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It is said that the series of supreme court de- the entire poem of which it is the conclusion,
cisions widely proclaimed as revolutionary in and which, if I remember rightly, was once
their effect on the railroads has produced no printed in these columns. It establishes an
change whatever in the policy and tacti(}s of analogy between liberty and the sea, claiming
the latter. The interstate commerce law and that, just as we trust ourselves to the sea be-
commission are as lifeleBB as they were before cause of its manifold uses and in spite of its
" new life and vigor" were imparted to them. storms (sometimes fatal to individuals), so we
But, in the first place, it is altogether too should trust ourselves to liberty because of its
early to judge. State bodies are very deliber- great advantages and in ~~ite of its dangers
ate, and a thousand days to them are no more (also sometimes fatal to individuals). This
than one day to a private individl~a1. Give does not mean, however, that individuals may
the commission ten years, and it may do Bome- be" called upon" to make" sacrifices" to lib-
thing with its new powers. In the second erty. It means simply that, just as no sensible
place, the mere fact that the law and commis- individual allows his consciousness of the pos-
sio!! exist satisfies thousands of reformers and sibility of shipwreck to deprive him of the
philanthropists. They are now engaged in benefits of international commerce, so no sensi-
earnest efforts to have more commissions cre- ble individual will allow his consciousness of
ated, and other laws passed. 'rhey do not wait the possibility that liberty will lead to his
for one to succeed before asking for another; if death to deprive him of the benefits to be de
they did, they might never have occasion to rived from the policy of equal freedom. But,
mak3 a second appeal to the government. Acts given an individual prizing his own life above
are nothing to them; intentions and words aught else, or preferring a longer and less
everything. happy life to a shorter and happier one, and

Mr. George A. Schilling writes to me as fol- supposing in him the ability to infallibly fore-
lows: "I fully agree with the point you m3,ke see that, in his individual case, death will

I against Labadie on the subject of liberty. It sooner or later result from his choice of the

I
is idle to say that men want liberty for liberty's policy of liberty, there is no reason why he
own sake; they want it because of the protec- shouid sacrifice himself to liberty; and I cer-

. tion, enjoyment, and development it affords tainly would not offer to such a man Hay's lines
them. In other words, they want it because as wise counsel.
of what there is ' in it.' But, believing this A contributor to the" Conservator," who is
way, I cannot understand why you should in- henceforth nameless in these columns, per-
sist in keeping .John Hay':, poem flying ir, the petrates the following crime against reason in a
columns of Liberty, which gives the contrary review of " Mutual Banking" from the stand':
impression,-' and, though thou slay us, we point of the fool theory that a commodi~,y

will trust in thee.' Of courl'e, it may be that standard of val':e is an impossibility: "The
you couhc insist that the first two lines em- wealth of the United States equals $80,000,
phasize liberty's general benefits, whereas the 000,000. If a dollar is necessarily a certain
last line indicates only sacrifices which here and weight of gold (about 23 grains), then this ex-
there individuals may be called upon to make pression means that this nation's wealth equals
in her service." I must first correct Mr. 80,000,000,000 x 23 grains, or about
Schilling's misapprehentlion that my point was 4,000,000,000 ounces of gold. Now, the total
made against Labadie. It. was made against gold supply of the world does not exceed, &C-

Dr. Maryson. In wanting liberty for what cording to the best auth{lrities, one-twenty-
there is " in it " Snhilling, Labadie, and I are seventh of this amount. Hence it is very cer-
at one,-a stt\temeut which should be qualifled tain that the dollar as used in the estimation of
by pointing out that, judging Schilling from values is not a certain weight of gold." I
his more recent :nanifeAtations, he thinks there suppose, then, that, if I were to say that a cer-
is little or nothing in it, an 1 therefore wants tain mountain is 10 Eiffel Towers high, a com-
little or none of it. Coming now to his numtl'tor upon this !\Ssertion would be ~ntitled.

criticism regarding the Hay motto, I need say to point out that, since the total Eifrel 'rower
only that Schilling~ after declaring that he does supply of the world doe8 not exceed one-tooth
not understand my adoption of it, ShOWI, by of 10 Eitfel Towers, it is v~'ry certain ".bat the
his suggestion of a possible explanation, that he Eiffel Tower as used in the estimation of
does understand it. Barring the moralist.io height is not a certain length representedb)?
terminology in which it is expressed, the lug- the structure of that nameln Paris. Toa'"
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On Picket Duty.
AJl'on~ the resolutions passed at the Inter

national Feminine Congress recently held in
Paris was one prt:.vidillg that, in order to
guarantee the family against the horrible
scourge of contagious and hereditary disease,
those proposing to marry should present to the
legal authorities a special certificate of good
health. This suggestion, of surprising and ec
centric sanity, ought to commend itself to all
Archists. If ':le State certificate of good
health is not in pla<le in the case of legal mar
riage, where in the l'c~ations of the sexes can it
be in place? Sanitary supervision of prostitu
tion logically nec~ssitates sanitary supervision
of marriage. Liberty is against both.

The Springfield " Republican" is sur-
prised and grieved to find that educated men
can be furious and bitter in controversy over
large questions. It does not find, it saYI:!, that
historians and professors and college presidents
control their temper better than ordinary citi
Ztlns or newspaper writers, referring to the
emphatic disapproval of the Cleveland-Olney
Venezuela policy expressed recently by John C.
Ropes and other historians. It is curious that
so unfounded a notion should obtain lodgment
in anyhody's mind. The facts do not support
the hypothesis that education does away with
con troversial violence and breeds calmness and
humility and sweetness of disposition; nor is
there any a priori reason for thinking that this
effect must flow from education. An educated
mnn setlS more sides to a question tban a nar
row and ignorant man, but the side which he
thinks wrong will not get quarter from him
any more than from the ignorant man. Think
of such fighters as Proudhon, Marx, Huxley,
Carlyle, Ruskin, J..ecky, and scores of others!
Th~y are aggressive towards that which seems
erroneous to them, and perfectly merciless in
their treatment of perverse and mi8Chic'~o1\'"

champions of falsehood. If John C. Rop(;JS
thinks the Venezuela policy a " huge swi'aldle"
and " unscrupulous political trick," why should
he not say so? •If another educated man
thinks that Mr.• Ropes is himself singularly ob
tuse and wrong-headed in this matter, and
that his charge against ~leveland is absurdly
unjust, why should 1uI.n~t~yso? Wh~tis

there in educr,tion ~JPI'e~ent~ple from~y

i.JZ what tb~yJhin~~~~~~~ingthem~lYe8
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.. In abollxhlllg relll alld IIIM'est, t!lelaJlt vutlge8 of old-time ala·
very, ti,e Re1,nlulion abolishes at one 8trO" the sword of the ex.cu·
'/Qn~, the seal of tile magltltrate, t!le club of the policeman, the glluge
of the ea,clxeman, (!Ie el'lUillig-k.'llfe of t!le IleJial·tmtlllt clerk, all (!lose
11U'i(lnia of Politic" wlllelL Y~lIn!1 Liberty grlll!l, beneath her heel," -
PaouDlloN,

~Q The appearance in the cllitorilll column of arti·
ell'S oyer other signatlll'es than the editor's initial indio
cates that the editor approves their central purpose allil
geneml tenor. though he does not hold himself respon
sible for evcry phrase or word, But the appearunce in
other parts oi the paper of llrt.i<,les by the same or other
writers by no meaus indicates that he disapproves
them in any respect, such disposition of them being
governed largely by motives of convenience.

Mr. Salter's Defence.
II.

On no subject is more nonSense written by
pseudo-sociologists and political rOIll?nticists
than 011 the folubjeet of "society," ~Iost of the
iIlVusions practised and the false tlwories ad
vocated are traceable to the arbitral'S' and con
fused notions formed upon the nature of RO

ciety. I 11Iwe already dwelt upon this matter,
and sllall presently have to deal with it again,
but at this moment let us .tdmi~, ~'or the sak-::
of the argument, that the sociological mr'La
phJ'sicians are right in regarding society as an
organism, and in contending that it har:ights
and duties of its own, altogether apart L-"'m
the individuals composing it. By what. prc;esB
of reasoning do these " societarians " a"live at
the curious and unexpected conclusion th11 ~ the
majority stands for and represents society?
rrhey are, one and all, guilty of this logical
lapse, and it is interesting to know how the
ilUbstitution is theoretically justified by them.
In this article we are to inquire how 1\11'. Salter
bridges the chasm.

True, :Mr. Salter now declares that the term
organisll. is misleading, and might have been
omitted without injury to his argument. The
question, however, is not one of terms, but of
conception. In his book Mr. Salter stated that
Spencer U makes ul"e of the conception of so
ciety as an organism" in a " very imperfeet
way," but fails to point out wherein the con
ception fails of perfection. Spencer not only
does not question, but laJ-s great stress on, the
fact that societLJs are not " a lot of indivi
duals situated alongside of one another," but
individuals held together by many bonds and
feeling themselves one. He simply points out
that thl~ dissimilarJti~between societies and
real organism.. are more fundamental and im
portant than the similarities, and that society
has neither brain, conscien~, or will. If this
is "imperfect," whati8~h~iperfectconception?
The organis~,the('7,•• w~i.clj, .•~r•.. ~~l~~~.~~~~,
is at bottom~!"Ue, in".ol",..e8 ore.thanthatmen

~a~~ f~l~an~;Gc~nce~v lve
how bound toone a
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some sense a unity"; and it is because it in
volves morc, and is at bottom fallie and Hense
lesh, that Spencer and the Anarchists reject it.
It is Mr. Salter who is confused on this point,
not I. I do not deny that societies are more
than" a lot of individuals living alongside of
one another"; I fully admit the existence of
the feeling of unity and solidarity and member
ship; but I insist that this is not the organism
theory at all. :Mr. Salter need not ask me
wlwt the organism theory is, for I do not
kIlOW, and am sure that nobody else knows.
Those who claim to possess the" perfect con
ception " of society cannot, of course, assert
that society thinks and acts for itself, but they
do assert that it has rights and duties of its
OWII.

