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The Question Box. 

What is Socialism? 

Socialism is a word having several more or less 
distinct but closely related meanings. It is used as the 
common name of a certain interpretation of history, 
a working-class philosophy, an economic science, a po- 
litical movement and an ideal society. The socialist 
interpretation of history regards all history as funda- 
mentally a series of class struggles between a wealth- 
owning ruling class on the one hand, and a subject 
working class on the other. The socialist philosophy 
is based upon the class antagonisms and consequent 
social divisions arising therefrom; and postulates the 
‘ultimate abolition of classes through the establishment 
of socialized industry democratically controlled. So- 
cialist science analyzes the present capitalistic system 
of production, showing that human labor is the source 
and measure of value. As a political movement So- 
cialism organizes the producers into a class-conscious 
political party to capture the political power as a means 
of realizing its ideal. Its ideal is a commonwealth 
based upon a socialized industrial system. 

How do Socialists propose to capture political power and 
establish their Co-operative Commonwealth? 

That is a question which requires time and space to 
answer, and patient study to fully comprehend. It is 
the purpose of this booklet to answer that question to 
the extent that its size and the ability of the writer will 
permit. 

Do not practically all people work? 

It may be so; but while part of the people work to 
produce those things needed to sustain life and make 
it worth while, another part of the people merely work 
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4 THE QUESTIO?G BOX 

the worker. T\‘ith reference to the means and methods 
by which they g+t a li\-ing 
mainly- of tGQ‘il&s&?’ the Y~tiri 
little or no wealth and are therefore compelled by 
necessity to sell their labor polver for a m-age, and the 
capitalist class 1~110 own the means of productim~ (that 
is, tile land, factories;, mines, etc.,) and throq@ .suth 
ownership obtain:wealth produced b.y Uie real s$-orkers.: j k 

have existed from the time of primitive ~ommuqism to i 
the present day. In all nations and at a)1 tinie;;.&ey 
have appeared in a continuous class struggle, .though ,: 
they have not always been known as cq’pitalists-.antI, 
wage workers. The classes have confro,n+ed each,qther 
as masters and slaves, patricians and pj,cb@ans, feudal 
lords and serfs, etc., acording to the indust;.ial IdeyeJop- 
merit of the epoch considered. In effect, #q ;nan.who 
works for wages in this boasted land of free,dotn is just 
as much a slave to the eiiiplo\-ing class a.; xere the 
chattel slaves of olden times to &e master class of their. 
day. 

That depends upon whether pou wish to be precise, 
or whether you prefer to patch h’g leaves for the naked 
truth. ‘1%~ aycrage chattel slave was compelled ‘by 
the lash of his overseer to labor continuously for his 
m\-ner, for which he received enough of the \-alue 
his labor produced to keep him alive ancl in working 
order. The average wage m-orker is compelled by 
necessity to find an employing master who will perinIt 
him to work : and, xvhen such a master is found, is conl- 
pelled by the same ncccssit!- to ser\-e him continuously 
and rec&ve at his hands a ~1 np amounting to only 
enough of his oum pmtltict to keel) him ali\-e and in 
cc,nditioii to labor. It is a harxh contlitiun. \vliich noth- 
ing but a harsh term can correctly designate. The so- 
cal!ed freedom of nage norkers is more imaginary 

. 
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than real, for the freedom’ to work or starve, and to. 
s.tz+xt, unless yqq c;s!x find an employer, is not: SO 
gloridus a :tbing a$ ffeeclom is popularly stipposed t.o 
be. .., I “?; 
, ,‘. ,,_ I. _ :/ 
. What is the. program, of the, Socialist movement? 

,. The u&imate pv3gram of the movement is for- the 
members of the workingclass to organize themselveg 
into a poLitica party and by majority vote captupe,tl)e: 
poEtica& pawer whjah has hitherto been the: exclus&e 
possession of, t-he Taster c:lass : then to establish a sysiscS 
tern of in&&y in which alI, who wish to wor.k, may;do, 
so.witho+ dividing the proceeds of their industry’ahd 
giving partSof ,it, to an’owner of the land or machifies. 
Private. ownership of the means of prodtiction must 
be abolished and ~collective ,o~~?nership’establidsed scx 
that the workers may dwn their jobs atid not be under. 
the necessity of work&‘.for an employer ‘on tHei&u- 
plo~er’s .tcrn%. ;?&e-imzn&at+progt-am: df the. moved 
ment is to secure every advantage for thexx&@a-and 
force every concession f~-pnl ate capitalists that can be 
done without cor?lpromlsmg the ultimate program. 

By what tnkans and m&hds do. you e&pact to ,, 
til6’kird add”mk&tiiiv5f$ bf pil’bdbctfon? ‘I 

get hold of 

“~8B~“rn~t?~ the s&12 @dans as the republic&is‘ got 
htild i3f tlx? nQ$eS’+hefi they wishCd’to change them 
&?MisPddiri’Zci citizens.‘, It may be ,tha&.&e iitorkers 
~$1. ~~fi~t-~ t!+‘.++ ,something fo! such~~p~~p~er~~; just 
XS ‘there ivas a. Sent’iment favorable to’ tpe ‘purchase of 
Ihe ch#teJ sl’aves before the war; btit whether this is 
d&it must depend, upon circumstances and the attitude 
W?lie two’ class,es xx-hen the majority, deckxre in favor 
of,. the tihange. lYhen a majority decide that wage 
sl’aj-@fj~ shall be., iio more, the way they go ahout its 
SIolitiqn tfiust depend upon the manner in which theil 
del?;.ands ‘a’re met by the opposition. Tf the capitalists 
refuse to kbide, by the expressed n-ill of the majority, 
it I\-ill be,col?l.e necessary to dixipline them and teach 
them ,how to i%&p’e~t majority r4e. 
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But wouldn’t this work a great hardship to the owners of 
property? 

It is always a hardship for the innocent purchaser 
to give up stolen goods to the rightful owner, but it 
must be remembered that this plan which we propose 
would give the former owners the same right to the 
use of the property as anyone else would have. It 
should also be noted that no individual can show a 
valid title to a square foot of land. Trace every title 
back to the first records and you will find that the first 
owner simply took the land and appropriatsed it to his 
own use. It is a more reasonable proposition and 
easier to prove that the earth exists for the use of the 
whole human family than to establish the right of any 
individual to it or any part of it. All other property 
was created by labor, and when the laborers of this or 
the next generatibn demand the right to use it they are 
only claiming the inheritance of their class, which was 
made by other generations of workers and dishonestly 
appropriated by those who have used it only to enslave 
the industrious. 

But are not many of the owners ‘of the property industrious. 
and have they npt done more or less of the necessary work 
toward the making or deveIopment of this property? 

It is no doubt true that many of the present owners 
of such property have contributed to its production, 
and to the extent they have they are entitled to remu- 
neration. But, in this connection, it should be noted 
that the men who now bwn the most can scarcely be 
credited with any of the necessary labor that has made 
the wealth. How many oil wells has Mr. Rockefeller 
drilled? How many gallons of oil has he refined or de- 
livered to consumers? ,411 forms of wealth ,are going 
rapidly into the hands of such men, whose work, how- 
ever strenuous it may have been, has always been prin- 
cipally directed toward getting hold of property rather 
than toward creating it. And at all times in the pro- 
cess of capitalist accumulation t-h,e many have been 
disposs’essed in order that the few might have. Prop- 
erty is being confiscated continuously by the few. The 
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plan proposed is that the machinery 

’ 
be reversed and that the property held 
fiscators be restored to the many. 

7 

of confiscation 
by the few con- 

But there is only one Rockefeller, while there are thousands 
of small property holders. Would you treat the small capitalist 
the same as you would the worst examples of greed? 

There is only one Rockefeller, but there are others 
like him-Hill, Morgan and their partners, for instance. 
These big capitalists are at present busily engaged in 
solving the problem you propose by taking from the 
smaller capitalists and piling up the property in fewer 
hands. The ownership of homes may be taken as an 
index to the distribution of property; and when the 
latest census report shows that over half of the sixteen 
millions of families in this country live in rented 
homes it shows that more than half of those families 
are practically propertyless, and, therefore, ready for 
Socialism when they understand it. 

Is there not some less radical means by which the rapacity 
of the trusts and the excessively rich can be checked? 

The populists and radical democrats have been 
vainly striving to do the thing you suggest, but cannot 
so much as get into political power. Every effort for 
the reform of the present system has only resulted in 
the real rulers getting a stronger hold on their power 
and privileges. Reformers are like physicians who 
salve a pimple and treat an effect when the only remedy 
lies in the revolutionary treatment of purifying the 
blood. Middle-class reformers are trying to patch up 
the system and perpetuate it in a slightly altered form. 
They ignore the scientific fact that society moves for- 
ward in harmony with the laws of evolution, and will 
not turn back. The trusts are a good thing-that is, 
for the people who are on the inside. Socialism would 
put all on the inside by the formation of the Co-opera- 
tive Commonwealth, which would own all the trusts 
and be owned by all the people. 

But‘ if all those who feel the need of a change would only 
lay aside their petty differences and get together could they not 



get whzt they nerd n little a1 a time +nmd without the dangel: 
which your pIan tlll,wtens? , 

They have non made much progress in thatdirectiun 
-that is, either ill getting together or;in gett&g results,! 
To get a little relief from the exactions of the ruling 
class means that the t.arious sttita of the tiiddl,e class 
would have to unite with the propertyless wdrkers to 
effect reforms that conld &enefit mxle but .the propert>- 
owners. Nothing will do the proletariat (the property- 
less Jvorkers) any permanetrt.good but the full program 
of Socialism: taqr that reason -the proletarians will 
come in increasing numbers .to Social&n and Gil be 
satisfied with nothing less. The middle.,class will 
IiCelp flaundet: aqund like A fish out of watt& until dis: 

nsted- with \th8 futile efforts of such as Bryan and 
!I dar.st ; &lt,Ghen they are ‘separated from their money 
b+ the big cip&alists. the?. will jnin with the working 
~1&s:.in the dncrzxxsing demand for Sociali~&m.,:4 When a: 
man has nothing to l&i: but the ahaim a&r$qe.&lia~?xy 
he has no fear of the- so&A revolution. Property 
RM0Zs:mit-n tifiid, ‘bn* -&en the big~aaqi$lists frdie\Ie 
+enr of their property- tlj+ .will lose tlYeG- timidity in-d 
y&?.me willing to,stbfid’and .to stfike:f?r-their rights. 

-. .i 
.. . -r . ‘. 

What do you me&by saying that p?operiy mqkes men timid? 
Is not :L maq with FQney in his pocket mqre cotirageous than one 
who is penniless?~ 

To the extent that his property assures ,him food 
and conlfort it -makes. him carageous, but in excess of 
that it makes him an arrant coward. As old Shylock 
told the merchent : There are land rats and water rats, 
land -t&e\-ed,and water thieves, who are ever threaten- 
ing property. The xater rats may send ilntonio’s ships 
to,the:bottom or the land- rats -may cheat hint out of 
the-d&go. ‘?%ere is a never-ending strr@gle to retain, 
protett ~nd.a~Id to large possessions that makes their 
nn-ners deaf ‘to eyery consideration but prop&@ COW 
siderations. The means resorted to to get propert>-.are 
never so desperate as those r&ork$l~i 4%. Yo~jprWXt: 
and retain it. The man without property may commit 
crime to get it, and it is espected’+ZK @)‘I$?~ $@hgl; 
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than starve; but the big crimes, and the cowardly 
crimes, are committed fo; the purpose, or in the hope, 
of keeping loot already acquired by one means or 
another. The owner has little thought for other than 
what he owns. He watches it and guards it and fears 
the things that threaten it more than the things that 
threaten his life. It has been drilled into him by the 
operation of the capitalist system, which honors and 
esteems a man not because of what he is but because 
of what he has. 

Is not the plan you propose of one class taking the means 
nf production from another, only robbing Peter to pay Paul? 
Why should one class be despoiled for ths benefit of the other? 

