Woodbull's letter to the | l'.ondoﬁ “Court Journal,”‘
cludes with theu omments: :

1 myself have never lxsard Woodhnll but know from those

¥ | who were once hupired by her lectures that this letter is but
one colossal lie, - . -

* | * What amends can I offer after this but i0 excuse ‘myself

on the ground of not knowing? Tknew enly the bold chain-

pion of aeml libe the woman wh waged relentloss war




.. ‘But the young gir
ST am stifling. G
he bank: ]

poor Claire,
you wanted! l‘nnhl
“able; hut l swear 1o
aC

limits as well as my d
#'This mamage 13 0

~ «Foolish glrl o exchuned he baron,
depend upon it.”
s« How so?" Llan'e could nof

“ Clmre; m
your duty, 1
“on his knees and

OF PARIS.

addressing Claire:
t.h you?” :

ad amfully.

aster of lumself went to his’ i

‘he was dead. . and he lives!”

e cl;ild' born.in g day.""

the fatal pas

| .to know all, an
! d

ngages and governs our future A youth as
mille’s formerly threw me from the heights of fortune into fhe degtha )
I fell lower yet to save m self and then to llft l.ny elf.

“You make mi " said lmre, terrified. ) :

The baron con ¢

1 rose & guilty man, a criminal.”

“Enough,” eried Claire, recoiling.

¢ 'This is my punis nt,” said the baroa, lowenug his | he&d, “T hol
well as myse N ou will not dare to touch .
shall know all. Poverty, stern. te

n went-on:

Clalre w bolder.

and noble, worthy of us? - My"

reject him ? Speak!”

ively.  “Remain it 'gnomnce
-ty tenderness and: m{
ies. All that you can now,

first offered you Berville and |

gl aui! to give you the count, had I been
sible.”

That also is inv |

“Your power has

oldly and firmly.
' 1o rore about the matter.”

. - S

ertone. ¢ Fortune, honor, life

I believe you no ionger.”
W sxl:gcdess for tba plan which the

said aolemnly
‘Ino longer s;;)ped to

rather kill a
placable log

in yself, perpel
Revolve in this cir

der in preference {
doing zood.

killed re)

lne, for'Lam




- “Then 1 double them.”

K you You will
“And everythmg will
% Yes, ’\!Dmsieur

“ What! you know ?!

% Your whole record
are a relative of Gripor
tard, but Gavard. ~Is i
1 will leave France,
carry my country in m;
sieur, I will start some
CT eI is well,” said the

Yes, a double 8

" 'He took his hat and cane.

- Come along,” sai
nd they went. out

Marw ha'i

; “Ahl it-is you, l' he
rag-picker, who cam}? iny

Rue Saint-Louis, wher
“ou At last, the, I cat
“Good nddance‘"
“You are right,"” s

. “Madame ;i

“Now, to'be entxrely con
ventured mather Jean,; w

.‘ whmh is not. healthy

then; T can no longer refuse
very day ?
1ed the baron, dtstrustfully.

. for retumed convxcts ”

the bau, and false name You

tion. - Your name is not Po-

Mume. Potard, uansﬁed, “l
voice ; then aloud: Yes,Mon-

is time I wateh.”

| returned. . The polite
pliments’ to sentiments and aths.
y it was no lon

“ My father’s. watch- and my
you, dear little . i

looked . for her ‘famxly rehcs ‘

life ;:this ring with which 1

f my own,—-[ must glve thom |,

‘opening the door for the old, P

shontmg

hmshed ma.dmg.

er and- puttm% it in his pocket.
His why, e is one of my cus-

to find the owner of the’ cl}l_ld ol

‘careful of the seed. ~ They will always grow fast euongh So thin
self and less of others. Kach one for himself!”

from wagging, and I should hke to see the young man o,nd uhe
lacea as well as the notes.”
oy ather Jean, I have nothing to fear,” answered Mane, “nothing
reproach myself. I did not think it wrong to receive the excuses.
man after the accident to the dress. 1f I have done wreng, T will see
.. but as for the cln]d Father Jean, that'is dlﬁel eut, I ingist. - Oh! yo do
wean what you say.”
“Yes, be%gﬁng your pardon, Zfam’zelle,” insisted Jean, *a child of misfor
superfiuous like myself, like all beggars. . . . Beggaral there is no need off ng
uiore of your-

«Ah1 Father Jean,” exclaimed Marie, “how can you talk so? -
never ioved any one? ~Did you never have parents? Oh! Father Jo
‘'has loved an old ‘mother; one loves little children. 'If you only knew bo good it
is to’ love some onel But say, why then are ‘on mtereeted in me?
27 T an wconcer

ul pause, beg: i
P&»"Ikgownot hr 1
han that 3

. the subjec
going to try ﬁo get




LIBERTY. 743

Isaued Fortnightly at One Dollar a Year; Sinzle Copies
Five Centa.

BENJ. R. TUCKER, EDITOR AND PUBLISHER.

Oftice of Publication; 18 P. 0. Square.
Post Office Address: LIBERTY, P, O. Box No. 3163, Bosion, Mass.

Entered as Second Class Mail Matter.

BOSTON, MASS., FEBRUARY 23, 1889.

“/n g rent and interest, the last vest
very, the Revolution abolishes at one stroke the
tioner, the seal of the macictrate, t X
gauge of the exci
all those insignia of Politics
M keel.’’ — PROUDLIGN.

v i

la-

§37 The appearance in the odltorh
over other niggganrea thay t} it

that he disapproves them in any
them being governed lxrgely

’suprema power,—in ltct, a pol

. refuse to assist, and shitk
to the assistance of the o

 we might argue forever without;l
Assuming tha: equal liberty ca.n

some social com
monopoly of ¥ g ;
“clusive possession of either is the result of a soc
all persons agreeing not to exploit the naii
precious metal, or to make use of the

“inventor. The monopoly of & !

