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"Instead of a book!" I hear the reader exclaim, as he picks up this 
volume and glances at its title; "why, it is a book." To all appearance, 
yes; essentially, no. It is, to be sure, an assemblage within a cover of 
printed sheets consecutively numbered; but this alone does not constitute 
a book. A book, properly speaking, is first of all a thing of unity and 
symmetry, of order and finish; it is a literary structure, each part of which 
is subordinated to the whole and created for it. To satisfy such a standard 
this volume does not pretend; it is not a structure, but an afterthougnt, 
a more or less coherent arrangement, each part of which was created 
almost without reference to any other. Yet not quite so, after all; 
otherwise even the smallest degree of coherence were scarcely possible.


The facts are these. In August, 1881, I started in Boston, in a very 
quiet way, a little fortnightly journal called Liberty. Its purpose was to 
contribute to the solution of social problems by carrying to a logical 
conclusion the battle, against authority,—to aid in what Proudhon had called 
"the dissolution of government in the economic organism." Beyond the 
opportunity of thus contributing my mite I looked for little from my 
experiment. But, almost before I knew it, the tiny paper had begun to 
exert an influence of which I had not dreamed. It went the wide world over. 
In nearly every important city, and in many a country town, it found 
some mind ripe for its reception. Each of these minds became a centre of 
influence, and in considerably less than a year a specific movement had 
sprung into existence, under Proudhon's happily chosen name, Anarchism, 
of which Liberty was generally recognized as the organ. Since that time, 
through varying fortunes, the paper has gone on, with slow but steady 
growth, doing its quiet work. Books inspired by it, and other journals 
which it called into being, have made their appearance, not only in various 
parts of the United States, but in England, France, Germany, and at the 
antipodes. Anarchism is now one of the forces of the world. But its 
literature, voluminous as it already is, lacks a systematic text-book. I 
have often been urged to attempt the task of writing one. Thus far, ​however, I have been too busy, and there is no prospect that I shall evee
be less so. Pending the arrival of the man having the requisite time, 
means, and ability for the production of the desired book, it has been 
determined to put forth, as a sort of makeshift, this partial collection of my 
writings for Liberty, giving them, by an attempt at classification, some 
semblance of system; the thought being that, if these writings, scattered 
in bits here, there, and everywhere, have already influenced so many 
minds, they ought in a compact and cumulative form to influence very 
many more. 


The volume opens with a paper on "State Socialism and Anarchism," 
which covers in a summary way nearly the entire scope of the work. 
Following this is the main section, "The Individual, Society, and the 
State," dealing with the fundamental principles of human association. In 
the third and fourth sections application of these principles is made to the 
two great economic factors, money and land. In these two sections, 
moreover, as well as in the fifth and sixth, the various authoritarian social 
solutions which go counter to these principles are dealt with,—namely, 
Greenbackism, the Single Tax, State Socialism, and so-called "Communistic 
Anarchism." The seventh section treats of the methods by 
which these principles can be realized; and in the eighth are grouped 
numerous articles scarcely within the scheme of classification, but which it 
has seemed best for various reasons to preserve. For the elaborate index 
to the whole the readers are indebted to my friends Francis D. Tandy and 
Henry Cohen, of Denver, Colo. 


The matter in this volume is largely controversial. This has frequently 
necessitated the reproduction of other articles than the author's 
(distinguished by a different type), in order to make the author's intelligible. A 
volume thus made must be characterized by many faults, both of style 
and substance. I am too busy, not only to write a book, but to satisfactorily 
revise this substitute. With but few and slight exceptions, the 
articles stand as originally written. Much they contain that is personal 
and irrelevant, and that would not have found its way into a book 
specially prepared. It would be strange, too, if in writings covering a period 
of twelve years there were not some inconsistencies, especially in the 
terminology and form of expression. For such, if any there be, and for 
all minor weaknesses, I crave, because of the circumstances, a measure of 
indulgence from the critic. But, on the other hand, I challenge the most 
searching examination of the central positions taken. Undamaged by 
the constant fire of twelve years of controversy, they are proof, in my 
judgment, against the heaviest guns. Apologizing, therefore, for their 
form only, and full of faith in their power, I offer these pages to the 
public INSTEAD OF A BOOK. 



B. R. T.
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STATE SOCIALISM AND ANARCHISM:[1]

HOW FAR THEY AGREE, AND WHEREIN THEY DIFFER.






Probably no agitation has ever attained the magnitude, 
either in the number of its recruits or the area of its 
influence, which has been attained by Modern Socialism, and at 
the same time been so little understood and so misunderstood, 
not only by the hostile and the indifferent, but by the friendly, 
and even by the great mass of its adherents themselves. This 
unfortunate and highly dangerous state of things is due partly 
to the fact that the human relationships which this movement—if 
anything so chaotic can be called a movement—aims 
to transform, involve no special class or classes, but literally all 
mankind; partly to the fact that these relationships are 
infinitely more varied and complex in their nature than those 
with which any special reform has ever been called upon to ​deal; and partly to the fact that the great moulding forces of 
society, the channels of information and enlightenment, are 
well-nigh exclusively under the control of those whose 
immediate pecuniary interests are antagonistic to the bottom 
claim of Socialism that labor should be put in possession of 
its own. 


Almost the only persons who may be said to comprehend 
even approximately the significance, principles, and purposes 
of Socialism are the chief leaders of the extreme wings of the 
Socialistic forces, and perhaps a few of the money kings 
themselves. It is a subject of which it has lately become quite 
the fashion for preacher, professor, and penny-a-liner to treat, 
and, for the most part, woful work they have made with it, 
exciting the derision and pity of those competent to judge. 
That those prominent in the intermediate Socialistic divisions 
do not fully understand what they are about is evident from 
the positions they occupy. If they did; if they were consistent, 
logical thinkers; if they were what the French call consequent 
men,—their reasoning faculties would long since have 
driven them to one extreme or the other. 


For it is a curious fact that the two extremes of the vast 
army now under consideration, though united, as has been 
hinted above, by the common claim that labor shall be put in 
possession of its own, are more diametrically opposed to each 
other in their fundamental principles of social action and their 
methods of reaching the ends aimed at than either is to their 
common enemy, the existing society. They are based on two 
principles the history of whose conflict is almost equivalent to 
the history of the world since man came into it; and all 
intermediate parties, including that of the upholders of the 
existing society, are based upon a compromise between them. It 
is clear, then, that any intelligent, deep-rooted opposition to 
the prevailing order of things must come from one or the 
other of these extremes, for anything from any other source, 
far from being revolutionary in character, could be only in the 
nature of such superficial modification as would be utterly 
unable to concentrate upon itself the degree of attention and 
interest now bestowed upon Modern Socialism.


The two principles referred to are Authority and Liberty, 
and the names of the two schools of Socialistic thought which 
fully and unreservedly represent one or the other of them are, 
respectively, State Socialism and Anarchism. Whoso knows 
what these two schools want and how they propose to get it 
understands the Socialistic movement. For, just as it has 
been said that there is no half-way house between Rome and ​Reason, so it may be said that there is no half-way house 
between State Socialism and Anarchism. There are, in fact, 
two currents steadily flowing from the centre of the Socialistic 
forces which are concentrating them on the left and on the 
right; and, if Socialism is to prevail, it is among the possibilities 
that, after this movement of separation has been completed 
and the existing order has been crushed out between 
the two camps, the ultimate and bitterer conflict will be still 
to come. In that case all the eight-hour men, all the 
trades-unionists, all the Knights of Labor, all the land 
nationalizationists, all the greenbackers, and, in short, all the members of the 
thousand and one different battalions belonging to the great 
army of Labor, will have deserted their old posts, and, these 
being arrayed on the one side and the other, the great battle 
will begin. What a final victory for the State Socialists will 
mean, and what a final victory for the Anarchists will mean, 
it is the purpose of this paper to briefly state. 


To do this intelligently, however, I must first describe the 
ground common to both, the features that make Socialists of 
each of them. 


The economic principles of Modern Socialism are a logical 
deduction from the principle laid down by Adam Smith in 
the early chapters of his "Wealth of Nations,"—namely, that 
labor is the true measure of price. But Adam Smith, after 
stating this principle most clearly and concisely, immediately 
abandoned all further consideration of it to devote himself to 
showing what actually does measure price, and how, therefore, 
wealth is at present distributed. Since his day nearly all the 
political economists have followed his example by confining 
their function to the description of society as it is, in its 
industrial and commercial phases. Socialism, on the contrary, 
extends its function to the description of society as it should 
be, and the discovery of the means of making it what it 
should be. Half a century or more after Smith enunciated 
the principle above stated, Socialism picked it up where he 
had dropped it, and, in following it to its logical conclusions, 
made it the basis of a new economic philosophy. 


This seems to have been done independently by three different 
men, of three different nationalities, in three different 
languages: Josiah Warren, an American; Pierre J. Proudhon, a 
Frenchman; Karl Marx, a German Jew. That Warren and 
Proudhon arrived at their conclusions singly and unaided is 
certain; but whether Marx was not largely indebted to Proudhon 
for his economic ideas is questionable. However this may 
be, Marx's presentation of the ideas was in so many respects ​peculiarly his own that he is fairly entitled to the credit of 
originality. That the work of this interesting trio should have 
been done so nearly simultaneously would seem to indicate 
that Socialism was in the air, and that the time was ripe and 
the conditions favorable for the appearance of this new school 
of thought. So far as priority of time is concerned, the credit 
seems to belong to Warren, the American,—a fact which 
should be noted by the stump orators who are so fond of 
declaiming against Socialism as an imported article. Of the 
purest revolutionary blood, too, this Warren, for he descends 
from the Warren who fell at Bunker Hill. 


From Smith's principle that labor is the true measure of 
price—or, as Warren phrased it, that cost is the proper limit of 
price—these three men made the following deductions: that 
the natural wage of labor is its product; that this wage, or 
product, is the only just source of income (leaving out, of 
course, gift, inheritance, etc.); that all who derive income from 
any other source abstract it directly or indirectly from the 
natural and just wage of labor; that this abstracting process 
generally takes one of three forms,—interest, rent, and profit; 
that these three constitute the trinity of usury, and are simply 
different methods of levying tribute for the use of capital; that, 
capital being simply stored-up labor which has already received 
its pay in full, its use ought to be gratuitous, on the principle 
that labor is the only basis of price; that the lender of capital 
is entitled to its return intact, and nothing more; that the only 
reason why the banker, the stockholder, the landlord, the 
manufacturer, and the merchant are able to exact usury from 
labor lies in the fact that they are backed by legal privilege, or 
monopoly; and that the only way to secure to labor the enjoyment 
of its entire product, or natural wage, is to strike down 
monopoly. 


It must not be inferred that either Warren, Proudhon, or 
Marx used exactly this phraseology, or followed exactly this 
line of thought, but it indicates definitely enough the 
fundamental ground taken by all three, and their substantial thought 
up to the limit to which they went in common. And, lest I may 
be accused of stating the positions and arguments of these 
men incorrectly, it may be well to say in advance that I have 
viewed them broadly, and that, for the purpose of sharp, vivid, 
and emphatic comparison and contrast, I have taken considerable 
liberty with their thought by rearranging it in an order, 
and often in a phraseology, of my own, but, I am satisfied, 
without, in so doing, misrepresenting them in any essentiak 
particular. 


 ​It was at this point—the necessity of striking down monopoly—that 
came the parting of their ways. Here the road 
forked. They found that they must turn either to the right 
or to the left,—follow either the path of Authority or the path 
of Liberty. Marx went one way; Warren and Proudhon the 
other. Thus were born State Socialism and Anarchism. 


First, then, State Socialism, which may be described as the doctrine that all the affairs of men should be managed by the government, regardless of individual choice.


Marx, its founder, concluded that the only way to abolish 
the class monopolies was to centralize and consolidate all 
industrial and commercial interests, all productive and distributive 
agencies, in one vast monopoly in the hands of the State. 
The government must become banker, manufacturer, farmer, 
carrier, and merchant, and in these capacities must suffer no 
competition. Land, tools, and all instruments of production 
must be wrested from individual hands, and made the property 
of the collectivity. To the individual can belong only the 
products to be consumed, not the means of producing them. 
A man may own his clothes and his food, but not the sewing-machine 
which makes his shirts or the spade which digs his 
potatoes. Product and capital are essentially different things; 
the former belongs to individuals, the latter to society. Society 
must seize the capital which belongs to it, by the ballot if it 
can, by revolution if it must. Once in possession of it, it must 
administer it on the majority principle, through its organ, the 
State, utilize it in production and distribution, fix all prices by 
the amount of labor involved, and employ the whole people in 
its workshops, farms, stores, etc. The nation must be 
transformed into a vast bureaucracy, and every individual into a State 
official. Everything must be done on the cost principle, the 
people having no motive to make a profit out of themselves. 
Individuals not being allowed to own capital, no one can em- 
ploy another, or even himself. Every man wiirbe a wage-re- 
ceiver, and the State the only wage-payer. He who will not 
work for the State must starve, or, more likely, go to prison. 
All freedom of trade must disappear. Competition must be 
utterly wiped out. All industrial and commercial activity must 
be centred in one vast, enormous, all-inclusive monopoly. 
The remedy for monopolies is monopoly.


Such is the economic programme of State Socialism as 
adopted from Karl Marx. The history of its growth and 
progress cannot be told here. In this country the parties that 
uphold it are known as the Socialistic Labor Party, which 
pretends to follow Karl Marx; the Nationalists, who follow Kari ​Marx filtered through Edward Bellamy; and the Christian 
Socialists, who follow Karl Marx filtered through Jesus Christ. 


What other applications this principle of Authority, once 
adopted in the economic sphere, will develop is very evident. 
It means the absolute control by the majority of all individual 
conduct. The right of such control is already admitted by the 
State Socialists, though they maintain that, as a matter of fact, 
the individual would be allowed a much larger liberty than he 
now enjoys. But he would only be allowed it; he could not 
claim it as his own. There would be no foundation of society 
upon a guaranteed equality of the largest possible liberty. 
Such liberty as might exist would exist by sufferance and 
could be taken away at any moment. Constitutional guarantees 
would be of no avail. There would be but one article in 
the constitution of a State Socialistic country: "The right of 
the majority is absolute." 


The claim of the State Socialists, however, that this right 
would not be exercised in matters pertaining to the individual 
in the more intimate and private relations of his life is not 
borne out by the history of governments. It has ever been the 
tendency of power to add to itself, to enlarge its sphere, to 
encroach beyond the limits set for it; and where the habit of 
resisting such encroachment is not fostered, and the individual 
is not taught to be jealous of his rights, individuality gradually 
disappears and the government or State becomes the all-in-all. 
Control naturally accompanies responsibility. Under the 
system of State Socialism, therefore, which holds the 
community responsible for the health, wealth, and wisdom of the 
individual, it is evident that the community, through its majority 
expression, will insist more and more on prescribing the 
conditions of health, wealth, and wisdom, thus impairing and 
finally destroying individual independence and with it all sense 
of individual responsibility. 