We propose to expropriate the few capitalists be- 
cause the many workers need the property which the 
capitalists have taken from them. It is merely a resti- 
tution of stolen goods; though it was, in most in- 
stances, acquired through legal means, the laws were 
made by the expropriators for their own benefit. What 
,we propose to do is to put the working class in power, 
which is easy since they outnumber their masters, and 
turn the tables on those who have heretofore had things 
their own way. 

But if the owners got the property in a regular and legitl- 
mate way would it not be better to pay them for it? 

The slaveholders at the time of the civil war in 
this country had become possessed of their slaves in 
a regular and legitimate way, but the right of one man 
to own another in time became a wrong in the estima- 
tion of the most numerous and powerful part of the 
people. And when the people once learn the cunning 
game that has been so systematically played upon 
them for centuries, and by which the products of their 
labor have been filched from them even before coming 
into their possession, the probability is that they will 
refuse to recognize the ownership of property by any 
man to be used by him as a means of exploiting labor. 

they 
But don’t the capitalists use the mines and factories when 

start them up and give the workers employment? 
Yes, they use them; but use them by proxy. They 
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use them by hiring others to use them, and take care 
that they keep back a portion of what each of these 
hirelings produces. Each wage worker necessarily 
labors part of each working day to produce the equiva- 
lent of his wages. rjut he does not stop at this. If he 
did no more than produce the equivalent of his wages 
there would be nothing for his employer. He must, 
therefore, perform a greater or less amount of work 
for which he gets no pay, and it is this unpaid work 
which makes his employer wealthy and keeps him in a 
propertyless condition. It would be more nearly exact 
to say that the capitalists use the workers, and the 
workingman who once understands this naturally ob- 
jects to being used like a slave or a draft horse. 

But don’t the machines do much of this work which you credit to 
human workers? 

Yes; but it was the workers, not the capitalists, . 
who made the machines. A capitalist may be insistent 
on the theory that his machines make much of his 
wealth, but he is as reluctant to pay the machines more 
than the oil and repairs required to keep them in run- 
nmg order as he is to pay the workers more than the 
equivalent of what is required to keep them in running 
or working order. Machines are themselves the result 
of labor previously performed; and, economically con- 
sidered, amount only to an accumulation of value which 
they give up and transfer to their products as they 
wear out. T\.hatever help machinery may render in the 
making of things should be credited to labor, which 
made the machines as well as all other commodities. 

Why do you Socialists always talk and wrfte about wa@- 
workers to the exclusion of other workers? 
ductive laborers who do not work for waaes? 

Are there not pro- 

There are many productive laborers who do not 
work for wages, but the wage workers are the more 
numerous and are typical of the system which we are 
trying to overthrow. The twelfth census shows that 
of 29,287,0’70 persons above the age of 10 that were en- 
gaged in various occupations, there were only 1,264,536 
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in the professions, 10,438,219 in agriculture and ?7,- 
584,315 in domestic and personal service, trade and 
transportation and manufacturing and mechanical pur- 
suits. From this it is plain that there are decidedly 
more laborers working for wages than there are work- 
ing for themselves. We talk about wage workers 
because they are the kind of workers that are peculiar 
to the system and distinguish it from previous systems. 
All who resort to labor as a means of getting part or 
all of their subsistence are subjected to the exploita- 
tion of the ruling class, and are fleeced of their surplus 
product though not in exactly the same way. 

Does this plan you advocate not amount to taking the pro 
erty of the industrious and dividing it up among the improv - P 
dent and shiftless? 

On the contrary, it amounts to putting all the prop- 
erty that is collectively used together, so all could 
benefit by its use. Those who now own it could then 
use it on the same terms as others. They would not 
be robbed of the benefits that such property can prop- 
erly give, but they would no longer be able to use it 
as a means of dividing the wealth which laborers make 
and taking part of it to themselves. The “dividing- 
up” process is going on now, and it is the business of 
Socialists to put an end to it and see that each actual 
producer gets the full equivalent of what his labor 
brings forth. The old story about thse Socialists divid- 
ing up is a joke so stale as to be thought of only by the 
most ignorant. vtr. _ I- 

But what inc%ntive would there be for people to do thinga 
end get ahead in the world? 

The same incentive that has always moved peopIe 
to get what they need or think they need. But the in- 
centive’ would be greater were each laborer to get all 
of his product instead of having to give part of it to 
an owner of the things with which he must work. It 
would certainly be more encouraging to a wqrker to 
get all he could produce than it is to work for a miserly 
wage that merely keeps him alive when he has a job 
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a fool slave who loI-es his master, a~?d nb man \vho is 
wxthv.of the name will ‘be ,so craven as to willingI> 
remair; the Slavish’s+ject of another. It is cowardl> 
fear. as well as Ignorance of their power, that has matlz 
the H:orking .elass -so long content to work without 
LivLlg. while .those, for whom they labor live without . 
-\~?!o’rking,- _ :‘. . 

A _‘..I -- 
But how ‘tv~ul~~ you pay the workers under the proposed 

system? ‘iTotild.all xvol:k for the same wages? 

‘, 1Vages is. a thiilg peculiar to ‘the present system 
2nd ‘c;+ld, have no ‘place in the Co-operative Common- 
wea!th. Each \yorker’ would get the .total product of 
his’ labor, b? .i&$ ‘equjifa’lent, iileasured by the ,average 
amount of la%Gr ‘rkquiied for its reproduction, in such 
products of other workers as he might desire. Each 
would, ctherefore, get in exact proportion to what he 
would produce. T\‘ere he to make little, he would get 
little: were he to tnake much, he would get tiuch.:His 
remuneration would be equal, as measured by k&or, to 
his pi-oduct. Fach would be paid according to the 
amount an$qitality of what he \vould’do. 1 

dould it be necessary under the proposed systeh for aa 
propmlg to Le collectively ovned? 

Such property as would be collectively wed should 
be collectively owned. Such property as is individu,- 
ally used should generally be individually owned. In2 
dustries of whatever kind in which numbers,of work- 
ers la+r should be collectively owned, but an industry 
in which an individual might and would work’by him- 
self might be. owned,by that individual. The idea is to 
make the ownership of the ,means of production as col- 
lective.as the labor that opeiates them so no individual 
could haTye the advantage ol-er his fellows that incli- 
v-idual ownership now gcves the owner over the users. 
The essential evil of the present system which Ive seek 
to escape is the exploitation of one man’s labor b> 
another; The individual who would own and operate 
with his dwn labor his farm or shop would not exploit 
the, labor :of .dthers, and would, therefore, do no harm 
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other than what he might do himself by losing the ad- 
vantage of co-operation with his fellows. All things 
which would be privately used should be privateI> 
owned. It is so evident that each member of society 
should own his own clothing and personal effects that 

- it is hardly necessary to mention it, but it may be said 
in connection with this that there is nothing in Social- 
ism to conflict with individuals owning their homes 
and no reason why they shouldn’t. A well-known So- 
cialist propagandist used to answer this question by 
saying that collective ownership should end with the . 
street and the sidewalk at each man’s gate; and that 
private ownership should begin at each man’s gate and 
include his home and all its private utilities. 

If industry were socialized, how would society get possession 
of the land and other means of production now owned by indi- 
viduals? 

First of all it should be said that no one is author- 
ized to state how anything will be in the proposed So- 
cialist Republic; but it is perfectly proper to venture 
an opinion as to how these things may be. There are 
numerous methods by which society might acquire col- 
lective ownership of the land and factories. It might 
purchase them and pay the owners for them whatever 
they would ask. It might purchase them and pay for 
them what a board of appraisers would considmer just. 
To provide the means for such purchase bonds could 
be issued as is now done to raise funds for great enter- 
prises, or the present owners might b&e compensated 
with privileges which in the end would amount to the 
same thing to both buyers and sellers as would the 
gold. On the other hand, the majority, who would 
rule, might institute an investigation and determine 
a-hat owners of property were possessed of a good and 
valid title by having earned the property claimed. 
None of these methods would or could be made ef- 
fective and put in force unless supported by a majority 
of the people, who would have the power to do as they 
pleased, just as they do now and alwavs have done 
when acting together. They might decide to conquer 



THE QUESTION BOX 15 

the country as the Normans did England or as the 
colonists did much of this country from the Indians. 

Rut would not such an act be confiscation? 

It depends upon the viewpoint of the person inter- 
ested. One might call it confiscation while another 
might call it restitution of stolen goods. It is certain 
that most of the land titles now in force have their 
basis in conquest of territory. Sometimes such con- 
quest was consummated by might of muscle and some- 
times by clever swindling, such as the swapping of 
worthless trinkets for priceless acres. In either in- 
stance there was a conquest by force of arms or by 
force of cunning. It might be that the all-powerful 

. majority would decide to apply the methods of the 
original conqueror; and, if they should decide to do so, 
there would be no power to prevent. As to what wil1 
be done it is almost idle to guess. The thing now to 
be decided is whether the more numerous class of pro- 
ductive workers prefer to remain the hirelings of an 
owning class or whether they would rather own the 
land and machines with which they work and thereby 
own their jobs. The decision as to whether remunera- 
tion should be given must necessarily depend upon the 
people who would form the new society, and may be 
affected to a considerable extent by the amount of 
trouble caused them by those who would claim capi- 
talist ownership. 

With the land collectively owned how would the good, highly- 
productive land and the poorer land be allotted? Who would 
get the good and who the poor land? 

To answer that question positively would be like 
building the bridge before getting to the stream. The 
probability is that the land collectively owned would 
be collectively farmed by wholesale methods, and un- 
der such conditions there would be no allotment. Xfore- 
over ,there is more than enough good land in this coun- 
try to provide all that could be desired, so that the 
poorer grades of land need not be used. Then, there 
are millions of acres of the finest land that cannot now 
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be used because of no means of irrigation. Society 
could add vastly to the acreage of the most fertile land 
by irrigation, and leave the poorer soil for many years 
or until such time as it might be found .necessary to 
fertilize and bring it under cultivation to supply the 
needs of an increased population. It should be remem- 
bered that this country is now exporting enough pro- 
ducts of the soil to feed another good-sized nation. All 
of which shows that there is no threatened shortage of 
good land for everybody’s use. 

In the Co-operative Commonwealth, would all have to work 
under bosses? and. if so, who would appoint the bosses and 
assign the good jobs? 

It is likely that the greater part of the people would 
prefer to work co-operatively, and it is necessary * 
where numbers work together to organize the common 
effort and place executive officers in charge of the work 
to decide the many little questions that require imme- 
diate attention, and exercise such supervision as is 
usually done by superintendents and foremen. Since 
those working in each shop would have an equal own- 
ership in the property, each would have an equal voice 
in deciding any question of regulation or operation that 
might arise. Those who would work in the shop would 
naturally choose their superintendents and foremen 
from among their own number, and all such officers 
would have to so conduct themselves and administer 
their affairs as to satisfy all ‘or be removed by the su- 
perior power of greater numbers. ,411 would be inter- 
ested in having each work where he could accomplish 
the most, for if all were so placed the collective prod- 
uct would be the greater and each one’s part the more. 
Under such conditions those would get what you call 
the good jobs who were best fitted to make the most 
of them. It would be to the interest of no one to have 
himself or any other worker in a position where he 
could not accomplish the best possible results. Social- 
ism presupposes a democratic rule of industry; that is, 
that those who work shall control the works and say 
the final word on any question of administration that 
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may arise. Under such conditions no one would want 
to be a boss unless qualified, since it would subject 
Ijim to the disgrace of being tried and found incompe- 
tent; and those who could hold such a position would 
be truly honored by the unquestioned quality of the 
substantial compliment to their ability. 

How Would it be possible for the government to run all the 
industries. Would it not be too big an undertaking to he made 
successful? 

Please note that a Socialist government would be 
a fat different thing from any that the world has ever 
seen. Instead of being something separate and apart 
from the people, it would be the people themselves 
acting together. The people operate all these vast 
properties now, and what would prevent them doing 
what they are doing now n-hen they become the own- 
ers of the industries instead of mere wage workers in 
them? This is an age of big things that promise big- 
ger tRings for the future. The capitalists have organ- 
ized industry so that each mine and factory runs like 
an automatic machine and without any danger from its 
bigness. The United States postal department is said 
to carry on the greatest business on earth, and that 
without a private owner. Though hampered by graft 
and bled by private interests, just as any political in- 
stitution must be under a capitalist government, yet 
it performs a wonderful service, pays its labor com- 
paratively well and carries mail at a lower rate than 
any corporation has offered to do. The bigness of an 
undertaking instead of being a disadvantage is really 
an advantage, since it admits of more perfect organiza- 
tion and a more thorough division of labor and the ex- 
pert training of individuals for special work. 

