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“ Foi always in ihine eyes, O Libertr!
Shines that high light whereby the world is saved ;
And though thou slay us, we will trust in thee.”
Jonx Hay.

On Picket Duty.

In view of the “Pall Mall Gazette’'s” recent expo-
sures of sexual life in London, wouldn’t this be a good
time for Matthew Arnold to launch another diatribe
from that land of sweetness and light against those
horrid people, the French, and their besetting sin,
labricity ?

- The superiority of French newspapers is evidenced
afresh by their ability to see, and courage tc tell, the
truth about Grant. And their criticism of him, what-
over Americen scribblers may say, is based on some-
thing deeper than mere spite at his sympathy with
.Germany in the war of 1870. His attitude thez, by
the way, discreditable as it is, was natural enough.

Nothing was better caleulated to win Grant’s appro-

bation than the Bismarckian rotto, “XMight before

right.”
Che duratior. of 2 man’s fame is not to be measursd
by the length Jf his fuueral procession. Gambetta two
years ago had a greater funeral than Grant, but is now

Imost forgotten, being remembered chiefly by those

who saffercd from his wickedness. If however, the
* preservation of a man’s memory were proportioned to
_ the number of his mourners, then Victor Hugo’s ce-
lebrity would last sixteen times longer than Grant’s.
- Fifty thousand men marched to Riverside Park, vight
hundred thousand to the Pantheon. But these and all
other men get measured by their merits finally. That
criterion will prove Hugo a man of the ages and Grant

a ¢reature of the moment. The gloric: of war are on

the decline, and when their glare, which now unduly
~nagnifics this soldier’s qualities, shall be lifted by the

peace-loving spirit destined to animate the new society,
he will pass into oblivion, unless cruel fate shall refuse
- him even. that boon, and insist on turning his fame
" into infamy in the truer and inextinguishalle light of
‘ verse in which Hugo once denounced him.
“ And yon, too, John Swinton! Do you “lay a wreath
- of evergreen on the bier of General Grant as the Vic-
torions Sword uf Abolition,” and “for his service as
such 10nor niz vame,” and declare that “in the ages
comme Grant will be ‘remembered as the Soldier of
-Negr Ema.nclpetlon ””? - Are you not aware, then, that
Grant: never cared a rap for the abolitic of slavery?
1)0 you no.. know. that ,up to the time of the war he
he Al&very and acted with the: partv
Did'it never oceur to you that, if the

- 1t-is-fighting-crime; not - vice.

law-breaker, with which I once enriched these col-

umns, by honoring with the same pen the cold-hearted
political schemer whose being never felt u thrill of
moral indignation.

The “Pall Mall Gazette” deprecates the raising of
ke age of consent in girls to eighteen on the ground
that such a Jaw would destroy the means of livelihood
of a host of young girls already launched into immoral
life. The article says that the proposal is as forci-
ble au interference with vested rights as car be con-
templated, as it would abolish the present means of
subsistence of a large number of girls without com-
pensating them for the legislative confiscation of their
income. Upon this the virtuous London “Spectator”
declares that it is impossible to attribute noble motives
to the “Pall Mall Gazette” after reading this grossly
eynical and atrocious palliation of vice, On the con-
trary, this is excellent evidence of the nobility of its
motives; for it shows that the “Pall Mall” is engaged
in no Salvation Army crusade in the interest of a
namby-pamby morality, but in a wanly warfare on
force and fraud. It knows fu!l well that the girls of
Londen have a right to use their bodies as they choose
as long as they do not interfere with others’ rights,
and it is not stupid enough to undertake to stop them.

is Anarchistic.

