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* For always in thine eyes, O Liberty?
Saines that high light whereby the world is saved;
And thowy i thots slay us, we will trust inthee” .
JOHN HAY.

Gn Picket Duty. -

The “Twentietl: Century” has just taken a post-
office box. Tts number is 3774,  Liberty’s box number
g 13366, It will be noticed-that 33 is just half of 66,
and that 37 js just half of 74, Some crank believer in
signs and wonders will probably discover a'significance
in-this. T find in it only a numerical curiosity, to
which I call attention for the convenience of ‘those
who cultivate mnemonics as a fortification against the
infidelity of Mnemosyne. i

The first ‘numbe. of a handsome new-illustrated
magazine, “ Engineering,” devoted toindustrial science
and progress, reaches this office.  Though not a'com-
petent critic in this department, T may say that it
seems to me to give evidence of ability and promise of
prosperity. Its publisher, who is an Anarchist and a
subscriber to Liberty, tells me that he means to have
the Anarchistic view of those problems which are both
technological and sociological in character well repre-
sented in the pages of the magazine. " Thesubscription
price is three dollars a year. . Address The Engineering
Company, No, 124 Werld Building, New York,; N. Y.

" No individual is more deserving of pit (some will
- prefer to say, wntempt) than the reviewer of the
N3w York “Natior,” who' recently revealed the
wretched poverty of his intellectual furmshmgs in the
following remiark, betokening imbecility as_well as
~ impotent malice : “Mr. Spencer’s contributions to poli-
- tical"and historical science seem to us mere common-

o places, sometimes true, sometimes false, but in both

cases trying to disguise their essential flatness and
ecmmonness in a garb of dogmatic formalism.” But
perhaps [ am not altogether just to the fellow: to
charge Spencer with “dogmahc formahsm is. cer-
tainly original. i :

1 hear from an },nghsh cor! spondent that the leagne

action proposed. by Mr. Donistborpe is: rapldly tak-
mg shape. It will pmbahlv be sccxety for insuring

legitimate act.

one bound to Aaarchism, the Atheism oi political eco-
iomy, without stopping at bourgeois Individualism, the
Unitarianism of political econumy.

In the «Twentieth Century” of Ap:il 2 Mr. Pente-
cost has an excellent discourse treating of selfishness
and morality, in which he takes thoroughly egoistic
ground. His associate, J. W, Sullivan, in the same
number, passes a very weak criticism upun this dis-
course, concluding with a remark which, though in-
tendad as a compliment to Mr. Pentecost, is really an
insalt, If a free lover is not a Don Juan, the cham-
pions of wmarriage assert that he practises better than
he preaches. The prohibitionists say the same thing
of the free-rum man who does not ™ake his life one
prolonged and howling drunk. Aod similarly, when
Mr. Pentecost, vhile proclaiming that there are no
such things as morality and immorality, but only
heaith and disease, wisdom and folly, finds his own
enjoyment in following those paths cominonly called
the paths of virtue, Mr. Sullivan pertly remarks that
his practice is better than his precept, intending to
convey the idea that there is an inconsistency between
them. Such criticism is insulting because it is foolish-
ness uttered with that supevior and patronizing as-
sumptior. of knowledge which so often characterizes
those who don’t know.

¢ Does Prohibition prohibit ? ” queries the New York
“Press,” alluding to a late killing scrape in a Maire
bar-room; and gets & -sarcastic ‘auswer from the
“ Voice,” as follows: = “It does not seem to.  The law
prohibiting murder has been in farce in Maine ever
since the Indians were chased away; and 2t hereis
ohis killing scrape.© We shall see that the law against
miirder is repealed next week.” You may repeal the
law against murder, but you cannot make murder a
The fundamental law of associated
life prohibits murder, and all szne men would cooperate
in “enforcing that' law “if everything which we call
government were entirely absent. Drink, however,
can only be made a crime by statutory provision, and
in the absence of such meddiesome and “tyrannical
statutes none but fanatics and craiks will £o to the
length of punishing those who exercise their right to
seil or buy a drink. . Murder is committed only under
the influence of passion or by “human beasts” with a
low development of social sentiments; while the Iib-
erty to drink is insisted on by the most rational, intel-
ligent, refined, and cultured men of all ages and
c]a.sses. Can’t; the “Voice”.

. But woman’s gain |
The absurdity of legal |
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; Moreover, the law wm hold him |

'any dxﬂ rence hem? .

to leave his wife without providing forther. ' In other
words, the law will see to it that the legal husband ful-
fils his “duties,” while denying him protection in his
“rights.” Now, what sensible man can regard this
sort of arrangement with favor or patience? All free
lovers may well thauk the English Court of Appeal
for this splendid service to the great cause of sexual
freedom.

