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PREFACE

The purpose of this volume is to give a sug-
gestive outline of what the writer conceives to be
the most significant tendencies in the development of
modern democracy. Democracy thus conceived is not
confined to the political realm alone, but is con-
ceived in its broader sociological aspects as the ap-
plication of the fundamental democratic principles of
liberty, equality, and fraternity to the industrial,
educational, and religious institutions as well. 1In
-a word, modern democracy involves the application of
these funcamental democratic principles to the whole
of life.

In accord with this purpose, it is evidently
impossible to make an elaborate study of the infin-
itely numeroue and varied phenomena attendant upon
such a development, but it is poesible for us to as-
certain the general lines along which this develop-
ment must inevitably proceed and to survey briefly
the various fielde in which these changes are being
wrought out. To give more than a mere suggestive
outline of so difficult and so extensive a subject

in a treatise of this kind is a practical impossibil-
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ity. 1If the writer succeeds, therefore, in making
the study suggestive and provocative of further
thought, he will consider his purpose accomplished.
In the hope that it may attain this measure of suc-
cess, the writer, fully conscious of its limitations
and deficiencies, modestly presents this volume.

The general plan is one of interpretation,
and the writer has not considered it necessary to
treat elaborately the historical aspect of the sub-
ject. History, therefore, has been employed only as
1t promotes the central aim of interpretation. The
treatise consists of two parts: The Principles of
Democracy, and the Applications of Democracy. In
Part I the aim has been to make a suggestive inter-
pretation of the democratic principles in the light
of present day thought; in Part II a suggestive out-
line study of the application of these principles to
the politiecal, industrial, educational, and religious
institutions has been attempted. Part I is a study of
the theory of pure democracy; Part II deale with the
methods and means by which we may attempt an immediate
and practical realization of these ideals in society.

In concluding these prefatory remarks, the

writer wishes to acknowledge his indebtedness to



Professor C. &. Gardner whose published work on "The
Ethice of Jesus and Social Progress" and whose class-
room lectures and notes on "Democracy and the Kingdem
of God" have given valuable suggestion in the prepara-
tion of this work.

J. C. Stivender.

Louisville, Ky., April 1, 1918.

vi



CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION ........... .. et 1
PART I: THE PRINCIPLES OF DEMOCRACY ......... 13
An Introductory Word ....... Crer e e N 14
Chapter I: Liberty ....ciiivieinneens e 15
Chapter II: Equality ......... v 39
Chapter III: Fraternity ..... et e 32
Chapter IV: What is Democracy? ............. 50
PART I1I: THE APPLICATIONS OF DEMOCRACY........ 56
An introductory Word ........ ..., 57

Chapter I: The Democratization of

Political Institutions .... 59
Chapter II: The Democratization of

Industry ......c.. i iy 79
Chapter III: The Democratization of

Eduecation ........... U 9%
Chapter IV: The Democratization of

Religion ........... ... ... . 113

BIBLIOGRAPHY .t ittt i i ittt it v 130

vii



INTRODUCTION

There are three possible forms of social organ-
ization, forme which have appeared in variocus stages of
human history. The first form is monarchy, cr social
control by one man. His will is the law. He rulee for
his own benefit and not for the benefit of the peoples.
He has all rights and privileges; the people have none.
Everything exists for the monarch who usually assumes
to rule by divine right. The second form of social or-
ganization is oligarchy, or sccial control by a few men.
In tribal socliety oligarchy usually takes the form of
control by the elders or the old men of the tribe. In
feudal society it takes the form of aristocracy, cor con-
trel by the best. Here the absolute control by one
. man gives way to the contreol by a grour of men, an aris-
tocracy which heads up in royalty. This group rules
for its own benefit and not for the benefit of the
massee of the people. The aristocracy also claims to
rule by divine sanoction. In modern society the form
of cligarchy is usually plutocracy, or controcl by the
wealthy few. Here money becomes king and the few who

possess it become the aristocracy. The third and last
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possible form of social organization is democracy, or
that form of society in which the peoprle control. In
this form cf society there ie no monarch, no privileged
few. Social control is no longer of the few, by the
few, for the few; it is of the pecple, by the people,
and for the people.

Democracy! This is the most wonderful word
of the age. It possesses magic powers. It falle from
the lips of politician, propagandist, professor, preacher,
and statesman; and it is uttered by the masses of man-
kind of every nation and clime as if its maglic powers
could supply their every want and need. One hears the
word on the streets, in the hotels, on the trains, in
lecture halls, in the churches, and almost everywhere
that groups of people assemble. One can not glance
at a newspaper nor a magazine without seeing this
magic word. The sons and fathers of the world fought
the Great War and gave thelr lives "to make the world
safe for democracy." And today the peorles of the
world are looking to democracy for salvation from pov-
erty, ignorance, and servitude.

Not only is the term "democracy" the most wen-
derful and magical word cf the age, but 1s perhaps, the
most misunderstocd word. It is used in a vague and

general sense by the vast najority of people, and con-



veys to the mind a general meaning but not a definite
one. The need of the age, therefore, is a new inter-
pretation of ite principlee and applications. "There

is but one problem,® saye Frank Crane, "before the-
world - democraoy."l Since democracy has become s0
gignificant for the world, its influence so extensive,
ite ideals so dominant, men have begun to aiudy it both
histofically and scientifically. Surely such an impor-
tant subjeot is worthy of our study.

The past offers us a number of interpretations
of democracy. The cldest of these is that of the
Greeks. It was this people who gave us the word. 1Itse
meaning is the rule of the people; 3df{uoc, ﬁeople, and
xpateiv, to rule. Of this Greek democracy there were
three leading characteristics: First, an essential con-
dition was smallness of the social organigation. It
had to be sufficiently small for all the citizens to
attend the general asaeﬁbly and take a perscnal part
in legislating and judging. Second, government was
direct rather than representative, and it was the duty
of every citizen to participate personally in all the
deliberations. Third, only the citizens had a voice

in government, and this meant that the vast majority

1. God and Democracy, p. 46.



of the people were excluded from participation, for
only a very small per cent. of the people were of
the citizen class. There were three classes of peo-
ple in each of these "City-States": the citizen class,
the aliens, and the slaves. And since the aliens
and the slaves could not vote, there were frequently
in a community six or eight times as many people who
did not have a voice in social control as those who
did.1 In all the Greek republics the laboring
classes were slaves and, therefore, had no voice in
social control. Citizenship was always based on the
possession of certain privileges and prerogatives.

It is very evident, therefore, that Greece
did not know democracy as it is interpreted in modern
times. But she did make an experiment in popular
covernment which was far in advance of the government
of the nations contemporary with her. And this
experiment has furnished ideas and ideals for further
democratic experimentation and interpretation. These
Greek republice, while falling far short of present
day standards, have exerted great influence through
the centuries for demccracy.

The Romans added nothing of importance to the

1. The Encyclopedia of Social Reform, p. 388.



interpretation of democracy made by the Greeks. For
its next important development we must turn to the
Mediaeval Cities. The growth of democracy in these
cities resulted chiefly from economic and industrial
activity. It was realized through the birth of a

new class of society - the merchants and craftsmen.

In feudal society, the warriors and farm laborers, or
the gentry and peasantes, were the twoc classes. With
the weakening of the feudal system and the rise of
towns with their trades and handicrafts, there came
into existence thie new middle class. Thie wae a most
significant step toward democracy. It meant a new kind
of union in society. A new day had dawned. This co-
operation through the manufacture and exchange of goods,
together with town and city life which goes with it,
brought about exchange of ideas as well as of goods.
New wants and intereste were created and new anbitions
kindled, for people usually want what they see other
people have. All thie gave rise to new demands for
liverty, and afforded the necessary meanse for backing
up these demands.l People learned from this town life
how to unite for reace and liberty; all clasgses learned

the art and power of union. All this was valuable

1. J. H. Tufts: Qur Democracy, Its Origins and Its Tasks,
pp. 81-82. (Hereafter quoted as Tufts.)



training in democracy. Moreover, in this organiza-
tion of life there was developed in men a conscious-
ness of kind, and artificial distinoticns largely
disappeared. The government was in the hands of the
masses and not of the classes, particularly in the
Teutonic cities. Members of both the lower gentry
class and the peasant class were constantly added
to the pecpulation of these towns. In these cities and
towne of northern FEurope there was created a espirit
of liberty, equality, and fraternity far in advance of
that which characterized the early republice of Greece
and Rome, for the slaves and the aliens had now become
freemen and had a voice in their own government.
Later, however, these free cities were merged into the
enlarging autocratic states, and another splendid ex-
reriment in democracy was replaced by autocratic
nationaliem. But their influence for democracy lived
on, and some historians declare these northern free
cities to be the real parent of modern democraoy.1

The next democratic development of far reaching
consequence also came from the Italian and German
cities. I refer to the Renaissance and the Reformation.
While these movements were not strictly ¢onfined to
cities, they had their birth in the cities. The intel-

lect and the soul, through the centuries enslaved, now

1. The Encyclopedia of Sccial Reform, p. 371.



demanded freedom. The two movements declared the

right of men to think and to believe. "The Renalissance --
gave men new thoughts; it stirred their minds and filled
them with new questionings; it awoke in them new asplira-
tions and turned their attentions to wrongs that had

too long been neglected."l Science and oriticism be-
came powerful weapone and were effectively used against
the privileged few and in behalf of the oppressed many.
"Literature became an arsenal where the poorest and
weakest could alwaye find weapons to their hand."a On
the other hand, the Reformation struck a powerful blow
at imperialism, declared the religious equality of men,
and placed in the hands of the people the open Bible.
Thus the masses of mankind began to learn the New Testa-
ment concepticn of equality and brotherhood; they began
to learn the Christian conception of the worth of a man.
Out of these two great movements there came, among other
things, a new sense of the essential worth of a man, a
new self-respect, an increased knowledge and self-
reliance, and an independence of established institu-
tions. The influence for world democracy of theee two
movements can not be estimatead.

The next significant development of democracy

1. S. Z. Batten: The Christian State, p. 183. (Hereafter
quoted as Batten.)
8. De Tocqueville: Democracy in America, vol. 1, p. 3.



was on English soil. I refer to the representative
principle of government. Out of the broken up Roman
Empire emerged the nations of mo@ern Furore, and with
one exception they all developed into autocracies. This
one exception is England. It is the English race that
gave the world constitutional and representative gov-
ernment on a large scale.l The rights which had
been won from the English throne, in the Magna Carta
and otherwise, had been won chiefly by the aristocracy
and for the arlstocracy. Parliament, therefore, was
the inetitution of the few; its members were elected
by the few and to represent the few. Nevertheless,
this principle of representative government has been
one of the most important developmente in the history
of democracy, for it has made democracy practicable
and poseible for the large nations. In that age
direct democracy was possibtle only in small social
organizations; it could not function in large terri-
tories. Thue far, the history of the representative
prirciple has been the history of political freedom.8
Another interpretation of democracy was made
in the eighteenth century, the century of the French

and American Revolutions, which was to have a unique

1. H. Cabot Lodge: The Democracy of the Constituticn,
3. Ibic.p. 7.



and a very remarkable influence. I refer to the doc-
trine of "natural rights." Thie doctrine was not new,
but dated back to the age of Aristotle. From age to
age 1t had been given various interpretations, and
these interpretations of the doctrine had not been
without influence and inspiration for men in their
fight for human rights. The teaching of this philos-
ocphy, in brief, was that men have certain inalienable
rights which are derived not from the conventional
order of scciety, but from the immutable lawe of nature.
These laws of nature are superior to the laws of the
Church or the State; therefore, these conventicnal in-
stitutions can not justly deprive men of the rights
which are theirs by the gift of the naturzl order.

In this natural order, which preceded the conventicnal
orier of society, men were free and equal. About
every man was a cirecle in which he was absolute, and
no other had a right to encroach on his indivicual
rights. Every man could do as he pleased s0 long as
he dié¢ not trespass on the rights and liberties of
others. It was a state of pure individualism. There
came a time, however, when men, for the eake of
securing comnron protection and other social values,
voluntarily surrendered some of their naturzl rights

and entered intc a social contract. To secure these
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aacial values of co~operation, it was necessary to
cive up some of the natural rights and privileges.
This socizl contract was, however, purely voluntary
and might be voluntarily diaeolved.l
With this doctrine were associated such names
asg Hobbes, Locke, Roumsseau, Jefferson, and others.
The influence ¢of this doctrine was very great in England
and France. Jefferson and his contemporaries embcdied
it in the new American government, and here it grew and
beczme the dominant philosophy of the entire social
order. It was the general philosophy of the age, and
"all the tendencies of the time - religicus, scientific,
philosophical, and political - favored the theory."g
Thie "natural rights" philosophy was applied
t0 all phases of society, and it always resulted in
individualisem. Adam Smith applied it to the economic
and industrial order; and there has resulted the present
competitive system with its doctrine of "laissez-faire."
It was applied to government by Jefferson and his con-
temporaries, and the result has been an individualism
which has now becone plutocracy. The application of
this philosophy to society saved the nations from ab-

solutiem; it has, therefore, been of untold value. It

1. The Encyclopedia of Soocial Reform, p. 816.
2. Ibid.
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served 1ts day and served well. But men are living
to-day in a very different world té that of the eight- .
eenth century, and the continued application of the
doctrine of individualiem is producing very harmful
results, Our forefathers, the apostles of this doc-
trine, feared government, and, therefore, left each
individual largely free to do as he pleased and to

get possession of what he could. As a result of this,
the fortunate and the strong have got possessicn of

the wealth, the means of production, and largely the v
government . The strong and the rich have becone
financial kings, while the poor and the weak have be-
come impoveriahed and oppressed. This eighteenth
century interpretation and application of democracy
destroyed absclutism, but it has given in its place

an extreme individualiem with all its inefficiency,
and a plutocracy with all its curses.

A new interpretation of democracy, one ade-
quate to meet present day needs, is imperative. At
the present day the world is attempting such an inter-
pretation. What kind of demccracy is demanded for
present day needs? Uow does it differ from that of
to-day? It is the purpose of this treatise to attempt
to answer this question. In a word the demccracy of

to—morrow must differ from that of to-day in two respects:
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First, 1t muet be real and not shadowy and formal, a
democracy that does not content i1tself with the mere
right to vote and with political generalities about the
righte of men; second, the future democracy must be a
full, socialized democracy, emphasizing social rather
than merely individual aime, and carrying over its
ideal from the political intc the industrial, social
educational, and religicus fields. We shall attempt
in this treatise a brief discussion of both the prin-

ciples and the applications of such a democracy.



PART I: THE PRINCIPLES OF DEMOCRACY



AN INTRODUCTORY WORD TO PART I

I shall attempt in PART I a discussion of
the fundamental principles of democracy. The primary
aim is to give an interpretation of these principles
that is in keeping with the thought and the need of
this age. PART I consists of three chapters: LIBERTY,
EQUALITY, FRATERNITY, and a concluding chapter on
WHAT IS DEMOCRACY?

In this discussion I lay no claim to complete-
ness. My purpcse is nct to exhaust the subject - a
task which could not be accomplished in a treatise of
this kind, even if the writer were not lacking in the
ability. My purpose, rather, is to make the atudy
suggestive and provocative of further study on the part
of the reader. If I succeed in doing this I shall be

gsatlisfied.



CHAPTER I: VLIBERTY

The first great principle of democracy is
liberty. In this chapter I shall endeavor to dis-
cuss both the negative and the positive aspects of
this subject.

1. LIBERTY NEGATIVELY CONSIDERED.

"When we review this story of the struggle for
liverty we see that it is almost wholly a story of
negativea."l It has veen negative both in form and
in spirit, and has appeared as the deliverance of men
from arbitrary power. These arbitrary powers against
which men have struggled through the centuries have
generally embodied themselves in military feudalism.

To understand man's struggle for freedom, therefore,
it is necessary to understand the system and the
philosophy of military feudalism.

