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THE FALLACIES OF SOCIALISM. 
By REV. C. W. TINSLEY. 

This is the age of the Social question. 
Never before were so manv neonle, of 
all classes and conditions,- &red- by 
dreams of a better social world. There 
are. of course. manv who do not think 
much (and feel le&) upon these ques- 
tions which ao vitally affect man’s re- 
lations to his fellows-for thev do not 
discern the ‘rsign.s of the tin&.” But 
the literature of our dav is saturated 
with the desire for social betterment. 
“Workmen with grimy hands and women 
with eager eyes are turning the pages 
of economic writings in search of nrae- 
tical ,tidance.” S&al panaceas L are 
offered on every hand. Organization is 
consolidating the fighting force of the 
hand-wo’rking class, while capital is do- 
ing the same on the other side. There 
is-deep seated and wide spread disturb- 
ance. The deeper currents of our age 
are social, and social questions are at 
the front. The air is full of interroaa- 
tion points which keep the thoughtful 
guessing and on the alert. “Are all 
men created free and equal; if so, what 
are the limitations of freedom? Has 
any one a right to property9 Or is 
property theft as Proudhon declared? 
If man has a right to property is there 
a limit to the amount he mav rightfully 
hold? Has he a right to more than wiil 
meet his needs while others have not 
enough for life’s necessities? If a man 
has “a right to property has he a right 
to spend it as he pleases? Has any one 
the right to property in land? Or is 
the land the natural heritage of all the 
people? Has every man a right to live? 
If so, has he a right to the means of 
life? Has he a tight to do with life 
as he pleases? Is it the duty of every 
able-bodied person to work? If so, how 
is that obligation to be enforced? Has 
every one a right to work? If so, whose 
duty is it to furnish employment? IS 
labor the source of all wealth? What 
are the rights of labor? What- are the 
rights of canitalt What are the rela- 
t&s of the-two? If they have rights, 
have *hey not duties also? What are 
the duties of eaehl What are the rela- 

tions of organized and unorganized la- 
bor? Has unoreanised labor no rights I 
How is the ee&alization of indu&ial 
power to be harmonized with the distri- 
bution of political power? How is or- 
ganized industry to be reconciled with 
democracy?” These questions and all 
others of like nature have been asked 
before, but never with the earnestness 
and even the vehemence with which 
they are propounded now. There is a 
vast and rising tide of discontent which 
is stirring to its depths the sea of 
social life. It is a significant fact also 
that the social question is most con- 
spicuous in the most prosperous and 
best educated countries. Indeed, it is 
an epression 
tion. 

of prosperity and educa- 
There is no social question in 

Turkey or in Egypt. The problems of 
social equity, or justice, do not grow 
out of the worst conditions. but out of 
the best. It is not a sign of social de- 
cadence, but of vitality. It is the ex- 
ares&on of D0Dda.r education. intellec- 
&+.l liberty, ‘and the quickened senti- 
ments of sympathy and love and there 
can be nothing but good come from the 
agitation and- disc&ion of the ques- 
tions involved Discussion is always a 
helpful thing when carried on in the 
spirit of fairness and kindness and with 
the supreme desire to find the truth. 

Rider Haggard, while on a visit to the 
United States recently, said that what 
most impressed him “was a growing 
socialistic tendency among the American 
masses.” No one can doubt the truth 
of this statement. It is manifest in the 
Socialist vote in the United States, 
which was over 97.000 in 1900. but rose 
to over 391,006 in’the presidential elec- 
tion of 1904, an increase in four yearn 
of over 400’ per cent. Nor does- this 
vote reveal the Total Socialist follow- 
ing, for many who dra.w the line at 
Mr. Debs (the last presidential nominee 
of the &&list party) am yet in sym- 
pathy with the general philosophy of 
Socialism. If  we add to this the vote 
of the Socialist Labor party and of the 
Peoples’ party east at the same election 
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cialism is a theory of civil polity that 
aims to secure the reconstruction-of so- 
ciety? increase wealth and a more equal 
distribution of the products of labor 
through the public collective ownership 
of land and capital (as distinguished 
,from property) and the public collec- 
tive management of industries.” 

we have an aggregate vote of 552,359 (or 
one twenty-fourth of all votes last cast 
for president) all of which. stand for es- 
sential Socialistic doctrine. This mar- 
velous showing is a growth of the last 
few years. It is the most significant 
fact of these times. It reveals the pro- 
found popular discontent with the pres- 
ent industrial and social conditions. 
Something is wrong that needs righting. 
What can solve our problems and set- 
tle the difficultv? Manv answers are 
heard but none” so amb&ious and con- 
fident as Socialism. But what is So- 
cialism? We know this much-that it 
is one of the objects of much well bred 
ignorance. 

Not long since a financier was de- 
nouncing Socialism, when a friend asked 
‘What do you think Socialism is?” What 
do I, think Socialism is?’ was the reply. 
“Why, everybody knows what it is. It’s 
the lunatic proposition to divide all 
property equally among men.” The ques- 
tioner laughed and the now angry finan’ 
tier cliched his statement with the 
crushing rejoinder, “That’s just what 
Socialism is ; my daughter told me so. 
They taught her all about it at 
college.” But it so haDDens that the 
prof&or, whose lectures ‘the great man’s 
daughter had attended, is a political 
economist of international fame whose 
clear thinking and lucid writing have 
made his books contributions to litera- 
ture, as well as to science. He will have 
to console himself (should he ever hear 
of the statement of his former fair 
DuDil) as best he can, with the Dhiloso- 
ph,hs of Dr. Johnson’s’ reply to the man 
who complained that he could not un- 
derstand -the definitions of the doctor’s 
dictionarv. ‘that he could not furnish 
people with both brains and definitions.” 
It is well to give attention to definitions 
-only by doing so can we maintain clear 
thinking, and in dealing with so complex 
a subject as Socialism one, above all 
things, must be clear. The Century 
dictionary says “Socialism is any theory 
or system of social organization. which 
would abolish entirely, %r in great part, 
the individual effort, and competition on 
which modern society rests, and substi- 
tute for it co-operative action; would 
introduce a more perfect and equal dis- 
tribution of the Droducts of labor. and 
would make land and capital (as the 
instruments and means of production) 
the joint possession of the members of 
the community.” 

The Standard dictionary says: “So- 

When we analyze these definitions 
(which will not be questioned as cor- 
rectly defining it, by any well .informed 
modern Socialist) we find at least four 
main elements. 

(1) The common ownership of the 
material instruments of production. 
That is, society (or the collectivity) is 
to take the place of private associations, 
or individuals, as owners of Iand and 
capital-so rent and interest must cease 
for they belong to private ownership. 
Not that all wealth will become ‘com- 
mon property under this scheme, but 
only that which is designed for further 
production. It abolishes private prop- 
erty only so far as it enables one to 
gather an income from the toil of others. 

(2) These instruments of production 
are not onlv to be owned in common but 
are to be “managed in common. Pro- 
duction is not for the sake of private 
profits, but for the satisfaction bf the 
wants of all. of course common man- 
agement must be by means of certain 
individuals chosen for that DuTDOSe. to 
represent the whole people.* 1; would 
be imDossible for all the peoDle to have 
a direct Dart in such mana&ment. 

(3) The distribution ofYincome by 
common authoritv. That is, all the net 
earnings of capita and land must be dis- 
tributed a.mong all the members of the 
society on an equitable plan. 

(4) Private DroDertv in the ProDor- 
tion of income ~(“Income” me&&g -use 
or enjoyment) so that Socialism does 
not propose’ to abolish private property, 
but to greatly extend it. 

There are many false notions as to 
what Socialism really is. Some sup- 
pose it to be the mere vaporings of 
wild theorists. On the contrary, lead- 
ing Socialists (those who have thought 
it out most carefully) have been among 
some of the best minds--Owen, Marx, 
Engels, Lasselle, were all great thinkers. 
The same may be said of the leaders 
of Socialism in America-Hawthorne, 
Theodore Parker, Emerson, Mary Fuller, 
Greeley, Lowell, Whittier, Thoreau, 
Story, George W. Curtiss, were more or 
less m sympathy with Socialism, be- 
sides many thinkers of our own day 



who could be named. Nor is it the 
scheme of bad men. Indeed, criminals 
~snally do not approve it. Criminals 
as a rule are conservatives in social 
opinion, politics and religion. A vote 
was taken in 1892 in the Elmira re- 
formatory, New York, and out of 909 
ballots cast, ,404 were Democrats, 394 
Republicans, 15 Peoples’ party, 1 Prohi- 
bition, 8 defective. The Peoples’ party, 
which is nearest in sympathy with So- 
cialism, received only 15. Sometimes it 
is declared to be hostile to the family 
as a social institution. This is false. 
Socialism is purely an economic system 
and among its advocates are those who 
hold to various views of marriage and 
the family. Indeed, Socialists affirms 
that the present comuetitive svstem is 
destroying the family- and make it one 
of therr arguments against the continu- 
ance of our modern industrial order. 
Socialism is also often confounded with 
anarchy. But ‘thev are, theoreticallv at 
least, exact onnoaites. .and meat foes. 
Where one is strong the 0th; is weak. 
Social Democracy drove John Most out 
of Germany. The weakness of anarchy 
in Germany is to be attributed to the 
efforts of Social Democracy, more than 
to any other force. Modern Socialism 
is the outcome of modern industrial con- 
ditions. Recent times have witnessed a 
veritable revelation in industry. Inven- 
tions and mechanical improvements of 
all kinds have been the chief agencies 
in this vast change. These have brought 
changes in the economic world. The in- 
dustrial order under which we live is 
almost wholly different from that which 
our fathers knew. Land, labor, capital 
and enterprise are all new things in 
a new world. 

The greatest change has been in re- 
gard to capital. Karl Marx showed his 
rare insight into this complex problem 
in his book on Socialism (“Das Kapital”) 
which appeared in 1867 and which has 
been called the “Bible of Socialism.” 
‘Capital, taking advantage of industrial 
changes through invention, moved out 
of the shop into the factory. Produc- 
tion became socialized. Thus wealth 
was enormously enmassed-but being 
in the hands of the individuals, vast 
private fortunes were piled up. These 
became the owners of the tools of pro- 
duction of all kinds, though these tools 
were used by the toilers (or hand work- 
ers) who created this vast wealth, yet 
they received only a small part of that 
which they created. Thus came the 

thought of the common ownership and 
use of these tools of industry and the 
common distribution of the product of 
labor.” 

Thus Socialism was born. Its progress 
has been phenomenal. It is now world 
wide. In our own country it has had a 
remarkable history of development. Ed- 
ward Bellamy wrote his “Looking Baek- 
ward” in 1888 (less than twenty years 
ago). It had a remarkable sale, selling 
for a time at the rate of 1,000 copies 
per day. This was the beginning of that 
form of American Socialism called “Na- 
tionalism.” It exercised great influence 
on the public thought and even upon 
legislation, but has become a mere remi- 
niscense largely. That form of Soeial- 
istic philosophy most widely prevalent 
in our countrv now is that of which 
Karl Marx was the founder. It is a 
materialistic theory of social evolution. 
Marx was a German socialist writer, of 
Jewish extraction. He claimed that “the 
form of material production is the gen- 
eral cause of social, aolitical and snirit- 
ual processes. It ‘isl not consciousness 
which determines conditions, but on the 
contrary social conditions which deter- 
mine consciousness.” He was of the 
philosophical school of Hegel. -An- emi- 
nent Socialist has said. “Socialism is a 
religion and Marx is its Luther.” There 
can be no question that he was a great 
thinker, one of the greatest of the nine- 
teenth century. He made Socialism a 
philosophy of every department of so- 
cial life. He held to a meterialistic con- 
ception of history as Windelband, in 
his history of philosophy tells us. “He 
found the meaning of history in the pro’ 
cesses of social life. This collective or 
social life is essentially of an economic 
nature. The determining forces in all 
social conditions are the economic rela- 
tions; they form the ultimate motives 
for all activities. Then change and de- 
velopment are the only conditioning 
forces for public life and politics and 
likewise for science and religion. All 
the different activities of civilizaton are 
thus only offshoots of the economic life 
and all history-should be economic history.” 

