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- For aluwgs in thine eyes, 0 I;bsfty

Shines that kigh light wlwrebu the world is saved;

Awd thowgh thow slay us, we unlt trust in thee.”

- JOHN HAY.
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financial circles.
orders into the exchange to sell stocks. There was a
slump in several quarters and a weak closing. The
report of the death of the Czar of Russia reached Lon-
don by the way of New York, and back came uneasy
news. It was not until the close of the day that all
Wall street knew that the stentorian announcement
referred to Thomas B. Reed of Portland, Me.” Then
confidence was restored.” Let us be duly thankful.
Confidence is restored and there is n¢ danger — that
is, so long as no man again ventures to make a
jocalar remark. Humor is the foe of :financial
security.

“F. Q. Stuart, who is the editor of the ¢ Individual-
ist’ department of ‘Living Issues,’ regards munici-
palization as in perfect line with individualism. But
who regards Stuart as an authority on individualism?
— Liberty. Exactly. But who regards Mr. Tucker as
an authority on authorities?” The above is from the
«Truthseeker,” and seems to require notice. One does
not need to be au authority on authorities in order to
say that a certain person is not an authiority on a cer-
tain subject. Suppose I were to say that the editor of

,tl*e “ Truthseeker” is not_an authority on geology,

would anybody ask, could anybody reasonnbly ask, if
{ am an authority on.authorities ? Individualism is a
political . doctrine, espoused : by many dmtmgmshed
men. They may not all 'be at one upon every minor
question embraced by the doctrine, but or: many ques-
tions they are all in accord.  Now, when Stuart comes
and asserts that a thing is perfectly compatible with
individualism, while we know that no prominent mem-
ber of the school shares that opinion, is it not proper
to send Stuart about his business ?  Nobody objects to
bis saying that this or that thing is compatible with
4is individualism ; but he has no right to misrepresent
the individualisti sckicol or doctriue. A ian bias &
right to his'own opinion, <= ke has a right to be a fool
even, — but he has no right to make others responsible
for his opinion. 'A man has a right to believe in the
divinity of Jesus and call himself a ireet.hmker but he
has no right to say that freethonght is compauble with
belief in the ‘divinity of Jesus.

compatible with a lot of stupid notions; but mdm-
dualism is not to be held answerable for them.

Of Leland Stanford’s proposition that the
mient should lend money at two per cent. to farmers

on good security, the editor of “ Today " speaks in ‘the

following terms: “The California

will'now have an opportunity to indorse th gentle—
man’s absurd banking system. . . . ‘When
the proposal as absurd, I do not mean in the ordinary
sense. Lconomxcally the proposition is oo monstrous
for words. It is not only beyond o

‘beyond ridicule, and I therefore abstain from calling it

economically absurd. 1 'mean’ politically.” As

general thing it is not deemed scientific or rational to
dismiss as beyond criticism and :beyond ridicule opi-
nions_held by -men of -intelligence and information,
especially if the matter in question is kuown to be
among- the unsettled - problems. Considering  that
many persons with as much light on economics as tis
ditor of “ Today ” has can find nothmg monstrous and
i lculously inapt in the economic aspect of Stanford’s

7
Brokers and their customers shot

speak of

what he means in saying that the proposal is eco-
nomieally absurd. But possibly he may be bold
enough to declare that those who do not see anything .
monstrous and ridiculously inapt in Stanford’s pro-
posal are unworthy of his attention, and that he can-
not waste valuable titne on attempts at mst.ructmg
themn. LEven in that case we should not be nonplussed.

Surely he cannot decline to ‘argue with — himself, to '{

come to an understanding with himself. Only a few

months ago he objected to the “Sun’s” manner of

treating the proposal of the Farmers’ Alliance that the

government should establish' storage warehouses where

the farmers might deposit their crops and borrow
mouey at a low rate of interest, saying : - “The editor
[of the “Sun”] does not explain what difference there:
may be between running an. agricultural pawnshop

and a mining pawnshop. .. . Nor does there seem

to be any sufficient distinction between pawnbrokerage
and banking that one can be justified but not the

other.” Kvicently the editor of “Today,” when he

wrote the above, saw nothing unspeakably monstrous

and ludicrous in the proposal of the Farmers’ Alliance. -
Yet now the more modest proposal of Stanford he

pretends to regard as beyond criticism or ridicule. I

want to understand the editor of “Today,” and I want

him to understand himself. Will he rise and solve my

difficulty ?

IN BOHEMIA.
[Boston Transcript.]

I'd rather live in Bohemia than in any other land ;

For only there are the values true,

Aud the Inurel's gathered in all men's view,

‘The prizes of traffic or State are won

By shrewdness or force or by deeds undone ;

But fame is sweeter without the feud,

And the wise of Bohemia are never shrewd.

Here pilgrims stream with a faith sublime

From every class and clime and time,

Aspiring only to be enrolled

‘With the names that are writ in the book of gold ;
And each one bears in mind or hand

A palm of that dear Bohemian land

The scholar first, with his book: ayou h
Aflame with the glory of harvested truth;

‘| A'girl with'a picture, ith a play,
but not freethought. Stuart’s mdwxdualm may be i e e ey ey

‘A boy with a wolf he has modelled in clay ;
A'smith with a marvellous hilt and sword,

A player, a king, a ploughman, a'lord -—

And the player is king when the door is past,
The ploughman is crowned, and the lord is last !

I'd rather fail in Bohemia than winin
There aré no titles inherited there,
No hoard of hope for the brainless| heh- H
No gilded dullard native born

To stare at his fellow with Mhnsem.
Bohmummmbntndoptrdm,

1Its limits, where Faney’s bright stream runs; H

1ts honors, not garnered for thrift or trade, =
Bat for beauty and truth men's souls ‘have Me., '

oth.

land ;-

'l'o the empty heart in a je
There is mim. mnvbe. in ap Y

The moistureless froth of the social show ;
The valgar sham of the poapous feast,

‘Where the heaviest purse is the highest priest ;

The organised charity, serimped and fced,
Tn'the name of & cautious, statistical Christ;

pd 1 mher llve in Bolmn\h m in any m land
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Spooner on Property in ldeas.

To the Fditor of Liberty : < E

When | helned start the copyright discussion, I did not
expect that Isbonld do more than look on and note the issues
raised wtnd form my own opinion.: I had never heard or read
i convise argument either for or against, so the argument
was guite new ‘to me. I have a strong objection to people
rushing into print without qualifying tnemselves at least to
the ¢Xtent of hecoming acquainted with some of the hest
thoughts expressed on the subject,  So the other day, in or-
der to 11t myself: as a competent juryman, I looked throngh a
libgary catidogue. [ found nothing but speeches by politi-
cians and a few legal decisions, — nothing that led me
to helieve that the subject would be treated from a funda-
mental stedpoini, except Lysauder Spooner’s *“ Intellectual
Property.” 1 remembered reading in Liberty that this was
Spooner’s one positively foolish work; so I passed it by, and
then took np the Encyclopiedia Britannica. This was very

ing to have any clear ideas, but being entirely befogged by

prepared to find in him o lot of whimsicalities about natural

ment than my own. 1 should have reniembered Bakounine's
K scorching of **authorities” and ‘“leaders.” [ wmention this
to show how liable, or how prone, even'an egoist may be to
fall into non-egoistin habits, if it happens to be another ego-
ist on whom be relics.  Judge, then, of my surprise to find
in Spooner, as it seems to me, a most thorough, precise, and
clear statement of the whoele question, for and against.
have seldom read-anything that so éompletely chailenged my
doubts and hazy ideas, and at once began to substitute clear
and concise ideas vight in their place. Apart from the spe-
eial question of intellectual preperty, the book presents a
first-class statemient and answer to the general question of
what is property and Kindred problems.

You class ine amonyg the gladiators that you have to com-
bat. Believe me, I never felt so like a pigmy as when com-
paring my feeble effort with Spooner’s. The book starts out
by proving the general principle of the right of property in
ideas, This oceupies about twenty pages and is divided iuto
nine sections. ‘Then le proceeds to deal with objections, and
divides these under tifteen heads, and there is not an argu-
ment ryainst copyright that is not dealt with and to my mind
dispose.. of.  Even that triumphant reductio ad absurdum,
which Mr. Tucker was saving as a trump card, is demolished,
snd every poiut in Mr. Lloyd's article is dealt with just as
thoroughly. :

Now to go bagk to the original point. In an article on
copyright you characterized Alphonse Karr's saying that lite.
Tary property is a property, as a captivating error. Mr.
Yarros replied, atul you reprinted your article against George
to show that literary work is a work of discovery rather
than production, and in your added remarks you say that
“the form devised to express an idea is itself an idea, and
therefore falls under the general law of no property in
ideas.” In the next nomber I ignore the distinetion between
discovery and production and aceept your statement that the
form devised is itself an idea, but ask for proof of your gene-
val prineiple of no-property in ideas. Instead of proving
that principic, you impose a task on me and ask me to dis-
prove an inherent, intrinsic, logical possibility.  Your posi-
tion, that because it is logically possible for two or more
men te evolve the same idea, thevefore to give one man the
right of property in the idea is a denial of equal liberty, does
not seem te me to be sound. I maintain that; in order to
consistently carry out such a theory of equal liberty, you
will be led to deny the rightof all private property. To do
tiis, it is necessary to prove that literary property is a prop-
erty, and, as ¥ can't disprove your logical possibility, I shift
the ground wnd ask you to disprove Spoonér’s argument :