Feudaliem through the centuries has been the
existing order of socliety. Ae its suppecrt, it hais had
a powerful system of philoesophy. This philosophical
system has almost completely controlled the minde of

men. The two great institutions, the Church and the

- - . . o g . VAl < e S o e

1. Batten, p. 218.
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State, have been feudalistic both in form and in philcs-
ophy. They have claimed a divine right to rule mankind.
They have claimed that all authority is outside the human
and natural realm, outside the world of human expzrience,
and in a supernatural world of ite own. To them has
been delegated authority by God Himself to rule the

race. These overlords of the earth possess a monopoly
on authority. This divine authority, which has been
delegated directly to the Pope and the Emperor, as heads
of the Church and the State, descends by a process of
devolution from grade t¢ grade - from pope and emperor
to cardinal and king, to bishop and duke, to priest and
count, etc. - till we finally come to the masses of the
people whose only duty is to obey. In this whole sys-
tem mankind has existed for the institutions, and not

the institutions for mankind.

The history of liberty has been, therefore, a
story of man's struggle against this feudal system and
philosophy; and, while feudalism as a military and polit-
ical system has passed away, the after effecta of an
order of things in which authority descended from the
apex to the base of the soclial pyramid are still with
us. As we shall see in part II, our present day in-
etitutions are largely feudalistic.

In their long struggle for rights and privileges,
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men have used tnree methods.l The first method is
fighting. With thie method they sometimes succeeded,
but perhaps more often they failed because they lacked
intelligence and leadership. The second method is
bargaining. "Men have gained more by bargaining than
by fighting....... These bargains have nearly always
been made by some group or class for itself. Then
later on the class might be enlarged so that more would
share in 1t."2 Illustrations of these bargains are
the rights of freemen secured in the Magna Cgrta, the g
rights of towns secured by special charters, and the
rights of petition. A third method is that of appeal
to reason and sympathy. Thies is the work of prophets,
poete, and philosophers. The work ¢of the prophet and
his contribution to the cause of liberty can not be

t00 much emphasized. The Christian prophet has made
a unique contribution. He has preached the equality
of all men vefore God; he has championed the cause of
the masses of mankind; he has stirred men to action

in the cause of justice and righteoueness, and he has
brought the spiritual resources of the world to bear
upon the cause of freedom, The poet, also, has made

his contribution. He has sung of a better day; he

———— " L ¢ v i3 R ]

1. Tufts, p. 117.
3. Ibidypp. 120-121.
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has pictured an ideal social order wherein men would be
free, and he has ingpired men to go forward toward these
better things. The philosopher has proved that liberty
is the only reasonable principle of 1life, and has, there-
fore, added his contribution to that of the poet and the
prophet. His appeal has been to the reason, while that
of the poet and prophet has been to the emctions and

the will. Fighting, bargaining, and appealing have
united in the long struggle to make men free. Fsach has
made its special contribution to the cause.

Doubtless the "natural rights" philosophy, as
it was interpreted in the eighteenth century, grestly
advanced the cause of liberty. As we obeerved in the
introductory chapter, thie philosophy taught that there
was a state of nature, lying back of the conventional
order of society, and hence, back of feudalism and its
institutions, in which men were absolutely free. Each
individual possessed complete freedom, with the one
condition that he must not encroach upon the rights of
any other individual. These rights were the gift of
Nature, or, as Christian philosophy saw it, the gift of
God. These natural rights did not come through the
Church or the State or any other conventional institu-
tion; they came direct from God, or Nature, to men.

Liverty, therefore, is the free gzift of Nature, or the
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free gift of God, and is not the gift of these established
feudalistic institutions. No power of Church or State,
pope or emperor, can justly withhold that which is man'szs
natural heritage. It is, therefore, the duty and privi-
lege of men to revolt from the conventional order of so-
ciety and to claim their natural rights. This men did
in the eighteenth century. It was the century of the
French and the American Revolutions.

But these revolutions were againet militariem.
Such righte as "life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi-
ness," which had been withheld from the people through
the centuries, were now won by revolt. It was military
feudalism that had withheld these rights, and men could
not conceive that any other power than this could with-
hold human rights. Destroy military government and
men would be free. This conception was embodied in
the American Declaration of Independence and the Consti-
tution. "The essential meaning of liverty in the prin-
ciples of '76 was evidently freedom from oppression by
the government. There is not a word in them about op-
pression of one class by another. There is not a word
about burdens of poverty or unfair contracts. Men felt
that if the government would let them alone they could

themselves get a living and pursue happinesq*1£_~ggy;

1. Tufts, p. 174.
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this ig the prevalent conception of liberty to-day.

We need a new interpretation of rights, for
the age is outgrowing the conditions which gave meaning
to this former interpretation. Righte in the o0ld
sense have little meaning, to-day, and especially for
America; and perhaps the Great War has put an end to
militarism in general. But conditions other than
militariem have arisen to rob men of their rights.
Steam, electricity, the machine, and the factory,
together with the immense amaesing of capital and the
corporate control of wealth, have revolutionized the
world; and all this has come about since the eighteenth
century. The framers of the American Constitution did
not foresee an industrial development of such magnitude,
and they could not foresee the conditions which have
grown out of it. To-day, the real enemy of the rights
of men is plutccracy. It is the power of wezlth and
speclial interests that are withholding the rights of men.
As our forefathers fought for human rizghts against mili-
tariem, men to-day must fight for human rights against
plutoeracy and special interests. The cry .to-day. is
for the right to obtain by labor good food, gocod clothes,
good hcuses, fresh air and proper sanitary working con-
ditions, and adequate opportunities for the laborer and hais

family. The cry is for justice, for the right of men
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to enjoy the values they have created; for the right
cf the common people to enjoy sufficient leisure and
recreation; for the right to enjoy some of the intel-
lectual, esthetic, and spiritual values of life; for
the right of the people tc give their children at least
an average opportunity for education, religion, culture,
and attainment. These are the rights men are demand-
ing. to-day. The struzgle is against the kings of
industry, againet plutocracy. This ies the interpre-
tation of the rights of men which is demanded to-day.
Out of this "natural rights®™ philosophy, or
parallel with it, has grown the doctrine of "laissez-
faire." This doctrine has been applied to our whole
American life. It is a doctrine of individualism. 1In
a word, it means the less government the better, and
that the function of the state should be reduced to a
minimum. It teaches that government, as it is related
to the economic realm, has only two functions, namely,
the protection of property rights and the enforcement of
contracts. This doctrine of laissez-faire -is "the
desire of the individual to be left alone, to do as he
pleases, indulge his impulses, follow out his projects."1
It teaches "that liberty and independence are synonymous

3
terms." The doctrine, unchecked, leads to license and

s o e e o

1., Bryce: The American Commonwealth, vol. 3, p. 418.
2. Lyman Abbott: The Spirit of Democracy, p. 169.
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to unrestrained egotism. It has cultivated the spirit

of rank individualism which characterizes our American
life. Liberty, according to this doctrine, is a state

of individualism in which each man is free to follow outéz
his own likes and dislikes regardless of any social e
obligation.

This negative and laissez-faire conception of
liberty defines law in feudalistic and military terms.

Law 18 restraint imposed by arbitrary and external powers.
Libverty is, therefore, the absence of law, the absence

of social control. The less government the more liberty.
From this point of view, the only obligation is to con-
dgct one's self in such a manner as not to encroach on
the rights and privileges of others. Society becomes,
therefore, merely a regulation of personal rights.

This negative conception of liberty, with its
emphasis on individual rights rather than on social
duties, has characterized the past and is 8%till the
popular conception. Practically all the literature on
the subject is written from this point of view, and
very rarely does a writer give any other view of the
subject. And this can be very easily explained. Our
American life has been a rural life until very recent

times. Our citles are a phenomenon of the last few

decades. This negative and individualistic conception



and practice worked very well in rural society where the
population was sparse, the social orzanization simple,
and the diviesion of labor not very much marked. But

it is not an adequate doctrine for our modern society,
for crowded cities, and for a complex social organiza-
tion. It is true thaé we must continue to define
liverty in terms of rights so long as there is a struggle
between the few and the many, between aristocracy and
democracy. Men must win freedom from oppression, whether
that oppression come from military and political kings

or from industrial kings; therefore, liberty must con-
tinue to ve defined in the negative sense of rights.

But it is alsc true that we must define it in positive
terms, in terms of duties as well as rights. Thie new
age demands a new Interpretation and application of the

doctrine of liberty.
2 . LIBERTY POSITIVELY CONSIDERED.

Here the emphasis ies on duties and obligations.
"True liberty is a positive thing, and to consider its
negative aspects alone is to mise its high and divine
significance."l There ie a new social spirit. to-day
which teaches that the fullest liberty is realized, not

by each individual's going his own way independent of

1. Batten, p. 219.



his brothers, but by a common co-operation of all in

the common cause. The principle of voluntary co-opera-
tion supplants the principle of pure individualism. All
freedom incurs responsibility and a common service, and
without this responsibility and common service there can
be no real freedom. "Any attempt to claim freedom and
disclaim responsitility, under whatever name or form of
government, proves illusionary or eelf—deatructive."l
Liberty, in its fullest meaning, is possible only in a
co-operative social order where common service and reepon-
sibility are bvasic. Positively considered, liberty is

a social order in which each individual has both an op-
portunity and a stimulation to development and full self-
realization. Society becomes an organism, no part of
which can be benefited without benefiting all parts, and
no part of which can be injured without injuring the
other parts also. Upon each individual rests an obliga-
tion. "All power is obligation. As you can, you owe;
and as you know, you owe. If you have money it is so
much obligation of leadership and service."2 If you have
talent, political or social influence, etc., you are
under obligation to society. True liberty means volun-

tary sacrifice for the common good, for the common life.

1. Hadley, A. T.: Freedom and Responsibility, p. 4.
3. Grigge, E. H.: The Boul of Democracy, p. 155.
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.

The negative view of liberty emphasizes the getting for
self of all that is possible; the positive view empha-
g8izes the ziving for the common good of all that is
possible. This is cssentially the Christian view. By
the grace of God men are saved and made free, but with
this freedom come new respon;ibilities for kingdom
service.

This positive view of liberty gives us a new
interpretation of law. In every form of society there
must be some kind of control, and each individual must
be under obligation. He must answer to some form of
authority in the group, otherwise the social order
ceages to be order and vecomes chaos. This authority
may be arbitrarily imposed from without or voluntarily
imposed from within. The negative view of liberty con-
ceived law to be restraint arbitrarily and externally
impoged upon men, and it conceived liberty to be exemp-
tion from such a law. Men, therefore, feared govern-
ment and union and sought to place strong checks on thnewm.
This hae been, to a great extent, the American conception.
Law has too long been defined in terms of the Alexanders,
the Caesars, the Napoleons, and the Hohenzollerns; that
is, in terms of military feudalism. The new interpreta-
tion denies that liberty is exemptipn from law;, it denies

that there is any such thing as exemption fror law. In
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a democracy, law ceases to be the will of an autoc;at
arbltrarily imposed upon men, and becomes the very nature
of 1life itsslf. "Law %s the nature of,thinéa, the nature
of man, the nature of societ;, the nature of God."1 Law
is the very constitution of the universe. This law is .
nothing less than God in 1ife and in the universe. To
accept law in this sense, and to obey it, is to be free.
It ie the voluntary acceptance of an obligation which
can-not be escaped because it is the very law 6f life.
To order one's life voluntarily in accoré with this
fundamental and universal principle of life is to be
free.

Tﬁe demdecrat, therefo&e, recognizes law, not
as externally impoaed.restraint, but as the nature of
his own 1life aga the common life of which he is a part.
Obedience to law means, from. this point of view, cbedi-
ence to one's qwn best self. Thus government. becomes an
expression of the individual. Each man sees himeelf as
‘a consfituent, a citizen, and not as a subject, of the
State. .
. Liberty, from this positive point of view,

becomes not an end in itself, but a means to an eng?

This end is the fulfilment of one's personality and the

' ®
1. Lyman Abbott: The Spirit of Pemocracy, p. 173.
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welfare of all. This view concerns itself less with
abstract theories of human nature - the kind given us

by the eighteenth century philosophers and which are

no longer tenable - and concerns itself more with accom-
plishmente and results. The emphasis to-~day 1is on
achievement, function, result. The ery is for a democ-
racy that will do things, that will furnish an environ-
ment best fitted for the realization of the fulleet life
and the highest development of personality.

Thus we see that positive liberty places the
chief emphasis on duties rather than on rights. Govern-
ment is no longer limited to safeguarding private rights,
but becomes a constructive co-operation for the common
weal. This view insiets that all orzanized relations
of society and all occupations be considered forms of
soclial service and followed in the spirit of service.

"Thus far democracy has taught men the Nay of
liberty, and it has taught it well. But it must now
go forward and teach men the Yea of liberty, and its
task will not be finished till this is done. In the yea
of liberty a man says: I am free from all lesser and
lower masters that I may come under the mastership of
the King Eternal. 1In the yea of liberty a man saye:
the other man is as good ag I, and in every way I shall

geek his gcod. In the yea of liberty he says: I am a
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man with a man's freedom and manhood that I may do a
man's work and may live for the common weal. 1In the

yea of liberty he says: The common good is the supreme
concern, and I shall seek and find my good in and through

the good of a.ll."l

1. Batten, p. 333.



CHAPTER II: EQUALITY

The presept chapter is devoted to a brief dis-~
cussion of the second great principle of democracy -
Equality. During the centuries, equality has been con-
sidered the central and basic idea of democracy; there-
fore, a discussion of democracy involves a consideration
of this principle.

Let us briefly consider, in the first place,
the forces that are working for equality among men. We
will here name three of these forces.

First, there is an instinct in men for equality.
It is also true that there is in men an instinct for
mastery and power. The human instinot for equality ex-
presses itself in a number of ways. It expresses itself
in a resentment of the attitude of superiority in other
people, and we ourselves become uncomfortable when we
rersistently assume a superior attitude toward octhers.

If men would be friends they muet place themselves on a
common plane. Moreover, the great religions of the

world have proclaimed the equality of men in the sight

of God. This human instinct expresses itself in religionm,

friendship, the ¢lub, gcod society and law. It is a

29
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powerful contributor to the cause of human equality.l

A second force that has greatly contributed
to this cause is philosophy, and especially the "natural
rights" philosophy of the eighteenth century. It de-
clares that "all men are born free and equal." It said,
"I am as good as you." As we have already cbserved,
this philosophy goes back of the conventional order to
a state of nature in which men were supposedly equal.
"It goes back to a state of nature where all were equal,
and supposes that 'the poor consented,' as Rousseau says,
'to the existence of rich people,' reserving always a
natural right to return to the state of nature."g Per-
haps no philosopher was nearer to the men who produced
the American Declaration of Independence than Locke,
who described this natural state of equality thus:
"A state also of equality, wherein all the power and
jurisdiction is reciprocal, no one has more than another,
there being nothing more evident than that creatures of
the same species and rank and promiscuously born to all
the same advantages of Nature, and the use of the same
faculties, should alsoc be equal one amongst another."
That such a powerful philosophical ideal has inspired

men to fight for equality can not be doubted; and even

————— 4 | i i e s . —— - . -

1. Tufts, pp. 877=-2378.

2. The Worke of Matthew Arnold, vol. X, p. (Essay on
Equality) ‘

$. Quoted by Tuftes, p. 874.
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now, although the existence of any such natural state
has been disproved, the ideal continues to have great
influence over the popular mind.

The third and most potent force that has con-
tributed to the cause of equality is Christianity. Men
can not breathe the atmosphere of Christianity without
feeling a sense of equality, and where Christianity has
gone men have come to believe that one man is essentially
as good as another. The Christian religion has taught
the infinite value of the soul. It has taught that for
the soul of the comron man God gave His Son to die on
the Cross. It has taught the equality of souls after
death. Christianity is, to-day, emphasizing the price-
less value and essential equality of the lives, of the
personalities, of all men. The greatest equalizing force
the world has ever known is the Cross of Jesus Christ.
Christianity alone has laid the real basis of equality
in the teaching that in the sight of God all men are
equal; that all men are to be judged by the same
gtandard of judgment; that all men are to be saved by
the same Christ; and that all men are to enter together
into the same reward or the same punishment. Who can
estimate the influence for human equality of such a
religious ideal?

