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 For alwaye in thine eyes, O Liberty?
Shines thut high Light whereby the world is saved K

And though thou slay us, we will trust in thee.”
JonN '

On Picket Duty.

Switzerland will probably have a government
bank. The federal chambers have passed a
law providing for such an institution, and a
referendum is to be had on the subject. In
view of recent State Socialistic tendencies, the
¢“ideal democracy ” will doubtless vote over-
whelmingly for money monopoly. Yet our
direet legislationists continue to claim that the
referendum is the palladium of liberty.

Goldwin Smith has an admirable a.“icle in
the August number of the ¢ North Amevican
Review,” in which he lays bare the sophist.ies
and hollow pretensions of Kidd, Drummond,
and Balfour, the alleged leaders of the alleged
reaction against the evolutionary philosophy
which newspaper wiseacres have been dis-
covering. The people to whom the honses
built upen the sand by Kidd, Drummond, &
Co. appear so substantial are those who never
had the brains to assimilate the first trutls of
evolutionary philosophy. To the discoveries of
the ignorant there is no limit. Of the past they
know nothing, and hence all questions are open
to them. R

< propos of my recent article on *¢ I’Enfant
Terribie,” T am usked by a correspondent if I
would “ passiveiy sce a woman throw her baby
into the fir2 as a man throws his newspaper.”

I expected tha this question would be put to
me; hence it finds me prepared. I answer that
it is highly probable that I would personally
interfere in such a case. But it is as probable,
and perhaps more so, that I would personally
interfere to prevent the owner of a master-
piece by Titian from applying the torch to the
canvas. My interference in the former case no
more invalidates the mother’s property right in
her child than my interference in the latter
case would invalidate the property right of the
owner of the painting. If I interfere in either
case, I am an invader, acting in obedience to
my injured feelings. As such I deserve to be
punished. I consider that it would be the duty
of a policeman in the service of the defence
association to arrest me for assault. On my
arraignment I should plead guilty, and it
would be the duty of the jury to impose a
penalty upon me. I might ask for a light sen-
tence on the strength of the extenuating cir-
cumstances, and I believe that my prayer would
be heeded. But, if such invasions as mine
were persisted in, it would become the duty of
the jury to impose penalties sufficiently severe
to put a stop to them.

{ This is very significant.

1 review of Dr. Shaw’s ¢ Municipal Gov-
‘nt in Great Britain,” the London ¢ Eco-
¢ Journal,” a periodical no one will accuse

of radicalism, writes as follows: ¢ The chief
objection which British readers will be in-
clined to make to the work is that it is alto-
gether too eulogistic. Dr, Shaw admires
everything, even the sanitary system of Man-
chester. He thinks Oldham ‘a fine town.’
Oldliam can justly claim many merits, but cer-
tainly the beauty and magnificence suggested
by the word *fine’ are not among them. Al-
most every municipal en: prise, according to
Dr. Shaw’s account, is either successful or on
the point of becoming successful. Doubtless
the outside inquirer has some excuse for a too
lenient view. Ie is dependent largely on in-
formation furnished to him by people engaged
in the business he is describing, and these na-
tarally show him only {!.e best side of things.
If by any chance they adinit error, he is scarcely
in a position to make use of the information.”
Perhaps a less con-
servative reviewer would find in the ¢ facts ”
(which Mr. Bliss admonishes us to study) even
less warrant for eulogy than the ** Economic
Journal.” So far only those have testified to
the success of what is denominated * municipal
Socialism ” who had set out with a bias in its
favor or who do not know a fact when they see
it. The true account ¢« the English municipal
experiments yet remains to be written.

If anybody still doubts tha: Nordau is crazy,
let him read the ¢ Forem ” zrticle, in which
Nordau tells society how it may protect itself
from the degenerates and check the progress of
the malady propagated by them. What do we
do with lepers, small-pox victims, and other
sufferers from loathsome diseases ? he asks.

