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¢ For alweys in thine eyes, O Liberty !
Shines that high ligf?y whereby the world is saved ;
And though thow slay us, we will trust in thee.”
JOHN HaAv,

ists join with the “Tribune” in sorrowing over the
lamentable degradation of the people’s intelligence
and spirit of self-reliance.

Jaines Parton, in his contribution to the “Globe’s”
“Prlitical History of the United States,” describing
the influcnce of Paine’s « Rights of Man” upon Jeffer-
son, says taat this remarkable book, which so shocked
polite society of that period, now seems “very sound
and moderate ” to every Demoerat. 1f this were true,
all the Democrats of the country would be found
on Liber:»'s subscription book. Far from appearing
sound and moderate tv every Democrat, many of Lis
utterances, sentiments, and aspirations would he de-
nounced by even such Democrats as Mr. Parton as rank
heresy and muié treasonable propaganda. Thomas
Puine was the first American Anarchist.

On Picket D11y,

Godin is dead. Godinism Las also ceased to show
any marked signs of life.

fkinf Arthur hopes to win the strike of the Brother-
izl of Locomotive Enginsers “in Goi’s good time.”
Well, eonaide-ing that a thousand years is but one day
to the Lord, the r2ad officials need not feel tronbled at
Arthur’s confidence.

A Dr. Arkin bas w fung latter i the #Souihwest,”
opposing George and thc land tax. ie says: #ii ¢
known that George is ih~ chivmpion of s %
and Communists; it is also o et the Soo
are the Anarchists.” Hereafter it wiil be kus
Dr. Arkin is & fool.

People never tire of telling us that we caanut
witheut government, but nobody ever spoke of
fiiet that we cannot die and forever settle our affairs
without governinent. Yet it is as trus of the latter as |
of the former, and for the same reason,— that it

adin't let us.

; whatever of discrimination, that its advocates
i &1 of understanding that a man may admire
! ~r and desire to spread his teachings
j i it whole, —defects, weaknesses,
X sud all.  Thusit is that
: ' discovered a passage or
| two in Proudhoa's writings ‘bt smack of State So-
. 5 Icia«lism, have exprossed wonder that I should elass
4
i

Gne of the best evidences of the imporiance aud | myself as vne of his disciples. The cxplanation of
power of Liberty's propagsa { their bewilderment is to be found in their mistaken
Socialisiic journals wihich 2 i sapposition that “ What is Property ?” is the Bible of
tined to & singls section awid in Anarchism just as Marx’s “Capital” is the Bible of
devote colimns of iaxir space \ ocialism.  Angrchists have no Bible and blindly
frantic efforts to cembat it. hip o lead~w.  But if these critics really think, as
shey 4o, thal Proudhon was a State Socialist,
T have an offer 1o make them. If they will print in
ing thad ey cai find in Prou-

’ il furnish
svks sotagonizing it,
them simuitseenusly, and then
their readers will judge for themselves the beliefs of
P. J. Proudison. Do the “Workmen's Advocute” of
New flaven and the “Lalwr Ynquirer™ of Chicago
ditre to wceapt this challenge?

s I5 the fact that certain

Dnasmiuch as the editos nearly monopolizes ke in-

side pages with his lecturs oo = itate Socialistu and
Anarchism,”™ he hopes to be exvoaed “or furnishing less
than his nsual quots of editoriai inatter. The lecture
will be translated inte German for the ficst number of
Libertas, and will socon appear in pemphlet form in
English, and perhaps in Gerinan aiso.

The shade of Jefferson tust have felt konored when
the substance of Depew, in a apeech dnlivered in New
York the other night, endorsed his declarasion that the
best government is that which goverss lerst. Rat
Depew would not relish being held strictly o the toi- |
ter and spivit of this profound saying. Wiat e really !
believes in is law for the proletaires and licens: Tor the
sapitalists.

A Sketwch of Pyal,
¥

{Francis Enne.|

Féiva #yun is vhe vl thi woss, ¢
our century.

What psrson in France is noi fawilinr with s ccdebrated
name, —a name long ago given its piace in conwemporary
literature by the side of (hose of the greatest masters in all
schovls: Victer Hugo, Lanoiriine, the alder Dumas, Musset,
Balzae, Eugene Suc, Frédéie “ontid, Stendhal, ete., for the
fecundity of the entire epoch thaus followed the overthrow of
the first erapire is prodigions.