T hereby acknowledge my gratitude and obhga/tmn
to the publisher of the “Twentieth Century” for re-
priniing in the publisher's column the New ;
“Critic’s” appreciative review of “My Uncle Benja-
min,” which serves, whether so intended or not, as an
offset to the utierly inappreciative review: that lately
appeared in the editorial column from the pen of Mr.
Pentecost, who finds in “ Valmond, the Crank?” the
high-water mark of literature. - Right hers I may say
a word to those friends .of Mr. Pentecost who have
written me, in some cases anonymously (it seems to be
a peculiarity of many of Mr. Pentecost’s friends that
they write anonymous letters), in complaint of my
condemnation of their idol’s treatment of oue of my
idols. These wiseacres ask me if, when I zent “My
Unecle Benjamin” to Mr. Pentecost for review, I ex-
pected him to stifie his own' opinion and express
mine instead. Most certainly not, simpletons! Mr.
Pentecost’s opinicn being what it was, Tam very glad
that he ‘gave utterance to it honestly and franki
But, when he had done so, it was as much my privi-
lege to criticise and ridicule that opinion as any other
opinion that lie or any other man nia, y express. And
I shall continue jn the exercise of this privilege,

‘though' each repetition should precipitate upon me

new shower of shafts from Mr. Pentecost’s army ia
ambush. - By the way, it just strikes me that this ano-
nymity may be the result of Mr. Pentecost’s aversion
to names.,

“This man Comstock will stoo to any mieanness to.
accomplish an end. He has deliberately lied as no _
gentleman would do in order to cover up his mistakes.
He thinks himself mightier than the law. Indeed, I
think he is labotmg under. the 1mpress:on that the
statutes were framed especially :
complimentary langu as apphed to the censor of
Amemcan letters an mioral by Ju ushce Hbgan m
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Froperty and Equal Liberty.

1 wus very wuch interested in the little story with which
Mr. Tueker prefaced Lis comments upon my article on *“'I'he
Right to Authorship” in No. 178, Lest the busy reader may
have forgotten it, I will quote it here,

“When 1 wrote my previous answer,” said Mr, Tucker,
“1 foresaw that he would make precisely the reply that he
has made, It would have been more merciful, no doubt, to
bave then and thers assumed what the reply would be, and,
by answering it in advance, prevented him from making it,
But by a certain perversity inkering in my nature, akin, I
fear, to that which actuates a cat in toying with its prey, I
was led to allow hing to attempt the seeming avenue of
escape that still romained, leaving him to find out later
that he had plunged into a cul-de-sac.”

In this, T am sure, there is no fietion, only trath; but
truth stranger than fiction. For what do we find when we
turn to Mr. Tucker's * previous answer””?  Any indication
of playfulness or confidence? Not the faintest. On the con-
trary, we find & frank acknowledgment of the difliculty of
the task. **Thus far,” wrote Mr. Tucker then, *‘this has
been a most - interesting battle. To me I am sure it will
prove = useful one whether I win it or lose it. To be forced
to combat single-handed against five such gladiators as Yar-
ros, Simpsou, Donisthorpe, Fuller, and Bilgram develops
one’s faculties immensely.” Now we are asked to believe
that, when in tbat serious state of mind, Mr. Tucker de-
liberately chose to be cruel and so far indulged his natural

perversity, ‘‘akin to that which actuates a cat in toying with
its prey,” a8 to prepare a trap for me and exult in anticipa-
tion of my humiliation ! This sort of mischief can searcely
be saii to be useful or to develop one’s faculties immensely ;
nor is it reasonable to suppose that ‘“gladiators” are toyed
with in such fashion. Yet we are asked to believe that the
tale is absolutely true. Well, well, as I have said, we have
no alternative but to believe and marvel at the strange things
“that do oceur. :

And so, when Mr. Tucker *‘ argued that the publication of
an invention practically takes away from all other tnen the
liberty to invent the same thing for themselves,”’ he knew
that T *“would answer : *Let them shut their eyes, then, or
stay in the house. They are not obliged to read, study, and
look at the new invention. But if they do so read, study,
and look, they voluntarily abanden their liberty to invent
the same thing themselves.”"  He knew this, and had his re-
joinder ready. Read it again and admire it — if you can ;
for I cannot.

“The voluntary abandenment is all on the other side.
Here we are, all of us, with equal rights to shut our eyes, or
open them, to:stay at home or walk the streets, and to exer-
cise onr native facunlties. This is the normal condition; the
status quo. Some man comes along with an invention and
parades it in the streets; and we are told that, in ‘con-
sequence of this act on hix part, we must either give up our
liberty to walk the streets or else our liberty to inveat the
thing that he has invented! Not so fast, my dearsir. The
boot is on theother leg. Were you compelled to parade your
invention through th: streets? Were you even invited todo
so? No! Then why do you do that? And why do you ask
us to protect you from the consequences? You want your
invention to yourself? Then keep it to yourself.  Nobody
says you nay. But when you parade it in the streets, you
voluntarily abandon your liberty to keep it to yourself.”

Mr. Tucker has heen repeatedly reminded by myself and
by other critics of the necessity of carrying on his defence of
communism in-ideas without assumptions or question-beg-
ging. 18 not the answer just quoted vitiated by 'the assump-
tion that the publication of a thing necessarily involves the
abandonment of the right to kéep it to one’s self? I am

question depends the solution of the whole problem. The
only question is, Does Spencer, by the mere fact of placing
copies of his * First Principles” in the hands of his agents,
take away my liberty to write my own hook and originate
any ideas on the subject?  Mr. Tucker says, Yeos; Isay, No.
1f 1 am right, then property in ideas is sanctioned by the
principle of equal liberty. If Mr. Tucker is right, then
property in ideas is negatived by that principle. From the
point of view of equal liberty, no other objection to property
in ideas has been advanced, nor does any other seem possible.
Convineed that every unprejudiced and logical mind must
concur in my view of the matter, I consider this phase of the
controversy finished and settled in my favor. It is Mr.
Tucker, not I, who departs from Auarchistic ground; it is he
who preaches the doctrine of tyranny and communism, 1
simply defend the principle of equal liberty, from which the
right of property in ideas is a logical deduction. 1 protest
against being covertly d 1 as an *“i anti-
monopolist.’

