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vote for the socialist party, which was
in 1871, only 134,655; in 1881, 311,-
961; in 1890, 1,427,298, ard in 1893,
1,876,758, has been carried beyond
2,000,000, is conceded.

Nor are these two the only Euro-
pean countriese in which socialists
have developed strength in politics.
Italy has a socialist vote of some 90,-
000, with 19 deputies in parliament;
Denmark has over 25,000 votes, with
nine membere of the rigsdag, and
Belgium has 461,000 votes with 2
Tepresentatives. :

This is by no means the extent of
the socialistic movement in European
politics. In every European country
socialist agitation is in progress, and
in most of them votes in large num-
bers are cast for socialist candidates.
But there is no important parliamen-
tary representation except as enumer-
ated above; and only in France and
Germany is the representation strong
enough to visibly affect parliamen-
tary action. In those two countries,
however, the socialists have become a
factor in goverunment. They were
chiefly ‘instrumental two weeks ago
in ousting the Meline ministry in
France; and in Germany, with a
larger popular vote than any other
party, though with a comparafively
small parliameniary representation,

-there is no foretelling what trouble

they may yet make for the imperial-
ists, in a parliament in which there are
several other opposition parties.
Neither in France nor Germany is
the socialist party an exception to the
universal rule, so far as its platform
of principles goes. In both countries

the party stands for “collectivism,”

as the socialistic phrase has it, mean-
ing government ownership of all the
implements for producing wealth;
but it is not to its platferm of princi-
ples that it owes its strength in either
country. In France the socialist par-
ty is the only one which is not under
the control of reactionary priests or
the army ring, a fact which tends to
draw to it those voters who, whether
believers in “colleetivism” or not, are
hostile to the church and the army.
1t is to this, far more than to any ex-
ceptional advance of socialistic senti-
ment, that the growth of political so-
cialism in ~France is attributable.
Similar reasons account for the tre-
mendous socialist vote in Germany.

The only way in which a German
democrat can forcibly express him-
self against what he objects to in Ger-
man government, is by voting with
the socialists. He cannot vote effec-
tively with any cther party. The
centrists are strictly a Roman Cath-
olic party, composed of both aristo-
cratic and demoeratic elements and
living merely upon the recollection of
Bismarck’s oppressive laws against
the church. A vote for that party is
not a vote against German paternal-
istn, nor even-agsinst imperial oppres-
gion, except Bismarck’s oppression of
the church. The liberal party is not
only timid, but is hopelessly broken
up into small independent parties.
There are a number of other parties,
but none of them is attractive to a
man who has any deep inclinations to
vote against the obtrusive paternal-
ism of the emperor and the conserva-
tives, and some of them are distinctly
repugnant. To express emphatic op-
position,therefore,one must vote with
the social democratic party.

And this the German democrats,

‘like the French demoerats, are do-

ing in increasing numbers. They
bother themselves little if at all about
“collectivism.” What they wish to
do, as a recent prominent German
politician says, is “to express their
feeling of political discontent with
things as they exist by voting for the
most violent opposition.” And not
only do they find that to be the so-
cialist party, bui the socialist party
invites support irrespective of its col-
lectivist ideas. It is to a degree
an opportunist party, so much so that
in its parliamentary action it stead-
ily opposes any increase of the powers
of government under the existing
system, even when the powers pro-
posed would, if the government were
democratic, be in harmony with col-
lectivism. The =ocialist party of
Germany is, as its name implies, a so-
cial democracy. Its programme is
democratic collectivism, and in po-
litical action it gives more emphasis
to the adjective than to the noun—
i more democratic than collectivist.
It is in fact the democratic, the only
democratic, party of Germany.

The increase of the socialist vote in
Germany, as in ¥rance, is therefore
pot remarkable. It does not indicate
that the idea of socialism is any more

nearly triumphant in those countries
than elsewhere. If the political con-
ditions which prevail there prevailed
in the United States or in England, it
is altogether improbable that the so-
cialist party in either would be the
ciphers they are. But socialisticideas
would in neither be any further ad-
vanced.

There is of course a stronger ten-
dency to socialism in the continental
mind than we in this country are
familiar with; but after fully allow-
ing for that, it must still be plain,
upon considering political conditions,
that the political growth of French
and German socialism marks a growth
in France and Germany of democratic
rather than socialistic sentiment.

EMASOULATED ECONOMIOS.

In his last work, “The Science of
Political Economy,” Henry George
directed attention to the fact, which
most intelligent observers may now
plainly see, that the universities have
cast political -ecomomy overboard and
substituted for it what they call “eco-
nomics.” They are teaching the sci-
ence of individual wealth, as distin-
guished from {he science of social
wealth,

The advantage of this to those uni-
versities-which, in our plutocratic reg-
ime, are dependent upon individual
accumulations of wealth due to le-
galized plundering, is not far to seek.
Though both political economy and
“economics” deal with the natural
laws under which civilized men get a
living, their scope is different. Po-
litical economy—the economy of so-
cial wholes—deals with the way-in
which a living is got by mankind:
whereas “economics”—the economy
of individuals as distinguished from
the economy of social wholes—deals
only with the way in which a living
is got by particular men, regardless of
the rights of other men.

“Particular civilized men may geta
living either by exchanging services
with others, or by extorting services
from others. But considered as social
wholes,civilized men can get a living
only by exchanging services. They
cannot get it by extortion. This
is evident upon a moment’s re-
flection. The living that cne
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msn' may extort must be at the
expense of the living that other men
esrn.  Wealth acquired by extortion
adds nothing to aggregate wealth.
The gain of one is the loss of others.
Consequently,intheeconomy of social
wholes, which is political economy,
all the methods of individual econ-
omy must be excluded, save those
that are consistent with getting a liv-
ing by the exchange of services as
distinguished from the extortion of
services. Not so with reference to the
laws of “economics.”
only to the methods of individual
economy. “Economics,” therefore, is
merely the science of getting rich and
no questions asked. Its more sig-
nificant name is “plutology.”

