i

2505

cul

NOT THE DAGGHIER BAT THE MOTHER OF ORDER 8

HO|

Vel. XIV. No. 13.

NEW YORK, N. Y., SEPTEMBER, 1903.

Whoia No. 375.

“ For alicays ix thine eyes, ) Liberty!
Shinex that high Laht whereby the world is saved;
And thouy thou slvy us, we will trust in thee.”

JouN HaY.

Gn Picke: D ty.

The latest accession to the ranks of the Whit-
man imitators is George D. Herron. At this
stage, as a rule, the good writer becomes indif-
ferent, and the indifferent intclerable.

When a regular writer for the so-called
Anarchist-Communist paper, “ Le Libertaire,”
defines Anarchy as “ a society in which there
will be the minimum of Co:pmunism and the
maximum of individualism,” 1 begin to believe
that some good will come out of Nazareth, after
all.

Another hen has been sitting on & duck’s egg.
President Hall, of Clark University, who used
to believe in coeducation, no longer believes in
it, experience having convineed him that it hin-
ders marriage. The fact that coeducation has a
tendency to discourage marriage tells against it
in quite the same way that the ability to swim
tells against a duckling.

Austrian courts have decided that marriages
between Catholics and persons of no particular
creed are iuvalid. From an Anarchistic point
of view, not a bad idea. Anything that makes
it more difficult for freethinkers to secure wives
will have a tendency to make freethinkers free
lovers also. At present too many of thein are
bigoted authoritarians in their view of sexual
relationships.

When Judge George Gray was asked a few
weeks ago to serve on the board of arbitration
to settie the local differences between the Ala-
bama. coal operators aud the miners, it was an-
nounced with a great flourish, first, that he
could rot accept, and, a little later, that he had
decided to accept, though he rrust sacrifice his
vaeation to do so. He made the sacrifice, and
got four thousand dollars for his joh. Such op-
portunities for sacrifice are coveted hy not a
few. Arbitration is certainly a good thing for
some.

One of Liberty’s subscribers, Dr. M. W, Wil-
cox, of Guthrig, Okla., is justly indignant over
the declaration of C, L. James in “ Free So-
ciety ” that Proudhon was a Catholic and that
“Bakounine was not a materialist. But why pay
“{he slightest attention to the statements of a
‘man who discovered some time ago that Karl
- Marx was an Anarchist? When, in addition to
these three items of hiographical misinforma-
ion, Mr. James ghall have confided to the world

that Stirner was an altruist, that Schopenhauer
was an optimist, that Ibsen favors the subjec-
tion of women, that Henry George was not a
traitor, that William Jennings Bryan is a gold-
bug, that Theodore Roosevelt is no actor, and
that he himself is an honest man, he will have
placed to his discredit at least ten whacking lies,
and perhaps then we will make a cross.

Theodore Roosevelt, whom Tom Reed ad-
mired chiefly because of his rediscovery of the
Ten Commandments, has also discovered that
“ Anarchy is now, as it always has been, the
forerunner of tyranny.” Of course, as long as
progress is effected, as for a long time it must
be, by a series of reactions between liberty and
authority, it will be true that Anarchy is the
forerunmer of trranny, and that tyvanny is
equally the forerunner of Anarchy. Anarchy is
the forerunner of tyranny in precisely the same
sense that the liberty acquired by the negro in
1863 has proved the forerunner of peonage and
lynching. But Roosevelt Las rather damaged
his reputation as a Columbus by discovering
further that  mob viclence is simply one form
of Anarchy.” This is just the-reverse of the
truth. Moab violence is simply one form of
Archy, and the army violence for which Roose-
velt stands is simply another form of Archy.
The two are very close relations, whereas
Anarchy belongs fo quite another family. The
only Anarchistic form of co-operative violence
is that of voluntary co-operation for defence.
Mob violence is voluntaiy co-operation for of-
fence, and army violence is compulsory
co-operation for offence and defence.

