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& For always in thine eyes, O Liberty!
Shinea that high Ught whereby the world s saved !
And though thou slay us, we ww truat in thee.”
Joux Hav.

* On Picket Duty.

Lack of space compels me to defer till a later
issue my comments on Mr. Bilgram’s communi-
cation on another page.

The New York “8un” of a recent morning

¥,  opposed editorially the proposed law making
architecture a meaopoly, and in the evening it

b editorially favored it. Sunrise and Sanset
fairly represents the difference between these
. ~ two attitudes,
: It is all well enough for newspaper reporters

to be pious. But they should not let it lead
them into absurdities, as they did when they
joined .n singing ‘¢ Nearer, my God, to Thee”
on hearing that ¢‘ La Gascogne ” was safe. The
juy we all felt was occasioned by the fact that
we could sing truthfully ¢ Farther, my God,
from Thee.”

C Very naturally the New York ¢ Sun” op-
poses the acceptance by the city of a statue of
B Heinrich Heine. The pretence is that statues
Bl should be placed only in cities with which the
men whom they represent were intimately con-
. nected. But of course the real reason is that
Heine was not a member of the brotherhood of
thieves. Dana, however, is willing to make
an exception of those commanding geniuses
v whom the whole world may fitly honor.  Why,
certainly ; it would never do to shut out Bis-
marck. He belongs to the brotherhood.

Judge Pryor, of this vity,-whose own domes-
Bl tic life is presumably happy, altbough his favor-
able view of woman suffrage is not shared by
Mrs. Pryor, deprecates the tendency toward an
irierease in the number of divorces. He thinks
it may yet be necessary to amend the marriage
gervice 6o that it will read ** husband and wife

“until-deaih or divorce do us part.” It is hard to
sée what the number of divorces has to do with
" the propriety of the change suggested, which
was'in reality tacitly made when the principle
of divorce was first admitted. Mowever, Lib-
_erty votes for the amendment. It would serve
“to make the mamago service. ridiculous,

Mr. Beerbohm Tree and his company are
deﬁnmve]y billed to appear in Ibsen’s ¢ An
nemy of the People” at Abbey’s Theatre on
fonday evenir~, April 3. No Anarchist who
t in his power to witness this performance

taken a lease of a New York theatre, with
Janet Achurch, well known in London as an in-
terpreter of Ibsen réles, as a member of his
company ; and that in Boston ¢ The Pillars of
Society,” ¢ The Lady of the Sea,” and ¢ Little
Eyolf ” are to be produced in April, Mrs,
Erving Winslow taking the initiative.

Dana naturally applauds the action of the
Chicago University in dismissing an instructor,
and threatening a professor with dismissal, for
advocating Populist theories on the platform.
Professors, says Dana, ‘‘ must be above suspi-
cion.” He does not say of what, but he clearly
means of disloyalty to the brotherhood of
thicves. Chicago University is subsidized by
monopolists, and it is absurd to suppose that
these will pay men for exposing the evils of
plutocracy. . How sad it must bz to the mono-
polists that, after all, there are very few men
who are as aggressively loyal to them, as abso-
lutely *‘above suspicion,” as Dana is!

They have organized in Feance a ““Comité
de Défense et de Progres Social ” for the pur-
pose ¢f stemming the tide of State Socialism.
The founders are progressive people evidently,
and mean well. They propose to vindicate the
real excellences of the present order, while wel-
coming all rational suggestio:. >f reform in -
directions needing it. They are not biind parti-
san defenders of the status guo, bt they will
adopt nothirg which is not a real improvement
upon it, All this is very fine, but such leagues
and committees are doemed to impotence and
disappointment for the reason that they have
nothing substantial and positive to offer to the
worid erying for radical change. Vague sym-
pathy with reform will not do, and abstract
admission that all is not for the best in this
world is equally unsatisfactory. To combat
State Socialism a great deal more is necessary.
It is necessary to be able to point out what is
wrong, and what the ways are of righting it.
It is also necessary to be scientific and correct
in one’s diagnosis and therapentics, Of nothing
else s State Socialism afraid.