This democratic principle of which we speak is



a gloricus ideal, and as an ideal it has through the
ages pcssessed and inspired men. But has it ever been
rezlized? Ie it not still a mere ideal? Do not the
existing facts deny that there is any such thing as a
real equality among men? We see inequalities on every
hand; but where can we find equalitiee? Ies not the
thing a mere pious conception, a mere creature of the
philosopher, a song of the pcet, a dream of the prophet?

Is there any such thing as actual, concrete, real

33

equality among men? Have we not ignored the facts of the

real world when we have said that all men are equal?

The scientific spirit and wmethod, ag well as ocur commen-

sense obseervation of existing facts, are challenging cur

further acceptance of the doctrine of equality.

It can not be denied that great numbers of in-
equalities exist among men at the present time. How
can they be explained? There are two reasons for their
existence. First, men are born unequal. Men have in-
herited inequalities and they c¢an not remedy matters.
Some are bern white, some black; some are born with ncr-
mal organic eguipment, others with abnormzl equipment;
some inherit potentialities that may develop into
gtrong bodies and minc¢e, others do not. Secondly, the
greater difference in men is due to the conditions that

surround their livee after tirth; due to the character
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of their parents, their food, their home and its sur-
roundings; due to their schocols and all the other op-
portunities or misfortunes which come to them. We see
all kinds of inequalities among men, inequalities of
health, possessions, influence, education, and character.
In what sense are the poor, the sick, the ignorant, and
the vicious on equality with the wealthy, the healthy,
the intelligent, and those of strong character and large
usefulness? "Professor Cattell has found that of one
thousand leading men of sclence in the United States,
cne hundred and thirty four were born in Massachusetts,
three in Georgia, and that for each million of popula-
tion Massachusetts and Connecticut have had a hundred
scientific men of high standing; the states of the
Southern seaboard but two. No one can doubt that this
neane 8imply that boyes in Massachusette and Connecticut
have had a better opportunity than boys in Czrolina or

1 Illustrations like this could be multiplied,

Georgia ."

but 1t ie unnecessary. Thé facts are self-evident, and

no one can deny the existing inequalities among men to-day.
In view of the existing facts, are we not forced

to say with many students of democracy that theré is no

equality among men? Moreover, is equality essential to

1. Tufts, p. 379.
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democracy? "The corner-stone of democrmcy," says ¢
‘Nicholas Murray Butler, "is natural inequality, its
1deal the selection of the most fit. Liberty is far
more precious than equality, and the two are mutuvally
destructive.“l Are we prepared to say the same?
Butler ie speaking of "natural" equality, but in what
octher sense can we use the term? Let us endeavcr, in
a further brief study, to determine in what respecte
there can be equality smeng men.

(1) Christianity teaches that all men are
equal in the sight of God. For the Christian man this
doctrine is a great equalizing force, and has been
through the centuries. As we have already stated,
this Christian doctrine has done more to make men
equal than any cther power. The Christian believes
in a spirituval equality. He also believes that such
spiritual principles should control in the concrete
relations of 1ife; he believes in the application
of the spiritual principles of Jesus Christ to scciety.

(3) Men are equal in the sense that they all
have common needs. All men need the material neces-
slties of existence, such ags food, clothing, and

shelter. It is true that the gquality and quantity needed

1. True and False Democracy, p. 57.
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may differ with different individuals, yet all men must
have these necessities of life. Again, all normal peo-
ple have need for the satisfaction of the family in-
gtinct, for love, for home. All men need human sym-
pathy and companionship, especially in times of suffer-
ing. Moreover, an opportunity for the development and
expression of life is a universal human need. And
finally, all men need God and salvation. They need to
be saved from fear, from despair, and from sin. These
are some of the universal human needs, and in this
sense all men are equal,

(3) Azain, there can be an equality of rizhts
and privileges. There can be equal opportunity in the
sense that artificial barriere - political, civil, edu-
cational, economic, social, and religious - can be re-
moved. What did our American statesmen mean when they
declared that all men are created equal? "They probably
meant chiefly that men are at any rate not divided into
two classes, one of which has a right to rule the other.
They probably meant to protest against the view that
just because a man 1z of royal blood he has a divine
right to rule other persone, without any regard to

-

3
whether he is wiser and better than they." In the

1, Ciddings: Elements of Sociology, pp. 334-326.
2. Tufts, p. 2874-275.
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spirit of our early American statesmen, we can go
forth to destroy the artificial barriers that prevent
equality in educational, industrial, social, and reli-
gious opportunity, and that deny +to men the right of
suffrage and a veice in social control. Perhaps there
will always be inequalities among men, but they should
not be the result of artificial barriers between men
or classes of men. We can not make men equal, but we
can make opportunities equal. The ideal to be attained
is not a dead level among men, but an open door, an
equal chance for every man.

Our main consideration, therefore, is not
whether there is or ever will be any such thing as
exact equality among men; "the fundamental idea of
democracy is that every one ought to have a chance to
show what is in him.... and the only way to fird out
what is best in a man is to treat him as your egqual.®
Equality means that all men have a right to be considered.
It means that every man's perscnality is sacred and of
infinite worth, and that no artificial condition, auch
as birth, occupation, or position should lessen a man's
right to the proper exprression and development of his

personality. It means that every man has worth, and

1. Tufte, p. 379-28C.
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that his personality is entitled t¢ as much honor as
is that of any other man. Men are unequal in possibil-
itiee and potentialities, but they should not be un-
zqual in opportunities to develop . the powerse they have.
¥hat we mean by equality ie that the potentialities
and possibilities of all men should be given the full-
est possible development, and that the personalities
of all men should have adequate opportunity to exert
a full and free influence. In a wcrd, we can have
equality in the sense that every man has the right to
have developed into the fullest life all his potentfﬁl
pos%ibilities, and that this l1life so developed has
a right to consideration and expression according to
the weight and value of its opinions, its manhood, and
its character.

This kind of equality must te achieved. It
can be realized only through struggle and labor. It is
not a free gift, neither does 1t come by any "natural
right."® "To say that men are equal does not make them
g0 . The great tack of the present is to make good in
fact what our forefathers claimed in words or cherished
as an ideal."l How can this equality be achieved? War

can not accomplish this task, for war at best can only

L Tufte, p. 83¢5.



relieve men of burdens imposed on them by othere. The
causes of inequality must be removed. Before we can
have eguality among men, we must remcve poverty, ig-
norance, vice, defective laws, and economic injustice.
This task must be undertaken in the spirit of service
and brotherhood. The greater men must render the
greater service. The spirit of Jesus, which is to-day.
expressing itself in a common service for the race, is

the one hope for human equality.
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CHAPTER III: FRATERNITY

In the two preceding chapters we have attempted
a consgideration of liberty and equality. This chapter
will be devcted to a brief consideration of the third
and last great principle of democracy - Fraternity. For
convenience of treatment, we will consider separately the
two aspects of the subject, namely, the social and the
feligious.

1. THE SCCIAL MEANING OF FRATERNITY.

The meaning of fraternity is brotherhocd.
Erotherhood in the fullest and univereal sense is the
ideal toward which the race continues to move. In the
struggle for the realization of this ideal, co-operation,
unity, mental and moral homogeneity, =and a common sym-
pathy and service must necessarily be attained. The
gtruggle hag continued through history, and with the
passing of each age the race finds itself nearer the
ideal. And, to-day, with the League of Nations almost
assured, the world is nearer the ideal than it has
ever been vefcre. The great forces of social evolution
are making for unity, not only in the nations, but among

the nations.
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Why have men undertaken the art of living
co-operatively rather than separately? Why have they
united for a common life rather than each man living
his own life apart from every cther man? There are
two main reasons for this.

The first reason is a practical one. Men
have gradually learned from the experiences of the
race that the fullest life can be realized only in
relationships. Hunman experience has taught that co-
operative action is not only a practical convenience
but a practical necessity. Relations that were acci-
dentally formed proved useful and agreeable, and were,
therefore, maintained. Forms of co-operation, created
for temporary purposes, proved successful and were con-
tinued.l Gradually through the ages men have learned
that "no man liveth unto himself," and that no man can
live to himself. Men have learned that life is sccial.
"We are compelled to0 think of humanity not as a series
of disconnected and isoclated individuals and fragments,
but as the interrelated and interdependent members of
an organic whole."“3 The best interest of the individ-
uzl, the family, or the larger group is tied up in-

separably with the welfare of humanity. This is a well

1. Giddingse: Elements of Sociolcgy, p. 173.
2. Batten, p. 175.
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establiehed social fact. Through costly experience
men have gradually learned this great lesson, and
they are s8till learning it. The Great War has most
forcefully, and at an enormous cost, orought this
lesson home to the nations of the world.

The other reason for human co-operation and
unity is a natural one. Men come together because it
is their nature 80 to do. Since men are social beings,
they seek the society of their fellows. Men are coming
to feel that they are btrothers because they share a
comron nature and & common life. History reveals an
ever widening co-operation, an ever enlarging brother-
hood. At first the brotherly relationship and obliga-
tion extended only to members of the family and the
clan. All other families and clans were considered
enemies and aliens, and there was no thought of kind-
ness or relationship with them. Gradually, the unit
of kinship and co-operation enlarged into the tribe.
For a long time the tribe was the unit of co-operation,
and each tribe considered itself an enemy of every other
tribe, with no kinship or obligation outside ite own
group. From the tribe this spirit of kinship and co-
operation was extended to the race and tongue, and
nations supplanted tribes. "There has always been a

democratic tendency, whose advance has been conditioned



by the possibility, under actual conditions, of organ-

izing popular thought and will on a wide scale. Free
co-operation is natural and human..... Accordingly we
see that ..., there has been a progressive humanism, a

striving to clear away lower forms of co-operation no
longer essential, and to substitute something congenial
to natural impulse."

Will this tendency toward an ever enlarging
cc-operation and brotherhood supplant nzationalism
with internationalism? This is the question of the
hour. The unmistakable lesson of history is that the
area of co-operation and common life has ever been en-
larzing. And, to-cday, this tendency is stronger than
ever before, for the War has created in the peoples of
the earth a sense of kinship and broﬁherhood never
before known. Through common action and common sacri-
fice the peoples of the earth have been drawn close
together. They have lezrned more than ever before that
their needs and desires, their problems, their dangers,
their hopes and aspirations are common to the race and
are shared by all mankind. President Wilson, in the
closing words of his speech to the Peace Conference at

the reading of the draft of the League of Nations, said:

i . v o s e P o ot Y s e e =8 [ —

1. Cooley, C. H.: Stcial Organization, pp. 115-120.
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"Many terrible things have come out of this war, gentle-
men, but some very beautiful things have come out of it.
Wrong has been defeated. .... People that were suspi-
cious of one another can now live as friends and com-
rades in a single family and desire to do so. NMiasma
of distrust, of intrigue, is cleared away. Men are
looking eye to eye and éaying, 'We are brothers and
have a common purpose. We did not realize it before but
now we do realize 1t, and this is our covenant of friend-
ship.'" 1

To-day, the world's great spokeemsn of inter-
nationaliem and brotherhood is President Wilson. Far
more than any other statesman, he has interpreted the
principles of human brotherhcod to the peoples of the
earth. He has sought to bind the peoples together by
the ties of truth, justice, and common understanding.
In his many utterances on democracy and brotherhood he
has expressed the ideals and aspirations, not only of
Americans, but of all peoples. And he has done far
more than this. He has not only given expression to the
aspirations of the race, but he has inspired in all
peoples new ideals, new aspirations, and new hopes of

liberty and fraternity. Moreover, he is now endeavoring,

ar. v ——— A - 0 fw ST W - T ATt

1. Reported in the Louisville Courier-Journal, Feb. 15,
191S. .
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by the creation of the League of Nations to give reality
and permanency to the longings of the multitudes of men
for peace and co-operation. "The free peopiee of the
world," says President Wilson, "must draw together in
some common covenant, some genuine and practical co-
operation that will in effect combine their force to
secure peace and justice in the dealings of nations with
one another. The brotherhood of mankind must no longer
be a fair but empty phrase; it must be given a structure
of force and reality. The nations must realize their
common life and effect a workable partnership to se-
cure that life against the aggressions of autocratic
and self-pleasing power."1 To complete the work begun
by the boys who gave their lives on the battle-field,
to satisfy the world's hunger for a lasting peace, and
to hasten the day of human brotherhood, President Wilson
is leading the fight for the League of Nations. May he
win the fight, and may this League of Nations be the
reality of which Tennyson dreamed:

"Ti1ll the war-drum throbb'd no longer, and the

battle-flage were furl'd
In the Parliament of man, the Federation of

the world." (3)

However, all this may not now be realized. But we may

- —

1. Message to the Russian Government, published June 16,
1917. (Copied from Phelps: A League of Nations, p. 9.)
3. Locksley Hall.
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gafely say that, whatever other things may come to pass,
the tendency of history toward an ever enlarging area of
co-operation will continue; the peoples of the earth will
be cloeer together in spirit, thinking, and effort; and
the entire race will feel a2 new sense of kinship and
brotherliness.

In addition to the forces making for fraternity
and internationalism which have been releaseg as a re-
sult of the War, there are some modern sociological con-
ditione which have greatly promoted unity among men and
nations. The vast extension of communication and the
greatly increased facilities for transportation have
linked the world into a community, and have enabled the
peoples to become better acjuainted and to better under-
8tand each other. Again, the increasing density of
population bringe people into closer contact, causing
them to rub ehﬁulders, and, thereby, stimulating the
sense of brotherhood. Another condition which is working
in the same direction is the highly differentiated and
interdependent relations of men. The further specializa~-
tion goes the more men are dependent upon each other, and
the more the sense of unity and brotherhosod is stimulated.

Finally, the conviction of essential equality
among men, which wae discussed in the foregcing chapter,

is also making for fraternity. 1In proportion as men
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realize thelr inherent equality, the sentiment of
brotherhood will grow and spread. For the infinite
in man is something more than the source cf equality;

it is also the source of unity.
2. THE RELIGIOUS MEANINGC OF FRATERNITY.

Not only is fraternity social in meaning, but
it is fundamentally religious in meaning. More correctly,
the social meaning finds ite extension and completicn in %
the religious. Religion takes this natural tendency of
men and gives it cosmic and eternal significance. 1In
the religion of Jesus we find the vital conception of
brotherhood. Before the time of Christ, we find in
Greece, Rome, Persia, China, and especially in Israel,
whisperings of the faith that men should be brothers.
We do not discredit these pre-Christian whisperings and
longings; we do not discount them. But not until Jesus
lived and spoke did men realize the meaning and power of
the religion of brotherhood. "It was the Son of man who
made these ideals current coin; he was the first to
translate these ideas into life, and give them spiritual
force; he it wa%?@ho wrought with human hands the creed

v 1
of creeds,' and gave that creed its vital power." Jesus

L . - o h -

1. Batten, p. 145.
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lived a life of brotherliness. He lived humbly and lowly
among men. He igndred the social conventions cf his day.
He chose nhis disciples énd his associates from the vari-
ous walks of 1life. In his attitude toward men he was
always kind and like a brother. He made no social dis-
tinctions and differences, and claimed kinship with all
mankind. His full consciousness of the divine Fsther-
hood and of his own Sonship determined his whole life
and thought. And under the inspiration of his teachings,
his 1life, and'hie death, the race is zgradually moving
nearer and nearer toward the ideal of Christian brother-
hood.

For the realization of this ideal, the most
potent force in the world is the Christian conception of
the Fatherhood of God and the brotherhood of man. This
conception gives meaning to the longings of men's hearts
and furnishes the power for the realization of these
natural human longings. "This one fundamental faith in
the Fatherhood of God and the universal brotherhood of
man, which ia the essence of democracy, is more impor-
tant as the basis of democracy than past history, more
important than political or industrial or educational
or religious institutions, more important than the influ-
ence of the individual, more important than home or church

or popular elootione!"l Jesus said, "Call no man your

e e+ s ot o b e

1. Lyman Abbott: The Rights of Man, p. 335.
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father on the earth; for one is your Father, even he
who is in heaven. Neither be ye called masters: for
one is your master, even the Christ.“l Here we have
the teabhing of Christian brotherhood. If God is our
Father, then we must be brothers; if there is only one
Source of 1ife, then all men must share a common life,
all are brothers. This Cnristian conception is the
only adequate basis of unity and democracy, and it, if
accepted by the race, must ultimately establish the
brotherhocd of man.

