was called the proletariat,
because the only capacity in which its members could
serve their country was by furnishing children for the
state.

Nor was this all.

Lower still~most numerous—and belonging to no
class were the slaves. They did not own their bodies,
and were not supposed to have any souls. Plato de-
scribed the slaves as “animated tools.” The slaves were
either captured as prisoners of war or were made slaves
on account of debts—or were the descendants of such
persons.



WE DID NOT CREATE CLASSES 11

The class struggle then was very crude and very
brutal. So much for ancient civilization.

* %k X

We all know that the classes almost took the form of
castes under the feudal system. Everybody was pressed
into an iron mould.

Society then was really a pyramid with the king on
top. The high clergy and the feudal lords, the patricians
and the burghers of the cities formed the upper layers,
and the serfs owned by the lords formed the lower layers
of the pyramid. ‘

And under the feudal system also as everywhere else,
wealth and land gotten by force, cunning, or in any
other way, furnished the basis of the classification.

k ok ok

The capitalist system, of course, has changed the
mould. But the class distinction and the class differ-
ences and the class struggle have remained. In fact, the
struggle is now more subtle, but more bitter than ever.

Under former civilizations, in almost every case the
class distinction was the result of war. And the ruling
class was made up of the members of the victorious
tribe or the victorious nation. This was generally the
case in ancient times and almost invariably so during the
middle ages.

The ruling class usually was the stronger, the more
able part of the population. As a whole it was the only
class that had any education fitted for the conditions of
the time. ' _

Thus the medieval lord was unquestionably the best
fighter of his day. He was trained for warfare, clad in
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iron, and spent all his life in hunting or fighting. The
average medieval lord in war was good for about
twenty peasants. Five or six hundred of these lords
could go out to conquer a country.

When the Archduke Leopold undertook to conquer
Switzerland, he had an army of about six hundred, and
that was considered a most tremendous fighting force.
And if it had not been for the mountains and the rocks
of Switzerland, he would have accomplished his purpose.

*k k%

Without any doubt, in former days the ruling class
were made up of the most capable and energetic part of
the people. The great mass of the respective nation
was also inferior to them intellectually.

Besides, in every one of these epochs they could claim,
and did claim, that it was the will of God Almighty that
they should rule, and that the others should serve and
obey.

In old Greece and old Rome the patrician families
usually also claimed descent from some god.

And all during the middle ages the church supported
the claim of the feudal system to be “God ordained.”
The church was a beneficiary of the system to no small
extent—the bishops and abbots having great estates and
ruling the people.

Besides, the ruling classes were not only more able
than these lower classes, but in many cases they differed
in nationality, speech and general make-up.

Thus, for instance, the Norman lords spoke French in
England for a long time. In France, the Franks were
a German tribe who had taken possession of Gaul. In
many parts of Germany, the Germans had subjugated
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the Wends and other Slavic tribes. Hence there was an
element of conquest in every case.
* k%
In modern countries, the conditions are entirely dif-
ferent.

The conquered class is of the same nationality, the
same speech, the same mode of thought. And the ruling
class is not better or stronger, nor more able in any way.

Since the general introduction of public schools, the
proletarians as a whole get at least the elements of the
same kind of education. The ability to read and write
opens to them the same avenues of knowledge and men-
tal power that the ruling class possesses.

The proletariat and the middle class not only do all
the useful and necessary work which is to be done under
the present civilization, but they also have to keep up
that civilization.

Today civilization depends entirely upon the proleta-
riat and middle class for its existence.

And what is more, the capitalist class is even unable
to defend its position in case of danger. If there is any
fighting to be done, the capitalist class has to hire the
proletariat to do the fighting.

The capitalist class holds its position only because the
proletariat is asleep and is not conscious of its strength.

A statesman of old Rome said that the Romans could
hold their slaves because they had never counted them-
selves and their masters.

However, since we have universal suffrage, there is a
good chance to count ourselves and our masters at every
election. '
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Nor would the claim that God has ordained class rule,
hold good today. Not even the most stupid Slovak
would believe Ogden Armour that God has ordained that
he should speculate in wheat or put rat manure in sau-
sage in order that he may make millions every year and
thus keep up his end in the plutocracy. And there are
very few priests who would dare to suppoft such a
theory in all its nakedness, no matter how much Armour
might be willing to pay.

Nor would any one believe young Thaw or young
Gould that they are descended from the gods.

X %k ok

Unless plutocracy can persuade the majority of the
people to close up all the public schools and make illit-
erates of the next generation, and unless it can also per-
suade. them to give up the electoral franchise, plutocracy
is doomed. So much is clear.

And that is the reason why we Social-Democrats can

look with such equanimity and complacence into the fu-
ture.
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Are Socialists Practical?
WRITTEN IN MARCH, 1903.

SOME Democratic and Republican politicians sneer at
the Socialists because we are “idealists.” The others
claim that we are as a whole “pretty good fellows,” but
utterly “impractical.”

Now what is Socialism? Socialism is defined as the
collective ownership of the means of production and dis-
tribution.It is the name given to the next stage of civili-
zation, if civilization is to survive.

As a matter of fact, the centralization of the control
of property in a few hands is increasing with a rapidity
that threatens the existence of civilization.

Within a short time we shall have two nations in every
civilized country, and especially in America—both of na-
tive growth.

One nation will be very large in number, but semi-
civilized, half-fed, half-educated and degenerated from
overwork and misery ; the other nation will be very small
in number, but overcivilized, overfed, overcultured and
degenerated from too much leisure and too much luxury.

‘What will be the outcome?

Some day there will be a volcanic eruption. The hun-
gry millions will turn against the overfed few. A fear-
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ful retribution will be enacted on the capitalist class as
a class—and the innocent will suffer with the guilty.

Such a revolution will retrograde civilization—it might
throw back the white race into barbarism. Let us heed
the warning of history.

Every honest and practical man—and every patriot
who can think—ought to say to himself the following:

The machinery and all the progress in the implements
of production today we do not want to destroy and we
cannot destroy, if we are to have civilization. Modern
humanity does not intend to go back to the barbarism
of the middle ages.

But as long as the instruments of production—Iland,
machinery, raw materials, railroads, telegraphs, etc.—
remain private property, only comparatively few can be
sole owners and masters thereof. And so long as such
is the case, they will naturally use this private ownership
for their private advantage.

The present system was a step in the evolution to free-
dom, but only a step—it has already resulted in making
comparatively few the absolute masters of our daily
bread. "

There is but one deliverance from the rule of the peo-
ple by capitalism, and that is the rule of capital by the
people. _

If so much of what has been considered private prop-
erty is to be absorbed in great monopolistic ownership
—and there is nothing that can stop it—then, if we are
to remain a politically free people, the inevitable outcome
will be that the people must take possession collectively
of the production and distribution.

And this is called Socialism.
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It issimply a matter of growth and of evolu-
tion.. Yet we must not forget that though society is
truly an organism, the evolution of society does not take
place precisely like the growth of plants and animals.
The former is the result of efforts consciously put forth;
the progress of man requires the co-operation of men.
Therefore, while it is true that Socialism will be the out-
come of economic conditions, if civilization is to survive,
we must see to it that civilization does survive.

The idea that because Socialism is bound to come, we
do not have to work for it, would be fatalistic, and
might prove fatal to civilization. Carlyle is right, when
he says: “The history of what man has accomplished
is at bottom the history of the great men who have
worked here.”

An idea to be successful must be in harmony
with surrounding conditions, but that alonme is not
enough. It must be propagated and made alive in men
and women. There must be a few people, at least, who
care a great deal about the idea and who feel a resistless
impulse towards its propagation.

And in that respect the Socialists are eminently prac-
tical people. Since Socialism is to be the next phase of
civilization—as the trusts, the centralization of property
and every new invention seem to prove—those who act
as the roadmakers and pathfinders for the new civiliza-
tion do eminently practical work indeed.

I have indicated before that we are not able to destroy
the present order of society at one blow, without destroy-
ing civilization. Society is an organization. We are not
able to start all afresh. We cannot begin civilization all
over again. Socialism must emanate from capitalism,
as capitalism developed out of feudalism.
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Our present civilization has gradually grown up, and
the future civilization must grow out of this.

If society could be compared to a house, we could sim-
ply tear it down and build a new mansion on modern
lines with every convenience. But we cannot compare
a living organism with a house—at the best we could
say that our task is to convert the old house into a new,
up-to-date mansion and to keep it habitable all the time
while we are rebuilding.

We know what we want. The Social-Democratic
party is essentially a constructive organization. When-
ever and wherever we pull out an old brick or take down
a dangerous wall, we have something better ready in its
place.

Now it has been shown that public ownership is better
than private ownership.Who would hand over the post-
office, for instance, although it is not an ideally managed
institution, to Mr. Rockefeller or Mr. Gould? Or what
Milwaukee citizen would like to see the Milwaukee Gas
Light Company take hold of the city water plant? And
while “public ownership” is not Socialism by any means,
it is a step towards it and trains the mind for Socialism.
And it is not too much if we say that the idea of “Public
Ownership” is in the air today and that the agitation of
the Social-Democrats is largely responsible for educating
public opinion in that respect.

Fhe Social-Democrats are students of history and
know that sunken and degraded people lose the power
to help themselves. Therefore, the Social-Democrats
welcome all efforts of the laboring people to better their
conditions right now by organization. Social-Democrats
consider it their duty to assist the trades unions in their
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struggle for fair wages and a better standard of living.
Are we alot of “impracticals” and “idealists” for so
doing?

Moving by the Light of Reason.

WRITTEN APRIL 15, 1905,

CERTAIN “impossible fellows,” impossible as Social-
ists, impossible as Trade Unionists, and impossible as
civilized human beings generally, have accused the So-
cial-Democratic Herald and especially Victor L. Berger
of “opportunism.”

Why?

Because without losing sight of the final aim which the
Social-Democratic party seeks to accomplish, we advo-
cate a policy of steady Socialistic reforms that are right
in line with Socialism and leading towards it.

We do not believe that a certain “catastrophe” can
change very much in the Social System, per se, unless
economic conditions (besides the education and enlighten-
ment of the people) are favorable towards a complete
change. Otherwise we might simply change masters.

In the first place, the world has never seen such a
thorough-going transformation of property as Socialism
intends to accomplish. The change from slavery to serf-
dom and from serfdom to the wage system sinks into
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insignificance when compared with it, and yet these
changes took many centuries in every case.

