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LOVE, MARRIAGE, AND DIVORCE,

AND TI-IE SOVEREIGNTY OF THE INDIVIDUAL .

INTRODUCTORY CHAPTER.

The columns of the New York "Tribune" have been abruptly, though not alto-
gether unexpectedly, closed to me, in the midst of a discussion ypon_the subjects
named in the tjitle-page to this pamphlet, which had been courted and invited by
Mr. Horace Gree|ey’ the responsib|e editor of that influential journaL After de-
taining my replies to himself and to Mr. James from four_to eight weeks, Mr.
Greeley at length returns them to me, accompanied by = private note, approving
my Criticisms ypon Mr. James, but assigning reasons for the declination of both of
my Communications.

The ostensible grounds for excluding my comments ;5on positions assumed and
arguments in support of these positions are, first, that my replies "do not get the
discussion one inch ahead." 1 obviously could not put the discussionahead by
stating @and developing mew positions, until 1 had answered those assumed by my
opponent. Whether the real reason for "pyrking" my rejoinder was that I did
not do the last well gngygh, or that I did it rather too effectively and conclusively
for my continued popularity at the "Tribune™ (fiice, so many readers as I shall
now be able to reach, with some little industry e» my part, will have the opportun-
|ty to decide. Second, that expressions are emp|oyed by me which are offensive to
the pub"c sense Of decency’ and especia”y that the medical illustration of my |ady
correspondent is unfit for publication. ! propose new to publish the rejected re-
plies as written, that the world may judge whether anything I have said or enr-
bodied in them is of a nature which might reasonably be supposed ||ke|y "to dash
the modesty" of Mr. Greeley or the habitual readers of the "1'ribune."

The defenders of g|avery, and the fastidious aristocratic classes everywhere, make
a similar ghjection to that here yrged, to displaying the unsightly accompaniments
of the systems they uphold. Much, however, as | dislike to have my feelings or my
tastes offended, 1 cannot help regarding the actual flogging ©f women, for example,
in Austria, and the salt and pepper applications to the torn backs of ncgroes in the
South, as not gnly in themselves worse than the pen and ink descriptions of the same
transactions, but as fully justifying the latter, and actually demanding them, as n
means of shaming the facts out of existence. So of the disgusting and intolerable
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features of any oppressive social institution. It is true that scenes Of abhorrent
and enforood debaucheg, although covered py the respectable garb ©f legality, ar<
not pleuing subjects for contemplation : but to my mind they are still less fitting
to exist at Ill. If the denial of the latter fact cannot.in conscience be made, |
have little respect for that gjckly suggestion of virtue which, by turning its face
to the wall, refuses to gee, and hopes for the pest, without so much as a protest
against the enormous degradation ©f our commen humanity. The position is one
not often assumed by Mr. Greeley, and does not seem to me either natural or be-
Coming to him.

The third objection is that he (Mr Gree|ey) cannot permit his paper to be made
the organ of repeated|y announcing and defending doctrines so destructive to the
public well-being, and egpecially that he cannot tolerate the reiterated gssumption
that fornicstion, adultery, etc., are no crimes. I can hardly conceive why the first
statement of a dangerous or offensive set of gpinions should be innocent enough
for the columns of the "Tribune,” and a ro-statement of the same thing for the
purpose ©f Answering the objections or misrepresentations ©f an opponent should
be too bad for the same columns.

I can discover no reason, consistent with good faith, for prohibiting 2 writer who
has been permitted se to commit himself to ynpopular doctrines from explaining
his meaning until he is entire|y Comprehensib|e to all who desire to understand
him.

But if this objection were really such as weighs with the editor of the "Tribune,"
which I will show presently itis not, it could gnly be founded in misapprehension.
I 'm as honestly @and thoroughly opposed to adultery, for example, as the editor
of the "Tribune" can be, except that we might ‘differ in the definition. 1 charge
adultery upon nine-tenths of the married couples in this cjty, committed not out
of, but within the limits of, their marriage bonds.

Let me endeavor to make myself clear upon this point. If 1 were in a Catholic
country, and derided or denounced the mass and the other ceremonies of the
Church, 1 should clearly be held by the whole people to be an opposer Of
re|igi0n_ Indeed, such a deportment might even be found described in the
dictionary definition, in that country, ©of irreligion or atheism; and yet it
is quite conceivable by us that jyst such a course would pe, or might be, dic-
tated by a zeal for re”gion beyond anything prompting the defence of the stere-
otyped formalities of the place. The ambiguity exists in the diversity of

understanding of the word religion. The one believes the thing signified to con-
sist jn, or at least onIy to coexist wijth, certain l’ightS and ceremonies with which

it has always been associated in his mind; the other has a much higher, and, as we
think, a much yrer conception of the idea to which the word corresponds. The
former is, nevertheless, confirmed in his impression by the outward fact that those
whom he has hitherto seen least regardful of the external worship to which he is
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himself addicted are the lawless and vagabond, who are fitted for every species of
criminal act. 1 jg not gyfliciently developed in intellect and expansive in com-
prehension to discriminate and individualize, and by generalizing too early cou-
founds me, the religious philosopher and enthusiast, with the vulgar herd of the
godless and abandoned,-the man who is above him with the man who is below
him,-because they both g/ from him, and in one feature of that difference, to
his cloudy understanding, they seem to agree.  In the same manner there are those
who are below the restraints of the marriage institution, and those who are above
their necessity; while the majority in civilized countries are as yet upon 2 level
with the jnstitution, and manufacture the public sentiment in conformity with
that fact.