Discussing the financiz! proposals of the
bankers, Matthew Marshall writes in the
*“Sun”: 1t is hardly to be supposed that any
proposition for abolishing the independent
treasury and transferring the fiscal business of
the government to a great national bank, like
those of Greas Britain, France, and Germsuy,
would be favorably entertained by our people.

"The same hostility to the money power which

-sustained President Jackson in his contest with

“the old United State: Bank stiil survives with

.| sufficient vigor to prevent the creation of a new
one,

Nor, on thg other hand, will our people

"¢ come together’

James Gazette,”

sion he is unquestionably right.

ever consent to surrender to a multitude
little bauks, national or State, the monon.ly of
the lucrative business of manufacturing ..oney
out of credit.” This is doubtless true; but it
is not necessary that the business should be a
monopoly and particularly lucrative. If the
people once perceived that free banking — th
surrender of the business to a ‘“ multitude” of
little banks, or to whomsoever might choose to
go into it, leaving the task of sifting out the
safe from the wildeat to the people themselves
— would give them cheaper and better service
than they have under the present mongrel sys-
tem, which is a rare combination of the dis-
advantages of ail systems, they would speedily
conquer their prejudices against letting any
and everybody manufacture money out of ere-
dit. 'What better protection can rational people
want than that afforded by a plan which places
the remedy for abuses of every sort in their
own hands ?

Our friends, the conservatives, ought to
' and see if they cannot pre-
sent a more solid and united front to the
enemy. As it is, they are affording said enemy
lots of amusement. Note the lack of harmony
in their treatment of Ibsen’s new play. The
verdict of the London ** Times” — ¢ dreary
deserts of childist and pointless dialogue ” —
might carry weight, if the readers did not find
in an equally orthodox and respectable journal,
the ‘¢ Westminster Gazette,” a countervailing
opinion to the effect that ** Ibsen has never
written a more interesting or a more intense
and characteristic play.” The puzzled reader
turns to another pillar of orthodoxy, the Lon-
don ¢ Daily News,” and he wonders at the
aberration of the ** Westmiuster Gazette.”
How can it praise a play which the ¢“News”
condemns on the ground that *“ the persovages

‘are mere abstractions, the dialogue is diffuse

and pointless, and the story lacks the well-
defined datum without which few plays have
ever achieved success” ?  Beginning to suspect
» lapse on the part of the  Gazette,” he never-
theluss decides to make assurance doubly sure
by consulting a fourth authority, the «St,
This stanch organ of literary
and dramatic Toryism will certainly settle the
aestion for him. Imagine his amazement
wai2n he reads that the play is ““a miracle of

.dramatic construction,” and that the dialogue is

80 ‘“‘masterly ” that ¢ there is not a cut which
rould not break the organism of the play !
More perplexed than before, the light-secking
Briton concludes that Ibsen has invaded the
very citadel of orthodoxy, and that there is no
longer any safety anywhere. In which conclu-
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¢ In abolishing rent and tnterest, the last vestiges of old-time sla-
very, tha Revolution abolishes at one stroke the sword of the execu-
tioner, the seal of the magisirate, the clud of the policeman, the gauge
of the exciseman, the erasing-knife of the department clerk, all those
insigria of Politics, whick young Liberty grinds beneath her heel." --
PRrROUDHON.

{3~ The appearance in the aditorial column of arti-
cles over other signatures than the editor’s initial indi-
cates that the editor approves their central purpose and
general tenor, though he does not hold himself respon-
sible 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 them being
governed largely by motives of convenience.

Moralism the Denial of Love.

Mr. Byington, in his letter in this issue, de-

clines to accept Kant as a typical Moralist, I
did not offer him as such; I offered him simply
as a logical Moralist. Most of the Moralists
are less logical than he, and therefore he does
not typify them. He carries consciously and
clearly to its ultimate the doctrine that fills the
ordinary Moralistic mind in a more or less
nebulous fashion, — namely, that denial of self
is the essence of goodness. Kant reduces this
doctrine to absurdity, and accepts the ab-
surdity. Jesus Christ and Mr. Byington are
not as bold as he. But in their doctrine Jurks
the virus just the same. They have a saving
remnant of good sense which keeps them from
declaring that he only is a good man who does
good things against the inclinations of his
nature. But even they subordinate the natural
inclinations to the ¢ fulfilment of the [moral]
law.”