- 'no existence ex~ept by mutnal

 forcible preventxon of those who claim

_ tempt to ext t gold from the

to society for the right
ciety of egoist! will nat

pier is not & tranagressor of
~'and receives this right withont
turn, and the return is equitable
wllling to give for the ;
1t we keep ¢ this in vie

would be willing to lease my land and pay a rent of nearly
the excess of productivity. But siuce under the system of
oceupying land hip such a contract must be void, I
shall never vacate the land, whatever inducement should be
offered me, for, upon leaving it, I and my descendents would
forever receive for the same efforts a less return than if I had
retained possession of the said land. If for any reason some
valuable land should become vacant, the number of appli-
cants would naturally be very large. Each would be willing
to give very nearly the annual excess of productivity afforded
by this land, in his cowpetitive attempt to outhid others.
‘Who shall become the future pier? Shall app

decide, or shall the land be given to the highest bidder? In
the one case, favoritism would refgn; in the other, the na-
tionalization ¢f reut would be realized, which you condemn.
Moreover, if production is carried on in groups, as it now is,
who is the legal occupier of the land? The employer, the

or the ble of those d in the coi

tive work? The latter app g the only tional

it is natural that those in posseseion of the lesser opportun-
ities will offer themsalves io tha favored groups for wages
slightly greater than what they can obtain on the less favor-
able land and less than the members of the favored group
would obtaln as a share of their cojperation (which is only
ancther form of ap. offer of rent). ' But as such an accession
toa grotp wenld displace some of those previously employod,
pushing ticin upor the less favorable land, such compemive
applications will be resisted to the utmost, and competition
would be h d. A develop t of a claudisﬁncﬁon
could not be avoided.

The relation of social agr ts to.the dmrlbution of the
products of skill is totally different. An utbempt to distric
bute by law the products of labor will dlsooumge prodnction,
diminish happiness, and reduce the power to resist adverse
influences, enabling those people to survive in the stmggle
for existence who encourage productior by protecting the
producer in the peaceable enjoyment of the fruits of his la-
bor, provided he pays the vaiue of that protection.

The desire not to encroach toc much on your space deter-
mines me to defer my reply to Mr. Yarros.

ment

EgoisT.

I cannot excuse Egoist, for several years a subscriber
for Liberty, when he requires me o answer for the
thousand-and-first time the questions which he puts to
me in his opening para, raph. It has been stated and

e

of the reiteration, that voluntary for the

restated in these columi:s, until I have g'rown Weary |

elaiming it or paying for it, he does receive th
This question of “ Liberty in the Incidental”
elaborately and clearly discussed in these
within a few months by J. Wm. Lloyd, and

in confirmation of his position has been re]
from Humboldt. I refer Egoist to those articles.

The assertion that “the distribution of skill is abso-
lutely independent of social agr t” is absolutely
erroneous. In proof of this I need only call attention
to the upprentxoeshlp regulations of the trade un .
and the various elucational systems that are or. have
been in vogue, not only as evxdence of what has al-

which it proposes. On the other hand th

of rent by the collcc \

“the erying of 2 chlld beca.n
absurdxty of this analogy, j

purpose of preventing transgression of equal hberty
will be perfectly in keepirg with Anarchism, and will
probably exist under Anarchism until it “costs more
than it comes to”; that the provisions of such associa-
tions will be executed by such agents as it may select
in accordance with such methods ac it may prescribe,
provided such methods do not themselves involve &
transgression of the liberty of the innocent; that such
asgociation will restrain only the criminal (meaning
by criminal the transgressor of equal liberty); that
non-membership and non-support of it is not a criminal
act; but that such & course neverthclsss Jeprives the
non-member of any title to the Lenefits of the associa-
tion except such as come to him incidentally and un-
avoidably. It has also -been repeatedly affirmed that,
in proposing to abolish the State, the Anarchists ex-
pressly exclude from their definition of the State such
associations as that just referred to, and that whoever
excludes from his deﬁmtxon and champzonsblp of the
State everything t such assc "has no quar-
rel with the Anarchists ond a verbal one. - I'should
trust that the “understanding on these points” i8 now
clear, were it not that ence has convinced me
that my command of the Enghsh langusge is riot ade-
.quate to the conatmctlon of a foundation ior such
trust.:

the monopol ‘of 2 gold miue and that of an xnventnon

The fact that Egomt pomts outa sumla.ntv between ;

be defined in their oonstxtutlonu. The memV
if they saw fit, exempt the assocmtmu
gambhug debts or rent con'racts. On’ 1

slavery The firat or
entirely a‘)ohsh nat
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competitors would harass petitors, but competiti

without harassed is scarcely thinkable. 1t
is even not improbable that “class distinctions’” would
be developed, as Egoist says. Workers would find the
places which their capacities, conditions, and inclina-
tions qualify them o fill, and would thus be classified,
or divided into distinet classes. Does Egoist think
that in such an event life would not be worth living?
Of course the words “ harass” and “class distinetion ”
have an ugly sound, and competition is decidedly more
attractive when associated instead with “excel” and
«organization.” But Anarchists never recoil from
disagreeable terins. Only their opponents are to be
T

Ty

frightened by words and phrases.

Among “ Scientific Socialists.”

