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 For always iv thine eyes, O Liberty!
Nhines that high light whereby the world is saved;
And though thou slay us, we widl trust in thee.’
JonN Hay.

On Picket Duty.
A few weeks ago Alexis Vanderbeck, who was then
smployed in a mine in Washington Territory, sub-
bed for Liberty. On receipt of the first number
he passed it around among his fellow-miiners. His

’ employers found it out and forthwith discharged him,

T B ly.

and he was obliged to seek work in another territory.
These mineowners see farther and deeper than the
law-hefuddled ofticials of Chieago. They know that
idens are far nore dangerous to them than bombs,

Dr. Aveling said in New York the other night that
the American upper classes were the worst b d people
Yerhaps [ have never moved in circles
to enable me to realize this, but thus

he ever met,
far enough “up”

E far among Americans T have seldom failed to get a di-
j rect answer to a direct quostion, and my personal ex-

perience extended to the Anglicized Celt, Dr. Aveling,
before [ ever met a man who would publicly put thir-
teen questions in the motth of a man who never asked

RS them. sy -
!

The =1
Anarchy in a leader favoving wlereracy, a word “taken
from two Greek words which signify ater, without, and
cratos, government.” 'Ihe writer, however, has got no

firm grasp of the idea which ne fancies that he is chame |

pioning, for he would change government into admin-
istration and then draft citizens to serve without pay

in administrative capacities, just as the government
Biow drafts men to de military service.
Bdently on the right track, but such a provision is not at

all consistent with his ideal society, in which “all au- |

hority and all eracies will be superseded by liberty and
solidarity.”

Tn the next issue of Liberty will appear a letter from

Chazles T. Fowler, the author of a work which E. C.
Walker has etwracterized as “in many respects the |

best Anarchistic work produced in America,” taking

present championship of legal murriage as that occu-
pied by Warren, Lloyd, Yarros, “Tritogen,” and nearly |

.pll the Anarchists of brains, consistency, and conse-

fjuenice. The citation of supposed authorities is in it-
belf no argument; but when real arguments have becn

poriunity which he bas had, and Mr. Harman, with un-

' Jimited opportunity, have failed to answer them with
frguments, it is fair to cite, in support of Liburty’s posi-
-tion, the names of those whom Walker and Harman

ave w..7ays pointed to as the clearest exponents of

~Anarchy.

i John Swinton lutely gave expression to a profound
“Thought” in his “Paper,” to this effect: With the

i -present means and methods of produciion, rnd the mar-

vellous progress in mechanical science, how happy and
contcnted our life would be under the sun, if a plan

. for perfect and rational organization of Industry were
~ devised!

It appears, then, that hapriness is within our
reach,—only a plan is lacking; and the “Thought”

| that we are so near ari yet so far from it naturally

nmakes my sympathetic friend despendent and melan-
- How much sadder he would become if he com-
ended the truth that not even a “plan” is needed

Laston Lahor Journal” takes a squint towards |

e is evi-

s despotism of the skies
| kings, or the democratic despotisi of majorities; an:
i the labor reformer who starts out to combat the despot-

substantially the same attitude towards Mr. Walker’s |
i man who combais the despotism of capital with that

| despotism which denies the liberty to buy foreign goods

pdvanced, and when Mr. Walker, with the partial op- |

for our salvation! Al that we need is industrial free-
dom, and the only thing that stands between wen and
the Ideal is artificial restraint and the curse of law-
making. Paraphasing, then, Mr. Swinton’s words, I
say: With the present means and methods of produc-
tion and exchange, how casily and beautifully every-
thing would settle itselt to our full satisfaction if but
the shackles would be taken off and free play granted
to the existing industrial forees!

From the stories and hints of the newspapers it
seems pretty nearly established that Alexander IT1. is
a fit subject for a lunatic asylum. YWe mut remember
that not one-tenth of what is going on in that hell en
earth, the Russian empire, chances to find its way into
the press, and that the press is likely to Le unusually
discreet in suck a mnatter and resist the temptation of
serving its patrons with an exceptivnally sensational
piece of news for the sake of law and order and the
blessings of government. Those who delight in sing-
ing the praises of our civilization and the progress of
the nineteenth century will do well to dwell a second
upon the trifling, though somewhat vexatious, fact
that the lives and fortunes of ninety millions of sane
people are at the mercy of a dangerous madman. By
the way, our Russian iriends, the Nihilists, should rot
allow any scruples that they may have in regard to the
punishment of an irresponsible person to interfere be-
tween [Her destructive majesty, the dynamite bomb,
and her candidate. Though occupying an elevated
position on the question of Right, we are not adverse
to a compromise wiih Expediency on this particular
point and quite ready to spare this individual, Force
should be the last resort, hut in Russia all other resorts:
vanished long ago- )

