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* Jov always in (hins eyes, O Liberiy!
Bbines that Mgh Hght wheedy the world is soved ;
And (Rough thow slay ws, swe will trust in thee.”

Joun MHay.

On Picket Duty.

The final instalment of « The Rag-Picker of Paris,”
unavoidably omitted frcm this issue, will appear in
the next.

4 Fair Play ” is taking long strides in excellsnce.
Enlarged and beautified, it steadily improves, much
to my satisfaction.

Auberon Herberi's new paper is expected to be
ready soon. Its title will be « The Free Life.” Ishall
be glad to receive and forward subscriptions at the
rate of $1.76 & year. It will be published weekly.

‘With this number Liberty enters upon its seventh
volume. All who want bound copies of Volume VI.
should send in their order, accompanied by two dollars.
The volumes will soon be ready for delivery. The
first and second volumes were exhausted long ago, and
very few copies of the third and fourth are left.

Professor Huxley is working hard to burst an open
door. Hn ie exiticising « and Poverty "in &
series of articles in the « Nineteenth Century,” appa-
rertly under the impression that Henry George is a
person of some infl The prof; may desist
from his labors : the man he challenges has been dead
mwumtmlly for some time, and the name of the
ion who ded bim unto death is J. W.

Sullivan

The only direct knowledge that I have of Henrik
Ibsen’s plays has been gained from reading “ R
holm” and witnessing a performance of “ A Doll's
House,” and therefore I am unprepared to form a very
decided opinion as to the validity of F. F. K.s
criticisms, printed in another colemn. But finding
myself tending strongly to an agreement with some of
them, and finding all of them very thought-provoking
sad well-put, I bave ventured to set the article in
editorial type.

“ Waterman's Journal " has rechristened itself « To-
day ” and appears with a cover. It has rezently made
extended remarks upon Liberty. If I still neglect
them, it is from lack of time and space, not from
lack of courtesy. It is not my intention to disregard
eriticism from 2~y intelligent man or journal. Only
men like Henry George think they can afford to do
this. I should have to add Mr. Pentecost also, if I
did not hope that, having shaken off so much that his
old master taught him, he wili soon shake off this bad
babit tco.

The editor of “ Freethought '’ observes: “Mr. Pen-
tecost says that un Anarchist is ‘ one who belioves that
money should be issued by anybody who can get his
woney accepted.’ Of course, but what would those
do for a circulating medium who could no® vt their
‘money scceptedi  Don‘'t the Anarchists believe in a
cobperative currency, and if 80, in what respect would
it differ frora that now in circulation?” The last
question s wnintelligible. - Does the editor ask what
the difference would be in principle, or does ho mean

difference i~ the cirowating medium? If the for-
, the answer is that we should: hiave voluatary in-
0t codperation instead of forced aiid ignorant

5 if the latter, aoswer is tnat the cir-

culating medium wouid be safer and more sbundant,
—that gold would not be the sole basis of currency,
aud that interest on capital, which ia tha result of this
unnatural monopoly, would disappear.

Mosea Illarman, the editor of “Lucifer,” has been
arrested again for printing a letter which the Kansas
authorities are pleased to pro b I some-
how missed the number that contained the letter, and
80 do not know whether the opinion of the authorities
is well or ill founded. And furthermore I do not care.
Obascene or not, it was Mr. Hlarman's right to print it,
and, even if I thought it obsoene, I shoulc not feel it
necessary to foam at the mouth over the character of
the letter, as Eugene Macdonald, editor of the
*“Truth-Seeker,” did, befors proceeding to condemn
the pr tion as the outrage that it undoubtedly is.
But it seems to me, nevertheless, a proper time to say
that, judging from all accounts of the letter, Mr.
Harman's act was a rash one, and that be has no busi-
ness to be disappointed if Liberals do not rally to his
def It is questionable whether determined and
cool-headed men who are pushing a plan of campaign
which they think the unly one likely to succeed are
called upon to endanger that plan of paign and

Gardener before him. Both are valued contributo:
to this magazine, and will doabtless come to un. -
stand each other in time.” They evidently will te. .
Mr. Pentecost can help it. ‘The latter's motive in
obvious. He was afraid of offending Miss Gardener.
In fact, the editorial management of the “ Twentieth
Century” is beginning to betray that treading-on-eggs
air which so often accompanies success. There is
nothing like prosperity to kill certain forms of courage.
The minute one Zains anything, he fears to lose it.
He who has nothing to lose fears nothing.

In the March “ Nationalist” is begun the serial pub-
lication of Gronlund’s new “work,” “Our Destiny:
the Influence of Nationalism on Morals and Religion.”
The editor of the “Nationalist” says: “To those
who have read the ‘Codperative Commonwealth’ and
‘Ca Ira,’ Laurence Gronlund needs no introduction.
Those who have not we advise to do so as soon as pos-
sible and to follow from month to month in this ma-
gazine his latest and, according to his own belief, his
best contribution to economic literature.” How a
book treating of the influence of Nationslism on mo-
rals and religion is to be a contribution to economic

therefore their cause by sallying forth to the aid of
every rash comrade who precipitates an ill-timed and
misplaced conflict. Up to a certain point there is a
chance to win the liberty of printing directly and on
its merits; but the liberty to print the “Memoirs of
Fanny Hill” (and I compare the letter published by
Mr. Harman to this book only in the sense that it is
80 extreme that a jury would be almost certain to class
it as obscene) will not be achieved uatil the sexual
superstition has been pretty thoroughly uprooted, — a
result that can follow only from the achievement of
economio liberty. To precipitate a struggle on the
issue of liberty to print the most extreme *obscenity,”
and saffer defeat on it, would be to lay a foundation
for more serious invasions of the liberty of printing
that would be likely to interfers with the achievement
of economio liberty.

The “Twentieth Century” recently printed an arti-
cle by Victor Yarros, in which he very courteously
criticised Helen Gardener. Miss Gardener followed
with a reply. The first sentence of this reply was an
absolute untruth, and in my judgment a deliberate
one. (I am rware that this is not courteous criticism;
Miss Gardener has forfeited claim to courtesy.) On
the strength of this untruth she proceeded, in a tone
of smart satire, to put Mr. Yarros entirely in the
wrong in the eyes of any one not knowing it to be an
untruth. The entire article was one of the moat ont-
rageous pieces of impertinence that I ever read. S re
founded upon truth I enjoy, but satire based on -, 1.«
I despise. Not in my brutal fashion, but in a 'auch
milder manner than the occasion demanded, Mr.
Yarros made rejoinder. Mr. Pentocost, instead of
printing this, embodied a few straggling sentances of
it in an editorial paragraph. He thus was guilty of a
distinctly invasive act. Of course an editor may re-
ject any communication. But no editor may, without
the writer's consent, print in mutilated form a manu.
soript that has been entrusted to him. To make the
matter worse, Mr, Peutecost added the following re-
marks: < These extracts, I think, give the kernel ¢!
Mr. Yarros's reply, and I feel sure that he will parden
me for not printing it in full. Any intelligent reader
now las the case as between Mr, Yarros and Miss

literature, nobody but Gronlund could explsin. «I
shall contend,” writes Gronlund, “and, I believe,
preve that the coming Nationalist Cormmonwealth will
evplve the most robust morals and also a unanimity of
religious belief [we may anticipate great fum, dear
reader, may we not?].... I bhold that, though it is
perhaps a fact that a majority of those who arc called
Socialists are avowed Atheisu, yet Atheism is not an
mteg'ral part of Soexahsm « Such are Atheists, not
they are S but b they are
Frenchmen and Germans.” Bnt what about American,
English, Russian, Spanish, Italian, and other Atheistic
Socialista? And, if these are to be cured of their
Atheism by Nationalistic medicine, why cannot Ger-
mans and Frenchmen also be so cured? On the other
hand, if the latter’s case is hopeless, how can there be
“unanimity in religious beliefs”? Or will National-
ism exterminate them entirely? If so, the Gronlund-
ian conception of “robust morality ” will be regarded
as somewhat queer by most people. However, these
little difficulties will doubtlges be solved in due tims.
Meanwhile, it is cortain that “throughout our country
there is & moral awakening and a d g ferment.
‘What a proud distinction for our American civilization
would it be — compared with that of Europe — if
some of ihe leaders of intellect aud i
us would place themselves at the head of the new "0
cial crusade”! But these leaders must be filled and
fired with enthusiasm and devotion, they must have &
sublime ideal to work for, and “to present this ideal
is my present task and houor,” modestly whispers |
Gronlund, adding, in an almost inaudible tone, I be-
liove I have the qualification for makiug thia effort.”
So the new social crusade needs the aid of our leaders
of intellect and conacience, who, ia turn, need a leader
in possession of an ideal, and Gronlund generously as-
sumes the function of leading the leaders of the lead-
ing portion of American society. At one time
Gronlund was suspected of fancying himself & modera
Danton; but that is not his present ambition. He
looks still higher. . Is he not andther Son of God
on earth, a messiah come to save the world? Who
knowa? A, if this should prove to be true, “whata
proud distinctivn for our American civilizgtion it
would be!™
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The Principles of Lynch Law.
To the Editor of Liberty :

We sometimes do well to learn from the enemy. Hero is
what W, Pickard said on the Bight-hours question at the
Miners’ Conference at Birmingham some weeoks since.
Somebody had pointed out that the Union could themselves
foreu short hours upon the employers, if need be, cvithout
calling upon the legistuture.  *“If," he replied, © no had re-
sult is to follow trades-union effort, how is it possible for a
bad result to follow the same arrangement brought about by
legistation 2 Commenting on this with approval, “Justice”
(the organ of the Social Democratic Federation), says:
“This is a question which Mr. John Morley and the rest of
the politicians who prate about the need for shorter working
hours, while cpposing the penalizing of overwork, should set
themselves to answer. Obviously there is no answer that
will justify their position. If the limitation of the Lours of
labor is wrong in principle, and misehievous, harmful, and
destructive of our national prosperity, it is just as much so
whether cffected by trade-union effort or by legislation "

