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4 For always in thine eyes, O Liberty!
Shinca that high light soheredy the world iz saved;
Anc, though thou slay us, we will trust in thee.”
JoHN HAY.

On Picket Duty.

- Referring to my approval of the Anarchists’ Club,
- E. C. Walker says that T seem to have lost my undue
- fear of free organization. Not so. Never had any to
- lose.

. F. W. Read has replied to me in London “Jus” up-
on the question of voluntary taxation. I regret that
1 am obliged to postpone my answer to the next issue
. ‘of Liberty.

| Olive Schreiner’s allegory, “ Three Dreams in a De-
. sert,” which I reproduce from the “Fortnightly Re-

jl view” in this issne, is as remarkable for wisdom and

insight as for beauty. Read it.
“Le Révolié,” Prince Kropotkine’s paper, has sud-

denly ceased publication. A new journal, “La Ré-
- volte,” succeeds it. As to whether this is simply a
;- change of name occasioned by political exigencies, we
.. are left entirely in the dark.
. Henry George claims that he is sure to receive
- 250,000 votes for secretary of state, and that it needs
but a little work to elect him. Mr. George evidently
- believes, with the owners of certain popular news-
~ papers, that the way to success is to “holler and keep

a-hollerin’.”

The “Standard” seems to be the only labor paper
which has found no word of indignant protest and
condemnation in reference to the Illinois supreme
court decision in the Anmarchist case; but then, the
“Standard’s” is the only labor editor who dreams of
being secretary of state.

Those Socialists who regard competition as such a
dire foe of labor should read the remarkably lucid ex-
position of its workings when perfectly free, to be
found in that chapter of Stephen Pearl Andrews’s
“Science of Society” which Liberty has now reached
in its reproduction of that work.

1 am opposed t» hanging anybody, but, if seven men
must hang, then I agree with George Francis Train,
who, in his lecture on the “ Anarchist Trial,” certainly
said one sane thing,—mnszmely, that the American

~people could better afford to hang the seven judges
than the seven men assigned for the gallows by them.

The first public meeting of the Anarchists’ Club
will. be held at 176 Tremont Street, Boston, Sunday
afterncon, October 9, at half past two o’clock. Benj.
- R Tucker will preside and read a paper on “ Anarch-
" ism: Its Aims and Methods.” The paper was written

by. & member of the Club delegated for the purpose,

and hu been unanimously adopted as the authorized

: nt.of the Club’s objects. It is hoped that the
first meetmg will be well attended. The public are
~Anarchistic literature will be for sale at the

aristocratic Academy of Music at New York, Henry
Gom-ge woepted Mr. Shewtch’s chsllenge to debate

; of the nce. “No,” answered' Mr,
“I‘do not thxnk }nm of enough importance to

the laborers of the East Side remember that Henry
George, who professes to champion their interest, can
find nothing better than a sneer for them when ad-
dressing his friends on Fourteenth Street.

A spectator at the Herry George convention at Sy-
racuse said to one of the delegates: “1I see that this is
a decent party, and that’s all I want to know. I do
not fully understand its principles, but I'm going to
vote your ticket because I am tired and sick of the old

-| parties, and can see no difference between them.”

The “Standard” thinks that “this feeling will bring
thousands of votes {o the United Lebor ticket.”
What a benutiful way of solving the labor problem,—
this enticing sentimental ignoramuses to the polls to
vote upon matteis which they do not understand!
Oh! our precious right of suffrage!

‘When you see & dry, worn-out, poverty-stricken vic-
tim of the monoupoly system, in a threadbare coat and
third-term hat, sitting in a labor-meeting hall and ab-
sorbed in the reading of the hangman’s cold-bloodsd
talk and the imbecile’s silly twaddle of the “editorial”
corner of the boat-race-base-ball-prize-fight-sensational-
divorce-case eight-page capitalistic daily, without con-
descending to listen to the speeches of labor reformers,
as if the capitalistic editorials were the production of
men having the wisdom of Solomon and the earnest-
ness of Jesus and the labor speeches were made by the
most worthless of the earth’s scum,—when you see
that, do you laugh or swear?

The Providence “People” having declared that
“every tax is in the rature of a tax to discourage in-
dustry,” I asked it if that was the reason why ic fa~
vored a tax on lund values. It answers that it favors
such a tax because it would discourage industry less
than any other tax, and because some tax is necessary
in order to govern people who cannot govern inem-
selves. In other words, the “People” declares that it
is necessary to discourage industry in order to suppress
crime. Did it ever occur to the #People” that the dis-
courag 1t of industry more crime than it
suppresses, and that, if industry were not discouraged,
there would be little or no crime to suppress?

