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** For always in thine eyes, O Liberty!
Shinee that Aigh Bght wheredy the worid is saved ;
And though thou slay ws, we will trust in thee.”
Joux Hav.

On Picket Duty.

The Spanish government is exhibiting an in-
terest in Avarchism even beyond the limits of
its Archy. I lately received from Canovas del
Castillo a request for a catalogue of my
publications.

The subscription rates for Liberty to sub-
scribers in Great Britain are: three months,
nine pence; six months, eighteen pence; one
year, three shillings. Remittances may be
made direotly to this office, or to Murdoch &
Co., 26 Paternoster Square, London.

Our poets are multiplying, A\ new and very
promising one is William Francis Barnard, one
of a Chicago group of young men of artistic
temperament who have lately beomne adharentu
of Anarc lmn llis

tion,—will not, T hope, be his last.

The translation of M. Arséne Alexandre'’s
admirable article on * The Thirty-Six Trades of
the State™ is put in editorial type in the pres-
ent issue, because it is my intention to issue it
as a small pamphlet, for which purpose the
smaller type would have been less suitable, 1
Bope to do a good deal in fuvure in the way of
circulating leaflets, tracts, and tiny pamphlets
at 3 very low price, and shall be able to, if my
readers give me the necessary encouragement
by their codperation.  There is many an article
in the early issues of Liberty that might profita-
bly be reproduced. As each pamphlet will
carry advertisements of Liberty and its litera-
ture, not a few readers will be induced to
pursue the study of Anarchism.

pity ;ha& all Sing
formed regarding the
teéacher, and it shall 1
main in ignorance.

: | lowship i

who, not knowing Henry George, give him
their esteem and admiration. One hundred
copies will be sent to any address, carriage
paid, on receipt of eighty cents. I hope that
many of Liberty’s readers will take advantage
of the opportunity.

An English comrade has hit upon a good
idea. Pasied upon one side of the envelope
that contained a recent Igtter from him was a
copy of Gordak’s effective poem, ** The Ballot,”
the margins having been trimmed to fit the en-
velope. By this method a leaflet may be
brought to the attention, not only of the ad-
dressee, but alzo of all those through whose
hands the letter may pass en route.  While the
State forces us to employ it as our letter-car-
rier, what conld be more fitting thau to thus
improve the opportunity to plant the seeds of
rebellion in the hearts and heads of its
hirelings?

dnarehinte wll apremfie the fEWInY dtiecs ¢ *
dote related of Madame Grassini, who was in
succession the mistress of Napoleon and the
duke of Wellington. Having been stopped
near Naples by banditti, who proceeded to
plunder her, she at first attempted an appeal to
their humanity ; bat, finding that they con-
tinued to search every corner of her carriage,
she said to them: ‘¢ My dear robbers, yon may
take everything 1 possess, but do not deprive
me, T beseech you, of one thing which [ value
more than you possibly can; I mean the por-
trait of our dear government. I eare not for
the diamonds, but pray leave me the porirait.”
They accordingly broke off the mounnting of
Napoleon's portrait, and restored to her the
beloved picture.

Those Anarchists and libertarians that mourn
thke loss of a man who, theugh seeking their fel-
ivaie, shamefully abused their
aus doubtiess anderstand their grief,
but to me incomprehensible. The editor
of Liberty at least has no tears to shed over the
death of the false Freethinker who, shortly
after the Chicago iragedy, hypocritically at-
tacked Anarchy in the columus of his paper,
and then became responsible for the following
outrageous utterance (contained in a letter ad-
dressed to him) by publicly accepting it as a
compliment: - ** You certainly take the right
view of that pernicious creed [Anarchy]. The
advecates of that murderous doctrine ought to
keve the heavy hand of good law and good
government placed with a squelching force upon.
them. . There is only one way to deal

an example of its agitators. Hang every one
of them, and expose iheir carcasses to view, as
a warning to others who are so inclined.” No
man secking his intimacies among Anarchistic
agitators (his very death occurred in the apart-
ment of one of the most prominent Anarchists
in the United States) could at the same time
have fathered that sentiment concerning them,
unless he was essentially contemptible and base;
and I am glad that I did not wait until he was
dead to say so. Now that he is gone, let him
be forgotten.

