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The Turkey’s’Appeal.

AS HIS ARISEN BPIRIT PRAYS TO GOD ON CHRISTMAS EVE.
By T..A. STONE,

Oh! God, hast thou one child among this murderous
assembly? Can any one here enter the pearly gates
of purity? In the sight of Heaven aud Justice they are
all guilty of murder as principle or accomplice. We
the spirits of their victims accuse them of being lying
hypocrites when they say they are washed pure and
white in the blood of Christ, (their brother). Their
hands are red with the blood of the innocent victims
they have murdered. Because thou hast blessed them
with superior strength and sagacity they claim to be _
better than we. /

They put ten thousand times ten thousand to death,
Then waflt hymns to thee with their carrion breath.
Hades they say is for the Infidel,

Thelir hideous stomachs is Turkey hell.

They claim to-day’s a day of thanksgiving,

'Ts but a day of riotious living.

Can their bigoted souls be pure and clean

When they are acting so wicked and mean?

They are full of hatred, murder and strife,
Constantly taking some innocent life.

They speak and sing of God's Mercy to man,
Then act as unmerciful as they can.

If thou didst make them, thou makest us too,
And our lives too, must be precious to you.

Didst thou give souls to such a cruel set,

And then the rest of thy children forget?

Man shifts his sins on an innocent one,

Then sins again with murderous gun.

Mothers too, so little of justice know,

That they often strikeus the cruel blow,
stamping in the heart of an unborn child

The scene’of her action wicked and wild.

Man claims that a savior to him was sent,

And he needs but to believe and repent,

And salvation to him will be given

Accompanied with a pass to heaven.

If none enter heaven but the just'and true

What wilt thou do with this murderous crew ?

1f they must die once, for each life taken,

When, Oh Lord, when will their souls awaken?
Lord cleanse them with fruit like the plum and date,
And let thoir souls live in a purer state.

Had & loaf of bread been stamped on their coins,
Eagles would never have been born from their loins,
Not content to take their red brother's land,

The eagle's claws and beak must rule their band.
The eagle principle in men of earth

Curses their children before they have birth.
The flags of the eillhdllplay talons and claws,
Carnivorous teeth and murderons jaws:

The natious of earfh are ruled by greed,”

Oh God, plant in their héarts another seed ;

Let this fair earth 8o beautiful and wild,

Be the God given home of every child.

Then will men emulate the Christ of old,

Be just, and live and do so as they were told:
Then, as their inner sight thou dost restore,
They will cease thirsting >r their brother’s gore.
Oh! stay their hands from the murderous blow,
As thou-didst Abraham long years ago.

Now Lord, at the altay ‘this Christmas Eve,

Please open.their hearts that they may receive’
‘The spirit of the Ameriean bird,

Whose agonies on (he block the've oft'n heard.

—

“Goyernment is the great blackmailer.” —[Buckle.

| on the back of the order had collected it.
| ted the matter to the foreman of the money order

“Look at the Post Oftice!”

WHEN a Nationalist or Stute Socialist exbhausts
all the arguments e knows of in combating the
theories of Anarchy, he will invariably tell you to
look at the Post Office, with a wise look, evidently
expecting that that-settles it. To him the Postal
system is the model institution. He thinks it is a
symbol of the entire machinery of socialist produc-
tion and distribution in the Co-operative Common-
wealth. He will say that it may/not be perfect, but
that is because of the fact that the eapitalist system
prevails, and not because of any internal defects.

All this praise of the Postal services is due to u
prejudice that is born of ignorance of the facts in
the case. The postal system is cumbersome, costly,
and not calculated to secure the best results with
the greatest despatch and least labor. It isrunin
the interest of the commercial class, is beyond the
reach-of the people, is irresponsible and fails to pay
expenses, the deficit being taken out of the general,
revenues, thus putting a burden on the general
public for the benefit of the class that uses it most.
Its mopey order departinent is-encumbered with a
lot of senseless requirements, and instead of being
secure, as is generally supposed, is insecure, not
being responsible for any losses which the senders

of money may sustain because of the loss, by theft
or otherwise, of the money order he may send.

Express companies issue money orders that are
much more convenient and absolutely secure.
Every convenience that will save labor or increase
the security of express money orders is adopted by
the companies, when brought to their notice, but if
the postal money order system nndergoés changes
it does so very slowly, if at all.

Lest some one might say that I am mistaken in
these matters I will cite two instances that have
come under 1;1)’ personal-observation of late. A
year ago last-May I sent a money order from
Tacoma to J. L. Morris, at Portland. When I
returned to Portland I found that Mr. Morris had
never received the money order. I found further
that a man by the nams of Riddell had taken the
order from the letter and forging Mr. Morris’ name
I presen-

department at the Post Office and he reffered me
to the Inspector. After awhile I found the
Inspector in his office and presented the case to
him. He wanted evidence which I furnished him.
I was then informed that the only way for me to
get the money back was to find Mr. Riddell and
put the Inspector onto his whereabouts and he

.| would try and bluff the money out of him. I found

him and told the Inspector where he was.” More
than alyanr afterward the man who paid the order
to Riddell asked me if Ihad received my money yet,
and advised me, to write a letter to the Postmaster.
This T did. T found that the Inspector had twice
tried to bluff the paying clerk into paying the
amount of the order over to him. I found him in
his office one day and he told me he had seen Rid-
dell, and that Riddell refused to give up the money
on’the plea that Mr. Morris had signed it over to

him, although he had adundant proof to the con-
trary. Since then I have refused to have anything
to do with it. This shows the security of the
money order department of the Postal service.