(1) If ideas be considered as productions of nature, or
as things existing in nature, and which men merely discover
or take possession of, then he who does discover or first take
possession of an idea thereby becomies its lawful and rightful
proprietor, on the same principle that he who first takes pos-
session of any material production of nature thereby makes
himself its rightful owner. :And the first sor of the
idea‘has the same right either to keep that idea solely for his
own use or enjoyment, or to give or sell it to other men, that

the first possessor of any mater Wity b :

for his own use, or to give or sell

“2A(2) 1 ideas be considered,;

as things existing in nature,

bat'as entirely new wealth created

of his mind,— thien'the right of property in

‘him whose labor created them, on the s

“-other wealth created by human:
property, to its éreator or producer

that there is any. intrinsie differ
" moaterial wealth ls creatéd by physical

‘by intellectual-labor: and that this difference

o{cteati(m or production makes a difference in ¢

‘the creators or producers to the products of t

labors. - Any article of wea
- duees by the exercise of an:

ducing {aculties; is as clearly

otheér article of wealth which he ereates

other portion of his Wealth-;iiroducil:f faculf
produces wealth, that wealth ghtfull
18 the wealth that i8 prod b;
is self-evideiit ifthe fact

unsatisfactory, the author of the copyright article not seem- :
legalities,  Se, as a matter of last resort, I took up Spooner, |

law, eternal verities, ete. 1 must admit, it was a very un- :
egoistic act to measire 8 writer by any other person’s judg- |

But, secondly, there is no real fcundation for the assertion,

{ or rather for the distinction assumed, that material wealth
; is produced by physical labor and that ideas are produced by
intellectuai labor. . All wealth, therefore, whether

! 'material or intellectual, which men produce or create by
i their labor is in reality produced or created by the labor of
their minds, wills, or spirits, and by them alone. A man’s
right, therefore, to the intellectual produets of his labor ne-
cessarily stands on the same basis with his right to the ma-
terial products of his labor. If he have the right to the
latter oun the ground of production he has the same right to
the former, for the same reason, since both kinds of wealth
are alike the production of his intellectual or spiritual
powers.

Then, to show that ideas are part of men's wealth-producing
! faculties and should be treated as common articles of traflic,
Spooner says:

The more highly cultivated a people become, the more are
thoughts bought and sold. Writers, orators, teachers of ail
kinds, are continually selling their thoughts for money.
i Tley sell their thoughts as other men sell their material pro-
i duetions, for what they will bring in the market. The price

is regulated not solely by the intrinsic value of the ideas
! themselves, but also, like the prices of all other commadities,
by the supply and demand. On these principles the author

| sells his ideas in his volumes; the poet sells his in his verses;
| the editor sells his in his daily or weekly sheets; . . . . the
i lawyer sells his in his arguments; the physician sells his in
i his advice, skill, and prescription. . . .~ Men earn their liv-
. ing and support their families by producing and selling ideas,
i and no man who has any rationa! ideas of his own doubts
that in so doing they earn their livelihood in as legitimate a
manner as any other members of society earn theirs.

In regard to your answer to me, I deny that even existing
copyright laws give a man a monopely in ideas; they give
him only a rigit of action against invaders or pirates, and so
| I maintain you did not meet my point about pirates. If you

can show that there can be no property in ideas, that settles
it; but,if you can’t, Iam quite willing toaccept the condition
in which you place the copyright-holder in No.177: * When-
ever they p for infring they will be obliged
by the most fundamental rules of evidence to prove that the
alleged infringers are not independent authors, . . . Unless
that is proved, the defenders will be held innocent.’”” But
in order to get that opportunity, the principle of property in
ideas must be admitted, not denied. Then before a jury it
will be sufticient to prove the degree of probability, and not
the logical impossibility. So you see I do not fail to distin-
guish between the weighing of evidence and framing of
laws.

To deny the general principle that one has a right of prop-
erty to a product of his own labor seems to me to be a viola-
tion of liberty. Because surely an idea must in the nature
of things at some time or other be first discovered or pro-
duced, and so ought to belong to the first discoverer or pro-
ducer. Consequently, to deny A the right of property
because Z in the coming ages might possibly rediscover the
same idea is unjust to A, and denies his liberty to the produce
of his labor. If anybody has a right, A bas that right.
Worse than this, because out of a multiplicity of *logically
possible "’ dishonest claimants a jury is unable to decide who
besides A has a just title, and to declare on a metaphysical
quibble that it is not logically demonstrable that they could
not all be original, therefore nobody shall have a title, and
the product be made common property, — this secms to me
to be highly unjust.

This logical possibility of rediscovery seems to me to have
but little force, and would not be called for were it not for
the fear that the * bearing o’ this hobservation [that literary
property is a property] lies in the application on’t.” Your
ally seems to be less concerned in dealing with the truth of
the principle than in its application, and so conjures up all
sorts of evil. There are practical difficulties, of course, but
none 80 great as to justify the denialof the right of property.

Mr. Lloyd does not stup to deal with the general principle,
but, assuming that you have proved it, he proceeds right
away with the so-called practical difficulties and treuts us to
some On ing the first practical diffi-
culty, he gives the whole case away to Communism.’ It is
quite within the limits of probability, he says, that one man
could invent a hoe so superior to all other toois of cultivation
thav al* others would be worthless by comparison, and con-
sequently he and his heirs could obtain untold wealth by
exacting tribute from all copies, or even refuse to' make
them at all, and forbid others to do so for all time! !

Such a Frankenstein genius — and nobody able to circum-
vent him — is'this logically possible? Reminds me of the
old chestnut of the one man in a dug-out in the ceritre of
civilization and Progress at a standstill, and ‘theé One Man
unrelenting. But if such a genius comes, I see nothing'in it
but to accept his terms, or use the best tools we have, and
trust to competition to evolve a wiser and better-natured
genius. We have got along without him so far 3 ~whether he
will be able to get along without us when lie comes, is for
him to determine. Anyhow, I am opposed to confiscating
the work of his genius, and have enough faith in-the spirit
of competition to believe that he can be defeated in Lis dia-
bolical scheme. Suppose Shakspere or Spencer stopping the
reproduction of their works, says Mr. Lloyd. ‘Suppose; then,
they did? Has society aright to prevent them? ~The same
with: Mr. Tucker’s reductio ‘ad absurdum about Spencer’s
heirs belng Roman Catbolic and destroying the plates and his

physics.

be what gives.the ¢reato

works. -As Donisthorpe puts it in his Individualism

statues, ete., and proceeded to destroy them, what would -
society do?  Or suppose old Hutch buying up all the wheat
and storing it in Chicago on the opening of the World's Fair,
with the diabolical intention of burning it all up! “Will Mr.
Lloyd join the Communists and deny his right, or fall back
on Donisthorpe’s effective majority and deny the geéneral
prineiple of the right of property .in wheat?

This is the only practical point Mr. Lloyd bas touchei on.
The other points are metaphysical. *The impossibility .of
destroying an idea or withholding it from use is excellent
proof that there can be no property in ideas,’’ says your ally.
Unless you, Mr. Tucker, are willing to endorse that obsérva-
‘tion, I shall not call on Spooner to answer it. As for the
idea that to understand a discovery is itself a discovery or a
rediscovery of the same idea, — that must e a joke; it’s too
poor for metaphysics. S

‘The argument that fame and glory are the natural reward:
of genius; and the practical consequences of the i]}ebry that
an idea is property when kept private, but not property
when made publie, are side issues to the general principle,
and this communication is already far too long. ‘I must re-
fraia from calling on Spooner any more this tinie.

ACH.

Making Laws.

[E. . P, in the St. Louis ('-lolm-l)émocmt.} s

We have got fairly by that period of educational develop-
ment in which it seemed to be the best test of a tea r;that"
ne should have abundance of rules, and spend most of his
time in enforcing ihem. The punishment of their infraction
brought out the mettle of the teacher, and of ‘the pupils;
but the real value tothe brains of the latter became question-
able. Now that school secms best which governs least, and
that teacher the ablest who legislates least. In fine; in du-
cation at least, we huve discovered that law-making is not a
very valuable occupation, and that most knowledge is ac-
quired wheie there is least lawing going on. We have not
come to that national period in-which we see that, fo ,ﬂ'\e~
most part, law-making is the least useful business in which
men can be engaged, and that a new law is to be looked upon
with suspicion, as a new influence at work on'society where-
at we have too many disturbing elem. nts now. A new
however, is not what we must cope with, but'a new batch o
laws each year, both national, State, and local, and all of
them made by green hands, whose chief desire is to eievate
into a statute some temporary whim:or passion, and wl,\ose‘
ambition is to be known as active law-makers, * Buckle tells.
us that the chief real value of modern legislation is 10 re-
medy or undo the mistakes of past legislation. "In fact, we
have no need of this complex aud perpetual ‘legislation any
more than the schoolboy of a set of rules. The popular re< -
presentative has, in fact, another duty — that is, to de-
liberate. Now deliberation is the one thing that has gone :
into disuse — I believe also into contempt. We have a half-
dozen Senators at present who have done nothing at all in
the way of originating new measures; and I need not say
they are not popular. By and by we shall begin to'suspéct‘
that the man who can hold his tongue is the real sage; We'
have at least got by the age of stump oratory in Congrés’s,
There is hope of all things else. If we consider exactly. why
we send men to Washington we shall see that absolutely we
have in view generally that there shall be ‘a body of men
ready for emergencies, and meu also-capable of constituting
a sort of head to the body politic.. We really do'not care for
a new batch of laws; and when the mills begin to grind we
find it soon lands us in a maze. We cease to notice what is
done, and rarely read the text of a'single statute.  We kn
that our representatives are voting ‘our monéy away freely,
and are often engaged in- trading laws or votes for laws.
Some one says that no people ever were 86 willing to be im-
posed on as the American people. We stand it without
protest, from lawmakers to servant girls. It has becol
habitual and chronic with us te recognize individual liberty,

be

80 we hold it to be the individual right of a hired man to
independent, and of a representative to do as he pl
Thrre is no doubt that this'is a national trait, originating
our notions of self-government. But it-is very ok
one direction we have got to call a halt. =
Woodrow Wilson, in" his' excee

