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8 For alivays in thize eyes, O Liberty!
Shines that kiszh light whereby the world is saved ;
Andd though thow slay us, we will trust in thee.”
Jonux Hav.

On Picket Duty.

“There is no Country,” says one of Diderot’s char-
acters; “T see, from one pole to another, nothing but
tyrants and slaves.”

A straw significant of the change that is taking
place in the world's ideals. The municipal authori-
ities of Paris have changed the name of the street
heretofore known as the Rue de la Nativité to the
Rue F. J. Prondhon. Jesus, the man who felt within
his heart the sentiment of justice merely, is giving
place to the man who supplemented this sentiment
with the science of justice.

In criticising Mr. Underwocd of the “Index” for
commenting on an crticle in Liberty, signed by another
person, as if it were my own, I recently said that it was
“altogether likely that Mr. Underwood, in committing
this offence, knew what he was doing.” Althcugh hie
receives Liberty regularly and reads it with some dili-
gence, he answers that he made the quotation from a
paragraph which he found reprinted in an exchange,
and supposed that the editor of Liberty wrote it. It
seems, then, that he did not know what he was doing.
I am very glad to impale Mr. Underwood upon this
horn of the dilemma if he finds it less uncomfortable
than the other.

In a series of articles in the London “Commonweal”
Dr. Edward Aveling, newly-fiedged discipie of Karl
Marx, discusses economic questions. He concludes
each article with what he calls “a concise definition of
each of the terms mentioned.” These two definitions
stand side by side. “Natural object —that on which
human labor "1as not been expended; Product—a na-
tural okject ¢ « which human labor hes been expended.”
A product, :hen, is something on which human labur
has not ber 4 expended on which human labor has been
expended. Curious animal, a product! No wonder the
laborer is un ble to hold on to it. More slippery than
a greased pig, I should imagine. But this is & “scien-
tific” definition, and I suppose it must be true. For its
author, Dr. Aveling, is a scientist, and the subject of
his articles is “Scientific Socialism,” which he cham-
picns against us loose-thinking Anarchists.

It would be interesting to know just what Rev. R.
‘Heber Newton means by styling Proudhon “thas Jaco-
bin of Socialism.” If he means by Jacobin simply an
opponent of government, perhaps no exception can he
taken to such a classification of Proudhon, for Le zer-
tainly was an opponent of government, and such a use
of the word is not withont sanction. But to so describe
Proudhon without further speclﬁcatlon is very mislead-
‘ing. For the word Jacobin is generally used to signify
a revolutionsst of the Robespierre school, arnd Robes-
‘plerre was Proudhon’s pet abomination. A Jacobin is
generally opposed to the existing government, but he
a’ways belongs to that political ‘school wkich, to serve
its ends, will stop at no. treme of tyrauny and dicta-
torship. The ideal soc of a Jacobin is always held
in subjection to a strong g ent. The demolition
of Jacobirism coasti ge and 1mportant pa.rt
of Proudhon’s work. Louis Blauc was much more of
a Jaeobin than Proudh
antitlieticnl than these

afraid that Rev. R. Heber Newton’s knowledge of
Proudhon is of a superficial order.

The “Freiheit” announces that M Bachmann, for-
merly editor of “Die Zukunft,” has no editorial or
other connection with the “Freiheit” and no personal
association with its managers. So much the worse for
the “ Freiheit.”

Henry B. Blackwell said before the Free Religious
Association that he likes the word “coiperation ” better
than the word “Socialism” because he “cannot forget
that, while it is true we are made brothers and sisters
in this world, it is also true that we are made our own
natural care-takers in this world, and that no man and
no woman, can safely trust the management and direc-
tion of his or her personal affairs to any society or any
organization or any government. I believe to the very
marrow of my bones in the doctrine of individualism.
1 stand today with Thomas Jefferson on the principle
that ¢the best government is that which governs least.’
I claim that more important than to secure any organic
change is our duty to make government take its hand
off ‘of industry, and to do away with these legislative
monopolies which bird and fetter the industry of men
and the industry of nations. I want, first of all, a poli-
tical society that is true to the ideal of Socialism, a so-
ciety that recognizes woman as the eqnal of man and
every man as tha equal of every other man.” And in
the very next breath he said: “ When I saw only yester-
day that in Rhode Island they had adopted the ten-hour
law for women and children, I thanked God.” Mr.
Blackwell, then, would have “government take its hand
off of industry” by prohibiting it from working as
many hours as it chooses, and, although wanting secciety
to recognize woman as the equal of man, approves a
law abridging her liberty of labor while not impairing
man’s. This is Jeffersonianism with a vengeance.