So to this great founder of the Soclal- 
ist philosophv the universe was simply 
a self unfolding process of material 
forces. Spiritual ideals were but the re- 
sult of economic circumstances. Indeed, 
to him Socialism was a substitute for 
a religion. In fact it is a religion, so 
far as religion is a philosophy of life to 
which men give themselves with pas- 

. 
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sionable attachment. Marx stands in 
about the same relation to Socialism 
that Adam Smith does to political econ- 
omy, I. e., all going before prepared for 
him; all coming after him take him as 
a starting point. The creed of Marx 
(and therefore of the modern Socialist) 
is purely economic. ‘He seeks to dis- 
cover the economic law that governs so- 
cietv. Accordinz to his nhilosonhv mod- 
em”social develipment i’s made Gossible 
only bv can&al. It has reached its 
hiehest noi& and now must necessarilv 
be” followed by another system. Mod- 
ern capital exploits the laborer by get- 
ting possession of what he calis the “ surplus value” of his services, i. a 
the amount the laborer produces over 
and above the amount of his wag-w 
which are regulated by the “iron law” 
which tends to reduce them to the mini- 
mum. The basis of the exchange value 
of a commodity is the amunt of labor 
expended on it. In the long run this 
means the average amount of labor ex- 
pended under aGerage conditions. But 
modem labor requires capital. Marx 
traces the historf development of capi- 
tal and shows the tendency for the in- 
struments of labor to concentrate in 
fewer and fewer hands. Thus arises the 
capitalist class. Meantime develops 
also a class who have only labor to sell 
-the proletariat. The first is the con- 
suming, the second the producing class. 
The growth of capitalism reduces the 
number of capitalists and increases the 
poverty and misery of the working 
classee, but also serves to bring them 
to self consciousness. The proletariat 
will fmally organize and the means of 
production will be seized (peaceably, or 
otherwise) and managed for the good of 
all. Marx outlined no ideal future con- 
dition. He tried to show what he be- 
lieved to be the course of historical de- 
velopment and sought to bring about the 
next step, the organization of all la- 
borers for their common good. This 
may be taken as a brief statement of 
the Socialist philosophy. It involves 
the thorough reconstruction of society 
through political action. American So- 
cialism iz more Marxian than that of 
any other country. 

with such waste by abolishing compe- 
tition. “The enormous waste of wealth 
in competing lines of railroad between 
the same points is manifest to anyone 
who will take the time to consider. This 
is t&in 

B 
place all over the United 

States. o with other forms of compe- 
tition. The Western Union Telegraph 

It cannot be denied that the leaven of 
&&&em is needed at the present time, 
although one may reject the system it- 
self. It renroaohee nresent societv with 
its emall ‘and urn&al distribution of 
wealth. It points out the wastes of 
competition. It proposez to do away 

‘capital, waste, waste, waste everywhere, 
while men, women and children suffer 
for the want of life’s very necessities. 
And one must concede that this is all 
true. It is a tremendous indictment 
against our nresent method of industry. 
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It’ is impossible to believe that this -%. 
necessary. Indeed, it is impossible to 
believe that it is not criminal. Social- 
ism deserves the thanks of all right 
minded and justice loving men and 
women in thundering against this gigan- 
tic iniquity. It cannot abide forever. 
Waste is wicked and something is radi- 
cally wrong in any system of indus- 
trial organization which permits it on 
such colossal scale. Then Socialism 
is to be mmmended for its aim in try- 
ing to substitute an orderly and ra- 
tional distribution of wealth. It seeks 
to satisfy all human wants. It would 
avoid the extremes of pauperism and 
plutocracy-not only that, but it ap- 
peals to human sympathy. The average 
Socialist is in&red bv ethical ideals 
which are a credit to any man or woman 
who holds them. I have often heard 
the Socialist berated and belabored by 
some sleek, self-satisfied, bundle of sel- 
fishness who not only knew nothing of 

company alone has thus wasted over 
$lOO,OOO,OOO. The milk business is often 
pointed out by Socialists as an example 
Many milk wagons traverse our streets 
in all directions. They cite us the mail 
delivery in contrast 10 this. Suppose 
all the mail, on arrival in our city, were 
put in a heap and each carrier should 
take UD an armful at random for de- 
livery. L It is clear that it would take 
manv times the number of. carriers which 
are iiow needed for this work. Each one 
would have to run all over the city and 
a dozen carriers would traverse each 
street. The waste under such a scheme 
is manifest. So with traveling salee- 
men. Advertising alone m this country 
under our comoetitive svstem will 
amount to one billion d&m yearly. 
Certainly this is waste, if some better 
$y ~~,“e,?;,; “h;$d;;;a;n8n,“8 

waste from crises and industrial Jei 
nreesions, waste from idle labor and idle 



what Socialism means, but who had 
never felt the first stirrings of that 
sense of humanity which animates the 
life of the average Socialist. A man 
who in his grasping greed grinds the 
face of the poor until he has effaced 
therefrom nearlv all semblance of man- 
hood and then” prates of his gifts to 
charity, or to the church, but has only 
a sneer for the “Socialist” is wholly in- 
capable of rising to the ethical plane 
where the sincere Socialist dwells. No 
studv will awaken conscience or increase 
the dense of personal responsibility like a 
thorough course in sociology. It has 
converted manv a selfish life into one 
of self-sacrificing toil for others. so- 
cialism seeks to make real the brother- 
hood of mankind. We know, as a, mat- 
ter of fact, that the conduct of men in 
their business relations is anything but 
brotherly. Socialism is the one great 
agitator as to this condition of things. 
It has compelled an examination of the 
verv social order itself. It has nointed 
out” the alarming defects in our system, 
Nothing would be better calculated to 
improve government and business than 
a generous leaven of the kind of feel- 
ing which stirs the heart of the So- 
cialist. But Socialism is not simply a 
spirit and an atttude toward life. It is 
also a proposition to reconstruct the 
whole social order. It is serious. Tt 
means what it says. It would begin at 
the very foundations and build anew. 

Just here is it’s weakness and here arc 
to be found the reasons for saying that 
its dream can never be practicallv reai- 
ized. The spirit of Socialism is be,auti- 
ful, but its economic program is built on 
stubble. It will not do for the Socia.l- 
islt to declare that Socialism has no pro- 
gram, for it has. It would establish bv 
some means the collective ownership 
and control of all means of production. 
That is a program, and involves a pigan- 
tic and radical revolution-a funda- 
mental change in our industrial order. 
It is just here where it meets with the 
disapproval of a va,st majority of those 
who have given it most thoughtful and 
careful consideration. I am aware of 
the assumption of the average Socialist 
that those who do not agree with its 
program are of such mind simply because 
they do not thoroughly understand it. 
If this be so then the leadina Socialist 
philosophers are unable to make clear 
and plain their meaning. Thousands of 
volumes of vast ability- have been writ- 
ten and circulated by its propaganda. 

They are easily accessible in all our 
libraries. It is a fact of great sig- 
nificance that no professional-economist 
of high standing is a Socialist, unless it 
be the Italian economist Loria. The 
Socialist, of course, claims that they are 
blinded by self-interest-that they could 
not espouse Sooialism and hold their 
“chairs,” as they are dominated by cap- 
ital. It thus impugns the sincerrty of 
those who do not agree with it. No 
cause will resort to such an argument, 
save one that is conscious of its own 
weakness in the- realm of thought. It 
is safe to affirm that no ambitious 
scheme of social reconstruction can even 
find favor with the people while those 
specially trained to consider economic 
ouestions reiect its claims. Socialism 

I  

must first “win over to its view the 
teachers of economics before it can ever 
galin general acceptance. But let us 
further note some of the weaknesses of 
essential Socialism: 

1. It holds to a false theory of his- 
tom-the materialistic conception- 
Maieriabsm (as we have seen) was the 
base of Karl Marx’s economic thinking. 
No -one can deno that economic condi- 
tions largely influence life, but to make 
everything depend upon these forces is 
to shut one’s eves to other forces 
equally great, and often greater. A 
careful studv of historv makes this mani- 
fest. Indeed, that ‘which Marx and 
Engels predicted would come, has not 
taken place simply because other forces 
than the merely economic have been put 
forth to guide social evolution. Earn- 
est individual effort has done great 
thin,as. Shaftsburp, for example, was 
the cause of much labor reform in 
England. The Socialists themselves con- 
tradict, their own philosophp, for by their 
individual initiative thep have wrought 
prest changes in public thought and 
frrlinc. Societr is not an automaton. It 
has some option. some choice, some 
conscience to which an appeal can bc 
made. These are facts, if there are any 
such thinas as facts. Religion is the 

r 

mightiest fact -in history. It is an in- 
dependent force that has influenced the 
course of historv more than anv othar 
nameable factor.” It modifies and shapes 
cvcn economic institutions equal to anp 
other influence. Yet we are told by the 
materialistic school of Socialistic thought 
that even religion is the result of our 
material economy, and this, in spite cf 
the fact that we’ find religious beliefs 
so diverse flourishing under precisely like 
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these two classes there can be no DOSsi- 
ble compromise or identity of inter&%? 
“The working class is the only class 
that has the right or power to be.” This, 
of course is blatant demagogy and false 
to the facts. It can onlv work harm. 
There can never be a settlement of the 
industrial issue upon any such basis. 
Violence and class hatred are not the 
methods by which victory for the hand- 
worker can ever come, and any man 
who seeks to arouse the class feeling of 
hatred is not only a demagogue, but is 
a foe to the true interests of labor. 
He does not help, but hinders the coming 
of the day of deliverance. 

economic conditions. It is the state- 
ment of a fact to declare that material- 
ism is an antiquated philosophy. It 
flourished for a time, but has now been 
laid away in its grave. It is no longer 
to be reckoned with in serious thinking. 
A steamer crossing the Atlantic in 
stormv weather was unable durine the 
entire” voyage to get an observati& of 
the heavens to correct the variations 
of its compass and so was wrecked on 
the coasts of Novia Scotia, when its 
captain supposed he was entering the 
harbor of New York. So any scheme for 
social betterment that does not look up 
is bound to go down. Therefore we com- 
mend to the Socialistic propaganda the 
advice of Emerson: “Hitch your wagon 
to a star.” 

2. Another weakness of Socialism is 
that it is purely a working class move- 
ment. Thus it has tended toward nar- 
rowness and bitterness. as anything 
must, which takes on the nature of a 
distinctlv class struggle. While Social- 
istic agitation has had a beneficient in- 
fluence in drawing the ‘wage-earning 
classes together, and in creating among 
them a feeling of fraternal solidity, it 
has on the other hand tended to sep- 
arate them from other classes of so- 
ciety, depriving them of the help which 
they could derive from the other classes 
and giving them an unwarranted con- 
fidence in their capacity for political and 
industrial leadership. This has been the 
inevitable outcome of the Socialism of 
Marx. wllirh treats Socialism as a purely 
class problem. telling the workers that 
their emancipation mnst come entirely 
from their own efforts. and employing 
the wsr crv. “Workmen of all countries. 
unite!” Socialism will become stronger 
when it loses its class character The 
platform of the Socialist party in the 
last national election (upon which one 
of Terre Haute’s citiens stood. in asking 
for the place of president of these Unit 
ed States) abounds in expressions which 
are direct appeals to class hatred. It 
talks of the “capitalist class” as trying 
to “root out the idea of freedom from 
a.mong the people;” that these interests 
control our courts. ‘<the universitv and 
the public school, ‘the pulpit and the 
press.” It declares that “capitalism is 
the enemy and the destroyer of essential 
private property; that it conficates the 
labor of the labor class above its sub- 
sistence wage-“the class which produces 
nothing possesses labor’s fruits.” It 
speaks of the “class conflict.” “Between 

3. Socialism, again, is too optimistic 
with respect to the future, and too 
pessimistic with respect to the present. 
It must be remembered, of course, that 
Socialism has never had a uractical trial: 
therefore we cannot see what would be 
brought about bv its adoption, except 
as pure theory. “Communism” has be& 
tried, and has fsiled. but that does not 
prove that Socialism would also fail. 
for they are very different. Socialism 
has beautiful dreams of what would take 
place under its regime, but taking human 
nature as we find it, in actual life. with 
its selfishness, cupidity, laziness’ and 
dishonesty, it seems highly probable that 
its dream could never come true-at 
least. not until a far better average of 
humanity had been attained. On-the 
other hand, it takes too dark a view of 
the present social and industrial order. 
The evils of our present system are great 
enough and all efforts to lessen them 
should be encouraged. But even the 
present order has its bright side. If 
there is a “submerged tenth.” we must 
remember that the very statement im. 
plies that there is also an unsubmerged 
nine-tenths to help the one-tenth up to 
better rondit,ions. Socialism fails to 
take into sccount that each year wit- 
nesses a keener moral sensitiveness to 
human sufferina. It does not see thaC 
there is a growing feeling of brotherhood 
in the world. or if it does. it does not 
seem to count unon its value as a future 
aid in the solution of our problems. This 
is pessimism with the eyes wide open. 
The sense of justice in employer is more 
manifest all the time. Historv tells us 
that in the French revolution’if iustire 
had not first conquered the hearts tif 
royalty and nobility, the mob wou!d 
have found force of no avail. Selfish- 
ness never waged a great crusade. pull 
justice must be given capital and capital- 
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ists for their services to society. They 
risk millions in opening up new sources 
of wealth. They thus give labor its 
opportunity for livelihood. They are in- 
dispensable to labor’s progress in com- 
fort and temporal well-being. Indeed, 
private property has not yet had a fair 
trial. Our ranid industrial develonment 
has made us dizzy, and there is- still 
much of confusion in our thought. The 
new conditions have stimulated-our am- 
bitions for material prosperity. This 
has affected all classes. We have for. 
gotten some times to be just and gener- 
ous to labor. as well as to cauitalists. 
But to say, with confidence, at this stage 
in our development, that the conditions 
present no possible hope of improvement, 
and that private property is a failure, 
and the whole order of things must be 
overturned before the wage-earner can 
obtain his full rights. is not onlv unwar- 
ranted by the f&ts,‘but is contrary to 
the signs of these times in which we 
live. Society is slowly but surely feel- 
ings its way toward a final solution of 
the differences between capital and la- 
bor. Legislation. in the interests of the 
manual toiler. is attemntina to euard 
his rights in every way.’ The ho& of 
labor arc being shortened per day and 
ner week. Child labor is comine under 
ehe ban of disapproval. Laws reiulating 
the payment of wages, the protection of 
the health of the employe, the employ- 
er’s liability for injuries to the employe 
are multiplying evervwhere. Not only 
this, but labor organizations have multi- 
nlied to such an extent that nearlv all 
forms of labor have been brought”into 
mutual relations of helpfulness. So rapid 
has been this movement in recent years 
that a world-wide organization of hand- 
workers seems probable in the near 
future. Through this must come vast 
good in amelioration of the conditions of 
labor evervwhere. Carroll D. Wright 
says : “Taking wages and prices together 
the economic condition of the wage- 
earner has improved vastly during the 
last fifty years, and is improving to- 
day.” 

