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« For always in thine eyes, O Liderty!
Shinee that high light wihereby the world is saved; .
And though thou slay us, we will trust in thee.”
JonN Hay.

On Picket Duty.

The immigration problem has received some atten-
tion from Know-Nothing Powderly, and he recom-
mends a law that no one shall be allowed to land who
cannot show that he has the means to support himself
one year without employment. Nothing else is ex-
pected from Powderly, but that the Union Labor
party should coutain so much stupidity, ignorance,
and inhumanity as to find such a policy. suitable for
its platform is i for surprise. And this
is the party of progress and industrial emancipationi

Two new publications are advertised in this issue,—
one on the land guestion, the other on the money
question. The former is the fifth number of Charles
T. Fowler’s “Sun,” entitled “Land Tenure.” It needs
no recommendation to those wifiishave read the previ-
ous numbers of this admirable series. The latfer is
antided “The Inc . Law of Wages, " and is written by
Hugo Bilgram,—a new name to the readars of Liberty.
“4r. Bilgram has analyzed the money problem with re-
markable keenness and by a method peculiarly his
own, arriving nevertheless at conclusions substantially
the same as those of Proudhon, Greene, aﬁd Spooner.

Readers of Liberty probably remember various para-
graphs which have appeared in recent numbers expos-
ing the ignorant misrepresentations of Ararchy that
have proceeded from time to time from the pulpit of
Rev. Hugh O. Pentzcost of Newark. They will now
be glad to learn that this preacher has had his eyes
opened, at least partly. On Sunday evening, Tune 26,
he preuched a sermon in his church on “Christ and the
Cominon People,” in the course of which he referred to
the Anarchists. The Newark “Evening News”
ports him as follows: I have heretofore believed that
an Anarchist was an individual who went aroend
armed to the teeth, and who would just ac soon as not
cominit some desperate act. I suppose the very nen-
tioa of the name turns your blood cold. I have, how-
ever, talked to a anmber of intelligent °:archists
recently, and I musi confess that, if whae chey state is
true, I have been deceived.” And the “News” adds-
«The speaker said that he had heen surprised to learn
that the Anarchists taugit many things that were, in
his mind, true Christianity.” The clergyman who
could say this in his pulpit, not only eativg his own
words, but flying directly in the face of what is perhaps
the intensest prejudice now prevalent in the public
mind, is certainly a brave man, and, despite his present
adherence to Henry (George’s ductrine, ! begin to have
hopes of him.

I have o’ten noticed that the best things that T write
sre the things that please nobody at all. I have aot
adopted this test, however, as an absolute crierion of
excellence; otherwise I should take particular satisfac-
tion in the par=graph that appeared some time ago in
these columns regarding the English individualistic

deed a +t

oigan, “Jus.” I cannot help suspecting, nevertheless, |

that there was something vary go:-1 about ii, in view
of the unanimity with which it has been condemned.
. The principal contention is over my comparison of
“Jus” with the Commet-weal," “Justice,” “Free-
dom,” and the “Araicui~+.” A writer in the “Com-
‘monweal” was the ‘rsi o complain, his grisvance

being I had mentioned the “ Anarchist” in this
category  order to cast discredit upon the three other
Socialist ; .pers. Then the editor of the “ Anarchist”
wailed because I had instituted this classification for
the express purpose of bringing his journal into disre-
pute. And now, just as I ways finding some wolace in
the thought that «Jus,” at least, apr reciated ©u- cora-
pliments, 1 discover a nervous fe~r o -ts part Jest
individualista may get confounded with “Anarcnisiu
pure and simple.” Alas! poor Liberty! As always,
abhorred and despised, she must go her way alone for
a long time yet to come. Luckilv she is used to it.
Though rejected by the builders, she 1s sirc Lo become
the head of the corner.

E. C. Walker declares that my a=>crtion that he set
up legal marriage as a realization of the Anarchistic
principle is a reflection upon either my intelligence or
my honesty. Mr. Walker will not deny, I think, that
be has claimed that his marriage was Autonomistic, —
his word for Anarchistic,—and that his defence in
court was no compromise. His course, then, accord-
ing to his claim, was a realizatiou of the Anarchistic
principle, and to test the truth of 1y assertion it re-
mains only to inquire whether this course was a setting
up of legal marriage. His own words answer the in-
quiry. “Our sole plea in the courts,” he says, “was
that mutual consent constituted marriage, and that
this had heen acknowledged by the highest legal au-
thorities.” Now, when a man is charged by the State
with Living with a woman without being married to
her, and he makes answer that he is married to her,
he is either dodging,—that is, compromising, and Mr.
‘Walker declares that he did not compromise,— or else
he means to declare himself legally married. I am
ready to stake my intelligence and honesty against
Mr. Walker’s (though it is offering him largs odds) on
the result of any attempt that he may make to escape
this alternative. And before taunting him on not dar-
ing to accept the wager, I will give him anore time
than he allowed me in which to answer his analogy of
his conduct to that of Reclus’s daughters. For, on
finding no answer in the very next issue of Liberty,
he immediately popped out the charge that I had
“taken refuge in siience when coufronted with au in-
disputable fact,” whereas the truth is that my answer
was already in type. By the way, does Mr. Walker
recall the prefound silence in which he took refuge,
and from which he never ererged, after the appear-
ance of an article which I »wrote in reply to him,
ectitled “A Fable for Malihusians”? He should
remnember that he lives in a house built of very thin
glass, and that the Massachusetts stone crop beats that
of Ka::sas all holiow.

