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* For alivays in thine eyes, O Liberty!
Shines that high light wherey the world is aved !

And though thos Hay us, we vill trust I thee.”
. Jonux Havy,

On Picket Duty.

Nordau’s ** Paradoxes,” another heretical
and ‘* degenerate ™ book, is now announced by
a London publisher. It is spoken of as a new
work, and will probably be new to Nordau's
Philistine admirers. Several years ago a
translation of it appeared on this side of the
water, and Liberty approvingly quoted some
bright passages from its pages. What an aada-
cious fakir Nourdan is, and how dense is the
stupidity of the *‘ reading public ” and the
journeymen eritics!

Liberty pays considerable attention to Trau-
bel, his ¢* Conservator,” and his contributors,
I like Traubel, and I like his ¢* Conservator.”
Both are hopelessly illogical, wayward, and un-
certain, however, and criticism of them is
scarcely avoidabie. Traubel, as a rule, does
not attempt to meet his critics; he manifestly
endorses the view of John Burroughs (whick
he reproduces in italics) that the best writings
‘¢ are not addressed to the critical judgment,
but to the life, the soul,” whatever that means.
The trouble, however, is that the critical judg-
raent, noy being lulled or hypnotized, persists in
putting two and two together and studying the
results.

Dr. Isaac Hull Platt argues in the ¢ Con-
seyvator ” that evil is just as necessary as
good, that good is reached orly through evil,
and that, since the universe is inherently good,
not only it murder in the abstract-justified, but
even concrete individual murderers are neces-
sarily justified. Then Dr. Platt goes on to de-
clare that nothing in his belief touching the
necessity of evil has any ¢ bearing upon the
question of either individual or State to resist
jnvasion ”! No bearing! Have words, then,
1o meaning ?  Invasion is manifesily used as
synonymous with evil, and evil is said to be
just a8 necessary as good ; yet we are to con-
tinue to resist evil! It seems that it is wise
for us to resist that which is necessary and
justified! Really, Dr. Platt ought to have
more consideration for poor human reason. If
there is any meaning in his phrases, he ought to
help us to grasp it.

Mrs. E. Lynn Linton has an admirable ar-
ticle in the ‘“National Review ”” on the imper-
tinence and silliness of Christian missions in
‘“heathen ” lands. = She uses refreshingly plain
language with reference to the waste of millions
on useless Quixotic crusades in distant coun-
tries to the negleet of the outcasts and homeless
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wanderers at home. She bas no patience with
the glorificatior: of missionaries as exceptional
men and women with enthusiasm for God’s
work and ntempt for worldly pleasures, but is
inclined to regard them as ordinary mortals
governed by ordinary necessities and desires.
The love of adventure, the need of cash,
thoughtlessness, and similar motives have their
influence in the making of missionaries. This
does not mean that missionaries are necessarily
worse than others, but it is well to impress
upon people the prosaic truth that missionaries
are not better than cthers.

Our virtuous editor are showering praise on
the governor of Tex s for his theatrical efforts
to prevent the Corbett-Fitzsimmons prize fight,
which it was proposed to hold in that State.
First he roared about enforcing the law against
fighting ; then, having found that the law was
in a hopelessly muddled state, he thundered
about the original common law; but he was
deprived of that weapon by judicial decisions,
and seemed doomed to see the State disgraced
and degraded. -As a last resort he called-a
special session of the legislature to pass a new
law against prize fighting. The people of
Texas are far less moral than their governor,
and are understood to have favored the holding
of the exhibition, but the governor was bound
to protect them against themselves. The
hypocritical press is at a loss to find terms em-
phatic enough to express its admiration for the
pious governor; only a few papers, including
the New York ¢ Herald,” have vuntured to
question the genuineness and value of this zeal
and fervor. What a nation of cheap moralists
and canting hypocrites this is!

Grant Allen is certainly frank with his read-
ers. He writes stuff, for revenue only, and
also things which he is willing to be judged by
as artist and thinker. To enable the reader to
distinguish between Allen-Jekyll and Allen-
Hyde, our friend has devised an original trade-
mark. ‘I propose,” he says in a published
letter, ¢‘ in future to add the words ¢ A Hill-
Top Novel ’ to each one of my stories which I
write of my own accord, simply and solely
for the sake of embodying force of my own
opinion. Whenever, therefore, in future the
words, ¢ A Hill-Top Novel,’ appear on the
title page of a book by me, the reader who
cares for truth and rnighteousness may take it
for granted that the book represents my own
original thinking.” Mr. Allen is shortly to
publish a new story which will ** raise a protest
in behalf of purity.” Since there are many
others who, like Mr. Allen, are condemned to
write more stuff than sense, would it not be a

goodl idea if all should be as frank with the
readers as he 7 Such a course, it is to be
feared, would greatly reduce the demand for
the hill-top class of productions, for the averay
rcader buys a meritorious book only by ac-
cident and through ignorance; but, then, the
ordinary course, it must be remembered, is not
altogether free from danger. One good book
unwittingly bought and read by the average
reader may effectually kill an anthor’s reputa-
tion, for he is likely to fall under the suspicion
of having beccme a bore or a crank.

Well may the ¢ Sun” say that, to the
Thilistine who reads the accounts of the lively
discussion, before the British Association, of
the relation between so-called Christian civiliza-
tion and the inferior races, it must seem that
¢t the foundations of iaw, religion, and moral-
ity, as tavght to him,” are ‘‘ crumbling.”
Every one who ook part in that interesting
discussion was a distinguished investigator or
experienced traveller, and all agreed that not
only are missions a failure, delusion, and snare,
but that nearly all the more general efforts to
impose our civilization on the inferior races
have the most fatal effects on the latter and
lead directly to their extinction. One speaker
ridiculed our blind worship of the ¢ three R's,”
and pointed out that other ruces have got along
beautifully without them. Another con-
temptuoously referred to the tendency of the
average missionary and civilizer to confound
clothes with morality, and asked pisus English-
men to be less hypocritical and abandon the
pretence of promoting religion when their real
purpose was the extension of the market for
cotton goods. A third wondered at the im-
pudence of people who dictate to natives gen-
erally more temperate than themselves what
they shall eat and drink, and exposed the ig-
norance of those who assume that all institu-
tions and habits which do not resemble those
of *¢civilization ” are necessarily indecent and
vicious. There was, in a word, general con-
currence in the view expressed by Professor
Petrie that scarcely a single race can bear the
burden of our so-called Christian civilization,
and that there is nothing mysterious about the
decay of savages before white men. It is na-
tural that these heretical views should have
aroused the resentment of the missionaries and
their supporters, but the more independent
newspapers have applanded the sentiments ex-
pressed in this Jiscussion. How pleased Spen-
cer must be to find that the views he has so
persistently upheld are at lass coming to be
appreciated and boldly presented to the public
by men commanding general respect cven in
Philistial »
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S In aholishing vent and interest, e last vestiges of obd-time slt-
very, the Revolntion abidishes at ane stroke the sword of the execu-
tioner, the seal of the magistrate, the club of the policemun, the gauge
of the . semnun, the erasing-knife of the department clerk, all those
insignia of Politics, which young Liberty grinds beneath her heel.* --
PROUDION.

+=~ The appearance in the editorial column of arti-
cles over other signatiires than the editor’s initial indi-
cntes that 1ae editor approves their central purpose and
generi teror, tingh he does not hold himself respon-
sible fo - every phruse or word.  But the appearance in
other pa s of the paper of articles by the same or other
writers by no means indicates that he disapproves
them in aay respeer, such disposition of them being
governed iargely by motives of convenience.

An Explanation.

