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“ Fer alwaya in thine eyes, O Liberty!
Shines that high light wohereby the world is saved ;
Anxd though thou slay us, we will trust is thee.”
SOHN Hav.

On Picket Duty.

The “ Public” endorses District Attorney
Jerome’s contention that political corruption is
but a reflex of commercial corruption. I won-
der if the editor of the “ Public ¥ read Mr.
Byington’s masterly analysis of that error in the
October number of Liberty. He certainly
could do better service to his theory that politics
is not by nature a specific breeder of corruption
by refuting Mr. Byington’s arguments than
by merely echoing Jerome.

To Judge Cowinyg's statement that he is un-
able to see why the legislature should have
made it wrong to bet outside of a race track and
right to bet inside of one, the New York
“Times ” answers that “time and place make
enormous differences in an enormous number
of acts,” and that ¢ there is nothing more ab-
surd in allowing bets to be made on race tracks
and forbidding them elsewhere than in the re-
strictions placed on the heating of carpets.”
The “ Times ” seems to be unaware that neither
time or place can rightly affect the legitimacy
of an act except as it may affect the invasive
quality of the aci. It is readily conceivable that
the in- asiveness of the act of carpet-beating
may depend upon time or place, but it is not
so easy to see why the betting that is non-
invasive at the race track becomes invasive in
the pool-room. That “common consent”
which the “ Times ” apparently looks upon as
the sole criterion of legitimacy must itself be
justified by reason; else, sooner or later, reason
will overthrow it.

The State and its upholders keep constantly
on hand a stock of excuses under cover of some
one of which it is almost always possible to.
practise upon the individual citizen any partic-
ular tyranny that ciass'interest may demand.
Principal among these are the sanctity of the
United States mails, the purity of the young"

person, and the public health. The las named .

is the most generally useful for ty
poses. It has lately served the New York

ional, by a vote of four to threg, th
hibiting bakers from working more {
urs a day. The - argument is that the he

13y such reasoning the
lature can be made eq

form of individual liberty. T am glad to learn,
however, that even boavds of health recognize a
limit to their powers. A New York commis-
sioner actually laughed the other day at a sug-~
geation that sneezing as well as spitting should
be prohibited by law.

Roosevelt’s Panama swindle would fail miser-
ably, if the Democratic minority refused to aid
the usurper and public humbug. But what can
he expected of an opposition in a degenerate re-
public? The Democratic votes will be forthcom-
ing, and the stolen goods will be received by the
“ solid South,” in spite of its hatred for the ac-
cidental entertainer of Booker T. Washington.
The outrage, in truth, would never havs Leen
attempted, had the Democratic party given the
piratical conspirators any reason to fear a deter-
mined and honest resistance. And why should
politicians knowingly adopt an unpopular
course? Were the question referred to the pious
and virtuous electorate, the vote in favor of
“ digging the canal,” no questions asked, would
be overwhelming. The guileless believers in the
“ plain people ” may challenge this assertion,
but it is well-founded nevertheless. Bryan talks
about conscience-campaigns and appeals to
moral maxims. Let him ask his own followers
to apply the commandments he invokes to this
Panama question; let him try a little referen-
durn among his readers and subscribers. The re-
sult will make him sadder, if not wiser. Lying
and stealing are highly commendable features
of statesranship in the United States.

Many of Herbert Spencer’s admirers were
puzzled when the cable brought the news that
the philosopher’s will, in appropriating certain
sums for certain purposes, had limited such use
to the lifetime of Queen Victoria and that of
her longest surviving child. That a man with-
out respect for titles should hang an important
‘matter on the lives of the titled seemed curious,
‘not to say disappointing. ‘It was a relief to
learn later that the explanation of the anomaly
1is to be found in a provision of the English law
‘which prevents a testator from devoting funds
to a certain purpose perpetually, limiting
‘such appropriation to the lifetime of some in-
dividual then existing and his longest surviving
child. It has become the practice of lawyers,
in drawing wills, to use the lives of the royal
family for this measurement of time, and Spen-
cer simply had followed the usual formula. I
imagine that some similarly satisfactory expla-
nation will be found for the astounding an-
nouncement that the London “ Times ” of . un-
uary 18 contained a letter written by Spencer
apanese baron in 1892, in which Japan

was advised to give as little foothold as possible
to foreigners and to forbid absolutely the mar-
riage of Japanese with foreigners. It is easier
te believe that the letter is a deliberate forgery
than that such advice was ever given by the
author of “ Man versus the State.”