-The Postmaster in this city got up a postal
directory, which, if used, would save at least sixvy
dollars per month for the Portland Post Office, -
He wrote to the proper authorities, offering to get
the directory out at his own ‘expense if it did not
prove a success, and save as much expense as he
claimed, in addition to making the delivery of mail
much more expeditious and sure. After a long
delay he was informed that if it proved a success
every first class office in the nation would want one.
Concrete wisdom, is it not? Animproved system
that would save thousands of dollars afnually‘in all
the large cities, and secure a much more certain
and expeditious delivery of mails is rejected hecause
it would come into general use.

Employees are not secure in their positions; I
know a letter carrier who belongs to a number of
Lodges, and to a P, 0. Employees Band, as he con-
fessed to me, in order to hold his job. I know
other letter carriors who are afraid to speak their
honest sentiments for fear of losing their jobs,
Employees.in the mailing division are over-worked,
have no_holidays, and receive poor pay considering
their work. .

The intermeddling of the postal Authorities is
outrageous. If the Comstock laws were rigidly
enforeed, if the power placed in the hands of the
postal Authorities was fully exercised by them,
thousands of the best and brightest of our land
would be in jail, or serving prison sentences. Wit-
ness the suppression of Kreutzer Sonata and other
books. The imprisonment of Harman, Heywood
i and Bennett. And remember that any Postmaster
| can exclude almost anything he chooses from the
| mail as being “indelicate.” i
; The Postal service is a huge monoply, and run so~
| expensively and unsatisfactorily that all competition
| is prohibited. Were the prohibitary mail laws
repealed a more satisfactory and inexpensive service
would grow up and that would make the govern-
ment service a greater expense to the general
treasury than it now is.

Then, too, it is class legislution, The man within
four blocks of the Post Office in a city, with good

-| sidewalks all the way, has his mail laid down on

his desk three times a day, while the man four
miles away can wade the mud for his mail,

Thus we see that if the Postal service is a model
of what Nationalists and State Socialists hope for
we had better stand from under. Excuse us from
putting any more public necessities into the hands
| of the government. ]

There is not a feature of the Postal service but
what can be improved upon and operated more sat-
isfactorily in every respect if freed from the encum-
brance.of official red €ape, and authoritarian inter-
meddling and supervision. HENRY ADDIs,

““Under any government, whatever it may be, nature
has set limits to the miseries of the people. Beyond
these limits lie death, fight, or revolt.”—{Diderot.
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: Fruitless Coutreversy. ).

- ¥ Mn.-Mornis and I could agree as tothe meaning
of words, T'should still feel that there is too little real.
disagrerment between us to justify controversy;- bat as

, he thinka otherwisé, [ will do my best to understand
him. - . i i

I did not, in the article which he criticised, say

things that I.did not mean to gay : nor did I say things

I did not mean. The trath is, he intimates that 1 said

_things which“I'did not/eay. 1 repeat that 1 did not say

Communism is impracticable. What I said was, {hat
-it ia practicable only at the sacrifice of individual free-
dom and aspiration. He admits, unequivocally, that
- with 'my definition, commaunistic experiments have all
been failures. ~ But.he insists that they were not truly
Communistic, and that they failed for that reason. Ho
the'isaue, if there be any issue between us, in about the
. meaning of a word. :

Mr. Morris superciliously contends that I'know noth-
ing of Communism ; that none of those old veterans
knew anything about it: that what we call Conmunism
is not Communism, at all, but only Communityism
Aad he pronounces us ignoramuses for failing to make
that distinction. Possibly, he is right. It is always
-well to try to see ourdelves a8 others see us. _And pos-

sibly, the Shakers, the Zoarites, the Icarians, the Onei1 ™y 4000 ot seem to one who is acquainted with

dans, and nunierous others, not to mention the Berlin-
ites, who have called themselves Communists, and

whom everybody else have called by that name ,are not/

Communists, after all. If all these, and all the world,
except Anarchists, are fools, I need not complain of |
being classed with them. ; L

T must not, however, neglect to inquire what it is
that my enlightened critic’ regards as the genuine arti-

“cle, the Simon pure: Communism. In The Firebrand,
No. ﬂﬂ, he uses this language: “‘Communism, then,
means equality of opportunity, and what follows; free
prod , free ption, and the grouping of indi-
viduals according to congeniality and mutual choice.”
He now refers to articles of his in No. 25 and No. 33;
but I have not seen those. If he said anything in
them, contradictory of what I have quoted, T will
except the correction.