But, the reader may ask, even supposing that equal liberty
justifies and sanctions property in ideas, is it not true, as
Mr. Tucker has asserted, that property in ideas would
bring about economic and literary effects of the most deplor-
able character? Do you then really adhere to equal liberty
as to a fetich, and not simply as a means of happiness? 1
answer that I adhere to equal liberty as to a scientific social
law. ‘‘A comparison of the various forms of the conduct of
men in relation to their fellows in the fields where these
forms have been the most thoroughly tested has revealed the
fact that the proportion in which these forms make for hap-
piness corresponds in the long run very exactly to the pro-
portion in which they observe and preserve equality of
liberty. Centuries of experience have so established this
fact to the satisfaction of the greatest political philosophers
of today that they consider this generalization as a social
law, and use it as a test of proposed policies in fields untried
or comparatively unexplored. If it is not te be used in this
way, it is useless, or nearly so. To serve as such a test, and
to do away with the necessity of empirical observation in
each new case, is the main function of a generalization.” I
do not choose to place Mr. Tucker’s ‘“fancied prescience
above other men’s science,” and he should be the last person
to ask me to. If equal liberty in this particular sphere
would really be disastrous, then equal liberty is not a scien-
tific prineiple and there is no such thing yet as social

tion of equal liberty alone would result in the greatest sociad

wellbeing,  Equal liberty is not the sole condigion of & 1
happiness; it is the first and most essentinl condition, but
there are other conditions to be fulfilled. 1. is not elabmed
for equal liberty that it is fully competent to free us from
all inconveniences and apnoyances and troubles: what is
claimed is that dizasters and calamities threatening the so-
cial fabric would be averted and reudered impossible by
compliance with that condition. Disasters, not inconveni-
ences. The destruction of the works of the greatest of philo-
sophers could never amount to a great social calamity.
There are many philosophers in the world, thank the gods!
and the greatest of them is not sufiiciently great to have the
whole civilized world at his merey. Besides, the total de-
struction of any really valuable work is an impossibility, A
valuable work is sure to find many purchasers, and the copies
sold can never be destroyed by the repentant author or his
heirs. Nothing will prevent u man from keeping his copy or
from lending it to his friends. All of which conclusively
shows that Mr. Tucker's attempted reductio ad absurdum is
based on a ption of the dial power of equal
liberty.

Nor is this all I have to say in confutation of Mr. Tucker's
argument. In confidently saying that the undeniable possi-
ble destruction of Spencer’s works shows property inideas to
be absurd, Mr. Tucker assumes the very point in dispute, —
namely, that Spencer’s works belong to the world. In dis-
cussing property in ideas we are discussing this very right of
Spencer or his heirs to destroy his works. If property in
ideas is consistent with equal liberty, then Spencer has the
right to destroy his works aud laugh at the “ world's"’ im-
potent rage. The *‘ treasures’” are his, not the world’s. 1If,
on the other hand, equal liberty negatives property in‘ideas,
then of course he cannot destroy what is not his, but the
world’s, treasure. Mr. Tucker’s reasoning is something like
this: *See how uunspeakably absurd you are in contending
that Spencer’s works are his property to use and abuse!
‘Why, if you allow Spencer to do with his books as he pleases,
he may burn them up, destroy them altogether, and thus
abridge our liberty in depriving us of our treasures and our
property.”’ Mr. Tucker must see that he cannot overthrow
my claim by paraphrasing it, while insaying that our liberty
is abridged he simply begs the question.

My objection to Mr. Tucker is, then, that, besides begging
the question, he insists that property in ideas must be'an ab-

science. Believing as I do-that we have a social sci )
and that equal liberty is the first principle of social welfare,
I cannot but dismiss Mr. Tucker’s gloomy forecast of the re-
sults of equal liberty in the realm of intellectual property as
the product of fear and prejudice.

Mr. Tucker's effort to make out that there is only a surface
similarity between his reductio ad absurdum of property in
ideas and Mr. Bilgram's * attempted ’ reductio ad absurdum
of no-property in ideas, and that beneath the surface simi-
larity there is an essential difference, is not crowned with
success. He never asserted for a moment, he tells me, that,
“if Mr, Bilgram’s claim that a denial of property in ideas
would leave us without a literature shonld be thoroughly
established, the fact would not therefore prove cither that
such property is consistent with equal liberty or else that
equal liberty does not always make for happiness and isa
much less reliable guide than we now suppose.” Hio objec-
tion to Mr. Bilgram was ¢ that he refused to consider, on the
ground of irrelevancy, the theoretical argument that prop-
erty in ideas is consistent with equal liberty, but instead,
without pointing out any flaw in this argument, insisted that
it must be dl in his bstantiated

surdity 1 , in his opinion, unsubstantiated by any facts,
and even against the facts, and against the opinion of most
students and of many * gladiators,”” as well as of some of the
greatest of the gladiators’ teachers, recognition of property
in ideas would destroy literature and liberty.