As Ruskin cnce said of that journal’s utterance on

another subje:, so Liberty now says of its bold stroke
at corruption in high places: “Well done, the Pall
Malll” A signal service has been done to society, a
signal impulse has been given to the vevolution, by
the publication of these crowning iniquities practised
by the plunderers of the poor. The conspiracy against
rlabor has systematic ramifications that few have
dresmed of. Not voutent with organizing a scheme
te rob laborers of their earnings, these brutal aristo-
crats have lately, it svems, organized another v decoy
and drag the thirteen-year-old Yaughters of these la-
borers and subject them to their depraved desires.
_Such horrors as the “ Pall Mall Gazette ” has unfolded
to the world are almost past conception. Zola
out-Zolaed ; his realism out-realized; truth makes his
tiction tame. The morals of the bourgeoisie are infi-
| mitely worse than the wildest fancy ever painted them.
Such things cannot last. They invite destruction.
And the irvitation will be accepted. The chief good,
in fact, to be derived from tliese exposures will come,
not through their direct effect upon the so-called
“gocial evil,” which will be very small, but through
their effect upon the minds oi the people, who will
begin to inquire, with an earnestness born of horror,
how the members of polite society get the means that
enables them to spend their time in devising new
deviltries instead of supporting themselves by honest
work ; and, when this inquiry has been answered sat-
isfactorily, not only will the “social evil” fall, but all
the social evils will go down together.
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“UNTIL THE DAWN.”
[London Justice.]

‘When head and hands and heart alike are weary ;

When hope with folded wings sinks out of sight ;
When all thy striving fails to disentangle

From out wrong’s skein the golden thread of right ;
When all thy knowledge seems a marsh-light's glimmer

That only shews the blackness of the night;

In the dark honr when victory seem8 hope’ess ;
Againgt thy lance when nrmies are arrayed ;

When failure writes itself upon thy forehead,
By foes out-numbered and by fricnds betrayed, —

Still stand thou fast, though faith be bruised and wounded,
Still face thy future, still be undismayed !

While one true man speaks out against injustice,

‘While through men’s chorused * Right!” clear rings his** Wrong!"
Freedom still lives. One day she will reward him

Who trusted in her though she tarried long,
Who held her creed, was faithful till her coming,

‘Who, for her sake, strove, suffered, and was strong.

She will bring crowns for those who love nnd serve her ;
If thou cang’t live for her, be satisfled ;
If thou cans't die for her, rejoice ! Our brothers
At least shall crown our graves and say, ‘“ These died
Belioving in the sun when night was blackest,
And by our dawn their faith is justified !
E. Nesbit,

The Church Necessarily Militant.
[Galveston News.]

The ckureh is ever a contradiction. It is the church of the
meek and lowly Christ, yet it is the church militant, charch
of the God of battles, Lord of Hosts. Especially such is
every national church, and its ministers in Russia or in Eng-
land are doubtless so far from feeling that they belie their
profession that, on the contrary, they begin to feel the call to
preach fortitude, resolution, and determination. What would
a national chureh be for if it were impartial when a nation
became involved? The national churches are parts of the
intensest national spirit. If war i3 ever to be banished, not
only national churches, but national clannism and pariisan-
ship, the political metaphysics thronghout, must be supplanted
by individualism and the cosmopolite spirit of fraternal good-
will.and reciprocal service, with absolute liberty of migration,
choice of domicile, and freedom of trade. In that case there
would be nothing left to fight about and nobody willing to
fight on a national scale.

Tithes and Rents.
[English Exchange.]