In the labor injunction casc of certain tele-
graph operators against the Western Union
Telegraph Company, Judge Rogers, of the
United States Ciirenit Court, sicting in St.
Louis, decided that the company has the ab-
solute right to dismiss employees because
they belong to the union, or for any other
reason ; that a like right exists on the part of
the employce to sever his relations with the
company for any cause, or without cause; that
there could be no conspiracy to commit a law-
ful act; and that the company had the right to
maintain a list on which might he placed the
name of a discharged employee and +he cause of
discharge, which list might he given to others,
provided its contents were truthful and its eir-
culation honest. This is perfectly sound doc.
trine, and, though nominally rendered against
lahorers, is really a great vietory for laber, if it
shall know how to take advantage of it, But I
am curious to see what Mr. Hugo Bilgram will
think about it. Unless he ghall denounce this

judicial upholding of the blacklist with the
same vehemence that he exhibited in his denun-
ciation of Liberty’s upholding of the boycott, it
will be a fair inference that his opposition to
the boycott is nothing more than the expression
of an employer’s bias. But, if he does denounce
the court’s decision, it will be plain that at least
one court in the United States understands
liberty better than Mr. Bilgram understands it.

Duplicates Barred.
[ Life.”]

“My mamma belongs to eighteen societies.”

“ Well, my mamma belongs to nineteen.”

“ Yes, but three of the societies your mamma be-
lorigs to are for the s’pression of the same thing.”

The Angelic State.

[ The Individualist.”]

“At the present time the Unlversity of Edinbturgh was
seriously considering the.question of the granting of
a degree in veterinary sclence. In London there
was a similar movement, and ... the Universities of
Glasgcw and Dublin would sooner or later confer
eimilar degrees. Such degiees would stamp the
veterinary surgeon of the future as a man of educa-
tion, ard he (Professor Owen Williams) hoped that
the uaiversities wouid recelve government grants
for the purpose.”--London Times.

 Men are talking,” said che rabbit,
" as he slowly wagged his ears,

* Soon of making it the habit

that the Commons and the Peers
Should grant money for the teaching

how to cure us when we ail,
How to stop a dog frum retching,

how to make « donkey hale.”

“ Has this really been sugzested?”

asked a calf, whose gentle eyes
On his small informant rested,

with incredulous surprise;
“ Then mankind must be angelic,

*hough accused of many crimes.”
Said the rabbit: “'Tis authentic,

for I read it in the * Times.”

Long they talked, these poor relations,
] of their richer brother’s plan,
Of the State and its creations—
of the nobleness of man;
Till a night-owl said with sorrow:
* Do you call these humans kind ?
Foolish beasts, yow’ll have to-morrow
ample cause to change your mind.”

. . . . . . . . . .

Times are changed; our calf confiding,
once as sprightly as a nymph,
Now in martyrdom is writhing;
for the State must have its “ lymph.”
And the rabbit, vivisected,
cries: “Alas! it is too iate
That 1 see I'm not protected,
but abandoned, by the State.”

Lawrence Nelson,
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+ In abelishing rent and interest, the last vestiges of
old-timc slavery, the Revolution abolishes at one stroke the
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&7 ‘The appearance in the editorial column of articles
over other signatures than the editor’s initial indicates
that the editor approves their central purpese and general
tenor, though he does not hold himself responsible for
every phrase or word. But the appearance in other parts
of the paper of articles by the same or other writers by no
means indicates that be disapproves them In any respect,"
such disposition of them being governed largely by motives
of convenlence.

Questions of Tactics.

Before my article on “ Publicity for Anar-
chism ” was in type, I received a long letter on
tactics from a Boston comrade. He wishes I
would discuss certain points in Liberty
“ without referring to this scrawl.” He should
bave said less that was worth saying, then; but
T will reduce his letter to scraps and sprinkle in
comments, if that will gratify him at all.

He lays his foundation this way:

The Latin races have been accused of being “ geo-
metrical reasoners ” and of pushing logic to excess,
We are dealine with a race that distrusts logic in
polities. ............ The English-speaking race
loves half-measures, expediency of the moment, tem-
porizing and compromise, in politics especially. 1t
hates deductive reasoning and all appeals to general
principles. The editor of the New York “ Evening
Post ” recently wrote: “ We prefer to take each caze
on its merits jn politics ”—this in eriticism of an in-
dividualist whom it classed as “ too doctrinaire.”

