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Jous Hav,

On Pickét Duty.

We are bl'ssed with three new Anarchist papers.
The «Beacon™ has been revived again, “Egoism,”
published by the Equity Publishing Company, has
reached me, and Stuart’s “Individualist” has recently
passed inte the hands of our Denver comrades and is
published as an Anarchistic organ. I expect to give
them a fuller notice before long.

* A time is coming,” says a writer in the -*Common-
weal,” “when the teaching of Proudhca thut * property
is robbery ' will be believed by a!l men, and then will
eease this hideous nightmare of property which obtains
today.” Apparently we cannot hope that the time will
soon come when State Socinlist writers shall study
Proudhon and learn his mearing before citing him or
making his words the text for their authoritarian dis-
courses.

My, Lum, in an article on eight-hours and labor or-
ganizations published in the “Carpenter,” says that
“in the struggle for a higher civilization th: industrial
‘scab” is a social traitor.”” The man who knows that
under present conditions it is absolutely impossible for
all laborers to obtain employment, and that those who
are fortunate enough to enjoy the luxury of work can
not possibly (even if they cared to) provide for ail the
unemployed; who calls himself a radical and who toa
certain degree is one ; and who yet is shameless enough
to thus characterize the starving wretches because they
prefer low wages to begging or stealing or dying in the
streets, — this man is a far greater social traitor, even
though he utters the absurd and contemptible lie with
a “good” motive and in obedience to ¢ duty.”

Here's Chicago’s chance! A Bellamy Tower at her
World’s Fair would make the FEiffel Tower seem a
mere toy, if erected in accordance with « The Critic's”
suggestion : “It has been caleulated by some one who
has a good deal of time on his hards, or a special
knack of ciphering, or both, that, if the three or four
hundred thousand copies of ‘Looking Backward’ that
have been sold ‘were laid end to end, they would rmake
a continuous line over thirty miles long; or, if placed
one upon the other, would make a column more than
four miles high.’ Happy thought! Why not try the
experimnent? I can’t think of a prettier way of dis-
posing of them. Think-of it: a column of books four
miles high! Why, it would beat the Washington
Monument. We could all amuse ourselves when it
was erected by Looking Upward, now and then, and
trying to spy out the topmost book. Who will be the
first to contribute his copy to the pile?”
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rous ~upport.els and tulmuera of the State.  In ‘he |
second place, it is not to be denied for a moment that
workingmen are obliged to unite and act together in
order, not to successfully contend with, but to deleud
themselves at least to some extent from, the all-power- i

" ful possessors of natural wealth and capital; and, as
' Spencer says: % Trades unions which earry on a kind ‘

of industrial war in defence of workers’ interests versus
employers’ interests find that subordination almost
military in its strictness is needful to secure efficient
action; for divided councils prove fatal to success.”
From every side is heard the cry about “the tyranny
of organization,” and those who submit do so from ir-
resistible necessity. It is, aioreover, encouraging to
note that the inclination to submit is decaying, and
that the signs of revolt agaiust the tyranny of organ-
ization, and especially of that huge compulsory organ-
jzation, the State, whose existence it is that calls into
being most of the smaller tyrannical bodies, of workers
as well as employers, are multiplying rapidly and as-
suming an xmpcrtance not to be ignored or lightly dis-
missed.

Van Buren Denslow’s article in the “Twentieth
Century,” “Why I Am a Protectionist,” is a fair spe-
cimen of Protectionist literature. It is a compound of
iguorance and sophistry. In the first half, instead of
defining and defending the tariff policy which he had
been asked to discuss, he begs the question by talking
of protection in a general sense, and triumphantly
points out that, because all admit the necessity of pro-
tecting life, liberty, property, everybody is really at
bottom a Protectionist! This Pickwickian discovery
is followed by the usual references to facts capable of
lending themselves to more than one conclusion ; and
then, in answer to the “fellows” who “again and
again, with a stolid dullness that deserves a club over
the sconce rather than a verbal answer,” reiterate that
to import a foreign product furnishes a market for the
domestic product which is sent abroad in exchange for
it, this argument is brought forward : “In consuming
the domestic product in lieu of the foreign of like’
quantity and kind, we consume both the product in
question and that which pays for it, and we thereby
employ two sets of laborers instead of one.” This ar-
gument, we are told, is urged with “infinite patience ”;
I should add, and with infinite stupidity. For it is
plain that no products are bought of foreigners except
such as cannot advantageously be produced by the
buyers, and that the time thus freed is devoted to the
production of other commodities, for which the facil-
ities are greater here than anywhere else. It has been
said that Protectionists have all the facts and Free-
Traders all the arguments. In a sense, yes. Facts,
and all facts, may be misinterpreted and misused;
which is the only reason why Protectionists can cite
alleged facts. But whenever they venture to construct
. | something like a logical argument, they reveal a con-
dition of mind which it is appalling to contemplate.

