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« For always in thine eyes, O Liberty!
Shines that high light whereby the world is saved ;
And though thou slay ws, we will truat in thee.”
Joun Hav.

On Picket Duty.

Dead, are we?

The New York « Herald” says so.

Rather a lively corpse you'll find us, I imagine.

Liberty simply “ let go to get a better hold.” She’s
got it.

Charles O’Conor, who dled in Nantucket the other
day, was almost an Anarchist. If he could have had
his way, there would have been very little gov-
ernment in this world. Extracts from his writings
in proof of this assertion will appear kereaiter in
Liberty.

On April 12 a new journal, entitied “Proudhon,”
was started in Paris. M. Lesverdays is the editor.
1 have not seen a copy yet, and do not know its char-
acter or how often it is published, but I hope to re-
port fuvorably upon it in a later issue. May it prove
as good as its name!

Joseph Heury is progressing steadily but slowly in
the publication of his “ Essays on Death and Fune-

. sx#fls? jssuing thom in-parts: They have attracted-a
grest deal of attention from the Liberal press, and
have received, as they deserve, high praise from emi-

nent men. He nceds assist in their publicati
and should have it. He can be bddressed ai Salina,
Kansas.

J. P. Mendum, Boston, has i 1 in pamphlet form

an address recently delivered in this city by James
W. Stillman on “The Mormon Question.” It is &
clear exposition of the rights of citizens of Utah under
the constitution and over it, and a timely protest
against the shameful crusade now organizing against
a people ¥ho can boast a civilization in not & few re-
spects immeasurably superior to our own.

John Swinton tells me that his « Paper " is doing
famously in the West. Good! I'm glad of it. Our
seliefs regarding many things are diametrically op-
posite, but his manly sympathy with the oppressed
‘and denunciation of the oppressor command my
hearty admiration.
name,” said he to me the other day in New York, re-

take the idea with it? Then 1 would not complain.
oty di

* | ballot.

i hubegtm wrimagaga&n
smmin‘mm'c thau one liberal Joumgl

“You see we've stolen your

ferring to the new Liberty League. Why didn't he

and achieve their social fruition. You relieve me of
the painful conviction that mine is the ouly sane mind
in a world of fools. I hail the star which radiates
from Boston, a city whoss keen air is helpful to the
spontaneous creation of the humanitarian ideal. You
find there, I hope, true confréres.”

Johann Most is saying some curious things in his
« Freiheit " about Proudhon and the Anarchists. It
seems that Proudhon called himself an Anarchist, but
really was not one; that he only has about two hun-
dred followers left in the whole world; and that the
great Revolutionary army has marched on ahead of
him. We!l! well! well! This doesn’t agree very
well with ‘what Most (so I hear) says in private, —
namely, chat Tucker is right, but has gone too far
ahead. Most one day complained to me of my obsti-
nate and bitter antagonism to Communism, claiming
that Communism is perfectly cousistent with Anarch-
ism. * But suppose,” said I, “ that, instead of work-
ing in your Communistic organization, I prefer to
work, for John Smith for wages” “Oh!” in that
case,” he answered, “ we shouid have to use force to
prevent you." That's the kind of an Anarchist Most
is. It's the kind that Proudbon wasn’t.

Liberty had something to say in its last issue about
that humbug, Richard T. Ely, and his book on French
and German Socialism. It mercilessly exposed hic
pretence of fairness and impartiality, and showed
him to be a liar and a slanderer. That the hypocrit-
ical villain was successfully unmasked is shown by &
recent series of three articles written by him for the
« Christian Union ™ on “ Recent Phases of Socialism
in the United States” His honeyed words have given
place to extravagant and outrageous ienunciation,
and he foams at the mouth like a raging maniac.
One feature of his ravings is exceedingly rich. It
will be remembered that the San Francisco * Truth,”
captivated by the * taffy " in Ely’s book, puffed it tre-
mendously, and began to sell it as a part of its prop-
agandism, for which stupidity Liberty took oceasion
to rebuke it. Ely in his “ Christian Union” articles,
referring to the editors of  Truth,” “ Freiheit,” and
the Chicago * Vorbote” says that * their god is their
belly.” I wish “Truth” joy of its chosen champion.

