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% For always in thine eyes, O Liberty !
ines that high light ‘whereby the world is saved;
: J ll trust in thée.”
JoRN HAv.

On Picket Duny.

Annie Besant's lecture on “The Message of Theo-
sophy to the Western World,” which she delivered in
ston on “April 27, was pitiable lunacy from begin-
ng to end. - Gecige Francis Train’s -incchierencies
regarding: the power of the. Psycho are sanity itself
beside this woman's soberly uttered stultiloquence. I
a prominent English  Individualist and
s over Mrs. Besant’s desertion of Athe-
ism for "'heosophy on the ground that it would tend to
bring discredit upen State Socialism, of which she is
80 prominent an apostle. - After hearing her lecture, I

convmced that he was nght

ish- United Chxmney Sweeps’ Protectxve
Assoiation it seems, has a grievance which it expects
Parliament ‘to ‘give serious consideration. - As things
w stand any man of bad character or “without ex-
perience ” might e employed as a sweep, which of
urse shows that the ‘present system is shockmgly

really is that some of their journals hailed the work
48 a contribution to their literature, deceived, perhaps,

| by the Communistic form into which Morris cast

future society. They failed to see, however, that this
Corsmunism was entirely free, and that it was a con-
dition " of voluntary, not military, Socialism.” Any
important news relating to individualism and indivi-
dualists is certain to reach this office. It is strange,

very strange, that we have heard nothing about the

celebrations referred to in the “Twentieth Century.”
We are inclined to think that no individualist outside
of the office of the “ Twentieth Century” ever enter-
tained any hopes or experienced any joys in connection
with Morris’s new book. Certain it is, at any rate,
that no one who understands individualism can: dis-
cover any traces of it in “News from Nowhere.”.
Morris is no more an individualist than Oscar Wilde;
both are Communists, and both are vague aud unscien-
tific. Being poets, they cannot admire military and
tyrannical Socialism; and, in their ignorance of indi-
vidualism, they see no alternative for society but to
adopt so-called Anarchistic Communism, which is,
however, a delusion and an absurdity.  For:the pre-
sent, dreamers like- Morris and Wilde content them-

wmhmg for a perfec condition’; but as soon a8 they

ed realize that reform: requires practlcal and. systematic
{and scientific: work, they will join the more logical

and consistent, though less poetical, Communists of

1 the Most type, and reconcile themselves to « tempo-
‘{ rary "’ despotism, to revolution and the forcible over-

throw ‘of the system of private property and free
contract. They will decide that the only way to muke

men free and fraternal is to deprive them of their free- |

dom and compel them to live like brothers — in slav-
ery. ‘An Anarchistic Comiaunist is a man with too
little logic to cocmpreheud unadulterated Anarchism

| and too much heart to embrace harsh State Socialism.

The “Twentieth Century ” is not.an organ’of indivi-
dualism ; why should it be so anxious to make Pick-
wickian discoveries? If it-wishes to print individualist
news, the safest course for it would be to gather items

: ‘from its individualist and Anarchist exchanges. To

ure news is dangerous and unw

‘the man of his hands.

Vequal‘y sacred and indisputable.
there i3 not a violation of mdxv1dual hberty in the

“error of regarding the State as something apa
distinet from the individual,” which error is saj

arise from an essentially monarchxcal view of govern-
ment, — a view that leads many unecritical peaple o
ignore the « fraternalism which democratic government
means.” %Tn the democratic State,” Mr. Bellamy is
good enough to inform Professor Royce, “we have
simply these elements, — the individual on the ocne
hand, the nation as the sum of the individuals on the
other, and the organization of the community in the
form of ‘government’ for the service of each and all.
Therefore, when it is queried if there is not a danger
in the ¢ govern'nent doing too much for the citizen,
the question is as absurd as it would be to ask if the
mechanic ‘cannot make too much use of his tools, or
‘Goverument’ is but the tool
of the citizen, and not a self-acting being, graciously
ceuferring favors upon a ‘subject.” Therefors it is
evident that it cannot administer too much to the con-

‘venience and welfare of the public.” Very well; what
‘would - Mr. Bellamy say to a proposal to force all the

men and women of this democratic country to join the
Roman Catholic church ? - According to his logic sucn
.and rational.

ism is undenied and undemable, the ght of tne
State to coerce its individual units to that end must be
The question  if

State forcing 2 person to join a certain chure
cotdmg to Mr. Bellamy) as absurd as the que

a cmzen ca.nnot thhont“danger to his own liberty do




--men, you cry, drink to excess and commit crimes, but this
- has nothing to do with me; - Is my liberty to be violated be-
. cause other men misbehave ? Nobody objects to.your punish-

“* that men are entitled o equal liberty and

" fensive A the right to buy a drink, punish
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“fn abolisking rent and inderest, the last vestiges of old-time sla-
very, the Revolution abolishes at one stroke the sword of the execu-
tioner, the acal of the magistrate, the club of the policeman, the
gauge of the exciseman, the erasing-knife of the department clerk,
all those insignia of Politics, which young Liverty grinds beneath
her heel.”’ — PROUDHON, .

The appearance in the editorial column of articles
over other signatures than the editor’s initial indicates that
the editor approves their central purpoge and general tenor,
though e does not hold uimseif resgonsihle 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 d%nppmves them in any respect, such dicposition of
thewn boing governed largely by motives of convenience.

E. C. WALKER, forirerly editor of * Fair Play” and
now & regular contributor to the columns of Liberty, is also
an anthorized agent for Liberty and for all books and pam-
phiets published by Benj. R. Tucker.

A NEw Book GIVEN AWAY WitH EACH RENEWAL.
— Payment of subscriptions and of renewals is required in
advance. The uames of suhscribers not heard from within
two weeks after expiration of subscripticn are removad from
the list. But to every subscriber who sends his renewal for
one year, accompanied by the cash, so that it reaches the
publishier not Iater than two weeks after it is due, will be
sent, postpaid, any book published in the United biawes that
the subscriber may seleet, provided that its retail price does
not exceed 50 cents if published by Benj. R. Tucker, or 25
cents if published by any other publisher. This is a perma-
nent offer, and enables every promptly-paying subscriber to
get a new book each year free of cost. But only one beok
will be given at a time, no matter how low the price of the
book selected.