A difficulty that has long been encountered
in the conducet of Liberty is that of prompt at-
tention to the correspondence to which its
publication gives rise.  During the earlier years
of its life I was able to cope with this diffi-
culty, but, as the constituency grew, it became
impossible for me to attend in a satisfactory
mauner to the letters and orders that reach this
office. My most immediately imperative tasks
are those by which T earn my living, and these
oceupy more than the ordinary working day.
Hence even the editorial work upon Liberty
and the supervision of its mechaunical depart-
ment, both of which are absolutely necessary
if the paper is to appear, can be done by me
only in those odd moments which I may find
outside the hours devoted to my regular work
and to necessary rest and recreation. Im-
portant as the correspondence is, it is the one
thing that can be put off, and consequently it
is put off. Unanswered letters accumulate, and
even business ordors are neglected for weeks,—
sometimes for months,

Such delay is much to be regretied. It is
very annoying to all; it naturally excites sus-
picion in the minds of those who do not know
me; and in various ways it hinders the growth
of the paper’s influence.  The patience and
consideration that most of the comrades have
shown under these trying circumstances are
phenomenal, and most warmly do I thank
them. DBut I feel that T should not further tax
their tolerant disposition without some general
explanation such as that which I now render,

There seems to be no hope of overcoming
this difficulty in the near future. "The paper,
which is largely supported by the aid of its
ardent friends, is published very economieally,
and the employment of a clerk and the rent of
extra office-room would add to the regular
expenses in a degree unwarrantable. Of course

a paper whose aim was profit could not hope
to achieve its aim under such circumstances,
and would have to give up the ghost. DBut a
paper whose aim is purely educational must

pursue its work of education in whatever way it

can, unsatisfactory though it may be.

I wish then to apologetically announce to
my correspondents that T shall always do my
best to attend to them punctually, and that
cach and all will finally hear from me, provided
their letters require action or answer.  Mean-
while T ask them to remember that it is just as
impossible for me to answer a letter of inquiry
regarding a neglected letter as to answer the
neglected letter itself. DBut, to relieve the
anxieties of those who have cemitted sums of
money in advance payment for literature or-
dered, or for other purposes except subseriptions
to the paper, I will undertake to return such
sums fnnediately on receiving a demand
therefor,  Hereafter, then, any letter demand-
ing the return of sums sent as above specified,
or insisting that T either fill the order at once
or return the money, will be given precedence
over other correspondence; the order will not
be filled, but the money will be promptly
returned. T,

Political and Other Tyranny.

Ruskin, in ¢ Fors,” complains somewhere of
the tendency of people to argne with him and
challenge his most fundamental postulates.
They fancy, he says in substance, that I am in
the habit of setting down the first thing that
comes into my head, ard that, therefore, I
may be easily made to see my error and to
repent of what I have said. Unlike Ruskin’s
annoying correspondents, I am always inclined
to give a writer the benefit of the doubt, and
assume that he not only means what he says,
but that he gives us the fruit of due delibera-
tion and mature judgment, and it is with some
reluctance that T venture to avow my suspi-
cion that Mr. Traubel, in the last ¢ Conserva-
tor,” printed some paragraphs embodying, not
reasored-out onclusions, but ‘¢ the first thing
that came irto his head ” on the subject in-
volved. I refer to the notes on tyranny in
general and the distinctions between political
and other tyrunnies. T'o me (and I do 7ot here
set down the first thing that comes into my
head) they are so fallacious and self-contradic-
tory that I cannot refrain from attempting to
make Mr, T'raubel repent of what he has said.
Let me quote the paragraphs:

All around us are leaders, authorities, tyrants, not
governmental, the most subtle, the most dangerous,
the most inexorable in their demands, and the most un-
forgiving and relentless in their persecutions. While
you are in the courts defending yourseif against some
trivial invasion, there may be that in your conscience,
the issue of theological or social antecedents, com-
pelling you to most unworthy, however unconscious,
persecutions. You, fighting persecution, persecute.

I subiit a case like that of the removal of Professor
Bemis from his chair in Chicago University for simple
freedom of speech in social questions, and I say that
such an exercise of power is far more grave in its
otfensiveness and in its results than a thousand and
one infractions that occur under the club of political
majorities.

If we guarded well the passes of private frecdom,
the by-ways of “ocial and religious emancipation, the
political forces n= an immediate sequence would van-
ish for want of susientation. Political tyranny is
birthed in social intclerance. The passive policy of
Tolstoi, a8 against political restriction, is far more
potential for progress than physical revolution or
hieated verbal controversies.

It is, of course, perfectly true that there are

tyrannies all around us, religious and social as
well as political; bv’, " I understand Mr,

Traubel, he Juys down, in the above utterance,
three distinet and definite propositions: first,
that the religious and social tyranny which is
not Lucked by brute force is ¢ graver ” in
offensiveness and results than politieal or gov-
ernmental tyranny ; second, that the latter ¢ is
birthed in ™ (or caused by) the former; third,
that, with regard to resistance to political
tyranny, the passive policy, or non-resistance,
is fur more potent than the more popular forms
of resistance.  None of these propositions is
true, and I am at a loss to understand where
Mr. Traubel finds any evidence in support of
them.

Why is religious or social tyranny more dan-
gerous than political tyranny 2 So far as the
iundividual is concerned, it is clearly far less
dangerous. How can religious tyranny mani-
fest itself 2 In boycotting, in abusive epithets,
in ridicule.  But political tyranny has all of
these channels and the additional one of direct
physical cocrcion. T cannot be imprisoned by
those who objeet to my irreligious views or to
my manuers and dress, while any departure
from the rule laid down by the political major-
ity subjects me to violence and loss of liberty.
In my religious and social centroversies with
the crowd, I can, if T chioose, reason with them
or treat them with contempt. 'The weapons
of abuse and ridicule are at my disposal as well
as at theirs. If there are third parties present

‘that seem amenable to reason, I can present

my side of the case to them with the fullest
freedom and have some hope of winning them
over. Not so in politieal ¢ controversies.”
Every defensive weapon is taken away from
me, and I am brutally silenced and gagged
Which tyranny, in the name of common sense,
is more grave and dangerous to me ?

Will it be said that political tyranny is less
dangerous to society at large? But nothing
can be bad for society which is good for each
social unit. If the individual’s development
and life are hampered less by religious and
social tyranny than by political, then it obvi-
ously follows that social progress is more men-
aced by the «lubs of majorities than by the
howls and gnashing of teeth.

Take Mr. Tranbel’s concrete case of Profes-
sor Bemis.  Would not the offensiveness and
the result of the persecution be graver if the
professor were sent to prison for his heretical
teaching ? :ssuming that he is monopoly’s
victim, has he not been greatly benefited by
the sympathy of the press and publie, the op-
portunity 10 expose the motives of his per-
secutors, and the liberty to seek and obtain
other employment ? Has not society been bene-
fited by all this? To ask these questions is to
answer them.

Mr. Traubel’s second proposition is that
between ¢¢ social intolerance ” and political
tyranny there is the relition of cause and cffect.
This is true neither historically or statically.
Originally all tyranny was political; that is to
say, the individual was coerced into veligious
and social conformity as well as into what we
now cull political conformity by the same
despotism and by the same means,  In religion
and social relations we have secured some free-
dom, but in political relations the despotism
of the majority has supplanted that of kings
without much improvement for the individual,
The assumed right of a majority to regulate
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economic affairs has no connection with any
social intole ance; it is a purely political super-
stition, based chiefly on imaginary require-
wients of order and security. It may be said,
with far niore reason, that such social and re-
ligions tutolerance as still survives is a relic of
the time when political tyranny was all-
inclusive and allowed no individunal deviation
whatever, in any direction, from the course of
the dominant elements of the community.

