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“ Kor always in thine eyes, (0 Liberty!
Shines that high light whereby the world is saved;
And though thou slay us, we will trust in thee.”
Jonx Hay.

On Picket Duty.

Now that the Cherokee strip is to be opened, it is
alleged that cerlain favored persons have concocted
& scheme under which they will be able to appropriate
the most valuable lands in the strip, and to secure
farming claims and town sites as soon as the strip
shall be offered for sale.

Referring to a remark of the editor of the “Open
Court,” to the effect that the ethical-culture workers
often use the term justice but never take the trouble
to define it, the *Conservator” says: “Nor is it
[justice] the only term which the friends of ethical
culture, using, do not too .harply define. Definition
may ruin as well as make sense and sobriety.” This
is a curious confession. Either the teachers use words
without attaching to them any clear ideas themselves,
or they are unwilling that their listeners shall attach
clear ideas to their terms. In either case, nothing
will aver come of their efforts. Science without clear
definitions is impossible; ouly theologians and meta~
physicians dread the application of scientific mcthods
to their systems. Would Mr. Traubel advise Tyndall
to dispense with definitions, on the ground that physi-
cal science would be ruired by them? If ethical cul-
ture is not scientifie, what title has it to our respeet?

Comrade Lioyd erroneously supposes that by law
is necessarily meant written law, Cominon law is not
written, but it is law whenerer it is enforced. Under
trial by jury the principle which leads twelve men to
& unanimous verdict, and the corollaries of that prin-
ciple, constitute the laws, whether these are written
or unwritten. As a matter of practice it would un-
doubtedly be found advantageous to leave most of
them unwritten, Nevertheless I conceive that a vol-
untary association for self-defence would find it natu-
ral and desirable to specify in advance, in a broad
way, the nature of the offences againat which its mem-
bers were combining, in which case such declaration
would constitute their code,— a code not cast-iron, but
elastic, a guide rather than n biuding formula, an
aid but not an order to the juryman, and a danger-sig-
nal to the invader.  Such is the law which Liberty
defends, My friend Trinkans thinks that the ac-
cepted definitions of tue word law imply its enact-
ment by arbitrary authority, and that its use by An-
archists, like the use of the word right, is therefore
objectionable. ‘The dictionaries certainly give some
color to his claim, and I am inclined to think that it
is not without foundation. Personaliy I am not fond
of the word. But when Liberty champions editorially
the just enforcement of just law, it uses the word law
i the sense above indicated. )

“The scene in the Senate chamber,” writes the
‘Washington correspondent of the New York “Sun,”
“when Mr. Stanford spoke in favor of his great scheme
for baving the government furuish the farmers with
all the ~money they want a two per cent. interest, ta-

Mr. Stanford the compliment of listening to him for
awhile, but the Democrat side of the chamber was a’-
most deserted. Many of the Senators were in atterd-
ance at the meeting of the National Committee up to #n,
and others were chatting in the cloak room. Almost as
soon as the whiskered Kansas statesman arose nearly
everybody fled except Mr. St nford. Mr. Peffer having
listened to him, he felt obliged to listen to Mr. Peffer,
and for a long time was his only listener. Before the
successor of Mr. Ingalls had been on his feet ten min-
utes the gallerics were as empty as the Senators’
chairs, and at one time the-e were only six Senators
all told in the chamber. Mr. P:ffer is not an orator,
but he has ali the assurance of a Demosthenes. He
borrowed standing room in the centre of the Republi-
can side of the chamber, and rend his words of wis-
dom from printed slips in a high nasal voice that per-
meated the vacant space like a chill.” Congressmen
are on hand only when something is to be stolen from
the people and voted to monopolists. They do not

the bhappy mean of sobriety and reason. What but
the highest perfection of the individual —of every in-
dividual —do they seek? And who have more power-
fully pleaded for. that measure of liberty on which
individual perfection depends? But to the conception
of individual freedom to do right they add the indi-
vidual obligation to .codperate with society for the
general good.” The logical inference from the state-
ments is that Carlyle, Ruskin, and George agree, in
the main, as to the reforms needful at the present time
and the principle by which the reformers’ action
should be governed. Unless the views of the three
“economists ” mentioned coincide, it is manifestly
absurd to speak of them as if they were a unit. If
there are differences between them, they cannct all
have strack ¢the happy mean of sobriety and reason.”
Now the simple fact is that no living being knows or
can possibly find out what the political principles
and practical proposals of Ruskin and Carlyle are.
Carlyle and Ruskin, no doubt, have great merits;

care to discuss the question in which working el
are interested, except before election.