Asspming that he has not done this, I proceed to
remark that equality of opportunity implies individual-
ity, which js Individualism. So does the phrase: Free
production. Combined production is not free produc-
tion. So it seems individuals are to be free to work,
each on his own account, the same as at present, but
with the understanding that there is to be nomonopoly

of natural opportunities, whicly includes everything not

produced by labor. A’logical inference is, that each
person may appropriate the product of his own labor;
for without this right, equality of opportunities would
be but barren nonsense. :

This is-what we fools call Individualism, the exact
opposite of what we understand as communism. If An-
archist-Communisw means Communism, it must mean

it by virtue of the second item of my friends definition,

.namely, free consumption. He now says that Anar-
_‘chist-Communism dues npt'm_é?:s this. Then it does
mean whgt he said it meant. Tf he has said things

which he did not mean to say, he should not blame me
forit. But it does mean that-. It runs all through The

Firebrand, and it i3 shutfliog to say it does not. - Free
production is going to make the products of labor so
plentiful as to destroy their commercial value. When

this occurs each will help himself to whatever he needs

or fancies he needs, wherever he finds it, without the
formalities of exchange. ~ -

_Now, if it be true that the abolition of monopoly-will
result as theso wise oneés predict, this free consumption
may becbine practicable, if not actually convenient ;
and in-that case, the condition of sociey*would be, vir-
taally, soniewhat analagousito Communigm. But will
there be, under any conceivable circumstances, any
such abundance as is claimed? How can it be shown

that there will be? My critic admits that human wants

K V3ot

- If then, theré be any doubt about equality of opportu-
nity, and e itent free production, bringing abund-
ance, eufficient to banish want, it follows that free con-
sumption ig-only a phantom of the imagination; and
Anarchist-Communism is the bogus article, after-all.
8o, whether it be I or Mr. Morris who ealls black white
in, at best, & question open for debate: :

To review my friends hai r-splitting as to government
| will require too. much space for this article. I will
therefore only lemark,,thkt he tacitl y admits that he
believes in governing children; and.if so, ] again ask,
why not adults, fof the same reasons? Does the free-
dom of one individual never conflict with that of
another? ' . A, WARREN.

Mr. Morris is ofat of the city, and not in a position
to write; and.so cannpt reply to Mr. Warren’s rejoin-
der. I do not care to take up Mr. Morris’ contro-
versy, but there are a few points in"Mr. Warren's
rejoinder that 1 cannot refrain from calling attention
to. He says: “Combined production is not freé pro-
duction.” I cannot conceive on what he basas that
assertion. To assert that two-or more persons can-
‘not combine their efforts freely in production is an
| assumption which cannot be proven.
Anarcliist-Communist philosophy that each indivi-
dual will be free to work on his own account “tgp
same as at present,’’ for the simple reason that the
conditions will be so different that nothing will be
the same as at present, and-herein-lies. Mr.-Warren's
error. He confounds the present with the future.,
1t is because of this failing to grasp the conception
of the future society that animates thé Anarchist-
Communist, that leads him to consider Individual-
ism as the extreme oppasite of Communism.

Mr. Warren’s fear that production cannot keep
pace with consumption is as groundless as the fear
of the faithful that without Sunday laws people
would become so immoral that life for them would
be unbearable. Anyone at all acquainted with the
actual power of production with the machinery now
invented; and who takes the number of non-produ-
cers whio would, in a condition of freedom, become
producers inf6 account, can have no fears of a lack
of abundant productior to supply all wants. If
wants are insatiable, production is constant, and
the onie would offset the other, which fact the object
ors to Communism never seem to realize. As far a8
convenience is concerned, if it is more convenient
to keep accounts, to lock and bar all doors, to hire
men to carry guns, and to weigh and measure every-
thing, than it is to produce and consume so freely
that all these things will be unnecessary and un-
thought of, then I don’t kuow the meaning of con-
venience.

There can be no doubt, when all the facts in the
case are considered, about equality of opportunity
“bringing abundance sufficient to banish want.”
Consequently, Anarehist-Communism, according to
Mr. Warren's reasoning, is the genuiud article, and
there is little room for debate on that point.

H. A.

An Instance of Modern Freedom.
On the 8th of Dacember, in the evening, aman by the
rniame Mr. Marks and his wife went ‘to a‘theatre. Going
home about 11 o'clock, Mr. Marks went in a tobaeco
store for some.tobacco, leaving his wife outside on the
sidewalk. On coming out he saw her struggling and
remonstrating with 8 man. Of course Mr. Macks went
to his wife’s rescue as any husbund would do; but he
soon learned that the man who'had hold of his wife
was an officer of *‘law and order,"although being dress-
ed ad a civilian. In an instant there Were two more
poli on the scene and Mr, Marks and his wife

are insatiable. How, then, can ab
‘valde?.What is to hinder free consamption from

now ; ‘and_if wants are-insatiable, how can it be other-

wise under free consumption? If wants are insatiable,

-how can free preduction supply them? Merely to say
hat I am color blind will not answer these questions.