This would be quite sufficient to f

account for the disposition of pluto-
cratic colleges and professors to cast
aside political economy and take up
“economics” in its stead. But how-
ever that disposition may be account-
ed for, the fact remains that this
change has been made. We now have
“economics,” and we have “sociolo-
gv;” but we have no such union of
the economic ard the sociological ag
is implied by the term political econ-
omy. A virtual declaration of this
fact appears in a criticism of George’s
“Sciemce of Political Economy,”
which was published in the London
Spectator of May 21. The essence of
the criticism is that George does not
distinguish between the “social or-
ganism” amd the “body ecomomic.”
Here, though there iz a pretense in
the term “body economic” of conced-
ing a social quality to ecomomics,
yet the writer speaks in such a way
of economics a8 the science, quoting
from George, “of how civilized men
get a living,” as to show that his mind
grasps the idea of civilized men not as
gocial wholes, but as individuals. In
thus distinguishing the social organ-
ism from the body economic, he di-
vorces economics from sociology.
One of the absurd effects of this
divorce, which is shown without a
emile, by the Spectator itself, is the
exclusion of the natural laws of dis-
tribution from economic science.
When we “come to the distribution of
wealth,” it says, “we are in the midst
of principles affecting the welfare of
the social organism, which every-
where overreach those affecting the

These relate-

body ecomomic.” This implies the
transferof distribution from “econom-
ics” to “sociology.” Yet the distribu-
tion of wealth is as inseparable from
the production of wealth as reaping

'is from sowing. If men could not

reap they would not sow; but for dis-
tribution there would: be no produc-
tion. George truly says: “Distribu-
tion is in fact a continuation of pro-
duction—the latter part of the same
process of which production is the
first part; for the desire which

 prompts to exertion in production is
‘the desire for satisfaction, and distri-

bution is the process by which what

'is brought into .being by prmtuction

is carried to the point where it yields

‘satisfaction to desire—which point is

the end and aim of production.” This
being understood, what should rea-
sonable men think of the attempt of
the universities to emasculate the sci-
ence of political economy by treat-

ing production as “economics,” and

relegating the subject of distribution
to the abstractions of university so-
ciology? o

That the Spectator is right, as-

'suming that economics can be sep-

arated from sociology, in making the
distribution of wealth a department
of sociology instead of economics, is
true. Since “economies” has to do
only with individual economy, there

-is mo. place in it for the laws of dis-

tribution. It is the sclence of get;the
balancing principle of give is foreign

to it. And distribution implies giv-

ing as well as getting. But dis-
tribution must be excluded from
“economics,” in order to adapt
that science to & plutocratic regime.
The natural laws of distribution, prac-
tically considered:-—as political econ-
omy must, but mere abstract sociolo-

gy need not, and our university sociol-

ogy. does not, consider them—would
be a menace to the vested economic
wrongs of our time, such as no mil-
lionaire patron of colleges would tol-
erate. The natural laws of distribu-

tion are loaded, and millionaires and.

their “economic”

NEWS

We were able last week to report
the end of the first act in the drama
of the invasion of Cuba—the landing
on the 22d of June of an American

professors know it.

army upon Cuban soil. But we were
not at that time in possession of the
details. All during the night of the
21st a detachment of nearly 6,000
well-armed and  well-disciplined
Cubans, detailed by Gens. Garcia and
Rabi, lay in raviues and thickets, keep-
ing watch by every road and moudtain
path between Guantamano and Sah-
tiago, to guard the American troops
against the possibility of a surprise on
the following day. The landmg was
made, June 22, at Baiquiri, about two
thirds the distance from Guantanamo
to Santiago; except as to Gen. Kent’s
divisien, which landed on the 23d at
Jaragua, about midway between
Baiquiri and Santiago. The landing
was unopposed, and but two men lost
their lives. They were privates in the
10th cavalry, a negro regiment, who

 fell between a lighter and the pier at

Baiquiri, and were crushed before
they could be rescued. Besides these
deaths the only American loss con-
sisted of a few packages of supplies,
and dbout 50 animals, that were
drowned. The landing was accom-
plished by means of small boats. At
this time the army was as healthy as
when it left Tampe. Only 80 men
were on the sick list, and no worse con-

.dition has been reported since.

The first act in the invasion was
quickly followed by the second. Gen.
Shafter advanced at once westwardly
from Baiquiri to secure good posi-
tions near Sevilla, a fortified town on
bigh ground just east of the Guama
river, where the Spaniards were ex-
pected to make a stand. Meanwhile
the Cubans were pushing on in the
same general direction, but nearer to
the coast, and by the night of the 23d
their outposts were in the vicinity of
Aguadores, at the mou:h of the
Guama river, southwest of Sevilla and
about six miles from Santiago. In
the afternoon they had skirmishes
with Spanish outposts, routing them
and killing two of their men and cap-
turing 50 cavalry horses. Among
their captures, also, were messages
from Spanish headquarters ordering
the Spanish forces to fall back upon
Santiago as the Americans advanced,
and not to risk a battle until the city
should be attacked. These orders, as
will appear further on, have been im-
plicitly obeyed.

Early on the morning of the 24th,
Shafter’s advance in the direction of
Sevilla had gone beyond-Juragua, and
the head of his column: was near the
foot of the elevation upon which Se-