General Butler, in his Lowell oration on Grant,
said: “Let me say here and now that there is now no
man whe dares to raise the cry of corruption against
Grant.” It is not true. I dare, and do. I have not

the titne or space to review Grant’s shameful record
P )

here, but any oae who chooses may go back to 1872,
and, after making all 'possible aliowance for the exag-
gerations of a bitter political campaign, sum up for
himself all that is true and undeniable in the allega-
tions then raade against Grant, and ask himself, «Is
this the record of an honest man?” Why, tl'e one
fact, of recent date, that Grant put his money into the
firm of Grant & Ward with the expectation that it
would yield him fifty or a hundred per cent., this ex-
peatation being based cn Ferdinand Ward’s assurances
that profits to that extent would accrue from certain
mysterious government contracts which the politicai
influence of Grant’s name would enable him to securs,
shows that he was only too glad of a chance to become
a silent partner in any manner of jobbery and robbery.
The theory that Grant’s course in this matter can be
explained by simplicity and credulity is one that T am
not credulous enough to take any stock in. General
Butler roundly and rightly condemns “ the right-about-
face of those independent journale which had accused
Grant of corruption and ¢ Casarism’ now filled to over-
flowing with fulsome praises and adulstory notices,
extorted, not as they should be by a sense of justice,
but by a fear of the avenging hand if they dared to
repeat them, put in motion by the veneration of their
vietim fresh from the people’s hearts.” Well, no
“fear of the avenging hand” shall keep, the truth out
of these columms. Most of what has been said in them
about Grant has been inspired by a sense of over-
whelming indignation and disgust at the cringing and
crawling of the sycophants to whom General Butler
refers, And it is but just to General Butler to add
that, iu contrast with the extravagance of their lauda-
tion, the cownparative moderation of his own eulogy
brings a slight feeling of relief.

- And-in-so-far-its- work |

JUSTICE THAT IS.
[New York Star.)
There may be justice on this earth,
But it is hard to find it.
One thing I see. hiere is no dearth
Of eivil law behind it.
There may be purpose in this tife, —
A hope we needs must cherish; *
We know theve is a eruel strife
Jn which tne millions perish.

Tuat justice fails it is not strange,
Though backed by Legislature;
There s no attribute can change
The gain of human nature,
There is improvement of some kind,
Although the poor grow poorer,
And the development of mind
1gs made their fetters surer.

I wonder any man who feels
Upon his life indented

‘The stamp of human iron heels
And blows, can be contented.

Can he contrast his bitter lot
With the overflowing purses

Of proud and idle men, and nog
Brenk forth in fervent curses ?

1 know it sounds divine in song,
As from the gentle preacher,

‘To say GGod knoweth best; but wrong
Is quite another teacher.

‘The millions who have felt the sting
Of want their spirits feitering

Can never gather faith to sing,
The enrse is for their bettering.

1 know that patience in the end
Will triumph over sorrow;
But what will mend the backs that hend
Aund break before tomorrow ?
1 know that justice comes at last, —
We need not fret about it —
Our fathers thought so in the past,
Aund bled and died without it.

I honor science, for I see
Her eye is all discerning.
Onr age is wise,— I wish that we
Could utilize ovr learning.
Ah, wha* are all the gains of art,
The hoasted deeds of story ?
The anguisn of onie human heart
Outweighs a nation’s glory !
Ankremn Couch.

D
Let the Thieves'Begin.
{H. 8. &1 ¢
When social reformers are sarcastically reminded of the
i commandment, ‘‘ Thou shalt not steal,” they may well retort
on their capitalist advisers with the clever answer given by
Alphonse Karr to those who demanded the abolition of e.p

tah

talp t, * Que i les ins y nt.” .
By all means lot there be no more stex aling ; and let the greate
est thieves be the first to reform.

Only a Change of Slaveries.
{Edgeworth in the Labor Journal.l

Chattel slavery was far more personal in its rolations than
the hireling systera ; hence it supplied moral checks of cha-
racter alsent from \"age exploitation. Cruel un one planta-
tion and kind on anotber, it had no average level of horrors
like the slums of Loudon, the Chinese blocks and terement
hells of our great vities, or the actnal destitution of proleta-
ries every where. To pretend that liberty or humanity has
gained by the transition from the slave te the hireling is one
of those deliberate sophisms which the theory of proyress
finds it necessary to invent, in order to hide the fact that it
has raissed the sol of the problem of destini Better
for the laborer to remain the slave of a personal master than
to become the vietim of a soulless institution. If a little
knewledge be a dangerous thing, a little liberty is more so.
Drink deep or taste not.
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A LETTER TO GROVER CLEVELAND.

ON

His False, Absurd, Self-Contradictory, and Ridiculous Inaugural
Address.