“‘ Congressional Legislation,

it is very rare thata statute stands by itself,

honorable or infamous is as much a question as
regard 1o the anéestry of the indiv 5
statute also has a numerous progeny, and only
portusity ean"decide’ whether its offspring will
honor or shame. ‘Once !

ters on the old, effet
hardly a law now in exi

'shoe that was made hal

over by a succession of v

p-
pose some rich cranks bought up all the Rubens and Greek
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that is, for representatives of the people, to achieve so much !
venturesome experimenting, It is only when eliques face
each other, with the main aim to seenre the country and its
patronage for one or the other, that wit becomes super-
naturally active and legislation becomes abnnruml for entire
Tack of deliberation. ' Party measures” are what oceupy
cach aggregation of lawmakers, from senators down to
superviso
The ave
institation
apples and cug

e lawmaker himself is a curious product of free
‘The Hon. Mr. Jobson was a speculator in dried
un honest employment, in which he was well
qualitied to sueceed.  One-half a cent profit per dozen was ;
satisfactory and compreheusible.  He could talk eggs by the
hour, and advise you as to the value of six pepper-corns a
day for each fowl, or whether it should be seven, As for
dried apples, he knew how to get them uf the farmers at a
half eent under the market, We sent him to the Legislature
— 1o not know exactly why, only that his habit of talking
dricd apples on the corners gave hita an appeirance of heing
@ politician.  There was certainly no reasor, if we must take
some one from active industry in our community, why we
should not take Mr. Jobson. Perhaps his name had some-
thing to do with it, and then he *“ was willing ” — that is, to
the extent of a'thousand dollars to the committee. He was
all right with the ** boys,”” and not really objectionable to the
men.  The Hon, Mr. Jobson comes home occasionally to see
that the local newspiper announces the fact that Hon. Mr.
Johson, onr esteemed townsman, hag several measures before |
the Hovtse. We should eall him hereafter Hou. David Job- !
son. He has carried through the House a statute to make |
butter tirkins all of a standard size; and another to con- i
tiscare all apples to the public education fand that are offerwil
in harrels holding more or less than two bushels nnd three
pecks.
But cur Congressman is a different fellow, the Hon. Jim
Htearns.
definitive word,
three octaves of legal information and ability.
Jim is a prefessional politician; the scion of an nnknown
ancestry ; best recognized for his ability to talk on all topics,
withont premeditation.  The fact that he ¢ a'self-made man
was of considerable value in securing him the nomination;
although it is safe to say that any assistance from a foreign
or divine source would have been beneficial, if not welcome.
1 mean fraukly that in making himself the Hon. Jim left out
considerable important material, especially ‘moral fnstinct.
But he hag “represented* us, or has been supposed to do so,
for the last four years. Exactly what representing our dis~
trier means is not easy to define. - There are two ends to our
free and independent eitizen — the saloon endand the
college end.
Shoulil a national or State legislator be a stmlent of p(\“-
tieal or of social questions? 1 presume not. ‘That'is, we
nave carefully excluded from popular education any matters
pertaining to governmental affairs. - Tq be sure, we began
by selecting most of our legislators for the most part from
our learned professions. The result was that lawyers con-
trolled law-making. But at last the lawyer is no more
learned in any valuable branch of information than his
neighbors — perhaps less. HMis only specialty is verbiage.

Ile is, of course, & lawyer, but that is no longer a
Lawyers range all the way through two or
Our Hon.

Proudhon, the Father of Anarchism.
HIS PERSONALITY AND HIS PHILOSOPHY.

[From Dr. S, Englinder's # Abolition of the State.”’}
The essential sign of a political constitution consists in the |
division of the powers— that is, the discrimination of two !
phases in the government, a legislative and an exeentive; |
and this discrimination results in government, which ought
to be the instruinent of the people becoming its master.
Proudhon historically deduced from the example of the
t French republican constitution the origin of this divi-
sion of powers. “ Why do we want a constitution?”’ said
some respected members of the Constituent Assembly.
“ What use is this division of power, with all the ambiticn
and danger which follow in its train? Is it not enough that
an assembly which is the expression of the will of the people
should make laws, and have them executed by its own min-
isters " Thereupon the friends of the constitutional system
replied, after Rousseau: “The division of powers hus its
ground in centralization itself. It is unavoidable in a State
composed of several millions of men whe are unable them-
selves daily to take part in publie affairs. 1t is also a guar-
antee of liberty, since the rule of an assembly is as terrible
as that of a prince, and, besid it lacks r ibility.
Yes! The despotism of an assembly is oue bundred times
worse than the antoeracy of a single man.”
Proudhon cousidered these objections so important that he
regarded the government by a convention as the werst kind
of government. He sought the solution of the politieal prob-
fem by harmonizing liberty with centralization. T%e separ-
atien of the powers of the State, which it was desiced to
intraduce a8 an attempt to secure liberty, proved insuflicient.
Stil} the slespotism of legislative assemblies arises withovt
sepurating the State powers. But let every centre ‘be don»
away with, let centralization of every kind be given up, aad
still we shovld drift into meaningless Federalism; the State
would crumble into nothi and the Republic lose its
unity.
What, therefore, must be striven for is the roconciliation
of liberty with centralization. As Proudiion sets himself this
task, he diverges from that anarchical party which wounld
set up’in place of the State mere single unconnected com-
munitics, or even mere individuals, and which sees in the
common prosecution of any object a return to the system of
State,
He pointed out, as the result of the Republic of 1848, that
no constitution can keep its promises; that it. is- utilized,
according to the pl ¢ of the gover at one time
for the furtherance of reaction, at another of progress; that
the one-half of its clauses contradict the other half; and
that inevitably it must establish a false and corrupt basis of
society.
Long before Proudhon, Jeremy Bentham, Elins Regnaait,

- dangerous — {ollowing one npon the other from an already

wis the case in the first formation of socicty, but to treat
them as deductions: thns, for mstxmuv thut the rights to
labor, to credit, to public ance —the realization of
which was under an antagonistie legislation impossible or

existing and undoubted right, should muotually guarantee

- each other, we admit, as emanating from the right of free

competition., 1t is only our ntter ignorance of these trans-

formations which makes us blind to our own resources, and

causes us always to lay down a guarantee in the texts of our

constitutions which no power of the Govermment can give

us, but which we can uchieve for ourselves,

Thus it is that Prondhon describes every right which is
based upon a (}UV(erxlxllgllt as an empty relief.  Of universal

suffrage he remarks: ‘‘ How can it be true when it is only
used in ambiguous questions? How can it express the true
opinion of the people when this people by inequality of
means is divided into two classes, which, when they vote, are
either governed by servility or hatred? Can the same peo-
ple, held in check by the powers of government, give any
opinion upon anything ? Is the exereise of its rights contined
tc electing its Jeaders and charlatans every three or four
years? Does its reason, resting upon the antagonism of in.
terests and ideas only, move from one contrast to anothtr?
Aud can it, in consequence of the existence of party hatred,
only escape one danger by plunging into another? Society
under the 200 franes franchise was immovable, hut since the
introduction of universal suffrage it constantly revolves on
the sume axis.  Formerly it stagnated in its lethargy ; now
it is giddy. Have we therefore advanced? Are we richer
or freer because we have created a million of little revolving
wheels.?”’

Thus Proudhon demonstrates that the Coustitution of 1848
could give no guarantees either for labor, credit, public as.
sistance, education, progress, universal suffrage, or anything
else which might tend to advance either social or political
well-being. On this point he continues thus:

“In my opinion, the fuult of every coustitution, be it social
or political, which brings on conflicts and generates anta-
gonism in society, consists on the one side (taking for an
example the present French Coustitution) in the badly com-
pleted and imperfect separation of powers, or, to speak more
correctly, of functions: on the other side, in the insutliciency
of centralization.

“Thence it follows that the collective power remains with-
out activity, and the collective idea, or universal suffrage,
without reality. We must end this scarcely commenced
separation and centralize still more, We must give back to
universal suffrage its rights, that is, to the people the energy
and activity which they lack.

“This is the principle: to prove this, to explain the social
mechanism, I can now suitably disp with ded
Examples are sufficient. Here, as in all exact sciences, the
practice is the theory; the precise observation of fact is the

and others, revealed the whole y of parli y
institutions, but they did not go beyond empty complaint
and fruitless denial.