" Bofore your system will become practicable, other blind

* people; besides me, will have to be made to see; and
" very-flew are qver conyinced by contemptuoue and
‘inl_lll!lng language: - :

——!)—'nﬂ“! on delay. d on accouat of the :
ST g dm e

P

3 becom-
ing simply free plunder? | That is what is bothering us

were hurried away to the station house.

She was charged with approaching men on the street,
he witlyl;sssu)tiug and registing an officer, although he
did not know that the man who was dragging his wife
Was an officer. - They were arraigned in Essex market
Police court, befare the Hon. Judge Mott, a well known
man for his love of Justice.(?) 'Fhe hearing was held
in the following way: Mra.Marks’ father, a respect-
L4ble man, swore that she was a very good girl befdre
she was married.

Did she live with you then ?”” deinanded the Justice.'

““Yes,” replied her father.

| Judge: **Didn't stie live with her husband?*

.0

around and say, this is enough, stop or we'll—

Father; ““Yes, she lived with me until she was mar- "~
ried.” 4
“You said just now that she lived with you?”’

J.
F. “Yes, Your Honor, I said that she’'—
J. “Now don’t you come here to tell lies.” i

F. “I said that she”—J. “Shut up, shut up, T"
don’t, want to hear another word.” :

Off from the stand he was ordered, another witness
called, He testified that he knew Mrs. Marks for 13
years, and knew her to be'a very respectable woman.

Judge: *“How often have you seen her since her

marriage 7"’
Witness: ‘‘Every day.”
J.: “‘Can you swear that she has not been out

nights?”

W.: “Well, no, how could I do that, not having
any businss.to spy her?”

The husband had sworn to that only a few minutes
before. The witness was likewise ordered from the
stand. Before the Markses got through with the case,
the woman was sent to the workhouse and the man_
ﬁned\ﬂo for assaulting an officer.of “law and order.”

How long! Oh, how long, will you free born Ameri-
cang/stand by and look on calmly as your most sacred

hts, your most sacred feelings are interfered with?

Wake up you mighty men from yourslumber. Lool

L. H.
Jersey City, N. J.

Personal Liberty.

I was surprised to find my Tetter to you published-in—
your paper. My letter was as any one will see, not
meant for publication—it was of aprivate nature. But
since it has been published and declared a puzzle (at
least to the signatyre A. 1.), T will shortly give the
following response:

“Pergonal liberty’’ can, according to my ideas, only
exist when a person has indisputable, right to the con-
trol of his or her means of living. As [ have understood
Communism, this will not or cannot be so. I might
not as A. L. puts it “‘be quite clear’ on this question, in
all events not so clear that I don’t stand toreason, but I
have coine to my conclusions by reading Comwmunistic
books and papers. :

As you will find by this, T am not'a convert of our.
friends in London, that I mentioned in my letter, but
still do I regard them, as.well as all Communists, a8
friends, yes, as my personal friends, because their ideal
is mine, it is only the means of finding our way to per-
sonal liberty, that T do not really agree with, hence [
am not a Communist. o tae % F

A. L says that Individualists are only in the a bcin
their conception of a condition of freedom, . . . a8
shown when they try describe a free society; and I say
amen, because outlining and describing a free society is
only a specnlation. To build a house, we need materiul
fit for that purpose, and to build a free society we also
need roaterial fit for that purpose, and that material is
—free persons. It seems that society composéd of indi-
viduals will also depend-on these individuals and not
visa versa. To me, personal liberty is the aim and the
motor, and when people once become free, they will
surely know how to solve the social question that con-
fronts them. [ Ovor P. ViCTORIEN.

Hillman, Minn.

Correct, my friend, personal liberty can only exist*
when the individual has an indisputable right to
control the means of life, and to indulge in all enjoy-
ments a person might beable to obtain or have a
desire for. ‘This is only possible in a condition of
freedom—Communism,—hence I am a Communist.

. The motto of the Communist is: “Produce and
consume according to your desire,” i. e. there shall
be neither restraint in production mor in consump
tion. To say that this means compulsion or author-
itarianism, as the Individualists do, can only be
explained by their greedy and insatiable nature.
They want the liberty and privilege to exploit their
fellow men, which they cannot accomplish in & con-
dition of freed ‘1t my tion is groundless,
then it is their ignorance that prompts them to
object to real freedom. ' 7 '

But I think my opponent has the old conception of
Communism; which we call State Socistism to-day,
in mind when he objects to its realization. We
claim that, when the means of production and dis-
tribution are free, the. products will be so plentyful

| that they will become valueless as the air is tg-_dl!;
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that each individual will be at liberty fo produce
and. consume according to his notions and desires,
and that such state of affairs constitutés Commuu-
ism. -The individual might live alone in a house in

“"the community or way out in the woods as a hermit,

and work by himself without being iuterfered- with
by anybody, and it would be still a state of Commu-
nism, as nobody would charge him for anything he
would need nor pay him for anything he would want:
to dispose-of..To deny thatrthere would be enough
pmdueed in an uorestricted society, is an assertion
that has to be proven yet. If it can be demonstra-
ted satisfactory, then it contradicts also the assertion