The third proposition is that the non-
vesistance policy of Tolstoi is more potential
for progress than violence or heated theoretical
arsaults on political tyrauny. There are sev-
vral objections to this Jdoetrine.  In the first
place, Tolstoi is not passive in Mr. Traubel’s
sense, for he indulges in heated verbal contro-
versies with the State as freely and persistently
as wich the church and society. In the second
place, if the best way to dght politiéal tyranny
1% to say nothing about it, why is not the same
methad equally efficacious against social and
religious tyranny ?  Mr. Traubel certainly
implies that the passive policy is not adapted
for successful opposition to any other than
political tyranny, and yet no reason is hinted at
to justify the discsimination. It is difficalt
to see why heated verbal controversies are
proper and fruitful in the religious and social
realm and futile or mischievous in the political.
Mr. Traubel himself is as ready to attack the
State and the political club as the tyranny of
church and society, and, if his controversies
are never *¢ heated,” it is purely because his
temperament and philosophy dictate modera-
tion and leniency in all things. Like all gen-
erous and charitable teachers, he denounces sin
in a manner which is calculated to make the =in-
ner well-pleased and thoroughly reconciled with
timself. ‘¢ Yes,” the sinner says to himself,
after perusing an eloquent Traubelian tirade
against sin, *“ I am a sinner, but, after all,
there is a deal of good in me, and only the un-
philosophical will be hard on me.  Generous
apostles of virtue do not scorn me, but pity me
as more of a victim than an offender, if they
do not actually find me a necessary factor in
the larger movements of progress. Ah, yes,
this is a strange world, and there are more
things under the sky than are dreamed of by
the narrow eritics. A fine fellow, Traubel!
Tt is a pleasure to read his ¢ Conservator.’
helps me to understand myself ; without his
sympathy I might actually come to look upon
myself as a wretch,” V.Y,

He

Defence of Whom and by Whom ?
Mr. Byington’s article on ‘‘ The Defensive
Contract,” printed on another page, seems to
me easily the most thoughtful contribution to
the discussion of the status of the child that
has yet come frora the opponents of my view.
It will be my aim here to give it the careful
consideration it deserves. To his opening
paragraph, written to summarize my position,
1 take no exception, barring an implication
carried by the language which he uses under (4).
From Mr. Byington’s words the reader might
_infer that I coniemplate the necessity or prob-
ability of having to chooge between the sym-
pathetic and unsympathetic as members of the
defonsive association. I contemplate nothing
of the kiud. One of my reasons for favoring
such a basis for the defensive association as I

have previously oatlined is that it is the only
basis sure to secure the ultimate adhesion of

all or nearly all individuals, whether sympa-
thetic or not. i do not deny, of course, that
there would be at first a tendency among those
of the sympathetic who should fail to see at
once the advantage of the proposed basis to
form themselves into innumerable cligues for
purposes, not defensive simply, brt more or
less offensive as well,  But this condition of
things would have a most powerful influence,
through its own impotence and impracticability,
in demonstrating the superiority of a purely
defensive combination, formed on lines that
would make it as simple as possible in its pur-
pose and as inclusive as possible in its condi-
tions of membership, to other combinations
characterized by complexity and exclusiveness;
and, by the very necessities of the case, all
persons would sooner or later perceive the
desirability of uniting in one association to se-
cure the single thing which all agree in want-
ing,—self-liberty,—and of trusting to other
than foree agencies for the realization of those
things which are desired only by single indi-
viduals or special classes.

If I correctly diagnose Mr. Byington’s case,
his failure to anpreciate this fact arises from 1
peculiarity of view which no Anarchist of my
acquaintance shares with bim. He is a man
who has reasoned himself out of bis element.
Mentally he is in the forefront of radicaiism
political and economie, but temperamentally he
is still strongly tinctured with the narrow pre-
judices with which he was saturated in his boy-
hood. He has perceived the folly of forcing
by invasive methods one class of the com-
munity to regulate their lives in conformity to
the views of another cliss, but in his heart he
remains a puritan, and has all the puritan’s zeal
for making other people as puritanical as him-
self. An index to his general make-up is seen
in the fact that, though a sincere Single Taxer,
he thinks he has done better work when ke
has made one Christian missionary to the
heathen than when he has made a dozen Single
Taxers (in which I agree with him to the ex-
tent of thinking that he has thereby done less
harm); and observation of his writings leads
me to believe that one of the main reasons why
he is in love with Anarchism is to be found in
his confidence that in an Anarchisti~ society
Christian missionaries and other. of that ilk,
having to abandon invasion, will in consequence
the more quickly achieve their puritanical
aims by concentrating ther energies upon what
he deems the more effective plan of compuision
by non-invasive methods. If T understand
him, he is anticipating an onslaught by boycott
upon saloon-keepers, Sabbath-breakers, and
everybody and everything that is profane.
values Anarchism as a means of providing a
field for a conflict of ostracisms, and to him
Anarchistic society presents the attractive as-
pect of a gigantic Donnybrook fair in which
the boyeott will replace the shillalah. In this
universal shindy he means to do his share of
head-breaking. Now, such a man, though he
muy be an Anarchist in reason, ~nd as such of
great value to the cause (as Mr. Byington un-
questionably is), is not an Anarchist in heart,
soul, and spirit. The Anarchist in spirit, in
all effort except that of defence against inva-
sior (and even in that as far as possible), de-

He
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sires to convinee, not to compel.  To him the
hoyuott is only less objectionable than the
ballot, the billy, and the bullet, and, while he
will zot 2eny to Mr. Byington or to any one
else the liberty to use the boycott as freely as
he chooses, he intends to use it himself only in
the most sparing manner, in cases of great
urgency or gravity., The separation of society
into petty cliques which ¢¢ do not speak as they
pass by ” is to him a thing abhorrent.  But,
the reader may ask, what has all this to do with
the subject under consideration ¥ Much,

good reader. I am not forgetting myself. |
have written this long paragraph to lead up to
the conclusion that the sectarianism which Mr.
Byington favors in the defensive sphere is

but one manifestation of that general contlict of
cliques which he contemplates in many fields
of effort. This I find to be the explanation of
the fact that he is averse to a social union of
all classes in which both the sympathetic and
the unsympathetic agree to live non-invasively
in order to secure self-liberty, preferring in-
stead a sectarian union of the good against the
wicked, by «which the latter are to be sum-
marily erushed. These two forms of union
differ precisely as the narrow, hard, and arbi-
trary self-righteousness of ¢he puritan differs
from the broad, cheerfui, and tolerant self-
assertion of the Egoist.

In saying this I do not wi=ii to be under-
stood as casting unpleasant personal retlections
upon Mr. Byington. I have an immense re-
spect for him, and should be sorry to have him
take these remarks amiss. I say of him only
what 1 would say of myself as T was in those
boyhood days waen I too was something of a
puritan, and no more than Ruskin in his riper
age says of himself as he was before he had
outgrown the narrow limits of Evangelical
Protestantism.  And I sey it only for the pur-
pose of the argument.

After this general introduetion T may now
proceed to examine in detail Mr. Byington's
criticisms,

(1) The considerations advanced above are a
quite sufticient answer to the question why we
should make self-liberty the supreme con-
sideration in combining for defence. 1 fol-
lowed, too, the same line of reasoning in my
answer to Mr. Badcock in No. 323. "There I
indicated that, if all persons, in combining for
coercive purposes, were to follow their sym-
pathies, the coercive associations would be as
numerous and various as the sympathies, re.
sulting not only in tyranny, but in a perpetuat
conflict of tyrannies. The peaceful pursuit of
happiness, which is the common object of all,
wouid be impossible under such circumstances.
For this reason it is necessary to seek satis-
faction for our symputhies solely in the vol-
untary, non-coercive realm, and get that
freedom under which alone such voluntary
sympathetic effort can be powerfully effective
by confining coercive combination to the seeur-
ing of self-liberty. And this would still be ad-
visable even if the entire sympathetic class were
aware of the advantages of equal liberty, for
a union of the sympathetic against unsympa-
thetic invaders would still involve the pre-
servation of order (or an apology for order) hy
continual suppression and struggle, which is
much less desirable, and much less advan-
tageous even to the sympathetic themselves,
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thau the reduction of suppression and struggle
to » minimum by such a form of defensive as-

zociation as will tend to enlist all classes in its

membership by appealing to the one motive—

desive for self-liberty—that is common to them
all,

(-5) In supposing that in sucl an associasion
there would be two parties pursuing incom-
patible policies, Mr. Byington forgets that by
the hypothesis those who otherwise would pre-
fer a policy making the sympathies paramount
will learn, either thvough reason or experi-
ment, that such a policy is ineffective and im-
practicable, and will conelude therefore to
abandon it so far as force agencies are con-
cerned, snd unite for defence with those whose
policy makes self-liberty paramount. bis.
Byington will haidly claim that sympathetic
persons who have found exclusive association a
failure will then join the iaclusive association
for the purpose of working within it to turn it
into an exclusive association and thereby come
to grief again.  They will join it only becavse
convineed of the necessity of its policy, and
thereafter it wili be their aim, not to defeat this
policy, but to further it.
the warring parties ?

