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Supreme Court’s Decision Makes 
Constitution Another ” Scrap 

of Paper,” Debs Wires 
By EUGENE V. DEBS 

TERRE HAUTE, Ind., March IO.-The decision is perfectly 
consistent with the character of the Supreme Court as a ruling 
class tribunal. It could not have been otherwise. So far as I 
am personally concerned, the decision is of small consequence. 
But there is an issue at stake of vital interest to the American 
people. It involves the fundamental right of free speech. With- 
out this our boasted freedom is a delusion and a farce. 

The Supreme Court has dodged the issue. It has held the 
Espionage law valid without affirming its constitutionally. The 
real issue before the court was the constitutionality of the act. 
This issue the Supreme Court did not dare to decide. What the 
Supreme Court did decide is, that the constitution is another 
“scrap of paper.” 

Great issues are not decided by courts, but by the people. I 
have no concern in what that coterie .of begowned corporation 
lawyers in Washington may decide in my case. The court of final 
resort is the people, and that court will be heard from in due time. 

The decision just rendered places the United States where old 
Russia under the Czar left off. It is good for at least a million 
Bolshevist recruits in this country. 

1 stand by every word of the Canton speech. Tthe Supreme 
Court to the contrary notwithstanding the Espionage iaw is per- 
fectly infamous, and a disgrace as well, to the capitalist despotism 
at whose behest it was enacted. 

Sixty years ago the Supreme Court affirmed the validity of 
the Fugitive Slave law to save chattel slavery. Five years later 
that infamous institution was swept from the land in a torrent 
of blood. I despise the Espionage law with every drop of blood 
in my veins, and I defy the Supreme Court and all its powars of 
capitalism to do their worst. 

All hail to the workers of America and the world! 

The day of emancipation is dawning. 



X0-l-l. NEARING’S SUMMING UP OF HIS CASE 

[In August 1917, Scott Nearing wrote a pamphlet called “The Great 
Madness,” setting forth his views on the war that America entered a 
few months before. In April 1918 he and the American Socialist Spciety, 
which had published the pamphlet, were indicted under the Espionage 
Act. The case was not tried until February 1919. The trial resulted 
in the acquittal of Scott Nearing.1 

“Gentlemen, I am on trial here before you charged iith 
obstructing the recruiting and ienlistment of the service, to the 
injury of the service, and with attempting and causing insubor- 
dination, disloyalty, mutiny and the refusal of duty within the 
the military and naval forces. 

That is the charge of the indictment and that is the charge 
upon which I am being tried. 

The prosecution has not been able to show a single instance 
in which recruiting was obstructed. They have not been able to 
show a single instance in which insubordination, disloyalty, and 
refusal of duty were caused. 

It has been seventeen or eighteen months since “The Great 
Madness” was published. During that time there have been 
about nineteen thousand copies of it loose in the country, and the 
prosecution was unable to bring before you a single instance 
where these things have actually occurred. 

How then, do they se.ek to make out their case? Mr. Barnes 
said, in his opening : 

It is not necessa’ry for the Government to show that there was 
an actual obstruction in the sense of a physical obstruction; it 
is not necessary for the Government to show actual mutiny 
and disloyalty, but the publication of this book in itself is suffi- 
cient to result in a conviction.” 

In other words the Government maintains that the publica- 
tion of the book, and by their surrounding evidence is sufficient 
to warrant a conviction. 

So that the only act that is alleged against me is an expression 
of my opinions : writing in this book and expressing my opinions 
on the St. Louis proclamation, of the Socialist Party platform. 

The act and the intent are both to be construed from my 
expressions of opinion. It has not been shown that I obstructed 
enlistment, that I told men not to enlist, it has not been shown 
that I went among soldiers and asked them to mutiny, or to be 
disloyal or to refuse to perform their duty. None of these things 
are shown. 

I am charged with writing and having sent ‘that writing to a 
publisher and had it published. 
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1 am charged, furthermore, with expressing further and other 
opinions in the pamphlet on militarism and in certain other ways, 
so that the whole crime of which I am supposed to be-according 
to the prosecution’s case-guilty, the whole crime consists in 
my expression of opinion, and the intent which they propose to 
show, both arising out of my discussion of public questions. 

Now as to this book, you have heard it read or have read it, 
and I suppose all of you have or will have copies. 

This book was written in order to present a view held by many 
people-held by me among that number-on the greatest public 
question that has come before the American people, I suppose, 
since the Civil War. 

It is a book written on the greatest issue that we have viewed 
in our generation. It was written openly, sent to a publisher, 
sent to Washington and copyrighted and sent through the mails 
throughout August, September, October, November, December, 
January, February and March and until the indictment was found 
in April. 

During all of those nine months, this pamphlet went through 
the mails, and as some of you know, the Post Office Departmenr 
has been very rigorous in enforcing its decisions with regard to 
unmailable matter; and all through those nine months that pam- 
phlet went through the mail and it was never once stopped to 
our knowledge. It was copyrighted, it was sent through the 
mails for nine months, it was sold openly in the i&and Schoo: 
bookstore and in other parts of the United States. So far as I 
know (and I am in touch with the situation),it never was given 
away, but sold for ten cents, openly, withcut any attempt at 
concealment. 

In other words, gentlemen, I took on this great public ques- 
tion, a certain position; I presented my views in this book, and 
I am indicted for writing the book because the prosecution al- 
leges it caused-it was an obstruction or it caused, or it wa$ an 
attempt to cause disloyalty and mutiny. Therefore if I am con- 
victed under this indictment I will be convicted for an expression 
of my opinions. There is no other evidence before you except 
my opinions. 

The District -4ttorney has not shown a single act except those 
involved in the expression of an opinion, either on the witness 
stand or in the various writings of mine which he has brought 
before you. 

So that by convicting me for writing this book you convict 
me for public discussion, and you draw my intent from my dis- 
cussion. On the same ground I think all of the opponents of any 
administration during the war might be convicted for opposing 
in any way the administration, because in opposing the adminis- 
tration, any opposition to it tends to dampen the ardor, and to 
hold back and to check enthusiasm. 

All through my life, I have been interested in preserving the 
institutions of democracy. That has been one of the things, 
as I tried to point out on the witness stand, that seem to me 
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fundamentally important. I believe that democracy is a better 
form of social organization than aristocracy, or monarchy or 
any other form of government that the world has ever known. 
Discussion is one of the purposes of democracy. Democracy 
means that a people talking a question over, thinking it out and 
reaching a decision upon it, may then register that decision. 