The answer is, of course, that we isolate them,
and do not allow them to have any intercourse
with the normal members of the community.
Well, says Nordau, do the same to the degener-
ates. He does not, inded, advocate their im-
prisonment, but he urges a general boycott of
them and their work by the press. It is to the
newspapers tLot he chiefly appeals; to them he
looks for the salvation of society. If they
should determine 10 ignore the degenerates a7
say nothing about vneir activities, the rising *
generation would never learn about their exist-
ence aud would thus escape all danger of conta-
gion. Unless the newspapers undertake this
humanitarian work, Nordau sees no salvation for
society. Now, isa’t the man who talks such
stuff hopelessly crazy ? Evei. the editors laugh
at this amazing piece of imbecility, To pro-
claim the modern editors as the only hope of
society beats the record of all lunatic asylums,

®

Le: no one think it is merely an attempt of a
charlatan to flatter a gullible and vain mob;

the extravagance of the conceit is such that it
cannot possibly be treated as a hypocritical pre-
tence. No, the fellow meant it, and hopeless
lunacy alone can account for it.

The New York saloon-keepers have given up
their fight, and have passed resolutions in favor
of due and complete submission to the Sunday
law. No change of heart is responsible for this
decision to sin no more; two or three salooa-
keepers had been sentenced by the stern and
virtuous Recorder Goff, whose blatant talk
shows that he knows very little law and still
less logie, to brief terms of imprisonment in-
stead of the usual fine, and their brethren,
panic-stricken, fairly fell over each other i.: the
rush to secure the recorder’s favor by pleading
guilty and paying light fines. Naturally
enough, Roosevelt and his sapporters claim a
signal triumph for law and order, and con-
gratulate themselves on having conclusively
demonstrated to the ¢ erininai classes and their
allies ” that laws can be enforced regardless of
their unpopularity, provided honest and cour-
ageous officials do their duty. As a matter of
fact, the result of this fight proves no such
thing. Had the saloon-keepers been governed
by prineiple; had they intelligentiy and de-
liberately set out to nullify the absurd Sunday
law by systematic and organized resistance,—
fifty Roosevelts would have been utterly power-
less to ofter the least opposition. There are
¢ight thousand saloons in New York, it is said;
there are, in addition, hotels, restaurants, and
other public houses equally interested in de-
feating laws against the sale of liquors on Sun-
day: what could the authorities do if even
half of this number chose to openly defy the

| law ? Tt would be impossible even to arrest

all the guilty parties, to say nothing of trying
them all in accordance with legal requirements.
The whole judicial and executive machinery
would be utterly demoralized, and, after some
vain and ridiculous attempts to cope with such
a movement, they would have to acknowledge
themselves beaten and surrender to the law-
breakers. The reason the Sunday law can be en-
forced by a Roosevelt is that those immediately
cencerned in fighting it lack intelligence and
unity. The same is true of other tyrannical

=r 1 antiquated laws doubtless, but this Sunday
figt should have made the lesson obvious to
the dullest. The decision of the court that
saloon-keepers were entitled to trial by jury re-
ally meant victory for the latter, but they were
not prepared to improve their opportunity.
Roosevelt has won, but let him understand why
he has won,
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S In aholishing rent and interest, the last vestiges of ofd-time #la-
rery, the Revolntion abolishes at one stroke the gword of the vvecus
tioner, the ~eal of the magistrate, the club of the [wlicemin, the yange
0y the exciseman, the evasing-knife of the de atrtment clerk, all those
instguia of Politics, whick young Liberty qrinds bencath her heel.” -
ProvnHON.

£ The appearance in the editorial cohumn of arti-
cles over other signatures than the editor’s initial indi-
sates 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 appearanee in
other parts of the paper of articles by the sumne or other
writers by ne means indieates that be disapproves
them in any respeet, such disposition of them being
govecned largely by motives of convenience.

The Case Against the New Typography.

In an editorial on ¢ Printing Reform ™ the
¢ Union Printer and American Craftsman” at-
tempts to show that the method of typography
employed in Liberty is inferior to the prevail-
ing method artistically and not superior to it
cconomically. IHeretofore such comments as
have appeared in the press have contained ad-
missions that much may be said in favor of the
reform, some even acknowledging that the
arguments urged in support of it are unan-
swerable. The ¢ Union Printer” is the first
journal to offer opposition to these arguments.
Since it is an organ of the typograpbical art, it
may be supposed to make out the best case pos-
sible. The following extract, which embodics
its eriticism, may be taken, then, as an illustra-
tion of the weakness of the oppusition to the
new idea.