Thet is a queer argument which maintains
that au association for defence is weakened by
extending its benefits to those who are most
-ommonly attacked. The strength of an asso-
¢ on seems to me proportionate to its suceess
in aecomplishing its object. Now, an associa-
tio formed for the prevention of ervime cer-
tai: Iy would not best st.cceed in iis object by
Ie ving crime alone precisely whe:2 it is most
v mpant. Mr, Byington might as well say that
that is the strongest army which never fights.
It may be true, hut only till the time when the
other army gets a whaek at it.

I do not agree that men with criminal pro-

p usities wouhl be less harmfel as outsiders than
as pembers,  On the contrary, T think that the
srrest way to make a man a desperate crim-

mal is to treat him as an outlaw, and that wil-
lingness to contract with possible offend: rs has
a tendencey to disarm them.  In positing this

as the rule, of course T do not deny that there
But it is the rule, and not the
exceptions, that must govern our course.  And
T make the same answer regarding persons who
might attempt to thwart the purpose of the as-
sceiation.  As outlaws they would be even more
dange -5,

It . not follow “hat an assvciation would
be stivoger through exclusion of those who can-
not help in the common defence. Such per-
sons, if able to contract, can at least agree to
refrain from criminal conduet, and this in itse'f
would strengthen the association. Mr. Bying-
ton answers that in the case of a vhysical crip-
ple the association is as strong without his con-
tract, because it is not in his power to interfere,
Again T disagree. . There are numerous ways in
which a cripple ean act criminally,-—that is,
invasively.

{(4) Under this head Mr, Byington does little
more than reiterate considerations which I have
answered above.

(3) Here we geu a very clear illustration of
the one-sided view taken by all the opponents
of property in babies. It does not seem to
have oceurred to them that one may desire to
be the owner of u baby, as on

are exveptions,

Where, then, will be -

often deeircs to |

own other objects, not for the purpose of
abusing it, but for the express purpose of
treating it well and protecting it from ill-
treatment by others,  Mr. Byington tells us
that we shall not attract many people to mem-
bership by making babies property, because it
is ouly brutal mothers who eare to have the lib-
erty to abuse babies. Now, suppose we were
discussing the question of property, not in
babies, but in pictures, snd some one should
say: ** Oh, you will not gain the adhesion of
many by making pictures property, for there
are very few who desire the liberty to abuse
pictures.” T am perfectly sure that Mr. Bying-
ton would look upon the inventor of such an ar-
gument as a most surprising ninny. 1 shall be
less likely to take a similar view of Mr. Bying-
ton after he kias pointed cut to me the differ-
ence between this argument and His own,

My view herc is quite the opposite of Mr.
Byington’s. I have an idea that, when prop-
erty in babies shall prevail, the brutal mothers
will be the very ones to place little or no value
on their baby property, snd will be rather glad
than other,ilsc to transfer it to sympathetic per-
sons, whereas affectionate mothers will treasare
their baby property beyon ™ any other portior.
of their estate, and jealously resent any inter-
ference with it. I was talking on this subject
the other day with a well-known Anarchist,
who is himself the gentlest of fathers to a fari-

-ily of beautiful children and in all ways one of

the most deeply sympathetic of men, and he
called my attention to the fact that the afec-
iion of a mother for her baby is largely depend-
ent uporn: the baby’s helplessness, upon her
feeling that the infant is fully in her contro!,
her ¢wn to do with as she will; that, as the
buhy develops out of the helpless stage, the
purely maternal love gradually changes into an
affi-.tion of another sort, becoming rather ti ¢
of a comrade or a friend; and that to lessen
this power of absolute control over the infant
cuild woulC be a blow at motherhoed. 1T con-
siacr this an important truth. It is a truth
which is appreciated already by not a fow
mothers,~—women of the highest development
And I am confident that nearly all affectionate
mothers will appreeiate it, and insist ujwa o,
once they are rid of the superstition that thare
is something sacred about human beings, as
such, that exempts them from the domain of
property. There is really no reasou in denyiag
property in human beings because of their
humanity. OGue may as legitimately own Le-
ings with two legs and no feathers as any other
species of animal. But there is sound reason
in denying propeity in all beings constitu-
tionally capable of dealing with us on an equ.d
footing. If there were any such beings among
brutes, it would be necessary to exempt them
from the domain of property. And, con-
versely, such human beings as do not meet this
requirement cannot properly be so exempted.
As a matter of fact, these two classes, human
beings and beings capable of contracting, are
nearly coextensive, the latter including the for-
mer with the exception of very young children
and weak-minded adults; and this has led us to
iden::fy the two, substituting in our minds the
human form for the power to contract as the
distinguishing difference botween swners and
owned. But this is a superficial and supersti-
t'ous view,—cne which ignores essential rea-
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son.  When it has been disearded, as sooner or
later it will be, no spook will remain to deter
affectionate mothers from demanding satisfac-
tion of their instinctive desire for absolute con-
trol of their babies, and this extremely large
class will eagerly join the defensive association
which secures them in such contrel, And later
such au as:sciation would find strong friends,
too, in those persons who would refleet, with
satisfaction that it secured them in theixr in-
fancy the kind care of loving mothers and pre-
vented meddlesom.e persons from separating
them rrom their mothers because of the fancied
cruelty of some perfectly innocent act or some
necessary and beneficent measure of discipline.
Mr. By‘ngton views only the dark side of the
picture.  An impartial view ot voth sides in-
dicates that he is seriously mistaken in his ~sti-
matc of the comnparative loss and gain in mem-
bership which an inclusive association would
axperience.

I think there is some force 1 the ccatention
that protection of property right in a child
whose owner had succeeded in so absolutely
shutting it off from human association that not
thie #mallest social conception could ever enter
its rind would in a slight degree add to the
+oial of possible invasive forces. But i am
sure that such cases would be very rare; and, if
I am fishing with a net the size of whose
meshes is best adapted for generai reasons to
the catching of thelargest number of fish, I
cannot consent to make the meshes smaller
simply l'ecause now and then a minnow es- -
car . The question of relative values comes in
here. Fr. Byingtou well knowe that I do not
consider thir a perfect wo*id, or one that cau
be mad: perfect. I doubt the possibility of
discovering any mears of combating iavarion
that would uot be open to the objeciion that,
bocanse of ity invasion, in some special direc-
tion 2n:d under unusual circumstanrces, might
“:erease.  True, T should expect such excep-
tional cases to ultimately succumb to influences
other and more powerful tizan physical force.

L it precisely to such influences would I look

. meet the evil of wilful isolation of children.
Improved social conditions and a more general
diffusion of education will do much; and then,
Mr. Byington, there is your beloved baveott.

Even 1, who love it less, perhaps would use it
with you here.

(Gy If the plumb-line policy, as I claim, will
attract a memuership practically complete, why
should T adopt a compromise pelicy as an at-
traction ?  If the aesire for sclf-liberty, as I
claim, is sufficient to prompt effective combina-
tion for defence, what need te strengthen iv by
sympathy, especially if thereby self-liberty is
to be impaired ? 'Why adad fuel to the firc of
layaliy to an association which is expected to
succeed, not in proportion to the loyalty of its
members, but in proporticn to their readiness to
sece le at the slightest evidence of departure
from the original programme ? Again I te!l
you, Mr. Byington, that your puritanism ‘s at
the bottom of your trouble. You persist in
looking upon this self-defensive union as if it
were a crusade.

And why should I submit affectionate moth-
o8 te the outrages of absurd persons who fancy
that they have proved these mothers cruel ?
Ilow can I ask these mothers to help in pro-
tecting my title to the dollars which I have
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«warned by work that was perhaps a pleasuve, if
T refuse to help in protecting their even more
indisputable title to property which they have
-obtaired Ly a descent into the valley of the
<hadow ? In this conucetion let me return for
. moment to my conversation with the Aunarch-
tie father to whom I have alveady alluded.