‘The man of politics? We neglect hin today to study sim-
ply the writer, although there is not a work by i'élix Pyat in
whici he has not taken care to teach the Revolution by plac-
ing before his readers’ cves the atrocions social inequalities
and sufferings of the people. Pyat, morecver, does not be-
lieve in art for art’s sake, but thinks it the sacred duty of the
writer or the artist to instruct while charmiog and amusing,

Let us rapidly sketeh the well-fillod life of Félix Pyat. He
was born at Vierzon; his father, a distinguished L ysr, was
a legitimiat, his mother a democerat, Following bLiz mother’s
teachings, in his student days he began to agitate against
Charles X. and took part it all the mauifestations of the
Schools; he obtained his lawyer's diploma in 18%0. Imme-
diately he devoted himsell to letters and to politi.s.

He began on the *“ Figaro,” with his compatriot Latouche;
then he founded the * Charivari’ with Altaroche and Dau-
mier. Yle wrote a celebrated page, the * Filles de Séjan,”
for a preface to a hook ou Barnave by the great Janin (Jules) ;

ri Hierary glovies of

A few months ago my coriespondence got ahend of
me and accumulated at a rate that outstripp.d my
capacity to promptly attend to it aud ut the same Hime
perform other necessary duties. In consenuence many
of my patrons have been subjecied o long delays in
the filling of orders. To no one has this necessity
been more irksome than to myself. But I am gaining,
and hope soon to Lkave my table clear, after which T
shall try to avoid any further accumulations. Mean-
while I must ask for a brief extension of that patience
which has already been too heavily taxed.

The New York “Tribune,” under the head of % An-
archiy in Londou,” prints a cable report of an open-air
meeting held under the auspices of the Home Rulers
and the Socialists. We read: “Professor Stewart (a
yersonal friend of Gladstone) declared that confidence
in the police had been shattered, and that legislation
must in future secure not only enjoyment of property,
but a fair division of property. 'This piece of pure
Ainarchisiy was juudly cheered.” wWhen such anarch-
ism is “loudly sheered” by the multitude, the Anarch-

the latter, having signed the page in question, then cuarrelled
with him, to which we are indebted for Pyat’s marvellous
pamphlet: ““J. M. Chénier and the Prince of Critics,”” The
list of jourxals, reviews, and collections with which he has
been connected is long, the principal ones being the * Revue
de Paris,” the * Artiste,” the ‘“Réforme,” *Paris Révolu-
tivnnaire,” the ‘‘ Revue Démocratique,” etc. ; he was director
of the “Revue Britannique’’; for a long time he conducted
the feuilleon department of the “Sitcle’” and the *“Na-
tional,” everywhers showing himself brilliant in polemics,
critical in art and politics. Accordingly how many prosecu-
tions! how many months in prison!

Félix Pyat was one of the founders of the £.iiety of Pao-
ple of Letters and of the Society of Drumatic Authors.

His dramatic taggage is no less impo. :ant. His first piece,
‘* A Revolution of Former Times,” filled with political allu.
sions directed againsi Louis Philippe, was played at the
Odéon Theztre.

The listle Thiers, the Xing’s pedant, prohibited the piece,
of course. Filix I'yat revenged himself in a pamphlet puh-
lished in the * Revue des Doux Mondes”” ; *“ A Conspiracy of
Former Times,” another prohibite drama; and * Arabeila,”
in which he placed upon the siage the hanging of the Prince
of Condé at 8t. Leu. Then he produced ‘‘The Brigand and
the Philosopher,” ‘ Ango, the Sailor,” ‘*Cedric, the Norwe-
glan" and *“ The Two Locksmiths,” all Socialistic plays.

But his two master-pieces are * Diogenes’’ and *“ The Rag-
Picker of Paris,” the last of which he has lately developed
into a rove’.

This great writer is reputed to have besn ene-of Gauticr's:
“Young France' et the time of the birth of romanticism;
this is almost exact. The truth is thut he was an associate
of all those writers who became masters in their turn, some
while not excluding politics, others while despising it, — the
Sues, the Hugos, or the Gautiers,—but Pyat always ro-
mained faithful to his ardently revolutionary copvictions,
while giving himself as feverisnly to letters and the arts.
‘This his work clearly demonst:ates, and is what caused him
to be often called by his friends the “ Democratic courtier,””
‘The foilowing anecdote reveals a charactoristic trait, Afier
theo triumph of ‘‘Diogenes,” Pyat received at Sainte Pélagie
{whele he was payin : :he penalty of an offence against the
press) the following Ieiter from Victor Hugo*

¥ DEAR FRISONER, — I write you with a hand still trem-
viths applause, Detter than I you have proved the roy-
&f geniug and the divinity of lnve.

i Viceror Heo.
{  This was Pyat’s 1nswer:

MY BEAR #A8CER, — Not a deist and noi at all a royatist,
bui your most deroied and obliged

FELIX PyaT.