At the commencement of the Protestant Reformation three centuries ago, the
world |gy bound py three gtrong cords of syperstition,-the Ecclesiastical, the
Governmental, and the Matrimonial. The Church, the State, and the Family, each
claimed to be of divine origin and to exist by divine right.

The claim of the Church was shaken by Luther, and from his day to ours, reli-
gion and ecclesiastical grganization have been geparating themselves, ns ideas,
wider and wider in 1nen's minds. IVashington and the American Revolution mark
a similar era in political affairs, and modern Socialism foreshadows a correspond-
ing change in the Sphere of the domestic relations. Men now d|st|ngu|sh pretty
clearly that elevation of aims and that devotion to the good and trye, which they
now mean phy religion, from a church establishment or an grganization ©f aliy°sort.
They distinguish, in like manner, the prosperity, the Well-being, and civic order
ofthe community from crowns, and cabinets, and parliaments, and standing armies
of politicians and soldiers. In like manner, they begin to distinguish purity in the
sexual union of |gying souls from the sordid considerations of a marriage settle-
ment, and even from the humane, prudential, and economical grrangements for
the care of offspring.

The fallacy-exploded by the development of mind-consists in the gssumption
that "The Church = is essential to the existence ofelevated sentiments toward God

and one's fe”ow-beings; that the love of Spiritua| truths and of the social virtues iSl
not naturally iN men, growing with their growth, but that it has to be pyt into
them and kept in them py the constant instrumentality ©f popes, cardinals,
bishops, and priests, Councils, Inquisitions, Constitutions, an_d S_y_nods; that men
do not, by nature, love order and jUStice and harmony in their civic re|ations’ and
love it the more in prop ortion to their refinement, education, and development, and
only need to know how they are to be attained, and to be relieved from hindrances
and overmastering temptations adversely, to give themselves gladly to the pursuit
of those virtues; but that, on the contrary, these elements likewise have to be pro-
vided and administered by magistrates and bailiffs and all the tec.jious machinery
of government; and, Enally, that men do ot naturally, love their own offspring,
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and the mothers of their children, and deference for the sex, and sexual purity,
and all the beautiful and refilling intluences of that the purest and holiest of all our
intercourse on earth, and gravitate powerfully toward the realization of those |oves,
in proportion as they become, through all elevating influences, more perfect men,
but that those virtues ggain have to be made, injected, and preserved in" human be-
ings by legislation, which, strangely enough, is merely the collective action of the
same beings who, taken individually, are assumed to be destitute of those same
qualities. So opposite is the truth that it is the love of these yery Virtues which
cheats and constrains men to endure the grganizations and systems under which
they groan, because they have been tgyght that those gystems are the only condi-
tion of retaining the virtues. It is the discovery of this sham which, ! have said,
marks the development of mind. The Cheat’ thus exposed’ is to be taken in con-
nection with another. It is assumed that jyst those forms of action which these
artificial grganizations <+ patent manufactories of virtue prescribe are the sole true
forms of action, that their product is the genuine article, and that every other
pI’OdUCt is vice. Hence the attention of mankind is turned wholly away from the
study of nature, and the human mind gradually trained to the acceptance of au-
thority and tradition without guestion or dissent.

In this manner, piety is made to signify zeal for the Church or a sect, patriotism

loyalty tea sovereign, and purity fidelity to the marriage bond. In the same man-
ner, irre”gion is identified with heresy’ treason with the r|ghts of the peop|e’ and

debaifchery with the freedom of the affections. It suits the pjgot, the despot, and
the male or female prude to foster this confusion of things dissimilar, and to de-
nounce the champions of freedom as licentious and wicked men,-the enemies of
mankind.

In the case sypposed, the Catholic denounces the Protestant as guilty of im-
piety, and so, in this case, Mr. Greeley denounces me, as favoring impiety and
adultery. It is clear, as | have ggjd, that whether I do so or not depends upon the
definitions of the terms.  If by adultery is meant a breach of a |egal bond, bind-
ing & man and woman between whom there are repygnance and disgust instead of
attraction and |gye, to live together in the marital embrace, then there 5y be
some grounds for the Charge; but jf as 1 choose to define jt, adunery means a
sexual ynjon, induced py any other motive, however amiable or justifiable in itself,
than that mutual love which by nature prompts the amative Conjunction of the
sexes, materially and spiritually, then do I gppose and inveigh against, and then
does Mr. Greeley defend and yphold, adultery. As to purity, ! have no idea
whatever that Mr. Greeley knows, owing to the perverting influence of guthority
or legislation, what purity is. Nor does he know what impurity is, for, since all
things must be known py contrasts, no man whose conceptions upon this subject
do not transcend the limits of Iegality can Ic now jt-, nor loathe it, as those do who,

having conceived of or experienced 4 genuine freedom, ceme to distinguish a pru-
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rient fancy from a genuine affection, and learn to make the highest and most per-
fect aiiinities of their nature the law of their being.

