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¥ n !m\« eges, o Liberty
‘Shines that high light wheredy the world is saved;
And though thou slay us, we will trust in thee,”
JouN Hav.

On Picket Duty.

To & correspondent.—1I have consulted the passage
eforred to, and I understand your meaning. Dut, be-
ore complying with your wishes, I prefer to consult
our friends as to the advisability thereof, and- there-
ore must postpore till another .3sue.

_“Le Révolté” describes ne progress of Anarchy in
ustralia and compliments Comrade Andrade and his
Whut Gues tiuis mean? Does not “Le Ré-
" know thut these Australian fellows are not
ommumat. 5 bub inere bourgeois, like the editos of
{berty?
The spoeches of Fielden, Lingg, Spies, Neebe, Par-
8, Schwab, Fischer, and Eungel, made before Juige
ary on October 7, 8, and 9, have been published by
1. Foley, 260 W. Randolp‘* St., Chicago. The type
. is' exceedingly small, but the , "j\hlet is sold at the
low price of five vents.
fter the «Truth S&ker’s” verdict that, from the
idpoint of Anurchism, ¥ €. 'Walker’s recent con-
; uet was wrong and my view of it correct, Mr. Walker
ust find rather cold comfort in the support given him
y the “Truth Seeker” from tise standpoint of Secular-
. The way of the transgressor is hard.

“Qur thanks are due to B. R. Tucker,” writes ¢ Luci-
“fer,” “for his apparent efforts to get at the animus of
Jour position on the marriage question, but mach regret
tna’ he has thus far utterly failed to comprehend or ap-

reciate the real ‘object of our revolt against church-

“d-state rule in matters of sex.” This regret I share

nd: i failure I confess.

‘The letter of ieorge W. Searle in another column,
warmly commending Lysander Spooner’s “Letter to
Cleveland,” must be considered a rather remarkable

nfession, when it is remembered that the writer is
_regarded as perhaps the ablest special pleader at the

assachusetts bar and is therefore a conspicuous rep-
tatxve of that profession which Mr. Spooner scores

H. 8. Lake writes in the “ New Thought” that
glad to see that E. C. Walker has apparently
‘the variety views which it has been supposed
itherto entertained, and that he has taken to him-
*life-iong companion,’ it is to be hoped according
true laws of cunjugal union.” What Mrs. Lake
lad to see. I am sorry to see, but the important fact
‘Walker is that botk 5f us actually do see it and
others will se2 it,

Schmk of the C *ago police foree, whn

8, "eferrmg to \mreammng lettuis which he
ived from Communists: “If any of
npt the execuhon of thelr threats,

or rea]n it, they would not have contributed. They
had every reason to suppose that the defence would be
just the opposite of what it turned out to be. I donot
think that this was a deliberate attempt on the part of
Mr. Walker to get money under false pretences, but in
its results that is what it comes to.

Those New Political Forces, which John Swinton
never efers to except with capital letters, are already
by the ears. The committee appointed after the George
campaig to find them a common standing-ground gave
them for sure fouindation *the fatnerhor* of God and
the brotherhood f man.” Such pious p.2t' rm timber
as this was = ourprise to the German Socialists, and
thay promptly objected to its use, but the Irish Catho-
hes who are in the inovemient under Father McGlynn
and the <Jrish World” strenuously insist on a recog-
pition of their divine descent. The Wew DPolitical
Forces may not split upon this rock, but others will
confront theru scon.

A Liber«] having refused to contribute to the Walker-
Harman Dafence Fund for the reason that Walker is
trying to load down the American Secular Union with
Free Love and Anarchism, Mr. Walker asks him if it
has never occurred to him “that an organization is of
value only as it incarnates principles, and that the mo-
ment it beging to slur its demands, to cover its prin-
ciples, to veil its record, o vhseure its aims in  mist of
rhetoric, that moment marks the beginning of an ever-
accelerating rush down the declivity of Policy into the
fathowmless abyss of Dishonor.” Hag it never occurred
to Mr. Walker that this is as true of an individual as
of an organization? What rate of speed has the ever-
accelerating rush attained in his case?