The only way to have intelligent public opinion is to have 
discussion, and the moment you check discussion you destroy 
democracy. 

When any administration, whether in Russia or Germany or 
England or the United States, stops discussion and puts its 
opponents in jail, that act has destroyed the institution of democ- 
racy because democracy rests on discussion ; and the only way in 
which we can preserve democracy is to reserve to every citizen 
of the democracy, the right to express the convictions that he 
has: the right to be right and the right to be wrong. 

The Constitution does not guarantee us only the right to be 
correct, we have a right to be honest and in error. And the 
views that I have expressed in the pamphlet I expressed hon- 
estly. I believe they are right. The future will show whether 
or not I was correct-but under the law, as I understand it, 
and under the Constitution as I understand it, every citizen in 
this country has a right to express himself on public questions, 
subject always to the law, subject always to the limitations 
which the law prescribes, has a right to express himself on pub- 
lic questions. 

The moment any administration enters and shuts down that 
right, that moment democracy ceases to exist. 

Now the principal question that enters into this thing is the 
question of intent. Mr. Stedman, I imagine, will talk to you 
about the law, or about the legal consideration, and the Judge, 
I believe will charge you with regard to the legal aspect of the 
problem of intent. 

I am not a lawyer, and I cannot speak to you regarding the 
legal phases of the case, but I should like to say a few words 
about this problem of intent. 

We have tried to produce evidence to prove to you that for 
the last twelve or fifteen years I have been a student of the 
institutions, standards and ideals of American life. Ever 
since the time that I entered college and indeed from the time 
I was in High School, I have been profoundly interested in seeing 
certain things done in the United States. I wanted to see liberty 
first, because I believe liberty is fundamental in society ; then I 
wanted to see justice. I wanted to see that people got oppor- 
tunity, that the boys and girls that were born had a chance to 
be well born and well brought up. 

And during these twelve or fifteen years I have been busy 
with that problem; that has been the thing to which I have de- 
voted all of my life thus far; that is the thing in which I have 
been profoundly interested-profoundly interested because I 
came to the belief many years ago that with the resources of 
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America and the opportunities in America we could have a very 
much finer and a very much higher standard of life here than 
we actually have. 

My studies and my investigations have led me to certain con- 
clusions: for example, I believe that economic forces are funda- 
mental forces. I tried to point that out in the course of my 
testimony. Just as plants in a garden draw their nourishment 
from the dirt, so men and women in a society draw their life 
from economic sources. They eat, they wear clothes, they live 
in their houses, and every time that the sun rises they have got 
to do those things. They are thrown back to that life. In the 
garden you get roses, you get lettuce and turnips and fruits of 
almost all kinds-all products out of the same dirt. 

And so in society you get different minds, different thoughts, 
different ideas, different standards of life, and they all reach 
back to the same dirt: to the food, clothing, shelter, and the 
necessary economic things of life. 

If you cannot get these economic necessaries you cannot live. 
Therefore, in that sense, economics is fundamental in the minds 
of people, so fundamental that all through history, people have 
fought over the river valleys, over the choice sections of the 
earth; so important that today in the United States forty mil- 
lion people are engaged in gainful occupations, working for a 
living, because without work we cannot live; without an eco- 
nomic background to our life we cannot get anywhere. 

I believe that those economic forces which are so fundamental 
have always shown themselves in society, in struggles between 
the possessors and the dispossessed. Whoever possesses the re- 
sources and the economic opportunities controls the means of 
life. 

In the early years of American life, where every man prac- 
tically had a farm, or an opportunity to get one, economic oppor- 
tunity was widely distributed and resources were free. You 
could go out to the border, to the edge of civilization, out to the 
frontier world and take a farm or take a piece of land. 

About 1890 the resources in this country were exhausted. 
There were no more free resources. All the important timber, 
all the important minerals, all the important parts of the earth, 
practically, were taken up; and from that time until this, we 
have seen a gradual widening chasm between those who pos- 
sess the necessities and those who do not. 

When the Constitution of the United States was drafted, 
Madison, Jefferson and other men, saw the danger, and they 
tried to provide against it. They were not successful. At the 
present time the ownership of most of the United States is in 
the hands of a tiny percentage of people. And here in the city 
of New York where the land alone is worth five thousand mil- 
lions of dollars, the improvements three billions more, where 
we have over four billions of dollars in our banks, savings banks 
and others, four billion five hundred millions of bank deposits 
in this city, and the Board of Education and the United States 
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Food Administration report 280,000 children in the schools in- 
adequately nourished to such an extent that their health is in- 
jured. Twenty-one and one-half out of every hundred children in 
the city of New York are seriously underfed. In this same city 
we have people with incomes of five hundred thousand and a 
million dollars a year. P,eople who could live on five thousand 
or ten thousand dollars, and have all the comforts and luxuries, 
-the simple luxuries of life. 

Here we have on one hand a quarter of a million hungry chil- 
dren, land on the other hand, half a billion wealth in the hands 
of the few. 

Lincoln, in speaking against Judge Douglass in 1858 on the 
slavery issue, said that no order of society can last, in which 
one man can say to another man, “You work and toil and earn 
bread, and I will eat it.” Now, that is the society that we have 
established: one man works for his living, another man owns 
property and from the rent and interest and dividends which he 
gains out of his property ownership, he lives without work, if 
he desires. 

And another man creates the shoes and the clothes and the 
food and the other good things that he uses, and he has those 
things, possesses them, enjoys them, without himself ever raising 
a finger to toil. 

At the present time there are people at Palm Beach who have 
never worked for their living. They are down there living ex- 
travagantly and enjoying the soft breezes, getting strength and 
health. 

There are men and women here in New York who have work,ed 
all their lives. They have been honest and sober and tried to 
bring up families and today they cannot pay the landlord and the 
grocer and the butcher and keep their children healthy under this 
capitalistic system, although they are sober, earnest and honest, 
industrious people. All of it due to the fact of the economic 
system under which they are living. The wages that they get 
are not sufficient to buy the necessaries of life, as I tried to point 
out on the stand in my discussion of the wage problem. 

