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“ For whways in thine syea, 0 Liberty!

Khives that high tight whereby the world iz saved

And though thine sty us, we will trst in thee.”
Jonx Tay,

On Picket Duty.
After ten years of persistent agitation, the
‘¢ gamblers ™ of the Chieago board of trade

have succeeded in getting a number of bucket-
shop proprietors indicted by a grand jury.
Perhaps it is needless to add that this excep-
tionally virtuous jury is now openly accused of
soliciting bribes and blackmailing.

The stupid press is again congratulating itself
on an alleged success of a government loan.
The people, especially the bankers and capital-
ists, have demonstrated their confidence in the
sc'veney and stability of the government by
their eagerness to buy the bonds. Well, let us
see. So far as the government’s skill and suc-
cess as a banker are concerned, it is rather dif-
ficult to see where the confidence has been
shown. Everybody is aware that the reserve is
but cemporarily restored, and that there is
nothing whatever to prevent an immediate
withdrawal, by the same or other capitalists, of
the gold secured by this loan. The govern-
ment buys gold and pays a higher rate of inter-
est than even the city of New York has to pay
in the market. This gold can be taken out
again and again, the government being com-
pelled each ."me to issue new bonds and pay in-
terest on them.  Whatever confidence there
may have been shown is simply confidence in
the ability of the government to tax the coun-
try more heavily and contract the currency by
locking up its notes and other fiat money. As
such action directly injures the people, their
confidence means confidence in the ability of
the government to go on oppressing them and
prolonging the industiial stagnation. Verily.
only a nation of tools can rejoice at such
prospects.

1 am greatly obliged to Comrades Byington
and Robinson for coming to my aid in my dis-
cussion with Mr. Bolton Hall.. As a general
thing 2ll my comrades are too prone to leave
the entire burden of the fighting upon me.
When they are with me, they content them-
selves with writing me private letters, saying:
¢ ‘You’re doing well, old man; keep it up;
hit ’em again.” It seems seldom to oceur to
them that they might strike a useful blow or

o themselves. But, whenever they are

18t me, they rain the blows upon my head
ost prompt. and v1gorons fashion. Well, it
k they have learned from:me perhaps,
. Noune the less
al when now and. then a belpmg
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hand extends. In one point, however, I wish
to correct Mr. Robinson, His article is sound,
but he i¢ in error if he supposes that my an-
swer to Mr. Hall regarding the equal distribu-
tion of happiness was based entirely or mainly
on the effect of sympathy upon happiness. On
the contrary, my main answer was exactly

Mr. Robinson’s—that the aggregate of happi-
ness is kept within very narrow limits by the
immense waste and restriction of productive
power involved in maintaining a compulsory
inequality in the distribution of happiness.
Besides, Mr. Rohinson appeals to sympathy
himself when he admits that his argument falls
once it be supposed that the parties concerned
are so unsympathetic as to find their greatest
bappiness in killing.

One or two plays have recently failed in New
York, and the majority of the critics are moral-
izing about the passing of the *“ problem play "
of the school of Ibsen, Pinero, Sudermann,
and Hauptmann. But Hillary Bell, in de-
ploring the failure of one of the plays, declares
that the public taste has been so depraved by
the problem plays that it no longer appreciates
true art. It follows, then, that in his view
the unsuccessful play has no ‘¢ problem,” and
that the public turned away from it because of
this fact. Apparently the critics cannot agree
as to what a problem play is. How much value
attaches to their moralizing and interpretations
of the popular attitnde may easily be inferred
from this.