Now, as I have said, let us admit this: but
how is the majority substituted for socie!)' hy
these theorists? Mr. ~alter says that be iii
cOllsdous of the" difficulty," but that there is
no way of surmounting it. I cheerfully agree
with him. There is no way, and this fact is
fatal to his C:1.-e I~et us see what he says by
way of proving that majority rule is inevitable:

Cntlollbtedly it would be better if social action
could be unanimous.... But, practically speaking,
unanimity is un ideal rarely attained. The question,
then, is whether it is better that a society should act
with somet,hing short of unanimity rather than nOG
act nt niL It is as with an individual in a difficult
emergeneY,-wheu, for example, he must make some
perilous leap or form any decision about which there
lire risks either way. One thought moves him ill one
way, llnd nnother thought moves him in another, and
fear might prompt him not to act at aiL But the
situntion may be such that he must act,-and act he
does, though some of his thoughts or feelings are
overborne. Tboughts or feelings are the units in the
individuals; indh;duals are the units in a society.
Sometimes the onl,y wny in which an individual or a
society can act is by majority rule,-or at least some
strong skg-le thought or emotion that is equivalent to
a majority. It is either this, or paralysis, non-action,
in both cases. The only question is, then, whether a
society (tribe, cnmmunity, family, or whatever be the
sodal aggregate) may act-for it is irrevelant and
superfluous, and, indeed, in a way absurd, to grant
that a society may act, and then to deny it recourse
to the only method by which action can be effected.

Mr. Salter is really too indulgent to those
who, after granting that society may act, deny
it recourse to the only method by which action
can be effected. Such a position is not merely
" in a way absurd"; it is in every way absurd
and irrational. A right which cannot be exer
cised is not a right. If society may act, it
must he permitted to act in whatever way it is
possible for it to act. But, pray, whom has
Mr. Salter in mind? The observation is cer
tainly inapplicable to iny position, since I never
granted that" society may act." I con
tended that, since society cannot act, since no
one is authorized to represent it and champion
it.~ rights and claims, it is absurd to assert that
it may act. Sbow n;e, I said to Mr. Salter,
that society can act, and I will grant you that
it may act. Mr. Salter fails to show that it
can,-indeed, admits that it cannot,-and then
asks me to 8wallow majority rule because this is
the only way in which society can act I My
r~8pect for Mr. Salter alone prevents me from
properly characterizing this process of
reasoning.

Even allchool-boy know8 that the majority

i8~~~i~ei~tY.'.~eietyis "all of the
ma oritis some/of us."

speak Oldy foJ' itHeir. It is m:lllifestir absurd
to claim that it speakll 1".)1' .. all of us," when
the minority is loudly expressing its dissent
and dissatisfaction. TI'ue, the majOl·ity Keldom
says distinctly and deliber;ttely: "This is good
for 1W, and hence it must be"; it genel'ally
says: "This is good for all of us, and thel'e
fore it mllst be." But, on the other band,
there 8tands the minority protesting and in
sisting that" c!tat is good for all of us." How
can 1\11'. Salter determine which truly represents
society?

Only one line of argument was open to Mr.
Salter, but he wisely refrained from taking it.
If it could be successfully shown that, as a
matter of fact, the majority bas always been
wiser' and sounder and better than the minoritr,
and that society has prospered in proportion as
it has followed the guidance of the majority,
then the majority's title or right to represent
society would have to be recognized. But his
tory bears out no snch assumption, and psy
chology flatly negatives it. Even the ablest
champions of democracy do not venture to go
beyond the claim that democracy is superior to
aristocracy or absolutism or any other form of
" despotic" rulc,-an argument pertinent
enough in discussion with political conserva
tives, but irrelevant as against advanced indivi
vidualist schools, who favor httle ~overnment

or none at all.
Of course, I cannot really admit, even in

1

MI'. ~alter's sense, that the only method by
which society can act is majority rule. How
about :G'll.)l;arcbies, absolute and constitutic;nal ?
How about olibarchies and plutocracies?
How about governments by the wise and edu
cated? Each of these forms is ready to assert
that the system It favors is the best method
1)y which socia~ act! 'il can be effected, and
there is absolutely no difference in principle
between those governments and majority gov
ernment. Mr. Salter is committed to the pro
position that the societies which have no ma
jority rule.arc misrepresented by their forms of
government, while in popular governments so
ciety speaks and acts through the majority.
This view is altogether too extreme, and few
would agree with him. Lecky, -(,he historian,
in his recent book, IS inclined to question the
superiority of democracy to other forms of
government, and thinks it highly paradoxical
to assume that the ignorant and unde'\eloped
can mil' intelligence and property. A priori,
it would seem natural and reasonable to assume
that, if any portion of the whole i~ to be al
lowed to represent it, it shouB be the educated
and progressive minority. Not vnly, therefore,
is it not true that majority rule is the " only"
method hy which social action can be effected
(I am speaking from Mr. Salter's point vf
view), but it is by no means est~blished that it
is better than some of the other methods that
have been favored by governmentalists.

The point that con()Crns us here, bowevw, is
that there is absolutel~ no foundation in reawn,
nature, or experience for tllt. Al8UDlptiOIl that
majority action is the action of .8Otl~ ~
fact that " society nc~actil!l~ot~d~!,,:
culty which Ata~hi~~~~o.~~~.~..
selves about. l~ii~:-aotaot,/i\it/1lOt.•~~.
organim, and haa/Do 1*·0...
responsibilitiea.



organism and may act to show how it can act.
Since it cannot and does not speak for itself,
each of us has tlw same right or title to l\8Sert
that he knows exactly what is good for society,
and that !tis advice shoulcl be followed.

But, nrgucs Mr. Salter, why should we ask
unanimity of society, when we do not always
find it in the individual? An individual often
acts hecause he must, "though some of hi8
thoi'.!5hts 01' feelings are overborne"; he is not
unanimous 01' at one with himself. Now, in-
divid uals are the units in a society, just as
thoughts or feelinGs are the units in an ind [
vidual, continues :Mr. Salter. This is very
queer psychology indeed, and shows how "per
fect" .Mt', Salter's conception of the social
org:tnislU is, and how imperfect his conception
of the individual Olganis~. Let me quote, for
:Mr, Salter's benefit, the followi'lg excerpt
from Spencer's chapter on " 1'he 'Vill " in his
" Psychology "~

We speak of the Will as s('mething apart from the
feelin~ or feelings which, for the moment, prevail
over others; whereas it is nothing but the general
name given to the special feeling that gains
supremllcy and determines action. Take away all
sensatiuns and emotions, and there remains no Will.
Excite some of these, and Will, becoming possible, be
comes actual only when one of them, or a group of
them, gains predominance. Until there is a motive,
there is no Will. That is to say, Will is no more an
existence separate from the predominant feeling than a
king is an existence separate from the mlln occupying
the throne.

So long as the feelings are at war, there is no
action. When one feeling, or group of feel
ings, gains predominance, action is determined..
As :Mr. Salter himself expresses it, the other
feelings are " overborne." At the mOni,ent of
actio?.. the individual or ego is not divided
against him!lelf; he acts because the strongest
feeling impels and compels him. A moment
later he may regret his action,-that is, an
other feeling has gained predominance. But
it is the whole ego who acts, and not part of
him.

It is hardly necessary to inquire whether any
thing similar t.o this ever occurs in ~he " social
organism." The individuals, we are told, are
the social units; but these units are never
overborne; they never disappear, and there is
110 predominant feeling in the psychological
sense. There is no '!ocial Will, in short, ItS

there is ,10 social senscrium. By brute force the
majority gains physical predominance. It says
to the minority: "You persist in thinking
that you are right; we decline to continue to
reason with yon. Somethivg mnst. be done,
and we propose to do what we think proper.
Submit-or we win use force." Strange talk
for an 0rganism, verily! And very peculiar
psychology is that which professes to see no
difference bet ween " social action through the
majority" and individual action determined by
the )r}(lividual 'ViiI.

It is scarcely necessary to dwell on this
point. ~Ir. Salter writes a great deal more on
the subject, hut I do not find that he adds a
8in~le Ilew con8ideratioll to what is contained
in the extract cited~~v~.<Hisfailure to jus
tify the Mtmmption~h~~~~j~rity.actioni8

80cial action co~ld.n~~~i~ly be more com
plete and.ab8()l~te. Mr. Sa.I~~r.hi.~~lif~l~

that heh~~~~;dis f.the<~ifli~~l~~.,?a~d
reverts once more cultimr.te ues';
tlo11/wlletnercn ed
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!lpeaking, exist." I say again that societies
certainly exist, but that" 80ciety " is a sci
entinc ah8traetion and the 80cial organism the
ory a falso and ridiculous and mischievolls 110

tion, except in the" imperfeet ,. Spcncm'ian
8('[lse. Mr. Salter thinks that I have not
grasp(!d the notion of society, and have not
risen above the notion of independent sovereign
individuals, thus implying that the two con
ceptions are mutually exclusive. But they
are not. 'rhere is such a thing posfOible as a
society of independent sovereign individuals,
and social evolution will brlllg it ahout. In
dividuals in present societies are more inde
pendent and free than they were in earlier so
cieties, and yet no intelligent person will dream
of denying that modern societies are stronger,
better, happier, and more harmonious than the
old "despotic" societies. The fanatical re
ligionist who believes in an established church
is con";nced that freedom of worship and con
science means social disintegration and decay.
He is r;;ure that those who have grasped the
notion of society must believe in a State reli
gion. Similarly, Mr. Salter, who insists that
in religious matters individuals ought to be in
dependent and sovereign, shrinks from free
dom and individual sovereignty in the political
and economic spheres. Anarchy in religion has
not destroyed society, but Anarchy in political
and economic relations is impossible in a true
society! 'Vhat, then, is a true society?

