
Europe's Bravest Man.

An example of true courage which no battlefield

affords was displayed by Karl Liebknecht, the So

cialist member of the German Reichstag, who alone

dared to vote against further appropriations for

war. His act had not the stimulus of popular ap

proval and applause. He must have known it would

meet with naught but bitter condemnation from

his countrymen, unable to realize that what he

did, none but a genuine patriot could do. He

may lack even the religious feeling which sup

ported a German of a different age, who also de

fied power, authority and public opinion, using

these words: "Here I take my stand. I can not

do otherwise. God help me." Even his fellow

members of his own party—many of whom must

secretly envy him for his courage—can not, with

out confession of their own shame, offer him a

word of encouragement. Yet the time must come

when his act will be appreciated, when Germans

will tell with justifiable pride, that of all the

parliaments of the warring nations, theirs was the

only one which contained a member so brave as to

stand alone for the right. No blood-bought victory

can bring to Germany such glory as the heroic

act of Liebknecht. s. D.
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Putting New Wine in an Old Bottle.

When the Progressive party set out with such a

flourish two years ago to reform American poli

tics it carried within itself the cause of its own

destruction. In retaining the protective tariff as

one of its cardinal principles it laid the foun

dation for privilege. To declare in favor of a

non-partisan tariff board to draw up tariff sched

ules would no more establish justice than would a

declaration seventy-five years ago in favor of a

non-partisan board to regulate the relations of

master and slave. Slavery is slavery, no matter

what the form, and privilege is privilege, what

ever the disguise. What the leaders of the Pro

gressive party failed to grasp was the fact that it

was not the bungling, or "unscientific" form of

privilege involved in a protective tariff that people

cried out against, but any kind of privilege. To

eliminate its incongruities, to equalize it in some

respects as between kinds of production, and class

es of persons, might tend in some degree to equal

ize the burdens, but burdens they would still be.
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The declaration of principles issued by the Pro

gressive party had some fine sounding words; but

beneath them all was this declaration in support

of privilege—for privilege the tariff is, in spite

all scientific treatment—and voters who were at

first charmed by the high-sounding words, and by

the fine personnel in the party, soon found that

the effective control of the party was in the hands

of the men who draw their financial sustenance

from present privileges. And the disappointed

voters deserted the party, as rats from a sinking

ship.
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Clearly, the time is past for glossing over evils.

Whatever'man, whatever party, is to lead in Amer

ican politics at this time must strike at the very

root of privilege. Nor must there be any uncer

tainty or ambiguity in the phrasing of the declara

tion. Only such a party, whether it be old or new,

can hope for the support of those earnest-minded,

firmly-resolved men and women who, realizing the

baneful effect of the present unjust economic con

ditions, have set out to right them. Knowing the

difference between a political party founded upon

principle and a party devoted to satisfying the

caprice of an ambitious man, these men and women

can best serve their country during the next two

years by impressing upon the Democratic leaders

the fact of their existence, and the price of their

support. s. c.
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Reactionary Progressives.

Very non-progressive is the statement issued by

the Progressive party conference at Chicago on

December 2. Mentions. of social justice were con

spicuous by their absence. The only economic

measure discussed was the tariff and on that ques

tion the party adheres to its reactionary position.

It still offers the absurd proposition to "take the

tariff out of politics" without abolishing it. It

declares that industrial peace can only be secured

by accepting "the principle of protection as a fixed

national policy." If that is true then all hope of

industrial peace may as well be abandoned. The

principle of protection cannot be accepted as a

fixed national policy by any honest citizen who

knows it to be what it is—a fraud and a robbery.

One may as well ask that burglary or bunco-steer

ing be accepted as a fixed national policy.

