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wFor nliays in thine cqes, O Liberty !
Nhines that high liakt wheveby the world is saeed ;
Dl thavegh tiws sty us, e il teust in thee,”
Jony Hav,

On Picket Duty.

John Swinton couviets me of doing him an injustice
fuoa paragraph in the last number of Liberty, —an in-
justice, however, which is more formal than real.
it is an injustice, and should be righted.
wmber T shall tind space to right it.

See the advertisemernt of John F. Kelly’s « Taxation
r Free Trade?” on another page.  Thix sixteen-page
amphlet, which T :ell at three dollars per hundred
apies, is the best document in existence for distri-
ution amonyg Heurv George's followers.

The New Bedford “Standard” thinks it very doubt-
i whether T will #sncceed in materializing Proudhon’s
leas in this conntry,” and indeed, when I saw it an-
onnced in the same paragraph that the “Proudhon
ibrary ™ begins with the “ System of Fcumenical Con-
adictions,” T began to share its despairing view.

The Greek Soeialistic paper, “ Ardén,” is noticed else-
where hy one of the finest Iellenists in New England.
Will the editor of the “« Workmen’s Advocate,” who,
writing in the shadow of Yale, translates the name of
the journa! by the word Labor, note the translaidon
given in Liberty,—“utterly,” “unreservedly”? He
and C. 8. Gritflin probably studied Greek together.
Perhaps it ix Yale’s shadow that causes the total dark-
ness prevailing in this editor’s mind, regarding not
Greek alone, but many other matters.

The “Workmen’s Advocate” sees no field for the
“Prowlhon Library,” for the reason that, “since Marx
and the vigorous Socialist agitation, it is hard to grovel
among the dry bones of exploded theories and fanciful
notions clothed in the threadbare garments of a worn-
otit philosophy.”™  The theory upou which Marx’s fame
rests is that of “surplus value”; now, thix theory
Proudhon proyounded and proved long before Marx
advaneed it, and, if it is one of the “exploded theories”
veferred to, Marx has been exploded with it. If it is
not one of them, perhaps it would be well to specify
some of them. T would suggest to the Socialists that
they translate Marx's answer to P’roudhon’s * Econo-
wical Contradictions’ aid publish it when that work
is finished in the ¢ Proudhon Library.”  Then we shall
where the explosion will take effect.

iIn these days of sore trial to Rev. Dr. Edward
Mctilynn, late of St. Stephen’s, who of all men should
have been expected to stand by his side, speaking
words of cheer for him and chastisement for his foes?
Whe, indeed, but Patrick Ford? Yet the «Irish
World,” though printing, to be sure, a great deal that
other papers =ay, is as dumb as an oyster editorially.
Where is the lash that ought at this moment to be
deseernding upon the shoulders of His Arrogance Cor-
rigan?  Up Patrick Ford's coat-sleeve, and he dares
not draw it out ‘Thzt he can ply the lash with terri-
fie effect when he chooses and has the bravery to do so,
Lt has amply proven in the past.  But he has felt the
1 it.  He stands in awe and dread
«f the lashing voice of Rome. Onee or twice already
in his life he has heard it hiss past his ear and felt it
vut hix hide, and he nas eringed and crawled, as he
[ am glad to see strong indi-

lash us well as pl

crirges and crawls now,

cations that T Metilynn is made of sterner stuff.

Still,
In the next :

, one,

Mr, Pinney, editor of an exceedingly bright paper,
the Winsted « Press,” vecently combatted prohibition
in the name of liberty. ‘Therenpou I showed him that
his argument was equally good against hix own advo-
ey of a tariff on imports and an exclusive govern-
went currency.  Carvefully avoiding any allusion to
the analogy, Mr. Pinney now rejoius: “In brief, we
are despotic becanse we believe it is our right to de-
fend ourselves from foreign invaders on the one side
and wild-cat swindlers on the other.”  Yes, just as des-
potie as the prohibitionists who believe it is their right

to defend themselves from drunkards and rumsellers,
In another column of the same issue of the “Press,” T
find a reference to a “logical Procrustean bed™ kept in
Liberty's oftice to which T tit my friends and foes hy
stretehing ont and lopping off their limbs,
ject on which the dismembered Mr. Pinney speaks |
feelingly. i

Tis asube

I congratulate Henry George upon his manly stand
in his new paper against the warfare of the Clhureh of |
Rowme upon Dr. McGlynu, and Teannot regard as any- |
thing but folly John Swinton's protest
distraction that may prove fatal to the unity of org
ized labor. In so far as Mr,