Mr. Houdley is going to allow his hop poles to be seized
rather thanr pay the demand made upen him for what is ealled
Extraordinary Tithe. Mr. Houdley has grown hops and is
therefore liable to an increased tithe, ay he wonld be if he

grew fruit or in any other way added to the productiveness. -

of the land. e does not see why the parson €' suld benefit
by his labor, and therefore, at great perseaal inecaverience,
he adopts this mode of passive resistance in order to call riten-
tion te the injustice to which he is subjected. This is the true
method of resisting injustice. and & few more public-spirited
actions of this kind would render it impossibie to collect & tax
80 obnoxious and unjust. It is well, however, to hear in mind
that the claim of the vicar for tithe is quitg as good as that of
the landlord for rent. Indeed, it is better. The clergyman
has to do something for tithe, but the iandlord does nothing
whatever for rent. Neither is the case altered from the facs

-that the tithe is increased hecause vho ground is move profit-

ably employed. Exactly the same happens in the m "w: of
rent. Let a man plant fruit trees, and how long will itbe ]
fore his rent is increased ? Only 8o long as his lease ex m\ﬂx,
if he has a lease, and just so long as it may be necessa!
realize the commencement of increased profit if he bo withon
a lease. If he goes to his landlord, and says, “Iwant toplant
fruit trees or build houses, givepea Iongtam *the rent will
probably be increased five-fold at once. Tha. lund‘oni n
every way worse than a vicar, and it willy

before Mr. Houdley’s example in retpu:t of ﬁﬂm

in the matter of reut.




ELAND.

A LETTER TO GROVER CLEV

ON
His False, Absurd, Self-Contradictory, and Ridiculous Inaugural
Address.

By LYSANDER SPOONER.
{The author reserves his copyright in this letter.)
Skcrion VI

But you evidently belicve nothing of what I have now been saying. You evi-
dently believe that justice is no luw at all, unless in coses where the lawmakers
may chance to prefer it to any law which they themselves can invent.

You evidently believe that a cartain paper, called the constitution, which no-
body ever signed, which few persons ever read, which the great body of the peo-
ple uever saw, and as to the meaning of which no two persons were ever agreed, is
the supreme law of this land, anything in the law of nature—anything in the
natural, i.herent, inalienable, individual rights of fifty miilions of people—to the
contrary notwithstanding,.

Did folly, falsehood, absurdity, assvmption, or eriminality ever reach a higher
point than that?

You evidently believe that those great volumes of statutes, which the people a%
large have never read, nor even seen, and neser will read, nor see, but which such
men #s you and your iawmakers have been manufacturing for nearly a hundred
years, to restrain them: of their liberty, and deprive them of their natural rights,
were all made for their benefit, by men wiser than they—wiser even than justice
itself —and having only their welfare at heart!

You evidentls believe that the men who made those laws were duly authorized
to make thern; and that you yourself have been duly authorized to enforce them.
But iu this you are uitcrly mistaken. You have not so much as the honest,
responsilide scratch of one iingle pen, to justify you in the exercise of the power
you have taken upon yourself to exercise. For example, you have no suc}L evi-
dence of your right to tak¥: any man's property for the support of your govern-
ment, as would be requied of yon, if you were tu claim pay for a single day’s
honest labor.,

It was once sn'l, m this country, that taxation without consent was robbery.
And a seven vears’ war was fought to maintain that principle. But if that prin-
ciple were a frue one in behalf of three millions of men, it is an equally true one
in behalf of three men, or of one man.

Who are ever taxed? Individuals only. Who have property that can be taxed?
Tndividuals only. Who can give their consent to be taxed? Individuals only.
Who are ever taxed without their consent? Individuals only. Who, then, are
robbed, if taxed without thejr consent? Individuals only.

if taxation without consefit is roblery, the United States government has never
had, has not now, and is never likely to have, a single honest dollar in its treasury.

If taxation without consent is nnt robbery, then any band of robbers have only
to declare themselves a government, and all their robberies are legalized.

1f any man’s money can be taken by a so-called government, without his own
personal consent, all his other rights are taken with it; for with his money the
government can, and will, hire soldiers to stand over him, compel him to submit
fo its arbitrary will, and kill him if h2 resists:

That your whole claim of a right to any man’s money for the support of your
sovernment, without his consent, is the merest farce and fraud, is proved by the
act that you have no such evidence of your right to take it, as would be required
of you, by one of your own courts, to prove a debt of five dollars, that might be
honestly due you.