The Egoist admires the nun in *‘ Les Miséra-
bles” who loves to tell the truth, but who, in a
grave emergency, 2.3es above her religion which
makes it ber *“duty” to tell the truth, and
deliberately lies to save an unfortunate from
injustice and cruelty, because she loves her
neighbor though in doing so she violatee the
[moral] law, — loves him more than formal
truth. But the strict Moralist must condemn
this nun, He cannot admire her unless in such
a case she tells the truth, fulfils the law, and
stifles her love of neighbor. Christ’s statement
that love of neighbor is fulfilment of the law is
an absnrdity as long as he gives priority to a
law to which conduct should conform in every
case, though such conduct be an injury to
neighbor,

It fact, the whole doctrine of love of neigh-
bor as a ¢ commandment ” is the utter denial
of inclination and a perversion of the word
¢“Jove.” Commanded lova of all men indiscri-
minately is an obliteration ot distinction be-
tween love and hate, and therefore is not love
at all. It is a stifling of all ratural attraction
to that which is lovable and of all natursl re-

pugnance to that whick is hateful, —a rigid,

formal, heartless, soulless, and sort of uncon-
sciously hypocritical joining of hands. Of
course there are many Moralists, like Hugo’s
nun, who feel the honest loves and hates of
normal human beings, and who therefore rige
at times above Christ’s teaching. They are
then falsc 10 their own doctrine, because they
then act upon their natural inclination, whereas
it is the esser. :e of their doctrine that they
should subordinate their inclination.

My Egoism differs in no wise from that of
Badcock and Stirner. I am just as much aveise
to praise and blame as Badcock is; and, if I use
the vocabulary of praise and blame, it is be-
cause I know no other by which to express my
likes and dislikes. Badcock is in the same diffi-
cuity. In his ““Slaves to Duty,” only twenty
linea beyond the sentence which Mr. Byington
quotes therofrom, Badcock declares that he
*“ admires the naturai mother,” and the context
implies the opposite of admiration for the
unnatural mother. Evidently, then, to him as
to myself, there are superior and inferior
beings. We do not give credit to the former
for their goodness, or debit to the latter for
their badness; but the difference between them
we recognize and declare, in dow.> which I
generally use stronger adjectives tha.: those
which Badcock employs. And Stirner’s atti-
tude is the same in this respect. Indeed, one
of the chapters of his book is devoted to the
tracing of man’s development from an inferior
to a superior position. When he says that men
are neither good or bad, he means simply that
it is a mistake to divide human beings into two
classes, one of which crucifies self and the
other of which satisfies self. He believes that
all persons are alike in endeavoring to satisfy
self, and his objection is to those people who
foster a delusion that they are crucifying
themselves, and who plume theraselves on this
purely fanciful distinction between their class
and the rest of mankind. His object is to
bring all men to a realization: of the truth that
no man, to use Walt Whitman's phrase, knows
any flesh sweeter than that which sticks to his
own bones, hoping that, when they realize this,
they will no longer submit to the slavery which
exploiters succeed in imposing upon them by in-
culcation of self-sacrifice. Stirner, Badecock,
and I speak of good and bad men as we speak
of good and bad wine, or as Mr. Byington, to
whom all wine is bad, speaks of good and bad
water; but we do not attribute immorality to
bad men any more than to bad wine or bad
water. It is in this that we differ from the
Moralist. T

The Bench’s Dangerous Power.