Mr. Salter declares that the society at the
basis of the State of Pennsylvania 01' the forma
tion known as the United Stateb is a most im
perfect affair, and that American society is, in
fact, still in the making. That is to say, bear
ing in mind :Mr. Salter's .~.;,:planations of what
he means by society, the people of the United
St2tes do not as yet feel and c( nceive them
selves" as somehow bound to one another, as
forming in somE\ sense a unity," with the same
vividness and intensity and completeness with
which the French or Germans feel their unity.
He is doubtless right, but surely you cannot
make a society by coercing men into the kind
of action which, according to :Mr. f;alter, is fit
and proper for societies. That would be put
ting the cart before the horse. Societies,
Spencer says, are not made; they grow. But
the conditions under which they are growing
now and ar~ destined to grow in the future are
radically different from the conditions which
obt~jned in the paRt, and their chai'acter and
actiolls will be correspondingly different.

I agree with :Mr. Salter that societies are
more, much more, than a lot of individuals
situated alongside of one another, an(~ I am
sure that in the course of evolution the ties that
bind individuals will grow stronger rather than
weaker. But 1\11'. Salter hegs the whole ques
tion when he assumes tlmt, unless the majority
is permitted to use coercion for certain pur
poses, there is no seuse of unity, no true social
existence. It is precisely this nssumption which
I emphatically deny. Life under the same
conditions, exchange of thought, social, in
dustrial, and ot.her relations, and all the thou
sand and one factors and influences that are
brought into play by the existence of indivi
duals alongside each other necessarily produce
that feeling of unity and IlOlidarity which is
characteristic of l!()Ciety. >Will men cel\8e~() co
operate, directl.al'.dindirectly,Jor economic,

•
social, artistic, and political purposes when in
vasion is done away with and individual sov
ereignty, within the limits of equal freedom,
recognized? Certainly not; and, since this co
operation makes men social and produccs the
sentiments of unity and 80li~arity, Allarchisni
does not fltil to provide for the perpetuation of
society and the satisfaction of IlOcial needs.
~h. Salter seems to think that" IlOvereigll
individuals" cannot form a society. Thill is
the old fallacy which identified individualism
with separati,,)m and isolation. On the con
trary, it is only sovereign individuals that can
make a true society, since their bonds are ex
clusively moral and civilized. Slaves and
masters do not make a society; "free and
equal" beings do. '1'0 say that the moment you
deny to the majority the right to use force for
any other purpose than the enforcement of
equal freedom you abolish society, or redlloo it
to something less than i.t is to-day, is to imply
that force P'Jkes society,-which is absurd.
What becomes of commerce, science, philo
sophy, art, and social intercourse, to say
nothing about the surviving need of organiza
tions for defence against external and internal
invaders?

One word more, and I am done with this
branch of the subject. 'Vhen I assert that men
are sovereigns and have the right to do every
thing except invade, I am liable to be misin
terpreted. The language is somewhat mis
leading, and the fact that I speak as an evolu
tionist should not be lost sight. of. Certainly
men are not sO"ereigns to-day~ and do not
fully possess those freed:>ms which I say belong
to them. But ethical science says that they
ought to have these freedoms, &.nd that progrebS
depends on their enjoying them in greater and
greater measure. An evolutionist points out
the trend of social development, the logic of
events. He find~ that liberty has been the
mother of order and progress, and predicts a

I

greatCl' extension of this personal liberty. But
his point of view is always social. He lays
down the conditions of general progress. He

. does not, like the religionist and moralist of the
unscientific age, insist on individual liberty in
the name of some hi.gher law that has no re
ference to social effects. He demands liherty
for the individual because he deems such lib
erty essential to the normal development of all
individuals, of societJT

• 'Vhen, therefore, his
opponent, who does not believe in liberty, ac
cuses him of ignoring society, he is guilty of
the most irritating and unpardonable error.
Tht} libertarian, no less tban the authoritarian,
argues for and in behalf of society. 'Vhich is
right in his philosophy of social progress is the
question. If the propositions of the libertarian
are unsound and untrue, it is incumbent upon
the authoritarian to prove this by showing that
coercion is essential, and that liberty "'ould be
disastrous. In other words, the discussion is
shifted from ethical L\ practical economic and
political ground. Oat#, society exist without
coel'cion of the non-invasive? 1$ liberty the
first c(lt~dition of order and happiness? If
these questions ~re ans",eretiiu the affirmatiVe,
the case for liberty is ~~!'!c()llt. ..• Mr. salter
docs deal with tbe~praetitmlsub~ts,and
what be bas to sa~~11\

the statements hiM!
anotburartiole.
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Liberty and Ita Advocacy.

It appears from Comrade Labadie's long ar
ticle on other pages of this issne that he does
not want liberty for liberty's sake j that he is
in favor of giving reasons for wanting liberty;
that" the advocacy of liberty cannot be
divorced from economic considerations" j that
"each one must, to have any effect upon those
to whom he is appealing, point out what in his
opinion will be the resultA of liberty" j and
that it is of especially gl'eat consequence to
show the character of the influence that liberty
will have in the financial sphere. This is pre
cisely what I supposed that he would say, and
what I knew him to believe. It is, however,
precisely the view for which I have been con
tendhg, and precisely the opposite of the view
which Dr. l\Iarj'son, in his article in No. 335,
attributed, at lea8t by implication, to Comrade
Labadie.

But right here Comrade Labadie takes issue.
He aays that Dr. :Maryaon's article did not at
tribute to him the opposite view, and that he
£nds nothing in Dr. ~1aryson's article to which
he can take serious exception. 'l'his is a matter
that can 1)(.' easily settled. :Mr. Labadie saj's
that he has read Dr. l\Iaryson's article care
fully; let me point him to a sentence which,
despite his care, he certainly must have missed.
After quoting with approval Mr Labadie's
statemeilt that '" AnarchisIll is rUl'ely negative
in its philosophy," Dt. l\Iarysou said: "I re
joice, therefore, to find an ally in Comrade
Labadie, a.nd cousider this standpoint common
ground where a1: libertarians may honorably
drop their respective economic adjuvants from
their Anarchist mixt l1"I"- and powerfully unite
, to denj' and combat t~e right of authority.' "
Now, certainly no issue can be raispd here over
the word" honorahly," for no one has ever
claimed that it wO}lld be dishonorable to ignore
economic considerations in fighting for liberty.
The sentenIJe, then, can be taken only as a
declaration of the author's belief that -,nch a
policy is the proper oue, a claim that I~abadie

endorses it, and a counsel to all Anarchists to
follow it. Now I ask Mr. Labadie to place the
quoted sentence beside his own declaration
that" the culvocacy of liberty cannot he di
vorced from economic consideraLions " and
that it is of great ('onsequence to show how
liberty will work iu finance, and tell me
whether the two are consistent or mutually ex
clusive. If he thinks them consistent, I ask
him to tell me what Dr. Maryson's words mean.
Let him note, too, that I am not asking him
what he thinks Dr. l\Iaryson meant to say; I
am aski"g him the meaning of what Dr. Mary
son did say.

The point, theIl, which I ..:s<;ayed to establish
at the beginning of this discussion is now
clearly made out. unless 1\11'. I"abadie can show
that Dr. l\Iaryson's words do IJOt mean what I
say they mean jand I might well rest my case
at once. But, since Mr. Labadie, instead of
answering my questions in that concise man
ner which is nearly al~~rs pr~ferable, has iu
dulged in num~r~us ~xC~~i?n8, some of which
ha.ve taken hit~,~stra I\p~?~?se to follow.~iDl

iYl.IJ(..'llle of tbem.\,:... ,.;.•. ,:~... ~XI...,;•.;..:.:..~.>nno. ,t....•.1ea~1 ..,••.bi~
bac,k to pat~l!llll~re ,... .,\.y~1:/y/Y2> :',' ... » ,XX:»i

~Ve a~e8agelYitoldytha.t:re!i8()l1s:for i,!an,~i!lg
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reasons. Nothing truer, nothing triter. I my
self want liberty for numerous reasons, and
some of them diffel' widely j and these reasons
could not be less good, if, instead of being
held by one person, they were held some by one
persoll and some by another. But difference
does not necessitate contradiction. If it did,
then the above statement would be unsound j
for two eontradictory reasons for wanting lib
erty cannot both be good reasons. For in
stauce, if the belief that the contest between in
dividualism and communism which liberty
would allow must end in the survival of indi
vidualism be a good reason for wanting liberty,
theu the belief that such a contest must end in
the snrvival of communism cannot be a good
reason for wapting liberty j for it is a neces
sity of logic that one of these beliefs is a
mistake.

To illustrate his contention ';,hat two people
may want the sallie thing for different reasons,
Mr. Labadie very illogically takes a CaRe where
two people want for different reasons, :lOt the
same thing, but different things. He talks of
the liberty to kill which a lunatic wants and
the equ:lI liberty which the Anarchists want as
if these two were the sam'.: thing wanted for
different rea80ns; whereas tllPy are entirely dif
ferent things. Therefore the illustration has no
point whatever.

The paragraph n>garding the SoutllCl'Il con
federacy is extremely obscure; l~ut, if I gather
MI'. I ..abadie's meaning, he says that the south
was justly denied the right of secession because
it desired to continue 81avery. Nothillg more
absurd, nothing more extraordinary. Does uot
Mr. I..ahndie l.:!lI)W that the right of secession
would be d<lnied to the south to-day on the same
grounds as those on which it was denied to it
in 1861, al~hough nothing could to-day indupe
the south to re8tore slavel'~'? I make this com
ment simply ill passing; the paragraph refelTed
to has no relevancy th<tt I can see.