I attended  recent public gathering of the local sec-
tion of the Socialistic Labor Party, a notice having
fallen under my glance that a Reverend Mr. Bellamy
would speak on ¢ Jesus, the Socialist.” The Socialistic
Labor Party being the school of scientific or Marxian
Socialism (scientific because Marxian, or Marxian be-
cause scientific?), I, as an admiring student of Marx
and sympathetic subscriber to his phllosophlc views of
societary development (though not to his eoonomxcs),
natorally felt interested in this meeting 1¢ Marx
hated anything more intensely than he did bourycow
Socialists, it was so-called Cmistian Socialists; he laid
great emphasis on the necessit; of divorcing Socialism
from all religious and sentimental elements, an:l a8
profoundly intolerant of -all ignorant and unskilful
handling of the subject. He would not have spared
five minutes of his time to consider the value of the
socialism of anybody (man, God, or sen of God) eight-
een centuries in his grave; what he concerned himself
about was the relation of Socialism to the unmistak-
able tendencies of the present and the sure promises of
the near future. A coliision between modern Social-
ists,- who have the name of Marx constantly on their
lips, and an antediluvian Christian-Communist could
not fail to be entertaining.

The reverend orator begsn by a rather superfluous

t of his ac to Socialism, which
nevertheless elicited great cheering. He drew o dis-

of satisfaction that Sociulists are fond of referring to
“Das Capital ” as the proletariat’s Bible. Yes, though
a great number profess to believe in its contents and
swear by it, very few have read it, critically considered
it, or intelligently accepted it. To Socialists with re-
ally scientific views the amity of such an audience as
I have represented is far less welcome than their frank
hostility. V. Y.

Limited Liberty.

Marie Louise, for whom personally T have great re-
spect as a friend and sincere truth-seeker, has just sent
me a marked copy of the “ Alarm,” containing her ar-
ticle on “Janus-Faced Liberty”; evidently intended
to combat the very true words of Comrade G. 8. in
Liberty: “Anarchy does not contemplate favorably, if
it is necessary to say it, the absolute liberty of the in-
dividual, but preclaims simply the highest liberty of
each, limited by the like liberty of all.” And the lady
will, I trust, pardon my saying that her article is so
purely assertative and rhetorical, and so little prssessed
of logic, that I should pever have thought of replying,
had I not interpreted the marked copy a3 a challenge
to defend my position on the matter, and had I not
felt that the giving her views a first place in the ccl-
umns of a professed journal of individualistic Anarch-
ism indicated that they were shared by & considerable
number of emotional Anarchists; above all, had I not
believed thai she was a ressonable woman, eagar for
truth, willing to be convinced.

The bombardment commences : “ Nothing can prove
more clearly the state of infancy in the development of
our race than the erroneons definitions which the
majority of people give to the pnnclple ¢Liberty.’”
This truth she forcibly illustrates in the next para-
graph by the child-like enthusiasm of her own defini-
tion : “Liberty means unlimited freedom of activity
and unrostricted expansion of natural forces.”

There is something so deliciously Hibernian about
this, that I am reminded of that celebrated “bull,” in
which Pat defines one, to wit: “If yees see a field full
of nothin’ but cows, all av thim layin’ down, and wan
of thim atandin’ up, that wan’s sure to be a buil,—be
jabars!”

Does not Marie Louise perceive that she has here

tinetion between Socialism and Anarch tating in
seeming good faith and assurance that the former
taught solidarity, love, order, and all things good and
fine, while the latter meant violence, social - discord,
isolation, egotism, and the reign of passion and force;
which “brought down the house.” Then he besought
the auditors to beware ot the Darwinian heresies and
of the evolutionary standpoint, which must logically
Jead to the adoption of Anarchism, and invited them
- to take places at the feet of Jesus, his lord and master,
who was the greatest Sociaiist after Moses. Pure
Christianity is really nothing but Socialism, we were
informed, and, as proof of this, long quotaﬁons from
the New Testament and the htersry exercises of the
Church Fathers were produced, in which community
of goods was favored, mutnal love enjoined, fraternity
glonﬁed, the poor blessed, the rich virulently attacked,

—in fine, thorough Sociahgm inculeated. Mooalc le-|is

and the early Christian orgmmt:ons as ‘types of 8o
cialistic commonwealths. -
Whuﬁ followed the duooutse can hardly be descnhd

pletely charmed and captured. Except one or two ir-
" reverent, Anarchists, who presumed ‘to cntwme the

denly remembered th
for most of his Social

tific Socialism.”
mark: “It ceems
Socialists and all
is'the modern Lai
tion batween the
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d an absurdity, an impoasibility, —something
that the lips con indeed utter, but which the mind cau
not think? Can she imagine & universe of forces ix
whici: each natural force has unlimited oxpansion?
Can she suppose a society in which each individual has
anlimited freedom of action? Unlimited freedom of
action requires an action with nothing to act on. Can
she conceive of an action without re-action? Can she
think of force without resistance? And reaction and
resistance mean limitation. Action and force have re-
1ation to the maintenance and alteration of limits, and
without limits have no existence, except as in.ompre-
hensible words. Not even a8 an abstract ides does un-
limited freedom exist. 'We speak of abstract ideas, but
as a matier of fact we never have them. Truly, the
“gpotless purity” of each liberty as this, “pure, un-
trammelled, cnsullied ” by any relation to actual facts,
“too dazzling for our gaze.” “Limit freedom to
[the freedom of] any product of nctre, and the vital.
ity of the object is threatened.” So far as this is true,
the fact that the vitality of every object is threatened,
and limited, proves that its « indissoluble” “twin,”
Liberty, is likewise limited. Everything in our en-
virenment limits and houads our liberty, and actively
or latently threatenc our life.