The principal objection to this innovation is that it
does not accomplish any good purpose, and. as a con-
sequence, is a non-beneficial change. . . . The argu-
ment that a composito~ could set twenty-five per cent.
more type in & day under the new system than under
the old one is nonsense. This argument is based on
the fact that ordinary poetry is much * phatter 7 than
prose; but it seems not to be taken into consideration
that prose set without spacing the line between the
words would not have the turn-over lines and extra
short lines which maie poetry ** phat.” There would
not be a half-dozen lines in a column of solid nonpareil
where over a three-em quad would be used in justify-
ing the line, and many lines would come out almost
even,—or say within one em of the end of the line: so
there would not be such a wonderful saving after ull,
surely not enough to corapensate for the horrible ap-
pearance of a paper set up that way. . . . The reading
public will not submit tamely to a charge of this kind,
and, as long as space in newspapers is s valuable as it
is now, they are not going to take kindly to it.

Iv is Fardly worth while to discuss with the
¢ Union Printer” the merits of the two
methods of typography from the wsthetic point
of view. The extent and depth of that jour-
nal’s interest in art are best measured by the
standard that obtains in its own office. Asa
typographical journal it ought to be a typo-
graphical model. Nevertheless I am willing to
submit Liberty for comparison with the
*¢ Union Printer” to a committee of three ex-
perts chosen by any reasonable method, who

shall decide which of the two papers presents
the less ¢ Lorrible appearance,”

I have had numerous testimonials from
highly cultivated persons favoring the reform
for purely wsthetic reasons,  One gentleman,
himself a prominent anthor, likcs the new typo-
graphy beeaunse it presents a more Gothice ap-
pearance than the old; and th- uneven edge is
being more and more employed in title-pages
and in the artistic posters now so much in vogue,
Some readers who did not like the change at
first now declare themselves more than recon-
ciled to it, while not one of those who claim
that the uneven edge is offensive to the eye has
ever been able to deny that it appears on every
page of the most heautiful books of poetry as
well as on many pages of prose works contain-
ing dialogue, and that there it never in the
least offended them. The only answer that I
have ever been able to elicit from such a person
is the exclamation: ‘¢ Gh, that’s different!”

So far as I have been able to anaiyze the oppo-
sition of those to whom the uneven edge is
offensive, it is dictated by mere habit rather
than by real capacity of artistic diserimination.

Turning now to the ¢ Union Printer’s” at-
tempted refutation of the economic reasons for
adopting the reform, I find ihat journal dis-
playing an ignorance of its own craft of which
it ought to be ashamed. It assumes that the
amount saved by the new metiod is propor-
tional, in any given line, to the amount of
blank space left at the end of the line before
¢ justification.” There is hardly a ¢ devil ”
in New York capable of such a blunder. The
labor of ¢ justification” in good work depends,
not upon the amount of blank space at the end
of the line, but upon the ease or difficulty with
which that space can be equally distributed
between the words contained in the line.

Take, for instance, a line containing seven
words: if the blank space at the end of the line
is equal only to a one-em quad, accurate ** jus-
tification ” can be had only by taking out the
six three-em spaces between the words and
substituting for each an en gquad, which in-
volves the handling of twelve pieces of metal;
if, on the other hand, the space at the end of
the line is twice as great, or equal to a two-em
quad, equally accurate ‘¢ justification ” can be
had by inserting one three-rm space after each
word except the last, which involves the handl-
ing of only six pieces of metal. The fact is
that the labor ot ¢ justification ” is determined,
not by the amount of space at the end of the
line, but by the ratio of that amount of space
to the number of words in the line. Therefore
the argument of the * Union Frinter” that the
saving wovld be insignificant Lecause the space
at the end of the line averages not much more
than an em is not only a fallacy, but, when
used by a printer, inexcusable and ludicrous
nonsense,

Equally erroneous is the * Union Printer’s”
assumption that the calculation of saving is ar-
rived at by taking it for granted that prose set
by the new method is as ‘‘ phat ” as poetry.
Neither in Liberty, or in the newspaper article
upon which the ¢¢ Union Printer’s ” editorial is
a comment, has poetry been taken into con-
sideration in considering the economic advan-
tages of the innovation. The amount o be
saved has beer. lemonstrated in actual practice.
Eighteen month:’ experience with the new

method in this office has shown that a com-
positor can set, correct, and distribute seven
thousand ems by the new method in the time
which he requires in order to set, correet, and
distribute five thousand ems by the old inethod
at fine book-work,—a gain not simply of
twenty-five per cent. (I do not know where the
¢ Union Printer” found that figure), but of
forty per cent. Of course, the gain of the new
method over the old would not be so great in
work of a lower standard, but even in the most
careless daily newspaper oftice it would cer-
tainly be ten per cent.,—perhaps fifteen.
the ¢ Union Printer ” mean to say that an in-
novation making a gain of even ten per cent.
would not thereby ¢ accomplish any good
purpose ” ?