N

1

]

} This sentence shiuwe the whole man, both in politics and
; literature, even in iy quick form, a form which he
| always employs with iniinite science, whether in articles on
high yhiicsophy or pelitics, or in a drama, or even ina novel;
for ihe characteristic of this iiving style is its conciseness,
its astonishing precisicu, and, after a fierce sweeping away
of all useless words, while keeping the clear image that
wmakes the picture, be alvays strikes iis reader or hearer.
‘Will Pyat found aschool? Idouhtit. He would discourage
his pupils,

His private individuality should alse he presenied, for he
helongs to that sort of charmers which tends to diss ppear
before ihe advaace of our brutal civilization.

This o} man iz a8 8oiid as a man of thirty years; he is via
vacious, ulert, gay, and very affable; hie two biack cyes
illuminate with singular brilliancy the hirsute head sovered
with shaggy white hair; his beard, also white, spreaids like
a fan over his breast, and iis eyes have this peculiarity, —
that, like those of large cats, they have uow gleams of wrath,
whea in talking Pyat gets excitzd, now also caressing reflec-
tions. His voice is harmonious and captivating; his lane
gunge is of rare eloguence, whetber in making n speech or
simply relatiag to his friends his life, his adventures. and
the men whom he has seen; for, if he is a great orator, he is
a marvellous story-taller also.

I have tried to trace a faithful outline, and 1 pray tho ans
thor of the ‘“Rag-Picker of Paris” to oxcuse an admirer;
for that matter, he is very indulg:nt, which .« another of his

traits that I forgot to mention,
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STATE SOCIALISM AND ANARCHISM:

HOW I AR THEY AGREE, AND WHEREIN THEY DIFFER,
Hy BENJ. R, LTUCIKER.

obahly no agitation has ever attpined the magnitude, either it the number of
its veeruits or the avea of its influence, which has been attained by Modern Sceial-
ise, and at the swme time been so litile understood and so wisunderstood, not
only by the hostile and the indifferent, but by the friendly, and even by the yreat
muss of its wlherents themselves,  This unfortunate and highly dangerous state
of things is due partly to the fact that the human relationships whicl: this move-
meut =it auviking <o chaotie can be ealled a movement—aims to transtorm, in
volve no special s or classes, but literally all markind; pariy to the {aet tosr
these relationships are infinitely more varied and comyiex in their nature than
these with which any special reform has ever been called upon to deal; and partly
s tie fact that the great moulding fovees of soci. ¢, the channels of information
and enlightenment, are well-nigh exclusively ander the control of those whoss im-
mediate peenniary interests are antagonisiic to the bottum claim of Socialism that
Iabior shoulid be put in possession ol its own.

Almost the only jersons who may be said to comprekend even wipproximately
the significance, prineiples, and purposes of Soeialism ave the chief leaders of the
extreme wings of the Latie forces, and perhaps a few of the money ki
themselves, 1t is a subjeci of which it has lately become quite the ion for
preacker, professor, and penuy-a-liner to treat, and, for the wost purt. woiat work
they have nade with i, exeiting the derision and pity of those comapeinut
Fhat those preminent in the intern liate Socialistic division. do ver Dl
stand what they are about is evident vom the positions they oconpy. 1
it they were consistent, logical thinkers: if they were what the Prend
quent wen, —-their rensoning facilties would long sinee have driven them
treme or the other,

For it is a curicus fact that the tw remes of the vast army now under con-

ideration, thongh united, as has heen ed above, by the common claim that
fabor shall be put in possession of its own, are more dinmetrically opposed to each
other in their fundimental principles of social action and their methods of reach-
ing the ends aimed at than either is to their common enemy, the existing society.
They are bared on two principles the history of whose conflict is almost equivalent
to the histery of the world since man came into it; and all intermediate parties,
including that of the upholders of the existing society, are based upon a compro-
mise between them. It is clear, then, that any intelligent, deep-rooted opposition
to the prevailing order of things must come from one or the other of these ex-
tremes, for anything frois any other source, far from being revolutionary in cha-
racter, could be only in the nature of such superficial modification as would he
utterly unable to concentrats upon itself the degree of attention and interest now
bestowed upon Modern Sucialism,

"['he two principles :eferred to are AutnoriTy and Liserty, and the names of
the two schools of Socialistic thought which fully and unreservedly represent oue
or the other of thewn are, respectively, State Socialism and Anarchism. Who: s
knows what these two schools want and how they propose to get it understauds
the Socialistic movement. For, just as it has been said thai there is no half-
way house between Rome and Reason, so it may be said that there 1s no hall-way
house between State Socialism and Anarchism. There are, in fact, two currents
steadily flowing from the centre of the Socialistic forces w are con~entrating
them on the left and on the right; and, if Socialisin is to prevail, it iz a. tong the
possibilities that, after this movement of separation has been completed and the
exinting order has been erushed out between the two camps, the ultimate and bit-
terer confliet will be still to come. In that case all the eight-hour men, all the
trades-unionists, all the Knights of Labor, all the land nationalizationists, all the
areenbackers, and, in short, all the members of the thousand and one different
battalious belonging to the great army of Labor, will have deserted their old posts,
and, these being arrayed on the one side ar.l other, the great battle will be-
gin. What a final victory for the State Social will mean, and what a final vic-
tory for the Anarchists will mean, it is the purpose of this paper to briefly state.