Now, a word with Tak Kak. Mr. Tucker assures Mr.
Simpson that ‘“ the spook of immaterial property is effectively
disposed of by Tak Kak, the spook-destroyer.’”’ This is not
quite clear. Does it mean that, having assumed that imma-
terial property is a spook, Tak Kak disposed of it in some
way, or that Tak Kak disposed of immaterial ‘property by
showing it to be a spook? For enlightenment, I turn to Tak
Kak’s third article (with the first two articles I have not
space to deal), and find that he undertakes to dispose of im-
material property by demonstrating its incompatibility with
equal liberty. But what is his methed? He begins by put-
ting the cart before the horse. “‘ Mr. Spencer is welcome to
all the property in ideas he can erect and maintain without
government.” But we- are not discussilig government and
protection; we are discussing the ethics of the question, —
we are endeavoring to find out whether the right to property

by any facts, and even against the facts, and against the
opinion of most students, denial of property in ideas would
destroy literature.”

tired of protesting against this ption and of p
out that this is just what Mr. Tucker is bound-to prove in
order to -establish his position” on intellectual property. 1
readily admit, bowever, that Mr. Tucker’s objection holds in
the case of things which it is not necessary to examine and
study ; and I will allow that the man who paradesa simple
thing in the streets should not be protected in the monopoly
of its use if men are really prevented, merely by looking at
it, from inventing it themselves. In other words, I do not
requlre meén to shut their eyes or to stay at home. Butas a
believer in equal lilerty T must stop here. It is self-evident
that, in the case of a complex thing, or of a book, the
voluntary abandonment is not on the part of the author or
inventor, but on the part of the man who pnrchueu and
reads the book or goes out of his way and atopl
invention. 1 'have the same libert
 refledt, write, and publish,

“inwriting a
‘When I liear that he has published book, —

that ‘is, authorized his agents to nn it to thoso'w:abing to
~:buy, 1. still ‘have the liberty t

‘book on the sume subjéct. ' B

of his work and study it,

liberty to write sucha book a

eﬁ.d it hence my hbu"ty b

1 t adinit that thxs fairly and accurately deacribes
Mr. Bilgram’s case. Though I differ from Mr. Bilgram, I am
still bound to recognize the fact that *‘ most students” do

in ideas or clashes with the right to equal liberty.
Decide that, and the question of protection will take careof
itself. Whether we have government or voluntary covpera~
tion, we certai used to Know whether one’s right to thie
produce of his br:in is as valid as the right to the produce of
his hand. Property in ideas will be protected by the same

share his opinion that the denial of ‘property in ideas would
destroy (or, at all events, cripple) literature. Mr. Bilgram’s
opinion is substantiated by facts, and by numerous facts;
and -upon these facts * most students’ ‘base their opinions.
These facts, however, fail to' convince me, as they fail to
convince Spencer, and therefore I, like Spencer, feel that the
only way to settle the question is to appeal tofirst principles,
to subject the matter to the test of equal libérty. However,

let us look at Mr. Tucker’s attempted reductio ad abmrdum :

He says: “‘I cited as a possible result of absolute and per-

-petual property in ideas the déstruction of Spencer’s works

for all time by the: descent of the copyright to a bigoted
Roman Catholic heir.
ter. It is indenied and undeniable. faet, any one who
looka at the matter without bias will admit the strong prob-
ability tliat'such a result would ensne Sooner or later, if not
in the case ‘of Spencer's works, then in the cases of others
nd this being true, it shows property
in‘ideas to be absurd, just as Mr. Bilgram’s claim, af it were
true, would show no-property in ideas to be absurd
festly it did occur to Mr, Tucker that one might look at
‘the matter without bias, admit the strong probability of the
result feared, and yet ﬂaﬂy contradict the unsupported ag-
of X { { property in ideas:ia thm-eby

uinmphantly established. Mr Tucker uve’r!

This possibility isnot a doubtful mat--

gency that will disp the protection to inaterial property.
Next, Tak Kak tells us that he does not admit Spencer’s
claim to the exclusive use of his original ideas, that he will
not sign the social compact if property is to be given an
idealistic extension, and that lxe liolds that ideas, once pub-
lished; are the property of as many persons a,scemm!mnd7
them. . All of which we duly note. But wl
ment showmg that, if property given

that Mr. Tucker s argument ¢
tion is debarred in t

“is n settler.”

Tucker's argum

that Tak Kak h

erty.
Seriously, Tnk Ksk’ §

ral prineipte of squa
erty is a corollary.,
ideas is uuq\mﬁvh




12%3

LIBERTY.782

tween material property and immaterial property:  all such
distinctions are themsclves immaterial. 1f you show me
that property in this or that thing — whether material or
not — necessarily involves a vielation of equal liberty, your
ease against such an extension of property is fully made out.
Or course, we may decide somwe day to reject the general
principle of equal liberty and trust to — brute foree; but
such a contingency we need not now pause to consider, 1
appeal to Mr. Tucker and Tak Kak to use equal liberty *“ as
& test,” us the sole test, in this ** comparatively unexplered "’
field of property in ideas. Their empirical ohservations 1
care nothing about. Is or is not property in ideas logically
deducible from the principle of equal liberty? I have
shown that it is, and have refuted the solitary arg

be expected. it had to come from outside. It is a signiticant
fuct that the leader of this movement is not an Englishman,
bat a foreigner, Mr. J. T. Grein, the founder and literary
of the Independ Theatre, is a Dutchman, a jour-
nalist living in London, and an enthusiast in ull that relates
to the drama. He has succeeded in interesting a sutlicient
number of people to raise the money necessary for his
venture. Like the Théatre Libre, it is a private enterprise
entirely; for though, as Mr. Grein plaintively explained, it
is not his intention to defy decency and morality, it is likely
that his and the Lord Chamberlain’s standards of dramatic
prepriety may not always agree.
Only members of the Society or invited guests can attend
the perfor of the Independent Theatre, and it was no

which Mr. Tucker and Tak Kak had relied on. I have naset-
tled their *‘settler.’” VoY,

Cranky Notions.