Such being the material we have to work on, how
do we go to work? We start with axioms to us, but,
because axioms, hateful to the American expediency-
philosophy of polities; then, by a most formal, logical
deduction—anothes horror to the Anglo-Saxen in
politics—we proceed to show him all the things dis-
tasteful to his shibboleths, his political traditions,
and his prejudices, which inevitably follow if he ac-
cepts our premises. I say “we proceed to show him.”
We do, but he i-n’t even listening. As if it wasn’t
hard enough te push doctrines contrary to all racial
training, we must do so in the manner best fitted to
shock his racirl philosophy. :

He wants to start with axioms in tactics as
well as in polities, you sce.  He must look out
that he Joes not bring our camnp into disorder
with his axioms. Not to ca'l in the Anarchist-
Communist seg who is vociferating in “ Free
Society ” that all Anarchistic progress must
rest upon induetive methods,—and who, in his
present “ Vindication of Anarchism,” illustrates
inductive methods hy introducing an important
and unlikely statement with the words “ My
reader will believe without proof,”—gome of our
friends who are most devoted to the jury system
will say that “ to take each case on ils merits

is precisely what they are after; and indecd it
strikes me that sacred Egoism itself is pretty
nearly an *“ each case on its merite ” foundation,
or at least looks like such in its application.*
This, however, is beside my comrade’s point; he
is not arguing that we will be deductive, hut
that Brother Jonathan will not; and this seems
to be the fact. And it is furthermore the fact
that some of our Anarchist agitators work in
just the way he describes. Starting fromn some
principle which to them is fundamental, but for
which the public may care very little in these
days when patriotic Americans openly despise
the Declaration of Independence, they deduce
fromn it a lot of conclusions which, to the average
man’s mind, merely discredit their principle.
Remernber that the only effect of a correct
logical deduction is to put you face to face with
a choice—either reject the premises or a-cept the
conclusion ; and the man in the street knows
logic enough to realize in practical matters that
he has that choice. If you think he will always
accept the conclusion, you are fooled. To make
vour deduction effective, you must keep before
him the whole matter—premise and conclusion

- together—in such an aspeet that it looks to hin:

more acceptable than its deniai. The way to do
this is to build on appropriate concrete facts
rather than on abstractions. Tell a man that a
certain prosecution is an outrage on free speech,
and he will want to get away from the '.ore.
Tell him that under this law various peisons are
punished for publishing absolutely unobjection-
able matter (have your details ready ; generali-
zations are not noticeably more effective than
abstractions), that the law is being used for pur-
poses at variance with its supposed intent, that
under this law one might be convicted for print-
ing almost anything, that the law works so un-
certainly as to punish a man severely in one
court for what another court has declared to be
lawful, that this prosecution is an attempt vo
injure a philanthropist for circulating informa-
tion which ma..” of the law’s warmest friends
think ought to be circulated.—and you make an
impression. Yecu not only make your partic-
ular point, but you confirm him in the habit of
distrusting lawe agaiust free speech. For the
practical influence of these generalities is a
matter of habit rather than principle.

So my mar goes on:

We should think less of making our addresses
beautiful pieces of logical reasoning and more of the
muddled pates of those to whom they are addressed.
We need not be illogical—the art is to conceal the
art. There is much in form. Instead of pointing out
all sorts of things, distasteful te « vrejudiced people,
that will inevitably follow if chey are logica!, we
should puine cut all the inconsistencies and stupid-
ities that arise in politics becaase they are not
logical. We do this latter, to be sure. But we do too
much of the former. When we do point out the in-
consistencies, then 18 the chance to call attention to
the need of consistent thinking. Our philosophical
method is even more unpopular than our theory. If
we are to get a hearing at all, we mu.t first vindicate
the method. And we can only o so0 hy making the