To do this intelligently, however, T must firat deseribe the ground common to
hoth, the features that nake Socialists of each of them.

The economic principles of Moders: Sociaiism are 4 logical dedunction from the
prineiple laid jown by Adam Smith in the early chapters of his “Wealth of Na-
tions,” —nawmely, that labor is the true measure of price.  But Adam Smith, after
stating this principle most clearly and concisely, immediately abandoned all further
consideration of it to devote himself to showing what actually does measure price,
and how, therefore, wealth is at present distributed. Since his day nearly all the
political economists have followed his example by confining their function to the

“description of sceiety as it is, in its industrial and commereial phases.  Socialism,
on the contrary, extends its function to the description of society as it should be,
aud the disecvery of tue means of making it what it should be. Hall a centary
ov more after Smith enunciated the principle above stated, Socialisin picked it up
where he had dropped it, and, in following it to its logical conclusions, made it the
basis of a new ecoaomic philosophy.

Tiis seems to huve teen done independently by three different men, of three
differant nationalities, in threr different languages: Josiah Warren, an American;
Piavre J. Proudhan, a Frenchnan; Karl Marx, a German Jew.  That Warren and
Proudhion arrived at ilieir conelusions singiy and unaided is eertain; but whether
Marx was not largely indebied ic Proudhon for his economic ideas is questionable.
However this may be, Marx’s presentation of the ideas was in 80 many respects

iliarly his own that he is fairly entitled to the credit of originality. That the

& of this interesting trio should have been done so nearly simultaneously would

seem to ind.ate that Socialism was iu the air, and that the time was ripe and the
eonditions {xvorable for the appearance of this new school of thought.  So far as
priority of time is concerned, the credit seews to belony to Warren, the American,

—a fact which should be noted by the stuwsup orators who are so fond of declaim-

ing against Socialism as an imported article. Of the purast revolutionary blood,
ton, this Warren, for he descends from the Warren who fell at Bunker EEL

From Smith’s principle that labor is the true measure of price—or, as Warren
phiraced it, that eost is the proper limit of price — these three men made the follow-
ing deductions: that the natural wage of labor is its product; that this wage, or
product, is the only just source of income (leaving out, of course, gift, inheritance,
ete.); that all who deriv; income from auny other scurce abstract it directly or in-
directly from the ne' and just wage of labor; that this abstracting process
generally takes one » forms,—interest, rent, and profit: that these three
constitute the trinit; Jand are simply differeut wethods of levyiug tribute
for the use of capital; ipitsl being simply siared-up labor which has already
received its pay in full, s use ought to be gratuitons, on the principle that labor
is the only basis of pri..: that the lender of capital is entitled to its return intact,
aud nothing more; thal the ouly reason why the banker, the stockholder, the land-
lord, the manufacturer, anl the merchant are able to exust usury from labor

8

lies in the fact that they are backed by legal privilege, or monopoly; and that the
ouly way to seeure to labor the enjoymient of its entire produet, or natural wage, is
to strike down monopoly.

It must not be inferred that either Warren, Proudhon, or Marx used exactly
this phras logy or 1ollowed exactly this line of thought, but it indicates definitely
enough the fundamental ground taken by all three and their ubstantial thought
up to the limit to which they went in common.  And, lest T may be accused of
stating the positions and argunents of these men incorrectly, it may be well to say
in advan: + thay 1 have viewed them broadly, and that, iur the purpose of sharp,
vivid, and emphatic comparison and contrast, I have taken considerable liberty
with their thought by rearranging it in an order, and often in a phraseology, of my
own, but, T am satisfied, without, in so doing, misrepresenting them in any essen-
tial particular.