I have followed the discussion of copy and patent rights in
Liberty with more than usual interest, becanse 1 believe
them to bhe of the most important subjects before the world
of social science today. Long ago I came to the cenclusion
that the sole solution of the machinery monopoly was the
total annihilation of the patent right system; but the ques-
tion of copyright came to me prominently only when the
printers of Washington and the Fast became interested in
the Chase copyright bill. Without givieg the subject
especial thought, the problem presented itse(f to iny mind as
being in the nature of a protective tariff, and I was ‘‘agin
it.”’ A circular was read some years ago in‘the printers’
union of Detroit urging the printers to pass:resolutions
favoring the Chase bill and to netify the congressinan from
this district of our wishes in the matter. The circular
brought out:considerable discussion, and T then took oc-
casion to make a few remarks against copyright. The anion
took my view of the matter and laid:the circular on the
table. Mr. Tucker’s criticism of Mr. George's article in the
“Standard” made the matter quite clear to me. I could
then see no difference between a patent right and a ¢opy-
right, and I can now see no difference.” When Mr. Tucker
was in'Detroit some months ago, we had a brief talk on the
subject, and the difficulty of recompense to author and to in-
ventor was in my mind then, and.it is there yet. Of one
thing I am satisfied: the equitable way to recompeunse
authors and inventors is not to give them a monopoly of their
inventions. Besides my own conviction on the matter,
ample reasons have been given in Libérty to make that con-
viction stronger still. o

Suppose I am the employer of a large number of people in
a given industry, and I think ount a:plan whereby their
labor, through a system of subdividing it, is made vastly
more productive, have I a right to prevent all other employ-
ers from subdividing the labor of their employmin the same
manner ?

1f by years of careful training and hard study I become &
great actor, learn and practise the voice tones and physical
gestarew different from any one who preceded me,
influence vast audiences as they were never before infiu-
enced, bringing to me wealth snd fame, have I the right to
prevent tny one else from using the voice and making the
gestures precisely as I have done ? ;

1f by many and costly experiments I an w to breed
thé finest horses, where do 1 get the right to prevent others
from: taking advantage of my e:perimenu uxd breediag fine
horses also?
- The answers to these questions, it seems to me. will bethat

1 have no right of property in-these ideas; and, there be

0o tight of property in these ideas, tben there can be no right

of property in any ideas.

_ The question of recompense is not nocasaarily volved in

_ the denial of the nght to property in ideas.
. question, and

'jumxs will take

€asy mattor to secure an invitation for the opening night.
The play sel i for this was ** Ghosts,” the most
powerful, theugh not perhaps the most d tic, of all

carnings of aggressors and non-aggressors, of good, bad, and
indifferent; he, at least, is no respecter of persons.

It is not, however, easy to see the justice of compnlsory
taxation even when simply confined to the guilty. 1 give, we
will suppose, my neighbor a black eye and am fived £10,
Well, justice has got its pound of flesh, bas it not? If the
scale does not balance, put more in, But is the account
never to be squared? Am I to be taxed in perpetuity with-
out my consent as well as fined ?

This leads me on to another point. Mr. Levy has lately
given a somewhat new view of individual rights. “The
rights of an individual,” he says, ‘‘are the sum total of his
possible activities minus such as are declured tobe offences.’”
Are we, then, to suppose that the rights of the victims of the
Holy Inquisition were the sum total of their possible activi-
ties minus such as were declared by the Holy Oflice to be

21 ? The Individual’s rights are all possible actions

Ibsen's dramas. No actors of note took part in it, it was but
inditferently well interpreted, and yet, we are informed, the
power of the dramatist made itself felt. One might loubt
the advisability of putting * Ghosts”’ on the regular bill at a
popular theatre, but there was no deaying that the experi-
ment of actually producing it on the stage was intensely inter-
esting. It alone would justify Mr. Grein’s attempts at
theatrical independence. Whether he will accomplish all
that he hopes to for the English drama, however, is quite
another question. The list of plays he announces in his
répertoire are chiefly trauslations. Now, Antoine in Paris
has not hesitated to produce the work of Russians and
Norwegians and, indeed, all foreigners; but he has relied
chiefly on the dramatic creations of Frenchmen — of Zola,
Henni , Catulle Mendes, the De G rts, and a host of
others of equal literary distinction. But who are the Eng-
lishmen upon whom Mr. Grein must depend?  Original
plays have been promised, he says, by Messrs. Gecrge Moore,
W. Wilde, Cecil Raleigh, J. Zangwill, C. W. Jarvis. And
what hope does such a list hold out? It may be that the In-
dependent Theatre will, in the course of time, develop the in-
dependent dramatist, Buat until it does, the real attraction
of the English Théitre Libre will be the opportunity it will
give to see foreign plays which otherwise would never be pre-
sented to the British public.