_ of the Individualists that the establishment of their

proposed institutions will relieve mankind from
want and misery. Or will they have some means
for compelling people to produce sufticiently of
everythmg

The so-calle:l Indlvxdnallsts are very well- aware of
the fact—at least some of them—that the idea of .-
private property, which in reality amounts to the
same thing as legal property, is-unjust and agmnstj
the realization of freedom, and therefore try to in-
fluence and impress men with ethical phrases as
“equa.l freedom,” “‘not to infringe on the llberhas of
others,” *‘to respect the rights of our neighbors,’ -
etc., ete. Why' Simply because they know that
without vaceinaling mankind with such relative |
terms as right and wrong, they will live in constapt'
wartam\'. “Right,” “justice,” ‘‘equal freedom,” is
their scarecrow, just as priests scare their dupes
And-they Know also that
these teachings of conduct will not suffice to keep
the ‘‘untit” in submission, and therefare propose
‘“Protective Associations” and “Juries” in order to
keep those of a more or less rebellious character in
obedience. . '

On the other hand, the Anarchists are aware of
the fact that the conduct of people depends largely
upon the social and economical conditions, and
that freedom is the only equilibrium of all those
‘“‘infringements™ the Individualists lay so much:
airess on. Their fear, that the “‘equal liberty) will
be violated, demontrates the fact, that their Social
theory does not propose the removal of the causes
which bring such violations about. Aggressive acts
will occur as long as there is an incentive to them.
When mankind reaches the stage of free ploduchon
and consumption, the cause for cheating, stealing

+-and murdering is removed.

The living together in small or large communities,
the using of qne towel or the eatmg together at one
large table, does not constjtute Communism, not
even if the gatheriiig or association is called *volun-
tary.” Freedom is not a phenomenon that can be
established or secured by ethical declarations or ¢on-
stitutions on paper, but must result from the social
and economioal conditions essential to free produe- *
tion and free consumption.

As to- A B C of the Individualists in “outlining
and describing” a free society, I did pot express my-
self correctly. The question i3 not, how a free
society will be, as such outlining can oLly be of a
speculative nature, as my opponent truely says, but
the question is ** What constitutes freedom?” And

_ what I meant to say is, that when the Individualists

try to define freedom, they are in the A R C, as I am
in the English language.
The theories of the so-called [ndividualists resem-

_ble exactly those of our present governments, and if

it was possible to carry their theories out, the final
result would be same. -In theory our governments
are for the pretection of life and property, for the
weak against the strong, etc. But in reality gov-
ernments protect nothing but’ property, i. e,, they
give to the rich the privilege to rob the poor.

No, my friend, the socalled Individualists are not
Individualists at all, in the real sense of the word.
1 admire Nietsche, Ibsen, et al, just as much as they

© do, but I am aware of the fact, that my individual-

ity can enly develope and extend itself fully, when
my fellow men have the same opportunity to the - -
enjoyments and sastenances of life that I have, inde-
pendently of their abilities or ‘““fitness.” . I cannot
really enjoy life as long as there are any suﬂering
men around me. Seience and art cannot develope
freely as long as scientists and artists have to strug-

gle for the ‘means which sustain life. Communists

Dto be a “delegate” affair.

are the real Individualists. = "

To codelude with, ‘let me say. that.the controversy
between the so-called lndwnduallsts and Communists
is fruitless as long as we hold a different: definition
of the word Anarchism. The Communists méan a
a condition of tteedom when they use the term
Anarchism, while the would-be Individualists simply
mean the right or liberty to choose or consent, no
matter what the conditions are, forgetting that the °
outcome of their pmpes:tmns would destroy these
liberties. _This ought to be takenan onnuidemtlon

‘in future controverses. e CAGL
-

The Proposed Anarchist
onvention.

1 THINK Cnmmﬂbé-eontlet!'u criticism of the com-
rade who proposed the *‘general convention” rather
‘severe and in bad taste. The comrade wasgery fair
in his proposition, made no pretensions of i?ority,
and asked for the expressions of opinion. This is
according to my memory of the matter.

The proposition was, I think, made in the proper
spirit—that of individual initiative. And while
there is no doubt that good would result from a gen-
eral gathering of the comrades, F-would suggest that
it is absolutely impossible for an Anarchist meeting
The ball being started by
individual imitation, why should that excellent and
undeniable Anarchist principle De at once aban-
doned? Can an Anarchist be represented except in
his own proper person? If we abandon Anmchlsh
-principles in our methods of propaganda, what m:ty
we expect as a Tesult of the revolution? ¥

The meeting should be composed of volunteers.
Any other method would smack too much of parlia-
mentarism. Bat, the objection is raised, no indivi-
dual can bear the expense of a trip from the West to
New York. Trus, and since all cannot go, let groups
form for the purpose of aiding certain volunteers.
But again, there might be a division of the comrades
of a town, and the consequence be that no one be
enabled to go. I do not see how this is to be reme-
died,except by adopting authoritarian methods and
compelling, b; /y\ majority vote,some to contribute to
the expenses’of a comrade in whose going they are
not interested. But, once more, this is a small mat-
ter-and the importance of having as many ag possible
at themeetihg outweighs it? I say no; nothing is of
 greater importance than the purity of the movement
'at its inception. Now is the primative period, and
if we build up a heterogenous mass of Aunarchist
theory and Archist practice, it must inevitably
topple and fall of its own weight. A little error to-
day means little but error tomorrow. Habit is the
strongest thing in life. If we fall into the habit of
laying aside our principles when they stand in the
way of the desire of THE MAJORITY, in small things,
that habit will lead us about in a circle until we find
ourselves at the point from which we started.