4. The Socialist scheme would arousr 
great dissatisfaction in its political 
workings. We acknowledge this to be 
a prophecy, and Josh Billinge was doubt- 
less correct in declaring that it is safer 
to “prophesy” after a thing is done.“But 
we claim equal right with our Socialistic 
friends (who are constantly foretelling 
the blessedness to come under their sys- 
tern) to forecast the future ourselves. 

Socialism, let us remember, proposes to 
abolish the nrincinle of nrivate business 
and to substitute for it the collective in- 
dustrial principle. Our claim is that this 
would breed much dissatisfaction. Un- 
der our nresent order dissatisfaction is 
immense,‘but it is diffused among a mul. 
titude of persons-the milkman, because 
he uses. the pump too freely; the ex- 
pressman, because of his tardiness, or 
because of exorbitant charges; the gas 
comnanv. because the bill IS too hiah 
by at least 100 per cent. Suppose ill 
things were done for us by some central 
public bureau. We could never exercise 
the natience we do toward the individ- 
ual &offender. -We will tolerate in an 
individual what would not be tolerated 
in a public agency. We are more im- 
natient with a eovernment enternrise 
ihan with privatg industry. The *out- 
come of Socialism, then, would be such 
an amount of dissatisfaction that the ex- 
periment would be overthrown, and a 
return would be made to the present 
social order. Not onlv this, but selfish- 
ne’ss would not be cured bv Socialism. 
Human nature must be deal; with as we 
know it to be. Men now take pains to 
fan the flames of discontent if they can 
onlv obtain personal advantage by SO 
doing. Certainly this would continue 
under any other social order, as well as 
under the one dominant, while selfish- 
ness reigns. 

5. Socialism would be a menace to 
libertv. Under this DrODOSed Socialist 
scheme there would be hut one considera- 
ble sphere of employment. We must not 
forget that men would administer the 
various departments of this co-opers- 
tive commonwealth, and while human 
nature remains as now, oppression would 
ensue. Even granting that there might 
come longer economic freedom, there are 
other forms of freedom to be considered, 
and we must not forget that the world’s 
history is a fearful warning againsti;; 
checked and unfettered power. 
a tremendous “power” a political fac- 
tion would have once it gained control 
of even a-large part of -the country. 
There must be government of some sort. 
Even if government should be reduced 
to the lowest terms compatible with 
Socialism, whaf power the few who 
govern would possess, however they 
might be selected, or appointed. I&en 
would combine as now. It would be 
quite possible for two or three partiea 
to act together in their own interests 
and exploit the public, as they do in 



Terre Haute today; It makes small dif- 
ference which way the city election 
turns, certain men have pooled their in- 
te;zFerand every turn of. the political 

vane only brmgs favoring 
breezes to the combiners. Cur citv is ab- 
solutely governed by two or thr;?e men. 
and our citizens are helpless unless they 
also combine to command the situation 
in the interests of decent government. 
The claim that “graft” would be elimin- 
ated by such change in the social order 
by greater centralization of government 
(for that is precisely what Socialism 
involves) is on the face of it child’s 
play. It would only furnish the larger 
opportunity for all those abuses which 
now rob citizenship of its rights. 

6. Then there are insuperable objec- 
tions to Socialism as a scheme of pro- 
duction. Socialism contemplates a uni- 
fication of industry. It assumes the 
noseibilitv of organizing everv branch 
bf indu&ry as a” great-unit. * We are 
compelled, of course, to admit that the 
tendency in all branches of enterprise 
today is toward monopoly. If this be- 
comes universal then private monopoly 
must finallv submit to public control. 
This is ine&abIe. Indeed it cannot be 
denied that this is the trend of our 
times. We are rapidly drifting toward a 
sort of socializina of industrv-at least 

10 

I-‘. the great industries. The federal gov- 
ernment has alreadv taken hold of the 
problem bv the institution of a commis- 
sioner of corporations. Thus our govern- 
ment is assuming the control of co- 
operate activity. This is well. But this 
is far from Socialism. which would have 
a common ownership’ and control of all 
industrv. This we conceive to be abso- 
lufely ‘impossible. It is impossible, for 
instance, to conceive how foreign com- 
merce could be carried on under Social- 
ism. A chief difficultv would be the ad- 
iustment of values aud of international 
ixchanges. Then, another nation, still 
capitalistic, could impede. if not unset. 
thk arrangement of anv So&list 
scheme on-a national seai;. But even 
if this could be showu to be feasible. 
What of agriculture? If this is left out 
there can be no Socialism. Socialists 
themselves admit that no plan, which 
is at all plausible, has yet been sug 
gested for the inclusion of agriculture. 
Private ownership of soiI is required for 
the present for farming on a small scale. 
This is also acknowledged by Socialists. 
But the tendency toward the dividing 
up of farms goes on as the population 
grows more dense. The movement.. in 

the necessity of the case, is toward in- 
tensive rather than toward extensive 
farming. But even if we had Dublic 
owner&p of land with private manage- 
ment this would be something very dif- 
ferent from Socialism. 

7. Not only this, but it is difllcult to 
understand how, under Socialism, ade- 
quate motives for economic adtivity 
could be awakened. Men, as now con- 
stituted, and as we know them in every- 
day life about us, are spurred on by 
competition. Competition means the 
struggle of individual interests, which 
involves private uronertv. Comuetition 
has been- called b&al, and it must be 
granted that it may become so and does 
become so. The facts all about us dailv 
make this painfully apparent. I”t 
crushes human beings everywhere. The 
vast wheels of competitive industry re- 
volve amid the groans of millions who 
are being ground down under their pon- 
derous weight. As Mrs. Browning de- 
clares, in her imprecatory psalm of t%he 
“Cry of the Children,” “the blood 
splashes upward.” The manufacturer 
must uroduce goods at the lowest mice 
(if possible lolver than others and in 
vast quantities). As the cost of labor 
is a principal item in the entire cost of 
the product, the first thing which sug 

gests itself is to reduce wages; then 
to extend the length of the work-day 
(that is, get mar: labor for the same 
pay); then to drive labor more remorse- 
lessly; then to get the cheaper labor of 
women and children, who ought not to 
work away from their home at all. 
This is the picture of the never-ceasing 
tragedy of competition, and the SO- 
cialist deserves all praise for forcing 
the sickening spectacle upon the public’s 
attention and keeping it there. Yet 
there is, at least, another side to this _ 
picture. Competition has led to number- 
less inventions. It has played a large 
part in the material progress of the age. 
It offers a stimulus which human nature 
needs, because it rewards men for 
achievement. It keeps us alert and 
active. It reduces prices, and gives the 
best commoditv for the least money. 
Indeed, many ‘bf the evils from whiih 
we suffer are not the result of competi- _ 
tion, but from the absence of it. The 
chief objections to trusts and monopo- 
lies today is because competition is shut 
out. Thus the consumer is placed wlth- 
in their power. If competition is brutal, 
we must not forget that the absence of 
it is monopoly. 



What has Socialism to offer us as a 
substitute for competition? Upon what 
can it rely to give us the alertness, 
the push and enterprise that keeps the 
wheels of industrv soinnina and renders 
progress continuo;s?L Will-it be a sense 
of dutv? A love of our fellows? A re- 
gard for the oublic welfare? I am afraid 
That the standard of humanity is not 
high enough on the social side, as 
ye<, to warrant that if the spurs of 
competrtion were removed from man’s 
tender sides that he would run the 
industrial race with sufficient earneat- 
ness, nor be able to finish his 
course well under a Soeialbist regime. 
But there is still further ligh’t upon 
this dark picture of suffering and loss 
under the competitive order. The So- 
cialist fails to take into consideration 
that in the development of life, whether 
physically or in advance of the social 
organism composed of related humanity, 
the law of struggle for life, (or compe- 
tition) is not the only law which oper- 
ates. Drommond, in his “Ascent of 
Man.” has made it clear that there 
are two principles ceaselessly at work- 
not only the “struggle for life”, but 
the “struggle for the life of others.” 
Indeed that the “s~truggle for life” is 
not the suoreme fact unon whioh life 
of all kinds has slowly =advanced. He 
has demonstrated that altruism has its 
pl’ace in any real devel,opment of man- 
kind and that it is slowlv nroceedina 
side ,by side with the com&&tive p& 
ciple. Human evolution is not primarily 
along lines of human selfishness, as the 
Socralistic philosophy of Marx and the 
mo’dern sc~hool of Socialists would have 
us think. Altruism, (or thought for 
others) is one of the most characteristic 
facts of our times. There would be no 
such thing as the very impulse from 
which Socialism springs, if this were not 
true. 

There is an incoming sense of brother- 
hood eveaywhere manifest in the 
world’s life. Each day reveals its 
growth in a real sensativeness to all the 
things whioh concern the welfare of 
men. The world’s progress in civiliza- 
tion depends upon it more than upon 
any other one factor. Guizot, in his 
“History of Civilization,” declares that 
“this brotherhood can alone bind the 
family of nations together in a rational, 
that is, a free society.” The ‘one great 
need of humankind is that a genuine 
brotherliness maintain. It will cure 
every ill-solve every problem-smoothe 
the pathway for the ‘feet of every toiler 

(as fmar as it is either necessary or bene- 
ficial f,or it to be smoothed) ‘and in 
proportion as it comes, in practical 
forms, will the schemes of Socialism 
fade away into fond reminiscences and 
beoo,me things of the past. 

The special peril of the present So- 
&l movement is this externalism. Prog 
ress is defined in terms of organiza- 
tions, sohemes, majsorlties and social 
machinery. Its program has rarely a 
word to sav of anv change of oharacter. 
It makes go appeal to f&e wage worker 
to cultivate prudence, self-restraint, or 
patience. On the contrary these things 
which have usually been considered 
virtues, often seem to stand in the way 
of the workingman’s aim. He is urged 
to demand more pay, more comfort, l%t- 
ter external conditions, and then these 
changes in the outward industrial order 
he is told, will of themselves develop the 
inward capacity to use them. Organi- 
zations are of such importance that they 
are looke’d upon as the means of solving 
all problems. It is salvation by means 
of organization. This is too deadly 
fallacy of the whole Socialistic philo- 
sophy. It asks how can people become 
better in character if they are not bet- 
ter fed and better clad? How can the 
wageworker improve #his conditions ex- 
cept l&rough his sown effort and by ar- 
raying himself in uncompromising hostil- 
ity against the whole capitalistic order? 
It is the battle of the “classes” and 
that to the fatal finish. He denounces 
the “brutal principle of competition” 
so long as he thinks the capitalist is 
getting the better end of things, but 
approves it when he hopes to gain the 
upper hand himself. 
“warfare.” 

He organizes for 
He ignores any hope of help 

from any source, but from force, (OP- 
aanization to comoel is “force”) It is 
Ehe question as toIwhich is the stronger 
and can hoI’d out the longer. If this is 
to be the issue it can have but one 
culmination. The lab’orer must have his 
chains welded upon ,his limbs in per- 
petual slavery. Capital has the larger 
end of the lever and if force alone is 
to determine the question-(if selfish- 
ness must be the final arbiter) then the 
end of the conflict may already be per- 
dieted with absolute certainty. 