Christianity is the one great power that can
unite men. It is the only "like-mindedness" that can
permanently unite men as brothers. It is not a mere
dream of the idealist, but it is the one practical means
for bringing men togetner. The principles of Curisti-
anity inspired the League of Nations, and they find ex-
pression in its general spirit and in many of its arti-
cles. Christianity alone can properly evaluate human
life and properly reverence personality; it alone can
destroy clannishness, social exclusiveness, and race
antagenisms; it alone can supply the necessary insplra-
tion for a common life and a common service; it alone

can estaclish the Kingdom of God on the earth. The EKinz-

-

1. Matt. 23:8-10.
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dom "is a esccial order, a system of human relaticne,
progressively realized, in which the will of Ged is the
formative principle and all the functions of which are
organized and operated for the purpose of helping all

men to realize the spiritual possibilities of humanity."l
The kingdom of God is humanity organized and directed
according to the will of God. In this Kingdom the law

of service controls in all personal and organized rela-
tionships and activities; the law of service becomes the
law of society. In this Kingdom perfect democracy will

be realized, and men will become brothers indeed.

1. C. S. Gardner: The Ethice of Jesus and Soclal Progress,
pPp. 84-85.



CHAPTER IV: WHAT IS DEMOCRACY?

In the foregoing chapters, I have endeavored
to make a brief and suggestive study of the great demo-
cratic principles - liberty, equality, fraternity. 1In
concluding the study of the principles of demccracy, it
is fitting, perhaps, that I say a brief additional word.
In the light of the foregoing discussion, what, then, is
democracy? Hundreds of definitions have been given,
many of which are good, but nonc of which seems at all
comprehenasive or complete. There are some things that
can not be adequately defined, and to define them is to
confine them. Perhaps democracy ie one of these things.
I shall, however, guote in this connection a few of the
many definitions that have been given. Most of them
are more or less general and indefinite.

"The general or public phase of the larger
consciousness is what we call democracy."1

"Democracy is primarily the growth of humanity.
It is the emergence of man from a state of pupilage
toward the state of manhood, with 2all his animal appe~

tites and passiong, all his aspirations and desires, as

1. Ccoley: Social Organization, p. 118.
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yet mnelther understood nor controiled. It is the
spirit of growth, of progress, of development. Demo-
cracy is a gpirit of life. It is the reign of the
common people in every department of_life."1

"Lord Byron cried: 'What is democracy? - an
aristocracy of blackguards! But Mazzini spoke truth-
fully when he defined democracy as 'progress of all
through all, under the leadership of the best and the
wisest."‘8

"The finest and largest meaning of democracy is
that all people should share as largely as possible in
the best 11fe.”3

"Government of the people, by the people, for
the people."4 This definition, however, is only of
political democracy. We will discuss this definition
when we come to the chapter on political demooracy.

"In a word, democracy means that personality
is the first and final reality. It holds that the spirit
of personality indwells in every individual =zand that the
choice to development must proceed from that individual.
From this central poeition of personality result the
other notes of democracy, liberty, equality, fraternity -

éymbols of the highest idea whie¢h humanity has yet reached -

. Lyman Abbott: The Spirit of Democracy, pp. 233-24.
Nicholas Murray Butler: True and Falee Democracy, p. 6.
Tufts, p. 368.

Abraham Lincoln: His Gettysburg Address.
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the idea that personality is the one thing of permanent
and abiding worth and that in every human individual
there lies personality."l This strikes at the heart of
the subject, for in a definition of democracy personality
must be placed at the very center. In a democracy, per-
sonality must be considered holy and inviclable. Democ-
racy sees personality as the supreme value, and no man
can be a democrat who does nct reverence rersonality.
This has its root in the feeling that personality ie the
ultimate meaning of the universe; that it is the one
thing of supreme value in the universe.

A democracy, therefore, is an order of life in
which all personalities are free, equal, and fraternal in
the sense in which these terms have been interpreted in
the foregoing chapters. Democracy, as applied to the
functicnal relations of men, is the determination
of the activities of a group by the personalities that
congtitute the group, each having a part in the determina-
tion, according to the measure of his intelligence and
character and acccrding as his interestes are directly and
actually affected ty the action ¢f the group; and each

aiming at the advantage of the entire group. Pemocracy,

e 3 ot ol e koo . e, o

1. John Dewey, as quoted by R. B. Gregg in "The Public,"
Vol. 31, pp. 543-543.
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in the personal relations of men, is the attitude of
brotherliness toward all people, and the appreciation
of the value of men according to their essential per-
sonal worth.

In the light of these definitions, it is very
evident that democracy is only an ideal. It is not a
reality. No people, not even the American people, have
ever experienced real democracy. We have only a veneer
of 1%; our institutions are largely feudalistic. How-
ever, this ideal is the most powerful one of this age.
It is creating in the oppressed peoples of the earth a
new hope, a new self-assertion, a new self-respect. Under
the spell of this ideal the freemen of the world offered
their lives in tne Great War and won tne greatest mili-
tary victory of the ages. Moreover, it is inspiring the
leaders of the race to reorganiée the world and make it
a better place in which to live.

This democratic ideal is spiritual in its
nature. It is a spirit of hopefulness, of activiity,
of energy. It is a spirit cf self-respect and respect
for others. It is a spirit of mutual regard and mutual
respect for each other's interests and opinions. This
democratic epirit is perhaps the most profound and com-
relling energy of contemporary life. Ite central creed

is faith in men. It trusts men to govern themselves,
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and also believes men capable of self-restraint in
submitting to government. A true democrat trusts the
moral ingstincts of men, and has confidence in them.
Coupled with this faith in men is a hope and good will
for them. Not only does this. democratic spirit believe
that men should be free, equal and fraternal; it also
hopes that they may become so.l

This democratic ideal is also social and reli-
gious. This was discussed in the chapter on fraternity.
There we observed that the powerful forces of contempo-
rary life are making for unity and human brotherhocd.
Men unite for reasons of practical convenience and prac-
tical necessity; they also unite because they are social
beings, because it is their nature so to do. Coupled
with these social forces is the Christian conception of
the Fatherhood of God and the brotherhood of man. Chris-
tianity teaches that all men are dbrothers, and that they
should be brotherly in all their relations. The Christian
religion is working for the realization of the brother-
hood of man which will take form in an ideal social order -
the Kingdom of God. This ideal social order will be a
perfect democracy. It will be the Democracy of God.

Thie democratic ideal is a progressively real-

1. Lyman Abbott: The Rights of Man, pp. 301-305.



ized one. It is not static, for only lifeless things
are static; it is dynamic, growing, becoming. It has
grown much as a result of the War. The peoples of the
earth have united their labors, coc-ordinated their
thoughts, mingled their tears, and fused their blood

in a common cause, and there is resulting a new sense
of liberty, equality, and fraternity among mankind.
This democratic ideal must continue to grow until it
controls not only in the political institutions, but in
the industrial, the social, the educational, and the
religious institutions as well. But this ideal can
never be fully realized; it will always be in the pro-
cess of becoming. Democracy will never be a finished
thing. The ideal social order, which may be called the
Kingdom of God, or the Democracy of God, can only be
approached. The significant thing, however, is that we
are constantly moving toward it. "Slowly, as measured
by the impatience of earnest souls, the world moves
toward that far-off goal, as our sun with ite retinue
of planets is drawn'by the persistent force of gravita-
tion toward a point in the distant constellation of the
Pleiades. Rut the importent fact is that the movement
goesg on, and the supre@e duty of every man is to help it

forward.“l

—ran e s B N T e

l. C. S. Gardner: The Ethics of Jesus and Social Progress,

p. 85.

S5



PART II: THE APPLICATIONS OF DEMOCRACY.



AN INTRODUCTORY WORD TO PART II

PART I is a study of the principles of democ-
racy; PART II is a study of the application of these
principles to society. In PART I, the purpose is to
determine what democracy is; the purpose of PART II is
to determine what it must do, what 1ts task is, how it
must be applied to modern socciety.

This modern eocial spirit which men call democ-
racy ie revolutionizing our whole life. It is changing
all material conditions, methocds of thought and action,
ideals, human character, and even the very nature and
spirit ¢f man. Our institutions must alsoc change to
meet the needs of our changing life; they must be made
democratic. Men are changing their conceptions of the
purpoges and functions of many of our institutions.

They are coming to realize that instituticns are nade
for man and not man for institutions, that persqnality
is the one sacred thing, and that institutions are valu-
able cnly as they serve personality. Therefore, our
institutions muet be democratized to meet the needs cf a
democratic age. At present they are largely feudalistic.
Although feudalism, as a political system, has passed

away, its after effects still remain with us and ite
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ideals largely control in our present day soclety.

Democracy must be applied to our whole life:
architecture, mechanics, invention, literature, art,
the home, government, the school, industry, and reli-
zion. Liberty, equality, and fraternity must bte ap-
plied to all institutions, and not merely to the polit-
ical ones, if we are to have a democratic society.

In the following pages, I shall sttempt a dis-
cusesion of the application of the democratic principles
to the political institutions, to industry, to educa-
tion, and to religion. I lay no claim to completeness,
for thie is beyond both the scope of the treatise and
the ability of the writer; I hope, however, to empha-
pize the important aspects of the subject, and to make
the study somewhat sugzgestive to these who may chance

to read it.



CHAPTER I: THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF PCLITICAL INSTITUTIONS

This chapter is a brief discussion of government
and the process of democratizing it. We can not deal
with the details and technicalities of the subject. Our
purpose, rather, is to consider, in sc far as we have
the ability, the leading principles involved.

What is government? Whatever else it may be,
government is the reign of law instead of chaos. There
are various kinds of govermment, but, whatever be the
kind, it is neceesarily the reign ¢f law. This law may
be imposed by one or mcre wills upon the messes of the
people, or it may be the popular will voluntarily con-
sented to; it may be arbitrarily imposed, or it may be
self-imposed. In every government there must be both
authority and power, authority to make the law, and power
to enforce obedience to it. Usually some kind of govern-
ment is better than none, even thcugh it be very imper-
fect, for where there is no government there is no pro-
tection of life or property. Government apparently re-
sultes from group pressures. Sociegty is made up of
groups and these groups are preesing for the realization
of their interests. The group may be local, racizl,

religious, or economic. 1Ite fundamental interest is
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selfish, and it is usually indifferent to the welfare
of the larger group. Service for the larger group has
been neither the ideal nor the practice of past govern-
ments.

What is the function of government? In the past
the function of government has been defined as police
force. 1Its purpoée has been to defend, to protect, and to
maintain order. This 1s and always will be an important
governmental function, for life and property must be pro-
tected from the antisocial members of the group and from
antisocial groups as long as there are such. But by the
term *"protection" we mean much more to-day than for-
merly. The oonditions in which men live to-day are very
different from those of the eighteenth century; they are
very different from those existing contemporary with
the establishment of the American government and the
broduction of the Constitution. Then conditions of
life were far more simple and less complex, and the
protection of 1life and the rights of men were more sim-
ple and lese difficult than in our modern social order.
The so-called Industrial Revolution has completely
revolutionized things. Steam, the machine, the factory,
and the amassing and corporate use of capltal have created
conditione in which our former means and methods for the

protection of life and human rights are inadequate. New



means and methods must be devised; the new demands on
government render imperative a new technique for our
derocracy. If government is properly te protect the
citizenship in this age, i1t must have the tcols and the
machinery with which to do it. We shall give this fur-
ther consideration in our discussion of a technique for
democracy.

But government must 4o more than protect. Our
modern interpretation extends the function of democratic
government beyond a mere protection of 1life and property.
Governrent must become a servant of all the people. 1%
must promote the political, the economic and industrial,
and the social and educational welfare of the citizen-
ship. This is already being done, to a certain e&tent,
through the various departments of state. F®ducation,
public health, agriculture, etc. are funetions of our
American government. Gradually men are coming to see
that the political organization should be society or-
ganized, not for war nor.primarily for police duty, but
for a common service. Protection, of course, is one
form of service, but it ie by no means the only form.
The application of the democratic principles tc the
political institutions should result in gevernment that
serves all the people and not merely one group of them.

To make our modern government a faithful and efficient
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servant of all the people, not merely one class of them,
is the primary aim of political democracy. No intelli-
gent man will deny that this task is both a difficult
and an important one.

The tendency of history has been increasingly
in the general direction of this ideal. History teaches
that the evoluticn of government has ever tended toward
the democratic form. It has been a process of admitting
to active participation in government broader and broader
classes of people. The autocrat was first admitted to
participation. He was usually a victorious and powerful
warrior and was worshiped as a hero who possessed extraor-
dinary powers. Usually he claimed a divine right to rule
the group, and when once he became established as ruler
his powers were practially absolute. But after a time
hig absolute powers wculd be challenged by an organized
group of ren, and these would wrest from the autocrat
the guarantee of certain rights and privileges. Thus
the aristocrats were admitted to participation. A
classic example of this is the winninz of the Magna Carta
from King John by the English nobility. This is the
gsecond step in the evoluticn of governnment toward the
democretic form. The next step is the extending cf
these rights and privileges, monopolized by the autocrat

and the aristocrats, to the masses of the people. This
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came through struggle. Just as the aristocrats won
from the autocrat theilr rizhts to participation in sccial
control, sc did the magses of the people win from the
established powers their rights. Nobody has won without
a struggle. Participation in government has been granted
to no one without a b}tter fizht. The common people
have always had to stéhl liberty from the upper and
powerful classes. Through the ages, men have fought
for, bargained for, and appealed for self-governnent.

And this strugegle ccntinues. We have just
paesged through the greatest war of all history, one
which is resulting in the liberation of millions of
men. Groups of people large and small are dethroning
arbitrary rulers, throwing off arbitrary rule, and as-
puming self-goverrnment. The long struggle of the ages
has seemingly culminzted in a cataclyemic victory for
the oppressed masses of mankind. But we must bteware of
too much optimism, for the War has by no means ended
the fight. Through the centuries more and more men have
won the right to have a voice in their own government,
but the struggle must not end until all ren win this
right, and until all normal and mature people are made
capable of exercising the right.

The tendency of history, therefore, has ever

been towarc democratic governrent. But what do we mean
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by this term? What is political democracy?

Speaking broadly, there are only two political R
conceptions of the world: One conception is that zov-
ernment should be conducted by the few for the benefit
of the few; and the other is that government should be
conducted by the many for the benefit of all. The
first conception may express itself in monarchy, the
rule of one; in aristocracy, the rule of the best;
in plutocracy, the rule of the rich: the second concep-
tion expresses itself in democracy. Plutocracy may be
considered a transitional form between aristocracy and
democracy. The conception that government is of the
few, by the few, and for the few embodied iteelf in
feudalism and the autocratic state. This feudalistic
order conceived iteelf divinely ordained and divinely
appointed to the work of exercising absolute and ex-
clusive rule over the race. These overlords of the
world were above and beyond all law and were responsible
only to God from whom they claimed their divine right to
rule. In their eyes "a nation is a mere rude mass of
chaos which God has placed in the world for their sole
pleaeure."l They conceived the individual to be nothing;

the governing clase to be everything. ULaw is their will

1. Hermann Fernau: The Coming Democracy, p. 287.
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arbitrarily imposed on the people.

To democratize government is to give the lie
to this whole conception. Political democracy denies
that government should be by the few and for the few;
it denies the existence of a divine right to rule; it
denies that men exist for the state, and affirms that
the state exists for men; it denies that law should be
the will of the few, and affirms that it should be the
will of the entire group. In the victory over German
autocracy, we observe the triumph of the democratic con=-
ception of government.