- told me that once, when making a trip

't his family, he was carrying his baby in a
w..» which was not harmful to it and which he
knew that it liked. Suddenly he noticed at a
little distance a man apparently laboring under
areat and growing excitement, and endeavoring
with some success to make passers-by share his
agitation. Preseniiy the father realized that
all eyes were angrily centred upor himself,—a
mystery which he did not understand until the
instigator of these busybodies shouted at him
in the authoritarian voice of righteous v rath:
¢ Hold that baby straight!” Now, from that
«<ommand to physical assault it is but a st st
step. Yet Mr. Byington, in effect. suggests
th ¢ I quietly stand by and see such a “ather
assaulted by a pack of sympathetic fools!

It is perhaps the strongest point in favor of
such an association as I advocate that, instead
of ¢ undertaking unnecessarily difficult and
perplexing duties,” it confines itself to the
simplest functions. A defensive association
would not gain in simplicity by undertaking to
do the numerous things that a faction may favor
instead of the few things that nearly all can be
induced to agree to. As for the particular
duiz of *¢ drawing the line between infants and
sociat units,” it would prove one of the sim-
piest.  Uhe reason for this is to be found in the
fact (hae such a question would very rarcly,
perhaps never, necessitate a trial.  The proof
is Yound in the claim itself. Any cinld capable
of d.:laring to the association’s officers its de-
sire for release fvox its own.r that it may
thereafter either care for itself or entrust, itself
to tlie care of persons more agreeable to it
thereby proyes the presence in its mind of the
idea of contract. The child whe can say, no
matter in what cbildish language: ¢ U wish to
.cave A and go with B, and, if B is good to
me, 1 will be good to B,” has become conscious
of the existence of other people and of the ne-
cessity of dealing with them, From the mo-
ment that » child 11akes a deliberate declaration
of this character it should cease to be property
and should pass into the category of owners.
Would the registration and recognition of such
claims be a very perplexing task ? It is my
opinion that not a few children would be able
to cmancipate themselves, should they so de-
sire, at the age of three years, and that very
few indeed would be unable to do so at the age
of five. But it is on children who have passed
these ages that the grosser forms of eruelty are
oftenest practised.

Equally simnle is the question of ownership
-of the products of the child’s labor. My state-
ment of the object of the contract would have
lieen more complete if T had worded it as fol-
lows: *‘to secure the contracting parties in

_ the coit=.! of their persons and of the results
of saerty made by them after bezoming
~ capable of contract.” If asked to pass upon
the case first cited by Mr. Byington, I should
- decide thas the jewel belonged to the party
\ he child at the that the child
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second, T nust express my admiration for the

judicial faculty whizh enables Mr, Byington to
decide in favor of the man, and my regret that
he has so little confidence in my own judicial
faculty as to entertain the least suspicion that 1
would decide otherwise. At the same time [
admit that in the case cited (which is another
of those rare and abnormal cases in which Mr.
Byluglon’s imagination revels) the woman is in
a painful plight. But painful plights not in-
frequently arise from mavy other manifesta-
tions of the property institution. If the case
had been a little different ; if the mother had
borne her child after her emancipation, and

had thereby become its owner; if this child had
been suffering from a dangerous discase, only
to be cured at great expense by a journey to
the antipodes; and if the mother had been very
poor and the father very riech,—still the father,
by virtue of his ownership of his dollars,
might, as belore, have virtually compelled the
mother to return to her slavery and sign away
her future children as a condition of receiving
the moncy wherewith to save her existing child
from death. But such a case, painful as it
would be, would hardly justify an abolition of
property in dollars. I may add, however, that
I would not favor the enforcement of any con-
tract whereby a party, having oncc developed
into an owner, should permanently deliver hin-
gelf into the category of the owned.

(¥ b and ¢) I would protect non-contracting
adults on grounds of expediency: first, becausce
it would be difficult for the criminally-inclined
to distinguish between members and non-
members, and therefore punishment of crimes
against the latter would be likely to deter
them from erimes against the former; and, sec-
ond, because I believe that many of those dis-
inclined to become members would, on expe-
riencing great benefit from protection by the
association, be impelled by gratitude and the
spirit of fairness—by no means uncommon
among criminals—to join in the contract. Cer-
tainly this lasi argument ought not to be with-
out foree to a follower of one who advised the
turning of the other cheek. I am no Chris-
tian, no non-resistant; I believe in combating
evil; I never turn the other check, but often
repay my adversaries in kind and with interest:
yet it is my sincere belief that a soft answer
often turneth away wrath, and that the policy
of meeting the criminal and non-social classes
considerably more than half-way would prove as
beneficial as it is humane. These reasons for
protecting the classes named do not logically
compel the exemption »f babies from the prop-
erty sphere,

T have still to answer Mr. Lloyd, whose let-
ter also apuears in this issue. But he must
wait a little. Meanwhile let not the reader be
alarmed as to Anarchism’s future, It will en-
deavor to keep afloat a while yet, despite the
gloomy forebodings of Sir Orac'e regarding
its approaching shipwreck. There’s a smart
breeze blowing, but this old craft has ridden
stiffer gales before. T

Four or tive weeks ago another bond issue
seemed imminent, One or two newspapers
objected to this course, and thought that it
would be hetter to call a speeial session of con-

.gress to meet the difticulty. The way in which

ahisannarentlv innocent suorFestion Was re-
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Waldheim.

They who in Glory's name were forward driven,
Unheeding Reason's voice; whose heed was given
To mandate rash of their exalted souls,
In haste to speed the tide that patient rolls,—
Undaunted they by the all-wide abyss
Still yawning "twixt that bette~ world and this,—
My thoughts are¢ where these martyred heroes lie:
I hear their voice again, 1 see them die;
Ard thus my soul’s restored to Hope and Time,
To all that's melancholy, vet sublime,

A I Jueger,

The Defensive Contract.

L the Editor of Liherty :

We seem to be getving at th real reasons why
tabis: must be owned, und the propositions of the ar-
gument seem to be these: (1) the policy of members
of the defensive association must be ruled by ** the
desire for self-liberty,” admitting motives of sympathy
ouly in so far as they do not interfere with the fullest
satisfaction of that desire; (2) the desire for sclf-
liberty can be most fully satistied by making the de-
fensive association as effective as possible; (3) the
defensive agsociation will be most effective when most
nearly all-embracing; (4) it is more important for this
. purpose, if we must choose, i have the membership of

the unsywuipathetic, who naturally tend to crime, than
to have that of those whose nature leads them to refrain
from crime (Liberty, Oct. 5, p. 4, col. 1, top); (5) we
shall get the fullest membership, and especially most
' of the criminal classes, by acknowledging as appro-
co priable all the universe except those forces which can
interfere with appropriation of the appropriable, ‘' and
whose liability to interfere can be lessened by admis-
sion to participation in the agreement,” which ** are
{all] those, and only those, which are capable of un-

. durstanding and entering into the agreement ™'; ()
therefore we should accept as members all who in-
telligently consent to join us, and protect them in
their liberty to anpropriate and use as they please all
thie: appropriable univ.rse, as Jefined, except what is

¥ already appropriated by others; (7) as to those who

are not our members, but who do not come under the

«etinition of the appropriabie, (@) we need not protect

them unless we sec fit, (b)) we may properly protect

them if we do see tit (** Instead of a Book,” p. 86), (¢)

we should not interfere with their liberty to dispose m
-~ appropriable objects at will.

. Here are nine points, two of which (2 and 7u) are
not objectionable either for intrinsic unsoundness or
for inconsistency with the rest of the argument, The
rest T ask leave to make some note on.

