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Foreword 

T HE month of February,IgII, witnessed two remarkable meetings 
in the history of the Socialist movement in Massachusetts. 
Sunday evening, February 5, in Ford hall, Father Thomas I. 

Gasson, S. J., President of Boston College, essayed to point out what 
was to him probable dangers in the application of the Socialist theory 
to government. Monday evening, February 27, James F. Carey, of 
Haverhill, a member of the National Executive Committee of the So- 
cialist Party of the United States, and State Secretary of the Masssa- 
chusetts section of that organization, delivered an address in Faneuil 
hall, Boston, in reply to Father Gasson. Both meetings were to houses 
packed to the doors, both were orderly to a degree, and incidentally 
many things were cleared up. 

In newspapers and in magazines, in books and in pamphlets, in 
sermons and in speeches, in prose and in poetry, it has been iterated, 
and reiterated that the Catholic Church stands as a barrier against 
the onward march of the Socialist host, but notwithstanding the 
asseverations of many of the spokesmen of the Catholic Church, declar- 
ing its unyielding opposition, it is apparent to all acquainted with the 
real facts that a constantly gr0win.g proportion of the population, 
without in any way affecting their religious affiliations, have come to 
look upon the government ownership and democratic management of 
railroads, mines, factories, etc., as the only righteous system of indus- 
trial arrangement, and many Catholics are among its most ardent 
advocates. 

If any one that attended Father Gasson’s meeting expected to 
hear an official pronunciamento that a person could not be a Catholic 
and a Socialist at the same time, they were doomed to disappointment. 
That there are divisions in society, and that the divisions are economic, 
can no longer be concealed. The Catholic manufacturer is no more 
considerate of the welfare of his workmen than the manufacturer of 
other religions, or of no religion, and the Catholic capitalist will com- 
bine with other capitalists to resist the demands of Catholic workmen 
combined with other workmen for shorter hours, better conditions, 
more wages, etc. Into this struggle the Socialist movement comes as 
the expresston of working class interests, and it is inevitable that it 
will attract to its banner workingmen and working women of every 
race and creed, as well as other persons that realize the correctness of 
its position and the righteousness of its cause. 
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Reprinted from Boston Post of February 6, 1911 

Father Gasson Replies to Socialist Questions 
Volley of Questions as to Effect of Socialism on Family Life, Marriage, 

Divorce and Morals Answered by Boston College President-Ford Hall 
Crowded to Doors at the Meeting-Held Under Auspices of Baptist 
Social Union-Speaker Declares Socialism a Menace to Public. 

Calmly and interestingly the Rev. Thomas I. Gasson, S. J., pointed out 
the probable ill effects of Socialism on domestic, personal and national 
integrity in his address in Ford Hall last evening. He spoke for one 
hour, and then spent another hour in answering questions fired at him by 
Socialists from the floor and balconies. 

Bitter arraignment of the Roman Catholic church and its attitude of 
opposition to th; doctrine of Socialism was conveyed in some of the ques- 
tions. They were all met with a friendly smile and an unhestitating 
answer, however, by the sombre garbed priest, who stood all the while with 
one arm leaning easily upon the reading desk and his face turned toward 
the questioner. - - - 

The hall was packed to the doors, scores of persons standing in the 
aisles and in the rear of the hall. Thousands were unable to gain ad- 
mittance and blocked Ashburton place and Bowdoin street in front of the 
entrances to the building. 

Although the meeting did not begin until 7:30 o’clock the hall was 
filled at 6:30, so great was the interest, and by 7 o’clock printed signs 
were hung on the doors saying: “No More Admitted.” Fully one-third, . 
and perhaps one-half, of the audience were Socialists. 

It was a very quiet, well-behaved crowd, and although many evidently 
did not agree with what Father Gasson said there was no hissing or other 
audible tokens of disapproval. The priest was frequently applauded and 
there was also outbursts of hand-clapping when different. Socialists put to 
him a particular difficult or searching query. 

The scene had many unique features. In the first place, here was a 
Jesuit priest, the president of the most prominent Roman Catholic institu- 
tion of learning in New England-Boston College-speaking at a meeting 
held under the auspices of a Baptist organization--the Baptist Social Union. 
Then the topic of the evening, “The Dangers of Socialism,” was significant 
in that the speaker was a clergyman of the Roman Catholic church, known 
as the foe of Socialism. 

George W. Coleman piesided, and before the address there were musical 
selections by Russell B. Kingman, violincello, and Mrs. Kingman, ac- 
companist. The entire audience also stood up and sang America. When the 
Rev. Father Gasson arrived, about 7:35 o’clock, and walked upon the 
crowded platform to the seat awaiting him, there was enthusiastic ap- 
plause. 

A few minutes later, whep the presiding officer, introduced Fr. Gasson 
as “one of the most able and public spirited citizens of Boston,” there was 
even louder applause. Fr. Gasson spoke in an easy, conversational way that 
made a pleasant impression upon friends and opponents alike. 

In the beginning he caused some amusement and laughter by de- 
claring jokingly: “I assure you that this morning I was offered a double- 
barreled revolver, because it was thought that I might need it for action 
before the close of this meeting. Now I am willing to become a martyr 
to the cause, so if any of you have a steady hand I will present my breast 
to it.” 

Then entering upon the serious discussion of the topic for the evening, 
he said: “We all feel that something is wrong in society at present.” He 
realized, he said, that Socialism aimed to relieve, if not permanently cure, 
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poverty and suffering. This was a matter in which he was deeply interested 
himself. The religious order to which he belonged had always been in- 
terested. Its members worked without pay and whatever gifts they re- 
ceived were always given away again to the needy. 

He quoted from Dr. Marx to prove his claim that Socialism stood 
for doctrines such as free love. the abolition of urivate oronertv. state 
ownership and other things that if they were adopted would endanger the 
moral integrity of the individual, of the home and of the nation. 

When he finished his address about 8:45 o’clock the audience applauded. 
There was an intermission for a few minutes, and then Chairman Coleman 
announced that Fr. Gasson would be willing to answer any questions. Men 
and women jumped to their feet in all parts of the hall.- Some had ques- 
tions all written out on paper which they flourished in the air, others had 
them on the tips of their tongues. 

Only two questions were allowed from each person. It was nearly IO 
o’clock before the last question was answered. Fr. Gasson then in a few 
closing words said: “I see that all of you are interested in improving 
society,. and I hope and feel that all of us are for improving this nation and 
the national life.” 

Then, after more applause for the speaker, the meeting adjourned and 
the audience filed out quietly. At the doors were Socialists who handed 
everyone circulars in which certain clergymen were quoted as favoring 
Socialism. 

Father Gasson’s Address 
Speaks of a Socialism Which Wishes to Place the Ownership of All Goods 

on the State. 

Father Gasson said in part: “It is indeed a pleasure to come before a 
body of men and women who are interested, in what is one of the most 
vital questions of the day. 

“The subject upon which I have been asked to speak and the side I 
shall try to maintain is, of course, one of great interest to the world at 
large at the present time. We are all interested in the welfare of our 
fellow beings. We all feel that there is something wrong in society at the 
present time. 

“There are colossal fortunes and there are depths of poverty. There 
are those who know not what to do with their wealth and those who have 
to cry out for a mere pittance only to keep body and soul together. 

“Consequentlv. when Socialism comes to us and states that its great 
aim is to benefit humanity, to lessen poverty, to make life brighter and more 
full of sunshine, we must everv one of us say that with their aim and object 
we are in hearty accord. 

“Therefore, I would not have anyone understand I want to speak of 
the dangers of Socialism or that for a moment I am not deeply interested 
in the welfare of humanity. My whole life has been spent for others. 

“I belong to one of the religious orders of the church, and we receive 
nothing for our services. Therefore: I am in hearty sympathy with that 
aim of Socialism. Then again Socialism is rather a shifting name. It may 
be that the Socialism that some of you follow is not the Socialism the 
dangers of which I am speaking about. 

“I beg all to understand that when I speak of the dangers of Socialism 
I am speaking of what occurs to me and others as the positive dangers of 
a specified form known as Socialism. The Socialism of which I speak is 
that economic social theory which wishes to place the ownershin, orodnc- 
tion and distribution of all goods in the hands of one body, the State. The 
crreat authors of the system of Socialism of which I speak are Karl Marx, 
Engels and others. 