God-Forgotten.
I towered far, and lo! I stood within
The presence of the Lord Most High,
Sent thither by the sons of earth, to win
Some answer to their cry.

—*“The Earth, say’st thou? The Human race?
By me created? Sad its Jot?
Nay:' I have no remembrance of such place:
Such world I fashioned not.”—

—*“ 0 Lord, forgive me when I say
‘Thou spak’st the word, and mad’st it ail.”—
“The Earth of men—let me bethink me . . Yea!
I dimly do recall

“ Some tiny sphere I framed long back
(Mid millions of such shapes of mine)
So named . . . . It perished, surely—not a wrack
Remaining, or a sign?

“ It lost my interest fiom the first,
My aims therefor succeeding ill;
Haply it died of doing as it durst?”—
“ Lord, it existeth still.”’-—

“ Dark, then, its life! For not a cry
Of aught it bears do I now hear;
Of its own act the threads were snapt whereby
Its plaints had reached mine ear.

“It used to ask for gifts of good,
Till came its severance self-entailed,
When sudden silence on that side ensued,
And has till now prevailed.

““ All other orbs have kept in ‘ouch;
Their voicings reach me speedily:
Thy people toock upon them overmuch
In sundering them from me!

“And it is strange—though sad ecnough—
Earth’s race should think that one whose call
Frames, daily, shining spheres of flawless stuff
Must heed their tainted ball!

“ But say’st thou ‘tis by pangs distraught,
And strife, and silent sufferingi—
Deep grieved am I that injury should be wrought
Even on so poor a thing!

“ Thou should’st have learnt that Not to Mend
- For Me could mean but Not to Know:
Hence, Messengers! and siraightway put an end
To what men undergo.” . . ..

Homing at dawn, I thought to see
One of the Messengers standing by.
—Oh, childish thought! . . . . Yet oft it comes to me
When trouble hoxeu nigh.

Thomas Hardy.
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“ In sholishing rent and interest, the last vestigee of
old-time slavery, the Revolution abolishes at one stroke the
sword of the cxecutioner, the acal of the magistrate, the
club of ihe policeman, the gauge of the eaclacman, the
erasing-knife of the department clerk, all thoae insignia of
Politics, which youny Liberty grinds bencath her heel.’—
20UDHON.

24r The appearance In the editorial column of articies
over other signatures than the editor's initial indicates
that the editor approves thelr central purpose and general
tenor, though he does not hold himself responsible tor
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 he disapproves them in any respect,
such disposition of them being governed largely by motives
of convenlence.

Spencer and Political Science.

So fully have Spencerian politics, ethics, and
sociology been discussed in Liberty that an ex-
haustive re-examination of the late philosopher’s
doctrines from the Anarchistie point of view
would be a work of supererogation. A few
word«, however, in addition to those already
uttered, on his rank as a politico-social thinker
and reformer, are now in order.

Spencer was not an Anarchist, thongh his
writings have done more to prepare English-
speaking students of the social problem for the
Anarchistic philosophy than those of any other
master. He was a severe and bitter opponent of
democracy, and knew that pglitical evolution
has not reached the goal. Maine, Lecky, and
other critics of * popular government ” saw that
the great political superstition of the age, ma-
jority rule, was a menace to liberty and progress,
but they were essentially reactionary in their
quasi-construc tive suggestions, They had no
ideal, and, as Spencer has ¢o vell said, even slow
progress is impossible if we do not clearly see the
way to the ultimate. Sociely may go backward;
Ameriean society certainly has gone back to
positions abandoned as untenable by its found-
ers; but no honest and intellectually respectable
thinker advocates retrogression. Democracy is
bound to fail; it can yield us neither liberty nor
material well-being. 1t does not follow, how-
ever, that oligarchy or autocracy should be
restored.