There is a soul of truth in this. Of course we may point
out firstly, that the passing of a bill for the purpose is no
proof that the majority of the persons primarily affected re-
ally desive it, whereas the enforcement of the system by
trade-unionism is strong evidence that they do; and
socondly, that the legislature cannot effect these objects
without simultancously creating greater evils owing to the
necessary operation of State machinery. But I venture to
say that the centrai truth of Pickard’s remark lies a good
deal deeper than this. I think we individualists are apt to
fix our eyes too exclusively upon the State. Doubtless it is
the greatest transgressor. But after all, when analyzed, it
is only a combiration of numerous persons in a certain area
ciaiming to dictate to others in the same area what they
shall do and what they shali not do. These numerous per-
sons we call the effective majority. It is precisely in the
position of a ericket-club or a religious ccrporation or any
other combination of men bound together by rules. At the
present moment in this country the Bishop of Lincoln is be-
ing persecuted by the majority of his co-religionists because
he lights candles when they are not wanted and performs
other trifling antics. I would ask the Church of England
whether, in its own interest, — in the interest of the effective
majority of its own members, — it would not be wiser to re-
peal these socialistic rules which forbid practices perfectly
harmless in themselves. Last year there was a cause célebre
tried before the Jockey Club. Quite apart from the cutside
interference of <he State, this Club can and does sanction its
own laws most effectively. It can ruinany trainer or jockey
whenever it chooses, — that is to say, whenever he violates
the laws it has made. These laws fortunately are about as
good as human nature i8 capable of, and those who suffer
under them richly deserve their fate. But it might be othex-
wise. And even in this excmplary code, there is an element
of despotism whick, I submit, might be dispensed with. A
jockey must not be an owner. Very good; the object is
clear, and the intention is excellent. Of course a jockey ought
not to expose himself to the tion of riding 1
man’s horse so as to conduce to the success of 'is own. No
honorable man would yield to the temptation. On the other
hand, few owners would push a jockey whose horse was en-
tered for the same race. Now I venture to submit that it
would be better to leave the matter entirely to the jockey’s
own choice, and to reserve the penalty for the occasion
wlere there is convincing evidence that the jockey has
abused his trust. A jockey charged with pulling, and after-
wards found to have been interested as owner or part-owner
or backer of another horse in the same race, wounld then be
dealt with under the jockey-club law: not before. I would
strongly advise a jockey to keep clear of ownership and even
of betting (on any race in which his services are engaged),
but I would not make an offence out of that which in itselt
i« not an offence, but which merely opens the door to
temptation,

‘This has nothing whatever to do with the State or with
State-law. It is entirely a question of what may, broadly-
speaking, be called Lynch Law. I have recently examined
the Rules of some of the principal London clubs, and i find
that they are, many of them, largely socialistic. Tuless I
amn a member, 1 do not complain. I merely ask whether the
members themselves would not do wisely to widen their
liberties.  On the committee of a club to which I belong, we
had a long and stormy discussion as to whether billiards
should be permitted on Sundays. In nineteen out of twenty
clubs it is disallowed, The individualists predominated, and
the result is that those who do not want to play can refrain;
they are not compelled to play. Those who wish to play are
not compelled to refrain.

1 can imagine a people with the State reduced to a shadow,
— a government atteuuated to the administration of a very
tolerant criminal code, — and yet so deeply imbued with
socialism in all their rinor combinations as to be a nation
of petiy despots: a country where every social clique en-
forces its own notions of Mrs. Grundy’s laws, where every

- ¢lub tyrannizes over its own members, fixing the politics and
religion of members, iimits of stakes, the hour of closing,

" and a countless variety of oiiier matters. ‘There is a ¢lub in
_ Loudon where no meat is served oni Fridays.  Théreare sev-
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! eral in which card-play ers ave limited to half-crown points,
Thers nre many more where one eard game is pormitted and
another prohibited,  Wiist is allowed at the Carlton, but not

! poker. A well-kunown individual was the other day expelled

from a certain sperting elob for using coarse language

outside the premises, Then again the etiquette of the pro-
fessions is in many cases more irksome and despotic thanthe
law of the land. Medical men have been boyceotted for ae-
cepting small {ees from impecunious patients. A barrister
who should aceept u hrief from a client without the inter-
mediary expense of a golicitor would sink to swim no more:
although the solicitor's services might be absolutely worth-
less.  Consider also the rules of trade-nnions, I need not go
into these. The freedom, not only of voluutary members,
but of citizens outside the ring, is utterly trampled under
foot. And this brings us back to Mr. Pickard and the soul
of truth in his argument. I aflirm that a people might
utterly abolish and extirpate the State, and yet remain
steeped to the lips in socialism of the most revolting type.

“And I think, as I have said, it'is time for those of us who

value freedom and detest despotism, from whatever quarter

it emanates, to ask ourselves what are the true principles of

Lynch Law. Suppose, for example, there was no State to

appeal to for protection against a powerful ruffian, what

should I do? Most certainly T shoukl combine with others
no stronger than myself and overpower the rufian by supe-
rior brute-force. Ought I to dothis? Ought I not rather to
allow the survival of the fittest to improve the physique of
the race, — even at my expense? If not, then ounght I to
combine with others against the freedom of the sly pick-
pocket, who, through his superior dexterity and agility and
cool courage, prevails over me, and appropriates my watch,
witheut any exercise of brute-force? Are not these qualities
useful to the race? - Then why should I conspire with others
against the harmless sneak who puts chicory into his cof-
fee? If Ido not like his coffee, I can go and buy body

to an clement in society which incarnated it, and then
pointed 1o its representatives as the “ superiors” for whom
you called.

1 did not point, nor did you ask me to point, to superior
artists, poets, or economists, hut to men superior ag * civil-
ized writers and representatives of the age.”

fivilization is the barmony of humanity, is it not? The
best spirit of the age is the spirit that best promotes this
harmony, is it not?

Now I claim, with no fear of successful refutation, that
the discovery wad teaching of truth is the hest meaus yet
diseovered tu civilize mankind.

Centuries of hattle leave the world as they found it, an-
guished and bleeding, but every discovered truth at once
liberates and harmonizes man. When & man lays aside all
struggle with his fellows, and presses on in the quest of pure
truth, ail men cease their bickerings and gaze upon him as
an army might gaze upon achampion. Hiscexample fires all
hewrts, all are united by a common interest and joy in his
sueeesses,

In spite of its faults, this is peculiarly an age of devotion
to the discovery of cxact truth; therefore it is an age in
which man is liberated and harmonized as never before;
therefore its best spirit, its peculiar spirit, is the impartial,
impersonal, dispassionate search for truth, and its most truly
¢ civilized writers and best representatives’ are those who,
like Darwin, Emerson, and Spencer, have devoted themselves
most singly and fully to its peculiar work.

Darwin! — it makes my blood tingle to think how the bul-
warks of superstition crumbled and fell at the dissolving
touch of that gentle wonderful mind. And how the unspoken
curse remained forgotten on the lips of those who watched
those searching, triumphant eyes, that gazed never at them,
but always beyond into the mysterious spheres of the un-
known. ’

The teachers of evolution, making little or no iconoclastic

else’s coffze. If he likes to offer me stone for bread at four-
pence a pound and if I am foolenough totakeit at the price,
I shall learn to be wiser in future, or else I shall perish of
starvation and rid the race of a fool.

Now, sir, I want you to open your columns to a discussion
on the proper limits of Lynch law, — the principles of volun-
tary combination. Suppose the State to be abolished alto-
gether, on what occasions would a number of philosophic
Anarchists combine together to resist ihe superior force of
another? I do not think Anarchists have given sufficient
attention to this branch of the inquiry.

‘WoRDSWORTH DONIETHORPE.

[I am in réceipt of a se¢ond article from Mr.
Donisthorpe, which further elaborates the thought
expressed above. I shall print it in the next issue,
and at the same time comment on both articles,—
Epiror LiBERTY.]

Pore Spirit-Matter.
Dear Comrade Tucker :

I heartily enjoyed your reply to me in N.. doc.
admired your sword-play, considered . a spectaclu
lift your voice to a mighty pitch of exultans emphasis over
my gladness at having stung you, but wherein is such glad-
ness an ‘‘obvious and complete denial of my position”? 1f,

I always
You

in defence of one friend, it is ry to slap 1

friend, need I be sorry, have I not a right tobe glad, that the
sting of the blow is sufficient to effect its purpose? If the
blow is so delicaiely delivered that it offects its purpose and
yet seems an ‘‘urreality,”’ that is still further cause for
gladoess. You must remember that I do not altogether en-
dorse your doctrine tnat, when a blow is to be struck, it is
best to strike it with all one’s force. On the contrary, I am
always endeavoring to reduce combative action, and there-
fore reaction, to its lowest terms, and to its most indirect
manifestations compatible with straightforward honesty.
The athlete wino uses just the force necessary to wrestle
down his opponeni, and no more, is not only athletie, but
elegant. By so doing he wastes noune of his own strength,
inflicts the minimum of injury vn-the man overthrown, and
invariably elicits more admiration and applause than the
furious Berserker. 1 hold it self-evident that it is better to
knock a man down than to knock his whole head off, that a
word is better than a blow, and that an a,gument is prefer-
able to an epithet, — provided the milder means is equally
effective. In morals as in medicine I hold it to be truly sci-
entific to employ always the mildest agent that can be made
effectively remedial. I believe inresistance; T have always
endorsed resistance; eternal resistance is the price of
growth and progress; but the true order of resistance is re-
sistance on a higher plane, or at least on the same plane as
that of the injury. Resistance on a lower plane means
always to score a self-defect,  Allthat advocates of so-called
non-resistance mean, unless they mean base sub , is

attack upon the creeds, ignoring taem mainly, but simply
1evealing the central truths of universal action, did more in
a decade or two to reduce them to shadows than all the de-
rision, satire, and fierce attacks of all the sceptics from the
beginning of time.

Thers is no solvent that can for a moment equal truth, no
antiseptic to match simple facts. Clutch the great weight
with nalked arms, and brawn and sweat avail little; place a
lever intelligently under it, and it is moved easily and
gracefully.

You speak of the gentleness bred in the cloister—it is true,
but the gods need not to rage or frown. Lachesis c.n afford
to smile, as distaff in hand, she plays with delicate fingers
with the thread of human destinies. The scholar of the
cloister only loses dignity and force if he ruffles jjs temper
or bandies epithets with the mob. For he is the oracle, the
interpreter of the universe, the agent of the invisible, in-
vincible forces, and the thought currents that flow through
him mould the nations like wax. He is the priest of nature,
the window of the sun; shali he be disturbed ? The meu of the
cloister, as we call them, —the single-minded searchers for
the apparently impractical and abstract truths, —are, after
all, the most direct, useful, and practical of mean; they are
the power of the workers, the teachers of the teachers, the
leaders of the leaders, and their battles, though silent, are
the most tremendous, and their victories, though hardly
racognized, the most lasting .nd overwhelming of all beneath
the sun.

Swinburre, you say, complained of Carlyle because the
censures of the latter were undeserved. Partly so, perhaps;
but Carlyle no doubt thought them deserved. Nevertheless
their bi has poi d our y of him for all time.
All men think of him as “ the stormy sophist’’ and *“ the lip
that stung.” You also, in all honesty, think your censures
deserved, but others do not agree with you, and the majority
will condemn you as severely, and for the sam+ reason, as
Swinburne condemns Carlyle. This whele sad habit of
leaving the intellectual argument to attack the personal
reputation is a wasteful, irritating friction, distraction, and
stumbling-Ylock, stirring up passion and prejudice, blind,
stupid, stubborn, where receptive thought and impartial
judgmeni are most demanded.

1 have been much edified since I first began to read Liberty,
with watching a certain a i 7 of pl
Each new comer was received with a trumpei-tlourish of
wel and t, but the editorial eye \-as upon
him, and, though kind, was vigilant and without weakuess
of indulgence. Sooner or later that which was looked for
was always found, and symptoms of defection invariably
developed. The falling comrade was brought up each time
with a round turn, prompt and pitiless as a Jaw of natare.
This process was repeated with accelerating frequency until
the unfortunate one fell entirely away into the cuter darks
ness, and his place know him no more,

My obsorvations have satistied me that theve is & kind of

resistance on a higher plane. ‘‘Passive resistance” is an
illustration of such resistance.