“There is need of reform at the present time, but this reform should 
come through legitimate channels and not in .ways which would overturn 
society. 

“Socialism, as propounded by certain of its teachers, contains principles 
which are subversive to personal integrity, domestic integrity and national 
integrity. 

“Even suppose these dangers did not exist, Socialism would be an 
impracticable system for our everydav interests. The life, the vigor of the 
nafion depends- in its ultimate analysis upon the vigor and the integrity of 
the individual. If the men and women of the nation are all right, if they 
are iust. if thev possess all that range of virtues which goes to make up 
personal integrity, the nation would be strong and would endure. 

“Personal integrity depends upon two things. namely, the view of life 
and the laws of morality. If we propound the view that there is nothing 
in life except what is material, if a man is nothing but a combination of 
chemical atoms, if back of this body T see there is no undying spirit, what 
is the view of life? If there is nothinq but matter, then the battle must 
be between matter and matter, and might must be the victor. 

“If beyond this life there is no future life, if there is no settling up, no , 
hr;nminy to the bar of inflexible justice, then why should a man repent of 
crime? 

“I say, since personal integrity depends upon the entire view and that 
view must alwavs be that there is something in man which is not material, 
that back of whit we see with our eyes there is an undying spirit, and that 
the dignity of man depends upon the growth of that spirit and the power 
anrl influence nf that snirit. and tF;rt the rliqnitv of man restq entirely nnon 
the supremacy of that spirit, and where the dicnity is supreme and covers 
the body, I say where the spirit is keen and holds the body in check, then 
we have personal integrity. 

“Now, if we take the writings of the Socialists of whom I speak, we 
shall find th2t thev do teach thiq doctrine, which. as T have s;lid. is suh- 
versive of oersonal inteprity. The theorv as advocated bv Enqels and 
others seems to he: ‘Every form of being is material. Motion is the 
mode of being matter. Beyond life there is nothing and in life there is 
nothing except matter.’ 

“While that seems a.simole sentence. vou can see how from that germ- 
thought there can spring tile whole forming of a man’s character, and. 
therefore, I say the first great danger we detect in the Socialistic theories 
as propounded by certain authors is the danger of personal integrity. 

“Now, the second danger which I wild detect in Socialism comes from 
the danger to the family. The strength of a nation lies first of all in the 
integrity of its citizens, but it lies also and almost in greater measure in the 
integrity of the family, in domestic integrity. 

Gu -, n ecq familv life in the nltion iq saferruarded, unless the hnntl ‘of 
marria,ge is regarded as sacred. unless child life is resnected. and unless 
citizens regard as the greatest treasure of the nation. the child. and con- 
sider it as the most important ohlieation of a nation to take that child anal 
train that character. the nation will inevitably go to Dieces. The nations all 
safeguard the family, woman must be safeguarded and the child must he 
safeguarded. 

“According to the general idea of Socialism, when we have marriage. 
if there is not a cu;tghl.- tie. wh?t is the inevibhlc result? That. 211 nzt;ms 
have shown us, where the marriaqe tie has not been regarded as somethinrr 
higher and beyond a mere natural compact. 

“Now, if we take the teachings of many of the Socialists. what do we 
find in regard to the marriage bond. 7 We find that m2ny of them advocate 
more or less temporary relations between men and women-a sort of 
legalized free love. 



“Consequently, a theory which would advocate such a change in society, 
which would be brought about by temporary relations, or free love, would 
constitute a grave danger- to the republic. What would become of the 
child under these conditions? You may say that the child would be taken 
over by the State, but the naturally constituted trainers of the child are 
the parents. 

“Therefore, the second danger comes from the fact that according to 
the teaching of many Socialists family life would be disrupted and that 
family care would be denied the child-and that is a danger to the nation’s 
life. If we are to accept the materialistic evolution of Socialism, then the 
great familiar law of justice is lost, and where vou lose justice, where 
justice fades out of a nation’s life, there you make the grave of that 
nation. 

-Take the teachings of the leaders of many of the Socialistic programs, 
who teach that except in mathematics that all laws are changeable, that 
teaching is dangerous to the nation. 

“Socialism practicable? If every man and woman was perfectly made 
and every man and woman of the highest character and intended to live 
for others then we might possibly come to a Socialistic world. But we have 
got to rake them as they are and you cannot change people’s dispositions 
by making laws. 

“Socialists are fond of talking of the equality of all men. This is a 
beautiful phrase and in many senses true. We are all one before the law 
and in the sight of the Almighty, but are we all equal in regard to strength 
of body, of mind? Do we all have the same attractive manner or possess 
agility? 

“I am not saying that the present evils should not be held down by 
legislation, but I am saying that as long as men and women are constituted 
as they are there must be evils. Then again remember that supposing that 
we were to banish all private ownership, and that men and women worked 
for a common state, you take away the great incentive of human energy, the 
fact that by our energy we gladly become owners in this or that property. 

“So, even supposing there wereno dangers, it would be impractical to 
carry out the theories of Socialism.” 
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Address of James F. Carey 
Those of you who listened to the Rev. Father Gasson’s lecture 

on “The Dangers of Socialism,” and those of you who read the reports 
published in the papers, may have been struck by the fact (and I con- 
sider it the great fact, the dominant note in it all), that for the first 
time on the part of ,those who are opposed to Socialism, the Socialist 
movement was treated with courtesy, that even though the reverend 
gentlemen did not agree with ‘us, he at least did treat us with the 
courtesy, which we as men and women deserve; that he did not in- 
dulge in that violent and wholesale denunciation which unfortunately 
has been the characteristics of many clergymen of the Catholic church 
and others, that does no credit to them, nor does it injure us. I wish 
to say as an individual Socialist, and I think I can say it for all other 
Socialists, that we thank him publicly for his courteous, kindly and 
manly treatment of us; he lifted the discussion of the subject up out 
of those narrow, bigoted, and vicious levels on which some would force 

. it, up to a courteous and manly plane, which is to his credit-his ever- 
lasting credit. 

It is quite possible that some of us are mistaken, and if we are to 
arrive at the truth of a thing we can best do so by discussing it with 
the least degree of passion and with an absence of denunciation. 

There’s Only One Socialism. 

The primary criticism, the criticism which is perhaps the one that 
first of all should be made concerning Father Gasson’s lecture is that 
it carried with it the impression that there are many brands of Social- 
ism, that there are a number of kinds of Socialism. That, if it be true, 
would necessarily make the discussion difficult. You know some people 
have fallen into the habit of saying that there are fifty-seven varieties 
of Socialism, but I have not the time to discuss the fifty-seven varieties 
even if they existed. A question was propounded to the reverend 
gentleman by a member of his own congregation, a man of mature 
years who is one of the original members of the Socialist movement, 
and is today a consistent member of the Catholic church. He asked 
Father Gasson, “if knowing him to be a member of the Socialist party 
would he, as his father confessor, grant him absolution when he went, 
as is his custom frequently, to confession,” and the Rev. Father Gas- 
son said, “I would first want to inquire into the brand of Socialism 
that you believed in.” I say that this is the most important thing, 
because if he is to discuss a brand of Socialism with which I have 
nothing to do, and I am to discuss another brand of Socialism with 
which he did not deal, then we do not get anywhere at all. 

The mistake of the gentleman, which is common with many who 
discuss the Socialism movement, is to assume that there are many 
brands of Socialism. I submit that that position is not warranted by the 
facts. It is said that there are three hundred and sixty different kinds 
of religion in the world, but if you wanted to discuss the Catholic 
religion you would not go off and discuss some form of religion that 
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may exist somewhere at the end of the world. Not at all. If there 
be fifty-seven different kinds of Socialism, as has humorously been 
stated by other than the Rev. Father Gasson, IF THERE BE 
MANY BRANDS OF SOCIALISM, THE SOCIALIST MOVE- 
MENT OF THE WORLD IS CONCERNED ONLY WITH ONE 
SPECIFIC BRAND. And we insist that it is’the duty of those who 
oppose us, not to confuse the subject by talking about any other 
brand which they may assume exists. 