Swintou aims at the de- |
struetion of all sources of usurious income, his attitude

in economics 1s far saperior in scope and consisteney
to the narrow and childish policy of Henry George,
who aims to destroy but one form of usuricus incone

and propuses no effective method of doing even that.
But Mr, Swinton falls below Henry George when he
lays supreme stress upon the union of labor’s forces,
regardless of the only conditions upon which perma-
nent union is possible, chief among which is Liberty. |
To be sure, Mr. George, as Johu F. Kelly has well
shown, is no friend of Liberty in principle, but in this
Dr. MeGlynn matter he is certainly on Liberty’s side,
and, instead of thwarting the labor movement by the
attitude he has taken, he is doing it a splendid sevvice,

I am asked by Henry S8eymour, editor of the London
“ Anarchist,” on what authority I found my statement
that he and the Tnternational Publishing Company are
On the tone of Mr. Seymour's letters to me at

the time of the formation of the Company and ou the .
general character of its publisatious and policy.  Mr.
Seymour says that I have jumped at conclusions, aud
that he is not the Company, for he a partner in it !
who is a State Socialist.  Very likely Charles A, Dana |
has a Republican partner in the ~Sun” corporation, |
but that does not alter the fact that practically Mr. |
Dana is the “Sun.” Tt was in the same sense that |
declared Mr pmour Lo be the Tnternational Publish- |
ing Company. [If this was a jump at conclusions, what

is the following? ¢ Mr. Tucker, if I am correctly in- |
formed, gets his living by writing political artieles for
a daily newspaper, while denouncing all he writes
about in Liberty once a fortnight.”  Prolonged study
of this sentence has not yet enabled me to determine

whether I am charged with denouueinyg in the daily
newspaper what T write in Liberty or with denouncing |
in Liberty what T write in the daily newspaper.  In .
either case it is a lie, and Mr. Sevimowr’s informant is

aliar.  Tdo not write political articles for a daily news.
paper.  In the newspaper oflice where Tam employed
I do a eertain sort of litersry dradgery which those !
who do it are in the habit of deseribing facetiously |
as “putting conmas into other men’s copy.”™  For the
opinjons and poliey of the paper T am neither more nor
less responsible than the compositors who set the type,

BOSTON, MASS.,, SATURDAY, JANUARY 22, 1887.
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THE UNKNOWN 5O0D.

thevetore ye ignopastly worstip, o .. declare Danto ypon "

Stand it up against high heaven,
Ko the fettered ally
Show them how we wor

Ay, uprear your heanteous statue,”
"Mid the cannons’ cursed roar,

While the millions eheer and ehatter,
Thronging all the siips and shore.

Ever thus, when substanee passeth,
Do men wave the symbol higl;
ver, when the ‘Truth is dying,
Wears its name some new-born L

Tyrants, i therc one amony you
Kuows the import of thi —

Kne ere long, this god ye blasy
Will bevome a god in fact 2

Dare ye thus
Mack the wo
Dare ye, ‘neath
Vly the lietor's

ith graven inugre,

1d's high hope and God?
red shadovr,

wnd rod ?

Know ye not the bones are waking
In the villey of the dead?

Note ve nofgthe raveus + teeding
Hungry months that wail for bread 2

b ye think like fools we Jisten

When ye wmoek us:  Ye arve free! "
Think ye to your empty idol

We have come to beml the knee ?

Let me tell you, proud-faced despots,
Yo huilid wiser than ye know:

Freedom’s toreh it/ light her her
Light them to your overthrow,

Xhe will spurn from neath her sandals,
Foul in ilth, vour hiated name;

Theirs will glisten on her tablots,
Sculptured deep by hand of Fame.

Hear ye not those plaints of anguish
No, your war-dogs bay too loud;
ye mnaght of starving taces
No, they shun vour bratal crowd.

R

ul hlanch and startle,
Wt awtul renr:

Listen then

Fo that d

Listen, to that wind-=swept whisper:
Fveants, Death is at the doos!

See! - Look there! — ye palad sompirves,
Out apen Trath's fiashing

See that tidat-wave, foam-erested,
Roled from tar hamensity!

s,

“Fis the Wave of Revolutiva,
Breaking yvour fated iand.

Not one barrier ve have livied
Shall its sweeping surge withstand,

Prostrate talls your god of metal
From its hase on hearts of stowa:
I its stead — behold the glovies
Of the Great, the real, White Throne!'

Headlong falls your hellow idol,
Brohen aer yonr ruined kand:
Burving deep vour institutions
T Oblivien's wave-washed sand,

Smiling there with toreh uplitted —
See!— the sweet, the Unkuown Godi §

Tl the olive's tender wreathings
Twine the letor's broken rold

AW, Lioyd,

*The Bartholdi statue,
1 Priests,

3 Altar of dustive,

§ Libwaty,
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THE SCIENCE OF SOCIETY.