Whatever, then, the State Socialists may claim or disclaim, 
their system, if adopted, is doomed to end in a State religion, 
to the expense of which all must contribute and at the altar of 
which all must kneel; a State school of medicine, by whose 
practitioners the sick must invariably be treated; a State system 
of hygiene, prescribing what all must and must not eat, drink, 
wear, and do; a State code of morals, which will not content 
itself with punishing crime, but will prohibit what the majority 
decide to be vice; a State system of instruction, which will 
do away with all private schools, academies, and colleges; a 
State nursery, in which all children must be brought up in 
common at the public expense; and, finally, a State family, ​with an attempt at stirpiculture, or scientific breeding, in 
which no man and woman will be allowed to have children if 
the State prohibits them and no man and woman can refuse 
to have children if the State orders them. Thus will Authority 
achieve its acme and Monopoly be carried to its highest 
power. 


Such is the ideal of the logical State Socialist, such the 
goal which lies at the end of the road that Karl Marx took. 
Let us now follow the fortunes of Warren and Proudhon, who 
took the other road,—the road of Liberty. 


This brings us to Anarchism, which may be described as 
the doctrine that all the affairs of men should be managed by individuals or voluntary associations, and that the State should be abolished.


When Warren and Proudhon, in prosecuting their search for 
justice to labor, came face to face with the obstacle of class 
monopolies, they saw that these monopolies rested upon 
Authority, and concluded that the thing to be done was, not 
to strengthen this Authority and thus make monopoly 
universal, but to utterly uproot Authority and give full sway to 
the opposite principle. Liberty, by making competition, the 
antithesis of monopoly, universal. They saw in competition 
the great leveller of prices to the labor cost of production. 
In this they agreed with the political economists. The query 
then naturally presented itself why all prices do not fall to 
labor cost; where there is any room for incomes acquired 
otherwise than by labor; in a word, why the usurer, the 
receiver of interest, rent, and profit, exists. The answer was 
found in the present one-sidedness of competition. It was 
discovered that capital had so manipulated legislation that 
unlimited competition is allowed in supplying productive labor, 
thus keeping wages down to the starvation point, or as near it 
as practicable; that a great deal of competition is allowed in 
supplying distributive labor, or the labor of the mercantile 
classes, thus keeping, not the prices of goods, but the 
merchants' actual profits on them, down to a point somewhat 
approximating equitable wages for the merchants' work; but 
that almost no competition at all is allowed in supplying 
capital, upon the aid of which both productive and distributive 
labor are dependent for their power of achievement, thus 
keeping the rate of interest on money and of house-rent and 
ground-rent at as high a point as the necessities of the people 
will bear. 


On discovering this, Warren and Proudhon charged the 
political economists with being afraid of their own doctrine. ​The Manchester men were accused of being inconsistent. 
They believed in liberty to compete with the laborer in order 
to reduce his wages, but not in liberty to compete with the 
capitalist in order to reduce his usury. Laissez faire was very 
good sauce for the goose, labor, but very poor sauce for the 
gander, capital. But how to correct this inconsistency, how 
to serve this gander with this sauce, how to put capital at the 
service of business men and laborers at cost, or free of usury,—that was the problem. 


Marx, as we have seen, solved it by declaring capital to be 
a different thing from product, and maintaining that it belonged 
to society and should be seized by society and employed for 
the benefit of all alike. Proudhon scoffed at this distinction 
between capital and product. He maintained that capital and 
product are not different kinds of wealth, but simply alternate 
conditions or functions of the same wealth; that all wealth 
undergoes an incessant transformation from capital into product 
and from product back into capital, the process repeating 
itself interminably; that capital and product are purely social 
terms; that what is product to one man immediately becomes 
capital to another, and vice versa; that, if there were but one 
person in the world, all wealth would be to him at once 
capital and product; that the fruit of A's toil is his product, which, 
when sold to B, becomes B's capital (unless B is an unproductive 
consumer, in which case it is merely wasted wealth, 
outside the view of social economy); that a steam-engine is 
just as much product as a coat, and that a coat is just as much 
capital as a steam-engine; and that the same laws of equity 
govern the possession of the one that govern the possession of 
the other. 


For these and other reasons Proudhon and Warren found 
themselves unable to sanction any such plan as the seizure of 
capital by society. But, though opposed to socializing the 
ownership of capital, they aimed nevertheless to socialize its 
effects by making its use beneficial to all instead of a means 
of impoverishing the many to enrich the few. And when the 
light burst in upon them, they saw that this could be done by 
subjecting capital to the natural law of competition, thus 
bringing the price of its use down to cost,—that is, to nothing 
beyond the expenses incidental to handling and transferring 
it. So they raised the banner of Absolute Free Trade; free 
trade at home, as well as with foreign countries; the logical 
carrying out of the Manchester doctrine; laissez faire the 
universal rule. Under this banner they began their fight 
upon monopolies, whether the all-inclusive monopoly of the ​State Socialists, or the various class monopolies that now 
prevail. 


Of the latter they distinguished four of principal importance: 
the money monopoly, the land monopoly, the tariff monopoly, and the patent monopoly. 


First in the importance of its evil influence they considered 
the money monopoly, which consists of the privilege given by 
the government to certain individuals, or to individuals holding 
certain kinds of property, of issuing the circulating medium, 
a privilege which is now enforced in this country by a 
national tax of ten per cent. upon all other persons who attempt 
to furnish a circulating medium, and by State laws making it 
a criminal offence to issue notes as currency. It is claimed 
that the holders of this privilege control the rate of interest, 
the rate of rent of houses and buildings, and the prices of 
goods,—the first directly, and the second and third indirectly. 
For, say Proudhon and Warren, if the business of banking 
were made free to all, more and more persons would enter into 
it until the competition should become sharp enough to reduce 
the price of lending money to the labor cost, which statistics 
show to be less than three-fourths of one per cent. In that 
case the thousands of people who are now deterred from going 
into business by the ruinously high rates which they must pay 
for capital with which to start and carry on business will find 
their difficulties removed. If they have property which they 
do not desire to convert into money by sale, a bank will take 
it as collateral for a loan of a certain proportion of its market 
value at less than one per cent. discount. If they have no 
property, but are industrious, honest, and capable, they will 
generally be able to get their individual notes endorsed by a 
sufficient number of known and solvent parties; and on such 
business paper they will be able to get a loan at a bank on 
similarly favorable terms. Thus interest will fall at a blow. 
The banks will really not be lending capital at all, but will be 
doing business on the capital of their customers, the business 
consisting in an exchange of the known and widely available 
credits of the banks for the unknown and unavailable, but 
equally good, credits of the customers, and a charge therefor 
of less than one per cent., not as interest for the use of 
capital, but as pay for the labor of running the banks. This 
facility of acquiring capital will give an unheard-of impetus 
to business, and consequently create an unprecedented demand 
for labor,—a demand which will always be in excess of the 
supply, directly the contrary of the present condition of the 
labor market. Then will be seen an exemplification of the ​words of Richard Cobden that, when two laborers are after 
one employer, wages fall, but when two employers are after one 
laborer, wages rise. Labor will then be in a position to 
dictate its wages, and will thus secure its natural wage, its entire 
product. Thus the same blow that strikes interest down will 
send wages up. But this is not all. Down will go profits also. 
For merchants, instead of buying at high prices on credit, 
will borrow money of the banks at less than one per cent., 
buy at low prices for cash, and correspondingly reduce the 
prices of their goods to their customers. And with the rest 
will go house-rent. For no one who can borrow capital at one 
per cent. with which to build a house of his own will consent 
to pay rent to a landlord at a higher rate than that. Such is 
the vast claim made by Proudhon and Warren as to the results 
of the simple abolition of the money monopoly. 


Second in importance comes the land monopoly, the evil 
effects of which are seen principally in exclusively agricultural 
countries, like Ireland. This monopoly consists in the enforcement 
by government of land titles which do not rest upon 
personal occupancy and cultivation. It was obvious to Warren 
and Proudhon that, as soon as individuals should no longer be 
protected by their fellows in anything but personal occupancy 
and cultivation of land, ground-rent would disappear, and so  
usury have one less leg to stand on. Their followers of to-day 
are disposed to modify this claim to the extent of admitting 
that the very small fraction of ground-rent which rests, not on 
monopoly, but on superiority of soil or site, will continue to 
exist for a time and perhaps forever, though tending constantly 
to a minimum under conditions of freedom. But the inequality 
of soils which gives rise to the economic rent of land, like 
the inequality of human skill which gives rise to the economic 
rent of ability, is not a cause for serious alarm even to the 
most thorough opponent of usury, as its nature is not that of 
a germ from which other and graver inequalities may spring, 
but rather that of a decaying branch which may finally wither 
and fall. 


Third, the tariff monopoly, which consists in fostering 
production at high prices and under unfavorable conditions by 
visiting with the penalty of taxation those who patronize 
production at low prices and under favorable conditions. The 
evil to which this monopoly gives rise might more properly be 
called misusury than usury, because it compels labor to pay, 
not exactly for the use of capital, but rather for the misuse of 
capital. The abolition of this monopoly would result in a 
great reduction in the prices of all articles taxed, and this ​saving to the laborers who consume these articles would be 
another step toward securing to the laborer his natural wage, 
his entire product. Proudhon admitted, however, that to 
abolish this monopoly before abolishing the money monopoly 
would be a cruel and disastrous policy, first, because the evil 
of scarcity of money, created by the money monopoly, would 
be intensified by the flow of money out of the country which 
would be involved in an excess of imports over exports, and, 
second, because that fraction of the laborers of the country 
which is now employed in the protected industries would be 
turned adrift to face starvation without the benefit of the 
insatiable demand for labor which a competitive money system 
would create. Free trade in money at home, making money 
and work abundant, was insisted upon by Proudhon as a prior 
condition of free trade in goods with foreign countries. 


Fourth, the patent monopoly, which consists in protecting 
inventors and authors against competition for a period long 
enough to enable them to extort from the people a reward 
enormously in excess of the labor measure of their services,—in 
other words, in giving certain people a right of property for 
a term of years in laws and facts of Nature, and the power to 
exact tribute from others for the use of this natural wealth, 
which should be open to all. The abolition of this monopoly 
would fill its beneficiaries with a wholesome fear of 
competition which would cause them to be satisfied with pay for 
their services equal to that which other laborers get for theirs, 
and to secure it by placing their products and works on the 
market at the outset at prices so low that their lines of 
business would be no more tempting to competitors than any 
other lines. 


The development of the economic programme which consists 
in the destruction of these monopolies and the substitution 
for them of the freest competition led its authors to a 
perception of the fact that all their thought rested upon a 
very fundamental principle, the freedom of the individual, his 
right of sovereignty over himself, his products, and his affairs, 
and of rebellion against the dictation of external authority. 
Just as the idea of taking capital away from individuals and 
giving it to the government started Marx in a path which 
ends in making the government everything and the individual 
nothing, so the idea of taking capital away from government- 
protected monopolies and putting it within easy reach of all 
individuals started Warren and Proudhon in a path which ends 
in making the individual everything and the government nothing. 
If the individual has a right to govern himself, all  ​external government is tyranny. Hence the necessity of 
abolishing the State. This was the logical conclusion to 
which Warren and Proudhon were forced, and it became the 
fundamental article of their political philosophy. It is the 
doctrine which Proudhon named An-archism, a word derived 
from the Greek, and meaning, not necessarily absence of 
order, as is generally supposed, but absence of rule. The 
Anarchists are simply unterrified Jeffersonian Democrats. 
They believe that "the best government is that which governs 
least," and that that which governs least is no government at 
all. Even the simple police function of protecting person and 
property they deny to governments supported by compulsory 
taxation. Protection they look upon as a thing to be secured, 
as long as it is necessary, by voluntary association and 
cooperation for self-defence, or as a commodity to be purchased, 
like any other commodity, of those who offer the best article 
at the lowest price. In their view it is in itself an invasion 
of the individual to compel him to pay for or suffer a 
protection against invasion that he has not asked for and does 
not desire. And they further claim that protection will 
become a drug in the market, after poverty and consequently 
crime have disappeared through the realization of their 
economic programme. Compulsory taxation is to them the 
life-principle of all the monopolies, and passive, but organized, 
resistance to the tax-collector they contemplate, when the 
proper time comes, as one of the most effective methods of 
accomplishing their purposes. 


Their attitude on this is a key to their attitude on all other 
questions of a political or social nature. In religion they are 
atheistic as far as their own opinions are concerned, for they 
look upon divine authority and the religious sanction of 
morality as the chief pretexts put forward by the privileged 
classes for the exercise of human authority. "If God 
exists," said Proudhon, "he is man's enemy." And, in contrast 
to Voltaire's famous epigram, "If God did not exist, it would 
be necessary to invent him," the great Russian Nihilist, 
Michael Bakounine, placed this antithetical proposition: "If 
God existed, it would be necessary to abolish him." But 
although, viewing the divine hierarchy as a contradiction of 
Anarchy, they do not believe in it, the Anarchists none the 
less firmly believe in the liberty to believe in it. Any denial 
of religious freedom they squarely oppose. 


Upholding thus the right of every individual to be or select 
his own priest, they likewise uphold his right to be or select 
his own doctor. No monopoly in theology, no monopoly in ​medicine. Competition everywhere and always; spiritual 
advice and medical advice alike to stand or fall on their own 
merits. And not only in medicine, but in hygiene, must this 
principle of liberty be followed. The individual may decide 
for himself not only what to do to get well, but what to do to 
keep well. No external power must dictate to him what he 
must and must not eat, drink, wear, or do. 


Nor does the Anarchistic scheme furnish any code of morals 
to be imposed upon the individual. "Mind your own business" 
is its only moral law. Interference with another's business 
is a crime and the only crime, and as such may properly 
be resisted. In accordance with this view the Anarchists look 
upon attempts to arbitrarily suppress vice as in themselves 
crimes. They believe liberty and the resultant social 
well-being to be a sure cure for all the vices. But they recognize 
the right of the drunkard, the gambler, the rake, and the 
harlot to live their lives until they shall freely choose to abanndon them.


In the matter of the maintenance and rearing of children 
the Anarchists would neither institute the communistic nursery 
which the State Socialists favor nor keep the communistic 
school system which now prevails. The nurse and the teacher, 
like the doctor and the preacher, must be selected voluntarily, 
and their services must be paid for by those who patronize 
them. Parental rights must not be taken away, and parental 
responsibilities must not be foisted upon others. 


Even in so delicate a matter as that of the relations of the 
sexes the Anarchists do not shrink from the application of 
their principle. They acknowledge and defend the right of 
any man and woman, or any men and women, to love each 
other for as long or as short a time as they can, will, or may. 
To them legal marriage and legal divorce are equal absurdities. 
They look forward to a time when every individual, whether 
man or woman, shall be self-supporting, and when each shall 
have an independent home of his or her own, whether it be a 
separate house or rooms in a house with others; when the love 
relations between these independent individuals shall be as 
varied as are individual inclinations and attractions; and when 
the children born of these relations shall belong exclusively to 
the mothers until old enough to belong to themselves. 