The Reward of Authors.
To the Editor of Liberty:

1 received from yor: a few copies of the ““Sun.” I presume
thai Mr. C. T. Fowlex is the editor and publisher at the same
time.  On the title page I read: ¢ Copyright reservud by the
publisher.” I fell to thinking before I opered the book.
‘What dees this reservation of right mean? Surely it does
not mean ‘‘legal right.”” Mr. Fowler would not degrade
. w.f enough to send a copy to the Librarian of Congress
in order to protuct his right. I cannot think of that, What,
theu, does it signify? Moral right? Mr. Fowler is afraid
lest 1 will reprint ais book. Good i:eavens! would you mind,
Mr. Tucker, if any other papar would regularly repriut your
articles and pamphlets? May the gnds inspire tliem with
such a desire! I think that would be the greatest boon to
your cause. It is just what w2 want. I well remember that,

when the first numbers of “Land and Liberty’ (Zemlia i
Volia) appeared in Russia, some of the *legal’’ newspapers
yuoted and reprinted many articles with the innocent inten-
tion of refuting them. What 2 rejoicing there was in our
camp! What a stir it made! Thousands who had never
heard of the paper and were even ignorant as to the exist-
ence of the Socialistic party began to think and feel an in-
torest in the movement, The government did not fail to
rezfize that the boys were * [ laying with fire,”” and of course
viletit wd ohwra. T beliec thac the publication of the “ Proud-
hon Libzaiy ' 18 f1ir from being remunerative. Would you
complain that your rights are violated, should Lippincott or
Appleton undertake the publication? You would wish them
good luck, knowing that you will not lose, but gain, by
their enterprise.

Le* -~ veason. You publish a book. I buy it, read it my-
gelf, .»» it aloud to others, copy it for my friend, and, if I
like it, and want to give it a greater circulation for reasons
of my own, I set it up and publish it. Must I go to the pub-
lisher or author and ask their permission? It is no more
their property than the Bible is Moses’s.

It might happen that an author would work all his life over
a book and publish it, and that chen another would reprint
it and sell it at cost, thus depriving the author of his reward.

I don’t care a straw for the author; I want to buy my
books as cheap as possible, and have no wish whatever wo
pay more for what I can get for less.

The author will net be rewarded, and his life-long work
will be in vain; he will be left destitute.

I will drop a coin for the poor, and make a collection for
the destitue literati. It was for him to foresce all emer-
gencies and publish his work as cheap as the other.

Then there will be no incentive, no stimulant, for authors
to write books; progress will be hampered ; chere will be no
literature.

I am not obliged to furnish incentives and stimulants with
my moaey tr any one. [ will read my Bible until it shall be
torn, sud geruse my classics until they become rotten.

Then?

‘Why, this wil) be the best incentive and most efficient sti-
mulant for authors t¢ write and for publishers to publish,

Is it because the author or inventor is unable to contrive
such means as to reap the whole benefit of his labor that one
is justified in depriving him wholly of his due reward ?

I becorme confused, and hasten to ask you to enlighten me
on +his subject. .8,

[If Mr. Fowler has taken advantage of the copyright
law, I do not propose to discuss his conduct or mo-
tives. That is his own matter entirely. He may be
governed by controlling reasons of which I know ne¢-
thing. When he shall announce that he acted thus in
order to exemplify Anarchistic principles thereby, it
will then be time enough to criticise him, for he will
then be in the same boat with E. C. Walker. Upon
the question of copyright itself I agree with my cor-
respondent, though I cannot endorse the whole of his
argument. Unless he means to announce himself an
outlaw, he does not wish to buy the anthor’s books
any cheaper than liberty and equity will let him; else
he might better steal them outright without talk or
ceremony. Nor is the matter of charity to the 2uthor
pertinent to the di ion. The question is one of
justice to the author and whether he can get it under
liberty. The answer is that, when labor is left in pos-
session of the capital which it produces unburdened
by usury or taxation, the author and the inventor will
not have to appeal to the rich in order to put their
product on the market, but will be able to do so di-
rectly, and the start which they will naturally have of
all competitors will secure them an equitable reward
of their labor. Exact justice might not always be
done, but a true conception of justice and such ap-
proximate realization thereof as is possible is al! that
can be hoped for.— EorTor LisrrTy.]