By STHPHICN PIOART, ANDRIGWS,

Part IFirst.

LIBERTY. 12

THE TRUE CONSTITUTION OF GOVERNMENT

IN THE

mocracy, and Socialism.
Coutinued {from No, 41,

Sovialism denrads the proper, legitimate, and just voward of labor. Tt demands
that the intevests of all shall be so avranged that they shall codperate, instead of
clashing with and counteractii ach other,  TE demsnds economy in the produe-
tion and uses of wealth, and the consequent abolition of wretchedness and poverty.
To what end does it make these demands? - Clearly it is in order that every human
being shall be in the Ml possession, control, and enjoyment of his own person and
maodes of seeking happiness, without foreign interference from any quarter whatso-
ever, This, then, is the spirit of Soctalisu, and it is neither more nov less than a

Lo

<till broader and more comprehensive assertion of the doctrine of the inherent Sov- |
i The Socialist proposes association and combined inter- |
he aims at, ~- justice, cooperation,

y of the Individual.
ests merely as a means of securing that whicl
and the economies of the large seale.  Hence it follows that the Democrat res
and the Socialist advocaies Association and Commurisim for preeisely the same re
~ot. It is becanse both want identically the same thing.  The Demoerat sces in
connected interesis a fatal stroke at his personal liberty,-—the unlimited sove
eignty over his ewn conducet,—and dreads the subjection of himself to domust
ation, macifold committees, and continual and authorized espionage and er
ticisnt,  The Socialist sees, in these same arrangements, abundance of wealth,
tairly distributed amony all, aud a thousand beneticent results which he knows to
ntial conditions to the porsession or ex e of that very Sovereignty of the
idual.  Each has arrived at one half the truth. The Socialist is right in as-
serting that all the conditions which he demands are absolutely essential to the
development of the individual selthood. He is wrong in proposing such a fatal
surrender of Individual liberty ‘or their atiainment as every form ol amalgamated
interests inevitably involves. The Democrat is negatively wrong in omittiug from
his programme the absolute necessity for harmonie soeial relations, —wrong in
supposing that there can always be a safe and legitinate exercise of those rights
which he declares to be inalienable, short of those superior domestic arrangemen s
which the Socialist demands, It is futile, for example, to talk of removing the
restraints of law from marriage, thus guaranteeing freedom in “the pursuit of hap-
piness ™ in that relation, belore the just reward of labor and the consequent preva-
jence of general wealth shall have ereated a positive security of condition for women
and children.  Hence the blunder of Democracy in the old French Revolution, and
hence the absolute dependence of Democracy, for the working out of its own prin-
eiples, npon the happy solution of all the problems of Socialism.  Heuce, again,
the natural aflinity of Democracy and Socialism, and the reason why, despite of

]

their mutual misunderstanding, they have reeently fallen into each other’s embrace,

in Franee, resounding in the ears™of terrified Lurope the ominous cry, Vice fa Le-
dlique Ddmocratique et Sociale,

The blunder of Socialisin is not in its end, but in its means. It
pounding a combination of interests which is opposed by the individualities of all
wature, which ix cousequently a restriction of liberty, and which is, therefore, expeci
atly antagouistic to the very objects which Socialism proposes to attain, 1t is this
which prevents the harmony of Democeracy and Sociadisim, even in France, from
becoming complete, and which renders inevitable the disruption of every attempted
social organization which does not end di rously in despotism,— the inverse
mode in which vature vindicates ber Drresistible determination toward Individ
ality.  Let that feature of the Socialist movement be retrenched, aud a method of
seeuring its great ends discovered which shall not be self-defeating in its oper

sonsist

cof the constitution of man, that all
s in pro-

. i
tion,

and from that point Socialisin wrd Democracy will blend into one, and, uniting

with Protestantism, lose their dis
vidual Sov A

Such a prineiple is already diseovered. It is capable of satisfactory demoustra-
tior: that cut of the adoption of a simple change in the commercial system of the
world, by which cost and not rafue shall be recognized as the limit of price, will
wrow, legitimately, all the wealth-producing, equitable, covperating, and harimoniz.
ing resuits which Socialism has hitherto sought 1o realize through the combination
o amalgamation of interests, while, at the same tine, it will leave, intact, the in-
dividealities of existing society, and even promote thein to an extent not hitherto
conceived of. 1t ix not now, however, the appropriate time to trace out the results
of such a principle. We are concerned at present with Individuality and the spi-
rit of the age as connected with governmental affairs.