Equal Liberty versus Prohibition.
It seems to the “Voice,” I learn, that in my last
response to it T have fairly turned tail on the argument
and run away from it. There is nothing for me to do
except to assure the “Voice” that it has fallen into an
illusion and to recommend it a second and more careful
study of my points. Such a proceeding, too, may lead
the “Voice” to reulize the groundlessness of its charge
that, in defending myself against the imputation of
logical incapacity, I have repeated in another form the
logical offence of circular reasoning. The reders of
the “Voice” are misled into the belief that I had
attempted to refute the case of the prohibitionists by
arguing thus: “I am strictly within my right in
wishing to buy or sell a drink. To prohibit me from
doing this is to violate equal liberty.” Why did the
«Voice” omit to quote the few brief sentences that
accompanied and proved the assertion? Here is what
T said and what the “ Voice” has nsglected to meet:
Didn’t you admit yourself that, *if A wants a drink and
B sells it to him,” * no one is wronged if A does not drink to
excess”’? That adrii-sion disposes of your case. I am
atrictly within my right in wishing to buy or sell a drink.
To prohibit me from doing this is to violate equal liborty.
‘What right have you, or the government, to assume that I
will drink to excess and commit a crime? Doet everybody
whe drinks drink to excess and commit crimes? No.* Then
it is & crime to prohibit men from buying and selling intoxi-
cants, and probibition is a violation of equal liberty.  Some

ing the criminal, be he drunk or sober. : And this is all that
equal liberty warrants you in doing. 5 : L

Is this reascning in a-circle? The major premise is
to be
punished ‘only. for  wrongdoing or for violations of
equal liberty. - The minor premise is that A wrongs no
one if he buys & drink from B." Is'it not a legitimate
inf that the gover t, in denying the inct:

justly. and is itself guilty of violating equal liberty ?

~If the “Voice” cannot see that it is; I can only suggest

‘that it would do well to learn from some school book
‘But, in ktrut.kh,the “\kVok:,ce
ty. It knows well enough that

demonstrating the impropriety of prohibition from the
standpoint of equal liberty, and it is getting ready to
repudiate that scientific social law. Realizing that the
equal liberty principle is absolutely fatal toprohibition,
it seeks to introduce a new “guiding principle,” as
will be seen from the following extract:

If it is & man's right to seil liqguor, where does he get that
right? “‘Frade is a social act,”” Barter and sale are possible
only under some form of social organization. At every step
of the wxy traflic appeals to Government for protection. Is
Government under obligation to protect all for.ns, or has it
the right to decide whether or not it shall grant the protec-
tion? Wbken a man begins the sale of liquor he begins, of
necessity, to entire to drunkenness some members of the
coixmunity, and drunkexness itself is a crime against society
and s precursor of many more serious crimes. This entice-
ment to drunkenness and violence is an inseparable part of
the business of liquor selling. The question as it reaches the
Government is simply whether it shall graut the protection
of its courts, its police, its legislatures, its army to a form of
traffic whose evil results on the persons and property of
others (to protect which is government’s very first duty) are
8o utterly disproportionate to any benefits conferred.

To those who adhere to equal liberty nothing is
plainer than that the government is bound *to “rrolect
all forms” except those that constitute violaiions of
equal liberty. The government cannot, without itself
becomirg a criminal, refuse protection to legitimate
activities, and everything is legitimate which does not
necessarily involve a violation of equal Jiberty. The
“Voice” admits that “if A wants a drink and B sells
it to him,” “no one is wronged if A does not drink to
excess,” and this admission is all that is required to
establish my right to buy or sell a drink. Buying or
selling a drink does not constitute & violation of equal
liberty, and the government has no right to assume
that I will drink to excess i.nd become violent, It
only has the right to punish me for actus! criminal
acts. The believers in equal liberty cannot accept the
proposition that “drunkenness itself iz a crime against
society,” and those who accept it clearly betray an ex-
ceedingly imperfect grasp of the principle of equal
liberty. But even if the proposition that drunkenness
is a crime could be shown to be a logical deduction
from the prineciple of equal liberty, the case of the
prohibitionists would gain nothing thereby. Not
everybody who drinks drinks to excess, anc my right
to buy a drink cannot be denied me because somebody
for whom I am in no way responsible will lay hirself
liable t¢ just punishment by yielding to temptation.

The sooner the ¢ Voice” satisfies itseli that it can-
not faithfully serve both prohibition and equal liberty
the better it will be for everybody concerned. Sirce
we cannot agree, let us at least know just where we
differ. As believers in equal liberty we caniot justify
prohibition, which the “Voice” is led to advocate
through the adoption of another “guiding principle,”
or, rather, the failure to recognize any guiding prin-
ciple. For it says: “So far as any ‘guiding principle’
is concerned, to enable the majority to decide what
forms of traffic it shall protect and what forms it shall
prohibit, it is no more possible definitely to lay down
any such principle than it is in the ordinary trans-
actions of life, where judgment is to be exercised. It
is a question of proportions — proportion between the
injuries and benefits. . . . This does not imply thav
the attitude of the Government is a mere matter of
caprice; but that it is and ever must be a matter of
judgment, and all sound judgment must be based on
facts.” -For my part, while I agree that “all sound
judgment must be based on facts,” and that “it is a
question of proportion between the iniuries and the
benefits,” I dissent from the conclusicn that it is im-

possible to lay down any guiding principle.” In equal

liberty I find a scientific guiding principle, a principle

based on facts and warranted y a due and intelligent |
regard for the consideration of proportion between the |-

injuries and the benefits accruing from the different

social policies. My appeal to fncts has determined |
my vote for the principle of equai liberty, and I insist |

that individuals as well a2 majorities and governments
must respect and carry out that principle. I decline

the validity of the equal liberty principle,

acknowledge that the majority, if it is 1ot certain of
3t con

to accept the opinion of the:majority and the lessons |
which it draws from the facts. ‘At the same time T

 tinue to govern itself by such notions as it has been
abie to form. I cannot prevent the majority from en-
foreing prohibition if it imagines that measure to be
conducive to social peace and order; but I can prevent
it from claiming that prohibition is sanctioned by
equa’ liberty. T am not physically strong enough to
resist and disable the majority, but I am intellectually
strong enough to conviet it of absyrdity and incon-
sistency. If the “Voice” had not pretended to foilow
the guidance of equal liberty, I should not have raised
the points that I have relied on. I am glad to have
forced the “Voice” to repudiate the principle of equal
liberty, and ouly ask it to express, frankly and expli-
citly, its distrust of that principle. After that I shall
be ready to resume the floor and reason with the
“Voice” on the question of equal liberty. \ 2 4

Corrupt Government and the People.

A Philadelphia Unitariab minister preached a ser-
mon oun the present political corruption, which the
New York “Sun” summarizes as follows:

According to this preacher, this republic is in a deplorable
condition morally and politically ; words can hardly describe
the existing turpitude and the frightful degradation. Itisa
condition, he says, ‘‘ never surpassect in the depths to which
public morals have descended.” He is ‘‘almost over-
powered ’’ *“with the sense of the extremity of the degrada-
tion to which things bave come in the management of our
poiitical affairs.” He is bowed down with shame as he con-
templates ‘‘the never surpassed venality, dishonesty, vul-
garity, political profligacy, and in many cases personal:
debauchery, which mark the class of men, whko, through
trickery of the basest and most flagrant character, cheap,
gross, and scarcely cloaked,” ‘‘ have possessed themseives of
the real power which our instituticns, in form, distribute
through the mass of the citizens.” The State has become
““the prey and the sport of a class as infamous, in the sight
of every true man, as any robber baron or condottiere of the
fifieenth century’’; ‘“men of low origin, ignorant men; de-
stitute of the commonest refinements: vulgar, illiter.*e, the
dregs of our population.”

All this is unquestionably true; but the “Sun”
attempts to show that it cannot possibly be true, argu-
ing thus: .

