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4 For always ia thine c;es, O Liberiy!
Shines that kigh light wher«by (ne worid is saved ;
Aand thouyh thou sley us, we will trust in thee.”
Jonn Hav.
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;
Liherty and the Cammunists. :
To the Editor  f Liberty : !

On Picket Duty.

My 4 friend, A. H. Wood, of Luneuburg, refers,
dn & private letter, to.a remark made by the late
William Sparrell of Boston to the effect th.st he could
govera Limself much cheaper than he could hire it
§ done. Ineuer hearl of Mr. Sparrell before, but 1 am
““already convinced that he was a rare philoropher.

As that phase of the Egoistic discussion which Mr.
Babeock and Mr. Yurros have been conducting seems
to heve reached a point wheve the disputants are at
<o deadlock, it j» reziess te devote more space to it.
.. Readers not alizady convinced one way or the other
are not likely to be affected by further repetitions.
vefore this phase of the controversy is declared
logad.

That nevspaper lying is a commodity furnished in
answer to a demand, as “F. F. K.” points out in an-
~other column, is a truism among <lose observers. But
how does this excuse the newspapers, or make it less
necessary to bring and keep this lamenta! la fact be-
'ore the ayes of those who observe léss close'y?  What
is the persistent expcsure of this among other evils
but a censtant spreading of the light? Our statutes
are manufactured in answer to a demand. Are they
Jess to be denounced on that account? Superstition is
- supplied in answer to & demand. Is the church to be
shielded for that reason from the withering shafts of
ridicute? How are we to decrease these demands ex-
~cept by showing the evils of the things demanded ?
. The next meeting of the Anarchists’ Club will be
more than usually interesting. astead of an essay
followed by general liscussion, there will be a debate
between two speakers. The question, in substance if
~mnot in form, will be: “DNoes lenry George’s plan of
. the taxation of land values offer a scientific, just, and
‘‘adequate soluiion of the labor problem?” E. M.
" White, & promineat member of the Land rnd Labor
lub, will affirm; Vietor Yarros will deny. "The exact
order of proceedings has not been dcterinined, but the
speakers will piternate in addresses ranging from half
_an hour to ten minutes in length. The meeting will
be held on Sunday,Januay 1, at half past two o'clock,
in Cedman Kiall, 176 Tremont Street. Liberty wishes
the Club a happy and prosperous New Year.
Many persons at a distance have expressed a desive
to see the Constitution of the Anarcuists’ Club. They
inay row gratify it by ordering a copy of Victor Var-
ro8’s pamnphlet,  Anarchism: Its Aiins and Methods,”
advertised elsewhere. The CJonstitutisa iz contained
n the pamphlet. Persons who desire to distribute
is pamphlet can procure it at the very lov- rate of
ree cents a copy, if they ill take a hundred copies.
At the same tevms they can procure Olive Schreiner’s
Threz Dreams in a Desert,” which Sarah E. Holines
as published in pamphlet form in Tespotse to a de-
mz... crzated by its recent appuarance in Liberty.
e wiil aiso publlsh shortly, as a four-page tract, the
een aud briliant “Sociulistic Letter” by Ernest
e gue which appeared in the last issue of Liberty,
“ The Two Socialisms: Govern-
“All these additions to the

Ir ber a noco iu one of the earlier numbers of Liberty
in which you objected to ** La Révolte’s’’ calling you or your
paper “comrade.”” Now Isee in the article, ** To the Breach,
Comrades,” that you call Parsons, Spies, et als. comrades.
This seems the inore contrary to your plub-line, sincein the
same issue you prove that the Chicago ten’s conception of
Anarchism wus the same as Kropotkine’s. If you disapprove
of the aims and methods of the Chicago Anarchists, or Com-
munists, if you please, how was it that you eulogized them
aml wrote the poem, *They never fail who die in a great
canse; . . . and conduct the world at 1ast to freedom’” 2 In
fact, the brilliauey of your eulogy on Chicago's dead Anarch-
ists is dimmed by what you wrote on those men when they
were alive.

‘There is another thing to ~Llch I like te call the attention
of your readers. In the article, * General Walker and the
Anarchists,” you stated that the Chicago Anarchists would
have the working men’s societies (Communes) *‘suppress by
whatever heroic measures all rebellious individuals who
should at zny time practically assert their rights to produce
and exchange for themselves.” This is not true, and I think
you wonld find it very hard to paint to any article written by
the Chicago Anarchists w.ich would prove your assertion.
But, on the contrary, i{ your readers will seare! in the back
numbers of Liberty, they will find that Mr. Appleton (X)
once put the same question to John Most and that the latter
empbatically {with a big *“‘Ja{*’) answered that the indivi-
dual will have the right to produce and exchange according
to his taste.

As a matter ¢l fact, the main difference between the Chi-
cago and Boston Anarchists seems to be this: The former
based their theories on the collectivity, and never cared to
say anything about the individual,—in fact, they ignored
him, — while the latter, the Boston Anarchists, took the indi-
vidual as the foundation of their teachi and practically
destroyed the right of the collectivity. *Society has no
1ights,” said Mr. Tucker in some issue of Liberty.