As a matter of fact, Socialism must create a new kind
of property—the collective property.

When slavery disappeared, or when feudalism fell
down, the work accomplished was purely negative. A
certain well defined property, certain well defined privi-
leges and prerogatives disappeared—but the idea of pro-
perty was not changed.

We must change it, and that cannot be done in a day,
in a year, or even in ten years. ’

It would not suffice for the Social Revolution to abolish
capitalism. Social-Democracy must create a new type
under which production is to go on, and the condition of
property be regulated in the future.

Such a new Social System cannot be inspired by the
minority. It canhot be created by a minority. It cannot
be worked without the consent and the co-operation of
the great majority of the citizens. The farmers alone—
even by passive resistance—could starve the whole Co-
operative Commonwealth into submission within a few
weeks.

It is ridiculous and criminal to talk about the Co-
operaive Commonwealth in 1908, as do some of our
thinly varnished ex-Populists, who have turned into
“impossibilists.”

Besides, the city proletariat is still a minority of the
population. And outside of Milwaukee, and a few small
towns in Wisconsin, the Socialists have only gained a
very small part of this city proletariat.

Furthermore, I do not believe that even the proletariat
of any civilized country is ripe for Socialism todav.
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I leave Russia entirely out of the question, because I
do not consider Russia a civilized country.

But I do not believe that the English working class
which just four years ago applauded the butchering of
the Boers in South Africa is in any way morally or in-
tellectually ripe for Socialism—no matter whether a
“revolution” or a dozen of them should take place during
this or the next generation.

America’s proletariat is not on a higher level. I have
studied it for many years and I am fairly familiar with
its character. I also more than doubt whether the work-
men of Germany have morally and intellectually reached
the mark that would enable them tp establish the Co-
operative Commonwealth within a generation.

In the world’s history there are no sudden leaps. To-
day, more than 115 years after the bloody abolition of
the nobility and the church in France “forever,” Jaures
and his Socialist friends had to save the Republic for
the French people. The nobles and the church are stron-
ger in France today than they were a hundred years ago.

.The pope and the Roman Catholic church did not have
nearly the power in the civilized world a hundred years
ago or fifty years ago that they have today.

Socialism 'is inevitable, if civilization is to survive. But
it cannot come over night.

Therefore, I say we must have a moral, physical and
intellectual strengthening of the proletariat, before all
things. We must learn a great deal. And furthermore,
we must form a close alliance with farmers of progres-
sive views. In that way we can have a great deal of
“Socialism in our time,” even though we cannot have
the full-fledged “Co-operative Commonwealth.”
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And besides all that, T would like to see a systematic
way of arming all the people. Not for the sake of “re-
volution,” but for the sake of peace and progress.

Frederic Engels said once: “Give every citizen a good
rifle and fifty cartridges and you have the best guarantee
for the liberty of the people.” Thomas Jefferson held the
same views exactly.

An armed people is always a free people. Even dema-
gogues and parasites would have a great deal less to say
than they have today.

With the nation armed (as, for instance, in Switzer-
land) reforms of all kinds are carried easily and without
bloodshed. With the nation armed, the proletariat could
even trust capitalist parties with at least earnestly desir-
ing social reforms and with making an earnest attempt
to carry them out.

With the nation armed in a systematic way the capi-
talist class need not fear any sudden uprising—there are
less riots in Switzerland where the people are armed than
in Russia where they are disarmed. But with the nation
armed, the workingmen are not in danger of being shot
down like dogs at the least provocation.

On the other hand, I am absolutely in favor of Social-
istic reforms—*“One step,” two steps, or six steps at a time
—as many as we can make—as long as they are in our
direction—and I am absolutely opposed to the impotent
and good-for-nothing hollow phrases that are the stock
in trade of certain hypocritical or ignorant individuals.

* ok ok

Off and on we are also challenged by so-called “scien-
tific Socialists” who are opposed to a working program
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for our party, because “these demands give the old par-
ties an opportunity to parade before the people as Social-
istic by taking some of these demands into their plat-
form,” and thus “steal our thunder.”

Now we on the other hand are of this opinion:

Thunder which can be stolen is nothing but stage thun-
der, and it concerns us very little whether it is stolen or
not. Moreover, the aim of the Social-Democratic party
is not to thunder, but to lighten. And the Socialists’ light-
ning must be real lightning, it must rend a cloud and
strike—not oratorical colophony that shines a little time
on the stage, while a few “true believers of the faith”
clap their applause.

Since the time of Prometheus, nobody has stolen gen-
uine lightning. According to the fable, Prometheus stole
it, in order to teach men the art of making fire and to
lay the foundations of our civilization. If a new Prome-
theus should steal the lightnings of the “Socialist gods,”
to give it to men and thus build a higher civilization, the
writer like an old heretic, would be most exceedingly
rejoiced.

But unfortunately the Titans are all dead—Prometheus
was the last.

But enough of mythology.

Some of us have little faith in heavens—either in an
ancient Greek, the modern Christian or the future Social-
ist Heaven. With this declaration I give a Mr. Ford or
some other janitor of the Socialistic heaven of the future
the right to shut the door in my face if I should apply
for admission.

According to my idea, we shall never reach the mille-
nium. We shall never have any heaven on earth. We
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shall always have great problems to solve. But we shall
have an infinitely higher civilization than we have now.
In order to reach it, we must have a truly scientific and
truly clear-cut Social-Democratic party.

And what interests this party most at present is the
solution of those problems which Socialists must solve
within the present society.

Therefore, we are compelled to put forth and main-
tain a working program for this party. The Social-
Democratic party is a political organization—if we were
a mere sect, then we should only need a sort of confes-
sional faith.

The Social-Democratic party wishes above all things
to represent the wage working class in the political field.
It is our duty to take care that all people who perform
the useful and necessary labor shall be economically,
morally, and physically strengthened, rescued from ex-
treme poverty and made capable of resistance in body
and spirit.

That is the work we have to do now.

And every success in this direction will naturally com-
pel us to make new demands and attain new benefits for
the proletariat which will weaken the capitalist system.
In this way—not without many dangers, and perhaps
with effusions of -blood—the present state will “grow
into the Socialistic system,” to use Liebknecht’s expres-
sion.

This is the real revolution—I know of no other that
is real.
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How Will Socialism Come?

WRITTEN APRIL 29, 1905.

SOCIALISM is the name of an epoch of civilization—
the next epoch, if our civilization is to continue.

We must not expect that the Socialist era will come
all at one stroke. Neither capitalism nor feudalism arose
“at a certain date,” nor can the Socialist form of society
have its beginning on any fixed day.

Besides, although capitalistic society has already passed
its zenith, yet even at the present day feudalism holds a
very important place in modern society. This is the case
not only in Germany, in spite of its high economic de-
velopment, but also in England, the “classic land” of
capitalism.

Just so with any revolution.

Capitalism will not vanish in one day, in one year, or in
one decade. Even after the triumph of the working class
the commonwealth cannot take upon itself all kinds of
production.

Many industries today are not concentrated, and there-
fore are not ripe for collective production. Some will
become so in time, others perhaps will not. The editor
of this paper is no prophet and will not attempt to pre-
dict details.
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However, the trusts are now showing' the Social-Dem-
ocrats how they must do it, only the Socialists will have
to do it from a Socialist standpoint and for the benefit
of all the people.

But it is not necessary nor possible that all industries
should be immediately taken over by the Socialist govern-
ment.

Every branch of production controlled by a trust, as
well as all industries which could be conducted on a
similar scale, besides railways, telegraphs, mines, etc.,
will of course become collective public property and will
be managed by the national government.

But there is a whole class of industries (for instance
fafrming)_ which are not yet ready to bé worked on this
large scale, or which are liable to be decentralized by the
technical perfection of the methods of transmitting
power. Many small industries have again become pos-
sible on account of the transmission of electric power.
These without any objection can remain in private hands.
I refer to certain petty industries, as well as to agricul-
ture.

In other cases, the Socialist society can give the oppor-
tunity -for the formation of co-operative associations,
which together with the model industries conducted by
the state, will raise the level of the working class to a
degree hardly credible at the present time.

The chief reason why workingmen’s co-operative asso-
ciations have been impossible hitherto, has even now been
partly removed by the trusts, and of course will be of
still less account at the rise of the political power of the
proletariat.
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The trusts show how a regulated business can be done.
The management of the co-operative workingmen’s asso-
ciation of the future will find out what the demand is
and determine the amount and method of the production.
During the transition period the sale of products may
take place exactly as at present, only subject to regula-
tion by the state.

In the trusts, the capitalist class even now plays the
most superfluous role in the world.

Indeed, in the trusts the capitalist class is already ex-
propriated to a certain extent.

The smaller investors, who are the great majority, no
longer have anything to control, and only draw their pro-
fits. Their industries are apparently the property of the
shareholders; but what sort of property is that of which
one has not the free disposal? They can no longer pro-
duce what they will, nor at what price they will, nor
with what workmen they will; all is prescribed to them
by the management of the trust. Properly speaking, they
are only profit-receivers.

The trusts are ready now for a change of ownership.

But Wisconsin has been fiercely criticized for a provi-
sion in its platform to have the nation “buy out” the
trusts 'and pay the net value. And yet Karl Kautsky,
Emil Vandervelde, William Liebknecht, and even Karl
Marx, speak of compensation.

Engels wrote in 1894, “We do not consider the in-
demnity of the proprietors as an impossibility whatever
may be the circumstances. How many times has not
Karl Marx expressed to me the opinion that if we could
buy up the whole crowd, it would really be the cheapest
way of relieving ourselves of them.”
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Vandervelde says: “There is no doubt that the expro-
priation without indemnity with the resistance, the trou-
bles, the bloody disturbances which it would not fail to
produce, would be in the end most costly.” (Collectivism,
Kerr edition, page 155.)

In discussing the question of compensation, Karl
Kautsky, the most radical theorist of the German Social-
Democracy, says:

“There are a number of reasons which indicate that a
proletarian regime will seek the road of compensation
and payment of the capitalists and land owners.” (Social
Revolution, Kerr edition, page 118.)

In another place (on page 113) Kautsky says: “A por-
tion of the factories, mines, etc., could be sold directly to
the laborers who are working them, and could be hence-
forth operated co-operatively; another portion could be
sold to the co-operatives of distribution, and still another
to the communities or the states.