So far as the federal supreme court is con-
cerned, it would seem that the problem before
it in the income-tax case is very simple indeed.
A little logic, coupled with knowledge of the
conditions which surrounded the framers of the
constitution, is all that can be needed for the
determination of the question what the terms
¢ direot tax ” and * uniformity,” used in the
constitution, mean., Yet the able lawyers who
argued the case, instead of keeping within the
clearly-defined limits of the legal controversy.
went out of their way to discuss broad ques-
tions of justice, expediency, and wisdom, —-
questions with which the court has theoretically
no right to concern iteelf. This curious pro-

ceeding was allowed to pass without a word of
comment, although there ware loud protests
and deep curses in connectior with the threats
of Mr. Olney and Mr. Carter that a nullification
of the income-tax law might lead to revolu-
tionary assaults on the entire social system. 1t
was considered proper for ex-Senator Edmunds
and Mr. Choate to attack the alleged Populistic
and Communistic grounds of congress in pass-
ing the law, but outrageous for the attorney-
general to refer to the public clamor for anti-
plutocratic legislation! The fact is that the
court, in deciding the case, will be guided by
general political and practical considerations
rather than by principles of legal construction,
and this shows the great importance of the
puwer of interpreting and construing legisla-
tion. The real legislators are the judges, for a
law is nothing until it is construed by the
courts. And since the courts are influenced by
the humors of the time and by their own pri-
vate notions of justice and expediency, it is
plain that there is nothing left of the ancient
notion that courts pass upon the law in exactly
the same sense in which juries are allowed to
pass upon facts, -— namely, to find just what
they are. Thea courts in reality judge of the
equity and wisdom of the law, and have the
power of vetoing such as do not commend
themselves to their feelings. This being the
case, it is easy to see that this power ought to
be taken from them and given to the jury, the
representatives of the entire community. In
them alone should be lodged the power of veto-
ing legislation. V. Y.

Equal Freedom and Land.

In view of Mr. Tucker’s comments on my
indictment of Spencer, further discussion of
land tenure under equal freedom seems to be
necessary. The assertion that my acceptance
of Spencerian ethics must logically land me in
the camp of the Single Taxers or land nation-
alizationists requires examination. A prima
JSacie case in support of such a contention can
be made out by showing that Spencer himself,
where he attempts io determine, in the abstract,
what tenure is consonant with equal freedom,
arrives at the soluticn of the land-naticnaliza-
tionists. Is the cunclusion inevitable ?

Before proceeding to answer this question, I
may point out that an inconsistency seems to
be iurking between Mr. Tucker’s defence of his
own position and his criticism of mine. e

| tells us that, while he would not hesitate to

deviate from equal freedom in cases of necessity,
on the land question he finds himself confronted
by no such necessity, and that occupancy-
and-use is strictly consonant with equal free-
dom as interpreted by him. At the same time
be accuses me of unsoundness because I believe
in the *“ law ” of equal freedom and in occu-
pancy and use, Now, whether I am right or
wrong in regarding equal freedom as a law, I
fail to see why it is any more inconsistent for
e to accept occupancy-and-use than it is for
Mr. Tucker, who looks upon equal freedom as a
safe and generally trustworthy guiding prin-
ciple rather than as a law, Be it this or that,
the important point is that, according to Mr.
Tucker’s own statement, occupancy-and-use is
entirely consonant with it. By rejecting, and
not, by accepting, occupauncy-and-use would I
expose myself to the charge of unsoundness,

.
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But, Mr. Tucker may protest, ** it is not
your acceptance of equal freedom that I warn
you against; it is your belief in Spencer’s abso-
lute ethics, from which the corollary is logically
drawn that all men have an equal right to
land.” T rejoin, in the first place, that by
¢“ absolute ethics ™ nothing more is meant than
the viewing of equal freedom as a law, — as
something to which there are no exceptions and
which can never be disregarded except on pain
of social discord and suffering, and, in the
second place, that the Spencerian deduction of
commuvnistic land ownership is not a logically
drawn corollary from equal freedom. In my
article, intended to bring out Spencer’s contra-
dictions and question-begging, I did not stop to
dispute his conclusion with regard to the equi-
table system of land tenure under equal free-
dom, but, as a matter of fact, I do question the
corvectness of his reasoning on this head. I
deny that equality in the use of the earth is a
coroil vy from the law of equal freedom. I
fully agree with Mr. Tucker that equal free-
dom does not necessarily imply equal right to
land in the Spencerian or single-tax sense of
equal use by all men of the entire earth, The
gense in which I use the formula equal right to
land is not repugnant to occupancy-and-use.