Proudhon allowed mankind first, as it were; to despalr
in order to save it. He derided the work of the Constitu-
tion — the emanation of three revolutions — and showed that
the blood-bedabbled daughter of revolution was but a life-

All sur laws come out of the incubator with the technology
of antiquity. This adds dignity te the law, of the same sort
as powdered wigs to judges. Still, I can not rid myself of
the conviction thiat we are making a great mistake; and that
really the highest duty of a legislator is to thoronghly study
social and economical questions. . . .

The average Congressinan is ignorant, but pramlcnl He
goes to see to the interests of his constituents; distribute of-
fices and seeds; and make laws; bt by his constiwehls’ he
rarely means more than the party wire-pullers, ‘‘the gang.”

less woodblock. He looked at the corpses of the revolution-
ary b s, and he lnnghed ; he scoffed at their achieve-
ments; every single gem of the Constitution which we re-
joice at; he tore out, broke up, and then showed us that it
was but paste.

Sucialists complained that the right to work has not been
admitted in the Constitution. Proudhon rejoiced that his
utterance against theirs, * Give me the right to labor, and
1 will leave you the right to property,” had hindered, as is

7 1, this admission. He could, he observed, have ex-

If he meant more, pray tell us how he could plish his
virtuous intent? The Congressional party cancus d tates
his vote on all occasions:” and committees alone are

nuwl as having control of measures of any importance.

printed speeches, and Patem-oﬁme documems, and
What stimulus ‘does our system apply to our rep
to make of him a real statesman? In fact,

men are illy informed simply becauae leglslatmg gi 'S no
room for the nse of mlormauon.
But let us'u
supertinous, a
bnc that it is a

own, Cerwinly the English Parliainexit 'snd",thi:’ﬂemmn
would not be safe for an hour with such assumpticng of
ith our legislative deparv,ment has kept e\'en pace

plamed that his words intended no threat against property,
but he did not in order that his country might be ‘spared this
new constitutional lie.

In place of this right to labor, the authors of the Consti-
tution inserted the right to public assistance in their docu-
ment, — as Proudhon remarks, ** Nonsense in place of an
impossibility.” He drove the Constitution out of its last
ambush, and cried out bitterly: * As if ‘1 could not have
said, * Give 'me the right to assistance, and 1 will leave you
the right to labor.””’

And then he calmly declared what the nght to public
assistance was. He showed that what was placed before us
as an alins, was as such impossible ; but elevated to a right,
it opened a gulf and led straight to civil war,  With the
malicious joy of a cheat, who having effected his swindle,
reveals to his victim his modus operandi, he demonstrated
that against the same subterfuge, whick might. again: be
used as a guarantee against the right to public assistance,
the same ohjection might be repeated again and again.
According to him, all the political and economic elements
on which society rests muttally make each other complete,
pass one into the other, and by turns consume each other.
Society rests entirely on these contrasts and assimilations
which all ‘return to each other, and the system is eternal, |
And the solution of the social problem consists in not allow-
ing the various expressions to come forward as contrasts, as

itself.

Lodgings for the Poor.
{Today.]

The London County Council is again devoting its attention
to municipal lodgings for the poor. The result of its exploits
up to September, 1883, was to unhouse 21,000 people¢ and
provide lodgings for 12,000, — the other 9,000 wedging them-
selves in where they could, except those who were kind
enough to take up their residence in the graveyard, and thus
free the rate-payers of the duty of sheltering them. The
latest proposal of the County Council is to tear down houses
at present lodging 5,000 persons and build in place of ‘them
accommodation for about 3,500,

State Patronage of Dramatic Art.
{Today.]
Sardow’s “Thermidor’’ having heen suppressed ‘by the
French Government, the manager of the Théitré Libre offers
to produce the play, the censorship being unable to dictate
terms to this * private’' theatre. . The motto of the Thédtre
Libre is; * By art and for art.” "It aims at giving youngand
unpopular authors, boycotted by the managers, who only
want to make money, oftén necessarily at the expense of
dramatic art, a chance to try their strength. In'three years
it has produced one hundred and tweoty-five new and ori:
ginal plays, and presented the works of fifty-nine ant.lmn
and musxcmns, of whom several are famous. Twe: ty- three
of the pieces revealed at'the Théitre Libre have becn pro-
duceqd since at the regular theatres. Within the same three
years the two subsidized theatres, the ‘Comédie Francaise
and the Odéon, have produced ninety-two new pieces, and
have cost the Government more than a ‘million fmaes.

: Commumeatmg these and sundry other fwcts, cqnally

Franr'aaae and the Odéon have Mglecl.ed. ammn
paid for the purpose The Th i




on
its
nd
m-
nd
s
'he
ses
Qi

the
ers
ate
ire
and
nly
 of
Ars
ori-
hors
hree
pro-
iree
aise
and
nes.
iter-
un”’
ers:
mall
édie
y are
ocus
orme-
e the

LIBERTY.120

1263

Issued Fortnightly at One Dollar a Year; S8ingle Copies
Five Cents.

BENJ. R TUCKER, EpItor AND PUBLISHER,
VICTOR YARROS, ASSOCIATE Eprron,

Ofice of Publication, 45 Milk Street, Room 7.
Post Office Address: Liperry, P Q. Box No. 3366, Boston, Mass.

Eutered as Sceeond Class | I:ul Matter.

N B()SI() ™ MASS., MARCH 21, 1891.

"In almlwhma rent uml interest, the last vestiges of old-time sla-
very, the Revolution alwlishes at one stroke the sword of the execu-
tioner, the seal of the magistrate, the club of the policeman, the
gauge of the ecciseman, the erasing-knife of the department clerk,
all those inskynia of Politics, which young Ltberty grinds beneath
her heel e PROUDHON,

§3™ The appearance in the editorial column of articles
over other signatures than the editor’s initial indicates that
the editor approves their central purpose and general tenor,
though e does not hold himself responsible for every phrase
or word. But the appearance in other parts of the paper of
articles by the same or other writers by no means indicates
that he disapproves them in any respect, such dis ition of
them heing governed largely by motives of wnvemenw

Land Monopoly and Literary Monopoly.

I am asked by Mr. Simpson, in another column, to
disprove Lysander Spooner’s argument in favor of
property in ideas, and paragraphs from Mr. Spooner’s
book are quoted for my especial attention. One of
these paragraphs is addressed to those who believe

¥ that ideas are new wealth created by man’s labor ; the
! ] other is addressed to those who believe that ideas are
natural wealth discovered and taken possession of by
man. As I'do not belong to the former class, I have
no call to answer the argument addressed to it. To
the latter class [ do belong; and as one of that class
[ am simply told by Mr. Spooner that “he who dis-
covers or first takes possession of an idea thereby be-
comes its lawful and rightful proprietor, on the same
principle that he who first takes possession of any ma-
terial production of nature thereby makes himsclf its
nghtfu! owner.”  But T deny that “he who first takes
possession of any material production of nature there-
by makes himself its rightful owner.” What does
this mean if not unlimited land monopoly? I call
Spooner's ‘work on “Intellectual Property” positively
foolish because it is fundamentally foolish, — because,
that is to say, its discussion of the acquisition of the
right of property starts with a basic proposition that
must be locked upon by all consistent Anarchists as
obvious nonsense. 1 quote this basic proposition.
«The natural wealth of the world belongs to those
who first take possession of it. . . . So much natural
wealth, remainipg unpossessed, as any one can take
possession of first, becomes absolutely his property.”
In interpretation of this, Mr. Spooner defines taking
possession of a thing as the bestowing of valuable
labor upon it, such, for instance, in the case of land, as
cutting down the trees or building a fence around it.
What follows from this? ~Evidently that a man may
go to a piece of vacant land and fence it off ; that he
may then go to a second piece and fence that off; then
third, anl fence that off; then to a fourth, a

fxfth, a hundredth, a thousandth, fencing them all off;
that, unable to fence off himself as many as he wishes,
he may hire other men to do the fencing for him; and
that then he nay stand back and bar all other men
from using these lands, or admit them as tenants at

such rental as he may choose to exact.

Now, if this be true, what becomes of the “Anar-

~ chistic doctrine of occupancy and use as the basis and
Limit of land ownership? 1 ask Mr. Simpson, and any
other Auarchists who, having ‘been led to read Mr.
bpooners book in consequence of this copyrxgbu dxs—

N

latest development more than ever justifies my words,
Belief in monopoly of ideas is leading him to belief in
monopoly of land, as was bound tobe the case. Archism
in one point is taking him to Archism in another.
Soon, if he is logical, he will be an Archist in all re-
spects. I shall be sorry to see such a fate overtake
him, but I shall be forced to Jeave him to it if I cannot
save him except by disputing the manifestly absurd
proposition that a man has a right to exclude me from
as much of the earth's surface as ke can fence off.