In every country in the world, called civilized, there is a Socialist 
movement, and that Socialist movement is distinguished from all 
other movements by a certain specific declaration. You can go where 
you please, to the Japanese Socialist, or the Chinese Socialist, or the 
Irish Socialist, or the Scotch, or the English, or Australian, or Ger- 
man, or French, or Italian, or Servian, or whatever they may be, of 
all races of all creeds, and of all colors, you can go to them all, and 
the distinguishing feature is a certain declaration. I submit it to you. 
If every possible demand and every possible vagary of the human 
brain was included in a declaration of principles by any body of human 
beings, that did not contain the declaration that SOCIETY SHOULD 
OWN AND OPERATE DEMOCRATICALLY THE SOCIAL 
TOOLS OF PRODUCTION AND DISTRIBUTION, that would 
not be a Socialist declaration ; and if a declaration is issued carrying 
with it nothing else but the simple demand for the social ownership 
and democratic management of the social tools of production and dis- 
tribution, just those words, that would be and is the Socialist declara- 
tion. 

Now, there are things that are Socialistic. What are they? They 
are those things that tend in that direction, and nothing else. When 
men talk about various other subjects and declare them to be social- 
istic, in spite of the fact that the distinguishing feature of the So’cialist 
movement of every country is the declaration for the social ownership 
and democratic management of the social tools of production and dis- 
tribution, either they are misinformed, or uninformed, or engaged in 
malicious misrepresentation. I have no desire to defend the various 
things that some sav is Socialism. Not at all. I have no desire to 
defend the personal views of individual Socialists on other subjects. 
Not at all. And it is not fair for individuals who are opposed to 
Socialism, or organizations that may be opposed at present to Social- 
ism, to pick here and there out of the great army, and the growing 
army, of the Socialist movement alI isolated or scattered statement of 
an individual, and hold the whole Socialist movement responsible. So 
that in the discussion of Socialism I say as a member of the Socialist 
party that the distinguishing feature of the movement that calls itself 
Socialist is the declaration of principles that we have announced. If 
the Catholic church is opposed to it, that is their affair; if any other 
church is opposed to it, that is their affair. They have a perfect right 
to be opposed to it. I do not question the right of any individual or 
any body of individuals to disagree with my political or economic 
views, or the political or economic views of the Socialist movement. 
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They have just as much right to their opinions on that subject as I 
have, but we have a right to have our position considered, and fairly 
considered, and no amount of evasion will prevent the ultimate con- 
sideration of our position on the part of the people of the earth. We 
are patient; the working class have waited a thousand years in the 
hope of emancipation from oppression; we can, if we must, wait a 
thousand years longer. 

They Lack Authority. 

Now, then, I want to say that so far as I know, if a member of 
the Catholic church, either of the clergy or the laity, opposes the 
Socialist movement, either courteously, like Father Gasson, or vio- 
lently like some others; if they oppose it and we ask them whence 
their authority comes for opposing it, they give a more or less vague 
reply. Do they, when they oppose Socialism, speak for the Catholic 
church ? Is the Catholic church opposed to Socialism ? Many clergy- 
men of the Catholic church are; and I want to say to you that I know 
Catholic priests that vote the Socialist ticket, and there are very many 
more that will. But that is not the question. They may be wrong. 
Does the Catholic church as a church oppose the demand of the So- 
cialist movement for the social ownership and operation of the social 
tools of production and distribution ? T. defy any man to show me ifi 
any authoritative statement of the church that they have ever said 
t!y- Xre~ cpppsed.,-.ro. &hat. They have never s.aid so. Individual 
Catholic priests may, gich%ishops may, cardinals may, and the Pope 
may issue advisory letters or encyclicals. Let me call your attention 
to what Pope Leo said in his encyclical concerning the condition of 
labor. Just two quotations. I trust that I will not lift them out of 
the page, or out of the context: 

*“Thus it is clear that the main tenet of SocialiSm, thp: com-my-n-i!y-.gf .--. _ 

Ba 
oods, must be utterly rejected for it- wb.Gld itij-iie those whom it is in- 

ten ed to benefit.” 

Then he quotes from St. Thomas Aquinas, with approval, the follow- 
ing : 

“Man should not consider his material possessions as his own, but as 
common to all.” 

Now, what are you going to make out of that? Here is the 
encyclical of the Pope declaring against community of goods, and 
quoting with approval one who freely affirms it. But in any case, that 
is not Socialism. The Socialists do not affirm community of goods. 
The Socialists are not Communists. There are some orders of the 
Catholic church, like the order to which the Rev. Father Gasson 
belongs, that are in a sense communistic societies where no member 
of it owns or has private property. You might give to the Rev. Father 
Gasson the wealth of the world, and according to his vows he must 
hand it over to the society of which he is a member. They have com- 
munity of goods, and yet you are denounced if vou wish the same 
things. But the Socialist movement does not stand for community of 

l Encyclical on Labor, page 408, Catholic Socialism, by Francesco Nitti, professor of 
political economy at University of Napler 
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goods. So that if the Holy Father denounces community of goods, so 
do I ; and I denounce it as a Socialist. I do not think it would work. 
I can give better arguments, or as good arguments, against it as I 
ever read from anybody else, and there we are. There is the difficulty. 
Clergymen and laymen quoting from the Pope as the authoritative 
head of the Catholic church, quote that statement: that the main tenet 
vf, the Socialist, community of goods, must be utterly rejected, and I 
say if that is the main tenet of the Socialist, it should be rejected. The 
difficulty is that men are confused over the term. I repeat again, that 
the Socialist movement of the world-that is, the distinguishing 
feature of it, whether it is Mohammedan or Pagan, Catholic or Pro- 
testant, or Infidel, in every country, in every country in the world 
where the capitalist system exists, the distinguishing feature of the 
Socialist movement is the demand, not for community of goods, but 
for the collective ownership of the social tools of production and 
distribution. 

Want Social Ownership of Industry. 

But, the gentlemen say, some speaking more or less for the Cath- 
olic church, some for other churches, and for no church, the Socialist 
movement is anti-religious, believes in free love and a few other things. 
Now, I am not a ,free lover, and I am not anti-religious, and even if I 
were, that has nothing to do with my demand for the social ownership 
of industry. One might be led to believe that in order to love your 
wife, you’d have to starve to death together. They say, “Why, your 
leaders are Atheists !” I do not know whether they are or not. Some 
of them may be, some of them are not. Some of them may be Infidels ; 
quite likely some of them are this, and that, and something else. I am 
not in the Socialist movement because someone is an atheist or anything 
else. I might suggest at this juncture that the president of this re- 
public, William Taft, is a Unitarian, and that is from the Catholic 
Church standpoint so dangerously near being an atheist that it takes 
a microscope to see the difference, and that he, this Unitarian, the 
leader of the Republican party, was supported by high prelates of the 
Catholic church, and by many members of that church. 

Now, if you want to judge a man or a party because 
of a leader that is an infidel, how can they explain when President 
Taft denies the trinity, denies the immaculate conception, denies the 
apostolic succession, denies transsubstantiation, denies the divinity of 
Jesus Christ, and yet is elected as the leader of the Republican party 
and in a measure by their votes. If we had up such a man, they’d 
point to him as an atheist. “There’s your leader ! There’s your leader! 
Denies the trinity, denies it all ;” and then we’d have to get around and 
explain that we are not responsible for the private views of individ- 
uals who may be in the community and who may be members of the 
WY. 

Then they say, “Well, that may be all very true, but your party 
distributes literature which defends anti-religion.” Our party is in a 
peculiar position so far as literature is concerned. First of all, we 
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have no power or authority and no desire to restrict people writing, or 
to restrict people from reading anything they please. The Socialist 
movement cannot put any Socialist book on the index ex-purgatork. 
If people want to read it, they read it, so far as we are concerned. 
There are many things written by Socialists with which I absolutely 
disagree. But what they said was their own individual opinions. For 
‘example, Bebel, a leader, at least of the Socialist Party of 
Germany, as clean a man as ever lived, . declared that out of 
all the turmoil of events the future society would establish a sort of 
free relation between the sexes without restriction so far as society or 
other institutions were concerned. It was his personal opinion. I 
disagree with him. Will I be expelled from the party for disagreeing 
with him? Not at all. What we stand for is declared in our plat- 
form, and this declaration does not, and never will stand for that posi- 
tion in my judgment. And I say it, as I have said it before, and said 
it in the highest councils of the party, that that declaration of Bebel’s 
is not only not Socialistic, but anti-Socialistic. I believe that society 
is tending more and more firmly, in this growth of the Socialist move- 
ment, toward the monogamous #family, the single pair; that the familv 
relations, the marriage relations, will be lifted up and purified and 
made more permanent. I say we have a right to be judged by our 
platform. I might declare that on the back part of the moon men 
lived who had feathers instead of hair. Then some persons would run 
up and down the street and say, “This is what the Socialists believe ; 
they *believe that men have feathers instead of hair.” You can see the 
injustice of that. Some of you have had a copy of our platform. That 
is our declaration adopted by a national convention of the party, and 
approved by practically the entire membership of the party, as we run 
our affairs democratically. The only reference made to the subjects 
against which they urge their opposition is this; that we declare reli- 
gion to be a private matter. Let me read you the exact words: 

“The Socialistic party is primarily an economic and political movement. 
It is not concerned with matters of religious belief.” 

