PREPAREDNESS, MILITARISH AXND WAR,

with most of the world's natioms plunged into
destructive war, it is natural that we should seriously
consider the guestion of military preparedness, The
militarist points out that in the world of today only
those nations are safe, who are ammed to defend themselves,
and urges, that we sghould creste an army and a nnwy*\
second to none in the world, But the pacificist
elaims that preparing for war inevitably leads to war, end
points to the world's war a® the result to whioch their
military preparedness has led the Buropean nations, points
to the impossibility of escaping the ravages of war by
armement, and urges that fair dealing with the nations
and between the nations is a far better safeguard of
peace than military preparedness, Againlt this, the
militarist shows that those European nations which had been
best prepared, are suffering least from the war, and points
to China ae the nation whieh has always been peaceful and
unpreparei, and as 36 Teendt has continuously been abused

by the military nation.



Paoificiem or militariem? It ie a matter
of opinion, of tempermentsl judgment, but no logical
reasoning from cause to effect can decide, which is right,

There is a proverdb, centuries old: "DPray for
Pesce, and keep your Powder dry".

Is war ever Jjustified? Practically every-
body will agree, that an offensive war, a war of aggression
"and conguest, is not Justified, is immoral. But a
defensive war, that 1s snother matter! Every individual,
every nation has the right, nay the duty of self-defense,
and if & nation's existence is threatened by an aggressor, a
war for the defense of its national existence and integrity,
against the aggressor bent on conquest, certainly is
morally juetified, :

Unfortunately, this Justifies every war, boo-nco
there never has been & great war :1nooltu:;ntnr7 in
which every one of the warring nations was not !hlly and
wantonly satisfied, that it was fighting in self-defense.
Thus in the present Zuropean war, the central powers are
Just as fully convinced that they are fighting a defenscive
war, and the Allies are the mggressors, ss the Allies are
satisfied that the central powers are the aggressors. Thus



from their own point of view, every nation ie justified
in the war, from its énanios' point of view, none is.
Tobase the decision, whether a wﬁr is aggressive
or defensive, on the incidental feature, which nation
strikes first, naturally is meaningless, if not hypo-
eritical. 1f war is inevitsble, the one who
strikes first, has the advantage, and 1t thus would be
eriminal tSr the leasders of a nation, to forege this
advantage and thereby endsnger their nation's safety.
P0 illustrate: 1f ever there was s war of national de-
tbaio Justiflod as such, it was Japan's war against
Ruseia in 1904. At the same time, Japan was
the formal aggressor: in deepest peace the
Japsnese Destroyers sank the Hussian Cruisers in
Korea's harbor - and thoﬁoby decided the war by giving
Japan control of the sea. Incidentally, if any
war was an aggressive war, it was our war against
Mexico, in 1846, and neverthless, nobody in the
Mexican Provinces of Californis, Argone ete.,
which we then annexed, would today like to change
with the conditisnn in the #sexican Provinces which
in 1846 had the misfortune not to be annexed.



Defensive and offensive thus means nothing
in deciding between Just and unjust war, because every
war is now-a-days defensive, in the opinion of either
gide, and usually both sides are right: the war is
the final decision between conflioting vital interests
of two nations, just 1ike the present European war, and
both sides defend their nationsal existence. Which
gide is right? Is there any absolute right in
history? Was the white man right to exterminate
the American Indian? Were the Anglo-Saxons right
to overrun England and destroy the €elto.Boman civilizstion?
The Normans, in conquering and subjugating the Anglo-
Saxons? : ¥hat does this mean, but that in history,
the viector is right, because the vietor wrttoi the
history. Thus Nero is known throughout the ages
ag the monster, and Constantintas the great Emperor:
because Nero persscutedthe Christisns, and Constantine
adopted (Bristianity, and the Christians wrote the history.
But if Christianity had not conguered, but failed,
probably Nero would now be praised as the great Emperor,
who in sddition to hie mdministrative duties was interested



in art and sciences, and was troubled by the anarchists
who set his capitol on fire; Constantinfwould have gone
down in history as the monster, who attempted to betray
the civilized world to the anarchiste - when the
Persian nomads overwhelmed Babylon's ancient civilizetion, ’
they were the "liberators” because they met the competitive
Jewa free, and the Jews wrote the history. But
when the same Persians invaded Greece, they were the
barbarian hordes threatening olvilization: 4t all
depends on which side you are when writing history.
The plundering of Rome by the Vandals wae no more wrong
than the destruction of Outhago' by the Romans, or
the burning of Alexandcria by the British fleet in our
generation, Thus right and wrong are relative
terme in history: there is no absolute right and wrong,
- and it is either hypoerisy, or the narrow mind hopelessly
bound by prejudice, which ean beliesve to judge between
the nations on right or wrong, on defensive or aggressive,
on just or unjust.