It was at this point —the necessity of striking down monopoly —that caine the
parting of their ways. Here the roml forked, They found that they must turn
either to the right or to the left,—follow either the path of Authority or the path
of Liberty. Marx went one way; Warren and Proudhon the other. Thus were
born State Socialism and Anarchism. X

Virst, then, State Socialism, which may le deseribed as the doctrine tic! all the
ayfairs of wmen showld he managed by tie government, reqardless of individunl cioice,

Mary, its founder, coneluded that the only way to abolish the class monopolies
was to contrrlize and consolidat? all inaastrial and commereinl inlerests, all pro-
ductive and distributive agencies, in one vast monopoly in the hands of the Staie.
T'he govarmment wust become banker, manufacturer, farmer, carrier, and werchant,
and in these capaeities must suffer no competition.  Land, tools, and all instru-
ments of production n.ust be wresied from individual hands and inide the property
of the collectivivy.  To the individual can belong only the producis to be consuined,
wat the means of producing them. A man may own his clothes and his food,
but not the sewing-machine which makes his shirts or the spade which digs his
potatoes.  Product and eapital are essentially different things; the former belongs
to individuals, the latter to society.® Socicty wust seize tha capital which belongs
to it, by the ballot if it can, by revolution if it must. Onee in possession of it, 1t
must administer it on the majority principle through its organ, the State, utilize
it in production and distribution, fix all prices by the amount of iabor involved,
and employ the whole people in its workshops, farms, stores, ete. The nation
must be transformed into a vast bureaucracy, and every individual into a State
official. Lverything must be dune en the cost principle, the people having no
motive to make a profic out of themselves. Individuals not being allowed io own
capital, no one ean employ another, or even himself. Every man will be a wage-
receiver, and the State the only wage payer. He who will not work for the State
must starve, or, more likely, go to prison. All freedom of trade miust disappear.
Competition must be utterly wiped out. All industrial and commercial activity
must be centred in one vast, enormous, allinclusive monopoly. The remedy for
monopolies IS MONOPOLY.

Such is the economic programme of State Socialisin as adopted froa Karl Marx.
The history of its growth and progruss cannot be told here. In this country the
purty chat upholds it is known as the Socialistic Labor Party, and it l:as groups
or sections in all the principal cities.

What other appi’zations this principle of Authority, once adopted in the eco-
nomic sphere, will develop is very evident. It means the absolute control by the
majority of all individual conduct. The right of such control is already admitted
by the State Socialists, though they maintain that,@s a matter of fact, the indivi-
dual would be allowed a much larger liberty than he now enjoys. But he would
only be allowed it; he could not claim it as his own. There would be no more
rights; only privileges. Such liberty as might exist would exist by sufferance and
could be taken away at any moment. Constitutional guarantees would be of no
avail. There would be but one article in the constitution of a State Socialistic
country: “The right of the majority is absolute.”

The claim of the State Socialists, however, that this right would not be exercised
in matters pertaining to the individual in the more intimate and private relations
of his life is not borne out by the history of governments., It has ever been the
tendency of power to add to itself, to enlarge its sphere, vo encroach beyond the
limits set for it; and where the habit of resisting such encroachment is not fos-
tered, and the individual is not taught to be jealous of his rights, individuality
gradually disappears and the government or State becomes the all-in-all. Control
naturally accompunies responsibility. Under the system of State Socialism, there-
fore, which holds the commuuity responsible for the health, wealth, and wisdom of
the individual, it is evident that the community, throngh its majority expression,
will insist more and more on prescribing the conditions of health, wealth, and wis-
doin, thus impairing and finally destroying individual independence and with iv all
sense of individual responsibility.

Whatever, thien, the State Socialists may clain o: diselaim, their system, if
adopted, is doomed to end in a State icligion, to the expense of which all must
contribute and at the altar of which all must knesl; a State school of medieine,
by whose practitioners the sick must invariably be treated; a State system of hygi-
ene, prescribing what all must and must not eat, drink, wear, and do; a State code
of morals, which will not content itself with prnishing crime, but will prohibit
what the majority decide to be vi a State systew: of instruction, which will do
away with all private schools, academies, and ¢ leges; a State nursery, in which
all children must be brought up in common at the public expense; and, finally, a
State family, with an attempt at stirpicalture, or seientific breeding, in which no
man and woman will be allowed to have children if the State prohibits them and
no man and woman can refuse to have children it the State orders them. Thus
will Authority achieve its acme and Mounopoly be carried to its highest power.

Such is the ideal of the logical State Soectalist, such the goal whick lies »i the end
of the road that Karl Marx took. Let us now follow the fortunes of Warren and
Proudhon, who took the other road,—the road of Liberty.

This brings us to Anarchism, which may be described as the doctrine that all the
affairs of men should be managed by individuals or voluntary asseciations, and that the
State should be abolished.

