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** Xor always in (Aine ey 8, O Liberty!
Shdnes that Algh gt whereby the world is saved ;
And though thou Kay ve, we will troust in thee.*
Joux Har.

On Picket Duty.

The necessary omission of a letter from E,
C. Walker, received in answer to a paragraph
addressed to him in the July issue, will allow
him to hug a few weeks longer the illusion
that he has placed me in an awkward plight.

Circumstances have combined to make this
issue of Liberty very late. I hope to have the
November number ready in the last week of
that month, aud to issue the January namber
on time. A good resolution with which to
begin 1900.

1" is searching for a reason to explain my

failure to acknowledge George Francis Train'’s
adoption, in his ** Penny Magazine, ” of the
ragged-edge typogripny, and it suggests two,
—ocae ag the probable reason, the other as & pos-
sible reason.  Both are wide of the mark. The
real reason is that prior to the publication of
the July number of Liberty (the last issued),

I had never seen Mr. Train’s magazine, and
did not know that he had adopted the new
typography. Why does ** I seck noon at
fourteen of the clock ? I welcome Mr. Train;
but a much more importaut accession is that of
Mr. Charles H. Cochrane. It was hardly to
be expected that the ragged edge would be
warmly advocated Ly the secretary of the
Typothetr, the natioral association of the
master printers; yer so it is, in an article
written by bim for the ** Inland Printer,” the
foremost periodical devoted to the art of print-
ing, whose editor gave the article the place of
honor in a recent number. Moreover, Mr,
Cochrane was entirely unaware that I or any
one had already made the innovation, and,
when [ laid the facts before him the other day,
he was much astonished. Still another en-
couraging fact in this connectidn is the signifi-
cant admission lately elicited from the publish-
ing house of Small, Maynard & Co., which is
bringing out for Mr. Bolton Hall a book of
fables under the title, *“ Things As They Are.”
Mr. Hall had suggested the use of the new
typography, and as a samp. : had forwarded a
copy of Liberty. The publishers answered:

¢ Thank you for your suggestion regarding thc
type-page of the book. We do not feel like
getting out the book without justification, how-
ever. When confined by column rules, as in
Liberty, it looks very well, but it does not
seem to us to be nearly 0 good for the small,
uncontined page of a book.” This admission
could not have been obtained from any prom-

inent publisher, even as to newspaper work,
prior to actual application of the idea. As
soon as I shall have occasion to apply it also
in a finely-printed book, its superiority will be
seen there also.

Mr. A. W, Wright, of Chicago, whose ex-
perience in a court of that city, to which he
had been summoned for jury duty, was lately
recounted in these columns, has been in court a
second time, and on a similar errand. When he
announced that he was an Anarchist, Judge
Brentano told him that nevertheless he must
serve.  But, after remzining in court almost all
day, he was peremptorily challenged by the gov-
ernmeunt when his name was called in the after-
noon. Then the court reconsidered, and told
M:. Wright that he might go. Mr. Wright
ver; pertinently inquired whether, having been
accepted in the forenoon by the judge, he was
entitled to any compensation for his day in
court, whereupon the judye told him that a
mai having no regard for the laws could ex-
pect no consideration from them. As he
turned to go, the judge fancied that he sawv a
sneer on Mr., Wright’s face, and fined him
twenty-five dollars for contempt of court.
Wright protesting that he had intended no
expression of contempt, having come with the
intention of obeying the court so far as neces-
sary in order to knep out of jail, the fine was re-
mitted. The Chicago ¢ Tribune,” generally
reactionary in the extreme, commented upon
the maiter in an excellent editorial paragraph,
saying that Anarchists of Mr. Wright’s stripe
would make excellent jurors, and that Judge
Brentano should have accepted him. On the
other hand, the Chicago ¢* Evening Post,” from
which there seemed some ground for better
things, since its firat editorial writer is an An-
archist, made a rabid editorial attack upon Mr.
Wright, even going so far as to impugn his
courage, though well knowing that bravery
is one of his most conspicuous traits. Of
course, Mr. Victor Yarros is not to be held
responsible for the particular editorial in ques-
tion, since he did not write it or know any-
thing about it. But the mere fact that he
holds an editorial position on such a1 paper,
writing daily for pay in direet refutation of his
most cheriched political beliefs and upholding
all that he regards as tyrannical, inevitably
suggests a comparison to his disadvantage be-
tween his courage and that of the man thus
shamefully attacked. To be sure, if Mr. Yarros
chooses to bo a prostitute, it is no affair of mine,
But that he is a prostitute is becoming matter
of notoriety, and I am being acoused of favorit.
ism because I have thus far refrained from