* Ou the contrary, most golsts and the most intel
ligent Kgolsts are doctrinalre. They regard rules of con-
duct as useful, {ndispensable, and of the highest import-
ance, Bug they think that every rule has {ta exceptions,
save the rule of Bgolsin iteelf, which {8 constant, ab-
golute, and inviolable, and In that sense even sacred, if
you will, Truth, lherty, justice,—in the maln and in the
long run the world depends on there ; hut there ave mo-
ments in the world's history wien it depends on the op-
posite of these,—KbiTOR.

vindication of the method at least as prominent as
the exposition of the theory, and separate from it.
We should even discuss the question of the necessity
of logical thinking in politics as an abstract question,
aside from all unpopular implications. This would
not be to the American taste precisely, but, if done
with the proper touch, it would be of great service.

Write that first sentence cu a card, and tack
it up on the wall. The man who tries to write a
good letter or make a good speech will 1ot come
to much.* The man who tries to convin *e some-
body of the truth needs to keep in mind, nct how
muddled his addressees are,- -this will simply
muddle himself,~—but the lines which thought
follows in the addressee’s mind. Think of the
muddled pate, not the muddledness of the pate.

As to adding a propaganda of deductive
method—it can at any rate do no harm. Any-
thing that makes anybody more appreciative of
any kind of logic is helpful. But as to the effec-
tiveness of such a propaganda—would it not be
easier to get Anarchy firsi, and a race of logi-
cians afterward, rather than vice versa?

It is ro had test of truth that it can be
equally well supported by deduction or indue-
tion, by ahsiract er concrete considerations.

Out of these we may cheose whatever form will
be most effective. We may bring our principles
into practical domination as habits while men
are by no means rendering logreal allegiance to
them. And sticking to the concrete is a useful
rudder to our deduction, which easily runs into
fallacies otherwise. The man who practises the
mos{ logical method is not always the cne who
has and acquires the most logical system of
ideas. Still, I think a sucecssful propaganda
of duductive politics would be very wholesome
for America just now.

The Socialists edge along with their grveai *if
that, why not this?” argument. Ve should imitate
them in method and tactics; they :re certairly gain-
ing. We should show the trimwmers aud the believers
in half-mensures and hand-to-mouth politics thai the
Socialists are logical, and that coercive Socialism is
the inevitalle end if the trimmers continue on their
present course. We should frighten them ints & re-
action by showing them what they are coming ve.
They are pretty well frightened now. They are be-
ginning {5 iry to think. We should take aavantuge
of this veaction against Socialism now beginning, and,
rememboring the wretched stuff we have to work on,
lead the public in our direction. When the reaction
reall;' comes, they will stop piling up Socialistic coer-
cive legislation,—that is, if the Socialists don’t grow
to a majority. Then is the time to suggest taking
down some of the bricks in the legislative wall, and
then some more; and, if you took off “ that, why not
this?” Ask then to take down the whole wall, or
too big a chunk of it, at once, and you frighten them
into maintaining the vtatus existing.

« If that, why noc this ™ is not the Socialists’
aggressive argument; it is their defence against
the logical man—for there is, after all, mueh
more appealing to logic in American polities
than my comrade recognizes. The Socialist
makes his attack with an each-case-on-its-merits
argument, even when he makes one statement
do for all the cases.  (The system of Marxian
principles, or anything of that sort, is mostly
esoteric among American Socialists; so far as it

* It Is equally true that the man who thinks and talks
constantly about methods Is very apt to use no methods
at all} while many a man who never mentions methods
uses all the decent methods ther: are, whoaever oceasion
arises,  As a rule, each worker nses the wmethods hest
sulted to himself. £ the Inductionist lkes nduction, let
him practise it, and let the deductlonist atond.—EMpor,
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is exoteric, its effect is to be classed as decora-
tive.) The copvservative man meets this attack
with deductive logie.  But, since consistency is
essential to deduction, conservative deduction is
foredoomed, beeause things as they are are so
wofully inconsiztent.  Analogy can always
flank it by showing that any given logical prin-
ciple is incompatible with some part of the exist-
ing order, and o must be given up by the de-
fenders of that order.