But, however pernicious my Views may  held to pe, the fact of their being so
iS'No reason, according t© 11T- Greeley, why they should not be given to the world.
At least, although he now yrges it as a reason, it is gply a few weeks since he
stoutly defended the opposite position; and if there be any settled principle or
policy to which he has professed and attempted to adhere, it has been, more than
any other, that all sorts of gpinions, good, bad, and "detestable” oyen, should have
a chance to be uttered, and so confirmed or refuted. It has been his favorite doc-
trine, apparently, that "Error need not be feared while the Truth is left free to
combat it." Very recently, in stating the policy of the "Tribune” he gave the
noblest estimate ever promulgated of the true function of the newspaper, -namely,
"To let every body know what every body else is thinking." To a writer, calling
himself "Young America,” Who objected to the “Tribune" reporting the argu-
ments of Catholics, Mr-. Greeley replied, in substance, that he should just as read-
ily report the doings and arguments and opinions of a convention of atheists, as
he should do the same service for his own co-religionists.  In this ygry discussion

he says: "We are jniiexibly opposed, therefore, to any extension of the privileges
of divorce now accorded by our |aws, but we are not Opposed to the discussion of

the subject; on the contrary, we deem such discussion as glready t°° |ong neg-
lected.” Of Mr. James he gays: "Ve totally differ from him on some quite fuu-
damental guestions, but that is no reason for gyppressing What he has to say." In
his reply t© me, published herein, he repudiates the right to suppress what I have
t© say, while he 5yerg that he would aid to suppress me if 1 attempted to act on my
own opinions. Finally, in various ays and ypon various occasions, the columns
of the "Tribune" were formally thrown open for the full discussion of this subject
of marriage and divorce, as well for those views of the gypject which the editor
deems pernicious as for the other side. The editor of the "Observer" reproachcd
him for so doing7 and he defended the course as the Only truth_seeking and honor-
able procedure. He wished especially to drag t© the light, in their full extension
and strength, those “"eminently detestable” doctrines of one phase of which ho
seems to regard me as a representative’ in order that they m|ght forever after have
got their quietus from a blow of the S|edge_hammer of his |Ogic_ If, now, the
valiant editor proyves shaky in his adherence to this tryly sublime position,-of
justice and a fair hearing to all parties,-shall we, in kindness to him, find the so-
lution in the Supposition that he was dishonest in aSSUming it, or give him the
benefit of the milder hypothesis,-that he found himself rather farther at sea than
he is accustomed to navigate, and betook himself again in alarm to the coast
voyage?

1 shall leave it to the public to decide, finally, what was the real cause Of my
getting myself turned out of court before I a4 fairly stated, much less argued, my
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defence. 1 shall not, in the meantime, however, hesitate to g5y What I think of
the matter myself, I have not the glightest idea that 5ny one Of the reasons as-
signed influcnced the decision a straw’s \ejght. The sole ause of my extrusion
was that Mr. Greeley found himself completely "headed " and hemmed in in the
argunient, with the astuteness clearly to perceive that fact, while he had neither
the dialectical skill to obscure the issues and disguise it, nor the magnanimity
frankly to acknowledge = defeat. Hence, there was no alternative but to gpply
" the gag" and "suppress" m™e by the exercise of that power Which the present or-
ganization of the pregs and his position in connection with jt, lodges in his hands.
llud fortune made him the emperor of Austria, and me a. subject, he would have
done the same thing in a slightly different manner, in strict accordance with his
character and the principles he has avowed in this discussion. Such men mistake
themselveswben they suppose that they have gny genuine affection for freedom.
They land it only so far ns prejudice or education incline them to favor this or that
instance of its gperation. They refer their defence of it to no principle. No secur-
ity has yet been achieved for the continuance of the enjoyment of such freedom
and such r|ghts as we now enjoy; no Safeguard even against a final return to des-
potism, and thence to barbarism, until the Principle upon Which the right to free-
dom rests, and the scope Of that principle, are discovered, nor until a pyblic
sentiment exjsts, based upon that knowledge. Americans, no more than bar-
barians, have,as yet attained to the fulness of that wisdom, and as little as any
does Mr. Gree'ey know of any such guide through the maze of problems which en-
viron him, and perhaps less than most is he capable of fo"owing it.
Circumstances- the fact that he is a prominent editor, that he has Strenuous|y
advocated certain reformatory measures, and that he has the reputation ©f great
benevolence-have gjyen to Mr. Greeley somewhat the position of a leader of the
reform movement in America. The lovers of 5rggress 100k to him in that capacity.
The publicity and the immense jmportance of such a position Will justify me, 1
think, in giving my estimate of the man, and of his fithess fgr the work he is ex-
pected to perform, in the same manner as we jnvestigate the character of a politi-
Cian’ or as Mr. Gree|ey himself would ana|yze for us the pretensions of Louis
Napoleon or the Duke of Wellington. Similar considerations will authorize me in

mingling with the portraiture of Mr. Greeley a few shadowy outlines of Mr. james,
contrasting them d la Plularch in his * Lives of the Great Men."

In the first place, then, Horace Greeley is not a philosopher,-the farthest from
it in the world. No greater Misnoxner could seripusly be applied to him.  He is a
man of statistics and facts, but not of principles. He sees broadly over the sur-
face, but never down into the centre of things. As a phrenologist would gay, the
perceptive preponderate over the reasoning faculties. He has no gragp oOf the

whole of anything as a system, but only of detached portions or fragments_
Hence, instead of principles, hc has whims, and acts from them as if they were
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principles. He does not see clearly the relation of cause and effect. He has no
logical, or, What is the same thjng, no mathematical mind. lle is one of the class
of men who \I.\/I|| admit Candidly that A is equal to B, and that B is equal to C,
and then cavil over or deny point blank that A is equa| to C. Hence, he earns
the reputation ©f inconsistency, and = Jarge portion of the public believe him dis.
honest. This last |5,. 1 th|rik, a m.lstal-<e. Mr. Greeley is a bigot, and bigotry is
generally honest.  His tergiversation is organic, not intentional. liis incapacity

for system IS shown in the fact that, although he has been regarded s the grand
embodiment of Fourierism in this country, he never accepted and never gave

any intimation that he even understood the fundamental principle of Four-ier's
whole social theory.