Far be it from e to underrate the merits of Lysan-
der Spooner. Those who read my tributes to his
memory at the time of his death know the vast mea-
sure of praise which I awarded him. 1 have no word
to take back. I honored him unspeakably as a soldier
of liberty in manifold directions, and I loved him de-
votedly as a friend. But when his name is brought
forward as a prop for a weak cause, I am bound to re-
mind those who appeal to him that in many things he
was a man filled with prejudice and superstition, a
man, not of the future or even of the present, but of
the past. He believed in God; he believed in religion;
he believed in spirits; he believed in immortality ; he
believed in duty; he hated utilitarianism (despite
some sentiments to the contrary to be found here and
there in his works); he believed in land monopoly ;
be believed in usury; he believed in marriage.
What wonder, then, that he believed also in property
in ideas!

The introduction of his name into this discussion
gives me an opportunity to point out to those An-
archists who favor property in ideas a new and rather
amusing reductio ad absurdum of their position. The
economic doctrine upon which Anarchists are most
harmoniously united is that the idea of the equal right
of all wealth to representation in the currency neces-
sarily underlies the abolition of usury and the solution
of the labor question. This idea was copyrighted by
Mr. Spooner. He claimed, as I know from repeated
conversations with him, that the idea was his prop-
erty, and that every mutual bank could and would be
compelled to pay him and his heirs a perpetual royalty
for the use of it. The old banking system maintains
the rate of discount say at six per cent.  The An-
archists think that the new banking system would re-
duce the rate to less than one per cent. Mr. Spooner,
who claims to be the inventor and owner of the new
banking system, declares that no bank shall use it ex-
cept on condition of paying to him nearly the whole of
this difference of five per cent. which would otherwise
be saved by the bank’s customers. (Mr. Spooner, who
was a henevolent man, would probably have demanded
less, but his heirs were Shylocks.) Now, what differ-

labor, whether six per cent. is paid to the bank, or one
per cent. to the bank and five per cent. to M.
Spooner? None at all; in either case labor is equaily
exploited. Thus, by the recognition of property in ideas,
the cause of usury is made per t and the solution of
the labor question rendered impossible. Ts Mr. Simpson’s
optimistic “faith in the spirit of competition” equal
to the belief that Mr. Spooner could be *defeated in
his diabolical scheme”? Does he think that Prou-
dhon, who invented the same thing, would compete
with Spooner? '~ On the contrary, what would be
easier or more for their interest than for Proudhon
and Spooner ‘to_form a trust? They could do so

known that there could be no more independent in-
ventors, and consequently no more compe
then the exploitation of labor by these two men and
their heirs counld go on forever. - How does Mr. Simp-
son like the prospect?

The remaining points disenssed by Mr. Simpson

erty, is effectively disposed of by Tak Kak, the 8
destroyer., Mr.

ence does it make to the borrower, and ultimately to |~

securely, because the idea would soon be so vndely'

have: been covered, most of them, im my previous :
articles, One of them, the spook of immaterial prop- |

‘S"_pson will probably -answer_ him |

son that 1 cannot devote these columns to extended
extracts from the existing literature of the opposition.
[ think no one can charge me with unwillingness to
give the fricnds of copyright a full and fair bearing.
If Mr. Simpson has anything of his own to offer, the
columns are still open. But if 1 were to let him re-
print Spooner here, perhaps I should want to reprint
Proudhon as an offset. Where would the matter end?
Liberty is not a free parliament, but an organ. It
exists for propagandism. It is ever willing and
anxious to test its views by clash with opposing views,
but it lives to spread, not the doctrine of monopoly,
but the gospel of liberty. T

Copyright.—111.

In Liberty No. 176 there are two quotations from
Herbert Spencer, the first claiming new knowledge as
private property, and the second discussing the pro-
bability of independent discoveries as & reason for
limiting the inventor’s monopoly. I -regard Mr.
Tucker’s reply in the same number as being satis-
factory, but there is perhaps occasion for a review of
the alleged property in ideas and of eopyright in every
form, from the point of view of individual possession
as true property versus societary invasion of the in-
dividual to establish an alleged property.

My thoughts are my property as the air in my lungs.
is my property. When I publish my ideas, they be-. -
come the property of as many persons as comprehend
them. If any person wishes to live by imparting his
ideas in exchange for laubor, I have nothing to say
against his doing so and getiing cooperative protection
without invading the persons and property of myself
and my allies. We will take care, if we can, that he
and his party do not invade our houses, stop our print-
ing-presses, and seize our books. Mr. Spencer is wel-
come to all the property in ideas that he can erect and
maintain without government. No one can speak or
write, and yet have the same advantage as if he were
silent, plus the advantage of a market for his lecture
or his book, even if he sell but one copy.. But what-
ever he can do by contract, cosperation, and boycot-
ting, — that is, by the means of equal liberty,—let
him do at his pleasure. ;

When Spencer claims the “exclusive use™ of his ori-
ginal ideas, 1 am {pterested to know how he purposes
of enforcing such claim. I do mnot admit it. * The
mere fact that the idea was original ‘with him does not
have an effect to debar me from using it after he com-
municates it to me.. I do not invade any pnvacy, but,
when he either sells or gives me knowledge, it is mine."
It is simply impossible for him to have property i:: me,
in the restraint of me so that I musi vot use my
pen, my paper, and Mr. Tucker's type with Mr.
Tucker’s consent; — that is to say, all this is impos-
sible without tyranny. The terms equal freedom, if
construed to mean an equal degree of freedom and an
equal degree of denial of freedom,— that is, less than
full freedom, — become a mockery of what I under-
stand by equal freedom. ' I understand by it no privi-
leged order of persons, no privilege except by persenal
consent. And here is the point: if I undertake to
limit.-my ooncewable action; 1 do so in the exercise of
1ty freedom to choose or refuse alliance with others.
'Fnrther, while choosmg as wise and congemai \
law the robber, the thi in
on]y voluntary '\dhesl




1269

LIBERTY. 726

upon the taxpayers, and it is possible that some pen-
sions have been given for services which some of the
taxpayers would willingly contribute something to re-
ward, but ouly as a voluntary contribution. On 2
claim to exact the pensions, the issue depends upon the
decision of those who pay them,

Anarchism hus to face the claims of people who
have put the evidences of past labor into government
bonds and land investments as well as patent and
other royalties. It is very important then to settle
the question : what constitutes property ?

I take a copyrighted book and copy it. “I'giveor sell
the copy to another, He reads it. .~ He might or might
not have bought the author’s edition if I had never
existed to draw his attention to the work. ~All that I
do in the matter is done in my own room and with my
own property.

The author does not know of ‘my action, and can-
not, by any inspection of hic property, discover that

any part is missing. Does not the analysis show that’

the claim of immaterial literary property is a claim of
property in other men’s production? True that but
for the author the book would not be there for me to
copy, but true also that I have not contracted with any
man to give him a power of thrusting his partnership
upon me, he domg something which has cost him cer-
tain labor and in return taking a general injunction
upon us all, from which it is not impossible that he
will make ten thousand times the amount that his
labor wonld have made. This;if we permit, he makes
out of us by the combination of a certain amount
of labor with some. fortunate idea and' our. belief
in allowing immaterial property. - Do we not ail
see that here are the elements of exploitation of man
by man? And under Anarchism will not the ‘authors’

association be so smiall and the free copyright associa-
" tion so large that the former will find it éxpedient to
disband on making some terms for consideration that
will give the author a reasonable return for his labor,
ot at all a recognized right to make all he can by the
means of a social prohibition? His own mdxvxdnal

prohibition would mostly be impotent. :

To steal is'to take by stealth, —-w1thout the know
ledge and consent of the owner. As long as Spencer
has an idea in his brain, it is hxs, and it is not _mine
until it is in my brain. I do not get it by stealth if he
pubiishes it. I shall then print his idea in his own
words; make an exact copy of his book,
on the title-page; if it suits me best to do

If the printer may not copy new books, of course

_ the shoemaker may not copy new sh
would be t.he demal of hberty The

iy demal of hberty.
haﬁ superseded the old ones, an

what is-in ¢
to use his
goods that

. fashion, his
oune stroke.
The choice i

he knows how to fashion,
liberty and hls property are f

‘invention.

seen also that the author by writing a certain book has
probably cut some one else out from writing a different
book with successful results.

This leads to another consideration. If the author
is entitled to property in his so-called “work,” — the
immaterial “book,” — a projection and exploitation,
not really proper to him but a power of society, —
then he may be held responsible for all damage done
by his ¢ property " running at large. The liberty of
the press will be a serious thing for authors when they
are held responsible for the action of their alleged
property, — their oxen that gore, and steam-engines
that explode, and poisons that destroy. Shall we have
even more government?

In my second article I accommodated myself for the
moment to Mr. Yarros’s terminology as to the more
general ideas (contra, plagiarisin) and literary form,
respectively; but I must say that both what to express
and how to express it are certainly ideas. The words
as material signs, ink on paper, are all thereabout that
is not ideal. When we spedk of labor of production in
this matter of ideal form, we speak of labor which is
precedent to obtaining the form. There may be much
labor in obtaining some ideas which, when obtained,
present no difficulty in variously expressing them, a
number of facts, for iustance, which may be stated:in
figures, words, or Roman numerals; and there may be
little labor expended in the manner of expressing an
idea even when it appears that long and hard-labor
would be requisite for another person to express it in
that manner. In poetry, for example, often there is
scarcely the ghosi of an idea other than that of the ar-
rangement of the words, and we know not whether the
arrangement has cost a day’s labor more than copying
would have cost. When we speak of the manner of
expressing an idea, we deceive ourselves if we forget
that manner is ideal. It is convenient to speak of
tools and material, but this d yes not alter the fact that
the adze ‘and ‘ti.e trowel are themselves material.
Manner in the ideal is ‘the tool with which ideas of
fact are arranged or shaped. Though thus distin-
guished, it is' to be identified ‘ultimately inideul
basis with ideal material, as the material tool is to be
identified in basis with the material material. - In
ghort, it is as illogical to contrast literary expression
with ideas as to contrast grapes with fruit. But the
labor? ‘Well; ‘the labor of -arranging a bouquet of
wild flowers may be ‘more apparent: it is not more
actual than the labor of discovering the flowers to be

‘arranged.