-- 
Wouldn’t the public control 07 such an enormous enterprise 

op% up greater opportunities for graft and afford a better op- 
portunity for the fine work of irresponsible politicians? 

L Public ownership under a capitalist government 
certainly would afford a splendid opportunity for the 
fixe hand of the professional politician and boodler. 
7 hat is one of the reasons why Socialists never be- 
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come very enthusiastic over public ownership schemes 
that are advocated by the capitalist parties. So long 
as the right of the capitalist class to skin the workers 
is recognized, a public office will be regarded as a 
private snap and worked for all there is in it for the 
fellow who happens to have it in his control. Under 
the democratic organization of government and indus- 
try every officer would be directly responsible to his 
constituents and they would have the power to depose 
him at any time his official acts were not satisfactory. 
Thjs could readily be done by means of a measure 
called the Imperative Mandate. This is a provision 
by which the voters can, at any time they may be dis- 
satisfied with the way an official conducts his office, 
by petition of a percentage of the voters, cause a new 
election; and if the objection to the officer in question 
were supported by a majority they would oust the old 
officer by electing a new one. If the old officer should 
care to contest the objections of the petitioners he could 
become a candidate for re-election; and, if re-elected, 
would be vindicated as to his acts and retained in his 
position. 

But things have always been very much as they are now. 
How can it be possible to change what seems to be a permanent 
and natural order of society? 

Things have not always been as they now are, and 
they will not always be as they now are. Everything 
is m a perpetual state of change, always has been and 
probably always will be. ,We do not assert that the 
better system which would result from the adoption of 
Socialist principles would be perfect, or the final form 
of the things it would change. Instead of society 
crystalizing in an unchangeable form, the race would 
progress more rapidly ugder the improved conditions 
and changes would follow even more rapidly than at 
present or in the past. The natural order of society is 
progress, which involves inevitable change. This is 
true not because nothing is ever done as it should be, 
but because of the fact that no matter how well any- 
thing is done today it may not be adequate to the de- 
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mands of tomorrow. The probability is that if. an 
institution is as nearly perfect as the ingenuity of man 
can make it today, the progress of the race will make 
that same thing imperfect for the requirements of so- 
ciety in the near future. The sickle was a splendid im- 
plement at one time, but the scythe took its place and 
was no doubt a marvel of ingenuity until it was modi- 
fied to better do its work as a cradle. The cradle was 
unquestionably a wonder until the mowing machine 
followed, to be itself improved with a table rake, then 
with a binder and finally combined with a thresher. 
The manner in which people have made their living has 
ever been changing and with that fundamental change 
other things have changed to conform. Old tools, old 
customs, old institutions, and old ideas have gone to 
the scrap-heap together, and the capitalist system, 
which has outlived its usefulness (for it has been good 
in its time), is destined to follow. 

But why not leave well enough alone? We can get along 
somehow under the present system, so what’s the use of experf- 
mentin% with the untried projects of unknown and irresponsibe 
agitators? 

Those who think that this is good enough will 
probably be disposed to let it alone. Those who are 
fattening on profits extracted from the bodies of under- 
paid workers are no doubt content to let what is good 
enough for them alone for all time. They don’t need 
Socialism and it is unlikely that they will make make 
any effort tot get wha’t they don’t need, But the great 
majority of the people need Socialism. The most of 
them are either distinctively working, people, possess- 
ing little or no property, or are identified with the prop- 
ertyless workers in their economic inierests. To be L 
sure, most of them do not realize this, and won’t do so 
until they understand the nature of the present system 
and what it is doing to them. The continual war that 
has been going on for centuries between the working 
class and the capitalist class is becoming more serious 
and less endurable to the workers, and the class nature 
of government more apparent with each adverse d+ 
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cision of the courts, and each use of the militia to in- 
timidate them in case of disputes that arise with 
greater frequency between them and their masters. 
An experiment has no terrors for one who knows that 
he cannot endure the things that are. All agitators 
who agitate things worth while are necessarily un- 
known and irresponsible. \Vere they known and re- 
sponsible they would be well fixed and would, there- 
fore, have n6 reason to agitate. When the Christian 
religion had a place in the lives of the people its agita- 
tors were: active though unknown fishermen and irre- 
sponsible tent makers; but its professed agitators have 
become well-groomed bishops and smooth preachers 
so well known and so responsible to the ruling class 
that they dare not agitate lest they disturb some one. 
The unknown and irresponsible agitator is the mouth- 
piece of the unknown and irresponsible mass that is 
such because renown and responsibility have been 
monopolized by others. He is a voice crying in the 
wilderness, a speaker clothed in camel’s hair and a citi- 
zen who is undesirable to the privileged. If you are 
of the privileged class you will not care to hear him, 
but if you are of the oppressed you will hear him 
gladly and be willing to weigh his words with reference 
to your needs. 

But isn’t it a fact that all reap what they sow? Doesn’t the 
law of compensation give to each what is really cominz to him? 

Laws give nothing. The most a la\v of any kind 
can do is to make it possible for the owner to take what 
is his own. It is the failure of the working class to 
claim and collect what is coming to them that keeps 
them in poverty and subjection to the masters they are 
so foolish and spiritless as to acknowledge. The law 
of compensation works only when someone works it. 
It operates like the fulfillment of prophecy. When the 
one concerning whom it is prophesied appears and 
does the things that are prophesied, then prophecy is 
fulfilled. The point is that there is an executor of all 
law, and it is the mission of the workers as a class to 



THE QUESTION BOX 21 

do the things that they must do in order to fulfill their 
destiny. We are urging the workers to go forth and 
reap where they have sown, but they offer every possi- 
ble excuse for not doing so. Many are obsessed with 
a fantastic notion that in some way their share wil! 
come to them anyhow-that they will get it in the 
next world if not in this, or that some mysterious power 
will add to them all that is substracted from them by 
the operation of capitalistic greed. But the longer they 
wait for this the more certain it appears to the wise 
that what they get they must go after. Laws make it 
possible for each to get his own in some way at some ’ 
time, but laws do not bring one’s own to him on a 
silver platter. Nothing belongs to him who will take 
nothing, but the man who insists on having what is 
his will get a good share of it, if not all of it. It is time 
for the working class to claim what is theirs, and when 
they do they will get it as surely as the other fellow 
gets it now. 

But what is wrong with the present system? Wouldn’t ail 
be well if each would do what is right? 

For all to do right it is necessary first for all to 
know what is right. Most people think that they know 
what is right, but the fact that they differ with each 
other as to the rightness of things proves that some 
of them must be mistaken and suggests the reasonable 
possibility of all of them being mistaken. More than 
that, we find that the average man’s conception of 
what is right is affected by his personal int,erest. Those 
who owned negro slaves had also a system of morals 
by which they proved to their own satisfaction at least 
that slavery was right. Their hearts were with their 
treasure and their ideas of right and justice were made 
to conform to an institution in which they were econo- 
mically interested. From the viewpoint of the fox it is 
right to rob the roost and devour chickens, but from the 
standpoint of the chickens, and notably also from the 
viewpoint of the man who owns chickens, the chicken- 
eating fox is an undesirable citizen. For similar rea- 
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sons the capitalist is disposed to believe that the private 
ownership of things publicly used and the extraction of 
surplus value from his employes is right, while the in- 
telligent, class-conscious workingman believes such a 
system to be wrong. To tell a man to do right is noth- 
ing more nor less than to tell him to do what he thinks 
is right; and what a man thinks is right is not deter- 
mined by a universally recognized standard, but by the 
training, thought and condition of the individual. It 
is safe to say that most people now try to do what they 
think is right, and in so doing live as nearly as they can 

‘in conformity with their ideal; but the widely diver- 
gent ideas of what is right make right a decidedly in- 
definite rule of conduct for individuals in matters that 
affect all. ’ Even those who make a special study of 
morals and ethics differ in what they conceive to be 
right and ;vhat they believe to be wrong. One thinks 
it is wrong to eat meat on Friday; his vegetarian neigh- 
bor thinks it is wrong to eat meat at all; while the great 
mass of people, in this counfry at least, eat meat when- 
ever they feel like it-provided they can get it. The 
same difference of opinion exists with reference to the 
use of tobacco and liquors, the playing of games and a 
thousand of the details of life. Democracy, which is 
nothing more nor less than majority rule, does not 
stand on the rightness or wrongness of its institutions, 
but upon the expressed preference of the majority. For 
ninety years this country, supposed to be grounded on 
the rock of right and justice, officially recognized, sup- 

ported and defended the institution of chattel slavery, 
then abolished it. The national idea of rightness and 
xi-rongness changed in regard to the matter. For a 
longer period the institution of wage slavery and kin- 
dred institutions of the capitalist system have been 
popularly supposed to be right, but the opinion of the 
lvorking class, which is a majority, is changing in re- 
gard to that, and the rcsuits must fo!low. 

Rut how rnuld we get ale~ng xiritliout the capitalists? Would 
not any system need them wit11 their ability to direct affairs? 

It is not proposed to get along without the capi- 
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talist. What we want to do is to change him .from a 
mere oviner into a real producer. 11-e do not propose 
to murder or otherwise make way with the capitalist. 
but to abolish capital-that is, to abolish the use of 
wealth by one man or one class of men to enslave 
another man or another class of men. We want to 
make a productive worker of the capitalist, which 
woud secure for society the benefit of his services on 
the basis of paying him, like everyone else, according 
to what he would do, instead of, as at present, accord- 
ing to what he owns. It is one of the prevalent social 
illusions that the great owners of wealth possess su- 
perior ability which is used by them in the conduct of 
their enterprises. As a matter of fact they hire most 
of their mental work done the same as they hire their 
manual labor. The genius of a Rockefeller is not ex- 
pended in locating oil wells, drilling them, bringing oil 
to the surface or refining it. The management, as well 
as the direct operation of these processes, is in the con- 
trol of hirelings while the great oil king busies himself 
with the weightier problems of driving competitors out 
of business or reinvesting the profits derived from the 
joint efforts of his wage-paid workers and salaried 
managers. Private ownership of industry is no more 
necessary for its successful operation than would the 
private ownership of a war fleet be necessary for the 
winning of a battle. If a capitalist government can 
entrust fifty million dollars’ worth of battleships to a 
salaried admiral to take around the world, society can 
surelv entrust an equal or greater amount of industrial 
macl&erv to the management of a man who would 
have a special interest in its successful operation. There 
are many kinds of abilitv that are at present in de- 
mand. Some of these abilities would not be needetl in 
a Socialist republic, while others would be in greater 
demand than ever. We would not need Mr. Rocke- 
feller’s peculiar ability to dofvn rivals because there 
would be none such as that oily gentleman has so 
cleverly put out of business. Society would have no 
need for his ability to bulldoze the courts and defy the 
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law, to postpone indefinitely the payment of fines im- 
posed upon him or to reinvest the values sweated out 
of his wage slaves and swiped from a patient and long- 
suffering public subdued by the magic of monopoly. 
The kind of ability that would be in demand would 
be, first of all, the ability to perform necessary labor; 
and, of equal though not superior importance, the 

c ability to devise and improve ways and means of doing 
things. The things to be done and the objects to be 
accomplished would not be the enrichment of indi- 
viduals, but the supplying to all who would work 
the means of labor and by such labor producing the 
material sustenance of life for each in quantity pro- 
portioned to what he would do toward its production. 

But will not all these things come in their time by the in- 
evitable process of evolution? Why all this fuss and fury to get 
something which the people as yet seem unprepared to receive? 