)

The editor of the “¢ Voice,” whose tendency
to *‘ smartness,” in the newspaper sense, often
leads him to offend against common sense,
abuses the Germans for their opposition to
paritanical Sunday laws. ¢ Little Germany,”
he says, threatens ‘“ us” with war, meaning by

| **little Germany,” as he explains, those Ger-

mans ‘“ who have left their fatherland and
come to this fair country to instruct us in ¢ der
brinciples’ of personal liberty.” He is very in-
dignant over the success of the Germans in
dictating legislation, and uses this rather in-
temperate and coarse (even for a Prohibitionist)
language: ** If a lot of beer-swilling tanks i{rom
across the sea can come here and enforce their
demiand that communities must be compelled to
have ginmills whether they want them or not,
is it not about time for American citizens to
rise up in defence of civie liberty as opposed to
so-called personal liberty ? . . . When, ch,
when, shall we have political leaders, editors of
metropolitan dailies, and chaplains of congress
firing the American heart against the insolent
threats of the unterrified and unwashed An-
archists from foreign lands who can hardly read
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the hng]hh language ?”  In *he name of
scnse, excited ‘¢ Voice,” what are you talking
about ? You show more ignorance and insol-
ence and stupidity in these mounthings than do
those you denounce as beer-swilling tanks. ‘
This is a country where the majority is said to
rule. The Germans are ¢ American citizens,”
and have as much right as you have to dictate
legislation. They threaten no war except
¢¢ political war,’—exactly what you are
threatening the old parties with. They have
votes, and the politicians need them. The fact
that they have more votes than you, and there-
fore more political power, is very unfortunate
for you, but you must submit and ** lump it,”
if you are loyal to American principles. Your
pretence of upholding tke American principle is
humbug pure and simple. The American prin-
ciple is' government by the majority, and, if
you don’t like the ways and ideas of the Ger-
mans, Irish, French, Scandinavians, and others
who constitute the majority, you can ¢ leave
the country.” You must swallow a dose of the
medicine you are so anxious to force down
other people’s throats. Do it gracefully, then,
The attitude of the New York ¢ Sun” and
¢ Commercial Advertiser” toward the Loud
bill providing for the curtailment of some of
the privileges of newspaper and book publishers
ig very surprising. While the ¢‘ Sun” pretends
to doubt the fact that the post office loses
money on newspapers, it declares that, assnm-
ing this to be true, rates should promptly be
raised to the point where the publishers would
cease to be beneficiaries of the government. If
a paper cannot afford to pay for carriage, it
should wind up and go out of business, says
the *“ Commercial Advertiser.” This is in
striking contrast with the rot of the majority of
newspapers, which denounce the bill as an at-
tempt to restrict the dissemination of intel-
ligence and to attack the freedom of the press,
If postal rates should be raised on newspayers,
the postal monopoly would soon tind itself
without ardent supporters, and the demand fov
competition in the carrying of letters would re-
ceive new support in many guarters. Business
men would perceive the folly of a governinent
monopoly of the letter-carrying business, and
the newspapers would attack the abuses and
absurdities of governmental management with
greater vigor and freedom. At present grati-
tude restrains them somewhat. The justice of
the ¢“Sun’s ” position is not impaired by the
probability that it is inspired solely by spite
against the ¢ World,” which favors the news-
paper privilege and greatly benefits by it in the
circulation of its bulky almanac and sundry
special issues,
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A abolixhing reat and interest, the tast vcstiges of old-time sla-
very, the Devolution aholizhes «t one stroke the sword of the sxecu-
Lioner, the sead of the magistrate, the clui of the policeman, the gauge
0of the exclseman, the evasing-kuife of the department clerk, all those
insignia of Politics, which young Liverty grinds heneath her heel.” --
ProubpHON.

I®~ The appearance in the editorial column of arti-
cles over other signatures than the editor’s initial indi-
cates that the editor approves their central purpose and
general tenor, though he does not hold himself respon-
sible for every phrase or word.  But the appearance in
other parts of the paper of articles by the same or other
writors by no meang indicates that he disapproves
thent in nuy respeet, such disposition of them being
governed largely by motives of convenience.

Mr. Salter’s “ Anarchy or Government.”

It is o pleasure to review such a book as Mr,
Salter's, to which reference has already been
made in Liberty.  Mr. Salter is fair-minded
He endeavors to be scientific and to
rest his case on rational grounds, e is
neither sentimental or metaphysically trans-
cendental.  Relying on logical weapons, he will
doubtiess be glad to be attacked with similar
\\'('.’ll‘()"s.