By LYSANDER SPOONER.

[The author reserves his copyright in this letter.] -
SectioN IX.

Sir, if a government is to “do equal and exact justice to all men,” it must do
simply that, and nothing more. If it does more than that to any,-—that is, if it gives
meonopolies, privileges, exemptions, bounties, or favors to any,—it can do so only
by doing injustice to more or less others. It can give to one only what it takes from
others; for it has nothing of its own to give to any one. The best that it can do for all,
and the only honest thing it can do for any, is simply to secure to each and every
one his own rights,—the rights that nature gave him,—his rights of pérson, and
his rights of property; leaving hin, then, to pursue his own interests, and secure his
own welfare, by the free and full exercise o‘(P his cwn powers of body and 'nind; so
long as he trespasses upon the equal rights of ni0 other pevson.

If he desires any favors from any body, he must, I repeat, depend upon the vol-
untary kindness of such of his fellow men as may be wikiing to grant them. No
government can have any right to grant them; because no government can have a
right to take from one man any thing that is his, and give 1t to another.

If this be the only true idea of an honest government, it is plain that it can have
nothing to do with men’s “interests,” “weltae,” or “prosperity,” as distinguished
Srom their “rights.”  Being secured in their rights, each and all must take the sole
charge of, and have the sole responsibility for, their own “interests,” “welfare,”
and “prosperity.” :

By simply protecting every man in his rights, a government necessarily keeps
open to every one the widest possible field, that he honestly can have, for such in-
dustry as he may choose to follow. It also insures him the widest possible field
for obtaining such capital as he needs for his industry, and the widest possible
markets for the products of his labor. With the possession of these rights, he
must be content. :

No honest government can go into business with any individuals, be they many,
or few. It caunot furnish capital to any, nor prohibit the loaning of capital to any.
It can give to no one any special aid to competition; nor protect any one from
competition. It must adhere inflexibly to the principle of entire freedom for all
honest industry, and all honest traffic. It can do to no one any favor, nor render
to any one uny assistance, which it withholds from another. It must hold the
scales impartially between them; taking no cognizance of any man’s “interests,”
“welfare,” or “ prosperity,” otherwise than by simply vrotecting him in his “rights.”

In opposition to this view, lawmakers {rofess to have weighty duties laid upon
them, to promote men’s “interests,” “welfare,” and “prosperity,” az distinguished
from their “rights.” 'They seldom have any thing to say about men’s “rights.” On
the contrary, they take it for granted that they are charged with the duty of pro-
moting, superintending, directing, and controlling the “business” of the country.
In the performance of this supposed duty, all ideas of individual “rights” are cast
aside. Not knowinglg any way —because there is no way—in which they can im-
partially promote all men’s “interests,” “welfare,” and “prosperity,” otherwise than
by protecting impartially all men’s rights, they boldly proclaim that “individual rights
must not be permitted to stand in the way of the public good, the public welfare, and the
business interests of the country.”

Substantially all their lawmaking proceeds upon this theory; for there is no
other theory, on which they can find any justification whatever for any lawmaking
at all. So they proceed to give monopolies, privileges, bounties, grants, loans, ete.,
etc., to particuiar persons, or classes of persons; justifying themselves by saying
that these privileged persons will “give employment” to the unprivileged; and that
this employment, given by the privileged to the unprivileged, will compensate the
latter for the loss of their “rights.” "And they carry on their lawmaking of this
kind to the greatest extent they think is possible, without causing rebellion and
revolution, on the part of the injured classes.

Sir, I am sorry to see that you adopt this lawmaking theory to its fullest ex-
tent; that although, for once only, and in a dozen words only,—and then merely
incidentally, — you describe the government as “a government pledged to do equal
and exact justice to all men,” you show, throughout the rest of your address, that
you have no thought of abiding by that principle; that you are either utterly igro-
rant, or utterly regardless, of what that principle requires of you; that the govern-
ment, so far as your influence goes, is to be given up to the business of lawmaking,
—that is, to the business of abolishing justice, and establishing injustice in ifs
place; that you hold it to he the proper duty and function of the governraen. o be
constantly looking after inen’s “interests,” “w.ifars,” “prosperity,” etu., etc., as
distinguished from their rights; that it must consicermen’s “rigits” as no guide to
the promotion of their “Interests”; that it must give favors to some, and withhold
the same favors from others; that in order to give these favors to some, it must
take from others their rights; that, in reality, it must traffic in both men’s interests
and their rights; thot it must keep open shop, and sell men’s intere:sts and rights
4o the highest bidders; and that this is your only plan for promoting “the general
welfare,” “the corumon interest,” etc., etc.

