The
land, where wealth has « monopoly
of amusement as well as of power,
complaints are made that whenever
the poor happen to steal into the inclosures which are reserved for the
pleasures of the rich they commit
acts of wanton mischief
No doubt the wealthy English found
an explanation of this rudeness in
a theory of hereditary inferiority;
whereas it was truly, as De Tocqueville implies, an outgrowth of caste.
Where caste exists, no theories of
racial or hereditary inferiority are
admissible. Where caste exists, the
superior caste can make no wellfounded, claims to knowledge of the
inferior. They may know their ex
ternal peculiarities, but nothing
more. An inferior caste never reveals
itself, its real self, to the superior.
That the little white children of the
south understand the little black
children as well as they un
derstand one another, we have
no manner of doubt. But from the
day that each discovers the impas
sable social barrier, from that moment
their lives diverge. Thereafter each
may know the other as master and
slave do, as high caste and low caste
do; but no longer as friend knows
friend.
The annual convention of the
American Economic association,
which is serio-comic to the last degree
of pathetic humor, closed its sessions
at Detroit last week. Most of the
members take themselves and one an
other seriously, which is part of the
humor. But the seriousnuess of
Prof. Veblen of Chicago, is open to
doubt, as well in his performances in
this association as in his admirable
book on the leisure classes. Back of
his intense seriousness there seems to
be a good-natured disposition to
make solemn fun of his solemn asso
ciates. It was not so, however, with
Prof. Frank A. Fetter, of the Leland
Stanford Junior university, who read
a paper at Detroit on the same day
that Prof. Veblen did. Prof. Fetter
was genuinely solemn when he led his
audience through the mazes of the
mystification theory of political econ
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omy. It is little wonder that univer
sity students of political econ
omy
reason
about the sub
ject as if its phenomena be
longed to some fourth dimension
of space, when they have to work
their way through such woolly-edge
anal}-ses and tanglefoot logic as pro
fessors of the Fetter type spread out
before them in the name of "science."
The .old monkish gymnastics in mys
tical theology were models of good
sense and sound reasoning, by com
parison. It is due to Prof. Fetter to
say, however, that the muddle which
he gives out, he has taken on faith
from other muddlers. Since "eco
nomics," the abstruse science of for
tune getting by individuals, has been
substituted in our universities for "po
litical economy," t he simple science of
wealth getting and wealth sharing by
communalaggregates—an idea some
what roughly indicated by Adam
Smith when he called his great book
"The Wealth of Nations/'—one can
hardly tell whether to be indignant
at the fraud whereby predatory eco
nomic institutions are thus sought to
be justified, or amused at the absurd
ity of the performance and the child
ish solemnity of the performers. Per
haps the better course for some pur
poses is the cynically good-humored
one that Prof. Veblen seems to have
adopted.
THE NEW OENTUBY.
J.
The Monday that ended' the nine
teenth century and the Tuesday that
began the twentieth were not separat
ed by any natural boundary different
from what has distinguished Tues
days from Mondays since those names
first came into use. Just as all Tues
days differ from all Mondays, so and
only so did last Tuesday differ from
last Monday. Everybody knows this.
Yet special significance is attached
very generally to the meeting of these
two days, because it marked the death
of one century and the birth of an
other.
So subject are men to superstition
that great phenomena are often re
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lated to that point in time, as effect to
cause. It seems: as if there were in
some sort a closing and balancing of
the books of Fate with the outgoing
century, and! an opening of a new set
as its successor appears. We think of
the old century as of something dead
and gone, dying it may be in social
convulsions which its own dissolution
produces, and of the new one as an in
fant coming peacefully among us to
live its life and die amid similar con
vulsions in regular turn. We think
of it much as we thought of old years
and new years, but with the circum
stances immensely magnified. The
French "fin de siecle" was vital with
that superstition.

But it requires only the thought of
a moment to comprehend that when
we speak of old' centuries and new,
we are naming no point of change in
Time's monotonous whirl, but only a
point in our own arbitrary devices for
measuring his movement by relating
events to events. The beginning of a
new century, the beginning of a new
year, the beginning of a new week, the
beginning of a new day, are but the
passing of the midnight hour we have
marked upon our clocks and calen
dars.