On the other hand there are people-these people who live in 
ease, comfort and luxury, who have never raisd a finger to pro- 
duce one solitary article of food, clothing or shelter, or luxury 
or any comforts. This is so all the time and my studies have 
taught me that these conditions exist. You know them. No 
one who has read or thought about the conditions in the United 
States but what knows that those conditions are true, and I say 
to you gentlemen that as long as those things are true, just so 
long will it be impossible for us to have stable peace and order 
in our society. 

No person is more anxious than I to have an ordered, well 
conducted society, but I do not believe that it is possible to 
maintain order in society where one man or one group of men 
living without labor, luxuriously, and another man, or group of 
men, in spite of their most earnest efforts, are unable to provide 
their families with the necessaries of life. 
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In the past this same question has been raised and in the past 
men have come to the decision-and I coincide with that decision 
-that the only way in which we can have justice in the world 
is to have economic justice. And economic justice is only possible 
where the majority and not the minority, controls the necessaries 
of life. 

If democracy means anything, it means that the majority of 
people control the conditions of their own life. In the United 
States, a tiny minority controls economic affairs. And so long 
as one small group of men own the jobs, own the products, and 
own the surpluses of industry, so long will the majority be un- 
able to secure justice. And that is why I beslieve that the major- 
ity of people must control in industry and economic affairs as 
they are controlling in the political affairs. That is why I be- 
lieve that we must have industrial democracy as well as political 
democracy. 

Now I say this, that all of these years I have been studying 
such problems, and I have reached those conclusions. My say-so 
on that is of no importance. The existence in New York and 
other American cities of starving children side by side with 
fabulous wealth, and idle people, is the thing that should be of 
‘profound concern to every person who lives, or rather to the 
future of the society in which we live. 

At various times, as we pointed out, I have written down my 
conclusions in books. We had here the other day a set of those 
books. Some of them are purely statistical, full of tables and 
figures. Some of them are text books, some are pamphlets 
like this “Great Madness.” 

Whenever I collected together a great body of information 
which seemed to me to be important, I embodied it into a book, 
published it, and in some cases I published it at my own expense, 
Statistical books are extremely expensive, and if you sell one 
thousand copies of a statistical book you are doing very well. 
Publishers won’t take them, and authors have to pay the bill. 

I published those books because I felt that as a teacher, I had 
a certain obligation to the community that paid my salary. I 
was working in the State, or a semi-State University. I was 
working at a comparatively easy job. I had three months’ vaca- 
tion in the summer time. I had leisure during the year, and I 
employed that leisure in working over social problems. 

I believe that whenever any person gets anything that might 
be of value to the other people in the community, that it is his 
obligation to turn that thing over to the community, whether 
he is a scientist in physical science, or a bacteriologist, a chemist 
or a scientist in social science, economics, or sociology. When 
a man discovers a method of separating milk, or for destroying 
the bacteria, harmful bacteria in milk, or when he discovers a 
method of checking influenza, or overcoming tuberculosis, and 
gives it to the world, the world acclaims the gift, and its giver. 

And so when a man discovers, or so-called science discovers 
a method that will make people happier, give them more oppor- 
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tunity, a greater liberty to enjoy more social justice, I believe 
he has got exactly the same obligation to state what he has 
found. If they agree with him, well and good, if they don’t agree 
with him, he goes on to his own scientific problems. 

I said there on the witness stand that’ five of these books 
dealt with distribution: a book on wages, a book on the standard 
of living, a book on the cost of living, a book on income and a 
book on the anthracite industry. 

When I published those books I knew that no man could take 
a stand that I took in those books, and hold a job in I;Ln Ameri- 
can University; and I published them because I wanted the 
American people to know the truth about the most fundamental 
economic questions before them today: the question of the dis- 
tribution of wealth. 

We have liearned how to produce wealth in large quantities, 
but we haven’t yet learned how to distribute it, and I wanted 
the American people to know the results of my studiew and re- 
searches regarding the distribution of wealth. 

I published those books, and as we mutually agreed, and I said 
in the course of my direct examination on the stand, the uni- 
versity and I parted company. I then went out to Toledo. After 
I had been there a year and a half the question of preparedness 
came up. I regarded the question of preparedness as a question 
of fundamental importance to society. I knew who was behind 
the preparedness campaign. I knew that no man could hold a 
job in the American universities and take the stand that I took 
on the preparedness issue. I wrote the “Germs of War” and 
went all over the United States, speaking on preparedness, and 
speaking against preparedness. I spoke in favor of a movement 
of preparedness that I believed will alone safeguard business and 
justice among men. 

The Toledo University and I parted company. Then we en- 
tered the war, and I saw what I believed to be a great menace 
to the liberties of the American people, namely: the growing 
power of the pultocracy, the growing power which it was gain- 
ing through the war, and so I wrote this book on the “Great 
Madness” in order to try to point out to the American people 
exactly what w.as happening. 

If you will notice, the book is not a denunciation of our 
society, it is not a denunciation of our Government, it is an 
exposition of certain events in terms of their economic signifi- 
cance. I tried to show how the economic control of the country 
and the resources is manifesting itself all through the social 
structure. I published that book, and here we are. 

For fifteen years I have been speaking and writing and stat- 
ing my views on public questions. I have stated it openly, I have 
statmed it as honestly as I could state it. I stated it to the Uni- 
versity of Pennsylvania, and I stated it at the University of 
Toledo, and I have stated it since I left the University of Toledo. 

If I had intended to obstruct recruiting or enlistments, if 
I had intended to interfere with the prosecution and carrying 
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on of the administrative policies of the navy and army, either 
by creating insubordination and mutiny, or otherwise, I should 
have said so: I should not have written a fifty-page pamphlet 
and sold it for ten cents each ; I should have gone out and told 
the soldiers so, and I should have told the prospective soldiers 
so. Never in my life have I gone out and done anything ii.- 
directly. If I have wanted to say a thing, I have said it. If I 
have wanted to present a matter I have presented it, and taken 
the consequences. If I had wished in this case to obstruct or 
to interfere, I should have obstructed and interfered and taken 
the consequences. 

The District Attorney took considerable pains to prove to 
you that I am a Socialist. He asked me questions about the 
St. Louis Platform. He asked me questions about the Socialist 
Party Platform; many questions, in order to prove that I am 
a Socialist. I am a Socialist. 