If this is true, if we are really as bad and as badly off as
that, we are near the end of our career as an organized so-
ciety and a civilized nation. No society so rotten can last
much longer. It must fall to pieces and the light of its
civilization go out entirely. In this republic the people are
the Government, and if the Government is utterly corrupt, it
is becaunse the people are lost in corruption. Politicians ean
accomplish nothing unless they are in accord with the
popular sentiment. If the degradation exists, it is not the
degradation of a class, but of the majority of the people.
The whole country is rotten, if he preaches truly. It is
going straight to the devil, for hc finds such moral and
political decay in all parts of the Union. Government by
the people is a failure, unless this Unitarian minister lies.

And the “ Sun ” concludes by asking with an air of
confidence and satisfaction:

Now, is that really the condition of things in this republic,
so peaceful, so orderly, so prosp , and so pled in
the rupidity of its growth? Or is the Philadelphia preacher
a slanderer of his countrymen and a defamer of hiscountry? -

But let us test the strength of the «Sun’s” argu-
ment, which, in effect, is that, if the minister’s charges
be trae, three things follow, — namely, that our so-
ciety cannot last much longer and must fall to pieces;
that the degradation and the corruption character-
istic of the goverpment must also be characteristic of

their conduct an recog
honesty is the best policy. "As to the inference
the majority of th . cor
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degraded, it is not logically drawu. The majority of
the people are not corrupt, but they are too busy and
too ignorant to estimate the worth of politicians and
officials. The majority of the people are obliged to
work for a living and to respect each other’s rights.
The politicians are made a privileged class and giver
unlimited opportunity for fraud and tyranny; nc
wonder they become debased. Not every man is a
tyrant; but there are few men who, if made absolute
rulers of men, would not soon learn to play the tyrant
and to like power. The majority of the people are not
zorrupt. Give them equal liberty and opportunity,
and they will prosper. At present they live under a
system as iuiquitous as it is irrational; and things are
in a pretty bad state. But they will sooner or later
open their eyes and turn over a new leaf. They will
declare popular government a failure, and resolve to
try freedom. VoY,

The Latest Excuse for Government.

Some time ago Lester F. Ward, of Washington, is-
sued a pamphlet called “False Notions of Govern-
ment,” in which he defends government with the
strenuousness of a State Socialist. In it he takes two
positions which require consideration from the An-
archist. One is that a republican form of govern-
ment is a thing entirely different from governments of
the past, and that those who oppose government per
se make the great blunder of confounding the nature
of a “representative govermment” with that of past
governments. The other is that government, whose
primary function has been to protect society against
physical encroachments, shull “reclothe itself ” and
protect society against that ¢ psychical invasion"
- which is a modern phenomenon. “The large masses
of wealth,” he says, “are made to flow toward certain
centres of accumulation through the action of the un-
regulated rule of mind.”

In answer to his first point, there is no essential
difference in any forms of government. All govern-
ments are based upon compulsion, the only difference
being in the number who wield the power.

If we imagine society consisting of twenty persons,
to say that when one man governs the other nineteen
there is despotism, but that when eleven govern the
nine there is no despotism, is irrational. A difference
in numbers cannot affect a principle. The Anarchist,
while recognizing thorough!y the difference in form,
and the expanded power, nevertheless maintains that
forms of government are only forms of despotism;
that government, the thing itself, is the instrument
whereby the spontaneity of the raembers of society is
cramped ; that government, whether it be aristocratic
or democratic, is a machine whereby privileges are
granted and ancient practices perpetuated.

It is necessary, however, for Mr. Ward to defend
the majority principle in order to have an instrument
“by which to regulate the “unregulated ruie of mind.”

Now to the second point. -The great mistake so
" often made by men of variousschools —and Mr.
‘Ward- is a striking example of this class —is to as-
sume that unjust distribution and conseguent poverty
are due to unrestricted competition. Even popular
writers of the cchool of Spencer write of the “wonder-
ful progress Western® civilization has made and is
mwaking under unrestricted competition,” and.
the next page pomt ont who esale State interference!

The Objection to Property in Ideas.

Beferring to Mr. Tucker’s comments on my article in the
1nst issue, no very extended remarks seem to be ry in

by Mr. Tucker of the sole apparently rational ob"
universal property in ideas, I contended for universslity;
but the introduction of the * settler '’ appeared to justify an

ceply.

It is, perhaps, natural for Mr. Tucker to retort that, to
these who read Tak Kak ‘understandingly,’” something
more than assertions is revealed in his opposition to property
in ideas. Nevertheless the (absurd) implication that I am
either unwilling or unabie to do justice to Tak Kak’s argu-
mentation has not the slightest tendency to wound my
amour propre, and I will content myself with the simple
statement that it is not my habit to ignore weighty considera-
tions or telling points advanced by my opponents. Without
wishing to be dramatic or needlessly sober, I may yeot say
tiat, in the pending controversy, as in others, I am interested
in ihe abstract logical truth alone, and that I could rot, even
if I would, resort to any dishonorable trickery. Tak Kak, I
repeat, has made no argument to show the inconsistency al-
leged to subsist between property in ideas and equal iiberty.
It may be *impolitic’’ to say so, — though I can’t see why,
-~ but I fear that, with the exception of Mr. Lloyd, none of
the participants in this battle anywhere manifested a decided
disposition to be guardedly politic.

In defending himself against the charge of ques'ion-beg-
ging, Mr. Tuckor leaps from the frying pan into the fire. He
explains that, in speaking of ‘the world’s” literary trea-
sure, he meant simply treasures in possession of the world.
Though I cannot truthfully claim ‘“to know’’ the difference
between p and ow hip (and Mr. Tucker’s con-
fidence here is rather amusing, seeing that volumes have
been written to define these terms and the end is not yet),
nevertheless I may, in a general way, grant the reality of the
disti The that the world possesses the
treasures granted, Mr. Tucker argues that property in ideas
does not make for happiness, since it might lead to dispos-
sessing the world of some of its treasures. But here too vg
have a plain case of q begging. The ption that

'ter of patent and copyright.

“ad " — whether enorisous or not, I cared

which accordingly I bastened to make. 1 may yetd

withdraw the admission; for the present, I am satisfied to
let it stand, frankly acknowledging the seeming reasonable-
ness of Mr. Tacker's objection - as far as it may be reason-~
ably applied. But Mr. Tucker's intense delight with his
discovery makes him blind to its true proportions and causes
bim to claim for it a significance which the impartial and
logical bystander must refuse to attribute to it. No amount
of irony and ridicule and dust can submerge and efface
the important distinction which I drew between those cases
where men find themselves deprived of the right to auther-
ship aud those where men voluntarily and deliberately part
with that right. Mr. Tucker chooses to put a conveniently
literal construction upon my expressions, *goes out ol his
way "’ and *stops to study,”’ and then proceeds to dra
tinctions some of which are indeed childish in the extreme.
But 1 cannot take notice of such unjustifiable distinctions;
The reader who realizes that the only objection Mr. Tucker
hag been able to put forward against property in ideas is that
the man who discovers something thereby takes‘away the
liberty of others to discover the same thing, may be dewndbd
on to perceive that this objection cannot be applied, for in-
stance, co the case of a man who purchases a book and reads -
it with the intention of learnipg the new truths it contains:
In other words, he will clearly see that the objection is inad-
nquate as an arg t inst all property in'ideas, and he
;will politely refuse to accept Mr. Tucker’s view on the mat-
As for the simple, every-da;
tiberty to read books, there is no such right in'existence. If
men had the right to read books, they would not '
to pay for them. 'Men have the right to exchange their com-
modities or services against the commodities of such parties
as may be willing to d:al with them. 'When a man purchases

