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BOSTON, MASS.,, SATURDAY, JULY 2, 1887.

= For always o thine eyed, O Liberty!
Shines that high ligict whereby the world is sared;
Anel thouuk thou sloy ws, we feill trust in thee.”
JouN Hay,

On Picket Duty.

The Avelings have gone to Australia to preach So-
cialism. This is good news for the Australian fiorists,
tobacconists, theatre-managers, and hotel-keepers, but
very bad news for the poor Australian laborers who
will be bled to pay their bills,

I like what John Swinton says in favor of postpon-
ing the spelling reform: “Our present system of spel-
ling is obstructive to knowledge, detestable to reason,
and offensive to the eye, but we believe our modern
social lazaretto can be fumigated even while it is in
the ascendant.”

There was a rumor abroad in Chicago the other day
tat the Supreme Court had decided to give the Com-
munists a new trial, but it could not be verified or
traced to its source. In the absence of more definite
irformation, let us hope that it was not a wanton in-
vention, but grew out of some confiding whisper of the
truth.

A prominent Anarchist who is also an expert in
electrical engineering writes to me as follows: “A
funny example of State management has just been
given in Paris. The prefect of police, an ofticer of the
central governnient, has drawn up rules in regard to
electric lighting in theatres, cafés, ete., which make
such lighting practically impossible, and the munici-
pality has ordered the proprietors of all such places to
introduce electric lights at once.”

Henry Seymour of the London “Anarchist” says
that I am “very careful now to confine the application
of the vost principle to exchange, whereas, if it holds
good in exchange, it holds equally good in production.
Directly applied to production, its absurdity becomes
complete.”  Yes, absurd in the same sense that the
differential calculus is absurd when applied to cooking
oue's dinner, or that the laws of logic are absurd when
uppljed to the ejaculations of a man who has lost his
reason.

Henry George thinks the New York “Sun’s” claim
that it is “for liberiy first, last, and forever,” pretty
cool from a paper that supports a protective tariff. So
it is. But the frigidity of this claim is even greater
when it conies from a man who proposes on occasion
to tax a man out of his home, and to “simplify” gov-
ernmeant by making it the owner of ali railroads, tele-
graphs, gas-works, and water-works and so enlarging
its revenues that all sorts of undreamed-of public im-
provements will become possible and unnumbered pub-
lic officials to administer them necessary.

«Jus,” the London organ of semi-individualism,
combats the doctrine that surplus value —oftener
called profits—belongs to the laborer because he
creates it, by arguing that the horse, by a parity of
reasoning, is rightfully entitled tc the surplus value
which he crcates for his owner. So he will be when he
has the sense to claim and the power to take it, for
then the horse will be an individual, an ego. This
sense and power, the laborer is ranidly developing,

“with what results the world will presently see. The

argument of “Jus” is based upon the assumption that
certain men are born to be owned by other men, just as
horses are. Thus its reductio ad absurdum turns ‘upon
itself; it is hoist with its own petard. '

The ulmcy of the arguments emplo)ul by the dml\
| press in diseussing the labor guestion cannot well Le
vxaggemte(l but nevertheMgs it sometimes makes a
pomt on Henry George which that gentleman canuot
meet, For instance, the New York «World” lately
pointed out that unearned increment attaches not only
to land, but to almost every product of labor. “News.
papers,” it said, “are made valuable properties by the
increase of population.” Mr. George seems to think
this ridiculous, and inquires confidently whether the
“World's" success is due to increase of population or
to Pulitzer’s business management. As if one cause
excluded the other! Does Mr. George believe, then,
that Pulitzer’s business management could have se-
cured a million readers of the “World,” if there had
been no people in New York? Of course not. Then,
to follow his own logic, Mr. George ought to discrimi-
nate in this case, as in the case of land, between the
owner’s improvements and the community’s improve-
ments, and tax the latter out of the owner’s hands.

About Naming Things,—A Protest.

To the Editor of Liberty :

I have no desire to force a controversy on you that you
seek to avoid; but I must protest against your dodging the
issue you profess to meet squarely. You say you are willing
to accept my paraphrase of Hay’s lines, taking * material ”’
in the widest possibie sense. But then so can T and so can
any man, Jew, Christian, Buddhist, or Stoic philosopher;
and, in fact, without being a Mirabeau, I will undertake to
“swallow all formule "’ provided I am allowed such latitude
of interpretation. You complain that Mr. Morse’s objection
to naming things tends to destrov language altogether; but
his justification lies in this very stretching of termns until
they become meaningless.

When you deny the existence of altruism as a motive, I
suppose you mean to deny its existence altogether, and yet
that seems too absurd a statement to attribute to you. That
altruism is but a form of egoisin I am in nowise called upon
to deny, but that does not lessen its reality one whit. It is
as true that there are people who take pleasure in securing
the good of others as it is that there are some-—happily not
many — who delight in the torture of their fellows.