Mr.

assailing him as I have assailed Pentecost and
George. To this charge I answer that it does
not take a very discriminating person to see a
vast and vital difference between the offence
of a prostitute and that of a traitor. Mr,
Yarros is entitled at least to the credit of
remaining true in all that he writes over his
signature. And with this remark I dismiss
the matter, confident that there can be no
furtber room for doubt as to my view of his
course,

It is nlmost needless to assure the readers of
Liberty that there is no foundation whatever
for the statement made by Prof. Joha R. Com-
mons in the Chicago ** Tribune,” quoted in
another column, that the premise of my Chi-
cago argument was ‘‘ abstract justice based on
the natural equality of every individual.” This
doctrine was not even hinted at in my speech,
and Prof. Commons, as an economist, has no
business to be ignorant of the fact that I do
not believe in the doctrine. I entirely reject
the theory of natural rights and natural equality.
I contend that men have no rights except those
that they acquire by contract, and that the
only equahty which such contract can aim to
secure, if it would exempt itself from more or
less speedy cancellation, is equality of liberty.
If I understand Prof. Commons, who also re-
jects the natural rights theory and accepts, I
suppose, the theory of contract rights, he favors
a contract that shall pay no regard t¢ equality
of liberty. Now, it is true, as he says, that
the first law of life is self-preservation. But
self-preservation at the expense of justice—
that is, offensive self-preservation—means
simply might and fight, whereas self-preserva-
tion by adherence to justice—that is, dafen-
sive self-preservation—means agreement,
combination, contract, and society. Prof.
Commons, in his criticism of me, is really
attucking society. If, in his view, things bave
come to such a pass that it is necessary to
ignore, and even to violate, justice, and to pay
sole heed to self-preservation, i answer him
that this may be true; but I also remind him
thav four men as good as he—and even better,
because more direct and manly in their methods
—were hanged in Chicago tw~lve years ago
next November for taking precisely the same
pessimiatio attitude, By the way, Prof. Com-
mons declares that few could locate the fallacy
in my logic, and then, some sentences further
on, pronounces my argument faultless. I
especially value his tribute to my intellect,
coming as it does from one of thoase rare in-
tellects that ean locate a fallacy in a faultless
argument.
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* In abolishing rent and interest, the last vestiges of old-time sla-
very, the Revolution abolizhes at one stroke the sword of the execu-
bioner, the seal of the magistrate, the club of the policeman, the gaugs
of the exclseman, the erastng-knife of the department clerk, all those
insignia of Politics, whick young Liberty grinds beneath her heel.” -
ProUDHON.

@™ The appeurance in the editorial column of arti-
cles over other signatures than the editor’s initial indi-
cates that the editor approves their central p: rpose and
general tenor, though he does not hold himse. respon-
sible for every phrase or wor. . But the appearance in
other parts of the paper o: uivicleg by the same or other
writers by no means indicates that he disapproves
them in any respect, such disposition of them being
governed largely by motives of convenience.

Decline of Republican Sentiment.

That erratic semi-Tory organ, the London
‘¢ Saturday Review,” notes with satisfaction
the waning of the republican cause and the de-
cr.ence of the popular faith in democracy.
Time was, it observes, when an advanced
thinker, in the political sense of the term, rec-
essarily opposed any form of unpopular govern-
ment and aggressively championed republican-
ism. To-day there is practically no anti-mo-
narchical movement in Great Britain. The few
who agitate in favor of a republic obtain no
public attention or sympathy. They are won-
dered at as fossils and mossbacks. Progressive
people are convinced that every substantial re-
form is compatible with moaarchy and the rule
of the superior and competent. The people are
interested in economic and social matters, and
they do not care what the agency is through
which they seeure the desired ameliorations.