I cannot adnnf. that ‘abor of produchon is better at-
tested in a collocation of words than in a mechanical

which the copyist would have to duplicate

volume, but in neither case do we see all the forms
that have been constructed or know of all the mental

| efforts that have been made.
- We meet people who are sure they know what to
ternbly:

say, ‘but not bow to express it.
‘hard work for them.

Expression
Such ‘people either ‘deceive

. | themselves, or they are trying to deceive others as to

‘their knowledge, or they really want to appropriate

from some other person the full expression of the ideas |
wi ich they have partly appropriated, but to do itin
some slight disguise, and to be pmd for it, not as copy-|
ists, but as aufhors, be thexr a.un even only socxal ,

pressxon for one kind. In either case it is Tabor of
prodnct n of the first product.  Without dxscovery,
) hout ]abor, no dxscovery

~'The demonstrable labor in writing isthat |
Thelabor.
in making 4 model may be less than in writing a

of others implies that each may possess materials and
employ them as he sees fit, short of injuring another
in his life, liberty, or property (possessions).  How
can [ lessen or injure him in his idea, general or
particular, or say his form of expression, by repeating
it? 1 can injure his project of exploitation by reason-
ing against it. Hence, if protection to *literary prop-
erty ” be needed, it may be necessary to disfa Fmy
liberty of discussion.

After literary property and the copyright protective
gystem come personal reputation and the law of libel.
I am but a limitad owner of pen and paper if J-may
not attack reputations. I throw this out by way of
suggestion for others to reflect upon.. My own view
of equal liberty and property admits of no breakdown
or exception in the * general principle.” I hold to
tangible possessions and personal immunity in what

I deem use of tongue, pen, and all industrial ap- |

pliances. Ownership of the press means more “than
the so-called liberty of the press which is the “nght to
use” It means the exercise whxch all. others

strictly as personal possession. A convenient:

this: No ownership except in that which is em

in tangible form, hence subject to wear and decav, for
this is the general mark of products as distinet from '
that so-ca.lled production ~which can be nnp

original owner having less than before,—the id
hence simply discovery.

I must criticise ‘an attempt to employ the word .

monopoly  to designate personal possession.
word monopoly is properly used to: designate a

The

clusive privilege of miarket, and: how ‘could’ this be

more glaringly exemplified than it is when one has an
an immaterial so-called “property,” so- that he sells
nothing but a permit and does not reduce the quantity
of what hehas to sell when he makes asale? Bym

ing use of the word monopoly as a forced synonym
for that true property ‘which is personal possess

sort of color is given to the notion that u'

might be equitable property.

What appears of the fabulous possxblhhes of wealﬁ] .
suggested in selling permits to successive gener tions
will ‘stamp ideal “production”” ‘as discovery bey :
doubt, and  thus as being outside the sphere
dustrial production with its labor: equivalen
perishable and consumable products. The impe
able and inconsumable were never prodnced
sense of eqmtable commeme e

of language is cou

“differeticés now exi:

territory, hence are on]y hy a loose use
called different kinds, —

conditioned.. Now.
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ladder, ~— that we are ripe for perfect Annvehy, . .. '
T mysell do not believe that we have attainad to this
degree of perfection; and, furthermore, thase who do
believe it cannot evade the task of fixing the limits of
liberty in a lower plane of social development, . . . .
Can any guiding principle be formulated whereby we |
may know where the State should interfere with the
liberties of its citizens and where it should not? Can
any definite liits be assigned to State action ? .
Some say, ‘we muss fall back ou the consensus of the
people; thers is nothing else forit’ Qthers,
again, qualify that conteution. = These say, ‘let us
loyally accept the verdict of the majority.’ This is
democeracy. . . . Tt only shoves the question astep
further back. llow are the many to decide for them-
selves when they ought to interfere with the mindrity
and wien they ought not? . Of course the
stronger can do what they choose; but what ought
they to choose? . . . . We may put the State on one
side and imagine a purely Anarchic form of society,
and the same questiou still arises.. Since the anarchy
of the wild beasts is out of the question, it is clear
that certain arbitrary and aggressive acts on the part
of individuals must be met and resisted by voluntary
combinations. . .. For what purposes are these com-
binatious to be made ?”
Barring the patenthetical reference and: answer to
“those who answer, No limits,” the above statement is
perfectly clear and logical. As-I understand him,
Mr. Donwthorpe simply sets us the task of defining
liberty and invasion, of pointing out the exact line of
demarcation between equal liberty and unequal liberty,
between social liberty and savage liberty, between (to
adopt Proudhon’s terminology) simple liberty and
compound liberty.  He tells us, quite correctly, that,
no matter what the external form of socinl organiza-
tion, the necessity for guiding principles, for defini-
tions, is ever present.
that he contradicts his own statement and needlessly.
introduces an element of confusion when he rofers to
those “who answer, No liinits,” and remarks that he
should not quarrel with them. Vhy, according
Mr. Donisthorpe, there are no people who believe
unlimited liberty. Unlimited liberty is chaos,
we are discussing equal liberty, which is
liberty. Not only is Mr.. Donisthorpe ob!
“quarrel” \nth those who' say, No hmlts ?

them to join in the debate.
declare against all pnnclples, while Mr. ‘D
undivided attention is directed toward the
and scientific expression of prmcxpleq ; .
" Assuming that my criticism is warranted and that
1 understand Mr. Donisthorpe’s real meaning,

before inviting the reader to study Mr. Domsthorpes
solution of the problem, to note the fact that th

in which the problem i« stated fuily ‘authorizes us
vlalmmg that Mr. Domsthorpe is an Anarchist.

and man there is nothing. Socrety,
his view, has no rights assuch. The pri
search of, once found, is a. ‘pnnclplc whic]
eq\mlly bound to. respect

‘main continuous) to reduce the number of State re-

‘signs of becoming weaker and weaker, and what those

‘that these two classes are becoming more and more

“ability, hasten on the day of absolute freedom in the
former class of cases, and insist on the most deter-

‘Whether this duty will in time pass into other hands,

‘of the greatest interest.”
But this being so, it is obvious |

. [ Donisthorpe quotes and eriticises.
‘| except against the invader,” wrcte Mr. “Tucker; “and

‘than an-exact definition of aggression, is the essential

.| interference is not so much the increasing exactness of

; question before us is not what measures and me:
interference we are justified in msmutmg, but which

fast line l&et\wen the proper fields of State-interference
and the field sacred to individual freedom. There is
no geueral principle whereby the effective majority
can decide whether to interfere or not. And yet we
are by no means left without guidance. .... We
must give up all hope of deducing good laws from
high general principles, and rest content with those
middie principles which originate in expedience and
are verified by experience. And we must gearch for
these middle principles by observing the tendency of
civilization. . . . By «duction from the cases pre-
sented to us in the long Listory of mankind, we can, I
believe, find a sound working answer to the question
we set out with. Al! history teaches us that there has
been an increasing tendeney to remove the restrictions
placed by the State on the absolute liberty of its citi-
zens. . . . There has been a marked tendeney (in the

strictions. . . . State-prohibitions are becoming fewer
and more definite, while, on the other hand, some of
them are at the same time more rigorously enforced.:

The proper aim of the reformer, therefore, is
to find out, by a study of history, exactly what those
classes of acts are in which State-interference shows

other -classes of acts are in which such interference
tends to be more rigorous and regular. He will find

differentiated. And he will then, to the utmost of his

mined enforcement of the law in the latter class:

— that is to say, whether private enterprise will ever
supplant the State in the performance of this function,
‘and whether that time is near or remote, are questions

Such is Mr. Donisthorpe’s view, and I have no ex-'
ception to take to it. I am surprised that Mr. Donis-
thorpe still thinks that the Anarchists entertain a
different view. Why, this is substantially the position
‘taken by Mr. Tucker in the very passages which Mr.
“No use of force,

in those cases where it is difficult to tell whether the
alleged offender is an invader -or not, still no use of
force except where the necessity of immediate solution
is so imperative that we must use it to save-our-
selves.” - Mr. Tucker -has always maintained -that
“the lesson that liberty is the mother of order, rather

condition of the development of Anarchism,” and that
“the chief influence in narrowing the sphere of State

the knowledge of what constitutes aggressmn as the
growing conception that aggression is an:evil to be

And Mr. Donisthorpe must agree with him that “the

of those alreéady existing we should first lop off.”  The
questions  which Mr. Donisthorpe says-are’ left unse

;ethws of soclety
“of the Anarchists,

| made by the Anarch)stsh

‘vidual lxberty is increasin

Donisthorpe brmgs a.ga.msb Mr.
his. fa.xlure to fnrm' :

avoided and that liberty is the condition of progress.”.