A real imitation of Socialist tactics would
consist in getting up an agitation, big enough
to call public attention, for some concrete action
—say to repeal the State bank tax, or the Com-
stork law, or the tariff, or the patent law, or
something. By having a concrete proposition
with « supposed prospect of uction, we should
get attention which we do not get now. Then,
if any one charged us with disloyalty to any ac-
cepted principle, we coula explode the if-that-
why-not-this torpedo with effect. Any cne who
can start us in such an agitation will have my
hearty thanks. The nearest thing we have to it
—and consequently, as my correspondent says,
our strangest tactical position—-is our opposition
to tue Socialist proposals. But a defensive agi-
tation is naturally weaker, as propagandz, than
an aggressive one.

And, t¢ make matters still worse, we take a name
——euphonic—rperfect in etymology—but so thoroughly
discredited that the mere mention of it closes nearly
«il ears to argument. Which is the more important,
the name or the principles? A man might want to
start a peculiar society; but becuuse the Greek word
for peculiar happens to be idios he would hardly
cnoose well if he called hiwself and his associates
idiots.

The iield is free to anybody who thinks he
can do better Anarchist agitation without the
name. But T notice that those who avoid the
name sre apt to do very little distinetively Anar-
chistic agitation. Their talk simmers down to
supporting the milder side in the existing order.
Tt is only among the Tolstoians that you get
downright Anarchist work without the label.
And even they have {o assent when some enemy
pastes it on them.

The fact is that, if yon wmran the whole hog,
there ar great aifficultie« in dropping the label.
Asida from the valne of association with a
known movement, which i¢ something even
though the mcvement be “ discredited,” it is our
only defence against the “if that, why not
this?” A man is presumed loyal to the exist-
ing order if he does nct declare himself against
it. Consequently, if 1 agitates for anything on
grounds which would upset the whole social or-
der, he is presumed (oy those who see logical
relationis. who ought to be our best targets) to be
inconsivient, and ready tc admit the invalidity
of his own grounds if he can be made to see his
inconsisteney.  The only way to show that we
are logical, and that we, serioas men, hold these
prineiples with knowledgs: of what they mean, is
to tell how far we meea to go.  Also, the label
itself is thonght-prs. oking.

Among the tactical features of the campaign
hy which Christianity grew from nothing to do-
minate the civilized world so quickly, I hardly
know a more notable one than the fundamental
statement “ He who denies me before men shall
he denicd before my Father und the angels,”

and the steadiness of the persecuted churches in
rejecting those who, under whatever compulsion
of terror, had disavowed the Christian name. It
paid, apparently. The movement was stronger
without such comrades. Yet they may have
heen very lovable people in many ways.

1 have had several articles in the “ Transeript ” as
strong in principle as the stomachs of the readers
could hold, Then T sent the enclosed article, which
does not contain one word about individualism. 1
had previously ridiculed the use of the words “ doc-
trinaire,” * negative,” “academic,” “not practical,”
“ pessimistic,” in an article calling for consistent
thinking in politics and called “ Our Cowardly
Thinking.” Not a word about individualism in it,
still less “ Anarchism.” But this sentence in it had
intention: “In politics, the personnel—with praise-
worthy exceptions—is what might be expected from
the philosophy.”

The enclosed clipping might have been written by
a believer in existing social conditions. It was de-
sign=d to call attention to the inconsistencies that
result from the lack of logieal thinking ir polities
and to discredit tiie legislature. I simply present the
case from their own viewpoint and show what hap-
pens when they don’t think in politics.

The article he encloses is a fine exemplifica-
tion of the methods he pleads for. Treating of
the harmless question whether State legislatures
should try to instruct congressmen, it is well
adapted to promote distrust of th: legislature,
and to point out a series of palpable evils which
are likely to follow from a bit of each-case-on-
its-merits policy that looked as if it was all right.
It is not faultless; it has the weaknesses of the
average newspaper letter; but it is the work of a
man who knew what effect he meant to produce,
and who sighted his gun aceurately at the mark.
Such articles are valuable. Yet I do not think
they could bring us inuch nearer to actual Anar-
chy, except hy cobperating with the avowed
Anarchist movement. )

SteVEN T. ByInaTON.