. That such is your idea of the constitutional duties and functions of the govern-
ment, is shown by different parts of your address: but more fully, perhaps, by this:

The large variety of diverse and peting interests subject to federal controi, persistently

seeking recogvition of their claims, need §ive us no fear that the greatest good of the great-
est number will fail {0 be accomplished, if, in the kalls of national legislation, that spirit of
amity and mutual concession shall prevail, in which the constitution had its birth. If this
involves the surrender or postponement of private interests, and the abandonment of local
advantages, compensation will be found in the assurance that thus the common interest is
subserved, and the general welfare advanced,

‘What is all this but saying that the government is not at all an institution for
“doing equal and exact justice to all men,” or for the impartial protection of all
men’s rights; but that it is its proper business to take sides, for and against, a
“large variety of diverse and competing interests”; that it has this “large variety of
diverse and competing interests”’ under its arbitrary “confrol”; that it can, at its
pleasure, make such laws as will give success to some of them, and insure the de-
feat of others; that these “various, diverse, and competing interests” will be “per-
sistently seeking recognition of their claims . . . .in the halls of national legislation,” —
that iy, will be “persistently” clamoring for laws to be made in their favor; that,
in fact, “the halls of national legislation” are to be mere arenas, into which the
government actually invites the advocates and representatives of all the selfish

schemes of avarice and ambition that unprineipled men can devise; that these
schemes will there be free to “compete” wit}) each other in their corrupt otfers for
government favor and support; and that it is to he the proper and ordinary busi-
ness of the Jawmakers to listen to all these schemes; to adopt some of them, and
sustain them with all the money and power of the government; and to “postpone,’”
“abandon,” oppose, and defeat all others; it being well known, all the while, that
the lawmakers will, individually, favor, or oppose, these various schemes, according
to their own irresponsiblie will, pleasure, an({ discretion, — that is, according as they
can better serve their own personal interests and ambitions by doing the one or
the other.

Was a more thorough schem of national villainy ever invented?

Sir, do you not know that in this conflict, between these “various, diverse, and
competing interestsy” all ideas of individual “rights ” —all ideas of “equal and exact
justice to all men” —will be cast to the winds; that the boldest, the strongest, the
most fraudulent, the most rapacious, and the most corrvpt, men will have control
of the government, and make it a mere instrument foi piundering the great bodyv
of the people?

Your idea of the real character of the government is plainly this: The law-
makers are to assume absolute and irresponsible “control” of all the financial re-
sources, all the legislative, judicial, and executive powers, of the government, and
employ them all for the promotion of such schemes of plunder and ambition as
they may select {rom all those that may be submitied to them for their approval;
that they arc to keep “the halls of national legislation” wide open for the admis-
sion of all persons having such scheires to offer; and that they are to grant mono-
polies, privileges, loans, and bounties to all such of these schemes as they can make
subserve their own individual interests and ambitions, and reject or “postpone”
all others. And that there is to be no limit to their operations of this kind, except
their fear of exciting rebc:iion znd resistance on the part of the plundered classes.

And you are just fool enocugh to tell us that such a government as this may be
relied on to “accomplish the greatest good to the greatest number,” “to subserve
the common interest,” and “advance the general welfare,” “if,” only, “in the halls
of national legislation, that spirit of amity and mutual concession shall prevail, in
which the constitution had its birth.”

%ou here assume that “the general welfare” is to depend, not upon the free
and untrammelled enterprise and industry of the whole people, acting individually,
and each enjoying and exercising all his natural rights; but wholly or principally
upon the success of such particular schemes as the government may take under its
special “control.” And this means that “the general welfare” isto depend, wholly
or prineipally, upon such privileges, monopolies, loans, and bounties as the govern-
ment may grané to more or less of that “large variety of diverse and competing
interests” —that is, schemes —that may be “persistently * pressed upon its attention.