In: all the quotations from Kropotkine’s * Expropriation *
i fail to find that he advocates expropriation of anything but
the means of exploiting human beirgs. But that does not
prove that he wouid deprive the individual luborer of his
tools. M. FRANKLIN.

It is not true that I ever objected to « La Révolte’s ”
calling me “comrade.” These are the facts. That
paver had called Liberty bourgesis and therefore not
Anarchistic. I proved in answer that from the Anar-
chistic standpeint the heretic was “ La Révolte,” not
Liberty. In this I had the support of John F. Kelly,
ucow a prominent writer for the * Alarm.” ¢“La Ré-
volte” never met my argument. But later it offered
its hand to Anarchistic journals in all parts of the
world, mentioning Boston esp:uially. I answered: «J
accept it cordially.” Then I alded: “But I am still
waiting for ¢ La Révolte’ to assure and convince me
that, ii: recoramending the people collectively to take
and keep possession of all wealth, it is not grossly vio-
lating the indubitably Anar-histic principle of freedom
of production and exchange. Itis now Liberty’s turn
to be a little select in the matter of its fellowship.”
It js evident that in the unequivoeal expre lom, «I
accept it cordially,” I declared my comradeship with
“La Révolte” in exactly the same sense that [ de-
clared it with the Chicago men in the issue of Lib-
erty which Mr. Franklin now criticises — namely, in
the sense of our common striving for human welfare,
—and that the ndditional remarks were simply in the
nature of a hint to “La Révolte” that it had not an-
swered me, and that comradeship, in Liberty’s view,
was not a thing to be put on and off at % La Révolte’s”
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ln pnnhnw thc lm(-~ “ ley vever fail,” ete. (I
thank Mr. Franklin for the complinent, but it was
Lord Byrou, not I, who wrote those glorious lines) I
did nothing inconsistent with my disapproval of the
Chicago men’s methods. In the same issue I expressly
said: I disapprove utterly their methods; I dispute
emphatically their Anarchism; but as brothers, as
dear comrades, animated by the same Jove, and work-
ing, in the broad seuse, in a common cause than which
there never was a grander, [ give them both my hands.”
in my view, any one who dies a martyr in this “com-
mon cause,” thereby, no matter what his individual
opinions, concentrates the spirit of inquiry upon it and
hence “augments the deep and sweeping thoughts
which conduet the world at last to freedom.” That
is what [ declared in quoting Byron's lines. What,
pray, has this to do with the question of methods?

Against Mr. Franklin’s denial of my interpretation
of the Chicago men’s position, I must simply place my
assertion — not having the files to quote from —that
the ¢ Alarm ” has printed article after article which
sustain my assertion. And besides, was not Most's
“Beast of Property” one of their chief ‘ext-books?
What did Most’s “big ‘Ja!’” amwount to? As much
us the “big <Ja!’” with which the State Socialists an-
swer the sume question when pushed to it, and Mr.
Franklin knows that they do not wean what they say.
No mnore does Most; else why did he tell me, as I long
ago reported in Liberty, that after the revolution, if
one 11an should work for wages, the old system would
be reaiod again, and that, if any one should insist on
doing so, turce would be used to stop hin? Daoes Mr.
Frauklin call that allowing the individual the right to
produce and exchange?

But Mr. Franklin goes on to interpret the pesition
of the Chicago men for himself, and in doing so he
completely destroys his own defence of them and sus-
tains my criticism. The Chicago Anarchists, he says,
ignored the individual. Now, what is Anarchism but
the doctrine of the sovereignty of the individual?
And if that is Anarchism, how can those who ignore
the indiridual be Anarchists?

Kropotkine’s doctrine of expropriation seems to me
to involve a denial to the individual of his tools; bat,
whether it does or not, it certainly involves a denial
of his right to exchange, and that is as Archistic as to
deny his right to produce. ¥or instance, a man makes
a spade. This he is allowed to keep, because he has a
right to produce. But he makes a second spade.
This must be taken from him, because it is a means
of exploitation,—in other words, because, while he
has it, he can exchange his money or something else
for ancther mau’s labor. Isn’t it evident that it would
be no more a denial of liberty to take the first spade
than the seccond? I have proved it over and over
again, and my arguments on this point have often won
M. ¥ranklin’s approval. But, alas! I one day was
clliged to expose some of the rascalities committed by
TMost’s lieutenants in New York, and a little while
afterward, when the Chicago bomh was thrown, I
declined to allow sentiment to obliterate all distine-
tions between opposite ideas, and since then twice two
have not been four to Mr. Franklin. He has had a
long fit of the sulks, in which he is still plunged. ¢
his only moments of joy are when a copy of L'heriy
reaches him in which he finds some fancied flaw to
peck at.  Well, the aLove is the best that he can do.

couvenience.
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