Such are the main features of the Anarchistic social ideal. 
There is wide difference of opinion among those who hold it 
as to the best method of obtaining it. Time forbids the 
treatment of that phase of the subject here. I will simply 
call attention to the fact that it is an ideal utterly inconsistent ​with that of those Communists who falsely call themselves 
Anarchists while at the same time advocating a rếgime of 
Archism fully as despotic as that of the State Socialists 
themselves. And it is an ideal that can be as little advanced by 
the forcible expropriation recommended by John Most and 
Prince Kropotkine as retarded by the brooms of those Mrs. 
Partingtons of the bench who sentence them to prison; an 
ideal which the martyrs of Chicago did far more to help by 
their glorious death upon the gallows for the common cause 
of Socialism than by their unfortunate advocacy during their 
lives, in the name of Anarchism, of force as a revolutionary 
agent and authority as a safeguard of the new social order. 
The Anarchists believe in liberty both as end and means, and 
are hostile to anything that antagonizes it. 


I should not undertake to summarize this altogether too 
summary exposition of Socialism from the standpoint of 
Anarchism, did I not find the task already accomplished for me by 
a brilliant French journalist and historian, Ernest Lesigne, in 
the form of a series of crisp antitheses; by reading which to 
you as a conclusion of this lecture I hope to deepen the 
impression which it has been my endeavor to make. 


"There are two Socialisms.
 
One is communistic, the other solidaritarian. 

One is dictatorial, the other libertarian. 

One is metaphysical, the other positive. 

One is dogmatic, the other scientific. 

One is emotional, the other reflective. 

One is destructive, the other constructive. 

Both are in pursuit of the greatest possible welfare for all.
 
One aims to establish happiness for all, the other to enable each to be, happy in his own way. 

The first regards the State as a society sui generis, of an especial essence, the product of a sort of divine right outside of and above all society, with special rights and able to exact special obediences; the second considers the State as an association like any other, generally managed worse than others. 

The first proclaims the sovereignty of the State, the second recognizes no sort of sovereign. 

One wishes all monopolies to be held by the State; the other wishes the abolition of all monopolies. 

One wishes the governed class to become the governing class; the other wishes the disappearance of classes. 

Both declare that the existing state of things cannot last. 

The first considers revolution as the indispensable agent of ​evolution; the second teaches that repression alone turns evolution into revolution. 

The first has faith in a cataclysm. 

The second knows that social progress will result from the free play of individual efforts. 

Both understand that we are entering upon a new historic phase. 

One wishes that there should be none but proletaires. 

The other wishes that there should be no more proletaires.
 
The first wishes to take everything from everybody. 

The second wishes to leave each in possession of his own.
 
The one wishes to expropriate everybody. 

The other wishes everybody to be a proprietor.
 
The first says: 'Do as the government wishes.' 

The second says: 'Do as you wish yourself.' 

The former threatens with despotism. 

The latter promises liberty. 

The former makes the citizen the subject of the State. 

The latter makes the State the employee of the citizen. 

One proclaims that labor pains will be necessary to the birth of the new world. 

The other declares that real progress will not cause suffering to any one. 

The first has confidence in social war. 

The other believes only in the works of peace. 

One aspires to compiand, to regulate, to legislate. 

The other wishes to attain the minimum of command, of regulation, of legislation. 

One would be followed by the most atrocious of reactions.
 
The other opens unlimited horizons to progress. 

The first will fail; the other will succeed. 

Both desire equality. 

One by lowering heads that are too high. 

The other by raising heads that are too low.
 
One sees equality under a common yoke. 

The other will secure equality in complete liberty.
 
One is intolerant, the other tolerant. 

One frightens, the other reassures. 

The first wishes to instruct everybody. 

The second wishes to enable everybody to instruct himself. 

The first wishes to support everybody. 

The second wishes to enable everybody to support himself. 

One says:
 
The land to the State. 

The mine to the State. 
 ​The tool to the State. 

The product to the State. 

The other says: 

The land to the cultivator.
 
The mine to the miner. 

The tool to the laborer. 

The product to the producer. 

There are only these two Socialisms.
 
One is the infancy of Socialism; the other is its manhood.
 
One is already the past; the other is the future. 

One will give place to the other. 

To-day each of us must choose for one or the ether of these two Socialisms, or else confess that he is not a Socialist." 









	
↑ In the summer of 1886, shortly after the bomb-throwing at Chicago, the author of this volume received an invitation from the editor of the North American Review to furnish him a paper on Anarchism. In response the above article was sent him. A few days later the author received a letter announcing the acceptance of his paper, the editor volunteering the declaration that it was the ablest article that he had received during his editorship of the Review. The next number of the Review bore the announcement, on the second page of its cover, that the article (giving its title and the name of the author) would appear at an early date. Month after month went by, and the article did not appear. Repeated letters of inquiry failed to bring any explanation. Finally, after nearly a year had elapsed, the author wrote to the editor that he had prepared the  article, not to be pigeon-holed, but to be printed, and that he wished the matter to be acted upon immediately. In reply he received his manuscript and a check for seventy-five dollars. Thereupon he made a few slight changes in the article and delivered it on several occasions as a lecture, after which it was printed in Liberty of March 10, 1888.
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RELATION OF THE STATE TO THE INDIVIDUAL.[1]

[Liberty, November 15, 1890.]




Ladies and Gentlemen:—Presumably the honor which you 
have done me in inviting me to address you to-day upon "The 
Relation of the State to the Individual" is due principally to the 
fact that circumstances have combined to make me somewhat 
conspicuous as an exponent of the theory of Modern Anarchism,—a 
theory which is coming to be more and more regarded as 
one of the few that are tenable as a basis of political and social 
life. In its name, then, I shall speak to you in discussing this 
question, which either underlies or closely touches almost every 
practical problem that confronts this generation. The future 
of the tariff, of taxation, of finance, of property, of woman, of 
marriage, of the family, of the suffrage, of education, of invention, 
of literature, of science, of the arts, of personal habits, of 
private character, of ethics, of religion, will be determined by 
the conclusion at which mankind shall arrive as to whether 
and how far the individual owes allegiance to the State.


Anarchism, in dealing with this subject, has found it necessary, 
first of all, to define its terms. Popular conceptions of 
the terminology of politics are incompatible with the rigorous 
exactness required in scientific investigation. To be 
sure, a departure from the popular use of language is 
accompanied by the risk of misconception by the multitude, who 
persistently ignore the new definitions; but, on the other hand, 
conformity thereto is attended by the still more deplorable 
alternative of confusion in the eyes of the competent, who would 
be justified in attributing inexactness of thought where there is 
inexactness of expression. Take the term "State," for instance, 
with which we are especially concerned to-day. It is a word ​that is on every lip. But how many of those who use it have 
any idea of what they mean by it? And, of the few who have, 
how various are their conceptions! We designate by the term 
"State" institutions that embody absolutism in its extreme 
form and institutions that temper it with more or less liberality. 
We apply the word alike to institutions that do nothing but 
aggress and to institutions that, besides aggressing, to some 
extent protect and defend. But which is the State's essential 
function, aggression or defence, few seem to know or care. 
Some champions of the State evidently consider aggression its 
principle, although they disguise it alike from themselves and 
from the people under the term "administration," which they 
wish to extend in every possible direction. Others, on the 
contrary, consider defence its principle, and wish to limit it 
accordingly to the performance of police duties. Still others 
seem to think that it exists for both aggression and defence, 
combined in varying proportions according to the momentary 
interests, or maybe only whims, of those happening to control 
it. Brought face to face with these diverse views, the 
Anarchists, whose mission in the world is the abolition of aggression 
and all the evils that result therefrom, perceived that, to be 
understood, they must attach some definite and avowed 
significance to the terms which they are obliged to employ, and 
especially to the words "State" and "government." Seeking, 
then, the elements common to all the institutions to which the 
name "State" has-been applied, they have found them two in 
number: first, aggression; second, the assumption of sole 
authority over a given area and all within it, exercised generally 
for the double purpose of more complete oppression of its 
subjects and extension of its boundaries. That this second 
element is common to all States, I think, will not be denied,—at 
least, I am not aware that any State has ever tolerated a rival 
State within its borders; and it seems plain that any State 
which should do so would thereby cease to be a State and to be 
considered as such by any. The exercise of authority over 
the same area by two States is a contradiction. That the first 
element, aggression, has been and is common to all States will 
probably be less generally admitted. Nevertheless, I shall not 
attempt to re-enforce here the conclusion of Spencer, which is 
gaining wider acceptance daily,—that the State had its origin 
in aggression, and has continued as an aggressive institution 
from its birth. Defence was an afterthought, prompted by 
necessity; and its introduction as a State function, though effected 
doubtless with a view to the strengthening of the State, was 
really and in principle the initiation of the State's destruction. ​Its growth in importance is but an evidence of the tendency of 
progress toward the abolition of the State. Taking this view 
of the matter, the Anarchists contend that defence is not an 
essential of the State, but that aggression is. Now what is 
aggression? Aggression is simply another name for government. 
Aggression, invasion, government, are interconvertible terms. 
The essence of government is control, or the attempt to 
control. He who attempts to control another is a governor, an 
aggressor, an invader; and the nature of such invasion is not 
changed, whether it is made by one man upon another man, after 
the manner of the ordinary criminal, or by one man upon all 
other men, after the manner of an absolute monarch, or by all 
other men upon one man, after the manner of a modern 
democracy. On the other hand, he who resists another's 
attempt to control is not an aggressor, an invader, a governor, 
but simply a defender, a protector; and the nature of such 
resistance is not changed whether it be offered by one man to 
another man, as when one repels a criminal's onslaught, or by one 
man to all other men, as when one declines to obey an oppressive 
law, or by all other men to one man, as when a subject 
people rises against a despot, or as when the members of a 
community voluntarily unite to restrain a criminal. This 
distinction between invasion and resistance, between government 
and defence, is vital. Without it there can be no valid philosophy 
of politics. Upon this distinction and the other considerations 
just outlined, the Anarchists frame the desired definitions. 
This, then, is the Anarchistic definition of government: 
the subjection of the non-invasive individual to an external 
will. And this is the Anarchistic definition of the State: the 
embodiment of the principle of invasion in an individual, or a 
band of individuals, assuming to act as representatives or 
masters of the entire people within a given area. As to the 
meaning of the remaining term in the subject under discussion, 
the word "individual," I think there is little difficulty. 
Putting aside the subtleties in which certain metaphysicians 
have indulged, one may use this word without danger of being 
misunderstood. Whether the definitions thus arrived at prove 
generally acceptable or not is a matter of minor consequence. 
I submit that they are reached scientifically, and serve the 
purpose of a clear conveyance of thought. The Anarchists, 
having by their adoption taken due care to be explicit, are 
entitled to have their ideas judged in the light of these definitions. 


Now comes the question proper: What relations should 
exist between the State and the individual? The general ​method of determining these is to apply some theory of ethics 
involving a basis of moral obligation. In this method the 
Anarchists have no confidence. The idea of moral obligation, 
of inherent rights and duties, they totally discard. 
They look upon all obligations, not as moral, but as social, 
and even then not really as obligations except as these have 
been consciously and voluntarily assumed. If a man makes 
an agreement with men, the latter may combine to hold him 
to his agreement; but, in the absence of such agreement, no 
man, so far as the Anarchists are aware, has made any agreement 
with God or with any other power of any order whatsoever. 
The Anarchists are not only utilitarians, but egoists 
in the farthest and fullest sense. So far as inherent right is 
concerned, might is its only measure. Any man, be his name 
Bill Sykes or Alexander Romanoff, and any set of men, 
whether the Chinese highbinders or the Congress of the 
United States, have the right, if they have the power, to kill 
or coerce other men and to make the entire world subservient 
to their ends. Society's right to enslave the individual and 
the individual's right to enslave society are unequal only 
because their powers are unequal. This position being 
subversive of all systems of religion and morality, of course I 
cannot expect to win immediate assent thereto from the 
audience which I am addressing to-day; nor does the time at my 
disposal allow me to sustain it by an elaborate, or even a 
summary, examination of the foundations of ethics. Those who 
desire a greater familiarity with this particular phase of the 
subject should read a, profound German work, "Der Einzige und sein Eigenthum" written years ago by a comparatively 
unknown author. Dr. Caspar Schmidt, whose nom de plume was 
Max Stirner. Read only by a few scholars, the book is buried 
in obscurity, but is destined to a resurrection that perhaps 
will mark an epoch. 


If this, then, were a question of right, it would be, according 
to the Anarchists, purely a question of strength. But, 
fortunately, it is not a question of right: it is a question of 
expediency, of knowledge, of science,—the science of living 
together, the science of society. The history of humanity 
has been largely one long and gradual discovery of the fact 
that the individual is the gainer by society exactly in 
proportion as society is free, and of the law that the condition of a 
permanent and harmonious society is the greatest amount of 
individual liberty compatible with equality of liberty. The 
average man of each new generation has said to himself more 
clearly and consciously than his predecessor: "My neighbor ​is not my enemy, but my friend, and I am his, if we would 
but mutually recognize the fact. We help each other to a 
better, fuller, happier living; and this service might be greatly 
increased if we would cease to restrict, hamper, and oppress 
each other. Why can we not agree to let each live his own 
life, neither of us transgressing the limit that separates our 
individualities?" It is by this reasoning that mankind is 
approaching the real social contract, which is not, as Rousseau 
thought, the origin of society, but rather the outcome of a long 
social experience, the fruit of its follies and disasters. It is 
obvious that this contract, this social law, developed to its 
perfection, excludes all aggression, all violation of equality of 
liberty, all invasion of every kind. Considering this contract 
in connection with the Anarchistic definition of the State as 
the embodiment of the principle of invasion, we see that the 
State is antagonistic to society; and, society being essential to 
individual life and development, the conclusion leaps to the 
eyes that the relation of the State to the individual and of the 
individual to the State must be one of hostility, enduring till 
the State shall perish. 


"But," it will be asked of the Anarchists at this point in 
the argument, "what shall be done with those individuals who 
undoubtedly will persist in violating the social law by invading 
their neighbors?" The Anarchists answer that the abolition 
of the State will leave in existence a defensive association, 
resting no longer on a compulsory but on a voluntary basis, which 
will restrain invaders by any means that may prove necessary. 
"But that is what we have now," is the rejoinder;. "You really 
want, then, only a change of name?" Not so fast, please. 
Can it be soberly pretended for a moment that the State, even 
as it exists here in America, is purely a defensive institution? 
Surely not, save by those who see of the State only its most 
palpable manifestation,—the policeman on the street-corner. 
And one would not have to watch him very closely to see the 
error of this claim. Why, the very first act of the State, the 
compulsory assessment and collection of taxes, is itself an 
aggression, a violation of equal liberty, and, as such, vitiates 
every subsequent act, even those acts which would be purely 
defensive if paid for out of a treasury filled by voluntary 
contributions. How is it possible to sanction, under the law of 
equal liberty, the confiscation of a man's earnings to pay for 
protection which he has not sought and does not desire? And, 
if this is an outrage, what name shall we give to such confiscation 
when the victim is given, instead of bread, a stone, 
instead of protection, oppression? To force a man to pay for ​the violation of his own liberty is indeed an addition of insult 
to injury. But that is exactly what the State is doing. Read 
the "Congressional Record"; follow the proceedings of the 
State legislatures; examine our statute-books; test each act 
separately by the law of equal liberty,—you will find that a 
good nine-tenths of existing legislation serves, not to enforce 
that fundamental social law, but either to prescribe the 
individual's personal habits, or, worse still, to create and sustain 
commercial, industrial, financial, and proprietary monopolies 
which deprive labor of a large part of the reward that it 
would receive in a perfectly free market. "To be governed," 
says Proudhon, "is to be watched, inspected, spied, directed, 
law-ridden, regulated, penned up, indoctrinated, preached at, 
checked, appraised, sized, censured, commanded, by beings 
who have neither title nor knowledge nor virtue. To be 
governed is to have every operation, every transaction, every 
movement noted, registered, counted, rated, stamped, 
measured, numbered, assessed, licensed, refused, authorized, 
indorsed, admonished, prevented, reformed, redressed, corrected. 
To be governed is, under pretext of public utility and in the 
name of the general interest, to be laid under contribution, 
drilled, fleeced, exploited, monopolized, extorted from, 
exhausted, hoaxed, robbed; then, upon the slightest resistance, 
at the first word of complaint, to be repressed, fined, vilified, 
annoyed, hunted down, pulled about, beaten, disarmed, bound, 
imprisoned, shot, mitrailleused, judged, condemned, banished, 
sacrificed, sold, betrayed, and, to crown all, ridiculed, derided, 
outraged, dishonored." And I am sure I do not need to 
point out to you the existing laws that correspond to and 
justify nearly every count in Proudhon's long indictment. How 
thoughtless, then, to assert that the existing political order is 
of a purely defensive character instead of the aggressive State 
which the Anarchists aim to abolish!