Because an English actor is giving public
readings for the benefit of privately-managed
hospitals my friend Bernard Shaw breaks out
in the ‘¢ Saturday Review ” in denunciation of
this ¢ enrichment of the rate-payers of the
towns the actor visits at the expense of the
people who pay for tickets to hear him read.”
The reason of these tears is that the conduct of
the actor tends to thwart Mr
ete. ., in the pmseeu on h
to impoverish rate-payers in order to esrlch the
people who desire to hear actors read. * When-
ever one man voluntarily gives something to
other wen, Mr, Shaw is wild with grief, but,
when one mia, if he be a policeman, forcibly
takes something from ather men, he thinks the
millennium is nigh., Could there be a more
amusing inversion of common sense and
common honesty #  Of course I quite agree
with Mr. Shaw that the actor whose policy he
eriticises had much better devote the proceeds
of his readings to the furtheranoe of some high
artistic or phiiosophic interest than to the sup-
port of hospitals. In my view it will prove of
little moment in the long run whether the world
has one hospital more or less, whereas one thea:
tre or one peniodieal, if of the right sort, might
so radically change the fumr« of mankind as to

give, the people will no longer be robbed for
the support of hospitals, and, on the other:
hand, he urges individuals to glve for the s

drama. We have heard of the fat
the paﬂ.ing advice to his son; ;

«.hme who advocate Anarchy, and those

practically carry it out; and that is to
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I abotishing rent and inlevest, the tast vestiges of old-time dla-
very, the £'veotution ahotiches at ene stroke the sword of the execu-
Sioner, the recd af the magistrate, the clud ef the policeonan, the gauge
af the exciseman, the erasing-knife of the department dlerk, all thoes
tnsignia of Politics, whick young Liderty grinds beneath her heel." —-
Proupnos.

E#™ The appearance in the editorial column of arti-
cles over other signatures than the editor’s initial indi-
cates that the editor approves their central purpose and

neral tenor, though he does not hold himseif respon-

ble for every phrase or word. But the ap) in
other parts of the pa?er of articles by the same or other
writers by no means indicates that he disapproves
them in any resp i ion of them being
governed largely by mmivu of convenience,

Strikers and Picket Duty.

T'wo interesting labor cases have lately been
decided,~-one in an English court, the other in
an American. The question involved is the
right of strikers to organize and maintain a pa-
trol. In the American case the facts are as
follows. The striking employees of a Boston
manufscturing firm detailed several of their

mgmbers to patrol the street in front of the fac-,

tory and accost would-be applicants for the va-
cant places for the purpose of persuading them
to keep away. The employers, alleging that
the picketing strikers interfered with their busi-
ness and prevented them from hiring new men,
applied for an injunction restraining them from
maintaining the patrol. The injunction was
granted, and the supreme court, on appeal, up-
held the issuance of the order.

It was not shown that the patrol used any
force or indulged in any threats of violence, but
the court holds that proof of this is unneces-
sary. It says that the employees and the
would-be applicants were entitled to be pro-

. tected even against such disturbance aud inter-
ference as resulted from the employment of per-
suasion and social pressure. The head and
front of the patrol’s offending was the successful
attempt to injure the business.

Two judges delivered dissenting opinions.
Justice Holmes, a Ifberal and progressive man,
argues very ably and logically against the view
of the majority of the court, and Chief Justice
Field concurs in his reasoning. According to
the minority’s view, the denial of the right of
patrolling strikers to approach non-union men,
inform them of the situation, and peacefully
persuade them to make no application for the
vacant places, is contrary to authority as well
as principle. If it is admitted; says Judge
Holmes, that the acts complained of would be
legitimate in the case of a single individual,
they cannot possibly become unlawful when

oommnwd by several | peraou lcung together.

bat actually advances

the author of the essay ¢ Oun Liberty,” John
Stuart Mill, who maintained and defended the
contrary doctrine.  Mill, so progressive for his
time, opposed boycotting as an aggression, and
the implication of his argument would have led
him to endorse a decision hke that of the Bos-
ton court. That two judges should rise to a
higher and more scientific conception of liberty
than even Mill’s is certainly a gratifying sign
of the times. Judge Holmes deserves to be
quoted :

““If it be true that workingmen may combine
with a view, among other things, to getting as
much as they can for their labor,.just as capital
may combine with a view to getting the great-
est possible return, it must be true that, when
combined, they have the same liberty that com-
bined capital has to support their interests by
argument, persuasion, and the bestowzl ur re-
fusal of those advantages which they otherwise
lawfully control.

¢¢J can remember wher many people thought
that, spart from violence or *:ceach of contract,
strikes were wicked, as organized refusals to
work. I suppose that intelligent economists
and legislators have given up that notion to-
day. I feel pretty confident that they equally
will abandon the idea that an organized refusal
by workmen of social intercorrse with & man

who shall enter their antagonist’s employ is un-

lawful, if it is dissociated from any threat of
violence, and is made for the sole objecy of pre-
vailing, if possible, in a cc t with their em-
ployer about the rate of wages.”