{1) Why ? It canpot be maintained that one will do
best always to make his own life, liberty, aud prop-
erty the supreme consideration in all matters. He
may reascnably aund properly risk any of them for
the sake of sympathy, science, art, or anything else
thut deserves deep interest. Why should he not do
this ) the management of his defensive association as
well as in his choice of a route of travel, making the
protection to his liberty five per cent. weaker for the
sake of giving his sympathies fifty per cent. {uller
exercise ?  Because, you say, ‘“if you make sympathy
the soil, tyranny will be the ugly growth.” Again,
why t Motives of sympathy, zuided by the
knowledge that the happiness of those we sympathize
with can be best secured by securing to them the
fullest self-ownership compaible with the like self-
ownership of others, are now leading us to work for
liberty. When the ideas we are preparing come to be
put in practice, why should not the same motives,
guided by the same knwiedge, lcad our successors
of that time to act in the same spirit as we now think
and talk ? :

(3) I maintain that tue association is likely to be
weakened by trying to include two parties who ag-
gressively and obstinately support incompatible views
of the policy the assuciation should follow; or persons
whose cireumstances make them especially likely to
become the victims of crime, withot correspondingly.
increasing their power to strengihen the assoc fon;
or persons who may be ¢xpected to commit crime, it

persons who are likely to make strong efforts to use
- the association for their own pu‘poses t the ex
~ pense of its serviceablen .
- ot persons who, while able

and willing to keep it, have no power to help in the
common defence (instance, a man completely erippled
in body and unpractical in ming, in & country so
thinly settled as to offer no self-supporting employ-
ment to ony whn cen neither work with his body or
give wise counst?); or, doubtless, some other classes.
I would protect some of these an grounds of sym-
puthy, like babies, but without pretending that 1 was
thereby strengthening the association, except us sym-
pathy strengthens it.  Others it may be impractieable
to exclude witheus causing greater evils; but I think
my list covers some whe . jv would be bhoth prac-
ticable rnd profitable to = "c'ude, at least partially.

(4) As just suggested, [ believe that such men, the
association’s natural enemies, will do less harm as
outsiders than as members with a share in its manage-
ment. Whether members or outsiders, they are
probably restrained from crime against other members
only by the fear of penalty, and this fear would be
as strong for non-members as for members. Letting
them be members might indeed give them to fear the
additional penalty of expulsion, but your principles
(3 and 4) would forbid ti.e infliction of this penalty.
And, besides being committers of crime, they would
be elements of weakpess and trouble as pinbable vie-
tims of crime, and still more s as likelv *-, yet inio
scrapes where the presence of crime v Juld be clear, hut
whose crime it was would not,—making great expense
for all who had to stick any finger in the pie. Cer-
tainly I think it extravagant to prefer such men to
their opposites us members,

(5) That you may get more of the criminal classes this
way I don’t deny. That you will get inore members
I do deny. Establish an association that will protect
children azainst brutal owr.ers, and you expect to
lnse the membership of those who will not agree
not to treat their children brutally. Establish an
association which is not only to refuse to protect
children, but even to resist anc. punish all who shall
try to protect them, and don’t you expect to lose the
membership of any of those vho waut hebies pro-
tected ? Then the question is which class is larger, the
shamelessiy brutal or those whom you regard as need-
lessly and semtimentally comipassionate ¥ I should
expect the latter class to be enough more numerous
to compensate any possible advantages of a brutal
membership—especially as the appropriability of
bubies will not be an attraction to all the brutal,

Since you propose tc let the mothers own the babies,
ne one will care for liberty to abuse babies except
brutal women and men who would procure babies to
be abused. The class (larger. I think) of bruts' men
who wouldn’t put themselves to any great trouble

or expense for the privilege of abusing a baby is not
specially interested here.  Further, if a child remem-
bers that in the days of his helpless suffering the
association stood back of his oppressor, warning off
and repressing those who would have helped the vic-
tim, he is likely to grow up disaffected and to secede,
—another loss of membership.

The identification of your two descriptions of the
class to be recognized as self-owners is not complete.
The helpless man supnosed in my last example un-
der (3) is ‘“capable of inderstanding,” etc., but he is
not ‘‘r. force liable to interfere.” On the other hand,
a j erson who has grown up from infancy without
hup.ar company is not capable of understanding a con-
tract without a littie special education, but he is a force
liable to interfere, and this liability can be lessened
by that bi¢ of education. If such a person falis into
the hands of a master who is disposed to withhold
this education, the association will diminish the
amount cf force liable to interfere with its members
by making the first abuse of the master’s power an
excuse for terminating his miastership. The case is
not an absurd one, for such persons are known to
have existed by accident. Under your principles it
wou'd be lawful to produce them artificially, and
motives “~ould not be lacking; there are various pur-
poses, su ;. 88 concubinage and vivisection, for which
it might, “ to those who like that sort of thing,” be
convenient to possess an adult human being who
could not claim or receive protection against any pos-
sible abuse. . Such a one, by the way, will be a slave,
even under Col. Greene’s definition, as given in Liberty
for September 21.

(6) All the above considerations tend to destroy the

‘foundations of this conclusicn; ‘but even if the valid-
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ity of all the points up to (6) be admitted, my first con-
sideration, given under (5), suggests that your avowed
object (the greatest possible membership) might per-
haps be better attained by a compromise policy, ve-
fusing to punish brutal parents, but also refusing to
protect in the possession of their children any who cans
be proved to be cruel.

Here follows something that should have come un-
der (3). Besides the fact that some members brin;g
more burden than strength, it is possible that a pulicy
adopted for the purpose of attracting members may
be so detrimental in other ways as to be worse than .
o loss of membership. There is more strength in o
small number of loyal ones than in a larger number
with many disaffected. Now, as 1 have said, it is tor
be expected that children whose sufferings have been
increased by the association’s policy will grow up
disaffected. Again, even if zympathy is only a scc-
ondary motive, it strengthens the association; and a
policy which lessens the influence « 7 sympathy in
firing the loyalty ~f “he association’s members, and in
gaining the good-will of outsiders, weakens the as-
sociation. Furthermore, to undertake unnecessarily
diflicult and perplexing duties is an element of wenk-
ness, and this trying 1o treat as property those who

| are afterward to become self-owners is going to make

no ¢nd of trouble,—certainly in drawing the line be-
tween infants and social units, probably also now
and then in regard to the ownership of products of the
child’s labor. A child who had not learned the
meaning of contract might be made to pick up pota-
toes, and in so doing might pick up a jewel. If no
use is made of the jewel till after the child declares
his indepeudence, who owns it,—the man who found
it, or the man whose property found it¥ A woman
such as described in my last illustration under (6)
bears a child. Of course it belongs to her owner.
Then she learns enough to emancipate herself. The
man retains the child, and threatens to use a red-hot
poker on it if she doesn’t come back and submit to
him as before, and sign a contract that the future
children shall also be his. She claims the child and
goes to law.  She pleads: ** Mr. Tucker says that the
object of our contract is * to sccure the contracting
partics in the control of their persons and of the re-
sults of their efforts.” I am now one of the contract-
ing parties, and that child is the result of my efforts.
—except, indeed, that I didn't act voluntarily in caus-
ing its existence; will that count against me v It is
true that I brought it forth before entering into the
contract, but no one ever contended that this prin-
ciple applied only to the results of efforts made
while in the contract. Although 1 did not then, and
do now, know how to secure my liberty, I am as con-
scious of being the same woman who brought forth
that child as any mother in this jury; and, if any of
you can show a better title to her child than minc, I
want her to state it.” The man answers: “* When
that child was born, it was my property, according to
our rccognued principles, beyond dispute. As long
as it is the same child and I am the same man, and
neither it or I have done anything to alter our rela-
tion as owner and property, nothing that has hap-
pened to any third person can affect that relation.”

I should like to bear your decision as juryman. I,

if I have to apply your principles, decide for the mar
but I should hate to have to refute the woman's
arguments.

(7 b and ¢) I rannot reconcile these with your pre-
ceding argument. All your points in favor of treating
babies as property apply equally to all who haven't
entered the contract. You seem to advocate treating
non-contracting adults respectfully as a sort of in-
vitation to enter the contract; but I don’t understand
that. To tell a man that we will be just as careful
of his self-liberty if he doesn’t join us as if he does,
how is that an appesi to join us on the groun- of a
de'"  Cor self-liberty ? 1f the desire for se’s-liberty
K made as strong a motive as possit ¢ for join-
ing © -, the advantage thereto from doing, =0 and the
disadvanmgc from not doing so ought to be made as
notable as possible. If we expected him to act from
sympathy, or any form of good- will, I should see the
use of a conclliatory policy; yet even then the rea-
sons which make it s0 impera ive 1ot to allow babies
awny protection ot
peraiive that we ne

one outside our con
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liberty of our unsympathetic members withou* getting
any compensating advantage that is not Hkewise
to be had by protecting bables.