I deny that the practice of rcligion and the
practice of what is known as rationalism are
equally good reasons for w<lllting liberty. The
argumeut regarding individuali~mand commun
ism a~)plies here also.

I perfectly agree that" real propagation of
Anarchism bas been made" whenever we con
vince anyone that the realization of Anarch
ism wi~l afford oppOl'tunity for social experi
ment. This is one of my reaSQns for wanting
liberty, and I often put it forward. I have not
nrgeil that it should not be put forward. My
contention is that reasons should be given, not
that they should not he given. "Thy, then,
does Mr. Labadie address such an argument to
me? He is not addicted to so loose thinking.

But the fact that it " permits every kind of
experiment" is not to me " the !ltrQngest point
about Anarchism." If under Anarchism all ex
periments prove fruitless, Anarchism will not
be a strong thing; whereas a,variety of Arch
ism which should permit but one experiment,
suppressing all others, would, if that single
experiment should prove in the highest degree
fruitful in happiuess, be a very 8trong thing
indeed. If I knew of no solution of existing
troubles, and saw in Anarchism only an op
portunity for struggle between So hundred crazy

sohemes that. ~~~f!~l·t!~&I~ohl~ions,I should

D?t .bei~er~~~~~~~l~~i~iover~~a~~.~i~m. I
look forward to it with lessbeoau

give lunatics free play (though I want tbem to
have free play within the equal. liberty limit)
than becaure it will give liberty to the few
who are sane to carry out their plans. Mr.
I~abadie is deceiving himself here. I am posi,·
tive, in spite of his apparent assertion to the
contrary, that, if all the economic theories in
which he now believes were to be shattered at
one blow and he could see nothing before him
but utter economic darkness, the greater part of
the joy that he now feels in looking forward to
Auarchism would vanish alsc. Now, honor
bright, Labadie, wouldn't it? You and I
might fltill favor Anarchism, but we sbould do
so as drowning men who catch at straws. We

, might still hope from liberty, and you possibly
a little more than I j but neither you or I could
have a rdigious faith in it. 'Ve both now
value liberty principally because we hav('!, or
think we have, a considerable knowledge of
what it will enable us to do.

I do not see the pertinence of Mr. Labadie's
remark about " ecouomists." Admitting that
some "economists" are not worthy of the
name, in what possible way does their in
adequacy qualify my view that economy has a
vital bearing upon liberty? Mr. Labadie is too
good-natured. After every admission in my
favor to which my reasoning forces him, he
seems to feel that he must place a "but" to
tickle Maryson who has tickled him. And
when he placed this utterly pointless one,-
" but writers who differ very radi"Jally in their
contentious are called' economists ',"-he was
" short" en " buts." For my part, I like to
see a man have the stuff in him to slap a stupid
compliment in the face.

When Mr. Labadie says that" the society of
the future will be composed of eYllry imagin
able kind of association for the betterment of
mankind, and that the competition among
them will lead to the survival of the fittest," he
contradicts himself within the lImits of one
short sentence. If the fit survive and the unfit
die, then the society of the future will not in
clude assoeiatLms of the unfit sort. 'Vhen we
speak of " the society of the future," we use
the phrase te covel' only those social elements,
now in existence or yet to arise, which possess
the fitnelils requisite to survival.

I am afraid, after all, t!lat Mr. Labadie
doesn't understand my point at all. Else he
wouldn't say so many irrelevant thinfs. Here's
another irrelevancy,-his mention of his atti
tude toward saloon-keepers in a certain
Michi~an f'~1 ction. He seems to think that his
couriSe then in voting agaillst prohihition just as
the saloon-keepers did, thou:;h for other rea
sons, was contrary to such a course as I am
now advocating. 'Vhy, my good comrade, it
is entirely in keeping with it. If I couid bring
myself to believe that. aught is to be gained.
by political action, I, in the circumstances
which JOu describe, would do as you did.
Have you really read me to so little pUl'llOSC
that you (Jau suppose that, <:limply because
Communists favor liberty, I am advising An
archists to cease to "'ork for liberty? In die
l\lbhigan campaign ;YOll acted.ool1tra~y~?~~
~1arY80n '8 policy, not to .tllin~. If yo~~~~(~
saloon-keepers had ac~ed~~nDr.~~r~'S
ad\"ice, Deither'W0~I~>:~a\'eha(tanythi

as to the real!lOnSfOl'i>wa
oil/wouldhaveij



_J.231
exclaiming: "Weare a band of brothers; we
have dropped all economio and ethioal ad
jUVIUltH from OIH' l!berty mixtures, and have
powerfully unite(l t<. deny and combat the right
of authority." I think too muoh of you,
Friend I~abl\dic, tv beE<lve that you did, or
would do, anything of that kind. No, you
said to the people of l\1ichigan: "Give t,hclle
saloon-keepers the liberty that they ask you
will find that, in the long rUll, they will he dit'l
appointed; instead of being able, in the end, to
sell more rum than now, they will sell less, for
there is nothing like liberty as a promoter of
temperance and self-control." rrhat, or some
think like that, is what you said to your fellow
oitizens; honor bright, now, wasn't it? And
that, or Homething parallel to it, is what, 1
would say to the people regarding the effect of
liberty on individualism and communism.

Still another irrelevancy. Mr. Labadie \'e
minds me that the Communists are as honest as
we are, and that it is as important to them to
try to show that we are wrong. Exactly; let
them by all means show it. But that is pre
cisely what Dr, l\Iaryson says that they should
not do. He wants them to drop their economic
adjuvant, and do nothing to show the people
that we are mistaken in holding that liberty
will stH.'lIgthen the institutionof private prop
erty. Ah! m~' dear Labadie, why will you not
underl:'tand ? T.

" ~illgle Taxerg are the only believers in
clean polities." That is the cry that got's up
now in Delaware. J~et us see. Aftl'r Hcnry
George, is thl're a more prominent and truly re:
presentative Single Taxer than Tom Johnson?
Surely not. 'Vhat is his political record?
\VIJat is ht' tloing at present, for instance?
According to the newspapers, lle is straddling
the iinancial issue in Ohio in a maunc!' worthy
of MdGnley himself, expressing gold senti
ments to golc1 men and ~ilver sentiments to sil
ver men in the hope that he may capture the
Democratic nomination for the presidency. If
these reports be tl'lW, '1'0111 Johnson is playing
anything- but" clean politics." But perhaps
thtl newspapers lie. J~et us appeal to an au
thority, then, more generally recognized hy
Single Taxers. Mayor Pingree of Detroit is
one of their idols. I have heard Bolton Hall
eulogize him and Dr. Montagne Leverson
apotheosize him. 'Vhat does :Mayor Pingree
say ahout Tom .Johnson? Nothing less than
that, when he. the mayor, was trying tv take
away some of the plivileges enjoyed by the
street railways of Detroit, their principal owner,
Tom Johnson, either bought, or attempted to
buy. the votes of the Detroit aldermen. Is
that the kind of "clean politics" that the
Single Taxcrs believ~ in? But perhaps Mayor
Pingr~e lies. I do not, vouch for him; I quote
him only hecause he is admired by Single
Taxers. But here at least is a fact that is un
questionable. 'Vhen 'rom Johnson was a mem
her of cougrc8s, he procured the publication
out of the public funds, and the widespread
carriage through the mail!! ~~public expense,of
Henry George'~w?~~,.~'~rotectioll or Free
Tra~e." "Cleamp.~li~ics,"thi!'l? A cl£~I~

steal, rather! .Anc1~~~rySingleTa~er()fithe

ioc.ividualibtll~riJ>~/~n~;~~~~/ ·Ol'stl~.ej '11 it
sa.i~~e~t .. t~:il'li~.cu8tomary,---:-that;·

playe(lf~eqlle
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Democrats? Precisely; that i~ just what I am
claiming,-that th'B "clean" Single Taxers will
do in politics just what the dirty Repubhcans
and Democrats do, and that all this boast of
"clean politics" is sheer pretenc-e. If the
Single Taxers ever have their day, that day
will witness-perhaps not in the dawning
hours, but some time before sunset-a greedier
raid upon a treasury filled to overflowing by an
outrageously oppressive tax than was seen
when the Republicans" got rid of the burplus."
And this will happen in spite of the fact that
many of the Single Taxers are men of the
highest character. The end of all politics~ of
whatever stripe, is the seating of thieves at the
receipt of custom.

-----
Incrcdible as it may seem, there are actually

newspapers in th·: United States wl:.ich would
have the government bar out such Italian im
migrallts as come here to escape milihry ser
vice and the dangers of African campaigning.
Italy is at war with Abj'ssinia, they say, and
Iweds her som' at home; to run away ';,Len
their country is in peril is treasonable, and the
United States cannot admit criminals and
trait01'!l and accept them as citizens. Of course,
this is atrocious, from the point of view of
10nA'-cherished American principles and tradi
tiolll'l. r)'here is no dGubt that these newspapers
are vicious and ignorant, and a disgrace to
the country which hal:' long been an asylum for
the victims of the old-world tyranny. But,
whether they realize it 01' not, the view they
take is strictly in harmony with the principl('s
laid down by such ethical governmentalists as
Mr. Saltm', There is parliament:\ry govern
ment in Italy, and the majority has decided in
favor of the Abyssinian wal'. rrhe majority
speaks for society, we are told, and thoRe
Italiam! W110 l't:fuse to obey the command of
society anJ leave the country are criminals or
the worst kind, True, the African war is not
defensive, and every cODlpetent observer out
si(b of Italy knows that it has been a ruinous,
unnecessary, and criminal enterprise; but the
Italian minority eannot be permitted to decide
for itself what war is defensive and necessary,
and what purely" political" and jingoistic.
If it can overrule the majority in one thing,
why not in another? If it can have an opinion
of its own in one thing even, and act upon it,
the logical end of the process is Anarchism, and
the denial of the right of the majority to gov
ern in the lJame of society. No; the Italian
refugecs are cl'im:,nalfl, because Italy-a society,
certainly-llas said so. Only the Anarchists can
defend them without falling ;nto inconsistency.