The statement that equal freedom implies the
equal right to land is not sufficiently definite
and precise. What is to be understood by
¢ equai right to land” ? The land-nationali-
zationists assume that their system secures the
equality enjoined by equal freedom; the Single-
Taxers are satisfied that private ownership
qualified by taxation of land values fully meets
the requirements; while I maintain (with Mr.
Tucker, if I understand him) that occupancy-
and-use meets the demand in the best possible
manner. Which of us is right and true to
equal freedom ? I maintain — and it seems to
me to be manifestly true — that the law (or
principle, if you prefer) of equal freedom does
not directly point to any system of land tenure.
This will be readily seen from a closer exami-
nation of Mr. Tucker’s formula, which is, I
claim, unexceptionable. ‘¢ Equal freedom to
control self and the results of self-exertion.”

If we could obtain ‘¢ results ” without using
land, nothing would be in the way. The trou-
ble is that no exertion is possible without using
something that is not the result of self-exertion.
Sc that to lay down the rule that we are enti-
tled to the control of self and the results of
self-exertion in no wise helps us to determine
the extent of our proper claims to that which

is not ours, but which we must have in order
to exert ourselves at all. In short, equal liberty
does not directly throw any light on the ques-
tion of the use of the earth. It does, however,
indirectly, and I base my advocacy of occu-
pancy-and-use on this indirect illumination.

Let us ask ourselves what the object is which
equal liberty is to further and promote. We
insist on the freedom to control self and the
results of self-exertion; but for what purpose ?
To secure the maximum of happiness, the fullest
possible exercise of faculties, by each indi-
vidual. Now, what system of land tenure is
best fitted and caleulated to aid in securing this
result ? From all the evidence thus far gath-
ered, 1 conclude that occupancy-and-use an-
swers the purpose most completely and effect-
ually. I am free to admit that the tazation of

economic rent for general public ends, if volun-
tarily agreed to, would be a more perfect
arrangement in some respects, but the use of
force to bring it about would be extremely
unwise, since the evil generated by it would
more than counterbalance the benefits of the
equalization of the ii.comes from the soil,
Under occupancy-and-ase there would be some
inequality, but such inequality would not nega-
tive the fullest and freest exercise by each of
his faculties. There is inequality in the enjoy-
ment of the sun’s light and heat, yet nobody
supposes that this can be remedied.

I agree, therefore, with Mr, Tucker that
ultimately each will contract (tacitly, however,
not formally) not to encroach upon any portion
of the earth which another is actually using,
and they will do so because they will find this
arrangement more conducive to the highest lib-
erty and happiness than any other.

If Mr. Tucker thinks that this position is in-
consistent with absolute ethics, with the belief
in the existence of a luw of equal freedom, he
will have to reverse his own declaration that
occupancy-and-use is entirely consistent with
equal freedom.

I have just stated that Spencer’s absolute
ethics, the viewing of equal freedom as a law,
does not necessarily lead to the dogma of the
equal right of each to the land. Since Spencer
is opposed to this affirmation, it is incumbent on
me to refute his reasoning on this point. In
¢¢ A Perplexed Philosopher ” Henry George has
drawn attention to Spencer’s confusion of equal
rights with joint rights. Throughout Spencer
assumes that equity demands the recognition of
men’s joint right to the land, but the assump-
tion is unwarranted. All that his arguments
prove is the necessity of recognizing equality
in the right to use the earth. “zcupancy-and-
use recognizes the only equality possible in the
premises. Turning to the chapter on land in
¢ Social Statics ” (first edition), we read:

Given a race of beings having like claims to pursue
the objects of their desires; given a world adapted to
the gratification of these desires; a world into which
such beings are similarly born, — and it unavoidably
follows that they have equal rights to the use of this
world. For, if each of them ‘‘has freedom to do all
that he wills, provided he infringes not the equal
freedom of any other,” then each of them is free to
use the earth for the satisfaction of his wants, pro-
vided he allows all others the same liberty. And, con-
versely, it is manifest that no one, or part, of them
may use the earth in such a way as to prevent the rest
from similarly using it; seeing that to do this is to
assume greater freedom than the rest, and consequently
to break the law. ’

So far, excellent. It is an admirable argu-
ment against monopoly, but not against occu-
pancy-and-use, under which each simply uses
the earth for the satisfaction of his wants, and
denies no one the same liberty, — the liberty to
use another portion of the earth for the satis-
faction of Aéis wants. But Spencer coatinues:

Equity, therefore, does not permit property in land.