No doubt this is true, though the ‘¢ Saturday
Review ” does not draw the right conclusion
from its premises and facts. The world has
grown indifferent to popular government, and,
wherever we cast our glunce, we behold either
despotism triumplant or plutocracy militant.
There 18 no acquiescence in things as they are,
but the protes’, no longer takes the form of
republicanieza.

Gieay Britain is indisputably the freest and
most democratic country on earth, but ancient
privileges survive, and equality of opportunity
is no nearer realization than ever. People have
ceased to attack the crown or the house of )
lords. They understand that the abolition of
these institutions would not solve any of the
problems in which they are really interested.
They accordingly divide themselves into Socisl-
ists and Individualists. The former, demand-
ing an all-powerful State, are willing to sacri-
fice political liberty to economic equality and
comfort. The whole controversy has shifted
its ground,

In France a horde of office-seckers and ambi-
tious civilians is arrayed against a military con-
spiracy. The masses are not devoted to the re-
public, and would welcome a strong man and
military hero. 'The reform elements are either

Socialistic or Anarchistic. In Germany liberal-
ism is weaker and more sterile than ever, and
the only effective political opposition to the
despotic government comes from the Social
Democrats.  Of other European nations it is
hardly necessary to speak.

In the United States what do we see ? An
absolute repudiation and scornful rejection of
the maxims and principles of the Declaration cf
Independence and the constitution. The doc-
trines and conviction of over a century are shed
without a regret or sign of misgiving. So dis-
appointed are the people in the results of their
political system that its overthrow in reiation to
new subjects causes no qualm or pang. Can
anybody maintain that, if the traditiona! Ame-
rican beliefs were a living reality to the people,
imperialism would be tolerated for a moment ?
Government by consent, no taxation without
representation, freedom of speech and the
press, trial by jury, and all other ¢‘ hallowed ”
principles of American republicanism have lost
their hold and attractiveness.

What does all this indicate and portend ?
The ¢¢ Saturday Review ” believes that it is 2
reaction from the folly of the rule of the great-
est and least enlightened number, in favor of
the rule ,f the capable and superior minority.
This is an absurdity. Society will not revert
to permanent unpopular government. Repub-
licanism is bankrupt, but the forms it super-
seded are not to be rehabilitated, Precisely
the same test which demonstrates the futility
and vanity of popular government is fatal to
the older forms.

Taken by itself, the decline of republicanism
is not an alarming symptom. Tke true lover of
political liberty will not be disturbed by it.
There may be, in the present condition of
civilized society, plenty of ground for pessi-
mism, but the decadence of the political super-
stition of popular government is not an element
of that quantity. Mr. Spencer once argued
that representative government may be made
compatible with individual liberty by a rigid
restriction of the sphere of legal interference.
This is true, but the same remark may be made
of any other form of government, including ab-
solutism, Since, as a matter of fact, democracy
has not given the individual either equality of
opportunity or political freedom, why deplore
its eclipse ?

What will supersede it ? Mr. Spencer has
apparently concluded that State Socialism is in-
evitable. He holds that there is now bound to
be considerable retrogression before the march
of true progress is resumed again. There will
be a recrudescence of militarism, and internal
aggression will accompany external. Certain-
ly, even in Anglo-Saxon countries, government
interference and extousion are growing apace.
Municipal ownership has become respectable
and conservative, and State ownership will nec-
essarily follow. Self-styled Jeffersonian Demo-
crats are advocating State ownership and
operation of ‘‘ public utilities ” as the only ef-
fectual rcinedy against trusts, and, as the Long
don *‘ Spectator ” observed recently, the very
term ‘¢ social progress ” has come to mean, in
everybody’s mouth, the adoption of one State
Socialistic measure after another,

