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** For alwaya in thine eyes, O Liberty’
Shines that high light whereby the world is saved;
And though thou slay us, we viill trust in thee.”
JonN Hav.

On Picket Duty.

An excellent editorial in the Boston “ Herald” ex-
plains the difference between genuine reciprocity and
sham rec’ -ocity. The position of the constantly
shifting do..sine of protection is now that free trade
is & good thing and ought to be encouraged, but that,
in fixing what arcicles shall participate in free trade,
we must go to the politicians in Congress, instead of
to the business of the country, for a decision. The
protectionists are simply stealing the nama of recipro-
city to betray its principle. *“Real reciprocity,” says
the * Herald,” * is a condition in which all business is
on equal terms, and in which it is settled what busi-
ness ought to have part in it by the survival of the fit-
test.” The sanie difference subsists between State
currency and free currency; yet the ¢ Herald” is wil-
ling to let the politicians in Congress regulate our cur-
rency aud obstruct the process of natural selection in
this and numerous other matters.

The English courts have held in a recent case that
a combination to trade and offer in respect of prices,
discounts, and other facilities such terms as will win
5o large amount of custom as to render it unprofitable
for rival customers to pursue the same trade, is not il-
legal. The charge was t' at a combination of stean-
ship companies was in the habit of allowing a rebate
of five per cent. on all freights paid by shippers who
shipped goods in their vessels alone; and it was also
alleged that this was done with the malicious intent of
injuring other companies’ trade. American judges
generally pronounce against the respondents in such
cases. The English courts, however, expressly af-
firmed that therc sre many things which might be
perfectly lJawfully done by an individual which, when
done by a number of persons, become unlawful. It i3
much eavier to say this than to prove it or to instance
a single case in which it is self-evidently true.

A daily paper observes thst, while the great politi-
cal parties are still disposed to allow men to take care
of themseives, the Alliance members of Congress make
heroic efforts to reform society by statute. The pre-
tence that the great parties favor non-interference is
wildly absurd. The real difference is that *he great
party politicians rob and oppress the common people
in the interest of the plutocrats, while the Alliance
politicians concoct iyrannical and Judicrous legislative
projects in the interest of the majority. This is, per
haps, a good place to state that, while Liberty expects
nothing from the Alliance politicians and regards their
schemes and antics with contemiptuous amusement, it
is glad to sce them represented in the hails of legisla-
tion. By attacking the monopolists and exposing
their conspiracies, the Alliancn congressmen can ren-
der valuable service. Of course, even .nis uegative
work requires intelligence; whether they possess it or
not, time will tell.

In & receni issue of the New York “Comimercial
Advertise-” appeared an article on the “ Menaces of
Angrchisrs”  The sub-headings wera: ¢ Fostering

an Order Whose Creed is Murder,” and “The Dos-
trines and Deeds of Thesa Boastful Cowardly Assas-
sins.” The article was signed *Colmolyn,” but is

believed to have been written by a weil-known State

Socialist. The newspaper organs of Anarchy are enu-
merated, and Liberty is found side by side with
the * Freiheit,” “Vorbole,” and other revolutionary
sheets. To prove that there is no difference between
the teaching of the “VFreiheit” and Liberty, the
writer adduces the fact that at the latter’s head a pas-
sage from Proudhon has been put proclaiming that the
Revolution abolishes at one stroke the sword of the
executioner, the seal of the magistrate, etc., ete. I
have no doubt that the writer is more of a knave than
a fool, and that he knows very well that the word Re-
volution in Proudhoun’s passage means something dif-
ferent from the revolution on the lips of the revolu-
tionary Communists. Such misrepresentations might
have injured Liberty a few years ago; but now we
can afford to ignore them.

Sidney Olivier, of the Fabian Society, attacked in a
lecture Parliameutary State Socialism and expressed
the opinion that the legislative eight-hours day, fac-
tory inspection, and the multiplication of State regu-
lations, if they do not remain a dead letter, may do
more to extend the jealousy and antagonism between
the public and the officials than to promote the growtkh
of Socialistic ideas and tendencies. For his own part,
he shrinks from the prospect of the enormous army of
officials which State Socialism would call into exist-
ence, and favors the return to rnature, to simple forms
of life. It appears that other Fabians have indeperd-
ently arrived at the same conclusions. Is this the be-
ginning of the end? Individualists have nothing to
fear from those who dream of simple country life and
who view with alarm the present trend of the State So.
cialist movement. To faithful adherents of Marxism
nothing is more utopian and sickening than the vague
talk about simple life in the country. ¢ Scientific So-
cialisin ” is empbatically a factory and city growth,
and we cun easily imagine the disgust of such practi-
ca! politicians as Webb and Hyndman at this rever-
sion: to primitive sentimental communism.