Nothing will come without cause. The laws of 
evolution do not cause things, but are merely the flex- 

: ible rules in conformity with which causes usually 
operate. If industry is ever socialized, and the work- 
ing class seize and utilize political power to bring 
it about, it will be done by the voluntary and well- 
considered effort of human beings. It is true that 
mankind, to get results, must utilize natural and 
social forces, must act in harmony with. the deter- 
mined processes of evolution rather than come in col- 
lision with those forces; but when they do these 
things, setting about consciously and intelligently to 
put this old world in order and make it a better habi- 
tation, they will get better and quicker results. There 
is the same advantage in operating together and in 
harmony with historical tendencies that there is in 
cultivating wild fruits. Intelligent effort is no more 
wasted on efforts to reconstruct society and industry 
than it would be wasted on efforts to improve the 
quality of apples: but in both instances it is necessary 
to know what other factors are involved in the con- 
templated change and not run counter to them. The 
scientific analysis of the present system by Karl Marx 
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and other scientists has pointed out the line of action, 
the understanding of which will promote the change 
in proportion to its dissemination; for people will act 
when they understand, and human action is what will 
make the new society. 

Couldn’t we solve the problem of good government and 
remedy the abuse of power by electing good men to office from 
any party or all parties? 

It is what men do, and not what they are, that 
affects both public and private affairs. The present 
condition are not due to the depravity of men or 
part of them, but are due to the relations that exist 
be’tween men. The present social system is such that 
the man who fleeces his fellows cannot well do other- 
wise ; and it is even more certain that the victims 
cannot do other than they are doing until the rela- 
tions between them and their oppressors are changed 
through the transfer to themselves of the ownership 
of the means of production which they must use. 
No amount of goodness can effect this change unless 
reinforced by a knowledqe of the social divisions and 
the class struggle. Sociahsts recognize and understand 
this war of the classes, and are, therefore, competent 
to deal with the problems. :growing out of it. The 
good men of the other polltlcal persuasions know no 
more of it than do the bad ones. Neither good nor 
bad supporters of the present system can reasonably 
be expected to abolish it. Were they disposed to do 
this needful thing they would be Socialists; and the 
fact that they are not Socialists is sufficient reason 
why they are unfit to do the things needed by the 
working class. 

only 
Wouldn’t workingmen get along well enough if they would 

save their money and especially quit spendmg their incomes 
for liauor? 

The workingmen would probably do well to drink 
no liquor, but don’t make the fashionable mistake of 
thinking that workingmen drink all the liquors. One 
swell dinner of a capitalist nabob affords opportunity 

+ for the use of more alcoholic beverage than a whole 
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village of workingmen would consume in a year. The 
workingman drinks the cheap stuff, just as he wears 
shoddy clothes and eats adulterated foods, and for 
the same reason-it’s the best * he can afford. The 
wealthy chap drinks champagne, just as he wears the 
best of clothing and eats the choicest viands, and. for 
the same reason-the workers produce for him the 
wealth with which to buy these things. And what 
would it profit a man who gets less than enough to 
live on to mistreat himself the more and do with less? 
Then, consider the effect on those who live by selling 
things to the worker. Tf\l’hat would be the effect on a 
groceryman whose customers should suddenly decide 
to spend only half as much with him the coming year 
as they had in the past year? It is the man who 
spends his income that makes the wheels of industry 
and commerce go round. Tf VOLI are planning to pre- 
serve the present system don’t introduce the scheme 
of saving; for saving by people who do not get enough 
with which to live properly amounts to long-drawn- 
out privation for him who saves and is as hard on 
the system as the occasional locking up by bankers 
of the available supply of money. The thing for the 
workingman to save is the surplus value which is now 
held out of his wages. He cannot save that until 
he gets it, and he can’t get it until he joins in a 
class-conscious political movement to capture political 
power for the xorkers and thereby establish an in- 
dustrial system in which he can get the full value 
of what his labor produces. 

Why don’t the workers join with the reformers who believe 
in public ownership, and get these things without the slow 
process of building up a party 0: their own? 

Because the reformers are not working to the same 
end that Socialists arc. Reformers of all kinds -wish 
to patch up the present system and perpetuat,e wage 
slavery, which is the father of all the economic evils 
that are in existence. Socialists would abolish the 
wage svstem in order to establish a form of industry 
in which each producer could get the full value of all 
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he would make. There is this fundamental difference 
between the reformers and the Socialieti, who are not 
reformers but are revolutionists. 

What is a revolutionist? 

In an economic sense, a revolutionist is one who 
seeks to depose the class that is in power and place 
political power in the hands of another class. Social- 
ists are revolutionary because they wish to overthrow 
the institutions of the capitalist class and, establish 
others in their place in harmony with working-class 
rule. They are also revolutionary because they know 
the social revolution to be necessary and inevitable. 

But isn’t it dangerous to resort to revolutionary methods 
with the bloodshed and violence that go with them? 

Revolutions are sometimes bloody and sometimes 
peaceful, and it is often more dangerous to adhere to 
the old than to press forward to the new. The turbu- 
lence that has resulted from some revolutions has 
been more often caused by the conser<ative than by 
the radical element, and many reforms have been ef- 
fected only by means of sanguinary strife. Strictly 
speaking, there is no necessary connection between a 
revolution and violence, as is illustrated by history 
in numerous instances. If a majority of the voters ex- 
press by their bal!ots a desire that the present domi- 
nation of the capitalist class shall cease, and 
that the working class shall assume control 
of government and industry, there need be 
no trouble over the change unless the present 
rulers r,esist the consummation of what the majority 

’ denand. In that case the burden and blame for vio- 
lence would be on the conservatives and not on the - 
revolutionists. The essential meaning of revolution 
is a turning around. This may be accomplished peace- 
ablv or otherwise according to the temper of the in- 
dividuals who are being turned up or turned down. 
There is nothing new about violence in the labor 
movement. At times when the men who work demand 
a greater share of their product or better working 
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conditions, and go on strike to get such things, their 
masters resort to the use of detectives or militia, to 
precipitat,e trouble, which is ever to their advantage. 
The workingman generally favors peaceable meauv 
because he has no militia and peace is to his advantage. 

But wouldn’t government control of the corporations and 
trtlsts solve the Droblems for the time at least? 

That depends upon what kind of a government con- 
trols the .trusts and what class of people control the 
government. The only way to wholly control a thing 
is to own it. When the workers come into the owner- 
ship of government by captre of political power they 
will be able to control corporations because they will 
then own them, and that is the only practical way of 
doing it. More than that, the big business interests al- 
ready control government so how can you expect the 
thing controlled to control the controller? It is a 
historical fact that the men who have owned the 
wealth of nations have always controlled them. O&n- 
ership confers the power of control, which can be had 
from no other source. The supreme power in all 
countries wh.ere the capitalist system of production 
prevails is vested in those who own the wealth, and the 
only way to change the ownership of supreme power 
is to change the ownership of wealth. 

Why not tax predatory wealth into submission? Why not 
so change the laws of taxation as to throw the burden of public 
affairs upon the wealthy and thus relieve the laboring man? 

There are two kinds of tax: One which the capi- 
talist pays to the government because he owns prop- 
erty, and one which the worker pays to the capitalist 
for the same reason. The worker owns little property 
and therefore pays little tax to the government, but 
for the same reason he pays a large tax to the capi- 
talist in the form of surplus labor for which he does 
not get the value in wages. The whole Socialist move- 
merlt is to the end of escaping this !atter tax, and work- 
ingmen have no interest in questions of property tax 
which involve the capitalist with his own government. 



The workers being as a class practically propertyless, 
have no interest m laws which affect charges on prop- 
erty; but they have a vital interest in all laws which 
affect human life, which is the material out of which 
their lnbur power is made. 

Would there be money in the proposed Socialist republic? 

Not being a prophet the writer does not care to say 
what the majority may choose to do with reference to 
such things as that. Socialism is neither a human in- 
vention nor a ready-made scheme of government 
handed down from the skies, and its application will 
depend wholly upon the will of the people when they 
decide in sufficient numbers to put it in operation. It 
may be that the present monetary system could be 
so modified as to meet the requirements of the new 
system, and it might be that a system of due bills for 
labor performed would’ be used. Those are details 
which could not be provided for at this time since the 
people of the Socialist Rsepublic must be self-govern- 
ing and would not be bound by provisions handed 
down to them by us. The only things concerning the 
Co-operative Commonwealth which we can predict 
with any certainty are those which necessarily follow 
from the fundamental principles of the movement 
which are generally accepted by the present genera- 
tion of Socialists and probably will be by succeeding 
generations. 

Does Socialism or the Socialist movement oppose religion? 

There is one kind of religion, if it can b’e called 
religion, which Socialism opposes; and that is the PO-, 
litical kind of religion which apologizes for the evils 
of the capitalist system and goes out of its way to 
antagonize the Socialist movement. Socialism is 
purely economic, concerning itself wholly with the 
bread and butter question. Its adherents are of every 
religious and philosophical belief, and there is nothing 
in the teachings of Socialism that would exclude a 
Methodist, a Mormon, or a Mohammedan, an atheist, 
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an agnostic, or any kind or quality of an infidel. In 
that respect it is the same as republicanism or demca- 
cratism. It recognizes the fact that in this country 
church and state are separate, and its program is di- 
rected toward the transformation of the state without 
any interference whatever with the religious views of 
any. one. The enemies of the movement seek to arouse 
prejudice against it by repeating absurdities concern- 
ing how Socialism would destroy morals and religion, 
but they are never prepared to say how when par- 
ticulars are called for. \Vere any church or religious 
organization to go into politics and come in collision 
with Socialism on the political field it would then be- 
come necessary’ for Socialists to fight that church’s 
politics but not its religion. 

But can a man be n consistent Christian and be a true So- 
cialist at the same time? 

I do not see how any man can be a consistent Chris- 
tian or adhere to any wholesome view of life without 
being a Socialist at heart, whether conscious of it or 
not. The Encyclopedia Britannica is authoritv for 
the statement that the ethics of Socialism and Chris- 
tianity are identical. In so far as the economics of So- 
cialism affect ethics this is undoubtedlv true. But, 
however that may be, there is nothing- in Socialism 
to conflict with the Christian religion; and, so far as I 
can learn, nothing in the Christian religion that neces- 
sarilv conflicts with Socialism, though there are So- 
cialists who are not Christians and Christians who are 
not Socialists, and a large and growing number who 
are both. 

But I have heard that all Serialists are atheists. If this is 
not wholly true to what extent is it true? 

You can hear anythin g that might be said to the 
detriment of Socialism if you will go to the right place 
to hear it. It has been said that the Socialists are all 
Roman Catholics and that they are all Jews and that 
they are all infidels. These statements are always 
made with reference to the audience and with a view to 
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arousing prejudice and preventing an investigation of 
what Socialism really is. If Socialism is a scheme 
with an evil purpose why c!on’t these critics encourage 
a study of the subject instead of trying to frighten 
the timid away by such misrepresentations? It is pos- 
sible that a greater percentage of atheists are Social- 
ists than are identified with other political parties. 
This is only a guess, howe\-er, which is based only on 
the personal opinion of the writer. If true it is to be 
accounted for from the fact that atheists are naturally 
less conservative than other people, and are therefore 
attracted more readily by any kind of a radical move- 
ment. 

What effect would the triumph of Socialism have upon 
religion? 

Not being endowed with the gift of prophecy, any 
answer made to this must necessarily be more or less 
speculative. But, since the enemies of Socialism so 
persistently declare that Socialism would destroy reli- 
gion, thereby assuming a knowledge of the future, it 
may not be amiss to discuss the question. The well- 
known theory of the Salvation -4rmy that you can’t 
get religion on an empty stomach is one that contains 
an immense amount of common sense. It is a matter 
of common knowledge that those who suffer for the 
lack of material comforts have little time and less in- 
clination for the refining influences of civilization. It 
is also a matter of common knowledge, often discussed 
in pulpit and print, that the working class have become 
indifferent to religion. They are not hostile to religion 
as a class, but as a class they are becoming indifferent 
and less disposed to give it their attention. The Sal- 
vation Army knows why, and makes progress among 
the unhappy and unfortunate by first ministering to 
their bodily wants-by first saving their lives, and then 
teaching them their doctrines as to how life can be 
made better. Socialism seeks to abolish poverty and 
place every human being bevond the fear or the pos- 
sible experience of want. If<it succeeds in doing that, 
and we believe it will, the whole human family will be 
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in a condition to consider and accept anything that 
will humanize, refine and elgvate them. Before a man 
can live a religious life he must live. When the ma- 
terial means of living are assured, or the opportonity 
to obtain the means of living is afforded to all, the best 
conceivabbe foundation is laid for things Spiritual. We 
can readily forgive those who, in their ignorance, heed 
the rum-soaked mouthings of cheap politicians defend- 
ing the crimes of capital by declaring Socialism to be 
anti-religious, for they know not what they do. As for 
the deliberate falsifiers, their reward shall follow them. 