The Senile State.

Institutions that no longer possess utility be-
come positive hindrances to social progress. Ob-
servation shows that the most overwhelming
evidence of decay and incapacity dramatically
presented to a whole nation will fail to destroy a
system which forms an organic part of the
structure of government.

The late Boer war, to say nothing of events
nearer our own doors, has thrown some interest-
ing sidelights upon official methods of con-
ducting affairs of prime importance. Sporadic
commissions of inquiry—the State’s feeble
method of correcting its own follies—have sat
upon the heavy crop of departmental bungling
which the conduct of the war brought to light.
In no branch of government are life and pro-
perty so much at the mercy of official incapacity
as in the war department; consequently in no
branch were found evils so glaring, or incoms
petence 0 egregious.

Reports of the commissions abundantly de-

v trate the complete failure of government
2s .. business organization. No matter how bad
the bungling or how great the consequent suffer-
ing, we find an utter lack of perscnal responsi-
hility for all official acts. The system is welded
together with a multiplicity of useless rogula-
tions, reénforeed by blind, unreasoning ache-

rence to thein under all circumstanees. )

It is commonly believed that under free poli-
tical institutions, comyprising manhood suffrage
and representative government, the majority of
the males, at least once in a while, have a voice,
however weak, in national affairs, It is sup-
posed that the chief departments of State are
carried on nnder the persoral guidance and
supervision of responsible ministers. But in
England cabinet ministers are merely figure-
heads. (Of course it is different in the United
States; here cach cabinet officer is the whole
thing.) The real business of government is per-
formed by permanent officialg, of whom the
minister is simply the mouthpiece. Under the
system it cannot be otherwise. He comes in and
goes out with the party tide; ther go on forever.
He knows little or nothing of the details of the
work ; they know nothing but the detaile. Poli-
cies are originated, treaties made, raiding or
punitive expeditions against the heathen sent
out, the most momentous decisions arrived at,
by these potentates of the desk.

Stick to vour desk and never go to sea
If yott want to be a ruler of the Queen’s Navee

was more than a Gilbert jingle. Premier Bal-
four once urged as an argument for his educa-
tional bill, which decentralized the school ad-
ministration and placed it in the hands of local
clericals, the necessity of taking away educa-
tional affairs from the “ hide-bound rules and
regulations of the officials at Whitehail.”

1. Byers Moxwell, writing in the August
“ Nineteenth Century,” says: “ These civil serv-
ants, having their hands on the machinery, have
hecome the real rulers of the country.” In the
same article, on “ Officials and Inefficiency,”
he says: “In all departments, though the voice
is that of the minister, the hand is that of the
official.” Again: “ They decide how towns
shall be governed, how much food shall be given
to the paupers, how commerce shall be regulated,
what ships shall be built for the nation, what
drill exercises scholars shall have, whether a
murderer shall he hanged, how the inoney voted
by parliament shall be spent, what taxes shall be
imposed. . .”

Doubtless a forceful character, like Chamber-
lain, suceeeds in imposing something of himself
on his subordinates, but even Gladstone, we are
told, could not move a permanent official out of
his ruts. The system compels the minister to
assume the responsibility for every act of his
subordinates. When he replies to questions in
parliament, he reads the answers they prepare
for him. When a mistake or blunder i brought
to light, which may have cost millions or the
lives of many men, the perpetrator never suf-
fers; his name is not even divalged. This secrecy
accords with the etiquette of the system.

The genius of the official lies in inventing
rules that inconvenience the publie and harass
those who must do the work. Sir W. F. Butler,
before the commission of decentralization, testi-
fied in regard to the fire in Dover Castle: “ The
reports and certificates demanded by the author-
itics in London with regard to the prevention of
the fire were of the most satisfactory character.
Everybody had done his duty. The place was
burned strietly according to regulations.™ Tn
another place he said: * The principle is that
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it is better to lose one hundred pounds strictly
according to regulations then to save ten by the
exercise of independent judgment.”