“There is nothing any better than Liberty and no-
thing any worse than despotism, be it the theological
the theocratic despotism of

fam of capital with other despotism no better lacks only
power to be worse than the foe he encounters.” These
are the words of my brother Pinney of the Winsted
“Press,” Protectionist and Greenbacker, — that is, a

untaxed and that despotism which denies th ¢ likerty
to issue notes to circulate as currency. Br. Pinney is
driven into this inconsistency by his desire for high ;
wages and an abundance of money, which he thinks it
impossible to get except through tariff moncpoly and |
money monopoly. But -eligious despotism plead: a .e-
sire for salvation, and moral despotisn. pleads a desire
for purity, and prohibitory despotism pleads a dasire
for sobriety. Yet all these despotisms lead to Lell,
though all these hells are paved wit.1 good intentions;
and Mr. Pinney’s hells are just as hot as any. The
above extract shows that he knows Taberty to be the
true way of salvation. Why, thon, dos he noy steadily
follow it?

“Lucifer” prints a communication from Rudolf
Weyler which it prefaces with the statenent that it
was sent to e for publication in Liberty, but that I,
while not positively rejecting it, would give no assur-
ances of its appearance. The facts are these. Some
months ago Mr. Weyler jent me a very good article of
a general nature, which T accepted and intended to

ter my criticism of E. C. Walker, he sent me a secoud
ariicle taking exception to my views. Four or five
days later, not having heard fromn me, h> wrote to iu-
quire what disposition I intended to raake of his
articles. I do noi remember exactly how 7 -+ &cd my-
self in reply, but in substance T said i - I could not
print his second article until numerous other articles
which had been long waiting had appeared, and that
his first article would be good at any time, as it would
keep indefinitely. Tf T do not report myself accurately,
Mr. Weyler is at liberty to print the letter which I sent
him. But whatever I said, the little hot-box flew irto
a passion, and demanded the return of both articles,
adding that, if they would keep, he might as well do
the keeping. They were :cturnéd, and now one of
them appear in “Lucifer” to exhibit me as the “high-
priest of Gag”!

In “Lucifer” of December 10 appeared the follow-
ing: “Mr. Tucker made no less than seven attacks, by
himself and Mr. Yarros, upon Mr. Walker in one num-
ber of Liberty, but he had not eveii one line of space
to spare to tell his readers that the reason Mr. W, did
not appear in self-defence against the editor’s previous
iatribes was because his articles had been confiscated
by the sheriff. Mr. Tucker had 1\9{31% apprised of this
fact, but he was determined that his readers should
not be, Truly Mr. Tucker seems to be the very high-
priest of —Gag!™  Let as look into this. The first in-
timation given me that Mr. Walker and Mrs. Harman
were not allowed to write for the press from their pri-
son oceurred in the letter from Mrs. Harman which ap-
peared in the last issue of Liberty. It istrue that that
Jett . reached me just in season for the previous issue,
which euntained the seven attacks. Why did I wot
print it then? Because to the letter was appended a
postseript saying that it was uot for »ublication, but
adding, in a sentence which passed the sheriff as en-
tirely harmless but which concealed a meaning that he
little dreamed of, a remark which was meant to convey
to me the idea that this appended instruction not to
publish was to be disregarded. Tt was an exceedingly
neat device, and T enjoyed it hugely, only thinking it
the greater pity that a girl thus fertile in resource
should be utilizing it to so litile purpose. Then this
thought occurred to me: If I print this letter, the
sheriff may see it, realize that he is th~ victim of a
trick, and strip the prisoners of their remaining privi-
lege of writing private letters., Therefore, instead of

| printing the letter, T placed at the head of the “On

Picket Duty ” department a notice “to a correspond-
ent,” which was probably mysterious to other readers,
but which told Mrs. Harman that her letter was held
over until T could consult with her friends. Then with-
out delay 1 wrote to Mr. Harman, telling him what
had happened, expressing my fear of endangering the
prisoners’ privileges, and asking his advice. In his
reply ke thanked me for the interest T had thus shown,
and said that he thonght the publication of the letter
would do the prisoners no harm. Accordingly the let-
ter appeared in the very next issue of Liberty, and its
readers were informed that Mr. Walker and Mrs. Har-
man could not write for the press. And for taking
these precautions in the interest of the prisoners I am
charged with a determination to conceal facts from my
readers and labelled “the high priest of Gag!” It is
painfully evident that « Lumfel " has not only surren-
dered, but means to conceal its surreader behind a

print 2s soon as a convenient opportunity offered. Af-
h

policy of barefaced and ungrateful lying.
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POLITICAL THEOLOGY OF MAZZINI

AND
THE INTERNATIONAL.
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Tranaiated from the French by Sarah E. Holmes.
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Al this is possible and even very prohable.  Yet Mazzini remains none the less
:ognized and reputed as such by all Europe.