tled by Mr lucker s posmon are questlons whlch he

force had better be frankly and squarely acknowledged
as & matter of necessity, and no attempt made to har-
monize it with any far-fetched theory of State rights,
Mr. Donisthorpe comments thus: *Lven the most
avowed State Socialist is ready to say that compulsion
in such matters is justifiable only when it is ¢so jm-
perative that we must use it to.save ourselves.” Ie is
ready todo so, if need be, ‘fairly and squarely, acknow-
ledging it as a matter of necessity.’ But so is the
protectionist; so is the religious persecutor.” What!
are State Socialists, protectionists, and religious per-
eccutors willing to desist from aggression and to
restrict the use of force only to cases where it is abso-
lutely unavoidable? This would be good news in-
deed. Unfortunately it is not true. Mr. Donisthorpe
strangely overlooked the rather significant consideras
tion that what prehibitionists and protectionists regard
as “doubtful” cases are to Mr.Tucker cases admitting
of no doubt whatever. Is he, then, to be heid respon-
sible for other people’s ignorance and moral inferi
ity? Mr. Donisthorpe knows perfectly well wl
Mr. Tucker means by doubtful cases, and the adequacy
or inadequacy of Mr. Tucker’s “rule” for treating
them is not to be determined by the results of its ap-
plication by men who differ from him fundamentally.
The point is here: can those who understand liberty
in Mr. Tucker’s sense furnish a better, a more scientific
rule for the caces in question? They cannot. Mr.
Donisthorpe certainly does not furnish any other rule.
He contents himself with insisting upon the necessity
and justice of repressing the-“lower forms of com-
petition,” offering no rule for treating doubtful cases,
— cases which we do not know in:whai catcgory to
‘place.” Suppose an act is committed which some in-
dividualists: regard as -belonging -in the class of the
“lower forms of competition,” but which other indi-
‘vidualists are inclined to class aniong the higher forms
of competition. All agree that, if the act does belong
in the lower class, the exercise of force in the case'is
legitimate ; but where it belongs is precisely the ques-
‘tion upon which they cannot agree.. Now, what is to
be done in thai case? Mr. Tucker advances a prac-
tical suggestion, which Mr. Donisthorpe dismisses as
'~unsﬁtlsfa,ct0ry But; instead of offering a better sug- -
'gestlon, he discourages us by the assertion that there
‘is no solution possﬂ)le and that it simply remains to-
s to bow to the’ superior power.. . Bow to that power
we Wlll and must — no one knows how long; butis
or is'not Mr. Tucker’s solution’ preferable to'the pre-
sent way of cutting the knot ? That is the real ques-
tion; -and Mr.. Domst.horpe will have to answer in'the
aﬂirmatlve ‘Well, then, let us instruct the effective
‘majority and induce it to accept the better rule, mean- -
while persevering in our efforts to discover ‘or formu-
late the best rule. - .

I tepeat that Mr. Domsthorpe s last w ord leavesus
in no perplexity as to the propriety of claesnfymg him
as an Anarchlst and T hope that he \ull revme lus

To show still: more
n us, let me add one

‘tical rule of tl'ns kmd Hy
restrleuons wmch are. ma.
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the right of killing or robbing their neighbors on con-
dition of being guaranteed against similar treatment
by othe 11 50, the voluntary society which Anarchy
would evolve, and the State which ancient Socialism
has evolved, tend in the long run to be one and the
same thing, The State will cease to coerce, becanse
coercion will no longer be required.” T am not certain
that T understand Mr. Donisthorpe’s meaning in the
last sentence.  1f he employs the word * coercion™ in
the seuse of compulsion, then surely the idea conveyed
is erroncous.  Anarchism is not necessarily social
perfection, and even under it what Mr. Donisthorpe
calls the lower forms of competition, — murder, as-
sault, robbery, ete,, — will have to be suppressed by
force. The ¢uestion is not between coercion and utter
absence of ~oercion, which is conceivable only in a
society ot perfect beings (not ideally perfect, but free
from auti-social feclings and desires)., The question
is between unprincipled coercion of everybody, ag-
gressors and non-aggressors alike, and between use cf
force only against aggressors.  I1f Mr. Donisthorpe
used the word cocreion in a different sense, it is to be
regretted that he did not add the necessary ex-
planation.*

Touching the function of reformers and the methods
of securing fuller and wider recognition of liberty, Mr.
Donisthorpe says: “I have always endeavored to show
that the effective majority has a right (a legal right)
to do just what it pleases. How can the weak set a
limit to the will of the strong? ... Shall: we then sit
down like blind fatalists in presence of the doctrine,
“no limit can be set to State interference?’ Certainly
not. I have admitted that no limit can be set from
withowt. But just as we can influence the actions of o
man by appeals to his understanding, . . . so we may im-
bue the hearts of our countrymen with the doctrine of
individualism:in such wise that it may sometimes be

“said of England, ¢ Behold a free country.’ . It'is to this
end that individualists are working. ... When the
majority learns that its acts can be criticised; that it

““can behave in an ‘ungentlemanly’ 1auner, as well as

~“in a wrongful manner; that it should be guided in its
_treatment of the. minority by its conscience, and not
solely by laws of its own makmq,athen there will be

‘10 scope for any other form of government than that
which- is based on.individualism; and the: R:ghts of
_ Man will exist:as realities, and not a8 a mere ex|

- denoting each man’s prxvabe tiot
aught to be.”

passxve res:sta.nce to State tyranny,
: from other sources, Mr‘ Domst.horpe is

on this point too there i
I had: mtended to in

“American actor and manager and the closing out of
foreign competition.”

of foreign actors, and against other specific menaces to the
welfare of actors and actresses in America.  But there has
never been a proposition formulated in auy extensive, and
careful, and far-seoing way that would place the worker. in
the theatres upon a basis of permanent importance in thety
influence over the general issues of the conntry,

Now, what the editor proposes is the formation of a
theatrical federation that shall embrace the great bulk
of the amusement professions in all their branches,
and that shall codperate with the trades unions and other
labor organizations of the United States.

To quote the editor again:

The labor vote of the United States is in reality the vote
that elects our presidents, our congr onr State legis-
lators, and, in fact, the oceupants of all our offices. If the
people who are employed in all capacities in connection with
the American stage will consent to organize themselves into
one great body and to join hands with the labor forces, the
stage will absolutely control every politicul movement in
America.

But why, it will naturally be asked, do the actors
want to control politics? What can the trades unions
do for them ? Listen to the editor’s frank answer:

Congress has thus far declined to take the view that
American actors should be protected the smme as American
workers in the other walks of life. We may beg and implore
the representatives of this people in Washington as long as
wa please, but, until we are enabled to demand our just
rights, we shall never, in all this world, secure them. When
we have formed a coalition with the same labor unions that
compelled Congress to protect the stonecutter, the mason,
the carpenter, and all other artisans, we shall be enabled to
compel every member of Congress to vote for our protection,
and we shall be placed to tell him that if he does not do so
we will defeat him at the next succeeding election.

The Theatrical Federation, carrying in its hand the great
labor vote of the United States, will be ¢abled to say to
Congress: * We want a reduction in our railroad fares to
one cent a mile, and every man who votes against such re-
ductions will be left at heme in the next elections.” When
we are enabled to force Congress to this concession, the
combination manager, the local managor, and the actor will
gain the benefit derived from the Jifference Letwreen the
prices that exist now.and those that will then prevail.” The
combination 1anager will be enabled to pay an increased
range of salarics, aud at the same time to give to'the local
inanager a bstter per cent. of the receipts, still retaining for
himself an added profit. It is the great railroad interest of
the United States-that now consumes the profits of the
Anmterican theatrical calling. ' Those rates must be reduced
before this business of the stage will be placed upon a com-
mercial footing, and the way to reduce them is to compel,
and not implore.

Nor is this the only grievance which actors might
“compel ” Congress to redress.’. They do not like the
law which permits foreign managers to bring over, as
“tools of trade,” free of duty, costumes and scenery,
since it places at a distinct disadvantage the American
manage:s who employ American labor and purchase
American merchandise. Then, other opportunities
would doubtless arise “for the benefiting of the

Orie question still remains. What is to induce the
mons to gwe the theatrxcal profession  the-

what way, then, could the actors be serviceable to the
orga.mzed labmen? The edltor has a ready answer:

t is plaued in your hands to wield

any other organization acting in
au‘ical Federation: ‘Placing: the |
hese four Imndred and fifty per-,

Do you realize what this means? |

nee inaid of the Kl\ight;s of Labor,“ o

upon such aid as this at any eritical moment, they wonld be
prepared to do almost anything in return that you might
reasonably ask ?
Thetre is certainly nothing lmpracticable about the
aditor's project. It is a promising scheme, and widl
deubtless be welcomed by the trades unions, By
attending Lo the g().unment clerks and employees
next, aind by taking in the police, the ideal of the
labor orgauizations — State socialism — would be
brought withii reach. 1If State socialism is inevita-
ble,— if slavery be really the “coming” condition,—
the sooner it is here the better.  For soon after it will
be begun, it will be done for,  Let it come —to die.
V. X,

It is not a pleasant duty to criticise Mr. Pentecost.
Ile seems to have taken a solemn oath never to an-
swer any criticism really worth answering, and it is
useless to continue the efforts to induce him to change
his policy in that ;espect. If he thought he could af-
ford to ignore Mr. Yarros's eriticism ot his indictinent
against Anarchists, he certainly can afford to ignore
anything. Still I am tempted to ask him one question.
Seeing that he improves every opportunity to declire
that he is not an Anarchist, will he mind telling
us whether he wishes us to regard him as an Archist?
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50 cents.