But they tell me that Socialism would destroy morality? 

There is no doubt that it would destroy much of the 
bogus morality; which, in reality, is not morality. It 
would destroy that double standard of morality which 
forbids horse-racing and kindred sports to the poor 
man, but views with complacency the wholesale horse- 
racing of the aristocrat who keeps a stable full of 
racers for his amusement. It would destroy that moral 
duplicity that brands a drunken workingman as a vile 
wretch and lauds a whisky-soaked capitalist aLs a 
“good fellow.” By what stretch of the imagination 
can it be believed that, because the material needs of 
the people would be better provided for, they would 
neglect those morals which make a man stronger both 
mentally and physically and more capable of enjoy- 
ing life? Do we today find the most moral people 
among those who are most in need? Is poverty neces- 
sary to morality? If so, how is it that the rich have 
SO much to say on the subject. If that is true, capital- 
ism destroys the mQrality of those who are its staunch- 
est upholders; and, for that reason, if no other, the de- 
fenders of the present system cross themselves when 
they talk about Socialism antagonizing morals. We 
shall need morals in the Co-operative Commonwealth, 
and it is certain that the conditions will favor more of 
the genuin.e kind than they do under the present dog- 
eat-dog regime of capital. 
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I am told that Socialism would break up the home, Are 
Socialists not opposed to marriage? 

~ 

I f  Socialists were opposed to marriage they would 
not marry. That is one thing which, if believed in by 

, Socialists, could be practiced even under capitalism. 
The only class of people who are opposed to marriage 
and prove it by refusing to marry are the priests, who 
are the most persistent in accusing Socialists of this 
thing yet universally practice it themselves. This is 
one striking illustration of the consistency with \vhich 
Socialism is attacked in an effort ,to prejudice the 
thoughtless. Because we say that women should be 
ctconomically indepengent and relieved of dependence 
upon man, those who are eagerly watching to pick a 
flaw seize upon this as a pretext to assert that the 
wicked Socialists are going to establish common own- 
ership of women. Vrhat Socialism seeks with refer- 
ence to women is to save them from the degradation 
of being property in any sense. While Socialists marry 
the same as other people; they do not care to exer- 
cise proprietorship over their wives as they do over 
a horse or dog. The economic dependence of women 
upon men has the same effect upon the woman that 
economic dependence of wage workers upon an em- 
ployer has upon the workers. The woman who marries 
merely to get a home, as nfany of them are compelled 
to do, simply sells herself and becomes the slave of the 
masculine buyer. I f  she happens to marry a wage 
worker under such conditions she becomes the most 
unhappy of creatures, for she is then the slave of a 
slave and needs the emancipation that Socialism offers 
more than any human being on earth. But there is 
no need to wait for the operation of Socialism or the 
action of Socialists to break up the home. The record - 
of the divorce courts tells what is being don& in that 
direction under the capitalist system. Poverty is an 
effective home breaker and is destroying the homes of 
the poor, while the divorce courts afford the means 
for the rich man to get his “affinity” for the price of 
the lawyer and the evidence. 1j’e Socialists are trying 
to bring about a kind of home life that would be free 
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from poverty and provided with these comforts which 
are necessary to any family before it can be truly 
said to have a home. Less than half of the families 
of this nation now live in their own homes free from 
debt. Socialists have a higher conception of home 
than a hired roof and a higher conception of marriage 
than the ownership of a woman. 

Wouldn’t Socialism make people thriftless, indolent and 
lazy? 

If we are to believe what the capitalists say, and 
they are the ones who repeat these objections to So- 
cialism and teach them to the foolish, all those who 
now w&k, for wages are already shiftless, indolent and 
lazy. The capitalists and their hired mouthpieces say 
that the man who works is aiready good for nothing 
but to serve a master under the lash of hunger-and 
hardly that; so why should they worry about his con- 
dition under Socialism? If he is no good anyhow, 
what’s the difference? All Socialism offers to do for 
anyone is to give him the value of what his labor prod 
dtices, and it strains the imagination to guess at how 
such a condition would make men lazy and thriftless. 
Possibly the capitalist thinks that well-fed men would 
not work because he has been used to driving help into 
his factory frdm homes of w&t. It is possible that the 
employer of today has become so accustomed to having 
hirelings who are poorly fed and poorly paid that he 
can conceive of no man doing a reasonable amount 
of work unless confronted with starvation. Of course, 
the capitalist employer is not to blame for thinking 
that way, because it is what he has been accustomed 
to; and he is not to be blamed for not knowing better, 
for he has devoted practically all his time to the accu- 
mulation of dollars instead of the accumulation of wis- 
dom and accurate information. 

Rut wouldn’t the triumph of Socialism break down ail rc- 
strictions and result in a reign of lawlessness? 

It would certainly break down many restrictions, 
but it doesn’t necessarily follow that the abolition of 
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restrictions that are unnecessary and oppress’ive would 
bring about a reign of lawlessness. History shows 
that the more freedom people obtain the more law- 
abiding they become. It is when people feel and know 
that laws are made by one class to be used against 
another class that they become restless and rebiel 
against government. People do not become rebels by 
habit, but by necessity. As the American Declaration 
of Independence says, people are more disposed to 
endure political wrongs than to rebel to right them. 
The people are by nature long-suffering and disposed 
to endure the ills of oppression rather than make the 
effort to abolish them. If men need economic masters 
to ex,ercise restriction over them, then the idea and 
dream of freedom is a delusion. If men cannot di- 
rect their own affairs without a privileged boss to 
drive them, then it was a mistake to abolish kings and 
do away with chattel slavery. If it is true that the 
average man needs a master to make him good, it 
would certainly be better for each of these men to be 
the permanent property of some master who would 
look after him all the time instead of turning him loose 
in times of panic. But, it is not so. 

If Socialism were estabIished. what wouId be the effect on 
education? 

It is generally conceded by intelligent people that 
that plan of education is best which develops the 
m,ental, moral and physical qualities of citizens to .the 
greatest extent. ;2 sound mind in a sound body, with 
;ane ideas as to th.e use to be made of life, should be 
the object of education. Today young men too often 
seek what they call an education in order to escape 
work. They imagine, with some degree of correctness, 
that if they can only jam their heads full of unimpor- 
tant information they will be able either to get a job 
teaching the same stuff to others with like ambitions, 
or will, in some way, have an advantage over those who 
know no better than to work for a living. There is 
nothing so hopeless, helpless or tiresome as an edu- 
cated fool, and those who are educated with that idea in 
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mind are it. They should know, as the foundation and 
condition of anything that is worthy the name of edu- 
cation, that labor is the common lot of mankind. They 
should know that labor is not drudgery when each does 
his part. On the contrary, the mechanical facilities 
now available as assistants make the nec,essary labor 
of mankind scarcely more than enough for exercise 
if it were done co-operatively under conditions of 
equality and justice. The very constitution of society 
under Socialism would teach these rudiments of educa- 
tion that are now missed in the disgraceful scramble 
for dollars ; and would, moreover, because of the ability 
of each to earn in excess of his material needs, enable 
thousands to enjoy the advantage of travel, to hear the 
best music, to see the best dramatic productions, and 
the many things that quicken the sensibilities and 
broaden the mind. Under Socialism the funds for 
schools,, colleges, and universities need not first go 
through the hands of a Rockefeller and a Carnegie, 
and be shorn for the benefit of individuals. The wealth- 
producing power of society would be so much greater 
that the equipment of schools, like other- material 
means of life, would be available to a degree that we 
can now scarcely comprehend. 

Shouldn’t all public schools be abolished? Why should the 
man who has no children to educate he COmpelled to pay taxes 
to be used in the schooling of other people’s children? 

If the question is to be considered on purely econo- 
mic grounds it would be very easy to argue the public 
school out of existence; for, If we live wholly to accu- 
mulate money, the man who has children, as well as 
the man who has none, could make more money by 
abolishing the school and keeping his children at home 
to work for him until they are of age. But there are 
other considerations that are of greater moment than 
the accumulation of wealth. We are all benefited by 
the higher standard of intelligence that the public 
schdoIs have established throughout the country. It 
is no wonder that there is an occassional objection 
made to the expense of the public schools. The wonder 
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is that there is not more, for the public school system 
is an institution in advance of the present times. It 
is a product of the just-awakening social consciousness 
which feels the mutual dependence of every man upon 
his fellows to get the best out of life on his long jour- 
ney. through a sometimes dreary world. This same 
social consciousness is behind every co-operative ef- 
fort: and, like co-operation, is in the ascendant. The 
public schools are here to stay, for they are in har- 
mony with present-day tendencies, and the man or 
institution which comes in collision with this great 
means of popular education is already whipped and 
routed. 

Would parochial schools be allowed in the Co-operative Com- 
monwealth? 

It is not for an individual of today to say just what 
would be allowed in a society that is not yet organized, 
but there is nothing in the principles of Socialism that 
conflicts with the idea of parochial schools or any other 
schools conducted for the purpose of teaching special 
branches such as would not likely be taught in a pub- 
lic school. All such things as this would, however, 
depend upon the will of the majority, which would 
rule under Socialism in fact as it now does in theory. 
There is no reason why the teaching of anything that 
is not positively detrimental to the people should ever 
be prohibited. 

In your scheme of government where would education end 
and work begin? 

Socialism is not a scheme of government. One of 
the popular illusions is that Socialism is a ready-made 
heaven-on-earth to be set up soon as a majority en- 
dorse the scheme. On the contrary, Socialism is but 
little more than an analysis of the present system. 
While it presents an ideal of a new society dommated 
by working-class rule, it does not offer plans and speci- 
fications the working out of which must necessarily 
be left to the people who are to enter on the promised 
land. It may be said, however, that education and 
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work are so closely related that they can hardly be 
separated even now. It takes work to get an educa- 
tion, and it takes an education to be able to work with 
any degree of success. The boy who doesn’t work at 
school is likely to be as much of an ignoramus as the 
man whose education ends when he leaves school. 
Work and education should begin with life and end 
with it. The part that schools and teachers play in 
the process is secondary and often accidental, though 
magnified by many who do not realize how little the 
short schooling of the average man has to do with his 
real mental development, or how much his manual 
training has to do with the clearness and precision of 
his thought. 

If everything is to be perfect, what is the use of people 
having an education in the Socialist republic? 

No one with any conception of social evolution 
such as is required to understand Socialism has any 
idea that the Socialist Republic or Co-ope.rative Com- 
monwealth will be the final form of society, or that it 
will be perfect. Perfection in human institutions is 
like tomorrow: always coming, but never here. Man’s 
long journey from the cave does not end anywhere. 
It is a perpetual progress on and on and on toward the 
perfection that fortunately can never be reached, be- 
cause if it could it would leave the race nothing more 
to do. Progress and action are inseparable. Perfec- 
tion could be only the beginning of stagnation; the 
condition for the repetition of the traditional “fall.” 
Education is more than the mere absorption of infor- 
mation or the training of head and hand. It means the 
unfolding of all the faculties and the broadening of the 
individual in keeping with his increasing control of 
Nature and Nature’s forces. We are so accustomed to 
measuring everything by the capitalist standard of 
earning capacity that it is difficult to look upon educa- 
tion as being worth anything save as it gives us an ad- 
vantage in the struggle for existence or enables us to 
get more in a material way for a less expenditure of 
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effort, but education means more than that even as 
the new society means more than bread and butter. 

What does Socialism offer women? 