More consistent and logical than Miil, Buckle,
and other individualists, Spencer knew and real-
ized that the remedy for the evils of democracy
lay in the restriction of the sphere and scope of
government. He proposed repeal, vropeal, and
repeal. Nearly cverything he demanded was
Anarchistic in nature and effect. The most
notable exception was the land-tenure question.
His carly views having proved unsound, he be-
came a defénder-—a reluctant one, it is true—
of the stutus quo. He saw no other alternative

than nationalization of the land, and frem that
he naturally shrank.

1ow different the Spencerian State would be
from the State as we know it! What Anarchist
would not enthusiastically codperate with Spen-
cerian individualists to bring about their re-
forms. Only a few steps would then remain to
he taken.  Auberon Herbert’s voluntaryism,
based upon Spencerian principles, is another
name for Anarchism. Take away compulsion
in taxation and defence, and the State has -
ceased to exist. The Spencerian individualist
would discover that the assumed necessity of
invasion in a few fundamental particulars had
ro real existence, and he would work for the
rext stage, Anarehism.

Spencer, it is true, claimed to have deduced
from the very principles of social organization
the legitimacy of compulsory cotperation for
defence. His argument, however, was falla-
cious. He overlooked the fact that there are
several methods of securing cotperation for
necessary ends, some manifestly non-aggressive
and consonant with the principle of equal free-
dom. 1t is, of course, unfair for any man to
enjoy the benefits of peace and stability while
declining to share the risks, sacrifices, and bur-
dens entailed by actual or probable attacks from
within or without ; but such an unsocial and
-.ean-spirited individual can be brought to
«rms by the boycott, material and moral. The
hiological “ society-is-an-organism » argument
is thus quite irrelevant. The organic nature of
society may create certain necessities; it does
not dictate particular methods.

Mr. Spencer’s less scientific attempt, in “ Man
vs. the State,” to discover an “ ethical warrant ”
for compulsory military service, compulsory
taxation, and compulsory cobperation in the en-
forcement of justice, is even more unsuccessful.
1t is based on the fact that there is “ virtual
unanimity ” of advanced opinion in favor of
State action so limited. The word virtual is
fatal. The question is evaded, not answered.
Has the one man, or the insignificant group of
men, that refuses to support the State, even in
the simplest of its functions, the right to stand
alone, to ignore it? Spencer never refuted his
own early demonstration of this right, deduced
with faultless logie from the principle of equal
liberty.

We may say, therefore, that “ Social Stat-
ics,” though not free from inconsistencies and
crudities, was fundamentally an Anarchistic
work. It was an advance upon Von Humboldt’s
remarkable book on the sphere of the State. All
of Spencer’s subsequent writings are individual-
istic and characterized, philosophically speak-
ing, by a want of finish and boldness. The
charge that he consciously stopped short of his
real convictions out of consideration for a class
is too absurd to require attention, but, whatever
the explanation may be, the fact must be
recognized.

Aside from some specific and detached errors,
Spencer was as thoroughgoing as it is possible
for the individualist to be. What does Mr. J.
H. Levy mean when he says in “ Personal
Rights ” that Spencerian individualism forgot
the individual and represented “ rather the
yielding of the individual to the selective forces
of external nature than progress by the agency

of the individual himself ”? The art of lifting
one’s self by the bootstraps remains uninastered ;
man cannot progress excepi by adapting himself
to nature and exercising his natural faculties.
The phrases regarding the conquest of nature
are literary, not seientific. I am not aware that.
Spencer advocated quietisimn or resignation or
submission. Did he not demand the fullest ex-
cereise of human faculties, and the widest coip-
eration, under cqual freedom? 8. k.

A Belgian Balance-Sheet.