the possession of the treasures makes for the world’s happi-
ness is precisely what I deny. Having agreed to use equal
liberty as a test, the only way to determine whether a given
thing or course makes for the wcild's happiness is to fixr its
relation to equal liberty. Nothing makes for happiness
which is p d or p d in viol of equal liberty.
This proposition is involved in the premise. What we are
seeking just now to determine is whether the world possesses
the ireasures in obedience to, or violation of, equal liberty.
Till that is settled, we are without any data to base any con-
clusion on with regard to the good or bad effects of the pos-
session of the treasures, and for Mr. Tucker to say that the
possession of the treasures makes for the world’s happiness is
to beg the guestion.

That the i} of an is in any way depend-
ent on the physical power or skill which enables the author
to enfozce it, is surprising news to me. The thief, to prove
that the possession of the stolen coat makes for his happi-
ness, his to prove that stealing is compatible with equal lib-
erty, — that, and nothing more.

I do not think that Mr. Tucker ly esii the

a dity, he is at likerty to use it in any way consistent
with equal liberty. A man who has bonght a book has the
right to read it, lend it, burn it, in short put it to any use
or abuso which does not jeopardize the rights of his fellowa
Whether he may, consistently with equal liberty, mumply
copies of the book and sell them, is the question at issue.
But my distinction makes property in ideas begin at. an un-

certain degree of complexity or st an uncertaindegree of con-

conlment! Well, what of it? . I am discussing the question in
the abstract, and, finding a distinction to exist, I
call attention to it. Let Mr. Tucker advance an objection’
which should cover the whole ground, if he can. It isnot my .
fault that his objection ‘cannot be applied to all cases.
Suarely Mr. Tucker does not mean to say that my distinction

cannot be real because it makes property in ideas beginatan:

uncertain degree of complexity or concealment,. Mr. Tacker
has repeatedly admmod that it is impossible to deﬁne the
liraits of liberty and the natiire of invasion, that we cannot
draw a hard and ‘fast“line between the field of legitimate
activities and the field of activities constituting infringe-
ments of equal liberty.  From the fact that it is impossible

conditions of happiness when he affirms that the destruction
of Spencer’s works would amonnt to a great social calamity.
But I do not cars to argue this peint. Each must thi kit
out for himse!f. It is true that a book does not exist, in a
¢ vital sense,” if it is not actively in the market; but there
is an immense difference, all the same, between total de-
struction and existence even in a non-vital sense. Even total
destruction would not be a great social calamity, much less
can partial destruction, be so described.

Mr. Tucker objects to my interpolation of the parentuetical
clause, “or, at-all-events cripple,” in reproducing Mr. Bil
gram’s statement respecting the effeci of denial of property
in ideas.  This interpolation he deers a sufficient ground for
a charge of inaccuracy and unfairness. But I am perfectly

sure that the . qualification was not repugnant to Mr. Bik

gram’s real meaning.  Mr. Tucker is much too literal in his
interpretations of his opponent’s expressions.
does not think, I am convinced, that non-recognit.ion of prop-
erty in jdeas would really and absolutely destroy literature,

‘Mr. ‘Bilgram nows that, copyright or no ¢opyright,
| ers would continué to write, and that exceptionally wea]

f science would: publish the' fruits of their

Before Mr. Tucker pushes his charge o( uhl’almeas
mterrogate Mr. Bilgramand a,scertain whichof us

es them. It is true that, prior to the di'

©Mr. Bilgram|

to d ine whether certain acts are invasive or not, it
surely does not follow that we must either pronounce all acts
legitimate or hoid them all aqually illegitimate, 'We do not
know just where invasion begins; nevertheless there is such
a thing as invusion.
between ideas properly classed as private property and ideas
properly classed as public property, —that is, iif Mr.
Tucker’s objection to universal property in ldeaa be mally
strong and valid as iana.s it £068.

the principle: of equal liberty tells as’ much agamst Mr -
Tuckersposution it zair

but

Similarly, ‘there 'is a distinction
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simply a reiteration of its author’s previously-exposed
weaknesses, coupled with some fresh inaccuracies, not
to say unfairiesses, in the statement of my position,
which any intelligent reader can detect by carefully
comparing my last article with Mr. Yarros's rejoinder.
It is unprofitable to discuss longer with an opponent
who has become so inexact that he refuses to allow
literal construction of words which he uses, not in
metaphor, 7ot in embellishment, not in any turn of
rhetorie, but in a central sentence written to establish
the pivot of his position. It is also unprofitable, ex-
cept as it develops the faculty of patience and the
muscles of the hand and the wrist, to engage in a
struggle for supremacy in the art of reiterating argu-
ments upon paper with the greatest possible frequency
and volume.  This is an accomplishment in which [

prefer to admit my inferiority at once. Tle discussion
of property in ideas between Mr. Yarros and myself is
now closed. My opponent has had the last wora, and
he is welcome to it. I donot think that copyright has
ever been defended more ably or more stubbornly.

In its defence Mr. Yarros has marshalled every con-

sideration that could be urged with any show of rea-
son, besides several to which reason gives no color at
all. If he has failed, — and, so far as I know it; such
is the nearly unanimous verdict of the readers of Lib-
erty, — the fault is not with the champion, but mt,h
his hopeless cause. — EpITOR LIBERTY.]

The reviewer of A Plea for Liberty” in the Bostun
“Literary World,” among other- things, decent, bad,
and indifferent, has this to say: “In the papers we
have mentioned, as in Mr. Spencer’s introduction,

there are, however, numerous signs that we are listen-
ing to British, not to American, individualists. Mr.
Mackay’s preface speaks of the * Free Library Agitators
who would make their own favorite form of recreation
a charge on’ the rates’; Mr. Spencer waxes eloquent
over the ‘tyranmcal system which compels poor peo-
ple to receive that which, with papal assumption, the
State calls education.’ We are thus prepared for the

- diatribes of the Rev. B. H. Alford on ¢Free Education,’

and Mr. M. D. O’Brien on ‘Free Libraries.”  The lat-
ter objects to novel-reading when made a luxury for
the people by means of pubhc hbrzmea, and paid for
out of the rates. Book-readers, as ‘one specml section
of the community,’ should not be favored ‘at the ex-
pense of all ‘the rest.’ We are gratified- to learn,
therefore, that ‘svery successful opposition to Free
Libraries is'a stroke for human advancement,’ as they
are ‘a demoralizing and pauperizing institution.’ - Free
education, according to Mr. Alford, dlsoourages the
discipline of home. . Another writer discovers that the

" money which ‘should be spent for ~schoo[ fe

tobacco, drink; and dress. - Th
ing.in this country. ~All the w
indeed, would have been profited by
nca.n mstxtutxons. They \

-erty.

essays. . . .