Fourier (WhO was rea”y about the most remarkable genius who has yet ||Ved)
claims as his grand discovery that Attraction, which Newton discovered to be the
law and the regulator of the motions of material hodies, is equally the law and the
God-intended regulator of the whole affectional and social sphere in human affairs ;
in other words, that Newton's discovery was partial, while his is jntegral, and
lays the basis of a science of analogy between the material and the spiritual world,
so that reasoning may be carried on with Safety from one to the other.

This principie7 announced by Fourier as the starting point of all science, has
been accepted by Mr- Greeley in a single one of its gpplications,--namely, the or-
ganization of labor,-and wholly rejected by him in its yniversality, a= applicable
to the human passions and elsewhere. The farthest he seems ever to have seen in-
to the magniicent speculations of Fourier is to the gconomy to be gained by labor
done ypon the |arge scale, and the possibility of the retention of_profits by the la-
borers themselves py means of association. It is as if a man should gain the re-
putation of a leader in the promulgation ©f the Copernico-Newtonian system of
astronomy by publishing his conviction that the moon is retained in her orbit by
gravi’[ation toward the earth, while denying WhO"y that the earth is round, or that
the sun is the centre of the system, or that attraction can be supposed to operate
at-such an immense distance as that body and the planets. In the same manner,
Mr. Greeiey can understand the Sovereignty of the individual in one aspect, as the
assertion of one's own rights, but not at all in the gther,-namely, as the conces-
sion of the rights of all others, and through its limitation, " to be exercised at one's
own cost,"-the exact demarcator between what one may and what he 5y not do.
lle is a man of great power, and strikes hard blows when he fairly get-1 = chance
to strike at gll, but yjth his prevailing inconsistency he reminds one of a blind
giant hitting out at random in a fray,

Mr. Greeiey has never been able to see anything in the " Cost Principie" except
the fact that it abolishes interest on money, and hence he hegins at once hy oppos-
~ing it. He has Worked hard for his mgney, and it seems to hivn a Very natnral,
convenient, and proper thing that that money, so eamed, should go on earning mere
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for him while he sleeps. This one consideration settles, with hjm, the whole ques-
tion. lle does not comprehend in this sublime and simple principle a universal
law of equity, which distributes wealth exactly according to Right; reduces a-ll
products te the minimum price, thereby immensely augmenting consumption; re-
moves all obstacles to the gdjustment ©f supply and demand; brings all human
labor into steady demand; exchanges it for exact gqujivalents; organizes industry;
places every human being in his or her appropriate work or function; substitutes
universal cooperation in the place of universal antagonism;_renders practicable
the economies of the large scale, and the division of labor in gyery department;
houses the whole pe0p|e in pa|aces' surrounds them with |uxury and refinement,
and hundred-folds the wealth of the world.  Such manifold and magnificent results
from a Simp|e Change in the method of Conducting Ordinary trade transcend the
capacity of Mr. Greeley and the philosophers ©f the "Tribune"; while there are
now boys’ and gir|5 too, not twelve years of age, who can scientiﬂca”y demonstrate
these results as |ggitimate and certain, and can, by the aid of this key, solve with
facility all the problems ©of political economy With a clearness, comprehensiveness,
and precision never dreamed of by Say, Adam Smjth, or Ricardo.

Mr. Greeley is, undoubtedly, & man of benevolence. lle is profusely, perhaps
even foolishly, lavish, as he begins, doubtless, himself to think, in his expenditures
for the relief of gyffering, and for random experiments, without system, or coherent
design, for the improvement of the condition of mankind. He is penevolent, too,
chiefly in the lower and material rgnge of human alfairs. His thought rises no

higher, apparently, than supplying men with food for the hody, raiment, and shelter.
At most he gspires after so much education as will enable them “to ¢ipher" and

make profit. He has no experience of, no sympathy with, and no ability to conceive
that immense hunger of the soul which craves, and will have, despite all the conven-
tionalities of the universe, the gratification ©of spiritual affinities, the congenial at-
mosphere ©f loving hearts. The explosive power ©f 2 grand passion is all Greek
to him. So of all the delicate and more attenuated sentiment which forms the ex
quisite aroma of human Society. He understands pest, and appreciates most, the
coarse, Material realities of life. Purely mental exercitation is repugnant to him.

In this latter characteristic Mr. Greeley is the exact antipodes of Mr. James.
I"his latter gentleman tends powerfully toward metaphysical subtleties and spiri-
tual eutities, until he is Comp|ete|y lifted off the solid earth, and loses all knov-
ledge ©f practical things. The latter is of the class of p, rely ideal reformers, men
who will |gunge at their ease ypon damask sofas and dream of a harmonic and
beautiful world to be created hereafter, While they would be probably the very last
to whom the earnest worker, in any branch of human concerns, could resort for
aid with gy prospect Of success. He hates actual reform and reformers, and re-

benevolenoe as a disease.