I want to tell you something about what that means. In the 
first place, I am an internationalist; that is, I believe in the 
brotherhood of all men. In the language of the Declaration of 
Independence, I believe that all men are created equal, that they 
have certain rights to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. 
That holds true of the man that lives next door to me, and it 
holds true of the man that lives in South Africa, and the man 
that lives way over in Asia. I believe in the Brotherhood of 
Man. 

I believe that ultimately the whole world will be federated 
together, just as these United States are federated together. 
There was a time in the United States when a man that lived in 
Georgia or Virginia, or New York, was perfectly willing to 
quarrel with a man who lived in Pennsylvania or Massachusetts 
or in New Hampshire. If you asked a man a hundred and fifty 
years ago where he was from, he said, “I am from Virginia”; 
“I am from Pennsylvania.” He now states, “I am from the 
United States,” not, “I am from the American colonies.” He 
was a Virginian first and an American second. But that time 
has passed. 

Today America is kept first, and Pennsylvania second. And 
the time will come when the man from North America and the 
man from Europe and the man from Africa will say, “I am a 
member of the human race.” The human race has certain com- 
mon interests, certain common obligations, and first among them 
is the recognition of the fact of the universal brotherhood of 
all men. 

I am from the United States? Yes. I am from New York? 
Yes. I am from Buffalo? Yes. I have a home in Buffalo? Yes. 
I am loyal to my home? Yes. To Buffalo. Yes. To New York? 
Yes. To the United States? Yes. And I am also loyal to my 
fellow brother man. 

In other words, we Socialists look forward to a thing and 
certainly we are not alone in looking that way. There are others 
who are not Socialists who agree with us in this. W.e look for 
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ward to the time when the peoples of all the world will join 
hands in common brotherhood. And when we say we are inter- 
nationalists, that is what we mean. A man, yes, outside the 
boundaries of certain nations, but within the greater boundaries 
of the world, he is within the boundaries of the whole world, 
and he is a member of the human race. And we are interna- 
tionalists, in the sense that we believe in our obligations to our 
human brothers, and that they are the supreme obligations of 
the world. 

That does not make us any less loyal to our homes, to our 
cities or our nations, but it does give us a larger and a more 
comprehensive loyalty. 

In the second place, believing that, I believe that we can do 
the things that are necessary to bring human brotherhood into 
reality. 

What are the facts of international life? Education interna- 
tionalizes, science internationalizes, commerce internationalizes, 
industry internationalizes, the processes and the methods of 
ideas, arts and letters and life, all internationalize. What then 
stands in the way of human brotherhood? Why, the thing that 
stands in the way is that fragment of capitalism that still re- 
mains. That fragment is nationalism. 

And in every nation, as I tried to point out in my testimony, 
there is a little coterie of men or interests who find it to their 
profit to keep national animosities alive. The peoples of the 
world have no animosities one against the other, but the rulers 
of the world fan those animosities into flame. Religious hatred, 
class antagonism, national feeling are kept boiling and stirring 
in men’s souls. 

You go to a restaurant, or you go to the shop or you go out on 
the street, and you will sit down together with Irish and Austrian, 
Italian and Slovak, side by side, elbow to elbow. The peoples of 
the world have nothing against one another, the peoples of the 
world have more in common than they have in opposition. It is 
the economic barrier, it is the economic division lines that create 
the difficulty. 

And we Socialists, or I, rather, am interested-and that is the 
reason I am a Socialist-in destroying those economic division 
lines. How can that be done? I believe there is only one way, 
I believe that the only way to destroy these economic barriers 
and make international life a reality, is to give to those 
who work the full product of their labor. Instead of having a 
man work for a part of what he creates, turning the other part 
over in the form of interest, rent and dividends to owners of the 
job, I believe that the worker, the man or woman who was ren- 
dering a socially useful service should get the full value of his 
product. Then there would not be any surplus to invest in foreign 
markets, and in foreign opportunities. Then there would not be 
any surplus to be used by private individuals in the development 
of Mexico or China or Argentine. 

You say then that those countries would develop more slowly. 
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Perhaps. But when they did develop it would come from within 
those countries and it would be for the benefit of those countries 
and not for the benefit of some foreign capitalist. 

I believe we will never solve our international differences suc- 
cessfully until we have taken out of the hands of individuals the 
right -to invest surplus, the right to utilize vast quantities of 
wealth in the way that will create friction and ultimately inter- 
national dissension and war between the different groups of peo- 
ples. Therefore, I am in favor of having the workers own their 
own jobs. There is only one way to do that now. 

In early America, when there were no great aggregations of 
wealth, when each man could own his own farm, he could own 
his job. At present the telephone system is a system. The rail- 
road system is a system. The banking system is a system. The 
United States Steel Corporation system is a system. No one man 
can own his own job. You cannot own a rail, you cannot own a 
link, you cannot own a piece of a system because if you take out 
that piece, your system is cut. If you take out a telephone ex- 
change, you break down the integrity of the telephone organiza- 
tion. 

Therefore the only way in which one man can own his job 
is to own it collectively, that is, the whole system. So that we 
believe that all the people who work should own the tools with 
which they work, just as all the people of the United States own 
the harbor of New York. I believe that all of the people of the 
United States should own the railroads and the banking system 
and every great social product in its entirety, just as they own 
the post office, just as they own several great irrigation plants, 
and the Panama Canal, and some other similar developments. 

I believe the only solution, the only possible solution is that 
the people may have free economic life. 

One hundred and fifty years ago they would have laughed at 
the idea of having a political democracy. Napoleon said a re- 
public of twenty-six million souls was folly. He sneered at the 
concept that people could govern themselves politically. Today 
we are beginning to wonder whether it will not be possible for 
people to govern themselves economically. But today, as I hold, 
there are many who see here the coming principle, the great 
proletariat control of economic affiirs, and who regard it as a 
ridiculously absurd thing, an impossible thing. However, 
democracy means control by the people, and I believe in democ- 
racy, and I believe therefore in the control by the people of the 
machinery of production. Just as I believe they should control 
the city government, just so I believe they should control the 
other branches of life. Just as they control the political returns, 
just so they should control the economic returns. 

And so it seems to me there is no solution in any other way 
than similarly to control economic problems as we control politi- 
cal problems. They have both national and international systems. 