But will there be no opposition to these ten-
dencies ?  'Will there be no party of real pro-
gress ?  Will not the continued invasion of pri-

vate enterprise and individual rights open the
eyes of many who are not now identified with
the libertarian movement ?  Will not the ranks
of extreme Individualists and Anarchists receive
fresh accessions ? Wil not the line of demar-
cation between the libertarians and restriction-
ists grow clearer and bolder ?  If so, the disap-
pearance of the confused, halting, and uncer-
¢ain elements is a decided advantage. There
will he fewe. delusions and false pretences and
mockeries. The issues will be sharply defined,
and man will have to choose deliberately be-
tween regimentation and despotism, on the one
hand, and equal liberty, on the other.

Thus the incentive and necessity for fighting
have not been diminished. The State Socialists
may congratulate themselves that the drift is in
their direction. The Fabians may trivmphant-
ly point to the soundness of their philosophy of
codperating with the opporsunist politicians
and unceuscious Socialists. But the evil must
bring its own antidote. The movement will
not be one-sided. The cause of liberty will
not lack defenders and exponents. These will
not prevent collectivist experiments aud suc-
cesses (?), but they will be no inconsiderable
factor in provoking a healthy reaciion loag,
very long before complete collectivism is
realized.

Republicanism is bankrupt, yet it has never
been fully tried. Similarly, Socialism will
demonstraic its vice, weakness, and danger be-
fore it shall be half established. If men were
not *“ mostly fools,” as Carlyle said, it would
no: be necessary to go any further 1n the direc-
rection of State Socialism, but, being what
they are, they cannot be saved from the conge-
quences of their folly and incapacity.

V. Y.

The Stupidity of Anti-Boycotters.

The boycotting operations at Cleveland and
New York have led to considerable denuncia-
tion of the ‘“vyranny ” of the boycott. Ac-
cording to the New York * Sun,” boycotters
assail the freedom to ‘‘ earn a living,” while the
¢“ Evening Post,” in spite of its alleged indivi-
dualism, points with alarm and stupefaction to
the audacity and power of boycotters as signs
that civil society is in grave danger. Officials
aud courts are frantically called upen to sup-
press boycotting as anarchical and intolerable,
Few States have positive legislation against the
boycott, and certain sapient judges have at-
tempted to apply ancient anti-conspiracy
statutes to this modern and popular *‘ crime,”
while others have, by deductive reasoning,
tried to show that the constitutional guarantees
of the right to life and liberty and the parsuit
of legitimate callings render boycotting iilegal.

As a rule, the fulminations of the ignorant or
malicious editors, as well as the solemn outgiv-
ings of the dense judges, remain absolutely
without effect. Boycotts collapse on account
of public apathy or wearincss, but law is power-
less against them. It is impossible to coerce
whole classes of men into doing something
which it is completely within their power to
refrain {rom doing. You can punish men for
aggression, but you cannot pu:nish men for
passive resistance. Practically there ia nothing
to fear. The boycott is here to atay, in spite
of galled jades and mendacions sophists,

But it is not uninteresting to expose the
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wretched fallucies of the editorial and judicial
moralists and legalists, 'Take, first, the cffort
to bring boycotting within the common law of
conspiracy, In Ohio, for example, there is no
legislation against boycotting, but there is a
conspiracy law. The boycotters, we are told,
can be punishod as members of a conspiracy to
injure persons engaged in a legitimate business,
But it must be shown first that boycotting is
an unlawful injury. Conspiracies are not nec-
essarily criminal.  Men may conspire to build a
church or to elect an imperialist president of
the United States.  'Would that be criminal in
the cyes of the anti-boycotters ?  Men may not
conspire to commit crime, but, if boycotting is
not a crime, the conspiracy to boycott is not
criminal.  Boycotting is designed to injure,
and usually does injure, some one, but not
every injury is criminal.  The opening of a
new store is an injury to the proprietors of
existing stores dealing in the same lines of
gooils. The conspiracy argument is a childish
begging of the question. It assumes that to be
criminal which the law nowhere declares to be
criminal, simply because men may not conspire
to do that which és held to be criminal.