This leads to another consideration that bears powerfully 
upon the problem of the invasive individual, who is such a 
bugbear to the opponents of Anarchism. Is it not such 
treatment as has just been described that is largely responsible for 
his existence? I have heard or read somewhere of an inscription 
written for a certain charitable institution: 



"This hospital a pious person built, 

But first he made the poor wherewith to fill't." 





And so, it seems to me, it is with our prisons. They are 
filled with criminals which our virtuous State has made what ​they are by its iniquitous laws, its grinding monopolies, and 
the horrible social conditions that result from them. We 
enact many laws that manufacture criminals, and then a few 
that punish them. Is it too much to expect that the new 
social conditions which must follow the abolition of all 
interference with the production and distribution of wealth will in 
the end so change the habits and propensities of men that our 
jails and prisons, our policemen and our soldiers,—in a word, 
our whole machinery and outfit of defence,—will be superfluous? 
That, at least, is the Anarchists' belief. It sounds 
Utopian, but it really rests on severely economic grounds. 
To-day, however, time is lacking to explain the Anarchistic 
view of the dependence of usury, and therefore of poverty, 
upon monopolistic privilege, especially the banking privilege, 
and to show how an intelligent minority, educated in the 
principle of Anarchism and determined to exercise that right to 
ignore the State upon which Spencer, in his "Social Statics," so 
ably and admirably insists, might, by setting at defiance the 
National and State banking prohibitions, and establishing a 
Mutual Bank in competition with the existing monopolies, take 
the first and most important step in the abolition of usury and 
of the State. Simple as such a step would seem, from it all 
the rest would follow. 


A half-hour is a very short time in, which to discuss the 
relation of the State to the individual, and I must ask your 
pardon for the brevity of my dealing with a succession of 
considerations each of which needs an entire essay for its 
development. If I have outlined the argument intelligibly, I 
have accomplished all that I expected. But, in the hope of 
impressing the idea of the true social contract more vividly upon 
your minds, in conclusion I shall take the liberty of reading 
another page from Proudhon, to whom I am indebted for 
most of what I know, or think I know, upon this subject. 
Contrasting authority with free contract, he says, in his 
"General Idea of the Revolution of the Nineteenth Century":— 


"Of the distance that separates these two régimes, we may 
judge by the difference in their styles. 


"One of the most solemn moments in the evolution of 
the principle of authority is that of the promulgation of the 
Decalogue. The voice of the angel commands the People, 
prostrate at the foot of Sinai:— 


"Thou shalt worship the Eternal, and only the Eternal. 

Thou shalt swear only by him. 

Thou shalt keep his holidays, and thou shalt pay his tithes. 
 ​Thou shalt honor thy father and thy mother.
 
Thou shalt not kill. 

Thou shalt not steal. 

Thou shalt not commit adultery. 

Thou shalt not bear false witness. 

Thou shalt not covet or calumniate. 

For the Eternal ordains it, and it is the Eternal who has made you what you are. The Eternal is alone sovereign, alone wise, alone worthy; the Eternal punishes and rewards. 
It is in the power of the Eternal to render you happy or unhappy at his will. 

All legislations have adopted this style; all, speaking to man, employ the sovereign formula. The Hebrew commands in the future, the Latin in the imperative, the Greek in the infinitive. The moderns do not otherwise. The tribune of the parliament-house is a Sinai as infallible and as terrible as that of Moses; whatever the law may be, from whatever lips it may come, it is sacred once it has been proclaimed by that prophetic trumpet, which with us is the majority. 

Thou shalt not assemble. 

Thou shalt not print. 

Thou shalt not read. 

Thou shalt respect thy representatives and thy officials, which the hazard of the ballot or the good pleasure of the State shall have given you. 

Thou shalt obey the laws which they in their wisdom shall have made.
 
Thou shalt pay thy taxes faithfully. 

And thou shalt love the Government, thy Lord and thy God, with all thy heart and with all thy soul and with all thy mind, because the Government knows better than thou 
what thou art, what thou art worth, what is good for thee, and because it has the power to chastise those who disobey its commandments, as well as to reward unto the fourth generation those who make themselves agreeable to it.
 
With the Revolution it is quite different.
 
The search for first causes and for final causes is eliminated from economic science as from the natural sciences. 

The idea of Progress replaces, in philosophy, that of the Absolute. 

Revolution succeeds Revelation. 

Reason, assisted by Experience, discloses to man the laws of Nature and Society; then it says to him:—
 
These laws are those of necessity itself. No man has made them; no man imposes them upon you. They have been ​gradually discovered, and I exist only to bear testimony to them. 

If you observe them, you will be just and good. 

If you violate them, you will be unjust and wicked. 

I offer you no other motive. 

Already, among your fellows, several have recognized that justice is better, for each and for all, than iniquity; and they have agreed with each other to mutually keep faith and right,—that is, to respect the rules of transaction which the nature of things indicates to them as alone capable of assuring them, in the largest measure, well-being, security, peace. 

Do you wish to adhere to their compact, to form a part of their society? 

Do you promise to respect the honor, the liberty, and the goods of your brothers?
 
Do you promise never to appropriate, either by violence, or by fraud, or by usury, or by speculation, the product or the possession of another?
 
Do you promise never to lie and deceive, either in justice, or in business, or in any of your transactions?
 
You are free to accept or to refuse. 

If you refuse, you become a part of the society of savages. Outside of the communion of the human race, you become an object of suspicion. Nothing protects you. At the slightest insult, the first comer may lift his hand against you without incurring any other accusation than that of cruelty needlessly practised upon a brute.
 
On the contrary, if you swear to the compact, you become a part of the society of free men. All your brothers enter into an engagement with you, promise you fidelity, friendship, aid, service, exchange. In case of infraction, on their part or on yours, through negligence, passion, or malice, you are responsible to each other for the damage as well as the scandal and the insecurity of which you have been the cause: this responsibility may extend, according to the gravity of the perjury or the repetitions of the offence, even to excommunication and to death. 

The law is clear, the sanction still more so. Three articles, which make but one,—that is the whole social contract. Instead of making oath to God and his prince, the citizen 
swears upon his conscience, before his brothers, and before Humanity. Between these two oaths there is the same difference as between slavery and liberty, faith and science, courts and justice, usury and labor, government and economy, non-existence and being, God and man." 


​


OUR PURPOSE.[2]

[Liberty, August 6, 1881.]




Liberty enters the field of journalism to speak for herself 
because she finds no one willing to speak for her. She hears 
no voice that always champions her; she knows no pen that 
always writes in her defence; she sees no hand that is always 
lifted to avenge her wrongs or vindicate her rights. Many 
claim to speak in her name, but few really understand her. 
Still fewer have the courage and the opportunity to consistently 
fight for her. Her battle, then, is her own to wage and 
win. She accepts it fearlessly and with a determined spirit. 


Her foe, Authority, takes many shapes, but, broadly speaking, 
her enemies divide themselves into three classes: first, 
those who abhor her both as a means and as an end of progress, 
opposing her openly, avowedly, sincerely, consistently, universally; 
second, those who profess to believe in her as a means 
of progress, but who accept her only so far. as they think she 
will subserve their own selfish interests, denying her and her 
blessings to the rest of the world; third, those who distrust 
her as a means of progress, believing in her only as an end to 
be obtained by first trampling upon, violating, and outraging 
her. These three phases of opposition to Liberty are met in 
almost every sphere of thought and human activity. Good 
representatives of the first are seen in the Catholic Church 
and the Russian autocracy; of the second, in the Protestant 
Church and the Manchester school of politics and political 
economy; of the third, in the atheism of Gambetta and the 
socialism of Karl Marx. 


Through these forms of authority another line of demarcation 
runs transversely, separating the divine from the human; 
or, better still, the religious from the secular. Liberty's 
victory over the former is well-nigh achieved. Last century 
Voltaire brought the authority of the supernatural into disrepute. 
The Church has been declining ever since. Her teeth 
are drawn, and though she seems still to show here and 
there vigorous signs of life, she does so in the violence 
of the death-agony upon her, and soon her power will 
be felt no more. It is human authority that hereafter 
is to be dreaded, and the State, its organ, that in the future 
is to be feared. Those who have lost their faith in gods ​only to put it in governments; those who have ceased to be 
Church-worshippers only to become State-worshippers; those 
who have abandoned pope for king or czar, and priest for 
president or parliament,—have indeed changed their battle-ground, 
but none the less are foes of Liberty still. The Church has 
become^an object of derision; the State must be made equally 
so. The State is said by some to be a "necessary evil"; it 
must be made unnecessary. This century's battle, then, is 
with the State: the State, that debases man; the State, that 
prostitutes woman; the State, that corrupts children; the State, 
that trammels love; the State, that stifles thought; the State, 
that monopolizes land; the State, that limits credit; the 
State, that restricts exchange; the State, that gives idle capital 
the power of increase, and, through interest, rent, profit, and 
taxes, robs industrious labor of its products. 


How the State does these things, and how it can be 
prevented from doing them. Liberty proposes to show in more 
detail hereafter in the prosecution of her purpose. Enough 
to say now that monopoly and privilege must be destroyed, 
opportunity afforded, and competition encouraged. This is 
Liberty's work, and "Down with Authority" her war-cry. 





CONTRACT OR ORGANISM, WHAT'S THAT TO US? 


[Liberty, July 30, 1887.]




Some very interesting and valuable discussion is going on 
in the London Jus concerning the question of compulsory 
versus voluntary taxation. In the issue of June 17 there is a 
communication from F. W. Read, in which the following 
passage occurs: 



The voluntary taxation proposal really means the dissolution of the 
State into its constituent atoms, and leaving them to recombine in some 
way or no way, just as it may happen. There would be nothing to pre- 
vent the existence of five or six "States" in England, and members of 
all these "States" might be living in the same house! The proposal is. 
it appears to me, the outcome of an idea in the minds of those who 
propound it that the State is, or ought to be, founded on contract, just as a 
Joint-stock company is. It is a similar idea to the defunct "original 
contract" theory. It was thought the State must rest upon a contract. There 
had been no contract in historic times; it was therefore assumed that there 
had been a prehistoric contract. The voluntary taxationist says there 
never has been any contract; therefore the State has never had any ethical 
basis; therefore we will not make a contract. The explanation of the ​whole matter, I believe, is that given by Mr. Wordsworth Donisthorpe,—viz., 
that the State is a social organism, evolved as every other organism 
is evolved, and not requiring any more than other organisms to be based 
upon a contract either original or contemporary. 




The idea that the voluntary taxationist objects to the State 
precisely because it does not rest on contract, and wishes to 
substitute contract for it, is strictly correct, and I am glad to 
see (for the first time, if my memory serves me) an opponent 
grasp it. But Mr. Read obscures his statement by his previous 
remark that the proposal of voluntary taxation is "the 
outcome of an idea … that the State is, or ought to be, founded 
on contract." This would be true if the words which I have 
italicized should be omitted. It was the insertion of these 
words that furnished the writer a basis for his otherwise 
groundless analogy between the Anarchists and the followers 
of Rousseau. The latter hold that the State originated in a 
contract, and that the people of to-day, though they did not 
make it, are bound by it. The Anarchists, on the contrary, 
deny that any such contract was ever made; declare that, had 
one ever been made, it could not impose a shadow of obligation 
on those who had no hand in making it; and claim the 
right to contract for themselves as they please. The position 
that a man may make his own contracts, far from being 
analogous to that which makes him subject to contracts made 
by others, is its direct antithesis. 


It is perfectly true that voluntary taxation would not 
necessarily "prevent the existence of five or six 'States' in 
England," and that "members of all these 'States' might be 
living in the same house." But I see no reason for Mr. Read's 
exclamation point after this remark. What of it? There are 
many more than five or six Churches in England, and it 
frequently happens that members of several of them live in the 
same house. There are many more than five or six insurance 
companies in England, and it is by no means uncommon for 
members of the same family to insure their lives and goods 
against accident or fire in different companies. Does any 
harm come of it? Why, then, should there not be a considerable 
number of defensive associations in England, in which 
people, even members of the same family, might insure their 
lives and goods against murderers or thieves? Though Mr. 
Read has grasped one idea of the voluntary taxationists, I fear 
that he sees another much less clearly,—namely, the idea that 
defence is a service, like any other service; that it is labor both 
useful and desired, and therefore an economic commodity  ​subject to the law of supply and demand; that in a free market 
this commodity would be furnished at the cost of production; 
that, competition prevailing, patronage would go to those who 
furnished the best article at the lowest price; that the production 
and sale of this commodity are now monopolized by the State; 
that the State, like almost all monopolists, charges exorbitant 
prices; that, like almost all monopolists, it supplies a worthless, 
or nearly worthless, article; that, just as the monopolist of a 
food product often furnishes poison instead of nutriment, so 
the State takes advantage of its monopoly of defence to furnish 
invasion instead of protection; that, just as the patrons of the 
one pay to be poisoned, so the patrons of the other pay to be 
enslaved; and, finally, that the State exceeds all its 
fellow-monopolists in the extent of its villany because it enjoys the 
unique privilege of compelling all people to buy its product 
whether they want it or not. If, then, five or six "States" 
were to hang out their shingles, the people, I fancy, would be 
able to buy the very best kind of security at a reasonable price. 
And what is more,—the better their services, the less they 
would be needed; so that the multiplication of "States" involves the abolition of the State. 


All these considerations, however, are disposed of, in Mr. 
Read's opinion, by his final assertion that "the State is asocial 
organism." He considers this "the explanation of the whole 
matter." But for the life of me I can see in it nothing but 
another irrelevant remark. Again I ask: What of it? Suppose 
the State is an organism,—what then? What is the inference? 
That the State is therefore permanent? But what is history 
but a record of the dissolution of organisms and the birth and 
growth of others to be dissolved in turn? Is the State exempt 
from this order? If so, why? What proves it? The State 
an organism? Yes; so is a tiger. But unless I meet him when 
I haven't my gun, his organism will speedly disorganize. The 
State is a tiger seeking to devour the people, and they must 
either kill or cripple it. Their own safety depends upon it. 
But Mr. Read says it can't be done. "By no possibility can 
the power of the State be restrained." This must be very 
disappointing to Mr. Donisthorpe and Jus, who are working to 
restrain it. If Mr. Read is right, their occupation is gone. Is 
he right? Unless he can demonstrate it, the voluntary 
taxationists and the Anarchists will continue their work, cheered 
by the belief that the compulsory and invasive State is doomed 
to die. 


