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© For always i thine eyes, O Liberty !
Shines that high light whereby the world is saver
And though thou slay wes, we will trust in thee.
Jous Hav.

On Picket Duty.

I am in a position to assure the readers of Liverty
that the extraordinary offer of the «I'ransatiantic” to
cive away six two-dollar books every week, advertised
on the cighth page, is & genuine one, and will be
carried out in good faith according to the plan stated.

Chief Justice Fuller -epeats, without due credit,
Grover Cleveland’s aphorism that, while it is the duty
of the citizen to support the government, it is not the
duty of the government to support the citizen. Have
they not heard of the statement that this government
is based on the free consent of the people? But if so,
it can be no “duty ™ of the sovereign citizen to support
his agent and servaut, but only his interest. The fact
that * duty ” is appealed to indicates that the servants
feel themselves to be of no sort of use to the masters.

Upon the motto of the Boston “ Arena,” selected
from Heine, “that we do not take possession of our
ieas, but are possessed by them; they master us and
force us into the arena, where like gladmbors we must

Court” lly. re-
“allow; but our ideas are we
ourselves; we are bundles of ideas, and theirs is the
conflict in the arena; to speak of their possessing and
forcing us contains a tinge of dualism.” 1t also in-
volves the heresy of duty, and is anti-Egoistic. We
fight because therein is our life and health.

The © Australian Radical ” (which, by the way, has
steadily improved since it was last referred to in Lib-
erty, and now is second to none of the best Auarchist
organs) reprints Liberty’s paragraph on personal pole-
mies, obviously not without a keen appreciation of its
truth. By this time it has, I fear, learned with sorrow
that, in Mr. Lloyd's opinion, it is a century behind
the time and almost a literary savage. But possibly
it may have discovered that Mr. Lloyd ie apt to be
very *subjective” in his opinions, and that his ideas
need not necessarily be in harmony with external facts.

Mr. Lloyd's complaint that I brought forward cen-
tury-old yuotations in support of a system of polemics
at least a century behind the best spirit of the age, it
seetns to me, goes to prove the charge made against
him by Mr. Yarros,— namely, that he is “supremely
independent of facts, evolving his ideas of others’ say-
ings and doings out of his own inner consciousness.”
Where, indeed, does Mr. Lloyd get the notion that the
system of polemics approved by Liberty is a century
behind the “Dbest spirit” of the age? If Proudhon,
Bastiat, Birne, Tchernychewsky, Carlyle, Ruskin,
Swirburne. Huxley, Harrison, Spocuer, W. D. O*Con-
nor, are not among the civilized writers and best re-
presentatives of the age, will Mr. Lloyd kindly point
out who are their superiors ? The system of polemics
which 1 defended is the system of the majority of
virile and capable minds,

Rev. Fdward Everett Hale proclaimed at a National-
ist meeting that, in face of the dilettanti who affirm
that the hest government is that which governs least,
and of the Anarchists who seek to abolish all govern-
ment, he and his brethren:-call upon all who believe
and pray for the kingdom of God to rally and support
and strengthen the hands of good goveriment. Pass-
g in sileut contempt the reference to the highest
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Coeciddiea) writers and philossphers of the seutury —
| M, Hamealdt,

I merson, Spencer, Buckle - . ¢ di-
Lattanti,” one mav agree wth this Bismarckian rain-
wter, after paraphrasing the last clause of his sentence :
the Nationalists cx]] upon those who are silly enough
to believe in the “‘kingdom of God” humbug to put
their faith also in the political superstition of “good
government.” And they are certainly wise in avoid-
ing those rational people who decline to pay the Hales
for making them naturalized citizens of a kingdom
whose existence they cannot prove.

Robert Buchauan dismisses Ibsen’s literary, drama-
tic, and philosophic claims with hasty and scornful
contempt. In his opinion, Ibsen is a bore, a dullard,
and a dotard. Well, Mr. Buchanan has a right to
hold this opinion. But, as Talleyrand said, though
I do not expect him or ask him to agree with me, I at
least may ask him to agree with himself. In the same
review article he frowns upon superficial and incom-
petent criticism of productions requiring a disciplined
mind, great knowledge, and exceptional intellectual
endowments. e will have every author judged by
his peers, not by a lot of mediocre, irresponsible, half-
educated, self-styled reviewers. But in obedience to
his own principle, he must yield up the privilege of
criticising Ibsen, the philosopher, the ch of a
great principle, to those who make a specialty of the
study of social science and philosophy, limiting his
criticisms to the literary aud dramatic standpoints.
Either Mr. Buchanan must eat his anathemas and be
content with modern style of eriticism, or else he must
start his reform at home and ackuowledge that his in-
temperate, summary, and authoritative manner of pro-
nouncing upon Ibsen’s philosophical ideas is no more
deserving of serious attention than any of the verdicts
of the class of reviewers be makes the victims of his
wrath.