Some of you havre noticed recently that although the war is 
over, yet there is turmoil all over the earth; turmoil in Britain, 
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turmoil in the United States; strikes, disturbances. We are 
having very many problGems yet which have not been solved even 
though the war be over. The solution of every problem depends 
on its being settled right. Nothing ever is settled until it is settled 
right, that is, until settled to the best of our belief, it is not 
settled. I believe that the socialists’ philosophy presents to 
us the best avenue along which to approach the settlement of 
these stupendous problems of our economic life. 

I do not say that the socialists have the entire solution. I do 
not say that the socialists when they come into power, as they 
surely will come into power, will dispose of all the problems of 
the world. By no m,eans, as there will always be problems. But 
this we believe, going forward step by step through mechanics, 
and through chemistry, through applied science, we are solving 
the problems of production and are able to turn the resources of 
nature into food and clothing and shelter, and the other neces- 
saries of life, so I believe society’must solve the problem of dis- 
tribution. 

Facing all of these problems equitably, and in the light of past 
experience, we believe that the only solution is to turn these 
things over, that is, operate and turn it over to the people who 
own it. 

As I said the other day when I was on the witness stand, that 
when soap is made, it should be made to keep people clean, and 
that if shoes are made they should be made to protect people’s 
feet. If food is produced it should be produced to nourish the 
human body. But as it is today, we are making soaps for profit, 
we are making shoes for profit, we are making food for profit. 
The profiteering has become, and justly so, a word of contempt, 
and opprobrium, and profiteering lies at the heart of the capi- 
talistic system. 

The present system of industry was organized for profit and 
not for the service of mankind ; and I am one of those who be- 
lieve that you can never have an exact solution of any social 
problem until you have the machinery organized for the benefit, 
not of the very fiew, but for the benefit or for the service of the 
great masses of the people. In other words, as they said in the 
eighteenth century, the greatest good to the greatest number. 
That holds true of economic as well as political questions. 

The District Attorney also asked me a number of questions 
concerning my attitude towards the war. I wish he had put the 
Bible in evidence and asked me what I thought about the phrase, 
“Thou shalt not kill” ; and about that other phrase, “Overcome 
evil with good.” But he didn’t do that. I would have said that 
I agreed with those phrases as I agreed with many others. 

I told him that I believed this war was a capitalists’ war, that 
is, that I believed that it was a war between capitalist nations. 
When the war broke out there were no other kind of nations 
on earth than that kind so that there could not be anything else 
but a war between capitalist nations. By the capitalist nations 
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we mean a nation that is dependent upon a capitalist system of 
production, production by means of machinery-capital. 

All the great nations of the world were capitalist nations at 
the time the war broke out. The war was necessarily a capi- 
talists’ war. A war between capitalist nations, and as we all 
know now, or think we know, it was primarily a war over the 
trade routes to Persia and Svria, or over the “Berlin to Bagdad 
Railroad” if you like, to put’ it that way; a war open to com- 
mercial and financial rights. 

I read you the other day a number of statements from the 
Navy League. You will remember it is the ultra-capitalist, 
and ultra-conservative organization, in which they said exactly 
that which economists have stated for so long a time. Students 
of history have said it for a long time. The Navy League comes 
forward and says the same thing. Mr. Wilson has repeatedly 
stated them and I believe it was a war between the capitalist na- 
tions and I believe it had as its chief business certain benefits for 
small groups of capitalists. That does not mean that I believe 
the people who entered the war, entered it for capitalist reasons. 
Obviously they could not because they had no capitalist interests. 
The masses of people in all the countries involved have no capi- 
talist interest. They were being exploited, they were being work- 
ed; theirs was the loss, to their prejudice in all of the capitalist 
countries of the world. They entered the war for what they 
called patriotic reasons. They were loyal to their country; they 
believed that they were defending their country, their homes and 
their firesides and their liberties, from invasion. They entered it 
with enthusiasm, and they entered it honestly and sincerely, with 
no capitalistic motives whatever. They entered it honestly and 
sincerely, just as the nations entered it honestly and sincerely 
with capitalistic motives. And I honestly and sincerely believe 
that they sincerely and honestly and patriotically and altruistic- 
ally entlered the contest. So I say I believe it was a capitalists’ 
war, a war between capitalist nations over financial and eco- 
nomic issues: coal, iron, trade, investments, opportunities, and 
the Xavy League backs me up and a lot of other authorities from 
that side of the fence back me up. 

I told the District Attorney on the stand that I was opposed to 
all war. I regard war as a social disease, something that afflicts 
society, that curses people. I do not suppose three people in a 
hundred like war. I do not suppose that three people in a hun- 
dred want war. There are some people who are pugnacious, and 
who love to fight, for the sake of a fight, and they might like 
war, but I do not believe there are three people in a hundred, 
certainly not five in a hundred, that do. 

I believe the great majority of people agree with me that war 
is a curse, an unmitigated curse. All the good things that come 
out of war come out in spite of war and not because of it. 

The democracy that has come into Europe, whatever it is 
called, has come in spite of the war and not because of it. That 
would have come out in any case, and we would have it without 
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the expenditure of twenty million lives and a hundred and eighty 
billions of wealth. 

I regard war as a social disease, a social curse, and I believe 
that we should stamp war out. To my mind the great curse 
of war is not that people are killed and injured, not that property 
is destroyed. That happens every day in peace times as well as 
in war times. To my mind the great curse of war is that it is 
built on fear and hate. 

Now fear and hate are primitive passions, the savages in the 
woods are intimidated by fear and hate. They do not belong 
in civilized society. In civilized society, for fear and hate we 
substitute constructive purposes and love. It is their positive 
virtues. When we fear things, we draw back from them. When 
we hate things, we want to destroy them. 

In civilized society, instead of drawing away from things, and 
wanting to destroy them, we want to pull things together and 
build them up. Fear and hate are negatives. Peace and love 
are positives, and form the forces upon which civilization is 
built. And where we have collectively fear and hate, it is a 
menace to the order of the world. 

Furthermore, during war, we ask people to go out and de- 
liberately injure their fellows. We ask a man to go out and 
maim or kill another man against whom he has not a solitary 
thing in the world. A man may be a good farmer, a good hus- 
band, a good son, and a good worker, and a good citizen and an- 
other man comes out and shoots him down. That is the way 
society is destroyed. Whenever you go out to pull things to 
pieces, whenever you go out to injure anybody, you are going 
out to destroy society. Society can never be built up unless you 
go out to help your neighbors. 