Mr. Salter attempts to refute the position of
philosophical, individualist Anarchism. While
he says much that appears to be extremely
favorable to it, the critical reader perceives
uevertheless that he considers that social philo-
sophy to e wholly unsound from the true
It will be
my aim to establish, in this review, that Mr.
Nalter totally fails to make out his case. His
argument is most weak where it should be most
strongly supported, and he not ounly fails to
state correctly the side against which he argues,
but aliows himself to ignore facts of the most
potent character.  Moreover, he makes several
fundamental assumptions without the slenderest
logical warrant, and expects us to accept dedue-
tions based solely on these question-begging
propositions.

and cear,

cthical or sociological point of view.

Having said so much by way of indicating
my judgment of the matter, 1 proceed to con-
sider Mr. Salter’s argument, chapter by chapter
and section by section.

In his opening chapter Mr. Salter states ‘“ the
idea of Anarchy and the idea of gcvernment.”
He is logical enough to admit that government
neeessarily implies the idea of aggression, en-
forced cobperation. Government, he says, is
““ not only for these who voluntarily submit
themselves to it, but for all the members of a
community or socicty.,” Anarchy, on the other
hand, ‘¢ is synonymous witn liberty.” It is
not, says Mr. Salter correctly, ¢ inconsistent
with association, but only with enforced asso-
ciation.” Unfortunately, in his next two sen-
tences Mr, Salter falls into a grave error, mis-
representing the Anarchistic position with re-
gard to the question of aggression. He does it

indirectly, by saying that Anarchy means ¢“a
state of society in which no one is bound or ob-
liged to do anything (whether to associate with
others or anything else),” and, further, that
under Anarchy *“ individuals would simply be
left free to do as they choose ”; that ¢ com-
pulsion would disappear ”; and that ‘‘ the only
bounds in society would be moral bonds.” This
deseribes, not Anarchism, but Tolstoism, so-
called Christian Anarchism or non-resistance.
How Mr. Salter, who has manifestly fitted him-
self for his task by a careful study of the
riterature of philosophical Anarchism, could
have completely overlooked a point thoroughly
elucidated and frequently discussed, I am un-
able to explain. Let him ccnsult "¢ Instead of
a Book,” and he will find that Anarchy is de-
fined, not as absence of all pkyrical compul-
sion, but absence of physical compuision of the
non-agyressive. Individuals would not be left
to do as they choose.  They would be left to
do as they choose only within certain limits,—
those of equal freedom. Criminals or invaders
would be restrained or punished by the volun-
tary organizations for defence, and only non-
aggressive persons would be exempt from inter-
ference.  In other words, Anarchy is syno-
nymo.s with liberty for «l, not with liberty
for some; and non-resistance would mean a
state in which some could aggress upon others
without any danger of physical punishment.

Mr. Salter will doubtless perceive the dis-
tinction without difficulty, and admit that his
definition is radically defective. Owing to this
defect, almost the whole of the second chapter,
devoted to illustrating ** the possibility of An-
archy,” is essentially irrelevant to the discus-
sion. Mr. Salter shows that people with good
morals can dispense with government, and that
all of cur best thinkers have freely admitted that
government is unnecessary to men who spon-
tancously do justice. Since, however, the real
question is whether government is necessary
for fmperfect societies, in which crime does
exist, this kind of evidence is immaterial. It is
true that, towards the end of the chapter, Mr.
Salter refers to a number of cases where volun-
tary organization proved suificient to punish
crime and prevent aggression, and speaks of
these caser as illustraticns of Anarchy. But
this is cleavly inconsistent with the definition of
Anarchism given by him in the first chapier, as
well as with the implication of the illustrations
involving the condition of absolute goodness
and order.