The idea that the new method wastes space
is another absurdity. Space is wasted only in
those lines which under the old method would
be ¢ justified ” by spacing narrower than the
normal. These are very few in number, and in
a large majority even of these cases the waste
is offset at the end of the paragraph, the un-
filled last line of which will generally accom-
modate the words thus driven over. Caleula-
tion shows the actual waste of space to be not
more than one per cent., which even the most
valuable newspaper would not consider for a
moment in comparison with a saving of ten per
cent. in its composition bill.

The only obstacle to the introduction of the
new method is the hostility of the publie to
innovation, and this will disappear when the
strangeness has worn away. If I ever resume
the business of publishing books caleculated for
perular sale, those who read them will become
accustomed to the new method of typography,
and as a result others will be able to adopt it.
Short-sighted printers and their organs will op-
pose it in vain, as they have opposed other
labor-saving devices; they may hinder it for a
time, but they cannot prevent its ultimate

Does

SUCCeSss. T.

Why the Tories Triumphed ?
Accounting for the sweeping victory of the
Ceuservatives ia the late British clections, Mr.
Balfour finds th - real eause of the anti-Liberal

revolt in the essential ¢ conseryatism ™ of the
Euglish people.  *¢ We are, and we have
always been,” he says, ¢ throagout the long
and glorious growth of our constitutional
liberties a conservative people.” If England
has always been conservative, how does she
happen to possess more real freedom than any
other country in the world?  France, I pre-
sume, would be regarded by Mr. Balfour as
essentially a revolutionary and unstable
country, yet France enjoys less freedom than
England. A people that is always conservative
never advances beyond its first stage, for it
dreads chanygc and experiment.  But Mr.
Balfour gors on to explain that.the conservat-
ism of the English is not of the unrexsoning
kind, and that it opposes only ¢ stupid revolu-
tienary vrojects, ill considered, forced by no
1ationa. necessity, required by no sodia!
growth, not ealled for by any real pressing
need of the time,”  Does Mr. Balfour know of
any country which deliberately welcomes sueh
projects ? e implies that the English Liberals,
who, by the way, constitute one-half of the
conservative English people, favor revolutionary
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change for its own sake, which of course is
nonsense.  The projects which Mr. Balfour's
party does not like are naturally denounced by
it as stupid and gratuitous, but they do not so
appear to those who advoeate them,  As soon
as the Tories discern political adv.utage in a
project, they eagerly embraes at, and it then
becomes safe and conservative.  Irish home
rule is revolutionary when propused by Glad-
stone, and perfectly prudent when Tory
politicians are obliged to concede it.  Labor
measures are senseless coming from Liberals,
but old-age pensions, government housing of
the poor, and arbitration are eminently
moderate vhen advanced by Mr. Chamberlain,
The real reason why the Liberals were turned
down so unceremoniously is that their per-
formances fell far below their professions and
promises. The people expected impossibilities
from them, and became angry when they did
not get them. The Tories will undergo an
exactly similar experience. They will be tried,
found wanting, and repudiated in their turn.
Government is a failure, but the people have not
as yet discovered it. They blame the party in
power for everything that is out of joint and
unsatisfactory, and, as things are bound to go
wrong, no party can feel at home and secure in
office. V. Y.

Law and Facts.