THE KREUTZER SONATA. B}f Count Leo
Tolstoi, Translated by Benj. R. Tucker. This novel, dealin
with the questions of love and marringe, urges a morality that is
move than puritanical in its severity, while handling the delicate
snbject with all the frankness of the realistic school. This book,
80 far as ithe eentral lesson to be drawn from it is concerned, is of
 reactionary character, and should not be regarded as a part of
Liberty's propagunda, Yet it is a work of interest, ajmost &
masterpiece of art, a romance not without sociological import-
ance, No lover of independent thoughi can fail to admire its
rare unconventionalily, the fearless wa which the author ad-
dresses polite circles upon a subject wh.-h they generally taboo.
Price, in cloth, $1.00; in paper, 50 cents.

THE STORY OF AN AFRIC.\N FARM. By
Olive Schreiner.” A'r not of , but of the iilo-
Jectual life and growth of young English and German Peop]fs liv-
ing among the Boers and Raftirs ; picturing the mental struggles
through which they pussed in their evolution from orthodoxy to

jonalism ; and repr advanced ideas on religious and
social questions. <A work of remarkable power, beauty, and ori-
ginality, 375 pages. Price, in cloth, 60 cents; in paper, 25
cents, :

WHAT’S TO BE DONE? By N. G. Tcherny-
chewsky. Translated by Benj. R. Tucker. With a Portrait of
the Author. Written in prison. Suppressed by the Czar. e
author over nwen'.;{ years an exile in Siberia. The book which
has most powerfally influenced the youth of Russia in their

owth into Nihilism. Whoever comes under its influence will
all in love with high ideals. 329 pages. Price, in cloth, $1.00;
in paper, 35 cents. B

THE SCIENCE OF SOCIETY.

Stephen Pearl Andrews.

This work, long out »f print, is now republishied to meet a de:

mand which_ for a few. years past has been rapidly girowinﬁ. First
published about forty years ago, and yet in its teachiugs still far in
advance of the times, it comes to the present ﬁmemtion practically
ns a new book. Josinh Warren, whose social philosophy it was
written to expound, was in the habit of referring to it as vhe most
lucid and complete presentation:of his ideas that eves had been
written or ever could: be written. ' It will undoubtadly take rank in
the future among the famous books of the nineteenth century.,

it consists of two parts, as follows:

Parr: L ~=The True Constitution of Government in the Sove-
reignty of the Individual as the Final Development of Protestant-
tam, Democeracy. and Socialism. X

PARt 1L < Cost ‘the Limit- of -Price: A Scientific. Measure of
Honesty in Trade, as one of the Fundamental Principles in the So
lution of the Social Problem.

... Price, in Cloth, One Dollar,
Address the Publisher: i : ;
s § AH-E. HOLMES, Box 3366, Boston, Mass

BOUND VOLUMES
— OF —

THE TRANSATLANTIC

Now Ready and For Sale at Three Dollars Each.
[T —
A Wonderful Book for the Money!
Fqual to 1200 Octavo Pages.
——O—
IT CONTAINS:
1.—8ixteen Fine Half-Tone Portraits.
Henrik Ibsen. Arthur J. Balfour. Emilio Castelar. = Sibyl
Sanderson., Emile Zolu. Anton Rubinstein. Carl Vogt, Frangois
Coppée. Ivan Serguéitch Tourgenieff, Robert Browning. Ernest

Reyer. Jean Richepin, Camille Saint-Saens. Ernest Renan.
Guy de M Auguste V. i T

2, — Sixteen Pieces of Music.

The Dance of the Hurvesters, by Hugo de Stenger. Merceditas,
by Esteban Marti. Hymn of Love, by Augusta Holmes. 'Ma
Grand’tante, by Olivier Métra. Passepied, by Georges Jacobi.
Fingal’s Wedding, by B. M. Colomer. Shepherd’s Song, by Charles
Gounod. ™e Young Princess, by Edward Grieg. The Duet of
the Saints, by Charles Gour La Cracovienne, by Michel G!
Temple Scene from * Salammbo,” by Ernest Keyer..: O Salutaris, .
by Samuel Rousseau. Arioso from “ Ascanio,” by Camille Saint-
Suens. The Sleeping Beuuty, Ly P. J. Tchaikovsky. i
Accueil, by Johannes Brahms. Scene from ¢ Dante,”

yodard. G i
T}xis colleetion of music alone would cost from 85 to §8 at a music:
Gealer's, . iy

3.— Fourteen Novelettes.

Motier Savage, by Guy de Maupasiant, A Skeleton, by Marcel
Schwolb. The Man of Mars, b Gu¥ dc Maupassant. e Broker,
by Alexander Brod garo I and Yigaro 1L, by C. M Vacauo.
The sorrow of the Crisis, by Emile Zola.  ** Waiter, One Beer !* by
Guy de Claud by Jean Reibrach. ‘The Last Les-
son, by a'phonge Daudet. Totor’s Drum, by Jean Ricuepin. . Still
After the Doll's House, br G. Dernard Shaw. Who Knows? by
Guy de Maupassant. Nobility, by Théndore de Banville. . Con=
demned to Death, by G. de Mezulne. i

‘4. —Two Complete Serials.

Rosmersholm, by Henrik Ibsen. On the Mountain, by Latorin:i
Pigorini Beri. '

5.— Nineteen Poems.

Pegrsus, by Théodore de Banville.: Pastime, by Gabriele ’An-
nunzin., The Funeral of Nero, by E. Pansacchi.” ihe Compass, by
Jean Richepin. Dialogue of the Dead, by Raoul Toché. Italian
Epigrams. A Maiden’s Query.:.The Knith, by Emile Augier. :Le
Pater, by Frangois Coppée, The Barial of Robert Browning, by
Michae! Field. Crossing the Bar, by Alfred Tennyson.  Ibo, by
Victor Hugo. The Flag of the Future, by F. Fontana. - The Heart
of the Spring, by Arno Holz: .. O Lovely Child; by:Paul:Heyse:
Sonnet on Dante, by Michael:Angelo. -To z Rupe-Dancer, by Ar- -
thur Symons. Postal Cards, by E. Teza. - The Hall and the Wood,
by William Morris. : g 5

6.— Forty General Articles. ;

An Afternoon with Zola, by Ange Galdemar. The Winegrowers’ - -
Festival at Vevey, by Charles Buet.: -Hope and Resignation; by
Ernst Eckstein. Henrik Ibsen::the Man and His Work. : Litera-
tare, Art, and the People, by A. J. Balfour. "Bs reuth Denying
the Master, by G. Bernard Shaw. - Dogs and tite Law, by Ouida:
An_Experience with the Sun-Cure; by Mona Caird. -Augusia
Holmes. The Happy Ones of This World, tg + Caliban.” ' T'he In-
direct Utility of Art, by M. Merejkovsky. ' Russian Degeneracy, by
A:chbisl\uY Nicanor. A New Eye, by Camilic: Flammarion.
Wilkie Collins, by A. C. Swinburne. . An Attack on the Opere!

l&y Anton August Naaff. The Devil, by Ugo F! .- Mistakes of

aturalism, by Ernst Eckstein. Daudet’s ¢ Struggle: for: Y
Rubinstein’s Jubilee. The Brazilian'Revoluticn e'd’Arc, by
Ernest Lesigne. Preface to Balzac’s ¢ Chouan by Jules Simon.
A Russian View of American Art, by Vas. Nemircvitch-Danchenk
An Open Letter to Edison, by Carl Vogt. Vagrant Life, by Guy
de Maupassant. Progrussive - Tendencies in Persia; by S. Mikla-
shevsky. Maxims, by Alexandre Dumas tils. Jean Paul aud
Present, by Rudolf von Gottschall. . ‘How Europe Mav' Escape
War, by Colonel Stoffel, Last: Thoughts of Arthur Schopenhauer.
The German Socinlist Party. . The French:Livingstone, by H- nry
Fouquier. _The Decarents, by E.-Pansacchi. ignation to Ob-
livion, by Frnest Kenan.  Rembratdt; by Gustave Geffroy. :To!
stoi’s ¢ Kreutzer Sonata,” by N.:K. Michailovsky.  Is There a
Berlin Society ? by Conrad  Alberti. - Remodelling the Globe, by
Emile Gautier. Feminine Literature, by T. Fornioni.: Ivan Aiva-
sovsky, by Hugues LeRoux. - B 3

7.—And Much Besides.
A Fine Book for the Library - Table, - - Pri

1. Church and Sta
Respective Func.
Supplement to

#Church and State*.is translated by
own manuscript. It was written several redrs ago,
autior's boldest work, severely denunciatory of the
he has kent it in:mar ot in 1\ of
régime in Jussia. Now. hie has' deterrrined
United States. It is an uncompromisi ¢
and State from the standpoint of C!

Price: Cloth,
Address: B

An allegorical i Poem
of wonmng:nd foxr'ersna low i
copies, 25 cents; 25 copies;