My claim is that “he that takes up the 
sword shall perish with the sword”- 
especially the wage laborer. The word 
“sword,” as here used, signifying every 
form of selfish warfare of whatever 
kind. If altruism does not come in to 
settle this question it will never be set- 
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tied. Justice must be done and that is 
a matter of moral character. It is a 
personal quality. There is not a prob- 
lem in the industrial world that it can- 
not solve. But so long as men cling 
to the materialistic philosophy of his- 
tory as taught by modern Socialism, 
they can never find the better day for 
labor. Economics do not determine life. 
Gharaeter is not the product of circum- 
stances. It is false to the very core. 
It belies the facts of history and is only 
serving today to confuse and bewilder 
those who are following this ignus 
fatuus which can only lead into the bog 
of deaptir. Most great transitions in 
social welfare have occurred not through 
unecbanical. external. or economic 
changes, but through personal initiative, 
moral or intellectual leadership-mae- 
tery of circumstances comes by force of 
character. It was an unfortunate thing 
when American industrial thought ever 
followed the false notions of Karl 
Marx. It must free itself of his heresies 
beBore redemption can come. Our mod- 
ern social and industrial questions are 
upon us simply because character itself 
is ascending. It is the human note 
that gives the question any si,&ficance 
whatever. It is because of the growth 
of pity, justice, and brotherhood that 
there is any question at all. It is not 
beoause the laborer has less. but beoause 
he thinks and feels inore ihan yester- 
day. It proceeds not from decrease of 
possession& but from increase of de- 
sires. It is manhood’s demand for a 
more humanized life. It is the protest 
of oha.racter against conditions rather 
than the pressure of conditions upon 
character. Deep beneath all suuefficial 
economic matters are the ethical ques- 
tions of duty, compassion, humanity and 
service which are the signs, (not of a 
degenerating social order), but of an 
improving social conscience. The truth 
of -‘history is exactly reversed when it 
is claimed that economic charm-es must 

precede moral -progress. invariably 
Changes in 
mand social 
of historv. 

the character of men de- 
change. That is the truth 
The social question meets 

civilization, not on its way down, but 
on its way up. The need of the time is 
not so muoh better social maohinery, 
as better men. The soul of the age must 
rule material thinas and brine albout 
needed industrial &anges, just: as the 
soul of man must control his physical 
life in the interest of both soul and 
body. We must go back to sane philos- 
ophy, in accord with the deepest facts 
of humanity. Back from ,tbe acquisi- 

tion of goods, to the need of goodness- 
from things to life-not Socialism, but 
social reform. 

Sooial reform does not hold that an 
entire reconstruction of the social order 
is necessarv. but ooints out that much 
has been d&e in ihe past and has been 
incorporated into the existing society, 
and is very good-that all real progress, 
indeed. to this time, has been made in 
this v&v. Social reform declares that 
no one “panacea oan become the eocial 
“cure all,” ,but that remedies are numer- 
ous because social probleme are num- 
erous and oomplex. S4n5alis.m looks 
upon suoh things as mere “pat& work.” 
But a “pateh” is ,all that is required any- 
where, if it fully meets the need. There 
can be no question, but that monopoly 
should be controlled bv the eovernment 
in the interests of the”peoplerThe limits 
of this paper do not permit the discue- 
sion of the government ownership or 
control of our great railroads, but the 
movement of the times is rapidly in 
that direction-that woul,d work great 
reform in many ways. It would not 
be Socialism, as some suppose! bu,t it 
could be ehown, I think, that It would 
effectually cure some of the evils tnat 
now arise from the urivate ownershin 
of these gigantic aggrigations of powei. 
Railroad stock gambling would cease and 
other abuses would be corrected. Indeed 
the government must either control 
or own the railroads, or must soon be 
controlled by them. So other forms of 
monopoly must largely be taken out of 
private control, if we are to remain free 
and if the people are to reap the l#arg- 
est benefit from the economic advances 
which the years bring. Progress is not 
rapid-slowly the world is moving to- 
ward its goal. But it is moving and 
moving in the right direction, (we are 
led to believe) as we take the wider 
outlook upon the vast stream of tend- 
ency. The eddy at one’s feet may seem 
to indicate otherwise, but we cannot 
judge the oourse of any stream by the 
eddy. The light of civilization is pene- 
trating the darkness. Even Socialism 
is part of that light. It has helped 
men onward in apite of its crudities and 
mistaken philosophy. But Karl Marx 
lived too soon. His philoeophy was 
based on what he saw about him in the 
Germany of his day. Then the regime 
of laissez faire maintained. But we 
live in better days. The sleeping giant 
of industrialism has awakened and has 
come to a keen consciousness of ti 
needs in the light of justice and human- 
ity, and the movement of the times io 
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toward the realization of his desires. A 
new spirit is upon our age. It is the 
coming of the Christ. There is not a 
question rsaised by Socialism but his 
spirit will settle, and in a far better 
way than Socialism has ever yet 
dreamed. No Socialist can name a 
wrong, of which he bitterly complains 
today, but is directly traceable to a 
lack of justice in men. If so, the radical 
cure is to reform men. Is “modem 
capitalism fostered by a horde of pirates 
and wreckers watching ‘a ohance to en- 
trap and despoil the unwary?” as Debs 
tells us. All right, let us concede it. 
But where is the remedv? Shall we 
revolutionize society, change the order 
of things fundamentally-well what 
then? After the most radical recon- 
struction your pirates and wreckers are 
still on hand, and still unreconstructed, 
have a new chance at their work of 
plunder. Here is the folly of Soda&m. 
It imagines that one may purify dirty 
water by pouring it out of one bucket 
into another. It has never been done. 
It thinks that some sort of government- 
al ,adjustment can be effected in w.hioh 
exploiters of the ignorant and robbers 
of the weak can have no chance. It is 
the delusion of sane men. It is the co- 
lossal heresy of this age. It must be put 
away before it leads us into the evils 
that are in its program. The need of 
our practical age is a large supply of 
sane idealism-not Socialism. W’hat is 
it that has created a better world in 
any age but the antecedent faith of the 
idealists? The most valuable, and at 
the same time the most practical thing 
in the world is a true ideal. Eaoh re- 
form in industrial conditions-in t,he 
protection of the unprotected-in the 
abolition of slavery (whether it be ohat- 
tel slavery, or industrial slavery) has 
been first dreamed and then accom- 
plished. First comes the idealrat with 
,his impracticable hope and then fol- 
low legislatures and nations with their 
practical measures. The ideal for our 
aae is one of character. manhood. ius- 
t&e, truth, kindness in all the rel&,&%s 
of life. Conditions for the bettering 
of our social life can never come untii 
charaoter comes. The root must always 
precede the fruit and flower. 

Ben Tillet said: “The various panaceas 
for poverty are of no more value than 
a noultice to a wooden lea.” New eeo- 
no& conditions are needid no doubt, 
but it is a new social spirit which is 
supremely needed. A ohhange in form 
is not a change in essence. Jesus aimed 
at a new social order but he knew and 

taught that it must come from a new 
social life. and that this life must be 
insnired ,bv Himself. “I am come that 
thiy migh’t have life, and have it more 
abundantly.” There can be no real 
progress so long as men try to sub- 
stitute new conditions for newness of 
life. Life always makes ,its forms. It 
creates new conditions. ‘Ihe emancipa- 
tion of the black man in America was 
disappointing. It was a great act of 
iustice. but there was a popular exneti- 
“&&ion -of results from new ;?nvironnient 
which could only come f,rom a new life 
and a new spirit. Ideal society must 
grow, it cannot be created. The new 
social life, whioh came with the indus- 
trial revolution, is gaining self conscious- 
ness and a social ideal. It needs to be 
elevated and spiritualized. For four 
centuries the watchword has been 
“Rights,” but the time is rapidly draw- 
ing near when it will be “duties”. The 
social ideal is but dimly seen as yet. 
The social conscience is yet but feeble- 
hut it is growing with each new 
&Y. 

The great social questions wmhioh to- 
day are working like yeast are ethical. 
They can be settled only in the spirit, 
and according to the program of Jesus 
Christ. Property is the kernel of the 
social question. Not chiefly production, 
but its distribution. The question used 
to be ,how to produce goods-now it 
is how to divide them. Men still starve 
in sight of plenty. It is the question 
of distribution, and that is a moral 
question rather than one of economics. 
It is therefore a matter of conscience 
and that is always a matter of ohar- 
acter. If character was what it ought 
to be on the par#t of both employer 
and employe there could never be a con- 
flict any more than between the brain 
and the hand. If labor unions were 
formed to give more efficient service and 
capitalistic oombinations were made for 
the benefit of employes and of the gen- 
eral public, we should never hear of 
strikes and lo&outs. If coal operator 
and miner would sit down in confer- 
ence together with the mutual determ- 
ination to be brotherly and fair and 
Christ-like there would be no strike, and 
coal famines would be impossible. I do 
not think labor receives its proper share 
of that, whioh it is the ohiaf factor in 
creating, butt I am also clear that a 
larger proportion of the product would 
not quiet the discontent of the I&borer. 
The average millionaire who is living 
to get all he can and to keep all he gets, 
is as dissatisfied aa the average wage- 

13 



w,orker, only he does not blame the 
social system and therefore he does not 
agitate. Mr. Qarnegie recently re- 
marked that “Millionaires who laugh 
are rare ‘! Millionaire M&made of 
New York, said: “Prosperity has turned 
my wife’s ,head-a wealthy man never 
can live happily.” The Chicago Evening 
Post suggests that a social settlement 
for the benefit of “the neglected rich 
should be established to secure for them 
certain things which money cannot buy”. 
The fundamental cause of discontent is 
the lack of the spirit of service-the 
spirit of Jesus Christ. If all the diesatie- 
fied were to go on a strike today nearly 
all of us would be in the crowd. Car- 
roll D. Wright (than whom no one in 
this country is better qualified to speak 
intelligently) says: “After many years 
of investigation in the social, moral and 
industrial condition of the people, 1 
have come to the conclusion that the 
adoption of the religion ‘of Christ as a 
practical creed for the conduct of busi- 
ness is the surest and speediest solution 
of the difficulties whioh excite the minds 
of men and whioh lead many to think 
that social, industrial and political revo- 
lution is at hand.” Good wages do 
not satisfy men. Love is the only thing 
which can, and love includes pood 
wages-tho wages dso not include love. 

Let me add, also, that Jesus Christ 
was not a socialist. He never con- 
demned competition, but said on the con- 
trary, “Unto him that hath shall be 
given.” He did not think that bread 
and good drainage would bring in the 
millenium. To read into His teachings, 
that whioh makes them a program of 
social reform, or reoonstruction, is to 
mistake the by-product for the end 
sought. The Socialist program be- 
gins with the observation of economic 
needs and ends in an ideal of economic 
change. The teaching ‘of Jesus begins 
with the sense of spiritual need and ends 
with the ideal of a spiritual kingdom. 
The aim of the one is to make the 
poor rich-the aim of the other is to 
make the bad good. The Socialist says 
character comes from economic oondi- 
tion. Jesus says economic conditions 
come from character. The one &Ids 
from below-the other builds from 
above. The co-operative commonwealth 
(Socialism says) is to rise out of a new 
arrangement of production and dietri- 
bution-Christianity says the new 
Jerusalem is to come down out of *heaven 
from God. The Socialist knows that 
justice must in the long run produce 
what he demands, but he seems uncon- 

cerned as to the training of men toward 
justice. Socialism abolish the 
oa~nitalist--Christ ~zxBV”~ transform the 
capitalist. Socialism” says, cleanse the 
outside of the platter-Jesus says 
cleanse the inside. Socialism is in- 
terested in the meohanical and outward 
-Jesus is concerned first with the 
moral and inward, knowing that the 
outward will spring from the characters 
of men. His social gospel is one of 
spirit, and of aim. He showed no con- 
cern about the organization of society 
or with the adjustment of social con- 
ditions. The New Testament is not a 
text book of political economy, or of 
social science. Jesus is a life-bringer. 
He inspires individual lives and leaves 
the form and order of His kongdom in 
their hands. “Ye are the light of the 
world,” “Ye are the salt of the earth,” 
He said. His field is the world, but 
the “good seed,” which ‘was to fructify 
the field, was the “Ohildren of the 
Kingdom,” that is-indiviuals who had 
caught His spirit and were living His 
life. He was confident that Christian 
character would bring about social con- 
sequences. 

It is interesting to note that, as a 
matter of fact, s&al consequences did 
immediatelv follow His teachine. His 
followers were talrown among th; nerila 
and problems of that age, and the new 
faith, planted in a few lives, gave an 
early hsarvest of social change. Jesus or- 

P anized no charity, yet among his fol- 
sowers bloomed a chharity more luxur- 
iant than the world had ever seen. He 
was not a labor agitator, yet His teach- 
ing undermined the Roman svetem of 
eo‘Eiety, gave new hope to the siave, and 
a new self-respect to woman. He was 
no Socialist and yet He has put the 
marvelous spell of His matchless per- 
sonality upon the world’s life as none 
other has and all beneficient social 
changes leap forth in the wake of His 
march across the centuries. Just as in 
an orchestra, with all its varied ways 
of musical expression, there is one pea- 
eon who performs o,n no instrument but 
in whom all the harmony and rhythm 
resides. So with the spiritual leader- 
ship of Jesus Christ. Into the discord- 
ant efforts of men he comes as one hav- 
ing authority. AR social activities 
must ‘hush in His presence and then at 
His signal and in surrender to Him and 
His spirit of love and righteousness, all 
find their places in the splendid sym- 
phony which is more and more eound- 
ing in the world, and is Ibringing in the 
happiness of mankind. 
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A REPLY. 
By REV. J. H. HOLLINGSWORTH. 

The attempted reply to certain ob- 
jections to Sociallism made by Dr. Tins- 
ley in his recently published essay in 
The Tribune is not given in a mere con- 
troversial spirit. We are friends. What 
I desire to do in this reply is rather to 
help throw some light on the vexing 
and tremendous social and industrial 
problems confronting us at this hour. 
Hence, I shall seek to be constructive 
rather than destructive, to indicate in 
as simple a manner as possible what 
Socialism teaches relative to those 
points against which the objections were 
lodged by the essayist. 