: to hl‘;t.ory should

‘virtuous, or tidy by the fussy intervention of ‘our

| adoleéscents and their recruits, and by the Sunday school i

frages as their vepresentative in Parliament. He calls
himself a « Kevisionist candidate,” and his platform is
such a nevelty in polities and on the whole so com-
mendable that I give it in full. T advocate the revi-
sion of the constitution, including the repeal of all
religious disabilities; the revision of our repre-
sentative system, to give the People, — by means of
plebiscites, proportional representation, and frequent
parliaments, — a more complete control over their
own affairs; the revision of taxes, to reduce those
burdens to their narrowest limits and to establish
them as far as possible upon a voluntary basis; and
the general revision of the statute-book, to obliterate
all traces of Socialistic legislation. I desire the resur-
rection of political eccxomy, that bogie-man of modern
agitators. I preach fanatically the gospel of indi-
vidualism, according to John Stuart Mill and Herbert
Spencer. The first principle of this gospel is that
every one must be allowed to do whatever he pleases,
so long as his doing so does not interfere with the
liberty of others to do the same. I am a staunch Free
Trader, desiring the abolition of that curse of civilize-
tion, the custom-house; I prntest against all mono-
polies, whether exercised by unwieldy State depart-
ments or by grasping individuals; and I support the
claims of all nationalities to the management of their
own affairs. I com: vefore you also as a labor candi-
date, yielding to n» man in my sympathy for the
People and desiring above all to confer upon them the
priceless bocz of Liberty. I am one of those who
prefer to see Engla.d free than England made sober,

grandmother, the State.” I look to the beneficent ac-.
tion of Trades Unions for the settlement of all dis-
putes between capital and labor and for securing to
the workers shorter hours, higher wages, and all their
reasonable demands. I shall always resist the es-
tablishment and continuance of class privileges, and T
look to the revision of the land laws as an effective
solution of the prublems of poverty.” Mr. Vivian has
yet to learn that revision of the money laws is quite | *
as much needed as revision of the land laws, and that
the banking monopoly is the most pernicious violation
of individualism from which the world sufters.

“Socularists realize this truth and all that it implies, there
will be a complete reorganization of the forces of Free-
thought,

Woman's dependence upon may, in an economic seuse, is
the basic evil of our social life. 'Wherever one healthy adult
depends upon another o+ others for subsistence, there is mal-
adjustment and, eventnally, corruption, antagonism, misery.
Health of mind, and health of body, each presupposes exer-
cise proportioned to strength, adequate in amount, and
sufficient in compensation, to furnish ample support to the
individual. Government fastens millions of parasites npon
the body of labor, and familyism, in &ll the upper ranks of
society, does the same evil and deadly thing.

An editorial corresponident of * Lucifer,’”” writing over the
initial L., says: “In free love woman will not be driven or
forced into relations that are distasteful to her.”’ In the
next paragraph this correspondent says, —in defiant contra~
diction of the first quoted utterance, — *¢ When w

queen in the realm of love, she will not be a free lover, ;
ply because it is an impossibility.”” In other ‘words, in free
love woman would be free, would be queen of herself, but,
when she is queen, she will not be a free lover, i. e., she will
be “driven or forced into relations that are distastefui to
her.” Or, to put it in a slightly different way, —iu free
love woman would have control of herself, but, when she be-
comes queon, she will refuse to be a free lover, she .
elect to be “driven or forced.” This raises the question
How can one be queen when she is driven or forced into re-
lations that are di ful to her?  What a pity it is that so
many good-intentioned’ people  permit themselves to appear
in’ print_before they have learned the value of wo,rda and
their proper relations to ea.ch other!

It is claimed by the sdvocntas of State educanon that the :
people, if not forced to support schcols, would degenerate
‘into illiteracy. “In an open latter to Secretary of Stats -
McFarland; of Tows, who Fecently made a bitter attack upon
the Bohemians, Professor B. Shimeh of the State University
inéidentally furnishes us with a fact bearing upon the edu-
cational problem.  Says Professor Shimeh: ‘The charge of -
[ignorance and illiteracy certainly should not be made against
a people who have supported a system of schools in thexr own
country for years by voluntary. 3
the opposition ‘of the Austrlau government, and who, when
‘they come to this coun gladly support our schoo]s and
avml themselves of their advantages as far as- thelr means

The representa.tiv of ‘the Farmers’ Alliance in‘con i
at Ocala acted: fully in-accord with the purﬁose for which t! :
organization came into existence; when they advised their
constituency to withdraw their support. {from such papers: as ;
are in league with the hat are d
: mg the home and happmess of the producing masses.

«The Freethinkers’ Magazine” for May contains a
frontispiece portrait of Josephine Aldrich, and her
life sketch by Prof. A. L. Rawson’; “The Evolution
of the Devil,” by Henry Frank; “Bradiaugh,” by
Holyoake; “Law,” by Prof. Herbert E. Croswell;

Matilda Joslyn Gage.

Last Sunday (April'5) a petition for the ‘closing of the
‘World’s Fair on Sunday was circulated .in the churches in
Towa and, 1 presume, elsewhiers. The pastors had been re-
gjuested to preach on this particular day in favor of the peti-
tion. Of: course ‘they did so, for are they mot all ‘in the

; ecclesin.stical trades union? ' The petition was numerously.

'signed, — by the church members, by the Epworth Leag

nocents, — still more youthful ‘and: unbending. It
e edulously foohsh to mppose tbat ‘these qhxldren

""Spiritualis’m," by Lyman C. Howe; “The Bible,” |
by Dr. Westbrook; and “Heresy and Heretics,” by

e tio iamst opening the olumbmn Exposition on
Sundays — this 1 do xor approve. : Expositions; Fa.irs
braries, Theatres, etc., are institutions that should be kept
open on Surdays more 'S0 any other day of the week
Is this sam(acwry, Mr. ulker?— Northcm Li Ta-
coma, :

Whiat
Would it curtailc
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as a logleal conmequence, the State has the right to compel
you to be a Cntholie”  What would he Mrs, Foster's
answor?  Woubl she not be very Hkely to aay @ Tou must
ba « fool or tike mo to be one?’'  And yet the suppositious
“logie’* of the privst wonld be worth precisoly as much as
the “logic " of Mrs. Foator, when advoeating prohibition, —
that Is, ahsolutely nothing,

Says a Y labor reform ™ patont-insldo shoeet :

‘The moral Jrgunumt in favor of compulsory voting is »
Mrontg one, ‘Those who object to the plan have done so
malnly on the untennble ground that to east w ballot Is not
an abstruct and absolute duty of the citizon. This is not
true. Thore ix no puble duty which Is more imporative than
that of voting. ‘There ls none that can take precedoencs of it,
;unlitlwm in nothing that ¢an exense the cldzeu for neglect-