“Q Liberty! sole saviour!" she eloquently cries, but
cries mistakenly. Liberty is not the saviour, but op-
portunity for the saviour to save, I have somewhere
said that knowledge i the only saviour, but that also
was hardly deep enough to be true. Knowledge com-
prises the weapons and the tools which liberty enables
intelligence to use. It is the conscious and uncon-
acions human intelligence — Wisdom — that saves, by
adapting us to our environment, and enabling us to
avoid its adverse possibilities, thus increasing our lib-
erty, life, and happiness to the widest possible limit.
Wisdom is the sole saviour, using the facts of know-

ledge, in liberty, to save both itsslf and its liberty.
‘Without liberty the saviour cannot save, that is true,

This absolute liberty which Marie Louise proclaims
is a chimera,—nay, I can hardly admit even so much
as that, for, as I have said, it is entirely unthinkable.
The finite mind refuses utterly to grasp the infinite,
because it cannot grasp it. In spite of itself, when it
tries to imagine the infinite, it gives it form, bound-
aries, and relations,— limits,~—or it stops in despair.
All infinits, absolute, unlimited things are to us words
merely, — things suitable in the limbos of Spencer's
Unknowable, or some other such region of outsideness.
We Anarchists must talk common-sense, or we shall
be the laughing-stock of philosophers, the derision of
thinkers.

This definition commits Marie Louise to the defence
of the Czar and the Pope, for, while no man can real-
ize unlimited liberty, the autocrat, perhaps, comes the
nearest to it,— certainly tries it.

And “to protect,” she says, has “no affinity with
freedom.” Then the Czar who invades is all right, but
the poor Nihilist, who would protect hiiaself, has “no
afinity with freedom.” Faith, he may think 8o himn-
sel?; but Marie Louise does not intend to be humorous.
According to this doctrine, the tyrant who invades
acts consistently with his liberty, as much as the rebsl
who resists acts consistently with his, for she says
“Where the liberty of the individual commences and
when it ends cannot be defined by any human indivi-
dual except the subjective one.”” Truly can she say
“ Not emerged enougb yet out of our infantile state to
be clearly conscious of our needs, but too much evolved
to retain the blind carelessness of our primer years, we
stand in a puzzling dilemma.” Evidently, however,
the protection that Marie Louise condemns is suthor-
itarian “protection,” that which is imposed without
the protected one’s consent. Butsuch ¢ prouction ”is
nnworthy of the name; is another form of invasion;
is on the principle of certain deodorizers, “a stink
stinking out ancther stink”; is Janus-faced indeed.

Certuinly too—and that may have entered into her
thought—where there is no invasion there is no protec-
tion; freedom iteelf may be said to be non-existent
then, for thore is no invasion to be free from; but,
while invasion exists, protection is the very function
of liberty. ¢ Liberty and life” are “twins,” “indis-
soiuble,” and yet the “protection” of that life hae “no
affinity with freedom”! X wonder not that she cries:
“To be or not to be is our present position!”; but I
marvel, indeed, that “life smiles hopefully.”

Her proposition: “Where the liberty of the indivi-
dual commences and when it ends cannot be defined
by any human individual except the subjective one,”
commits her to the afirmation of limited liberty. That
which “commences” and “ends,” which can be “de-
fined,” is necessarily limited. How can the “subjective
one” define the indefinite, or put commencement or
end to the “limitless ” and “boundless”?

Her position is now completely changed from that
of affirming “limitless liberty,”  one and indivisible,”
to that of affirming iiberty limited only by its sabject,
and therefore divided into as many parts as there are
subjects. She is evoiving rapidly out of her “infan-
tile” conception, and illustrates the fact that no one
can think or write long on tha mb;ect of liberty with-
out approaching the Anarchistio view of equal free-
dom. In starting from the standpoint of the indi-
vidual, the ego, she staris corrcctly. Let us see where
it leads her.

Tom gets the idea of limitless liberty, and starts on
the run to put it in practice. By the time he has
dashed his foot against o stone, butted a stone-wall,
and nearly drowned in & miil-pond, he begins to re-
cognize that nature, at least, abounds in boundaries.
Taking off his damaged hat to this fact, he m
other start, on the asanmptm that in the realm of
human nature liberty is as limitless as you ch (
haveit. But presently he encounters Dick and Harry,
likewise inflated by this new inspiration, and there is
the devil of a row, leadmg to the discovery that .
human bei t each | as limitless li!m'ty'
as they choose. Baut so long as the delusior |
there goes on & hideously unhappy struggle for it,
at least, for more liberty than others possess, )
the world’s present disease. But finally these three
‘bruised, crippled, and impoverished men, saven\ly and

Conﬂnn oa p‘. 8
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Continned from page 3.
“I say nothing ill of him,” said the latter; “nevertheless I shall speak to Mme.
Potard all the same.”
.. “Stilll” exclaimed Marie. “Ah! Father Jean, that you may learn, you shall
take carc of him a little while for me.,”
Handing him the child, she added:
“ Watch him carefuliy until I return. . . . I shall not be long.”
She looked at him pleasantly.
“Now, Father . . . Grandfather Jean, those who have lost him have not wept
with joy as we have today,” she concluded. .
And the charming girl went out, leaving her child with the rag-picker.
He watched her departure with a comical éembarrassment.
“ Well, well, Mam'zelle,” seid be. *She does with me as she likes.”
Accepting the iuevitable, he went on: .
“1 supiose T must lull the little beggar. Hasn't he a sharp eye?”
Ile walked up and down the room, sradling the child in his arms.
“Suppose he should cry? "1 cannot give him suck. Suppose I try to sing him
to sleep! Ah! yes, but my voice is a little rusty.”
Aud he began to sing: ST S
‘¢ Forever wine! forev’...’. . Ahl not that. He will learn that only too soon.
‘Rock-a-bye, baby, upon the tree-top.”  This is'something like work. . . . Father
in‘earnest! or rathe:frandfi her, Grandf; Jean, 2s my daughter said. . . Ah!
ah! my young rascal, taki ap at ~-T'will ‘lay hini gently on mamma’s
.o . It is setdl ts him, she shall keep him, watch
him, bring him up; she ing; schooling, and apprenticeship
he is well off, better off th he bread out of her mouth anc|
her clothes off her back for urns ont well.”