He cannot fail to see what all the wo id sees today, some with joy, others with
terror, ——the growing power of the Internwtional. This power, as an established
fact w3 b no sane person can Jonger deny, is imposed henceforth in a most impera-
tive wannes on the convietion of the most serious, at the same time as on the most
stubborn, miads of Europe.  Statesmen of alinost every country are imimensely pres
occupied with it today, and among them, with thewm, against us, Mazzini himself.
All Vs recent writings prove it, doubtless in spite of himself.

Why, then, does he deny this power? Why does he promise the youth znd the
Italian labovers its speedy dissolution? Can he himself believe it? 1 have put to
mysell and very seriously debated in my own mind this question. T at first hesita-
ted, unceriain whether I ought to suspect Mazzini's intelligence or his good faith
For a long time I could nov decide between these two equally distressing suppo-i-
tions.  And yet one of thew, if not both together, must be true, sinee the power of
the International is a fact as positive a1 d patent as is, alas! the public negation of

this power by Mazzini. This uncertainty was painful to me, for, in spite of all the
relig.ous hallueinations of the prophet, my respeet for the practical intelligence
and the good faith of the great Italian patriot was profound and sincere.

Bui the last articles which he has just published in “La Roma del Popolo”
( Numbers 29, 30, and 31) have forced me to recognize that, if his grea! intelligence, |
perverted by theology, takes a considerable part in ihe errors which 1 : believes it
his duty to propugate, it is incontestable also that in the furious polemical crusade
which he has undertaken against th2 International Association of Working People,
he lacks sineerity and good faith. T shall prove it in analyzing his articles.

o ore will dars to aceuse him of falsehood, but of pious larceny, yes. A great
writer and consuunmate politician, Mazzini is a master in that manipulation of lan- |
grage waich is very evidently ealeulated to instil into the minds of his numerous
readers certain judgm ats, cerizin estimates of facts, conforming to his views, with-
eut positively exprescing them and still less proving them. Moreover he never
descends to proofs, to that real verification and esmparison of things and of facts
which constitutes, in our opinion, the only solill foundation of all positive know-
ledge and of all serious judgiaent.  This methoc doubtless appears fo him much |
too material, too bratal, and, above all, it would embariass him considerably in the
demonstration of the errors which he wishes to propagate. Ile prefers the casier
method of ingenions allusions and hazardous affivmations.  That is what he
calls, in oppesition to the critical method, the synthetic method. It is that of all

Cinvented by the metaphysiciaus who endeavor to establish an jmpossible golden

appeals to free thought; he takes good care not to arcuse it in his
audience.  T. s would be a witness and a judge {ur too troublesome. IHis gr
care, on the confrary. is always to Inll it to sleep, as much in hinseif as in others, |
by the poetic harmony of his language, of his mystical fantasies, and of his sendi-
Al e ing. s logie is not that of thought, as with pure metaphysicians, |
aud still fess that of facts, as with the materialistie or positivistie thinkers; it is:
not even the brutal and frank togic of the absurd, as with theologians by profes-
sion; it is n logis of sentiment, powerinl in its fervor, but as uncertain and vague
ax the Tdeal which forms its object, and masking with a remarkable skill, behind
the appeiranees of o delusive liberalism and of a false rationalism, its fanatical
worship of the absurd and of authority.

Mazzini is at artist.  He knows the generous «yntiments of youth and of a
pare of the Tralian proletariat which he has so powerfully aided in forming, and
for foriy year: he has known how w draw from this magnificent instrument whai-
ever soands he wished.  But in polities the name of art is prestidigitetion. Yor
forty vears Mazzini has been the great prestidigitator of Ualy.