There were wars justified by history as con-

structive wars, leading to an advance of the status of

Rm society, and these were by no means always just wars;



on ﬁho contrary, ueually they were unjust and aggressive wars,
guch as the invasgion of the Anglo-Saxons and the Formans,
which made the Unglish nation, Alexander’s conguests, which
brought Palaestine within the sphere of Greek civilization
and thereby later opened the ancient world to Uhristianity,
or our own Mexican war, which made the Couthwest a part
of a eivilized community. Such constructive wars,
whether "right”, "morsl” or not, are the one® which history
Justifies. |

A large army endangers the peace of the nation,
inevitably leads to war and therefore is harmful, says the
pacifioist, Thie ie true, and at the same time it is
not true. There are armies and armies: the mercenary
armies, consisting of men making soldiering a profession,
serving for pay, as the federal army of America, the itundiu;
army of nislnadj Volunteer armies, as our own militia,
po)ulnx armies based on universal military service, either
compulsory, ae the .xiioc of Germany and France, or educationsal,
that ie, military training being a part of the sducation of
every able bodied oitizin. as in Bwitzerland. . With a
popular army, war means that the citizen gives up his trade



or ocoupation, leaves his family and a&ll his reguler life
and sirroundings to go to a doudbtful fate, uncertain whether
even when returning he will be able again to take up the
threads of his existence where he dropped them in going to
war, svery interest thus is apainst going to war, war
immediately is brought home to every citizen as threatening
and interfering with his exitence, would thus be considered
end approved only in the lagt extremity of national necessity,
and such a popular army based on universal military service
thus is one of the most powerful factors sgainst war,
especially in a democratic and peaceable nation as ours.
Entirely the rewerse is the case with a mercenary army. 1he
professional soldier is hired to fight, his purpose is war,
and 811 inducements,sll desires of earning his pay, of
advances and success in his profession is based on the chances
of war, Thus s mercenary army desires war, its
existence in & nation is a factor tending towards war, and
;f the pacificist claims that & large army is a menace to &
na_tion, by leading to war, this is entirely true for s
mercenary army, that is, an army of professional soldiers,
whose business 18 war, but it is not true of a popular army
comprising all the citizens, but for the latter, the reverse

applies.



This sharp distinetion between the mercenary
army of professional soldiers and the popular army based
on universal military service, the one making for war, the
other for peace, is very little realized, thus it is of
fundamental importance in the consideration of the nation's
welfare, whethar the popular army recruited by compulsory
military service, or by military training &as a part of
universal education, making no difference in this respect,
but is rather the reinlt of the national temperament: in
monarchical nations, as Germany or France, compulsory
gervice would be the natural method; in a demoeratic nation
as ours, compulsory military service is %nouiblo. and
educations]l military training thus the only feasible method.

A mercenary army stands very low in popular
eatimation. The protessional soldier or sailor is a "hero”
in the newspapers, in war time, but in pesce we find quite
commonly, in our country as well a8 in England - the only
two civilized nations whieh still maintain standing armies
of ‘mercanaries - that soldiers and sailors are excluded from
places such as pleasure resorts, where even the uneducated
foreign laborer is admitted. Small wonder however,



1f even now, with the present great interest in military
preparedness, we read almost dally in papers of judges

suspending sentence for misdemeanors and smaller erimes,

under condition that the culprit enlists in the army, or

in the navyl | : .