Some friend has sent me a copy of a Christian
Socialist paper from France. He has marked an
article in which a converted Anarchist (-Com-
munist) tells why he is a Christian and at the
same time an Anarchist, and why he finds that
his Christianity not only is compatible with his
Anarchism, but even supports it,—to wit, be-
cause Anarchy is impracticable with such men
as we now have, and the only way in which one
can look forward with hope to an anarchic fu-
ture is by a change in human nature; but Chris-
tianity is the only power that can produce this
change ; therefore—ete. I am glad that the man
has found the light religiously, and I would not
treat the value of that light as a subordinate
thing ; but I am not satisfied with his logic. Tt
is certainly not good Christianity to hold that
we must wait for somebody else to be good be-
fore we can go on to do the will of God, and I do
not think it good Anarchism to hold that the
Anarchist principle has no valid application fo
the only sort of human society that we know any-
thing of from experience. Whatever may be the
iact as to any relation of cause and effect in
either direction, I do not think that Christianity
is well recommended by the fact that this man’s
gaining religious faith coincided with his losing
his social faith; for it seems to me, to use theo-
logical language, that his present faith in Anar-
chism is a mere “ historical faith,” and not a
“saving faith.” I am no warrant, indeed, for
the quality of his former faith. His conception
of Anarchism may, for aught I know, have been
such that it really was not practicable; then his
finding out the fact would be a real enlighten-
ment, though not of the most complete and
fruitful sort. I can hardly help doubting
whether he ever saw the full clear light of
Anarchism, because it seems as if he could never
have lost sight of it if he had.

No man can sce the light and fail

To follow; none can look afar,
Beholding where the heavens grow pale

The glimmer of the Blazing Star,
Save in his heart begins to burn

Some reflex of that heavenly fire;
He cannot waver, flinch, or turn;

He must advance, he must desire.”

I know our poet’s words are not quite truc;
Yyet they are quite true in many cases, and they
seem to me so axiomatic that I cannot help look-
ing for them to be true in each case.—But as to
our Frenchman: it seems to me furthermore
that he must have been already discouraged be-
fore he became a Christian, for the reason I have
stated above,—to wit, that his new doctrine is
contrary to a well-known point of Christianity.
T am sorry he did not hecome a Christian before
he got discouraged ; then he might have
amounted to something.

P
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But the marked article was not the thing that
most struck e in this paper. I found mere
significance in a report of certain social-purity
mission work in Belgium, with the account of
how a number of soldiers were present at a cer-
tain mecting, and this footzote to show how good
a thing it was:

A short time before this, it had been shown, in full
segsion of the Belginn chamber, that thirty-seven per
cent. of the non-commissioned officers were affected
with venereal discases.

There you have a statistical fact to go on.
Three-eighths of the non-commissioned officers.
And the fact is unquestionably a representa-
tive one; we ean guess, after a fashion, what
a mass of all sorts of sexual abnormality it
must stand for in all ranks of that army, it three
in cvery eight non-commissicned off: e
affected with venereal disease. Car r2::! not
doubt, to be sure, that the worst case he: been
selected for repor:, and that the case of the com-
missioned of ficers or of the privates is less seri-
ous; nor need one doubt that among so large 2
number of men there would have been a good
deal of the same thing if they had stuid at heme,
But would there have been among any class of
them such a conditior as is represented by this
thirty-seven per cent. infeeted with disvase?
Belgium would be in a bad way indeud, body and
goul, if we were to helieve tnat. But no one will
be found to believe it. The effect of army life
in such respects is notorious; if any one brought
statistics to show that the army of any country
lived as decently on the whole as the men at
home, he would find it hard work to get his sta-
tistics accepted. Nobody will doubt that the
largeness of this figure, with the largeness of the
unscen mass for which this figure stands, is a
result of the organization of the Belgian army;
and the question that forces itself upon me is:
On what basis can any one think that it paid?

Setting aside the cost of the army in other
respects, it has cost the increase of debauchery
to so high a figure as this. For this cost,
what has it returned? Tt has not defended
the Belgian frontier against invasion ; the
continued independence of Belgium does not
depend on the Belgian army. Has it been for
foreign conqiuest? Belgium does hold 2ud con-
quer the Congo Free State. But for Jongo ser-
vice it would surely e chear.er to hive soldiers of
fortune than to spend the blood of Belgian con-
seripts. I ara not arguwing in favor of mervenary
forces for home defence; but, when you do not
want your army for home defence at all, but only
for conquering and plundering other countries,
I do not see why it is not a good business propo-
sition to hire men wherever you can get the best
service for the least money. I may be wrong,
however; let us suppose that there must be a
large Belgian ¢lement in the Congo army if it
is to be trustworthy. Then I ask: does it pay?
You get from the Congo Free State so many
million francs; it ought to be a good lot to cor-
respond to the amount of bloodshed and other
outrage by which you gather it. These profits
of yours from the Congo may exceed the cash
expense of maintaining the Belgian army; 1
doubt it, but the statistics I have at hand as I
write are not recent enough to be worth much.
Say they exceed the expense by whatever you