Tndessiand, there are two kinds of prestudigitators, There are the common
statesn.en, whose int ed, personal ambition, fereign to any ideal, asks nothing
Letter tiian ¢ svail itself of all ideas and of all possible sentimeuts, to gain its ends
mere promypil Such was the great Napoleon, the leader and true founder of the
modern pelitical sehool; such were, and are after him, naturally cach in his own
way. the Navmleon Thirds, the Cavours, the Bismarcks, the Thiers, the Gambettas,
and, not ! et the smali fry, the Jules Simons, the Jules Favres, the Trochus,
the Ker he Pleards. . .. But there are also, at vare intervals, in history,

“al prestidigitators of a kind infinitely superior and incomparably more noble
swra: these are the sincerely religious statesmen like Mazzini.  These i
people in deceiving themselves; they are strangers to the vulgar i
Lierese, vanity, and personal ambition, aud, if they magnetize
mses, it s never with a view to their own glory, but with a view
i ane adored ideal, of their God.
There is one thing in common between these two categories of statesmer, other.

fo the triumph

wise so different and even so completely opposite, -—it is that both, although actu-

wied by guite contrary motives, equally deceive the popular masses and oppress
them, when they have the power, by imposing, ou them tendencies which have no-
thing in common with their spoutancous aspirations cr their real needs.

Alas! history tells us that the masses have lent themselves oniy too readily up
1o this time, uever weary of playing this unhappy réle of instrument at the dizvo-
~ition of the first artist who deigns to make use of it. It tells us also that they
have always paid very dear for this generous, but blind, confidence. And we sec,
in truth, that, in spite of the lofty deeds of so many skilful and illustrious enchant-
e, in spite of all these Messiahs aud all these Saviours, the real situation of th-
proletariat remains in the highest degree deplorable. Tt is not ameliorated, it hus
grown worse.

But here is the prcletariat of Europe and of America heginning, at last, to per-
ceive this alsc. Everywhere, in all countries, we see the masses awakening, stir-
ring, agitating, and putting their heads together, defiant of «ll their saviours, tutors,
and past leaders, and more and more resolved to take into their own heuds the di-
vection of tiieir own affairs. And as they are collectivists as much by position as
Ly nature, they tend to create today an immense collective force, by organizing in
«olidarity among themselves across the political frontiers of States.

Such ‘was the real, the sole cause of the birth of the International, and such is
also the secret of its present power.

But this the mind of Mazzini, so profoundly religious, absolutely refuses to com-

prebend.  Tdealist to the marrow of his houes, reveiler, statesman, ‘he always
imagines that one can still impress today upon the hearts and imaginations of th
peaple, as on a blank page, anything tiat one wishes.  This false idea is the basis
of all his hopes, but also the peran t canse of il hiz disappoinfments.  “Mul- B
titudes, as well as individiais,” he pretends, “are essentially capuble of being edu-
cated,” and doubtless this is why, although forty years of abortive efforts ought to
have sufliciently proved to nim the profound incompatibility which exists between
the living and real nature of the Italian nation —the least religious of any i Eu-
rope, excepting always the people of Russia—and the mystical idealism of which
he has made himselt the Mes-iah and apostle, Mazzini does not yet despair of con-
verting it. But this is also the reasor why he dieads, niore than he is willing to
admit, the disastrous effects of the so:ialistic and materialisiic propaganda, the
more threatening as it is infinitely bett v suited to the national genius of the Ital-
jans than his own.  This is why he has declared this war to the death against us,
not recciling even from the horr:' e danger of seeing himsell sustained, in the furi-
ous struggle whicl, he has excited against us, by the arbitrary and violent acts of
a govermuent which he detests, as mueh as an heir, “uore or less legitimate, can
detest his rich relative who shows himself fn no hwrry to die.

1 weil know that Mazzini fessos in theary the g eatest respeet for the people.
In bis cerebrated formmula, «1) " he even accords them the second place
after God.  Mazzini respects the people as much ax a theologian can respeet any-
ching outside of Ged, as muel. as an idealist il is capable of recognizing
and appreciating a livit i

Moreover, between the theologim sts the ditference is not great.
The theologian is the idealist consistent and sine md the idealist is the theolo-
wian hesitating and ashamed.  Both of them, moreoves, agree in the worship of the
absurd in theory and in that of authority or discipline, appointed from above, in
practice; the absurd being the consecration of this discipline, which in its turn is

guaranty of all privileges; with this difference, as [ have just said, that the

ans. have the conrnge anA the ostentation of the absurd, while the idealists

vainly try to give it an appearance of rationality. Theology, then, is only the he-
roie and violent display of that historie disease of the miud whicl. is called, in gen-
eral, idealism; a disease whicl, long prepared by the Pantheistic religions of the
East, as 2 metaphysical theory, dates from the first Greek philosophers and especi-
ally from Plato, but which Christianity alone has introduced officially, as a practi-
cal, dissolvent element of life, into the social and political organization of nations

The essential nature of this disease is to seek and to love in the real world, in so-
ciety, in men, in things, only itselt, —cither its own interest, or its personal tle}

s, in re-
If in the

— ot their real nature, but the reflection of a preconceived ideal, which
ality, nothing but the worship of himself by the individual, who adores hin
absolute or in (fod.