​


THE NATURE OF THE STATE. 


[Liberty, October 22, 1887.]




Below is reprinted from the London Jus the reply of F. 
W. Read to the editorial in No. 104 of Liberty, entitled 
"Contract or Organism, What's That to Us?" 



To the Editor of Jus:


Sir,—Referring to Mr. Tucker's criticisms on my letters in Jus 
dealing with Voluntary Taxation, the principle of a State organism seems to 
be at the bottom of the controversy. I will therefore deal with that first, 
although it comes last in Mr. Tucker's article. Mr. Tucker asks whether 
the State being an organism makes it permanent and exempt from dissolution. 
Certainly not; I never said it did. But cannot Mr. Tucker see 
that dissolving an organism is something different from dissolving a 
collection of atoms with no organic structure? If the people of a State had 
been thrown together yesterday or the day before, no particular harm 
would come from splitting them into numerous independent sections; but 
when a people has grown together generation after generation, and 
century after century, to break up the adaptations and correlations that have 
been established can scarcely be productive of any good results. The 
tiger is an organism, says Mr. Tucker, but if shot he will be speedily 
disorganized. Quite so; but nobody supposes that the atoms of the tiger's 
body derive any benefit from the process. Why should the atoms of the 
body politic derive any advantage from the dissolution of the organism of 
which they form a part? That Mr. Tucker should put the State on a level 
with churches and insurance companies is simply astounding. Does Mr. 
Tucker really think that five or six "States" could exist side by side with 
the same convenience as an equal number of churches? The difficulty of 
determining what "State" an individual belonged to would be practically 
insuperable. How are assaults and robberies to be dealt with? Is a man 
to be tried by the "State" of which he is a citizen, or by the "State" of 
the party aggrieved? If by his own, how is a police officer of that "State" 
to know whether a certain individual belongs to it or not? The difficulties 
are so enormous that the State would soon be reformed on the old lines. 
Another great difficulty would be that the State would find it impossible to 
make a contract. If the State is regarded as a mere collection of 
individuals, who will lend money on State security? The reason the State is 
trusted at all is because it is regarded as something over and above the 
individuals who happen to compose it at any given time; because we feel 
that, while individuals die, the State remains, and that the State will honor 
State contracts, even if made for purposes that are disapproved by those 
who are the atoms of the State organism. I have, indeed, heard it said 
that it would be a good thing if the State did find it impossible to pledge 
its credit; but good credit seems as useful to a State as to an individual. 
Again, is it no advantage to us to be able to make treaties with foreign 
countries? But what country will make a treaty with a mere mass of 
individuals, a large portion of whom will be gone in ten years' time? 


But apart from the question of organism or no organism, does not 
history show us a continuous weakening of the State in some directions, and ​a continuous strengthening in other directions? We find a gradual 
disappearance of the desire "to furnish invasion instead of protection," and, as 
the State ceases to do so, the more truly strong does it become, and the 
more vigorously does it carry out what I regard as its ultimate function,—that 
of protecting some against the aggression of others. 


One word in conclusion as to restraining the power of the State. Of 
course by restraint I mean legal restraint. For instance, you could not 
deprive the State of its taxing power by passing a law to that effect. The 
framers of the Act of Union between Great Britain and Ireland tried to 
restrain the power of the State to disestablish the Irish Church; but the 
Irish Church was disestablished for all that. What Individualists are 
trying to do is to show the State that, when it regulates factories and coal 
mines, and a thousand and one other things, it is acting against its own 
interests. When the State has learned the lesson, the meddling will cease. 
If Mr. Tucker chooses to call that restraining the State, he can do so; I 
don't. Yours truly, etc., F. W. Read.




In answer to Mr. Read's statement (which, if, with all its 
implications, it were true, would be a valid and final answer to 
the Anarchists) that "dissolving an organism is something 
different from dissolving a collection of atoms with no organic 
structure," I cannot do better than quote the following passage 
from an article by J. Wm. Lloyd in No. 107 of Liberty:



It appears to me that this universe is but a vast aggregate of individuals; 
of individuals simple and primary, and of individuals complex, secondary, 
tertiary, etc., formed by the aggregation of primary individuals or of 
individuals of a lesser degree of complexity. Some of these individuals of 
a high degree of complexity are true individuals, concrete, so united that 
the lesser organisms included cannot exist apart from the main organism; 
while others are imperfect, discrete, the included organisms existing fairly 
well, quite as well, or better, apart than united. In the former class are 
included many of the higher forms of vegetable and animal life, including 
man, and in the latter are included many lower forms of vegetable and 
animal life (quack-grass, tape-worms, etc.), and most societary organisms, 
governments, nations, churches, armies, etc. 




Taking this indisputable view of the matter, it becomes 
clear that Mr. Read's statement about "dissolving an organism" 
is untrue while the word organism remains unqualified 
by some adjective equivalent to Mr. Lloyd's concrete. The 
question, then, is whether the State is a concrete organism. 
The Anarchists claim that it is not. If Mr. Read thinks that 
it is, the onus probandi is upon him. I judge that his error 
arises from a confusion of the State with society. That society 
is a concrete organism the Anarchists do not deny; on the 
contrary, they insist upon it. Consequently they have no 
intention or desire to abolish it. They know that its life is 
inseparable from the lives of individuals; that it is impossible to 
destroy one without destroying the other. But, though society 
cannot be destroyed, it can be greatly hampered and impeded ​in its operations, much to the disadvantage of the individuals 
composing it, and it meets its chief impediment in the Staie. 
The State, unlike society, is a discrete organism. If it should 
be destroyed to-morrow, individuals would still continue to 
exist. Production, exchange, and association would go on as 
before, but much more freely, and all those social, functions 
upon which the individual is dependent would operate in his 
behalf more usefully than ever. The individual is not related 
to the State as the tiger's paw is related to the tiger. Kill the 
tiger, and the tiger's paw no longer performs its office; kill the 
State, and the individual still lives and satisfies his wants. As 
for society, the Anarchists would not kill it if they could, and 
could not if they would. 


Mr. Read finds it astounding that I should "put the State 
on a level with churches and insurance companies." I find his 
astonishment amusing. Believers in compulsory religious 
systems were astounded when it was first proposed to put the 
church on a level with other associations. Now the only 
astonishment is—at least in the United States—that the church 
is allowed to stay at any other level. But the political 
superstition has replaced the religious superstition, and Mr. Read is 
under its sway. 


I do not think "that five or six 'States' could exist side by 
side with" quite "the same convenience as an equal number 
of churches." In the relations with which States have to do 
there is more chance for friction than in the simply religious 
sphere. But, on the other hand, the friction resulting from a 
multiplicity of States would be but a mole-hill compared with 
the mountain of oppression and injustice which is gradually 
heaped up by a single compulsory State. It would not be 
necessary for a police officer of a voluntary "State" to know 
to what "State" a given individual belonged, or whether he 
belonged to any. Voluntary "States" could, and probably 
would, authorize their executives to proceed against invasion, 
no matter who the invader or invaded might be. Mr. Read 
will probably object that the "State" to which the invader 
belonged might regard his arrest as itself an invasion, and 
proceed against the "State" which arrested him. Anticipation 
of such conflicts would probably result exactly in 
those treaties between "States" which Mr. Read looks upon 
as so desirable, and even in the establishment of federal 
tribunals, as courts of last resort, by the co-operation of the 
various "States," on the same voluntary principle in accordance 
with which the "States" themselves were organized. 


Voluntary taxation, far from impairing the "State's" credit, ​would strengthen it. In the first place, the simplification of 
its functions would greatly reduce, and perhaps entirely 
abolish, its need to borrow, and the power to borrow is 
generally inversely proportional to the steadiness of the need. It 
is usually the inveterate borrower who lacks credit. In the 
second place, the power of the State to repudiate, and still 
continue its business, is dependent upon its power of 
compulsory taxation. It knows that, when it can no longer 
borrow, it can at least tax its citizens up to the limit of 
revolution. In the third place, the State is trusted not 
because it is over and above individuals, but because the lender 
presumes that it desires to maintain its credit and will 
therefore pay its debts. This desire for credit will be stronger in 
a "State" supported by voluntary taxation than in the State 
which enforces taxation. 


All the objections brought forward by Mr. Read (except 
the organism argument) are mere difficulties of administrative 
detail, to be overcome by ingenuity, patience, discretion, 
and expedients. They are not logical difficulties, not 
difficulties of principle. They seem "enormous" to him; but 
so seemed the difficulties of freedom of thought two centuries 
ago. What does he think of the difficulties of the existing 
régime? Apparently he is as blind to them as is the Roman 
Catholic to the difficulties of a State religion. All these 
"enormous" difficulties which arise in the fancy of the 
objectors to the voluntary principle will gradually vanish 
under the influence of the economic changes and well-distributed 
prosperity which will follow the adoption of that 
principle. This is what Proudhon calls "the dissolution of 
government in the economic organism." It is too vast a 
subject for consideration here, but, if Mr. Read wishes to 
understand the Anarchistic theory of the process, let him study that 
most wonderful of all the wonderful books of Proudhon, the 
"Idếe Gếnếrale de la Rếvolution au Dix-Neuvième Siècle."


It is true that "history shows a continuous weakening of 
the State in some directions, and a continuous strengthening 
in other directions." At least such is the tendency, broadly 
speaking, though this continuity is sometimes broken by 
periods of reaction. This tendency is simply the progress of 
evolution towards Anarchy. The State invades less and less, 
and protects more and more. It is exactly in the line of this 
process, and at the end of it, that the Anarchists demand the 
abandonment of the last citadel of invasion by the substitution 
of voluntary for compulsory taxation. When this step 
is taken, the "State" will achieve its maximum strength as a ​protector against aggression, and will maintain it as long as its 
services are needed in that capacity. 


If Mr. Read, in saying that the power of the State cannot 
be restrained, simply meant that it cannot be legally restrained, 
his remark had no fitness as an answer to Anarchists and 
voluntary taxationists. They do not propose to legally 
restrain it. They propose to create a public sentiment that will 
make it impossible for the State to collect taxes by force or 
in any other way invade the individual. Regarding the State 
as an instrument of aggression, they do not expect to convince 
it that aggression is against its interests, but they do expect to 
convince individuals that it is against their interests to be 
invaded. If by this means they succeed in stripping the State 
of its invasive powers, they will be satisfied, and it is 
immaterial to them whether the means is described by the word 
"restraint" or by some other word. In fact, I have striven 
in this discussion to accommodate myself to Mr. Read's 
phraseology. For myself I do net think it proper to call 
voluntary associations States, but, enclosing the word in 
quotation marks, I have so used it because Mr. Read set the 
example. 





A MISINTERPRETATION OF ANARCHISM. 


[Liberty, March 8, 1890.3




One of the most interesting papers that come to this office 
is the Personal Rights Journal of London. Largely written 
by men like J. H. Levy and Wordsworth Donisthorpe, it could 
not be otherwise. Virtually it champions the same political 
faith that finds an advocate in Liberty. It means by 
individualism what Liberty means by Anarchism. That it does 
not realize this fact, and that it assumes Anarchism to be 
something other than complete individualism, is the principal 
difference between us. This misunderstanding of Anarchism 
is very clearly and cleverly exhibited in a passage which I 
copy from a keen and thought-provoking lecture on "The 
Outcome of Individualism," delivered by J. H. Levy before 
the National Liberal Club on January lo, 1890, and printed 
in the Personal Rights Journal of January and February:



If we are suffering from a poison, we find it advantageous to take 
a second poison, which acts as an antidote to the first. But, if we are ​wise, we limit our dose of the second poison so that the toxic effects of 
both combined are at the minimum. If we take more of it, it produces 
toxic effects of its own beyond those necessary to counteract, so far as 
possible, the first poison. If we take less of it, the first poison, to some 
extent, will do its bad work unchecked. This illustrates the position of 
the Individualist, against the Socialist on the one side and the Anarchist 
on the other. I recognize that government is an evil. It always means 
the employment of force against our fellow-man, and—at the very best— 
his subjection, over a larger or smaller extent of the field of conduct, to 
the will of a majority of his fellow-citizens. But if this organized or reg- 
ularized interference were utterly abolished, he would not escape from 
aggression. He would, in such a society as ours, be liable to far more 
violence and fraud, which would be a much worse evil than the inter- 
vention of government needs be. But when government pushes its in- 
terference beyond the point of maintaining the widest liberty equally for 
all citizens, it is itself the aggressor, and none the less so because its 
motives are good. 




Names aside, the thing that Individualism favors, according 
to the foregoing, is organization to maintain the widest 
liberty equally for all citizens. Well, that is precisely what 
Anarchism favors. Individualism does not want such organization 
any longer than is necessary. Neither does Anarchism. 
Mr. Levy's assumption that Anarchism does not want such 
organization at all arises from his failure to recognize the 
Anarchistic definition of government. Government has been 
defined repeatedly in these columns as the subjection of the 
non-invasive individual to a will not his own. The subjection 
of the invasive individual is not government, but resistance to 
and protection from government. By these definitions government 
is always an evil, but resistance to it is never an evil or 
a poison. Call such resistance an antidote if you will, but 
remember that not all antidotes are poisonous. The worst 
that can be said of resistance or protection is, not that it is an 
evil, but that it is a loss of productive force in a necessary 
effort to overcome evil. It can be called an evil only in the 
sense that needful and not especially healthful labor can be 
called a curse. The poison illustration, good enough with 
Mr. Levy's definitions, has no force with the Anarchistic use 
of terms. 


Government is invasion, and the State, as defined in the last 
issue of Liberty, is the embodiment of invasion in an individual, 
or band of individuals, assuming to act as representatives 
or masters of the entire people within a given area. The 
Anarchists are opposed to all government, and especially to 
the State as the worst governor and chief invader. From 
Liberty's standpoint, there are not three positions, but two: 
one, that of the authoritarian Socialists, favoring government ​and the State; the other, that of the Individualists and Anarchists, against government and the State. 


It is true that Mr. Levy expressly accords liberty of definition, 
and therefore I should not have said a word if he had 
simply stated the Individualist position without misinterpreting 
the Anarchist position. But in view of this misinterpretation, 
I must ask him to correct it, unless he can show that my 
criticism is invalid. 


I may add, in conclusion, that very probably the disposition 
of the Individualist to give greater prominence than does the 
Anarchist to the necessity of organization for protection is 
due to the fact that he seems to see less clearly than the 
Anarchist that the necessity for defence against individual 
invaders is largely and perhaps, in the end, wholly due to the 
oppressions of the invasive State, and that when the State 
falls, criminals will begin to disappear. 





MR. LEVY'S MAXIMUM. 


Liberty, November 1, 1890.]