Socialism offers women the same that it offers men : 
the opportunity to work as best they can for the, politi- 
cal ascendancy of the working class and participation 
in the benefits of an industrial democracy. If the lot 
of a wage workingman is to be deplored, that of his 
wife is even more unhappy, since she must’share all 
his misfortunes without the opportunity to exercise the 
power of suffrage and hsve a voice in the making of 
the laws by which she is governed. It is enough to say 
that the wife of the workingman and the unmarried 
woman who has to work for wages are the victims of 
the system to the same extent and in the same way 
that their husbands and brothers are. For this reason 
they are equally interested in the overthrow of the sys- 
tem and the establishment of working-class rule, to the 
end that each may escape the necessity of finding a 
master, and, when employed, the necessity of divid- 
ing the products of her labor with the owner of her 
job. 1Vomen who work are equally interested with 
men who work in securing the full value of what their 
labor produces, and there is no way either proposed 
or possible by which this can be done save through the 
triumph of Socialism. 

Do Socialists believe in woman suffrage? 

The national platforms and international platforms 
of the Socialist party always declare for equal manhood 
and womanhood suffrage; and, what is of more im- 
portance, they declare for the industrial emancipation 
of every human being without reference to sex. 
\Vomen join the Socialist party on the same conditions 
and with the same privileges as men. They participate 
in the nomination of Socialist tickets, though denied 
by capitalist-made laws the right to vote for their can- 
didates in other than a few of the states. They have 
an equal voice with other comrades in the formation 
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of the party’s policy and in every rule and regulation 
affecting the organized movement. ,And this is done 
not to flatter the few women who demand the right of 
suffrage, but because it is recognized by all Socialists 
that working men and working women have a common 
cause in the emancipation of their class: a cause which 
needs tlie help of the women as much as that of the 
men. There is far more significance to the Socialist 
demand for equal suffrage than there is to the bour- 
geois fad that seeks the vote for women on sentimental 
grounds. Socialists realize that women of the pro- 
letariat have a mission to pei-form that is co-ordinate 
with that of the male proletarian. Equal suffrage is 
a serious matter to those who depend upon brains and 
ballots to overcome the power of bayonets and bullets. 

Would not the possession of equal political power and the 
industrial emancipation of women rob them of the power they 
no-iv exercise in public and private affairs? 

It is not clear just what this power “now exercised 
by women” is. There is much said and written about 
the hand that rbcks the cradle being the hand that 
rules the world; but not all women choose to rock the 
cradle, and those who don’t feel the same need of laws 
in their interest as those who do. Moreover, there is 
more poetry than truth in the oft-quoted sentence. 
The woman who rocks the cradle may impress the gen- 
eration which occupies the cradle with more or less 
of her personality, but the effect of that influence is 
felt by the world at too late a date for its author to 
get the benefit. It must yet be shown by those who 
oppose Socialism and would keep woman in subjec- 
tion wherein she would lose by exchanging an uncer- 
tain and undefined power for a certain and clearly de- 
fined right. Those chivalrous masculine members of 
society who think that it adds to a woman’s power and 
prestige to correr her head, hide her face, and get her 
opinions and spending money from her husband, prove 
on investigation to be narrow-minded bigots who pre- 
fer to class their wives with their other property and 
keep them in awe-inspired subjection. The power 
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exercised by the wives of such monstrosities is more 
apparent in fiction than in real life. 

Would women have to earn their living under Socialism? 

The probability is that they would, and they would 
find it a much easier thing to do than it is under the 
reign of capitalism. The spectacle of women taking 
the place of men in industry, and doing the same work 
for a fraction of the pay granted men, is a thing that 
would be wholly impossible under such a regime as 
Socialists propose. Under such an organization of the 
means of production as is proposed by Socialists, wo- 
man, as well as man, would at all times have access to 
the means of production and therefore never be neces- 
sarily out of a job. This would make her economic- 
ally independent. She would not, under any circum- 
stances, be under the necessity of marrying merely to 
get a home and escape the drudgery of employment, 
but wouId be the master of her own fate so far as the 
making of a living is concerned, which is a matter of 
more consequence to her than is commonly supposed 
by those who have never studied the question or 
learned what it is by sad experience. The ability to 
earn her own living. whether married or unmarried, 
would not necessarily compel one to do so under mat- 
rimonial conditions, but, whether done or not, would 
broaden woman’s life to a degree impossible when the 
slave of a wage slave and isolated from the world in 
her kitchen or cottage. 

Would women in the Co-operative Commonwealth get the 
same pay as men? 

That would depend on whether they were to do. the 
same quantity and quality of work. It is suppos,ed 
that in socialized industry each would be paid for his 
,)r her services according to the value of his or her 
I\roduct, such value to be determined by the arnomt of 
lkuman labor socially required for its production. La- 
!Jor is both the source and measure of value, and all 
clualities or kinds of work can be reduced, for purposes 
c,/f estimation, to common abstract labor which enters 
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into all things made, in greater or lesser quantities. 
If the average wuman would produce an equal amount 
of a given product in the same time required by an 
average man, the result would be the same pay for the 
same work. If the woman would do more-produce 
more-than the man she would get more pay, etc. 
In determining the wages of men and women at the 
present time the amount of their product has little to 
do with it save that they must produce a greater value 
than thev get in wages in order for the employer to 
“get his.” The value of labor and the value of what 
the same labor produces are two separate and distinct 
quantities, the difference between which is the surplus 
value or the profit of the employer. 

If Socialism is a working-class movement, why not get So- 
cialism through the unions instead of going to the trouble and 
expense of organizing a new party? 

Because most of the unions were organized before 
there was a general demand for political action, and are 
therefore intended only for economic action. More- 
over, the Socialist party is a party of the whole work- 
ing class while the unions represent but that small por- 
tion of the workers who are members of them. It has 
been found by experience that both the political and 
economic organizations are necessary, and that the * 
labor movement can be better served by the two sepa- 
rate forces each acting in its own field. There are 
many thousands of workingmen who feel the need of 
Socialism who are working upon farms and in indus- 
tries that the unions have not yet been able to reach. 
These non-union workers find a place in the labor 
movement by attaching themselves to the political 
branch of it and thereby come into touch with the 
members of their class, learning labor history and as- 
sisting in the solution of the common problem. Each 
wing of the labor army picks up the recruits that are 
ready for it and the solidarity of labor grows from two 
roots. One cannot take the place of the other, because 
both are needed. 



THE QUESTION BOX 43 / 

Should unionists be Socialists? If so, why? 

Unionists should be Socialists because, no matter 
what concesions the unions may be able to wring from 
the employing class, wages can never be regarded as 
full compensation for labor performed. The only way 

.for the man who works to get his own, and all of it, 
is through Socialism. The unions have ser\-ed a pur- 
pose, but have their limitations. They are powerless 
-when the courts, militia and other povvers of govern- 
ment are turned against them; a solid array of work- 
ingmen voting in their own interests is the one terror 

‘that makes the plutocrats stay their hands, as it has 
for years in Germany and is beginning to do in this 
country. While the unions devote their efforts almost 
exclusively to getting immediate results, and the So- 
cialist party is concerned principally with other than 
immediate demands, yet the gradual growth of a class- 
conscious political party commands respect for and de- 
ference toward the immediate demands of the prole- 
tariat. It is like an advancing army marching to the 
rescue of a beleagured fortress. Though not on the 
field, its presence is felt. The best union men of the 
country are already Socialists, and practically all of 
them will be when education and experience have 
taught them a few more lessons. 

Do Socialists endorse any particular union? 

Individual Sodialists are members of practically all 
of the unions, and the party has never officially en- 
dorsed any particular union, since, as before stated, 
Socialism is for the entire working class, including the 
members of all unions and those workers who are un- 
organized. Many of the officials of labor unions are 
hostile toward Socialism, but not all of them are; and 
the great mass of the union membership is so leavened 
with Socialism that it is a question of but a short time W 
when they will be with 11s. It is not considered good 
policy for the party to endorse other organizations of 
worklngmen, and it is considered equally inadvisable 
for unions to endorse the Socialist or any other party. 
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The idea is to keep the two separate so the worker can 
accept either as he realizes his need for it without be- 
illg repelled by something else, the need of which he 
tloes not feel. 

What is industrial unionism? 

Jndustrial unionism is that form of labor organiza- 
tion in which all who work in an industry are members 
of the same union. For instance, all the different kinds 
of employes on a railroad would, under industrial or- 
ganization, belong to the same union instead of the fire- 
men in one, the engineers in another, the switchmen in 
another, and so on. The need of industrial oiganiza- 
tion becomes apparent when, for instance, the mem- 
bers of the Switchmen’s union go out on a strike and 
the Brotherhood of Railway Trainmen are induced by 
the company officials to take the jobs vacated by the 
strikers. Or, when the locomotive engineers might 
go on a strike and the firemen, being in a separate or- 
ganization, would take their places. There is no doubt 
that all the unions must sooner or later adopt the in- 
dustrial form, and the tendency in this direction is ap- 
parent where all the crafts in the building trades of a 
city join together in a federation for mutual offense 
and defense. Socialists are interested in these matters 
because they are benefited by anything that strength- 
ens their class in its contests with the capitalist class. 

%%at would Socialism do for the negro? 

The same that it would do for the white race: 
namely, make him the owner of the means of produc- 
,tion used by him, thereby assuring him the oppor- 
tunity to work at any time. It would also, by abolish- 
ing the private ownership of these means of produc- 
tion, machinery, etc., put an end to a capitalist owner’s 
taking part of what each of his employes v,cn~ld I>ro- 

duce. Each negro worker, like kach white worker, 
\vould receive for himself the full product of his labor 
or its equivalent. The other benefits that would fol- 
low from this are too numerous to be mentioned or 
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even to be thought of at this time. Itmeans the real 
emancipation of the negro from dependence on the 
favor of others. \Vhen the black man got his freedom 
frqm the owner of his body he was yet left dependent 
upon others for the chance to earn the means of sus- 
taining his life. Though he had escaped from service to 
an owner, he was compelled to at once find another mas- 
ter who would buy him a little at a time, paying for him 
by the day or week instead of buying him outright. 
So long as he can find a wage master he can work and 
get enough to live upon, just as he did when a slave; 
but when he fails to find an employer he is in a worse 
condition than when in slavery. Socialism would 
make all men free in reality; the negro as well as the 
Caucasian. f 

Under Socialism would white people and negroes have to 
work together? 

Since the workers would have control of the in- 
dustries and workshops, it would be for them to say. 
Both white and black workers are now so anxious to 
get and hold work that they are disposed to work 
wherever they can. But, under democratic control of 
industry-that is, \.\;hen the shops and other places of 
industry are bossed as well as operated by the workers 
in them-it will be for the workers to prescribe the rules 
and regulations governing their labor. They could 
work together then as they do now, or they could sepa- 
rate the races and have black shops run exclusively 
by the negroes, and white shops run altogether by 
white workers, each under such regulations as would 
be agreeable. There would be no necessity for the 
mingling of the races, and there is no reason why they 
couldn’t work together if it were mutually satisiac- 
tory. Inasmuch as the whites are the more numerous, 
they would have more to say in any controversy that 
might arise between the races since Socialism means 
majority rule in everything affecting the public. It 
would be possible for those doing the work to have 
much more to say concerning this and the conditions of 
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their labor than is possible today when industry is 
ruled wholly by private owners. 

Does Socialism mean equality of all people and all races? 
Would white men have to work under negro bosses? 

Socialism does not teach nor assume that all men 
or ail races are equal. It recognizes the fact that no 
tv-o men are exactly alike, and for that reason it is im- 
possible for mankind to be other than unequal in al- 
most every attribute. The only equality sought by 
Socialists is an equality of opportunity to work and for 
each to get the full value of what he would produce. 
No artificial regulation can make men e&l who are 
born with 9r acquire different degrees of ability; but 
the instutions of society, all of which are made by man, 
can be so disposed as to reward each in proportion to 
what he does, be that great or small. And this can be 
done without making one race of people associate with 
another race unless such association were mutually 
agreeable. Equality of opportunity does not mean 
equality in all things. The man who is born white can- 
not be equally black with the African, neither can 
the man born with a small sluggish brain be made 
equal to the individual born with a large brain of fine 
quality. Since the workers would elect their own fore- 
man and superintendents, they would not have black 
bosses unless by their own choice. 