Mazzini, who proscribes and who abhors individualism, but who, on the other
hand, procluims and adores idealisin, does not even suspect that idealism is the spirit-
ual futher of individualism,

Mazzini, moreover, never says the Absolute: he says “God.”  And he is a thou-
sand times right, for, from the moment that one is an idealist or a s u:itualist, he
must, under penalty of inconsistency, recognize himself w tlenlogi n, wnd, whewn §
one is a theologian, he must have the cowrage to proclaim it be Jore tl e whole werld.
He must have the holy audacity of the absurd.  The Absolut > is an equivocal term

mean between reason and religious faith, between scientific truth and theological
fictions, between the real world and 45 God-phantom. .

Jut, although actually a phantom, once tuken from nothinguess and placed on
his throne by the belief of the faithiul, God becomes a proud aud jealous Master.
Ile does not suffer himself to be denied, or even simply concealed, under any cir-
cumstances or pretexts whatsoever.  So we have seen the republican Mazzini con-
ceal at times the flag of the Republie, but never the flag of God.  For love of Italian
unity, necessary and sole instrument, according to him, for the propagandisu, and
realization of the new divine law in the world, he eould conseut to covenant or, at
least, to treat with the Pope and the kings; but to covenant with ungodly persons,
—what do I say?—to merely observe a truce of tolerance toward republican, ar-
dent, devoted, generous, but atheistical, youth, for love of the Italian Republic, “hat
he can not, that he will not do. Better retard a hundred years the advent of the
Republie, for the Republie without God would be the trinmph of the Ttalian pcople,
real and living, and not that of the Mazzinian Italy, privileged throne of his God.

The religious hypocrites, the Tartuffes, have well said, there is no transaction or
compromise with God.  From the moment that his existence is proclaimed, he
wishes to be everything, to invade everything, and to absorb everything. 1If Leis,

rvthing must disappear; he is alone, and alone he wishes to fill the heart of his
subjects, whose existence even, strictly, would be already in contradiction with his
heing; so of all known religions Buddhism appears to me the most consistent, since
its wosship has no other objecet than the prog.essive annibilation of human indivi-
duals in the absolute nothing, i tad. It 's certain that, it God had a real exist-
ence, neititer the world nor, consequently, the believers would ever hav cisted.
He alone would be: the sole Being, ihe absclute recluse.  But as he exists only in
the imagination and simply through the faith of the believers, lie has been forced
to mak: them this important concession, —to suffer them to exist also, by the side
of him, in spite of logic, —aud this is one of the fundamental absurdities of theo-
logy. So he makes them pay very dear for this forced and single concession, be-
cause he immediately demands of them that, annihilating themselves continuallv
in hinm, they shall seek and find their existence only in him and shall adore only
hiin, which is to say that they must breal all hwnan and tervestrial solidarity to adore
themselves in him.  God is eqoism idealized : he is the human Me lifted to an infinite
power.

This refined cgoism, this adoration of self in any ideal whatsoever,— the adora-
tion of God, in & word,— produces effects so much the more maleficent and cruel
because, in men sincerely religi $ iousness of iteelf: they believe
they are serving God in satisfying their own desires and in sac aficing all the world,
ircluding themselves, to their dearly-loved fancies, to the ardent hallucinations of
their own minds. 1 speak only of sincere believers, for the hypocrites do not de-
ceive themselves, but make use of religion as a very convenient mask to hide their
infamous game, and as a pretext to sacrifice others, never themselves,

These religious hypoerites, always allied, more or less, with political hypocrites,
—see Versailles, see all the present governments of Iiurope, —have donbtless done
inmnense harm to human society. But the harm which the sincere believers have
done and still continue to do is not less. In the first place, without theze last, the
power of the hypocrites, whether religious or political, would have been impossible. :
Hypocrites have never founded any religion; they have contented themselves with |
exploiting those religions which the sincere believers have founded. The ardent
sincerity of the latter has always served as a passport to the criminal hypocrisy of
the former. This is our prime grievance against the sincerely religious.