"Whatever else Anarchism may mean, it means that State 
coercion of peaceable citizens, into co-operation in restraining 
the activity of Bill Sikes, is to be condemned and ought to be 
abolished. Anarchism implies the right of an individual to 
stand aside and see a man murdered or a woman raped. It 
implies the right of the would-be passive accomplice of 
aggression to escape all coercion. It is true the Anarchist may 
voluntarily co-operate to check aggression; but also he may 
not. Qud Anarchist, he is within his right in withholding 
such co-operation, in leaving others to bear the burden of 
resistance to aggression, or in leaving the aggressor to triumph 
unchecked. Individualism, on the other hand, would not 
only restrain the active invader up to the point necessary to 
restore freedom to others, but would also coerce the man who 
would otherwise be a passive witness of, or conniver at, 
aggression into co-operation against his more active colleague." 


The foregoing paragraph occurs in an ably-written article 
by Mr. J. H. Levy in the Personal Rights Journal. The writer's 
evident intention was to put Anarchism in an unfavorable light 
by stating its principles, or one of them, in a very offensive 
way. At the same time it was his intention also to be fair,— ​that is, not to distort the doctrine of Anarchism,—and 
he has not distorted it. I reprint the paragraph in editorial type for 
the purpose of giving it, as an Anarchist, my entire approval, 
barring the stigma sought to be conveyed by the words 
"accomplice" and "conniver." If a man will but state the truth 
as I see it, he may state it as baldly as he pleases; I will 
accept it still. The Anarchists are not afraid of their principles. 
It is far more satisfactory to have one's position stated baldly 
and accurately by an opponent who understands it than in a 
genial, milk-and-water, and inaccurate fashion by an ignoramus.


It is agreed, then, that, in Anarchism's view, an individual has 
a right to stand aside and see a man murdered. And pray, why 
not? If it is justifiable to collar a man who is minding his 
own business and force him into a fight, why may we not also 
collar him for the purpose of forcing him to help us to coerce 
a parent into educating his child, or to commit any other act 
of invasion that may seem to us for the general good? I can 
see no ethical distinction here whatever. It is true that Mr. 
Levy, in the succeeding paragraph, justifies the collaring of 
the non-co-operative individual on the ground of necessity. (I 
note here that this is the same ground on which Citizen Most 
proposes to collar the non-co-operator in his communistic 
enterprises and make him work for love instead of wages.) But 
some other motive than necessity must have been in Mr. 
Levy's mind, unconsciously, when he wrote the paragraph 
which I have quoted. Else why does he deny that the 
non-co-operator is "within his right"? I can understand the man 
who in a crisis justifies no matter what form of compulsion on 
the ground of sheer necessity, but I cannot understand the 
man who denies the right of the individual thus coerced to 
resist such compulsion and insist on pursuing his own 
independent course. It is precisely this denial, however, that Mr. 
Levy makes; otherwise his phrase "within his right" is 
meaningless. 


But however this may be, let us look at the plea of necessity. 
Mr. Levy claims that the coercion of the peaceful 
non-co-operator is necessary. Necessary to what? Necessary, 
answers Mr. Levy, "in order that freedom may be at the 
maximum." Supposing for the moment that this is true, 
another inquiry suggests itself: Is the absolute maximum of 
freedom an end to be attained at any cost? I regard liberty as 
the chief essential to man's happiness, and therefore as the 
most important thing in the world, and I certainly want as 
much of it as I can get. But I cannot see that it concerns me ​much whether the aggregate amount of liberty enjoyed by all 
individuals added together is at its maximum or a little below 
it, if I, as one individual, am to have little or none of this 
aggregate. If, however, I am to have as much liberty as others, 
and if others are to have as much as I, then, feeling secure in 
what we have, it will behoove us all undoubtedly to try to 
attain the maximum of liberty compatible with this condition 
of equality. Which brings us back to the familiar law of 
equal liberty,—the greatest amount of individual liberty 
compatible with the equality of liberty. But this maximum of 
liberty is a very different thing from that which is to be 
attained, according to the hypothesis, only by violating equality 
of liberty. For, certainly, to coerce the peaceful non-co-operator 
is to violate equality of liberty. If my neighbor believes 
in co-operation and I do not, and if he has liberty to choose 
to co-operate while I have no liberty to choose not to co-operate, 
then there is no equality of liberty between us. Mr. 
Levy's position is analogous to that of a man who should 
propose to despoil certain individuals of peacefully and 
honestly acquired wealth on the ground that such spoliation is 
necessary in order that wealth may be at the maximum. Of 
course Mr. Levy would answer to this that the hypothesis is 
absurd, and that the maximum could not be so attained; but 
he clearly would have to admit, if pressed, that, even if it 
could, the end is not important enough to justify such means. 
To be logical he must make the same admission regarding 
his own proposition. 


But, after all, is the hypothesis any more absurd in the one 
case than in the other? I think not. It seems to me just as 
impossible to attain the maximum of liberty by depriving 
people of their liberty as to attain the maximum of wealth by 
depriving people of their wealth. In fact, it seems to me that 
in both cases the means is absolutely destructive of the end. 
Mr. Levy wishes to restrict the functions of government; 
now, the compulsory co-operation that he advocates is the 
chief obstacle in the way of such restriction. To be sure, 
government restricted by the removal of this obstacle would 
no longer be government, as Mr. Levy is "quick-witted 
enough to see " (to return the compliment which he pays the 
Anarchists). But what of that? It would still be a power 
for preventing those invasive acts which the people are 
practically agreed in wanting to prevent. If it should attempt to 
go beyond this, it would be promptly checked by a diminution 
of the supplies. The power to cut off the supplies is the 
most effective weapon against tyranny. To say, as Mr. Levy ​does, that "taxation must be coextensive with government" 
is not the proper way to put it. It is government (or, rather, 
the State) that must and will be coextensive with taxation. 
When compulsory taxation is abolished, there will be no State, 
and the defensive institution that will succeed it will be 
steadily deterred from becoming an invasive institution 
through fear that the voluntary contributions will fall off. 
This constant motive for a voluntary defensive institution to 
keep itself trimmed down to the popular demand is itself the 
best possible safeguard against the bugbear of multitudinous 
rival political agencies which seems to haunt Mr. Levy. He 
says that the voluntary taxationists are victims of an illusion. 
The charge might be made against himself with much more 
reason. 


My chief interest in Mr. Levy's article, however, is excited 
by his valid criticism of those Individualists who accept 
voluntary taxation, but stop short, or think they stop short, of 
Anarchism, and I shall wait with much curiosity to see what 
Mr. Greevz Fisher, and especially Mr. Auberon Herbert, will 
have to say in reply. 


On the whole, Anarchists have more reason to be grateful to 
Mr. Levy for his article than to complain of it. It is at least 
an appeal for intellectual consistency on this subject, and as 
such it renders unquestionable service to the cause of plumbline Anarchism. 





RESISTANCE TO TAXATION. 


[Liberty, March 26, 1887.]





To the Editor of Liberty:


I have lately been involved in several discussions leading out of your 
refusal to pay your poll-tax, and I would like to get from you your 
reasons, so far as they are public property, for that action. It seems to 
me that any good object could have been better and more easily obtained 
by compromising with the law, except the object of propagandism, and that 
in attaining that object you were going beyond the right into paths where 
you could not bid any one follow who was trying to live square with the 
truth, so far as we may know it. 


It seems to me that we owe our taxes to the State, whether we believe 
in it or not, so long as we remain within its borders, for the benefits 
which we willingly or unwillingly derive from it; that the only right course 
to be pursued is to leave any State whose laws we can no longer obey 
without violence to our own reason, and, if necessary, people a desert ​island for ourselves; for in staying in it and refusing to obey its authority, 
we are denying the right of others to combine on any system which they 
may deem right, and in trying to compel them to give up their contract, 
we are as far from right as tbey in trying to compel us to pay the taxes 
in which we do not believe. 


I think that you neglect the grand race experience which has given us 
our present governments when you wage war upon them all, and that a 
compromise with existing circumstances is as much a part of the right as 
following our own reason, for the existent is the induction of the race, and 
so long as our individual reasons are not all concordant it is entitled to its 
share of consideration, and those who leave it out do, in so far, wrong. 
Even granting strict individualism to be the ultimate goal of the race 
development, still you seem to me positively on a false path when you 
attempt—as your emphatic denial of all authority of existing government 
implies—to violently substitute the end of development for its beginning. 
I think that these are my main points of objection, and hope that you 
will pardon my impertinence in addressing you, which did not come from 
any idle argumentative curiosity, but a genuine search for the truth, if it 
exists; and so I ventured to address you, as you by your action seem to 
me to accept the burden of proof in your contest with the existent. 



Yours truly, Frederic A. C. Perrine.




7 Atlantic St., Newark, N. J., November 11, 1886. 




Mr. Perrine's criticism is an entirely pertinent one, and of 
the sort that I like to answer, though in this instance 
circumstances have delayed the appearance of his letter. The gist 
of his position—in fact, the whole of his argument—is contained 
in his second paragraph, and is based on the assumption 
that the State is precisely the thing which the Anarchists 
say it is not,—namely, a voluntary association of contracting 
individuals. Were it really such, I should have no quarrel 
with it, and I should admit the truth of Mr. Perrine's remarks. 
For certainly such voluntary association would be 
entitled to enforce whatever regulations the contracting parties 
might agree upon within the limits of whatever territory, or 
divisions of territory, had been brought into the association by 
these parties as individual occupiers thereof, and no 
non-contracting party would have a right to enter or remain in 
this domain except upon such terms as the association might 
impose. But if, somewhere between these divisions of 
territory, had lived, prior to the formation of the association, some 
individual on his homestead, who for any reason, wise or 
foolish, had declined to join in forming the association, the 
contracting parties would have had no right to evict him, 
compel him to join, make him pay for any incidental benefits that 
he might derive from proximity to their association, or restrict 
him in the exercise of any previously-enjoyed right to prevent 
him from reaping these benefits. Now, voluntary association 
necessarily involving the right of secession, any seceding  ​member would naturally fall back into the position and upon the 
rights of the individual above described, who refused to join 
at all. So much, then, for the attitude of the individual 
toward any voluntary association surrounding him, his support 
thereof evidently depending upon his approval or disapproval 
of its objects, his view of its efficiency in attaining them, and 
his estimate of the advantages and disadvantages involved in 
joining, seceding, or abstaining. But no individual to-day 
finds himself under any such circumstances. The States in 
the midst of which he lives cover all the ground there is, 
affording him no escape, and are not voluntary associations, but 
gigantic usurpations. There is not one of them which did 
not result from the agreement of a larger or smaller number 
of individuals, inspired sometimes no doubt by kindly, but 
oftener by malevolent, designs, to declare all the territory and 
persons within certain boundaries a nation which every one 
of these persons must support, and to whose will, expressed 
through its sovereign legislators and administrators no matter 
how chosen, every one of them must submit. Such an institution 
is sheer tyranny, and has no rights which any individual 
is bound to respect; on the contrary, every individual who 
understands his rights and values his liberties will do his best 
to overthrow it. I think it must now be plain to Mr. 
Perrine why I do not feel bound either to pay taxes or to 
emigrate. Whether I will pay them or not is another question,—one 
of expediency. My object in refusing has been, as Mr. 
Perrine suggests, propagandism, and in the receipt of Mr. 
Perrine's letter I find evidence of the adaptation of this policy 
to that end. Propagandism is the only motive that I can urge 
for isolated individual resistance to taxation. But out of 
propagandism by this and many other methods I expect there 
ultimately will develop the organization of a determined body 
of men and women who will effectively, though passively, 
resist taxation, not simply for propagandism, but to directly 
cripple their oppressors. This is the extent of the only 
"violent substitution of end for beginning" which I can plead 
guilty of advocating, and, if the end can be "better and more 
easily obtained" in any other way, I should like to have it 
pointed out. The "grand race experience" which Mr. Perrine 
thinks I neglect is a very imposing phrase, on hearing 
which one is moved to lie down in prostrate submission; but 
whoever first chances to take a closer look will see that it is 
but one of those spooks of which Tak Kak[3] tells us. Nearly ​all the evils with which mankind was ever afflicted were 
products of this "grand race experience," and I am not aware 
that any were ever abolished by showing it any unnecessary 
reverence. We will bow to it when we must; we will 
"compromise with existing circumstances" when we have to; but 
at all other times we will follow our reason and the plumb-line.





A PUPPET FOR A GOD. 


[Liberty, April 9, 1887.]




To the Editor of Liberty:



Please accept my thanks for your candid answer to my letter of 
November 11, 1886. It contains, however, some points which do not seem 
to me conclusive. The first position to which I object is your statement 
that voluntary association necessarily involves the right of secession; 
hereby you deny the right of any people to combine on a constitution 
which denies that right of secession, and in doing so attempt to force 
upon them your own idea of right. You assume the case of a new State 
attempting to impose its laws upon a former settler in the country, and 
say that they have no right to do so; I agree with you, but have I not as 
much reason for assuming a State including no previous settler's homestead 
and voluntarily agreeing to waive all right of secession from the 
vote of the majority? In any such State I claim, then, that any member 
becoming an Anarchist, or holding any views differing from those of the 
general body, is only right in applying them within the laws of the majority. 


Such seems to me to represent the condition of these United States; 
there is very little, if any, record of any man denying the right of the 
majority at their foundation, and, in the absence of any such denial, we 
are forced to the conclusion that the association and the passage of the 
majority rules were voluntary, and, as I said before, resistance to their 
government beyond the legal means by an inhabitant is practically denying 
the right of the others to waive the right of secession on entering 
into a contract. The denial of any such right seems to me to be irrational. 


Of course, none of this applies to the Indians, who never did and 
never will come into the government. I do not, however, think that 
their case invalidates the argument. 


In the second place, I object to your quotation of my phrase, "grand 
race experience," as grandiloquent. If we have anything grand, it is 
this "race experience"; denying its grandeur, you either deny the 
grandeur and dignity of Man, or else, as you seem to do, you look back 
fondly to some past happy state in some "Happy Valley" of Eden from 
which man has been falling till now he can say, "All the evils with which 
mankind was ever afflicted were products of this 'grand race experience.'" 
It does indeed seem to me to be to you a "spook" and more: 
an ogre. The Devil going about devouring all good, rather than, as it 
seems to me, the manifestation of Divinity,—the divinity of Man, which ​has produced, not alone the evil in us, but has produced us as we are, 
with all our good and ill combined. 


It is the force which is as surely leading us up to Anarchy and beyond 
as it has led us from the star-dust into manhood. It is the personification 
of our evolution, and, while no man may either advance or retard 
that evolution to any very considerable extent, still it seems to me that 
much more can be accomplished by acting with it than across its path, 
even though we may seem to be steering straight towards the harbor for 
which it is tacking. 


The other night I attended a meeting of the Commonwealth Club of 
New York City, and there listened to the reading and discussion of a 
paper by Mr. Bishop, of the Post, on the effects of bribery at elections, 
concerning the amount of which Mr. Wm. M. Ivins had given so many 
startling figures at an earlier meeting. Mr. Bishop recited the long list 
of party leaders, and characterized them in their professions and practices. 


The whole unsavory story, only too familiar to us all, did not daunt 
him in his belief that the government is a part of the true curve of 
development, but only incited the proposal of a remedy, which consisted in 
substituting the State for the party machine in the distribution of the 
ballots and in the enactment of more stringent bribery and undue 
influence acts,—in fact, a series of laws similar to those English laws of Sir 
Henry James, which are in force there at the present time and which 
seem to act to a certain extent beneficially. 