You profess to convict me of reasoning in a cirele, but I
merely told you what I should do if you demonstrated cer-
tain things which I deemed impossible,

Expressly disclaiming such an honor as the self-devivation
and sole appreciation of the best spirit of the age, I pointed

fate or y about this, — something as certain as death
and taxes. Therefore with almost editorial acumen I have
watched exy 1y for the evid of a falling-from:grace
in my own case, and not in vain. There is no dodging one's
destiny.

The first morbid symptom, U believe, was the espousal of
the do-good=and-youw'll-be-happy doctrine, In spite ol the
vigor and promy of my physicians, or perhaps bechuwe
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of their diagnostic skill, other alarming symptoms now
rapidly supervened, or were discoversd, and L was sucees-
sively balletined as sick of “truisms,” * folly,” ¢ sentiment-
ality,” *rights,”” the *favorite dodge of asserting mysell
wmisunderstood * (just what Twas to do when misunderstood
except to wmention it, was, [ believe, not stated, but it was
probably wnnecessary), *communism,” “taking no paing
to get at real meanings,'’ *distortion of utterances,” ete.,
wte,  Now that frequent sympte.ns ol illogie have developed,
T muy be fairly considered as in the last stages of a gulloping
decline. My iudifference and serenity under all this is
undoubtedly the worst sign of all.

Appleton is gone, Lum is gone, Lazarus is gone, Gertrude
and John Kelly have passed away, Walker and Harman
have been very, very sick. Is it my turn next?

“ While therv's life, there’s hope.”

8till your comrade, J. WM. LLoyDp.

A Retrospect.

“ Follow your logic out,” says Voltairine de Cleyre, ‘“can
you not see that true economy lies in liberty?’’ Ah! when
will they see, and why do they fail to see, a principle of
which the whole course of civilization has been a continued
1 ration? Is it not b man’s logic from the be-
ginning has had for its major premise a falsehood? In turn-
ing back the pages of my humble history, I find I very early
came to the conclusion that, if certain things were true, cer-
tain other things must of necessity follow. I was taught
that the world and all it contained was created by a being
infinite in wisdom, power, and goodness. And I said man’s
free will is impossible: with an infinite being foreordination
snd foreknowledge are synonymous. And when I dwelt on
the ‘‘miseries of mau” and the tendency of things to go
wrong in general, just how infinite goodness could have ar-
ranged it I was at a loss to know. A screw seemed loose
somewhere. I could entertain no other belief; surely crea-
tion required infinite wisdom and power, and was it possible
that such could be devoid of gooriness? 1had never received
any religious training in particuiar. Our folks were Uni-
versalists from ‘‘ way back.” Still I was impressed with the
belief that morality depended upon religion, that infidelity
led to vice and crime. I remember how the assertion of our
orthodox friends that Universalism was a species of infidel-
ity or a step in that direction bothered me, and hence I was
the more bitter against men of Ingersoll’s stamp; and, as
for the advocate of free love, I thiought hanging was too
good for him. When I read in one of our daily papers of a
certain S. P. Andrews welcoming home a convict from Au-
burn penitentiary—who had been arrested for scattering
obscene literature — with language of such a vile nature that
many ladies whose love of freethought had not carried them
heyond deceney left the hall, I wondered at such depravity.
Now it happened that a sister of mine, the wife of 2 western
postmaster, was in the habit of sending me the sample copies
of papers sent to the office, and so it was that a copy of Dr.
Foote’s * Health Monthly »’ came into my possession, con-
taining a notice of this very meeting and advising its readers
to purchase a copy of the New York * Truth Seeker’’ con-
taining a full account. Of course a different aspect was
given the affair. My curiosity was aroused. I sent for a
copy; Iread Mr. Andrews’s address; Isaw that in his zeal
for religion our daily editor had colored his account. Free
thought was antagonistic to religion; any obloquy he could
throw upon its advocates would be a credit to the Lord. But
1 saw something in the ‘ufidel paper-that more powerfully
arrested my attention, — an essay on the philosophy of evo-
lution. I was more than interested. I sent for various
pamphiets on the subject, and sat down to an investigation
of its merits. It took me some time, but I finally arose, if
not as elated, certainly as convinced as the old philosopher
whe sprang from his bath tub and ran naked through the
streets shouting * Eureka! Eureka!” Ihad found it,~—an
answer to the problems of the universe. And Isaid: There
is no God; matter, force, and law (or necessity) being the
all-in-all. There is no power “to temper the wind to the
shorn lamb ”’; the lamb must become adapted to the winds,
or die. *The miseries of man ’’ are not designed for rome
wise end, but are the effect of certain causes which his intel-
ligence may study and reform or abolish. And religion, be-
ing the result of ignorance, has played a prominent part in
those causes. I had no use for religion now, except as a'sign
over a dangerous quagmire. My standard of morality now
1 labeled utility. And in the now light I turned to political
economy. If my worthy sire had been careless with my re-
ligious +++ining, he had never missed an opportunity to im-
press apon my mind the importance of voting the straight
Republican ticket, I remember how grieved he was on one
occasion when I substituted the name of a Democrat for one
of his candidates, and how he argued that a bad man on a

- good ticket was preferable to a good man on a bad ticket.

‘While T believed our party was all right and the Democratic
party all wrong, still I could see no other way of entering

. my protest against the nomination of a drunkard and a gam-
bler. Bat he was popular in ais district, and father felt

confident of his election, despite such quixotic notions as

“mine; and the cleetion proved the truth of his prediction.

The lesson impressed npon my mind was that our party was

not infallible, 1int the trus inwardness of the

brought out when my sympathy led mo to bolieve in tem- \
porance logislation and wo sought to obtain the aid of the

party of “great moral idens,” ‘Their fast-und-loose game

soon sent mo into the prohibition party, but, alas! I soon

foumwd that politieal trickery was not confined to the old

pitrties, but met me hero, not only subordinating principle

to party suceess, hut showing o dearth of sympathy for the

straggling mass of humanity.  And I dropped out of the

ranks, even whilo believing prohibition necessary.

‘Then the ** Greenback craze  interested me, and in study-
ing the financial question T was brought to see that drunken-
ness was the result of poverty, and as long as the inequality
existed between eapital and lahor, poverty, vice, and crime
would resnlt, and prohibitory legislation was an aggravation
rather thun a vemedy.  "To remove the inequality by destroy-
ing the special privileges granted wealth seemed to me the
true solution, and I turned to the labor party. I scon found
that it was not equality that this party wanted, but special
privileges for its own members. I looked into the *single
tax’* idea; would this do it? Noj; the advantages of wealth
would remain. Ileft politics, determined never to associate
with another party, unless it was a party of repeal.

Then came the new light. I had about concluded that
# God meant it unto good” perhaps, and my duty in the
premises was not clear. As ‘“the superhuman deity fades
slowly away from before us, we perceive with greater clear-
ness the shape of a grander and nobler figure—of him who
made all gods and shall unmake them.” Man was not made
to mourn, but owing to those laws so essential in bringing
out and developing the strong and the capable, *“ the struggle
for existence” and ‘‘the eurvival of the fittest’’ result in
“proud man dressed in brief authority’” and the many
slavish poor. U had looked upon competition as holding the
nose of humanity to the grindstone of fate, spoiling its beauty
and demoralizing its soul, while monopoly was slowly but
surely drawing to itself the wealth of the world. Then the

therly face of C ism b d upon me; the gospel of
plenty and brotherly love charmed me. But when I turned
from the

Cold dull strite that makes men mad,
The tug for wealth and power,

and engaged in a search for the causes and certain principles
governing those causes, saying to prejudice, *‘ Get thee behind
me, Satan,” I was soon convinced that the evil was not in
corapetition itself, but in that power which shaped competi-
t'on and made it the fierce struggle so unequal. Special
privilege it was that ““ made countless thousands mourn.”
Competition freed from this would be a blessing. Competi-
tion is but the cat's paw by which the monkey, monopoly,
gets the chestnuts out of the fire. Love and sympathy did
not prevent me from seeing that there was a greater evil than
poverty,—depend, and it d to me the principle
was the same, whether the power that made one dependent
emanated from the State. Is poly any less poly
when called government? Is not monopoly the child of
privilege? And is not privilege the very essence of the
State? 'The more I dwelt on political economy, the more
inconsistent it appeared. Everywhere men seemed striving
to abate one evil by establishing another. I followed
Herbert Sp in his is of govi ¢, and found it
conceived of man’s endeavor to plunder and enslave. The
robber and the pirate have travelled down the ages donning
the garb of respectability, and now pose as the sovereigns

of the State. Is he any the less a robber who presents his |

warrant of ihe State demanding my money, than the high-
wayman who presents a loaded pistol? Every action ac-
counted wrong between man and man becomes a virtue in
the Suate.

That's in the Captain but a choleric word

Which in the soldier’s tiat blasphemy.

What are you goiny to do about it? *‘Is there no balm in
Gilead?” Every preseription I had examined was but a
different mixture of the same compound, Invasion. Shall we
fight the Devil with his own weapons? What makes him
Devil but his weapons? I had heard of Anarchy,—the no
government idea,~—and read some of its literature, but I was
unfortunate in theselection. Igot the popular idea expressed
by Ingersoll,—a reaction from tyranny. Icould see that the
evils of society might be traced to government as their
fountain head. But to abolish government as an evil in
itself and fly to others we know not of,~I hesitated. And
thus 1 stood, *“ letting I-dare-not wait upon I would,’”” when
there came to me a newspaper article credited to Liberty,
Boston, Mass. A new idea was suggested. I sent for a
sample copy. I became a subscriber, and carefully studied
what Liberty taught,~passive resistance. Gradually, one
by one, the seeming necessities for government disappeared.
1 could see how the citizen grown strong in self-reliance was
perfectly able to take care of himself, and it led no figures

have shouted “Furchka!”  As Archimedes discovered in
water a principle whereby he could determine the pure
metal in Hiero's crown, T had found in liberty a principle
woverning the right action of men, Liberty eunlogized by
sages and suny by poets, but always shouted in the interest
of some particular line of thought Al reformers from
Martin Luther down have placed it on their bunners, bat
never advoented it. They simply demand it to promulgate
the “trath.” The “truth’’ and nothing but the “trath"
should be free, Thus every school or individual idea claims
for itself the right of thought and action. Still liberty has
had ne basic meaning such as other words have that are
used in reference to the actions of men. It always has de-
pended and always must depend upon individual interpreta-
tion. Here is where the grand philosophy of Anarchism
comes in. It regards the individual as supreme. It stunds
upon the predicate that “all men are born free and equal.”
The right of authority over his fellows is vested in none.
And Anarchy is the proper word. It took me some time fo
find that out, for Webster said it meant confusion, “and
‘Webster was an honorable man.” But with this principle
of liberty a new aspect was given things. Absence of gov-
ernment was no longer synonymous with confusion. True
order and harmony are found in Liberty alone. Confusion
results from contending forces, chiefs, and rulers. I saw
zlearly that, as there was but one meaning, — absence of all
authority, — there could be but one form of Anarchism. As
authority is only possible by the aid of force, Anarchism re-
jects all force that would enforce or coerce. As liberty is
only possible by an absence of invasion or aggression, An-
archism rejects all invasion or aggression. It is in vain for
the revolutionist who hopes by force of ballots or bullets to
abolish government to call himself an Anarchist, for, what-
ever he may become, he is now the enemy and not the friend
of Anarchy. It is not the end hoped for, but the means em-
ployed that makes the Anarchist. Employing the forces of
slavery to gain liberty is & delusion. To call such an Anar-
chist is like valling a lamb’s tail a leg. It may in the course
of evolution develop inte a leg, but there is no practical
benefit in calling it a leg now. *Follow your logic out.”
Horace Greeley struck the true chord when be showed the
uselessness of law and Jawyers in the collection of debts.
Had he but followed his logic out, it would have proved
¢“that true economy lies in liberty.”” ‘To paraphrase Tupper:

I follow economy through the world
And tind her home in Anarchy.