Mr. Salter refers with mild approval to the
suggestion ¢‘ of competition between govern-
ments ” and the abolition of police monopotics.
I'e admits that it ** might be an ideal arrange-
ment if, io the same territory, we could have
a choice of governments” and ¢ were bound to
none of them,” but is inclined to regard the
idea 23 somewhat fanciful. ** Voluntary gov-
ernment may be cven a contradiction in terms,”
he remarks,  Yes, it certainly 1s a contradic-
tion in terms, but vhe difficulty is of Mr. Sal-
ter's own making. The organizations in ques-
ticn would not be voluntary governments
(since government is an organization which co-
erces the non-invasive into membership and al-
legiance), but simply voluntary associations for
pwiposes of defence. Between ¢hese and lib-

erty there is certainly no incongruity, always
remembering that by liberty is meant cqual hib-
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erty, liberty for all,

In the third chapter Mr. Salter states ‘¢ the
problem of government.” Restraint being an
evil at Lest, hie thinks that the abstract pre-
sumption may be said to be in favor of liberty
and against the metho 1 of government,  Since
government coerces ali, regardless of whether
they have aggressed or not, the question is:

* How far may a community or society use
force in attaining its objects 27 As Mr, Salter
is a governmentalist himself, we may expect
that his Ziscussion will supply a definite answer
to this question from his own point of view.

1le does, indeed, proceed to discuss and balince
the advaptages and disadvantages of goverr.-
ment and Anarchy in a variety of situations
and relations. The method may properly be
called in question. It seems to me that Mr.
Salter ought to have dealt first with the the-
oretical bases of the two systems. The import-
ant question is whether Anarchy is just and
possible, and « priori considerations should pre-
cede the presentation of alleged facts tending to
throw light upon it. But Jet us follow Mr.
Salter.

In the fourth chapter he takes up the ques-
tion of *“ Anarchy or Government in Defeusive
War,” and arrives at the conclusion that it is
not ethically wrong for the community (or,
logically speaking, for the majority) to coerce
individuals into cobperation for defence against
external enemies.  He supposes that one tribe
attacks another, and that resistance is necessary
for the preservation of the aggressed-upon,
How shall they resist ? he asks. ¢ Shall the
reluctant and unwilling be forced to join the
majority and mac ' to fight, or must we say, on
the contrary, that every individual’s freedom is
so sacred that it is wrong to do violence to it,
and that non-interference must be practised,
even if it leads to the ruin of the tribe?” His
ANSWET is:

1 think every one would feel that a claim in behalf
of freedom like the one just mentioned is strained and
exaggerated, and that an individual could not really
ask to do as he lik :«d, save as he was ready to act in a
way not inconsistr nt with the interests of his tribe.
Probuably conscier ze itself, in one who was thus
cowardly aud unv illing, would be on the side of those
who forced him into the ranks (or to labor, at home);
at least it would not be strongly against them.

The reader vill doubtless be amazed to hear
that this is suostantially «/ Mr. Salter has to
say in suppor, of his view that Anarchy fails
in defensive war and that coercion of the un-
willing—government, in short—is justifiable
under the condition supposed. That a philoso-
phical writer and ethical teacher should be
satisfied with such pscudo-reasoning is really
astonishing. In the first place, ¢ what every
one would feel ” is not an absolute and invari-
able criterion of soundness. To appeal to the
feelings of “ every one” is to abdicate the
function of philosopher and logical truth-seeker.
Mr. Salter’s book was not written to inform us
what ¢ every one feels,” but to solve, in a sci-
entific manner, without assuming anything,
certain fundamental questions. Wy does
¢ every one” feel as Mr, Salter says he does ?
Is this fecling right, rational, or is it the pro-
duct of past practices and false teachings ?

We expeet Mr, Salter to answer this by going
back of the fact itself and accounting for its
existence.  In the second place, I emphatically
deny that ““every one would feel ™ as Mr, Salter
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He himself instances the case of the
Quakers in a subsequent paragraph, and admits
that theve is geneeal sympathy among the tiner
clements with theiv conscientions sernples
against war. T'o Quakers he will have 1o add
sther non-resistants as well as siilosophical