You and your lawmakers have no such evidence of your right of dominion over
the peopie of this country, as would be required to prove your right to any mate-

i roperty, that you might have purchased.

When a man parts with any considerable amount of such material property as
he has a natural right to part with,—as, for example, houses, or lands, or food, or
clothing, or anything else of much value,—he usually gives, and the purchaser
usually demands, some written acknowledgment, receipt, bill of sale, or other evi-
dence, that will prove that he voluntarily parted with it, and that the purchaser is
now the real and true owner of it. But you hold that fifty millions of people have
veluntarily parted, not only with their natural right of dominion over all their ma-
terial prollwrty, but also with all their natural right of dominion over their own
souls and bodies: when not one of them has ever given you a scrap of writing, or

even ¢ masle his mark,” to that effect.

You have not so much as the honest signature of a single hwman being, grant-
ing to you or your lawmakers any right of dominjon whatever over him or his
property. .

You hold your place only by a title. ‘which, on uo just principie of law or reason,
is worth a straw. And all who ar: associated with you in the government—
whether they be called senators, representatives, judges, executive ofticers, or what
not—all hold their places, directly or indivectly, only by the same worthless title.
That title is nothing more nor less than votes given in secret (by secret ballot),
by not more than one-fifth of the whole population. These votes were given in
secret solely because those whe gave them did not dare to make themselves per-
sonally responsible. erher for their own acts, o the acts of their agents, the law-
makers, judges, ete.

These voiers, having given their votes in secret (by secret ballot), have put it
out of your power—and out of the power of all others associated with you in the
guvermnent—to designate your principals individually. That is to say, you have
no legal knowledge «s to who voted for you, or who voted against you. And being
unzble to designate your principals indiwidually, you have no right to say that you
have any principsls. And having no right to say that you have any principals,
you are bound, on every just principle of law or reason, to confess that you are
“nere nsurpers, making laws, and enforcing them, upen your own authority alone.

A secret hallot maies a secret government; and a secrel government is nothing
else than a government by conspiracy. And a government by conspiracy is the
only government we now have.

You {that “crvery voter exércises a public trust.”

Who appointed him to that trust? Nobody. He siniply usurped the power;
he never accepted the trust.” And because he usurped the power, he darcs exercise
it only in secret. Not one of all the ten millions of voters, who helped to place
you in power, would have dared te do so, if he had known that he was to be held
persgnally responsible, before any just tribunal, for the acts of those for whom he
voted.

Tnasmuch as all the votes, given for you and your lawmakers, were given in se-
eret, all that you and thiey can say, in support of your authority as rulers, is that

LIBERTY.

enture upon your acts as lawmakers, ete., not beeause you have any open,
ate anthority granted you by any human being, —-for
vou ean show nothing of the kind,—but only because, from certain reports made
w0 you of votes given in sceret, you have reason to lelieve that yon have at your
Lacks a sceret association strong enough to sustain you by foree, in case your
authovity should be resisted.

1s there & government on earth that rests upon a more false, absurd, or {yranni-
cal basis than that?

you v
authentic, written, legitih

Skcrioxn VIIL

But the falsehood and absurdity of your whole system of government do not
resuit solely from the fact that it rests wholly uFon votes given in secret, or by
men who take care to avoid all ersonal responsibility for their owi aets, or the
acts of their agents. On the contrary, if every man, woman, and child in the
United States had openly signed, sealed, and delivered to you and your associates,
a written document, purporting to invest you with all the legislative, judicial, und
executive powers that you uow exercise, they wouid not thereby have given you
the slightest legitimate authority, Such a contract, purporting to surrender into
your hands all’ their natural rights of person and property, to be disposed of 2t
your pleasure or discretion, would have veen simply an absurd and void contract,
giving you no real authority whatever.

It is a natural impossibility for any man to make a binding contract, by which
he shall surrender to others a single one of what are commonly called his “natu-
ral, inherent, inalienable rights.”

Tt is a natural impossibility for any man to make a binding contract, that shall
invest others with any right whatever of arbitrary, irresponsible domirior. yver him.