A. L. BiuLou.

Stuart’s “Straights.”
[E. C. Walker in Fair Play.]

The “straight’’ Anarchists are zealous and aggressive aad
are supported by a class of middlemen who are very anxious
to make it arpcar that these ‘‘ straight ’ people, who come
upon the sevne armed cap a pie with exceptions to the law
of equal free lom, are the genuine, the only original, liber-
tarians, the only true A chi The ights * aftirm
the unlimited rights of the individual as against the en-

h ts of legal gover ; he may-judge these with
all the severity of justice, condemn, cripple, and eliminate
them, and no wurd of ¢ensure will he earn. But iet the
burglar enter his house and bear away his earnings; let the
band of horse-thieves steal the power that draws the plough
through the soil of his homestead; let the footpad waylay
and pound him into insensibility, and he has no redress; he

' must meekly bow his head and humbly murmur: “Thy wills

be done, O burglar, O horsa-thieves, O footpad! If you
were only bined as of a legal gov , if you
were only official individuals, I could defend myself against
you and do no violence to the law of equal freedom; but, as
you steal from and abuse me in your capacity as wnofticial
individuals, or voluntary associations of such individuals, I
am powerless. If I pursue you, or combine with my neich-
bors to pursue you, and arrest you, and compel you to ieturn
to me that which is mine and to recompense e for the
bodily injuries which I received at your hands, I shall judge
and d you, and government over youw, and
that 1 must not do, for are you not, forsooti, free individuals,
whose liberty is unconditioned? Of course you can judge
and cond me and government over me, by
stealing my wages and maiming my body, but ther you are
eriminals whose ditioned liberty permits you to invade
my unconditioned liberty, while I am only & poor, aon-in-
vasive devil whose unconditioned liberty forbids him to
defend himself i your in thereof, for such de-
fence would he government! You readily perceive, of
course, that, when you invade me, you are simply exercising
your right of unconditioned liberty of action, but, should I
venture to defend myself against your invasion of my wns

to tell me the vast amount of wealth that would be thus
saved. And I could see how even a comparatively few, by
“pooling their issues’ in friendly coiperation, pursuing
self-interest, would be able to get and hold their own, asking
no favors of any power, and, by quletly ignoring the existence
of gnvernment, sunccessfully resist its invasions, And I
saic, passive resistance means a quiet determination to mind
one’s own business, But I learned another trath, — that
liberty was something more than a name. Again I could

ditioned liberty of action, I should become an invader,
should be exercising government over you! When you
were official thieves and murderers, you were sacred, Ro one
darved resist you in the practice of your crimes. New you
are equally infallible; as waofficial thieves and murderers
we dare not defend ourselves agaiust you; il we do, we
shall violate the law of equal, wnconditioned, ireedom, —at
least, o the *sivaights’ solemnly inform s, Verily, verily,
the criminal, that ix the invaer, has a nive enough world
to live in, from his polat of - ow, at all events,”
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Individualism and Political Economy.*

These are certainly critical and trying times for the
political economists. The “science” of political eco-
nomy is on trial, and the fate of its professors ig being
decided. Will the verdict mean life or death, — inde-
pendent and fruitful existence, or complete disappear-
ance from the leaves of the book of future intellectual
progress? Will the political economists find their
occupation gone, or will their occupation acquire new
importance, valae, and dignity ?

Before attempting to advance a conjecture regard-
ing the probable result of the trial, or to indicate the
methods and tactics whose adoption would, in my opi-
nion, tend to dispose the judges favorably toward the
defendants and lay the foundation for their triumph-
ant vindication, I must satisfy the legitimate demand
of the reader for a more or less conclusive demonstru-
tion of the statement which constitutes my starting
point, — of the harmony between my conception and
the real facts.

Shortly after the publication of Ricardo’s volume,
De Quincey, certainly a very keen and deep thinker,
wrote: “Mr. Ricardo had dedueed & priori, from the
understanding itself, laws which first gave a ray of
light into the unwieldy mass of materials, and had
constructed what had been but a collection of tentative
discussion into a science of regular proportions, now
first standing on an eternal basis.”

To Col. Torrens, writing at about the same period,
it seemed perfectly certain that “twenty years hence
there will scarcely be a doubt respecting any of the
fundamental principles” of political economy, as it
was then expounded by the authorities.

And we can well understand the ground for this
hopeful view when we bear in mind that, in the words
of Cairnes, “the economist, starting with a knowledge
of ultimats causes,” is “at the outset of his enterpriss
at the rosition which a physicist only attaias after ages
of lalorious research”; or that, as Senior, who pro-
claimed that “political economy is independent of
facts,” velieved, the whole science, held by Cobden to
Le the bighest study of the human mind, is firmly
built on four practically self-evident propositions,
Unless one disputed the premises (and since they were
deemed axiomatic, such a contingency was of course

unthinkable), there was no possibility of rejecting the
logical conclusions.

In a word, it was then believed that there existed a
science of wealth ‘whose laws, universal and immut-
able, men had only to learn and cbey,—a science in
whose name various and numerous :theoretical and
practical proposals or conceptions were scornfully and
unhesitatingly dismi gaed as utopian and absurd. No-
thing that emanated from sources other than those re-
cognized and author rized b; the proieusors of political

economy, espeeially it it in any wise diverged from
some  aceepted economic doetrine, was eonsidered
worthy of the attention of seientitic minds.
But all this appears like ancient history when we
turn to survey the present condition of economie dis-
cussion, | purposely say discussion, and not seience,
for it is generally agreed that there is really no such
thing as a science of politicai economy. “Young men
2on,” says Walter Bagehot, “ whether this science, as
it claims to be, will harmonize with what we now
know to e sciences, or bear to be tried as we now try
seiences; and they are not sure of the answer. . . . .
We find the state of the science to be alimost chaotie.”
Arnold Toynhee Muntly declared that Ricardian poli.
tical economy “is i last rejected as wn intellectual
imposture,” to the great dehght of the v neral publie;
ag even Jevons £t and reluctantly aduiwed that the
public “would ve happier ir. their minds for a little
time, if political economy could be shown up as an
imposturc”  Professor Cairues complained thai only
irom six to ten students attended his lectures, while in
all London no more than a hundred persons visited
the public economic schools. Alired Marshall con-
fesses that “econoies is yet so much iu its infancy
that it has but listle to teach.”” Aud even that
“little” is so little respected by the British Associa-
tion that in 1876 an active attempt was made by the
representatives of the preliminary sciences to excom:
municate the economists and abolish the Economic
Section, as no better (to quote P. Geddes) than a dis-
grace to a scientific association. And this humiliation
was averted, or delayed rather, only by the poor eco-
nomists choosing as champions men who, though os-
tensibly eager to save the independence of their group,
actually (to quote the same author) “unconditionally
surrender the citadel ” and even “take up arms on the
side of the invalers.”
Should it now be asked, What has brought about
this radical change, and what has caused the high to
fall so low ? the answer must be that nany direct and
indirect, sudden and slow, influences have contributed
to tue effect. Toynbee was wrong when he described
it entirely as the result of the ¢“chill breath of intel-
lectual criticism”; and the other, latter-day econo-
mists of the so-called historical school, who attribute
the change to the “discovery of the importance of sup-
plementing and gniding deduction by induction,” also
fail to furnish a true explazation. This, as Marshall
says, was well known before; aund he opines that the
change is not “chiefly attributable to any particular
attacks that have been made on economic doctrine,”
but “is due to the discovery that man himself is in a
great mcasure a creature of circumstances and changes
with them.” He thinks that Ricardo and his follow-
ers “regarded man as, so to speak, a fixed quantity,
and gave themselves littie trouble to study his
variations,” but that “in different ways Goethe,
Hegel, Comte, and other writers called atiention to the
development of the inner character and outward in-
stitutions of man, and worked their way towards the
notion of tracing and comparing the modes of growth
of the different sides of human nature.”
Lecky, in his “History of the Rise and Fall of
Rationalism,” has some luminous observations in re-
ference to the process by which popular beliefs get
driven out of circulation and are supplanted by new
ones radically different. Any complete change in
public opinion, according to him, may be ascrived to
one or other of two causes. “It may e the result of
a controversy which has conclusively settled the ques-
tion, establishing to the satisfaction of all parties a
clear preponderance of argument or fact ih favor of
one opinion, and making that opinion a truism which
is accepted by all enlightened men.” And “it is pos-
sible also for it to be effected by what is called the
spirit of the age. The general intellectual tendencies
pervading the literature of a century profoundly
modify the character of the public mind. They form
a new tone and habit of thought. They create new
attractions and new antipathies, and they eventually
cause as absolute a rejection of certain old opinions as
could be produced by the most cogent and definite
arguments.”
In the case of political economy, by which Lecky

vThe first of 4 series of three lectures,

the truth doubtless is that hoth “classes of influences”
were brought to bear and called into play.  No one of
the causes pointed out by the economists above
quoted could have proved iudividually adequate, but
each assuredly operated and helped to produce the
astonishing result,
The theological and philosophical doctrines which
Smith and Malthus explicitly adopted and laid at the
foundation of their economic structure, and which
Ricardo tacitly assumed, could not fail to be con-
temptuonsly thrown aside as puerile and utterly un-
founded when the application of scientific methods to
sociological problems began to yield conclusions re-
specting social existence and growth as absolutely
incompatible with the physiocratic assumptions bor-
rowed by Smith as is biological science with the belief
in a personal and benevolent creator. The econo-
mists’ plea for laisscz fuire necessarily eame to be
regarded as the result of ar optimisni no less innocent
than Dr. Pangloss’s conviction that everything is for
the best in this best of possible worlds: and with the
destruction of this corner-stone was involved the total
collapse of the system recogaizing Smith as its father.
The four propositions which Senior thought unchal-
lengeable were easily disposed of by Clife Laslie and
Nluskin, leaving the economists practieally . ithous a
singls safe nostulatc.  Then, referring to special vital
parts of the body of old cconomic doctrine, we sce that
even the so-called Ricardian theory of rent is now
frankly repudiated by such a careful investigator as
Thorold Rogers, while the no less distinguished Pro-
fessor Nicholson prenounces it to be of no practical
utility whatever. The Malthusian theory of popula-
tion, once so widely accepted and so firmly believed
in, is now so shorn of importance and value that stu-
dents are recommended to follow Dr. Ingram in his
almost disrespectful estimate of Malthus and his
claims. We also well understand that no one is really
misled by the ridiculously weak apologies for interest
which economists patiently frame: Ruskin and So-
cialist writers have had no difficulty in exposing their
lack of substance and force. Light has been shed on
the question of profits, and it is no longer possible to
contradict Ruskin’s assertion that in exchange there
can be no profit, but only in labor.