“It is clear, however, that capital would find its most
extensive and generous purchaser in the state or munici-
palities, and for this very reason the majority of indus-
tries would pass into possession of the states and munici-
palities. That the Social-Democrats when they came into
control would strive consciously for this solution is well
understood.”

Well understood? Yes, everywhere excepting in Amer-
ica.—

Of course, all industries of national magnitude would
be carried on by the government. For smaller industries,
wherever necessary, the government could make some
agreement with the co-operative associations of workers.
We speak of the transition period.
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In this transition period, the Socialist government can
of course lend the necessary capital to the co-operative
societies and furnish suitable guarantees. The govern-
ment in this transition period will have at its disposal
quite different powers than at present. For instance, it
will have a monopoly of all water power, coal mines,
railroads, rivers, electrical plants, etc.

So perhaps for a time a state of affairs may arise
which will combine at the same time three forms of pro-
duction. That is, the capitalistic form in petty industries,
where goods will be produced for the market; the co-
operative form in which the products will be for use and
also for sale; and the purely Socialistic, where the gov-
ernment will carry on production for use only, and the
production will not take the form of wares at all.

That all this will take place peacefully, we do not
maintain. It will surely not come peacefully if the people
are not armed. It will come peacefully if the people will
be armed. Riots and bloodsheds are not at all desirable,
nor will they help civilization.

Besides, I do not believe that one great revolution can
turn topsy-turvy the whole civilized world, and undo or
make superfluous any economic development as outlined
here.

Capitalism was necessary to give mankind dominion
over the forces of nature, which is now assured by our
scientific attainments. Considered in itself, capitalism
has by no means reached that stage of development
where it becomes impossible.

On the contrary, in the trust system, capitalism has
just stepped into a new phase, the duration of which is
unlimited according to our present light.
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Of course, from a civilizing force, capitalism has al-
ready become a menace to civilization. But that does not
affect its vitality! However, the tendencies which oppose
it have now gathered such great strength that a thorough
change—must not indeed—but can take place, if the
working class understands its mission.

In conclusion, let me say that the world’s history is
always made by men, and is not a mere natural process
as some Marxists want us to believe.

Means Toward the End!

WRITTEN SEPTEMBER Q, 1QO§.

THE FACT IS being recogized more and more by
scientists that our civilization is in a constant flow, like
a river the current of which is ever changing. Yet one
of the greatest obstacles with which Socialists have to
contend is the notion that whatever is, must be the im-
mutable order of nature. Because the wage system has
prevailed as far back as any one can remember, people
fancy that this system constitutes the necessary condition
for civilized society. Social-Democrats say this is a fun-
damental error, and history proves it.

The present state of things grew out of feudalism and
serfdom, which followed a system of master and slave.

In the ancient states there was no wage system, there
was slavery. The master was the absolute lord of the
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persons of his slaves, of the soil, and of the instruments
of labor, which then were crude and simple.

Serfdom constitutes the next great stage. The lords of
the soil were the dominant class, but the workers of the.
soil were personally free, although attached to the soil
where they were born. Now this second stage, although
far below our civilization, was at any rate much above
chattel slavery.

But the progress of mankind demanded another step,
and that was capitalism. This was unknown during the
former periods of the world—which had wealth but not
capital. This third stage of the development of our race
has given occasion for the rise of a class of exploiters
unknown to any of the former civilizations. Our pluto-
cracy, our industrial, ecommercial and moneyed aristo-
cracy are now the masters of all production in all civil-
ized countries on whose good will, or rather, upon whose
profits, the laboring people of the world depend for a
living.

And all these evils are heightened by cut-throat com-
petition, which not only forces wage-workers into a
struggle to see who shall live and who shall starve, but
which also compels the employers to pay as little for
their labor as possible.

But the laborers are by no means the only sufferers.
The small employers and the small merchants are just as
much victims of that cruel kind of competition as the
wage-workers. This fierce competition lessens the profit
on each article, and that must be compensated for by
greater numbers of them being produced and sold; that
is, the cheaper the goods, the more capital is required.

Precisely then, for the same reason that the mechanic
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with his own shop and working on his own account has
disappeared in the struggle between hand-work and ma-
chine-work, for the same reason the small employers with
their little machinery, their small capital, and their little
stock of goods are-being driven from the fields by the
trusts.

Our social order or rather social disorder may fitly be
compared to a ladder of which the middle rounds are
being torn away one by one. And this absorption of the
smaller-fortunes by the large ones is much hastened by
the industrial crises, called “panics,” which make their
appearance every fifteen or twenty years.

The principle involved in “trusts” is the principle of
co-operation instead of competition—but it is the co-op-
eration of capitalists only, not the co-operation of the
people. The object of a “trust” is greater regularity of
production, steadiness of price and a uniform system of
credit. It is the shadow of Socialism and it is used for
the benefit of a few capitalists, instead of the nation.

And if this goes on, and according to all natural con-
sequences it must go on, for all the great capital wants
to be invested, then in a very short time we shall find
most of our industries conducted by “trusts” from the
Atlantic to the Pacific.

But these phenomena have also another meaning. They
bring before the public mind the question whether we are
to have organized capital or organized production? For
it is perfectly evident that we must in the future have
organized business action of some sort. Shall we have it
for the capitalists only, or for the whole people?

In other words the “trusts” prepare the public mind
for Socialism.
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Tf our “statesmen” were less blind to the logic of
events which are pushing us with railroad speed toward
a total and abrupt revolution, they might bring about a
state of Socialism gradually and peaceably by a series of
measures, each consistently developing itself out of the
previous ones. They might begin from two poles of so-
ciety.

Thus, it is now proposed, even by very conservative
people, to take the telegraph system and the railroads and
the mines of our country under government control and
own them like our postoffice department.

Suppose this measure is realized, as it is sure to be in
the near future.

Then do likewise with our express business, our steam
and sailing vessels and our mines, and thus onward.

Absorb the Standard Oil Company, the street trust
and every other trust, and one great enterprise after
another as quickly as possible.

And so from the other pole.

Why could not cities begin by taking under their con-
trol and operating their gas works, and electric light,
railway and telephone plants? And why should they not
operate their bakeries and drug stores? Let cities furnish
to their citizens fuel in winter and ice in summer.

For are these things not just as essential to public
health as water?

Then let them also furnish all the milk, flour and
meat needed. For the millers of the country have a
trust now, and a few big packers furnish the meat to the
butchers. Yes, and let the city take charge of the liquor
traffic, so that Milwaukee would have more reading
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rooms and fewer drinking places—we have 2,600 saloons
at present.

And furthermore, let the city furnish all the school
boaks and at least one meal a day, free of charge, to all
the children, not only the poor, and clothes to such as
are needy.

I do not say, nor even think, that the social question
will be solved in this manner. Our people are neither wise
nor peaceable enough to do it. And some of our Social-
ists are just.about as lunatic in that respect as are some
capitalists. But it seems to me that would be the most
practical way to solve the social question for a practical
people.
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Socialism or Communism?

WRITTEN IN DECEMBER, 1907.

UnpER Socialism people will  produce, but not con-
sume, in common.
Our aim is Socialism, not Communism. We want this
understood.
Between Socialism and Communism there is a great
deal of difference.
* ok %

Collectivism is not a negation of property, nor is
Socialism.  Please keep this in mind.

Socialism simply demands the collective ownership of
the means of production and distribution. We will pro-
duce in common, but the consumption will remain indi-
vidual.

- Socialism will control only our capital, not our prop-
erty. A Socialist Commonwealth will not do away with
the individual ownership of property, but only with indi-
vidual ownership of capital.

x % x

It is Communism that denies individual ownership of
all property. The Communists want to produce and
consume in common. There are few comscious Com-
mumists in the world at the present time.
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To make myself still more explicit, “capital” is that
part of wealth which is used as means of production—
that is, raw materials, as machinery, factories, etc. To
socialize these is the aim of all Socialists.

But all products and wares, after they have been dis-
tributed for consumption and personal use, will remain
private property. '

It is necessary to state this at this time because there
are some Communists who think they are Socialists.

There are even some editors who seem to find it diffi-
cult to distinguish between capital and property from a
Socialist standpoint.

A Social-Democracy must socialize capital because in
the Co-operative Commonwealth the industrial democ-
racy must rule.

* * *

Under the present capitalistic system collective capital,
especially as organized in the trusts and big corporations,
has practically nullified most of the advantages of polit-
ical democracy, and thus the capitalist class has become
the ruler of the people.

It is clear from all this that the people must turn pri-
vately owned capital into collectively owned capital as a
matter of self-preservation.

The people must do it because private capital, which
was formerly a means of progress, is now impeding
progress.

In short, the private ownership of capital was for
several hundred years an historical necessity. Now the
collective ownership of capital is becoming an historical
necessity.
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That such is the trend of the time we can see at a
glance from the discussion that is going on in the daily
and weekly papers and in the magazines.

But that trend is toward Socialism, not toward Com-
nmunism.

The measures that the Socialists will take and must
take will closely conrect with the present system and
evolve from it. As a matter of fact, the collectivity—
that is, the nation, the state and the community—will
closely follow along the lines of what people have already
long been doing, only they will do this from a Socialistic
standpoint.

* k *

So Collectivism is not Communism, and Karl Marx
and Friedrich Engels, for instance, who in their early
days were Communists, later on in life became Collecti-
vists and Social-Democrats. Communism has often been
tried and, outside of a few small religious communities,
has failed.

About 1840 there was a wave of Fourieristic Com-
munism in' this country. It was started by Albert Bris-
bane, and some of the most brilliant and best men and
women this country has ever produced participated in
the experiments. But all the Communistic settlements
where the religious and ascetic elements were lacking
came to naught.

* * k

Socialism, or Social-Democracy, has never been tried,
because it will be the outcome of modern conditions—
of the invention of machinery and the centralization of
capital on one hand and the development of political
democracy on the other.
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Communism would be a step backward, would be a
retrogression to a very primitive and low stage of human
society.

Social-Democracy will mean a step forward toward a
higher civilization than history has ever known.

Just to emphasize the difference between Collectivism
and Communism—between the collective ownership of
the means of production and distribution and the com-
mon ownership of everything—there is nothing in Col-
lectivism that will prevent people who are so inclined
from saving.

They will be able to save just as much as they wish;
they will be able to utilize their savings in any manner
they choose with one single exception. They will not be
able in any possible way to “invest” their savings—that
is to say, they will not be able to use their savings to
make profit.