Buat as you impliedly acknowledge that the government cannot take all these
“interests” (schemes) under ite “control,” and bestow its favors upon all alike, you
concede that some of them must be “surrendered,” “postponed,” or “abandoned”;
snd that, consequently, the government cannot get on at all, unless, “in the halls
of national legislation, that spirit of amity and mutual concession shall prevail, in
which the constitution had its birth.”

This “spirit of amity and mutual concession in the halls of legislation,” you ex-
plain to mean this: & disposition, on the %mrt of the lawmakers respectively —
whose various schemes of plunder cannot all be accomplished, by reason of their
bein% beyond the financial resources of the government, or the endurance of the

ople —to “surrender” some of them, “postpone” others, and “abandon” others,
in order that the general business of robbery may go on to the greatest extent pos-
sible, and that each one of the lawmakers may succeed wit%f as many of the
schemes he is specially intrusted with, as he can carry through by means of such
bargains, for mutual help, as he may be ab's to make with his fellow lawmakers.

Such is the plan of government, to which you say that you “consecrate” your-
self, and “ engage your every faculty and effort.”

Was a more shameless avowal ever made?

You cannot claim tv be ignorant of what crimes such a governmen. will commit.
You have had abuncant op;l;ortunity to know—and if you have kept your eyes
open, you do know — what these schemes of robbery have been in the past; and
from these yon can judge what they will be in the future.

You knew tha* under sn~": a system, every senator and representative — probably
without an ex:eption— will come 4o the congress as the champion of the dominant
scoundrelisms of fi;s own Htate or district; that he will be elected solely to serve
those “interests,” a3 you call them; that in offering himself as a candidate, he will
apnounce the robbery, or rcbberies, to which all his efforts will be directed; that
he will call these zobberies hig “policy”; or if he be lost to all decency, he will call
them his “principles”; that they will always be such as he thinks will best subserve
his own inierests, or ambitions; that he will go to “vhe halls of national legisla-
sion” with iis head full of plans for making bargains with other lawmakers—as
corrur 98 :inself—for inutual help in carrying their respective schemes. ’

Such Las been the character of our con%resses nearly, or quite, from the begin-
aumg. Tt can scarcely L» said that there has ever been an honest man in one of
them. A man has sometines gained a reputation for honeaty, in his own State or
district, by opposing scme one or more of the robberies that were proposed by
members from other portions of the country. But such a man has seldom, or
never, deseived his reputation; for he has, generally, if not always, been the advo-
cate of some one or mor: schemes of robbery, by which more or less of his own
constituents were to vrofit, and *vhich he knew it would be indispensable that he
should advocate, in order to give him votes at home.

If there have ever becu any members, who were consistertly honest throughout,
—who were really in favor of “oing equal and exact justice to all men,” —and,
of course, nothing more thar that to any,—their numbers have been few; so few
as to have left no mark upcu the general legislation. They have but constituted
the exceptions that proved the rule. If you were now required to name such a
lawmaker, I think you would search our history in vain to find him.

That this is no exaggerated description of our national lawmaking, the following
facts will prove. )

For the first seventy years of the government, one portion of the lawmakers
would be satisfied with nothing less than permission to rob one-sixth, or one-
seventh, of the whole population, not only of their labor, but even of their right to
their own persons. 1In 1860, this class of lawmakers comprised ‘all the senators and
representatives from ffteen, of the then thirty-three, States.*

“This body of lawmakers, standing always firmly togethor, and capable of turn-
ing the scale for, or against, any scheme of robbery, in which northern men were
interested, but on which- northern man were divided,—such as navigation ‘acts,

#In the Senate theY atood thirty to thirty-six, in the house ninety to one hundred and forty-seven, in
the two branches united one hundred and twenty to one hundred and (‘whty-three, relatively to ih
non-siaveholding members.

From the foundation of the government — withont a single interval, I think — the lawmakers from
the slaveholding States had been, refutively, as strong, or strenger, than in 1860, .