James Bryce defined democratic government as
"a form of governﬁent «+v+s in which the numerical major-
ity rules, deciding questions of state by the votes,
whether directly, as in the ancient republics, or
mediately, as in the modern representative gcvernments,
of a bedy cf citizens."l Democratic government may
be direct or representative. In the small republics
of Greece and Rome it was direct, and the citizens
conducted the affairs of government without reprresenta-
tives. But with the rise of large states, direct gov-
ernment became impossible, and the representative sys-
tem arose from ite birthplace in England. Will demo-

cratic gocvernment continue tc be representative? This
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1. The American Commonwealth, vol. II, p. 463.
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is a debated question, and we shall consider it later.
The most popular definition of political democ-

racy ie the one given by Lincoln, "Government of

the people, by the people, for the people."1 But

what is meant by "the people"? Who are "the people"?

In nc country, not even in America, have the people

ruled. Not even a majority of them have ruled. The

feeble-minded, the criminals, the minors, and the

women have been excluded from participation in social

control. Suffrage has been given only to adult males,

and certain classes of them have been denied it. Our

present American vote ies only about twenty per cent.

of our population, and if women be granted the vote only

forty per cent. of the people would have a voice in gov-

ernment. Has not our so-called political democracy been

mere oligarchy? "Jefferson, like Aristotle, contem-

plated democracy and human slavery sice by side.

The builders of the American Republic were, most of

them, thecretical demccrats; but the forces which they

controlled and the means bty which they controlled them

were to an unsuspected extent oligarchical.“z Although

the situation in America is different to-day, political

democracy is etill an ideal and not a reality; it has

1. Gettysburg Address.
3. Nicholas Murray Rutler: True and False Democracy, P. 46.



never been realized in this or any other country. The
pecople do not rule. At best, our American government
ie the will of the majority of males as thie will is
expressed through regular political channels. But too
often the electorate is controlled and directed by the
combined special interests of the country, and our
limited demcocracy zives place to plutocracy.

We must further democratize our poliitical or-
ganization; we must continue to apply the democratic
principles to government. Much has been achieved; much
remains to be achieved. There are some exceedingly im-
portant problems to be solved and tasks to be accom-
plished by our present day politicsl democracy. Ve
can speak only of the most important ones, and of them
in broadest outline.

(1) One task of political democracy is the
work of extending to mores people the right of euffrage.
As has already been observed, the right of suffrage
is given cnly to adult males; we may say, to adult white
males. We have excluded the insane, the feeble-minded
who are in institutions, the c¢riminals, the minors,
mcet of the Negroes, and the women. To which of these

classes, and on what conditions, are we to grant the

right to vote? Of course, the feeble-minded, the insane,

and the criminals can not be given the right. Minors,
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also, are unqualified, but the age of twenty-one is an
arbitrary line drawn for practical purposes. Some wculd
exclude the grossly ignorant. But what about the race
and sex qualifications? Is there any reason to believe
that any race, as a race, is disqualified for democracy?
Some psychologists anewer this question in the affirma-
tive, others in the negative. Certainly our sense of
justice and right can not deny men the right of suffrage
merely because they belong to another race. W¥What about
the women? There are no psychological grounds on which
to exclude them, for they rgpresent a normal develcpment.
Many think that the present practice of classifying women
with winors, criminals, and idiots is nothing less than a
crime. The most forceful arguments for woman suffrage.
to-day, however, are based on practical grounds. It is
claimed that government, and especially city governzent,
is doing much of the work that was formerly under home
control, such as the regulation of nealth, food, milk,
education, and the protection of child life; and that
women have a duty to participate in thie kind of govern-
ment. It is aleo claimed that as women themselves have
been obliged to enter the tusiness world in order to sup-
port themselves, they are much more immediately and vitally
concerned with government than in former times. Again,

women are informed to-day on public questions, better
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informed than a large number of men, and are competent
to vote intelligently. And women are gradually winning
the right of suffrage. FEurope is leading America here.
However, in America state after state is granting equal
suffrage and the National Suffrage Amendment, now before
Congress, promises the right to all the states.¢

The work of extending political democracy must
be continued. The writer believes that the only practice
in keeping with the democratic principles of liberty,
equality, and fraternity is to grant the right of suf-
frage to all normal and mature people, irrespective of
race or sex., All mature and normal people should have a
voice in their own government, for they can be excluded
neither on psychological nor on ethical grounds. But if
the principles of democracy demand that all mature and
normal people be granted suffrage, thece principles also
demand that these people be made intelligent and moral
in the exercise of their suffrage; they demand that the
people be made fit to participate in government. There-
fore, it is the duty of the government to educate the
citizenship.

(3) Another task before political democracy
is the co-ordination of the governmental function with
that of other institutions. The sphere of governmental

control is the widest of all the inastitutions of society.
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The state, as the law-making institution, is always an
allfinclusive crganization. Potentially the sphere of
political control is the whole sphere cof overt human
relations. The political power, however, makes a self-
limitation and grants control to certain inastitutions.
But thie contrcl is not absolutely given away; it is
granted on the condition that the institution to which
it is granted must not tread on social comtrol. It
grants control on good behavior, and may withdraw it
when the behavior ceases to be gocod. An example of this
is the Mormon church with its practice cf polygamy. It
is very necessgary that the state co-ordinate its func-
tions with those of other institutions as the home,
business, the church, etc., in order that the work of
all the institutions may harmcnize into one common ser-
vice for all the people. Institutione should not dupli-
cate work, neither should they work at cross purposes.
Every institution should aim at some kind of useful ser-
vice, and all of them, including the state, should unite
for a common service for all the people. One of the
acute problems before the American government at the
pregent time is how to relate itself to the industrial
and buciness orcder. Shall it own industry, or control it,
or assume some cther relaticn to i1t? Ameng the problems

here involved is the whole guestion c¢f sgsocialism.
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(3) Perhaps the most important task vefore
political democracy is the working cut of an adequate
and effective governmental technique. Such a technique
is our greatest need, and unless we get one adequate to
meet present needs and fit present conditions, our democ-
racy may break down. What are some c¢f the character-
istios and defecte of our present technigue?

In the first place, it is sc complex that our
citizens can not understand it, and tecause they do not
underetand it they do not take the interest in zovern-
ment that they should. We are living in a complex age.
In modern times vast governmental states have grown up,
and with them has developed a vast economic order. Human
intereats have multiplied, and many of them have been
intrusted tco the government for direction. Also, many
intereste once cared for by the home, the church, and
other institutions are now cared for by the state. The
necessary result of all this has been complexity of
zovernmental machinery. So complex has our political
machinery become that only an expert c¢an understand it.
Usually this expert is called the "boss". He appoints
himself and runs the government for profits and not for
patriotism. He delivers the votes to the special inter-
ests and they deliver the money to him. In this way the

special interests purchase the kind of government they



desire and the kind that is favorsble to them, and
plutocracy supplants democracy. The ne=zd of the hour

is a technigue that will make impossible this "invisible
government."

Not only is our governmental techniijue too com-
plex to be understood by the masses of the voters, but
it is aleo largely unadapted to present conditions. It
is ineffective, awkward, and cumbersome. It does not
always register the will of the people, and gives self-
ish interests a chance to defeat the will of the people
even when that will is known. Our Constitution wag”
government. < Its makers

A

feared the majority; they did not realize that the

intended to be a bulwark againat

minority might oppress the majority. These statesmen
planned that the individual should have as much indepen-

dence as possible; they, therefore, placed but few
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restrictions on him. This has permitted selfish interests

to grow up and reach such proportions that they oppress
the majority of the people and largely control the gov-
erniwent. Our system of checks and balances served well
the purpose for which it was created, namely, a bulwark
against absolutism; but this very system, which served
its original purpose soc well, no longer serves the best

interests of the people but is proving to be a faithful

servant of the special interests. In our present govern-

N ““\;}
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mental system, no one is responsible for carrying through
a measure and making it an effective law. The Senate,
the House of Representatives, the President, and, in
cases where the constitutionality is questioned, the
Supreme Court must approve a measure before it can become
an effective law. It may be killed by any one of these
branches, and, if it finally becomes an effective law,

it may become such only after a long lapse of time. All
this gives the special interests time and opportunity to
do their work. It enables them to bring strong influ-
ences to vear on one or all of these branches, especially
the lezislative, to defeat measures unfavorable, and to
enact laws faverable to their own selfish interests.

The fact that our governmental machinery is in-
effective, awkward, and cumbersome is further illustrated
by Professor Tufteg: "Suppose that in a given year a large
ma jority of the people wished to have the government
build a canal, or railroad. They might choose representa-
tives to Congress who might pass a measure to that end.
But the senators would not be chosen at the same time
with the representatives. Because of the six-year term
for senators, a considerable number of them would have
been chosen two or four years before the time of which
we are speaking. It might happen also that the particular

states which were choosing senators this year would be op-
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posed to the railroad; hence there would be very little
chance of agreement between the Sengte and the House of
Representatives. Further, if the ﬁ;esident were chosen
as it was originally planned that he should be, he would
not have been chosen by the people directly but by a
small group of electors. These men might not havg cared
anything about a railroad and when selecting the %resi-
dent might have had in mind something quite other than
his views on the railroad. Finally, the members of the
Supreme Court might have been appcinted ten or fifteen
years earlier. They might all of them entertain a view
of government which would, in their opinion, make the
building of a railrcad by the government a work not
authorized by the Constitution. Now it might or might
not be well for the United States to build a railroad.
The point is that under the plan of government provided
in the Constitution it would be almost impossible for
the people to try it and find out."1

As a matter of fact, our whole constitutional
and governmental system was invented to meet the needs
of another age. It was intended, ae we have observed,
to serve as a bulwark against absolutism, to protect

the individual against the majority. Its makers did not

1. Tuftes, p. 331.
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foresee that the majority might some day need protection
against the minority. They did not foresee the new
world which has resulted from the Industrial Revolution.
And this is no discredit to those able and faithful
setatesmen. They served their generation and served well,
and it is now the task of the statesmen of this genera-
tion to undertazke, in the spirit of their forefathers,
the task of creating =2 governmental technique which will
meet the needs of to-day.

How can this task be accomplished? How can we
create an adequate and effective technique for our democ-
racy? I will leave this for the expert to answer, for
it is beyond my powers. Howevsar, I shall merely mention
one or two principles that are being advocated to-day.

First; somé men believe that we have outgrown
the whole representative system of government, and that
we are now passing into a period cf government by public
cpinion. As we have already cbserved, representative
government came into existence with the birth of vast
governmental states. In those times territories were
sparsely settled, and means of transportation and com-
munic=tion were very meager. These were times before
the railroad, the telephone, the telezraph, and the
‘modern newspaper. In these early days of the representa-

tive system it was in the iegislature that the nation



made up its mind. To-day, it is quite different. Each
man now makes up his mind by reading the daily newspaper.
With all the means and methods by which the people can
now make up and exprese their mind, can we not have
direct government? Can we not have government by public
opinion? Some students of the subject believe we can.
They believe that the representative system is passing
and giving place to government by the direct action of
the people.

Secondly; other students of the subject,
declining to believe that the representative system is
passing, believe, however, that the system must undergo
change in order to meet new conditions. "OQOur political
machinery," says Mr. Weyl, "national, State, and local;
legislative, executive, administrative, and judicial;
constitutional and extraconastitutional - our whole
political rachinery in all its parts must be adapted to
all the changing purposes of government."l In this
connection he further says: "The Constitution should be
revised by the people. A radical revision of the Con-
stitution by a special constitutional cdnvention, such
as was contemplated by the document itself, would be one
of the greatest single steps toward the establishing of

political democracy in the United States. An alternative

1. W, E. Weyl: The New Democracy, p. 313.
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step, perhaps even wiser, would be, not a complete
transformation of the document, but a mere change in
the method of amendment, a change which would make
future amendment easier and would give the power of
propoeing and adopting amendments to the people, rather
than to the legislature, State or federa.l."l

For the effecting of an adequate political
machinery scores of methods ang prlans have been pro-
posed. Among them are the ‘democratic control of
parties and party nominations, the democratic control
of electione and the substitution of the "short ballot"
for the "long vallot,"™ the "Initiative, the Referendum,
and the Recall," etc., etec. It is beyond the scope
and purpose of this treatise to discuss these technical
quections; the purpose has been to consider the out-
standing principles. However, I wish to make one other
brief observation. We have seen that our political
technique is very complex, too complex to be understood
and operated by any one except an expert. We naée also
seen that this expert is usually the "bosgs"™ who appoints
ﬁimself and runs the governmental machinery for profits
by selling votes to the special interests. As a result

of this system our city governmente too often are in the
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hands of the "Ring," or the special interests of the
Tammany Hall kind; our State governments are frequently
controlled by "Big Business," '‘such as the railroads,

the insurance companies, etc.; and cur national govern-
ment is frequently influenced to a great extent by the
combined selfish powers of the land. But somegbody must
run the government - either the "boss" or some other
person. Somebody must direct the governmental machinery,
and if no one else undertakes the task the "boss" does.
But why not make this expert the representative or the
agent of the people? Why not train men in our schools
and universities to do this work as we train men for
other professions? In certain countries, among them i}

£
o

{

Germany, men are thus trained, and the results are
proving to be good. 1In such an education, the social
sciencés must be given first place. Moreover, while we
are educating experts to administer the departments of
government, we should also educate our citizens, and

the young who are to become citizens, in the fundamentals
of society, that they may both understand and become

interested in the problems of society and government.



CHAPTER II: THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF INDUSTRY.

Democracy means far more than a form of gofern-v
ment. Political democracy is only one step toward a
democratized society. The principles of liverty, equal-
ity, and fraternity must be applied, not only to govern-
ment, but to all the institutions of society. At the
preasent time perhaps no institution is in greater neced
of democratization than industry, and our best thinkers
declare that the real issue of the present day is in-
dustrial democracy. According to our best social opinion,
political democracy is in grave danger of breaking down
unless our social and industrial institutions cease to
be feudal and hecome democratic. In this chapter I shall
attempt a discussion of the democratization of industry.

When our American nation was established and
our Constitution formulated, industrial feudaliem of
the modern kind was unknown, for our present industrial
organization is a comparatively recent phenomenoan. It
owes ite origin to two revolutionizing forces: The
machine driven by natural force, and the corporate use
of cupital. These two forces, which express themselves
in modern industrialiem, have completely revolutionized

our modern life - our method, ocur education, our thought,

79



80

our religion, and our character. All departments of
life have been radically affected. PFurthermore, the
general direction of this industrial development has
constantly beem away from democracy and toward feudal-
ism and autocracy. The relations existing between the
capitalist and the laborer have constantly become more
and more functional and non-personal. In the early days
of modern industry, when the same individual wzs both
capitalist and manager, the relations existing between
the owner and his employees were personal, and mutual
confidence not infrequently existed between them. 1In
thoee days only a few men were employed in any one fac-
tory, and they could, therefcre, know each other in a
personal way. But, to-day, all this is changed. 1In
the vast corporations of modern times, the manager is
not the owner, but a legal person who has only functional
relations with the thousands of employees. The system
has developed into industrial feudalism, and the former
relations of common understanding and co-operation have
given way to suepicion, diestrust, open antagonism, and
even warfare. And this warfare between capital and labor
ie threatening with possible disruption our whole scocial
s tructure.

This condition of affairs is chiefly due to our

present auvtocratic, feudalistic organization of industry.
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Political feudalism has been replaced by industrial
feudalism. We have abolished kings of nations and
established kinge of industry. We have railroad kings,
oil kings, steel kings, and coal barons. "The simple
fact of the case is that a few men, by the use of great
8kill and large capital, are getting control of the
means of productibn and distribution, and are fastening
upon the necks of the people an industrial autocracy
more irresponsible and tyrannical than the world has
ever known. .... In sober truth it may be said that no
political autecrat of the past ever possessed more than
a tithe of the real power of these modern industrial
and social autocrats."