Henry James, Horace Groeley, and Stephen Pearl Andrews.

COMMENTS AND REPLY BY MR, ANDREWS.
. .Continued from No, 142

Nobody can, in fact; escape his own worship of the Most High. I prefer this to
the term (3od as equally orthodox and as less implicated with existing dogma.
The Most High o(;quoise was the olic: conceptio
Most High of Mr. James is a perfect ;aw, ultims
justment which he sometimes cails “soci G
the element of deference to this perfect law.i ‘settlement of our love affairs is
‘what he calls “marriage,” as the counterparting and major element in‘this ques-
tion, as compared with mere love.  No fre
hitherto they have not been called, as , even to consider the subject. Indi-
vidually, these cases of conscience are arising among them every duy; and if Mr.
James will write so that they can understand him, I will venture to say that he
can find no other public so ready to accept, gratefully, any ethical solutions he can
furnish them, c T e -

‘What Mr. James supposes is that they are a body of people whose Most High,
or highest COnc‘::})tion and object of ‘devotion, is their own appetite and passional
indulgences. hen this was put in ‘the form of ‘an accusation, I resented it as a
gross slander.. - Reduced to the gropbrtions of an t misapprehension, I hast,
to do my best, by a laborious.effort, to - remove it; and I assure Mr. James that I
know no such class of people as he conceives of, under the name of free lovers.
They are, indeed, as T know thew, among those farthest removed from this descrip-
tion. They consist, on the contrary, in a‘great measure, of idealists of a weak pas-
sional nature, and who, for that reason, could not bear the yoke of matrimony; of
benevolent, kindly people wlio have witnessed i
until their natures revolted; and of spec
trying to solve the problem of the social re ounds that
they are gradually, and just now pretty deeply, imbuing the whole public mind.

\{mat Mr. James calls in ‘one way wociety, in another the social spirit, again’ God’s
life in my spirit, and finally God, is just as important and just as paramount in my
view as in his; though I may not always choose to adopt any of these modes of

“and it is on these

" | firm against Him." -

lover has ever denied -this, because.

otners in- that relation-

‘and
m

unjverse applicable to the subject. He 1nay assume in his thought that this
est law is such, or such; but that does not affect the question, as he ' may be
right or wrong in the assumption; and he can hardly, I think, reject m
tions, which transcend all special renderings of the law. This highest ]aw m
turn be ascertained by intuition, by inspirational impression, by experience, b;
reason, and, in fine, in the highest degree, by the alisolute science of the sub
superadded to and modifying the results of all the other methods,— by, in a werd,
whatsoever faculties and mesns the human mind possesses for compassing akunow-
ledge of the highest truth, especially in this sphere of affairs. Love—as a sun-
STANCE or subject-matter, appropriately regulated by the true and highest law of its
relations —as a FORM — this substance and this form, again, happily united or mar
to each other, is what Mr. James 18 here characterizing as marriagedove and as
heaven; and nobody can, I think, appropriately object to this characterization.

So, on the other hand, the divorce or sundering of this substance and this form
(it is a little queer to call that idea an_“emancipation,” but no matter so
we can guess at what is meant) may, with the same appropriateness, extend;
symbol, be denominated hell.” I conceded at once, iIn my ‘previous s 3
wbat Mr. James: understood us to propound as doctrine would be a doctrine of
devils; -and I suppose that surt of thing is'rightly characterized as hell. ' Bat I
haye now to show that, us’I think, Mr. James-does not:quite understand himself
on this subject; and I take the liberty to correct him, as, if lis is going to conduct
us to the sulphurous abi 8, T want he should go straight to hell, and not devi
hair’s breadt| ght ror the left. L -

I have pointed out two senses in° which. Mr. James has used the word
There is involved third meaning so subtle ti i
aware of it.. M ‘here in'one breath contrasted
partuer in a partnership of ideas, and in‘the nex
conjoined with marriage (marriage being now use
say; to mean-the partnership itself.
to be fairly treated in relation to Jones. in settling ¢
& Jones, but that, syrreptitiously, the assumption
firm of Smith & Jones, and that poor Smith has

Read the following extract in the light of this criticism: “T am only makin,
honest attempt: intellectually to characterize it .[free love]. .And as
riage-love [love and true marriage conjqined} of the: 8 i hi
appropriately symbolized to the intellect, so I take no libe 1
ing that hell is no-less appropriately symbolizéd by love'as opposed’
I repeat, then; that free love, regarded as the enemy of marriage, means;
losophic imagination, free hell, neither more nor less,” ; i
on a close inspection: of this-extract, that marriage,
used, is used as synonymous with | e-1ov
idea, including love a8 one of th
appropriate idea to contrast with it than Smith E pri y i
case supposed: ahove, of Smith: & Jones.  The true antithetical idea of a pa:
ship is the individuals as individuals, and both'of then ually, out of the par
ship. . So the true antithet, in idea, of marriage (meaning love in m