Of course our capitalists will cry out, “What is the
use of a man possessing a hundred thousand dollars if
he cannot invest his money?” which means, what is the
use of a man possessing wealth if he cannot use it to
work others and live himself without work?

This, I will admit, is a grievance that cannot be helped.

But it is a grievance that is no grievance: First,
because under Collectivism there will not be the slightest
necessity for individual saving with a view of providing
for the future or old age, for care will be taken of
every citizen. Second, there will be no" encouragement
for saving, for accumulating capital will be looked upon
as the function of society, and not of the individual.

* * *

But it is not my intention to describe the Co-operative
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Commonwealth, the Saocialist Republic or any other state
in this article.

I have simply tried to bring out a few of the differ-
ences between Socialism and Communism, and about
these a great deal more may be said.

Give Them Hope!
WRITTEN IN JULY, 1QO7.

THE most formidable obstacle in the way of further
progress—and especially in the propaganda of Socialism
—is not that men are insufficiently versed in political
economy or lacking in intelligence. It is that peaple are
without hope.

Popular effort has so often been thwarted by selfish
cunning—great moral enthusiasm has so often been dissi-
pated by the suspicious organization of the ruling classes
that men have lost heart.

Despair is the chief opponent of progress.

Our greatest need is hope.
*  x x

The majority of our fellow workers know of public
measures that would be beneficent—if an upward step
were possible. But they claim it is impossible under the
present system. Some of them wait for some great
“revolution” that is to come “some day.” Others do not
wait for anything. They do not expect anything. They
have lost hope. Why?
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Both the so-called “revolutionists” and the “let-it-go-as-
it-is-men” are overwhelmed by a multitude of incidental
obstacles which are in themselves of small account.

Petty disappointments cloud the small horizons of these
people. Thus they are shut off from the sight of the
great universal and historic forces that are working for
progress—for Socialism—and even for progress beyond
Socialism.

Only these forces work slowly. Slowly and surely.

x ok %

Revolutions—and special evolutions—are brought about
in human affairs not so much by the dissemination of a
multitude of ideas, as by the concentration of a multitude’
of minds upon a single idea.

And this idea must be near enough and comprehensive
enough and of sufficient importance to stir the very soul
of the masses. '

Mere theoretical or dogmatic phrases—no matter how
“clear-cut”—are not capable of producing the universal
enthusiasm required to institute any fundamental innova-
tions.

Besides, doctrinarism and dogmatism lead to splits and
to the formation of political sects. But when people are
constantly absorbed in doing things, and in preparing for
still greater things, the petty jealousies and small causes
for strife and dissension disappear.

* x %

Furthermore, I say, we ought to have “uniformity” in .
general principles and general tactics only. We ought to
leave minor details to the different state organizations.
Especially where the movement is old and well rooted,
where there are plenty of tried leaders and where the
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membership is experienced, they are fully capable of the
righteous settlement of all incidental questions without
interference from the outside.

Instead of more uniformity we ought to have more
unity.

And we can gain this only when we leave details to the
various subdivisions—and concentrate the efforts of our
propaganda on the simple realities, self-evident and cap-
able of being understood by all.

The first such central truth, to be proclaimed tirelessly
by every Social-Democrat, is that the earth is large
enough and wide enough to supply all the good things of
life to every human being born on it.

Add to this that the triumphs of modern science make
it possible for men to satisfy every natural craving, every
healthy desire, every reasonable hope and dream, without
any man being compelled to sacrifice another being for
his purpose.

This means that this world, now made a Aell by human
greed, abetted by ignorance and prejudice, might as well
be a heaven.

It means that the misery caused by capitalism on one
hand and poverty on the other, can be displaced by happi-
ness and plenty for all.

* * *

Following this, one can demonstrate from history that
this capitalist system did not always exist, but succeeded
the feudal system, which had followed a system of slav-
ery—each of these succeeding systems being better and
more humane than its predecessor.

And we can then easily show that the trusts are
the natural outcome of capitalism and competition and
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cannot be legislated out of existence as long as capitalism
exists.
R

The immediate effect of the practical acceptance of
these self-evident truths is always wonderful.

Convince men that our country is large enough and
rich enough to give them all an opportunity to work and
earn enough to support their families in comfort, to edu-
cate their children properly and to be absolutely secure in
sickness and old age.

Convince men that their present poverty is unnecessary.

Proclaim that capitalism is simply a phase of civiliza-
tion as feudalism was and Socialism will be—that noth-
ing that is, lasts forever.

Convince them of this and you have them “for good.”

Only take care not to have them tie their hopes for the
future to any catastrophe that is to bring the millenium
“at one stroke.” Take care not to have them hope for
any Messiah. ) ’

It invariably leads to fatalism of one kind or the other
and destroys the incentive for continuous and hard work
at the present time,

Fatalism is always fatal to real progress.

U S

Therefore, Social-Democratic propagandists, do not
weary your hearers with statistics or the definitions of
“surplus value.” Do not confuse them by trying to ex-
plain all the intricacies of the capitalist system and by
describing the beauties of the co-operative common-
wealth.

Teach them that in order to get a better world we shall
have to work for it and fight for it.
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Work and fight are the “Messiahs” of proletarians.

Teach the proletariat that the highest patriotism con-
sists in working and fighting for the new world. And
that to work and to fight for it is the sublime mission of
this generation and possibly also of the next.

Nothing else in this world can compare with this work
in-importance.

Down With the Senate.

WRITTEN IN JANUARY, 1907.

IN the state of Wisconsin we are about to elect a mem-
ber of the United States Senate, a successor to John C.
Spooner, resigned. It behooves us at this time to look
into the matter of the existence of the United States
Senate—the American House of Lords—the Millionaires’
Club—or the Chamber of Trustocrats—as it is variously
called.

I have nothing to say at this time about the candi-
datess I will only mention that the main candidate-—the
man who significantly enough is put forward by the
reformers, and backed up by Senator Robert M. LaFol-
lette—is Isaac M. Stephenson, a millionaire, and for
years one of the main corrupters of Wisconsin politics,
therefore very well qualified to take a position in that
august body.

For the United States Senate, the “Upper House” of
our national legislature, was created for the very pur-
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pose of representing the wealth and vested interests of
the country, as Alexander Hamilton put it. And right
from the beginning it was intended to “form a check upon
the will of the people.” Therefore its selection was re-
moved from the people as far as possible, and put into
the hands of the respective legislatures. '

* * *

It is almost unnecessary to show what the United
States Senate was from its beginning, and what it is now.

We all know that it was the stronghold of the slave
barons, compelling the solution of the slavery question by
force of arms. We all know that it is the bulwark of the
railroads and trusts now.

The oil trust, the railway trust, the sugar trust, the
steel trust, and every robber concern preying upon the
common people have their representatives in the Senate.

* % %

Under these conditions, and in view of the fact that
the Social-Democratic program stands for the abolition
of the Senate, it is of great interest to see what several
world-famed writers have to say on the origin and the
necessity of a second chamber—an “upper house”—in this
country and elsewhere.

x % %

We will begin with the American writer, M. D. Con-
way. '

Mr. Conway has made a careful treatise upon the sub-
ject of the United States Senate, and I quote the follow-
ing from his valuable work:

“It was not at all necessary, when it was determined
that the states should have a distinct representation in the
congress, that they should also have a separate upper
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house. The separation into two houses was accepted
upon the precedent of the British Parliament, and on no
real grounds whatever. '

“Of the original states, at the time of the adoption of
the constitution, two had but one legislative chamber
each, and the confederation of 1775 had no more. When
the proposition was made to divide the congress into two
branches, three states, the. great state of New York
among them, recorded their votes against it, and the dele-
gation of another, Maryland, was equally divided on the
subject.

“There seems, however, to have been very little discus-
sion of the matter, which was quite overshadowed by the
incomparable urgency of the only question—the relative
power of the states and the general government—which
really was discussed in the convention. The debates were
in secret, and we have but brief notes of them; but a
passage in the minutes, jotted down by one of the mem-
bers, Chief Justice Yates, of New York, no doubt tells
the whole story.—‘May 31, 1787. The third resolve, to
wit: “that the national legislature ought to consist of two
branches,” was taken into consideration, and without any
debate agreed to.” To this Judge Yates adds, in brackets:
‘N. B.—As a previous resolution had already been agreed
to, to have a supreme legislature, I could not see any
objection to its being in two branches.’

“So lightly was a step taken, which has proved to be
of momentous consequence to America.”

* k%

It is a notable fact that, while the founders of the
American constitution were taking up this relic of feudal-
ism and clothing it with formidable power, the English
nation was already preparing the forces which were to
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reduce the House of Lords to the secondary position it
now occupies. And as everybody knows, there is a strong
tendency in England to abolish it altogether.

% * *

After reading the statement of the American historian,
it may assist us to consider the following from one of the
ablest of recent writers on the English constitution, Mr.
Bagehot.

Mr. Bagehot, who is a defender of the “upper house”
to some extent, basing his defense upon the vices of the
House of Commons, shows that since the reform act of
1832, when the House of Lords for the last time really
tried conclusions with the House of Commons, and was
compelled to yield, it has not even had a pretension to
being an equal branch of the government. “The House
of Lords has become a revising and suspending house.
It can alter bills; it can reject bills, on which the House
of Commons is not yet thoroughly in earnest, upon which
the nation is not yet determined.

“Their veto is a sort of hypothetical veto.

“The Lords say, “We reject your bill for this once, or
these twice, or these thrice; but if you keep on sending
it up, at last we won’t reject it” The house has ceased
to be one of latent direction, and has become one of tem-
porary rejectors and palpable alterers.”

It is remarkable that it is impossible to find among the
political thinkers in England a defender of the two-house
principle on theoretical and logical grounds.

% * *

Having considered the views of the ablest defender of
the continued existerice of the House of Lords, let us
turn to those of one of the many distinguished advocates
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of the abolition of that house. I quote from Mr. Goldwin
Smith, the famous Canadian scholar, formerly Professor
of Modern History in the University of Oxford.

Professor Smith writes: “Not by reason or theory
alone, but by overwhelming experience, the House of
Lords stands condemned.

“Who can point out a single great reform, however
urgent, necessary or humanitarian, however signally rati-
fied afterwards by the approbation of posterity, which the
House of Lords has not thrown out, or obstructed, and,
if it could do nothing more, damaged and mutilated to
the utmost of its power?