The prospects wounld be much brighter, how-
ever, if the trades-unionists themselves enter-
tained more sound notions on the subject.
They are everywhere agitating for laws against
blacklisting, and hailing with delight legislation
restricting the right of railroads and other cor-
porations to boycott discharged employees.
Doubtless they fail to perceive that blacklisting
is mereiy a form of boycotting, and that there
is a palpable inconsistency between their objec-
tion to blacklisting and their criticism of the
Massachusetts decision. The leaders who have
denounced the latter as a dangerous invasion of
labor’s rights would not stultify themselves by
applauding anti-blacklist laws did they even
dimly discern the identity of the principle in-
volved. Fortunately, a few of the more intel-
ligent of them are beginning to realize the un-
soundness of their attitude. It gives me pleas-
ure to state that ¢¢ The Federationist,” the offi-
cial organ of the Federation of Labor, recently
welcomed an article of mine in which the right
of capitalists and workmen to boycott and
blacklist was openly and dnequivocaliy upheld.
That this view has elicited no remonstrances or
protests is not without significance.

In the English case above referred to the
facts were similar to those of the Boston case.
And what was the ruling of the coart ?

Strange as it may seem, the decision was that,
while a patrol could be legitimately maintained,
the strikers doing picket duty must limit
themselves to the imparting of information and
stop short of giving advice or attempting to
persuade. In other words, the patrol might
approach any intending applicant and lay the
exact facts before him, but it must not use

¢¢ persuasion ” or * social pressure” to induce
him to refrain from applying. Perhaps we
ought to be thankful for the concession, and

[

recognize in it a short step in advance of the
Boston position, but it is certainly a lame,
illogical, silly, absurd distinction which is
sought to be made. Information, but no ap-
peal!  As if any court could draw a line be-
tween giving information and making an ap-
peal; as if an indirect appeal could not be made
in the form of information, and as if any sub-
stantial difference existed between direct and
indirect appeals! Whose right is infringed by
appeal or persuasion ?. Certainly not the in-
tending applicant’s, since he is not compelled to
stay and listen; and, if he were compelled, the
aggression would be in the compulsion, in the
improper imprisonment, rather than in the ap-
peal. So far as the employer is concerned, he
may be *‘injured” fully as much by the impart-
ing of information and maintenance of a patrol
as by persuasion and social pressure, Yet, if
injury is not the test, what other test is applied
by the court ?

Courts are slow and by no means sure, but
they cannot long resist the tendencies and influ-
ences to which Judge Holmes refers,—the in-
creasing and unconscious recognition of the
principle of equal liberty. V. Y.

The Thirty=Six Trades of the State.*

—What is the State ?
—Everything.
—What should it be ?
—Nothing.

The doorkeepers of the chamber of deputies
ejected the other day a worthy man wearing a
blue blouse and carrying a basket,—a peasant
who was determined to make his way into the
Paluis- Bourbon, and who cried with all his
might: ¢ But don’t I tell you that I want to
see the State ?”

This man was in his right. When they ask
him for money, they say to him: *¢It is for the
State,” and, when he wants to see this State of
which they talk so much, especialiy when the
appropriation bill is under discussion, they
laugh in his face.

After all, perhaps his attention was not evil;
he desired to bring the State a goose from his
farm, or a pair of ducks, or a toothsome chit-
terling. But they hustle him about, and he is
forced to go back with his basket to his coun-
try home, without knowing what the State
looks like. Let him be consoled; he is not the
only one, and we ourselves should have been
much embarrassed had he asked us for the
information.

We hear the State spoken of continually; we
are not acquainted with it; we have the great-
est respect, for it; we know that it commits
many stupidities, but that it commits them
with authority. When an omnipotent king
said: ‘‘I am the State,” we had the resource
of representing to ourselves the State in the
form of a luxurious and haughty gentleman,
with a handeome aquiline nose, holding a globe
in one hand and a sceptre in the other. 'This-
always gave a feeling of security. Now it has
no form; it is formless. It is a mist behind a
wicket ; it is & prison door or some decorated |
person. . We are at liberty to suppose it to be a
many-headed calf, a Hindoo idol hidden in the
depths of a dark temple, or a slimy monster
crawling in a cave.

¢ Translated from “Ls Wigero " by the editor of Lib