Turn next to the wonderful constitutional ar-
gument,  Judge Henry, at Kansas City, used
it a short while since. Men, he says, are en-
titled to protection in their legitimate callings,
Boycotters threaten such callings, and interfere
with them; hence the law must suppress them,
and vindicate the right to do business in inoffen-
sive ways. Granted. But in what sense are
tho terms *‘ threaten ” and *‘ interference ” ¢m-
ployed ?  The constitution does not promise A
to compel B to trade with him. I% protecis
him against 3’s predatory inclinations when he
manifests them by some act, but it does not
protect him against loss of custom. B has the
right to trade where he pleases. ILoycotting is
cessation of trading with people to whom the
boycotters are under no moral or legal obliga-
tion with respect to the bestowal of their pa-
tronage. Judge Henry has no objection to pas-
sive boycotting. That is, a man, or any num-
ber of men, may quietly, and even in concert,
withdraw their patronage from people, without,
violating the conrtitutional guarantees of free-
dom. What he objects to is the use of threats
and systematic attempts to induce (!) or sompel
others to join in the boycott. So far as *‘in-
ducing ” boycotting is concerned, argument
would be a waste of breath, If passive boy-
cotting is not criminal, appeal and moral suasion
addressed to third parties with the view of ob-
taining their co-operation in the boycott cannot
possibly be criminal. The loose use of so
vague a term as *‘ induce” is an injuaction
which shows how confused and ignorant, some
of our judger are.  But how about the threats
and the coercion mferred to by Judge Henry ?
It depends on what the pature of the threats
and coercion is. If the boycotters threaten to
use force, they are unquestionably aggressive,
no matter to whom the threats are addressed,
If they say to third parties: *“ You must boy-
cott such and such people, on peril of being as.
uaulted by us,” they are guilty of criminal
practice, iut, if they say to the third pavties:
¢ You must joia us im the boycott, or else we
shall boycott you, too,” their threats are of
such a character that, by the hypothesin, they

_ have a perfect right to make themn, Certainly, if ' like way ” that ia objected to,

they have a right to boycott BB for any reason,
good, bad, or indifferent, they have 4 right to
boycott C for refusing to join them ia boycot-
ting B. The principle is the same.  'The rea-
son for threatening C may be poor, but 5o may
be the original cause of the boycotting of B.
In cither case the validity of the reason con-
cerns no one but the boycotters.

The sapient ¢ Evening Post,” dodging the
question of ¢ simple hoycotting,”—that is,
boycotting by A of B,—grows indignant and
frantic over the resort to *‘ compound boycot-
ting,”—that is, boycotting by A of C for deciin-
ing to join in the campaign against B.  This,
it says, is certainly intolerable, outrageous, and
menstrous!  What profound logic for an *¢in-
dividualist ”!  Let the ¢ Post ” try to establish
a distinetion between the boycotting of B and
the boycotting of C, D, K, and F, to the end
of the alphabet, for ignoring the request to
boycott B addressed by A, It will fail utterly,
or else it will fall back on the *‘ threats ” em-
ployed, in which case it will be only necessary
to point out that the threats are threats to boy-
coit. You cannot prove that ‘ compound boy-
cotting in illegal ” by showir.g that such boy-
cotting is preceded by threats to boycott!

Thet is, you cannot, if you have a spark of in-
telligence and consistency.

Ours is the age of boycotting, cries the
¢ Post ” in impotent rage.  Does it prefer vio-
lence and aggression ?  Alas! ours is also the
age of stupidity. Nothing can be more puerile
and senseless than the stuff alleged advocates of
first principles of political freedom are putting
out on the subject of the boycott. V. Y.

What Anarchism iz Not.

My recent article entitled ¢ Whas is An-
archism ?” which I have republished st a price
so low that the cdiiion ought to be exhavsted
very soon, has not passed without criticism
from more than one qrarter; nay, it is sug-
gested that a whole series of articles on ¢¢ Dif-
ferences among Anarchists ” has been brought
down on the world by this leaflet of mine.