Justice and Taxation.
[M. D. O’8Brien in Free Life.]

We Individualists are pretty nearly agreed that it is right
to restrain by force the man who aggresses by force upon an-
other- man. ;- But the Taxation-Individualists — to use a
“ FreeLife’ term — go much beyond tkis point. - They argune
that, because it istight for the majority to apply compulsion
to the thief who'has injured them, it is also right for them to
apply compulsion(compulsory taking of taxes) to the peaceable
citizen who has not injured them. Consider a case in point.
About six months since I came across a man who had served
one month (I think it was) in Lewes jail simply for inability
to pay rates. His only crime was that of being poor. Now,
the Taxation-Individualist ‘argues’ that the same reason
which justifies the application of force to a thief also justifies
the application of force to such a man as this. - I fail entirely
to see the pinch of such reasoning. ~ Against it I urge thatall
we are fustified in doing is to form ourselves into voluntary
defensive organizations for protecting our liberiy and prop-
erty against aggressors, but that we are not justified in tak-
ing the liberty or property of those who refuse to join us and
are willing to take their own risks. 1'mean to say that a
man’s non-aggrmive earnings are his own; and that there is
no other warrant, save force, for a majority confiscating any
portion of them to form a national or municipal Libc sty and
Property Defence League. We are only ]ustiﬂed in using
force when force is used to us, and all the helpers. we get
should be voluuteers,

or, what is the same thing, the impressed earnings of those

‘people. Can we wonder at the growmg discontent’ when the

not people whom we have impressed, |

that do not interfere with the freedom of his fellows. “This
fact is independent of all law courts or majorities, and no
declarations of authority canalter it. It is a deeper fact
than law, and law is only equitable in proportion as it
recognizes it.

That Legal Jargon.
[Today.]) "

Legal language affords a striking example of striving after
accuracy without attaining it;" just as in the language of
mathematics may be found a conspicuous instance of success
in attaining accuracy. The similarity between the two lan-
guages is that they are both'teéchnical; but here the similar-
ity stops: the one is a jargon, the other a lJanguage admirably
adapted to its purposes. . . .~ The great defect in legal lan-
guage is, of course, a lack of general terms having a precise
denotation. Many more people have devoted themselves to
the law than to mathematics; and this serves to show how
much more can be accomplishied by a few clever men tban by
a multitude of dullards.” )

THE BALLAD OF "CECIL RAIKEB.
[Lomlon %turday Review.]
Oh, have ye na heari o’ Cecil Raikes,
And have ye na heard o’ Liis latest scoop,
How he has ta’en my lime foot-page,
On a point o"h;w to Imng him up ?

He dared 1ia ieddle wi’ one of his men ; H
He knew them well for a rampin’ breed ;

But he must meddle wi’ my foot-page,
That comes at call and runs at need.

1 might ha’ dinged the churches down,
And garred Big Ben in flinders flee
.- For twa long years ere Cecil Raikes
Had ever. sent his page to me.

Eit Cocil Raikes (he saith) forbore,
And the Lord he knoweth where Cecil hid,
That Le could not see my little foot-page

Yes, (,ecil lhlku (he udzh) forbore,
For three good years, or maybe less ;
And riow he’s out wi' an uddled plau,
i vn.snnmww it

Wi’ ﬂng or chain to my lady love ;
Br: I must goto Cecil Raikes,
And lick his stamps as

But I must go
O’er moss a1

‘And, if he has
He'll gie me

My‘Lo‘ve

My braid let

“.(Wot ye h
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appeal to the files of the «“Twentieth Century.”
Columus on columns ean be found there in which he
argues and disputes with the utmost zest. I know no
man readier than Mr. Pentecost to utilize hie brother-
man as a floor-mop, when the brother-man is a weak-
ling whom he can handle safely and successfully.
But the floor gets very filthy before he will run any
risk of being put to that usc himself. When such
danger presents itself, he no longer likes to argue, but
prefers to “quietly think.” And the silence of his
thought sometimes gets very oppressive. No, 1 can-
not aecepc this plea. First let Mr. Pentecost avoid

BOSTON, MASS,, APRIL 18, 1891,

‘“In abolishing rent and interest, the last vestiges of old-time sla-
very, the Revolution abolishes at one stroke the sword of the execu-
tioner, the seal of the magistrate, the club of the policeman, the
gauge of the exciseman, the evasing-knife of the department clerk,
all those insignia of Politics, whick young Liberty grinds beneath
her heel” — PROUDHON,

§3~ The appearance in the ednorial column: of articles
over other signatures than the editor's initial indicates that
the editor approves their central purpose and general tenor,
though he does not hold himself resgonmble 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 disposition of
then being governed largely by motives of couveny ence.

“Don’t Be a Clam!”

At last Mr. Pentecost has spoken. Not, to be sure,
in answer to-Mr. Yarros’s criticism, which ‘mainly re-
quired answer, but at least in response to my little
paragraph in No. 180. ' In the “ Twentieth Century”
of April 2 there are two columns from his pen, whwh
I hasten to consider point by point.