The latter, to be sure, do not look
o war as a thing to which everything clse is
preferable, but they certainly insist that it is an
unwarrantable interference with individual lib-
erty to force an inoffensive man into the

ranks and compel him o tight for the safety of
the country in which he resides,

Let us analyze this propositivn, taking the
Suppose the dan-
ger is not merely that invaders may subjugate
the invaded and set up their own government
in place of the one defeated and dethroned
(vven Mr, Salter will concede that an American
has the right to say that he would rather be zn-
der English rule than under American, and
that the prospect of conquest of America by
England does not appal him and by no means
involves the destruction of the American peo-
ple), but that the entire population will be mas-
Suppose that the majority of the in-
vaded are up in arms, ready to defend them-
selves, but that a minority decline to parti-
cipate in the defensive campaign.  This clearly
signifies that the minority are ready to die and
unwilling to fight for life. Mr. Salter cannot
deny them the right to commit suicide or to
wet themselves killed.  But, if their own lives
are of no value to them, why should they fight
for the lives of others ? If the majority, with-
out the codperation of the minority, are able to
repel the invaders, well and good ; if they are
not, there is uo help for them.  They certainly
cannot rationally say to the minority: ¢ You
must defend the tribe,—that ix, «s, the major-
ity,—even if you care nothing about your own
Such a contention implies that the
minority are the slaves of the majority, and not
independent, sovereign individuals,

Furthermore, when we descend to practical
life, we tind that Mr. Salter’s position really in-
volves this,~—that, whenever the majority
think the ribe is in danger, they are entitled to
coerce che minority, which may vigorously pro-
test against the majority’s warlike attitude and
attribute it to hysteria, folly, jingoism, or
sham patriotism, int, codparation for alleged
defence. In other words, the majority first de-
cides that the tribe is in danger and war ne-
cessary, and then proceeds to force the protest-
ing minority into the ranks. I utterly deny
that *“ every ~ue feels” this to be perfectly
right and ethical and philosophical.

Mr. Salter continues:

Anarehists,

most extreme ease possible,

sacred.

lives.”

Moreover, suppose that the tribe, in the case under
consideration, instead of being defeated, succeeds in
its resistunce, despite the cowardice and lack of pat-
riotism of a few. [How prone the governmentalist is
to assume that only cowardice and Jack of patriotism
impel men to decline to go to wart—v. v.] Does it
scem right, in such circumstanees, th.t persons should
share in the blessings of continued security who have
doue nothing to bring them about (though they might
have helped to this end) 7 If men are to have bless-
ings, may they not, in tie name of right itself, be ex-
peeted to bear their share of the social burden in secur-
ing them ?

With regard to the last query, it may be
stated generally that whether or not men are to
he expected to help pay for blessings depends
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entirely upon whether or not they want and

It Mr. Salter, in pursuit of
his own happiness and without any negotiations

ask such blessings,

with his neighbors, builds a heautiful residence,
he cannot rightfully ask his neighbors to pay
him something for the blessing he confers on
them,
ceonomic and moral advantiges from its pres-
ence ““in their midst,” bYat they ohtain them
gratis, simply beeanse they had not entered
into avy contract with Mr. Saltee and had not
agreed to pay for the blessing., e buiit his
residence for his own needs and comfort, not
for those of his neighbors; and for the indirect
benefits conferred upon them he can expect no

They enjoy his residence, and derive

compensation.

Mr. Salter will assent to this, I have no
doubt.  But, if he does, he is also bound to
conclude that *¢ continued security ” may be in-
nocently and properly enjoyed by persons who
have done nothing to bring it about.  Those
who fight invaders fight for their own lives,
liberties, and possessions, and success means to
them the attainment of desired results. Indi-
rectly they may benefit others, but for such in-
direct benefit no return can be legitimately de-
manded. There is nothing ** wrong ” in our
enjoying benefits which indirectly flow from ac-
tions or things which werc never designed for
or solicited by us.