Anarchy means the abolition of the representative
and all parliamentary systems. It aims as certainly
at the annihilation of the ballot asa method of deter-
mining yea and nay as at the sceptres of kings.

. J.H. M.

Ryington Replis.
I am sorry Mr. Morris finds me remiss in continuing
my discusgion with him, and especially sorry that my
remissness is going to deprive me of the pleasure and
profit of having him for an opponent. Although Mr.
Morris is not always sensible, there is a good deal to be
learned by debating with him. But I really have not
so much time for writing asc<Mr. Addis kindly credits
me with.

Since he is not to answer me, I cut short my answer
to him ; but I want leave to answer_ hall
be glad to be answered in turn by any of the Fire-
drand’s contributors, as Mr. Morris suggests,

He says of nataral opportunity, ‘‘The only condition
(barring the use of forcé) on which one will accept the

.| 1ess favorabl&opportunity is that he has free access to

the products of labor applied to the more favorable
opportunity.” But surely the woods are full of men
\nlhng to forego the more favorable opportunity on
recelvmg a certain compensation in cash (single tax)
and Mr. Tacker and many others are willing to forego
it simply to avoid the alternatives of such a courw, sin-

gle tax and- Commuumln

He says: “Natural bppqrtunity is invalnable because
a primary condition of existence m;el(. When Mr.
Byington can estimate the value of life, I will consider

Tto'live.”  But theoretically there is no reason I
should hold beyond price any natural opporl.umty
except such as are nbmlulelv necessary to life itself;
and pmctucul]y we know that all sorts of natural oppor-
tunities are constantly traded in at a well-known and
moderate market value. If private property in any
necessary of life did in fact ¢ i such a
of ite natural-source as to deprive-the propertyless of
C’II’ original possibility of access to that opportunity,
I'should acknowledge the validity of this argument.

| But this i8 precisely what I deny ; and Mr. Morris

undertakes to answer my denial in his-next point.

T deny that private property in “personal property
conahtubes or implies any monopoly of natural oppor-
utiities at all. He answers, first, *‘If I own.a crop of
wheat, [ have monopolized the lnnd the time the crop
waa growing.” I reply that it is all right if he has_

received the consent of the rest of the people that he
may monopolize this land this year; and that if sume
of the' people refuse such consent, but have no better
PIE to propose on their part than that his labor (or its
products, which is the same thing) be put at the dis-
posal of all comers, then those who thus propose to
englave him cannot reasonable comwlain of any.mono-
poly by which he defends his liberty. Next he argues.
that profit in itself implies monapoly, because ‘‘if the
opportunity to make chairs were free, the present un-
employed would make chaiis so plentiful that thére
would be no profit'on'them.” " I want the premise
proved, The rest of his argument rests on his final

tunity and the toals of production iz an economic fal-
lacy.” But, inasuiich as my whole contention is that
labor products should not be treated like natural oppor-
tunities, this is begging the question. ’

The amazing thing in his article is his closing para-
graph. If he could not otherwise immediately supply
the need of a man with a sprained ankle, he would
take away by force the walking- amk T was using, the
product of my labor. Why,'if tnk:ng a thing outof a
mnan’s hands by force to relieve the needy i8 not gov-
ernment, what is government?

I wasd surpr[sed at this, having never known Mr.
| Morris to go so glaringly astray from the path of Anar-
chism before ;. but after reading Mr. Andrews’ articles
on “Liberty and Property” and comparing them with
what else he has lately written I think I see what is the
matter. Mr. Morris has been led astray by Mr. An-
drews’ sophistry, and has adopted the Andrewsian )
view of the essence of Anarchism.

Mr. Morris commends Mr. Andrews’ article to my
special attention. The first four of his six sections,
howevar, call for no answer from me except to say that
Mr. Andrews is attacking a doctrine which I do not
hold, nor do I know of anyhody who holds it, There
may in Australia be such *“Individualists- Anarchists”
a& Mr. Andrews.describes (though T doubt it, seeing
that in his article of Oct. 11 he describes the single tax .
doctrine as being something which I know single taxers
do not believe even in Australia) but the Individualist-
Anarchists of the United States, at any rate, do not
hold that doctrine of ‘‘to each according to his work,”
meaning that @ach must be allowed to consume just as
much a8 he produces. Qurs is the shorter principle,
“to each his works'’; and we recognize the making of
a good or bad bargain as part of & man’s works.- There-
fore, if two men make n bargain in which unequal labor
values are exchanged, the first gets the fruit of his total
works—production and good bargain together—and the
second gets the fruit of his total works— production and
bad bargain together. And anarchistic principles have
been perfectly maintained.