Evidence of the most profound and encyclopedic ig-
norance of the leaders in that reacti y and 1
movement known as Nationalism, alias State Socialism,
is so rapidly accumulating that I confess I am greatly
astonished ; since, in spite of my exceedingly unfavor-
able opinion of the claims to attention presented by
the movement, I never really supposed that its fore-
most champions could be so entirely destitute of what

me to be recognized as” essentially proper to all
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lwen sll()‘v\“ in these columns that Rabbi Schindler,
Professor e Leon, Gronlund, “and others too nume-
! rous to mention,” have been guilty of reckless perver-
sion of facts and gross logical errors. 1 take pleasure
in adding a few others to the list. (It's no use deny-
ing it; it does afford me pleasure, as tending to reas-
sure those who credit the ghost of authoritarianism
The editor of the “ Workmen’s
Advoeate ” declares that the «phrase,” « the best gov-
ernment is that which governs jeast,” has become oh-
solete since Edward Everett Hale proclaimed the new
idea that ¢ the best government is that which governs
best.” That this propositicn means nothing is per-
fectly evident to everyone far dliar with logic. What
is light? Light. What iz water? Water. What is
Socialism? Socialism. What is wages? Wages.
What is a fool? A fool. If this is Nationalist logic,
we may form an accurate opinion of the prospects of
science and general literature under the new system.
Still, it’s a consummation devoutly to be wished that
the agitators for the new slavery should express them-
selves in propositions similar to that immortalized by
Hale: at least they would be harmless. The editor
of the “Culifornia Nationalist ” compliments a Mr.
Townsend on a series of articles ip criticism of Gene-
ral Walker and approvingly quotes his statement that,
“so far as GGeneral Walker’s criticisms [of Bellamism]
are concerned, Darwin, Spencer, and Marx might as
well never have written.” So Darwin and Spencer
have lent support to Nationalist air-castles! That this
claim argues either total ignorance or absolute dishon-
esty on the part of the critic and his editor is of course
plain to those at all acquainted with the philosophy of
Darwin and Spencer. Yet the poor fools read and be-
lieve snd worship. Is not Nationalism a grand con-
ception, if Darwin and Spencer may be made to sane-
tion it? Well, here is what Spencer actually does say
of Nationalism: “In the communistic utopia described
in ¢ Looking Backward’ it is held that each shall make
the same effort, and that, if, by the same effort, . . one
produces twice as much as another, he is not to be ad-
vantaged by the difference.... Here we have a deli-
berate abolition of that cardinal distinction between
the ethics of the family and the ethics of the State . ..
which must eventuate in decay and disappearauce of
that species or variety in which it takes place.” In
their biological views Darwin and Spencer are at one,
and, Darwin having left nothing on sociology, we may
infer that he would concur in the Spencerian view, see-
ing that it is fundamental and necessarily follows from
their common general doctrine. Go on, gentlemen,
write, print such stuff and nonsense and expose your
own imbecility; you shall have our gratitude for free-
ing us from the necessity of doing it for you.

MOSES HARMAN.

A proud thing this, that these mine ears have heard —
A friend of mine, a simple childlike man,
Hath been elected from us all, by ban,

To speak by gags the never silent word,

To write with shattered pen a truth to gird
Up freemen’s loins till awiftly they have ran
And told the Exrth and Tyranny taras wan

At quick white fire, in fettered hearts upstirred,
A proud thing this, indeed, O friend of mine,
That blowe, barren of force to boat thee bisck,
Should drive thee on & mill
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