¢ Therefore”! Why, there is nothing, abso-

lutely nothing, in the above to warrant any
such conclusion! All we are warranted in in-
ferring is that equity does not permit some to
appropriate the land to the exclusion of others,
So long as each only uses land to satisfy his
wants, and prevents no one from doing the
same, he does not claim greaier freedom than
the rest. The conclusion does not follow from

the premises; it is fallaciously drawn. To
make this still clearer, I guote further:

For, if one portior of the earth’s surface may justly
become the possessicn of an individual, and may be
held by him for his sole use and benefit, as a thing to
which he has an exclusive right, then other portions
of the earth’s surface may be =o Leld; and eventually
the wavls of thc carth’s surfice may ie so held; and
our planet may thus lapse altogether ‘i o private hands,

Yes, the planet may lapse into private hands,
but not into the hands of a few. Each will
have enough land to satisfy his wants, and none
more than that. There will be no ‘“lords of
the 80il ” on one hand, and landless men on the
other. Each will be a lord of a very small

[ piece of soil. It is certainly true that, if one

portion of the soil may be held as private prop-
erty, other portions of the soil may be so held,
but not by the same individual. The reason for
his owning one portion fails when he attempts
to annex or enclose other portions, It is this
which, strangely enough, Spencer overlooked.
His argument is vitiated by an astonishing
fallacy.

T repeat that occupancy-and-use seems to me
to subserve the end to which equal freedom is
the means and condition more fully and com-
pletely than any other gystem, and there is no
reason whatever why a believer in equal free-
dom should prefer another.

A word on the guestion of the propriety of
speaking of equal freedom as a law. I can see
no ground for the distinction attempted to be
drawn by Mr. Tucker. True, if he were suc-
cessful in proving that it is sometimes expedient
to disregard equal freedom, my claim that
equal freedom is a social law, in the strictly
scientific sense in which we describe other
observed uniformities as laws, would be dis-
posed of, for a law never can be violated. But
no such success is possible; it cannot be shown
that it is ever expedient or necessary to go
counter to equal freedom. Mr. Tucker’s illus-
tration is not in any sense a case of violation of
equal freedom. The Anarchist does not become
an Archist by killing the non-invasive men who
are made to play the part of aggressors against
their will. An invader is one who invades,
whose acts are invasive, and the question of his
intention is only material when we try him lei-
surely by a jury and wish to determine the pre-
cise degree of his guilt. Doubtless an Anar-
chislic jury would not punish as severely, if at
all, a man who was shown to have been forced
to commit invasive acts as it would an inten-
tional and willing invader. But, when we are
resisting an army and have to protect ourselves
against actual, direct danger, all those are in-
vaders who are about to do invasive acts.

Why this or that individual membev o' the in-
vading army confronts us as az enemy 15
entirely irrelevant. He ¢s an encins® ne is
about to attack us; and we are entitle to
defend ourselves. He is first in committing
aggression; instead of refusing to join the
army and suffuring the consequences of his dis-
obedience, he tries to save himself by endanger-
ing our rights. Under such circumstances
equal freedom imposes no restriction whatever
on our action toward him. In coercing him we
coerce an individual who, though friendly to
us in his heart, would rather act as an enemy
than expose himeelf to punishment for
disobedience.
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Lqual freedom, says Mr, Tucker, is an expe-
dient which we agree to adopt in consequence
of the discovery that it is the only means by
which men can steadily avail themselves of the
highest advantages of life. My way of putting
it is this: Kqual freedom is a rule of conduct
which we are learning to observe in consequence
of the discovery that it is the first and essential
condition of social stability and happiness.

And because it s such a condition, because it
anrust he fulfilled and cannot be violated with
impunity, we may call it, in scientific Janguage,
the dan of social life. V. Y,

The Two Conceptions of Equal Freedom.