If society is to bc mholly under the control of those who 
perform productive labor, what will be the effect on children? 
Will they not have to work in order to live? 

It is assumed that parents will then have the same 
interest in and affection for their children that they 
now have. And it is certain that parents will then be 
better able to provide for themsel\-es and those de- 
pendent upon them. Thcv can do more for their chil- 
dren when no longer rcqurretl to do for a class of para- 
sites, and it is reasonable tn suppose that under such 
circumstances parents xvi11 bc \\;illing, as well as able, 
to provide more lrisely ant1 more fully for the needs 
of their offspring than is possible from their scanty 



THE QUESTION BOX 47 

earnings as wage workers. 1Vhen parents are no 
longer compelled to divide their earnings with private 
employers they will have the more with which to pro- 
vide for their children; and will then he the better pre- 
pared to secure for them educational and other advan- 
tages that are now out of the reach of working people. 
\Vhen the head of a family is able to earn enough to 
support that family, and do so without fear of being 
thrown on charity in old age, ther,e will be no more 
child labor in the factories and children will not be 
robbed of their childhood by the profit-mongering own- 
ers of the mills. 

Would children in the Socialist republic be under the control 
of their parents or under that of the state? 

Xobddv knows. A few Socialist writers seem to 
think that children should be the wards of the state, 
but a greater number are opposed.to it. Just what 
will be is a matter that the people of that time must 
decide. However that may be, the‘regulation and rear- 
ing of children is no essential part of Socialism, and 
that.will depend in the future, as it has in the past, on 
the will of the elder generation. The probability is 
that both the social organization and the parents’ of 
children will have a part in the control of the young. 
That is the case today, since the state requires a cer- 
tain amount of attendance at school from each child, 
2nd imposes other requirements which even the par- 
ents cannot set aside. Certain opponents of Social- 
ism are very busy creating the impression that under 
Socialism all children would b.e taken away from their 
parents and placed in charge of official nurses. It is 
so ridiculous as to scarcely merit attention because 
the Socialist party has never so much as intimated 
adherence to such ideas, which originated in the imagi- 

. nations of our opponents. 

I am told by a Roman Catholic priest that Socialism would 
be a blight on children because it would deprive them of the 
fatherly and motherly care needed by them in their tender 
yeaIY3. 

That assertion, which is often made by persons of 
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that pfofession, is inspired more by hatred of Socialism 
than by love of children. It is only one of a series of 

objections by means of which it is hoped to prejudice 
the thoughtless and prevent their investigating .?nd 
learning Lvhat Socia!ism really is. Such protestations 
of concern for the welfare of mothers and children 
from those who themselves refuse to marry and assume 
the responsibilities of husband and father can be re- 
garded only as a joke by all who have the least sense 
of humor. Of course, there are people who will be- 
lieve such silly assertions just as there are people who 

will believe anything handed down to them by those 
whom they are trained to look upon as their superiors, 
but the people who take th’eir opinions on politics and 
other matters second-handed are not usually intelli- 
gent enough to understand Socialism or independent 
enough to stand up for their own interests and help 
establish the Co-operative Commonwealth. Children 
under Socialism would receive more parental care than 
they now do for the simple reason that their parents 
would be the better prepared to give it. 

Are Socialists opposed to law and order? 

Socialists are opposed to some laws and to some 
kinds of order. They are opposed to laws which favor 
the rich at the expense of the poor. They are opposed 
to that kind of order which requires militia rifles and 
policemen’s clubs to keep the hungry in subjection to 
a class of idle drones. But we are not opposed to all 
law and order, because we seek to establish an orderly 
system of society by means of law. If, as our r,eck- 
less opponents so often assert, we were intent on froth- 
ing but destruction and.overthrow of all law and order, 
how could we hope to establish or maintain the Co- 
operative Commonwealth which is the Socialist’s Ideal? 
1Vhen we see the laws so perverted that a’ poor man 
is sent to the penitentiary for stealing something to 
keep him from starving, and a rich man is sent to the 
United States senate for stealing a railroad, we do not 
hesitate to say that we are opposed to that kind of law, 
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if it can be called law. 11-e are opposed to that kind 
of order which carefully keeps the streets clear of So- 
cialist speakers and working-class demonstartions byt 
carefully encourages and protects the fakir of so-called 
patent medicines who occupies and obstructs the same 
streets for the express and understood purpose of seil- 
ing worthless dope. Socialists are opposed to outlaws 
and disorder. 

How would the Socialists make laws if they were in power? 

By any means that would faithfully register the will 
of the majority on the statute books. And it might be 
added that Socialists would have such laws enforced 
without interference of dead men’s d’ecisions or pre- 
cedents handed down from the past. 1Ve have enough 
faith in the people living on earth today to believe that 
they are compet,ent to govern themselves, but we do 
not think them competent to govern the people who are 
to live after them. 17’e are today rul*ed by laws that 
had their beginning in the decrees of half-civilized Ro- 
man aristocrats. It is through these remnants of old 
laws and customs that many privileges of the ruling 
class are retained to the discomfort and oppression of 
those who toil. Because of popular stupidity this coun- 
t.ry now maintains nine learned judges, appointed for 
life, empowered to set aside or mutilate in any way 
they may see fit any legislative or cbngressional act 
hostile to them or to the aristocratic class to which 
they owe their position. While not qualified to pre- 
dict all the details of the proposed society it can safely 
be asserted that when Socialists make laws it will be 
so done that no supreme court or any other court can 
set them aside and thereby annul the will of the voting 
majority. Under Socialism the majority will make the 
laws and make them so they will stay made until un- 
made by the same power. 

What is Direct Legislation? 

Direct legislation is law-making directly by the peo- 
ple who abe to be governed by the law. The Initiative 



50 TIE (_)UESTION BOX 

is one feature of direct legislation by which a reason- 
able number of people of a municipality, state’ or na- 
tion can, by petition, cause a proposed law to be sub- 
m‘itted to popular vote for adoption or rejection. The 
R,eferendum is that feature of direct legislation by 
which all proposed laws may be referred back to the 
voters for their approval or disapproval. The opera- 
tion of direct legislation means virtually th,e abolition 
of representative government, since the majority will 
have the power to pass on every law by which they are 
governed, and also the power to initiate such new laws 
or acts to repeal or amend old laws as they may wish. 
Direct legislation may, however, be in full force and 
operation together with some sort of law-making com- 
mittee similar to congress, legislatures or boards of 
aldermen; but all the acts of such bodies would be re- 
ferable to the voters if demanded. Socialists favor di- 
rect legislation, not because it will solve all or any of 
the problems that confront the world in general and 

, the working class in particular, but because when es- 
tablished it will afford a better means of getting and 
using political power by the working class. 

What is the Imperative Mandate? 

The Imperative Mandate is a provision which, when 
adopted, would make it possible for the constituency 
of any official to demand and secure an election for the 
office held bv him; in which, if his acts had been such 
as to render kim an undesirable incumbent of the office, 
another could be elected in his stead and he deposed. 
In short, it would enable the voters, at any time a suf- 
ficient nutnber felt aggrieved at or dissatisfied with the 
official conduct of an ofice holder, to have him placed 
on trial before the entire community and exonerated or 
ousted as the majority would decid,e. Its effect is to 
make the oflicer holding under it directly responsible 
at all times to the people who elect him. The logical 
outcome of its operation would be that officers would 
not likely be elected for a given period, but would 
simply be elected to the office and put to work with the 



THE QUESTION BOX 51 

understanding that they would remain so long as sat- 
isfactory to the electors, and that when unsatisfactory 
they would have to go. It would be a very bad thing 
for the professional politician, but good, so far as it 
goes, for everybody else. 

Are Socialism and anarchism the same? If not, what is the 
difference? 

The difference between Socialism and anarchism 
is fundamental. The Socialist and the anarchist each 
have an ideal, each has his own conception of a new 
society which is desirable to him and which he seeks to 
establish in place of the present regime. But the 
respective ideals of the Socialist and of the anarchist 
differ as much as two ideals could differ. The So- 
cialist would extend government to include industry 
as well as politics, while the anarchist would abolish 
even political government. Socialism is the flower of 
co-operation, while anarchism is individualism gone to 
seed. The anarchist is by no means so wicked and 
bloodthirsty a character as certain of the so-called “re- 
spectable element” would have us believe, but, to a 
Socialist, anarchism is the height of folly. Socialism 
is not only an i&al. In addition to its idea of a better 
social system it offers a scientific analysis of the pres- 
ent system with a program for the transition from the 
old to the new. But anarchism rests on the assump- 
tion that because the governments of the past and 
present have been oppressive, all governments must be 
so and the only relief lies in the abolition of all gov- 
ernment. Socialists contend that it is the class char- 
acter of past and present governments that has made 

’ them oppressive to the subjected non-ruling class. \Ve 
maintain that the working class is to get its own by 
organizing as a political party and capturing the power 
which it can do by class-conscious political action. 
In short, the Socialist is for the extension and per- 
fection of government, while the anarchist is for the 
abolition of all government. All people who have taken 
the least pains to investigate know this to be a fact, 
but the cheap politician, whose stock in trade consists 
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to threaten capitalism, they have been of remarkable 
utility to the capitalists as a bugbear and terror. The 
anarchist has long been a startling spook and a grue- 
some goblin, and his alleged philosophy, as well as 
hi,s propaganda of the deed, fine material for feature 
articles for newspapers. His name, under the circum- 
stances, also furnished an epithet which has been used 
to advantage in frightening timid people away from 
anything or anybody to whom it might be applied. 
All this confusion and fear is of material advantage 
to those who so diligently propagate it, so it is not to 
be wondered that it is so common among those who 0 
have had no opportunity to have illusion dispelled 
while seeing Socialism and anarchy linked together 
on every possible occasion in the headIines of the 
press. 

What would be the erect of Socialism on fine art? Would 
Frs”,“? make people indifferent to the finer products of hand and 

John Ruskin, who was perhaps the greatest art 
critic of the nineteenth century and certainly the 
most analytical of all modern critics, said that fine 
art is the expression of the workingman’s joy in his 
work. Ruskin emphasizes the assertion that fine art 
cannot be produced for wages, but only for the grati- 
fication of the producer. It, therefore, follows that so 
long as things are generally ma& for the sole purpose 
of selling or for the wages paid the labor by which 
they are made, fine art is so nearly impossible as to 
be exceptional. It is only when men who are not 
ashamed to work have the leisure to expend their 
genius without any thought to pay for the effort SO 
put forth that they will do their best work. They 
will then have their heart, as well as their hands, in 
their work; and the results will correspond with the 
higher incentive. Socialism would make it possible 
for all to obtain the necessities of life with compara- 
tive little time and effort, and the effect of this would 
be to leave the artist with much time, and not dis- 
tressed by want, to do the things he would like to 
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do and produce the things that delight as well as 
satisfy. 

What do Socialists mean by The Revolution? 

Ry the social revolution they mean the overthrow 
of capitalist class rule and the domination of politics 
and industry by the working class, which would then 
cease to be a class because it would comprise all. 
A revolution is a turning around, and a social revolu- 
tion is a turning round of society so that a hitherto 
ruling class is deposed and a previously subject class 
becomes dominant. The triumph of the working class 
would mark the last of the social revolutions because 
the workers are the last class in economic subjection. 
Their victory will not only overthrow the rule of the 
capitalist class, but will abolish all classes, because 
the existence of classes presupposes one class in power 
and one or more classes under that power. The end 
of the social revolutions mleans, therefore, the end of 
the class struggle and of all the strife that grows out 
of the economic advantage of one social division over 
another. The Socialists are revolutionary because the 
social revolution is the end and ultimate purpose of 
their propaganda and effort. They differ from the 
various reformers in that the reformer never pro- 
poses the overthrow of the ruling class. Reformers 
confine their efforts to measures by which they hope 
to improve conditions without removing the present 
masters from supreme power. 

Can the revolution take place without‘ violence? 