And so, commencing with the introductory part of
a popular economic text-book of the pre-revolutiovary
period (say, Mill’s Political Economy), we might go
on, taking up chapter after chapter, enumerating ex-
ploded theories and discredited conclusions till the
very las. page of the book. There is scarcely one
undisputed conclusion left to testify to and recall the
glories of the first days of English political economy.
Bagehot endeavored to preserve at least the skeleton
of the doomed system, and, by limiting and restrict-
ing it in every direction, to gain for it the considera-
tion usually accorded to abstractions capable of
indivect guidance in the actual needs and difficulties
of life. We were told in the first place that «political
economists are not speaking of reul men, but of ima-
ginary ones; not of men as we see them, but of men
as it is convenient to us to suppose they are.” In the
next place, instead of the original claim to universal-
ity and immutability, the modest statement was nade
that English political economy “is the theory o com-
merce, a8 commerce tends more and more to bcome
when capital increases and competition grows”; and,
not entirely sure of a favorable reception of evea this
statement, Bagehot proceeded to demonstrate vhe pos-
tulates of his reformed theory. Finaliv, we were
warned against the unwarrantable suspicion that poli-
tical economy aspires to regulate pra.tical relations
and to solve real problems arising ‘a the world of
material interest. It only “says thesc and these forces
produce these and thesc results, and tl ere it stops.”

Unfortunately these are vain effort:. To say no-
 thing of the obvious objection that such an abstract
political economy as this, which advises 1.7 one aud
aids no one in practical questions, would v~ worse
than useless, it is sufficient to point cut that Ba.gohot'
had not the insight and the logical power requisite to
a proper comprehension of the forces and rosults
alluded to. He, inall probability, would have desisted
from his labor, if he had known of the wiexpected

himself, as well as Buckle, was often imposed upon,

“results” which an elaborate inquivy into the opera:
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tion of the “forces” constituting the present usurious
system revealed to the gaze of Proudhon, Marx, or the
Fabian Nocialists,

Such being the present condition of politinal eco-
ooy, let us turn to its future prospects. T am avare
that certain individuals, extremely ignorant of the rise
and fall of economic doetrine, are fond of extolling
what they style the new political economy. But
everything is new to those who are in a state of nature
iutellectually.  And I am confident that you will not
expect me to deal seriously with the crudities and
sophistry and wmisconceptions of Ienry George or
George Gunton, Perhaps the very fact of their ap-
pearan®e in the 7dle of economists is the most striking
evid of the hopelessly confused and degraded con-
dition of cconomics. It is hardly necessary to nt.ion
the so-culled mathem;
have produced nothmg, cems nt
upon their ever achieving any valuable result. The
economists are perplexed, and find themaelves forced
to abaindon the old doctrines altogether, and to enlist
in the army of their old-time antagonists, the advo-
cates of government control of industry and: com-
merce. For it is no secret that the strength which the
collectivists or State Socialists have acquired lately is
mainly derived from the patent tendency on the part
of economists and professors to sacrifice liberty to
what they conceive to be the welfare of the body
politic. Uuawilling to expose themselves to ridicule,
the latter decline to defend private enterprise and free
competition, which they know the founders of political
economy rested on teleological assumptious no longer
tolerated in scientific circles.. “They doindeed hope to
continue in the exercise of their present functions, not
perceiving that their conversion must lead'to the loss
of independence. But those not immediately con-
cerned can see clearly that this . issue is inevitable.
Collectivism is an unskilful compromis‘e, a timid half-
measure, neither theoreticaily d ible nor practically
possible. The real alternative is Bellamy communism,
with ‘absolute equahty 'wngea and complete sup-

f‘ff'pmmmmndwx is.

common ownership, free contract by enforced love.
Political eccnomy is abolished ; the government bureau
of statistics takes its place. The essential beauty of
the principle, “To each according to his needs, from
each according to his capacities,” lies in its admirable
simplicity. All friction, controversy, dispute are at an
end. Society works with clock-like regularity.

Cairnes, by the way, overlooked this correct consi-
deration when he claimed that “political ecoromy
would continue to exist under any conceivable system
of social organization,” though it should be stated in
partial mitigation of his sin that he wrote at a time
when our poor social world journeyed without the pil-
lar of fire by night and that of smoke and cloud by
day which the transcendent genius of Edward Bel-
lamy alone was equal to the task of creating (out of
nothing) for our everlasting felicity.

Now, having seen the ultimate of political economy
in the hands of those of its present professors who,
having found themselves unable to support the basic
assumptions of Smith and Ricardo, decided to drop
them and walk over into the camp of the restrictionists
and State Socialists, let us turn round and enquire if
there are not among.economists wiser and more per-
spicacious men who know how to avoid the follies of
the orthodox school without jumping inte the dangers
of communism. And there certainly seem to be such,
Not to mention any others, Leslie, Toynbee, and
Ingrain appear to stand on solid ground and to suggest
very rational measures for the elevation and advance-
ment of economics. They argue that politicai economy
properly constitutes a branch of sociology; that its
discoveries and principles, when arrived at in accord-
ance with scientific methods, should be regarded as
provisional and pwparabory, though very xmportant,

fons “with:
indwate m

probable tendencies. ‘Their position may bo stated in
the following langnage of F. Harrison, used in a
defence of the Comtian school: ¢ In Comte’s theory
[ is n systematie explanation, on a uniform
method, of the whole hody of a set of co-ordinate
phenomena. . . . The social facts of wealth mutually
act and react on the social facts of the preservation of
the individual, of the species, and the civil community
~ on almost every group of facts throughqut the social
organism ; and these socinl facts of wealth are studied
by precisely the Wle method as social facts of war,
government, and soforth. Therefore political ecouomy
is not a separate science but a branch of social seience.”
But, while u(terly lejectmg the jargon of

other w]atwus. Of tlu have les
than more, because they. realize with Bacon that
“luciferous research inust come before fructiferous,”

and know with Spencer that ¢ methods that answer
are preceded by thoughts that aretrue.”” There being
as yet an extreme, unsuppl] ant of true thought
upon all these social subjects; they would simply be
content with the spreading of clear ideas and with
urging upon all classes the perception of the vast com-
plexity and supreme momentousness of sociological
studies. They would have. State practise laissez
Jfaire, though they discaxd the theory of laissez faire.
They reasonebly hold that when little is known, little
should be done. ..

All this, I gladly. adlmh, is excellently sound, health-
ful, as far as it goes. The  theoretical position is
impregnable, and-the practical demands eminently
suitable to the most thorough believers in liberty.
But there are a few things that these economists fail
to take into account. AsMarshall says: “It is vain
to speak of the athority .of a unified social
science, No doub j tha existed, economics would
gladly find shelter. ‘under i wing. But it does not
exist; it shows no sign of coming into existence.

There is no use in waiting idly for it; we must do

th
o

indeed possible to entirely desist from all practical
reform ventures in the sphere of industrial interests,
and leave present conditions alone until the develop-
ment of a science of society should really throw a flood
of light upon our difficulties and lead us into a perfect
condition by the aid of positive, scientific guiding
principles, it would now remain to gratefully accept
the teachings of Mr. Ingram and his predecessors and
to obey them. But society will not and cannot wait,
especially when it is told to wait indefinitely long for
results of unknown quality and quantity. The masses
clamor for State intervention, and demand immediate
relief from great evils, and numerous bodies of well-
meaning reformers are ready with plans and pro-
grammes for eliminating all social evil and securing
all possible blessings. Laws are rnanufactured by the
governmental mills without number, and they of
course do not operate without effecting changes in
social relations. To remind us of ignorance is useful,
but utterly inadequate, and particularly so if those
who do it could really bring us, if not the best kind of
bread, then at least something more satisfactory than
a stone. For it is not true that, as Marshall thinks,
“the only resources we have for dealing with social
problems as a whole lie in the judgment of common
sense” (except in ths sense that, according to Frederic
Harrison, science is simply organized common sense,
which is not what Marshall implies), and that ¢ for the
present, and for a long time to come, that must be the
final arbiter.” It is true that there is as yet no com-
plete and strict science of society, but abundant
materials have already been gathered and collected by
men of trained and powerful intellects, and some
truths have been established, some generalizations
formed, that not only afford us the illuminating
principle essential to the proper classification and in-
terpretation of facts (for facts in themselves say
nothing, and therefore can be made to teach any

.| historians, such ignora
- amggembed notions of then' own authority.
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of sociology, is it not nevertheless true that in political
economy, as well uas i other branches of the science
of man, it is perfectly possible for us, not only to carry
on our theoretical investigations in an independent
and scientific manner, but to map out and guide more
or lesd safely our practical course by the light (dim as
it is compared with what we hope it may become) of
those generalizations which sociological authoritics
have placed at our disposal?

1 affinn that it is possible, T confess I am unable
to explain the failure of those philosophical economists
to grasp the truth which the orthodox economists are
debarred from appreciating iu consequence of their
limited aequaintance with, if not utter ignorance of,
the fruits of the labersof sociologists and philosophical
n turn, being due to their

[To be cencluded.}

The New Constantine,—and After ?

Not long since, when Anarchists referred to Bis-
marek as a Socialist who was inserting the thin edge
of the wedge of State Socialism into Germany,
“geientific Socialists ” were very indignant, and re.
pudiated Bismarck as a Socialist. Of course this
was a mere subterfuge. Whether a measure is social-
istic or not depends entirely on the character of the
measure, and not on the individual who pushes it.

However, the Anarchists are now justified. Rabbi
Schindler's editorial in the Boston * Globe,” in which
he styles Emperor William the new Constantine, is
significant. ¢ The German Government is about to
practically solve the very problem which the Socialists
have been trying to unravel,” he says. And again:
“I have said it before, and I repeat it again, that
Germany is thoroughly honeycombed with the Social-
istic idea, and the German Government itself is more
Socialistic than the very men whom it expatriates on
account of their Socialism.”

He exults over the fact.

Cmperor Congta.n i mad Chngqmulity the
re’liglo of the ate, o, i "was mot yet & - tian, and
stood as far off from the true adherents of thnt religion as
Emperor William of Germany stands today from the Social-
ists. Under the peculiar conditions of his time, Constan-
tine could no longer withstand the pressure with which
a new idea had forced its way to recognition, and exactly in
the same manner does the young German Emperor yield to
the demands for a new order of things.