marriage in love conjointly) is love and marriage, as a substance a
tually contrasted, divorced or separated from.each other; and tk
Jfree 13 used to mean their separation (or emancipation) from eac!
as applicable to marriage as one of the partners as it.is to love as
ner;-and it is not alone free love which is hell, but it is love divo fron
relational adi'ustf (here valled marriage) and true relational adjustment (that is,
the relational adjustment which would be true if love vrere present) this last without
love, which are both and equally the symbol of hell. - Tn other words, love: without -
marriage and inarriage without love are hell, —the reader remembering that we are
not now talking of statute marriage, but of true sexual adjustments; and love
married to true sexual adjustments, or vice versa, is heaven. ) R
No philosophical free lover, any more than any other philosopher, would object,
1 presume, to these statements; and this is what Mr. James means, or shouid mean,
in the premises. . g ; Teit
We are all aware that love, a8 mere unsatisfied desire, is hell, or misery;
satisfied upon a low plane it is still hell to one who has conflicting superior desires
‘unsatisfiad; “and when' the satisfaction is complete in kind, if the adjus 1
imperfect, conflicting, or disharmonious, in whatsoever sense, the result is'sti ell;
and this authorizes Mr. James to call free love heli, he having taken the word free
to mean divorced .or sundered from true or harmonic adjustment; but how he

| could ever have thought any set of people to be the partisans of this particular

kind of hell is'still very surprising. On the other hand, he might just as rightly,
iajf'ven required by consistency, to say free marrizge, in the sense of mere for-

expression, and may, at times, ral my own higher and lower nature
instead. "I do net, liowever; objec ot insist and seek to impose a s|
cial form of expression of a thou
this higher life is mine does not den;
on freedom of concepti Xp!
and ourselves has a mys
adjustment of the techn
no difference here between

‘What he says of suffering is:
farther exposition it mig ;gav
seut pu to follow h
tions. will, however,
spiritually, overthe effo!

at I never get to be so
natural to me... Perhaps
growing pains. . -

Yes, I dohold th
which Mr. James de
sense.that has all
certain billin

fact.that it is yours also, and I only “nsist
1  distinction between our nature
ight choose to avoid.  With aright

-1 presume, however, that there is

onscious - of ‘sweating so hard,
deerrs it requisite ; and either
is, or elge that it cal

® a direct divine boon to us, etc.,
et I'hold “all this in that larger

hin the belly of it.”” I affirm.
nd

“of devils and thi

it, — a3 Col. Béniton 'said of a |

negate his negations. |

al adjustment divorced from love as its ap};lropriate infilling substance, and-then
‘o denounce it as hell of another kind; which we all know it to be. - Itis t]

! Y pe- | ter hell which free lovers are especially engaged in combatting; and it is th:
otll;emse essentially the same. ~* The fact that e borg . %
the fact

11 of Satans (Swedenborgian) between which I'insist that Mr.

James shall hold even balance; inother words, that he shall'go straight to hell.
But Mr. James’s ladder of argument, though there-is a round loose

is still a ladder condnctinﬁhim up.to a culmination of magnificent:

statement. ~Free love, as hell, is still with him by no means altoge

able, " Hell ifself is getting up'in the world. It is an equal factor in

‘of all things, an equally ‘honorable combatant in the grand final battle’

g gles’, ‘the'end of which is not defeat for either, but a trinismal recor

y the new heavens and the new earth are or are to be constituted:
universological ‘and grand and true, and it rejoices me to have.so dist;
nouucement of the doctrine, in this connection; from :
also that'he has deri ; the ials for ;
g  for new and ‘equally original-with-Mr. James an
hinkers of ‘this- age.. At all events, I'am in-
ntral point c:lf what I must undoubtedly bel

characterize free | cur

the reason that it is impossible | o

arriage-constraint” he'means by

te law or that releass, which he |

The gerin, nevertheless,
ions. " The most fatal mis
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Cranky Notions.

1t is rather late to notice Mr. F‘mnklm 8 eriticism, in Lib-
erty. of December 1, of eranky notions, but it is never too
late to correct error. I did not want to help the Demo-
* eratic party becaiese Jefferson believed in less government,
It seems to me that every one who knows anything about
‘the history of political parties in this country knows that
the idea of more government vs. less government has always
been au issue, and represented by one of the two great
. parties that have existed since the formation of the govern-
ment; and furthier, he knows that what is now called Demo-
eracy is the successor of the party of which Jefferson was a
member, and that its theory was and is less government. .1
admit that it has frequently béen rec to this p iple,
and that it has to acconnt for many political sxns, but Iam
* nof one of thuse who condemn fo ver those who do wrong,
- Tam ever willing to give eredis to aven the worst W]
“they do a good act. Cleveland and his. party |

" been as siucere as 'we would have had them,”

venue, T he Republicam made no
to get theit hands dceper into our

cy,
to prohibition than to free whisky.  While I never use either
whisky or tobacco, of ‘course I belfev
on thm things. - And 1 bellave thlt

that.” Yam wming to a.id 1 ,body B0
lbelwve in A y. Ibelieve g
dually and by pi Y

in’its advocacy. We must take
- tunity to reduce governmental
show that this is what Am.rchy 1
to think that A 1R :

;emlrely. they prab ably wil
Yes, Anarchy means )
with the vxew ultimmely of doing

to accomplish that,” We differ as
ishing the desired result, and where we differ so widely, 1
ugstion ‘the policy of any individual or set of individuals’
aying down a line of action and jumping on every one who
dogs not follow it.” Asan Anarchxst 1 claim the right to fol-
ow that mode of action that seems to me most cffective.
‘Chat-Anarchists should advise with each other as to the best
means of course is wise and good. T am siways ready to
consider advice, no matter from what source it comes.  Mr,
Franklin's objections to my position do not strike me with
much force, and until I have better reasons, I shall throw my
” influence on that side, politically or otherwise, which seems
to go “*agin the government.”

Free love and sex relations seem to have become the spe-
cial snbject of discussion in Anarchistic and free thought
journals recently. It is questionable whether ‘this is wise.
What is the use of telling a man or womair that by right no
“ one has a right to own bim or her in those relations when
existing industrial conditions make him a slave o sida o!
“these considerations? Social freedom is

indastrial independence.