The International Publiching Company of London —
that is, Henry Seymour —has favored me with a copy
of its latest puklication, the old Manifesto of the Com-
munists issued by Karl Marx in 1847. I cannot agree
with the London “Justice” that “it is well worth
buying,” but I can echo that journal’s words when it
says that it is most «musing—only I find it shameful
rather —“to vee advertised inside a whole set of Anar.
chist publications, when we remember that Marx is
the very Beelzebub to Anarchists.” That a professed
chamrion of Proudhon, who wriies his biography, sells
his portrait, and publishes selectiors from his works,
should also be foremost in circulating a pamphlet in
which Proudhion and all who agree with him are classed
ag “hourgeois osialists” and “hole and corner reform-
ers of the most varied and piebald character ” is enough
to make every serious Proudhonian hang his kead
in shame.

In & late number of Liberty H. M. Hyndman was
rebuked for confounding the teachings of Liberty with
those of Most and Schwab. Now his paper, the Lon-
don “Justice,” in commenting upon a recent article in

Liberty, says: “ Evidently the. Liberty and Property |

Defence League, the Manchester school of economists,
and the Anarchists are one and the same.” This in-
dicates advancing intelligence. Most and Schwab are
much nearer to Hyndman than to Libertv and Anar-
chism is much nearer to the Manrhester men than to
Most and Schwub. In principle, that is. Liberty’s
aim — universal happiness— is that of all Socialists, in
contrast with that ¢f the Manchester men— luxury

| fed hy misery. But its principle —individual sove-

tl*al of I.he Manchester ‘men, in contmst

! incipient socialistic marvel.

But individual soverexgnty, when logically carried out,
leads, not to luxury fed by misery, but v comfort fox
all industrious persons and death for all idle ones.

When the news of the arrest of E. C. Walker and
Lillian Harmar was first made known, and as long as
it was supposed that they intended to make a fight
againat legal marriage, they had the sympathy and sup-
port of Anarchists generally, and would have had that.
of Liberty, if a number had been issued in season. At
the same time the attitude of the “Truth Seeker” to-
wards them was one of indifference, neglect, or worse.
But when they made known their line of defence and
their determination to prove their legal marriage, they
at once lost the sympathy and support of the uncompro-
mising and unflinching Anarchists, and seriously weak-
ened themselves even with the milder type, and at the
same time they won the emphatic support and endorse-
ment of the ¢ Truth Seeker.” The respective attitudes
of Liberty and the “Truth Seeker” regarding legal
marriage have been well known, and it has also been
well known that E. C. Walker has stood squarely with
Liberty and against the “Truth Seeker.” Do not these
facts throw some light upon the yuestion whether or
not E. C. Walker has surrendered ?

It now appears that in the commumtv of the Credit
Foncier of Sinaloa it will be not only impossible to
have two wives, but very dangerous not to have any.
It was at first the intention of Owen, the Great Mo-
gul, to tax single men of thirty and over in order to
encourage marriage, but he abandoned this idea be-
cause the Credit Foncier looks with disfavor upon
direct *taxation. He says, however: “In answer to
whether we are in favor of ‘free love, our reply is
that we are certainly in favor of unvestricted love —
for love not forced —for love free to be wedded and
blessed; but when ‘free love’ is interpreted to be the
removing of restraint between the sexes, we are op-
posed. . . . The marriage contract with us will be
sacred. Mormonism and bigamy we do not tolerate;
and celibacy we regard with saspicion.” In accord-
ance with this idea, every colonist is required to sign
a pledge in the presence of two witnesses, whereby he
agrees to abide by a creed entitled *Our Principles,”
the thirty-fifth article of which is as follows: “Mar-
riage is the foundation of the home and of the State,
and its contract should be encouraged and performed,
free of charye, by the State; and every man should
have one wife, and every woman one husband, and no
more.” Yet I know people who are the most pro-
nounced free lovers and who sneer at the monogamic
idea, who nevertheless loudly sound the praises cf this
And T know others who
profess to be Anarchists, whose names are on the list
of stockholders. For instance, no sooner are H, W.
Youmans, J. K. Moore, and the Replogles, of Liberal,
Missouri, out of trouble in one community on account
of their free-love views than they forthwith take shares
in another, though warned in advance that they will
be proscribed. Is it possible that they have signed
“Qur Principles”? If not, do they propose to sign it?
How many people are there in the world, anyway, that
have any ideas which they are not prepared to contra-
dict at five minutes’ notice? - The marriage plank is
of the same timber as the rest of the platform. Alto-
gether, this Credit Foncier enterprise is the most arti-
ficial and authoritarian scheme of = cial reformation
that has been broached s.nce the collapse of the Oneida