_ing it

It it is the “duty ' of the citizen to vote, it is equally his
*duty to vote “right.””  Any argument which will justify a
compulsory voting law will also justify such & framing of it
“oaw will compel the citlzen to vote as the majority desire.
Elso the law woald defeat the purpose of those who invoke
its:ald, It is the duty of A to vote,” say the injected
righteousnoess people. If he will not voluntarily vote, make
_bim vote. But supposo that next year he, with a sufticlent
number of other eitizans to make & majority, vote to ropeal
the compulsory voting laww; what then? Why, the next
yoar he stays away frein the polls ugain! Manifestly, the
“only possible security is o compel him to vote for the con-

A Deadlock.
To the Editor of Liberty ;

Notwithstaading your discournging remarks on my list
tottor, § eannot rofrain from sy b at lenst a fow words,

I had proposoed to base our argnments on threo axloms of
which we are conscious by experisneo only, and, after show-
ing thut the proposition known as ** ‘The Law of BEqual Free-
dom " Is s deductlon therefrom, | had askoed If you neeept still
other axiomaticnl results of observation from which you
derive your conclusions,  Inanswor I am told that & general-
fzation from known and long obseryed phenomena seems to
have no value for me ag n guide, ote,

By endorsing Henry George's dogmaticnl assertion thut
property in concreto things Is n natural right while “What,
fn ideas is an artificinl attempt to share our bountles, you
postulated such a radical difference botwoon the two forms
of ownership that a discussion with parallel argiunents was
precluded. My object was Bot to repeat u tale, but to aftirin
the idontity of beth forms of ownership, holding that copy-
rights and other rights of ownership come under the sume
definition. I am perfectly willing to adapt my dofinition of
the right of ownership to yours by substituting the word
“ag £ for “j ise,"’ arguing that unanimity, if
asuch could exist, would be the most perfect agrosment con-
celvable, even when it s of a tacit nature. But you appear
to find fault with the term “ supreme power.” I purposely

lected that term, believing that it is embraced in your de-

tinuance of the law, But this would itate an open
ballot, and to such a ballot the advocates of the Australian
billot are necessarily opposed. But, as far as my obmerva.
tion extends, the advocates of the compulsory voting law and
of the Australian ballot are the same people. How are they
going to work to ‘‘ conslst’’ with themselves? y
2. C. WALKER.
Monopoly and the Post Office.
(Prof. Marshall in the London Thnes.)

1 think that the chief dangers of Socialism lie not in its
. tendency towards a more equal distribution of incomes, for [
- ean‘see no harm in that, but In its storilizing influence on
" those mental activitiea  which have gradually -raised the
world from barbarism, and have made the average English
.~ working man of today really richer than the average Eng-
. lishman was not-long ago. The character of Post Office
business is such that we might expect & priori that there,
= at “least, Socialism would not . perceptibly - tend towards

thargy. But experience has shown otherwise. [n most
othier kinds of } the prod the wants of
thy consumer, and invents nbw ways of uatlstylnx them; in
‘postal affairs slone’ the ¢ or has to cl long before
he geta the most simple and ‘obvious reforms; and, Indeed,
“in-splte of his special facll or_ zlamoring, on which the
upulogiut ‘of the Post Oftice justly insists; ho often does not
“get them at all; - Private enterprise makes fow. Improve-
: mnu in bnulnen neighboﬂng on' thit of the Post Otﬂc'c, be-

antlel

/ fttmlr tiine and capital in ¢ ~attempt to think out new idena
for the public hencfit, the Post Office warns them to deslst,
d hlmlorn them ; and, if they il porsist, at luut appro-

h!lo the inventors are
t.hn mlght ulumuwly

finition. A unanimous agreement would Indeed constitute a
power more supreme than that of any conqueror of the
world could ba. Your rejoinder also conveys to me the im-
pression that you consider a troe definition of the right of
ownesship must exclude all relations inconsistent with equal
freedom. With this I could not agree, since such a definition
would imply a settlement of the dispute by postulate and
preclude all discussion,

Believing that u further discussion was usoless until the
fundamental ground was agreed upon, I wrote the Jetter pre-
p Yy to a t of my for believing that
copyrighta are consistent with equal freedom, my luvtention
to do so having been plainly indicsted in the last seatence of
my communication. Yat I am told that my uss, or rather
non-use, of the luw of equai liberty is laughable in the ex-
trems. I have :ndesd roason to feel that the departure
from a sclentific course ¢f reasoning was on your side, not on
mine.

1 had proposed some axioms as a basis of controversy ; hut,
sinco you refuse to recognize them without yoursell muking
a counter-proposition, a dend-lock is inevitable. The law of
equal freedom is not acceptable as a fundamental hasis
while opinjons differ as to what constitutes: equality of
lberty. I, for one, fail to see any reason (or withholding
from Iabor ‘expended in discovering that which had pre-
viously existed cupable of befnyg discovered n reasonable so-
cial recognition of ownership In the resuits of that labor, nor
why that rule, if adopted, should find excoption in case the
subject of discovery shovid happen to be a gold mine.

Huao BrLaram,

PHILADELFHIA, FEBRUARY 27, 1891,

N égative Paternalism.

" The Galveston * News ” aud Unltod States Benatcr Roagan
have been ongaged lately in a sharp tilt upon the relation of
government to finance. Ho interesting and significant is the
discussion that Liberty reprints it in full. The first article
is n *“Nows'' editorial in criticism of the senator, ontitled
4 Paternal Dissent from a Semi-Paternal Schome.”

" There was a flavor of -paternalism about a passage in Sen-
ator Reagan's remarks before the members of the legislatire
at Austin, whlch has the xnore surprising effoct s it falls
close by an Impressiv test against diverting the Kovern-

' 'ment from its task as dosignod by'the founders to be, in thar
“vmgnugo of th senator, “a polltlenl governmom ;i

Mlmy of our friends in thn aillunee want more mon
circulation as u menns of relieving their distress, and
he adoption of the subtreasury plan- nnder which the:
Konit thelr farm produce ‘and draw out mone;

y . th gov nient. Hmvavar sincere th

“and ‘convictions,

hose who

KO
I ry day you have adopted: thit whlch will: wm
ruin’ the Amurlcun stem of free xuvernment. i

to describe the practical

ure, uinder which the people would |

) und pondlng the mrmuy' wnuld mve

netion on that subjeet by the government, §1 is prety!