Violence is not a necessary part of revolution, so 
we are safe in saying that the revolution can take place 
peacefully, though no one knows what may happen. 
When the unemployed of modern cities cannot so 
much as peacefully assemble to confer and declare 
their need without being attacked by the police of the 
ruling class, and when the present ruling power, which 
prides itself upon its devotion to law and order, cannot 
so much as conduct a general election without some 
one being killed, there is little to base prophecies 
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on top are not only threatened, but are actually-being 
taken from him. If: all depends upon how ,those now 
in the saddle conduct themselves when they See their 
advantage over the man who labors slipping away., 
If‘they make good their professions of loyalty to law 
and obedience to the will of the majority, the change 
may come without, so &u,ch as a’ripple 0-n the surfaoe; 
but if the masters of-the wage slaves refuse to abide 
bv the will of the majority, as the .masters of the 
chattel slaves did when Lincoln was elected, .it will 
be necessary to make’them behave even if -it requires 
the use of a shillelah; : 

But can’t the change be brought about by means of a revo- , 
lution in the hearts of the:bedple? 

That is the only way it ever can be brought about; 
but revolutions of the heart never moved a nation 
unless founded. on a material revolution. Where a 
man’s treasure is, there will his heart be. The ‘treas- 
ure of the present ruling class is in their property and 
the power it gives them over the propertyless. For 
this they live and struggle and’even commit crimes 
against both their victims and themselves. To bring 
about a revolution in the hearts of these people that 
would cause them to let go of their graft would be 
to do the impossible thing dfrproducing a necessary 
cause by means of an effect. The capitalists them- 
selves are bringing about a change of heart on the 
part of the workers by robbing and reducing them 
more and more to a state of economic dependence 
that threatens and sometimes accomplishes starvation. 
The notorious Taff-Vale decision in England and the 
Danbury hat case in this country are illustrations of 
how the capitalists through their courts work to their 
own material advantage and at the same time move 
the victims of those outrageous decisions to a change‘ 
of heart. The change of heart is coming, but don’t 
make the mistake of trying to put the cart before the 
horse. 
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.If ~ncinliam is R rcrulutionnry movement why do Socialists 
faror the uni0n.c in their wfornl dlrmnnds for shortened work 
dash% Leltnr wages, better working conditions, etc.? 

The Socialists favor such measures as immediate 
demands because the agitation for them and their 
realization strengthens the working class for the 
greater contest to come, and educates them to some 
extent in organizing for and. wa.ging the fight for their 
emancipation,. Ever\- time the wage workers succeed 
in shortening their labor (la)- th&y gain a material ad- 
vantage over .the capitalist class, inasnyllch as the 
man who works eight hours a day ,is ,nof L$xp’loited 
to the extent that he,was when he wbrked.,fifiqe hours. 
For the same reason we T\-ou!d favor a: sqqn&~u~ 
day and a s&-hour day Juntil the c>pistalists’ surplus 
lab?r $1~~ was reduced to the. Ininimu.m,‘~rgd,finall?r 
obllterat&E Tf’e- faxqr the increase of the working- 
man’s ‘wages until, if possible, his wages equal the 
value of his product. T>ough such an end, is impos- 
sible so long as the capitalist system is in operation, 

:eyery concession gained and every encroachment suc- 
Lcessfully resistep makes for the solidariiy’of the work- 
e.rs an’d correspdndingly checks the aggressions of the 
economic en&v. These are reforms that directlv 
affect the n-or&g class and are not to be classed 
with the middle-class refor,my from which the work- 

-ers have nothing to gain. 

In what respect does the Socialist party organization differ 
from th$ of other parties? 

In the first place,~ no .one can become a member 
.of the Socialist party until- he or she has renounced 
all +.ffiliatinn with and qllqgiance to all other politica! 
parties, an-d reygnizes the class struggIe as the basis 
of political actlpn. The loyalty of each member is 
also tested by the required payment of dues, which 
are used-to &intain and estend the organization and 
its prnpagand+:2 The Socialist party, unlike all other 
parties, is il~tq)iational, and maintains an international 
bureau, at ,B,russels, Belgium. Tl~c national oqaniza- 
tion is,;*1 

Y 
peJ;manent and majnt$ns present ,head- 

iuarters a Chicago:,a st4te orga~~qa+on .m ,eq+ ,g~- 
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ganized state and territory and local brganizations 
composed of five or more members wherever that num- 
be’r can be brought together. Its candidates are nomi- 
nated and its platforms adopted by referendum vote, 
which places the affairs of the party in the control 
of the membership and reduces the influence of aspir- 
ing would-be leaders to the minimum. Wherever 
individuals wish to join the party and cannot secure 
enough members to form a local, they can join as 
members at large, of their state if it is organized, 
and if it is not, they may join as members at large 
through the national office. All Socialists should be 
members of the party. 

But can’t Socialists talk and vote and work for the cause 
without being members of the party? 

Yes; but without being party members they can 
do none of these things as they should, and without 
membership they can have no part in the nomination 
of a Socialist ticket, which is of even greater im- 
portance than voting for it when nominated. The 
party is necessary to the propaganda, to the work in 
politics and to the education of its members. This 
education consists not only in learning the history of 
the labor movement and the economics and philosophy 
of Socialism, but in, what is of equal or superior im- 
portance, the experience gained by the workers in 
doing things co-operatively as they must do when 
Socialism becomes a reality. The importance of every 
Socialist being a party member cannot be overesti- 
mated or emphasized too much. What you learn , from books or papers concerning the work of over- 
throwing the capitalist system and building the Co- 
operative Commonwealth amounts to nothing com- 
pared with the practical work that the members must 
take up and carry forward in the little groups that 
form the various local organizations and in the aggre- 
gated locals as state and national bodies. Join the 
party at the earliest opportunity and help the party 
that it may the better help you. 
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But why should we pay dues? IS this not a serious burden 
on many who are really unable to make a sacrifice? 

It is a historical fact that the character of all or- 
ganizations is determined by the nature of their eco- 
nomic support. Were the Socialist party supported 
by the office-seekers or by contributors who could 
afford to pay large sums for the privilege, the work- 
ers would have no more to say concerning its policies 
than do those workers who vote capitalist tickets and 
thereby suport policies that are to their detriment. The 
members pay dues so they can control the party, and 
keep professional politicians out of it. It certainly 
is a burden and a sacrifice to pay the dues as well as 
to do much of the other work incidental to the prog- 
ress of the movement, but nothing worth having can 
be had without in some way paying for it. The man 
who thinks that he is to be wafted through the portals 
of the Co-operative Commonwealth on flowery beds 
of ease is as seriously mistaken as he was when giving 
his vote to the masters to perpetuate their power. 
If you earnestly desire the triumph of the working 
class you should regard it as a privilege that you are 
able to do your part though it be hard to do. Those 
who have not enough interest in the movement to do 
as much could not safely be trusted to direct it, as 
every member of the party does. 
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~vorkerx, its influence reaches over xvitle circles of ‘life. 
The owners of such machinery become the dominant 
class. 

In proportion as the number of such machine own- 
ers compared to a!1 other classes decreases, their power 
in the nation and in the world increases. The>: bring 
cx\-er larger masses of \vorlcing people under their con- 
trol, reducing them to the pint where nlusclc and 
brain are their only producti\-e property. Jlilliom of 
fnrmerly self-emplo~4n, cr \vorkcr thus beconic the help- 
less wage slaves of intiustrial masters. 

-4s the economic p~vei- (oi the I-tllilig class grows it 
lxcomes less llseful iii the !ife r-if the nation. &Ul the 
t~seful \vork of the nntim falls upon the sl10~11tl~~ of 

the class whose only property is its manual and mental 



labor po,wei-the wage worker-xx ‘of--t-he Uass ‘who 
have but little, land and ‘litt!c effective machinery out- 
side of their labor power- the small traders and small 
farmet% The ruling minority .is steadily becoming 
useless and parasitic. 

A bitter sttuggle. over the,division of the’ products 
of labor is waged between the wcpl~iting propertied 
classes~on the ‘on~e’hand -and, the exploited propertyless 
class on&e other. In this struggle the wage \vorking 
class cannot expect adequate relief from any reform of 
the’ present order at the hands of ‘the .dominant class. : 

The wage workers are therefore the most d’eterminetl . 
anB:irreconcilable antagonists of the ruling class. They 
suffer most’from the curse of class rule. The fact that:’ 
a ~feLv. capitalists are permitted to control all the couti- ) 

try’s industrial resources and social tools for their in- : 
dividual prdfiit,. -and to make the production of the 
necessaries of life the object of competitive private en- I 
terprise and speculation is at the bottom of, all the i 
sodial e’vils of our time. 

Inspire of the organization of trusts, pools and corn--: 

binations, the capitalists are powerless ‘to regulate,~ 
production for social ends. Industries are large12 con-*p 
ducted in a planless manner. Through periods of. 
feverish. activity the strength and health of the work- 
er-s are mercilessly used up. and during periods of en-: 
forced idleness the lvorkers are frequently reduced to 
starvation. 

The climaxes of this system of production are the 
r’egularly recurring industrial depressions and crises 
which paralyze the nation every fifteen ai tlventy 
years. / .)” ‘. 

The capitalist class, in its mad race for’l~iofit~. is 
bound to exploit the norkers to the very limit of their 
endurance and to sacrifice their physical. ~nornl ant1 
mental welfare to its own insatiable greed. C~ip’italisni 
keeps ‘the inasses of war!iingmen in poverty*, destitu- 
tion. physical exhaustion and ignorance. Tt drags 
their xvives from their homes to the mill and factory:, 
It snatches their children from the playgrouhds rind : 
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schools and grinds their slender bodies and unformed 
minds into cold dollars. It disfigures, maims and kills 
hundreds of thousands of workingmen annually in 
mines, on railroads and in factories. It drives millions 
of workers into the ranks of the unemployed and forces 
large numbers of them into beggary, vagrancy and all 
forms of crime and vice. 

To maintain their rule over their fellow men, the 
capitalists must keep in their pay all organs of the pub- 
lic powers, public mind and public conscience. They 
control the dominant parties and, through them, the 
elected public officials. They select the executives, 
bribe the legislatures and corrupt the courts of justice. 
They own and censor the press. They dominate the 
educational institutions. They own. the nation politi- 
cally and intellectually just as they own it industrially. 

The struggle between wage workers and capitalists 
grows ever fiercer, and has now become the only vital 
issue before the American people. The wage-working 
class, therefore, has the most direct interest in abolish- 
ing the capitalist system. But in abolishing the pres- 
ent system, the workingmen will free not only their 
dwn class, but also all other classes of modern society: 
The small farmer, who is to-day exploited by Iarge 
capital more indirectly but not less effectively than is 
the wage laborer; the small manufacturer and trader, 
who is engaged in a desperate and losing struggle for 
economic independence in the face of the all-con- 
quering power of concentrated capital; and even the 
capitalist himself, who is the slave of his wealth rather 
than its master. The struggle of the working class 
against the capitalist class, while it is a class struggle, 
is thus at the same time a struggle for the abolition of 
all classes and class privileges. 

The private ownership of the land and tneans of 
production used for exploitation, is the rock upon 
which class rule is built, political government is its 
indispensable instrument. The wage-workers cannot 
be freed from exploitation lvithout conquering the * 
political power and substituting collective far private 



THE QUESTION BOX 63 

ownership of the land and means of production used for 
exploitation. 

The basis for such transformation is rapidly devel- 
oping within present capitalist society. The factorv 
system, with its complex machinery and %inute dI- 
vision of labor, is rapidly destroying all vestiges of in- 
dividual production in manufacture. Modern produc- 
tion is already very largely a collective and social pro- 
cess. The great trusts and monopolies which have 
sprung up in recent years have organized the work 
and management of the principal industries on a na- 
tional scale, and have fitted them for collective use and 
operation. 

The Socialist Party is priniarily an economic and 
political movement. It is not concerned with matters 
of religious belief. 

In the struggle for freedom the interests of all mod- 

/ ern workers are identical. The struggle is not only 
national but international. It embraces the world and 
will be carried to ultimate victory by the united work- 
ers of the world. : :! 

To unite the workers of the nation and their allies 
and sympathizers of all other classes to thi, end, is 
the mission of the Socialist Party. In this battle for 
freedom the Socialist Party does not strive to substi- 
tute working class rule for capitalist class rule, but by 
workirg class victory, to free all humanity front class 
rule and to realize the international brotherhood of 
man. 
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