This comparison of the new Constantine to the
ancient Constauntine is no fauciful allusion. Rabbi
Schindler is a man of learning, a student of history,
and, as a priest, must be particularly versed in the
historic events associated with the name of Constan-
tine. He is no irresponsible layman, but a leader in
the new movement; he has translated Bellamy into
German, and is an active worker and speaker in the
new movement. That he should see astriking parallel
between Emperor William aud Constauntine reveals
to us what the movement seems like to such a man.
Whether William is as big a trickster as Constantine,
Mr. Schindler does not care; it is the “logic of events”
that fascinates him ; he revels in the *tendencies of
things.” Socialism is a kind of religion, he says. Of
this particular sort of Bismarckian socialism it is
true; it is a kind of religion, and therefore it needs
and craves power: first to establish itself, and then
to protect itself from unfaithful and sceptical Anar-
chists who deny its wisdom and oppose its authority.
State Socialism needs a new Constantine to do what
Constantinedid for Christianity, — ¢. e., establish it as
the State creed and expel from its jurisdiction the
Arians.

Before the time of Constantine Christianity wns
a struggling reform movement. Then it was honect,
in a sense pure, and had its heroes. As a reaction
against the corruption and tyranny and falsity of its
day, it was a power for good, a menace to the ruling
and plundering classes of its time, It was split up
into inmumerable sects, whose strifes *disturbed

lesson), but permit us, in the ab of scientific
rules, to direct our practical affairs in at least ap-
proximately correct ways.

This is the question I would put: Granting cheer-
fully all that Leslie and Ingram contend for on behalf

the n peace.” Athanasiusand Arius weve the
Joseph Cooks and Rabbi- Schindlers of that ‘day; and
their points of dispute were, wetually, almost identical.

Then came Constantine, and he did what Emperor
William has just done; he called the Gtmmii of Nice,
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At thH Council the subject matter was put to a vote,
The majority supported Athanasius, and Coustantine
stood by the majority. Now the Christians were by
law established : they drew up a creed; the State pro-
tected them, made its creed orthodox and all other
ereeds heterodox. To the historical school of Social-
ists who believe in history repeating itself these events
must be highly fascinating: the Council of Nice may
be likened to the (‘ongress at Basle, and Arius and
Athanasius may be duplicated by Marx and Bakounine,
— except that the now Constantine did not preside at
Basle; but the creed of the orthodox party was for-
mulated nevertheless. Except with this little hitch
and may be s few others, history repeats itself. It
was three hundred years from the birth of the new
faith to Coustantine: it is now about three hundred
years since the birth of Socialism, say the historical
achool : sc it follows that the new Constantine is about
due, and Rabbi Schindler is his prophet.

Anarchists, however, can find some gleam of hope
in historic events. Arianism is not yet dead, though
excommunicated sixteen hundred years ago, and
though the peualty of death was imposed on those
having in their possession the works of that heretic,
Arius. In oune field of thought Rabbi Schindler is an
able exponent of the heresies of Arius. Strange that
a man who fights so valiantly and learnedly a State
church should work so enthusiastically for a State So-
cialism. He must see that, if historic events must
repeat themselves,—though in a new field, — the
“tendencies ” are just those to be avoided. If the
logic of events that began with Constantine I. is to
be at all a guide to us, we must not forget what “ nat-
urally ” followed Constantine : the murder of Hypatia;
the dark ages; the inquisition; the religious wars; the
bigotry and fanaticism of the Catholic Church. The
miserable intriguing of every sect today to get hold of
the machine should stimulate all who love liberty to
fight earnestly against the New Faith and the logic of
events that leads from Nationalism to Slavery.

A. H. Siupson.

Ibsen’s Power and Weakness.

Ibsen is usually called a “realist,” but, to my mind,
he is rather rebel than realist, and as much prophet as

rebel. He rebels, with intense convictions, against
the accepted forms of his art, against present condi-
tions, against the life of today. With prophetic clear-
ness and strength of vision he looks far into the future,
seizes upon its possibilities, transports them into the
immcdiate present, and surrounds them with the se-
verest actualities of his own time.

Great, unto genius, he undoubtedly is. But, with
all his greatness, one is forced to wonder why could
not this mighty man bave been a little broader, a little
clearer-sighted, a little greater? He gathers together
the elements in the problem of life, — the position of
women, cominercial relations, the obligations of social
and family ties, the restraints of religion, and the
power of conventional ideas; with magnificent scorn
he tells off his indictments against them, holds them
up to shame and loathing, and sweeps them off the
stage. But he has not solved his problem. It is still
there, as puzzling as ever. For he has not even
touched the primary element of the whole matter,
the economic question.

There is something grotesquely pathetic in the final
outcome of all the fierce earnestness and strenuous
scorn of “ The Pillars of Society.” When that highly
respectable scoundrel, Consul Bernick, who has been
placidly helping himself up the ladder of wealth and
influence by cheating, lying, deceiving, and doing
most of the deeds of the whited sepulchre, suddenly
drops his garment of evil and puts on the livery of hon-
esty, uprightness, and just.ioé, the effect is very much'as
if he had been converted at a Methodist camp-meeting.
Oue ends the drama with the conviction that
Bernick was at hearf. just the same sleek rogué

hypoerite which surromi ngs
had made him.

And it iy just here, in his blindness to the potency
of economic conditions, that Ibaen's philosophy fails,
and he himself falls short of being one of the mightiest
of his time, He is a realist —and a most matter-of-
fact one — mainly in the setting of his scenes. When
it comes to inspiring his chief characters with motives,
he is usually an idealist of the most extreme type.
He refuses to consider why men sink into that mire
of hypocrisy and dishonesty and double-dealing which
arouses his contempt. He finds them there, and with
one jerk sets them far up on the mountain-tops of spi-
ritual regeneration. Surely, if he were a little more, or
wvery much less, of a genius, he would see that most of
that commercinl trickstering and lying and deceiving
which he mirrors so truly that society winces at the
portrait is due more to an economic system which
makes it pay — which even makes it necessary —to
lie and evade and deceive, than to innate or acquired
dishonesty. And surely he would see, too, that as long
as economic conditions are as they are, men will con-
tinue to be dishonest and shifty and untruthful in
business — becanse it pays.

This, to my mind, is the worst fault that can be
found with Ibsen’s work, whether considered from its
artistic or its philosophical side. And, surely, much
can be pardoned to so greata mind, which under-
stands so clearly, up to that point, and voices so
powerfully the most potent spirits of his century. He
is the only purely literary man of his time who hears
and uaderstands and dares to interpret what they are
trying to do. No other has understood and seized
upon the awakening consciousness of individuality
among women as he has done. Those few hours of
Nora’s life in “A Doll's House” typify woman's
history during the whole of this nineteenth century.
Possibly he did not intend it 8o, — when an author’s
pen is tipped with genius, there is always more in his
words than he is conseious of when he writes them, —
but, whether or not he did, a century of progress is
there, in letters of fire. Shakspere himself never
created a female character equal to Rebecca in
“ Rosmersholm.” She is the strongest, the subtlest,
the truest to life of &ll Ibsen’s women.

Ibsen has somewhere said that he rests his hope for
the future upon the movement and progress among
women and among the laboring classes. The former
he has made evident in nearly al! of his social dramas.
But his laboring men are all villains. They are very
apt to be what the New Englander calls “ snoopin”.”
In this he has either failed to read correctly the con-
ditions of his time, or he has sacrificed this particular
truth to what he has considered a larger ity in
the construction of his plays.

Ibsen has not fully expressed, but he isthe only
author who has conscientiously attempted to express,
that restlessness and those half- hushed threats of re-
volt against conventional bonds and restraints and
illogical customs which are part of the signs of the
times. The spirit of rebellion against this dead-
weight heritage from past generations and the be-
numbing fear of it — the one forcing men to think
and the other refusing to let them act — seem to me
to be the principal idea, rather than sexual relations
or heredity, in “ Ghosts.” That dead-weight heritage
and the spirit of rebellion against it form one of the
pitiful tragedies of this closing part of the nineteenth
century, and Mrs. Alving is the embodiment of it all.
She no longer believes in these ghosts of dead ideas,
which others respect as living entities, but she does
not dare proclaim her unbelief, she does not dare act
upon it. She inwardly despises them; they have
wrecked her life; but she pays to them the outward
respect which general usage demands. Her life has
been one long sacrifice to the ghosts of duty and
obligation. She has lied unremittingly to her son in
order that he may respect his father’s memory; and,
when he comes home with his inherited disease,
“worm-eaten from his birth,” she will not tell him,
until the last necessity is put upon her, that not he,
but his father, has been to blame, even though the
boy's self-reproach adds to his sufferings. And when
she“does finally tell him of his father’s dissolute life,
she takes the blame upon her own shoulders and
shields the dead man, in order that the son may re-
tain some portion of filial love and respect. And all

the time she knows that she is doing homage to
“ghosts.””

I8 she not very:like jthe [spirit of the t)me,‘ which
bends the knee and bo“s the head before each one of &
thousand ghosts, though in secret thought despising
then all? ¥. F. K.

Mr. Bilgram’s Rejoinder.
1o the Editor of Liberty :

My rejoinder to your remarks on my last communication,
in your issue of February 15, was unavoidably delayed.

Above all, I must admit an omission in my exposition, but,
since it was on both sides of the question, the result remains
unaffected. I had paid no attention to the labor involved in
making loans. Including this admitted factor, my argument
is this. The expenses of mutual banks may be divided into
three categories,—i. e., risks, cost of making loans, and
cost of making the tokens. These three items are repre-
sented in the interest payable by the patrons of such banks,
and, while they determine the current rate of interest, those
who Jend money which they have acquired have to bear only
two of these items, and will obtain interest composed of the
three, and consequently receive pay for work they have not
performed. And capital having the power of bringing an
unearned income as long as nioney is thus blessed, I stild
hold that justice is not attained until the gross interest is
reduced to the rate o1 sk and cost of making loans, the cost
of making the tokens :ing defrayed by public contribution.

It cannot be denied that “the burden of discount falls
ultimately, not on the borrowers, but on the people’’; the
trouble is that the people are compelled to pay more than
this discount, and my desire is that they should cease to pay
this excess which now falls into the hands of the owners of
capital.

Should the question of free banking become a political
issue, I should heartily coiperate with you in furthering the
object. But this does not prevent me from advocating a
government issue, provided the borrowers are charged no
more than risk and cost of making the loans, as a preferable
measure. Yours truly, Hugo Bireras,

PHILADELPHIA, MARCH 31, 1890,

To the above there are at least two answers. The
first is that that factor in the rate of interest which
represents the cost of making tokens is so insignificant
(probably less than one-tenth of one per cent., guersing
at it) that the people could well afford (if there were
no alternative) to let a few individuals profit to that
extent rather than suffer the enormous evils that result
from transferring enterprise from private to govern-
ment control. I am not so enamored of absolute equal-
ity that T would sacrifice both hands rather than one
finger.