from the rending of his stated olijections to the working

the Stanford plan ms he coneeives It, that his approhensions
take the form of u paternii solicitude.  Whon stich solicitude
in aronsed in connection with publie policy, the Smpulse to
aet In o political eapucity fromu u paterns) motive b strong in
thes present generation,  Paternalism takes a nogailve and
prohibkitory form, as well as an atiirmative form. There is
abundant reason to suspect thut the roj rossive, obstructive,
pechibitory paternalism of the government has caused syiia
which, by leading to demands for rulisf, are the promptors
to the aftirmative paternalism of the allianee. Benntor Kea-
gan's appreheisions are u study, 3 the people who own
Jlands coudd borrow from a liberal source of supply, they
wauld borrow, They would be Imprudent and ;o into debt.
Thelr lunds and houses would fall into the hands of theiy ere-
ditors.  Indeed the senator's course of reasoning is sympa-
thotlcally paternal,  The irresistible inference, the only
force of tie nrgument, is that it 18 better for the people vhat
there should not be ample facilities for them to allennts
vheir property by mortgages apd deeds of trust. "It is & dan-
gerous liberty, because the avorage man is speculativo and
imprudent.  Perhaps wo; but then, if lberty of husiness
conteact be thus dangerous and the people incompetent to
spend or venture with what jg their property, what becomes
of u robust anti-paternalism? There will next be s commis-
slon wanted to go through the back yards and take cway
the clothes lines lest desperate debtors and fathers of fasailies
hang t} lves. The t tead, it is d, is a’ready
secured, Reforonce to that might have been omitted. Itis =
conceivable that with lower interest people would borrow on
their lands on which they can now borrow, it on which
they are afraid to borrow. It is conceivable that tiiey would
lose the borrowed money. If the argument is good in the
sense in which it seems to have most bearing, the paternal-
frtic reason for non pt of 8 Stunford's plan'is
the triumphant reason. - Buch a plan as would furnish
cheaper currency need not necessarily fnclude government
lending, but any lowering of the rate of interest emboldens
borrowera; %0 the argument, if good, would:be good agalust
any liberty or sclence which would cheapen currency for the
borrower able to give perfect security, It s truly curious
that an anti-paternal statosmar, immediately after miaking
an argument against a paternal measure, should: drop into a
Hue ~f objections the keyhote of which is that the people are
not fit to be trusted with' liherty to get into debt.
merits of paternalistic precauntion ‘being welighed, it” would
not boe difficult to suggest some of the benefits to the labor-
ing clasy from a more lberal supply of currency among
proporty holders, und how the repressive paternalism exer-
cised over the latter class lessens the offers of employment
for the former, but it s not the purpose of this'article to dive -
into the merits of ‘the question:  Its aim is simply to show
the penetrating and pervading spirit by an fnstance of o pa-
ternalistic train of thought supplying the argument agaliust
a form of enlargement of the liberty and discretion of the
oftizen. There ‘is surely risk in liberty. The iucidont of .
government purﬂclpatlcn i85 a dlﬂerent elemont. Th

oxcoss, the * News ' wonld point out thit that is a paternal-
istle renson, and that it applies as well, if at all, agaiust any
non-governmental cnwrprlm Whioh chodpenu the facilit,

This criticism brought. ont tlm !ollowlng reply !rom Sena
Reagan:

1 bave jnsz road,‘wlth some uurprlsc, the edltorlal in the
“Nows" of yesterday, ‘ondod *Paternal Dbnent from a

Kem-] Pmcmal S‘,heme !

Were'ths -
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peot fairness of justice at the iande of the ** News.” Bat 1
will be obliged if it will publish this brief reference to its
- editorial. Jonn H. KrRaGan.

Under the head of * Sentimental and Defensive Paternal-
ism ' the * News”’ made the following rejoinder:

The letter of Scnator Reagan, printe! herewith, is a
enrions instance of incontinent denial and unconscious con-
fesssion. 'The state of mind which can insensibly betray a
naturally stroug and maturely teained intellect into such
self-contradiction would be a fit study for the psychologist,
or possibly for the alienist. The * News,” in an editorial of
which ilic senator complains, did no more than to note that,
in his last speech at Austin, he evinced a spirit of paternal
solicitnde, which i ould like to have the people guarded by
some means against the peril of liberal opportunities for hor-
rowing money on hypothecation of produce or realty. The
irresistible inference, the ‘ News’ remarked, {rom his ex-
pression of appreheusion on this score *is that it is better
for the people that there should not be ample facilities for
them to alienate their property by mortgage and deeds of
trust.”” The senator is too widely informed to account it a
monstrous anomaly or a fatal calamity for the federal
government to be *‘ an exteusive owner of real estate.” It
commenced business more than a century ago as a colossal, a
continental land owner. From that time it has continued to
be the largest land owner between the two oceans. : It has
not been many years since the federal guvernment owned
aud directly administered all the lands in Kansas,
Nebraska, and.: throughout the west, except some parcels
reserved for Indian tribes. So the danger apprehonded by
the senator in facilities, provided or proposed to be provided
by legislation, for borrowing money and contracting debts
on hypothecated securities representing produce or real
estate, cannot be government ownership of the latter species
of property. The danger must be u tendency to speculative,
imprudent, and disastrous . ventures in borrowing and
mortgaging, into which farmers and others may be seduced
by the provision of such facilities. And the danger, in the
apprehension of the t be confined.to a pro-
posed provision of such facilities by act of congress in the
line of the Stanford bill or the alliance sub-treasury scheme,
for he expressly refers, for illustration of the nature and
gravity of the danger and the disaster with which it is
fraught to * the present condition of Kansas, Nebraska, and
other western States,”” a condition which could only . be
arrived at, as plainly implied, through facilities provided by
the laws of Kansas, Nebraska, and other western States for

- “ mortygaging the lands and homes of citizens for loans of
money.” Asthe * News' has heretofore indicated, there is
positive paternalism and anegative paternalism. The latter
seeks to gnard the objects of its solicitude from committing
_acts hurtful to themselves by depriving-them of instruments
and a; for the ission of such acts. Thus in a late

hit ign the d to protect his fel-
in drmk by deprivmg them

‘Likewise, - a8 he

Iro;n
of - access to’ intoxicating -~ drinkables.
. earnestly desires thn t.he people - should. be somehow

P
N set

secured -against r in borrowing and
" mortgaging, uo:cannot be sennmentally in favor of legal
facilities, eitber State or national, for a free indul in the

currency which property owners desire to have manu-
factured and to pay for in a free market, they give no sign,
but often intimate that the property owner will be ruined if
the law allows him to pledge his property differently from
now. How bitter a satire to the alliance farmer this is. He

education, and, finally, to pay all these officials, the ministry
of finance. Our alleged division of power is only a cumula-
tion of all powers; our centralization only a sham.

“*Does it not appear to you that the farmers, who are al-
ready organized by their common aim, could effect their

is free to borrow monopoly money on all hut his t tend
and pay ten per cent. The interest may eat him up. He

centrali , #wod th hly watch over their enmmos
lntercsts, without needing the hand of the State? That

learns that a different currency, merely repr ive of
wealth, can be made and secured, and of course its cost is
nothing like the interest which currency commands as now
known, — a mere addendum to monopoly money. The
borrower being an owner of wealth. currency to render that
wealth fluid, mobile, is what he needs, and the proper price
to pay is what it costs. No better taught, he looks to
government. He is met even by democrats in the spirit of a

tr facturers, and the industrial classes gene-
rally, who in their chambon of commerce have an :Jlread;
existing groundwork, could equaily organize a central ad.
ministration, even at their own expense, without the inier~
ference of the Government, without looking for advantages
from its arbitrary favor, or ruin from its inexperience, that
they are not able to discuss their affairs in general assem-
blies, to enter into association with other bodies, and to pass

sincere, ignorant, repressive paternalism, with thi
like tkis: ‘‘ Dear boys, you would pledge your property aml
overdo the thing; make mistakes, and your nroperty would
passintoother hands.” Asmuchcaution and advice as gentle-
men in political life like, but the alliance is right as to all
but the government being the warehouser and banker, and
it is coming to this, that the democratic arty must show
whether it is in favor of liberty in finance. 'The owners of
values would have Jong ago combined to supply themselves
with currency which need not cost more than one per cent.
and be perfectly good, but prohibitory law stands in tka
way. The alliance has come to demand through govern-
ment what government has wrongly forbidder: to come into
being naturally., Wherever government strikes down trade,
the demand will come that government itself do the thing
needed if it will not let privsie parties do it. The ‘“ News”
has used Senator Reagan as an illustration, but its criticism
applms to the majority of other statesmen who consider
lves d top lism. It tells them candidly
that they cannot grapple with the alliance until they come
to a platform of economic liberty in the currency question as
in all else. It is a necessary alternative. The people will
have currency and will not pay for it a rental entirely dis-
proportioned to its cost of manufacture and 1 when

all requisite resol without the visa of the President of
the Republic? That they could confer upon one of them-
selves the task oI carrying out their decisions, to one of
their equals, to one elected by themselves, who should thus
be a Minister?