This criticism, so far as I have observed, is
devoted almost entirely to the following pas-
sage, which some people disapprove:

Of course the business-like way of using violence,
or its threat, to rapress violence is by social organ-
ization, with the ordinary machinery of police,
courts, and jails. Many Auarchists approve of this
machinery, desiring only that it be confined to de-
fensive service; and it is obvious that in an Archistic
society those who wanted such service could not be
prevented from combining ard malataining a police
establishment, since any use of force to prevent them
must, from its users’ standpoint, be tyrannically gov.
ernmental. Thus the triumph of Anarchism would
not prevent the continuance of police and jails, and
such continuance is to be expected.

It seoms that such utterances sre treason
against Anarchism,

I should have expacted that from the Rock-
land ¢ Independent, ” of course. My words
cannot be made satisfactory to a non-resistant,
except by overthrowing the whole doctrire of
non-resistunce, which I will not underteke to
do. But the criticisms I am answering come
from men who are freshly enough on record as
favoring the use of violence to repress violence.
It is only what I have called ¢ the business.

Now, the first point I want to make is tha
the question thus defined is one of methods,
not of fundamental Anarchistis principle.

If it s right for one man to go and forcibly
recover property wrongfully detained, or to put
under forcible restraint & man who is threat-
ening a murderous assault, then by the same
principle it is right for several men to join

in doing it, or to make an agreement by

which some of them, paid or unpaid, shall

do it for others, provided only that the asso-
ciates do the work with as much efliciency

and economy as the individual, I count these
propositions as axioms, which must be self-
evident o everybody except the adherents

of the duelling code; if anybody denies them,
he mnust givo reasons against them, or else I
do not gee how I can argue with him. (Pos-
sibly this paragraph does not cover the word
¢¢ jails,” but I will come back to that later.)

This is to say that I want leave to assume
that ¢¢ police and courts” are a legitimate
means of promoting justice, unless they are
costlier and less reliable than Iynch law cr the
private fist and re.olver; and, if this is de-
nied by anybody except non-resistants, I want
to be met with something else than sarcastic
or indignant outbreaks of contempt against
the man who says such things and yet calls
himself an Anarchist. Such expressions of
contempt do not produce in me an atom of
conviction that [ am wrong,

Witn these premises to start from, I assert
that, wherever there is likely to be occasion for
the forcible repression of any considerable
amount of crime, a regular polics force is *¢ the
business-like way. ” So far as I see, there are
three points to consider here,—economy of
work, efficiency, and the danger of setting up
a real government by the defensive force be-
coining invasive. I think the first two points
might be granted to me, because all business
experience teaches that where there is much
work of any kind to be done it is done cheap-
est and best by division of labor a=d special-
ization. I expect to be challenged on the
third point, for I am familiar with the cry
that any regular police force will, of course,
seek to aggrandize its power, and will govern
wherever it has a chauce.

What I especiallv want to know is why it
should do so more than an irregular force.

It is assumed that in any case there is much
repression of crime to be done-—an assumpiion
which I will justify preseatly., That being
80, suppose the work of repressing it is not
set apart for any particular bedy of men. It
is inevitable, if all impulser are left free, that
the work will of itself fall generally into the
hands of a certain set who find themselves
drawn toward it by disposition cor circum-
stances. When they come to recognize each
other as the usual associztes in this service,
they will form a sort of voluntary police with
ill-defined limits of membership. Now, how
will such a volu..tary police be less likely to
usurp governineafal power than a paid police ?

The latter are rosponsible to those who hire
them, who in the supposed case understand
the necessity of having the police keep within
the limits of defensive service. Doesn’t a
paid policeman generally worl. faithfully for
those who hire him,—for Tammany, for Car-
negie, for Comstock, or whoever else it may
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be 2% Well, then, if they are paid by those
who desire that fcrce be confined to the de-
fence of personal rights, they will work by
thi~ rule.  Otherwise they would be i:: langer
of losing their jobs. But the voluntaiy police
are in no sense respousible to anybody, except
to the one force that must always overhang
every man living among other men,—the possi-
bility of a general movement of the people to
set right anything that seemed too outrageons
There is no use in that long sentence except to
make clear the preciseness of the following
short statement: the voluntary police would
be as irresponsible as possible.  And they
would be under the same temptations to usurp
power as the paid police, while without the
same restraint.