In closing, after recognizing the difficulty in passing any reform 
measures, he quoted Gladstone's memorable appeal to the future for his 
vindication, claiming a common cause with all reformers and with Time, 
which is fighting for them. 


The reading of this paper was followed by an address from Mr. Simon 
Sterne, advocating the minority representation of Mill, and one by Mr. 
Turner, who appealed for an open ballot. 


Immediately Mr. Ivins rose, and, after showing that no open ballot 
could be free, as even asking a man for his vote is a form of coercion, 
proceeded on the lines of Mr. Bishop's closing quotation to show that 
the reform then proposed was but a link in the long chain which is leading 
us irresistibly onward; that not in State supervision, or in minority 
representation, or in any measure at present proposed, was there an adequate 
solution of the problem, but that they were each logical steps in 
progress,—progress which may end in a State Socialism or in Anarchy or 
in what not, but at any rate in The End which is right and inevitable. 
We cannot any of us turn far aside the course of this progress, however 
we may act. We can but put our shoulder to the wheel and give a little 
push onwards according to our little strength. Except at great epochs, 
the extremists diminish their effect by diminishing their leverage; the 
steady, every-day workers who strive for the right along the existing 
lines purify the moral tone of the times and pave the way for those great 
revolutions when the world seems to advance by great bounds into the 
future. 


Should we not, then, strike hands with these men of the Commonwealth 
Club, and, burying our differences of ultimate aims, if differences 
exist, work in and for the present? 


I sat at that dinner with Republicans and Democrats, Free Traders and 
Protectionists, all absorbed with the one idea of advancement and working 
for that idea with heart and soul. Their influence will be felt, felt not only 
now, but in the future, even the future of a happy Anarchy; reaching out ​after and touching that state before some of its more uncompromising 
adherents. 


When the days are ripe for a revolution, then let there be no 
compromise; the compromise will come in spite of us. But to fly against the 
wall of an indolent public sentiment is folly, while each man, Anarchist 
or not, can do something towards the purification of the existent order of 
things, or at least should withhold the hand of hindrance from earnest 
workers in that field. Frederic A. C. Perrine.


7 Atlantic Street, Newark, N. J., April 1, 1887. 




When I said, in my previous reply to Mr. Perrine, that 
voluntary association necessarily involves the right of secession, 
I did not deny the right of any individuals to go through the 
form of constituting themselves an association in which each 
member waives the right of secession. My assertion was 
simply meant to carry the idea that such a constitution, if any 
should be so idle as to adopt it, would be a mere form, which 
every decent man who was a party to it would hasten to violate 
and tread under foot as soon as he appreciated the enormity 
of his folly. Contract is a very serviceable and most 
important tool, but its usefulness has its limits; no man can 
employ it for the abdication of his manhood. To indefinitely 
waive one's right of secession is to make one's self a slave. 
Now, no man can make himself so much a slave as to forfeit 
the right to issue his own emancipation proclamation. 
Individuality and its right of assertion are indestructible except 
by death. Hence any signer of such a constitution as that 
supposed who should afterwards become an Anarchist would 
be fully justified in the use of any means that would protect 
him from attempts to coerce him in the name of that constitution. 
But even if this were not so; if men were really 
under obligation to keep impossible contracts,—there would 
still be no inference to be drawn therefrom regarding the 
relations of the United States to its so-called citizens. To assert 
that the United States constitution is similar to that of the 
hypothesis is an extremely wild remark. Mr. Perrine can 
readily find this out by reading Lysander Spooner's "Letter 
to Grover Cleveland." That masterly document will tell him 
what the United States constitution is and just how binding 
it is on anybody. But if the United States constitution were 
a voluntary contract of the nature described above, it would 
still remain for Mr. Perrine to tell us why those who failed 
to repudiate it are bound, by such failure, to comply with it, 
or why the assent of those who entered into it is binding upon 
people who were then unborn, or what right the contracting 
parties, if there were any, had to claim jurisdiction and  ​sovereign power over that vast section of the planet which has 
since been known as the United States of America and over 
all the persons contained therein, instead of over themselves 
simply and such lands as they personally occupied and used. 
These are points which he utterly ignores. His reasoning 
consists of independent propositions between which there are 
no logical links. Now, as to the "grand race experience." 
It is perfectly true that, if we have anything grand, it is this, 
but it is no less true that, if we have anything base, it is this. 
It is all we have, and, being all, includes all, both grand and 
base. I do not deny man's grandeur, neither do I deny his 
degradation; consequently I neither accept nor reject all that 
he has been and done. I try to use my reason for the purpose 
of discrimination, instead of blindly obeying any divinity, even 
that of man. We should not worship this race experience by 
imitation and repetition, but should strive to profit by its 
mistakes and avoid them in future. Far from believing in any 
Edenic state, I yield to no man in my strict adherence to the 
theory of evolution, but evolution is "leading us up to 
Anarchy" simply because it has already led us in nearly every 
other direction and made a failure of it. Evolution like 
nature, of which it is the instrument or process, is extremely 
wasteful and short-sighted. Let us not imitate its wastefulness 
or even tolerate it if we can help it; let us rather use our 
brains for the guidance of evolution in the path of economy. 
Evolution left to itself will sooner or later eliminate every 
other social form and leave us Anarchy. But evolution 
guided will try to discover the common element in its past 
failures, summarily reject everything having this element, and 
straightway accept Anarchy, which has it not. Because we 
are the products of evolution we are not therefore to be its 
puppets. On the contrary, as our intelligence grows, we are to 
be more and more its masters. It is just because we let it 
master us, just because we strive to act with it rather than 
across its path, just because we dilly-dally and shilly-shally 
and fritter away our time, for instance, over secret ballots, 
open ballots, and the like, instead of treating the whole matter 
of the suffrage from the standpoint of principle, that we do 
indeed "pave the way," much to our sorrow, "for those great 
revolutions" and "great epochs" when extremists suddenly 
get the upper hand. Great epochs, indeed! Great disasters 
rather, which it behooves us vigilantly to avoid. But how? 
By being extremists now. If there were more extremists in 
evolutionary periods, there would be no revolutionary periods. 
There is no lesson more important for mankind to learn than ​that. Until it is learned, Mr. Perrine will talk in vain about 
the divinity of man, for every day will make it more patent 
that his god is but a jumping-jack. 





MR. PERRINE'S DIFFICULTIES.


[Liberty, July 16, 1887.]





To the Editor of Liberty:


I suppose I should feel completely swamped by the great waves of 
satire which have rolled over my head from all directions but the front. 
Still I feel able to lift my hand, and make the motion of scissors. 
I have had the fallacy of a part of my argument so clearly pointed out 
to me by another than Liberty that I did not think it would be necessary 
for its editor to go so far around my position as to deny the sanctity of 
contract in order to refute me. 


Indeed, my only hope of Liberty now is that it will define some of its 
own positions. 


I have heard a great deal of "spooks" and "plumb-lines," but I can 
not clearly see the reason that contract has ceased being a "plumb-line" 
and become a "spook," unless we have to allow that much liberty 
for an argument.


Will you please explain what safety there may be in an individualistic 
community where it becomes each man's duty to break all contracts as 
soon as he has become convinced that they were made foolishly?


Again, it being the duty of the individuals to break contracts made 
with each other, I cannot clearly see how it becomes an act of despicable 
despotism for the Republic to break contracts made with the Crow 
Indians, unless the ideal community is that in which we all become 
despicable despots and where we amuse ourselves by calling each other 
hard names. 


Indeed, as I have said twice before, you seem to me to deny to others 
the right to make and carry out their own contracts unless these contracts meet with your approval. 


I am aware now of my error in assuming that the authority of the 
State rested historically on any social contract, and those points which 
were brought in in your reply as secondary are the main objections to 
my position. 


The true authority of the State rests, as Hearn shows in his "Aryan Household," not on contract, but on its development; a point at which 
I hinted, but did not clearly develop. 


However, I do not feel warranted in entering with you into any 
discussion from that standpoint till I am able to find out more clearly what 
Liberty means by development. In your reply to me, you seem to think 
of it as a sort of cut-and-try process; this may be a Boston idea 
absorbed from the "Monday Lectures," but I think that it is hardly 
warranted by either Darwin or Spencer. 


I tried in both of my letters to insist on the existence of a general line 
of development which is almost outside the power of individuals, and 
which is optimistic. By its being "optimistic"! mean that, on the ​principle of the survival of the fittest, our present condition is the best 
that it is possible for us to have attained. You do not deny man's divinity, 
"neither do you deny his degradation"; from what has man been 
degraded? You do not accept an Edenic state; then what do you mean 
by "man's degradation"? 


The idea of development which admits of a degradation and which 
expects Liberty's followers to arrest the "wasteful process" which has 
already made trial of everything else, and is now in despair about to 
make the experiment of Anarchy is something so new to me that I must 
ask for a more complete exposition of the system.



Frederic A. C. Perrine.




Newark, N. J.




Mr. Perrine should read more carefully. I have never said 
that it is "each man's duty to break all contracts as soon as 
he has become convinced that they were made foolishly." 
What I said was that, if a man should sign a contract to part 
with his liberty forever, he would violate it as soon as he saw 
the enormity of his folly. Because I believe that some promises 
are better broken than kept, it does not follow that I think 
it wise always to break a foolish promise. On the contrary, I 
deem the keeping of promises such an important matter that 
only in the extremest cases would I approve their violation. 
It is of such vital consequence that associates should be able 
to rely upon each other that it is better never to do anything 
to weaken this confidence except when it can be maintained 
only at the expense of some consideration of even greater 
importance. I mean by evolution just what Darwin means by 
it,—namely, the process of selection by which, out of all the 
variations that occur from any cause whatever, only those are 
preserved which are best adapted to the environment. 
Inasmuch as the variations that perish vastly outnumber those 
that survive, this process is extremely wasteful, but human 
intelligence can greatly lessen the waste. I am perfectly willing 
to admit its optimism, if by optimism is meant the doctrine 
that everything is for the best under the circumstances. 
Optimism so defined is nothing more than the doctrine of necessity. 
As to the word "degradation," evidently Mr. Perrine is 
unaware of all its meanings. By its derivation it implies descent 
from something higher, but it is also used by the best English 
writers to express a low condition regardless of what preceded 
it. It was in the latter sense that I used it. 


​


WHERE WE STAND. 


[Liberty, August 19, 1882.]




Mr. B. W. Ball writes the best articles that appear in the 
"Index," which is not saying much, and among the best that 
appear in any of the weeklies, which is saying a good deal. 
We were the more gratified, therefore, to find him treating in 
a recent number the incipient, but increasing, opposition to the 
existence of the State. He at least is clear-sighted enough 
not to underrate the importance of the advent into social and 
political agitation of so straightforward, consistent, unterrified, 
determined, and, withal, philosophically rooted a factor as 
modern Anarchism, although his editorial chief, Mr. Underwood, 
declares that the issue which the Anarchists present 
"admits of no discussion." 


But even Mr. Ball shows, by his article on "Anti-State 
Theorists," that, despite his promptness to discover and be 
impressed by the appearance of this new movement, he has as yet 
studied it too superficially to know anything of the groundwork 
of the thought which produced, animates, and guides it. 
Indeed this first shot of his flies so wide of the mark that 
certain incidental phrases indicative of the object of his aim 
were needed to reassure us that Anarchism really was his target. 
In a word, he has opened fire on the Anarchists without inquiring where we stand. 


Where, then, does he suppose us to stand? His central 
argument against us, stated briefly, is this: Where crime exists, 
force must exist to repress it. Who denies it? Certainly not 
Liberty; certainly not the Anarchists. Anarchism is not a 
revival of non-resistance, although there may be non-resistants 
in its ranks. The direction of Mr. Ball's attack implies that 
we would let robbery, rape, and murder make havoc in the 
community without lifting a finger to stay their brutal, bloody 
work. On the contrary, we are the sternest enemies of invasion 
of person and property, and, although chiefly busy in 
destroying the causes thereof, have no scruples against such 
heroic treatment of its immediate manifestations as circumstances 
and wisdom may dictate. It is true that we look forward 
to the ultimate disappearance of the necessity of force 
even for the purpose of repressing crime, but this, though 
involved in it as a necessary result, is by no means a necessary 
condition of the abolition of the State. 


In opposing the State, therefore, we do not deny Mr. Ball's ​proposition, but distinctly affirm and emphasize it. We make 
war upon the State as the chief invader of person and 
property, as the cause of substantially all the crime and misery 
that exist, as itself the most gigantic criminal extant. It 
manufactures criminals much faster than it punishes them. It 
exists to create and sustain the privileges which produce 
economic and social chaos. It is the sole support of the 
monopolies which concentrate wealth and learning in the hands of 
a few and disperse poverty and ignorance among the masses, 
to the increase of which inequality the increase of crime is 
directly proportional. It protects a minority in plundering 
the majority by methods too subtle to be understood by the 
victims, and then punishes such unruly members of the majority 
as attempt to plunder others by methods too simple and 
straightforward to be recognized by the State as legitimate, 
crowning its outrages by deluding scholars and philosophers 
of Mr. Ball's stamp into pleading, as an excuse for its 
infamous existence, the necessity of repressing the crime which 
it steadily creates. 


Mr. Ball,—to his honor be it said,—during anti-slavery days, 
was a steadfast abolitionist. He earnestly desired the abolition 
of slavery. Doubtless he remembers how often he was 
met with the argument that slavery was necessary to keep the 
unlettered blacks out of mischief, and that it would be unsafe 
to give freedom to such a mass of ignorance. Mr. Ball in those 
days saw through the sophistry of such reasoning, and knew 
that those who urged it did so to give some color of moral 
justification to their conduct in living in luxury on the enforced 
toil of slaves. He probably was wont to answer them something 
after this fashion: "It is the institution of slavery that 
keeps the blacks in ignorance, and to justify slavery on the 
ground of their ignorance is to reason in a circle and beg the 
very question at issue." 


To-day Mr. Ball—again to his honor be it said—is a religious 
abolitionist. He earnestly desires the abolition, or at least 
the disappearance, of the Church. How frequently he must 
meet or hear of priests who, while willing to privately admit 
that the doctrines of the Church are a bundle of delusions, 
argue that the Church is necessary to keep the superstition-ridden 
masses in order, and that their release from the mental subjection 
in which it holds them would be equivalent to their 
precipitation into unbridled dissipation, libertinism, and ultimate 
ruin. Mr. Ball sees clearly through the fallacy of all such logic, 
and knows that those who use it do so to gain a moral footing 
on which to stand while collecting their fees from the poor ​fools who know no better than to pay them. We can fancy 
him replying with pardonable indignation: "Cunning knaves, 
you know very well that it is your Church that saturates the 
people with superstition, and that to justify its existence on 
the ground of their superstition is to put the cart before the 
horse and assume the very point in dispute." 