A brief analysis of a modern corporation will
reveal the fact of the totally undemocratic organiza-
tion of industry. Let us take, for example, some unit
of industry such as a car factory or a chair féctory,
and observe the parties who actually compose it: First,
the creditors who lend the corporation money. They are
only indirect members of the corporation. Second, the
stockholders, a numbter of whom are elected as directors.
Third, the manager whose business is administrative. He
may or may not be a stockholder, but is a trained expert

in managing a big business. Fourth, the employees -

1. Batten, p. 2236.



83

clerks, stenographers, bookkeepers, and the body of
laborers. As an economic fact all four of these
groups - creditors, stockholders, managers, and em-
ployees - constitute the corporation; but legally only
the stockholders and directors constitute it and have
a voice in its control. The vast majority of its
members - the laborers - have no veoice whatever. They
are industrial serfe, and are tied to the factory be-~
cause it affords them the only means of support for
themselves and their families. Their condition is fre-
quengly no better, and cometimes even worse, than that

of the mediaeval serfs. The feudal lords of industry Kﬂ}
s

L

dictate the houre of labor, the physical conditions
of the factory, and the wages; the employees must sub- {
mit to these dictations or starve.

To illustrate further the undemocratic nature
of industry, let us suppecse, for example, tnat"&lo,ooo,ooo
in capital may be invested in an enterprise which employs
5,000 men with a total pay roll of #5,000,000 per year.
If this $5,000,000 Ee regarded as a labeor dividend at
5 per cent. we find in the organization of this business
a labor investment of $100,000,000 in contrast to a capi-
tal investment of $10,000,000. Yet this enormous labor
investment has no representation in the control of the

buginess. On the basls here outlined, the board of direc-
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tors represents and governs the business primarily for
the benefit of 1/11 of the investment, and the other
10/11 is without representation in its government."1
And again, "in depressed times shen dividends upon
capital investments are likely to be impaired, it is'a
common incident of big business to discharge large
groups of workers, thereby depriving their families of
any dividends on thelr labor investment. Yet upon what
democratic theory can this preference of capital interest
to labor interest be justified? A democratic industry
would share the burdens of hard times as well as the
benetits of ﬁkosperity with all ite investors in propor-
tion to their contributions, whether of labor or of capi-
tal.“g

It is an undeniable fact that our industry is
organized and operated on feudalistic rather than on
democratic principles. And what are the results? First
of all,the working classesg are exploitsd and impoverished.
The stockholders want dividends on their investments,
and they employ a manager who will guarantee the largest
dividends. The manager, being responsible only to the
stpckholders, endeavors to comply with their wishes and

to do a "paying" business. To do this he will reduce

l. The New Republioc, vol. 11, p. 50.
. Ivid. ‘
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expenses to a minimum. He will deliver as much as possi-
ble of the profits to the stockholders, to whom he owes

his job, and as little as possible to the employees. These
laborers work long hours under physical conditions which
are frequently dangerous and unsanitary, and for very
meager wazes. And when they are old and worn out they are
thrown aside and replaced by young, able-bodied men, in
much the same way as pieces of machinery are discarded

and replaced by new machinery.

But not only do the laborers and their families
suffer as a result of cur feudsal industrial system, but
gsociety is being exploited and enslaved. "We find that
the industrial and social forces of scceity are more
and more being exploited for the disproportionate advan-
tage and enrichment of the few. .... Prices paid to these
overlords of industry and these interceptors of trade
are not an exchange of services; they are the ransom paid
by the people for their 1ives."1 These overlords of
industry are continually narrowing industrial opportunity
and initiative, and the small capitalists, being unable
to compete with these overlords and their huge combina-
tions, are forced out of business and into industrial

serfdom to these feudal lords of industry.8 There is no

1. Batten, pp. 237-239.
2. Ivid,,pp. 830-831.
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longer any such thing as®free competition"™ in industry.
Yoreover, these kings of industry are getting control
of government, and government is in danger of becoming
less and less democratic and more and more plutocratic.
Industrial and financial consolidation and combination’
is the present policy. Already practically all the
large industries of the country - steel, oil, coal,
etc. - are controlled by one combination. This mreans
that a few rich men even now possess immeasurable power;
power to control nominations and elections, to dictate
platforme and policies, and to force through ocur politi-
cal machinery measures to their liking.l And the remark-
able and contradictory thing about it all is that these
industrial lords may be men of splendid personal character,
for w%th them personal ethics is an entirely different
thiné%¥§“businees ethics. They may be good churchmen g
and kind and generous in their personal relations, while
at the game time they cry, "Business is business," and
place profits above human life.

What can be done to remedy this state of affairs?
How can society be saved from industrial explc¢itation
and possible ruin? How can Jjustice be restored in our
industrial order? The only possible remedy is the democ-

ratization of industry.

- - o~ 2 e i — .~

1. Batten, p. 227.
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Vhat is industrial democracy? What are its
fundamental principles and its primary meaning? The
fundamental principle of industrial democracy is that
industry must be organized about human values and not
about raterial values; that personality must be con-
sidered as the highest and the supreme value; and that
industry must become a form of social service. It
means the application of the principles of liberty,
equality, and fraternity to the industrial order. More
specifically, it means that those who co-operate in the
creation of avalue shall have scme voice in the distribu-
tion of that value. It means that the values of life
which are created by the people must be administered
by the people. It means that every man, according to
his éontribution, shall have a share in the control cof
the world's industries. It means that labor, as well
as capital, must have representation in the control
of the world's industries. It means @& system of profit-
sharing and co-operation in both the creation and dis-
tribution cof Values.} It means that the natural values,
which no man has created, shall be shared by all the
people and not be monopolized by only a few of them.

It is a principle of industrial democracy that wealth

1. Batten, p. 249.




has its source in the people and is to te used by the
people and for their benefit; that every man is entitled
to the products of his own industry, because it is a
part of him and into it he had invested a portion of his
1ife .}

How are the industrial kings thinking on the
gubject of industrial democracy? And does there seem
to be any hope that they will give any support to the
cause? From one of them there comes a confession that
is little less than epoch making and revolutionizing.
I refer to an address delivered before the War Fmergency
Congress of the United Statee Chamber of Commerce,
Atlantic City, December 4-6, 1818, by no less a capital-
ist than John D. Rockefeller, Jr.2 In this address
Mr. Rockefeller, in no uncertain terms, champions the
cause of industrial democracy. He declares that labor
and capital should be equally represented in the coun-

cils that control industry. He denies that the primary

purposé of industry should be to make profite and to en-

rich the few, and declares that industry should be a2 form

of socizl service. "The scundest industrial policy,"
gsays Mr. Rock%feller, "is that which has constantly in

mind the welfare of employes as well as the making of

1. Lyman Abbott: The Spirit of Demccracy, pp. 154-155.

2. Published in the Annals of the American Academy of
Political and Social Science, vol. L¥XXI, Jan. 1819.
(Hereafter quoted as Rockefeller.)
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profites, and which, when human considerations demand 1it,
subordinates profits to welfare. Industrial relations
are essentially human relations."l He further declares
that "in these days the selfish pursuit of personal ends
at the expense of the group can and will no longer be
tolerated. Men are rapidly coming to see that human

life is of infinitely greater value than material wealth;
that the health, happiness and well-being of the individual,
however humble, isg not to ﬁe sacrificed to the selfish ag-
grandisement of the more fortunate or more powerful. ....
Never was there a more profound belief in human life than
to-day. Whether men work with their brain or brawn,

they are human beings, and are much alike in their crav-
inge, their aspirations, their hatreds, and their capac-
ity for suffering and for enjoyment." Continuing, he
warng the leaders of industry that they had better not
fight against the onzoing forces of democracy but had
better reach an agreement through "friendly ccnference"
with labor. He then states his own position as one
"which takes cognizance of the inherent right and
justice of the principles underlying the new order;

which recognizes that mighty changes are inevitable,

many of them desirable; and which does not wait until

forced to adopt new methods, but takes the lead in

————— 7t TS 2 . A i < -

l. Rockefeller, p. 1682.
8. Ibid.,p. 179.
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)

calling together the parties to industry for a round-
table conference to be held in the spirit of justice,
fairplay and brotherhood, with a view to working out
some plan of co-operation which will insure to all those
concerned adequate representation, and afford to labor
an opportunity to earn a fair wage under such conditions
as shall leave time not alone for food and sleep, but
alsc for recreation and the development of the highest
things of life.“1

Mr. Rockefeller says that there are four
parties to industry; capital, management, labor, and
the community. And these four parties must not be
enemies, but partners, for they have a common interest.
"Moreover, success can not be brought about through the
assumption by any one party of a position of dominance
and arbitrary control; ratger it is depencdent upon the
co-operation of all four."‘g

These statements of Mr. Rockefeller, as one
of Mmerica's greatest capitalists and leaders of in-
dustry, are very significant. They show the trend of the
times and what must ultimately come in the industrial
world. They also show that at least one of our indus-

trial leaders stands for human justice and right. We

1. Rockefeller, p. 180.
3. Ibid,,p. 169.



‘hope that other capitaliste will follow this lead of
¥r. Rockefeller, and that industry may be democratized
by means of peaceful co-operation rather than by fur-
ther warfare. But industry must be democratized,
whether it be accomplished by this method or by cther
methods or by a number of methods. Let us here consider
triefly the three primary methods by which this task
may be accomplished.

(1) A large number of people believe that the
only effective method for the accomplishment of this
task is government ownership. "Everywhere we find evi-
dences of industrial developments in the general direc-
tion of this gcal. The Post Office embarke upon the
banking business. .... The Forestry Bureau raises and
sells timber. The Reclamation Service goes into many
separate businesses in connection with the building of
dams and the selling of water. 1In the construction of
the Panama Canal, the government builds roads and rail-
roade and conducts dozens of separate enterprises. At
the same time, the States and cities greatly extend the
sphere of their direct participation in business, and
buy and manufacture and sell on an enlarging scale."l

But the thing desired is not government ownership for

1. W. E. Weyl: The New Democracy, p. 276.
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itself, but industrial democracy. In order to realize
this, however, it may be necessary to have an increasing
amouny of government ownership; but, because of its evi-
dent complications and dangers, it is the prevailing
opinion that this method should not be used untilAthe
other methods have been thoroughly employed.

(2) Another method is government regulation.
The War has unquestionably taught the people the advan-
tages of this method. The government has extended its
regulating powers over many of our industries, and it is
very likely that many of them will not be returned to
complete private control; for the American people will
not soon forget the benefits which have resulted from
government regulation. At the same time, there is
nothing more evident than that the industrial kings of
America, with their theory of "industrial autonomy" and
their slogan, "Business must be made independent of
politics," are now gathering and organizing their forces
to resist any further government regulation of American
industry. Can the organized selfish interests success-
fully resist the democratizing foroces of the age? Can
they defeat further government regulation. Mr. Weyl is
only one of the many who believe that "in the future we
muet enormcusly increase the extent of regulation. Not

only can we pursue an active social policy by means cf
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the regulation of industry, but we can also so direct
and restrain and guide the strong economic impulses of
sobiety as to make the product of industry not only
larger, but more widely and more fairly distribnted.”l
One very definite thing the government can do
toward the realization of industrial democracy is to
enact laws which recognize all the members of a cor-
poration - stockholders and employees - as legal members,
and to have these members come together through their
representatives to determine the proper division and
distribution of the values which all have created. And
when all the parties to industry are thus recognized
as legal parties, and when they, under government super-
vision, come together in agreement as to the control of
industry and the proper distribution of the valuves which
all have co-operatively created, we shall have a democ-
ratized industry. ©Society, through 1ts government, must
have the final vo;cq and must see that justice is received
by all parties. éJ;L Mr. Rockefeller agrees that a cer-
tain amount of government regulation is.recessary; that
society, ;s a party to industry, must have a voice in

its control.

(3) A third method is that of voluntary co-

1. The New Democracy, pp. 391-2393.
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operation on the part of capital and labor. It is sug-
gested that the corporation take its employees into con-
fidence and give them a proportionate share in the annual
earnings., This has been done by Henry Ford and others
with good resulte. The laborers come to feel that they
are partners rather than mere employees in the narrow
sense of the term. They come to have a greater interest
in the work and to put greater effort inté it, and their
lives and labors come to have more and more meaning.

In this connection, we shall give an outline
summary of Mr. Rockefeller's plan for a co-operation of
capital and labor. He gives it as follows: "I believe
that the most effective structure of representation is
that which is built from the bottom up; which includes
all employes; which starts with the election of repre-
sentatives and the formation of joint committees in each
industrial plant, proceeds to the formation of joint
district councils and annual joint conferences in a
single industrial corporation, and admits of extension
to all corporations in the same industry, as well as to
all industries in the community, in the nation, and in
the various nations."1

We can not have induetrial democracy until all

1. Rockefeller, p. 179,
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the parties to industry have a voice in its control.

If this can be realized by the method of peaceful and
voluntary co-operation, well ;nd good; but if the kings
of industry persist in the policy of organized selfish-
nesgs, in the policy of placing money profits above human
life, in the autccratic policy of refusing to the other
parties to industry a voice in its controlling councils,
then society through its government must take necessary
action. The methods of control and ownership will then
be employed. Again we repeat, soceity must speak the
final word.

The fight is now on. The forces of democracy
are at war with the forces of industrial autocracy, and
the former are slowly gaining on the latter. There are
three very powerful forces fighting for industrial democ-
racy, a brief discuesion of which we shall here give.

(1) Perhaps the most powerful of these forces
is organized labor. The laborer, inspired by the spirit
of 1776, is demanding a voice in industrial as well as
in pclitical government. His developing self-respect
impels him to win those rights and values which are
essential to his fullest self-realization. He is de-
manding justice that he may have the means by which to
provide for himself, rather than be provided for by

charity. 1If we woculd learn the determined spirit of

.
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organized labor, we have only to read the platform of
the British Labor Party, a document which is revolu-
tionising in a social, political, and industrial sense.
Organized labor is determined to destroy autocracy in
industry, and step by step it is forcing bvack its enemy.
The victory seeme inevitable.

(3) Another force which is making for indus-
trial democracy is the growing conception that every
industry is a public function, and that the public, as
well as capital and labor, is a party to it. We are
coming to believe that industry is not merely the con-
cern of the factory owner and his employees, but that
it is the concern of all the people. The people are con-
cerned as to the hours of labor, the physical and sani-
tary conditions of the workshop, the division and dis-
tribution ¢f the values, etc. We have already noted
that Mr. Rockefeller recognizes the community as a party
to industry. He says: "The community's right to repre-
gsentation in the control of industry and in the shaping
of industrial pclicies is similar to that of the other
parties. Were it not for the community's contribution
in maintaining law and order, in providing agencies of
transportation and communication, in furnishing systems
of money and credit, and in rendering other services, -

all involving continuous outlays, - the operation c¢f capi-
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tal, management and labor would be enormously hampered,
if not rendered well-nigh impossible. The community,
furthermore, is the consumer of the products of industry
and the money which it pays for the product reimburses
capital for its advances and ultimately provides the
wages, Balariees and profite that are distributed among
the other parties."1 The growing conviction that the
community is a party to incdustry is a telling force for
the winning of industrial demccracy.

(3) The growing conscience among men for right
and justice is alsc a powerful contributing féctor. Men
are coming to believe that if civil and political slavery
is wrong, social and industrial slavery is also wrong.
The spirit of liberty, equality, and fraternity is work-
ing in the minds and hearts of men. And the War has
given birth to a new conscience. Men fought "tc make the
world safe for democracy;" now must they continue to en-
dure industrial autocracy? The employer and the employee,
the capitalist and the man cf toil gied together on the
field of battle for human freedom; should not their
brothers share the fruite of that freedom, industrial as
well as political? The conscience of mankind answers in
the affirmative.

And now, in concluding this chapter, let us ask

1. Rockefeller, p. 169.
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what will be the results of a democratized industry.

We have seen that, when those who co-operate in the
creation c¢f a value shall have a voice in the distri-
bution ¢f that value, we shall have industrial demcc-
racy. The practical plan is for all the parties to

come together through their representatives and, under
the supervisicn c¢f the public, reach a comron azreement.
Yhat, then, will be the results? Mr. Rockefeller states
that a modified form c¢f this plan is now veing used in
several American industries, and where it has been in
use a sufficiently long time, some resulte are:

"First: Uninterrupted operation of the plants
and continuous employhent of the workers, resulting in
larger returns for both capital and labor.