Yet there is that about the passage
of time over one of our points of great
er measurement which reminds us of
the imperfections of so much of life
as lias gone before and admonishes us
of the possibilities of what is to come.
Tbis is a familiar idea in connection
with the passing years of individual
lives. The first day of the new year
is traditionally an individual locus
penitentiae—a place for regrets over
the past and for good resolutions for
the future. Then why not make the
early days of the new century a locus
penitentiae for the race?
II.
Since the nineteenth century is
dead, let it have the benefit as far as
possible of the maxim that nothing
may be said of the dead but good. But
let nobody carry that rule so far as to
ignore such of its faults as may be
useful monitors to its successor. One
may be more generous to the dead by
recalling the evils they have done, if
for the purpose of guarding against
repetitions of such evils, than by flat
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tering their memories with indiscrim
inate praise.
And though the faults of the nine
teenth century he recalled, this need
not be for lack of opportunities to
praise its record. In most directions
the old1 century has left a legacy of
progress, and to that progress in one
of its phases attention may be direct
ed here. It has been most proudly
and eloquently discussed elsewhere.
We refer to the progress that must
ever precede and1 always underlie
progress of every other kind—to prog
ress in the arts that tend to diminish
the difficulties of satisfying material
wants.
Man's life is first of all that of the
animal. His primary wants are ani
mal wants. He must be fed and
clothed and housed before his nobler
qualities can develop. As his soul
has material embodiment, so his
soul's aspirations and growth must,
while that embodiment continues,
spring out of and be nurtured
through material satisfactions. The
plane of material progress, therefore,
is to man the plane of primary consid
eration; and the century that pro
gresses far upon it is one to which fu
ture generations will turn with grat
itude. Such a century was the nine
teenth. It was more distinctly than
any other of historical times the cen
tury of material development—the
century of progress in wealth pro
duction.
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that of the simplest utility to those
that excel in convenience, luxury and
beauty—which these three neces
saries of life assume. The ability to
produce such things is so much great
er to-day, both as to abundance and
perfection, than a hundred years ago,
that one may wonder how life at the
beginning of the now departed cen
tury could have been tolerable.
Labor saving invention, consisting
partly in more minute subdivision
and partly in more comprehensive
association of labor, has in a myriad
ways enhanced the power of the
human muscle and widened the field
of the human brain. Whether we
turn to agriculture or to mechanics,
we find men now not only producing
in marvelous quantities what then
could be produced only in a small way,
but producing also what then could
not be produced at all. Attempts to
enumerate the differences in produc
tive methods and effects can hardly
result in anything more interesting
than a catalogue of industrial innova
tions. But this whole drama of prog
ress pictures itself to the imagination
when, reflecting upon the part that
steam and electricity play in modern
industry, we remember that at the be
ginning of the nineteenth century
the known uses of steam were the
most primitive possible, while elec
tricity had not got beyond1 the stage
of a curious scientific plaything. In
consequence of the enormous strides
of the century in productive power,
Only with an effort is it possible it would be easily possible now, were
now to realize how comparatively im productive energies devoted to pro
potent as wealth producers were our viding necessaries of life, to furnish
fathers who lived when the nine forth food and clothing and shelter
teenth century came in.
in superfluous quantity and finest
( By wealth we mean, of course, quality, for every living person.
those tangible things which human
So far, then, as concerns produc
art fashions for human consumption.
tion, thenineteenth ranks as the prod
We do not mean money; that is a trad
igy of the centuries. Though much
ing convenience, not an object of con
in the way of productive possibilities
sumption. We do not mean bonds,
remains still to be discovered, and
nor mortagages, nor corporation
much in the way of those possibilities
stocks, nor book accoivnts, nor deeds
which have been discovered is not yet
to land, nor public franchises, nor
realized, the progress has been truly
any other mere evidence of title or
prodigious.
token of power. The production of
in.
those things, also, was vastly facili
tated during the nineteenth century;
With reference to the sharing of
but they are not matters of primary products, however, there has been no
consideration. What we do refer to progress at all. Despite its wonderful
is food and clothing and shelter, in contributions to the improvement of
the infinite variety of forms—from wealth production, the nineteenth

century has contributed nothing to
the improvement of wealth distribu
tion. The products of human labor
are shared more inequitably, more un
righteously, more unjustly now than
they were before steam and electricity
had multiplied labor power.