Now you may say that we have adopted this as a policy to deceive 
somebody. I was on the committee that considered that matter, the 
platform committee. In the committee I opposed having this in the 
platform, for the reason that I said that it was not required in this 
country. In this country we have a free state and a free church. That 
is the demand of the Socialists in every European country ; just what 
we have here. And I said that it had no place in the platform, but 
others thought it should be put in, and there was a discussion, and 
some wise and otherwise satements were made, and it finally passed, 
and there you are. Now is that a peculiar situation so far as our atti- 
tude is concerned ? Let me show you. Here is a book by Liebknecht. 
You notice that he has whiskers, so did Marx, so has Bebel. I havr 
none-therefore I suppose some people would say I am not in go/,d 
standing. In order to be absolutely right, I suppose I should fol’low 
them in the matter of hirsute appendages. 

Now, here is what Liebknecht says, speaking on the original plat- 
form adopted by the Socialists of Germany in 1875, possibly the first 
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authoritative declaration so far as a platform of the organization was 
concerned, ever issued in the world, and followed by the platform 
adopted at the convention at Erfurt, October 20, I@I. He says this 
as a summary: 

*“Our end is the free democracy with equal economic and political 
rights. The free society of associated labor, the welfare of all is for us the 
one need of the state and society.” 

The’ Right of Private Conscience. 

Now, the platform, the Erfurter platform, as well as the platform 
of Gotha, declares practically as we declare in the matter of religion. 
It declares that “Religion is a private matter.” Can anything be more 
certain than that? That is what we declare for; a free church in a 
free state. This has been obtained here. For that reason, such decla- 
rations are not needed in the platform in this country. They are needed 
there. They even demand secular education in the platform, and pub- 
lic schools. In support of these demands Liebknecht says as follows. 
Now, mark you, this is the German Social-Democracy as it is called in 
Germany, the German Socialist movement; this is its platform, and its 
leader, or rather its spokesman, statin g the reasons for having that in 
the platform. He says: 

**“The following paragraphs have given us much trouble in their 
formulation. To meet the difficulty it was moved to accept the democratic 
demands of the Eisenacher platform: Separation of the church from the 
school and the state. That was quite right in its time, but at present it does 
not comprehend all that we would and must say. In the earlier formulation 
the church is regarded as an institution equal in rank with the state. This 
is not our idea. We go much further: according to our view the church is 
simply a private association. which is controlled by its own iaws, as all 
other private associations are. That is the meaning of the absolute equality 
to which we have here given expression. Therefore we say: ‘The ecclesi- 
astical and religious bodies are to be regarded as private associations.’ And 
in order that the Catholics may not be able to say that we wish to offer 
them violence we have added: ‘Associations which order their affairs 
independently.’ ” 

In relation to secular or public schools, Liebknecht continues: 
“You know how the Social-Democracy is represented as a red specter, 

how the ecclesiastical associations say of US that we are a party of atheists 
and that the Social Democrats would forcibly take religion from every one 
and violentlv crush the church. In order to take the foundation from and to 
break the point of these demagogical slanders and pious falsehoods, we 
state here that the regulation of religious matters lies with each individual. 
and we declare religion to be a private matter. I admit that I struggled 
for snme time ;Ira;nct taking up those p*.:lctical considerations, since their 
meaninp seemed so self-evident in the declaration of the nlatform. The 
Social democracy as such has absolutely nothing to do with ieligion. Every 
man has the right to think and believe what he will, and no one has the 
right to molest-another in his thoughts or beliefs, or to allow any one’s 
opinions to be a disadvantage to him in any way. Opinions and beliefs can 
only be proceeded apainst when they become converted into pernicious and 
unlawful acts. But the opinions and beliefs in themselves must be free. 
We, as Social Democrats, must respect them, and those Social Democrats 
who respect the genuineness and worth of their fellow-men will also avoid 

l “Socialism. What it Is and What it Seeks to .4ccomplish.” By Wilhelm Liebknecht 
l * “Socialism,” by Wilhelm Liebknecht. 
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scoffinn at them. But if it were our dutv to state that we will not rob any 
one of-his religion or hinder him in the exercise thereof. we do not offei 
the church any handle by which it can come into the schools, and therefore 
we say ‘Comp;lsory attendance at public national schools.’ Every child must 
be sent by its parents or relatives to these secular schools, but by virtue 
of the fundamental statement that religion is a private matter, it remains for 
the parents themselves to teach their children, or allow them to be taught, 
in the religion which they choose. At first we thought to expressly state 
this in the platform, hut we found that such a practical commentary did 
not belong there.” 

In the foregoing Liebknecht declares for the separation’ of the 
church from the school and the state. In this country this does not 
applv, for here the public schools are not contrblled by any church, 
and -in this country also the church and state have been separated-a 
condition agreed to practically by all the people. If there are those 
that would like to see church and state re-unite they have the privilege 
of seeking to have it done, but against such a proposition most people, 
including many Catholics, would object. 

As to the schools the position is clear, in the matter of church 
control of the schools-meaning by that the public schools. Lieb- 
knecht declares that no church should control them, but he affirms and 
defends the right of parents to teach their children such religion as 
they, the parents, may wish, and to select such religious teachers as 
they may determine. The consistency of the German Socialist move- 
ment in this particular may be seen by the following facts: 

Socialists and the Jesuits. 

The German Emperor - the Monarchy - is Protestant. Some 
years ago the German government ordered the expulsion of the mem- 
bers of the Society of Jesus, the Catholic order of which the Rev. 
Father Gasson is a member. The Center Party (the Catholic party; 
naturallv sought to remove the ban of expulsion, and in every instance 
the Socialist members of the German parliament have supported this 
demand, because the Socialists affirm religion to be a private matter, 
and the state should not prevent any religious body from having such 
religious teachers as they may desire. 

In the matter of compulsory secular education there was some 
difficulty in this country a few years ago, but the matter appears to 
have been happily adjusted. The state maintains a standard of secular 
education for public schools, which obtains in the private and parochial 
schools, whether they be Catholics, Episcopalians, Lutheran, or any 
other; so that I feel I am correct in saying that in the two particulars 
just treated, the. German demand is essentially for the establishment 
of the relations between the church, the state, and the schools which 
has obtained here. 

It was stated by the Rev. Father Gasson that Socialism would 
result in impairinc the integrity of the individual and of the family 
and of society. What does integritv mean? Integrity has two mean- 
ings. Let me read you the definition of the word given by a professor 
of Oxford university : 



“The condition of having no part or element taken away or wanting. 
Undivided-or unbroken. A complete thing, etc.” 

“In a moral sense-unimpaired moral state, etc.” 

So that integrity covers these two things. When any man speaks 
of integrity, he speaks of a general sense and also of a moral sense. 
We all assume that he meant it in both senses. 

Would the integrity of the individual be impaired by Socialism? 
Perhaps it ,would be by the kind of Socialism. that Father Gasson had 
in mind. I ,do not know. But would it be impaired by a social condi- 
tion in which the social tools of industry belonged to the whole people 
and were operated by them democratically? What would be the 
effect on the individual ? Now, mark you, Socialism does not offer a 
perfect solution, in which all men would be perfect if they got it. 
Socialism merely presents its premise. It is to be the next step in 
the economic progress of the race. It does not assume that under 
Socialism we will all be pure, like Royal Baking Powder. It declares 
that we will be lifted up above the present animal struggle which now 
tends to degrade us. 

Honesty and Modern Business. 