STEPHEN T. ByiNaTox,

Anarchist or Free Socialist?

As Mr. Tucker seems to feel that his opponents on
this child question are inclined to be too bard upon
him personally, I want ‘o state at the outset that I
kuow Mr. Tucker to be a geacrous friend and believe
him to be a humane man. All the more strongly do I
oppose him on this account, because I believe his doc-
trine would cause many to regard him as inhuman,
and at any rate would be used by the inhuman as a
justification for their inhumanity. Knowing Mr,
‘Tucker’s almost superstitious reverence for logic, T dc
not wondex that he accepts all the logical corol'arics
of his positicn, but I am as surprised as any of his
-crities to find that, once comprehending them, Le does
not abandon & position whose logical corollaries are
30 revolting. And I confess that his arguments ap-
pear to me strange, desperate, and reactionary. With-
out the least excitement I must say that his position
on this question, if adhered to, will strike the death-
bLlow to philosophical Anarchism. It is suicidal.
Modern civilization will never accept it.

Tn the beginning of his reply to me he brings in
Archist mothers.  ** We are discussing the question,”
he says, *‘not of what an Anarchist has a right to do,
but of what a mother has a right to do.” What of
it ? The question is the same. Natural rights are not
changed by names. I in the nature of things it is
wrong for one wan to invade another, the invader
acynires no indulgence by takinyg the name of Archist.
My contention is that right and wrong are scientific
facts, and our opinion about the inexpediency or
expediency of a given course decides notking but our
own action.  Of course the real expedienty agrees
with the real right.  'What the real right is can only
be found, like any other scientific fact, by observation
and experiment. It would appear that the human race
had observed and experimented quite enough ov this
matter of invasion, and I had always supposed that
Anarchists, at least, were satisfied that the invasion of
one human being by another was iu the highest degree
wrong, foolish, dangerous, and inexpedient,—that
this wes Anarchism, and thisonly. It would appear
that all these years I have Leen laboring under a great
mistake, —teaching o false doctrine,—and I am now
assured by the chief apostle of Anarchism that he
“ might, if it were necessary, disprove here, in a
direct manner, the proposition that an Anarchist has
no right to invade any individual.”

Very cleverly, by ingeniously rstating my position
in his own words, he tries to bring :ae uader the »igime
of contract, but I will none of it. He is like the famous
(uack who could cure only fits. If he can give me
these contract fits, he can cure me of my rebellion.

But I fit to no contract.

He says: ‘* While basing his own duty in this re-
spect upon his own view of expediency, he cannot
refuse to allow others to make their opposite views of
expediency the basis of a right to invade.” But I do.
Certainly in a narrow and proximate sense a man has
a right to do what he thinks right because he can do
no other. But all the same, if in his ignorance he is
doing that which produces unhappin’ss, he is doing
wrong, and nature proves him wrong by turning the
consequences against him. He is not in harmony
with Natural Right, and any cne invaded by his ig-
norant action has a right to restrain it. But it must
be observed that I do not base my ¢ duty,” in the true
sense, upon my ‘‘own view.” I base my action
upon my own view, as others do, bat my real duty ».d
my real expediency are found in accordance with vhe
natural right.  And I must remark, as we go, that.
I have never yet acknowledged that might was right.

8o 1 am not under the régime of contract.

Let us ook into contract for u moment. A man may
contract to be my slave for life. Iut Natural Right
declares every man free and a self-owner from his birth,
Therefore this contract can be enforced only by the
man who makes it. - The instant hie takes back his
liberty he is free. I have no right to enforce and can -
delegaw to no one the s ‘to enforce the contract

No ¢ nt et against liberty has any value

It is the same wit

of little consequenc

honor, and obey. Al these promises are empty, ex-
cept a8 she voluntarily fulfils them,

True Society is founded, then, not upon contract, but
upon the natural fact that it can only exist where the
right of each member to life, liberty, and the enjoy-
ment of the fruit of his inoffensive effurts ’s ac-
knowledged and defended by all.

Very weak are Mr, Tucker's attempts to make fun of
my cripple exemplar. My statemeat was founded
upon the old definition that a« man may do as he
pleases at his own expense. When the cripple lives.at
my expense, I have a right to direct that expense, If
my expense produces apples and oranges, because 1
produce the food, and he does not, I have a right to
tell him to eat apples and leave the cranges alone. It
is a free gift, and a free gift takes any form the giver
nlenses. If he can dictate to me the form of my
gifi, he bacomes a tax-gatherer and & master, and [
heerme his subject and slave.  Therefore, because
1 fved him, I may direct what he shall eat, and, becanse
I clothe him, T may direct what he shall wear. When
he geis food and garmeuts clsewhere, I have no
jurisdiction.

Equally weak is he when he comes to calves and
babies.  Certainly the stock-breeder who forces de-
pendent life upon a calf is an invader (from the bovine
standpoint) if he refuses support to it. Who denies
it But humaz equal liberty begins and ends with
human beings and cannot be extended to non-human
animals. Yes, the parent owes support to the child,
but it is not true that the child owes nothing in re-
turn.  As a member of free society the child owes
respect for the parent’s liberty. The parent owes
support, but the form of that support is & matter of
rightful parental choice. Whether the child shall
have woman's milk, cow’s milk, or goat’s milk, gra-
ham bread or white, silk skirts or cotton oncs, is for
the parent, not the child, to decide.

Where i3 the ** flagrant contradiction ™ ¥

Where is the ** mental suicide ” ¥

“Slavery in Anarchy an absurdity!” cries Mr.
Tucker. ¢ . .. Slavery in Anarchy, instead of an ab-
surdity, is a necessity.” That I should live to hear
it'—and from my chief leader and teacher! ** Will
not the animals be slaves under Anarchy ? Wherein
does the undeveloped ckild differ from the animals ?

In its possibilities, does Mr. Lloyd answer? DBut the
ovum in a woman’s body has the same possibilities.
Is it not her property 2"

I had thought to make a passionate, satirical answer
to all this. T had thought to assert that Anarchy be-
gan and ended with the human; that the animals
could indeed be slives und«r Anarchy, but not ¢a it.

1 had thought to assert that no two terms could pos-
sibly be more antithetical than Slavery and Anarchy,
and to inquire: ** If the man who utters these two pro-
positions in the same breath is ot a meatal suicide,
what is he?”

But the scorn dies on my lips. What do I knev
about Anarchy! Tam standing on my head, and my
sun rises in the west and sets in the east. Mr. Tucker
certainly kuows Aparchy, and an Anarclist has u
right to invade, and Slavery is a necessily in Anarchy,
—the slavery of babes and fools, the meanest and most
cowardly of all!

The undeveloped child differs from the animals in
that it is kuman, Is that a *‘ghost,” a ** fetish,” a
supeistition 2 8o be it! I am not afraid of names.

It is enough for me to know that you and I, Mr.
Tucker, would never be safe in any society avhich

¢ not hold the life and liberty of every human being
s.cred.

The ovum in the woman’s body is her property. It
has not the possibilities of the child. It is not a human
being. When the germ of the woman and the sperm of
the man have commingled and developed under certain
conditions, then they have the possibilities of the child;
then they become human.  The precise point at which
humanity commences is for physiologists to deter-
mine. I doubt if any one could say at present. Lvo-
lutionary embryologists claim that all the stages of
evolution are passed by the embryo in utero in rapid
review, us it were. Probably during this time the
embryo iso mere brute in nature as in form. Asa
workicg rule, perhaps, it might be decided that the
fatus became human when the eye could decide it to
be such by the form, or at quickening. Butthisis

o the Editor of Liberty :

Border linel are al ays vague. |

What I am jenlous to establish is the principle that,
where humanity exists, it is to be sacredly resjucted
und defended againe” invasion. 17 Tucker makes
the point ** that i Annrchict wili deny a mother’s
right to commit shicide during pregnancy.” Perhaps;
but I, who am now no Anarchist, do deny it «fter the
embryo becones it human being.  The mother bas a right
to kill herself, but no one else.