The abolition of slavery, one of the
great events of the century, may be
cited to the contrary. But the cita
tion is inapplicable. The abolition of
slavery has not improved wealth dis
tribution.
Those apologists for
slavery who say that the southern
field hand was better off in the slavery
regime than now, are not far wrong.
The field hand's share of annual
wealth production is little if any
greater now as an absolute quantity
—and it is distinctly smaller as a pro
portion of product—than that of the
nineteenth century slave.
Splendid philanthropy is another
great fact which may be urged against
the idea that the nineteenth century
contributed nothing to the reform of
wealth distribution. But this objec
tion also fails. Philanthropic dis
tribution is not just distribution. In
fact, large benefactions are possible
only when and where distribution B
unjust. If philanthropists had to
produce the wealth they give away,
they would have but little to give.
And if they had but little to give
there would be few to need their gifts;
for philanthropy and unjust wealth
distribution are closely related' as
parts of one system. The rec
tification of the latter would abol
ish not only the possibility of the for
mer but all occasion for it. So far,
then, from testifying to progress in
equitable wealth distribution, ex
traordinary charities indicate rather
that equity in wealth distribution has
receded. Nor is munificent philan
thropy peculiar to the nineteenth
century. The people of ancient Borne
were so familiar with the ostentatious
generosity of the privileged classes,
and came so well to understand its
malign significance, that their phrase,
'"bread and the circus," grew into a
term of reproach. Modern philan
thropy is only a modern form of
"bread and the circus."
We have also seen trades unionism
rise through the century from the
status of criminal conspiracy to that
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of a well-nigh recognized industrial
institution. But to reform in wealth
distribution trade unionism contrib
utes nothing.
At best it is only a
class organization for defensive pur
poses. It does not, and in the nature
of things cannot, include within its
protection more than a small fraction
of labor interests. Hired men alone
come within its scheme. That great
mass of struggling business men in a
small way, many of whom work hard
er and get less than many union-pro
tected hired men, are of necessity ex
cluded from such benefits as trades
unionism has to offer. It is, therefore,
only as the proportion of hired labor
ers increases relatively to the laborers
in the aggregate—in other words,
only as injustice in distribution in
tensifies—that trades unionism be
comes effective. And even within its
limited sphere it is exceedingly inef
ficient. It can keep wages in the pro
tected employments only slightly
above the point to which jug-handle
competition in the labor market de
presses them. Whenever that point
falls, the slightly higher point of
union wages must fall also.
Cooperative societies have sprung
up here and there, usually to live out
a brief and fitful existence. But co
operative societies, though they
may promote just distribution
between their own members, and
might serve as object lessons if they
were ever notably succcsssful, do not
promote just distribution in general.
They are essentially nothing but part
nerships. And, like individuals, part
nerships either benefit or suffer from,
unjust distribution so long as it pre
vails in the community at large.
Many economic reforms were agi
tated during the nineteenth century.
Some of them have secured the pub
lic ear and made genuine progress.
But even the most successful are still
in the agitation stage. No reform has
so far crystallized that the nineteenth
century may be credited with initiat
ing a system of just wealth distribu
tion.
The influences that determine dis
tribution are the same as before. The
same principle of indirect taxation,
for example, which commended1 itself
to the courtiers of the eighteenth cen
tury because it enabled their royal
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masters so to pluck the tax-paying,
geese as to get the most feathers with
the least squawking, has been handed
down to the twentieth century not
only unimpaired but perfected' in its
pernicious power. In spite of the
warning of Pitt that indirect taxation
enables governments to take the last
rag from the back and the last morsel
from the mouth of the poor without
their knowing what impoverishes
them, nineteenth century statesmen
of the American republic have held it
up for the adoration of the deluded
masses, who worship it now as the fe
tich of protectionism. Prevailing
throughout the world, protection is
one of the great agencies whereby the
producer's share of wealth is dimin
ished in order to enlarge that of the
privileged leisure and exploiting
classes. It tends not only to create
those classes, but to fortify them.