Among the reforms favored by lawyers who
are disgusted with the present system of trial by
jury there is one which must appear very ra-
tional indeed to those who share the dominant
notion of the proper province of the jury. The
jury, we are told, must simply find what the
facts are, while the law they must take from
the iudge, and they are also bound to accept
his view of the application of the law to the
facts of the given cas.. It is clear, however,
that the present system does not fully carry out
this view. While the jury docs less than the
original system devolved upon it, it does more
than the present idea of a jury’s funstion really
implies. In rendering its verdict of guilty or
‘unocent, for the plaintiff or for the defendant,
the jury not only finds what the facts are, but
applies the law to them and draws the conclu-
sion—the verdict—from the premises—the
facts and legal rules. The jury, in other
words, virtually says: ¢¢ We find the facts to
be thus and so; the law, we are told, is this
and *la*; hence we reason that the individaal
on trial has by doing certain things, violated
the law.” But, if the jury is simply to judge
of the facts, why should it be allowed to pro-
ceed, after finding what the facts are, to reason
from them in the light of the law ? Here the
inconsistency appears, znd the suggestion above
alluded to 2s natural or rational is that the jury
should, instead of passing upon the guilt or
inrocence of the accused, merely have certain
interrogatorics submitted to it comprising the
facts at issue, and that the answers should con-
sist of plain statements as to the existence or
non-existenze of certain situations.

To illustrate the difference, let us take a case
of assault. One man complains (hat another
has assanlted him, and the plea of the defend-
ant is self-defence. Now, under the present
system the jury, after hearing the evidence and
the judge’s legal instsuctions, would render a
verdict of ** guilty ” or *“ not guilty.” Under

the proposed system, the disputed facts wenld
be summarized and submitted to the jury in die
shape of interrogatories, and the answers would
het ¢ We tind that plaintiff was attacked, cte.,
by Jdefendant under such-and-sach cireum-
stances, and that no ficts showing self-defence
were established,” or the reverse,  The coust,
ther, would apply the law to the facts as found,
and prorounce the verdiet,

Such a scheme wonld really and fally cury
out the idea of separaiing facts from law and
confining the jury strictly to the former.

Those who believe in the separation can offer
no substantial objection to the proposal, and
henee it is likely that it may eventually be
adopted.

But would such a trial in any true sense cor-
respond to the original idea of trial by jury ?
Does not the bare statement of the scheme dis-
close its illegitimate character from the proper
point of view ? Indeed, it is difficult to sce
why, having gone so far, the reformers are not
courageous enough to advocate the abolition of
the jury system altogether. What special
value ig there in a jury’s analysis of the facts ?
Are twelve ordinary, untrained men more tit to
sift out facts from an unclassified inass of con-

«, inaceurate testimony than an educated,
experienced judge ?  On the contrary, the
judge is obviously far more cowpetent to
scparate the facts from the unreiiable rubbish
of half-forgotten, half-imagined accounts given
by witnesses. Nor are judges more apt to be
biassed than jurors in analysis of testimony.
There is really no reason for objecting to the
determination of the facts by the judges, and
a very plausible argument might be made in
favor of reversing the present arrangement and
making juries judges of the law and courts
judges of the facts. This plan would work far
better than the one now prevailing, for the
Indge’s analysis would serve only to guide the
jury to just conclusions, and it wounld be at per-
feet liberty to disregard it in the verdict. At
all events our present system is the most illogi-
cal of ali that can be imagined, and its days
are numbered.  We shall probably have to try
something that is even more remote (though,
perhaps, niore consistent in itself) from genuine
trial by jury before there is a reversion to the
true ideal of a court of common sense and con-
science,—of a jury that has nothing imposed
on it, and that is empowered to do justice re-
gardless of cast-iron reles and fixed statutes.

V. Y.

flicting

Paper Money and Security.
To the Editor of Liberty :

I do not wish to use space in your columns to the
exclusion of those who are capable of affording greater
profit to the readers of the paper, nor do I particularly
desire or expect to huve the last word in the argu-
ment; but I do love a friendly wrangle, and wenld
therefore again erave opportunity for a few woids in
reply to your criticism in No. 317, styled ** The Main
Point First, Please.”