We thus see that Mr. Salter has totally failed
to prove that government is justified in de-
fensive warfare.  In fact, he has not even
stopped to consider the Anarchistie position on
this point. Ile has assumed something which
is not true, and which would be irrelevant even
if it were true. He has not established the
right of government to coerce men for purposes
of defensive war,

The next subject taken up by Mr. Salter is
‘¢ Anarchy or Government in Protecting Life
and Property.” Most writers, he says, have no
reasoning to offer in support of the proposition
that government may, and ought to, protect
life and property from internal aggression;
they take it for granted. This is unquestion- -
ably true, but Mr, Salter errs greatly when he
goes on t¢ say that even Spencer ¢ seems al-
most as inaplicitly as any schoolboy to take for
granted that government should protect life and
property.” Spencer has not omitted to adduce
evidence and reasons for his position. We
may deem them insaflicieat and weak, but we
cannot justly allege that he has assumed the
point in question. Mr. Salter, for his own
part, believes that here, too, government is
niecessary and justifiecd. We shall see what his
reasons are, and what their degree of cogency

ig, in another article, V. Y.

Is Government Justified by Experience ?
They say that Anarchism is an unpractical
theory, because it lacks the confirmation of ex-

perience; it has never heen tried. Is it not ob-
vious that opposition to Anarchism rests on the
same purely theoretical basis 2 If there is no
known instance of Anarchy work ng well in a
civilized community, neither is therc any in-
stance of its working badly. Those who assert
that it would work badly arc compelled to

base their arguments merely on their abstract
ideas of what is to be expected from human
nature, simply because civilized history affords
no other foundation for an argument on vither

side of this question,

Why, then, shouid it be a reproach to one
side only in this dispute that we have no ex-
perimental foandation for our beliefs as to the
probable working of Anarchy ¥ Where ane of
two propositions hias fong been tried, and ii-
alternative never, is the presumption in favor
of the old system strong enongh to make us

»quite certain that the new ought not 1o be in-

troduced, however superior it may seem in the-
ory ¥ Surely not, for we have examples of ab-
solutely new social theories which were tried
at last and immediately won general approval
where they were tried. It is no disgrace 1o
any movement to he condemned by a test that
also, in their day, condemned the movements
for the abolition of slavery and the separation
of church and State. If the tree of theoretical
innovation, having borne such fruits as these,
is now found corrupt at the root, it must have
rotted very lately.

Some do try to make out an argument from
experience against Anarchism by saying that
men originally lived without government, and
the fact that they have now adopted-govern-
ment proves that they must originally have
found it advantageous. I wish these historians
of the prehistoric time could receive a little at-
tention from those who are so fond of berating
Anarchists for ¢“ looking back to an himaginary
ideal past.” Ilerbert Spencer says that gov-
ernment was originally a temporary war meas-
ure, like the Roman dictatorship, and that its
extension to times of peace is the result of
usurpations—embezzlements of power—by the
war-chiefs.  This may be a bold attempt to re-
construct an inaccessibl®past with scanty
materials, bat at least it is based on a good
deal of study and thonught. Can the same be
claimed for the theory that government ori-
ginates from experience proving it to be an cs-
sential condition of prosperity ¥

We have reports of Anarchic savage tribes
at the present day, the Exkimos being best
known; but these reports furnish little mate-
rial for generalization.  One fact only is con-
spicuons,—that these tribes either will not
fight or are unable to hold their own against
neighboring tribes; therefore they have been
driven out of the most desirable territory into
such as is not worth stealing, and conscquently
they are poor. It seems a safe inference that
in the savage state government is necessary to
military success, and military success is neces-
sary to economic prosperity. Yet we may say
here that the term *‘ savage state ” connotes in-
ability to form a permanent voluntary defen-
sive association as well as inability to build a
railroad. T know of no evidence that the per-
manent voluntary defensive association was
ever invented among savages; therefore T do
not sce how savage experience can be quoted to
show that it would not be an adequate sub-
stitute for government in foreign war,

As to the supposed necessity: of government
to maintain internal order, it does not appear
to be so among savages,  Crime is almost un-
known among many of the Anavchic tribes;
and, even where this is not <o, the people seem
to get along with each other as well as in gov.
erned tribes of similar eriminal propensities,