;\Ir. Howells's recent article on " Brother
hood," in the" Century," is much better than
anything he has said on sociological topics in a
long time. Because it is much bl~tter, it is
liked less and criticiseJ more. The sentimental
critic of the New York" Journal" charac
terizes it aJ a violent assault on family ties.
What 1\11'. Howells tries to show is that it is ir
rational for society to expect men to do more
fol' parents, brothers, or relatives than for
friends~nd sympathetic strangers. We can
choose our friends., but we cannot choose our
parents/and b~~~h(.•·~,~~~ thc.notioll that. the
latt~~l.l~ee~~itl~1·too~~i~u~p~1't.an\l.&88istance
in an .. casc<whether.weadmireand like them

or not, i8 based on exploded doctrine8 of moral
obligation. There is a great deal of truth in
this, and :Mr. Howells is right in holding
that the WQi·.] friendship ought to be substi
tuted for the word "brotherhood" in tne
motto" Libt:rty, Equality, Brotherhood (or
Fraternity)." But isn't it incot'Jistent for a
man who resists the pretensions I'eared on " na
tural " acciGellts to admit the claims of utter
strar.Jers whe have no title at all to our sup
port? As a Ktate Socialist, :Mr. Howells
would compel us to love all men as friends and
work for them without reward. Can the State
do more than parenttl, and choose friends for
us? 'Ve can choose our friends, and the in
termeddling of the Stat,e has not even the ex
cuse which has too loug been accepted from

I
members of the family without protest.

" The hig1lest interests of mankind," declares
the New York Gl Evening Post," " demand
that all men who undertake to overthrow any
established government should do so with the
halter around their neck." The New York
" Recorder" criticises the grammar and the
sentiment of this sentence, and reminds the
" Post" that the United States owe their in
dependence \,0 a revolution. Would the " Re
corder," then, recognize the right to overthrow
governments? It is easy to approve of suc
cessful past revolutions, but how about the
treatment of contemporary rebels and insurrec
tionists? It is also eaHy to applaud rebell.on
in other countries, but low about a revolution
ary outbreak in your own? It is utterly im
possible for the conservatives to maintain a
consiiltent attit ..de on the question of revolu
tions. They have only one test,-sl1ceess.
There is hardly any doubt that, had the south
succeeded ill seceding, every philistine historian,
moralist, and philosopher would now be ready
to argue learnedly and confidently that the
" highest interel:'t of mankind" demanded seces
sion. The Anarchist alone has a consistent
philosophy of history.

There is much wailing and gnashing of teeth
lover a decision rendered by a Chicago judge

., favor of the bucket-shops. Proprietors and
.!)lo~'ees of a number of bucket-shops wC'e

discharged on t1w ground that the law which
authorizes the existence of the great board of
tra'le also covers these small institutions.
Bucket-shops, said the judg-e, do at retail what
the b('ard of trade does at wholesale. The
business of the latter is grain gambling; the
big speculators buy and sell grain that haa no
actual existence, and simply bet on the COU1'l:'C

of tmde. Bucket-shop patrons do exactly the
same thiug on a much smaller scale. It would
probably he impossiblt~ to frame a law against
bucket-shops which would not iuchlde the
opel'ations of the board of trade. Our ne\\'S
paper moralists, therefore, must re.sigll them-
selv(;'s to the painful of lh'illg along-
side of sl1ch awful dens of as the
bucket-shops. 'I'he only thing
moralit~, is to refuse to adv(;·rtise
tious. Few will (;'xalt(,'t!
Christ.ian virtue



Liberty, and Why We Want It.
If Comrade '!'ucl,er has correctly stated the dilfer·

(mce !lI't.WCCII himself and Dr. ::\Iar)'soll, then I sille
with 'l'uckl'r. In other words, if Dr. Maryson's il1m
is that Ill' wants Uberty merely for liherty's sake, then
I do not think tlmt is a valid reason, as our rellSOIlS
must lJe 8ntisflletory to authoritllrillns. 8pellking for
mysdf, I do uot, wllnt anything merely for the sake of
having it.. Any and all of my wants are for self·
slltisfllction,-to muke me hippy. l\ly opinion is that
!tappl/lf8.~ is the aim of evm'y human de8iI'(~, tlH~ float of
tn'l'I'!/!I1U1UU,. ({('t. Art for art's sake; virtue is its own
reward; do good because of good; tell the truth for
truth's sllke; liberty for liberty's suke,-lIll nrc the
childrer. of el'fGr. Let me say agnin, in the plainest
words I Imow: Every human act has for its object the
happiuess of the one who does the act.

But I do not understand thnt Dr. Maryson wants
liberty merely for liberty's sake, or to get it by reo
fraining II from giving any reasons, or any but the
vaguest." I lun not well acquainted with Dr. :1\Iary.
son's ideas, however, his letter in Liberty of March 21
being the only thing I remember from his pen; but I
llssume that Comrade Tucker takes this letter as the
bnsis of his difference with the doctor. I have car~

fully read this letter, and fail to find anything in it to
which I can take suious exceptions. It is true, Dr.
Maryson does not in this letter give any particular
reason for wanting ~iberty, but I assume that he must
have his reason, as I cannot understand anybody
wanting anything without hnving a reason for it, or
why he should have llny hesitancy in giving it when
ever asked for it. I sh0uld'not expect to have my
wants satisfied if I did not give reasons satisfactory to
those who have the power to withhold them. As
liberty can exist only by mutual agreement, I must
give reasons which my fellows deem good before they
will agree to grant my daim to liberty.

Comrade Tucker says that the difference between Dr.
lHaryson and himself" arises over the question of !Wll)

to get Anarchy." I understand this to be practically
the same difference stated in another way,-i. e., whether
it is best to give reasons or not to give rea'M)IlS for
wanting liberty. When I am asked to give r~asons for
the advocacy of Anarchy, among others I give this,
that men will then be free to earn their living as they
choose, without being dependent upon others. I try
to show that interest on money, rent'for land, and
protit on labor and products are the three eSllential
causes of poverty. There is no happiness in poverty.
Therefore poverty should be abolished. Interest can
be abolished by mu: Jetl banking, rent can be wiped
out by making occupancy and use the sole title to
land, anel profit can be eliminated by unrestricted com
petition or voluntary cooperation. This rf'uches the
understanding and sympathy of those who are in·
clined towards individualism. But, if those to v-ilOm
I am speaking are Communis'" I say there is no ob·
jection to r.heir being Comnmn.'lts, if they do not com
pel others to be Communists, to,,, against their will.
They may be able to abolish interest, profit, and rent
by having all things in common. Of course, Anarch·
ists, whether Communist or individnalist, cannot
charge for the use of land, and the Communist cannot
deny the right of anyone to compete against him and
his community in the production and sale of goods or
services, because, as soon as he does, he becoL:es
authoritarian. So long as he does not want his liberty
for the purpose of invading my liberty, then I am
perfectly willing everyone should have all the liberty
it is possible for him to enjoy.

Yes, there is force in ""omrade TUCKer's contention
that we must givereasonb ~or our wanting Iibert.y.
But our reascns may differ vary widely, and still be
" good" rellsons. ·What would be a good reason to one
persolJ may not be the reason for which the other
wants his freedom. A lunatic mtV want his I~Jcrty

for the purpose of killing some perllon. In that case
he can jU:1dy be restrained. But, if he be a hnrmless
Junntie, thue is no good rellllVn for leuying him the
fullest liberty

The 8nutherll col1,!ed4~Y'W,a~te~, the liberty I.()
secede from the f~4erale~i~~'ibe~~~seit wan~~to
COnUDlI/J ,.,Iave~~ .Itwar:,~;~~,~~inpowert-olnvaoe

~;bi~~htsOf.others,;andii~ii"'l&8;jUstl denicdthnt

One person mltywant)bfjli~
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llluetipe hill religious faith, Another may waut it to thoroughly utilitnrian and opportuuist. Let me give,.
stay aWlY from church and pro~laim against all rell- practical illustration. Some years ago tbere was sub·
gions. B"th nrc equally good reasons, Ilnd y, t they mitted to the voters of Michigan an ameudnlent to
life for t dC purpose of doing wholly unlike things. the constitutioJl prohibiting the manufneture and Mle

One may want liberty to advance the interests of of intoxicating drinks. Notwithstanding the fnet tbat
Communism, another to further the cause of indivi- I am Il temperance 1II1Ul, believing the saloon ill a bad
dlllLlism and voluntary col)pnration. clement in society, that it leads to the exce811ive utJe of

If it can be shown to the satisfaction of the people intoxicants, !lnd that. its influence is anythirg bllt
(and it must be shown to th'l11 before they will accept elevating, I joined with the saloon-keepers and "Ulers
it) that Anarchism will not dictate to them Ilny ex- to defeat the amendment, and we were successful.
!)licit rules as to what they must do, but that it opens The baneful effects of Ute saloon I did not consider as
to them the opportunities of putting into pmctice their bad as the destruction of that much liberty. Tlw
own ideas of enlmncing their own happiness, then, it prohibition amendment wps iJlva~,i ve; the saloon, even
Ilppears to me, .:oeal propag'ltion of Anarchism has l.Jeen with its evil influences, is not. Evidently, the majC"/"
made. ity of the voters thought it to their benefit to defeat