It nay be well to state that the foregoing
article appears in the editorial column because
Mr. Yarros thinks that it may legitimately so
appear, being an attempt to show consistency
between two ideas which Liberty champions, —
viz., equal freedom, and oceupancy-and-use as
the rule of land tenure.  If we do not go back
of words to things, this claim has an appearance
of validity; hLence, instead of disputing the
point, I admit the article to the editorial col-
umn, and clear myself of responsibility by my
argument in answer.

First, then, I deny that there is any incon-
sixteney between my defence of my own posi-
tion and my eriticisin of Mr. Yarros’s. The
reason why Mr. Yarros thinks that he sees an
inconsisteney here is found in his failure to
pereeive the whole of the difference between

equal freedom posited as a law and equal free-
dom adopted as a generally trustworthy guiding
principle of action, — between equal freedom
obligatory upon man and regulative of his rela-
tions to nature and to his fellows prior to his
consent and regardless of his will, and equal
freedom voluntarily adopted by man in order
that he may enjoy such relations to nature and
his fellows as he deems needfnl or advantageous
to himself. 'The difference between these two
conceptions of equal freedom lies not simply in
the fact that the latter admits a possibility of
deviation which the former denies, but also in
the fact that, while the latter asserts no other
equality than that which men agree to observe
for their own advantage in utter disregard of
all theories of natural equality of rights, the
former asserts an absolute natural equality
of rights which all men are morally bound to
observe, and which includes the equal right of
all to the use of the earth, After this state-
ment, which seems to me undeniable, it is need-
less to argue that the guestion of land tenure
assumes a very different aspeet in the one case
from that which it wears in the other, and that
the fact that I consider the occupancy-and-use
rule perfectly harmonious with the one does
not oblige me, as a matter of consistency, to
consider it perfectly harmonious with the other.
It may or may not be perfectly harmonious
with the other, and the question whether it is
<~ not depends upon the implications of the
eorollary which gives all men an equal right to
the usc of tne carth.

From the paragraph just written it will be
seen that equal freedom in the eyes of Mr,
Spencer and Mr. Yarros is one thing, and that
equal freedom in my eyes is quite a different

thing. (Let it be noted, by the way, that this
difference does not overturn the fact that the
two views, for many practical purposes,

amount to just the same thing, enabling Mr.
Spencer, Mr. Yarres, and myself to work to-
gether for political ends that are in the main
identical.) Then, going back of words to
things, we find that Mr. Yarros’s rec/ attempt
in hix present article is to show consistency
between ocenpancy-and-use as the rule of land
tenure, which Liberty champions, and that
view of equal freedom which Liberty antago-
nizes, and that therefore his article is not
strictly within the line of Liberty’s editorial
poliey, — in fact, is strictly without it, in view
of my claim that these two things are essen-
tially inconsistent. T emphasize things here,
because Mr. Yarros seems to have fallen into
the Svencerian vice of employing the same
phrase (equal freedom) in different meanings
and using them interchangeably in the develop-
ment of logic and construction of syllogisms,
making it necessary for the reader to remain
upon his guard and carefully note in each case
the idea behind the words.

Now we are ready to consider the implica-
tions of that corollary of Spencerian equal free-
dom which gives all men an equal right to the
use of the earth. Mr. Yarros, in one part of
his article, explicitly endorses the corollary as
Spencer states it, — that all men “‘ have equal
rights to the use of this world.” In another
part of his article Mr. Yarros as explicitly
‘¢ denies that equality in the use of the earth is
a corollary from the law of equal freedom.” It
follows, of course, that to Mr. Yarros ¢ equal-
ity in the use of the earth ” is not the same
thing as ‘‘ equal rights to the use of this
world.” Tt is manifest that the discussion is
now approaching a fine point, and I earuestly
advise persons with weak eyes not to follow it
further. Their power of vision might suffer a
strain from which recovery would be impos-
sible. But my own eyes are strong, and I can
afford to abuse them a little. So here goes.
Mr. Yarros ¢ maintains that the law (or prin-
ciple, if you prefer) ” — here is an instance of
his assumption that the two views of equal
freedom are interchangeable — ‘o1 equal free-
dom does not directly point to any system of
land tenure.” And he proceeds to show this
by proving very clearly that my formula,
¢ equal freedom to control self and the results
of self-exertion,” ¢“ does not directly throw
any light on the question of the use of the
earth ”; upon which point we are sure not to
quarrel, my sole contention being that Spen-
cerian equal freedom, while it does not indeed
throw light, — for that which is itself darkness
cannot throw light, — has nevertheless a direct
bearing on the question of the use of the earth.