No less appropriate place could possibly have

been chosen for such a declaration than a city of

the State which at the recent election gave Eay-

mond Robins as head of the Progressive party

ticket 203,000 votes, nearly one eighth of the en

tire amount received by the party throughout the
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nation. Of these 203,000 votes at least one half

must have been cast by voters who do not want to

accept protection as a fixed policy of the nation

or as any other kind of policy. The fact that

Eobins received nearly 90,000 more votes than the

next highest candidate on the Progressive ticket

shows that many of his 203,000 votes came from

democratic Democrats who voted for no other can

didate on the ticket. Besides these there must

have been some thousands of other Democrats,

equally democratic, who, besides voting for Eob

ins, voted for other Progresses, so that fully half

of the Eobins vote must have come from free trad

ers, if indeed much more than half was not a free

trade vote. A similar situation exists in the

party's banner State, California. There many

of the voters who so overwhelmingly re-elected

Governor Johnson helped to elect a democratic

Democrat, James D. Phelan, as United States

Senator in preference to the Progressive candi

date. These voters are surely not to be held by

declarations in favor of an outrageous preda

tory measure as a fixed national policy. 8. d.
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Settling the Balance of Trade.

Those confiding citizens who began by gloating

over the "favorable" balance of trade, and then

became embarrassed when questioned as to how it

was settled, willfind some food for thought in a

recent speech by the British Chancellor of the

Exchequer, David Lloyd George. The protection

ist assumed that it was more advantageous to sell

than to buy; hence, when the exports from this

country exceeded the imports, he thought the coun

try was on the road to prosperity, the assumption

being that the difference was paid in gold. Just

why a dollar's worth of gold was worth any more

than a dollar's worth of pig iron he never deigned

to explain. But when he was confronted with the

treasury statistics, showing that we also exported

more gold and silver than we imported, he fell

back upon the vague and uncertain explanation

that we were holding obligations from Europe that

by and by would be paid, and that meantime gave

us an income. How this indebtedness was ex

pressed, and which of our citizens held it, has

never been made known. But the British Chan

cellor in his recent speech throws some light upon

the subject. In enumerating the resources of

Great Britain for the purpose of showing the em

pire's ability to stand the drain of war, Mr. Lloyd

George placed among them the statement that

America owed England $5,000,000,000. And Mr.

Lloyd George is a careful man when it comes to

statistics. It may be doubted, indeed, if there is

another man in the world so well qualified to pass

upon this qeustion. As his statement conforms in

general terms with those of other experts it may

be accepted as approximately correct.

The question arises, How is it possible that

America has sent to England as well as to the

world at large more merchandise, more gold and

silver, and now owes England $5,000,000,000? A

glance at our history and a little reflection will

make it plain. For many years America has been

a fruitful land for foreign investments, and the

largest invester has been England. Whenever an

Englishman was able to save a dollar for invest

ment, he was very apt to send that dollar to this

country, which was young and in need of devel

opment. A dollar or two would buy an acre of

land. A few dollars would buy a tract of mineral

land. A few dollars more would buy a railroad.

This was because the population was sparse, and

the country undeveloped; but as population in

creased and the country grew in wealth the land

that had cost the Englishman a dollar or two be

came worth ten, twenty, fifty or a hundred dol

lars. A city lot bought for twenty-five dollars be

came worth twenty-five thousand dollars.
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Note, however, the result in the statistics of

exports and imports. The imports showed one

dollar coming into the country. Next year the

exports showed six or ten cents—interest on that

dollar—going out of the country. And as the

value of the property purchased with that dollar

grew, the income to the foreign holder soon

amounted to more annually than the original in

vestment. That investment of one dollar may

now stand as a hundred dollars, and the annual

interest, which is not based upon the original dol

lar, but upon the present hundred dollars, is rep

resented in the item of exports. One dollar of

imports, hundreds of dollars of exports. Hence,

the "balance of trade." Our balance sheet of in

ternational trade shows a great excess of exports

over imports. England's balance sheet shows an

excess of imports over exports. Which country is

really growing in wealth at the expense of the

other? s. c.
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National Resources.

The remark of Napoleon, or some other epi

grammatist, that an army moves on its stomach is

as applicable to countries. The war has given