Comrade Tucker is right when he says the advocacy prohibition; but the reasons for doing so were 8.S con.
of liberty cannot be divorced from II economic" con· fllcting and irreconcilalJle as you could imagine, antI
siderations, if the word is used to mean the science as thick as dandelions in the spring' time. The great
which treats of the production and distribution of majority of these voters were, of course, author·
wealth. But writers who differ very radically in their itariaus. If, therefore, an Anarchist ,'ould, without
conteutions arc called" economists." Were the con- I' violation of any fundamental prmciple, or without
clusions of some of these writers pelt into practice, I doing violence to anything for which he 1tands, join
think the results would show extravagance instead of Iwith Archists to advance liberty, what can seriously
ecouomy. The essence of" economics," however, is· stand in the way of his uniting with other Anarchists
to learn the processes by which the greatest. amount of who believe iu Communism to get more liberty?
wealth can be produced with a given amount of effort. I (2) Each one must, it seems to me, to have any ef·
These processes can be learned only by experiment. fect upon those to whom he is appealing, point out
The strongest point to me about Anarchism is that it Iwhat in bis opinion will be the re,sults of liberty. To
permits every kind of experiment, not only in the merely state that he wants liberty is to say nothing.
field of "economics," but of every branch of social The questions inevitably arise: \Vhat do you want
science. It invites competition in all things. It gives liberty for? aJld, What will be the results of universal
a fair field to all, and permits the best to win. I can· liberty '(
not say that the establishment of liberty will neces· (3) Pel1p~,:) 1iffer so widely in their notions as to what
sarlly be followed by the universal application of would result were we to have unive:snlliberty that
mutual banks, comratition, and private enterprise. Anarchists must, to win people to their principles, be
And he is rash bieed who dogmatically insists that able to ahow "clearly and indubitalJiy" that it would
Communism will be universally applied under An· not result in anything positively bad or injurious to
archy. I believe the society of the future will be com- society, and that it would be much better than IInder
pOlled of every imaginable kind of associations for the authority. This must be done to successfully over.
bettermt'nt of mankind, and that the competition come the contention that liberty would lead to mur.
among tllem wili le4d to tile survival of the fittest. del', rape, robbery, and general rctrogt·ession. But
Given equal freedom, the true need have no fear of there is not this contention between the iudividualist
being overcome by the fll.Ise. Indeed, I believe the and Communist wings of Anarchism. There ill
false contains the elements of its own correction. And nothing in either that aggresses the rights of the othljr.
this is especially so in "economics." Aggression is the heart of authority. In the sense

At the risk of repetition,let me put this matter in that Anarchists must show that liberty will not result
still another way.. Comrade Tucker says that Dr. badly for society "depends our power to obtain
::\Iaryson "(1) thinks that those wLo want liberty for liberty."
reasons that arc totally opposite and contradictory (4) This is true. But, if the Communists convert a
;honld unite to obtain it, and (2) that in this union considemble number to Anarchism, and the indivi.
and in the prosecution of its work no one should un· dualistf. convert another goodly number to Anarchism,
dertake to point Ollt what the results of liberty will I can eep. nothing standing in the wuy of "pooling
be. I hold, on the other hund, (3) that on our ability their iE' ues" on Anarchism pure and simple, and let
to show, not to the smallest detail, but clearly and the econJmic results to each side take care of them-
indubitably as to trend, what the results of liberty selves.
will be, depends our power to oLtain liberty. (4) We Comrade Tucker puts his questions in sev{>ral
shall never olJtain liberty unless we can convince at different way'>, and I willallswer in several different
least a considerable minority that liberty is a desirable ways. He asks me to say" (1) whether, in stn~g.

thing, and no minority will ever believe liberty to be gling to get liberty, we should sink our differences
desirable, unless it is shown t() them in what way it as to the results of liberty and simply shout' Give
will benefit them." us liberty,' or (2) whether it is of high importance

(1) I can see no good re&s'm why they canllot unite that those of us who think that libe.ty will work
to obtai~ liberty, unless, as J. have already pointed in 1\ certain way should try to show that we lire right,
out, one side wants it for t.he purpose of doing some- and that those who think that it would work in
thing that is positively detrimental to the ot.h"r side. an opposite way are wrong. To take a specific case,
I am willing to join hauds with anybody that will (3) does he [Labadie] think it a matter of no conse-
help me to free the land from the grasp of the mono. quence, as a method of propagandislD, to convince the
polist; that will permit me to trade wherever I choose; I people that under liberty they will enjoy the hCllelit.s
that will permit me to usc whatever kind of money I of an admirably·perfected tool of exchange free of
...aut; that will l,eep his hands ofT me entirely, so tile burden of interest, and (4) that those who claim

I

long I\S I do not attempt an lIet of aggression. that under liberty this tool of exchan~e will disappear
Anybody is an Anarchist whowilll'gree not to do or will 1lear interest do not underst.\nd t.he operations

my person violence, not tt' tuke my property without cf free compptition."
my knowledge and consent, and not to prevent me (1) No; we s'lOuld not sink our economic differ-
fro\l1 doing whate\'er I choose, unless I choose to do ences, any more t1mn I sank my dHlerellCtls with t.he
him personal violence, or take his property without sahon·keepers while combatting the Prohibitionilr
his knowledge llnd consent, or preveut him from doing (2) It is of high import-ance to be honest. To try to
whatever he chooses. And I ask .he assistllnce of show that our way is the right one is certainlv
eVl'ry such person to alJolillh every h~w and custom, Ilh)llest. But those wlt,~ views upon CCO\lon'tics are
and, where there is a fair pNbllbilltj of s\lccess, to reo OPPOSI.'tl to ours may be as honest as weare, au,t it is
sist every person, that stllnds in the way of the ac. just as ImpOri.I\nt to
cOllll'lIshment of these aims. we are wfUng.

Individualist Anarchist that I am, believing in the human mimi that it
economic doctrines advocated by Comrade Tucker, I gUl11ents to reach it.
am ready to join witb the Communists, the State Ho. unrcasol\1lble to
eialillts, the Populists, the De:,lOCrats, the.Republica,.;}, not
or anybody else, whenever I see an opportunity to
gain a largerdegreeofliberty.You see, I a
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to show that tie reason why we Ut,." "ave gOVOI11
ment il:l nothing of the sort. After I had sent my let-

I
tel', I kept on thinking of the idells which bad tlJllS

been suggested to me, aDd Hnally worked them out
I more fully in my article lawly printed in Liberty's

editorial columns, " Is Government Justified by Ex
perience ?" Thus tlle'esul, of that target (besides
furnishing a four·column eJitorial for Liberty and
getting ;\0 excellent lettef from another member
printed in n Boston dally) was to give me much fuller
and cleare.· ideas about the interpretation of certain
historic fact,; with reference to Anarchist principles
than I shouid have had, if I bad not been mnde to
think of these HJings by hnving to write about them.

Now, gt)od friend outside the Corps, yell who don't
join it because you feel that your know!.edge of Au
archism is not sufficiently thorough and sciedtific to
qualify you for an expounder of its r:lilosophy. take
a lesson frmu thL history. The way to :':flake your
llnderstandiug of " 3uhject grow is to rrive it exercise
lJy using it to teach other people. How do you sup
pOlie anybody ever learns anything? by working at. it,
if he learns it so 8S to be worth anything. It is safe
to bet that YOllr ideas of Annrcllism never will bll
thorough and scientiHc, till y(;(. begin to give them
out. to others; that process will clear them and set
them in order wonderfully,

Moral: ,Join the Corps.
Kow, a word to the comrade who writes me as

follows:

DEAR Sm,- -bome time ago I joined the Letter
'Vrir!.ng' COTpS, and CVLr since I ;lllve written letters to
the targets tt'>signed to Section:B. I have them yet.
They were never satisfactory tIl myself; they were
not as I till ught yours, or ~Ir. L&')adie's, or lIr. Yar
ros's, or J~t·,. Cohen's, or Mr. Tandy's, etc.• would be.
I desired tl be either a Cl'edit to the cause, or keep
quiet.

I am afl'll. d, comrade, you misunderstand'the p!an
of the Corp~ It is not so especially for the prominent
and talented ones-though I think it is worth even
their help-II, for the small men, among whom yOI.
modestly clasa yourself. Of the five whom y<'l.l
Dlure, I, who have no claim to promhence in the
movement outside my Corps work, am a regularly
writing member; one of tbe others writes WIth us ir
regularly; one was a regular mgmber, but dropped
th\l work on account of the pre!'sure of other work for
the cause; one promises to jdn by and by; and one
hll.& made IIi) offer of membership,-past, present, or
future. ~>'V. if the g'l'eat men can't join because they
are too busy with the work that has made them
great, and the little men won't join because they think
it belongs to the great men, what is the Corps for 'I

As to yourself, I can assure you that the tetters you
write me seem to me to show the hand of an excellent
letter·writer. Fl~rthermore, y(\U will remember that,
in your first letter to me, you said you would like ll.

chance to write in German, because you wern more
familiar with that lan~uage than with English; and
that about the s~me time you sent a l~ontribution to
Liberty, which was printed in the editorial columns.
Being in Liberty 3 office, I spoke to lI~. Tucker of
what you said, and he answered that, if ;pm could
write German better ti.;:'1 English, vou must be a
wOL:der in German, and went on to tell me of your ar .

ticle, which was then being put in t;,ype, and to lipeak
in very high terms of the ability cli~played-the&ort of
language Tucker uses when he thinks a thing is really

'fine, you know. Now, I don't l\G~: vou to accept
Tucker's and my opinion of your powers unless you
choose, but I do hope you will believe that your letters
art: be'ter than nothing at aU, and that ought to 00
enough to induce you to send them. The purpose of
this Corps isn't to show ourselves ott; it is to teach the
people Anarchism; and, if we mean buaiue&> w:th ocr
Anarchism, we shall write whenever our writing will
do mure good than: nobody's writing, whether we
show ott well or not.

The Corps is bot very old ~t., but it hUakeady
given a f:\ir 8tart to promin:'lllce ioOward .Il\01'e'\IlanODe
of those "'ho sincerely be1ievedth~Y..~~~i~'
Come on with.th~m•..•••••xy req~~~.Il\~~I.~.
swer to wMc~youaeu.~thlai~~.~~~.ot\~
should. illf0!ll\:me.~f,~~~i~~~~~k.p_~..
Corps worlt'c!,oa't70uxdOlhi ,..1
illg that tbepb'ad
them toot

Bytb.