Now, what of the integrity of the individual under this system, 
moral or otherwise? What of the integrity of a man in business? 
What is he to do in order to sustain himself against his competitors ? 
Can a man today in competitive industry sustain himself by being 
absolutely truthful and absolutely honest and absolutely gen- 
erous and charitable ? Can he do it ? Do you know any 
man, any place where you buy anything-tobacco, or beer, or tall hats, 
or chickens, or eggs, or anything else-do you know any man that telk 
vou exactly the truth concerning the things he sells you? No, there is 
tobody. There is none. He doesn’t tell you that that chicken has 
-een dead for years. He doesn’t tell you that the beer that you drank 
; a chemical preparation. He doesn’t tell you that the ten-year-old 
rhiskey was made yesterday. He doesn’t tell you that the all-wool 
uit is made of shoddy. No, he can’t afford to. All you have to do 
3 get the standard of morals of the average business man is to 
ead the advertisements. One declares he sells the best goods at 
he lowest prices in this city. The next fellow in the next column says 
,e sells the best goods at the lowest prices in this city. Now, the two 
,f them can’t do that. One of them must lie. Then, what of capital- 
sts that are in the trusts ? Can they be held up as standards of moral 
ntegrity? Not successfully. No one, not even themselves, believe 
hey are. Do you think that an industrial system that gives to an indi- 
ddual the control of mountains of wealth tends to his moral integrity? 
.iead the reports from society, the daily reports, how they riot in licen- 
.ious luxury ; read King Leopold ; read King Edward ; read about the 
New York and Pittsburg millionaires ; read of all of them. They riot 
aith a mountain of wealth and an excess of luxury, and the excess of 
uxury breeds other excesses. 
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Then read of individuals under this system. The individual work- 
ing girl, the individual workingman. What of their integrity ? The 
Rev. Mr. Myers, a Protestant clergyman in Tremont Temple, made 
certain remarks the other day that you may have read. Hle denounced 
the present conditions and pointed out that it meant the ruin of thou- 
sands of young girls. Eight years ago I made the same statement in 
this hall and was denounced in every newspaper. 

I read in a paper published by the American Suffragist movement 
-not a Socialist paper in any sense-and it said that there were three 
hundred thousand girls required for the white slave traffic. That was 
the number needed in the white slave business. The average life was 
five years; that means sixty thousand girls had to be taken every year 
from the loins of the working class and thrust down into hell in order 
to feed the present capitalist system. 

What of the moral integrity of the individual under this system- 
the individual working man. All you have to do is to see him when 
he applies for a job-this free born American working man, hat in 
hand and with a back looking like the letter “C.” I worked for many 
years in the factory. Sometimes I stood up straight and looked my 
boss in the eye, sometimes I did not. Sometimes you don’t. Do you 
think that it improves your moral integrity to know that this fellow 
over you holds the bread and butter of yourself and your old mother 
and father, and your wife and your children? If you try to look him in 
the eye and say you are a man, he will take the bread out of the 
mouths of those dear to you. 

How Many Family Men? 

And the family ! What of the family today? Let me say to you, 
and say it calmly, and I trust that none will take offence. If they do 
I can’t help it. I have many friends, close friends and dear friends, 
who are members of the Knights of Columbus-the flower of the 
youth of the Catholic church. Some of them are Socialists, a few of 
them at least. Some of them are not. They are still my friends, be- 
cause a man can differ ,from another and still have a little respect for 
him, even though they may be wide apart on many subjects. Let me 
suggest to you, when you may meet the official statistician of that 
society, ask him to ascertain the percentage of its members-and its 
membership is made up of men who are qualified by years and by 
health to be fathers of families-ask them “What percentage are mar- 
ried and have children !,’ Ask them that. They speak of themselves 
as the “Bachelor Club.” There is one council that I know of that 
has three hundred members. Three of the members are Socialists. 
All of the Socialists are married, and .they have a total of twenty-six 
children. Sixty-three per cent of the other members of that council 
are not married, although they are old enough, and are men of health, 
and brain, and years. Talk about breaking up the home ! Who broke 
up their homes ? I tell you it’s the present industrial sy,stem with its 
small wages and want of ec/J.lomic SeCUrity. 
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There is a society here-the Boston Young Men’s Catholic Ass@ 
ciation. They hope to increase their membership, and I trust they 
do, because every member of any church should aid the church organi- 
zations. Take the statistics of how many of them are married, and 
how many of them have children. Now, who broke up their homes ? 
Who broke up the homes of those hundreds of thousands of women 
that are going down into the dark, some night, upon these streets here 
in Boston. Who broke up their homes? Who broke up the homes 
of the two million married women who are working for wages in the 
mills and factories and shops of this country ? Who broke up their 
homes? Who breaks up the homes of that great army of children, 
two million children under sixteen years of age, working for wages? 
\Vho broke up their homes? 

But they say, “I read in the papers where some prominent Social- 
ist, a leader,, was geting a divorce, or being sued in a breach of promise 
case.” “A leading Socialist.” I suggest to you that if any of you 
are unknown and want to get into the lime light, get a divorce or get 
sued for breach of promise, and even though nobody ever heard of 
you before, you are a leader of the Socialist movement. In the last 
ten years there have been one million divorces in ihis country-one 
million! The papers the other day accounted for one of them. What 
about the nine hundred and ninety-nine thousand others ? What of 
them? And mark you, that is breaking up the home legally, as they 
say-it is done in accordance with law. It is in accordance with the 
laws of this state and of the other states that these couples are sepa- 
rated. Now, I am not an anarchist. I believe in obedience to the law. We 
obey the law. So do you. But who passed the law to make it possible for 
individuals to be separated in such quantities and for every sort of 
cause, from cold feet to incompatibility? Who passed that law? The 
Socialists? Did we pass the law ? No. Who did ? The Democrat 
and Republican parties. And vet they denounce us for breaking up 
the home. They urge upon their faithful followers that they vote for 
those parties that have enacted the law by which a million homes have 
been legally broken up in this land in ten years. I suggest it as a 
subject to talk over among yourselves. I did not pass the divorce 
laws of this land, neither did the Socialist movement; and yet they 
blame us for it. \Vhen you have an industrial condition such as we now 
have, where there is the constant competition of the married man and 
the unmarried man of the working class, there are great tendencies 
that operate to break up the home. Lack of employment; the man 
goes off to look for a job; he may never return; he may be beaten 
down to the level of a tramp. His family works along the best they 
can, and are finally absorbed in the night of the working class. Look 
at Lawrence, Lowell, Fall River, and every city. See the homes. See 
the great increase in tenement houses, the 1 inch counter and the lodg- 
ing house. You don’t need to go there. Here in Boston the question 
of families has become a joke upon the stage. All you have to do is 
to go to any theater and you can hear the home spoken of in the most 
insulting manner, and you sit there and applaud. The most mis- 
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erable and insulting jokes, insulting pf the relations that ought to exist 
properly between man and woman. 

Then, too, I might suggest that if you go down to the cafes and 
the hotels, “respectable” and otherwise. tonight, tomorrow night, next 
night, Saturday night, and see the young girls, the young men-1 do 
not want to describe it. You know ‘where the places are. You pass 
them. I trust you do not go in them, but you pass them. If you 
don’t know where they are, somebody can tell you. There is always 
somebody ready to tell you. How do these places exist? How do 
they exist, down in the south end, on Hayward place, on Beach street, 
on Avery place, the north end, the west end, all those places? How 
do they exist there? By the law. Who made the law? Democrat 
and Republican voters. I defy any man, clergyman or other, to pro- 
duce a single man that owns, controls or holds a lease of any of those 
hell holes, to produce a single one that is a Socialist. I further defy 
them to produce a single unfortunate girl that goes in there that is a 
Socialist. And that is not mere belief. That is true. They had bet- 
ter look to themselves. (A voice: “What about the men?“) What 
about the men who go in? Socialists don’t go in. There are not enough 
Socialists to pay for the light. If every Socialist in this city were to 
frequent those places, the total income from them would not pay the 
rent. I would be very glad to have a census taken of those who fre- 
quent these places. I have looked into these places and I have never 
seen a Socialist there. If they do go in, it is to their shame. But 
this is true, that many people go in there, for these places thrive, and 
these places are there because the Democrat and Republican parties 
put them there. And there you are. Integrity of the family! These 
gigantic dens of iniquity that exist under their eyes-and they de- 
nounce us. They say that far off in the future sometime, we threaten 
to disturb the proper relations of the sexes, and they look far off over 
what is going on before their eyes, and see it not. 