It is interesting to note, that this low estimation
does not apply to the militis man, nor does it apply to the
officer in the regular army, but the army officer, the navy
officer, the militia man are highly esteemed in every

day 1ife, more so than the mere civilian, and the opprobrium
is entirely liimited to the private soldier in the regular

army. Why? Is it the imnate contempt for the pro-
fession of killin; and being killed for pay, which makes the

masses of people look down on the professional gsolier, while the

militia man, who sacrifices his leisure time to prepare himself
to be sble to defend his country in time of necessity, or

the army officer, who orgnnisos'ind directs the military

mechine of national defense, is highly esteemed’ o

such opprobrium sttaches to the military service in a

popular ermy, under universal military service, but there also,
the man capsble of serving ir the srmies of his nation is
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esteemed beyond the one unfit for military service.
There is some Justification in this attitude of the
popular mind, in highly esteeming the man who as a
part of his duty as citizen, serves in the defense
of his country, and deepising the professional who
for pay agrees to kill or be killed. However,
applied to our standing army, this i8 an injustice,
because our loncuilod federal army is not an army of
mercenary soldiers, but is in reality a federal police
foree, whose duty it is to police our unruly possessions,
our frontierse ete., but ite funetion in war 1-7:§nt of
& national amy: even &s enlarged,it is altogether too
insignificant in numbers. - Its function in war
is inalegouu to that of a local police force, to hold
back engw;hnn or rioters, until a posse comitatus can be
slqlubloa. But & real standing army our nation does
not have, and never will have, as long as its demoeratic
temperament remains.

The State Militia, as we all realize, and ae the

events in the recent Mexican trouble have again demonstrated,
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is in most States a dismal failure, would be s huge joke -

if 1t were not a rather serious matter in case we once had

to rely on it for the nation's defense, and evern in those
States, where it is at its best, it is #o utterly insignificant
in pumbers, that it hardly can be considered a national army,
as armies are counted in the Huropean war, And there

is no peoseibility to materially inerease it, as long as there
remains the unfortunate antsgonism between the militia snd

the labor interests, resulting from the use of the militis

on strike duty.

Organized labor as well as unorganized labor,
following the lead of organized laber, are hostile to the
militia, and as the events of the laag monthe have shown, this
hogtile attitude hae in no way been shakened or decreased by
all the prepasredness campaigns and other attempts to create
interest smongst the masses for military matters. The reason
iﬁfthio hostility, which is increasing rather than decreseing,ie
‘based solely and only on the use of the militia on strike duty,
and it aesumes all forme, from the Whcompromising redicel, who
olaims that the whole purpose of the militia is to be a tool
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of capitalism to oppress labor, to the conservative who
realizes that riocts and disorders must not be permitted

in orderly society, that the use of the militia to maintain
order was Justified and fair, but believes that there might

be conditions or circumstances, where the militie might de
used against the best interests of labor, and who therefors,
and until that time when such partisan abuse is made impossibs,
is opposed to the militia.

It is entirely immaterial whether there has been
any reason for the hostility of the labor interests against
the militia, or whether this hostility is entirely unjustified:
the fact is, that it exists, and the militia can not become
the beginning of & popular army, until the causes or alleged
cauges of the hostility are removed: the argument is:

Against foreigners, the militia can not be used
except by order of congress declaring that a state of war
exigte, Against our own citizens however, the wilitias
ean be used by any local politician who is elected by corrupt
interests, claims that diesorder exists which the police force
can not puppress, and sske for the ni;itia. Let our own
citizens haio the same righte as tbroig&orn: that the militia
can be used against them only by act of congress, by congress
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declaring that a state of oivil war exists and authorizing
the President to use the armed foreces of the nation to re-
gtore order, and the hostility againet the militia will
gsoon cease, and the militis indeed become a national and
popular army, in which the labor union man would take as
mueh interest and pride as the office oclerk.

This means, that the militia could not be used any

more as & State police force in case of disorder or riot,

whether due to strikes or any other cause, except when
gsuch disturbances have assumed a magnitude of civil war,

It would mean, that State police forces have to
be established and organized, and this would cost the
nation millions of dollare. But it should make the
militia available as popular organigation for national de-
fense, and when we are now diseuseing and preparing for
national defemse, it is not millions we consider, but
hundrade of millions or billione, that the cost of State
police foreces would be very insignificant.

State police forces have been organized in some
Stat;a. and have in no way reduced the hostility against
the militia. Faturally not, because they were
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additional to the militia, still left to the militia
the duty to be called out to maintain ordorﬁxin case
the State rPolice Force failed, and thus left to the
militis the odium resulting from such police duty.