LIBERTY.3Wl

Anarchist Letter-Writing Corps.
The Secretary want!> every reader of Liberty to send

in his name for enrolment. Those who do so thereby
pledge themselves to write. when possible, a letter
pvery fortnif,ht, on Anarchit;;m or kindred subjects, to
the" target ' assigned in Liberty for that fortnight,
and to notify the secretary promptly in case of any
failure to write to a target (WhICh it is hoped will not
often occur), or in case of temporary or permanent
withdrawal from the work of the Corps. All,
whether members or not, are asked to lose no oppor
tunity of informing the secretary of suitabl"l targets.
Addn.,'ss, STEPnE:>fT. Brn:GTON, Flushing Institute,
Flushing, N. Y. _

Why 1 beUe'Vc in the _~.larchist !.etter-Writing
Corps:

Fifth reason- t;acause it increases the stock of An·
archistic ideas. Tbb'ecessity of expressing the An·
archist principles in Buch a wny as to meet the words.
or flt the needs, of a given target cau!!es me to think of
new aspects of these principles, and thus enriches my
Anarchistic education. For instance, Mr. Salter (of
the Salter-Yarros discussion) put the substance of his
book into a lecture in Boston, which was reported by
a Boston paper; and on the occasion of that report I
made that paper a tal'get for my section or the Corps.
Then, WheD I came to write my Corps letter to that
paper, I reflected that the foundation of Mr. Salter's
argument seemed to be i~his assertion t~atwe now

ha!~gov~~~ntbecaUJlAl~xperi~IlCle.~~~~~""Il.tbat
governmellt~~f~~d~~~ ...ai~!~~iOll.~~~r••t~a~
e?ul~1.led?J:1~!nAIl ...'Cb. taeean me tbat be
ou htto be·me

proved to be an Illl-round Sh~CCSS, and '\s a1lvocntes
rely mulnly upon the gtmeml ignorance and gulllbiiity
to promote its mlsel'llule cause.

Single Tax and Land Improvement.
To tlw Elll'tor of Libertv:

You sellm to be incrensinE!'~~' worrieJ as to the Sj· -:le
Tax, if I mny judge from your printiug three oolun.ns
of :Mr, Yarros's attack on SiU,I, Tnx, and nve cO;.llDns
of youl' attack on Single T'::'Aers.

l
One does not have to eat a whole egg to find out

that it is bud, and I should tbink that two paragraphs
would have made yOIl nlittle shy of giving M:r. "'fnr·
rOB three columns. He sllys: "Wherever it is pos-
sible to improve land, it is generally improved without
the compuL,::1ll of the Single Tax." Anyone who
knows any' Ding about the" Heal Estute Business "
knows th:t this is fur from the.('ase (surely you know
better thr n that ?),-that, on the contrary, wherever
low taxes aod rapid advances make it more profitllble
to keep land vl1cant or partly improved, such is the
praetice; and the laud is everywhere so held.

Mr. Yarros goes on; "How would the Single Tax
help labor in England, Scotland, Ireland, Germnny,
Italy, and Frr.nce? There is no land speculation in
those countries worth mentioning." 1\11'. Ynrros ap·
parently hm3 not heard of the immense fortunes
" made" in Berliu and in Paris on the rise of lund
vu!ue, and of the ruin thnt came to many of the (lId
Italian families from land speculation in Rome. But
he onght to have heard of the duke of WestminsLet"s
possessions in London, Rnd of the coal mines held idle
in Eng),lIId , As to Ireland, I refer him to Denry
George's" Land Question."

I am as much surprised at Yarros writing this as at
you printing it. I ean only explain it on the ground
that the Anarchists arc extremely hard up for urgu·
ments al!;ainst the Single Tux.

Lest ":tlr. Salter should think that I have d<.dged his
main cannon-shot, whidl appears to be that the Single
Tux would not fr"e land, I point out that, as ~Ir.

Yurros and .Mr, Snlter doubtless perceive, the Single
Tax would fre€- ,.11 'land held 'l'or any other reason than
for immediate use, unless the owner wanted to pay for
pri vileges which he would not use.

I am sorry tlint the active and pressing work in the
Delaware campaign will preve!lt me, as I know it
will prevent Mr. Stephens, from taking up the chal
lenge to debate the Single Tax in the columns of Ub
erty, because I believe that your readers do average
higher as to intelligence than even Single Taxers, and
are worth capturing.

After we capture Dell;ware, we will be gla(~ to re
~xamine your arguments.

Yours cordially,
BOLTON HALL.

U33
show t.IU1t under liherty those who so detHmine /~all,

not 'will, enjoy nu ndmirnbly,pcrfected tool of exchnnge
fre() (,f the bun!en of interest.

(4) I think it. llb:mrd to claim that under liberty
there will hn uo tool of exchlluge, or that interest is 11
necessary.adjuuct to it. Free tompetition or coBpern·
tion would divest it of its interest·producing power,
Cost would be the limit of its price. It is, therefore,
important to show this, But this would hnve no
weight with fL Communist. 'Yhat need has he of a
medium of exchange? In a Communistic society the
indi vitlual has nvthillg to CX(:hllnge; hence, there is
no need of money. But those who do not go into
Communism will eertllinly need a medium of ex·
change, and I helieve the mutual bank offers the cor·
reet way of making it.

Comrade 'fucker, is the ambiguity made clear? If
uot, I know the Keenness of your intellect will Gee it,
and the severity of your logic lay it bare to us.

JOSEPH A. LABADIE.

The Achievements of Bumble.
[Albert 'l'tlrtl in Newcastle Chroniele,]

It is well to point out the futility of comparing the
relative merits 01 municipalized and nl)n·rrmnicipalizell
glls by a consideration of prices aloDl'>; for there is this
important. difl'l'l'l-'i1ce lJetweel.l a munidpal business and
any ot1lcr,--( e., that the former elm make up any
losses by sending the rate-collector round.

Thus the Hlldderstield corporation makes up its I
losses on the trnmwnys by a general rate of 5d. 01' more
in the pound, and precisely the Slime course is pursued
in regard to municipal gas·supply. In 1892 the
Glasgow corporation reported a loss of ,£26,000 on its
gas business, and an increase of 3d. per 1,000 in the
price of gas was not sufIlchnt to make up the "eH
ciency. A gas company, however, has no sor Ice from
which to meet losses but the charge for gas nnd the
reserve fund. It is 11 voluntll,ry association, without
power over the purses of the geneml public. Several
corporations have in recent years lost heavily on their
gas businesses, owing (~ither to strikes of their own
workmen or to strikes in the bonl trade, and the cor·
porntioT1shave alwnys the power to keep their badly
conducted businesses going out of the general mtcs.
Hence t,,) compare gas prices alone is evidently pur
poseless. While, however, corporations frequently
tax the general public to make up a loss on their gas
~~count, they occasionally use the gas as a means of
revenue to make up a deficiency in their general ac·
counts. Thus about five years 3g0 the Nottingham
corporation had a deficiency of some £12,000 in its
6eneralnccount, and it sought to partly cover this
by increasing the price of gas. Such cases are, how
ever, -~;re.I think of late years municipalized gas has
more often than not been a losing business; and to
I'\UOW how much the public know about these busi·
uesses, professedly conducted" in the p .blic interest,"
I may mention that, wben I was' Haltfax, there
" as a long and bitter discuas!on _anied on in the
Halifax" Guardian ., between the present and past
managers of the municipal gas works, each accusing
the other of gross mismanagement and waste; but who
can decide ..,ben officials disagree? The" public in
teTest" princ:ip1e, when assnciated with compul80ry
pf\wers, is not a success. You cannot.rely upon effi·
cient work and management without competition, and
you nan rely upon it still less when absence of compe·
tition is united with the po~er of picking the pockets
of ti.le general public.

The water-supply is, on the whole, the most suc·
cef:i!liul busi,' :ss that Bumble has undertll.ken; bu t even
in this business there are innumerable instances of
gross mismanagement and bungling. T~o corporation
of Nelsou,in LlI.uca:hire, recently discovered that, out
I'l a.dailysupply of800,OOOgalIcIIs, no lee, than
4//),000 to lSO()'VOO. ga~lo~s 'Viere leaking away I Thell.
therewa8tl1~ .. Drip~ing,!elI"at Eccup nt..'8r leeds,
tIle Leicest.lJ water-!etJlin~,andsimilar.experier,ces in
other t.owns, the. bug~y.",,~terof.Birmingh:::", the
neavy 1088~fthe Bri~~~J:1;~rporation,the b~~gled
atulmpt !If the. corporatiC)n()!.l;lic.hmond (B~rrey)to

I!l~JlCJ'lI(ld~.t~el~I.'Wa m~anY••••••.. ,!ha~beavy bills
<lDdincrei8tldraie4 ted from lOme of our
unicgli
N6 .~

ded
tort1
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A complete lind systematic outline of Anarchistic phllOlOphy aod
economlcl, Ylrltwll In a clear, concJl!Ct>::,1 81mplc style. It II fol·

~t:~~~t~J;~~~B~~bj~~~I::rr:~~~~,an~lcZ~::;~v;~,:::~~~;;'r~:
Index. 22Il pp. 12·mo.

Price, Cloth, $ t .00; Paper, 50 r,ents.

MlIlled, post-paid. bYBICNI. R. TUCKER, Box 1312, Ne.... York City.