Beyond this there seems to be no safe gen-
cralization regarding the Anarchie races,  Fur-
thermore, the aceounte of such races des vve
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to be regarded with suspicion, not only on the
general prineiple that most travellers lack the
brains necessary for a correet understanding
and deseription of strange institutions,—the
stovies carried home by Knglish visitors to
Ameriea are proverbialy and the case must be
twenty times worse where the visited nation is
twenty times more foreign and twenty times
lesr. respeeted,—but also because it is commonly
censidered disgraceful for a people to have no
gevernment, and thus those who hate or de-
spise any tribe have a direct motive for believ-
ing and saying, as an expression of their hate
or contempt, that it lives in Anarchy. An in-
stance of this is furnished by the best-hated
race on earth,—the Bushmen. We are always
told that they have absolutely no government;
yet close by this statement I find others which
show clearly that they have tyrannical govern-
ment, not only in the Anarchist sense which in-
cludes private erime, but in the popular sense
which restriets the word to the conduct of pub-
Tie affairs,

A summary of savage experience, then, as
seen to-day and as inferable in the case of our
remote ancestors, shows us that government is
more efficient in foreign war than any otlier
form of society known to savages; that effi-
cieney in foreign war is quite necessary to na-
tional prosperity under savage conditions, be-
-ause it is the only way of retaining the use of
good land; and that govermment is positively
not required for the maintenance of internal
order in a savage tribe. It gives no reason for
asserting that government is necessary for any
purpose except war. .

How far does the difference between savage
and civilized enviromment make these conclu-
sions inapplicable to our life ? At one point,
certainly, this difference is vital to the argu-
ment.  Defeat in war, where both parties are
civilized, never involves the driving away of the
inhabitants of the conquered territory.* There-
fore a civilized nation cannot have the same
reason as a savage nation for considering war-
like power as necessary to prosperity. If it is
asserted that civilized nations need fighting
power for other reasons, which savages do not
feel, it may be replied with at least equal
probability of truth that civilized man can, at
need, replace government as a fighting machine
with other forms of organization, unknown or
impracticable to savages,  On the other hand,
while it is not to the point to show that civil-
ized men need order more than savages do {for
the demonstration was that, according to
savage experience, no more order is to be had
by government than without it), yet it may
fairly and plausibly be claimed that civilized
government preserves order more effectively
than that of savages, and thercfore offers an
advantage over Anarchy, as savage govern-
ment does not.  Anarchists, of course, reply
that civilized men have more effective means
than savages for preserving order without gov-
ernment.  But, when we come to weigh the
merits of these two claims, we are decidedly off
the ground of experience,

Savage cxperience, then, which is the only
existing experience of Anarchy, gives no results

# “Phe expulsion of the Mormons from Missourl and llinois,
fifty-two yenrs ago, by small civil wars, is hardly a bulky enough
Instance—perhaps not even recent enough—to disprove my asser-

_tion. And it did uot prevent the Mormons from prospering.

that are conclusive as to its working in civilized
society, if tried.  We are left to theoretical
considerations for our arguments both for and
against the idea, unless civilized experience can
help us out.

Now, is is true that the civilized world has
no experience of Anarchy. But it has more re-
corded experience of government than of any-
thing else on earth; and this experience allows
of certain generalizations.  As to what these
ygeneralizations are, hear the words of Prof.
Albion W. Small, of the University of Chicago.
He cannot be charged with a fanatical bias in
favor of individualism, for he writes:

The town which does not to-day own or control its
gas, clectric lights, water supply, and street railway
1ights, is presumably a town of low grade, both I~
ceonomic intelligence and in civic virtue.