The Boston “ Herald” has made the remarkable dis-
covery that there is more than one way to put a stop
to the erection of exceasively high buildings in great
cities. Referring to the failure of the Chicago muni-
cipal authorities to come to any definite conclusion on
the subject, and lo the action of the Chicago Fire Un-
derwriters’ Association in putiing a prohibitory insu-
rance rate on buildings of more than a certain height,
the “Herald” remarks that such action as the com-
pany's is likely to be quite ag effective as any munici-
pal regulation. We might take exception to the
phrase *quite as effective,” which claime altogether
too much for muicipal regulations, but we forbear,
Even as it ste.as, the “ Herald's” admission is wel.
come. May we hope that the “Ierald * will remem-
ber this lesson and apply it to other questions when
municipai or other official regulation is suggested as
the Last or sole means of termninating sn abuse? A
little modesty in newspapers would not be unbecom.
ing. When they do not see any other alternative,
they are proae to assume that there can be none, and
stouightway demand official regulation. They mis-
tak. their ignovance of the existence of a thing for ab-
soluie proof of its non-existence. A few such discov-
eries o the + slerald’s” ought to muko the average pa-
per less dogmatic.

Liberty reprints Col. Higginson’s impvessions of
Col. Greene because, most of Greeune's disciples of to-

day being entirely unacquainted with his personality,
any account thereof that inay help, how cver feebly or
inadequately, to compensate for the absence of suct.
acquaintance should be given the widest circulation.
The anecdotes related by Higginson are thoroughly
characteristic of Greene, and the description of his
personal appearance seems to a certain extent faithful;
on the latter point, however, I am not a good witness,
for my acquaintance with Greene was confined to the
last years of his life, and Higginson describes him as
a young man. I, for instance, knew nothing of his
“mass of jet-black hair,” his hair and beard hoving
turned very gray, almost white, indeed, long before I
first met him. But I can testify to the penetration of
his eyes, the most wonderful eyes that I ever saw, and
to the injustice of Lowell’s assertion about them, de-
spite Higginson's semi-acquiescence in it. The truth
is that neither Lowell nor Rigginson nor any of the
abolition coterie ever understood or adequately appre-
ciated Col. Greene. He was too big a man for them
to comprehend. And he in turn cordially despised
their shallow humanitariavism which bad no eye for
the subtler forms of human bondage. Their incom-
petency to judge him could scarcely be shown better
than by the aetcunding fact that Col. Higginson, after
characterizing his fame as perishable, utterly neglects
to mention, other than by the insignificant allusion in
the closing sentence, his chief title to feme, his mar-
vellous expositions of the principles of finance, by
which almost solely he is known today, and which in
the future will give a glory to his name such as 1o
miere littératerir can ever achieve.

The editor of “ Today ” has grappied with the ques.
tion of compulsory taxatioc. He deals with it in an
argument spun out to a great length and stated very
blindly, not to say unintelligibly. After an expendi-
ture of much time and earnest effort in an attempt to
understand it, I can get nothing from it but this
(though by no means sure that I have extracted its
sum and subetance rightly), —that, while it is con-
trary to equal freedom to take an individual’s property
from him without his ccnsent, equal freedom permits
the community (whatever that may be) to refuse its
protection in the use of natural media to the individ.
ual who declines t hund over to the community such
portion of his property as it may ask. The editor of
“Today " advances this consideration as if it in some
way conflicted with the Anarchistic position. But it
does not in the leasl. Why “say an undisputed thing
in such a solemn way"”? To be sure, the editor of
“Today,” by an sssumption that the community's
protection is an absoluie necessity to the individua),
makes the individual's consent to part with his prop-
erty a matter of absolute necessity also, and thersby
red the question of the freedom to give or with-
hold ccnsent to a position of no importance. But the

ption is not admitted. The Anarchists main-
tain, on the contrary, that it is quite within the
bounds of possibility for a non-consenting minority w
protect itself in the use of natural media without the
aid of the consenting majority, provided the majority
contents itself with a simple relusal of such aid. If,
however, it is claimed thal equal freedom entitles the
majority to go farther than this and dispossess the mi-
nority of its lands as & penalty for not giving up its
money, then another question arises. But &t present
1 refuse to believe that tho editor of “Today™ will
follow his master, Spencer, o 30 absurd a conclusion.
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