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«« Kor alwaga in thine eyen, O Liberty !
Nhiwes that high light whereby the world is sared;
And though thow slay ws, we will trust in thee.
Jonx Hav.

On Picket Duty.

The New York Senate has besn amusing itself writ-
ing poetry.  Althouzsh the poetey was very bad, it was
an improvement on the nsual ocenpation of law-making.

The offer made in the last issue of Liberty for copies
of eertain back mumbers is now withdrawn,  But for
the first and fourth numbers of the first volume of this
journal [ am still ready and anxious to pay ten cents
each.

Any intelligent radieal looking for work may find it
by answering the wivertisement of Dr. W. K. Dyer, to
be found in another cohman.  As for the unsweetened
condensed milk which Dr. Dyer advertises, I am able,
from personal knowlxdge, to guaranteee its excellence.

The second number of Charles T. Fowler’s “Sun™ is
out. Nothing hetter could be said of it than that it ig
as good ax the fipst. It shows in a fascinating and
masterly manner how the principles of cooperation may
be utilized in the store, she bank, and the factory. A
portrait of Ralph Waldo Emerson adorns the number,
Both numbers are advertised in another column.  There
is nothing better for the purpose of propagandism.

The last resort of Horace Seaver, editor of the ¢ Iu-
vestigator,” when driven to the wall on the Mormon
question, ix to ask his opponent: * Would you like to
see your own daaghter living in polygamy?” In the
same way the lnst resort of the negrophobist in slavery
days was to ask the abolitionist: * Would you like to
see your own danghter marry a nigger?” It never
occurred to the negro hater, as it does not now occur
to the Mormon hater, that the wishes of the daugh-
ters themselves should he consuited.  Every honest
father, whatever he may desire to see his daughter do
or not do. will strive to secare her in
choice, —that is, Liberty.

he right of

The new administration begins with contemptible
hypoerixy.  Almost the first act of Cleveland was to
warn the Oklahoma “boomers” off their lands on the
ground that these lands are for the Indians. There

. never was a flimsier, falser pretence. There are no In-
dians in Oklahema, and no Indians claim it.  The lands
are occupied by the cattle kings, and it was to sustain
these in their monopoly that Cleveland issued his pro-

~ clamation. “But perhaps it is a.good thing that this

“first hit of the Democracy at labor is so palpable. The

sooner laborers find out that all poiitical parties are

_glike in their friendship to monopoly and capital, the

better it will be for mankind.

The first number of Henry Seymour’s new paper, the
London “ Anarchist,” is at hand. Tt has four pages,
and is published monthly at one shilling and sixpence
a year by the International Publishing Company, 35

Newington Green Road, London, N. , England. 1t is
gratifying to observe that it is to wage uncompromising,

ar on lines pmcmelv parallel with those of Liberty,
. t . ;

ment of an English edition of my translation of Proud-
hon's » What is Property?” and of Marie Le Compte’s
translation of Bakounine's *God and the State.”

George Schumm of Chicago sends me the joyful news
that his paper, the “ Radical Review,” which announced
its probable death in the last number, will nut die, after
all, but will be published soon as u monthly magazive.
This is especially gratifving in view of Mr. Sehwn’s
recent conversion to Anarchism, announced in an article
copded in another column. It seemed too had that so
earnest and intelligent a thinker should lose the means
of propagandism just as he had come to a knowledge
of ideas worth propagating. The world moves, truly,
and the Anarchist's hope and courage grows firmer with
each acecession to the ranks.

1 have often seen Ruskin referred to in labor papers
as giving his sanction to the ideas of Henry George.
Such papers as foster this delusion would o well to
pounder the following lines from No. 95 of Ruskin’s
“ Fors Clavigera,” recently published : — ¢ The nonsense
thought and talked about ¢ Nationalisation of Land,’
like other nonsense, mast have its day. I suppose, —and
1 hope, soon, its night.  All healthy states from the
beginning of the world, living on land, are founded on
hereditary tenure, and perish when either the lords or
peasants sell their estates, much more when they let
them out for hire. The single line of the last words of
John of Gaunt to Richard IL: ¢Landlord of England
art thou now, not king,” expresses the root of the whole
matter, and the present weakness of the Peers in their
dispute with the Commons is because the Upper House
is composed no more of Seigneurs, but of Landlords.
Possession of land implies the duty of living on it, and
by it, if there is enough to live on: then, having got
one s own life from it by one's own labor, or wise super-
intendence of labor, if there i* more land than is enough
for one’s self, the duty of making it fruitful and beauti-
ful for as many more as can live on it.”