dare claim ; is it worth the cost in Belgian man-
hood, in young Belgians whose lives are poi-
soned by the conditions of your barracks? Will
it make up for the mere immediate cash loss to
Belgium from having such a section of her pop-
ulation reduced so far in the scale of manhood ?
But indeed all this is rhetoric; for at any rate
the Belgian army is not most of it sent to the
Clongo, and therefore this cannot be the service
it is rendering to justify its existence.

I think that army must be to preserve inter-
nal order. Belgium, we know, is liable to strikes
which are sonietimes disorderly ; there are a lot
of “acialists there, and governments are much
afraid of what those terrible Socialists might de
if thay were not kept under; there are-also An-
archists — I need say no more. Now, public
order is an excellent thing. Even if by mistake
vou suppress a really beneficent revolution, the
good it would have done is problematical, while
the harm is certain. But, gentlemen, I ask in
all seriousness, is public order, so far as in your
own judgment it depends on this army of yours,
worth the cost that is represented by this thirty-
seven per cent. ?  Could the disorders that you
think might arise from leaving the public order
{2 the care of the ordinary police, and of such a
militic 4s can be raised from citizens living at
home with their families among their neighbors,
equal the harm that you are steadily doing year
by year in this one way of which we now speak?

I have even heard that an army was useful to
edncate the soldiers. Well, if the education giv-
en by the Belgian State includes this part of
curriculum that we now have under considera-
tion, then the Belgian State must be displaced
by another pedagogue. A better can certainly
be found. That is positive.

Probably Belgium will be little affected by
what T write. But is there an army in the world
‘o which the same considerations do not apply
in a considerable degree, even though the fig-
ures indicating the evil may be somewhat lower
than in Belgium? I think not.

StrvEN T. BYiNGTON.

The glibness and confidence with which Mr.
David M. Parry, president of the National As-
sociation of Manufacturers, attacks the policies
of the trade unions indicates that he supposes
his arguments to be absolutely unassailable. He
must have been a considerably astonished man,
therefore, when, after bitterly complaining of
trade union efforts to restrict competition by
limiting the number of apprentices and the
hours of labor (though the unions for the most
part make these limitations effective without
resort to legislation or other forms of invasive
force), he found himself confronted with the
foliowing questions, put by the Indianapolis
Central Labor Union:  As you believe in un-
restricted competition in the employment of
labor, do you also believe in conducting indus-
trial enterprises in harmony with natural com-
petitive conditions? Do you believe in free
trade or protection? If you are a protectionist,
how do you harmonize the application of a na-
tural law in employing laborers and the ignor-
ing of this law in conducting a manufacturing
enterprise? ¥ Of course, in reply, Mr. Parry
could only chatter about the aim of the tariff
being the advancement of the interests of the

whole people, which reply the Boston “ Herald »
justly characterizes as evasive, unsatisfactory,
and disingenuous, saying: “ Mr. Parry can
hardly expeet his arguments against organized
labor to be received without dissent when he is
unwilling to concede their application in the
case of those whom he represents.” The “ Her-
alc’s ” verdiet, however, inevitably suggests the
thought that, whenever free irade organs of the
“ Herald’s ” stamp are called upon to justify
the restrictions which they favor upon compe-
tition in banking, they, too, declare the banking
monopoly a necessity to the safety of the dear
people. Iivery monopolist who meets a liherta-
rian in debate is obliged to be evasive, unsatis-
factory, and disingenuous in defence of the
particular monopoly which he favors. The
Anarchist is the only thoroughly honest
champion of frec competition.