The efforts of the « Lav aud Order Society ” to stop
the sales of Sunday newspapers are, of course, vigor-
ously resented by the publishers of the papers. To
the enforcement of the other provisions of the Sunday
laws they offer no objection ; they merely ask that the
clause concerning papers be disregarded. To disguise

this contemptible attitude, some of them profess to .

follow “public opinion” in the matter. Thus, the
New York “Times says: “It is not necessary, in
order to condemn such an effort, to go into the gen-
eral question of Sunday laws. It is necessary only o
point out that there is not an American city where
the prohibition of the Sunday traffic in newspapers is
sustained by public opinion. That i+ a conclusive
reason why no effort shculd be made to enforce the
legal prohibition, where it exists, although it may be
of service in suppressing Sunday traffic as to which
the public supports the prohibition of the law, and
may therefore properly be left on the statute book.
An effort to enforce the Sunday laws indiscriminately
and in all their rigor would be likely to result in the
repeal of those laws.” If an effort to enforce the Sun-
day laws would be likely to result in their repeal, then
it is plain that none of the probibitions of the law is
warinly supported by the public. If the public is in
favor of Sunday laws provided the clause relating to
papers is omitted, there is nothing to. prevent the law-
maters from amending them in accordance with this
popwiar attitude. The newspapers do not desire the
repeal of the Sunday laws, and their motive is proba-
bly the sarue as that which prompts preachers to
demand the suppression of Sunday papers. The
newspapers compete with the churches,while the thea-
tres and saloons compete with both. The newspapers
cannot safely ask for the closing of the churches; so
they oppose the opening of the theatres, saloons, and
concert halls.

An English writer, Henry Rose, has published a

‘book on “The New Political Economy,” which is

ohxeﬂy ievoted to a study of the economic teaching of
rlyle, Rushn, and Hen'y George. Mr, Rose has

but consistency, tific precision, and steady lucid-
ity are not among them. They never knew the
meaning of liberly, of individualism, or of social-
ism, never suspected the exist of scientific sociol-
ogy or scientific political ethics. To class Carlyle
with economists, old or new, is perfectly preposterous.
Ruskin has a wonderful insight into some economic
problems, but he has no system. Henry George,
on the other hand, has certain definite proposals and
views, which, with all their worthlessness, are at least
tangible and clear. In his single-tax Ruskin takes no
stock ; hence, if the single tax is the “happy mean,”
Ruskin bas uot struck it. Ruskin, like George, is a
free trader; but free trade is surely not the happy
mean, since there is no State control about it. T~
is true that George, Ruskin, and Carlyle are in cor.-
plete accord as to the propriety of allowing the indi-
vidual “the freedora to do right,” but in this they
have the cordial support of all maokind. Was any
sane man ever opposed to the recognition of the free-
dom “to do right”? The question is, what is right?
and it is perfectly safe to say that neither Carlyle,
Ruskin, George, nor Mr. Rose could offer a scientific
answer to this question. The person who car answer
it, will never talk about the “happy mean between in-
dividualism and State control.” Mr. Rose thinks that
the orthodox political economists need preaching to,
which is true to some extent. But the new econo-
mists and their expositors need, not preachiny;, bat-
lessons in the elements of political science and logie.

ANARCHY.
Translated from the German by Ha:ry Lyman Koopman.

Ever reviled, 1, —ne'er
Thou art the grisly terror of our age.

‘Wreck of all order, cry the multitnde,
Art thou, and war and murder’s endless rage.

Oh, let them ery !— To them that ne’er have striven
The truth that lies behind a word to find,

To them the word's right meaning was not given,
They shall continue iNind among the blind,

But uhou. O word, so clear; so‘strong, 80 pure,
That acvest a1l which I for goal have taken,
1 give thee to the future ! — thine secure,
When eacl at last unto himselt shall waken.

Comen it in sanshine ? In the Wnpm 3 mm?