Taking generals as they go, T have always held Rob-
ert E. Lee in moderately high esteem, but, if Jubal
Early tells the truth, this opinion must be revised and
perhaps reversed.  Trying to relieve Lee from that
horrible aspersion on his character shich attributes to
Grant’s magnanimity at Appomattox Lee’s retention of
his sword, Early declares that Lee and all his officers
were allowed by the express terms of the capitulation
to retain their side-arms, and further (citing Dr. Jones’s
«Personal Reminiscences of General R. E. Lee”) that
Lee once said to Jones and other friends, and in 1869
to Early himself, that, before going to meet Grant, he
left orders with Longstreet and Gordon to hold their
commands in readiness, as he was determined to cut his
way through or perish in the attempt, if such terms
were not granted as he thought his army entitled to
demand.” That is to say, General Lee, having deter~
mined that it would be folly to make his men fight
longer for his cause, made up his mind to surrender,
but decided at the same time that he would cause his
men to die by the thousands rather than submit himself
and his officers to a slight personal humiliation. He
was willing to swallow the camel, but, rather than

| stomach the gnat, he would murder his fellow-men

without compunction. All considerations fall before
superstition, be the superstition religious, political, or
military. The art of war, on which government finally
rests, has, like govemment itself, its laws and regula-
tions and customs, whwh in the eyes of the military

devotee, n.ust be uhserved at all hazards. Beside them
human life is a mere bagatelle.  Man himself may be
violated with impunity, but man-made laws and cus-
toms are inviolably enshrined in the Holy of Holies.

Inasmuch as two interesting evidences of idioey are
copied in another column from the Detroiv “Labor
Leaf,” it is only fair to say that since their appearance
in that paper it fortunately has passed into new and
better hands, which should not be held responsible for
such follies,

Ivan Panin, the professed Nihilist, has found his
level and shown his true colors.  When sometime back
he appeared to bave abandoned the business of go-
ing, about the country misrepresenting Nihilism while
elaiiing to champion it and began to devote his ener-
gies to the raising of hens at Grafton, Massachusetts,
[ had some hopes of him; for the latter is a useful,
honest occupation, capable of improving both mind
and body. 2.« he duplicity of his nature evidently
found it unconger ial, for it now appears that he has
become the business manager of the Law and Order
League! Just fancy it! A Nihilist working for conven-
tional Law and Grder - nd acting as the paid agent of
a society whose furctions consist in inducing legisla-.
tors to create fictitior® crimes, inducing citizens by
deceit to commit these crimes, and inducing the lowest
forni of human being, the *spotter,” by bribery, to
convict these citizens by perjury! T suspected Panin
always; 1 know him now for what he is, .

Mr. Harman, one of the editors of ¢ Lucifer,” refer-
ring to the length of articles sent by correspondents,
says: *While we readily grant that ¢ Lucifer’ belongs
not to its editors alone but also to its subscribers, we cannot
see that justice would require as much space to be given
to him who contributes, say, ten dollars to the finances
of the paper as should be given to him who gives hun-
dreds of dollars in time, labor, and money for the same
purpose.”  The idea propounded in the langnage
that I bave italicized seems a singular one. If a man
gives money toa paper, he gets no claim upon it there-
by, for gift implies no quid pro quo. If he subscribes
for a paper, he does so because ou the whole he likes to
read it, and he pays the subscription price for the en-
joyment and instruction that he derives from it. His
claim is thereby satisfied, and, when the paper ceases
to suit him, he can withdraw his support. But it would
be ridiculous in him to claim to control any portion of
the space. Suppose each one of the hundred and odd
thousand buyers of the New York “Sun™ should be
allowed such a claim. Each would control one word
or less a day, and a nice hodgepodge Mr. Dana would
serve up every morning! Mr. Harman may surrender
his rights to whom he pleases, but for my part I insist
on my control of every inch of Liberty., Every article
sent to this paper, if in Liberty’s line, well written, and
not too long, will be published, whether sent by a sub-
seriber or not, and nothing else will be published,
though all. the subscribers on the list should unite in
demanding it. The conduct of this journal from the
start has been in accordance with the announcement
made in the first number that it would be “edited to
suit its editor,” a policy that I have never regmt%ed
I make these remarks, not to pick a bone wi
Harman, but to throw llght on a question of ne