The mayor of Chicago, who is not a man of
much intelligence or force, has unwittingly ex-
posed the hypocrisy of the law-and-order gang of
his crime-ridden city. The awful catastrophe in
the Troquois theatre, say the upper-class crimi-
nals, would not have occurred, had the laws reg-
ulating places of public assembly been strictly
enforced. In a spasm of virtue the mayor un-
dertook to “ enforce the law.” Of course, he
had to close all the theatres in Chicago, as none
had complied with the law. Did this please the
“solid ” grafters and the anti-crime crusaders?
Not a bit of it. Mayor Harrison is denounced
as a reckless, insincere, demagogical politician.
Isn’t he enforcing the law? Yes, but—against
the wrong parties. It is all right to enforce the
law by clubbing pickets and unionists, but, when
“ business men ” violate the law, it is “ hys-
teria ” to enforce it. Crocodile tears are shed
over the actors and theatre employees who are
losing salaries or wages, and that the law, not
the mayor, is responsible for that effect is a con-
sideration the respectable offenders do not care
to remember. Harrison, it is true, is inconsis-
tent. He closed thé theatres and halls, without
taking similar action against factories, stores,
office-buildings, ete. ; but if he were to  en-
force the law ” in all cases, he would be mobbed
by the plutocratic “ reformers.” I am glad that
he has given them a dose of their own medicine.
They are beginning to talk about “ enforceable
laws,” and, if labor is not hopelessly stupid, it
will thank them for that phrase. If unenforce-

 able laws may be ignored, unjust and tyrannical

laws may be equally disregarded. Labor could
make every unjust law “ unenforceable.”

Will the Spencerian philosophy be perma-
nent? F. IToward Collins, one of the late think-
er’s adherents, writes to the London « Times,”
saying that Spencer himself would have been the
first to deny that his thoughts are final. In

~fact, Spencer once asked how any one could

think that his thoughts were the only things
that would prove an exception to the all-
pervading principle of evolution. There is a
fallacy in this reasoning. Of course philosophy,
thought, evolves, and the Spencerian system will
be (has been already) considerably impaired by
criticism and advancing knowledge. But cer-
tain thoughts do not evolve. If they represent
discoveries, scientific inductions, they remain
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intact. There is the discovery of the circulation
of the blood ; has it “ evolved ”? There is the
generalization of the conservation of energy?
Has it evolved? 'T'he notion that radium throws
doubt upon it is foolish, hegotten of ““ newspa-
per science.”  Are there not politico-cconomie
and social thoughts which, being true discover-
ies, cannot evolve so long as human nature re-
mains substantially what it is? "Chis distinction
hetween thought and thoughts is vital.  We are
all indebted to Spencer for many thoughts
which, I hope, will not * evolve.”

Simple-minded people are hailing as a victory
a decision of the Oregon supreme court sustain-
ing an initiative-and-referendum amendment to
the State constitution.” The amendment had
heen attacked as a violation of the provision in
the federal constitutivn guarantecing to each
State a republican form of government. The
allegation was dishonest nonsense, for direct
legislation is nov unrepublican ; but the court
would have swallowed it, if the amendment had
seemed to it a rea: menace to corporate inter-
ests. Tt deciined to make itself ridiculous be-
cause therc was no necessity for such an exhibi-
tion. Let the people amuse themselves ; the leg-
islation they may propose can be declared uncon-
stitutional and no harm to vested rights need
ever result. The referendumites will he disil-
lusionized in due time. There is nothing to
celebrate. The brotherhood of thieves has so ar-
ranged matters that the people cannot possibly
win. Emancipation lies in a different direction.

Yapers that ought to know better have been
commenting with much gravity on Roosevelt’s
“ magnificent tribute ” to Root. In Hay,
Roosevelt once said to a correspondent, he had
a great secretary of State; in Knox a great
attorney-general ; in Cortelyou a great
something-or-other ; in—but one does not re-
member the other ¢ great men  in the wonder-
ful cabinet. In Root, Theodore continued, he
had a man who would have been great in any
position, a man abler than any one in public life
tnday or {or the last twenty-five years. It would
be interesting to know what Knox and Root (the
others do not count) think of the person who
pays them these “ tributes.” What does Roose-
velt, the intellectual dwarf and moral humbug,
know about ability and greatness? The value of
tributes is determined by the stature of him who
pays them. 'The value of Rooseveltian tributes
is a minus quantity.