In his fifth section he argue t hat the principle of
property will not work in certain particular emergen-
cies. But Tucker has been proclmmmg for a long time
that all principles must give way in great emergencies.
Mm andl stood out against him for & while,
but Yarros has not answered Tucker’s latest on this
subject, while I have former]y acknowledged myself
‘beaten. Those who have not been Leard from are monl.
probably on Tucker’s side, 0 I think it quite sale to .
say that this is nowtho nenoully accepted 'ricir:nmng
Ameri hi 8ol uod not
.oppose Mr. Andrews hereeither.

Itis In his Iixth and last section, where lm stops
fighti ies and begins the positive
development of hiu oIm philosophy, that we see the
real troable. Itilin Irhnilr Audrowlulllln&lvld-

Individ

his estimate (in nickels) of the value of the opportunity

assertion that*'the effort at distinction between oppor-
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uslism—the doctrine that we should ‘not let our actions
be directed by-principle. ) e T
_Now, in the firet-place; I-want to make a ‘protest on
behalf of our poor English langtage: — The word ‘Indi-|
_vidualism” has a settled meaning. 1t is everywhere
understood to-mean-the.doctrirte that we should be
“ directed by a certain principle, to wit, that we should
let each other alone to a certain defined extént. Mr.
"+ Andréws might have used the word ‘‘Autonomianism,”
*which expresses his ided.much better, orhe might
" have invented-any new word he chose. Why need hie
throw usinto confusion by putting a new meaningon
an old word? It raises the-suspicion that, in spite of .
‘Mr. Andrews opposition to [ndividualism in ite accepted
: “nle, he finids that this word bas éarned for. itselfa - |
reputation worth taking advantage of, or else that after
all the word had pleasant associatiunis in his mind
befére he invented its new meaning. Just go every
. agjtator proclaims his scheme in the name of liberty,
- however ty 1 it may be—b our fathers

Jearned from bitter experience that hberty isa good

thing, and impressed this so deeply on our minds that

the word.is still dear even to those among us who have
entirely, forgotten what it means.

(I want it understood that I make no charge of insin-

either against Mr. Andrews or against those who
ﬁﬁi&‘ﬁa&iﬁfﬁﬁﬁr Y amn only 1, oFteaI ke
unconscious workings of the law of association in their
minds, causing them to use words in a sense which the
original and usual meanings of these words never could
have suggested.) . A :

_ But, aside from the word, the thing for which Mr.

Andrews uses it is bad. Man can live better by muk- -

ing up his-mind-in-eool-and careful moments what is

the best course in certain classes of cases, and after-
wards acting on these conclusions, than without doing
so. The complications of human nature do not make
such generalizations impracticable. Mr. Andrews him
self generalizes as to the impulses of himan nature,
gaying ‘‘We desire Lo eatisly our own needs, to passively
respect each other’s needs, and to actively assist towards
the satisfaction ot them.” If such generalizations are
possible, it ouglit tobe at least as possible to go on and

say “If I do so desire, then I shall find such and such a

course of conduct most effective in satisfying such

desires.”  But this is what Mr. Andréws calls “‘the
acceptance by soniebody of the doctrine that his will
ought to be according to the dictum of some rule where-
by he hypnotizes his fuculty of will, so that circmmn-
stances affect his conduct in an inappropriate manner,
very differently from how they naturally would if he

bad not so tampered with himself. .

And Mr. Andrews saysihat the adoption of such rules
indicates, or even constitutes, insanity. Rather, thie
absence of such Tules is insaniey. Suppose, instead
of having it for a general rule not to kill each other, we'
shiould practice killing anybody whenever we had afy
reagort for wishing him out of the way. Would that
not be & lanatic condition of society? We have rules
for the mere sake of having some rule; for instance,
the rule that a driver always turns out to the same side

° in meeting another team. Would Mr. Andrews say that
a driver was more sane if lie refused to “make thigrale
‘the test of cenduct,” and practiced turning.out on
- whichever side happened to be'more convenient?

But Mr. Androws will say that I misrepresent him;
for he has declared that an iation may well put

~ forward “some formal statement of the general lines

_they think well to follow,” in which case they obviously

must have thought well to follow certain general lines.