Of the first half of the doctor’s essay 
nothing need here be said, only ‘so far 
as to give expression to our apprecia- 
tion of his verv kind and magnanimous 
statesments regarding a much-misunder- 
sto,od philosophy and movement. He 
placed the aim and spirit of Socialism 
as high as any reasonable Socialist 
could ask. But this is just like him. 
He seeks t’o be fair. 

1. Dr. ‘Tinsley asserts that “the ma- 
terialistic conception of history” upon 
which the eoonomic teachin’gs of Marx, 
Engels and Socialists generally are 
based is “false.” Now, what is meant 
by the phrase 
of history” 

“materialistic conception 
as employed by Socialists? 

Does it mean, as Dr. Tinsley seems to 
imply, that they deny the existence of 
spirit in man and ‘hold that matter and 
its motions make up the sum total of 
existenace? Does it mean that those 
having this conception are “material- 
ists,” men chaine’d to the gross things 
of life, with neither God in their 
thoughts nor humanity in their feel- 
mgs; men to whose c’onstitution any 
ideal or higher motive is an absolutely 
foreign element? It ‘does not. Walter 
Thomas Mills, a prominent Socialist 
writer, in his “Struggle for Existence” 
plainly declares that the materialis& 
conception of history by no means im- 
plies that its advocates are materialists 
in the common lacceptation of that term. 
He says: “It will be seen that this insis- 
tence upon economic causes, as of funda- 
mental importance to economic discus- 
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sion, in no way denies the foundations 
of religion nor ignores any of the high- 
er faculties of the human mind.” 

Neitther is it meant Iby this phrase 
that Socialists teach that the sole mo- 
tive or factor in human life is the 
economic factor, as the essayist im- 
plies. 

A brief statement by the eminent 
Socialist, Enaels. will make this clear. 
He says: “‘&&ding to the material- 
istic view of history the factor which is 
in the last instance decisive in history 
is the production and reproduction of 
life. More than this neither Marx nor 
I have evex asserted. But when any 
one distorts this so as to read that the 
economic factor is the sole element, he 
converts the statement into an absurd 
phrase. The economic eondition is the 
basis, but the various elements in the 
superstructure-+the political forms of 
the class contests, and their results, the 
constitution-the legal forms, and also 
all the reflexes of those actual contests 
in the brains of the participants, the 
political, legal, philosophmal theories, 
the religious views-all these exert an 
influence on the development of the his. 
torical struggles, and in many instances 
determine their forms.” See Seligman: 
“The Economic Interpretation of His- 
tory: pp. 141-3. 

These quotations certainly furnish 
sufficient ,proof t’hat ~Socialism’s doc- 
trine of the economic interpretation of 
history is not identical with what is 
commonly understoo,d as materialism, 
nor that ‘Sociaists teach that the sole 
motive to activity is economic inter- 
est. It was because Dr. Tinsley failed 
here to make clear distinctions that he 
was led into t,he error of supposing that 
Socialists teach that “everything de. 
pends on these (material) forces.” NQ, 
all that the Socialist means by the 
phrase under discussion is that ‘the age- 
long struggle going on in the world is 
at bottom a struggle for existence, an 
economic struggle, a struggle for life, 
for food, fuel, clothing, shelter. And 
even the “&niggle for the life of oth- 
ers” is, in its last analysis, an economio 



struggle. This is the basic, the funda- 
mental fact of all history. This, no 
well informed person can- successfully 
deny. The struggle is still going on, 
raging furi’ously all around us. It is 
the most prmominent feature of human 
life. Does not the struggle for food, 
shelter, gain, etc., consume the moat of 
the time and energies of men even 
today? Isn’t it the- most outetanding 
fact of modern life? Are we not money- 
mad? Why? Because the passe&on 
of it gives us power, influence, the 
necessaries and measures of life-as< 

I  

sures us an existence. This is why this 
is caRed a commercialized age. Dollars 
dominate us. Money is our-measure of 
all things. Everything is borne down 
before it. We Ibarter truth, love, friend- 
ahip, principle, even our garments ‘of 
righteousness for gold. We ruthlessly 
trample the fairest qualities of life un- 
der foot, mock high ideals, laugh at 
lofty sentiments, ignore the purest mo- 
tives, regard the Golden Rule as obso- 
lete and impracticable in the realm of 
business, banish the Ten Command- 
ments from our polities, in our insane 
desire for material gain. For material, 
economic, market, property interests 
we wage wars, adulterate foods, force 
women and little children to toil in un- 
healthful places, deny to the toiler Dhe 
full product of his toil, misappropriate 
trust funds, graft, prey on one another, 
resort to questionable methods in bus- 
iness, indulge in political trickery and 
corruption, permit acknowledged wrongs 
and evils to exist, accept “tamted” and 
even bloodstained money to sustain our 
most sacred institutions, and practice 
countless other wrongs. Every war that 
has ever been waged has been, at bot- 
tom, an economic war, a war about ma- 
terial interests, and almost, if not all of 
our wrongs root themselves in these 
material concerns. 

If the Socialist is a “materialist,” 
“there are others.” 

The Socialist sees the wrong and 
senselessness of this brute struade eo- 
ing on among intelligent,~ thin&g se- 
ings. Now, since we have reached a 
stage in our evolution as human beings 
where we should know better and do bet- 
ter, it is time for us to lay aside jungle 
methods in our efforts to exist, and or- 
ganize ourselves industrially so that we 
may live like men and not like dumb 
beasts: this is what the Socialist aavs. 
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But,- since -it is a fact that ill’ life 
has a physical basis, we must deal with 
it as we find it-reckon with the ma- 
terial facts and forces of life. Te ig 

all human institutions, is’ not, as the 
idealists insi’st, the result of the ohanges 
of men% ideas relative to the society 
they were living in and its institutions, 
which changes are brought about by 
the inherent law of development of the 
ideas; but that, quite to the contrary, 
the development of society, including 
men’s ideas of *human society and in- 
stitutions, are the result of the ma- 
terial conditions under which men live; 
that these oonditions are We only ones 
which h,ave an independent existence 
and development; that the changes of 
the material conditions cauee the in- 
stitutijons of human society to be 
changed to suit them; and the+ the 

nore this basis, or to treat it as of 
small importance, is sure to lead us 
astray in our efforts to better our lot 
and life. Man is both soul and *body, and 
the solution of the soul’s problems can 
only be successfully worked out as we 
reckon with the concerns of the body. 
Disembodie’d “souls” are not our prob- 
lem. but souls clothed with flesh and 
blood which need, and must have, in or’ 
der to their existence here, food, fuel, 
clot,hing, etc. 

The Socialist did not create this 
problem of providing bodily sustenance; 
he simply finds it as a stubborn fact 
and seeks to justly solve it. In sub- 
stance he wouid say: Let us once and 
for all, as intelligent beings, settle this 
whole “bread and butter” problem upon 
a righteous and scientific basis, and no 
longer leave this physical foundation of 
life in jeopardy, eubject to the caprice 
of grasping, greedy speculators, market 
manipulators, “captains of industry,” 
working class, or to any other class-or 
set of individuals. Let us, bv a wise 
and just economic arrangement, put a 
solid and endurina uhvsical foundation 
under all human “life -and ,thereby end 
the brute struggle for mere existence, 
release men from the continua.1 care, 
and worry, and uncertainty about what 
they are to eat, and wear, and fmm the 
whole crushing weight of providing the 
material necessities of life, so that they 
may “take time to be holy,” and attend 
to the higher demands of life. 

This is the deliverance that Socialism 
seeks to bring about. 

If we wish0 a formal and teohnical 
explanation of the materialistic concau- 
tion of history, perhaps this one g&n 
bv L. Boudin, in the International So- 
cialist Review, will suffice. He says: 
“The materialistic conception of his- 
tory maintains that the evolution of 
<human societv as a whole. and that of 



ideas on all subjects relating to man in 
society, including those of right and 
wrong between man and man, and even 
between man and his God, are changed 
Iby m,an in accordance with and because 
of th,ose changed material conditions of 
his existence.” 

Certainly, as an historica! fact! this 
earnrot be denied. All human hmtory 
witnesses to its truth. We may not 
like if we may seek to overthrow it, 
but history pasitivelg refuses to permit 
us to do so. 

But let us remind the reader that in- 
terpreting history thus by no means 
necessarily commits one to “material- 
iem;” for he, at least, may be an 
idealist in practical life, and this is far 
better than being an idealist in theory, 
and a sordid materialist in practice, 
sudh as our present social order tends to 
produce in “job-1ot8. 

In his interpretation of history the 
Socialist looks at the world, not as he 
might like to see it, but as it really 
is; he refuses to read into it that whieb 
does not really exist, or to import from 
another world featu,res we might all de- 
sire in it, but he reads the facts, coanse 
and gross as some of them are, and then 
from these proceeds to construct his 
scheme for the betterment of mankind. 
If it is wrong to face facts, cold, stub- 
born and unsightly though they be, and 
from these construct a philosophy of 
hltory, then the Socialist is wrong, but 
if it is right to face them and reckon 
with them, then he is right in his ma- 
terialistic conception of history. 

2. The second objection made was 
that Socialism is “a purely working- 
class movement” tendirrg “toward nar- 
rowness and ‘bitterness, as anything 
must which take8 on the nature of a 
distinctly class struggle,” etc. 

The doctor must not forget that 
“class struggle,” that “purely working- 
class movement” which took place in 
Egypt many centuries ago, led by one 
Moses. Moses claimed (‘and I won’t 
dispute his claim) that he received in- 
structions dire& from God to inaugur- 
ate that “working-class mmovement;” to 
deliver the people of Israel from the 
crushing industrial bondage imposed 
npon tfhem by a ruling class. /Id, by 
the way, this incident confirms the 
truth of Marx’s famous saying: “The 
history of all sooiety thus far is the 
history of class strife.” 

But Socialism is “a purely working- 
class movement.” Of course, as the 
doctor himself notes, the ranks of the 
Socialist armY contmains t,housand8 of 

persons of the professional and other 
clas8e.s. 
the most 

It includes not only some of 
brilliant orators, writers, 

and thinkers, but men who have helped 
mould nhe art, the literature, the mu8rc, 
and the soience of our age, as, for in- 
stance, Isben, 
DAnnunzia, 

Bjornsen, 
Howels, in 

Hauptman, 
literature; 

William Morris, in art; Richard Wag- 
ner, in music; Alfred Russel Wallace 
the friend of Darwin and co-discoverer! 
of the theory of evolution, in science. 
RrOfeSSor8, ministers, merchants, and 
even capitalists are numbered among 
Socialists. The leading seats of learn 
ing, the world over, are centers of So- 
cialistic propaganda. 

This, however, is mentioned only in 
order to make more clear, if possible, WbY 
Socialism is a pure1 class movement. 

There ,bae always i7 
existence. 

een a struggle for 
The struggle has gone on 

with increasing definiteness until today 
the civilized world is almost completely 
divided into two hostile camps, known 
as the bourgeoise and the proletariat, 
or the owning, capitalistic class, and 
the non-owning laboring class. As de- 
scribed by Noyes, the first class has 
built itself UP on the growth of modern 
industry by gradually gaining posses- 
sion of the means of production, dis- 
tribution, and exchange, thrusting back 
every class handed down from the mid- 
dle ages. The capitalists are the legal 
owners of the most of the vast sources 
of the wealth of modern mciety. They 
are the economic masters of the world 
by virtue of their private ownership of 
that part of wealth employed to pro- 
duce more wealth. 

The proletariats are those whidh have 
been gradually dispossessed of the means 
of prodrmtion, until their labor power 
of brain and hand, is all they have left. 
This they must eel1 to the owners of 
capital in order to produce wealth both 
for themselves and the owners. The 
fact that there is still a large class, es- 
pecially in America, who are both own- 
ers and user8 of capital, d’oes not de- 
stroy this distinction of modern society 
into two classes, for these 8~11 pre- 
ducers, traders and farmers, are actually 
economically dependent on the large 
,one,s, and, moreover, are rapidly sinking 
into the class of actual wage Or s&q 
workers. 

Now from this it is evident that So- 
cialism did not create either these 
classes? or the class &ripe. I.t simply 
reoognrzes and takes them into sccount 
as factors in the problem. It does not 
shut its eyes and try to persuade itself 
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that they do not exist; it courageously 
faces them, as historical facts. It does 
not desire the existence of either the 
classes or. the attendant strife. It 
seeks to bring all men into conscious 
brotherhood; to have the race recognize 
its essential oneness and solidarity, and 
end this senseless and brutish strife. 

To put an end then to this strife and 
its necessary evils, is the problem. Ho,w 
may we do it? Moralize to these war- 
ring classes; tell them of the beauty of 
brotherho,od and the duty of love? Do 
so, by all means. But know this, that 
just so long as ,we consent that these 
classes remain, a63 classes, that long will 
strife continue. We may cry, Peace, 
Peace; we may rack our brain to devise 
va,nious expedients to keep them recon- 
ciled sufficiently to carry ‘on the world’s 
business; we r&y balance the economic 
interests of the one class against the 
economdc interests of the other class so 
as to maintain a sort of equilibrium, 
but we will never, in this way, find real 
peace so long as the classes remain. 
And any plan, any scheme, any pro- 
#posed remedy for this strife that does 
not comprehend and provide for the 
complete abolition of these two classes 
is doomed to meet with overwhelming 
defeat. 