“To make legislation on any important question pos-
sible, it is necessary to get a storm sufficient to terrify
the Peers. Thus, all important legislation is made violent
and revolutionary. And this is your conservative institu-

tion.”
* % %

The most profound theoretical statement on the subject
comes from Mr. John Stuart Mill, who, in his admirable
“Vindications of the French Revolution of 1848, in re-
ply to Lord Brougham and others, expresses the follow-
ing opinions:

“The great majority of mankind are, as a general rule,
tenacious of things existing. Habit and custom pre-
dominate with them, in almost all cases, over remote pro-
spects of advantage.

“The difficulty is not to prevent considerable changes,
but to accomplish them when most essentially needful.

“Any systematic provision in the constitution to render
changes difficult is therefore superfluous—it is injurious.

“It is true that in the times which accompany, or im-
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mediately follow, a revolution, this tendency of the human
mind may be temporarily reversed—partially, we say, for
people are as tenacious of old customs and ways of think-
ing, in the crisis of a revolution as at any other time,—
on all points, except those on which they had become
strongly excited by a perception of evils or grievances;
those, in fact, on which the revolution itself hinges.

“On such points, indeed, there may easily arise, at
those periods, an ardor of ill-considered change. And it is
at such times, if ever, that the check afforded by a second
or ‘upper house’ might be beneficial.

“But these are the times when the resistance of such a
body is practically null. The very arguments used by the
supporters of the institution to make it endurable, assume
that it cannot prolong its resistance in excited times.

“An ‘upper house’ which, during a revolutionary
period, should resolutely oppose itself to the branch of
the legislature more directly representing the excited
state of popular feeling, would be infallibly swept away.

“It is the destiny of an ‘upper house’ to become in-
operative in the very cases in which its effective operation
would have the best chance of producing less harm than
good.” ® k%

And no doubt John .Stuart Mill is right about the
conservation of the great masses. We cannot change by
a legislative act or acts the habits and the mode of think-
ing produced by generations. The greatest force in exist-
ence in the cosmic world, as in the history of nations, is
the force of inertia. This force which holds the globe in
its place also prevents unnecessary revolutions.

If any counter-force is necessary, it should rather be
in favor of motion than of a standstill.
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" All that is necessary to give expression to this terrific
counter-revolutionary power of inertia would be to give
the masses the widest chance to speak their will. Give the
people the full referendum, and God knows, progress will
be slow enough. The referendum is the most conservative
political power in existence, as the example of Switzer-
land proves, where it has been in use for years. And yet
the referendum is infinitely stronger than all senates in
the world, because no democratic power is great enough
to resist it.
* % %

Why is it then that our plutocracy and our capitalists

are afraid of it?

Why?
The answer is simple enough.

Because they feel that the present system has outlived
its usefulness and has no more root among the masses of
the people.

But we say: abolish the senate. And for a good substi-
tute and the best possible check upon any whimsical or
hasty legislation, or even crookedness of the legislators,
give us the referendum.

The best cure for democracy invariably is more demo-
cracy.

Again I say: “Down with the senate! Up with the
referendum!

II.

IN order to fully understand the origin of the fwo
chambers, or two houses of our legislative bodies, it
may be interesting to look at the origin of parliament
in England—the first constitutional government in
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Europe—and the one after which our government is
largely patterned.
x %k ok

So far as any clear impression arises from the hazy
annals of the earliest parliamentary government in Eng-
land, it is that the king called upon the leading noble-
men of the realm to become his guests for a time, for
purposes of consultation. There was very little consulta-
tion, but very much drinking, eating and hunting. The
king considered it his duty to feast his guests in grand
style. This was the first and only parliament,

To this assembly came groups of petitioners, deputa-
tions from the people. These, in order that their hum-
ble requests should be presented with some kind of
regularity, had to organize their assemblies. They ap-
pointed some mouthpiece or “speaker,”—and this is how
that most silent official of parliament bearing that name
originated.

For it is in this group of deputations that we must
recognize the embryo of the House of Commons. These
petitioners or “commoners,” for a time, sat in the pres-
ence of the parliament of peers, until the latter thought
it beneath their dignity to sit beside those of the com-
mon herd.

* x %

The separation probably occurred at the time when
the “commoners” ceased to be a mere crowd of petition-
ers to their lordships, and showed signs of becoming
some little factor in the government.

The House of Peers represented the supremacy of
the aristocratic and clerical classes, of which the crown
was the head.
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The Commons represented the degree to which the
people had managed to extort the first point, recognition
of their existence, and also the recognition of the sim-
plest rights implied in that existence.

X % %

A recognition of their existence—that is all the com-
mons had for a long time.

And the lords?

* x %

For three centuries, dating from the Tudor period,
the House .of Lords was the most powerful branch of
the legislature. For a century, at least, it had, through
its nominees and dependents, the virtual control of the
other branch. Yet the lords did nothing but—digest.

During the whole of that period, pressing subjects for
legislation abounded, not only in the direction of political
reform, but in all directions—legal, ecclesiastical, edu-
cational, sanitary, and economical. Yet, in all those cen-
turies, who can point out a single great measure of na-
tional improvement which really emanated from the
House of Lords?

Not one.

* k%

On the other hand, the House of Lords resisted pro-
gress of any and all kinds as a matter of course, even
in the Nineteenth century.

As a matter of course, the House of Lords upheld the
rotten boroughs and resisted the reform bill, till it was
overcome by the threat of a swamping creation of peers,
having first, in its wisdom, brought the nation to the
verge of a civil war.

As a matter of course, it resisted the progress of re-
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ligious liberty, because the privileged church was an
outwork of the privileged class.

As a matter of course, it resisted the extension of
habeas corpus and of personal liberty.

As a matter of course, it resisted the removal of re-
straints on the press.

As a matter of course, it resisted introduction of the
baltot.

Yet that was all natural enough because these were
measures and movements which threatened political privi-
lege.

* % %

But the House of Lords has also resisted common
measures of humanity, such as the abolition of the slave
trade and the reform of criminal law. Romilly’s petty
theft bill, which stopped hanging as a punishment for
stealing over six shillings, was thrown out by the lords;
and among the thirty-two who voted in the majority on
this occasion, were seven bishops. On all subjects about
which popular opinion was not strongly excited, includ-
ing many of the greatest importance to national progress,
reformers in England have abstained from moving, be-
cause they despaired of overcoming the resistance of
the House of Lords. And that will not change until the
Social-Democrats become a powerful factor in English
government.

x %k k

That is the history of the House of Lords in England.
The history of the United States Senate, if anything,
is worse. The hereditary legislator in England is, no
doubt, a thoroughly class-conscious exploiter. But no-
blesse oblige—they were not common grafters—at least
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not as a rule. But the class legislator in our Senate.is
not only a class exploiter—or the attorney and repre-
sentative of a robber concern—but, as a rule, a grafter
besides.

There are a very few honest men in the Senate. And
even those are very soon thoroughly spoiled by the make-
up, by the history, and by the very atmosphere of that
“august body.”

If any one doubts this statement, let him read what
any thoughtful writer has said about the United States
Senate. Let him read the brilliant series of articles on
“The Treason of the Senate,” by that earnest and apos-
tolic man, David Graham Phillips.

* k%

It is said there must be in a federal government some
institution, some authority, somebody possessing a veto,
in which the separate states composing the confedera-
tion are all equal. I confess this doctrine has to me
no self-evidence. The state of Delaware is not equal
in power or influence to the state of New York, and one
cannot make it so by giving it an equal veto in the Sen-
ate.

The other argument—the necessity of a counterpoise or
counterbalance, or of a check against bad legislation—
looks a little better. But if one considers it closer, it is
even worse. Most good legislation is always opposed
in the “upper house”——most of the bad legislation al-
ways originated there.

x k%

If there is any correction to be done in a democracy—
then let democracy do it. If there is a corrective needed,
let democracy provide for it.
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- Again I say: abolish the Senate. And for a good
substitute and best possible check upon any whimsical
or hasty legislation, or even crookedness of the legis-
lators, give us the referendum. The referendum in any
country is stronger than all the houses of lords and sen-
ates in the world.

The best cure for any evils arising from democracy
is—more democracy.

An Outworn Garment.
WRITTEN IN JUNE, 1907.

ARISTOTLE, the great Greek philosopher, in his famous
work on politics, described the constitutions of all the
different states known to him. And he said that the
state existed longest and prospered most which was readi-
est to change its constitution and adapt it to changed con-
ditions.

This rule holds good today. It holds good for the
United States, and for the state of Wisconsin.

x ok *

Our last constitution was adopted in 1848. At that
time, Wisconsin was virtually a frontier state. The great-
est part of it was covered with one vast primeval forest.
The largest city, Milwaukee, had about 30,000 inhabi-
tants. There were only a few towns which had a popula-
tion of from two to five thousand.
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Manufacturing in the United States was then in its
childhood, and there was hardly any manufacturing done
in a border state like Wisconsin. Corporations in the
present sense were not known.

In those days a corporation meant a city or a township.
There were no railroads, no telegraphs, no telephones, and
of course, no street cars. Public schools were few and
far between. A man who could read and “reckon” was
looked up to as a wizard in very many country places.
Capitalism in its present form and development was not
even dreamt of.

The constitution adopted at that time, of course, was
made to suit those conditions. It was made to express
the needs of a frontier state. It reflected the political,
social and economic conditions of the day.

* k%

What a great difference between the Wisconsin of 1907
and the Wisconsin of the Black Hawk war! Today Wis-
consin is the seventh state in the Union as far as manu-
facturing is concerned. The total output of manufactured
products was $360,818,942 in 1g00.

In 1848 we had no proletariat in the present sense.
Entirely new classes have come into existence since that
time. In 1848 any man with a strong pair of arms and
moderately good habits could not only make his living
comfortably, but also lay the foundation for a prosperous
second generation by simply sticking to the land. Today
we have not only an economically powerful class of capi-
talists, but also a very numerous proletariat which to all
ends and purposes has become a fixed class.

We have tremendous aggregations of capital, big rail-
road companies, public service corporations, and greedy
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and grasping corporations of all kinds. Their oppressive
power is felt by the last pioneer farmer in the northern
part of the state.

In 1848 the only evil influence which the people seemed
to fear was the issuing of wild-cat money by the banks.
And the people took especial pains to provide against this
in their constitution.- Today there is no wild-cat money.
The bank money is good enough if we can get hold of
it. But the banks themselves have become simply the
handmaids of the big corporations and trusts.

The economic conditions have changed absolutely.