The Republicans are “ amazed ” at the Demo-
cratie talk about the candidacy of Hearst. How
can anybody seriously discuss the chances, ambi-
tions, or prospects of a Hearst? A ridiculous
question. After Roosevelt, nothing is impossi-
ble. And the Republican party has sunk so low
that not only is Roosevelt’s nomination dis-
cussed, but no one is willing to appear as a can-
didate against him! Such is the power of pa-
tronage and spoils, and such the effect of
humbug.

A writer in “ Munsey’s Magazine ” says that
Thomas Hardy’s pociuz “are of a world which
God has forgotten.,” J. H. D., the literary
critic of the “ Publie,” thinks this criticism
“ entirely heside the mark,” adding: “ Mr.

Hardy makes no assumption of a God forgetting
the world, but there is a strong implication that
the world is forgetting God.” Liberty’s
readers can read in another column Hardy’s
poem specifizally entitled “ God-Forgotten,”
and judge for themselves. In my opinion the
entire poem, and espeeially the last stanza, show
that the “ Munsey ” writer’s interpretation is
the correct one.

He who says that no nation has ever done for
another and inferior people as much as the Uni-
ted States have done for the Filipinos is a shal-
low ignoramus or a hypoerite. The statement
is found in the message of the present occupant
of the White House.

The ‘‘ Crude’ Superstitions.

On January 21 the “ Sun ” gave some interesting
quotations from a momentous lecture by Rev. Dr.
Joseph McMahon, director of the Catholie Library
Association. 1say “ momentous,” because the reverend
doctor ealled emphatie attention to an influence work-
ing in our midst which few suspect, and which, in his
opinion, bids fair to undo us ere we are awave of it.
The said dire influence is a strong tendency toward
what the good doctor calls ““ superstition.” It seems
to have concealed itself, and its vengeful purposes, be-
hind people known in the community as palmists,
clairve  .is, Christian Seientists, and (God save the
mark!) Unitarians. It is a pitiful and most alarming
condition of affairs, but the good doctor says it is true.

Listen to what the said good doctor says: * Every
priest who hears confessions in this city feels that the
circle of this influence is widening daily. I frequently
am amazed at the character of some of the people who
yied to these crude forms of superstition. Take, for
example, palmistry., What is it? A certain amount
of science, some shrewd guessing, and a bit of humor.”

The * Sun * reporter then adds: “ Dr. McMahon
elassed Christian Science, Dowieism, faith healing,
Unitarianism, and Buddhism all in the same
category.” R

Let’s see. Did you ever hear of all the great cures
effected (or affecled) by the palmists through the
handling of some so-called “ sacred ” relie, or by
bathing in some so-called “ blessed ” pool? What!
you didn’t? Why, we’ve all heard of hundreds of
them! Not by palmists, you say? By whom, then?
By Catholies, you say? Well, perhaps I'm mistaken
as to the exploiters, but the exploits are all right. Oh,
I understand what you mean, now! You mean that
palmists don’t resort to that kind of superstition, but
Catholies do. Does look so, doesn’t it? Yes, for sure!

Again, the good doctor says that thousands flock to
clairvoyants, and “ pay exorbitant fees to obtain a
so-called solution to tueir various problems, and be
informed of events to come. They are erammed with
a stock of predictions, and go away happy. This form
of the superstition is becoming dangerous.”

Yes, it’s surely “ dangerous,” but to whom? To me
it looks like a grave danger to the Catholie church, for
one thing, where people go in large numbers (to use
the good doctor’s own language) to “ pay exorbitant
fees to obtain a so-called solution to their various
problems, and be informed of events to ecome.” What
is the confessional for, if not for that? People would
not go there, unless they wanted “ solutions for their
various problems,” and “ information of events to
come.” Some are satisfied with what the priests of
the church have to offer, while others prefer what the
palmists, or the clairvoyants, give. Personally, I pre-
fer either the palmisis or the clairvoyants to the
priests, for the former tuke some chances by making
predictions as to things mundane, while the latter are
afrand (s any promises maturing this side of the
grave. Nobody ever knows whether or not their prom.
ises are worth a cent, for nobody ever comes back to
give testimony of the matter. The priests are wholly
safe in all that they prophesy, always, beeause they
are too wise to put any of their promises, or predie-
tions, to the test of earthly conditions—and earthly
conditions are the only ones which are legal tender in

human affairs.

I am very glad, too, that those superstitious char-
latans, the Unitarians, have at last been shown up as
they are. They are the worst of the Jot, in my mind.
Why, they are so debased ju their superstitions that
they even deny the immaculate conception of Christ,
and the Trinity—where one becomes three, and three
become one, and all are divine (but one of them is
human, too), and one demands murderous raerifices
to show his love, and the other gives up his innocent
life to show his justice, and all are nothing, and eaclr
is all—even the Trinity, I say, is denied ! . Uni-
tarians through their groveling superstiti- «. I am
glad—oh, s glad!—that the good doctor : .s * shown
up ” these superstitious and bigoted Unitarians, and
their satellites, the palmists and clairvoyants. The
Christian Science people and the faith healers are not
so bad, Their superstition is not yet so deep that they
discard all the great and thoroughiy-proved facts of
the world, like the miracles. Their superstition leads.
them to believe that such great scientific facts are
still demonstrable, but they’ll get over that, in time.
True science, which Catholics alone possess, teaches us
that the solid rock of truth is to be found only by
planting our faith upon those things which cannot be-
demonstrated. Then we know they are of God. If
they are demonstrable—why, they are then nothing
but natural oceurrences, and all reason for God’s
existence disappears, of course.

Yes, I'm glad that the good doctor has spoken, and
spoken so fearlessly and clearly.

I want—we all want—the realitics of life—such
things as the immaculate conception, and transub-
stantiation, the three-times-one-is-one-and-one-time-
one-is-three, the confessional, and the holy water, and
the incense, and the robes, and the candles, and the
baptisms—all such things. With those hourly needs
provided for we can all get along; but, if we are to
give way to superstitions—well, we might as well quit.
the game. I'm overflowing with gratitude to the good
doctor for putting his foot down hard on all the super-
stitions, and I now feel like singing with peacéful joy-
I’ve already picked out the site of my home in the new
world for which we (that is, ‘all of us who are not
superstitious, and who believe in all that our good
doctors and priests tell us) are bound, and I shall
choose an onyx house, at the corner of Ruby street and
Topaz uvenue, opposite Jasper park, where the eagle
with the twelve horns blows his golden. bazzoo at eonic
intervals. But those whe : 1. superstitious—palmists,
clairvoyants, Christian Scier ists, faith healers,
Dowieites, and Unitarians—well, they will have to be
re-baked, in order to burn all the superstition out of
them. Burning has always been a favorite method
with the church for the elimination of superstition and
the development of a true and loving and trusting
faith. ONLOOKER.

Who Was Hurt?
To the Editor of Liberty:

The main thing that I want to know about Panama
is who has been robbed, and of what; or who has been
hurt, and wherein. If by the action of the United
States nohody has suffered anything but the loss of
the power to oppress, I do not see how there has been
any great outrage, even if an equal and similar power
to oppress has at the same time been conferred upon
other persons by the consent of a large majority of
those who are to be oppressed.

I had not thought of claiming that Panama was
getting liberated or anything of that sort, though T
suppose there are geographical grounds for hoping
that the new government will be more liberal than that
of Bogota. But nobody has cla:med that the intention
was to frec Panama. It is undisputed that the pur-
pose of the whole thing has been merely to resist one
giganiic act of oppression, the most gigantic that
within my lifetime has been practically possible as an
oppression relating merely to an isolated commercial
action: the prohibition of building the canal. The
aim of all parties concerned in this revolution has been
to get the canal built; the establishment of the re-
public of Panama was an incidental; I am sure I do
not see why we should treat it as a main point.
Though the oppression in question could no doubt
have been boughg off, or existed solely for the purpose