The principle, “each for all and all for each” is the fundamental 
social principle. People must work together if they are going 
to get anywhere. War teaches people to go out and destroy 
other people and to destroy other people’s property. 

And when Sherman said that war was hell, I believe that he 
meant that war creates a hell inside of a man who goes to war. 
He is going to work himself up into a passion of hatred against 
somebody else, and that is hell. 

The destruction of life and property is incidental. The de- 
structive forces that war puts into a man’s soul are fundamental. 
That is why I am opposed to all wars, just as I am opposed to 
all violence. I don’t believe in any man having the right to go 
out and use violence against another man. That is not the right 
of one human being to have against the other. That is not the 
way you get brotherhood. That is the reason I told the District 
Attorney on the stand that I was against all wars. I am against 
the duelling. I am against all violence of man against man, and 
war is one of those methods of violence. 

I believe war is barbaric. I believe it is primitive. I believe it 
is a relic of a by-gone age. I believe that society will be de- 
stroyed if built up that way. That is, I believe that th.ey that take 
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the sword must perish by the sword; just as they that set out 
to assist their neighbors are bound to build up a strong, CO- 
hesive, united society. That is the field over which I went in 
my direct testimony and in the cross-examination. 

I have been a student of public affairs. I am a Socialist. I 
am a pacifist. But I am not charged with any of these things as 
offenses. On the other hand I believe that as an American citi- 
zen I have a right to discuss public questions. I think the Judge 
will charge you so. I have a right to oppose the passage of a 
law. I thing the Judge will charge you so. I have a right under 
the law, after the law is passed to agitate for a development of 
public sentiment that will result in a repeal of that law. I think 
the Judge will charge you so. 

In other words, as I said in the beginning, in a democracy, if 
we are to have a democracy, as a student of public affairs and 
as a socialist and as a pacifist, I have a right to express my 
opinions. I may be wrong, utterly wrong, and nobody listen to 
me, nobody pay any attention to me. I have a right to express 
my .opinions. 

Gentlemen, I have been throughout my life as consistent as 
I could be. I have spoken and written for years, honestly and 
frankly. I went on the stand and I spoke to you as honestly as 
I knew how. I answered the District Attorney’s questions as 
honestly and as frankly as I could. I stand before you today as 
an advocate of economic justice and world brotherhood, and 
peace among all men. And I wrote this pamphlet in the attempt 
to further those ends. 

I desire to say just one more thing. This is in America in which 
I am on trial, and Ame,rica’s proudest tradition is her tradition 
of liberty. For three hundred years people have been coming 
to America : Puritans, Pilgrims, Huguenots, Quakers, came over 
and formed the Colonies. 

Later, the Irish, the Scotch, the Germans, the Russians, the 
Italians, the Syrians came here, not because of the hills and 
valleys, not because of the climate, not because of the language, 
but because of the liberty of America. The men who came 
here and the women who came here in 1914, came here just as 
sincerely in search of that liberty as the men and women who 
came here in 1620. 

For three hundred years the world has been looking and com- 
ing to America for liberty. That is the choicest and the greatest 
herimge, that which Americans love. 

What was it that these people sought to escape in Europe? 
They sought to escape hunger, hardship, misery, suffering, and 
poverty. They came over here because they thought that the 
resources of America would yield enough food and clothing 
and shelter, to feed and clothe and house every human being 
decently and comfortably. 

They came over from Europe to escape ignorance and escape 
the darkness in which Europe had been kept by these rulers. 
They came over here for- enlightenmnt-opportunity. Many of 
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them came over here because it gave them the only chance that 
the world offered to express the truth, as they saw it. They left 
Europe because they wanted to escape prejudice, bigotry, class 
antagonism and race hatred. They came over here because they 
thought here that they would find brotherhood among men, 
because they thought here that all peoples were welcome to sit 
down together and enjoy the opportunities that America offered. 
They left Europe because of its military service, its wars, and 
the fear and hatred of war, that is, that war engendered. They 
thought to come over here and find peace and plenty. They left 
Europe because of tyranny and despotism; the tyranny of the 
landlord, the despotism of aristocray and the owners of the 
sources of life. 

They came over here because they thought that here they 
would find that every man had equal opportunity for life, liberty 
and the pursuit of happiness. They came here seeking liberty of 
the body, liberty of the mind rand liberty of heart and soul, a.nd 
social liberty. That is the background of the country in which 
we are living. That is the thing of which America is proud and 
for which America has stood, that is the thing for which I believe 
America will stand today. 

There is nothing unique in our wealth. Other nations have 
wealth. There is nothing unique in our material possessions. 
Other nations have material possessions. But there was some- 
thing unique in our liberty. 

As I said to you on the witness stand, I am an American. My 
ancestors have been Americans for more than two hundred years. 
As an American I have certain rights and certain duties. Among 
my rights under the first amendment to the Constitution are 
the rights of free speech and the free press; the right to speak 
and print the convictions that I have. It was for those rights 
that our ancestors left Europe and came here. It is for those 
rights that some of us are contending today. 

I care not for the prosperity of this country if we are going 
to have gag law. I care not for the wealth of this country if we 
are going to be forbidden to have free speech, and an opportunity 
for expressing our minds and expressing our opinions and dis- 
cussing the great issues that are before us. 

In the old times of the Czar, we did not protest against 
Russia because she lacked wealth. We protested against her 
because she lacked liberty. 

What was it that w’e found was lacking, or what was it that 
we found against the Kaiser in Germany? Was it that he was 
not a good business man? He was an excellent business man. 
Was it because he was not a good organizer? He was an ex- 
cellent organizer. What we had against this man was the fact 
that he was a tyrant, that he trampled on the rights of other 
people. 

They had wealth in Russia, they had prosperity in Germany. 
In America we want liberty. And I believe that as an American 
citizen, that is the dearest possession for which I can contend. 
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That is my right, constitutionally and legally. But if there were 
no constitution and no law, it would be my right as a member of 
democratic society. 

Furthermore, as a citizen, I have certain duties. Citizenship 
involves duties as well as rights. If I saw that your house were 
on fire, it would be my duty to warn you and to try to put it out, 
and if I could not put out the fire, to save as much of your goods 
and such of your family as I could save. That would be my duty 
as a neighbor. 