But if we agree to the abolition of 
the classes, still the problem remains 
as to how this is to be ,accomplished. 
How can it be done? By an appeal to 
the class in power to ‘be go’od” and di- 
vide up, to surrender 
“vested interests” 

its power and 
and come down and 

meet the dispossessed half way? But 
history does not know a single instance 
of a social class divestima itself of Dower 
out of altruistic regard for another class; 
not once! Whatever -s true of individ- 
uals, whole classes never give them- 
selves away. Thus far history seeme to 
prove that might is right; interest rules 
the world; only strength conquers. 

Unlovely as all this appears, in eon- 
trast with the beautiful dream of mere 
reformers of uniting the ‘classes by 
bathing them in an atmosphere of uni- 
versal love, they are the stubborn facts 
that confront us and we must reckon 
with them if we would solve our prob- 
lem. 

How then shall we unite these two 
classes into ‘one? Well, what is it that 
has created and maintains them? It is 
their opposing economic interests. It 
is this above all other things. So long 
as one class owns and controls the re- 
sources of life and uses them for its own 

pnofit and pleasures, and the other 
class is dispossessed of these and de- 
pendent ‘on the possessors for sub- 
sistence, so long will the classes and 
the strafe continue. So long as men are 
divided in their economic life, so long 
will they be divided into warring 
ClWeS. Common economies will alone 
permit the realization ‘of a common, a 
united people; brotherhood in the in- 
dustrial life must preceed brotherhood 
in the social life. So long 4,s the cause 
for classes and class strife remains, so 
long will the evil continue. In the hour 
that the economic interests of these 
two ‘classes are made identical, in that 
hour they will ground Oh&r arms and 
clasu bands. 

B;t this is not all of our problem. 
Human society with its institutions, the 
wh’ole vaslr so&l order as it exists to- 
day, is built up in conformity to this 
class idea; that is, built upon the idea 
that there ,must necessarily be an own- 
ing class and a ncn-owning class, mas- 
ters and servants, rulers and ruled, pro- 
ducers and non-producers. So, without 
going back in history, we have right be- 
fore ns in our own society and its in- 
stitutions a striking verification of the 
Socialists doctrine of “economic de- 
terminism.” Our economics, our mode 
of production and distribution, has given 
us-our present form of society. -Now 
you see our problem is quite complex. 
If we end class strife, we must remove 
the cause therefor, which is economic 
inequality or opposing econ,omic inter- 
ests; but if we make the economic in- 
terests of the two classes identical, we 
abolish the classes by merging them into 
a united whole, and if we do this our 
present social order with its institutions 
built ‘on the old economic system won’t 
fit us any longer, so that we will be 
forced to take on another social form. 
All this the Socialist is seeking to bring 
about. Yes, it’s a big job, but sit will 
be worth something when it is finally 
done. It will make it possible then 
for the first time on earth for all men 
to actually put into ma&ice in their 
every-day iife the beautiful “Sermon on 
the Mount.” 

As between these two classes de- 
@scribed, which ha#s most to gain by a 
new economic system? The working 
class, of course. Then this class is? the 
natural and most likely agent for carry- 
ing forward the work of social and in- 
dustrial reconstruction. But I sbhould 
caution the reader against the conclu- 
sion that this claes s&ks to accomplish 
this for itself alone, no; the reconstruc 

18 



tion is intended to embrace all men. 
Do you say &is is a self&h move- 

menIt? It is and it is no,t. It is self- 
interest that first awakened the move- 
ment and that maintains it, but it ,is a 
selfishness out of which is to u%uate- 
ly spring the greatest. good to all. It 
is a selfishness tlhat finally, if permit- 
ted t’o pursue its natural course, will 
culminate in a new social order (based 
on unse&hness. It 1s such sdflshness 
only as has thus far in history urged 
man forward. Throughout all the paat 
we see man influenced, first of all, by 
his economic needs. It is as though God, 
through our stomachs, has ever been 
tolling us forward, drawing us upward 
step by step from lower to higher 
stages, and yet, though this is true, all 
the while .our heads, the .higber faculties 
and pofwers, are being developed by our 
very efforts to satisfy our economic 
needs. Through this same economic 
urge we are today being forced forward 
into a co-operative commonwealth- 
Socialism. For since, by our present 
economic system, the capitalist class is 
more and more coming into possession 
of those means necessary LO the exist- 
ence of all ,human Le, and, as an in- 
evita.ble consequence, the strife between 
the two warring. classes intensifies (the 
very tihing that IS taking place ,over the 
whole civilized world) as the ex- 
ploitation goes forward, it will follow, 
and inevitably follow, that the vast and 
powerful producing class, f’orced by its 
economic needs, its desire and its God- 
given right to existence, will be com- 
pelled to either take by brute force 
from this capitalist class, or to seek to 
organize all cla,sses into a co-ooerative 
~&monwealth, based upon ’ economic 
equality, thereby guaranteeing to all 
the right to life. liberty and the pursuit 
of happiness. These are the two al- 
ternat&es. The Socialist urges that we, 
by ail means, accept the latter. 

This. in some measure, explains why 
Socialism is “a purely working class 
movement.” 

The third, fourth and fift*h objection 
contained in Dr. Tinsley’s e,ssav, I re- 
gret to cay, must be passed ‘eve; ‘in this 
oaner. for I see that alreadv much of 
&he &ace allowed me is co&med in 
the ground already traversed, and I 
am &xious to employ that which re- 
mains in treating more vital points than 
those included under the three numbers 
indicated, for those three objections do 
not seem to me to hare aiy special 
bearing on the Socialist philosopthy. 

6. Coming then t’o the next in order, 

the do&ox says: “There are insupera- 
ble objections to Socialism as a scheme 
of production.” What is its scheme of 
production9 Is it not to produce 
socially? Certainly. Well, that is just 
the very bhing we are doing today! So 
you see, doctor, that if “there are in- 
superable abjections to Socialism’s 
scheme of nnoduction.” those otbiections 
hold equalli against ihe present Capital- 
ist mode of produotion, for it is social 
production. -Socialists are not seeking 
for social oroduction. for somethine we 
already have. They know that bhe”day 
of individual production has long since 
passed away. - The time when ali man- 
ufacturing was carried on in a simple 
way with hand tools by the individual 
who owned his own took and hence the 
product of them, is forever gone. The 
introduction of steam-driven machinery 
changed the method of production fro& 
individual to social. Now, under the 
organizing power of capital&s, the mil- 
lions of Ilaborers are banded together 
in great factories and all other indus- 
trial enten>rises. Thev do not own these 
vast manu>acturing Industries, but they 
use them. Once the laborer owned his 
own tools, but these have, by the in- 
troduction of machinery, passed out of 
his hands, so bhat today he is toolless, 
and, since he must have tools in order 
to gain a subsistence for himself and 
those dependent on him, he is forced to 
sell his Ia*bor power to those who own 
the tools-the capitalists. So, it has 
come to pass, that those who bold the 
keys to these tools, this vast sys- 
tem of productive machinery, really holds 
the power8 of life and death over the 
toolless laborers, for their ability to live 
depends upon their ability to gain access 
to these tools of Droduction. This is 
whv Socialists sav that all semblance of 
eqiality of oppbr’tunity !has disappeared. 
And this is why they also have much to 
say about “wage slavery,” for it cer- 
tainlv is true. as Bellamv remarks. that 
“if y%u own the things ‘men mu’st- have, 
you own the men who must have them.” 

All production, ehen, broadly speak- 
ing, is now social production. Not even 
a nail. needle. match. or anv other of 
the U&sand ‘and one ‘art&s we use, 
are now individually produced. Thou- 
sands of hands are now employed in the 
production of a table, chair or desk. In 
short, we have today socialized produc- 
tion. 

Well, you say, if we already have it, 
then, what are ym Socialists “kicking’ 
about? 1’11 tell vou-and I wish you 
would write it d-own-we want ilS0 
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social distribution. As we have seen: 
we ,have social produdion, but we still 
have individual distribution of tihe 
products. Now, this, as you must see, 
has begotten a violent contradiction in 
our industrial system, and as Jesus said, 
“a house divided against itself cannot 
stand.,’ 

Socialism stands for the oolleotive 
ownership of thege tools of production 
and distribution. It does not think it 
wise or just to have such va& power 
vested in any one class or any set of in- 
dividuals. It is bound to work harm. 
The Socialist will agree with Dr. Tine- 
ley that “we must not forget that the 
world’s history is a fearful warning 
against unchecked and unfettered pow- 
er.” This is just the remon he wants 
to take this vast power out of the hands 
of the few and put it into the hands of 
all the people. For in order to retain 
this power, that the ownership of the 
means of production necessarily gives 
to tihe capitalist class, it will go to any 
len&h in corruDtino law and law- 
makers, and courts,- and political par- 
ties. That class, as one of them de- 
clare’d, “has no politics.” It knows no 
“flag,” only perchance as it may use it 
under the euise of “na~triotism.” to 
carry out its” greedy designs. Ilt will 
corrupt, if it can, tihe most sacred in- 
stitmtions of man, and prostitute the 
meet sacred things of life, in order to 
preserve its grip upon the power in- 
hering in the ownership of the tools of 
production and distr’ibution. 

Don’t we see this verified today in 
the sickening revelations of “graft” and 
corruption on all sides? The startling 
disclosures of this character made in the 
past few months ought to be enough 
to crimson every face with shame, and 
it would, perhaps, if we had not all be- 
come so gross and sodden by virtue of 
our residence in such a corrupt environ- 
ment. 

Socialiets wish to remove this fright- 
ful danger of “unchecked and unfet- 
tered” power by removing the cause, 
namely, the private ownership of a pub- 
lic necessity. He believes with all his 
mind and heart that what the people 
collectively need, the people should col- 
lectively own and operate, and thereby 
oollectively share in the products. 

The seventh obiection offered 
against Soci,alism by “the essayist is 
that under Socialism adequate motives 
fooakecoc,mic activity could nd be 

Why, w’e ask, would such be the aase? 

If men owned collectively these meane 
of production and distribution now 
privately owned by the few, would they 
not be as deeply interested and as active 
in business aflairs as they now are 
when they do not thus own them? If 
all men _ were equal partners in in- 
dustrial affairs, woda n#ot that fact 
awaken within them an adequate mo- 
tive for economic activity? Would they 
not work for themselves as diligently 
aa for another? It seems reasonable 
to nresume that the verv thine needed 
in irder to awaken m”en,s economic 
activity to a fine pitoh would be 60 malte 
Wem equal owneis of the tools cd pro- 
duction, thereby assuring l&m the full 
product of their toil. I think this would 
awaken “adequate motives for economic 
activity” in the average anan. It cer- 
tainly would do ao am,ong “l&boring 
people,,, who now, under the present ar- 
rangement, must not only produce 
enough wealth to pay their own wages, 
but in addition, a good fat lump of 
“surplus value” for the benefit ‘of the 
owner of the to,ole which they use. Sure- 
ly in the field of economic interest any 
reasonable man would work harder for 
all ,he produces than for only a *part. 

Men, “as we know ther-,” says the 
doctor, “are spurred on by competition.,’ 
No, not by “compettiion,” doctor, but by 
their economic interests. They com- 
pete, but not for the sake of merely 
competing, but for the sake of their 
economic interests. 

The dootor’e contention throughout 
the whole of the first part of the sev- 
enth division is that our present com- 
petitive order of society is more desira- 
ble than a c&operative or non-oom- 
petitive order. Though acknowledging 
the inherent brutality of such a system 
-“the vast wheels of competitive in- 
dustry revolve amid the groans of mil- 
lions who are ibeing ground down under 
its ponderous might”-yet he upholds 
it. He believea that its advantages out- 
weigh its brutality; he wuul{, were it 
in his power, cleanse it of tins. Many 
todav are defending the competitive 
system. They sinceFely believe- in it. 
So, let ns now consider for a few mo- 
merits the question of competition as 
applied to our economic life. 

Many believe in competit,ion beoauae 
it is a sy&em, as Wey- see, that corn- 
nletelv dominates the lower world, the 
&i&l and vegetable world. They rea- 
son l&at since it is a principle inherent 
in nature it ie tiherefore good. 

There are kwo gre& laws operating 
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in the world. Lester F. Ward,. who is 
accounted the greatest living sociologist, 
defines these as the Law of Mind, and 
the Law of Nature. Of course the law 
of mind is also a natural law, but it is 
certainly unlike Dhe other, and as it 
came forth, 88 Ward points out, “at a 
late stage in the history of the cosmic 
evolution, it seems to have inau,gurated 
a wholly new order of things.” From 
the outset “mind took upon itself to 
countera’& the law of na,ture and to 
oppose to the competitive system, that 
holds complete sway in trhe lower world 
a.nd still so largely prevails in human 
society., a wholly different system based 
on rational co-operation.” 