It is a common saying of George, McGlynn, Red-
path, and their allies that they, as distinguished from
the State Socialists, want less government instead of
core, and that it i no part of the function of govern-
ment to interfere with production and distribution
except to the extent of assuming control of the
bounties of uature and of such industries as are natu-
rally and necessarily monopolies,—that is, such as are,
in the nature of things, beyond the reach of competi-
tion’s influence. In the latter category they place the
conduct of railroads and telegraphs and the issue of
money. Now, inasmuch as it takes an enormous cap-
ital to build a railroad, and as strips of land three
thousand miles long by thirty feet wide are not to be
picked up every day, I can see some shadow of justifi-
cation for the claim that railroads are necessarily
exempt to a marked extent from competition, al-
though T do not think on that account that it will be
necessary to hand them over to the government in
order to secure their benefits for the people. Still, if
I were to accept Mr. George’s premise that industries
which are necessurily monopolies should be managed
by the S"ate, I might possibly conclude that railroads
and sowe other enterprises belong under that head.
Bat how his premise is related to the issuc of money I

do not understard at ail. That the issue of money is
at present a monopoly I admit and iusist, bnt it is snch
only because the State has 1aid violent. hanis o

either to held for itself or to farm out as a privilege.
If left free, there is nothiug in its nature that neces-

-narily exempts it from competition. It takes little or

no capital to start a baunk of issue whose operations
may become world-wide, and, if a thousand banks
should prove necessary to the prevention of exorbitant
rates, it is as feasible to have them as o heye one.
Why, then, is the issue of money necessarily a mono-
poly, and as such to be entrusted exclusively to the
State? I have asked Mr. George a great many ques-
tions in the last half-dozen years, rot one of which has
he ever condescended to anawer. Therefore I scarcely
dare hope thet he will vouchsafe the important infor-
miation which I now beg of him. '

The Tower of Babel.
[Henry Maret in Le Radical.]

1 wish to tell you a story.

There was once a collection of men who held a common
doctrine. They desired to establish in their country & true
republic, based on the sovereignty of the people and having
in view social £ fon and liorati These men
loved liborty, equality, frateruity; they had always marched
hand in hand, and there was nothing to warrant a suspicion
of their di before the plish of their work.

Now, one morning which was neither clearer nor cloudier
than the night before, all tiiess men began to speak a differ-
ent tongue, like the workere on the tower of Babel. A great.
confusion d to have suddenly seized them. They rov ~
longer understood each other, but insulted each other. In
vain were they asked: ‘ What is the matter? Do yon no
longer all want the same thing ?

“Yes, we want the same thing.”

‘“Then why do you insult earh other? **

And some answered : “ Have you never seen those wretches
who do not like the song Twou l& l& ¢ laP” and others:
*“ What can we have in common with men who like the song
Trouizlailaf”

And as the partisans of the song were much more violent
than its opponents, a party who happened along addressed
the former as follows:

“Undoubtedly your friends are wrong in not liking the
song Trow la la i la. 1 admit that they are unpardonable.
The song Trou la li ¢ lu is a fine song. But, after all, it is
not a principle, it is not a doctrine, it does not figure on your
programmes. Why, then, do you treai as traitors those who
do not like the song Trou la li i la? Does that prevent them
from loving liberty, equality, und fraternity? Do they not
write, do they not vote, the same today as yesterday, barring,
of course, the song? They too might treat you as traitors, for
you were never commissioned to sing the song Trou & la € la.
They do not do so; they content themselves with looking up-
on you as rather green. Have it that they are fools; so be
it. But noone should quarrel with his friends simply because
their intelligence does not grasp the beauty of a song."

This passer-by hoped much from his ndvlce he aueooened.
in fact, far b d his desi for all p
united in giving him a beating.

Tweedledum and Tweedledee.
{Henry George in the Standard.)

Ihave never hesitated to avow myself an out-and-out free
trader.

Granted that doing away wiih all taxes, save on land
values, would leave no room for a protective tariff, it would
still leave ample room for protection. For I put it to Patrick
Ford’s own logical mind whether a system of bounties on
goods produced at home would not give as much encourage-
ment to home producers and as effectunlly keep out goods
"produced abroad as a system of taxes on foreign importations.
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