When Warren and Proudhon, in prosecuting their search for justice to labor,
came face to fuce with the obstacle of class inonopolies, they saw that these mono-
polies rested upon Authority, aud concluded that the thing to be done was, not to
strengthen this Authority and thus make monopoly universal, but to utterly up-
root Authority and give full sway to the opposite principle, Liberty, by making
competition, the antithesix of monopoly, universal. “They saw in competition the
great leveller of prices to the labor cost of production. In this they agreed with

&

*A triend to whow this mavuseript was shown and who finds himself in general sympatiny with its
positions makes e criticism that the distinetion between capital and product here attributed to Marx
a0t unde by hing, although it is urged by all his disciples.  Inomy judp it ix tairly bl
‘o Marx himself. Ttis incluhml in the very gronnd-work of his cconomic system, in his explanation ot
tie two processes between which he draws aline, —mierelutudise Srnerehandise and Y
chaudl yv. ‘To nvold i ! 1 it should be noted that !‘l’ claim is not put forward that
Ma x li,twed this distinction upon mora! gronnds, but simply that he conridered it n matter ot economic
necesaity.
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the political ceanomists, The query then naturally presented itsell why all prices
do not fall to labor cost; where there is any room for incomes acquired otherwise
than by labors in a word, why the usurer, the receiver of interest, rent, and profit,
exists.  The answer was found in the present one sidedness of eompetition. It
was discovered that capital had so manipulated legislation that unlimited competi-
tion is allowed in supplying productive hibor, thus keeping wages down to the star-
vation point, or ag near it as practieable; that a great deal of competition is
aHowed in supplyving distributive labor, or the labor of the mercantile elasses, thus
keeping, not the prices ol goods, but the merchants’ actual profits on them, down
to a point somewhar approximaeing equitable wages for the werchants” work:
but that almost no competition at all s allowed in supplying capital, upon the aid
of which both productive and distributive ibor are dependent for their power of
achivvement, thus keeping the rate of interest on money. of house rent and ground-
rent, and of mannfucturers’ profits on patent-protected and tariff-protected goods,
at as Ligh a point as the vecessities of the people will bear,

On discovering this, Warren and Prondhon charged the political economists with
being afraid of their own doetrine.  The Manchester men were accused of being
inconsistent.  They believed in liberty to compete with the laborer in order to re-
duce his wages, but not in liberty to compete with the capitabist in order to reduce
his usury. Laissex faire was very good sauce for the goose, labor, but very poor
sauce for the gaunder, capital.  But how to correct this inconsistency, how to serve
this gande. with this sauce, how to put capital at the service of business men and
laborers at cost, or free of usury, —that was the problem.

Marx, as we have seen, solved it by declaring capital to be a different thing from
product, and maintaining vhat it belonged to society and should be seized by soci-
ety and employed for the benetit of all alike. Prondhon seoifed at this distinction
between capital and rooduet. e maintained that canital and produet are not
different kinds of wea.i: bue simply alternate conditions or funetions of the same
wealth; that al. - salth undergoes an incessant transformation from capital into
product and fre . producet back into capital, the process repeating itself intermiu-
ably; that capital and produet are purely social terms; that what 1s product to
one man immediately becumes eapital to another, and vice versa : that, if therve were
but one person in the world, all wealth would be to him at <o+ » capital and pro-
duet; that the fruit of A’s toil is his produet, which, when i to B, becomes B's
sapital (anless B s an unproductive consumer, in which case it is merely wasted
wealth, outside the view of socinl economy); that a stewm engine is just as much
product as a coat, and that a coat is just as much capital as a steam-engine; and
that the same laws of equity govern the possession of the one that govern the pos-
ou of the other.

For these and other reasons Proudhon and Warren found themselves unable to
sanction any such plan as the seizure of eapital by society. But, though opposed
to socializing the ownership of capital, they aimed nevertheless to socialize its
effects by makiag its use beneficial to all instead of a meaus of impoverishing the
many o enrich the few.  And when the light burst in upon them, they saw that
this could be done by subjecting capital to the natural law of competition, thus
bringing the price of its use down to cost,—- that is, to nothing beyond the expenses
incidental to handling vud transferring it.  So they raised the banuner of Absolute
Iree Trade; free trade at home, as well as with foreign countries; the logical
carrying-out of the Manchester doctrine; Joissez-fuire the universal rule. Under
this banner they began thei~ fight upon monopolies, whether the all-inclusive
mounpoly of the Stute Socialisis, or the various class monopolies that now prevail.

Oi the latter they distinguisned four of principal importance,— the money mo-
ropoly, the land menopoly, the tariff monopoly, and the patent monopoly.