This, of course, is in effete monarchical Eng-
land. Red tape does not rule the efficial mind
here. Yet it recalls a recent experience I had
with the quartermaster cf the United States
army. I received a letter from him, officially
asking me to quote a price for an inexpensive
article of daily use, of which the fort was in
need. Later I learned that the order to supply
the article in question had not been given, be-
cause the officials at Washington to whom the
matter was, according to rule, referred, had not
yet, after several months, passed on the matter
of allowing the expenditure.

Innumerable useless reports must be made
(in England) to the burcauv officials by men of
action in every branch of.the service. Even
genersls in the field must spend hours daily in
this all-important labor.

The supremacy of British red tape is neatly
shown in the case of the Devonshire postman
who was sternly rebuked for having usec his
own pony at his own cost while deliverin: let-
ters, Certain posimen are officially allowed to
ride, b 1t he was a walking postman and 1;ust on
no account presume to ride.

At the government arsenal they had for years
been throwing away the ashes from the brass
foundries, until a gleam of economic light in-
spired the authorities to sell the refuse for
3s. 4d. a ton; but, finally being told by a police-
man that the ashes were worth more, these busi-
ness experts obtained five to seven pounds a ton.

Before a parliamentary commission in 1898
Licut. Col. Churehill, of the army pay depart-
ment, admitted that his fourteen subordinate
clerks cost the country more than two thousand
pounds a year, while he did not think the country
gained a penny from their work.

Government employs experts in all brarehes,
but renders their superior knowledge nugatory
by making them subject to the authority of offi-
cials possessing no technical qualifications, who
habitually overrule those who have. Ministers,
while defending all acts of their subordinates,
never confess a fault. Their chief resource,
when attacked, is to lie, lie, lie.

The remedy proposed by the writer ubove
quoted is more frequent off’cial inquiries. Yet,
when such are held, the revelations “ have as-
tomshed all men.” Their reports bristle with
“ regulations that only the least progressive
nations [Britain and America, to wit] would
tolerate, carelessness that baffles the mind, or-
ders suited to a comic opera.” Like many other
sincere men desirous of reforming the body
politic, he fails to grasp the true meaning of the
symptoms he has discovered. They are inher-
ent in the very nature of the political State at
its present stage of developinent. They are not
peculiar to one form of government, nor to any
single country. They are symptoms of decay.

Some of ihese abuses, so patent to every in-

telligent ingirer in democratic England, may -

be duplicated in the admittedly worn-out
governing system of the Celestial empire. The
worst evils of despotic rule in Russia can often
be matched by injustice and crime committed
by and in the name of the glorious republic of
which we arc all so proud.

It is unnecessary here to advert to the stre-
nuous Augean cleansing now in process in our
post office, with poor Payne in the role of Her-
cules. Nor need we pause to examine the latest
disclosures in regard to defrauding the Indians
of their lands. To recall the embalmed beef
and other villainies of officialdom during the
Spanizh-American war, or ihe persecution of
Miles for exposing departmental rascality,
would now be tiresome. The evidence from all
sources demonstrates that no change in person-
nel, however drasti~, no modification of rules
and regulations, will give us that dream of the
reformers, a pure and efficient administration
of public affairs. Whether the form of gov-
ernment be despotic or democratie, or & popular
blend of the two, the same bungling, ineffi-
ciency, and fraud inevitably appear.

In every case powerful cliques and class inte-
rests dictate the laws that are made. They are
administered, interpreted, and enforced hy an
organized band of irresponsible officials, whose
chief aim is to maintain and perpetuate their
position. Stupid, sordid, and arrogant, they are
in office to get what they can out of it.
tures of a system they cannot change, and would
not if they could, they are, after all, neither bet-
ter nor worse than the majority of vheir fellows
outside, who willingly support the system.

The weakness is in the thing itself, in the very
nature of government. Its essence is the pewer
of man over man, artifical, coercive, irrespon-
sible power. The abuses, corruptivn, and fraud
that go hand in hand with such power are inse-
parable from it. Every day the symptoms of
servility in our political institutions become
more manifest. They have survived their use-
fulness, even though centuries may elapse before
this discovery is acted upon.

WiLLiaM Bariie.

‘‘ Representative” Government.