Now, we Anarchists are political abolitionists. We earnestly 
desire the abolition of the State. Our position on this 
question is parallel in most respects to those of the Church 
abolitionists and the slavery abolitionists. But in this case Mr. 
Ball—to his disgrace be it said—takes the side of the tyrants 
against the abolitionists, and raises the cry so frequently raised 
against him: The State is necessary to keep thieves and 
murderers in subjection, and, were it not for the State, we should 
all be garroted in the streets and have our throats cut in our 
beds. As Mr. Ball saw through the sophistry of his opponents, 
so we see through his, precisely similar to theirs, though we 
know that not he, but the capitalists use it to blind the people 
to the real object of the institution by which they are able to 
extort from labor the bulk of its products. We answer him as 
he did them, and in no very patient mood: Can you not see 
that it is the State that creates the conditions which give birth 
to thieves and murderers, and that to justify its existence on 
the ground of the prevalence of theft and murder is a logical 
process every whit as absurd as those used to defeat your 
efforts to abolish slavery and the Church? 


Once for all, then, we are not opposed to the punishment of 
thieves and murderers; we are opposed to their manufacture. 
Right here Mr. Ball must attack us, or not at all. When next 
he writes on Anarchism, let him answer these questions:


Are not the laboring classes deprived of their earnings by usury in its three forms,—interest, rent, and profit? 


Is not such deprivation the principal cause of poverty? 


Is not poverty, directly or indirectly, the principal cause of illegal crime? 


Is not usury dependent upon monopoly, and especially upon the land and money monopolies? 


Could these monopolies exist without the State at their back?


Does not by far the larger part of the work of the State consist in establishing and sustaining these monopolies and other results of special legislation?


Would not the abolition of these invasive functions of the State lead gradually to the disappearance of crime?


If so, would not the disappearance of crime render the protective functions of the State superfluous? 


 ​In that case, would not the State have been entirely abolished?[4]

Would not this be the realization of Anarchy and the fulfilment of Proudhon's prophecy of "the dissolution of government in the economic organism"?


To each of these questions we answer: Yes. That answer 
constitutes the ground on which we stand and from which we 
refuse to be drawn away. We invite Mr. Ball to meet us on it, 
and whip us if he can. 





TU-WHIT! TU-WHOO! 


[Liberty, October 24, 1885.]





To the Editor of Liberty:


Will you give direct and explicit answers to the following questions? 




I certainly will, wherever the questions are direct and explicit. 



Does Anarchism recognize the right of one individual or any number 
of individuals to determine what course of action is just or unjust for 
others? 




Yes, if by the word unjust is meant invasive; otherwise, no. 
Anarchism recognizes the right of one individual or any number 
of individuals to determine that no man shall invade the 
equal liberty of his fellow; beyond this it recognizes no right 
of control over individual conduct. 



Does it recognize the right to restrain or control their actions, whatever they may be? 




See previous answer. 



Does it recognize the right to arrest, try, convict, and punish for wrong doing? 




Yes, if by the words wrong doing is meant invasion; otherwise, no. 



Does it believe in jury trial? 




Anarchism, as such, neither believes nor disbelieves in jury ​trial; it is a matter of expediency. For myself, I am inclined to favor it. 



If so, how is the jury to be selected? 




Another matter of expediency. Speaking for myself again, 
I think the jury should be selected by drawing twelve names 
by lot from a wheel containing the names of all the citizens 
in the community,—jury service, of course, not to be compulsory, 
though it may rightfully be made, if it should seem best, 
a condition of membership in a voluntary association. 



Does it propose prisons, or other places of confinement, for such as prove unsafe?




Another matter of expediency. If it can find no better instrument of resistance to invasion. Anarchism will use prisons. 



Does it propose taxation to support the tribunals of justice, and these places of confinement and restraint? 




Anarchism proposes to deprive no individual of his property, 
or any portion of it, without his consent, unless the individual 
is an invader, in which case Anarchism will take enough of his 
property from him to repair the damage done by his invasion. 
Contribution to the support of certain things may, like jury 
service, rightfully be made a condition of membership in a 
voluntary association. 



How is justice to be determined in a given case?




This question not being explicit, I cannot answer it explicitly. 
I can only say that justice is to be determined on the 
principle of the equal liberty of all, and by such mechanism as 
may prove best fitted to secure its object. 



Will Anarchists wait till all who know anything about it are agreed? 




This question is grammatically defective. It is not clear 
what "it" refers to. It may refer to justice in the previous 
question, or it may refer to Anarchism, or it may refer to some 
conception hidden in the recesses of the writer's brain. At a 
venture I will make this assertion, hoping it may hit the mark. 
When Anarchists are agreed in numbers sufficient to enable 
them to accomplish whatever special work lies before them, 
they will probably go about it. 



Will they take the majority rule? Or will they sustain a small fraction in their findings? 




Inasmuch as Anarchistic associations recognize the right of 
secession, they may utilize the ballot, if they see fit to do so. 
If the question decided by ballot is so vital that the minority ​thinks it more important to carry out its own views than to 
preserve common action, the minority can withdraw. In no 
case can a minority, however small, be governed against its 
consent. 



Does Anarchism mean the observance and enforcement of natural law, so far as can be discovered, or does it mean the opposite or something else? 




Anarchism does mean exactly the observance and enforcement of the natural law of Liberty, and it does not mean the opposite or anything else. 



If it means that all such as do not conform to the natural law, as 
understood by the masses, shall be made to suffer through the machinery of 
organized authority, no matter under what name it goes, it is human 
government as really as anything we now have. 




Anarchism knows nothing about "natural law as understood 
by the masses." It means the observance and enforcement by 
each individual of the natural law of Liberty as understood 
by himself. When a number of individuals who understand 
this natural law to mean the equal liberty of all organize on a 
voluntary basis to resist the invasion of this liberty, they form a 
very different thing from any human government we now have. 
They do not form a government at all; they organize a rebellion 
against government. For government is invasion, and nothing 
else; and resistance to invasion is the antithesis of government. 
All the organized governments of to day are such because 
they are invasive. In the first place, all their acts are 
indirectly invasive, because dependent upon the primary 
invasion called taxation; and, in the second place, by far the 
greater number of their acts are directly invasive, because 
directed, not to the restraint of invaders, but to the denial of 
freedom to the people in their industrial, commercial, social, 
domestic, and individual lives. No man with brains in his head 
can honestly say that such institutions are identical in their 
nature with voluntary associations, supported by voluntary 
contributions, which confine themselves to resisting invasion. 



If it means that the undeveloped and vicious shall not be interfered 
with, it means that the world shall suffer all the disorder and crime that 
depravity unhindered can consummate. 



S. Blodgett.




Grahamville, Florida.




I hope that ray readers will take in Mr. Blodgett's final 
assertion in all its length and breadth and depth. Just see what 
it says. It says that penal institutions are the only promoters 
of virtue. Education goes for nothing; example goes for ​nothing; public opinion goes for nothing; social ostracism 
goes for nothing; freedom goes for nothing; competition 
goes for nothing; increase of material welfare goes for nothing; 
decrease of temptation goes for nothing; health goes for 
nothing; approximate equality of conditions goes for nothing: 
all these are utterly powerless as preventives or curatives of 
immorality. The only forces on earth that tend to develop 
the undeveloped and to make the vicious virtuous are our 
judges, our jails, and our gibbets. Mr. Blodgett, I believe, 
repudiates the Christian doctrine that hell is the only safeguard 
of religious morality, but he re-creates it by affirming that a 
hell upon earth is the only safeguard of natural morality. 


Why do Mr. Blodgett and all those who agree with him so 
persistently disregard the constructive side of Anarchism? The 
chief claim of Anarchism for its principles is that the abolition 
of legal monopoly will so transform social conditions that 
ignorance, vice, and crime will gradually disappear. However often 
this may be stated and however definitely it may be elaborated, 
the Blodgetts will approach you, apparently gravely 
unconscious that any remark has been made, and say: "If there 
are no policemen, the criminal classes will run riot." Tell 
them that, when the system of commercial cannibalism which 
rests on legal privilege disappears, cutthroats will disappear 
with it, and they will not deny it or attempt to disprove it, but 
they will first blink at you a moment with their owl-like eyes, 
and then from out their mouths will come the old, familiar 
hoot: "Tu-whit! tu-whoo! If a ruffian tries to cut your throat, 
what are you going to do about it? Tu-whit! tu-whoo!" 





RIGHTS AND DUTIES UNDER ANARCHY. 


[Liberty, December 31, 1887.]




Old readers of this paper will remember the appearance in 
its columns, about two years ago, of a series of questions 
propounded by the writer of the following letter and accompanied 
by editorial answers. To-day my interrogator questions me 
further; this time, however, no longer as a confident combatant, 
but as an earnest inquirer. As I replied to him then according 
to his pugnacity, so I reply to him now according to 
his friendliness. 


​


To the Editor of Liberty:


Will you please insert the following questions in your paper with your 
answers thereto, and oblige an ethical, political, and humanitarian student?


1. Do you, as an Anarchist, believe any one human being ever has the right to judge for another what he ought or ought not to do? 




The terms of this question need definition. Assuming, 
however, the word "right" to be used in the sense of the 
limit which the principle of equal liberty logically places upon 
might, and the phrase "judge for another" to include not 
only the formation of judgment but the enforcement thereof, 
and the word "ought" to be equivalent to must or shall, I 
answer: Yes. But the only cases in which a human being ever 
has such right over another are those in which the other's 
doing or failure to do involves an overstepping of the limit upon 
might just referred to. That is what was meant when it was 
said in an early number of Liberty that "man's only duty is 
to respect others' rights." It might well have been added that 
man's only right over others is to enforce that duty.



2. Do you believe any number combined ever have such a right? 




Yes. The right of any number combined is whatever right 
the individuals combining possess and voluntarily delegate to 
it. It follows from this, and from the previous answer, that, 
as individuals sometimes have the right in question, so a number combined may have it. 



3. Do you believe one, or any number, ever have the right to prevent another from doing as he pleases? 




Yes. This question is answered by the two previous answers taken together. 



4. Do you believe it admissible, as an Anarchist, to use what influence can be exerted without the aid of brute force to induce one to live as seems to you best? 


Please explain what influence, if any, you think might be employed in harmony with Anarchistic principles. 




Yes. The influence of reason; the influence of persuasion; 
the influence of attraction; the influence of education; the 
influence of example; the influence of public opinion; the 
influence of social ostracism; the influence of unhampered 
economic forces; the influence of better prospects; and doubtless 
other influences which do not now occur to me. 



5. Do you believe there is such a thing as private ownership of property, viewed from an Anarchistic standpoint? If so, please give a way or rule to determine whether one owns a thing or not. 




Yes. Anarchism being neither more nor less than the principle of equal liberty, property, in an Anarchistic society, must ​accord with this principle. The only form of property which 
meets this condition is that which secures each in the possession 
of his own products, or of such products of others as he 
may have obtained unconditionally without the use of fraud 
or force, and in the realization of all titles to such products 
which he may hold by virtue of free contract with others. 
Possession, unvitiated by fraud or force, of values to which no 
one else holds a title unvitiated by fraud or force, and the 
possession of similarly unvitiated titles to values, constitute the 
Anarchistic criterion of ownership. By fraud I do not mean 
that which is simply contrary to equity, but deceit and false 
pretence in all their forms. 



6. Is it right to confine such as injure others and prove themselves unsafe to be at large? If so, is there a way consistent with Anarchy to determine the nature of the confinement, and how long it shall continue? 




Yes. Such confinement is sometimes right because it is 
sometimes the wisest way of vindicating the right asserted in 
the answer to the first question. There are many ways 
consistent with Anarchy of determining the nature and duration 
of such confinement. Jury trial, in its original form, is one 
way, and in my judgment the best way yet devised. 



7. Are the good people under obligations to feed, clothe, and make 
comfortable such as they find it necessary to confine? 




No. In other words, it is allowable to punish invaders by 
torture. But, if the "good " people are not fiends, they are 
not likely to defend themselves by torture until the penalties 
of death and tolerable confinement have shown themselves 
destitute of efficacy. 



I ask these questions partly for myself, and partly because I believe 
many others have met difficulties on the road to Anarchism which a 
rational, lucid answer would remove. 


Perhaps you have been over this ground many times, and may feel impatient to find any one as much in the dark as I, but all would-be reformers have to keep reiterating their position to all new-comers, and I trust you will try and make everything clear to me, and to others who may be as unfortunate as myself. S. Blodgett.


Grahamville, Florida.




Time and space are the only limits to my willingness to answer intelligent questions regarding that science whose rudiments I profess to teach, and I trust that my efforts, on this occasion, may not prove entirely inadequate to the commendable end which my very welcome correspondent had in view. 


​

{{center|MORE QUESTIONS. 


{{x-smaller|[[Liberty, January 28, 1888.]}}}} 



To the Editor of Liberty:


I thank you for your courteous treatment of my questions in your issue of December 31, and, as you express a willingness in this direction, I will follow in the same line, and trust you will still think my questions are pertinent and proper. 


Do you think property rights can inhere in anything not produced by the labor or aid of man?


You say, "Anarchism being neither more nor less than the principle of equal liberty," etc. Now, if government were so reformed as to confine its operations to the protection of "equal liberty," would you have any quarrel with it? If so, what and why?


Will you please explain what "jury trial in its original form" was? I never knew that it was ever essentially different from what it is now. 



S. Blodgett.






I do not believe in any inherent right of property. Property 
is a social convention, and may assume many forms. Only 
that form of property can endure, however, which is based on 
the principle of equal liberty. All other forms must result in 
misery, crime, and conflict. The Anarchistic form of property 
has already been defined, in the previous answers to Mr. 
Blodgett, as "that which secures each in the possession of his own 
products, or of such products of others as he may have obtained 
unconditionally without the use of fraud or force, and in 
the realization of all titles to such products which he inay hold 
by virtue of free contract with others." It will be seen from 
this definition that Anarchistic property concerns only products. 
But anything is a product upon which human labor 
has been expended, whether it be a piece of iron or a piece of 
land.[5]

If "government" confined itself to the protection of equal 
liberty, Anarchists would have no quarrel with it; but such 
protection they do not call government. Criticism of the 
Anarchistic idea which does not consider Anarchistic definitions 
is futile. The Anarchist defines government as invasion, 
nothing more or less. Protection against invasion, then, is the 
opposite of government. Anarchists, in favoring the abolition 
of government, favor the abolition of invasion, not of  ​protection against invasion. It may tend to a clearer understanding 
if I add that all States, to become non-invasive, must abandon 
first the primary act of invasion upon which all of them rest,—the 
collection of taxes by force,—and that Anarchists look upon 
the change in social conditions which will result when 
economic freedom is allowed as far more efficiently protective 
against invasion than any machinery of restraint, in the 
absence of economic freedom, possibly can be. 


Jury trial in its original form differed from its present forms 
both in the manner of selecting the jury and in the powers of 
the jury selected. It was originally selected by drawing twelve 
names from a wheel containing the names of the whole body 
of citizens, instead of by putting a special panel of jurors 
through a sifting process of examination; and by its original 
powers it was judge, not of the facts alone, as is generally the 
case now, but of the law and the justice of the law and the 
extent and nature of the penalty. More information regarding 
this matter may be found in Lysander Spooner's pamphlet, 
"Free Political Institutions." 





MR. BLODGETT'S FINAL QUESTION. 


[Liberty, April 28, 1888.]





To the Editor of Liberty:


I have one more question, and it does not occur to me now that I shall want to trouble you further in this way. 


You say: "I do not believe in any inherent right of property. Property 
is a social convention." 
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