The second answer is that no private mouey lenders
could, under a free system, reap even the small profit
referred to. Mr. Bilgram speaks of “those who lend
money which they have acquired.” Acquired how ?
Any money which they have acquired must have
originated with issuers who paid the cost of making
the tokens, and every time it has changed hands the
burden of this cost has been transferred with it. Is it
likely that men who acquii. money by paying this
cost will lend it to others without exacting this cost?
If they should, they would be working for others for
nothing, — a very different thing from “receiving pay
for work they had not performed.” No man can
lend money unless he either issues it himself and pays
the cost of making the tokeus, or else buys or borrows
it from others to whom he must pay that cost.

: L 3

The Truth-Soldier’s Method.

In the rejoinder from Mr. Lloyd that appears in
this issne of Liberty he asks me to explain why his
gladness at having stung me (always supposing my-
self to have been stung) or, as he now puts it, his
gladness ‘hat the sting of the blow was sufficient to
effect its purpose, is a denial of his position in the
controversy between us. I will tell him why. It is
because his position, as I understand it, is that good
purposes are not to be effected by stinging blows,
and that the true attitude of the worker for progress is
one of comprehensive love and pity that mustpra-
vent him from inflicting personal pain by personal
criticism. When he personally eriticised me, and
then, thinking thathe had pained wme, felt and exe
pressed « joy at having dowa so, he in act denied
own position and atfired “mine. Nothing oan
plainer. And this is vqually mm wlmher the m
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struck was needlessly heavy or exactly fitted to the
emergeney. Mr. Lloyd’s contention heretofore has
not been against. heavy blows, but against the policy
of striking blows, It is true that in his last article
he declared that personal criticism is sometimes un-
avoidable, and that he was simply pleading for re-
Iuctance in the use of it. But in a previous article,
answering my justification of personal attack where
circumstances call for it, he asked: ¢« What profit
can there possibly be in obscuring the clear light
of intellectual deliberation by scandalous exposures
of those meannesses, mistakes, and moral sores which
alas! are the common diseases of us all?” No hint
of any exceptional cases here, unless Mr. Lloyd
should try to find one by quibbling over the word
“gscandalous.” That he will not do, for he must
know that the degree of scandal is proportional, not
to the exposure, but to the offence. My exposure of
the firebugs was as scandalous as possible. By the
way, I beiieve that had Mr. Lloyd’s approval.

However, now that Mr. Lloyd comes over to my
own ground of striking blows when necessary and
proportioning them to the emergency, I can only
welcome him; and if he prefers, instead of doing this
in manly fashion, to follow his usual method, when
defeated, of transierring himself to his opponent’s
position with a vietorious assumption that it has been
his position all along and not his opponent’s, I sup-
pose he must be indulged in this -peculiarity. In my
previous article was the following sentence: ¢ Re-
luctance is not half-heartedness, and, when I se¢ that
I must or should fight, I do so with all the force there
is in me.” It is perfectly clear that here the word
< force” is used in contrast with ¢half -heartedness,”
and that my words as a whole do not at all imply
that I favor an undue expenditure of strength. But
Mr. Lloyd, in restating me, leaves out all reference to
half-heartedness, and thus paraphrases the balance
of the sentence: “ When a blow is to be struck, it is
best to strike it with all one’s force.” Of course the
paraphrase entirely revolutionizes the meaning, and I
find it very difficult to believe that Mr. Lloyd did not
understand me. For a man who professes not to like
a fight, it seems to me that he is willing to resort to
very questionable means of prolonging the appearance
of a fight rather than admit a defeat.

I have nothing but applause for Mr. Lloyd’s splen-
did eloquence upon the value of the truth-searchers.
Their work is the first requisite of progress. But it is
equally true that the work of the truth-soldiers is the
second requisite of progress. And the second requi-
site, being really a requisite, is as important as the first
and as truly representative of the best spirit of the
age. The really greatest men, the men who most
completely represent the best spirit of the age, are those
who combine within themselves the truth-searcher and
the truth-soldier. Such a man was Proudhon. For
my part, I have no faish whatever in the simple power
of truth, if that phrase is to be interpreted according
to the usual optimistic acceptation. It is in the power
of the slightest accident happening at the right time
to bury the most important of truths so deep that it
will not be resurrected for centuries. And even then
its resurrection may be the result of an accident
equally slight. The chief power that truth has it owes
to the weakness of error. Error, as has been so often
said, carries the seeds of its own death within it.
When an error dies, there is a conflict for the succes-
sion, sometimes between other forms of error, some-
times between other forms of error and the truth. At
such times, if the trath is simply announced by a
truth-searcher, it generally gets crowded out.. But
there happens to be a truth-soldier in the vicinity, i
generally gets a hearing, then a trial, and then victofy;.

Now, the method of the truth-soldier necessarily dif- |

fers from that of the truth-searcher. Having to do
battle with the foes of truth, the truth-soldier must be
aggressive. But because 1, a truth-soldier, am agg
sive, all this controversy has arisen. - Mr. Lloyd
pleased beciuse 1 am not like Dar in uud ‘Emerso
I should like very much

Emerson, bue, woe is me] 1
1o do, and their meth
appropriately Mr. Lloyd

model my tea('h?l‘, Josiah

of mortals, It was his misfortune that he so long
lacked o truth-soldier. It is true that one did appear
for a time, and a master he was, — Stephen Pearl
Andrews. But he too wanted to be a Darwin or a
Spencer, and he soared away into the ether or the fog
(time will tell which) of Universology, very rarely
descending after that into the arena where he had so
well begun the battle for liberty. Two decades or
more passed before new soldiers appeared. Then a
few of us took up the fight, and by our persistent
aggression more has been accomplished in the last ten
years for Josiah Warren’s ideas than was accom-
plished in the entire half century which elapsed be-
tween his discovery of them and the begiuning of our
warfare. I really cannot abandon this policy to satisfy
Mr. Lloyd’s love of peace.

That the wiajority will condemn me for pursuing
this policy is not an argument that I expected  see
Mr. Lloyd advance. That the majority condemn my
censures now is of no importance whatever. They also
condemn my arguments. But their ultimate verdict
upon both censures and arguments will depend upon
whether the former were deserved and the latter flaw-
less. It is not a question of what I “think” or with
what others “agree”; it is a question of what all will
tnow a hnndred years from now. Mr. Lloyd will

‘Please Le a little less sweeping in his statements of

what “all men” think of Carlyle. The only poison
that lies in my memory of him is regret that he fell
into certain intellectual errors. For his stormy spirit
my admiration i8 unqualified.

The “sequence of phenomena,” so edifying to Mr.
Lloyd, which represents the relations between the edi-
tor of Liberty and some of his past contributors has, it
is true, an smusing side. In fact, it has several amus-
ing sides, at least one of which seems to have escaped
the attention of my observant critic. It is this, —
that in nearly every case each one of these contri-
butors has been in sympathy with the editor against
all the contributors but himself. The Kellys were
with me against Appleton and Walker; Appleton was
with me against Walker and the Kellys ; Walker, I
believe, was withi me against Appleton, the Kellys, and
Lum; the logic of Lum’s ideas is like the logic of
events, — shifting, — but at least a part of the time
he has been with me against some of the others; and,
as for Lazarus, the entire body of Liberal editors
throughout the country, however much at odds they
may be on other points, are always conscious of a
strong bond of sympathy beiween them whenever they
think of the annoyances and ountrages to which they
have been subjected, one and all, by the learned and
intellectual, but suspicious and snaky old hermit of
Guntersville. I have enjoyed also the sympathy of
Mr. Lloyd against mcat of the contributors whom he
names. Perhaps a little reflection will recall to his
mind the fact that at the time of the trouble with
Walker and Harman he joined with me in attacking
them in such a spirit of sweetness that Harman turned
upon us with the charge that Lloyd, Tucker & Co.
were moved to this course to secure themselves from
persecution by the State. If, in nearly all cases where
personality has not entered to bias judgment, the ver-
dict has been in my favor, is it not a fair inference
that I have been usually in the right? If not; if in

-any or all of these instances I have been in the wrong,

— let Mr. Lloyd show just when and where before
making any further wholesale and indiscriminate effort
to exhibit me in the light of an obstreperous and
narrow-minded censor. And meanwhile let him pon-

| der over the following letter written by himself, which

1 reproduce here for his benefit from Liberty of June

19, 1886

Albeit I have the sincerest liking for our warm-hearted
‘and brilliant comrade, * X"’ [Appleton], I must confess my
sympathics fu the recent plumb-rule controversy have been
_chiefly with his opponents, our fair coandjutrix, Gertrude B.

‘Kelly, and bold Ben Tucker.

Now that the report is galning ground that we Anarchists
re robbers and crimi fes to the private ownership
f goods honestly qulred, and the wilful users of deceitful,
equivocal,and paradoxical language, it is high time, is it not,
hat we declared ourselves for
hat can w0 gain by any other course ?
jugh, our sympathies can hardly be ton broad, our
arm, our hands too elplul, for thaw who lnbor,

no matter how mistakenly, for humanity’s weal; but it is
wlso true thut sympathies can hardly be too well directed,
heurts Wwo closely guarded against Judas-friends, asd hauds
too firmly restrained from aets of useless aud retrogressive
charity. ‘The doctrine of “love me, love my dog,”—i. ¢.,
my faults, —is a most pernici one.  loveclarified cyes
are the very ones to see, love-speaking lips the very ones o
effectively rebuke, the errors of friends. 1 have nothing to
say against courtesy and codperation, patience and good.
iellowship; rather do I applaud those time-) d and emi-
nently practical virtues; but they must never interfore with
the straight backbone amd the stiff upper lip. True, we
should not make our obnoxious points two prominent, need
not keep our flags always flying, our warcries pealing, bat
never should we rally under a false standard or give a de-
ceitful countersign.

Our foes are many and mighty : Church and State, Capi-
tal, Caste, and Custom, are =)' areayed against us, and, if we
are fonnd among those “f ~ who “survive,” it will be be-
cause we have proved ourscives more righteous than they,
and made ourselves indispensable as truth-tellers and watch-
dogs of Justice.

1ot us, then, so far as we may without Pharisaism or inva-
sive discourtesy, be upright and downright, free-spoken, out-
spoken, and full-spoken, shooting to the centre no matter
what the target, or who stauds in front.

T.
Professor De Leon is responsible for the following
remarks: ¢That the general prizciples underlying
that philosophy which is today known as Socialism
have at an early day vaguely manifested themselves
in this country, the study of our history shows. . . . .
True, it were idle to seek for the Socialist prineiple,
expressed in as many words, in the writings of the re-
volutionary fathers; and much of the justification for
some of the modern whims (notably that most whim-
sical of whims yclept Anarchy) pretended to be found
in these isbut a tion of the text, simil:r
at all points to the forced interpretation of Biblical
passages which wrangling priests love to hurl at one
another’s head.” It is of course needless to comment
upon such blundering and silly falsehood: those who
are familiar with the writings of Paine and Jefferson
well know their strong individualistic tendencies, and
will not be at a loss how to treat a movement whose
trumpeters are either stupid or reckless enough to so
disregard fact and logic. But I wish to call attention
to the fact that even such an opponent of Anarchism
as General Trumbull clearly perccives the natural
affinity between Jefferson and the modern Anarchist,
as may be seen from his pamphlet entitled “Thomas
Jefferson,” and to the further fact that Gronlund com-
bats the individualism and laissez-faire-ism of the
consistent Jeffersonian democrats in the name of
authoritarian philosophy, and explicitly declares that
no believer in the doctrines of Paine and Jefferson, no
democrat, no partisan of political decentralization, can
be a Nationalist. He counts on the Republican party
for the supply of nationalist converts, iusisting that a
democrat must undergo an intellectual revolution he-
fore he can join the new crusade. On this point
Gronlund is perfectly right, and Professor De Leon
had better “read up” on the subject of American in-
dividualism, past and present, before resuming his
stump oratory for the new slavery.