For any of 'he following 'Yorks, uddress,
BE~J. R. TTJCKER, Box 1312, New York, N. Y

A well-printed book of 166 large pages con81sting of two _y'
bearing t1le followhif< titles reBpeCfh'eii: .1 The True Conl!ltltution 0'
~~~~m:n~~~~n~~~~elf:~%:r:;, :~~Vl~::c"i~rt::;rl!:~~~~~
ITmlt of Price: A Scientific Mea8ure of Honel!ty In Trade .. One of
the Fundamental Principles In the Solution o~ the Social Problem."
W~:n'b~r~n~sO~~I:I:~:~~ste~~I~s~of the teachings of Joeiah

PRICE IN CLOTH, *1.00; IN PAPER, 50 CENTS.

Poems of life, love, nature, libel.), and death. An appr.>prlate
gift-book. NIcely boune!.

PriCR; $1.00.
;'ald, by the aut'.or,

J. WK. LI,OYD, 'VESTI'IICLD, NEW JERSICY.

DUTY.

AOf

PRICE, TEN CENTS.

By John Badcock, Jr.

WILLIAM B. GREENE.

.A. FRAG)1EN~ARY EXPOSITION OF

New- and C'heap Edition.

SLAVES TO

BY A MAN TOO BUSY TO WRITE ONE.

MODERN MARRIAGE.
BY EMTr.E<ZOL.A.

Malled, )lOst-paid, by
BENJ. R. TUCKBB, Box 1312, New York City.

PRICE, 15 CENTS.
Mailed, post-paid, by

BENJ. R. TUCKER, Box 1812, New York City.

One of the most important works on finance in the
English langultge.
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BY

M U T U i\ L BAN ,( I N G,.

.ure, intend to keep on with their -";Jrk, but who have
not yet anllwered my requa.t. I hall meant to write to
them, but have bef.ln too bUly. Can't some of you
IlAve lOll my postage?

Target, IIOOtion A.-·The "New...· irruuiUo, Tex.
Section B.-The •• ArgulI·Leader," Sioux Falll, S. D.
Both papers profeSB ttl i>e ready to print letterfl ex·
preuing the widl\st mnge of opinion, whether editor·
ially approved or not. Send letters showing their
readers the ti."uth about anything that concerns our
cause. STEPHEN T. BYiNGTON.

Makina; Virtue by Law.
Simple Simon went to look

If plums grew on a thistle;
He pricked hia tlngilrs very much,

Which made poor Simon whistle.

You see, little children, W~ call him II simple," be·
CAuse, when he found that plums could not be pro·
cured on that thistle, he merely whistled, instead of
explaining it away and t;oing to another thistle.

B. H.

INSTEAD

TraMltJt«lfrom t1u I'r1nch btl B"4/. B. 7'ucW.

III thlt h.. JateH story Zola taka four typical marrlagee,-one
hom the nobility one fromthe~,one from tbe pottY. boN,.
f'fOfIU, and olle from the woPklng·people,-.and descrlbea, with all
Uae ~llI' of hla 'o'0L4r0n8 an, JaoW-elWlD onlb!!&u, b)' what m...tiYf'
.....m.pIred, how elWlh II coa~tec'.. iad how Iiach retlal&l.

PBIOl!l 13 CuTt'.
,-:Y,:he

Dk'f

A unique addition to the pamphl~t literature of Anarchism, In that
It lI.8~dlls the morality superstitIOn lIS the foundation of the various

~~m~~t.f~:p~~de~~~i~~~wn~fOf'}F~~i~~ i~){g~ld~~i~::hi~~lse:M
~Cll.

Showing the radical dctleiency of the existing circulating medium
and the advantages of a free curr'mcy; a plan whereuy to abollsh
itennu;reel!uu;(,~~!.~r;t. 'tate intervention, hut by first abollshing Stlite in· SO THE RAILWAY KINGS ITCH FOR AN EM-

""" pir>' Do They? ISh a .. Red-Hot Strikcr," of S('fllnton, Pl:., A
R~J;>. ar~i~~;~~~) c:n~i~~~.nh:~rlr~~~S4.30.r in the International

BOlll1'BS: TLo POetlY and l'llll<ltloph) of Anarchy. Dy William A. I
Wllittick. 187 pagc~. Price, cloth, 75 ce"ts; pallcr, 50 co·,ts, ,

ANARCHISTS' 1'..£ARCH. Tune: Bjilrncbor~arnes Mlllcch
(Finnish Wat Soug). Words by.r. Will. Lloyd. Price, 10 Cl·ntl!.

CAP'l'AIN ROLAND'S PURSE: How I' is {<'il1ell "od How
Emptied. B~' "ohn Rl!skill. The first of a proj~, '°'1 s<,ries G! La.
bor Tracts. SIIJ:lplled I\t lJ7 cents per hundred.

THE STORY OJ!~ AN AFR rCAN FARM. By OHve
Schreiner. A rumanH, not of adventure, but of the ill:.ellectual

~~: ~~E'C~~~h K~fu~~~gp1gfJ~s: a~~eG~~~~~r~~~~~\~~n~I~~~:f
which they passed in their evof.ltion from orthodoxy to ration.
allsm; and representing ddvanced ideas on rellgious and llOciai
questions. A work of re.llarkable powcr, bealH.y, and originality.
&i5 pages. Price, cloth, 60 cents; paper, 25 cents.

WOnK AND WEAL'l"!. By J. K. Ingalls. 81 pages.
Prke, 10 cen~.

THE 'WTND AND THE :vHIRLWIND. By Wilfred
S"awcj} Blunt. A poem wor~h. of a place in every man's library,

~~~.es~~~l~Ii!~t:Jf~~~~iri~~~di~~~r::~J~I~~tt~~:~~~~e~no~ft~~
paper, and bonnd in parchment covers. Elegant and cheap. 82
pagel!. Price, 25 cent".

HEROEfl OF TEJD REVOLUTION OF '71. A son·

BOOK: ~f~~!~~:~:h~:~~r~:~I,S ~r~~~~r:~g;i~~~~11~~~~~~~J ~u~~~~
~eat uprising of the perJ}Jle, and adorned With mottocs from Dan.

Sp~;:'lag~~il~tb~ci~;fn~uso~v:rr~t~~i~a~~i~~.~t~~n~~:r~"J
thlf picture stal:ds easily first. It is execated by thc phototype
&:,ocess frOM a very rare collect;r'll of photographs, mcasurcs 15

PHII.•OSOPHICAL ANARCHISM. PO~~::i~f~,~n~~s~rintedon heavy paper for framing, '),cr 50

Culled from tM Wrlti1l!18 Of A VINDIC.A':"~!ON OF NATURAL SOCIETY. A seri-

o BBNJ. R. TUCKER, ~~~;~~ro~:~t~b~Y~a~~f:t.a~~&~v?:i:t~~~~t~~~~~',E~~~v:d
EDITOR 01' LIBERTY. , i Dnrke. 86 pages. Price, 10 cents. ' I

W ·th Ful1p· Half.T P rt it f tl A th '1" LOVE, MARRIAGE, .AJ.~L DIVO(:WE, and the Sov·1 & '-,age - one 0 r& 0 \e u or. erillgn',y of the Individual. A disc1l8sion be. ween Henry Jamel!
. --- Horace Greeley, and Seephen Pearl Andrews. Including the final

A large, well-'i1'l&ie<1, ltnd excessively ch~"p volume of 524 jl!Igl\8, replies of Mr.. Andrews, rejccted by the New York Triftll7le, lind a
conlfirtliIg of aiUclel! 8>Jlected from Llber'y and CIU86lficd under the snbsequent dlscnsslon, occurrln~ t\\-en~ 1<cllrs later, between Mr.
foilowing headings: (1) .State Soclall~1ll and Anarchism: How F",\ I JrJ1les and lIr. Andrews. 121 page8.; r ce, 85 cents.
They Agree, and WherelU They Dlll'el; (2) The IndiVIdual, Society, MV UNCLE BENJAMIN. A hl!illorous, satirical, and philo.
and tile State; (3) M0!ley and Interest; (4) Lann and Rllnt; (5) So- sopl'lclll novel. By Claud.. TllIler. T,ranslat~'(l froUl the Frent'h
claJlsm; (6) Commulllllm; (7) :Methods; (8) MIscellaneous. ThE by Denj. It. Tncke~. -,Vlth a lketch of the author's !lfe anu works
whole elaborately Indexed. by Ludwig Pfau. This work, though tt hilS enjo~'ed the honor of

Price. Fifty Cents. three translations Into German. has nOVH before !nen trI:nslatell

lIaUed, po8\ paid, by the Publll!ber, ~:Ut~:.gl'1'ino~i ~s\,~~; ~~t~~::~I~:~lllll~~~I~: "i~\~ ~~r~~:~r;
BBN1. R. TuOXBR, Bo. lu1~. NEW YORX CITT. reallstlci>but not at all repulsive. 1t8 ~atlrlcal tn'.atment of I,uman.

~;r;~~~\~:~I~i~d~r..jt'h~~~lI~:re~r~:::I~f.!Pl~liYn~:\'~j:n:~

I
riddles with the shaftl! of hl8 goOO.&l&tu"red 1'\dicule the sh&Ull.' of

~~:~m. 1~'1'e ~~~ln~i:,~ro~est:~,;':=~"~'C::~,IOClety

THE QUINTlIl&SlUNCFi OF IBSENISll[, By G. Bernt,rd
ShGI\. Pronounced bl the London SplcttJftn' .Rm,,~~, :l "1IlO8t dl.
verting book," and by , .• ! author" the mOlt colt_plote _rtI,;:, ot
the VIIlldltlj of. t\e Ii ...l1an will "3 qa!nlt I'll lawa, Inltltutionl',

=,::;~~1~=:s.n~i~~rr~~~J~r:n'hu:.'e~'~a:=:=
.. manl interprstatt,1118 III readera. M CC'olllet of onlnlon will
cause tbe !:velleettllrl08lty to know wbat "kiwis taken by Mr•

~u~~::c.tt\~ :'tl'=.~l~': ~~f:lI~~t:=e:;~~:
~~'~::='~t~~:a::~&oN=hl.v=~~~~=,~
cerlt.·
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