In the measure that the crude world 
of nature has come under the sway of 
mind, intellect, especially as expressed 
in mxan, in that degree it has lost its 
competitive feature, its system has been 
modified. This is made clear by the fact 
that whenever. as Ward shows. “com- 
petion is wholly removed, as &hrourgh 
the agency of man, in the interest of 
any c&e iorm, that form immediately 
begins to make great strides and soon 
outstrips all those Wat depend on com- 
petition. Such has been the case with 
all cereals and fruit tree,s; it is +he case 
with domestic cattle and sheep, with 
horses, dogs and all forms of life bhat 
man has acceoted from the biolo& law 
and subjeeted’to the law of mined.” 

From the very outset the mission of 
mind has been to grapple with the law 
of competition ,prevailing throughout 
the lower order of na.ture. and as far 
aa possible, overcome and-destroy it. All 
of our fine race and draft hor,ses; the 
various grades of cattle: sheep, hogs; 
tie numerous varieties of fruits, flow- 
ers and vegetables, are so many tangi- 
ble evidences of the mind’s success in 
thie dire&ion. They show what human 
reason, when applied to the crude facts 
and force,s of nattme. mav a&oomdish to 
physically advance the world, aid thus 
indirectly, at least, elevate it mentally 
and mo<allp. 

Another imnortant fact is bron&t 
out by Ward’ in tihis connection. %e 
writes: “It is now know-n that the 
plants of every region possess tie 
Dotencv of a far hipher life tihan thev 
&joy,“and that they-are prevented fro& 
atta’ining that hi&er state by the aa- 

. verse influences that surround +hem in 
their normal habitat.” By selecting 
Wese out, removing them from the com- 
petitive realm, man haa given them op- 
p&unity to progress, and they have 
done so by inherent powere with which 

all slants are endowed. A verv inter- 
est.& illustration of this is &en bv 
Ward”: “Once, when herbari&g in Q 
rat’her wild, neglected spot, I collected 
a little depauperate g&s that for a 
time ereatlv uuzzled me. but which umm 
analyiis prb;ed to be none other &an 
genuine wheat. It had been accidentally 
eown in this abandoned -kook, where it 
ha’d been obliged to strnwle for exist- 
ence along wgh the rem&ing vegeta- 
tion. There it had grown up, and sought 
to rise into that majesty and beauty 
that is seen in the field of waving grain. 
But at every step it had felt the re- 
sistan.ce of an environment no longer 
regulated by intelligence. It missed 
the fostering care of man, who destroys 
competition, removes enemies and cre- 
ates conditions favorable to the hizhest 
development. This is called cultiv&ion, 
and the difference between my little 
starvling grase and the wheat of the 
well-tilled field is a difference of culti- 
vation only, and not at all of capacity.” 
This., with thousands 01 similar illus- 
trations which might be given, squarely 
contradicts the prevailing idea that it is 
the “fittest” posible that survive in this 
competitive struggle. “‘l’he effect of 
competition is to prevent any form from 
attaining its maximum development, 
and to maintain a comparatively low 
level for all forms that succeed in sur- 
viving.” 

ReFerring to man, OUT author contin- 
ues: “This iron law of nature, as it 
may be called: was everywhere found to 
lie athwart the path of human progress, 
and the whole uoward struorrle of ra- 
tional man, whe’ther phys’izally, so- 
cially, or morally, has been with this 
tyrant d nature, the law oaf competi- 
tion. And dn so far as he has progressed 
at all he hae done so by gaining little 
by little the mastery in this struggle. 
In the physical world he has aceom- 
plised this through invention, from 
which hae resulted the arts. Every 
utensil of labor, every mechanical de- 
vice, every object of design and every 
artificial form that serves human pur- 
pose is a triumph of mind over the &a- 
ical forces of nature in ceaseless and 
aimless c&petition. In the social world 
it is human institutions-religion, eov- 
ernment, law, marriage, cu&ms-‘hat 
have been thought ant md adopted to 
restrain unbridled inavidualism that 
has always menaced socdety.” 

Man, the intelligent being, hm from 
the first sought to counteract this 
“iron law” of competition reigning 
throughout Dhe animal and vegetable 
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kingdoms. In the physical realm he 
has accomplished great results in tihis 
d&&ion, as we have just seen. He 
hae done much also for himself as an 
individual to preserve himself from the 
ravages of “unchecked and unbridled” 
competition by constructing his institu- 
tions of marriage, government, religioa, 
etc. But all ‘this hc~ come faF short 
of eradicating this deep-rooted principle 
that lies at the foundation of “animal 
economics.” 

Strange to say, we are not 5ufficiently 
awake to the importance of doing for 
society at large what we have aJl along 
been seeking to do in those other 
spheres just mentioned. Society still 
remains a prey to this iron law of na- 
ture-tihe competitive regime that pre- 
va& in the lower kingdoms. We still 
consent to and even defend, in our social 
and industrial life, the methods pre- 
vailing among tihe lower creatures. It 
is passing strange that intelligent be- 
ings who have done so much to erad- 
icate competition in the lower sphere- 
hogs, horses, wheat, fruits, etc.-still 
consent to a competitive industrial sys- 
tem, to a society based on the com- 
petitive principle. It is because we thus 
consent to the “jungie” principle that 
we practice the “jungle” methods in our 
business life. It is for this reason that 
the world today is one vast arena of 
cruel, heartless, beastly strife, in which 
the weaker are trampled down by, not 
the “fittist” but bv the stronger in 
Weir mad kndeavor G to further their 
economic interests. 

And, it is here more than elsewhere, 
that we m.ay find the reason for the 
growing spirit of “graft,” of which we 
are so loudly complaining today; of the 
coarse, gross materialism permeating 
society that counts “things” of more 
value than life; of the fierce gambling 
mania, which has seized upon all classes 
from high to low: of the a.lmost uni- 
versal practice of producing adulter- 
ated foods, ,shoddy clot?ling and sham 
articles; of the alarmingly increasing 
municipal, state and national cor- 
ruption ; of tihe enonmous concentration 
of wealth in the hands or tihe few, with 
its consequent growing poverty of the 
masses; of the cold, calculating heart- 
lessness in our industrial life, which is 
today freezing the “milk of human kind- 
ness” in our breasts. Take as an ex- 
ample of this last, the report by press 
dispatch only trhis week of the scheme 
now being promoted in financial cir- 
cles in New York, London and Paris, “for 
a revoluti’on in VenezueEa whioh will 
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armthilate Castro and open up that 
country to American capital and enter- 
prise,” involving “the employment of 
15,000 soldiem :.nd the expenditure of 
$5,000,000.,’ “Shares ,in the scheme,” it 
is understood, “are being sold.” Isn’t 
this about the limit for cold-blooded- 
ness ? 

But we are not ‘without hope. Since 
mind (man) haa already done mu& to- 
wa;rd eliminating competition it will 
finally banish it from human society. 
Competition can’t always endure. The 
growing intelligence of man will yet re- 
puaiate and completely annihilate it. 
Indeed, like all ot’her bad things, it is 
inherently self-destruotive. Por, just 
as com,petition among individuals finally 
results in the formation of corporations, 
so competition among corpora,tions re- 
sults in the ‘organization of “trusts,” 
and “trusts” whotiy eliminate competi- 
tion in the particular field of industry 
controlled by them; this is the claim 
made for them by their promoters and 
it is well founded. 

!t?he keen, a1er.t “captains of indus- 
try,” who operate most fully under the 
law of mind-organize their inte:e,sts 
upon the princip’e of the co-operation 
rather than competition, as the “trust” 
people do-must inevitably drive to the 
wall those who continue to operate un- 
der the crude law of nature-competi- 
tion. And herein lies a large measure 
of the hope of the Socialist, that the 
“trusts” will be object lessons in co- 
opera&n to bhe people. True, the 
trusts are now operated for the benefit 
of only the few inter-ted in them, but 
it is heaped that after awhile it will 
dawn upon the dull minds of the masses 
that since co-operation is good for these 
few quick-witted men, it will be equally 
good for all, and we will all go into one 
big trust+Socialism. 

So, we see th,at the competitive sys- 
tem, involving as it does private prop- 
erty, tends to destroy private 
property for all but the few. And this 
fact also exposes the falsity of the old- 
school economists, who teach that com- 
petion tends to destroy monopoly. 

T,hus, we see ourselves, shut up to, 
not some mere scheme of social reform 
as the doct,or talks about, but to So- 
cialism. It is an inevitable product of 
historic evolution. We can’t dam it 
back if we wouad. 

, 

With all the doctor’s expressions 
throughout his essay relative to the im- 
portan,ce of bnothephood, and the pro- 
duction of character, every Socialist will 
heartily agree. The realization on earth 



of a great brotherhood was what Jesus 
longed for. Brotherhood! this, as Ed- 
win Ma&ham ,would say, “is the holiest 
of wotrds, the word that carries in its 
heart ‘the essence ,of all gospels ‘and tie 
fulz?lhnent of ati revelations: ” Butt 
economic inequality and ‘brotherhood 
can’t exist together in (the same world. 
So long as we oonsent to a soeial and 
industrial order depending ror its ex- 
istence on two e&omicGUy unequal 
classes, brotherhood will remain a 
beautiful dream to haunt us. We may 
continue ,to preach it, and sing of its 
glories; we may have, as we n*w do, a 
sort of Sunday brotherhood, but untiI 
we can be brothers m our. ecOnOUniC 

life, until our brotherhood extends out 
through the marts of trade and fields 
of toil over the other six davs of the 
weeks, our Sundny brotherhood is a 
shame and a sham. 

Of the ,knportance of producing’ char- 
aoter too much cannot be said. But we 
should give it a fair chance. Men eom- 
pelled to get their Cing by the same 
system in vogue among the lower 
creatures should not be expected to rise 
very high. Environment isn’t every- 
thing, but it is much. ‘The alum babies 
grow like the dump-piles they look 
upon; the angels grow white looking 
on the Throne.” 
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AN ANSWER. 
By REV. CHAS, W. TINSLEY. 

I count the Rev. Dr. James H. Hol- 
lingsworth one of my most esteemed 
friends. Many long and close interviews 
wit.h him have demonstrated to me his 
kindliness, as well as his rare mental 
acumen. I am not fond of dispute, but 
to discuss such a live subject as Social- 
ism with such a fair antagonist ‘as Dr. 
Hollingsworth is in the interest of 
truth. Any debate which descends to 
the low level of personal wrangling can 
never serve the truth, but can only breed 
bad blood and work harm. I have no 
mere desire to “come out ahead” in this 
discussion-that would be peurile and 
pusillanimous and unworthy of a high 
sincerity. But I do have a desire to com- 
bat error and to make the truth stand 
out in a clear light. I believe the phil- 
osophy of Socialism to be full of subtle 
falsehood, though I do not impugn the 
motives of those who hold it. Many 
sincere men believe it to be the great- 
est and most vital truth of our age. 
I think they are deceived. For this rea- 
son I wrote my paper for the Literarv 
club on the “Fundamental Fallacies oz -c 
Socialism.,’ Very naturally it stirred 
the Socialists. I am glad it did. I am 
especially pleased that one so strong, 
thoughtful and fair as Mr. Hollings- 
worth has attempted to answer its ar- 
guments. I do not think he has suc- 
ceeded. I want now to point out hi+ 
failure and the weakness of his line of 
thought. 

1. Mr. Hollingsworth says that “So- 
cialism’s economic interpretation of hk- 
tory is not identioal tith what is com- 
monly understood as materialism.” He 
also says: ‘Dr. Tinsley failed here to 
make clear distinctions.,’ Now let us see 
if this is true. The doctor seems to 
think that because I said that ‘material- 
ism is an antiquated philosophy” that 1 
had hopelessly confused things, and tha?. 
there is really no relation between ‘ma- 
terialism” and the “materialistic con- 
ception of history.” But my claim is 
that there is a very close and vital re- 

lation between them. Any careful study 
of the history of the development of 
modern Socialism from the writings of 
Karl Marx can easily trace its vagaries 
and fallacies back to his “materialism” 
in the commonly understood meaning of 
that word. I do not say that Socialism, 
in all things, has faithfully followed its 
master. But I do say that the externsl- 
ism of modern ‘Socialism is directly due 
to its inheritance from Marx. Let us 
trace this briefly. Dr. Hollingsworth . 
quoted from Seligman’s “Economic In. 
terpretation of History.,’ He did well, 
for he is one of the world’s greatest 
economists. I will do the same. He 
shows in his chapter on the “philo- 
sophical antecedents” of Socialism ?hat 
Marx was under the influence of Feuer- 
bath’s philosophy, which taught “the: 
there is in reality nothing but nature and 
man, that our religious conceljZions are 
a product of ourselves, who again are 
nothing but a product of nature.” His 
famous doctrine was “man is what he 
eats,” Se&man says “Marx was deeply 
influenced by Feurbach.” He was “led 
to the theory that all social institution- 
are the result of growth and that the 
CAUSES of this growth are to be 
sought NOT IN ANY IDEA, but in the 
conditions of material existence.,’ Again. 
“his PHILOSOPHY resulted in his 
economic interpretation of history.” 
Kirkup, in his ‘History of Socialism,,, 
p. 142, says: “It is BASED on a materi- 
alistic conception of the world, and ot 
human history.,’ Rae, in his “Contempor- 
ary Socialism,” p. 132, says: “Feuerbach 
admitted that heaven and God were 
nothing but subjective illusions, fantastic 
projections of man’s own being into ex- 
ternal spheres.,’ “The se&s are the 
sole sources of knowledge, the body of 
man is his totality and essence. Man b 
what he eats.” That is what I would 
call “materialism,, which teaches that 
matter is all. Nc’w, this is the man who 
more than any other influenced Marx. 
MARX HIMSELF WAS A “MATERIAL- 
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IST,” ti the word is commonly under- 
stood. He said “all religions are the 
opium of mankind.” He never discussed 
the ETHICS of the social question. 
Not one line in all his writings even hints 
of it as a factor in the solution of the 
social problem. He ignored it utterlv. 
Whv? Because all was matter in h& 
phiiosophy. To him the UNIVERSE 
was simnlv “a self unfolding process of 
MATERIAL forces.” His reasoning is 
all upon that foundation. Now, what 1 
claim is. that Marx has cast the spell 
of this- deadening philosophy over those 
who follow his thinking. “Materialism” 
is woven into the whoie fabric like col- 
ors into a carpet. This is the reason 
that modern Socialism, in its fundamental 
thinking, is false. IT FAILS TO THINK 
IN ANY TERMS BUT THOSE OF MAT- 
TER. A modern Socialist may not be a 
materialist, but if so, it is only be- 
cause he utterlv fails to carrv out the 
logic of his master (Marx.) ” In other 
words he lacks the consistency of his 
master. We know, as a matter of fact, 
that Marx’s “Economic Interpretation 
of Histo+’ was the result of his materi- 
alistic philosophy. Let anyone deny it 
who can. Thus my use of the woFd “ma- 
terialism” was iustifred. 