T never dodge noything except physical raauifesta-
tions of force in an argument, and, if the use of italics
in connection with the words, *“ He ignores it alto-
gether,” was intended to imply that I had done so, I
disclaim any intention of so doing. You claim that I
did not hit the main point; you admit that I hit what
I shot at, and agree with it, but say that it has nothing
to do with the case, because I directed my aim to-
wards the wrong target. In my . reicle in No, 813 1
said that the efficiency of paper pr mises to pay money
depended upon their being immediacly redeemable in

"

that medium which in the highest degree possesses all
the essential attributes of real money.  You say that
that feature is of no consequence,—that people will
as readily, or more readily, accept an adequately-
secured promise to pay at a time specified than an io-
ndequately-secured promis~ to pay on demand. You
say: ** In this lies the essence of my eriticism.” A
little further along you say that it is incumbent upon
me to *‘ prove that it is possible, otherwise than by
maintaining a dollar for-dollar coin reserve, 10 have a
paper currency, professedly redeemable on demand,
which will surely hold the public confidence in the face
of evidence that coin is being cornered,” 1 will give a
liitle evidenece befors going farther. During the year
1157 the Suffolk Bank of Boston, under what was
calivd the ** Suffolk System,” redeemed $400,000,000 of
unsceured promises to pay money on demand, and no
bill of any bank belonging to that system was ever
discredited.*  The paper promises to pay of those
banks remained in cirenlation until August 1, 1866,
when they were driven out of circulation by the arbi-
trary imposition by act of congress f the ten per
cent. tax on the note circulation of State banks, which
went into effect upon that date, and which was in-
tended to force all banks to become national banks.
The Scotch banking system affords another illustration
extending over a period of more than two hundied
years, during which tune, under 2 system of free
banking, no bill of issue has ever been discredited. 4

I have no means of knowing how much coin the
Suffolk bank kept on hand during 1857, but it is cot
probable that it ever had at any one time more than
$3,000,000. Now about coin being ‘‘ cornered.” It is
possible to cornrer any commodity, anywhere, at any
time, only because somebody, or a number of some-
bodies, have agreed to deliver certain quantities of
that commodity at a specified time; that is, they have
indicated that they must have at a certain time a
stated quantity of a named commodity, and, by limit-
ing themselves as to time, they have given opportan-
ity and incentive to lock up the named commodity,
t.heréby, to their own diseomfiture, creating a corner.
Would not there be great- . ~pportunity for a corner

" in eoin with the .rowiedge thei » eiven known

amount must be available at a ¢~ .+ ate, or would
it be better to leave it to the optiou of the holder of
the promise to pay to elect when tuc demand for re-
demption should be made ? Now as to a paper money
based upon ‘‘ adequate security.” I am at a loss to
know of what the security would consist; adequate
security must be somcthing that would be stable and
instantly convertible into that medium possessing all
the attributes of money; there is but one commodity
of that character at present, and that is gold. Yeu
evidently bave something else in mind as sccurity, for
your proposition is to ‘" ultimately ” redeem the
““adequately-secured ” paper promise in real money.
Another thing: whenever paper money is made secure,
the cost of the sceurity will always equal or exceed the
nominal face value on the note ecured. This must be
s0, else the security will not be what it is intend d.
Security cannot be had without cost; it must be fully
paid for. The use of paper money is prompted by the
motive of economy, and, whenever its cost is in-
creased by making it sccure, the reason for its use is
destroyed ; the ease with which it can be handled is
Aot ulone suflicient justification for its existence.

I \per money, to be most eflicient, must rest solely on
the intelligence and integrity of the author of its
existence; therefore its range of circulation cannot be
extended beyond the field in which it is knowa and
where its great usefulness is due to the sustaining
power of a confidence that is born of personal
knowledge of the financial standing aund integrity of
the source of its existence.

Paper money is purely a credit, and must therefore
stay with those who are acquainted with its origin and
character; it must stay near its father, so that he can
ever protect its good name, All attempts towards
giving it status o that it may become nomadic, roam-
ing over a wide ficld, and accepted at the purported
face value, will be so expensive as to make the use of
paper money in the place of coin not worth while.
Paper money must be sustained by confidence. Con-
fidence canunot be created ; it must grow; and it can

* Statement of Willlam Dodaworth, hefore commiitve tn bank-
ing, house of represeniatives, Dec, 13, 18,
+ Herbert Spencer, * Soclal Statice,™

R
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only grow with opportunity.  With demand notes the
opportunity to test the ability of their author to ve-
deem them will come frequently, because the holder is
free to demand payment whenever hie clects to do so.
Beceause those notes have been and are redeemed on

demand, there will Le a growing and steadily strength-

cning confldence in their usefulness.  With secured
promises to pay money at some fv ure time there
would be faith in their ultimate redemption, provided
the security was regarded as good and sufiicient; but
fu'th is not contidence,

‘here s a very important distinction to be made
between faith and confidence,  For instance, every
oue knows any number of people who have faith
to believe that there is a divine providence who con-
stantly watches over and geards them, while their
every act proves that they have no confidence what-
ever in the reality of such a powe:, During our civil
war the people bad faith to believe in the ultimate re-
demption of the greenbacks, but, because oy an im-
pairment of confidence on account of the failure of the
United States to redeem its promises on demand, not-
withstanding the faith in the goodness of the security,
there was a material depreciation of the greenback as
compared with gold.