Look at our present experience. In America
to-day we have examples of police service per
formed by irregular volunteers, in the case of
lynching parties. We have also several or-
ganized and paid private police forces, some
of which, like the agents of the Society for the
Suppression of Vice, exist mainly for govern-
mental purposes; others, like the Pinkertons,
exist mainly for defensive purposes. The ir-
regular volunteers are the worst, most brutal,
and most oppressive police force in the coun-
try; the Pinkertons and their type are the
most respectable,  This last statement will, of
ceurse, raise a howl of protest, notwithstand-
ing the fact that the Pinkertous ave almost
always on the side of fair play; but, when the
howlers get their breath, I ask them to pick
out another police force as unobjectionable.

If they cannot, my statement stands.

I do not forget that Heury Addis once tried
to show the dangerousness of a permanently-
organized police, even for defensive purposes,
by citing a known case of a body of vigilants,
organized for defensive purposes in some
frontier settlement, which proceeded ir time
to tyrannize over the neighborhood. But he
dicl not say, I whink, that the men were ap-
pointed to this work by the express and revoe-
able consen’ of any of their neighbors. So far
as appears, chey went to work by that unsuper-
imended individual initiative which is so drar
to Mr. Addis and his {riends, and which I, for
one, should consider extremely dangerous in
police service. I ara sure that this is not the
usual plan of the advocates of a regularly-
organized police. It is rather for the advo-
cates of irregular individual initiative to show
cause why their method would not always tead
tg, erystallize into such a system as Addis says
it came to in their case. And ae did not say,
I think, that in the organization of this force
it was expressly restricted to a purely defensive
service. I at least never heard of a band of
vigilents who would consider it out of their
province to interfere in 2 notorious case of
incest within the first dsgree, or oi miscegen-
ation between a black man and a white woman.
But this matter of the original constitution
makes a deal of difference. Our forefathers,
who understood liberty better than most of
their descendants, p.i into the constitution of

. * Don’¢ tell me that the New York police are hired
by the people of the city and oughbt wo servs them;

. T know better; and I sppeal to eny resident of New
York, outside Tammnany Hall, to tel? what he has to
do with hiring policemen,

the United States certarn Anarchistic provis-
ions, forbidding the government to interfere
with liberty in certain respects. At present
the advocates of tyranny undertake to pass

| ‘nvasive laws contrary to those provisions, and

are again and again halted by the supreme
court standing ready to say ** Unconstitu-
tional !”*  And certainly he has not said that
this force existed in a society where public
opinion demanded that it keep strietly within
the limnits of defence. More probably it began
by defence, then went on to such governmental
action as the Jocal public approved, and then
served this public right by giviag it a dose of
such government as was not approved. But
the supposed ‘¢ Anarchistic police ” will exist
either in a society mainly of Anarchists—then
they will be surely on the watch te ¢¢ resist
the beginnings,” if a governmental tendency
appears; or in a society mainly of government-
alists—then these, as hostile observers, will

be quite as keen to oppose the first usurpation
of invasive power by their enemies.

And remember that in this discussion of the
police I have not claimed that the ** Anarchistic
police ” would be free from the alleged danger;
I am willing to admit that eternal vigilance is
the price of liberty; I claim only that it would
be freer from this danger than any other
possib.e way of doing this service where there
is rauch of it to be done. So an answer to me
must tuke the form of comparing some other
way of solving the proble:n with mine, and
showing that the former would Le safer.

But possibly thic word ¢* courts” is a dis-
tinet oifence of mine. Tet I can hardly think
it possible, It you are going to lay hands on
a criminal, you must give him some sort of
trial, unless you mean to follow the original
Judge Lynch and punish him without trying
to find out whether he is guilty. And, if he
is tried, the company before which he is tried
is, by the meauing of the words, a court., ‘The
only question left is which best guaraitees
justice, an established court or an imprompiu
court; and I should think the history of lynch-
ing left little doubt. How many cases are
there where a lynching party Las seized a man,
taken him to the only witness of the crime for
identification, been told positively ¢ That is
not the man,” taken him out, and—hanged
him at once !