I have been a student of public affairs in this country for 
many years. I believe this country is in danger, in dire peril. 
On the one hand I see imperialism, militarism and war ahead of 
us. In our policy toward Mexico, in the policy that we are 
developing under the direction of preparedness advocates. I see 
ahead of us imperialism and militarism and war. 

This is not the last war. There will be another war, and it 
will be a war between this nation and the nation that succeeds 
in the present contention in Europe. 

On the other hand, I see ahead of us in our industrial life, 
exploitation, widespread, by the masters of those who work 
for them. I see that exercised with increasing tyranny, and I 
see ahead of us revolt. In other words, to my mind, the outlook 
in America is not bright, and I am upheld in that view by 
Senators, by business men, by labor leaders, by all of the respon- 
sible authorities who are speaking today for America’s future. 

There are clouds on the horizon. I believe America is in peril 
and I believe that she is in peril from internal disturbances; I 
believe that the danger lurks within. And I believe it rests 
primarily in our unfair and unjust system of distribution of 
wealth, and the income of the country. 

As I said a moment ago, that if your house was on fire, it 
would be my duty’as a neighbor to warn you and to try to help 
you save your property. I say to you now, that when I believe 
this nation is in danger, our common life and our common lib- 
erties are in peril, then it is my duty to warn you. It is my duty 
to speak out and to continue to speak out as long as I have an 
opportunity to do so. 

You will say, “If you went into my house and saved my goods, 
you might burn your hands, you might injure your clothes.” 
True. It would still be my duty to risk my clothing and my hands 
in your service. 

You will say, “If you speak out today against these perils in the 
land, you may lose your job, you may lose your liberty,” And I 
answer you again that as a citizen it is my sole obligation to 
speak out when I see peril ahead, and stand the loss of position 
or of liberty or any other loss that may be entailed in issuing 
the necessary warning. 

Gentlemen, I want to say to you that I want to see America 
free. I want to see liberty, opportunity and democracy here, as 
well as in every other country on earth. As long as America is 
not free, you are not free and I am not free. As long as any 
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oi us are in chains in this land we are all in chains. As long as 
any are in ignorance in the land, we are all in ignorance to that 
extent. As long as anybody starves in the land, we starve; as 
long as anybody suffers from despotism and tyranny, all are 
suffering from despotism and tyranny. We belong to the body 
of this citizenship, and we suffer in common with it, and we 
benefit in common with it. 

As I said a moment ago, the only principle upon which society 
can ever be built is the principle of each for all, and all for each. 
The principle of union, the principle of joint co-operative action 
for the benefit and the service of all. 

I believe that action is the action of the people, the action of 
the masses, of mankind and that sooner or later they will insist 
upon their rights. 

As Lincoln said, “You can fool some of the people all of the 
time and all of the people some of the time, but you cannot fool 
all of the people all of the time.” 

The peoples all over the world are comirg into their owu, they 
are going to come into their own more And more as the years go 
by. They are going to come into their own in the United 
States, and what happens to one of us is incidental to the great 
question of what happens to all of us. 

I have expressed my hopes, my ideals, my ambitions for liberty 
in America, and for brotherhood and peace among all people 
of the world. I have done what I could, and for the time being, 
the matter is in your hands. 

EUGENE V. DEBS 
By SCOTT NEARING 

The iron heel is striking sparks. 
Capitalism is swinging into the home stretch. Debs and those 

worthy to be his Comrades in the cause for human freedom are 
on the way to jail. 

This is not the end; it is the beginning of persecution. Let 
us not deceive ourselves. If Debs, with his great purpose, his 
great love, must go to jail, there are tens of thousands who must, 
sooner or later, accompany him. And they are going to be called 
upon to do that soon. 

The government thus bestows its blessing upon the revolu- 
tion, and lends its active support to the movement for the libera- 
tion of the American people from the tyranny of capitalism. It 
is doing more for Socialism than we could do in twice the time. 
The government cannot do otherwise. It has no choice. The first 
struggle between capitalism and Socialism is here. It will not 
end until Socialism has triumphed. We welcome the issue. We 
rejoice in the opportunity to measure the strength of Socialism 
against the strength of capitalism-the strength of the workers 
against the strength of the owners. In the long run the workers 
will win. 

Meanwhile, the struggle will cleanse the party of those who 
cannot go through to the end, and it will call to our ranks tens 
of thousands who will give their liberty and, if need be, their 
lives, in the common cause. 

You are favored, Comrade ‘Gene, above most men. You were 
offered a great opportunity, and you take it greatly. We rejoice 
in your Comradeship, and we stand ready to back you with what 
we have and what we are. 



EUGENE DEBS’ ADDRESS TO THE COURT \, 

[Eugene Debs, the veteran Socialist and standard bearer of the 
Socialist Party, was tried and convicted in September 1918 for having 1 
made seditious remarks in a speech delivered at Canton, Ohio, the 
previous June. The following is the statement he made before receiving \ 

sentence of 10 years imprisonment.] / 

“Your Honor, years ago I recognized my kinship with all living i 
beings, and I made up my mind that I was not one bit better than j 
the meanest of earth. I said then, I say now, that while there’ 
is a criminal element, I am of it; while there a soul in prison, I 
am not free. ,, 

“If the law inder’which I have been convicted is a good law, 
then there is no reason why sentence should not be pronounced 
upon me. I listened to all that was said in this court in support 
and justification of this law, but my mind remains unchanged. 
I look upon it as a despotic enactment in flagrant conflict with 
democratic principles and with the spirit of free institutions. 

“Your Honor, I have stated in this court that I am opposed 
to the form of our present Government; that I am opposed to 
the social system in which we live; that I believed in the change 
of both-but by perfectly peacable and orderly means. 

“Let me call your attention to the fact this morning that in 
this system five per cent. of our people own and control two- 
thirds of our wealth ; sixty-five per cent. of the people, embracing 
the working class who produce all wealth, have but five per cent. 
to show for it. 

“Your Honor, the five per cent. of the people that I have 
made reference to constitute that element that absolutely rules 
our country. They privately own all our public necessities. 
They wear no crowns ; they wield no sceptres, they sit upon no 
thrones ; and yet they are our economic masters and our political 
rulers. They control this Government and all of its institutions. 
They control the courts. 