gards

With the points of difference above jndicated, the two men we are now compar-
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ing are alike in the fact that within their respective and opposite spheres their
vision is kaleidoscopic. This is the word to describe them. It is not a microscope,
nor a telescope, reor the healthy natural gye which they employ in the examination
of a subject. Broken fragments of prejudice reflect the light at a thousand gngles
of inCidenCe, producing effects WhiCh, in the earthy world of Mr. Greeley’ are dull
and sombre and commonplace, and in the ethereal region inhabited by Mr. James,
splendid, sparkling, and beautiful. ~ Neither can be relied on as a guide to anything
exact or true. Both are suggestive, inspiring, and disappointing. Neither is n
whole man, and the halves which they do present are not homogeneous and con-
sistent. Mr. Greeley would have been greatly improved in exactitude and taste by
a mathematical and classical, or even = |egal, training; Mr- James, on the con-
trary, by =r education " = workshop or a counting-house, er the scramble of polj-
tical [ife, anything which would have related him to the actual world around him.
Both are Superior men, measured by Comparison with the still smaller fragments
of men which compose the mass of society in its present state of social chaos;
both are exceedingly small men, measured by the ideal one may form of integral
and well-developed manhood; mens sana in corpore sano. Let not the selfish ego-
tist, whose highest thought has never risen to the well-being of mankind in gy,
shape, "chuckle over this criticism upon Horace Greeley, a man who compares

with him as "Hyperion to a Satyr,1' a man who has done something, @nd attempted
much, with powerful endeavor and honest enthusiasm, for the elevation of human-

ity. The criticism is not dictated by any disposition to depreciate such n msn,
but only to ascertain the litnesses and the uniitnesses of things. How far can the
great and already powerful and ever-growing party of American social reformers
or progressives look to Horace Greeley as a competent conductor through the |aby-
rinth of prob|ems which the Comp”cated and 0bvi0us|y vicious constitution of so.
Ciety, resting as a basis upon the depression’ wretchedness, and semi-harbarism of
the masses of the pegple, presents t© them for resolution. My answer is, Not -at
all. He has been a sort of John the Baptist, if you Will,-one crying, literally, in
the wilderness, "Prepare the way," but with rno power t© lead the way himself.
His mission was to agitate powerfully and successfully,-not t organize. lle has

no complete theory Of his own, cannot comprehend tho theories of others, and has
little practical talent for construction. lle feels keenly the evils around him,-

those, at least, growing out of the first grade of human wants,-and grwps
eagerly at the first conlrivances suggested by anybody for immediate or gpparent
relief. In all this he differs from Mr. James, Who ranges ideally in » much higher
sphere, who is an astute and terribly searching and hicrciless, though not alto-
gether a sound and reliable, critic of the old, and who, as respects the futllr\{i Im’
longs to the school of seers and prophets, ot that oi the philosopher_s or rational
thinkers,-a mere jet d'eau of -aspiration, reaching = higher elevation nt .0
points than almost gny other man, but preaking into gpray and hnpalptbkl "HSM
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glittering in the sun, and descending te earth with no \weight or mechanical force
to effect any great end. It is not such men, one or hoth, whom the world now
chiefly needs.

Josnu V.mn|sx~', an obscure, plain man, one of the pegple, & common-sense
thinker, the most. profound|y ana|ytica| thinker who has ever dealt with this class
of subjects, has discovered principles which render the righteous organization ©f
society as simple a matter of science as gny other. "The Sovereignty of the Indi-
vidual," with its [imit, and "Cost the limit of Price,” will make his fame, and
mark an gpoch in the Vorld's history, The realization of the results of those prin-
ciples is already begun upon 2 scale too small, and with a quietness too self-reliant,
to have attracted much of the public notice; but with a success satisfactory and
inspiring to those practica”y engaged in the movement. It is Something to be
able to atlirm that there is at least one town jn existence where women and chil-
dren receive gqual remuneration for their labor with men, not from penevolence,
but ypon = well-recognized principle ©f justice, and by general concurrence, with-
out pledges or constraint.

Mr. Warren is the Euclid of social science. He pay not understand algebra, the
ditlerential calculus, or tluxions, but all social science, and every beneficent, suc-
cessful, and permanent social institution ever hereafter erected, must rest ypon the
principles which have been discovered and announced py him. There is no alter-
native; and reformers my as well begin by understanding that they have a science
to Study and a definite work to perforrﬂ7 and not a mere genseless, and endless,
and aimless ggitation to mMaintain. The work demands pigneers, men who have
muscles, and prains, and backbones. It needs men who are grchitects, and can see
inte"ectua”y the form, and proportions, and adaptations of the whole immense
edifice to be erected; and stone-cutters, and masons, and builders of every grade;
men, especially at this stage, Who can go down to the foundations and excavate
the dirt and lay the mud-sills of the social fabric. The Greeleys and the Jameses
are not such men. They belong to neither the one nor the other of these classes.
They must bide their tjme, and when the work is done, they will, perhaps’ tardily
recognize thefact, though they could not, X pnbri, comprehend the princhsics upon
which it was to be accomp”shed.

It was for the prpose Of foreshadowing the entire extent of the work to be per-
formed, of expounding the principles that are now known, ©f provoking discussion,
opposition, criticism by the ablest peps, Of every point ! had to propound, that 1
desired the use of the columns of the "Tribune."” It was mere accidelit- the fact
that a discussion was already pending, and that further discussion was invited-
which determined the point of beginning to be the subject of Marriage and Di-
vorce. It is such information as | possess upon the whole scope Of subjects in
which Mr. Greeley is supposed to take a special interest, and of which the "Tri-
bune" newspaper IS regarded as, iN some sense, the organ in this country, that 1
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desired to |gy before the world, throughits instrumentality. 1t is that information
which, worth much or |[jttle, Mr. Greeley refuses to permit his readers to obtain.
How far the narrowness of such exclusion comports with the pretensions of that
sheet will be jydged of diierently, doubtless, by different individualitiem