The right cf arbitrary, irresponsible dominion is the right of property; and the
right of property is the right of arbitrary, irresponsible dominion. The two are
identical. There is no difference between them. Neither can exist without the
other. If, therefore, our so-called lawmakers really have that right of arbitrary,
irresponsible dominion over us, which they claim to have, and which they habitu-
ally exercise, it must be because they own us as property. If they own us as pro-
Ferby, it must be because nature made us their property; for, as no man can sell
himself as a slave, we could never make a binding contract that should make us
their property —or, what is the same thing, give them any right of arbitrary, irve-
sponsible dominion over us.

As a lawyer, you certainly ought to know that all this is true.

Sectiox VIIL

Sir, consider, for a moment, what an utterly false, absurd, ridiculous, and crimi-
nal government we now have.

Tt all rests upou the false, ridiculous, and utterly groundless assumption, that
fifty millions of people not only could voluntarily surrender, but actually have
voluntarily surrendered, all their natural rights, as human beings, into the custody
of some four humidred men, ealled lawmakers, judges, ete.,, who are to be held
utterly irresponsible for the disposal they may make of them.*

The only right, which any individual is supposed to retain, or possess, under the
government, s « purcly fictitious one,~—one that rature never gave him,—to wit, his
right (so-called), as one of some ten millions of male adults, to give away, by his
vole, not only all his own natural, inherent, inalienable, human rights, but also
all the natural, inherent, inalienable, human rights of forty millions of other
human beings—that is, women and children.

To suppose that any one of all these ten millions of male adults would volunta-
rily surrender a single one of all his natural, inkerent, inalienable, human rights
info the hands of irresponsible men, is an absurdity; because, first, he has no
power to do so, any contract he may make for that purpose being absurd, and
necessarily void ; and, secondly, because he can have no rational motive for doing
so. To suppose him to do so, is to suppose him to be an idiot, incapable of making
any rational and obligatory contract. It is to suppose he would voluntarily give
away evervthing in life that was of value to himself, and get nothing in return.
To suppose that he would attempt to give away all the natural rights of other per-
sons—that is, the women and c¢hildren—as well as his own, is to suppose him to
attempt to do something that he has no -ight, or power, to do. It is to suppose
him to be both a villain and a fool.

And yet this government now rests wholly upon the assumption that some ten
millions of male adults—men supposed to be compos mentis—have not only at-
tempted to do, but have actually succceded in doing. these absurd and impossible
things.

Tt cannot be said that men put all their rights into $he hands of the government,
in order to have them protected; because ther: can be no such thing as a man’s be-
ing protected in his rights, any longer than he is allowed to retain them in his own pos-
session. "The only possible way, in which any man can be protected in his rights,
ix to protect him in his own detua! possession and exereise of them.  And yet our govern-
ment is absurd enough to assume that a man can be protected in his rights, after
he has surrendered them altogether into other hands than his own.

This is just as absurd as it would be to asswme that a mar had given himself
away as a slave, in order to be protected in the enjoyment of his liberty.

A man wants his rights protected, solely that f\e himself may possess and nse
them, and have the full benefit of them. But if he is compelled to give them et
somebody else,—to a government, so-called, or to any body else, —he conses to have
any rights of his own to be protected.

To say, as the advocates of our government do, that a man must give up some of
his natural rights, to a_government, in order to have the rest of them protected —
the government being all the while the sole and irresponsible judge as to what rights
he does give up, and what he retains, and what are to be protected —is to say that
he gives up all the rights that the government chooses, at any time, to assume that
he has given up; and that he retains none, and is to be protected in none, except
such as the goveinment shall, at all times, see fit to protect, and to permit him to

*The irresponsibility of the senators and rep d to them in this wise:

For any speech or debate [or vote] in either house, they [the senators and representatives] shall not
De guestioned [held to any legal responsibility] in any other place.—Constitution, Art. 1, Sec. 6.