"Second: Improved wcrking and living conditions.

"Third: Frequent and closge contact between em-
ployes and officers.

"Fourth: The eliminatlion of grievances as dis-
turting factors.

"Fifth: Good-will developed to a high degree.
"Sixth: The creation of a community spirit.
"Furthermcre, the plan has proved an effective
meane of enlisting the interests of all parties to in-
dustry, of reproducing the contacts of earlier days be-

tween employer and employe, of banishing misunderstanding,
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¢istrust and enmity, and securing co-operation and the
spirit of brotherhood."1

When our industrial order becomes democratic,
we shall see less poverty and misery among the masses of
mankind. Life for the poor and the unfortunate will
possess more meaning; it will be fuller andlricher. A
grezter opportunity will be offered all men for self-
realization. The mrasses of the common people will have
more time and means for recreation, educztion, religion,
and all things that make life woré%i%ile. With the
democratization of industry will cdme, also, a fuller
democratization of the state, ¢f the church, and of all

other institutions of society.

1. Rockefeller, p. 177.



CHAPTER III: THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF EDUCATION

This chapter is devoted to a brief discussion of
educational democracy. We shall consider: First, the
democratization of the extent of education; second, the
democratization of the method of education; third, the

democratization of the content of education.
1. THE DEMOCRATIZATION QOF THE EXTENT OF EDUCATION.

The democratization of the extent of education
means that educational opportunity shall be given to all
the people, not merely to a few of them. It reans univer-
sal education. It demands educational opportunity for
white and black, rich and poor, bright and dull, young
and old. None are to be excluded on grounds of race,
color, sex, or conditions of 1life such as poverty, etc.

To furnish this opportunity, the school system must be
supplemented by all other available educational agencies,
such as the library, the forum, the chautauqua, the cor-
respondence course, the night school for adults, the sum~-
mer school, the newspaper and the magazine. The church and
the home must furnish the religious education. Fvery

possible agency must be employed in the task of educating
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the masses of the people.

There are three primary forces that are to-day
demanding a universal education, education for all the
people. (1) The firet of these is a growing respect for
personality. There is a growing conviction, as has pre-
viously been noted, that personality is the supreme value.
Men are also coming to believe that the fullest realiza-
tion and development of personality should be their supreme
concern. Furthermore, education is to-day considered one
of the most potent means to this end. Hence scociety is
undertaking to provide educational facilities and oppor-
tunity for all the people.

(3) Self-zovernment is also demanding universal
education, for the very existence of democratic govern-
ment depends upon an intelligent citizenship. If men
are to vote and to vote for the rizght measures and the
best men, they must possess both character and intelli-
gence. An educated citizenship becomes imperative as
the functions of the state multiply and the machinery
of government becomes more and more complex. If the
state is to solve the modern political problems and to
conduct the business of a modern government, its citizen-
ship must be intelligent. Autocratic government may be
founded upon ignorance, but democratic government must

have a foundation of intelligence.
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(3) Again, the very existence of democracy and
of democratic institutions depends upon an education for
all the people. Intelligence means self-control, and
self-control is the psycholiogical foundation of democ-
racy. Without intelligence democracy is unthinkable.
Without it we can have a modern Mexico or a modern Russia
with its anarchy and Bolshevism; without it we can have
an autocracy, but without it we can not have a democratic
society. In Russia the arbitrary restraint of autocracy
has been thrown off, but self-control, which comes
through intelligence and which is absolutely essential
to popular government, is lacking. We see the results.
In the salvation of Russia education must have an impor-
tant part. "No deeper conviction pervades the people of
the United States and of France, who are the most aggzres-
sive exponents of democracy, tinan that the preservation
of liberty under the law, and the institutions that are
our precious possession and proud heritage depends upon

he intelligence of the whole people."1 Since bvefore
the days of de Tocqueville, the leading thinkers on the
subject have held this view. If men are to live together,
they must be fit so to live. Thie fitness necessarily
implies discipline, instruction, training; in a word,

education. Democracy and education have always gone to-

——— e - s e e e aw e — —— [

1. Nichclas Murray Butler: True and False Democracy, p. 86.
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gether and they must ever go together, for the former
can not live without the latter.

Therefore, if education be essential to the
development of personality, to the existence of self-
government, and to the very life of our democratic in-
stitutione, it is imperative that educational opportunity
and facilities be made available for all the people. And
this conviction has led to the establishment of the
public school system. At first, education was a private
and ecclesiastical matter and was for only the privi-
leged few. Not until comparatively modern times did
this condition change. Although we owe a debt of grati-
tude to the church for its educational contribution, it
could never have educated all the people because of its
sectarian nature and because of its lack of means and
adequate machinery. Only the politiczl crganization
could accomplish this task. The state, therefore, has
undertaken the work of making education available for
all the people, and today our system of public education
is doubtless our greatest democratizing agency. The
public school is disseminating knowledge among the people;
it is creating a degree of intelligence in all the people,
it is acting as a safeguard against separztion into
classes; and it is, by means of a common language, "fos-

tering amonz very diverse elements of population a spirit



of unity and brotherhood so that the sense of common
interests and aims has prevailed over the strong forces
working to divide our people into classes."l Since our
public schools are so vital to our democratic life, it
becomes the duty of every democrat to do all in his
power to prcmote their welfare and to make war on their
every enenmy.

And at the present time there is an increasing
demand for compulsory education, and some form of it
hags been established in almost every state. We are
coming to see that it is not enough that educational
opportunity be given to all the people; socliety must
see to it that all the people avail themselves of the
opportunity. Ignorance is a social menace and soclety
must get rid of it. According to the census report
of 1910, thsre were on that date in the United States
5,516,163 persons over ten years of age who could
neither read nor write in any language. The War has
revealed startling facts in this connection, all of
which prove the imperative need of compulsory educa-
tion. The work of democratizing education must con-
tinue until as much and as good education as possible

becomes available for all the people, and until a neces-
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1. Talbot: Americanization, p. 203 (quoted from a con-
tribution by John Dewey).
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sary amount of it becomes compulsory. The ideal is a
society in which all forme of education, from the kin-
dergarten to the university, are free and accessible to

all the people.
2. THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF THE METHOD OF EDUCATION

(1) The organization and control of the school
must be democratic, and must be of such a nature as to
train the young in democracy. The school is a specially
constituted social environment within the general en-
vironment. It should be made an ideal society, with
only the desirable features of the general society in
it and all undesirable features excluded. This school
community should be made an ideal democracy, and the
democratic principles should not only be taught but
should be practiced in all relationshipse. Every group
activity should be an expression of liberty, equality,
and fraternity. Play, for instance, has great pcos-
sibilities as a socializing and democratizing agency.
Organized and supervised play is now knowm to possess
extraordinary pcwers for the development of the moral
and social life of the young. It develops self-restrzint
and self-control. It causes the individual to subor-
dinate self to-an end, to a cause, to the winning of the

game. It develops co-operation and teamwork. It develops
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8 respect for the personalities and rights of others.
If play be properly organized and directed, it gradu-
ally develops in the young an experience of brother-
hood and of essential equality, for the rich and the
poor, the dull and the bright come to know each other
and to respect each other's powers; and the artificial
barriers give way to the social instinct of kinship and
co-operation.

Likewise, the organization of all the school
work and the school government should make for democ-
racy. In the old system, the principal of the school
was an autocratic ruler. His word was absolute law.

He made certain "rules" which had little, if any, vital
meaning to the experience of the pupils. It was a
despotic and feudalistic system of school government.
When the school comes to be organized and controlled by
democratic principles, all this is changed. The govern-
ment vecomes social, and ceases to be a method by which
an autocratic ruler satisfies his whims and notions.
When punishment is necessary, the child is brought into
participation, and it is thoroughly explained to him
that by his misconduct he has harmed himself and the
entire school group, and that he is beinz disciplined, not
to satisfy the whims of an autocratic ruler, but because

the life and welfare of himself and of the group demand it.
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The appeal is made to the reason and the emotions of
the child. In this way, punishment comes to have a
social meaning. A sense of duty, responsibility, and
common life is developed in the children, and all come
to feel that they ars a part of the group, and have a
part in its life, its duties, and its government. There
is born in the pupils a sense of social obligation.
Thus the school becomes a generator of democracy.

(2) But the method of teaching, as well as the
method of organization and control, must be democratic.
In the past, the method of teaching has too often been
one cf authority rather than of democracy, and the
pupils have been taught to accept what a textbook says
rather than to think for themselves. A uniform and tra-
ditional curriculum has been imposed on all alike. All
have bveen run through the same mold and have come outéz
with pauperized pefsonalities and crushed spirits. {

This is the method of autocratic society but
not of democratic society. In an autocracy, the educa-
tion is fitted to each class 80 as to equip each indi-
vidual to fill his special place in society. Not so in
a democracy. In democratic society there can be no
caste system and no rigid gradation of people into
classes. The educational method must be of such a

nature as "to discover and develop in childhood and’



youth the personal aptitude or gift of as many citizens
as posgsible, in order that they may have self-realiza-
tion by making their peculiar contribution toward the
advancement of society."l We must come to see that in
a democracy edvcation is not primarily an information
given to receptive pupils by teachers who assume to
possess infallible knowledge, but a training, a culti-
vating, a developing of the potential powers within the
boye and the zirls. The young should be trained to
fhink for themselves and to exercise their own intellec-
tual powers, for this is the kind of education essential
for a democratic life. A democratic society is dynamic
and creative, not static; therefore, "no static set of
opinions can apply to the constantly changing aspects
of affairs."a

Democracy, therefcore, demands an educational
method which will equip people to live in the twentieth
century rather than in the eighteenth century, and to
live in a democratic rather than in an autocratic
society. And before we can have educational democ-
racy, this method must be employed in our public school

system.

l. Winston Churchhill: A Traveller in War Time, p. 159.
8. Ibvid,,p. 160.
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3. THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF THE CONTENT CF EDUCATION.

We must also democratize the content and purpose
of education. The fundamental principle here is that our
educational system should be for the fitting of people to
live the best possible 1life. The subject matter is
secondary; life is primary. The subject matter is a means
to the end of developing the life, of fitting people to
live. But this has not been the traditional view, and
even to-day this view is only gradually being accepted.
We have taught almost evefything except the art of liv-
ing. We have inherited from the past an educational
curriculum and have imposed it upon each generation,
without very seriously questioning its value. We have
thought of the curriculum, rather than of the life, as
the sacred thing. Democracy changes all this, and places
the 1life at the center. It views 1ife, not subject mat-
ter, as the sacred thing, and it endeavors to discover
and teach those subjects that will best fit men to live.
"Far tco long the school has been half asylum, half peni-
tentiary. Far too long it has stood alone in irrelevant
isolation, knowing neither factory nor farm, neither
kitchen nor voting booth. Far much too long it has been
a place where ignorance has taught ignorance, where

individuality has been weeded and crushed out."1 The

1. W. E. Weyl: The New Democracy, p. 339.
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need of the hour is for an education which will fully
equip the individual for his industrial, political,
social, and religious life. It must be an education
which will aid men in their industrial pursuits, in
their political activities, and in their social and reli-
gious problems. The future education must prepare peo-
ple to be parents, home builders, husbands and wives;
it must prepare people for intelligent citizenship and
glve due emphasis to social obligation and responsivility;
it must prrepare people to make an honest living, to pro-
duce wealth and to conserve life and health; it must pre-
pare people tv be better men and better Christians, duly
emphasizing the things that have eternal and abiding value.
In order to accomplish this task every possitle
educational agency must ve employed. We must utilize,
not only the schcol system, but the library, the forum,
the chautauqua, the institute, the newspaper, the maga-
zine, etc. And our educational system, from the kinder-
garten to the university, must be orzanized and directed
toward this end. In our educational eystem, theory and
practice should be united. "The democracy which pro-
claims equality of opportunity as its ideal requires an
education in which learning and eocial application, ideas

and practice, work and recognition of the meaning of what
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is done, are united from the beginning and for all."
Beginning with the high school, the study of society
ghould be an important part of the curriculum, The
high school should aim to give the pupil a good knowl-
edge of the various occupations in order that he may
find nis place and get a sympathetic understanding of
the occupations of others. Vocational guidance is now
being taught in many schools. In thé college and the
university a critical and thorough study of society
gshould be made. In order toc acquire this knowledze,
the student should not only study books, but he should
make a firest-hand study of the great institutions of
society. Also, the college and university should train
our leaders. We have too many demagogues, t00 many
false leaders of the people. We have too many ineifi-
cient, unintelligent, and selfish leaders. The vest
and the wisest should be the leaders in a democracy,
and for more of these we have. great need. The most
critical and essential thing in a democracy is leader-
sehip, and perhaps the greatest need to-day is an in-
telligent, social spirited, unselfish, Christian lead-
ership. For such a leadership we must lock chiefly to

our educational institutions.

1. Talbot: Americanization, p. 864 (quoted from a con=~
tribution by John Dewey).
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And the church also has a large educational
task to perform. The church must come to be recognized
as a real educational institution. There is a work
that it alone can do, and this work is the teaching of
religion. The state recognizes that religion is impor-
tant, so important that it does not kncw how to teach
it. Religious education must be done chiefly by the
church, for the state can not teach it satisfactorily
and the home has almost ceased to perform this duty.

In a sense, the church is responsible to society in
general for the religious and moral education of the
people. In a sense, the church is a public utility.

The extent of its field is the entire community. The
field of religious education must extend aes far as

that of public education; it must include society at
large, and not merely a few families of the community.
The church, or the churches, must educate all the people
in religion. But to accomplish this significant task
there must be an adequate program and & real educational
method. The Sunday School, with its thirty minutes a
week for study, is inadequate to meet the need. We
need more time than Sunday for the teaching of reli-
gion, the most important of all subjects. It seems

that some method, such as the Gary plan, should be de-

vised by which religious instruction could be given the



children during the week days. In this way religioh
would become more real and siznificant for the growing
life.

Such is the task of democratizing educztion.
The task includes the democratizing of the extent, the
method, and the content of education. It is a very
significant undertaking. Something has already been
done, something is now being done, and more must be
done in the future. Every intelligent individual is

challenged to make his best contribution.
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CHAPTER IV: THE DEMCCRATIZATION OF RELIGION

It is not sufficient that we apply the demo-
cratic principles to our political, our industrial, and
our educational institutions; they must also be applied
to the religious institution. We must democratize reli-
gion. In this chapter we shall offer a brief discussion
cf the democratization, first, of institutional religion,

second, of credal religion.
1. THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF INSTITUTIONAL RELIGION.

Many stages of the democratizing process are
represented  to-day in churdh organization. On the
one hand, the Roman Catholic system is completely auto-
cratic; on the other hand, the churches of congrega-
tional pclity, such as the Congregational and the Bap-
tist, are democratic; while intermediary stages of the
process are represented by such churches as the Metho-
dist and the Presbyterian.

Now what do we mean by a democratic church
organization? We mean that, for a church organization
to be democratic, it must be under the control of the
people whe compose its membership. There is no place

for an irresponsible officialdom in a democratic reli-
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gious institution. There is no place for priests and
bishops who claim superior privilege in the presence

of God. 1Ite officers are elected by and are responsible
to the membership. In all matters of control and direc-
tion, the people have the final word. To democratize the
church organization is to place its complete control in
the hands of those who are its members.

The Roman Catholic Church is feudal and auto-
cratic from top to bottom. It is autocracy expressing
itself in the religioue crganization. The people who
compose its membership are without any voice in the con-
trol; they are subordinated to the privileged and ir-
responsible officials. The Pope, as head of the privi-
leged officialdom, claims the right to rule in religion
as William Hohenzollern claimed to rule in the state.

In his official capacity the Pope is irresponsible, ar-
bitrary, and infallible. By a process of devolution,
authority is conferred on cardinal, bishop, and priest,
while the cnly privilege of the people igs to obey these
overlords. This ecclesiastical system can never fit a
democratic society; the two are incompatible. This auto-
cratic system of religious organization should be cast
off with the autocratic system of political organization,
for the modern world can no longer use either of them.