Nor is that the whole indictment
againstthe nineteenth centuryr. With
reference to land tenures, it has drift
ed farther away than the century pre
ceding, from 'the theory that private
possession of land is a privilege condi
tioned upon continuing obliga
tions to the public. That was the
germ of justice in the feudal system.
Unjust as that system was in many
ways, and crude as were its methods
even in this respect, it did embody
the great economic principle of
social justice that possessors of
land must bear the public bur
dens. For this beneficent principle
the older allodial doctrine of ab
solute and irresponsible ownership
has been revived and' substituted.
Thus the right of the people to that
increment of value which attaches to
land with the advance in productive
power of the community as a whole,
has been so placed that in the forum of
the public conscience it may be the
more plausibly questioned. By con
tributing to that consummation, the
nineteenth century obstructed the
way of fundamental reform in wealth
distribution.
In these circumstances the wonder
ful productive advances for which,
mankind is indebted to the nine
teenth century have done nothing to
benefit those people whose la
bor is essential to all production. The
worthy poor are still with us, though
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productive power is great enough to
abolish all poverty. And' the poverty
of the worthy poor is the more appall
ing for the piles of heaped' up wealth
in the midst of which poverty festers.
We do not mean by this that those
who work do not share in products
which even the wealthy could not en
joy when the nineteenth century was
young. He must be very poor in
deed, who to-day cannot possess, for
illustration, that luxury of the rich
of a hundred years ;ago—a watch.
What we do mean is that relatively to
the greater product which their la
bor yields, all workers are worse off
in point of wealth at the opening of
this new century than at the opening
of the last. We mean, furthermore,
that there is now a large and growing
class whose members are often not
only relatively but absolutely poorer
in point of wealth than were the poor
est, outside the jail or almshouse, a
century ago. There was then no
great unemployed class, no class
constituting a never dwindling army
of men vainly seeking opportunities
to-work. Buttoday,soJarge and hope
less is that army; so constant, though
its units are always changing; and so
pertinacious are its efforts to shove
its own desperate members into the
places of the men who have employ
ment which most of them hold by a
fragile tenure—so extreme are these
conditions that no other possible ca
lamity haunts the average man like
the ever-present danger of losing his
job.
Splendid, then, as is the legacy of
productive progress to which we ac
knowledge indebtedness to the nine
teenth century, its legacy of unjust
distributive processes imposes a heavy
burden of moral responsibility upon
the new century into which we have
entered.
IV.
By indirect taxation the prodmcer
is made to bear the heavy end of publie expenditures. Upon indirect tax
ation a predatory system of so-called
protection, nominally for the pro
ducer but in the last analysis for the
owners of land of peculiar qualities,
such, for instance, as ore mines, has
been built up. Underlying all, a sys
tem of land tenure has been perfected
which gives to land owners through
advancing land values the pecuniary,
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benefits of improved productive pro
cesses. This in turn has so encour
aged speculation in land that for
every square foot that is well used
hundreds of thousands of square feet,
held snugly in private ownership,
are either only slightly used or not
used at all, though every idle man is
indirectly a bidder for the privilege of
using them to the full.
Thus not only is distribution made
unjust, but the fundamental cause of
that injustice produces a condition
which checks the application of in
creased productive power. The use of
machinery and the production of ma
chinery, the erection of buildings, the
bringing together of industrial forces
in the improved modes with which
the inventive genius of the nine
teenth century has made us familiar,
and the production thereby of abumlant wealth for all, are discouraged by
land monopoly. Productive power,
however marvelous, is impotent with
out appropriate land; and land mad'e
abnormally difficult of access or ex
pensive to use is in that degree, for the
purposes of production, equivalent to
land destroyed.
By such means has the nineteenth
century passed down to the twentieth
the problem of poverty. Not of pover
ty where the poor are the idle and use
less. Not of poverty where produc
tive power is weak. But of poverty in
the midst of wealth, and when wealth
producing processes are suggestive of
omnipotent possibilities. Of poverty
where the workers and not the idlers,
the useful and not the useless, are the
poor. Of poverty under circumstan
ces which to all observers distinguish
poor men as members of the working
class. Of poverty which not only
pinches and degrades the victims who
fall into its grip, but with distracting
fears harasses millions upon millions
of those whom it threatens with its
visitations.