So hie does not: mean-that they-are not to generalize

 their principles of action, but only. that they are nut to

Jet these generalizations determine their actions. - Pre-

cisely; that is what I mean too. The rule of turning

out to & certain side of the road has no value whatever
as & generalization without binding power; it is only as

. this rule causes men to.turn in a way that they would

* ‘not etherwire have turned that it is useful to society:

. The rale-of riot killing each other would-have some. value
if it were only a statement of what men are likely to
do, but comparitively little. Its use it to decrease the

" amount of killing by causing-mea to refrain from kill-

ing in cases where they would kill if they weve not .
~ restained by the existence of-a general rule on the sub-

“ . ject: One of my pupilsis,a half-witted.gigk-who is very_

- troublesome both to her teachers and to her school-

" . mates. Iam not cruelly disposed toward her—witpess
~* the factthat I succeed in being a favorite of hers, and

_haye less trouble with her than any one else in the
ouse—but, if I were not guided by a general rule of

niot Killing, T am quite sure I should decide that the-

ing hera poisoned bonbon; even she herself, with her
constant quarrels and complaints; would miss more i
suffering than pleasuré by being put out of the way.
| Does Mr: Andrews thirik that if I were sane, and not.
restrained by the state, I should kill her? )
Perhaps he does.  Certainly hé must if he is going to.
be consistent. But I think I do better to maintain the
rule for several reasons. - First, I am:very likely to be'
mistaken as to what is best in the individual case; and
‘this rule is so well approved by experience that Lam
sure the chances of its being wrong are much less than
the chances of my being wrong. ' Second, the fact that
this rule is observed makes the people Abo'ut/nﬁ‘feel
.safe’; ‘and if I broke the rule, the mere knowladge that
it was broken would throw them into.a-¢ondition of
fear much worse than any trouble this girl makes.
Observe, it is not my action individually considered
that will cauuse this fear, but the fact that the rule has

| been broken. Neither will the fear be unreascnable ;

for nothing else can give them the same security of

life that this rule gives. 'If it is known that I do not
hold mysglf bound to ohey the rule, nobody ¢an be
sure whom I shall find a reason Yor killing next. Third,
thé general acknowledgment of this rule is my security
for my own life und the life of my, friends. If every
one is to follow what séems t6 him the most convenient

pcgurse in the individual case, without being directed

by & general principle, then I live in a considerable
constant danger of murder. For there are all around
ta

anything,” but you were a much more valuable mem-
ber of society than now when you come telling me that
neither my occupancy and-use nor any other title shall

| restrain you from taking a stick away {rom me when-
ever you take a fancy. Don't let this Australian stud-
ent of lunacy hypnotize you. You knew more about
Anarehism before he began writing for The Firebrand
than he ever knew since he was born, to judge by the
first paragraph of his article of Nov. 15, with its exten-
uation of all the evils of government except the codifi-
cation of principles of conduct—that is, of all its real
evils, StepdeN T. ByisaroN.
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me menof auch a great variety of tempers and int
that I can hardly avoid being obnoxious to some of them
in one way or another—especially if 1 want to change
society, for the agitator is all the.time stepping on
someBody’s toes. 'Therefore it is highly to my interest
that my neighbers should respect-this rule;-and if I
want them to do so, I must respect it myself.

All these reasons seem to me good; and every one of
them bears solely on the value of the rale as a rule, and
on the circumstances of the individual case.

No game of ball, no prize-fight, could be carried
through without the presence of men who are certain |
to make their regard for an abstract principle—to wit,
that the rules of the game must be obeyed—master the
impulses arising out of sympathy for either side. What
can be more contrary to Mr. Ardrew’s principles than
for an umpire to give judgment against those whose
success he most ardéntly/desires, just because the rules
of the game require it? ’

1 said & moment ago that we have rales for the mere
sake of hgving rules. TFhe rule about turning out when
you meet & man on the road is a very perfect example
both of the nature of such rules and of their necessity.
It makes no. difference what the rale is—we turn to the
right here, to the left in England, and one way is as
good as the other—but sowne rule we must have, eimply
because we cannot do business (the business of driving
in thie case) with any convenience unless we know to a
cortaii extent what our neighbors are going to do. All
our other rules have thie same use; and since the most
important thing to every man’s happiness is that he be
able to do his own business (serious or sportful) under
as favorable circumstances as possible, it follows that
this use of rules gives them a very high value if only

| not the score of politeness.

But why argue so for what man’s rlature inevitably
drives him to? - Mr. Andrews’ resclution to have no
rules, is itself a rule which he has adopted for himself.
Every reasoning being has such rules,—principles of
action which he has once settled on good grounds, and
does not therafter take the trouble to think them out
again whenever he has to act. And Anarehism is
simply the doctrine that among the rules of life that of
not interfering with each other's liberty holds a funda-
mental position. “The word *' Anarchism”’ does not,
either by its derivation or by its usage, admit any mean-
ing that does not imply the dominatiop of ofie perzon
over another. When Mr. Andrews tries to give it such
a meaning, this proves that he does not understand the
English language. He is excusable for not knowing
that there is already a name in English for his idea,
but he is not excusable for. not knowing that * Anar-
chism’’ is the name of something else.
| - Yet, alter all, the surprising thing is not that Mr.
Andrews should have rexived the old notion of going
without rules, nor that he should have calléd‘ it by a
name tha} helongs to something else,—both are such
freaks as human nature must be expected to produce
now and theh,—but that he should have been able to
convert those who believed in the very rule whose
nauie he stole. ~Oh, Mr. Morris, come back te your
principles! You were not ideally perfect when you

' happiness of all coricerned would be hest served by giv-

were proclaiming ‘‘occupancy and use the sole title to
? Mt ot - 4
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