First in the importance of its evil influence they considered the money mono-
poly, which consists of the privilege given by the government to certain indivi-
dunals, or to individuals holding certain kinds of property, of issuing the circulating
medium, a privilege which is now enforced in this country by a national tax of
ten per cent. upon all other persons who attempt to furnish a circulating medinn
and by State laws making it a criminal offence to issue notes as currency. Tt is
claimed that the holders of this vriviiege control the rate of interest, the rate of
rent of houses and buildings, and tiic prices of goods,-—the first divectly, and the
second and third indirectly. For, say Proudhon and Warren, if the business of
banking were made free to all, more aud more persons would enter into it until the
competition should becoiue sha: p enough to reduce the price of lending money to
the labor cost, which statistis show to be less than three fourths of one per cent.
In that case the thousands of poanle whe iy now deterred frora going into business
hy the ruinously high rates which they mu-t pay for capital with which to start
and carry on business will find their difficulties removed. If they nave property
which they do not desire to convert into money by sale, a bank will take 1t as col-
lateral for a loan of a certain proportion of its market value at less than one per
cent. discount.  If they have no property, but are industrious, honest, and capable,
they will generally be able to get their individual notes endorsed by a sutticient
number of known and solvent partics; and on such business paper they will be
able to get a loan at a bank ou similarly favorable terms.  Thus interest will fall
at a blow. The banks will really not be lending capital at all, but wiil be doing
business on the capital of their customers, the business consisting in an exchange
of the known and widely available credits of the banks for the unknown and un-
available, but equally good, credits of the custowers, and a charge therefor of less
than one per cent., not as interest for the use of capital, but as pay for the labor
of rurning the banks. This facility of acquiring capital will give an unizeard-of
impetus to business, and consequently create an unprecedented demand for labor,
~—a demand which will always be in excess of the supply, directly the eontrary of
the present condition of the labor market.  Thexn will be seen an exemplification
of the words of Richard Cobden that, when two laborers are after one employer,
wages fall, hat, when two emplovers are after one laborer, wages rise. Lubor will
then be in « peddiion to dictate its wages, and wiil thus secure its natural wage, its
euntire product. Thus the same blow that strikes interest down will send wages
upn Bug fhis s nob all. Down will go profits also. For inerchants, instead of
baying wt iyl prices on evedit, will borrow money of the banks at less than one
per cent., buy at ‘ow pricey for eash, and correspondingly reduce the prices of their
goods to their customers, A with the rest will go house-rent.  For 1o one who
can borrow capital al one per cent. with which to buiid a house of his own, will
conseut to pay rent to a landlord at a higher rate than that. Such is the vast claim
made by Proudhon and Warren as to the results of the simple abolition of the
money monopoly.

Second in importance comes the land monopoly, the evil effects of which arc seen
principally in exelusively agricultural countries. like Ireland. This monopoly con-
sists in the enforcement by government of land titles which do not rest upon per-
sonal occupaucy and cultivation. It was obvicus to Warren and Proudhun that,
a3 soon as individuals should no longer be protected by their fellows in anything
but personal occupancy and enltivation of land, ground rent would disappear, and
8o nsury have one less leg {o stand on.

Third, the tariff monopoly, which consists in fostering production at high prices
and under wnfavorable conditions by visiting with the penulty of taxation those
who patronize production at low prices and under fauvorable conditions, The evil

to which thix monopoly gives rise might move property he called misswsury than
otmpels fubor to pay, not exactly for the use of eapital, but rather
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for the misuse of capital, The abolition of this monopoly would result it
reduetion iv the prices of all articles taxed, and this saving to the labor
consume these articles would be another step toward secaring to the labo
natwral wage, his entire product.  Proudhon adinitted, however, that to al:
this monopoly before abolishing the money monopoly would be « eruel aud di
trous policy, first, beeause the evil of seareity of money, ereated by the money nio-
uopoly, would be iutensified Ly the flow of money out of the ecountry which would
be involved in au exeess of imports over exports, and, second, beeause that fraction
ol tiie laborers of the country which is now employed in the protected industries,
would be turned adrift to face starvaiion without the benefit of the insaviable de-
mand for labor which a competitive money system would ereate. ree tiade in
money ot hiome, making money and work abundant, was insisted upon by Prou-
dhon as a prior condition of free trade in goods with foreign coantries,

Foarvh, the pateut monopnly, which consists in protecting inveniors and authors
agaiust eompetition for a period lonyg enough to enable them to extort from the
people a reward enorimously in excess of the labor measure of their services,—in
other words, in giving certain people a right of property for a term of years in
laws and facts of Nature, and the power to exact tribute {rom othesr for the use of
this natural wealth, which should be apen to all.  The abolition of this monopoly
would fill its be iaries with a wholesome fear of competition which would ca
them to be satisfied with pay for their services equal to that which other laborers
get for theirs, and to secure it Ly plazing their products and works on the market
at the outset at prices so low that their lines of business would be no more trmpt-
ing to competitors than any other lines,