The judicial and executive officers are all equally guaranteed against all vespounsibility to the peaple.
They are made responsible only to the senators and representatives, whose laws they arc to administer
and execute. So long ns they sanction and execute all these laws, to the satisfaction of the law-
makers, they ars safe agninst all responsibility.  n 2o case can the people, whose rights they are con-
tinually denying and trampling upon, hold them to any acconntability whaterer. ’

Thos it will be seen that all departients of the government, legislative, judiciai, and executive, are
placed entirely beyorl any responsibility fo the people, whose agents they profess to be, and whose
rights they assume to dispose of at pleasure.

ives is g

‘Was 0 more absolute, irresponsible government than that ever invented ?
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vetain,  This is to suppose that he has retained no vights at all, that he ean, at any
time, claim as his own, as against tha gocernments 18 is to say that he has really
given up every right, and reserved none.

For a still further reason, it is absurd to say that a man must give up some of his
vights to a governmeut, in order that gévermment may protect him in the re
That reason is, that every rvight he gives up diminishes his own power of self-
protection, and wakes it so muel more diflieult for the government to protect him.
And yet otur government says & man must give up all his rights, in order thar it
may protect hinn 1t might just as well be said t\mb a man mush consent to be
bound hand and foot, in order to enable a governent, or Lis friends, to proteet
him against an enemy.  Leave him in full possession of his linbs, and of all his
pravers, and he will do more for his own protection than he otherwise could, and
will have less need of protection from a government, or any cther source.

Finally, if a mau, who s compos mentis, waats any outside protection for his rights,
he is perfectly competent to make his own bargain for sueh as he desires; and other
persons have no occasion to thrust their protection upon him, against his will; or
to insist, as thev nuw do, that he shall give up all, or any, of his rights to them, in
consideration of sueh protection, and ouly such proteciion, 23 they may afterwards
choose to give him.

It is especially noticeable that those persons, who are so impatient to Yrotect other
men in their rights that they cannot wait until they are requested to do so, have a
somewhat inveterate habit of killing all who do not voluntarily accept their protee-
tion; or do wtot consent to give up to them all their rights in exchange for it.

If A were to go to B, a merchant, and to him, =Sir, [ am a night-watchman,
and T insist upon your employing me as such in protecting your property against
burglars; and to enable me to do so more eifectually, I insist upon your letting me
tie vour own hands and feet, so that you cannot interfere with me; and also upen
your delivering up to me all your keys tc your stove, your safe, and to all your value-
Tles: and that you authorize me to act solely and fully aceording to my own will,
pleasuve, and discretion in the matter; and T demand still further, that you shall
give me an absolute guaranty that you will not hold me to auy accountability what-
aver for anything I may do, or for anything that may happen to your goods while
they ave under my protection; and unless you comply with this proposal, I will now
kil vou on the spot,”—if A were to say all this to B, I3 would naturally conclude
faat’ A himself was the most impudent and dangerous burglar that he (B) had to
feqrs and that it he (B) wished to secure his property against hurglars, his best way
would be to kill A in the first place, and then take his chances agairst all such
other burglars as might come afterwards.

Our govermnent constantly acts the part that is here supposed to be acted by A.
And it is just as impudent a sconndrel as A is here supposed to be. It insists
that every man shall give ap ali his rights unreservedly into its custody, and then
hold it wholly irresponsible for any disposal it may make of them. And it gives
him no alternative but death. :

If by putting a Layvonet to a man’s breas
be “protected iu his rights,” it secures his consent to the latier alternative, it then
proclaims itself @ free government, —a govermment resting on consent!

You vourself describe such a government as “the best government ever vouch-
safed to man.”

Can you tell me of one that is worse in principle?

3ut perhaps ¥ou will say that ours is not so bad, in prineiple, as the others, for
the reason that here, once in two, four, or six years, each male adult is permitted to
have one vote in ten millions, in choosing the public protectors.  Well, if you think
that that materially alters the case, I wish you joy of your remarkable discermuent.

To ba continued.

and giving him his choice, to di», or
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WHAT’S

TO BE DONE?

A ROMANCE.

By N. G. TCHERNYCHEWSKY.
"Translated by Benj. R. Tucker.

Continved from No. 63,

Rakhmétoff was gradually becoming animated, and already spoke with warmth.
But Véra Pavlevna stopped him.

#1 must not listen to you, Rakhmédtoff,” said she in a bitter and discontented
tone; ““you heap reproaches npon the man to whom I ain under infinite obligations.”