We must realize, that there is no such odium
against a police fbroo'kauing police duty - except in
the mind of the lsw breaker - as there is against a
"yoluntary army of national defense™ doing police
duty, and even if the police should be misyed by
the officials, the odium would attain to the officiale,
not the force,

A8 the result of the European war, and the un-
propuiodnnnl of our nation shown by it, thers hes been &
very general and wide spread interest in military pre-
paredness, & demand that effective and prompt stepe bLe
taken to improve our nation's defense.

We do not consider the broader issue, which no
discussion can decide, whether nl:;stion we would not be
safer by being entirely unprepared and realizing our
unpreparedness than by whatever preparedness we can

accomplish.
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gur present preparedness novement is handicapped
by two serious difficuliles: the labor interests refuse
to take any asotive interest in favor of national prepared-
ness, until by the passing of lawa forbidding the use of
military organization for police duty it is proven to them
that the movement is in good faith for national defense,
and not for use against labor in strikes. ase

Then there has been a good deal of loose talk
about extremists whoee sentiment in favor of foreign
nations has outrun their discretion as American citizens,
giving the impression that thelir conception is preparedness
for national aggreseion in defense of England, rather
than preparediness for our own national defense, talk
about our nation's duty to plunge into the maelstrom of
the Buropean war as partisans, and naturally sueh talk
must make those suspleious, who believe in real and
permanent preparedness for national defense, but who
believe that it is nmot in the interest of our nation's
present and future welfare, to be anything but strictly

neutral and non partisan in the present war.
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The presont prepsredness movement shows the
energy andlinitiativa. but unfortunately the muddling
and the inability of reasoning towards any permanent
result, which are the charscteristice of the Anglo-
Sexon mind, and thus far, there is no indication that
anything permanent will result: but preparedness means
organizing so that in times of peace, when nobody expecte
war or is interested in militflary matters, the nation
ie ready. It ie easy enough during the present
times of hysterical excitement to start military matters,
But all this 1s worse than uselese, if it is not organized
g0 a8 to remain as & permanent part of our nation, after
the present excitment is over.

We are well able to remember the attitude of
our country, and of our administration, towards niiitary
matters three years ago, at the time when no war was
thought of, This is the attitude, which we must
consider in our preparednese organization, not our present
excited state of mind,where we are willing to do everything.
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Thus real preparedness means limiting ourselves to sll
those thi,ngn,.\whioh would persist and not be interfered
with by our normal national attitude, which is the
attitude of three years ago. How little of our
present preparedness attempts will outlive such attitudel
We have not been able to enlist enough men to
complete our small army, to man all our ships: and
gtill we authorisze an increased army, and build more
shipsl ~ We authorize a larger militia, while the
present has never even been approximetely completel
We glibly talk about compulsory military service to
£111 our larger army, Lﬂhua of voluntary enlistment fail-
ing, while orainary common sense must show us, that
with the normal attitude of our netion, as it was before
the present military excitement, and will be again when
this excitement is gone, no administration would dare to
hint at compulsion, sfi;l lese try to enforce it, unliese
it had mads up its mind to commit political suicide.
And even if we had compulsory enlistment, 401
would it be worked? If every citisen had to serve
a year, or six months in the army, fow long would
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it laegt, until those of well-to-do or of prominent
families, disinclined to "waste the time” in military
gervice, would by an obliging private physician and an
obliging military phyeician manage to be declared
"unfit" for military service and so cloapo? or
if only a part of the nation, drﬁwn by lot, are trained:
those ,‘ﬂ;% can afford to pay for “!\ will be declared
"anfit" and escape, if not by legislation an arrangement
is made that they cen hire a substitute. 4nd thon the
result is: only those serve in the army, who are too
poor to hire & substitute or to pay a physician to
declare them unfit; hence the army again drops to the
low estimation of the mercenary army.

The only way to produce permanent results is
to popularize uilitarj service. - The militia appears
the most promising starting peoint, But first then,
the State Hilitia muet be taken out of industrial strife,
by 1cg§§h! forbidding its use as police force. ¢ 4
this can/be done, &k & federal militia will have to be
ocreated, under a law making it available only in case
of war by set of congrees, end the State Militia abandoned
and left to die its natursl death.
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Then military treining would be gttnohed

'tolths school organization, as part of the universal

education,

(8igned) Charles P, steinmets

Auguat, 1918
CPS-8W