These men may be divided into three categories: first, the violent and furious
believers; second, the loving believers; and, third, the routine, or machine, believ-
ers. This last category constitutes the immense majority of believers. Trrespon-
sible because they are destitute of all power of reflection, believing through tradition,
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through ignorvance, through custom, they form the flock of Panurge in their re-

spective elurches, and at the same time a terrible instrument of reaction, when |

blood is wanted, ~-see Saint-Bartholomew,— in the hands of the hypocrites and the

B violent and furious believers,

Above the floek, and by the side of the hypoerites, alwuys sharing the power and
the eontrol with these last, rises the terrible group of the fanatical and fuious b
liovers.  Purer because infinitely move sincere, they are at the same time m e
maleficent and much more ferocions than the hypoerites, Humanity is unknown
to ther ; burning with an ardent zeal for their God, they despise it, hate it, and
ask nothing better than to exterminate men by thousands, by tens and hundreds
of thousands. There are such religious demoniacs in the Assembly of Versailles;
not muny, the majority of that Assembly l)ein%; composed of hypoerites or fools:,
but there wre some. Such were the people who in the Middle Ages and later
soaked the »arth in blood in the name of their so-called God of mercy and love.
They estabiished the Inquisition and the order of the Jesuits. Torquemada and
Loyola were sitcere Christians, but rather violent. Moreover, we find them as well
in Protestant churches as in the Roman Catholic ehwreh; Luther, Melanctho:, Cal-
vin at {ieneva, Knox in Scotland, were of this number. And even today the so-
cieties of the pietists in Germany, of the Momiers in Switzerland, of the lioly
propagators of the Bible in England, as well as the Society of Jesus, are full of
them. Savonarola, that hero and, after Dante, that inspirer of Mazzini, would have
becowwe o terrible perseentor, if, inste ? of ¥ ~ing burned, he had trinmphed. All
these men, these heroes of veligion, hav. buinea : nd are burning with an ardent and
exclugive love for their God, and, terrib. consist. ut, they ask nothing better than
to burn and exterminate all that appears to them eretical and profane,—that is,
humian,-—for the greater glorv of their God: Celestin® Master, “Father and
Teacher,” as Mazzini suys.

To be continued,

THE SCIENCE OF SOCIETY.

By SUIRPHEN PEATRRIL, ANDREWS.,

. PAarT First.
THE TRUE CONSTITUTION OF¥ GOVERNMENT

IN THE
Sovereignty of the Individual as the Final Devclopment of Protestantism, De-
moucracy, and Socislisra.
Continued from No. 90.

But the prineipic of Democracy does not stop here,  Govermment still interferes,
eren in these United Statey in some instances, with the social and political stotus
of the Individual, as iu the case of slavery, with commerce, with the title to the
soil, with the validity of private obligations, with the treatment of crime, aud,
finally, with the marriage and pavental relationships of the citizen; and it is obvi-
ously an incongruous fact that it iuterferes hoall these, in mavy instavces at
least, to the great annoyance of the citizen, who, according to our political theory,
is himself the sovereign, aud consequently the voluntary fabricator of that which
annoys him. ‘To the philosophical mind ihere is that in this incongruity alene
which prediets the ultimate emancipation of the citizen from the restrictions of le-
gislation aud jurisprudence, in every aspect of his existence. Accordingly, there
is another whole third of the dowain hitherto occupied by Government which is at
this moment in dispute between it and the Individaall The whole of that legisla-
tion which establishes or tolerates that form of human bondage which is called
slavery is at this: moment undergoing the most determined and vigorous onset of
public opinion which any false and tyrannica! institution of Government was ever
called upon to endure. The full and final abolition of slavery can not but be re-
garded, by every reflecting mind, as prospectively certain. Such is the fiat of
Detnocracy; such is the inevitable sequitur from the Democratic premise of inherent
political rights. Governioent interferes, again, to regulate commerce; but what is
the_demaud of Democracy in relation o thai? Nothing short of absolute free
trade. Dewocracy says to Government, Hands off!  Let the Individual determine
for himself when, and where, and how he will buy and sell. Does any one doubt
that Democracy will, in the long run, have its own way in relation to this matter
as well, and that tariffs, and custom houses, and collectorships, and the whole lum-
bering paraphernalia of indirvect taxation, which fences out the intercourse of na-
tions, will be looked back upen, in a generation or twe, in a light akin to that in
which the pelice system of Fouché, the passport system of the despotic countries of
Furope, and the censorship of the press are now regarded by us? Government