The Philadelphia “Justice,” a single-tax paper,
prints without comment the following utterance of
Proudhon : “To whom belongs the rent of land? To
the producer of land without doubt. Who made the
land? God. Then, proprietor, begone!™ Tt strikes
me that the single-tax theologians are other than wise
in trying to lean on Proudhon. Their fundamental
proposition is that the corununity creates the rental

its own product and enjoy it. Proudhon, on the other
haud, says that to God belouys the rent of laud; and
hence, according to single-taxers® logiz, the rent shovld
be paid directly into God’s treasury. But, though the
prophet professes to know all about God's iutentions
and wishes in this matter, and to act as the trustee
of that monopolist, he does not perform any miracle
to prove his connection with divinity. Pious people,
if reasonable, will decline to espouse the single-tax
and demand some unmistakable evidence of its en-
dorsement by God. Let the prophet perform a great
miraculous act, — convinee a well-informed man of the
truth or originality of his ideas, or a keen observer of
his honesty. But I am reminded that pious people
never have been reasonable, and always blindly fol-
lowed deluded or crafty pretenders who called them-
selves prophets,

« Do not be deceived,” the “ Open Court ™ warns its
readers, “ by the false prophets who preach in high-
sounding terms. . . . They tell you that liberty en-
lightens the world. Do not be deceived, for it Is just

the reverse. Liberty does not bring enlightenment,
but enlightenment brings liberty ; and there is no lib-
et which is not based on enlightenment, on educa-
tion, ou culture, on morality, on wisdom, on good-will.”
"Fo use the strong language applied by « Waterman's
Journal” to another journal, % the startling depithi of
ignorance displayed in this [affirmation] turus one
giddy as he gazes into the bottomless abyss of coufu-
sion that yawns before him.”  So loosely and vaguely
to dogmatize on a subject so important is simply inex-
cusable in a journal pretending to be scientific and
precise. In what sense does the writer use the term,
liberty? Does he not see the necessity of clearly de-
fining his terms? If he had stopped to reflect, he
would probably have understood that the illiterate
and wretched Russian peasants, for instance, nust
have political and economic freedom before they can
hope to begin to taste of the luxuricus joys cf culture
and wisdom. If poor and ignorant slaves can ouly
achieve liberty after making themselves possessors of
all those fine and high qualities and properties, then
they will either never be ready for liberty, or else, if
they can be conceived as enjoying them under slavery,
there can be no earthly use for it. The only argument
for liberty has been that culture, morality, wisdom,
ete., are utterly impossible in its absence. If the
“Open Court” rejects this view, it can have no use
for liberty. But I do not intend to argue t a
loose, indefinite, and meaningless statement. I only
wish to protest against the way in which a scientific
journal treats sociological problems. It is time to
abolish the habit and privilege of dealing cavalierly
with social science.
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The chief hulwark of the opponents of free Igmxking
is the quantity theory of money, — the doctrine that
an addition to the volume of the curreucy necessarily
depreciates its value. Because of the persistence of
this error, it is pleasant to note that D™ of the Lon-
don “National Reformer,” who is a thorough-paced
individualist but underrates the importance of free
money, has lately assailed the orthodox view in the
following language: “In more than one branch of
cconomic thought, the theory accepted at present is
based on reasoning which will not bear examination.

| 1 venture to say that the ordinary theory of money —

A ! the quantitative theory, as it is usually called — will
value of land, and they want the community to coilect | 9 " Y

be found to be delusive much in the same way as was
the wage-fund theory. The fundamental misconcep-
tion is in treating a propesition of mere co-existence
or quantity as an adequate explanation of cusation.
Economics is the etiology of wealth; and the notion
that a theory of price can be buiit up on such a state-
ment as that, if credit be ignored, the reduplicated use
of money be allowed for, hoarding be supposed non-
existent, barter be treated as a thing of the past, the

" use of money (or its material) for other purposes than

purchase be passed ovgr, and the quantity of com-
modities to be sold be regarded as constant, then the
value of money (or geueral prices) will be inversely as
its quantity, — the notion that such a proposition as
this, from which all other than purely arithmetical
elements have been carefully eliminated, is an ex-
planation of the level of prices, certainly shows how
easily the logical requir ts of some tific men
are satisfied. [ am glad to see that so ssber an
economist as Mr. Giffen is beginning to have some
inkling of the i of the quantity theory of

price.”