It is already the axiom of Democracy that that is the best government which
coverns least,— that, in other words, which leaves the largest domain to the Indi-
vidual sovereign. 1t may sound strange, and yet it is rigidly true, that nothing
more forens to the essential nature of Democracy than the rule of majorities.
sy asserts that all men are bora free and equal, —that is, that every indi-
ix of right free from the goveruing coutrol ol every other and of all others.
Demoeracy nsserts, also, that this right is inalienable,-— that it can neither be sur-
vendeyed or forfeited to another Individual, nor to a majority of other Individuals.

Jut the practical application of this principle has been, and will always be found
to be, incompatible with ous existing social order. It presupposes, have said,
the preliminary attainm i of the conditions demanded by Socialism, The rule of
majorities ix, therefore, a comprotmise euforeed by temporar
of half-way station-house between Despotisim, which is Ludividuality in the conerete,
and the Sovereigaty of every Individual, which 15 Tudividuality in the diserete
HE TN

Genvine Demoeracy is identicnl with the no-government doetrine. The motto
to wiich I have aliuded looks divectly to that end. Finding ohstacles in the pre-
sent sovial organization to the readization of its theory, Democracy has called @ halt
for the present, and consented to w traee, The no-government men of our day are
practically not so wise, while they are theoreticaliy more consistent,
tact, the ccnnine Democrats,
of “The entervified Demoeriey.”  They fearlesddy faoe all consequences, and pashy
their doctrine quite out to its log wsions, I so Jdoing, they repeat the
blunder which was coummitted in France,  They insist upon no governtent higher
than that o7 the Individual, while they » i existence those causes which im-
perativeiy detand, and will always de Vong as they exist, the intervention
of just such restrietive governments as ave,

It resuits from ali that has been said 1 : exsential principle of Protestant-
ism, of Demoeracy, and of Socialism, is on vt the saane s that it is identical with
what is «alled the spirit of the present o, and that all of them are swmnnmed up

netive appellations in the generic term of Indi-

It is they who are Tairly entithud to the soubriquet

" i
ry expediency, —a sort

They ave, in |

. principles and rational grounds of conjecture the changes which it is desty

i e dea ot the abixolute supressey of tie Tndividual ab we s Hnnoan instisutis

. - R ) Cwe recosnize also as the
Sovereignty of the Individual ag the Final Developirent of Protestantism, De-

What, tien, the question vetuins, is 1o he the upshot of s movement? 1owrs
departiient of muodern verare i iabued with one and the ame animating prinei
ples it there be alieads an abyiows coavergenee, atd, prospectively, i inevitablds
conjunction and codperstion of the three weat modern revolutionary forees, Pro
testantisin, Democraey, aod Sceialisis i1, even sow, in their aisjointed sl sewi-
antagonistic relations they prave more thin awateh for hoary sorservatisin; i,
i addition, nateria! invers s and reforms of all =orts coneur in ¢ s diree
tions i, o fine, the spivit o0 the age, oromore propesly, of modern e vd whieh
it of human improvement, tends sontivaaily and with
accelerated veloeity toward the absolute Individualizition of human afiairs, — what
ix the inevitahle goal to be ultimately reached? 1 have said that i religions af-
fairs the end must be that every man shall be his own seets This i the simple
meanirg of Protestantism, internreted iu the Jight of its own principles. 11 the
aon were appropriate, it would he a glorious eontemplation to dwell upon thet
e ve perfeet harmony which will then reign won mankind iu the religions sphere,
- aounity growing out of infinite diversity, and wniversal deference for the slight
est ludividualities of opinion in others, transeerding in glory that hitherto soughi
by the Chureh in artificial organizations and arbitiary erceds, ax far the new
heavens and the new earth will exeel the old,

Socialism demands, and will end by achieving, the untrammeled selfhood of the
Individual in the private relations of life. but ont of that universal selfhood shall
grow the highest harmonies of social relationship. 1t is wot these subjects, how-
ever, that are now specially appropriate.  Let us vestriet our speeific inquiry to 4
remaining one of the three spherves of human affnirs which we have in the genera
view considered conjointly, - - namely, that which relates to hunman government.