sres to control the public domain; but already an scganized and rapidly

; political organization is deminding in this country a surrender of this
whole subject to. the Individual Sovereigrs whe make the Government, and who
need the land. Nor are the modest pretensions of Land Reform, which as yet
touch only the public domain, likely to . nd »t that. The very foundation prin-
iples of the ownership of land, as vested in individuals and protected by law, can
not escape much lonzer from a searching and radical iuvestigation; and when that
comes, the arbitrary legislation of Government will have to give place to such natu-
ral and scientific principles regulating the subjecu as may be evolved. Land Re-
form, in its present aspect, is merely the prologue to a thorough and unsparing, but
1 hilosophical and equitable agrarianism, by means of which either the land itself,
or an equal participation in the benefits ol the land, shail be secured to the whole
people.  Science, not human legislation, must finally gevern the distribution of the
soil. Government, again, iuterferes with ~ontracts ond private obligations. But
already the demand is qrowing lond for the abolitien of the usury laws, and a dis-
tant murmuring is overkrard of the question whether good faith and the mainten-

~ance of credit weuld not e promoted by dispensing witn all laws for the collection
of debts. Both .le i
| consideration, the significant fact that the fear of the law is less potential for the

sinan and tie citizen have observed, not without profound
cement of oblig: than commercial honor; that the protest of a notary, or
{ on on Change, is franght witk a ergency which neither a
ent nor a capias ad satisfaciendum ever p sed. Government still

eals with eriwivals by the old-fashiioned process of punishment, but both science

nd philuniiropy ceneur in pronouncing tflnat, the grand remedial agency for crime
is pravention, and not ¢ ie.  The whole theory of vindictive punishment is rapidly
obsolescent.  That theory once dead, all that remains of punishment is simply de-
fensive, Imprisunment melts into the euphemism, detention; and, while detained,
the prisoner is treated tenderly, as a diseased or unfortunate person. Nor does

B Democracy stop at that. Democracy declares that liberty is an inalienable right,

the inherent prerogative of the Individual Sovereign, of which there i3 no possible
defensance, even by his own act.. . Democracy therefore claims, or will claim when
it better understands the universality of its own pretension, either such conditions
of society that criminals <hall no longer be made, or else that some more delicate !
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snethod of guardianship shall be devised which shall respect the diguity with which
Demoeracy investa the Individual man.

When dxe Laitles which are thus already waged in these various departinents of
human affairs bet veen Govermment and’ the Individual shall have been finally
fought. and won, the domain of Government will have shrunk to the merest frag-
ment of its old dimensions. Hardly any sphere of legislation, worthy of tle nawe,
will remain, save that of the marriage and parental relations. ‘These are subjeets
of great delicacy, and form, ordinarily, an insuperable harrier to the freeacm of
investigation in this direction. It s In connection with these subjects that m
shrink with dismay from what they understand to be the programme of Socialisis.
A brief consideration of the subject, conducted with the boldness and impartiality
of science, will demonstrate, however, that the most extreme rroposition of Social-
ism does not transcend, in the least, thie legitimate operation of the fundamental
principle of either Protestantism or Democracy. There is that, both in one and
the other, which, carried simply ont to its logical and inevitable cosulusicn, covers
the whole case of marriage and the love relations, and completely en:ancipates them
from the imperiiner.t interfevence of human legislation. First, what says Protest-
antism? Why, that the right of private judgment in matters of conscience is para-
mount to all otl er arthority whatsoever. But marriage has been, in all ages, o
suk! ~% eminently vder the dominion of conseience and the religions sense. Be-
sides, - it one of the best recognized principles of high-toned religionisin that every
action of the life is appropriately made matter of conscience, inasmuch as the re-
sponsibility of the Iudividual toward God is held to extenc to every, even the mi-
nutest thing, which the individual does. No man, we are told, can answer for his
brother. Tlis, then, settles the whole question. It abandons the whole subject to
the conscience of the Individual. It implies the charge of a spiritual despotismi,
wholly unwarranted, for any man to interfere with the conscientious determination
of any other with regard to it. Nor can it be objected. with any effect, that this
rule only applies when the determination of the Individual accords with, and is
based upon, his own conscientious convietion, for whe shall determine whether it
Lo so or not?  Clearly no one but the Inlividual himself.  Any tribunal assuming
to do it for Lilin would be the Inquisition over again, which is the special abhorrence
of Protestantism. Such, then, is the Protestunt faith. DBut what, let us inquire,
is the Protestan: nractice? Precisely what it should be, in strict accordance with
the fundamental axiom of Protestantism. Every variety of conscience and every
variety cf deportment in reference to this precise subject of love is already tolerated
among us. At one extreme of the scale staid the Shakers, who abjure the connec-
tion of the sexes altogether. At the other extremity stands the association of Per-
fectionists, at Oneida, who hold and practise, and justify by the Scriptures, as a
religious dogma, what they denominate complex marriage, or the freedom of love.
We have, in this State, st ingent laws against adultery and fornication; but laws
of that sort fall powerless, in America, before the all-pervading sentiment of Pro-
testantism, which vindicates the freedom of conscience to al mersons and in all
things, provided the consequences fall upon the parties themseives. Hence the
Oneida Perfectionists ! e undisturbed and respected, in the heart of the State of
New York, anc. in the face of the world; and the civil government, wrue to the
Democratic principle, which is only the same principle in another application, is
little anxious to interfere with this breach of its own ordinances, so long as they
cas* none of the consequences of their conduct upon those who do not consent to
bear them.