A democratic soclety demands a democratic religious organi-
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zation; popes and bishops, as well as emperors and
kings, must be replaced by officérs who are responsible
to the pecple. At the present time, one task of cdemoc-
racy is to create a religious organization that will
harmonize with a democratic society.

And this gives the Baptist and other democratic
bodies their great opportunity to step forward and shape
the religious organization of the future. Never before
have the Baptists had a greater opportunity. In theory
their crganization is a perfect democracy. The local
church is free to direct its own life and policies. It
has no irrespongible officialdom that savcrs of autoc-
racy, but its officers are the representatives of the
membership and are responsible to the membership. It
is, in a word, a church of the people, by the people,
for the peoprle. The cry to-day. is for church union.
But what form of organization shall this proposed united
church take? Baptist and other democratic bodies should
gee tc it that no irresponsible officialdom is created,
that neitbher popee nor bishops, claiming special privi-
lege and prerogaiive, shall establish themselves tc rule
over the religious life of this age. These independent
bodies should now assert themselves, as the Baptist
brotherhood has always done, for religious democracy.

In the past Baptists have fought and died for this prin-
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ciple; tney now have the opportunity, if they be intelli-
gent and alert, tc shape the religious organization of
this age.

But even our most democratic denominations, in-
cluding the Baptist and the Congregational, are, at the
present time and to a considerable extent, undemocratic.
Theoretically they are self-governing bodies, but actu-
ally they are governed by a few influential members,

Our church government is toc often aristocratic and
plutocratic. In all denominations, it is more or less
in the hands of a few rich men. The writer has in mind
a number of churches, the policies of which are deter-
mined by one or more of its wealthy members. 1In the
election of officers and the adoption of policies and
budgets, there is often a cut-and-dried method which is
anything but democratic. Instances are known where
church members in good standing have been refused in-
formation as to the financial standing of the church,
which, of course, implies that the rulers may keep

any or all the people ignorant of what they do. This

is not democracy, for self-government permits no secrecy
in the handling of the common fund. Moreover, a few
rich men may determine, directly or indirectly, all the
important policies of the church, such as who the pastor

shall be, what the current expense and missionary budgets
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of the church shall be, and, many times, what shall
be preached frcm the pulpit. And when the churches
agssemble in the denominational convention, it is the
voices of the rich laymen and the pastors of the more
wealthy churches that go farthest. It can not be de-
nied that our churches to-day are, to a considerable
degree, plutocratic.

What can be done to free our cwrches from
rlutocratic control? How can we democratize the reli-
gious organization? One way to accomplish this is to
democratize industry and education, for before we can
have religious democracy we must have an equitable dis-
tribution of wealth and a higher degree of intelligence.
When the people receive the values which they have
created, the plutocrat will have relatively less authority,
and when the-people have equal educational attainment, they
will then know what their rights are and bow to realize
them,

Church spirit, as well as church organization
and control, is frequently very undemocratic. Do not
our churches often represent class consciousness rather
than brotherhcod? Do they not cften align themselves
with the wealthy classes to the neglect of the struggzling
masses? Is it not true that distinctions of wealth,

education, and socizal standing almost destroy the spirit
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of brotherhood within the churches? Frequently the
"respectatles" will build a "branch" or a "mission"
for the poor and unfortunate classes. Christ was not
too good to associate with all the people, but some
modern churchmen seemingly are. The social stratifi-
cation, which exists s3ix days in the week in business
and society, exists also in the church on Sunday. How
can the church continue as the representative of Jesus
Christ if it persists in thus destroying the principle
of Christian brothefhood? The imperative need of the
hour is a warm, Christian, democratic spirit in our
church life; a spirit that knows no foreigner, no rich,
no poor, no class; a spirit that recognizes all Chris-
‘tian people as the esons of God and brothers of Chriet
and of all who bear His nane.

Some religious thinkers are reminding us that
we should also examine our meetinghouse in the light
of democracy. They tell us that men of this age are
not invited'by the imposing church architecture which
has come down from a monarchical age. Should the place
in which religion is advocated possess an awesome,
aesthetic, and sclemn grandeur, a crystallized tradi-
tion of the sanctity and power of the historic church?
Or should it be more plain and simple to invite the

modern man? "It is noteworthy that the forward movements
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of the church, in which it has found the people, have
been marked by unconventionality and extramural effort.
The open fields, market places, street corners, town-
halls, schoclhouses, and rough “tabernacles;/have
characterized the popularization of religion from the
time of Jesus to the present da.y."l Is not the stately,
imposing church building an uninviting place to the
masses? And does it not inmply a separateness of reli-
gion from common places and common life? I do not mean
by this that our stately church buildings do not possess
certain rich aesthetic and spiritual values for those
who enter them; the question is whether or not we could
better reach the magses of men with more plain and simple
ones.

And what about our public worship? Should it
not be made more democratic? Its symbols and content
are largely products of an undemocratic age. As yet
the hopes and aspirations of the masses have been given
expression [to only in a small way}through song, great
statenents gf faith, and adequate common prayer. The
0ld . hymns whicb sing of "kings," "crowns," and
"majesty" had meaning in former ages, but now their
meaning becomes less with each generation. Many of our
churches expend large sums of money for quartettes and

other professional music, instead of educating the young

-— — RS-

1. American Journal of Theology, vol. 81, p. 464.
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people of the church in music and training the people
in congregational singing. Moreover, the winister as-
sumes to speak ex cathedra, and may take advantage of
the pulpit to make statements which he would not make:
in private conversation, while the people have no oppor-
tunity to reply to him. Should we not endeavor to
democratize public worship?

We have thus briefly spoken of the need for
a democratized church organization, church governuent,
church spirit, church architecture, and public worship.
These are some of the undemocratic aspects of institu-
tional religion, and we present them in the hope that
they may provoke further thinking on the subjiect. In-
stituticnal religion can not be democratized in one
day nor by any one method; it can be accomplished only
by a gradual process, and will come with the democrati-
zation of the other institutions of society. Popular
intelligence and efficient church leadership will
greatly advance the cause. As the masses come to their
own in other relations of life, they will, we believe,
come to their own in thie relation also. wHistory
teaches that the religious organization and the social
organization have either been icdentical or parallel,
and that the former usuglly follows & little behind the

latter; therefore, if the social organization be democ-
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ratized, the religious organization will alsoc eventually

become democratic.
8. THE DEMCCRATIZATION OF CREDAL RELIGION.

In a discussion of the arplication of the demo-
cratic principles to credal religion, there are two fun-
damental principles which should be considered: the
question of authority, and the question of theological
conception and terminclogy. We can devote ocurselves
only to a brief outline consideration of these princi-
ples. There are manifold critical questions here in-
vclved that are beyond the sccpe and purpose of this
treatise.

(1) Democracy in religion means the passing
of interposing and mediating authority between the souls
of men and their Ged. It demands that the people be
free to come into direct relationship with God. It
denies the authority of state, church, priest, creed,
or Book to stand between the souls of men and their
Maker. Religious democracy means that religion is of
the people, by the people, for the people. Here is
the real issue between Catholicism and Protestantism.
The former says that men can not come tc God except
through an orderecd ecclesiastical system; the latter

denies this and affirms that men may find Ged for them-
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selves without the intervention of any external authority.
There is a personal quest for the Infinite; there is a
personal acquaintance with God. "It is the right of ma?
to pursue this quest unhindered; to find God for him-
self, in his own way, with his own faculties, after his
own fashion."l Religious democracy destroys theclogical
aristocracies; it breaks up monopolies on God and reli-
glon. "Agnosticiem says 'we can know nothing about the
Infinite.' .... Dogmatism is first cousin to agnosticism,
for dogmatism says 'we caﬁ not know anything about God
except what other people tell us.' Over against both I
here put the foundation of religious liberty, - the
acceseibility of God to every soul, aﬁd the consequent
right of every soul to find God by its own quest, in its
own way."a For thie great principle of religious liber-
ty Baptists have fought through the centuries; for it
all men who love religicus liberty must continue to fight.
The passing of interposing and mediating author-
ity in religion before the growing forces of democracy
is working wonderful changes. It is creating a freedom
of thinking within denominational lines, and a growing
tolerance toward other religious btodies. It respects
other men's views and convictions, believing that they

too may get divine light. It also means that the church

1. Lyman Abbott: The Rights cf Man, p. 151.
2. Ibid, p. 193.
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has less authority, at least of the traditional kind,
than it once had. "Religion can no longer be imposed
upon man by authority from without. ... Only doctrines
which comnmend themselves to the spiritual conscicusness,
and which are found actually to satisfy the spiritual
cravings and serve the spiritual needs of man can com-

mand him."1 Neither has the Bible the same kind of

authority it once had, and "when the minister attempts
to make the Bible speak to this democratic age with the
same kind of authority with which it spoke to a former
autocratic age, he simply closes the minds of his hear-
ers against 1its message.”2 And the preacher can no
longer say "thus saith" and "thou shalt;" he can not
force men in this age. But he has a nobler authority
than the kind he once possessed; he has the authority
of persuasion, attraction, and love. He can bend the
free wills of men to fellowship with Jesus. Never man
spoke like Jesus because he spoke to the deepest spiri-
tual life of men, and they responded to his appeal.
Jesus did not drive men, he led them; he did not force
men, he drew them by the power of his personality and
message. By his words Jesus evoked from men the decla-

ration: "Yes, that 1s true, for our own hearts tell us

1. The Biblical World, vol. 53, p. 192.
2. Lyman Abbott: The 8pirit of Democracy, p. 306.



‘it is." And this method and authority of Jesus is the
rethod and authority of democracy; it ise the method and
authority of the preacher, the Bible, and the church.
It is the only kind of authority possible in a democracy.
But it will win!

(2) The application of democracy to religion
means that theological terminology and conceptions are
undergoing change. Many of our theological figures
of speech and conceptions grew out of an autocratic
age. The Christian Church began as a democracy, but
it soon passed out of partially democratic Judea into
whdly autocratic Rome. There the Catholic Church soon
became a friend of privilege and a tool of autocracy.
It took color very largely from the social institutions
about it. "The successive theologies that have dominated
the thinking of the church are cast in the molde fur-
nished by the political and social conditions of the
days in which they originated."1 Therefore, they are
the figures and conceptions of an autocratic society.
It was a theology expressed largzely in terms of "tran-
scendental politics," in terms of "kings", "thrones",
"honor", "majesty", etc. But for the religion of a
growing democracy these monarchical conceptions of

religion are sure to furnish difficulty. They func-

— . o

1. Biblical World, vol. 53, p. 193.



tioned in the religious life of an autocratic age.
Then they had meaning. But now they are not so popu-
lar and forceful. No longer can a democrat in poli-
tics and society be a monarchist in religion. Such

a theology will not satisfy the soocial and democratic
mind. The old terminolcgy no longer makes vital con-
nection with the religious experience, and Christian
thinking must be cast in forms which can be under-
stood if it ie to guide men in the new day. Cne of
the most important tasks before the church is to fos-
ter a faith that can te expressed in terms intelligible
to democracy, and which can therefore minister to the
new age that is upon us.

Fundamental to all other change in religicus
thinking is the changing conception of Cod. The old
autocratic conception of God is not as popular as it
once was. There are three aspecte of the autocratic
God: First, His dominant aspect is His own glory;
secend, He is arbitrary, and does thinge simply because
He chooses to do them and for no other reason; third,
He elects to salvation and reward whom He will, and to
punishment and destruction whom He will. He is the
Great Monarch upon the throne, absolute, arbitrary, and
irresponsible. All creation exists for His glory and

honor. "A huge, magnified, holy Louis XIV projected
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upon the starry firmament, He cried, 'I am the Universe,!
a8 the Rol Soleil exclaimed, 'I am the State."‘1 This
age is appealing for a new definition of God, for this
autocratic conception will not meet the religious need
of an age that fears, hates, and rejectes autocrats and
monarche. A democratic people, were they able t¢ be-
lieve the existence of such a God, would consider Him
dangercus; but, as a matter of fact, multitudes of pec-
ple have ceased to take seriously such a God. The new
conception of the worth of man is destroying the reli-
zion of fear. People have ceased to think of themselves
as "weak worms of the dust," and they are not willing
to "be damned for the glory of God" if it be merely the
personal glory of a divine Autocrat. They are coming
to believe that, since human government ie conceived

to exist for the welfare cf the governed, surely God's
government must not be thought of in lower terms. The
modern democrat thinks of punishment, not in termes of
vindictive justice or retribution, but as a means of
reformation. And the democrat "must turn with indif-
ference from the mediaeval Czar-God, whose 'glory and
majesty' do not appeal to him, and seek a God who has
some of the marks of real, sterling grandeur of charac-
ter.”8

1. Frank Crane: God and Democracy; pp. 25-33.
2. Ibid, p. 36.



The conception of God that is necessary for
the religious 1life of to-day is not a new one; it was
given mankind nearly two millenniums ago by Jesus of
Nazareth. The God Whom Jesus revealed is a Companion,
a Friend, a Father. These conceptions will satisfy
democracy. It satisfies us to know that God is a con-
stant Companion and a loving Friend; it satisfies us
to know that His relationship to us is a fatherly rela-
tionship. If we believe God to be like Jesus, He is
the Servant of mankind, for "whosoever would be first
among you, shall be servant of all. For the Son of man
also came not to be ministered unto, but to minister,
and to give his life a ransom for ma.ny."l I1f God be
like Jesus, He "is going about doing good;" serving,
not Himself, but mankind; seeking, not His own glory,
but the glory and welfare of the race. The God Whom
Jesus revealed is a Servant, a self-abnegating Servant,
rather than an Autocrat upon the throne seeking His own
glory, honor and pleasure. The throne is vacant, and
God is at work in the service of men, for Jesus says,
"May Father worketh even until now, and I work."2 The ;2
Universal Ruler is giving place to the Universal Ser-

%

vant, and thie is resulting from the discovery that
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1. Mark 10: 44-45.
2. John 5:17.
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serving is greater than ruling, that serving is the

greatest thing in the world, and only as ruling means

service is it at all great.l
i

Jesus rules the race only that He may serve the race.

Therefore, the God of

He is building His Kingdom, and in this Kingzdom power
and authority are always measured by service. The
modern mah does not worship God because of His sheer
vower, but because He serves us, loves us, and gives
Himself for us. God's real throne ie the Cross, and
it is the Cross that reveals His real character. And
because He thus loves us and gives Himself for us, we
give ourselves to Him. This Ged of Jesus - the Friend,
the Companion, the Great Servant, the Leader, the
Father - will meet the religious needs of a democratic
world. And if the Christian Church would regain its
hold on men, if it would serve the new world of to-day,
it must come back to this democratic conception. It
must purge orthodoxy of ite heathen ingredients and
of the pictures and conceptions of a past and auto-
cratic age, for the moral sense and the intellect of
the modern world have outgrown them.

In conclusion, let us say that the very ex-
istence of real democracy depends upon the Christian

——e 1 A A A i A T L L O Y 3 Y i A VO N A 0 A SR M T L . ————. e 0 4

1. Frank Crane: God and Democracy, p. 39.
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relizion. Education is essential to democracy, and
equally as essential is religion, for a citizenship

must be both moral and intelligent. Autocracy can get
along without religion, or with a non-Christian type of
it. Ambassador von Bernstorff, a product and typical
representative of autocracy, confessed, on his departure
from America, that he had no religion. Ex-Kaiser Wilhelm,
in his fervid and often ridiculious appeals to Almighty
God, and in his sacrilegious claims to divine partner-
ship, made no reference to Jesus Christ. His God was an
autocrat like unto himself. Autocracy, I repeat, can get
along without the Christian religion, but democracy can
not. Christianity is the dynamo that generates democracy.
The principles and the Cross of Jesus ever keep before us
the worth of a man and the essential equality of all men
before God. The principles and the Cross of Jesus ever
assure us that we are brothers and that God is our Father.
Wherever Christianity is taught and preached and its prin-
ciples applied to life, there will be found libderty,
equality, and fraternity. The principles and the Cross
of Jesus Christ are establishing the Xingdom of Ged, in

which ideal and perfect democracy will be realized.
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