Mr. Greeley has ne conception, and never had, of the entirety of the Social Re-
volution which is actually, if not obviously, impending; which, indeed, is hourly
progressing iNn our modern society. He is not a Socialist in any integraL revolu-
tionary' and Comprehensive sense. He has no apprehension of so broad an idea, gg
a Universal Ana|ogy_ He does not know that it is impossib|e that some one grand
department of social affairs-the love relations, for example-should be exactly
right upon their old chance foundation, in the absence of science, reflective or fore-
seeing, and that all other departments have been radically wrong; just a= impos-
sible as it is for one member of the human body te be in a state oi perfect health,
and all the rest to be grievously, almost mportally, diseased. Ignorant of this great
fact, and mistaking doctrinal preconceptions er personal preferences for princi-
ples, his opinions are a mosaic of contradiction. He is a queer cross between ultra
Radicalism and higoted Orthodoxy, vibrating unsteadily betwixt the two. Hence,
as | have ggajd, he is totally unreliable as a |egder, and must be an object of constant
annoyance @nd disappointment to his followers and friends, as he is of mingled
ridicule and contempt t© personal enemies who recognize ne compensations in the
really excellent traits of the man.

As an antagonist, or an umpire between antagonists, Mr- Greeley is unfair,
tricky, and mean. OW|ng to the want of Consistency in his own mind, and his li-

ability to ‘side-infiuences of all sorts, he is practically dishonest to an eminent
degree. It is with reference to unconsciousness and want of design in his prevari-

cations that I have pronounced him honest. Honorable, in the chivalric sense of the
term, he has no pretensions of any sort to be regarded. He is [amentably wanting
in the more gentle manly attributes of the man. Whoever looks for delicate con-
sideration for the sensibilities of another, urbanity of manners, magnanirnity, or
even that styrdy sense of fair-dealing of which noble specimens may Pe scen I the
English peasant or prize-fighter, must look elsewhere. Perhaps ne better illustra-
tions can be giVen of some oOf these defects as an impartia| jouma”st anl?i h|gh-
minded opponent than the two following facts. My communications in this
controversy were freely placed at the disposition of Mr. James before they “ere pub-
lished, to be conned and studied by him, and were so conned and stu.dled by this
latter gentleman, and one of them written round and half replied to |.n an answer
by him to "The Qbserver," in order that his reply to me might b(.a d|spatched by
a dash of the pep and as mere reference to what he had already written.

The other illustration is the fact that, while Mr. Greeley has refused to allow me
to reply to his own and Mr. James's arguments, he has reserve.d from » public
all knowledge of such refusal. He has not had the decency to inform his readers
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that he has chosen to close the discussion, abruptly, and that 1 am not permitted
to reply. lle has done what he could, therefore, to leave the impression upon their
minds that | have been gjlenced, not by the tyrannical use of arbitrary power, but
by the force of logic, thus stealing the reputation for victory in a battle which he
was wanting N the courage to fight. Such an issue with Mr. Greeley wa.s,perhaps,

110t very surprising from the estimate I am now inditing of his organization, pro-
pensities, and order of culture. Vith Mr. James | confess it was somewhat differ-

ent. I thought him to have been bred in a circle which, with other faults in
abundance, chcrishes, nevertheless, = high-minded and chivalric pearing toward
antagonists, ne less than gentle courtesy toward one's friends.  Fidgety exertions,

by personal influence in“that quarter, t© suppress the criticism of an_opponent,
and an unmannerly readiness to avail one's self of the improprieties of editors and

sub-editors in Communicating information which Ought to be reserved, were 0b-
stacles in the y gy Of a fair hearing which 1 did not anticipate.

It is gppropriate that I should mention the prigin and antecedents of this dis-
cussion. Mr. James published in the "Tribune” a yery saucy and superficial re-
view of a work py Doctor |azarus, entitled, "Love vs. Marriage," in which the
whole gist of the grgument lay " the sheer and naked gssymption that the Family,
not the |pdividual, is the nucleus of society. Out of this grew up @ discussion be-
tween him and the editor of the New York "Qbserver," an influential and high|y
respectable religious newspaper ©f this city, of the preshyterian denomination, who
took Mr. James to task for some of his hcresjes, and Mr. Greeley also, for allow-
ing the discussidh of such gybjects at all in his paper. The replies of Mr. James,
in which he stated his own positions or the marriage question, seemed to me, while
abounding certainly " vigorous invective, se inconsequential and loose in their rea-
Soning that 1 ventured, under the generai statement of Mr. Greeiey that he wished
the whole sypject thoroughly discussed, to put to Mr. James a few guestions, con-

sistent replies to which would have greatly cleared the ynderstanding of his posi-
tions and strengthened the cause of Freedom, which he assumed to defend. Vhat

followed will gppear by the discussion itself.

The gcope Of my present design does not include the publication of the discus-
sion between Mr. James and the "Observer,” | shall begin, nevertheless, with one
of the replies of Mr. James to that gpponent, as well from its pecessary connection
with what follows as for the pyrpose ©f 'enab”ng the reader to judge to what de-
gree Mr. James entitles himself to delicate and considerate treatment by his own
habitual gyavity of manner. I regret any appearance ©f unfairness in gmitting
the exceedingly able and caustic replies of the "Observer," but py limits preclude

so extensive a republication, my purpose being.to present here what was excluded
from publication elsewhere.