* k%

Now, if we were influenced only by party motives, we
should simply say, “Keep your old constitution. Under
the present constitution, our legislature cannot make
good laws. All good laws, such as are made to fit changed
conditions, are necessarily unconstitutional. And if no
laws are made to alleviate the hardships of the people,
the people will, of necessity, become revolutionary and
Social-Democratic.”

So, from a Socialistic party standpoint, the present
constitution would be just the very thing we should want.

But this is not the way we reason. We have so much
confidence in the righteousness of our cause and the in-
evitableness of Socialism, that we know that even the
strongest constitution cannot stop our progress in the
end. On the other hand, a good and timely constitution
will do away with a great deal of avoidable friction. It
will make samne and constructive progress possible.

SR

I will just mention a few details of our constitution as
they happen to come to my mind.
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There is, for instance, the item of compensation for
the state school superintendent. That was fixed in 1848
at $1,200 a year and was sufficient for that time. But the
state school superintendent still gets only $1,200, although
the salary of the superintendent of the Milwaukee public
schools is $6,000 annually. In order to get a state school
superintendent who is in any way competent for the posi-
tion, resort is made to a form of graft. The superinten-
dent is given a number of clerkships, which he does not
fill, but draws the salaries. Now, if this should be done in
any other position, it might be considered a criminal
offense. Yet that is the only way that the office of state
school superintendent can be upheld.

k ok ok

Another important point is the way the corporations
are treated. In our constitution, only the cities and town-
ships are mentioned as corporations. Virtually, the Mil-
waukee street railway company and the city of Milwau-
kee are on the same level, as far as the constitution is
concerned, although one represents men and the other
represents only dollars.

The power of cities is exceedingly limited. Milwaukee,
for instance, a city of 350,000 inhabitants, has no home
rule whatsoever. Even in small matters, it is absolutely
governed by the legislature, Now these legislators may
be well-meaning men, but they are men from up state
who know little or nothing about the vital needs of a
large city like Milwaukee. In 1848, that was all well
enough.- There were then no large cities in Wisconsin
and the conditions were very much the same in all parts
of the state. Today this arrangement is obsolete and
dangerous, and is the cause of a great deal of hardship
and even of graft.
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Another point. The state cannot be a party to any
interior improvement under our present constitution. So
the great state of Wisconsin has not the power to build
a little wagon road two miles long. Its own constitution
forbids that.

* k¥

Amendments to the constitution are very cumbersome.
They have first to pass through two consecutive legis-
latures, which in itself is very difficult, on account of
certain vested interests which like to fish in the muddled
waters of our constitution. Then each amendment must
be signed by the governor, and afterwards voted upon by
the people, before it is adopted.

And, at best, such amendments can be only patch-work,
The constitution was made for a state in its childhood.
This same state has since come to maturity. The con-
stitution is simply a cloak for our body politic. To com-
pel us to live under our present constitution is very much
like compelling a grown person to wear baby clothes.

* %k %

But it has been said by some ultra-conservative people
who hate everything that looks like a change, that the
lawyers and the courts understand this constitution and
know how to interpret the laws accordingly. They would
first have to learn a new constitution, and this would
make trouble.

Now, in the first place, the constitution is not made for
the lawyers and for the courts, but ought to be made for
the people.

We all know that every law is interpreted in three
or four different ways, according to the personal likes
and prejudices of the lawyers and the courts. Even the
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decisions of the Supreme courts have been fearfully in-
consistent. A tremendous amount of injustice and bar-
barism is rampant, on account of our antiquated constitu-
tion.

x ok ok

I repeat that the constitution of Wisconsin was all well
enough in 1848 and for its day and its conditions. So
were the constitutions of Crete, of Carthage, and of
Sparta, in their time. Aristotle mentions them as model
constitutions. But would we want to apply them to Wis-
consin?

And are we to be tied to an antiquated document for
the sole reason that some vested interests worship it as a
fetich, because there is no efficient way to curb them
under this constitution? Because, when the constitution
was framed, their existence was not foreseen?

Are we to live forever under a constitution which
makes provision against duelling, but none against trusts?

This is one of the questions that our present legislature
has failed to answer.
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Do We Worship a Fetich?

WRITTEN IN JUNE, 1908.

The Evewing Wisconsin, Milwaukee, says editorially:

Here is a plank from the National Socialist platform, as
published in Victor Berger's SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC
HERALD:

The absolute freedom of press. speech and bl as guaranteed
by the Constitution.

A respectful reference to the Constitution of the United
States in an official utterance of the Socialists is so unusual
that it may be deemed worthy of especial attention. But
here are some of the other planks of the same National
Socialist platform. They are taken from the section labeled
“Political Demands:”

The abolition of the Senate.

The abolition of the veto power of the president.

The abolition of the power usurped by the Supreme Court of the
United States to pass upon legislation enacted by Congress as to its
constitutionality. National laws passed by Congress to be repealed or
abrogated only by act of Congress or by a referendum of the whole
people.

Thus it appears that the respectful reference to the Con-
stitution is not to be taken seriously—that the Socialist party
is against the enforcement of the Constitution —against
American institutions. This attitude of hostility to the Con-
stitution is exhibited in another of the shorter planks of the
National Socialist platform:

That the Constitution be amendable by majority vote.

But this plank is a mere redundancy. What would be the
need of going to the trouble of amending the Constitution
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if unconstitutional legislation by Congress could not be chal-
lenged and appealed from the legislative to the judicial
branch of the government and declared null and void by the
Supreme Court?

The Socialist platform is a wild, visionary, revolutionary
farrago, unpatriotic to the core, at war with American tradi-
tions, principles and instincts—a political crazy-quilt.

It will fail to command the support of a great many voters
who in local elections have cast their ballots for the candi-
dates of the Social-Democratic party.

(Evening Wisconsin.)

Ar the time of its adoption no one considered the con-
stitution of the United States anything but a miserable
piece of patchwork—a stupid imitation of the English
constitution—which had to be amended a dozen times be-
fore it could be adopted by the thirteen original states.
It really satisfied nobody.

However, by and by it dawned upon the Southern
slave barons that they could hide behind this constituticn
to defend black slavery. They were right about that,
and it took a terrific war to patch up and amend once
more what had been poor patch-work to begin with.

* k%

After the war the growing capitalist class, which for
a while had been very much dissatisfied with the consti-
tution, found out that, just because the constitution
was antiquated and- unsatisfactory, the capitalists
could make the same use of it for their own ends as did
the slave barons for theirs. So the constitution became
a blessed and holy document once more. It was again,
in the seventies and eighties, the fetich of every lawyer
and every school teacher. Only it was then the Northern
fetich. The fervor of the South.-had been rather chilled
by the “niggers’ amendments,” as the result of the war.
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However, the South has found a way to get around
these amendments. + And the unthinking of the North
and the South unite in doing reverence to a poor make-
shift which tried to combine the constitutinrnal ideas of
Montesquieu with the archaic conception of an execu-
tive with despotic powers, as borrowed by Hamilton from
the English constitution.

But the intelligent men of all classes during the last 20
years have become convinced that our constitution must
be changed. Not only the proletariat and the middle class
demand this, but even the plutocrats admit it. Only
men who, Rip Van Winkle-like, have slumbered in a
sleepy hollow on the corner of Michigan and Milwaukee
streets, seem to know nothing about this necessity.

*x 3k Xk

No doubt there were many leading men at the close
of the American Revolution who were in favor of adopt-
ing the British constitution, as they understood it. Only
this being a republic, they were very much more afraid
of the people, of the mob, than they would have been in
a monarchy. They admitted that. Therefore they wanted
a strong executive, “one that could dare to execute his
powers”’—as Hamilton stated it.

That is how we got our kind of a president for the
United States. That is also the reason why we have the
Senate—“to represent the wealthy and the better class
of our land.”

And that is the reason why we have the “additional
check” by the courts.

Everybody was not satisfied with this.

Thomas Jefferson, of course, was not.
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But even at a much later day Henry Clay compared
our presidency to “an elective monarchy—the worst form
of old governments.”

And he was right, inasmuch as with the exception of
the Czar of Russia, there is not a monarch in the world
who has as much power as the President of the United
States. He is not only the chief executive, but also a
part of the law-making machine—and what part! He
counts as much as two-thirds of the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate-combined. No wonder that
even Daniel Webster once said, “The contest for ages
has been to rescue liberty from the grasp of executive
power. The President carries on the government; all
the rest are only sub-contractors. A Briareus sits in the
center of our system, and with his hundred hands touches
everything, moves everything, controls everything. I ask,
is this republicanism? Is this a government of laws ?”

* kX

And it is almost unnecessary to show what the United
States Senate was from its beginning, and what it is

now.
* kX

However, even the Senate is not “in it” as an obstacle
to progress and justice when compared with the position
our judiciary occupies as an illegitimate part of our law-
making body—and in telling the people what they may
want and what they may not.

And this monstrous guardianship of the judiciary over
the people, dictating to them what is law and what is
not, is purely an American institution.

No other nation in the world has it. No other nation
in the world would stand for it.
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The British constitution, of which ours is otherwise a
faithful copy, knows nothing like it. The germ of the
disease was put into our constitution by the conserva-
tives of the type of Alexander Hamilton and had the
warm support of all the ex-Royalists—but the disease
was developed by the shrewd manipulations of some
supreme justices. )

The Hamilton clique had created the Senate to take
the place of the House of Lords. Yet it was still afraid
of the common people. It wanted something in the
place of the king. And, mind you, not the constitutional
King of England either. They wanted the absolute
king of the Fifteenth or -Sixteenth centuries, and they got
him. He is our American judge.

And this King Judge and his retinue of lawyers is now
the distinguishing mark between the American people
and all others on earth. And perhaps the most danger-
ous judge to the rights of the people is the Federal judge.
Federal judges are appointed by the President of the
United States upon the recommendation of our promi-
nent business men, that is upon the recommendation of
our railroad presidents and millionaire manufacturers.

The federal judge almost invariably is a corporation
lawyer. He is appointed for life—and his very environ-
ment makes him part and parcel of the American plu-
tocracy.

The Federal judge nowadays looks down upon the
state judiciary very much in the same way as the regu-
lar army looks down upon the militia.

Every federal judge nowadays is an enemy of our
democratic institutions and an adversary of the common
people. Every federal judge becomes a regular fiend
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when he has to decide questions regarding the rights of
the laboring class.