I am ready to believe that, in dying for liberty, you would
be securing your ewn pleasure at the time, but certainly you
wonld be sacrificing all material comfort, as words are gene-
rally used. .

From the edge of harsh derision,
From discord and defeat,
From doubt and lame division,
We pluck the fruit and eat:
And the mouth finds it bitter, but the spirit sweet.

Now, my contention is that your present philosophy, when
it has become more than an intellectual coneception, when it
has become translated into feeling, leaves nothing but the
bitterness in the mouth; and hence that no one accepting it
thoroughly will ever support any cause that brings on him
even * harsh derision,” not to speak of death. Death is never
in itself pleasant; it can only appear so as a relief from in-
tolerable pain; and when this pain is not physical, it must
be evident that the true relief, according to the new philo-
sophy, consists, not in dying, but in abandoning the ideas,
the ghosts, on whose account one suffers. 'To die, or to make
any sacrifice of material comfort, rather than abandon an
idea is to render homage to a ghost.

Another point is that, according to this new philoscphy,
there can be no right and wrong actions; there can he at
most but wise and foolish ; there can be no such thing as the
right of the laborer to his product,—he can have no more
right to the product than to any amount, either greater or
less ; and, in fact, Stirner expressly declares that his “ right,””
if we may use the term at all, is to what he can take, thus

. kbringiug the world back to

‘Whole No. 102.

The good old rule, the simple plan,
Thitt he shall take who has the power,
And he shall keep who ean, -

You are, then, obviously inconsistent (though I must admit
there is no reason you should be otherwise) when you el us
that, while both are equally foolioh, the New York Commun-
ists are criminals, while the Chicago Conmunists are honest
and estimable people. You are equally inconsistent when
you tell us, with an air of moral indignation, that Haskell is
a convicted liar; for, translated according to your theory,
this means no more than that on some occasion Haskell found,
or thought he found, it to his advantage to state what was
not the fact, and your profession now is that, if you found it
to your advantage, you would do the same. Of course your
tone would be explicable on the assumption that yon sought
to take advantage of the ramnant of *‘superstition” in your
readers; but such explanaiion would tell in favor of my ar-
gument, for it would be an evidence that each egotist would
seek to keep his neighbors from & ing like himself.

In conclusion let me say that, on re-reading my last letter,
I fail to see any justification for the you have given
it. If 1 have asserted that egotism alone would destroy
society, I have said the same of aliruism. As Tak Kak has
introduced h 1 parisons, perhaps 1 may be
pardoned a mechanical one. Egotism, then, is the tangential,
and altruism the centripetal force, the composition of which
keeps the individual elements of society moving in their
proper orbits. Egotism alone would scatter the elements in
space; altruism alone would crush them into a shapeless
mass. J. F. KELLY.

May 12, 1887. ’ : - -

[If Mr. Kelly does not like my use of the word “ma-
terial,” T will make it immaterial by discarding it, and
will amend my offer thus: «“I am perfectly willing to
accept Mr. Kelly’s paraphrase of Jobhn Hay’s lines,
leaving out the word ‘material.’” This eliminates
the objectionable “dodge.” But “I must protest,” in
my turn, against Mr. Kelly’s intimation that I “seek
to avoid” discussing this question with him, if he
means thereby that I do so through fear. That I do
seek to avoid it is true, but for a different reason,
which T will explain. Previous t Mr. Kelly’s discus-
sion with Tak Kak, Mr. Kelly and I had a long discus-
sion of the same subject by private correspondence.
In this correspondence it became evident that there
was a hopeless misunderstanding scmewhere. I think
it was on Mr. Kelly’s part. He doubtless thinks that
it was on mine. Or else he thinks that I was hypocri-
tical in the matter. I therefore said to him that I
thought it useless to continue the discussion. He an-
swered that he agreed with me. From that time
neither of us attempted to renew it until he introduced
me into his discussion with Tak Kak. The same rea-
son which impelled me to discontinue the controversy
keeps me from renewing it. But I think the subject
a very important one, and am very glad to devote my
columns to Mr. Kelly and Tak Kak in the hope that
their controversy may end more satisfactorily than
that between Mr. Kelly and myself. Far from being
actuated by fear, I seldom have been compelled to put
a greater strain upon my combative propensity than
on this occasion, but I am sure that I should indulge
it fruitlessly, and such a result would indeed “leave
nothing but bitterness in the mouth.” As to the cap-
tion of which Mr. Kelly comp!ains, I can only express
my rugret if it failed to fit his article. Its selection
was & matter of almost prayerful solicitude with me,
and I was never more desirous of being accurate and
just. If T failed, Mr. Kelly will avoid all danger of a
repetition of such failure by furnishing his own head-
ings hereafter.— Epitor Linerry.]