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NEWS
The beginning of the twentieth
century was with but little formality
celebrated throughout the world.
Most marked of all the celebrations
was that of the Bed Cros6 society,
which received messages from people
of prominence in various departments
of nineteenth century life; the em
peror of Germany, however, refusing
to respond because he had celebrated
the beginning of the new century at
the opening of the year 1900. The
Young Men's Christian associations
of the United States' and Canada lis
tened to an address by the vice presi
dent-elect of the United States,
Theodore Roosevelt. He delivered
it in person at Carnegie hall, New
York city, on the 30th. It was read
simultaneously at the other associa
tion gatherings—some 1,500 in all.
Steps were taken at New York for
the inauguration of "a Gospel cam
paign." In the same city at a din
ner in Arlington hall a meeting of
400 reformers of various shades, from
Bishop Potter to John Swinton, saw
the old century out and the new one
in. Ernest Crosby presided and
Edwin Markham read an origi
nal poem. In the city hall square
100.000 people were massed to see
a display of fireworks and hear the
bands play; and from Trinity steeple
a musical programme was rung out
by the bells. In Chicago, as in New
York, the more formal celebrations
were supplemented at midnight with
voluntary discords upon fish horns
in the streets, and an occasional suc
cession of pistol shots. Public meet
ings and church exercises were held
all over the land. Similar demon
strations were made in Europe, and
in Australia the birth of the new
commonwealth was celebrated with
great display.

We mentioned last week (page 601)
the appointment of W. J. Lyne as
first prime minister of the Austra
lian commonwealth. But now it ap
pears that either a false report was
Tpon the threshold of this new cen cabled to this country or that Mr.
tury, is the hope too optimistic, the Lyne must have declined the appoint
prophecy too rash, that when the cen ment. The prime minister who has
formed a cabinet is Edmund Bar
tury closes it will have contributed to
ton, an eminent
protectionist.
succeeding centuries as much of jus He will have charge of the depart
tice to the processes of distribution as ment of foreign affairs. His asso
the nineteenth contributed of po ciate ministers are Alfred Deakin,
tency to the processes of wealth pro attorney general; \V. J. Lyne, home
duction?
office; Sir George Turner, treasurer:

Sir John Forrest, postmaster general,
and John Dickson, minister of de
fense. The inauguration of the new
government took place, as noted
above, at the opening of the new cen
tury. The earl of Hopetoun was
then sworn in at Sydney, New South
^'ales, as governor general of the fed
eral commonwealth. Preceding the
administration of his oath of office
a message to him from the British co
lonial secretary was read, as follows:
The queen commands me to express
through you to the people of Aus
tralia her majesty's heartfelt interest
in the inauguration of the common
wealth and her earnest wish that un
der divine providence it may insure
increased prosperity and well-being
to her loyal and beloved subjects in
Australia.
And after the oath had been admin
istered the governor general read the
following message from the British
ministry:
Her majesty's government sends
cordial greeting to the commonwealth
of Australia. They welcome her to
her place among the nations united
under her majesty's sovereignty, and
confidently anticipate for the new
federation a future of ever-increasing'
prosperity and influence. They rec
ognize in the long desired consumma
tion of the hopes of patriotic Aus
tralians a further step in the direc
tion of permanent unity of the Brit
ish empire, and they are satisfied thai;
the wider powers and responsibilities
henceforth secured to Australia will
give a fresh opportunity for a display
of that generous loyalty and devotion
to the throne of the empire which has
characterized the action in the past
of its several states.
The ceremonial display attending the
inauguration exceeded in grandeur
any ever before exhibited in Austra
lia.
Display of a different kind cele
brated the close of the old century
at Peking, where the allied powers
caused the execution on the 31st of
a Chinese soldier charged with the
assassination of the German minister,
Yon Ketteler. This soldier had been
stationed by his superior officers at
a point on a street with orders to
shoot any foreigner who tried to pass.
In obedience to these orders, he killed
the German minister. It is admit
ted by the present German minister
at Peking, that no European soldier
in a European country would have
been punished for a similar net. But,
at the instance of the European pow
ers, this man was on the 31st behead