And novr we come to the doctrine of property, My
props..y is mine, I said, always mine until voluntarily
relinguished. Mr, Tucker meets this with the
counter statement that property can outgrow its con-
dition, and cites the evoluted monkey. Of course I
am speaking cthically and not legally. The law makes
and unmakes as it pleases aceording to ts right of
might. I am discussing fundamental right.

if I have a jack-knife, it is mine until my property
right is voluntarily relinquished. No onc has a right
to force me to exchange it for anything else. If I
lend it to a man, or he steals it, it is still mine, and I
can recover it wherever I find it. I cannot be forced
to accept a substitute, But, if this man drops it into
the sea, he cannot recover or restore it, and I may
not demand an impossibility, but I may justly de-
mand compensation, So it is when my monkey be-
comes man, If the monkey was ever mine, he is for-
ever mine. But, wheu evolution occurs, what then ?
My monkey is gone, but a man who has devoured,
absorbed, assimilated my monkey remains. I have
no property right in the man, but, as he has tuken my
monkey and cannot restore my monkey, he must pay
me for the monkey, and so will my property right and
his liberty both be vindicated.

Apply this to the child. If this human being is my
property by real right, then I can hold him forever.
No association has a shadow of a right to set up some
arbitrary talk about *‘contract,” to which I am no
party, and take bim from me. Nor can I be forced to
take any substitute or compensation in place of him.

I can demand %ini wherever I find him and hold 2im
forever, for life or death, for mercy or for cruelty.

Again I reafirm: ** My child, if my property, is not
only my slave now, but my slave for life; and not
only my slave for life, but may be sold to another to
be his slave, or may be willed to lieirs and assigns.
This doctrine, carried out logically. puisons Anarchism
to its fountain-head, and reaflirms government in its
intensest and most detestable form.™

In my category of the owucrs and the owned I state
it tirus: Each human being owns himself == No human
being =wns another.

And now to make an end. As I have clearly bees:
mistaken as to wiat constitutes Anarchism; as Mr.
Tucker is the accredited head of that philosophy and
as he pow assures the world in no uncertain tone that
contract is its only basis, that an Anarchist has a
right to invade, that might is the measure of right
everywhere and always, that slavery in Anarchy is a
necessity and children, fools, and non-contracting in-
dividuals the fit subjects of such slavery, that it is
the duty of Anarchistic juries to effectually restrain
those who attempt to defend children against parental
cruelty, even to the finding a2 man guilty of murder
iu the 1irst degree who should kill a parent to save
a child,—in view of all this, and much more, 1 now
wish to state with equal emphasis that henceforth 1
will have none of it.

Henceforth T am nc Anarchist, but a Free Socialist!

This does not mean any change of views, or any loss
of friendship for Mr. Tucker, or any appeal to any one
to adhere to me in my defection.

But I wish to un-lerstand mysclf and be understood.

J. W Luoyn.

More Facts for Mr. Bhss.

In response to your request for facts tending to
show the disadvantages of municipal conduct of pub
lic works, I, as a native of ** the best-governed city in
the world,” according to Julian Ralph, can gwe you
plenty, and I have written to the editor of
“Single Tax;” who compiains of the muni
duct of the tramways there. to tell you his
In the first pluco; the Birmingham corporal
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for workingmen, but hitherto it has caused nothing
to be erected but busi premises; and indeed the
half of the new street that was to go through tho
slum regiou has not been begun, although it is twenty
years since the plans were made. It has paved the
principal business streets with granite, although in
other towns this is being discarded for wood. Steam
tramways are laid all over the city, though no private
company would have been allowed to have such
ugly and dangerous motors.

EvacusTes A, PHIPSON.
SELLy Ok, BiIrMINGAM, EXGLAND,

Anarchist LetterWriting Corps.

The Secretary wants every reader of Liberty to send
in his name for enrolment, Those who do so thereby
pledge themselves to write, when ible, a letter
every fortnight, on Anarchism or kindred subjects, to
the “ target " assigned in Liberty for that fortnight,
and to notify the secretary promptly in case of any
failure to write to a target (whle it is hoped will not
often occur), or in case of temperary or permanent
withdrawal from the work of the Corps. All,
‘whether members or not, are asked o lose no oppor-
tunity of informing the secretary of suitabie targets.
Address, StErHEN T. ByinaroN, Flushing Institute,
Flushing, N. Y.

The Provincetown ‘* Advocate ” was made a target
for Section B on September 17. It is said that up to
October 18 no letters from that section had Leen re-
ceived. Ido not think any members of that section
have reported to me a failare to attack that target.
‘What is the matter ?

Target, section A.--'v'ae Boston ‘‘ Herakl,” or Octo-
ber 10, gave a two-and-a-half column report of a lec-
ture before the Twentieth Century Club ob ** Anarchy
or Government in Industry,” by Mr. Salter of Phila-
delphia, in which he explains the meaning of Anarchy
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ANARCHISM : ITS AIMS AND METHODS., Awn ad-
dresn delivered at the firgt vuhlk mecting of the Boston Anar-
lhlm Club, and lopted by that jzation as its suthorizod

SLAVES TO DUTY.

By John Badcock, Jr.

A unique addition to the pnmphlct. literature of Annrchlmn, in that
it aseailn the morul 88 the the various
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very clearly and correctly, explains what he by
‘‘ industrial Anarchy,” and then argues as follows:

The justification of government for the protection
of lifs and property is only that on the whole, in aver-
age existiag circumstances, it meets the ends of social
existence better than liberty or Anarchy does—not
that under other circumstances Anarchy might not do
as well or better. The only real question about Ar-
archy in the industrisl realm is: how does it work ?

He then shows by the Puliman strike that our pres-
ent industrial system, which he throughout describes
as Aunarchistic, works badly. Therefore he favors
government regulation of industries. Point out that
our system of government for police purposes is not
founded on any experience of its superiority to an An-
archistic police system, and that we certainly have
not, aud have not liad, Avarchy in the industrial
sphege.

Section B.—Dr. 8. D. Woods, Connellsville, Pa., de-
livered an address in August before a conference for
union of reform parties, in which he took the ground
that the money issue is the fundamental one; that it is
the government's stamp, making it legal tender, that
makes money ; that gold is able to collect tribute from
the workers because gold alone is legal tender for all
debts; that the government should issue money di-
rectly to all citizens who can furnish proper security.
Bhow bim the practical advantages of free money.
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THE SCIENCE OF SOCIETY.

BY
STEPHEN PEARL ANDREWS,

A well-printed book of 165 large pages, consisting of two essays
bearing the following titles reepm‘ ivdx **The True Congtitution of
Gove n the dual as the Final Devel-
opmtsm. of l'rotesnnm f)cmncr cy, and Soclalism *; * Cost the

Limit of Price: A Sciendﬂc Measure of Honesty in Trade as One of
the Fundumeuul Prineiplea in the Solution of the Sociul Problem.”

This work is an elaborate exposition of the teachings of Josinh
Warren by one of his foremont digciples.

Price ¥ Croty, $1.00; IN PAPER, 50 € .s7s,

PREMIUM OFFER.

~ purchasing of the undersigned a cloth-bound copy of
'Nxe i~.ace of Soclety ** will also rece ve free of charge, one eo;xf'
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Bmu. R. Tucken, Box 1312, New York City.

THE BALLOT.

BY WILLIAM WALSTEIN GORDAK.

A short poem {iiustrating the absurdity of mniomy rule. Printed
u a leaflet, with an effective advertisement of Liberty on the back.
Excellent for propagandism.

'I‘en Cents Per Hundred Copies.
Maliled, poat-paid, b;
B:x: R. Tucxtn. Box 1312, New York City.
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