Is it within the bounds of possibility, and, it so, is it within the limits of rationa.
anticipation, that all human governnients, in the sense in which government is
now spoken of, shall pass away, and he reckoned among the uscless lumber of an
experimental age,——that foreible govermment ot all sorts shall, at some future day,
perhaps not far distant, be looked back upon by the whole warld, as we in America
now louk back upon the maintenanee of a religious establishment, supposed in other
times, and in many countries stiin to he essential to the existence of religion amoig
men; and as we look back upon the ten thousand other impertinent interferences
of government, as govermment is practised in those countries where it is an justi
tution of far more validity and consistency than it has among us? Is it possible}
and, if so, is it rationally probable, that the time shall ever come wher. every
shall be, in fine, his own nation as well as hix »wn seet?  Will this tendency to unip
versal enfranchiserment — indications of which pesent themselves, as we Lave seen,
in exuberant abundance on all hands in this nge—ulthnate itself, by placing thd
Individual above all political institutions, —-the man above all subordination t
municipal law? .

To put ourselves in a condition to answer this inquiry with some satisfactory
degree of certainty, we wust first obtain a clear conception of the necessities ouf
of which government grows; then of the functions which government performsg
then of the speciiic tendencies of society in velation to those functions: and, finally
of the legitimate suceessorship for the existing governmental institutions of mang
kind.

[ must apologize ax well for the incompleteness as for the apparent dogmalisy
of any brief exposition of thix subje I assert that it is not only possible and raf
dly consequential upon the right understanding
vernnient, in the sense of inveluntary restrain
apon the Individual, or substantially all, must finally cease, and along with it the
whole complicated paraphernalia and trumpery of Kings, Finperors, Presidents,

aud Judiciary.  Tassert that the indicia of this result abound in ex-
society, and that it ix the instinetive or intelligent perception of that fact by
+ who have not bargained for so much which gives origin and vital energy to
the reaction in Churel and State and soeial life. T assert that ihe distance is less
today forward from the theory and practice of Go.erninent as it is in these United
States, to the total abrogation of all Government above thar,of the Individual, than
- is backward to the theory and practice of Govermnent as Government now is in |
the despotie countries of the old world.

The reason why apology ix demanded is this: So ridieal a change in govern-
mental affairs involves the concurrence of other equaliy radieal changes in social
habits, commerce, tinauce, and elsewhere. 1 have shown already, 1 think, that De-
moceracy would have ended in that, had it not been obstoucted by the want of cer-
tain conditions which nothing but the solution of the problems of Socialisin can
afford.  To discuss the changes which must ocenr iu every department of life, in
order to render this revolution in Government practicable, and to prove that those
changes »~y exizt in embryo, would he to embrace the whole field of human coun-
cerns.  That is slearly fmpossible in the compass of a lecture.  But it is equally
impossible to adjust the radical changes which I foretell in Government to the no-
tion of tiie permaneicy of all other institutions in their present forms.  What, then.
can be done iu this dilemma? T am reduced to a method of treating the subject
which demands apology, both for incompleteness and apparent dogmatism. 1 per-
ceive no possible method open to me but that of segregating the subject of Govern-
ment from its connection with other departments of lite, and deducing from
red to
ity of other and corresponding
Ny, without stopping to adduee
arve also existing in embryo, or actnally pro-

tionally probable, but that it is rig

undergo; and when those changes involve the nece
changes elsewhere, to axsert, as it were, dogmatic
the proofs, that these latter cha
gressit

I return now to the necessities out of which Government grows.  These are in
the browdest peneralization: 1, To restrain encroachments, and, 2, "o manage the
combined interests of mankind.

First, with regard to restraining encroachments and enforeing eouity,  Is there
no better method of accomplishing this end than foree, such as existing Govern-
ments are organized to apply?  Tatliem that there isc Tatlivm that a clear scien-
tific perception of the point at which eneroacliment beging, in all our manifold
pecuniary and moral velations with each other, an exact idea of the reguirements
of equity, accepted into the public mind, and felt to be eapable of a precise apphi-
eation in actiou, would go tenfold turther than arbitrary laws and the sanctions of
laws can go, in obtaining the desived vesults. In saving this, T mean somethiag
definite and specitie. | have abready adverted to the discovery of an exaci, scien.

tific principle, eapable of regulating the distribution of wealth, and introdueing
universal equity in peeuniary transactions, —an exact mathematical gange of hon-

esty, -~ which, when it shall have imbued the public mind, and formed the public
sentiment, and come to regulate the public conduet, will seeure the products of Ia-
bor with impartial justice to ally and tend to vewove alike the temptations and the
provocations to erime. . What that prineiple does in the sphere of comumerce is done
i the social and ethical spiwres by the doetrine of the Sovervignty of the Tndivi-
dual.  Both give to cach his own, for it must he continually remembered that the
doctrine of the Sovercignty of the Individual demands that 1 should sedulously
and religiously respect your Individuality, while 1 vindicate my own,  These twe
ground principles, with a tfew others inetdent thereto, onee aceepted and indwell