It seems to me that there is clearly a Cifference be-
ween faith and contidence, and that theretore paper
money, without the immediate redemption quality,
will eve~iail to inspire and command that confidence
which is s¢ necessary to its circulation and usefulp-ss,

A. W, Wricnr.

In complaiuing that Mr. Wright ignored the
main point of my criticism it was nov at all my
intention to charge him with evasion, but
simply to call the readers’ attention to the
fact that he had missed the essential point, 1
Lave perfect confidence in Mr. Wright’s
straightforwardness. But even had his failure
to corsider my main point awarened in e any
suspicion of his frankness, Lis present dis-
claimer would not have been needed in order o0
remove it, for I see from other portions of his
article that he has not that familiarity with <he
econnwics of Anarchism which T supposed him
to have it the outset of the discussion, and
without which he might easily fail to identify
my central argument. It now appears that the
possibility of anything else than gold as
adequate security for paper money is a concep-
tion which his mind never before entertaine1.
When I speak of paper money based upon
adequate security nd yet not upon gold, he
opens wide his eyes and asks: What can yon
mean? Why, my dear Mr, Wright, the very
keystone ot Anarchist economics, so far as
finunce is concerned, 1s the proposition to ex-
tend from gold to all other commodities that
right of direct representation in the currency
whlch gold now enjoys exclusively. The pro-
hibition, or ruinous taxation, of money issued
directly against miscellaneous securities is the
chief denial of frecdom of which the banking
monopoly is guilty, and the right to so issue
money is the chief liberty which freedom in
banking will bestow upon us. How this right
may be utilized and the tremendous changes
that would follow its exercise are things not
explained mn ¢ Sccial Statics.” To understand
them Mr. Wright must lay down his Spencer
and pick up Colonel Greene, whose *“ Mutual
Banking,” though temporarily out of print,

will probably be republished soon. If Mr,
Wright will then read it carefully, our dis-
cussion will proceed more profitably, Mean-
while I will briefly examine the facts and
arguments which he now offers,

For proof of the possibility of a solvent de-
mand currency without a dollar-for-dollar coin

Bank and the Heoteh banks, T a.wer tha' the
case of the Sutfolk Bank must be considered in
connection with the history of the whole State
banking system then prevailing, That, history
is one long succession of failures of banks in-
trinsically solvent hut unable to meet sulden
demands for gold.,  During such an experience
everything does not fall; something has to
stand, and people naturaliy reserve their con-
fidence for the institution which has the great-
est reputation,  The Suffolk Bank stood, not
because it was solvent while other banks were
insolvent, but because the noteholders knew
that the nien at the back of it were men of
great reputation and wealth who conld and
would supply it with eoin in case of need. The
illustration is really an unfortunate one for Mr.
Wright, since by it he cites an entire banking
system in which institution after i ::itution,
with asseis far exceediug liabilities, were forced
to suspend for lack of ready coin.

The solvency of the Scotch banks is due
mainly to the following facts: first, that the
stockholders in every bank except the three
oldest of these institutions are liubic to the
whole 2xtent of their personal fortunes for the
bank’s debts; secondly, that Scotch law en: hles
property, both real and personal, to ve attached
with oxceptional ease; trird, that every note
issucd Ly a boak in excess of its average cir-
calation for the year ending May 1, 1845, must
be represeated by an equal ameunt of coin in
its cof¥ers; snad, fourth, that all new banks of
izsne have been forbidden since 1845. I do not
deny that under such conditions demand notes
can hold their solvency withzout o full esin re-
serve; but certainly Mr. Wright must with-
draw his assertion that free banking prevails in
Scotland. Tt is surely an invesion to prohibig
wanks run oa the pian of linited liability.