Italian newspapers sometimes intimate that
the Maltese speak Italian or are Italians, but
much oftener they say that Malta belongs to the
Italian—power. That is to say, “ of right,”—of
the right which is rot at present might. Whe-
ther there will be any Italian power when reason
shall be right and might is a question which does
not occur to them. It would be a stretch for the
burgher imagination, of any nationality, to en-
tertain even the limited ideal that a small island
belongs “ of right ” to its inhabitants collect-
ively, sorry substitute as this is for the ideal of
individual liberty and possession. v

The British newspapers state that the Maltese
dialect is compounded chiefly of Arabic, “ but
has always been considered too imperfect for
legal or professional use;” that “ the native
Maltese are not a European race, and have never
been a part of any continental people. They
constitute in every sense a separate and minia-
ture nationality of their own.”

1t was thought by both the British authori-
ties and the elected members of the Maltese
council that either English or else Italian must
be used in the courts and taught in the schools.
"i'he elected members had a majerity, and they
have sicod lately for making the study of Italian
compulsory in the public schools, 8o now the

British government, after having governed with-

Crea-

out the consent of the elected members, through
a peculiar clause in the constitution, has
amended the constitution, and thereby reduced
the number of elected members from thirteen
to eight, and increased the appointed members
from six to nine. On the face of such a state-
ment it seems that representative government
has been simply suppressed, and that merely a
talking representation is continued in the eoun-
cil. However, when we reflect that represen-
tative government in Eurcpe is not even profes-
sedly universal suffrage, but is done by the
property-qualification vote of a minority of the
inhabitants, we need not flatter ourselves that
we have reached any true idea regarding where
the greater misrule lies when civic authorities
clash, and such a seemingly gruff overriding of
the “ popular will ” oceurs.

It is not improbable that Italian property-
owners have counted for much more than their
numerical relation to the rest of the inhabitants,
the less thrifty Maltese. It is declared by the
“ Yorkshire Herald ” that a preierence for the
English language over Italian “ has been ex-
pressed by ninety per cent. of the parents.”
That English newspaper adds: “ It is gratifying
to think that the government will now be able
to give effect to the popular choice.” .

Oh! where are we when we talk of “ represen-
tative government ”? Surely governments al-
ways represent those who govern. Masks off
when it comes to the excrcise of force.

Tax Kak.

The ““Times’® and the Militia.

Taking as text the fact that the militia did not fire
on the Evansville rioters until after they had lynched
the negro the rioters were after, (1) a periodical with
Liberty for title and published in this city—its very
existence, we fear, will be for the first time revealed
to many by these lines (2) —manages to work itself
up into quite a little passion against those who believe
in and defend the National Gaard frem its anarchical
foes. * Suppose, now,” says Liberty, “ that instead of
a mob of infurinted whites bent on hanging a negro
who had done them no wrong, this had been a mob of
infuriated workmen bent on hanging a capitalist who
had done them a very real and grievous wrong. Ts
any one knave enough to believe that in that case vhe
militia would have waited till the capitalist was
hanged before opening fire on the mob? And yet the
New York ¢ Times’ and the other daily papers have
the assurance to tell workingmen that the militia
exists not to protect capital against labor, but to pre-
serve law and order, and that, in refusing to join it,
they show themselves lacking in patriotism.” This is
one of the curious arguments that begin with an as-
sumption of the conclusion, so of course it is unan-
swerable, but, also of course, the conclusion remains
to be proved. (3) When the militia does more than
preserve law and order, it will have become something
very different from a citizen soldiery. As there seems
to be no chance of its becoming that different some-
thing, there is little reeson for elaborate preparation
for the change.—New York Times.

(1) One would judge from this extraordinary
sentence that the militia lynched the regro the
rioters were after, though the fact is that the
rioters lynched, not a negro whom they weue af-
ter, but a negro who happened to come along,
At that moment any old negro would have suited
their purpose. This, apropos of the “ Times’s
English, and simply by the way.

(2) Undoubtedly true. But it is aiso true
that the name of Liberty will figure in history
when that of the “ Times > shall have been for-
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