The Integrity of Society. 

Then, as to the integrity of society. What of the integrity of 
society today ? Society as a moral affair or a physical thing. What 
of it? Today society is torn into contending factions. Men may try 
to evade it, but it is true. Down at the bottom of it is the great fun- 
damental division between the working class and the capitalist class. 
The Socialists alone regard that division as against the best interests 
of society. Everybody else says it is there but you should not pay 
any attention to it. Socialists point out the fact, and offer a remedy. 
Already there is the.great fundamental division; also there are great 
factions. Capitalist society today is torn into these factions which 
fight each other and war on each other. The dominant faction con- 
sists of those that can get possession of power. For example, the rail- 
roads seek the power to establish higher rates. The men who are 
interested to have their goods carried cheaply fight against the power 
of the railroads to prevent the railroads from using the social power 
to raise rates. Society is torn into myriad factions. Society lacks 
that unity which alone can make society what it should be. Capitalism 
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rends it into warring classes and factions. The Socialist movement 
comes to that society, torn by warring classes and factions, and says 
there is a basis upon which unity is possible. That basis is the collec- 
tive ownership and operation of the tools of industry. Once that is 
established the fundamental division into classes disappears; once that 
is established, the struggles of different groups of capitalists for pos- 
session of the social energy disappear also, and society assumes its 
integrity as a whole, as an entity, by reason of the fact that the cause 
of the division into ,factions and classes has been removed. The 
greatest proposition, the only proposition for the restoration of the 
integrity of society is that made by the Socialist movement. You can 
denounce until the crack of doom; you can denounce classes, you can 
denounce the unhappy conditions, but unless you strike at the cause, 
all your attempts to cure the effects will in the end prove fruitless and 
useless. We point out the fact that the factions and the classes that 
exist in society and that have made all the social fret and turmoil of 
the world are at the base caused by the economic conditions, and by 
making the necessary change, that turmoil and war and division will 
pass away and society will assume its integrity as a whole. 

Then, again, the Rev. Father Gasson says that best Socialists are 
to be found in the orders of the Catholic church. Very good. There 
are many good Socialists in the orders of the Catholic church, and I 
hope their number will increase. .And when I say Socialists, I mean 
my kind, the only kind. There are not fifty-seven varieties. There is 
but one. 

Two Kinds of Materialism. ’ 

Then further he points out, and this is a philosophic discussion, 
that we are based upon materialism; that is, he declares that we affirm 
materialism. Now, there are two kinds of materialism. There is the 
materialism that declares that the earth and universe are made up of 
matter, and that the matter contains inherent force, and that there is 
nothing outside of these forces or things. Now, this is not Socialism. 
For heaven’s sake, don’t say I said that it is. This is what is called 
scientific materialism, that which a lot of philosophers talk about among 
themselves, sometimes write books about, and I am not responsible 
for them. Now that kind of materialism is anti-religious in the sense 
of the spiritual, because it affirms a universal, material force in which 
there is no room ,for spiritual existence. All is force and matter. The 
Socialist position when it affirms the material phase, the economic 
interpretation of history-that does not deal with the question as to 
whether there is a God or not, but deals only with the facts of human 
development and points out that the economic conditions that surround 
the people in any country, and in any period of the world’s history, 
affect them; that it is one of the factors that determine their character. 
The means by which they get their living, their economic environment, 
tends to make their character. That is economic interpretation of his- 
tory. That was called the materialistic conception of history, but that 
is not materialism in the religious sense, and yet religious men deli- 
berately twist the phrase and charge us with denying the possibility of 
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the existence of a spiritual power. There are some Socialists that are 
materialists, no doubt. I am not to blame for their opinions, any more 
than they are to blame for mine. But the Socialist movement does not 
stand for that. If it did it would say so. You can be sure that the 
Socialists of today and of yesterday do not hope to get Socialism sur- 
reptitiously. We do not hold up a little toy and say, “Here it is,” and 
thus lure you into some place you don’t want to go. That is what the 
old parties do. You judge us by the standards that you have followed. 
They hold up a little toy in one hand, and it says on it, “Friends of 
labor,” and with the other they make a big club to come down on your 
head at the first strike. 

I am not a materialist in the religious sense, but I do recognize 
the economic facts that the economic condition at any period of time 
does affect men. Now whether it is the sole factor or not, is not the 
question. I don’t think it is. And that is the Socialist materialism. 
For example, take the war of the Revolution. In so far as we could 
understand, it was to some extent made possible by reason of the 
different economic interests of the king and his supporters and the 
American colonies. John Hancock and some other Americans were 
engaged in the tea business. The English government wanted to get 
the profit. John Hancock used to smuggle in tea. The English govern- 
ment sent over a cargo of tea, and called off the smugglers, and so the 
smugglers started a war, and that is all there is to it, as far as they 
were concerned. Some others fought for principle. And so you could 
go down through the history of this country, and you can find evidence 
that economic conditions of society in this country have affected the 
people. You can find it in the Civil War and conditions before the 
Civil War. The first vessel that carried slaves sailed out of New Eng- 
land. It was called the “Mary and Jesus.” And religious people and 
the clergy were in the slave business. But after a time slavery in the 
North was not as profitable as what was called free labor, so northern 
slave owners sold their slaves to the South, which had also brought in 
other slaves, and then after a time the North went down and took 
that whole business away ,from them, and declared a great moral revo- 
lution. You can understand the Civil War better, the Revolutionary 
War better, all great events in American history better, if you under- 
stand the economic conditions that obtained at each period. And that 
is what the Socialists mean when they talk about historical materialism. 
But the gentlemen on the other side persist in declaring we mean 
materialism in the sense of the philosophers, the old German philosoph- 
ers, and some others who talked about force and matter till your hair 
stood on end. 

In Conclusion. 

There is much more that I could say. I trust that you grasp this 
simple idea that I have framed out, that however many brands of 
Socialism may exist in the mind of any gentleman, to the mind of the 
Socialist there is but one brand, and upon that brand we invite criti- 
cism, and that brand is simply this: the demand for the social owner- 
sfiIp and operation of the social tools of production and distribution. 
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That is Socialism beyond question, and that alone; and that is the dis- 
tinguishing feature of the Socialist movement of the world. If you 
say it means the abolition of private property, I say to you that it 
doesn’t mean it to me. And when in the Pope’s encyclical he affirms 
the value of private property, the necessity of private property, I 
would say to him, “I am a Socialist because I want to be the owner of 
private property.” The present industrial system, the capitalist system, 
so far as the great mass of the working class are concerned, denies this 
right of private property to the working class. The fundamental right 
to private property is based upon labor. A man first of all should 
have the right to the equivalent of the value his labor produces. Deny 
a man the right to what he produces, and you have denied the first 
principle of the right of private property. I believe in private property, 
and recognize that under this system it is for us <imply to work to get 
on Saturday night enough to feed us for the next week in order that 
our energies may be restored, that on the next week we may work 
again. But private property for us does not exist. A few rags, a 
wretched house, a little furniture on the instalment plan, and a wooden 
box when we die. I want private property; I want a home and I want 
a right to live, and I recognize that in order to get these things I must 
own the means of getting them. I cannot produce property alone, for 
the means by which property and wealth are produced, by which I 
could produce property and wealth, are useless so far as I am individ- 
ually concerned. I cannot operate them alone. And thus I join with 
my brothers. I say to them, let us collectively own these things and 
collectively operate them in order that wealth may be increased and 
wealth be returned to us in proportion as we have produced it, in 
order that we may have private property. This is essentially the posi- 
tion of the Socialist movement. I am not misrepresenting it, and I 
trust that sooner or later the world will discuss that demand. I know 
it will, and I know that whether it does or not, it will not deter us 
from advocating it. If we were reduced to one, if in all the world 
there were but one of us, that one would keep that standard of the 
Socialist movement floating in the face of the world. Though he walk 
in’ sorrow, alone, despised, misrepresented, assailed, spat upon, to an 
unknown grave, he would walk to that grave and he would uphold the 
standard and affirm his belief in the final emancipation of the working 
class. The Socialist movement of the world has entered the arena of 
human affairs, and has planted the standard of the emancipation of 
our class from class rule and the ending of the exploitation of man 
by man. And though defeat follows defeat, though our masters and 
our masters’ defenders assail us from every side and every vantage 
point, though our numbers are reduced to the minimum, still we shall 
fight on, for within us is the faith that removes mountains. We have 
within us a conviction that is as irresistible as the rising sun, that the 
time will come-come in our days let us hope, or in the days of our 
children’s chi!dren, when this human society shall not be as now torn 
into classes and contending factions, but will be clasped, regardless of 
race or creed or color, in everlasting and universal solidarity. 
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Words of the Saints 
By Victor L. Berger 

T HE Catholics recently held their 
annual convention in Buffalo, N. 
Y. The Socialists, as usual, were 

bitterly attacked.* 
Several speakers again declared that 

the Socialists were on a LEVEL 
WITH THIEVES because they do 
not recognize the present “legal” 
property system. 