“Véra Pavlovna, if you must not listen to this, I will not say it to you. Do you
imagine that I now notice this for the first thue? You know that no one can
avoid a conversation with me if it seems to me indispensable.  Therefore I could
have said this to you before, and yet I said nothing. Therefore the fact that I
have now begun to speak means that it is necessary. [ never speak sooner than is
necessary. You saw me keep the note in my pocket uine whole hours, although
it filled e with pity to see you.  But it was necessary to keep silent, and I kept
silent.  So, if [ now say what T long ago thought about the ways of Dmitry
Serguciteh towards you, that means that it is necessary to speak about it.”

“But T will not listen to vou,” said Vera Pavlovna with extreme vehemeunce: «T
heg you to be silent, Rakhmétoff. 1 beyg you to g6 away. I am much obliged to
vou for having sacrificed an evening on my account.  But T beg you to go away.”

“ Absolutely

“ Absolute

“Good,.” said he, laughing.  *No, Véra Pavlovna, you canuot get rid of me so
easily. 1 foresaw this contingeney, and took my precautions. The note which [
barned was written of his own accord.  And here is one which he wrote because T’
asked him to. This T ean leave with vou, because it is not an important docwineut.
Here it is.”

Rakhmétoff handed the note to Véra Pavlovna.

July 11, 2 o’clock in the morning.
My dear Vérotchba:

Listen to all that Rakhmétoff has te say to you. I do not know what he in-
tends to say to yvou, I have not charged him to say anything to you, and he has
not made the slightest allusion to whav he intends to say. DBut 1 know that he
never says inything uunecessary. Yours, .D. L.

God knows how many times Véra Pavlovna kissed this note.

“Why did you not give it to me sooner? Perhaps you have something, else
from him.”

“XNo, I have nothing more, because nothing more was necessary. Why did I
not give it to you? There was no reason for giving it to you until it became

“But to give me the pleasure of reeciving a fow lines from him after our seps-
ration,”

«1f that is wll, that is noc so important,” and he smiled.

« AL, Rakhdtoff, you will put me in a rage!”

“No this note is the canse of 377

a new quarrel between us?” said he, smiling again:
«if that is the case, 1 will take it away from you and hurn it you know well what
they say of such people as we are,—ihat to them nothing is saered. Hence we
are capable of all sorts of violenee and rascality.  May I continue?” . i

They both became ealn,—-she, thanks to the uote, he, beeause he remained si-
lent while she kissed the note.

“Yes, I must listen to you.”

«Ie did not notice wlhat he should have noticed,” began Rukhmétoft calmly:
“that has produced bad resnlts.  Though we eannot eall it a erime in him, neither
san we excuse it.  Suppose that he did not know that the rupture was inevitable;
still, given your character and his own, he should nevertheless hi -« prepared you
at all events against anything like it, just as one would against any accident which
is not to be desired and which the.« 15 no reason to expeet, but which is to be pro-
vided for: for one cannot answer for the future and the chaiges that it may bring.
With this axiom—~- that we are exposed to all sorts of accident —he was familiar,
we may be sure.  Why «id he leave you in ignorance to such au extent that, when
the present cireumstances wrose, you were not at all prepaved for them? His lack
of foresight came from negligence, iu{‘urious to you, hut ir itself ‘an indifferent
thing, neither good nor bad; but, in ¥ailing to prcoare vou against any contin-
gency, he acted from an absolutely baci metive. To Le sure, le had no data to act
upon, but it is precisely in those matters where one acts without data that nature
best manifests itself. Tt would have been contrary to h.> interests to prepare you,
for thereby your resistance to the feeling not in harmor: vith his interests would
have beeri weakened. Your feeling proved so strong »uut your rasistance could
not overcome it; but it was not at all unlikely that this feeling would manifest it-
self with less force. 1f it had been inspired by « man less exceptionally worthy, it
would have been weaker. Feelings against which it is useless to ~irnugle are an
exception. There are many more chances that this feeling will manifest itself in
such a way that it may be stifled, if the power of resistance s not wholly destroyed.
It was precisely in view of these, the most probable chauces, that he did not wish
to lessen your power of resistance. Those were his motives for leaving you unpre-
pared and subjecting you to so much suffering.  What do you say to this?”