2. The do&o; argues at length for the 
truth of the “economic interpretation of 
history” which I termed “false” in my 
paper. My exact language was “to make 
evervthine DEPEND upon these forces 
is to sh& one’s eyes to other forces.” 1 
want to reaffirm the statement. Marx 
and modern Socialism alike make everv- 
thing, in the last analysis, DEPEND upon 
material forces. They say that the final 
DETERMINING influences in all history 
and life are economic, or material. That 
is one of the great foundation stones 
upon which they build. Now I still main- 
tain that it is “false.” I can save space 
by quoting again from Seligman’s “ &CO. 
nomic Interpretation of History” in the 
chapter on “The Truth, or Falsity of the 
Theory.” He says: “Without the en- 
vironment there can be no change, but 
without the ORGANISM there can also be 
no change.” Again, “All human progress 
is at bottom MENTAL progress, but 
what determines the thought of hu- 
manitv? Advocates of historical mate- 
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rialism have laid themselves open to at- 
tack by seeming to claim that ALT, 
socioloev must be baeed exclusivelv on 
econom%s, and that all social life is 
but a reflex of the economic life. NO 

There would have been no upward and 
forward movement in history without 
the religious aspirations and impulses, 

SUCH CLAIM CAN BE C0ui$TE 
‘NANCED.” Again, “We have not only 
economic wants, but also moral, relig 
ious, jural, political and many other 
kinds of collective wants. Economics 
deals with only one kind of social util- 
ities or values. The strands of human 
life are manifold and complex.” Again, 
“There is not only an economic interpre. 
tation of history, but an ethical, 
esthetic, a political, a jural, a linguistic, 
a religious and a scientific interpreta- 
tion.” Again, “As a philosophical doctrine 
of universal validity, the theory of bis- 
torical materialism CAN NO LONGER 
BE SUCCESSFULLY DEFENDED.” 
Again, “In the sense that the economic 
factor has been of the utmost imoortancn 
in history, the theory is of coniiderable 
significance.” But all this is far from 
the theory of the Socialist, called “eco- 
nomic determinism”’ that is, that all 
history in the last analysis DEPENDS 
upon and is DEIERMINED by econontic 
forces. Such a philosophy is far-reaohing 
and disastrous. Yet this is the claim of 
Marx and of the Socialists. It is false. 
IT U’ITERLY NEGLECTS THE ETH- 
ICAL AND SPIRITUAL FORCES IN 
HISTORY. Even if one were to grant 
the theory of the social origin of mora’ 
ity, that conscience is not innate, but is 
the product of social forces. Yet when 
conscience once actually arrives it be- 
comes the most nowerful and indenend- 
ent force in dete&ning human conduct 
and life. WHEN A MAN FEELS’MOST 
BOUND BY CONSCIENCE HE FEELS 
MOST INDEPENDENT . OF SOCIETY 
and is .bound to do “duty,” even though 
society forbids. Conscience defys the 
judgment of society and may even send 
a man to the stake. It has slaved such 
a large part in history (and fnc&&ngly 
so as societv has evolved) that it mav 
be considered the most determining &- 
tar in history, and may oonfldentlr be 
looked to as having even a yet larger 
influence in the days to ctome. But the 
Socialist wholly ignores the ethical and 
spiritual factors in human life. These 
forces are moved from ABOVE as well 
as from within. GOD is in them. Re- 
ligion can be demonstrated to be the 
MAIN FACTOR by which the higher 
human idea.s and emotions have been 
evoked, and these have been the CHIEF 
IMPULSES OF HUMAN PROGRESS. 
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and if one ia 8eekii for the true “de- 
-tern&&m” of historv he must 6nd it 
not in economics, but in religion. Ben- 
iamin Kidd was rkht when he declared 
that “evolution which is slowly pro- 
ceeding in human society is primarily 
BELIGIOUS in character.,’ Thus I totally 
deny the Marxian philosophy of history. 
BUT EVEN IF IT COULD BE SHOWN 
THAT HE AND BIS FOLLOWER. 
ARE BIGHT IN TBEIR INTEBPRE- 
TATION OF HISTORY, IT DOES NOT 
NlCtX8~ARII.Y FOtiW THAT SO- 
CIALISM IS A TRUE PHILOSOPHY. 
Seligman says: “There is nothing in 
common between the economic interpre- 
tation of historv and Socialism exceot 
the accidental f&t that the originat& 
of both theories banpened to be the 
same man.,’ &h, - 9he two things 
have nothing to do with each other. We 
might aavee that economic factors nri- 
ma’ily Influence progress, that so&al 
forces at bottom make history, and the 
existence of class strugales. B-UT NO? 
OF THESE ADMIS%?ONS WOULD 
NECESSARILY LEAD TO ANY SEM- 
BLANCE OF SOCIALISM.” 

3. Then the doctor proceeds to defend 
Socialism as a “purely working class 
movement.,’ He quotes Marx as saying 
that “the historv of all socictv thus far 
is the history oi class strife.,,” He says 
“the world is almost comdetelv divided 
into two hostile camps, known as the 
bourgeosie and the proletariat, or the 
owni@ canitalistic class and the no,!- 
owning laboring class.” - He says: ‘So- 
cialism did not create these classes.‘, 
What do we mean by ‘,classcs?” Those 
who are similarily interested and arc 
grouped together for a common end may 
be called a “class” Dr. Hollingswort,. 
says that what has created two distinct 
“classes’, in the industrial world is 
“their opposing eoonomic intereats.” HP 
further says: “In the hour that the 
ecorromic interests of these two classes 
are WE IDENTICXL, in that hour 
they will ground their arms and clasp 
hands.,’ Yes, BUT THEIR INTERESTS 
ARE NOW IDENTICAL. Just as the 
interests of brain and hand are identic 
in the human body, so capital cannot ex- 
ist without labor and labor cannot move 
without capital. They are the two partr 
of a whole. “United they stand. dr 
vidze;yy fall.,’ why tilk of ‘two 

n Such talk only tends to a 
chronic warfare. People who are at war 
never Bee both aides and eeldom care to 

do so. For them there is but one side. 
Socialism is fostering this class hatred 
and claes struggle by ita very teaching 
and propaganda. he teachings of Marx 
was that t&e “classes” must&& under 
the present order. Thie is false. There 
need not be “two classes.” When both 
capitalists and laborers think and talk 
more of duty “and less of rights” this 
clase hatred -will begin to die -&it. The 
true solution is one of ethics rather than 
one of economics. The doctor writes as 
if under the present order the practice 
of the “Sermon on the Mount” is “im- 
possible.,’ How strange that anyone 
should claim that undat any eet of cir- 
cumstances it oould be impossible to do 
right. Such is always possible. NOT 
ONLY THAT, IT IS ALWAYS IM- 
PERATIVE. If, instead of crying, “work- 
men of all countries unite,,, the Sock!- 
ists would eeek to bring about a better 
understanding of capital and capitalists, 
and the capitalist, on the other hand, 
would seek to carry out the golden rule 
in his relations with labor, then 0~1: 
present “class fight” wfould ceaee and 
industrial peace and prosperity would 
ensue for alL This whole “class” idea, 
with all its evils, is the legitimate fruit 
of the Marxian materialistic philosophy, 
which utterly repudiates any ethical 
solution of the problem. 

4. The doctor omits the discussion of 
my third, fourth and fifth objections to 
Socialism But Socialiste usually object 
to discussing the questions they raise. 
Thev are the verv obiections which re- 
veal’ the chief wiakn&.s of Socialism, 
namely, that it is too optimistic as to 
the future, and too pessimistic asto the 
present. That it would arouse great 
dissatisfaction in its nractical workinw 
and that it would be a-menace to liberty. 

6. He then deals with my objection 
that “Socialism is faulty as a scheme of 
production,,, and claims that social pro- 
duction is alreadv here. He savs: ‘WC 
want also eo&l MSTR&JTION? 
Why SOCIAL distribution? The only 
thing needed is a JUST distribution. If  
equity and justice maintain and labor 
receives its rightful proportion of that 
which it produces, certainly this is all 
that it can ssk for. Now JUSTICE IS 
ALWAYS AND FOREVER A MATTEB 
OF ETHICS. But the Marxian philo& 
ophy will have nothing to do with ethics, 
so it holds there must be some outward, 
mechanical adjustment by which labor 
shall receive its part of that which it 
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creates. But it claims that labor cre- 
ates the ENTIRE value of a product- 
therefore labor must have it all; that is, 
capitalism and capitalists must be abol- 
ished, and capital must be owned and 
operated by the collectivity. In other 
words, it is the bold claim that JUS 
TICE can never be done in the matter 
of DISTRIBUTION until common own- 
ership of all means of production main- 
tains. This is not true to the facts. It 
has been done. &-operative manufac- 
truing has been accomplished with sat- 
isfaction to labor and could be done 
universally, but not while the Marxian 
philosophy- is accepted by the worker. 
The claim .of Marx that labor creates 
the entire value of the product is false. 
Other elements enter into “value,‘l that 
I have not the space to discuss, but if 
his philosophy is false here, then his 
theory of DISTRIBUTION breaks down, 
for it is based entirely upon his theory 
of value. 

6. The doctor then takes up my ob- 
jection to Socialism that “it would not 
furnish adequate motives for econonuc 
activity.” But I need only refer the 
reader- to my seventh objection, which 
meets the case. He disputes my conten- 
tion that “men are spurred on by com- 
petition,” and adds, “No, not by com- 
petition, but by economic interests.” 
But I still claim that COMPETITION 
spurs men on. “It has many drawbacks, 
but it nroduces MEN and it is men we 
want to make, not great associations of 
food consumers.” Competition, of course, 
tends toward combination, and this to- 
ward monopoly, and this in turn to- 

ward the socialization of monopoly, and 
this, no doubt, would solve many of our 
nroblems. but it does not imolv that 
competition is, in itself, evil, or-that un- 
der any possible system it would wholly 
pass away. When properly restricted it 
is a beneficient force. Socialism, at 
least, can offer no adequate substitute 
for it. 

But I need not further reply to the 
doctor’s answer to mv uauer. The DO- 

sitions, took in it bav;! not- been discred- 
ited bv his discussion. The more I think 
of .So&alism the more I delight in its 
spirit of altruism, but the less I am in-. 
clined to acceot its nronosed remedv 
for ’ the evils - of in&trial society. 
“THESE EVILS ARE (HUEFLY ETH- 
ICAL AND MUST BE REMEDIED BY 
THE IMPROVEMEN T OF OUR ETH- 
ICAL LIFE.” The strength of Socialism 
is found in the inequalities and injustices 
that obtain. IT IS D BY 
EVERY ACT OF JUSTICE AND BE- 
COMES EXTINCT JUST IN PROPOR- 
TION AS RIGHTS ARE RESPECTED. 
THE WRONGS COMPLAINED OF DO 
NOT INHERE NEXESSARILY IN ANT 
SO-CALLED SOCIAL OR INDUSTRIAL 
ORDER, BUT IN MEN. THEREFORI: 
THE TRUE REMEDY MUST BE 
FOUND, NOT IN REVOLUTION, OR 
IN THE RADICAL BECONSTRUCTIOZ. 
OF GOVERNMENT, BUT IN CREAT- 
ING IN MEN MORE OF JUSTICE AND 
TRUE BROTHERLJNESS, AND THIS 
IS A MATTER OF EDUCATION IN 
HARMONY WITH THE SPIRlT OF 
JESUS CHRIST. 
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