Other speakers, for instance, Arch- 
bishop Messmer, acknowledged that 
Socialism contained “much that is 
good.” But he fiercely assailed the 
plank in the Social-Democratic plat- 
form that “RELIGION IS A MAT- 
TER OF PRIVATE CONCERN.” 
This the archbishop pronounced god- 
less and wicked, and therefore every 
Catholic should fight Socialism. 

* * * 

And before I go any further, I want 
to state again that a fight with the 
Roman Catholic church is disagree- 
able to us, because it brings in the 
element of religion into a purely eco- 
nomic and political matter. I am 
free to say that we would rather run 
away from this fight if we could. 

* * * 

Archbishop Messmer’s argument is 
not hard to answer, because we do 
not yet have any STATE CHURCH 
in America. 

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

* 1906 

, 

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

It has just lost its rule ONCE 
M0R.E IN FRANCE. 

Therefore we should advise the 
archbishop that it would be bet- 
ter for the Roman Catholic church to 
adopt the Social-Democratic princi- 
ple, “Religion is a private affair.” 
This maxim is generally accepted in 
America. 

So much for our friend, the arch- 
bishop. 

* * * 

But to the other brothers in Christ 
who reproach the Socialists with be- 
ing on a “level with thieves” because 
they regard the PRESENT property 
system as UNJUST, ANTI-SOCIAL 
and the source of social disorder, we 
will say this. 

NOT WE, but the capitalists and 
their DEFENDERS stand on a “level 
with thieves.” Capitalist ownership 
is continuous graft and alienation. 
The working people have produced 
the wealth. the capitalists have simply 
CONFISCATED it and are confiscat- 
ing it EVERY DAY. 

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

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

And as soon as this sort of thing 
has gone a little too far for the peo- 
ple to endure, they will surely pro- 
ceed to RESTITUTION. 
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Our opponents, the capitalists, may 
call this “expropriation.” But we 
don’t care what they call it as long as 
it is done. And expropriation also 
sounds well to us. 

Just here I wish to explain that 
the advocates of the new order of so- 
ciety will use the extreme application 
of their principles-that is, the ex- 
propriation of the capitalist class- 
for the GENERAL USE, for collec- 
tive ownership, and NOT to put other 
men personally in possession of land, 
machines and other means of produc- 
tion. * * * 

By the way, in former centuries, the 
holy church often undertook such ex- 
propriation of heretics or those’ who 
did not follow its blessed doctrines. 
And this was done for the PRIVATE 
USE OF LORDS, bishops, cloisters, 
etc: And usually they took away the 
CHILDREN also, after the parents 
had been killed or driven away. 

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

Later on, of course, when in the 
Reformation period the PROTEST- 
ANTS played the SAME GAME 
against the bishops and cloisters, the 
church did curse it as outright rob- 
bery. 

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

In other words, the thing was al- 
ways LEGAL, when it was done by 
the STRONGEST party. And we 
hereby SOLEMNLY PROMISE not 
to undertake any expropriation UN- 
TIL we have the POWER. 

And we will take only “means of 
production” and we will harm no- 
body. 

And after it is done, those of us 
who are pious will, no doubt, thank 
God for it. And the Lord at least 
will be praised any way. 

* * * 
Moreover, we do not have to rum- 

mage the history of former times for 
example and precedents. Even TO- 
DAY expropriations are made by the 
federal, state and city governments, 
when for any reason they are consid- 
ered necessary. 

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

* * * 
St. Luke writes of the Christian 

community at Jerusalem, “And the 
multitude of them that believed were 
of one heart and of one soul; neither 
said any of them that aught of the 
things which he possessed was his 
own. But they had all things in 
common. - Neither was there any 
among them that lacked, for as 
many as were possessors of lands or 
houses sold them, and brought the 
price of the things that were sold, 
and laid them down at the anostles’ 
feet; and DISTRIBUTION was made 
unt3 EVERY MAN ACCORDING 
as he had need.” (ActsIV, 32-35.) 
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Now, that is clear communism. 
If the communists are in need of a 

patron saint, they ought to take St. 
Luke. 

The fathers of the church, St. Chry- 
sostom, St. Hieronymus, St. Basil, St. 
Gregory, St. Clement, and St. Am- 
brose express themselves with equal 
clearness. 

“It is not without reason,” says 
Hieronymus, “that the gospel calls 
earthly riches ‘unrighteous mammon,’ 
since they have their source in injus- 
tice, FOR ONE CANNOT POS- 
SESS THEM EXCEPT THROUGH 
THE RUIN OF OTHERS. It is 
even a common saying that they who 
possess them are rich only through 
their own injustice or the injustice of 
those whose heirs they are.” (Works 
of St. Hieronymus, published by Ma- 
longues, Paris, 1678.) 

St. Chrysostom denounces the grain 
usurers. 

“The land lay dry, parched by the 
sun, the fruits could not grow, fam- 



ine threatened. Suddenly black clouds 
rolled up, it rained, deliverance came, 
every one rejoiced-except one rich 
man. When he was asked the rea- 
son, he said: ‘I had stored up ten 
thousand bushels of wheat, and now I 
do not know what to do with it. 

“Does he not deserve to be quar- 
tered as an enemy of the commun- 
ity?” asked St. Chrysostom. 

* * * 
And the good saint is no less rad- 

ical where he speaks of property in 
general: 

“For one to use his property only 
for himself is to rob the poor of it, 
that is, to PLAY THE ROBBER 
with the property of another, and 
subject himself to all the penalties 
which threaten him who steals. What 
thou mayest keep for thyself is that 
which is really necessary, the rest be- 
longs to the poor. It is his proper- 
ty and not thine.” (St. Chrysostom, 
Bibliothek der Kirchenvaeter, Vol. 19, 
Pages 27, 35, 44 51, and 52.) 

St. Gregory says, “The earth is the 
common property of all men; it is 
vain for those to think themselves in- 
nocent who appropriate to themselves 
alone the wealth which God gave to 
all men in common. When they do 
not share with others what they have 
received they become man-slayers.” 
(“Des Soins et des Devoirs des Pas- 
teur-s,” XXI, pages 303 and 3o4, Lyon, 
1682.) 

Pope Basil the Great proclaimed 
these truths: 

“Art thou not a thief, thou who ap- 
propriatest to thyself that which thou 
hast only received in order to distrib- 
ute it? If  he is called a thief who 
takes one piece of clothing, can any 
other name be given to him who, 
seeing before him a naked man, can 
clothe him, and yet leaves him naked? 
The rich have just got into their pos- 
session the COMMUNAL WEALTH 
and make of it PRIVATE PROP- 

ERTY.” (Sur 1’Avarice by Victor 
Meunier, page 23.) 

No Socialist could speak with more 
fervor. 

* * * 
St. Clement makes communism or 

communistic ownership an article of 
faith when he says: 

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

Now, that is a good deal more than 
any Social-Democrat ever asked. 

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

“God created all things to let every 
one enjoy them and to make the 
earth the nronertv of all. NATURE 
originated-COMMUNIST right, and 
it is force which has produced the 
rights of property. Since the earth 
was given to all in common, no one 
can call himself the owner of what 
exceeds his natural needs; what is 
over and above this, he has alienated 
from society.” (St. Ambrose, Sermon 
64 on Luke, Chap. 16.) 

* * * 
Well, this is a small selection from 

the writings of men who lived in 
ages when the “rights of property” 
had not by far such ruinous conse- 
quences for the masses of the peo- 
ple as in this century of “culture and 
civilization.” 