The editor of the “Journal of the Knights of La-
bor” writes: «Mr. J. W. Sullivan, who is writing a
series of articles in the ¢ Twentieth Century’ to show
¢Wherein “Progress and Poverty ” is Weak,” would do
well to bear in mind the saying that no man was ever
written down except by himself. ¢Progress and Pov-
erty’ is not weak. If it were, it wouldn’t be necessary
for Mr. Sullivan to use up so much space trying to
show its weakness, It is one of the strongest books
ever written, as shown by the number of people—
much abler some of them than Mr. Sallivan — who
have tried to demolish it and failed.” With all due
respect, the editor of the “Journal» argues like a dull
schoolboy. Progress and Poverty ™ is a large work,
and to prove its weakuess some space is required.  Mr.
Sullivan has been rather too economical in the matter
of space. In saying that much abler wen than Mr.
Sullivan have failed to refute George, the editor seems
to have forgotten that opinions differ on what cousti.
tutes “ability” and “failure.” It is merely his opi-
nion that more “able” men have failed,” and ‘why
he should be so dugma o in its expression is not
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Lhnow saany prople at least as cornpetent as the editos
of the “Jdournal™
suceeeded in demolishing certain detached Georgie
theories and coustructiong, but that Mr. Sullivan has

wholly disposed of all his elaims as orviginator of ideas,
economist, sociologist, and philosopher, and has shown

Lim to be adisgraceful impaostor.

My, Llnyd thinks that <leaving intellectual argument
to attack personal reputation ™ is very sad and wasteful
business, 1 wish to submit u case for Mr, Lloyd's
He has probably heard of a silly hook
called “ Looking Backward,” which has been read by
nearly a million people, many thousands of whom
look upon it as the Bible of Socialism and upon its
astonished anthor, Mr. Edward Bellamy, as a sort of
Messiali. The reception of this book is oune of the
most tremendous crazes on vecord.  Now suppose it
should be proved that Mr. Bellamy wrote this book as
a satire on Socialism and submitted the completed
manuseript a8 such to Harper & Brothers, and that
that house, while not absolutely rejecting it, declined
to take it unless the satire could be made less extrava-
want and given niore of an air of probability. If this
were a fact and it should be made widely known, it
would not only bring into deserved disrepute a man
who is now posing on a pedestal as a sociologist, but
it would save muititudes of foolish though well-meaning
people long and profitless mental meanderings, and
might save this country (one can ne zr tell) a bitter
experience of State Socialism. Does Mr. Lloyd mean
to say that such an exposure would be a « wasteful,
irritating friction, distraction, and stumbling-block " ?
If the facts supposed are real facts, is it not an
exposure that should be made in the interest of truth?
Personally I cannot vouch for the accuracy of the
charge: I can ouly say that it comes to me, through
three persons whose reliability T have uo reason to
doubt, from amember of the firm of Harper & Brothers.
If the statement is entirely false, it sliould be denied;
if it is partially false, it should be amended ; if it is
true, it is high time the people were made aware of the
fact.

judgieent,

I wus recently present at a debate in which all the
Nationalists who took part claimed to be in favor of
liberty and were very indignant that anybody should
doubt it. The next day I received from Mr. C. A.
Jenuneson of Natick, Mass., who had chanced to receive
a sample copy of Liberty, a postal card on which was
written the following: “1 dont want you to send
any more of your Anarchist papers to me. The
country ought not to tolerate the circulation of such
trash. T consider ¢Looking Backward’ by Edward
Bellamy the grandest book of our times, the parody of
which in your paper of March 3 is simply disgusting.”
Here we get an indication of what the liberty of
printing would be under Nationalism.
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P. J. PROUDHON.

‘Lranslated by Beny. R, Tuckss,

# Wanderfully gifted with ingenuity of mind, possessed
of nu little learning, audacious i the extreme, master of a
vivacinus style even bevond most of his countrymen,
anl. dike moat of s countvmen, devoted to sepsations,
Proudhon comtinued during bis life 1o keep his contems
poraries of a resalubonasy age ina ferment of excite-
ment. That any one should undertake to translate his
voluminous wotings in this country, at this time, is a
curia~ity of Literature, and shows a current of thought,
somewhere below the surlace, which we could scarcely
suspect."~New York Eveneng l'ost.

“The face which looks out from the e which
fronts the title-page of this book is that of a powerful
intellect filled with immense emotion; is that of a seer
and enthusiast. It is the face of the man who wrote,
PROPERTY 15 RODBERY."—The Golden Ruls.

Volume I.

WHAT IS PROPERTY?-

Or, an Inquiry into the Principle of Right and
of Government.

Prefaced by a Sketch of Proudhon’s Life and Works,
and containing as a frontispiece a Fine Steel Engraving
of the Author. A systematic, thorough, and radical dis-
cussion of the institution of pmpcr‘t{,—. its basis, its
history, its present status, and its destiny,— together
with a detailed and startling expasé of the crimes which
it commits and the evils which it engenders. 500 pages
octavo.

Price, cloth, $3.50; full calf, blue, gilt edgss, $6.50.

Volume IV.

System of Economical Contradictions;
Or, The Philosophy of Misery.

This work, one of the most celebrated written by
Proudhon, and published in a style uniform with that of
4 What is Proverty?’" discusses, in a style as novel as

rofound, the problems of Value, Division of Labor,
giarhinery, Competition, Monopoly, Taxaticn, and
Providence, showing that economic progress is achieved
by the app of a ion_of forces,
each of which the evils ped by its
predecessor, and then, by developing evils of its owqi
necessitates its successor, the process to continue unti
a final force, corrective of the whole, shall establish a
stable economic equilibrium. 469 pages octavo, in the
highest style of the typographic art.

Price, cloth, $3.50; full calf, blue, gilt edges, $6.50.
Bexs. R. Tucker, Box 3366, Boston, Mass.

INVOLUNTARY IDLENESS.

By HUGO BILGRAM,

An exposition of the causes of the discrepancy existing between
the supply of and the demand for labor and its prodncts. 119

pages.
Price, in Cloth, One Dollar.
BENJ. R. TUCKER, Rox 3366, Boston, Mnss:

devel.

Address:

TO GERMAN RADERS:

STURM.

By JOHN HENRY MACKAY.

A collection of Egoistic and Anarchistic poems in the German
fanguage. Second edition, with dedicatory poem to Max Stirner.
115 pages.

Price, cloth, 75 cents; paper, 50 cents.
Addroess: BENJ. R. TUCKER, Box 366, Boston, Mass,

THE IRON LAW OF WAGES.

Ry HUGO BILGRAM.

‘This pamphlet demonstrates that wages conld not be kept down
to the cost of the laborer's subsistence were it not for the monopoly

by n privileged cluss of the right to represent wealth by money.
P’r{ce‘pﬁ m‘ng‘& He D il e v by money.

Address: BENJ. R. TUCKER, Box 3366, Boston, Maes,

1092

?

WHAT'S T0 BE DONE

A NIHILISTIC ROMANCE.

W ritten in Prison.

Suppressed by the Czar,
BY
N. G. TCHERNYCHEWSKY.
With a Portrait of the Author.
TRANSLATED BY BENJ. R. TUCKER.
In Cloth, $1.00, In Paper, 75 Cents.
Address the Publisher,
BENJ. R. TUCKER, Box 3366, Boston, Mass.

ANARCHISM:
ITS AIMS AND METHODS.

By Victor Yarros.

An address delivered at the first pablic meeting of the Boston An-
archists' Club, and ad; pt 1 la that organi as its aunth ]
exposi of ita prineip Vith an appendix giving the Constita-
tion of the A ists’ Club and expl y netes regarding it.
30 pages,

5 Conts; 6 Copies, 26 Ceats; 25 Copies, $1; 100 Copies, $3.

Address: BENJ.R. TUCKER,
Box 3766, Boston, Mass.

TEE SCIENGE OF SOCIETY.

Stephen Pearl Andrews.

This work, long out of print, is now republished to meet a de-
mand whicli for » few years past has been rapidly gfmwi . First
published about forty years ago, and yet in its teachings far in
advance of the times, it comes to the present generution
as a new book. Josinh Warren, whose social phil y it was
written to expound, was in the habit of referring to it as the most
Incid and complete presentation of his ideas that ever had been
written or ever could be written. It will undoubted!y take rank in
the future among the famous books of the ninetee::th centary.

It consists of two parts, as follows:

PART I.—The True Constitution of Government in the Sove-
reignty of the Individual a3 the Final Development of Protestant-
ism, Democracy, and Socialism.

PART 1L —Cost the Limit of Price: A Scientific Measare of
Honesty in Trade, ns one of the Fundamental Principles in the So-
lution of the Social Problem.

Price, in Cloth, One Dallar.
Address the Publisher:
SARAH E. HOLMESR, Box 3366, Boston, Mass.

LIBERTY---VOLS. 1ll TO VL

Complete files of the third, fourth, fifth, and sixth
volumes of this journal, handsomely
bound in cloth, now for sale at
Two Dollars Each.

People who desire these volumes should apply for them early, as
the number is limited. The first and second volumes were long since
exhausted, and it is easy to find persons eager for the privi of
paying ten dollars for a copy of the first volume. The secen
third will soon be equally high.

Address: BENJ. R. TUCKER, Box 3366, Boston, Mass,

The Story of an African Farm.

A NOVEL.
By RALPH IRON (Olive Schreiner).
Ar not of ad e, but of the 1 1 life and
owth of young English and German people living among the
oers und 'uﬂing picturing the mental struggles thi
thoy passed in their evolution from orthodoxy to ration ; and
Y ing ad A ideas on religious and social questi A
work of remarkable power, beauty, and originality. 375 pages.
Price, in Cloth, 60 Cents.

BENJ. R. TUCKER, Box 3366, Boston, Mass.

ANARCHISTS' MARCH.

Tune: Bjorneborgarnes Marsch (Finnish War Seng).
Words by J. WM. LLOYD.

Price, 10 cents,
BENJ. R. TUCKER, Box 3366, Boston, Mass,

Address:

Address:

Causes of the Conjlict 1
BETWEEN CAPITAL AND LABOR.

By D. H. Hendershott,

A 92-page pamphiet showing that all the wealth in the workd cons
siats of unconsumed wages earned by somebedy, but thay me of
I8 withheld from the earners throngh Interest, Rent, Profit, and

Taxes,
Price, 85 Centa.
RENJ. R, TUCKER, Box 3306, Boston, Mass,

Address:




