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“ For alwaps in thine eyes, O Liberty!
Bhines that high light whereby the world is saved;
And though thou slay us, we will trust in thee.”
Jonx Hay.

On Picket Duty.

Still ohe more instance of the non-efficiency
of government in its pretended capacity of pro-
tecting the life ant property of citizens has
come to light. This time it is in Flatbush, one
of the outlyving districts of New York City.
T'he people there have been paying the usual
amount of taxes for the support of a police
force, but robbery has been increasing to such
an alarming extent, without any apparent inter-
ference on the part of the police, that, in order
to protect their property, Flatbush citizens have
heen obliged to organize their own private police
force. They take turns themselves at patrolling
their streets at uight, and it is needless to say
that, since this system has been put in practice,
the breaking and entering of houses has prac-
tically ceased. But it is quite likely that even
these Flatbush people fail to see that they might
save the expense of the whole munieipal police
foree by abolishing it and do their own police
work, since they have to do it anyway. It might
be surmised that a self-respecting police depart-
ment would hereupon exhibit some evidences of
shame,  But how can a Tammany creature
know what that is?

The mayor of Norwich, Connecticut, Mr.
Charles ¥ Thayer, has recently given forth
some witerances on the same question ihat has
oceupivd the attention of the presideny of the
United States, namely, that of race suicide.
There is a divergence, however, in the views of
the mayor from those of the president,-—a di-
vergence distinetly to the credit of the former.
Here is a sentence that ought to make Teddy
and his tuppenny Taw officer of the post-office
department winee: = It seems to me that quality
i as important az quesiity. and that the breed-
g of the human animal deserves as muclc care
and consideration as the breeding of horses,
dogs, and hogs.” 1{ this means anything at all
(but of course it doesn’t to the present admi-
nistration), it means that there should be no in-
terference with the free discussion, in the press
and otherwise, of all questions relating to the
breeding of the human animal. But Robert
Pennyweight Goodwin, evidently a direet de-
scendant of Dogberry, would have all such dis-
cussion confined to the private office of the
family physician. For the good of the race,
Goodwin should not be in it.

So far our hig bluffer of the strenuous life
has hypnotized almost everybody into the belief

that he ended the late war in the far east. Even

(. E. 8. Wood, of “The Pacific Monthly,”
usually so clear sighted and perspicacious. has
fallen under the spell, and has tendereld his
tribute of praise to the pretender.  As a natter
of faet, few people of any importance have
davd to tell the truth about this matter, which
is that a treaty of peace would have been signed
and the war stopped whether Roosevelt or any
other potentate had taken a hand in the affair.
Both of the helligerent nations had about
reached the limit of their horrowing capacity ;
one had enough of war and the other wanted
no more: the wiser men in Russia saw that
nothing could be gained and much might be
lost by continuing the fighting, and the wiser
men in Japan saw that, despite the popalar de-
sire to go on, it meant national bankruptcy to
do so. Under these conditions it was as inevi-
table that the two nations should soon make
peace as it is that water should run down hill,
and the intervention of a third party was no
more essential to that consummation than it
was in the many wars of the past in which the
fighting nations came to terms without outside
assistoance.  Roosevelt deserves whatever credit
attaches to the offering of neutral ground upon
which the envoys could meet, and he may have
brought them together a few weeks sooner than
they otherwise would liave met; hut, in the
meantime, practically nie fighting was going on,
so the much lauded berefit to humanity was a
negligible quantity. In the history of the world
has no person derived so much glory from such
a meager achievement; and in no country hut
the United States could a man have so badly
fooled all the people.

False Sentiment the Bane of Penal Law.
The following are some extracts from an article in
“ The Advanee” (a religious publieation), by Charl-
ton T. Lewis, late president of the National Prison
Association, and show a rather more than ordinarily
clear conception of the question of the punishment of

erime:

No Vody of laws has ever been framed for the treat-
men'. of eriminals, with the goud of the community as
the avowed end in view. The system is founded on a
cruler idea, . .

For example, the longest sentence for bigamy in one
State is one year, in another twenty-one years; a per-
jurer in one can only be fined. in another shut up for
five years, and in still another for life. In Kentucky
incest is punished more than four time:. severely as
perjury, but across the river, in Indiana, perjury is
more than four times as heinous as incent.  For bur-
glary, under mitigating circumstances. a fine of ten
dollars is imposed in New Jersey, but in Alabama the
burglar is imprisoned a year, and in other States for
many years. Such illustrations are multiplied upon
every page of our penal luws. Nor are ihese extraor-
dinary discrepancies corrected in practice by the
courts. The actual records of the prisons show that
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the average sentence passed for perjury is ten times
as long in Florida as in Maine; that for incest is fif-
teen times as long in Louisiana as in Pennsylvania;
that jor rape is seventeen tim es as long in New Mexi-
co and twelve times as long n Texas as in Louisiana;
that for robbery is twelve times as long in Alabama
as in Delaware, and nineteen times s8 long in Arizona
as in California. If the purpose of penal law is to do
justice, which of the States attains it?

Thus the notion of retributive justice in penal law
is a mockery and a delusion, There is no semblance
to comparaiive equity in such awards. The difficulty
is the ‘mpossikility of the task undertaken. There is
no measure of zuilt known to the human mind.

What can scientific method do for the reform of
penal law? Te first step must be to select the end
to be sought, This is evidently the good of the com-
munity. In dealing with crime, the welfare of the
whole body of eitizens is the purpose to aim at: the
protection of civil order and of the rights of persen
and property; in short, the elimination of crime.

How, then, shall it deal with the eriminal? The an-
swer is obvious. If a man is such in nature or habit
that he cannot be a member of a free society, and
that his fellows are not secure while he is free, he
must be removed.

On the other hand, since there is no good reason for
ing a man except for the protection of socie-
ty, no man should be consigned to prison until it is
shown that he cannot be at large with safety to
others. 'This simple principle would narrowly limit
the use of juils. We are prodigal of them now, and
hold in confinement many thousands without the only
justification possible, What, then, shall be done with
the multitude of casual offenders who throng our
courts? The question is to be de ided upen the same
principle, the welfare of the cow unity. Experience
shows that the system of impri onment of minor of-
fenders fur 'short terms is but . gigantic measure for
the manufacture of eriminals, Our county jails
everywhere are the schools and olleges of crime. In
the light of sceial secience, it were better for the world
if every one of them were destroyed, than that this
work should be continued. But as houses of deten-
tion, properly constructed and widely used, they might
be made useful aids in our jurisprudence.

mpr

Thoughts from Huxley.

The longer I live, the more obvious it is to me that
the 1aost sacred act of a man’s life is to say and to
feel, “I believe such and such to be true.”

Those who elect to be free in thought and deed
must not hanker after the rewards, if they are to be
so called, which the world offers to those who put up
with its fetters.

I have always been, am, and propose to remain a
mere scholar. All that T have ever proposed to my-
self. ix to say, this and this have I learned; thus and
thus have I learned it; go thou and learn better, but
do not thrust on my shoulders the responsibility for
your own laziness if you elect to take, on my an-
thority, conclusjons, the value of which you ought to
have tested for yourself.

Harmonious order governing eternally continuous
progress; the web and woof of matter and force
interweaving by slow degrees, without a broken
thread. that veil which lies between us and the in-
finite: that universe which alone we know, or can
know: such is the picture which science draws of the

i world.
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« In abolishing rent and interest, the last vestiges of
old-time slavery, the Revolution abolishes at one stroke the
sword of the executioner, the scal of the magistrate, the
club of the puliceman, the gauge of the esciaeman, the
erasing-knife of the department clerk, all those insignia of
Palitics, which young Lidberty grinds beneati: her heel,”—
PROUDHON.

24r The appearance In the editorial column of articles
over other signatures than the edlitor's Initial indicates
that the editor approves thelr central purpese and geneial
tenor, though he does not hold hlmself responsible for
every phrase or word. But the appearance iL 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 belng governed largely by
motlves vf converlence.

The Warren Biography.

Liberty is pleased to be able to announce that
the publication of William Bailie’s book on
Josiah Warren is assured, subscriptions cover-
ing about half of the cost having been received.
Mr. Bailie himself will assume the risk of the
rest of the cost. The manuscript is now in the
hands of the printer, and the book is promised
for delivery early in December. Those who
have subseribed may therefore forward their
remittances w the editor of Liberty, and the
book will be mailed to them as soon as it is
ready.

Mr. Bailie writes that the biography proper
will be preceded by an introductory esssy on
“The Anarchizt Spirit,” which, he says, might
be ealled a brief exposition of the leading prin-
eiples of Anarchizm as exemplified in modern
thought and literature,—an attempt, in short,
to define Anarchist belief in relation to other
social Torces. Tt might be added that several
erities, not admirers of Warren or particularly
in sympathy with his beliefs, have, upon reading
the manuseript of Mr. Bailie's hook, grown
quite enthusinstic as to its merits. Tt is not,
therefore, a temerarious assertion to predict
{hat © Josiah Warren: the First American An-
archist ” will be an Anarchist classie.

Boss lvins.

As a rule, political contests do not excite me,
knowing as I do that the results of counting
heads afford an index even less reliable than
those of breaking heads to the growth or decline
of human liberty. But I confess to a feeling of
considerable elation on returning to New York
recently after a long absence from home and
learning that my old, though not intimate,
{friend, William M. Ivins, was in the thick of a
tlrec-cornered fight for the New York mayor-
alty, his competitors being the horrible Hearst,
malodorous eandidate of o not absolutely nause-
ating following, and the immaculate McClellan,
the nominee put forward by malodorous Tam-
many with a view to the nullification of its own
stench.

I have known Mr. Iving for nearly thirty
years. Our acquaintance began when both of us
were young and obgcure,  Since then we have

met but rarely, having heen engaged in differ-
ent lines of work that have given cach of us a
reputation,—his a reputation intense and local,
ax a political reformer and financial adminis-
trator, mine a ceputation extense, diffuse, and
sporadie, as an extreme representative of one of
the two great socological tendencies that to-day
divide the worla.  Of my carcer he probably
knows little, but 1 have watched his rather
steadily, and have ever noted in him the student
with incrdinate thirst for knowledge, the thinker
of tremendously keen and penetrating vision,
the practical excceutive of almost the first order,
the steadfast striver after high ideals, the bold,
picturesque, resourceful, untiring, and surpris-
ing fighter, the sympatheiic and Fiadly friend,
and, everywhere and always, fhe clean and up-
right gentleman.  And so, or hearing of his
candidacy and of the admiracle independence
vith which he was eonducting his campaign, I
said to myself: “ Futile as all voting i<, still, if
Ivins shall be elected, this town for four years
to come will I~ o mighty interesting place of
residence,” o>, * there stole into my bring o
sneaking ho . that he might win his fight.
How quickly this hope gave place to my
usual political indifference when one evening
Mr. Tvins injected into his speech a warm ap-
proval of Tammany’s suppression of Bernard
Shaw’s masterpiece, “ Mrs. Warren’s Profes-
sion 7! How empty after that scemed the can-
didate’s nightly boast: * No man is my boss,
and T am no man's hoss ! 1low promptly all
matters of graft and inefficiency and waste and
theft dwindled into insignificance beside this
assault on free speech, all the move dangerous
hecause made by a man of indubitably high
character! “ No man’s boss,” indeed! 1lere is
Bernard Shaw. Broad as is the culture of
Ivins, Shaw’s is broader; admire as you may
the devotion of Iving, Shaw’s is superior; enjoy
as you may the wit of Ivins, Shaw’s is finer;
emphasize as you will the sincerity of Ivins,
Shaw's is even surer.  And, as for the audiences
that are eager to listen to ~uaw, there is simply
no ground of comparison betwzen their Ligh in-
telligence and the vulgarity of the rabble to
whom Ivins generally appeals. Yet Mr. Tvins
presumes to say to Mr. Shaw: “ You shall not
speak,” and to Mr. Shaw’s hearers: “ You shall
not listen.” It would be the height of impu-
dence, were it not out of the question that Mr.
Ivins should harbor the intent of impudence.
“ No man’s boss,” indeed! Does he not con-
stitute himself Mr. Shaw’s boss and Mr. Arnold
Daly’s hoss and my boss and the hoss of every
one who dares to differ with Mr. Iving and his
rabble? It is in the hope of leading him to sce
that bossism is a much more far-reaching thing
than he supposes that I refer to him, in the
caption of this article, as Boss Ivins. T.

The Philosophy of Egoism.

Just after the last number of Liberty had
gone to press there came to hand a copy of the
master work of the late James L. Walker, for
many years a contributor to Liberty under the
pen-name of “ Tak Kak.” The first fifteen
chapters of the book were printed in “ Egoism,”
published at San Francisco some fifteen years
ago hy Henry and Georgia Replogle. The re-
maining eleven chapters are now first published

and the whale is brought out by the author’s
witlow, Mrs, Katharine Walker, at Denver,
Colorado,  (‘There is an edition in cloth af
seventy-five cents and one in paper at thirty-
five cents, both of which can be had of H, P.
Replogle, P, O. Box 1307, Denver, Colorado, or
of the publisher of Liberty.)

To those who have read Tak Kak's scholarly
contributions to Liberty, no word of introdue-
tion or of commendation is necessary. It is
enostgh Lo say that in this work is concentrated
the hest thought of a remarkably brilliant and
vorsatile mind, no clearer or more concise ex-
position of the philosophy of Egoism ever hav-
ing been given to the workl, To those perennial
inquirers who wish to know what Egoism is,
ihis book can be cited and recommended, for
the language is simple yet elegant English,
lucid in style, and withal most readable, even te
fascination. Duty, Conscience, Moralism,
Right, and all the fetiches and superstitions
which have infested the human intellect since
man ceased to walk on four feet, are annihi-
tated, swept away. relegated to the rubbish heap
of the waste of human intelligence that has
gone on through the piogress of the race from
its infaney.

There is scarcely any human relation that
Mr. Walker has not discussed, elucidated, and
set forth in the light of this philosophy, while
the realities of life (viewed from the “ Egoistic
standpoint) sre sharply contrasted to the ab-
surd unrealities of life (viewed from the Al-
truistic standpoint). This iz one of the few
hooks so tersely written that, to review it ade-
quately, a volume larger than the hook rtself
would have to be written. There is not a word
too much—there is not a necessary word left
unsaid. The person who can read this volume
without acquiring an inteltigent grasp of the
underlying motives ¢f the human ego is beyond
the reach of any intellectual stimulant; and no
person ean assimilate the cor-Tusions of this
rare philosopher without a sense of sincere ad-
miration for the mind whenee thiey emanated.

The author has gone to the bottom of the
problem.  He has heen an earnest investigator
and shows his familiarity with the work of all
those who have hitherto written on the snbject,
especially that of Stirner and Nietzsche.

Henry P. Replogle, who has assisted in the
publication of the book, has added to it a quite
comprehensive biographical sketch of Mr.
Walker, in which especially are given the de-
tails (not heretofore published) of the author's
last iliness and tragical death hriefly noticed in
No. 386 of Liberty. His death was tragical, be-
cause, if left alone, he could have saved himself.
e was a physician and had pulled himsel{
through a case of yellow fever; but, before he
had regained his normal strength, he was un-
fortunate enough to contract small-pox. Being
in Mexico, he was at once taken i hand by the
health authorities of tha! medically henighted
land, and to their dosing and otherwise un-
geientific treatment he succumbed, well know-
ing all the time that he was being murdered,
but helpless in their hands. What more terrible
tragedy than that this fertile and indefatigable
intellect should be snuffed out in its prime as
an offering to the Moloch of ignorance!

(LN PN
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The ‘* What Does It Matter *’ Philosophy.
Liberty’s readers may not be aware of the
fact that the republic—or Anarchy, rather-—ol
thought and speculation has had a new philo-

sophy born unfo it—the pailozophy of “ what
does it matter.”  Its latest and best expounder
is Mr. . E. 8. Wood, of Portland, with whoze
inteHectual and literary qualitios the aforesaid
readers are not unfamiliar, T am glad to say.
Yielding to the request of a perplexed friend.
Mr. Wood presented in a recent issue of *The
Pacific Monthly ** a persuasive and interesting
defence of that philosophy.

I have read the statement or argument with
much plensure, but a little reflection satisfied
me that the pleasure was purely wsthetic. The
charm, in other words, was in the manner, not
in the matter. I know less about the * what
does it matter 7 philosophy than I did befove.
The distinctions made by our friend escape my
grasp. He cither has three philosophies in one,
with the “one” a thing of shreds and patches,
or no philosophy at all, in the exposition in
question,

Meeting an offhand objection, Mr. Wood
zays at the outsct of his philosophy:

It does not mean that it is useless to make indivi-
dual effort; it means that, having made our honest
effort, let the result take care of itself.

The philosophy of * what does it matter” is one of
proportions, not of conduct; of view, not of motives;
of self-obliteration, not of self-seekinmyg; of stimvia-
tion, not of despair; it is the philosophy of “ vhat
does it matter,” not of ¢ what is the use.”

Let me begin by remarking that any philo-
sophy “of view ” is necessarily a philosophy
< of conduct,” and of course a philosophy of
conduet is a philosophy of motive. If we think
that certain things matter, we act in a certain
way; il we think or feel that the things do not
matter, we act in another way.

Mr. Wood says that the quintessence of his
philosophy is this: Having made an honest
effort, let the result take care of itself. This
very formula is a denial of the alleged philo-
sophy, for, apparently, it does matter whether
we make an honest effort or not, and it does
matter whether, after the honest effort, we do
or do not let the results take care of themselves.
If some things matter, then there iz no “ what
does it matter ¥ philosophy.

Some of the illustrative passages in Mr.
Wood’s article suggest that his real philosophy
is a “ what do I matter ” philosophy—a very
different thing. Other passages point to a
“what docs praise er blame matter ” philo-
sophy—also a very different, and far less im-
portant, thing, hardly rising, indeed, to the
dignity of the name of philosophy.

“Will the world stop though the greatest of
o die? What are the greatest of us *—asks
Mr. Wood—* but the fruit of mere [why
“mere”?] pre-existent ideals and forees?”
and he continues:

Therefore, every individual should say of himself
and to himself, “ What do I matter? What am I that
cternity should be mindful of me?” Though man is
full of prying curiosity, yet, on the whole, he, toc, is
as indifferent to individuals as is nature herself.
Who really cares who wrote the ““ Iliads ” and * Odys-
seys 7?7 A blind bard, Homer? Or twenty men? No
one cares. What we really care for is that the world

has the Homeric poems. Who in fact really cares who
wrote the Shaksperean dramas—Shakspere or Bacon?

It is food for eontroversy.  But the world only cares
and will only care that it has this teeasure house of
poetry. The world does not really eave so much
whether Christ was the son of God, immaculately
conceived,

T implication of this reasoning is that the
indiv dual does not matier, while his work,
whe . great and significant, does matter.  But
whe ever denied this. - ud what theoretieal or
pri tical significar ¢ has sueh a * philosophy ™*?
Shak cer matters to us because his work mat-
ters; to say that, if the same work had been
done by Smith, the world would not have suf-
fered any loss is to utter a truism,

Moreover, the distinction is verhal. If my
work matters, T matter. We know persons only
by their work, by the manifestations of their
individualities in speech and action. By their
fruits ye shall know them.

The passage which follows that just quoted
runs thus:

Therefore the philosophy of “ what does it matter ”
says: If you have written a book or painted a picture
or done any other act, take no thought to yourself,
and of yourself concerning it; and of all praise say,
“ What does it matter? 1f what I have done be not
truly good, praise can not make it so, time must tell.”
Ana if you be damned and ridiculed, say, “ What does
it matter? This condemnation does not make my
work bad; time and the great mother must tell.” And
if your friends or your enemies urge you to advertise
yourself and strut before the people and let people
know what a mighty man you are—say, “ What does
it matter? If anything I have done be good the world
will surely find it out, and, if it be bad, that also will
be found out, and it were better I leave it to live or
die as it ought to live or die according to its veal
worth,” \

This is the paragraph which seems to resolve
the whole philosophy into one of indifference
to praise and blame. I repeat, no thoughtful
man does eare overmuch whether his contempo-
raries praise or blame him if he is conscious of
kaving made an honest effort. But Mr. Wood’s
own words imply that, in the long run, praise
and blame do matter. How does the world
“ find out * anything except through the opi-
nions of crities, judges, observers, historians,
and so on? An appeal to posterity is not, there-
fore, evidence of indifference to praise and
blame; it is only evidence of indifference to
conteruporary judgments. Hence, cven the
“ what does praise or blame matter ” philosophy
is whittled down by qualifications.

Toward the end of the article Mr. Wood
throws his whole philosophy overboard. For he
tells us that “ to be ourselves is what matters ”;
“to joy in our own blossoming ” without self-
consciousness or pride or vanity ; “to help man-
kind on to freedom, the appointed goal; to sing
them songs by the way, reckless as larks—this is
what matters; and whatsoever be in us to do,
that we will do in spite of all philosophy.”

Now, if it matters whether we are true to
ourselves, then the “ I,” the “ ego,” matters, as
well as the ego’s work, which flatly contradicts
an earlier affirmation. If it matters whether
we work for freedom, then freedom matters,
and work matters. What, then, is left of the
“ what does it matter 7 philosophy? What
does the “it” in the formula refer to?

Yes, we do what we must without regard to
philosophy. But philosophy explains us to our-
selves and assigns us our place in nature. Tt
cnables us to understand “ the appointed goal,”

freedom, and appreciate its value, and by doing
this for us it renders it casier for us to “help
mankind on to freedom.”  But the philosophy
which does this is not in any sense a “ what does
it matier ™ philosophy, s R

What Will Anarchy D» with Fraud ?

Liternal vigilance is the price of Liberty.
Thi: is French for ** You have to watch forever
before you see a copy of Liberty coming.” One
must consider, therefore, when one of these rare
opportunities comes, how we may best utilize it.
There are several topics on which I really want
to write for Liberty ; but on the whole I do not
believe there is any that presses me harder, in
days when breaths of air come a few months
apart, than the question I have put at the head
of this article. For when I think my lonely
thoughts to myself while 1 am separated from
my fellow-Anarchists by Liberty’s non-
appearance, I find these thoughts take such

‘courses that the answering of this question

seems to be the key to unlock the next door he-
fore me.

I believe it is part of the acknowledged for-
mula of Aparchism that we regard certain cases
of gross fraud as equivalent to force in justify-
ing the use of force against them. It is so laid
down in my “ What is Anarchism?” which
passes unchallenged, and sometimes com-
mended, as a statement of the principles Liberty
stands for; and when I wrote it thus I did so
because I had been so taught by those who gave
me my training in Anarchism. But this leaves
us to consider two hard points: first, what
frauds, if not every untruth of whatever sort,
shall be held to constitute invasion? and second,
what relation does this bear to the fundamental
necessities upon which Anarchism is based ?
And T am surprised that our opponents do not
oftener assail us for making no attempt at
fencing off such a very broad field.

Reasons for desiring to suppress fraud are
casy enough to find. Fraud robs a man of his
money just as totally as burglary does; it is
much more likely to sweep away the scanty
savings of the poor than is any form of forcible
robbery ; and I think we shall all find that we
grow angry to the verge of the lynching fever far
oftener over cases of fraud than over any other
erimes against property. Furthermore, fraund
can be used as a means of maurder and the like,
particularly if the murderer enjoys the con-
fidence of his intended victim ; the actual oc-
currence of abuses of confidence for this pur-
pose is well known,—for instance, in cases of
poisoning ; and, if we were to rule that a man
who caused another’s death by deliberately mak-
ing him believe that a certain action was desir-
able when in fact it would be fatal—poisoning
remains the most obvious instance—should be
free from the penalty of murder, we should he
setting up a sign-board pointing to a way of
committing murder without inenrring the
penalty.

Yet we start with the view that decidedly the
hest social order is that in which each man de-
termines his own life, for good or for evil to him-
self and to others; and how does the man who
lies to me interfere with my determination of
my own life any more than if he affected my
environment hy—for instance—bhringing wp in
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my neighborhood a large family of ignorant
children?  And we have all :cen, in the Helen
Wilimans case, how easily provisions against
fraud may operate as provisions again-! !
speech, The man who robs me hy for. -
feres with my life by an external act ag.

which T cannot provide exeept by forcible
pression ; the man who robs me by fraud simply
plays me a trick against which I might have
guarded myself by the exercise of business
prudence; let me he simply told to practise this
prudence, and 1t will be well for me.

Nay, but the prudence which shounld fully
suffice to protect me against fraud would have
to consist in such absolute distrust of strangers
as would block all husiness life; and the caution
which should fully suffice to secure men against
having any of their number poisoned by those
near to them, would have to be such a with-
drawal of all trustfulness in the most intimate
relations as would almost make an end of so-

ciety. It is not socially desirable, it would he a-

supreme calamity, that men should have such
caution as to do away with the nced of other
measures against frand. We do get partial pro-
tection by tolerable caution; yet it would be a
great social benefit if even this existing cauntion
could be made needless.

Do these arguments make a decision easy ?
Not to me.

Some time ago, writing in Liberly on an as-
pect of the marriage question, I propounded the
view that it is not Anarchistic to enforce spe-
cific performance of any contract by proceeding
against the non-performer’s person ; but that, if
by custom or otherwise a certain contract was
understood to imply a warranty that certain
money would be paid in the event of its breach,
then the contract was an incipient transfer of
the title to property, which transfer became
complete when the contract was broken, so that
the aggrieved party had the same ground for
now claiming possession of this property as for
claiming any other property of his that might
be held out of his hands; this claim, so far as it
rests on these grounds, being limited to the
amount of value that has been continuously

owned by the delinquent since the contract was

made, or since he acted in such a way as to let it
be understood that he still accepted the contract.
This was not contradicted, and I think it will
be found the fairest interpretation of Anarchist
principle on these points, at least in the ordi-
nary circumstances of life. Now on the same
principles I think we may recognize a rule so
far as we find it existing, or make it so far as
we think best, that, when a man speaks in such
a way as to make it appear that he understands
he is speaking responsibly, he pledges his prop-
erty as a warrant for his words to an extent
limited by his continuous possession as above,
and probably also by the actual damage done to
those who may complain of him for fraud.
And the operation of this rule may be limited
as inuch or as little as we like by such considera-
tions as de minimis non curat lex, interest rei
publicae finem esse litigationis, summum jus
summa injuria, contra bonos mores, and the
like.

One limitation I think there must be, to this
and any other provision against fraud, or free
speech is not safe. The limitation should in my

mind he something like this: misstaiement
about matters which in their essence can never
be anything hat opinion, such as in general are
morality, hygiene, and the cure of diseases,
must never be accepied as constituting a erimi-
nal fraud, no matter how well settled the true
opinion may be; but misstatement in matters
objeetively determinable by merely going and
observing a plain fact, such as statements of
measurable quantity or the specific action of
certain drugs in carsing purging, cardiac de-
pression, sleep, or death, shall constitute crimi-
nal fraud whenever the other elements of such
fraud are present—within the limits of the
observed standards of carefulness and trustful-
ness in actual human life. 1 would not make
the distinction on the ground of certainty, but
of objectivity ; it may be much more certain
that the Spanish bull-fight is a degrading iusti-
tution than that certain disputed markings ex-
ist on the moon or Mars, nevertheless the for-
mer is a matter of opinion and the latter of
testimony. I do not conceal the difficulty of
knowing quite where to draw my line in some
cases; but I am pretty sure I have the right
line, and I will give my reasons on demand.

So far we have a provision—adequate or not
—against pecuniarily assessable frauds by sol-
vent persons, and on the other hand a declara-
tion of an unprosecutable freedom of misstate-
ment when the listener may be charged with
knowledge that the subject-matter does not ad-
mit of a purely objective certainty. There re-
main the harder questions of frauds committed
by deceit in matters of ascertainable fact when
(1) they are committed by persons not solvent
to the amount of the damage done, or (2) the
damage is not pecuniarily assessable.