But my critics are by this time impatient
over that matter of ‘‘ much occasion for police
service. ” Therefore let them have the floor
a moment, ¢ There will not be much occasion.
The coming of Anarchy will abolish crime,
except for a few sporadic cases, not enough to
give ground for establishing a special institu-
tion to deal with them. For it will remove
the causes of crime. Most crime now results
from property relations, and therefore will be
done away by Communism, which is the only

* I could write a little article myself on the fauits
of that court, and its failure to maintain the constitn.
tional guarantees of liberty in some respects: but I
am puzzled when I find Auarchistic editors speaking
of the snpreme csr. and its habit of reversing the
people’s will by declaring a popular law unconstitu-
tional, a8 one of the conspicuous evils of our govern-
ment, Are they tco blind to see that, when the
supreme court makes itself unpopular, it is usually
by standing on the side of liberty when the people
wanted to Introduce a new tyranny ?

true Anarchism. The rest of crime results
mostly from sexual jealousy, which wiil be
done away by free love,—or from the other
sexual misadjustments of s.ciety now. -—or
from that general atiitud« or anta youism v nich
will be done awuy when all men learn to treat
each other as brcthers.”

An attractive prospect, wnrely, But I
notice that part of it depends ou the rxpecta-
tion of 2z change in human nature as a result
of Anarchy. Now, I acknowledge that human
nature var e changed, and historically has
been changed, by instivutions and education;
and T hope for beneficial shanges in it as a
resnlv of Anarchy. DBut the particular pros-
pect of any given change is altogether too un-
certain to base any scheme-of action on. We
must have a plur of Anarchist society for
people as we now know them, with the same
dispositions, habits, prejudices, and vreakness
that they now show, or else we are building
in the clouds. This is true even aside from
tle other point that, ii we are ever to make’
Anarchy work at all, we must make it work
somehow when it begins, and that it must
begin with penple who till then have lived
under government, and therefore cannot have
been learning the practice of brotherhood fromn
an experience of Anarchy.

As for sexnal jealeusy In particular, I shall
be very glad to see it go. But I observe that
it seems t¢ prevait nut only . nong men, but
among all hiads >f mammals and birds,*
and, perhaps I might say, wherever in nature
sexual rivalry exists; and that it seems to be the
most constant cause of violence between uni-
mals of the same species (except dogs, whose
fights are niore apt to ke over property and
canine politics).” I infer that jealousy, and the
tendency to express it in erimes of violence, have
been bred into man 48 a mammal by a course
of evolution so extensive that they wiil take a
deal of rooting out; that, even after we have
found the remedy, we must still be content to
live a generation or two before getting entirely
rid of ihe discase. And we must have some
way to live during this time beforc the cure is
complete.

{To be councluded.]

Ernest Crosby has written a new bock of
poems, and mighty good prose it is. It is s
large book of nearly two hundred pages, and is
entitled ¢ Plain Talk in Psalm and Parable. »
In England it is published by the Brotherhood
Publishing Company; in America, by Small,
Maynard & Co. In tone it is as Anarchistic
as one could desire. True, there is an abnnd-
ance of superstition in its pages, and an abund-
ance of altruistic preaching. RBut it is also
true that the grand egoism of the author'’s
spirit finds expression o almost avery page.

If ever a man was built for an egoist, that man
is Krnest Crosby. It is t... greatest pity tiat
he has not yet come %o an intellectual conssicus-
ness of the majesty of his own nature. He is
still possessed of the false idea that the salva-
tion of the world depends on charity and seif-
sacrifice, instead of on self-assertion and self-

* In spito of the opinion oi a San Francisco editor
who thinks tbat, since ‘* eagles all lovk alike,” it
cannot make any difference to an cagle whether he
satisfles his sexual impulse with one mate or with
another !







