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can be studied—through comrade-
ship on the level. His position as
a professor in the department of
sociology and anthropology at the
University of Chicago lends ad-
ditional importance to a course
in ethnology which he has pro-
jected for September at the St.
Lonis Exposition. Although this
course is to be for the immediate
benefit of an organized class,
meeting three hours a day 8ix
days in the week for three weeks,
attendants at single lectures only
are algo to be welcomed and ar-
rangements made for their com-
fort. The groups of savage and
barbarous types in the out-door
ethnological exhibit are to be put
at the service of I'rof. Starr for
the purposes of this course of in-
atruction, among them being the
Philippine groups, inc¢luding the
Igorrotes. The opportunity will
. be a good one for studying these
people under the guidance of an
expert who “takes no stock” in
“inferior-race” fads.

TPersons afflicted with fears of
“the yellow peril” will find a need-
ed tonic in Geo. F.” Beward's
pamphlet on the Russian-Japan-
ese war, which may probably be
obtained of the Newark (N. J.)
Evening News, in which it origin-
ally appeared March 1, 1904, a8 an
interview with Mr. Seward. Mr.
Seward is exceptionally well qual-
itied ‘to discuss this subject. A
nephew of the great Secretary, he
served the United Btates officially
in China for 20 years—I1861 to
1880. He was consul and con-
aul general at Shanghai from 1861
to 1876, and minister to China
from 1876 to 1880. During this
service he proved to be a faithful
and efficient represengative not
-only of American commercial in-
terests but also of the most whole-
wome and hopeful American
thought; and he might have re-
mained in the service but for his
truly American conscience, his re-
eall in 1880 having resulted from
Lis courageous refusal to under-
take the negotiation of a treaty
for restricting Chinese immigra-
tion into the United States. The
opinions of such a man regardine

“the yellow peril” should be wel-
come to all his thoughtful fellow
countrymen whose sentiments are
comprehensively democratic. We
therefore reproduce in our Mis-
cellany department liberal ex-
tracts from his pamphlet.

THE WIFE OF HENRY GEORGE.

Wife and husband are too com-
monly thought of as distinct per-
sons, with independent functions
and duties. To some imagina-
tions the husband is habitually
pictured as a sturdy oak and the
wife as a clinging vine; to others
they appear simply as associ-
ates, no closer related at best
than as Pythian friends. Few of
us picture them as the two halves
of one person. Yet this is the true
figure. In all their relations they
are complementaries. The fanec-
tions and duties and rights of
each are necessary to complete-
ness in the functions, duties and
rights of the other.

There are no natural monopo-
lies, no natural masterships, nn
natural privileges in marriage.
Its equality and mutuality and
interdependence on every plane is
symbolized by its function of par-
enthood on the physical plane.
As truly products of intimate
marriage union as children of
the body, and as dependent upon
this union for vitality, are those
little children of the brain and
heart which go out into the world
as wise thoughts and good deeds.
Nature abhors a bachelor as she
does a vacuum. Wherever on the
lower planes of her activities
man has made himself familiar
with her laws, he has learned that
she works eternally through
nnions of masculine with femi-
nine. He has only to become fa-
miliar with her laws on higher
planes, te learn that there also
masenline and feminine unions
are indispensable.

A notable example of this
idea of the reciprocality of mar-
riage relationgs may be found inthe
marital life of the late Henry
George and his wife, whieh is re-
called by the death of Mre.
George.

She died at Merriewold Park,
in the mountains of Sullivan coun-
tv. New York, on Thursday the
twenty-first dav of Julv, 1904,
Her burial took place on the 23d

at ‘Greenwood Cemetery, New
York, where her body was laid by
the side of her husband’s.

In the trend of their affections,
in the complementary cast of their
minds, in identity of general pur-
pose, in mutuality of service,
in all else that goes to make mar-
riage unity, these two were dis-
tinctly one. Between them there
was no mastership in anything:
in everything there was inter
dependence on the basis of equali-
tv.. Without him, her intellect
might bave stagnated; without
her, his genius might have shriv-
eled or soured.

This woman was born in Aus-
tralin, October 12, 1843. Her
mother, of Irish birth. was in re-
ligion a Roman (Catholic; her fa-
ther, an Englishman, was a major
in the British army and in reli-
gion a Protestant; her name was
Annie Corsina Fox.

Having lost both her parents,
Miss Fox came to San Francisco
with a branch of her mother’s
family in 1851. Nine years later
she met Henry George, then an
impecunious printer of San Fran-
cised.” An affection sprang up be-
tween them, but her foater family
interfered, and the disheartened
girl, now in her eighteenth year.
was upon the point of leaving her
romance behind her and becoming
a teacher in the school of the Ris-
ters of Charity at Los Angeles.
This despondent plan was aban-
doned, however, for her wed-
ding with George. It occurred
under circnmstances somewhat
prophetic of the completeness of
their marriage.

As narrated by his son and biog-
rapher, when George had learned
of his sweetheart's intention to go
to Los Angeles—

The young man sald: “If you go I'll
not sge you,” to which the girl replied
that since she could not stay with her
relatives in San Francisco she saw
nothing else to do. The young man
drew from his pocket a single coiu.
“Annie,” said he, solemnly, “that is
all the money I bave in the world.
Will you marry me?" She gravely an-
swered: “If you are willing to under-
take the respomsibilities of marriage,
I will marry you.”

So they were married, he at 22
and she at 18.