But, where shese are not pronibited and where
there is otherwise perfect freedom in baunking,
there will be no banks on the plan of unlimited
liability, for they could get no husiness.
Wealthy men will not jeopardize their entire
fortunes without being roundly rewarded in the
shape of dividends, and borrowers will not pay
four, five, or six per cent. for the notes of an
unlimited-liability bank when they can get
udequately-secured notes from a limited-liability
bank for less than one per cent.

It should e added here that, however true
th:e statement may have heen when ¢¢ Social
Statics 7 was written, it is not true now that no
Scotch bill has ever been discredited. Two of
the largest Scotch banks suspended in 1857,
and one of them, the Western Baunk, went en-
tirely to pieces; and, if my memory is correct,
Scotland has known or.e or two serious bank
failures within the last twenty years,

Mr. Wright is mistaken as to the necessary
conditions of a *‘ corner.” A commodity may
be cornered whether there are any promises to
deliver it in existence or not. It can be cor-
nered to induce a searcity and consequent rise
in price. Now, this rise in price would surely
be much greater, and therefore also the in-
centive to create a corner, if the corner would
give rise to a panic and thus cause a tremeu-
dous artificial demand, And it is precisely
this that happens when gold is cornered and
demand notes are in circulation. There is just
as much incentive for the speculator when he

reserve he advances the solvency of the Suffolk | knows that he can frighten people into calling

for ien millions on a ¢ortain day as when he
knows that some one has promised to pay ten
millions on a certair day. Furthermore, the
incentive in the former cas: would be very
much greater than in the latter if the obligation
to pay the ten millions were in the latte- case
contingent upon the happening of a very im-
probable thing. Now with mutual banking
such would he the case.  If the hanks of New
York held notes of horrowers to the amount of
a million dollars and all maturing on the same
day, and if the m'llion dollars (or slightly less)
which the banks had issued in their own nutes
to these borrowers were redeemable in gold at a
iater day if not presented on the earlier day for
redemption by a re-¢vchange of notes, the bor-
rowers, by turning in the bank-notes in fulfil-
ment of their own obligations to the hanks,
would wipe out the banks’ indebtedness of a
millior, with the exception of perhaps two or
three thousand dollars, the percentage of bad
debts being very smail.  Thus gold weuld be
needed only to settle this trivial balance, and so
slight a demand would furnish very little incen-
tive for a corner.

I have now examined all the evidence wi-
duced by Mr. Wright to show thas den. nd
notes can surely stand against a run (the only
question that T am vow discussing with him),
and I claim, on the strength of this examira-
ticis, that the evidence loads to precisely the
opposite conclusion, T.

Conspirators, Not Enemies.

The a1dcle on * Government, »nd Christian
Missions ” whicu My, Byington contributes to
this issue of Liberty is novel and interesting;
moreover, i+ is valuable from an Anarchistic
standpoinr i that it holds up fresh illustra-
tions of government invasiveness. But I do
not think that the facts and the argument bear
out Mr. Byington’s conclusion that Church and
State are hostile. It will be found, I believe,
that, in nearly every case of persecution of
missionaries by government, either the per-
secuting State has more nearly at heart the in-
terests of some other sect or church than that
which the persccuted mission represents, or that
therc 15 some loeal jealorsy prompting a strug-
gic between the State ot vals and the mission-
arics for the upper hand.  Undoubtedly there
are exceptions to this rule, but exceptional cives
will not suflice to establish the existence of
deep-rooted incompatibility between Church
and Statc.,

To be sure, there is a certain super§eial hos-
tility between these two institutions; that fact
nobody disputes. So husband ard wife muy
fight like cats and dogs, but, the moment i; be-
comes necessary to safeguard their interests
againsi the encroachiments of the fam'ly living
the other side of the fence, there will be per-
fect harmony between them.  So, too, thieves
are always quarreling among themselves, but
they -will lie for each other, and sometimes die
for cach other, at the last. Church and State
are hostile just as pa ‘y factions are hostile and
just as parties themse. ves are hostile, but not
otherwise. Tammany Democrats and Grace
Democrats war for the spoits until the Demo-
cratic party is in danser; then you find them
skoulder to skonlder. Democrats and Repub-
licans combat for the control of the country
untl a third party becomes formidable enough