But further of that in a moment; I must
stop to deal with an extremely naive argument
by which Mr. Yarros endeavors to show that
my formula illuminates the land question éndi-
rectly. e tells us that the purpose of equal
liberty, of freedom to control self and the re-
sults of self-exertion, is to secure the maxinum
of happiness for each individual, and that
occupancy-and-use is the system of land tenure
that answers this purpose most completely.

I wish that some physicist would uundertake to
calculate the candle-power of this indirect
illumination, But, as probably none wiil, let
me attempt another manner of comparison. It
will be admitted, I presume, that an authori-
tarian, an opponent of equal liberty, —a be-

liever in the divine right of kings, for instance,
— might be a champion of occupancy-and-use,
Can we not fancy such a person using the fol-
lowing argument: ¢ The purpose of anthority
is to secure the maximum of happiness for cach
individual, and T consider occupancy-and-use
the system of Jand tenure that answers this
purpose most completely.  While authority
does not directly throw any light on the ques-
tion of the use of the carth, it does throw light
on it indireetly, and I base my advocacy of
occupancy-and-use on this indireet illumina-
tion” ? It is clear that Mr. Yarros's argument
and that of the hypothetical authoritarian are
of exactly equal strength, and exactly cancel
each other, showing that neither zy liberty or
authority throw the slightest light, directly or
indirectly, on the question of the use of the
earth,

Another point. To say that neither my
equal liberty or Spencerian equal liberty — and
be it remembered that Mr. Yarros allows no
difference between them so far as the effect on
the land question is concerned — directly
throws any light on the question of the use of
the earth is to declare that the doctrine of
‘¢ equal rights to the use of this world,” ad-
mittedly a direct corollary of Spencerian equal
liberty, is absolutely meaningless. For, if it
has any meaning at all, it must, to the extent
of its meaning, directly bear on the land
question,  And, if it has no meaning whatever,

then Mr. Yarros in the past has wasted much
good ink in emphasizing a thing of no
importance,

I contend that the doctrine of ¢ equal rights

to the use of this world ¥ has a meaning, a very
clear and indubitable meaning. Here we get to
the kernel of the guestion; for Mr, Yarros,
despite the inconsistency above noted, also
maintains that it has a meaning, and the differ-
ence between us is as to what this meaning is.
On ihis point it seems to me that Mr. Spencer
and Mr. George are far more logical than Mr.
Yarros. All three agree to this, — that *‘ equal
rights to the use of this world ” means that

¢ each man is free to use the earth for the satis-
faction of his wants, provided he allows all
others the same liberty.” But Mr, Spencer
and Mr. George maintain that all others have

‘¢ the same liberty ” only when all men are
secured in the equal use of the entire earth,

Mr. Yarros contends that all others have ¢ the
same liberty ” when they are secured in the use
of another portion of the earth than that in use
by the single individual whom the word

¢“each ” here represents. That Mr, Yarros 1s
wrong seems to me almost too p ain for argu-
ment. If Smith has and exercises the liberty to
use a piece of land which we will call A, Jones,
in possessing the liberty to use another piece of
land which we wili call B, has not the same
liberty that Smith has, Jones will have the
same liberty that Smith has when he too has
the liberty to use the land A, 'The liberty to
use the land B is not the same, but another
liberty. Two persons have not equal rights to
the use of the world when one, by reason of
prior arrival, may take his choice, and the
other, who comes later, must take what is left.
This may be scen more clearly stitl by assum-
ing the theoretical; but not logically impossible,
case in which every piece of the land composing
the earth is in actual use st the time when an