The federal judiciary of the United States is the last
resort of the corporations, railroads and all kinds of plu-
tocratic evil-doers in their straits. There they can get
help and comfort when the legislators, whom they usual-
ly own, become frightened at the anger of the people.
There they can get “injunctions” galore, or judge-made
law to suit every occasion.

* ko ok

This constitution has never been changed except by
bloody war.

It takes a two-thirds majority of Congress, and in ad-
dition thereto a majority of three-fourths of the legisla-
tures of all the states, to change it. And that can never
be gotten. As it stands now, the constitution can only be
changed by revolutions and a sea of blood.

We Socialists want a constitution that can be amended
by a majority vote of all the people. The American gov-
ernment is a democracy—at least it pretends to be one.
The people ought to rule. :

And every law passed by our representatives ought to
hold good unless repealed by our law-givers, or rejected
by a majority of the people.

Is this idea of majority rule—"“a wild, visionary, revo-
lutionary farrago, unpatriotic to the core, at war with
American traditions, principles and instincts ?”

However, the capitalists make the fatal mistake of their
very existence when they trust to judges and senates to
check the will of an enraged people.

An “upper house” which, during a revolutionary period,
should resolutely oppose itself to the branch of the legis-
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lature more directly representing the excited state of
popular feeling would be infallibly swept away. And
consult any history as to what became of the kings and
judges in either the English or the French revolutions.
As to the “judges,” they simply cease to exist at the
very first outbreak. '

II.

At the time of its adoption no one considered the constitution of the
United States anything but a miserable piece of patchwork—a stupid
imitation of the English constitution— which had to be amended a dozen
times before it could be adopted by the thirteen original states. It really
satisfied nobody.—(Victor Berger in Social-Democratic Herald.)

The same miserable piece of patchwork, which satisfied
nobody, was nevertheless adopted by the thirteen original
states before it was amended at all; and it has stood the test
of 120 years so well as to prove that if it is a stupid imita-
tion of the English constitution, it is an imitation of a very
good thing. And how does Mr. Berger know that the United
States constitution is an imitation—stupid or otherwise—of
the English constitution? Has he ever read the English con-
stitution, and can he tell where a copy of it—another copy
than his—may be found? (Milwaukee Free Press.)

EvervBopy who knows anything about the constitu-
tions of different countries, knows that England is a
constitutional monarchy, and has a constitution. And he
also knows that the English constitution is not a written
constitution like the French, Geérman, Swiss, etc., but an
unwritten constitution based upon the growth of the Eng-
lish institutions since the Magna Charta. And if the edi-
torial writer of the Free Press does not know this, he has
no right to write about these things.

However, all this worship of the constitution is at par
with the fetich worship of our ancestors 10,000 years
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ago. At that time they worshipped fetiches of wood and
stone, and now they worship a paper fetich. But what is
the difference? A fetich is a fetich,

* x %

A constitution is simply the cloak for our body politic.
A garment that may have fitted us well in 1788, when
this nation was in its swaddling clothes, cannot possibly
fit us today. We do not revere Cotton Mather’s book on
witchcraft, which was considered the greatest book of
his time by his contemporaries. Now why should we
worship a document which was patched together 120 years
ago by a lot of gentlemen wearing knee pants and—
knowing nothing about railroads, telegraphs, corporations
and trusts?

The editorial writer of the Free Press would not want
his son to wear the clothes he wore when he was a baby.
I do not believe his son would look very well in them.
The editorial writer of the Free Press would not want
the Free Press to use the antiquated facilities which Ben-
jamin Franklin used. " I do not believe that with these
the Free Press could very well compete with the Sentinel.
But why should our country be compelled to suffer under
the anomalies, inequalities and shortcomings of a docu-
ment which even 120 years ago was only passed after
wire pulling of all kinds—a document which even 120
years ago satisfied nobody—why?

X % % ,

But, says the Milwaukee Free Press, the constitution
has “stood the test of 120 years so well as to prove that
if it is a stupid imitation of the English constitution, it
is an imitation of a very good thing.”

It was not on account of the constitution that this
country has flourished. It was simply on account of our
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colonial conditions, our virgin soil and apparently inex-
haustible resources. Our people practically tried to use
up in a few generations the resources that nature had
stored up in many thousands or, in some instances, many
millions of years—to use them all up, if possible, in 100
or 150 years. This was the richest country on the face
of the globe, that is why we prospered and probably
would have prospered even more if we had had no con-
stitution at all. Whenever and wherever this constitu-
tion was subjected to any test, as for instance in 1860,
then this constitution did not stand the test.

Under present conditions the American people are as
absolutely prevented from exercising their full political
power as the people of Russia or of China.

Everybody except a few moss-backs, of the type of the
editorial writer of the Free Press, admits that our federal
constitution is exceedingly clumsy and defective, yet it
practically cannot be amended except by a revolution and
by force of arms.

So great are the difficulties of amendment that in ef-
fect they are insurmountable. I believe that we could
just as soon overthrow the entire government and the
capitalist system as amend this miserable constitution.

% %k %

However, this also is to admit that we are bound by a
most stupid fetich, and by old chains, which were put
around us I20 years ago. It means practically an admis-
sion that the American people have not free institutions,
are not a free people, and that they declare themselves
unfit for a republican form of government. And this
should be so stated by all those who defend the present
constitution.
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Words of the Saints.

WRITTEN IN OCTOBER, 1900.

TuEe Catholics recently held their annual convention in
Buffalo, N. Y. The Socialists, as usual, were bitterly
attacked.

Several speakers again declared that the Socialists were
on a level with thieves because they do not recognize the
present “legal” property system.

Other speakers, for instance Archbishop Messmer, ac-
knowledged that Socialism contained “much that is good.”
But Messmer fiercely assailed the plank in the Social-
Democratic platform that “religion is a matter of private
concern.” This our friend Messmer pronounced god-
less and wicked, and therefore every Catholic shouid
fight Socialism.

* k%

And before we go any further I want to state again
that this fight with the Roman Catholic church is dis-
agreeable to us, because it brings the element of re-
ligion into a purely economical and political matter. I
am free to say that we would rather run away from this
fight if we could. But we cannot, the “holy” church
would not let us. So “willy nilly” we must defend our-
selves against the “dear old priests.”
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Archbishop Messmer’s argument is not hard to answer,
because we do not yet have any state church in America.

We willingly believe that our archbishop and other
priests of his type wish that the Roman Catholic church
in America was made the state church. He also hopes
that this will be done some day with the help of the big
capitalists who, whether Protestant, Jewish, or heathen,
see in the Roman Catholic church their last bulwark. And
we also know that the Rockefellers, Vanderbilts, Goulds,
etc., would go right over to the Roman Catholic church
if such a re-enforcement of that church were necessary
for the preservation of the present system. IZven now
they are munificent towards the church.

Yet a state church will never exist in America. To
begin with, its establishment would require one of the
most terrible civil wars the world has ever known. True,
the church has started such wars before. But the fact
is, even if the Roman Catholic church allied with the
capitalists should conquer once, and even if it should con-
quer ten times, it could never maintain its rule in the
long run.

It has just lost its rule once more in France.

Therefore I should advise our friend Messmer that
it would be better for the Roman Catholic church to
adopt the Social-Democratic principle, “Religion is a
private affair.” This maxim is generally accepted in
America. And yet the “only holy church” is doing a fine
business here. Just consider its growth during the last
twenty years.

Furthermore I should advise our {friend Messmer
not to accept annual passes—we mean annual passes, not
clergyman’s half fares—{rom so many railroads. It
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looks bad when the archbishep has to shuffle them like a
pack of cards before he finds the particular pasteboard
that gives him a fre¢ ride to Chicago. The archbishop
is getting money enough to live like a grand duke—he
smokes the best cigars and drinks the most expensive
liquors—and he ought to be able to pay his fares. Some
unbelievers and heretics might be inclined to consider
the “annual pass” as one of the connecting links between
the hierarchy and the railroad magnates.

So much for our friend Messmer.

*k kX

But to the other brothers in Christ who reproach the
Socialists with being on a “level with thieves” because
they regard the present property system.as wmjust, anti-
soctal and the source of social disorder, I will say this.

Not we, but the capitalists and their defenders stand
on a “level with thieves.” Capitalist ownership is con-
tinuous grait and alienation. The working people have
produced all the wealth, the capitalists have simply con-
fiscated it and are confiscating it every day.

Of course this continuous graft and “alienation” is
now legal and passes for ownership.

The present laws are made just by the ruling class,
and in their interest. They represent might and not right

And as soon as this sort of thing has gone a little toq
far for the people to endure, they will surely proceed to
restitution.

Our opponents, the capitalists, may call this “expro-
priation.” But we do not care what they call it as long
as it is done. .And expropriation also sounds well to us.

Just here I wish to explain that the advocates of the
new order of society will use the extreme application of



72 BERGER’S BROADSIDES

their principles—that is, the expropriation of the capi-
talist class—for the gemeral use, for collective ownership
and not to put other men personally in possession of land,
machines and other means of production.

ko ok ok

By the way, in former centuries, the holy church often
undertook such expropriation of heretics or those who
did not follow its blessed doctrines. And this was done
for the private use of lords, bishops, cloisters, etc. And
usually they took away the children also, after the par-
ents had been killed or driven away.

And the pious in the land always regarded such “ex-
propriations” as godly acts and sang “Te deums” and
other praises to God in the Roman Catholic churches.

Later on, of course, when in the Reformation period
the Protestants played the same game against the bishops
and cloisters, the church did curse it as outright robbery.

But then the Protestant preachers on their side thought
the deed was good. And they praised God for it and
gave thanks.

So the Lord, at least, was praised any way.

* k%

In other words, the thing was always legal, when it
was done by the stromgest party. And we hereby sol-
emnly promise not to undertake any expropriation uniil
we have the power.

And we will take only “means of production” and we
will harm nobody.

And after it is done, those of us who are pious will,
no doubt, thank God for it. And the Lord, at least,
will be praised any way.
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Moreover, we do not have to rummage the history of
former times for example and precedents. Even foday
expropriations are made by the federal, state and city
governments, when for any reason they are considered
necessary.

In later issues we may take occasion to return to this
subject.

But today, for the profit and edification of the brothers
in Christ who cursed us in Buffalo, we wish to cite the
opinions of the saints on the expropriation question.