Before Closing this |ntroduction, | wish to make a few remarks upon the general

subject, and especially as respects the dangerous and eminently detestable nature
of my principies and views.
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The priestly bigot and intellectual tyrant believes in all honesty that freedom of
thought and of conscience are dangerous things for those over whom his influence
rules, because he pegins by the assumption that he is a useful person, and that the
function he performs and the influence he exerts are essential, indispensab|e even,
to the well-being ©f the people. He cannot be pronounced dishonest on the mere
ground that his interest is inyolved, since the people themselves, whose interest is
really adverse, admit and entertain the same idea. Itis usually ignorance on both
sides; more rare|y the relation of impostor and dupel It is the first assumption
which vitiates both his and their whole subsequent chain of reasoning. Itis ob-
vious enough that freedom of thought and conscience do tend to shake that Author-
ity which all parties have hegun by admitting it to be jndispensable to maintain.
Hence freedom of thought and conscience are bad things. No reasoning can be
more conclusive, the premise being assumed. Hence investigation is stifled, until
men grow POId enough to ask: 'What is the use of the priestly bigot and intellec-
tual tyrant at all?

So in the political sphere. The petty prince of some obscure principality per-
haps honestly desires the education and advancement of his subjects. He encou-
rages schools, literature, and the freedom of the press; but he has never had 5py
other thought than that all this is to go along With the statu g, in relation to him-
self and his right to reign. Presently the diffusion of learning and the awakening
of mind pegin to show themselves in bold and still bolder gpeculations about self-
government, monarchical usurpations, and other matters which threaten danger to
stazu quo. Our benevolent despot, who has all along tacitly assumed, in perfect
good faith, the indispensableness of his own princely services, is alarmed, and at-

tempts t© impose limits and restraints ypon discussion, for the good of the people
This is all the more difficult for the education they have already received.  Specu-

lation grows bolder and resistance more rampant as the result of the attempt.
Repression, at all hazards, then becomes the only resort of the unconscious tyrant,
who at every step has acted, as he thinks, for the best good of his thankless and
rebellious subjects. Submission, or bloodshed and pytchery, are their only alter-
native. Reaction and Revolution are grrayed N deadly hostility against each
other, and the monarch and the conservative portion of the people are driven to the
only conclusion to which they can arrive,-that education and mental enlargement
are destructive and bad things, = diabolical element in human sqciety. The fatal
blunder is the gssumption, as a starting-point, that there is something now exist-
ing Which must not, in any event, be changed. To keep good this assumption ne-
thing must be changed, for, when change begins, it will_not respect your bounds
and limits. Hence ignorance and universal immobility must be sedulously pre-
served. No sound philosophy can ever exist which is tainted pby' veneration for the
sanctities gfthe old.

The new in one thing necessitates the new in all things, to the extent that adap
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tation and adjustment may demand. Let him who is unready for such Sweeping
revolution withhold his hand before he begins to agitate for reform. Prejudice

and philosophy do not and cannot oomport with each other.

In the same manner freedom is the open boast, the watchword, and the ra"ying
cry of all the most advanced nations of Christendom. But there is a tacit ggssump-
tion in the midst of all this that the family institution must forever remain in-
tact. It is the social jdol, as royalty has been the political and the- Church the
religious idol of mankind.  This ggsumption rests, as in the other cases, upon an-
other,-namely, the utility, the indispensableness of thatinstitution, frst, to the pre-
servation of pyrity in the intercourse of the sexes, and, secondly, t© the proper care
and affectionate culture of children, and’jina”y’ to the protection and support of the
weaker sex.  Sexual purity, the preservation ©f offspring, and the security of the
weaker sex are intuitively felt to be right and good; hence the family, it is as-
sumed, is sacred and djvine, and hence, again’ that in no case must it be questioned
or assailed. But freedom for the affections is liable to pass the limits of the family,
and freedom (of this sort) is therefore a bad thing. Hence, at this point, a reac—
tion against freedom.

The genera| human mind seldom mistakes in reasoning. The error, if there be
one, is more commonly the false assumption of some fact or facts to reason from,
or else incompleteness in Carryingpn the process t© its final results. If the fact be
so that punty can be cultivated and preserved’ children proper|y reared, and women
protected only in the family, all the other consequences logically follow; and there
is one Species of human freedom --an exception to the genera| estimate of that at-
tribute of manhood-a curse and a plight instead of a plessing, 2 thing to be
warred on and exterminated, not to be aspired after, lauded, and cherished.

Itis certainly = legitimate question th ask, Is the fact reg|ly so? Are the three
desiderala I have indicated gnly attainable through = certain existing institution

which mankind have, marve"ous|y enough’ had the wisdom to establish-in the
midst of their general ignorance and undevelopment in all other regpects-up
on precisely the right basis?

First, then, as respects the first point, the preservation of sexual gyrity, To de-
termine whether perpetual and exclusive marriage is essential to that end, we must
first answer the question: ¥Vhat constitutes purity? To this question, the com-
mon, | may say the vulgar answer, Mr. Greeley's answer, is fidelity to the mar-
i relation in the absence of that pond, no sexual relations at Put in-
riage (or, , all).
to categorical formula, the two propositions are then simply as follows: 1. The
marriage institution is sacred because it is indispensable to the preservation of
purity_ 2. Punty is the preservation of the marriage institution.  Of course this
rotary method of ratiocination is simply absurd and cannot for a moment satisfy
the really philosophical or inquiring mind.

Let me, then, give a different answer to this QUEStiOI'l, and see who will demur.
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Sexual pyrity, ! will say, is that kind of relation, whatever it pe, between the sexes which
contributes in the highest degree to their mutual health and happiness, taking into account
the remote as well as the immediate results.

IT this definition is accepted, then clearly the whole field is open © new, radical
and scientific jnvestigation, physiological, psychological, and economical, infinitely
broader and more thorough than the world has ever yet even thought of applying;

) _ )
and he must be a fearful egotist who, in the present stage of our experience, can ven-
ture to affirm that he knows the whole tryth, the final word of science, on the sub-
ject. ©One thing _only ' certain,-namely, that absolute freedom, accompanied,

too, by the temporary evils of an ignorant use of that freedom, is a condition pre-
cedent even to furnish the facts ypon wWhich to reason safely at all ypon the matter.