And we ask the archbishop, who 
has studied church history, and 
knows his saints as well as we do, 
whether we have not quoted them 
correctly? 

Let him show us one single mis- 
quotation, and we will buy a five-pound 
candle at Candlemas for the Capuchin 
church, to be lit before the statue of 
the saint that we have misquoted. 

And of this be sure, dear Christians 
-these saints, if they were living to- 
day, would be Socialists. 
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Socialist Party Platform 
Adopted by the National Convention, May, Igo& and by Membership 

Referendum August 8th, 1908. =\mended by Referendum September 7th, 
1909. 

Principles 
Human life depends upon food,, clothing and shelter. Only with these 

assured are freedom, culture and hrgher human development possible. To 
produce food, clothing or shelter, land and machinery a,re needed. Land 
alone does not satisfv human needs. Human labor creates machinerv and 
applies it to the land-for the production of raw materials and food. -Who- 
ever has control of land and machinery creates human labor, and with it 
human life and liberty. 

Today the machinery and the land used for industrial purposes are 
owned. by a rapidly increasing minority. So lonp as machinery is simple 
and easily handled by one man, its owner cannot dominate the sources of 
life of others. But when machinery becomes more complex and expensive, 
and requires for its effective operation the organized efforts of many work- 
ers, its influence reaches over the wide circles of life. The owners of such 
machinery become the dominant class. 

In proportion as the number of such machine owners compared to all 
other classes decrease, their power in the nation and in the world increases. 
They bring ever larger masses of working people under their control, re- 
ducing them to the point where muscle and brain are their only productive 
property. Millions of formerly self-employing workers thus become the 
helpless wage slaves of the industrial masters. 

As the economic Dower of the ruling class grows it becomes less useful 
in the life of the nation. All the useful work of the nation falls upon the 
shoulders of the class whose only property is its manual and mental labor 
power-the wage worker-or of the class who have but little land and little 
effective machinery outside of their labor power-the small traders and 
small farmers. 
parasitic. 

The ruling minority is steadily becoming useless and 

A bitter struggle over the division of the products of labor is waged 
between the exploiting nropertied classes on the one hand and the ex- 
ploited propertyless class on the other. In this struggle the wage working 
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 determined and irreconcilable 
antagonists of the ruling class. They suffer most from the curse of class 
rule. The fact that a few capitalists are permitted to control all the 
country’s industrial resources and social tools for their individual profit, 
and to make the production of the necessaries of life the obiect of com- 
petitive private enterprise and speculation is at the bottom of all the social 
evils of our time. 

In snite of the organization of trusts. ~001s and combinations. the 
capitalists are powerless- to reaulate production for social enhs. Industries 
are laraelv conducted in a nlanless manner. Through periods of feverish 
activity’the strength and health of the workers are- mercilessly used up, 
and during periods of enforced idleness the workers are frequently reduced 
to starvation. 

The climaxes of this system of production are the regularly recurring 
industrial depressions and crises which paralyze the nation every fifteen 
or twenty years. 

The capitalist class, in its mad race for profits, is bound to exploit the 
workers to the very limit of their endurance and to sacrifice their physical. 
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moral and mental welfare to its own insatiable greed. Capitalism keeps 
the masses of workingmen in proverty, destitution, physical exhaustion and 
ignorance. It drags their wives from their homes to the mill and factory. 
It snatches their children from the playgrounds and schools and grinds their 
slender bodies and unformed minds into cold dollars. It disfigures, maims 
and kills hundreds of thousands of workinvmen annually in mines, on rail- 
roads 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 oav all organs of the nublic oowers, oublic mind and nublic .< 
conscience. They c%ntrol the dominant- parties -and, through them, the 
elected public officials. They select the executives, bribe the lgislatures 
and corrupt the courts of justice. They own and censor the press. They 
tinminate the educational institutions. They own the nation politically 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 abolishing the 
capitalist system. But in abolishin g the present system, the workingmen 
will free not only their own class, but also all other classes of modern 
society. The small farmer, who is today exploited by large capital more 
indirectly but not less effectively than is the wage laborer; the small manu- 
facturer and trader. who is engaged in a desperate and losing struggle for 
economic independence in the face of the all-conquering dower f con- 
centrated 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 means 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 without conauering the political power and substituting col- 
lective for private ownership of the land and means of production used for 
exploitation. 

The basis .for such transformation is rapidly developing within present 
capitalist society. The factory system, with its complex machinery and 
minute division of labor, is rapidly destroving all vestiges of individual 
production in manufacture. Modern production is already very largely a 
collective and social process. The great trusts and monopolies which have 
sprung up in recent years have organized the work and management of the 
principal industries on a national scale, and have fitted them for collective 
use and operation. 

There can be no absolute private title to land. All private titles, 
whether called fee simple or otherwise, are and must be subordinate to the 
public title. The Socialist Part v strives to prevent land from being used 
for the purpose of exploitation and speculation. It demands the collective 
possession, control or management of land to whatever extent may be 
necessary to attain that end. It is not opposed to the occupation and uos- 
session of land by those using it in a useful and bona fide manner without 
exploitation. 

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

In the struggle for freedom the interests of all modern 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 workers of 
the world. 

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

Program 
As measures calculated to strengthen the working class in its fight 

for the realization of this ultimate aim, and to increase its power of re- 
sistance against capitalist oppression, we advocate and pledge ourselves and 
our elected officers to the following program: . 

GENERAL DEMANDS 

r-The immediate government relief for the unemployed workers by 
building schools, by reforesting of cutover and waste lands, by reclamation 
of arid tracts, and the building of canals, and by extending all other useful 
public works. All persons employed on such works shall be employed 
directly by the government under an eight-hour work-day and at the 
prevailing union wages. The government shall also loan money to states 
and municipalities without interest for the purpose of carrying on public 
works. It shall contribute to the funds of labor organizations for the pur- 
pose of assisting their unemployed members, and shall take such other 
measures within its power as will lessen the widespread misery of the 
workers caused by the misrule of the capitalist class. 

z-The collective ownership of railroads, telegraphs, telephones, steam- 
boat lines and all other means of social transportation and communication. 

S-The collective ownership of all industries which are organized on a 
national scale and in which competition has virtually ceased to exist. 

d-The extension of the public domain to include mines, quarries, oil 
wells, forests and water power. 

S-The scientific reforestation of timber lands, and the reclamation of 
swamp lands. The land so reforested or reclaimed to be permanently re- 
tained as a part of the public domain. 

6-The absolute freedom of press, speech and assemblage. 

INDUSTRIAL DEMANDS 

T-The improvement of the industrial condition of the workers. 
(a) By shortening the workday in, keeping with the increased pro- 

ductiveness of machinery. 
(b) By securing to every worker a rest period of not less than a day 

and a half in each week. 
(c) By securing a more effective inspection of workshops and factories. 
(d) By forbidding the employment of children under sixteen years 

of age. 
(e) By forbidding the interstate transportation of the products of child 

labor, of convict labor and of all uninspected factories. 
(f) By abolishing official charity and substituting in its place com- 

pulsory insurance against unemployment, illness, accidents, invalidism, old 
age and death. 

POLITICAL DEMANDS 

B-The extension of inheritance taxes, graduated in proportion to the 
amount of the bequests and to the nearness of kin. 

g-A graduated income tax. 
I-Unrestricted and equal suffrage for men and women, and we pledge 

ourselves to engage in an active campaign in that direction. 
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II-The initiatrve and referendum, proportional representation and the 
right of recall. 

rz-The abolition of the senate. 
q-The abolition of the power usurped by the supreme court of the 

United States to pass upon the constitutionality of legislation enacted by 
congress. National laws to be repealed or abrogated only by act of con- 
gress or by a referendum of the whole people. 

I+--That the constitution be made amendable by majority vote. 
Is-The enactment of further measures for general education and for 

the conservation of health. The bureau of education to be made a depart- 
ment. The creation of a department of public health. 

r6-The separation of the present bureau of labor from the department 
of commerce and labor, and the establishment of a department of labor. 

r7-That all judges be elected by the people for short terms, and that 
the power to issue injunctions shall be curbed by immediate legislation. 

r8-The free administration of justice. 
Such measures of relief as we may be able IO force from capitalism are 

but a preparation of the workers to seize the whole power of government, 
in order that they may thereby lay hold of the whole system of industry 
and thus come to their rightful inheritance. 
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