Liberty is ever ready to welcome the appearance
of an honest, indignant enemy to sham, even though
the warrior aim his shots a little short of the citadel
of nuthority, and devote himself to breaking through
the outer works. The * San Franciscan,” a new
weekly journal of the Pacific Coast, is doing good
work on the skirmish line of the Revolution by show-

" |ing the people of California the utter futility of their
efforts to check corporate rapacity by the use of the
Liberty’s new ally says: “ The railroad tax,
like the tariff tax, taps the property-owning class
lightly as it paases on its way to thic hapless wage-
2arner, whom it throttles and robs.  All wealth comes
from productive labor, and, necessarily, all taxes fall
The productive labor is done by men nct

upon it.
one in a hundred of whom is a property-owner.

Therefore it is the propertyless class who have most
cause to complain of railroad extortion, as well as of
every governmental abuse and extravagance that in-
creases the cost of living. The active interest in the
railroad question which the non-property-owniag class
is showing, proves that the cart-horses of society are

awaking to the fact that they ought, in justice, to have
something to say about the size of the loads which
they are expected to drag.”

The New York “Herald” appeared last Sunday
with a broadside detalling a huge Anarchistic con-
spiracy in this country for purposes of assassination.

If the rest cf it is as inaccurate as the following ex-
tract, not muck attontion need be paid to it: * Proud-
hon’s theory that * property is robbery * has found half

a dozen admirers in the New England States. Three
years ago, Dr. E. Nathan Ganz tried to popularize
Proudhonism and Bakounism in Lis monthly, the 4n-
archist, published iu Boston, in a black cover with &
red title. His arrest, on a charge of swindling, killed
the paper after the first number. His former friend,
Benjamin R. Tucker, propagated pure Proudhonism
by the fortnightly, Liberty, which lately ceased to ap-
pear for want of subscribers.” This effort to blacken
Liberty with the stain of Ganz's exploits has gone on
about long enough. Ganz was by no means a thor-
ough-going Proudhonian Anarchist. He was in full

' sympathy with Most, “Le Révolté,” and the whole
school of anarchistic communists. If the odium of -
his sins is to fall op any section of the Revolutionary
party, it must be tiiat section to which he belonged.

1 refuse to bear it uny longer in silence. As for -
the statement .aboui..Liberty, of course..ji.is false..
Liberty never died at all, and its subscription ist has
steadily grown from the day it sw:‘sd

Mr. Ivan Panin comes tardily to the front with an
answer $o a criticism long ago passed upon him by
Liberty. In a letter received not long since he says:
«In 1881 you raked me over the coals in your Lib-
erty for expressing the opinion (though to me it was
knowledge) that the Executive Committee of the Rus-
sian Revoluticnary Party were not Anarchists. You
cited Rakounine and Lavroff as proofs of my mis-
statement. Neither of these two were ever members
of the Executive Committee. Lavroff, moreover, in
a statement under his own signature which lies before
me, says that not only is he himself no Anarchist,
but no Anarchistic fracticn ever even claimed him as
such., I do not see Liberty now. As it was there you
attacked me, I will ask you to send me a copy, should
you think it fair to print this correction.” Let us see
about this. It was not in 1881 that I raked Mr. Panin
over the coals, but on May 13, 1882. I said nothing
about his “ opinion.” I said nothing about the Exec-
ative Committee. I did not charge him with uymg
anything ahoat the Executive Committee. I charg
him with making the false assertion in p A
Anarchists in gemeral and Bakoun partic
were persons of no influence and no
recogmzed by lntelllgent revolutionml and

Panin has the benefit of his evidence on m
Does that alone suffice to ﬂadioan Pan

tion? If s0, Liberty's columns are
not, was I not justified in' attacking
send him this issue of Libeity with °,

ke will keep me informed as to his , every

issue thereafter until his nbn&pﬁon M;W