* ok

St. Luke writes of the Christian community at Jeru-
salem, “And the multitude of them that believed were
of one heart and of one soul; neither said any of them
that aught of the things which he possessed was his own;
but they had all things in common.—Neither was there
any among them that lacked, for as many as were pos-
sessors of lands or houses sold them, and brought the
price of the things that were sold, and laid them down
at the apostles’ feet; and distribution was made unto
every man according as he had need.”—(Acts. IV, 32-
35.) '

Now that is clear communism.

Indeed, it was the logical application of the command,
“Go sell all that thou hast and give to the poor.”

If the communists are in need of a patron saint, they
ought to take St. Luke.

The fathers of the church, St. Chrysostom, St. Hie-

ronymus, St. Basil, St. Gregory, St. Clement and St. Am-
brose express themselves with equal clearness.

“It is not without reason,” says Hieronymus, “that the
gospel calls earthly riches ‘unrighteous mammon,” since
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they have their source in injustice, for one camnot pos-
sess them except through the ruin of others. It is even
a common saying that they who possess them are rich
only through their own injustice or the injustice of those
whose heirs they are.”—(Works of St.-Hieronymus, pub-
lished by Malongues, Paris, 1678.)

St. Chrysostom denounces the grain usurers.

“The land lay dry, parched by the sun, the fruits could
not grow, famine threatened. Suddenly black clouds
rolled up, it rained, deliverance came, every one rejoiced
—except one rich man. When he was asked the reason,
he said: ‘I had stored up ten thousand bushels of wheat,
and now I do not know what to do with it.’

“Does he not deserve to be quartered as an enemy of
the community ?”” asked St. Chrysostom.

St. Chrysostom must have received the anarchist John
Most with open arms, when he got to heaven.

* k%

And the good saint is no less radical where he speaks
of property in general:

“F’or one to use his property only for himself is to rob
the poor of it, that is, to play the robber with the property”
of another, and subject himself to all the penalties which
threaten him who steals. What thou mayvest keep for
thyself is that which is really necessary, the rest belongs
to the poor. It is his property and not thine.”—(St.
Chrysostom, Bibliothek der Kirchenvaeter, Vol. 19, pages
27, 35, 40, 51 and 52.)

St. Gregory says, “The earth is the common property
of all men; it is vain for those to think themselves inno-
cent who appropriate to themselves alone the wealth
which God gave to all men in common. When they do
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not share with others what they have received they be-
come man-slayers.” (“Des Soins et des Devoirs des Pas-
teurs,” XXI, pages 303 and 304, Lyons, 1682.)

Pope Basil the Great proclaimed these truths.

“Art thou not a thief, thou who appropriatest to thy-
self that which thou hast only received in order to dis-
tribute it? If he is called a thief who takes one piece of
clothing, can any other name be given to him who, see-
ing before him a naked man, can clothe him, and yet
leaves him naked? The rich have just got into-their pos-
session the communal wealth, and make of it private
property.” (Sur I’Avarice, by Victor Meunier, page 23.)

No Socialist could speak with more fervor.

* x x

St. Clement makes communism or communistic own-
ership an article of faith when he says:

“The communal life is a duty for all men. It is in-
justice which permits one man to say, ‘This is mine,” an-
other; ‘This belongs to me.” From this has come in-
equality among men.”

Now that is a good deal more than any Social-Demo-
crat ever asked.

In conclusion, also hear the father of the church, St.
Ambrose.

“God created all things to let every one enjoy them and
to make the earth the property of all. Nature originated
commumnist right, and it is force which has produced the
rights of property. Since the earth was given to all in
common, no one can call himself the owner of what ex-
ceeds his natural needs; what is over and above this, he
has alienated from society.” (St, Ambrose, Sermon 64 on
Luke, Chap. 16.)
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Well, this is a small selection from the writings of
men who lived in ages when the “rights of property”
had not by far such ruinous consequences for the masses
of the people as in this century of “culture and civiliza-
tion.”

And I ask our friend Messmer, who has studied
church history, and knows his saints as well as I do,
whether I have not quoted them correctly?

Let him show me one single misquotation, and I will
buy a five-pound candle at Candlemgas for the Capuchin
church, to be lit before the statue of the saint that I
have misquoted.

And of this be sure, dear Christians—these saints, if
they were living today, would be Socialists.
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Freedom Has Fled!

WRITTEN JULY 2, 1904.

WE AGAIN celebrate the Fourth of July and the
establishment of this Republic.

It is obvious that if the fathers of this republic had
any special object in throwing off the old form of gov-
ernment, it could be no other than the advancement of
the general interests in opposition to the interests of the
king and of the privileged classes, which were paramount
under former governments. But casting aside the high-
sounding phraseology of declarations and proclamations,
which characterized those days, and considering only the
results as they stand before us, what shall we say of the
fathers of this republic? What shall we say of the incon-
sistencies which pervade their proclamations and render
them void in some of their most material points concern-
ing the rights of the people? Thus, after declaring that
all men are born equal and continue equal in rights,
they gravely affirmed that property (which all men have
not) is an inviolable and sacred right, of which no one
can be deprived!

Where is the equality?

One man is born in poverty, with all that poverty im-
plies ; another is born in affluence, with all the advantages
affluence brings. One has before him a future of hard



78 BERGER’S BROADSIDES

labor simply to maintain existence, the other is destined
to inherit all that is most desirable in life. One owns
princely estates, the other has hardly a roof over his
head; yet both are said to be born and to continue equal
in rights!

Where is the equality ?

They claim that there are no social distinctions, no
classes in America. What nonsense! Has there ever
existed a greater social distinction than exists between
the millionaire and common proletarian in America at
the present time? Is there in any country a more pro-
nounced difference between the employing class and the
working class than in these United States? Is there a
ruling class on God’s world more arrogant than the
capitalist class of America? Is there a working people
on earth more down-trodden than the workingmen of
Colorado?

x x X

But to come back to the celebration of the establish-
ment of this Republic. We ask again, where, as far as
actual effects go, is the much talked of superiority of the
republican over the monarchical system? Is it that the civil
list of the president is small compared with that of an
emperor? What, beyond a moral lesson, is taught by
curtailing the expenditures of one individual? He is
denied a royal revenue and the splendors of a court, yet
his power is greater than that of most modern sover-
eigns.

Do we actually have a Res Publica? In what respect?
Titles, which in themselves are harmless, were abolished ;
but the privileges of excessive wealth, which are a public
danger, are maintained. The spirit of 1776 overthrew
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the Monarchy as the oppressor and proclaimed the Re-
public as the benefactor; yet one looks in vain through
English history for an example of the American spirit
of 1904 as it manifests itself in Colorado today. This
democratic Republic shelters a host of proud trustocrats,
who, conscious of their power, use the troops of the state
to lord it over the land regardless of any laws that may
exist.

This people-loving government serves a class of favor-
ed plutocrats who enjoy more than princely incomes and
whenever they so choose, indulge in more than princely
excesses on the poor and defenseless multitude. This
wonderful republic suffers our money kings to form
combinations and trusts whereby they are enabled to
exercise the sovereign right of levying on the governed,
and to tax them in all kinds of ways, for the personal
support and aggrandizement of the kings, without any
parliament or representation. Wander-through monarch-
ies and empires the world over, Russia and China pro-
bably excepted, and nowhere will you find conditions that
are as bad. The seed of democracy was planted .in 1776,
but up to the present day it has not borne any fruit.

x % X%

Our friends in the old country are beginning to see the
conditions in America in their true light and we are the
objects of their commiseration and of their—contempt.

The German Social-Democratic papers devote con-
siderable space to comments on the treatment by the
American authorities of union miners in the Cripple
Creek district, and although the Social-Democrats are
the sworn enemies of the monarchy and even of the
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Kaiser, the German government comes in for a certain
amount of praise in this connection.

In a leading article commenting on the persecution of
the union miners, the Berlin Vorwaerts says editorially:

“By those who were wont to consider the great republic
on the other side of the Atlantic a haven of refuge for the
down-trodden classes, the course of political events in Amer-
ica is greatly regretted.

“Daily it becomes more and more evident that the United
States is no longer a democratic republic, but a mighty world
power governed by an oligarchy of plutocrats.

“In Colorado the so-called higher classes—that is to say,
the millionaire mine owners and their followers—are daily
violating the laws of the state to annihilate workingmen,
whose only crime is that they have formed unions for their
own protection, unions which are perfectly legal under the
existing laws of the sate.

“Workingmen have been corralled into pens as if they
were wild beasts, and, not having a place to banish these
unfortunate people to, they have been deported into a neigh-
boring state, Kansas. One wonders what the next stage of
the military tyrant will be.

“We Socialists in Germany have been subject to much
oppression, and there is little doubt that the late Prince Bis-
marck, in his palmy days, would have liked to have treated
German workingmen in the same manner, but with hundreds
of thousands of bayonets behind him he did not dare to
do this.

“Nobody will think of accusing our present German gov-
ernment of loving the Social-Democrats or the labor unions
over much, but it knows that should it ever try to treat
German subjects as citizens of Colorado are being treated
today, the flames of revolution would spread over the coun-
try like wildfire. ‘

“The kaiser is at least fighting us fairly. The monarchical
government under which we live would never think of vio-
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lating the law to crush the laboring classes, and the labor
bureau in Berlin has even in some respects done good work
for the workingmen, but not so in the ‘land of the free and
the home of the brave.

“One might be tempted to say that the American laboring
men deserve what they get, when their votes give them
power to shake off their yoke at any time.

“Surely, no other people would have as much patience as
the American, but that patience has ceased to be a virtue.”
* k%

Our brother organ in Germany is right: Patience has
ceased to be a virtue. But the American workmen have
long ceased to claim any virtues. And as to the com-
parison between the government of Germany and the
government of the United States—of course the Kaiser
is their mortal enemy, but he is at least a brave man;
while our ruling money-bags are shabby and cowardly
hucksters and their governors are corrupt “lawyers” and
thieves whom they buy and use at pleasure. And the
Kaiser—the great war lord of Europe—is fighting the
Socialists and the emancipation of the working class
fairly and in the open. He obeys the laws. There were
two thousand Socialist votes cast in Colorado, there were
over three million Socialist votes cast in Germany. But
the German emperor did not suspend the constitution
like Peabody, the corporation attorney and lick-spittle of
the mine owners in Colorado. There is a possibility of a
peaceful solution of the social question in Germany.
There is none here, although no doubt the orators of this
Fourth of July will favor us as usual with glowing
accounts of the grandeur of the government under which
we live.

But we will say this: In the ancient city of hanging
gardens, Belshazzar, indulging in high revelry, sur-