To my remark that “it is ‘not a pleasant duty
eriticise” him, he replies that he does not regard this
as rv duty. But i perform my duties in obedience,
not to Mr. Pentecost’s regards, but to my own. He
explains further that I am under no obligations to
God or man in this respect, and that I must admit this
to be true because, if he understa,nds me, ot
cept the doctrine of duty.  Evidently Mr.
under the impression that the word duty necessarlly
carries a moral connotation, when the truth is that iu
the commonest usage it does not. In No. 110 of this
paper was reprinted an article from the London “Jus”
on “The Antecedent and the Lonsequent Ou t,”
from which Mr. Pentecost could obtmn needed en-

and ought are often only e]hptxcal expressions em-
. ployed to obviate the necessity of setting forth the

-assumed. Thus in pubhshmg beerty I ha.ve a ce

tain end in view. To reach this end certai 3
~are advantageous. ' To adopt these inea

if 1 wish u) speodlly reach

cost. It is stnnge that,he
A little further on m }ns ar

di systematically, thoroughly, and consistently.
Then and not till then wili I allow him to dodge dis-
cussion with me.

Criticisms of me, sent to this office over a bona fide signa-
ture, are publicshed under the same rules which govern the
admission of other matter, and when a criticism-appears
in these columns it is usually not necessary to answer it.
The readers are presumed to be able to decide on its merits.
And on those unusual occasions when it is necessary
to answer the criticism, are the readers then presumed
not to be able to decide on its merits? “Will Mr, Pen-
tecost kindly furnish the exact measure of the intel-
lectual acumen of the “ Twentieth Century’s” readers?
If the readers may usually be presumed to be able to
decide after hearing Mr. Pentecost and then his
critic, why may they not also be presumed to be able
to decide for: th Ives without hearing either of
them? In that case why publish the *Twentieth
Century” at all? (For I refuse to believe, as many
do, that it is simply a business enterprise.) ‘But if, on
the other hand, they are aided by hearing Mr. Pente-
cost and his eritic, why may they not be further aided
by hearing the former’s rejoinder and the latter’s re-
rajoinder, until one or the other can advance nothing
more that is new or strong? In other words, why not
discussion, debate, arguui’ent? It seems to me that
the man who is unwﬂlmg to discuss with a worthy foe
is either.a coward or a namby-pamby.

As for my friend Yarros's criticism of my *indictment”

against Anarchists,” I have only a faint idea of what Mr.
Tueker refers to. I do not know that I have ever indicted
Anarchists, ai cannot remember what Mr. Yarros’s
criticism ‘was, If I have said anything untrue of An:
archists, I am ready to apo]oglze for it the moment it is
shown to me.

Two copies of leerty go regularly to the office of
the “ Twentieth Century," Mr. Pentecost desiring, as
understand it, to have one copy for his own use. It is

a little singular that the most conspicuous article of |

one xssne, aimed directly r. Pentecost, should have
escaped his attention and that of his associates.
Nevertheless suc seems to have been the fact. There:
fore T-had no sooner read the above lines than I pro-
ceeded to clip Yarros’s amele and enclose it to
Mr. Pentecost in a sealed letter. I trust that he
knows by this time that he has said something untrue
of Anart‘lnsts, and I ‘m wa.mng for his n.pology

‘matter atbract each oth

.me as an Archist.

And, besides, I do not know what an Anarchist is, ‘Iunder-
stand that Mr. Tucker, und Mr. Yarros, C, L. James, Dyer D,
Lum, John Kelly, and his sister, Dr, Kelly, and John Most,
all call themselves Anarchists, but they all, as I understand
it, have different ideas of what Anarchism means. How,
then, am I to know which particular * ist” or “ism’’ is the
right one?

In the prospectus of the “Twentieth Century” Mr.
Pentecost declares that he “advoecates Personal Sove-
reignty instead of State Sovereiguty.” ‘Now, Mr.
Tucker, and Mr. Yarros, C. L. James, Dyer D. Lum,
John Kelly, and his sister, Dr. Kelly, and John Most
all advocate Personal Sovereignty, but they all have
different ideas of what Personal Sovereignty means.
How, then, is Mr. Pentecost to kuow which particular -
“Personal Soverelgnty * is the right one? And, if he
does not know, how can he, according to his position,
call himself an advocate of Personal Soverexgnty?

1 venture to say that if I should- call myself an Am.rchm.
Mr. Tucker would be prepared to prove that 1amnot,
seems to criticise me becanae I will not take thq na;

1 am also prepared to prove that Mr. Pentecost oes,
not always adhere consistently to his advocacy of .
Personal Sovereignty. I have never asked him to -
take the name Anarchlst, I have only asked him not
to slander ‘those who do take the name, an ha.ve
shown in a general way that hls warfare upon names
is ridiculous. ; o

1 believe people wo
compnlsory governme |
condition will be possible whe
wish it, Is that Anarchism? I do not know, ut if it is,
‘appears to me elmrely unnece'ssaty to give such a belief a
name.

This is like saying

uch happier 1i thete were n

«1 beheve that all parhc ;
- with a force directly propor
tional to their mass and mversely oroportlonal ,
squares of their distances. Ts that the Law of Gravi
tation? I do not know, but if it is, it appears to me
entlrely unnecessary to glve such a belief a name. "

My observation convinces me that names for beli efs serve
no purpose but to set people to arguing with each other
about what the name means, when they should be tummg .
their attentlon to the realization of their beliefs. ; i

CAsif one could work eﬁectlvely for the realization
of his beliefs without first determining closely what

'they are and what, they mean!