“The five per cent. of our people who own and control all 
of the sources of wealth, all of the nation’s industries, all of the 
means of our common life-it is they who declare war; it is 
they who make peace; it is they who control our destiny. And 
so long as this is true, we can make no just claim to being a 
democratic government-a self-governing people. 

“I believe, your Honor, in common with all Socialists, that 
this nation ought to own and control its industries. I believe, as 
all Socialists do, that all things that are jointly needed and used 
ough to be jointly owned-that industry, the basis of life, instead 
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of being the private property of the few and operated for their 
enrichment, ought to be the common property of all, democrat- 
ically administered in the interest of all. 

“This order of things cannot always endure. I have registered 
my protest against it. I recognize the feebleness of my effort, 
but fortunately I am not alone. There are multiplied thousands 
>f others who, like myself, have come to realize that before we 
may truly enjoy the blessings of civilized life, we must reorgan- 
ize society upon a mutual and co-operative basis; and to this 
end we have organized a great economic and political movement 
that is spread over the face of all the earth. 

“There are today upwards of sixty million Socialists, loyal, 
devoted adherents to this cause, regardless of nationality, race, 
creed, color or sex. They are all making common cause. They 
are all spreading the propaganda of the new social order. They 
are waiting, watching and working through all the weary hours 
of the day and night. They are still in the minority. They have 
learned how to be patient and abide their time. They feel- 
they know, indeed-that the time is coming in spite of all oppo- 
sition, all persecution, when this emancipating gospel will spread 
among all the peoples, and when this minority will become the 
triumphant majority and, sweeping into power, inaugurate the 
greatest change in history. 

“In that day we will have the universal commonwealth-not 
the destruction of the nation, but, on the contrary, the harmoni- 
ous co-operation of every nation with every other nation on 
earth. In that day war will curse this earth no more. 

“I have been accused, your Honor, of being an enemy of 
the soldier. I hope I am laying no flattering unction to my soul 
when I say that I don’t believe the soldier has a more sympa- 
thetic friend than I am. If I had my way there would be no sol- 
diers. But I realize the sacrifice they are making, your Honor. 
I can think of them. I can feel for them. I can sympathize 
with them. That is one of the reasons why I have been doing 
what little has been in my power to bring about a condition of 
affairs in this country worthy of the sacrifices they have made 
and that they are now making in its behalf. 

“Your Honor, in a local paper yesterday there was some edi- 
torial exultation about my prospective imprisonment. I do not 
resent it in the least. I can understand it perfectly. In the same 
paper there appears an editorial this morning that has in it a 
hint of the wrong to which I have been trying to call attention. 
(Reading) ‘A Senator of the United States receives a salary 
of $7,500-$45,000 for the six years for which he is elected. One 
of the candidates for Senator from a state adjoining Ohio is re- 
ported to have spent through his committee $150,000 to secure 
the nomination. For advertising he spent $3S,GOO ; for printing 
$30,000; for traveling expenses, $10,000, and the rest in ways 
known to political managers. 

“‘The theory is that public office is as open to a poor man 
as to a rich man. One may easily imagine, however, how slight 
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a chance one of ordinary resources would have in a contest 
against this man who was willing to spend more than three 
times his six years’ salary merely to secure a nomination. Were 
these conditions to hold in every state, the Senate would soon 
become again what it was once held to be-a rich men’s club. 

“‘Campaign expenditures have been the subject of much re- 
strictive legislation in recent years, but it has not always reached 
the mark. The authors of primary reform have accomplished 
some of the things they set out to do, but they have not yet taken 
the bank roll out of politics.’ 

“They never will take it out of politics, they never can take it 
out of politics, in this system. 

“Your Honor, I wish to make acknowledgment of my thanks 
to the counsel for the defense. They have not only defended 
me with exceptional legal ability, but with a personal attachment 
and devotion of which I am deeply sensible, and which I can 
never forget. 

“Your Honor, I ask no mercy. I plead for no immunity. I 
realize that finally the right must prevail. I never more clearly 
comprehended than now the great struggle between the powers 
of greed on the one hand and upon the other the rising hosts of 
freedom. 

“I can see the dawn of a better day of humanity. The people 
are awakening. In due course of time they will come to their 
own. 

“When the mariner, sailing over tropic seas, looks for relief 
from his weary watch, he turns his eyes toward the southern 
cross, burning luridly above the tempest-vexed ocean. As the 
midnight approaches, the southern cross begins to bend, and 
the whirling worlds change their places, and with starry finger- 
points the Almighty marks the passage of time upon the dial 
of the universe, and though no bell may beat the glad tidings, 
the look-out knows that the midnight is passing-that relief 
and rest are close at hand. 

“Let the people take heart and hope everywhere, for the cross 
is bending, the midnight is passing, and joy cometh with the 
morning. . . . 

“Your Honor, I thank you, and I thank all of this court for 
their courtesy, for their kindness, which I shall remember 
alwavs.” 

1; March 1919, the Supreme Court of the United States sustained 
the above decision. 
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“Congress shali make no law abridging the freedom of the Press.” 

ARTICLE I.-Bill of Rights, Constitution of the United States. 

The People’s .Print 
The People’s Print is organized to publish and dissemi- 

nate to the utmost of its power the most accurate informa- 

tion it can secure upon questions of immediate importance 

as to which the public is liable to be misinformed, either 

wilfully or by ignorance. 

The phenomenally successful pamphlet “Russian So- 

viets,” describing the workingman’s government of Russia 

has been reprinted. The author is Albert Rhys Will- 

iams, War Correspondent in Belgium, author of “In the 

Claws of the German Eagle” and for fifteen months a 

resident of Russia. 

A most timely pamphlet, “American Deportation and 

Exclusion Laws,” by Chas. Recht, Attorney for the N. Y. 

Bureau of Legal Advice, an acknowledged authority as to 

the facts and the law involved in this grievous violation of 

the spirit of American liberty is ready. 

The above pamphlets sell at 1Oc each or $5 for 100 

copies. Expressage not prepaid. 

Those desirous to aid in any way in the work of the 

People’s Print and the distribution of its literature should 

address the secretary, Kathryn Lincoln, at its office, 138 W. 

13th Street, New York City. Telephone Chelsea 9300. 