«It is nob true, Rakhmétoff. e did not hide his ways of thinking from me.
His convictions were as well known to me as to you.”

«To hide them wouid have been difticult. To oppose in your presence convic-
tions corresponding to his own and to pretend for such a purpose to think other=
wise than he did would have heen simply dishonesty. You would never have
loved such a man. Have I pronounced him bad? Te is very good; I eould say
nothing else; I will praise him as highly as you like. T enly say this: at the time
of your rupture his ernduet was very good, but before that his conduct towards
you was bad.  Why did you distress yourself? 1Ile said (was it worth while to say
S0, it being clear without it?) that it was because you did not wish to grieve him.
Why was this thought that you could thereby greatly grieve him able to find a
place in your mind? 1t should not have found a place there. What grief? It is
stupid. Jealousy?” .

“You do not admit jealousy, Rakhmétoff?”

« A man with a developed mind should not have it. It is a distorted feeling, a
false feeling, an abominable feeling; it is a phenomenon of our existing order of
things, based upon the same idea that prevents me from permitting any one to
wear my linen or smoke my pipe: it is a result of the fashion of considering one’s
companion as an object that one has appropriated.”

«But, Rakhmétoft, not to admit jealousy leads to horrible consequences.”

«To those who wre jealous they are horrible, but to those who are not there is
not only nothing horrii)le about them, but nothing even of importance.”

“You preach utter immorality, Rakhmétoff!”

“Does it seem so to you after living with him for four years? That is precisely
where he has done wrong. IHow many times a day do you dine? Only once.
Would any one find fault with you if you dined twice? Frobably not. Why do
you not do so? D you fear that you may grieve some one? Probably because
you do not feel the nceessity of it. Yet dinner is a very agreeable,thing. But the
mind and (more important still) the stomach say that one dinner 1 agreeable and
that a second would be disagreeable. But if {he fancy seized you or you had an
unhealthy desire to dine twice, would you be preveuted by the fear of grieving
some one? No, if any one felt grieved or prohi{)ited you, you would hide and eit
your food in bad condition, you would soil your hands in taking it hastily, you
would soil your clothes by hiding bits in your pockets, and that would be all. The
question here is not one of morality or immorality, but only this: is smuggling a
good thing? Who is restraired by the idea that jealousy is a feeling worthy of
esteem and respect? Who says to himself: «Ah! if I do this, T shall cause him
grief”? Who is tormented by these useless struggles? Few people, the best, just
those whose nature would not lead them into immorality. The mass are not re-
strained by these stupidities; they only resort to further strategy. They fill their
igv-es;\;rith deceit and become really bad. That is all. Are you not well aware of
this ?

“Why, certainly.”

“Where, then, do you find the moral utility of jealousy?”

“Why, we have always talked in this vein ourselves.”

“Not exactly in this vein, probably, or perhaps you talked so without believing
your own words, not believing them because on this as on other questions you
heard continually the opposite views. Tf that was not the case, why did vou tor-
ment yourself? ~ Why all this confusion about such trivial matters? What an
embarrassment to all three of you, and especially to you, Véra Paviovna! Whereas
you might all three live as in the past, as you lived a year ago, or take apartments
together, or arrange your life in any other way, according to your choice, but with-
oub any upturning, and all three take tea or go to the opera together as in the past.
Why these anxieties! Why these catastrophes? * Always because, owing to his
wrong policy of keeping you in ignorance on this matter, he has thus caused you

much useless sorrow.” y
“No, Rakhmétoff, you say horrible things.”
« <Horrible things” again! Groundless anxieties and needless catastrophes are

the things that seem horrible to me.” ‘

“'Then, in your eyes, our whole story is only*a stupid melodrama?”

“Yes, an utterly useless melodrama coupled with a dramatist no less useless,

And instead of a simple and peaceful conversation there has been a harrowing

melodrama; the guilky party is Dmitry Serguéitch. His honest conduct at the last

hardly suffices to cancel his original fault.” Yes, he is very guiity. But, then, he

has paid dearly enough for it. Take another glass of sherry and go to bed. - T
have accomplished the object of my visit; it is already three o’clock, and, if hot

waked, you will sleep a long time. Now, I told Macha not to call you till half past

necessary.”

Continued on page 6.