Such, then, is the unlimited sweep of the fundamental axiom of Protestantisin.
Suck: its unhesitating indorsemenis, hoth theoretically and practically, of the whole
doctrine of the absolute Sovereignty of the Individual. It does not help the mat-
ter to assert that it is an irreligious or a very immoral act to do this, or that, or the
other thing. Protestantism neither asserts or denies that. Tt merely asserts that
there is no power to determine that question higher than the Individual himself.
It does not help the matter to affirm that the Seriptures, or the law of God, deliv-
ered in anv form, have determined the nature and lindts of marriage. Protestant-
ism, again, neither denies that proposition nor affirms it. It merely aflirns, again,
that the Individual himself must decide for himself what the law of God is, and
that there is no authority higher than himself to whose decision he can be required
to submit. It is arrogance, self-righteousness, and spiritual despotism for me to
assunie that you have not a conscience as well as 1, and that, if you regulate your
own conduct in the light of that conscience, it will not be as well regulated in the
sight of God as it would be if T were to impose the decisions of my conscience
upon you. .

In general, however, Government still interferes with the marriage and parental
relations. Democracy in America has always proceeded with due deference to the
prudential motto, festina lente.  In France, at the time of the first Revolution, Demo-
cracy rushed with the explosive forze of escapement from centuries of compression.
point blank to the bull’s eye of its final destiny, from which it recoiled with such
force that the stupid world has dreamed, for half a century, that the vital principle
«f Democracy was dead. As a logical sequence from Democratie principle, the le-
gal obligation of marriage was sundered, and the Sovereignty of the Individual
above the institution was vindieated. That the principle of Democracy is, poten-
tially, still the same will appear upon slight examination. Democracy denies all
power to (roverument in matters of religion. No Democratic Government does,
therefore, or can base its interference with mariiage upon the religious ground. Tt
defines marriage to be, and regards it as being, a mere civil contract. It justifies
its own interference with it upon the same ground that it justifies its interference
with other cc ‘tracts,—namely, to enforce the civil obligations connected with it,
and to insure the maintenance of children. But here, as in the case of ordinary
obligations, if the conviction obtains that different conditions of society will render
the present relations of property between husband and wife unnecessary, and se-
cure, by the equitable distribution and general abundance of wealth, a universal
deference on the part of parents to the dictaies of nature in behalf of children,
Democracy will cease to make this subject an exception to her dominant principles.
A tendency to change these conditions is already shown in the passage of laws to
secure to the wife an independent or individual enjoyment of property. Already
the observation is made, too, that children are never abandoned amorg the wealthy
classes, and hence the natur.l inference that the scientifie production, the equitable
distribution, and the economical employment of wealth would render human laws
unnecessary to enforce the first mandate of nature,—hospitality and kindness to-
wurd offspring.  The doctrine is already considerably diffused that the union of
the sexes would be, not only more pure, but more permanent, in the absence, under
favorable circumstances, of all legal interfereuce. But whether that be so or not is
not now the question. 1 am merely asserting that the inevitable tendency of De-
mocracy, like that of Protestantism, is toward abandoning this subject to the sover-
eign determination of the Individual. and that Democracy in this country will
ateain, only more leisurely, the same point to which it went at a single leap, and
from which it rebounded, in Frauce.

It is far less obvious, judging from the practical exhibition which it has hitherto

made of itself, that the essential principle of Socialism is, equally with that of Pro-
testantism and Democracy, the Individual Sovereignty. Indeed, Socialism hax
Continue.! on page 8.