‘The development of the economic programme which consists in the destruction
of these monopolies and the substitution for them of the freest competition led its
authors to o perception of the fact that all their thought rested vpon a very funda-
meutai principle, the frewdom of the individual, his right of sovereignty over him-
self, his products, and his affairs, and of rebellion against the dictation of exteraal
authority. Just as the idea of taking capital away from individuals and givin
to the government started Marx in a path which ends in makiag the government
everything and the individual nothing, so the idea of taking capital away from
government-protected monopolies and putting it within easy reach of ail indivi-
duals started Warrer and Proudhon in a path which ends in making the individual
everything and the government nothing. If the individual has a right to govern
himself, all external goverument is tyranny. Hence the necessity of abolishing
the State. This was the logical conclusion to which Warren and Proudhon were
forced, and it became the fundamental article of their political philosophy. It is
the doctrine which Proudhon named An-archism, a word derived from the Greek,
and meaning, not necegsarily absence of order as is generally supposed, but absence
of rule. The Anarchists are simply unterrified Jeffersonian Democrats. They
believe that “the best government is that which governs least,” and that that
which goverans least is no government at all. Jven the simple poliea function of
protecting person and property they deny to governments supported by compulsory
taxation. Protection they look upon as a thing to be secured, as long as it is ne-
cessary, by voluntary association and cotperation for self-defence, or as a commod-
ity to be purchased, like any other comiodity, of those who offer the best ariicle
at the lowest price. In their view it is in itself an invasion of the individual to
compel him to pay for orsuffer a protection against invasion that he has not asked
for and does not desire. And they further claim that protection will beccme a
drug in the market, after poverty and cousequently erime have disappeared through
the realization of their economic programme. Compulsory taxation is to them the
iife-principle of all the monopolies, wnd passive, but organized, resistance to the
tax-collector they contemplate, when the proper timne comes, as one of the most ef-
fective methods of accomplishing their purposes.

Their attitude on this is a key to their attitude on all other questions of a poli-
tieal or social nature. In religion they are atheistic as far as their own opinions
are concerned, for they look avar divine authority and the religious sanction of
morality as ihe chief pretexts pui torward by the privileged classes for the evercise
of human authority. “Ii God exists,” said Proudhon, “he is man’s enemy.” And,
in contrast t¢ Voltaire’s famous epigram, “1f God did not exist, it would be neces-
sary to invent him,” the great Russian Nihilist, Michael Bakounine, placed this
antithetical proposition: «If God existed, it would be necessary to abolish him,”
But although, viewing the divine hierarchy as a contradiction of Anarchy, they do
not believe in it, the Anarchists none the less firmly believe in the liberty to believe
in it.  Any denial of religious freedom they squarely oppose.

Upholding thus the right of every individual to be or select his own priest, they
likewise uphold his right to be or select hisown deetor.  No monopoly in theology,
no wonopoly in medicine. Competition everywhere and always; spiritual advice
and medical advice alike to stand or fall on their own merits. And not only in
medicine, but in hygiene, must this principle of liberty be followed. The indivi-
dual may decide for himself not only what to do to get well, but what to do to
keep well. No external power must dictate to hitn what he must and must not
eat, drink, wear, or do.

Nor does the Anarchistic scheme furnish any code of morals tc be intposed upou
the individual. “Mind your own business” is its only moral law. Interference
with another’s business is a crime and the only crime, and as such may properly be
resisted. In accordance with this view the Anarchists look upon attempts to arhi-
trarily suppress vice as in themselves crimes. They believe liberty and the result-
ant social well-being to be a sure cure for all the vices. But they recognize the
right of the drunkard, the gambler, the rake, and the harlot to live their lives
until they shall freely choose to abandon them.

I the matter of the maintenance and rearing of children the Anarchists would
neither institute the communistic nursery which the State Socialists favor nor keep
the communistic school system which now prevails. The nurse and the teacher,
like the doctor and the preacher, must be selected voluntarily, and their services
must be paid for by those who patronize them. Parental riglits must uot be taken
away, and parental responsibilities must not be foisted npon others.

Even in so delicate a matter as that of the relatious of the sexes the Anarchists
do not shrink from the application of their principle. They acknowledge and de-
fend the right of any man and woman, or any men and women. to love eac!, other
for as long or as short a time as they can, will, or may. To them legal marriage
and legal divorce are equal absurdities. They look forward toa time when every
individual, whether man or woman, shall be self supporting, and when each shall
have an independent home ¢f his or her own, whether it be a separate house or
rooms in a house with others; when the love relations between these independent
individuals shall be as varied as are individual inclinations and attractions; and
when the children bern of these relatious shall belong exclusively to the mothers
until old enongh to belong to themnselves. )

Such are the main features of the Anarchistic social ideal.

There is wide differs

ence of opinion among those who Lold it as to the best method of attaining it,
Space forbids the treatment of that phase of the subject here. T will simply call
Continued on page 6.