 Mr. Tucker wants to know. whether I wish people to regard
No. The point, I suppose; is that, it T

am not an Archist, must be an Anarchist.:- Etymo) y.
the point is well taken; but it involves a mere trick with
words. I am not an Archist, and I do not agree wit! ‘
doctrines which pass under the name of Archism. I am not
an Anarchist,but I.do agree with many doctrmes A ch some ,'
Anarchists call Anarchism. . ,

to i-écognize me as:arfen
pulsory. human gove
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Is he determined to continue performing the duty of eri-
ticising mo until 1 acknowledge that * Liberty "’ is the only
authoritutive exponent of Anarchism, and that he and those
who agree with him to the last shade of opinion are the only
true Anarchists?

I awm determined to continue criticising Mr..Pente-
cost until he either agrees with me or awwers me. - He
must do one or the other, or else declare frankly that
the editors of Liberty are fools not werth his atten-
tion. But I know that in his heart Mr. Pentecost
values the utterances of Liberty and respects the sin-
cerity, ability, and intellectual worth of its editors,
and  therefore it is that ] insist that he shall treat
them accordingly. He must not mistake this for a bid
for praise or taffy or tribute; none of that is wanted
here; the “courtesies of fellowship » ‘are all we ask

Am 1 to understand that I should be both'an acknowledged
Anarchist. anid Tuckerist befora * Liberty " will reciprocate
the kindly feeling that; in this office, we have for Mr. Tncke;
and Mr. Yarros? : e

Oh ! not so much kinduess, please. Or; at least, not
80 much asseveration of it. Kindness will take care of

“itself. - Liberty, T say again and again, does not in
that Mr. Pentecost shall acknowledge himself an An-
archist, but it does insist that he shall not declare t t
those who do so acknowledge themselves are eith
party slaves or party tyrants. That is the poit
issue Ju‘!t now, and- it is not to be obscured by th
stale cries of "Censorshlp" and “Tuckerist

- are always on the lips of those who cannot otherw
answer the criticisms passed upon them by p
1 am surprised that Mr. Peutecost should echo thi
snarl of the Lums and the slums. He ought to
ashamed of it. He will be ashamed of it. “Tho
i3 already asham ed of it..-

The Knot Hole in the Fence.

Die Mr. Yirros ever go to a horserace? If
“chance he las seeni two horses run neck and neck for
the first-half-mile, and then one 8¢’ ontstnp the othe
“that its rider cou
streteh-in order to make things more interesting
‘the finish. Tn such a case the rider of the winning
horse would be very hkely to say
the race : it push 3

It i3 erroneous to say that I, in using the possible
destruction of Spencer’s works as a reductio ad absurd-
wn of property in ideas, assumed that Spencer’s works
belong to the world. I assumed simply that the world
possesses them and thas this possession makes for the
world’s happiness, If Mr. Yarros knows the difference
between possession and ownership, he will not dispute
this assumption. The assumption granted, then I

argue that property in ideas, since it might lead to
dispossessing the world of Spencer’s works, does not
make for happiness, and farther that, if such property
is ‘based on equal liberty (which I deny), then in at
least -one ‘instance equal liberty does not make for
If there is any question-begging here, I

happiness.
fail to see it.- - :
To anticipate the possible objection to the foregoiny ! i
paragraph that a thief may similarly argue against
property in coats from the standpoint that continued
possession of the coat h he has stolen makes for
his happiness, T will explain that the thief’s argument
is sound provided he is strong enough to maintain his

| possession and provided he is correct in his estimate of

the conditions of happiness.

1 apprehend that one of the most serious differences
between Mr. Yarros and myself turns upon this point
of ‘correctly estimating the conditions of happiness.

"~ | For instance, in ‘the matter of phllosophers despite

the fact that he would allow them a ‘copyright while 1

| would not, T place a much higher value upon them

than he does. - T cannat agree that the “destruction of

the works of the greatest of them could never amount |

to a great social calamity.” The world, in my opmxon,

could more easily put up with a half-dozen French |
Revolutions and a féw earthquakes thrown in than. :

with the permatent loss of the works of Spencer or
the ‘works of Shakspere. But I quite agree with Mr.

Yarroe “that the greatest of them is not sufﬁcxent]y_'

and that is one o asons why I would deny him

a monopoly of th

that it can have 0 ioroe thh those who take them at

rs of the world? Not at all.
only when it 1s actively in. the‘

t all events, cﬂpple)
is substantiated by |
[ upon, these facts

eas he has discovered.  To those |-
who agree with my high estimate of philosophers my
reductio ad absurdum is conclusive; T readily admit |

as I understand him, is not conyinced that litei
would be either destroyed or crippled by the denial
property in ideas; I refer to the matter only to refute
the charge of unfairness and inaccuracy and place it
where it belongs. And here I may add that it aléo

partakes of unfairness to speak of my “gloomy fore- |

cast of the results of equal liberty.” 1 have forecast

 only the results of what I deny to be equal liberty. .
I have left till the lust the most important part of

Mr. Yarros's article. The first thing to be roted con-
cerning it is that my last rejoinder, which he quotes
but eannot admire, has extracted from him never

less an enormous admi.ssion, which even as he states

placed in mien’s sight v
lock at, every time they 288
stand-them. «I do not
shut their eyes or to

~ Bome thmgs, mdeed, it
them merslv is’ enough