_all our might for industrial freedom and indep
other good things that uhould follow wil' follovr

1 the subject of making the
\ppy 88 those’ ol the ri
gth

| thete. They tinker the tariff
dentist, but scores of these statute makers proceed in thought .

tinuing, Miss Kelly said there was little sincerity, she thought,

eupiml but not a plausible plan has been advanced inall tlw .

in the attempts of the society women to amdliorate the con-
dition of the poor. It was mainly due to a feeling of self-
satisfaction and self-sufficiency that such ladies interested
themselves in charities. The speaker in a general way at-
tacked the existing relations of classes, and strongly empha-
sized the fact that the working classes, the very creators of
wealth, had go very little of this worid’s goods.

¢ And when they dare to relieve their misery,” she con-
tinued, “ or better their wretched condition, the police are
ready, .3 was shown in tho recent strike, to club them or
shoot them down.”

Miss Kelly closed amid very generous applause, and three
or four ladies at once rose from their seats and asked for the
privilege of the floor. A gray-baired lady said something
about the unfairness of the' address, and expressed the opin-~
ion that for the most part the working people were mostly at
fault. Several other ladies protested against Miss Kelly's
view'of the work of such sociéties as the Woman’s Confeérence,
and Mrs. Meyer said it was evident from the papers that no
body of police ever behaved with more moderation and dis-
played so little feeling against violators of the law as did the
New York yolice in the recent strike of the sur!aee railroad
employees. B

Chairweman Mrs. Lowell thaught that sts Kelly misun-
derstood her and her ‘She thanked’the speak

1 of fiet of this charactér. Yet there are dozens
of men in the two houses that think they know the true eure.
They don’: dare, however, to preseribe it, 'Their treatment
would hayo to do with only the source of the trouble, and the
scab itsel! would go unscratched of them,

‘T'his is a free country, but we make it sizzling hot for the
citizen that ventures to take his freedom in any except the
popular way, There are not a few members of the English
Parliament who ave famous radicals. Idon’t mean radicals
in a party sense, but in the universal, intellectual signifi-
cation of the term. In this country, however, a man never
goes to Congress until he has subscribed to all the thirty-nine
articlus.,  Nobody asks aim to believe in them, bui everybody
insists that he shall advocate and support them, 7There ig
not auother legislative body in any nation on earth where,
as'in-the American Congress, a member has a cholce of hut
two courses. Here he must stay in efther the Repub
Democratic camp, else the devil will take him;
no groups, and there is no middle-ground. We laugh at t]
poor man “on the fence,” and take the first opportunity to
club him into one party or the other. The dissem]
right, but woe unto the dln&enzerl

for having so well acquainted them with the condition of the

‘| working people.

Ragicalism in Washington.
Morgan, the Washington corrupondent of the Boston
 @lobe” and ‘eue of the keenest ‘cbservers and brlghtest
writers in “ Ne wspaper Row,” sent ths tol]owlng letterafew

: | weeks ugo. which 1 eopy into these pages, thinking that the
facts and reflections contained in it will be as new and ir-,
taresting lo the readers ol Liberty as'they were ‘to ns editor.

‘WASHINGTON, Jan. 26. —This town is never heard of ex-

{ nept as a resort for politicians, Bo far as the outside world

| is informed of Washington events, nothing ever happens hore
except the defeat or enactment of a bill, the appointment, or
i nt of an oftt ker, and Mrs, 8 Million-

] alre s tea. The list of people in Washington who ever get'
'; talked about in the newspapers is almost as narrowly limited |
as the:bumptious McAllister’s Four Hundred in New York.

The joys and utruxgles, and the crlmes and virtnes. of _twe
hundred th of W gton’s men ' and
ways hid beneath the shadows o! con(,reﬁsiona.l polit.ics and
the’ nolilicmns’ society eapers. -

For instance, who ever stopped to think that the n:tional

| capital shares with all other cities of the country in "adical

thought and aspiration ?

Yet, in sight of the big white dome of legislation, there ure
hundredsof people who look up from their books and laugh,
with the radical’s derision, at the futility of Washington
statesmanship. ‘They hate the conservatives and despise the
hobby riders of Congress. Scattered all among the depart-
ment swarms are men and women who stay here s:imply for
the ease and leisure that they can get in governmeat service
and devote to.the study of advanced sciences and the quiet
contemplation of the dreams of social theorists.

Much of this inconspicuous life of the capital is isolated,
but there are gathering here and there little groups filled with
the intense spirit of the revolutionist. There are also radicals
outside the departments. There are not a few in the army,
and there are more in Congress than ever dare to confess
themselves. Some very bold, if silent, students of economic
problems sit in the halls of legislation. It is true that not
one of them has ever manifested Limself in this direction.
With the politician’s self-control, they are patiently waiting
for their constitueuts to find out the truth, unaided by them.
When that truth is revealed sufficiently to spread its light
over their benighted districts, they will hasten to embody it
in_their political platforms. Meanwhile their experience
here with h hi dies for the organic ills of the
body pelitic only strengtlxem their radicalism, and add; to
their cymcism g the p ways of gover:

While Congress is, tberefou, the most obstinate conserva-

tive in the country, it is yot, in & large degree, a radical

school. Its menibers are forever confronted with the issue,
and an inside view is afforded them of the helplessness of the
government in the presence of it.
grim face of railroad poly and railroad competition
with a long haul and a short lunl commission, but in their
own hes the intellectual men of C do not stop

to the very root of taxation and its liu;nture They sugar-
plum the ind ial with a bul of labor -mmics,
) mse!ves long ago left lmhind the :tndy o imple

ate al-

| Fuller believed

They court-plaster the:

ith the gentle mallet of the

the late Conrtlandt Palmer of the Ninsteenth Century bmb.,
John James Ingalls, the vinegary preudent pro temy
xs no noviee in radical apecul&tion.