Yet, on another page of the same number of
his magazine, criticising an argument on the re-
lative advantages of Anarchy—rcal Anarchy—
and government, he sums up the results of our
experience in these words:

The couclusion properly to be drawn from a survey
of present conditions is, then, that this system of
restraint—government—cannot be said to work well,
but that the world somehow gets along under it,

1 have copied italies and all.  In its original
context the proposition is given a broad ap-
plication, covering the entire field of the effect
of government on industry. The only modi-
fication it needs is to give it a broader applica-
tion, covering every other ficld on which gov-
ernment lays its hand; for it is just as uni-
versally obvious that ‘‘ government does not
work well ” in religion or morality as in in-
Austry.  And it is most obvious of all in the
working of the great machine of government
itself. No other great interest in the country
can even approach it in badness of management,
unless it be the railroads; and the greatest
scandals even of the railroads commonly relate
to their connection with government. Further-
more, though railroads seem always to have
existed, because they have existed since we
were born, they are in fact so very new an in-
vention that the fact gives a complete excuse
for our not yet having learned to manage their
business. But government is run on the basis
of an experience as old as history, duaring all
which time it has remained the greatest scandal
in the world. Two other scandals have per-
haps temporarily ~urpassed it,—the church
during a part of the Middle Ages, and the Arab
slave-trude of our own day; but I do not think
so in either case. The slave-trade of pas: times
was altogether the creature of settled govern-
ment. With these two exceptions, each for a
comparatively short time, I amn not much afraid
that many sober people will deny the correct-
‘ness of my statement that government has al- '
ways been the greatest scandal in the world.

As to the statement that ¢ the world some-
how gets along under it,” we have to ac-
knowledge, not only that men exist under it,
.but that what we know as civilization (so called
because we never saw anything more civilized)
exists under. it.

If, then, according to notorious facts, gov-
ernment is and always has been the greatest
scandal of the world at large and of each nation
in particular, with scattered temporary excep-
tions, and the greatest other scandals have cora-
monly been closely connected with govern-

ment, and have been most scandalous as they
were most closely connected with it, and yet
civilized society (according to the present
standard of civilization) exists under it, do these
facts give us an empirical basis for any conclu-
sions as to the desirability of abolishing
governmeént ?

Certainly they give one strong presumption,
—that, if civilized men continued to exist after
the abolition of government, they would supply
its place (so far as that seemed necessary) with
something less scandalous. They bave proved
themselves able to manage everything else bet-
ter than they manage government. If ex-
perience can prove any such thing, it proves
that we cannot permaiently manage govern-
ment we'l, 1t is sometimes said to be well
managed during a short spurt of reform; yet
even then, in many cases at least, the manage-
ment only seems good by contrast with the
abuses which precede and follow. In the face
of all this experience, it is the most unrea-
sonable optimism to expect that good govern-
ment (by which T here mean government as
well managed as the principal private businesses
of the same country at the same time) will ever
be established and maintained anywhere on
earth. This experience covers almost all
imaginable forms of government,—all have been
tried, and all have failed, some worse than
others, but none good,—but it covers no at-
tempt by civilized men to provide without gov-
ernment for those social needs which are so
poorly met by government. Such an attempt
will some day be made; and then, as all our
other works have succeeded better than gov-
ernment, so will this. At least, this is the rea-
sonable presumption. It may turn out that the
impracticability is not in the machine, but in
the workers or in the work to be done. Baut, if
we assume this before trying every experiment
that could lead to a different conclusion, we are
confessing failure before we have exhaunsted the
possibilities of success.

There remains one other point of experience,
—that civilized society can exist under govern-
ment. We know from savage experience that
industrial society can exist without govern-
ment; but as to whether civilized society can
exist without government, experience says
neither yes or no. That is where the shoe
pitiches,—the dreadful possibility that civilized
men might become uncivilized if they were
left without government. It is ridiculously im-
probable, to be sure; yet, so long as the ex-
periment has never been tried, this remains
among the possibilities of the unknown world
into which Anarchists ask society to rush.
Golden, glorious possibilities are there in meas-
ureless abundance—and this one black one,
which we are barely unable to prove impos-
sible except by theory. Therefore society
jerks her hand away, when we offer to lead her
to the gate.

Nothing venture, nothing have, gentlemen!
And, if the onc black beau does turn out to be
the topmost one in the jar,—if the new life is &
failare, after all,—the road back is not im-
passable or even difticalt.

Steenex T. Bvinerown.

Zangwill is growing more and more indis-
creet and audacious. He knows something
about literature, but, when he sits in judgmont