*“'The Public Works, which concern all, whether connected
with agriculinre, industry, or trade, departments or parishes,
mighi be divided w2aong tire local and central administrations.
interested, and n«. wnger form polizing official sy
as do gow the army and the — & special i
exclusively embodied in the State — a corporation whlch has
everything, hereditary privilege and Ministry, in order that
the State may juggle away mines, canals, and railways, may
gamble in stocks and sha s, grant concessions to good
friends for 99 years, give awag eonmwtl for roads, bridges,
harbors, dykes, excavati 1 dredgi ete., to a
legion of jobbers, cheats, and swindlers, who live upon the
property of other people, on the hard earnings of mechanics
and day-lab on the stupidity of the State?

“Do you not believe that public education would be as ac-
cessible and a8 well conducted, that the selection of: the
teach , and insp would be as
happy, that the system o! public instruction would be as

pl if the ! and 1 councils were con-

they furnish the wealth as security. There is nothing else
ially in the guesti delicate and difficult as it may
be, than security and management. What the d

voked to f d ion to the teach while the uni-
versity had only to give them their diplomas, if, as in the

should be about as to the money question is to take reason of
the alliance and give it an anti-paternal form and issue.
Not that the alliance might at once accept free banking.
Paternalism has brooded and reigned too long to abdi at

military sy length of service in the lower grades were
a condition of ad: t, if every dignitary of the univer-
sity had first to perform the duties of an elementary:
teacher? Do you believe that this thoroughly demoeratic

once from the minds of men. But this is the alternative, and
the only alternative.

Proudhon, the Father of Anarchism.
HIS PERSONALITY AND HIS PHILOSOPHY.
[From Dr. S. Engliinder's ¢ Abolition of the State.”’%]

“In all times society felt the ity of protecting itz
trade and industry against foreign importation. The power
or function which protects home labor and secures for it its
natural market is the customs authority. On this point I
will in no wise give an opinion as to the morality or im-
morality, the use or otherwise, of the customs system. I
take it as society gives it to me, and confine myself to inves-

borrowing and mor habit.” To suppose thai he is at
the same time for abating the habit and continuing provision
by law for its indulgence without.limit is an absurdity in
terins and an incompatibility of ideas.: Senator Reagan is
welcome to amuse himself with trying to reconcile these ir-
reconcilable conditions  in' sentiment and ‘thought, if he
pleases. He is also welcome to the pleasure of refurbishing
and reiterating a historic and venerable fling of his at the
“ News” in the old \ ! k: *The exp e of
several years has taught me not to expect faimess or.justice
at the hands of the ‘ News.”” 'Alas! ’twas ever thus. . Some
_persons are so mentally and moral!y constructed that they
¢ ‘cannot refrain from impugning the motives of oth rs in
: revenge for their own feebleness of argument -

“As'long as the ¢

ing it from the standpoin of the constitution of powers.
Later on, when we come from the political and social to the
purely q! ion, we shall to arrive at a
proper solution ; we shall see if home produce can be pro-
tected without dues and supervision: in one word, if ~e can
do without the customs authority.

““By the simple fact of its existence, the customs authority
is a neutralizcd function; its origin, as its sphere of opera-
tion, excludes every idea of dismemberment. How comes it,
then, that this function, which officially belongs to )

ar t of the discipline of the schools would be dstri-
mental to the morality of education, to the dignity of in-
struction, or the peace of families? And as the nerve of
every administration is money, and as the budget is for the
country, not the cour:try for the budget; as the taxes must
every year be voted by the popular representatives; as this
is the inalienable right of a nation under a monarchy as un-
der a republic; as expenditure and revenue must both be
considered by the country before the Government can use
them; do you not see that the q of this fi ial
initiative, specially allotted to the citizens, must be that the
ministry of finance — in fact, the entire fiscal organization —
belongs to the country and not to the prince? . That it dic
rectly belongs to those who pay, and not to those who con-
sume. the budget? That far less misuse and waste of the
State funds wounld appear if-the State had as little power of
disposal over the public monies as over public worship, jus-
tice, the army, the customs, public-instruction, and public
works ?

“ After what I have Mreldy adduced, I will not quote
more les; the of the list were easy, and
the distinctlon between centralization and cumulation, ‘be-
tween separation of the legislative functions and separation
of the two abstractions, which, absurdly enough, are called
the legislative and  executive powers, would be compre-

and traders, which could exclusively be managed by cham-
bers of ce, ‘is also d dent on the State? France
supports an army of more than 40,000 men for the protection
of her trade, toll-collectors all armed with sword and gun,

-and who also annually cost the country twenty-six millions.

The object which this army has constantly in view is simul-

. taneously to wage war upon smuggiers and to collect a duty

upon imported and exported goods of from 100 to 110

' But who can know bettet than the trade itself where and
how much it requires p: what prod

of emolument for its creatures, and in seeking in the differ-
ential duties levied a means to carry on its extravagance?

s ‘admini;

of ‘the _authorities, so long will the protective systam, on

i whicl subject as a system 1 pass no opinion, necessarily be

defective. ill‘lack honesty and fairness. The tariffs

‘imposed by the customs authorities are an exaction, and |

muggling, in the’ words of the Honorable M. Blanqui, is'a

| right and a daty.

Besid ER Ty
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ot publlc

y, of Lgricnlture and commerce, of pnblio

require
premmms? And ‘a8 regards the customs service, are not the |
parties interestad palpably justified in calculating the ex-
‘pense, and not the Government, in making out of it a source"

ins in the hands

jnstice, war, of
: ‘intems.tlonal ttade or customs, Governmant cumulates othier
: ,tunctions -

hended, and the difference between administration and gov-
ernment would. be finally understood.

“Do you not believe:that, with this strictly democratic
system of unity, more strictness in the expenditure, punctu- -
ality of service, responsibility of officials, more courtesy, less
fawning and fewer quarrels, in one word, less disorder,wmld :
prevail? - Do you believe that 3 :
difficuit? “That the lnﬂneuoe o( theauthom.ieu would fahi!y

* Place theheadsotthm (
and you hnv your