I think we may get light by considering the
analogy of some cascs of physical aggression in
which the element of invasion is more or less
disguised.

If in an unappropriated forest a man secretly
puts poison in a spring where he knows there is
a chance that another will drink, or sets a trap
where he knows there is a chance that another
will pass, and therchy somehody loses life,
limb, or some hours of liberty, we hold the {irst
man an invader; yet if he gives due warning to
all who might be endangered, he is clear. How
s0? He in no case interfered with his neighbor’s
liberty to roam through the woods, exercising
any prudence he saw fit with regard to hidden
dangers either natural or artificial; and, if the
creation of a danger is held to be invasive, how
does this come to constitute an obligation of
speech, so that a nian’s eriminality now de-
pends on his no longer calling his tongue his
own? Why, because man’s action is action on
his knowledge, and his liberty of action must be
a liberty of acting on his knowledge. I cannot
go through the woods except on the basis of
what I know of the woods; if any one puts the
woods in such shape that my knowledge be-
comes less adequate for avoiding danger to my
life there, he bars me from the possibility of go-
ing there in the same degree of security ; and to
bar me from a possibility is to bar me from a
liberty. And to fix things so that, in my ig-
norance, I shall hurt myself by running against
them, is the same aggression as to impel these
things at me so that, with the same degree of

certainty, they shall hit me and hurt me.

Just so it is, T think, with frauds, It is im-
possible in sociely to divorce my knowledge
from the information 1 receive from my neigh-
hor. If a man puts poison where he expects me
o mistake it for something catable, his offence
consisls in putting the facts out ol harmony
with my knowledge. 1f he tells me a thing is
catable when hie knows it to be poisonous, he
puts my knowledge out of harmony with the
facts, which comes to the same thing. 1t is
essential to all practical liberty of action that
the correspondence hetween my knowledge and
the facts he not disturbed by the malice or reck-
lessness of another. And 1 may clain.a proper
liberty to be credulous without thereby suffer-
ing any of these aggressions from him.

i conclude, therefore, that, if one causes in-
jury to any one’s person or property by deceiv-
ing any one as to any matter of fact (as distin-
guished from opinion), the action that may
Anarchistically be taken is the same as if the
same resuit had been produced by physical
force; this being limited by the extent to which
men in general are actually caref> | about the
accuracy of what they say, and by the extent to
which men do in general put confilence in
what is told them, This last restriction may
perhaps be considered analogous to the fact that
T have no claim for damages if an injury results
from miy not being warned of what some one
did in the woods whea he had nc reascnable
ground to fear that it might hurt me.

I write this partly in order to clear my own
mind, not much for the sake of instructing
others, but most of all in order to find out what
others think on the point. I can see that part
of my arguments will scem undesirably indirect,
and that my eonclusion will seein to some of our
friends undesirably sweeping. Yei T rather
think, after all, that my eonclusion will be
found ecorrect and correctly based. I wish that
those who may oppose me would take cognizance
of whether their arguments do or do not apply
equally to the case of traps in the woods; it can
hardly be necessary to ask also that they take
cognizance of the exigencies of practical life as
we sec it ; but most especially T wish that, if any
one finds me to be wrong, he would show me
why, in whatever form he does it.

SteveEN T. ByiNveToN.

A Book of lconoclasts.

Henrik Ibsen, August Strindberg, Henry
Becque, Gerhart Hauptmann, Paul Hervien,
Bernard Shaw, Maxim Gorky, Hermann Suder-
man, the De Goncourts, D’Annunzio, Villiers
de VIsle Adam, Maurice Maeterlinck-—~such is
the group of mighty playwrights which James
Huneker has selected from eight nations to re-
present the iconoclastic spirit of the modern
drama. They more than represent it,—they
c¢mbody it; for one can think of but few that
could be added. It is true that Tolstoi might
have heen substituted for the De Goncourts, and
thus have added, perhaps, a little more of socio-
logical interest to the work. But, after read-
ing what Mr. Huneker has to say of these, his
“ Ieonoclasts ” (Scribner’s), it is cleae that the
title of the book has been considered in a very
broad sense, and that the images broken are
those of the traditions of the teehnique of dra-