Their life in the world was cast
for many years among sfones
and brambles, but their life to-
gether was anjunbroken story of
marital unity. 'The place in which
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they lived was invariably their
home, their children were their
cherished responsibilities, fidelity
to conscience was their solemn
obligation, development of their
intellectual powers in the serv-
ice of truth as they saw the truth
was their inspiration and pleas-
ure. In all this they were one
in affections and one inmind; each
supplemented the work of the
. other in the promotion of their
common purposes,

It was no unusual thing for
Henry George to tell his friends
that his wife was his hest adviser
and eritic. Nor was this anempty
compliment. Into all his books
her hest thonght entered along
with hig, and in the weeding proc-
ess her judgment was often his
court of final appeal. It was not
alone as child-bearer and home-
keeper that she was his -help-
mate. Without neglecting any of
the functions that are distinetly
those of wife and mother, neither
did she attend to these exclusive-
Iv and at the expense of ignoring
those which while less distinetive
are assuredly among the fune.
tions of wifehood. She was his
wife and he her husband in all
the relations of their common life,
from dining-room to library, from
kitchen to lecture platform, from
home-making to citizenship.

Yet each respected the individu-
ality of rhe other. Neither ad-
mitted coercion into their marital
scheme. In po circumstancés did
either rank as inferior or superi-
or. If they had lived in a State
where all citizens may Vote, one
might have expected them to go
arm-in-arm to the polls, and to
come arm-in-arm away after hav-
ing cast independent ballots, ex-
preasive of individual convictions.
without dictation, and subject to
no influence of either upon the
other except that beneficent in
fluence which lows from reeipro-
cal confidence in a condition of
actual and mutually conscious
equality,

Their personal affection, thongh
intense, was not alone in giving
this character to their married
life. They were influenced also by
convictions with reference to mas
culipe and feminine functions of
the mind. :

Not merelx hecause she was his
own wife-did he exalt her judg-
ment.  While he realized that
this gave it peculiar valune to him-

self, his dominant thought sprang
from a recognition of the superi-
ority of feminine perceptions, and
a belief that these perceptions are
at their best when cooperating
with masculine deliberation under
the impulses of a happy marriage,
Responding to the same thought,
she received from him as he from
her. Their marriage consequently
grew into a type of those full
rounded marital unions of which
the great world seldom hears bt
of which it is alwavs full—those
myriad unions of “sweet and pa-
tient souls who in narrow circles
live radiant lives.”

After thirty-six years, this union
ended with the death of Henry
George. It was on the eva of the
mayoralty election of 1897 in
Greater New York, at which he
was one of the three prineipal can-
didates. Mrs. George's life since
then has seemed like a ecrowning
of the work in which she and her
distingnished husband were so
long jointly concerned. The prin-
ciples for which he stood, the af-
fections by which he was deawn,
the work he left unfinished, have
all come within the influence of
her quiet life. Her own death
marks the end of an old and the
beginning of a new era, in the
cause with which both their names
are inseparably linked.

THE BSPENOER-GEORGE - CONTRO-
VERSY.

When we discussed the posthu--

mously published letters of Mr.
Herbert Spencer relative to this
controversy (p. 146), we supposed
that all his letters on that subject
had then been published.  The
manner of their publication
seemed to warrant this supposi-
tion. But after an interval of
five weeks, another installment
appeared in the Independent of
June 30, There is nothing in these
later letters, however, to call for
revigion of our article, nor for
extended supplementary com-
ment. Without in any important
respect  controverting  George's
“Perplexed  Philosopher,”  they
only reveal an intolerable uneasi-
ness on the part of Spencer to at-
tack George in the American
press behind somebody else's sig-
nature. :

The merits of this controversy
are admirably summed up and

fairly judged in the same issue
of the Independent in which the
Spencer letters appear—dJune 31
—in a very brief review by Mr.
T. Scanlon. Three searching ques-
tions which go to the heart of the
dispute are asked and answered
by Mr. Scanlon:

(1) What was Spencer’'s position on
the land question in 18507 (2) What
was it in 18917 (3) Was the process a
valid one, whereby the change from the.
earlier to the later position was effected?

Mr. Scanlon comnsiders that
what Mr. Spencer meant by “com-
pensation” in 1850 in  “Social
Ntatics” was compensation both
for land value itself and for the
vilue of those improvements
which merge into the land in the
wrocess of reducing wildernesses
to fertile ficlds—"but in a mild
form and as a matter of expedi-
ency, not as a matter of right.” -

That is a totally different thing,
as he proceeds to show, from Mr.
Spencer’s meaning in 1891, when,
in “Justice” he lengthened out the
idea of “improvements” so as to
“include practically all that hu-
man labor has done to the land
since the days of Adam!

Concluding that Mr. Spencer's
position on the land question did
change between 1850 and 1891,
and that it changed so radically
as to involve “a virtual surrender
of. the fundamental position” he
originally assumed “respecting
the people’s rights in the soil,” Mr,
Scanlon implies that the process
whereby Mr. Spencer changed
from his earlier to his later posi-
tion was not a valid one. Vigor-
ous us is his condemnation, few
of his fellow Spencerians will ven-
ture to dispute its justice. We
quote him:

In the fleld of philosophy at large
Spencer was great, and his methods
were unassailable; he weighed every-
fact and shrank from no conclusion to
which it logically "led; but there is
no longer the disinterested inquirer
after truth; he has the manner of the
special pleader, whose funetion is to
make facts accord with ready-shaped
conclusions. Hence the bungling and
pettifogging nature of his new doc-
trines; doctrines which need only to
be placed alongside his former noble
utterances in order to show how
worthless they are. “The rod of civ-
ilization is bent,” says the earlier
Spencer, in effect, “and we must ben:
it back so as to get it straight.” Bnt
the later Spencer says: *“No; if the
rod is bent, let it stay bent.” ‘At