‘the' present o;der of thmgs Sen
sopher. Senator Davis of Mi
ture of Gonvral Burlu on.tha' ova af. -hq wn’ A .

4
inet offices in the Confedernte government, is perilously near
a State Socialist in his reasoning and impulse. - Senator Tur-
pie of Indiana has built up his mental structure on the basis

of Jeoff and is ly jeal
State in its relation to the individual.

These are only the fow senators who have given some outer
sign of what is passing in their minds. Senator Stanford’s
radicalism has no relation to government or indistry. *He'is
a devoted Spiritualist. The radical group in‘the House com-
prises many elements and such members as Anderson of Kan-
sas, Weaver of Iowa, Farquhar of New York, Tom Browne
of Indiana, Charles R. Buckalew of Pennsylvania, Ben But-
terworth, J. Logan Chipman of Michigan, Charles Dougherty
of Florida, Martin A, Foran of Ohio, Thomas N. Norwood of
Georgia, James Phelan of Tenuesses, and Deacon Stephen
White of New York.

Probably as many lines of are emb d.in
this list as there are names, but they are all man who have
indicated in different ways, more or less frank, thatktbey
sometimes think there are vital screws loose in our social and
political hinery. Both of Presideni Cleveland’s appoint-
ees on the supreme bench pre men who ‘do not 'think in ruts.
Justice Lamar has often expreued the feeling that the last
thing men will learn is how:to treat one. unowcr, 3
close friend of the chief justice once told me that, wi e Hr‘ :
dly in the A ;
ment, his beliei was equal
prove that we do not now kn
ing the powers of the Constitution. =

‘Finally, I inay recail that the president’s \

Congresl on the subject o( the aggregltion of

of the exactions.of the

diral th 1

nudy, in W

deed, Mr. Cleveland’s tt

paragraph in it relating to the

full and hearty approval of Liber

R. Tucker of Boston; is the torchbearer in thi
of what may be termed intcllec 1al Anatcl:y -
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Coutinued from page 5.
simultaneously, take off their hats to a second and
greater fact, viz.,, that equal human liberty is the essential
condition of social harmony and individual happiness,—
“and live happy ever afterward,” This is the world’s
fature healtk.

‘Where ara we now, Marie Louise? Is not this the
“highest liberty of each, limited by the like liberty of
all”? We have seen the commencing, and the ending,
and the defining, from your own observatory, and is it
not limited liberty which we now see? If not,—what?

The liberty for which Anerchists contend, therefore,
is practical, possible, thinkable, realizable liberty, with-
in the limits of nature and human nature, bounded by
the natural necessities, and chosen by the individual
himseli as the only possivle route to harmony and hap-
piness. Social Liberty is. indeed “one,” just as the
atmosphere of the earth is one; surroundirg society as
the atmosphere surrounds the globe; all individuals
having part in ite use, just as all breathing creatures
have part in the air; limited | by the size of humanity,
just as the atmosphere is limited by the dimensions of
ine earth; the sum and substance of all that liberty
which men use or can use, just as the atmosphere is the
totality of all the air living creatures breathe or can
breathe.

Suppose a man confired in an air-tight ghamber,
from which the air was thea exhausted. I feel certain
Marie Louise would not say that the prévention of this
act, or the readmission of air to the suffering wretch,
was the same thing as the air’s withdrawal. Yet to
protect from an invasion of liberty, or to rgstore the
liberty withdrawn, she considers an invasion of liberty.
Her argument implies that to protect from the theft
of & purse, or to compel restitution of one already
stolen, is as bad as the: theft, tuat to protect from
rape is to rape the rapist. To restrict from any inva-
sion is not to restrict liberty, but to prevent restriction
of liberty, just as to stop a ro:uer is not to rob, but to
vrevent robbery.

To assert that equal )iberty “is not lxberty, itisa
mere restricted conditica always capable to be adjusted
to the ambitious designs of oppressors,” is a wild state-
ment of which Marie Louise, as a fair disputant, should
be ashamed.. How by any possibility can “the highest
liberty of each, limited by the like liberty of all,” be
twisted into countenance of oppression? This remark
reveals her fund tal ption of liberty.

Liberty is not (any liberty known to, or attainable
by ua) unlimited permission to do 3s we please, but
permission to grow and develop into normal harmony
with our environment, to live as long and healthfully
as nature intended we should, and enjoy happiness, the
pleasure of normal and harmonious life. Liberty,
then, is not an end, but a means, an opportunity to
acquire normal human development with its resultant
pleasure, ~~happiness (not all pleasure, mind you, for
invasion also has its pleasure). The comprehensive
precept of equai hberty~ Iinvade not willingly, neither
willingly permit invasion, ntterly excludes oppression.
And the egoistic basis of equal liberty, that the real-
ization of my liberty hinges upon the realization of like
liberty for my fellows, stamps me a fool if I become
an oppressor.

Every real thing in the universe has relation to other
things, and these relations constitute its limits; and
equal liberty is simply liberty in its normal relations,
liberty limited by the necessities of its own exutence
and performance of function.

The only “Janus-faced hberty"--whlch is not Lib-
erty—is that which invades, and necessarily - mvtdes,
whilst shouting “unlimited freedom - Bat,
ists have a clearer an: pracf.wal knowledge of
liberty ” than that, i

Permit me, Madune

fact.

It is well to take off one's hat toafacf
yet not to wear the
unseen,

n. isbeﬂ.cr B
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