Any settlement of the question by us now Would have hardly as much value as a
decision made in the heart of Russia upon the best form of human government.
No pretension can be made that purity, in the sense iN which I'use the term, has
ever yet been attained py laws to enforce it.  prostitution, in marriage and out of
it, and solitary vice, characterize society as itis.

If the workings of freedom should proye that' purity in this sense is attainable
otherwise, this argument in behalf of compulsory marriage fails.  On the contrary,
if freedom is forever prohibited hereafter, as it forever has been prohibited hereto-
fore, how is it to be knowW11 that such a result would not come of it? One portion
of mankind believe there \Would, and another that there would not, while the op-
portunity is refused to submit the guestion to the test of experiment and fact.

The second point is the care and culture of children. Certainly small boast can
be made of the success of mankind hitherto in the practice of that grt, when sta-
tistics inform us that pegrly one-half the whole human family die in infancy!
And when nine-tenths of the remainder are merely grown-up abortions, half made
before pirth, and worse distorted and perverted by ignorant mismanagement and
horrible abuses afterward! Alas! Do children get cared for and reared in the
family arrangement now With any skill, any true science, any just appreciation of
the real nature of that sublime but delicate task, which demands more precise
knowledge, mere refined instincts, and more prudence and judgment than any
other? Do our existing domestic institutions commend themselves by their fruits,
or are the Wholesale infanticides and the dreadful tortures of childhood now pre-
valent of a kind, the bare repetition of which will cause the cars of a later and
wiser generation to t|ng|e’) Is it not possib|e that our most cherished social usages
may be as terrible to them to contemplate as the hecatombs of political murders
bythe Neapo”tan Government are at this day to us?

Suppose, now, that a future experience should demonstrate thc fact that, of chil-
dren reared in unitary nurseries, conducted by skilled and professional nurses,
matrons, and physiologists, the mothers-except those engaged by choice in the
nursery_being, at most, within reach for the purpose of Suck"ng their infants nt
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given hours, not one in a hundred died dyring the first five years; suppose that,
by such an arrangement, the same labor that now requires the time of fifty women
could be so systemised as t© occupy no more than that of five, |eaving forty-five
persons free for productive industry in other departments; suppose that the chil-
dren so reared grew up with larger frames and sounder constitutions, brighter in-

tellects, livclier affections, and superior faculties in eyery way; suppose that all
this were so Obvious and incontcstable that no one ventured to dispute it, and so
attractive that hardly any mother would desire or venture to attempt the isolated
rearing of her pabe,-what would become of this second ground upon which tlle
family institution is maintained py force of arms as the sole means of gppropriate
guardianship for childhood?

The third and last. basis of the family is the protection and maintenance of
women themselves. Here gggjn it does not seem to me that the gsystem iN vogue,
by which the husband and father eamns all the money and doles it out in charitable
pittauces to wife and daughters, Who are kept as helpless dependents, in ignorance
of business and the responsibilities ©f life, has achieved 5, decided title to our
exalted admiration. The poor stipendiaries of paternal or marital munificence are
liable at any time to be thrown upon their own resources, With no resources to be
thrown upon. The absence of all prior necessity for the exercise of prevision un-
iitting them for self-support and protection, and the system affording them none
but the most precarious assurances, their liabilities are terrible, and da||y experi—
ences are cruel in the extreme. At the pest, and while the protection endures, its
results are mental jmbecility and bodily disease. There is hardly one woman in
ten in our Midst who knows from yegr's end to yegr's end what it is to gnjgy even
tolerable health. The few who, despite the system, attain some development, are
tortured py the consciousness and the mortification of their dependency, and the
perpetual succession of petty annoyances incident to jt; of which their |ordly com-
panions, seif-gratulatory for their own intentions of kindness, are profoundly vr-
conscious. Shut up to the necessity of this continuous and exhausting endurance,
wives have the same motives that slaves have for professing contentment, and
smile deceitfully while the heart swells jndignantly and the tear trcmbles in the
eye. Man complains habitually ©f the waywardness and perversity ©f woman, and
never gyspects that he himself, and his own false relations' to her, are the key to
the thousand gpparent contradictions in her deportment and character. The last
thing that the husband is ||ke|y to know, in marriage as it g, is the real state of
the heart that throbs next him as he lays his head (pon his own pillow. Vornan,
as well as the slave, must first be ywholly free before she can afford to take the risk
to speak freeiy_ She dare not utter boldiy her own Compiaint, and she will even
denounce gpenly, while she prays fervently in secret for the God-speed of the friend
who docs it for her.

The great lesson for the world to Icarn is that human beings do not need to be taken
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care of What they do need is such conditions of justice and freedom and friendly
cooperation that they can lake care gfthemselves. Provided for by arcther, and sub-
ject to his will as the return tribute, they pine, and sieken, and die. This is true
equally ©f women as of men; as true of wives as it is of vassals or serfs. Our
whole existing marital system is the house of bondage and the S|aughter.h0use of
the female sex. Vhether its evils are inherent or incidental, whether they belong
to the essence or the administration of the institution' whether they are remediable
without or on|y by means Of revo|ution, are the questions that have now to be
discussed.

Suppose, then, that in some future day, under the operation of equity, and with
such provision as has been hinted at for the care of children, women find it as easy
to earn an jndependent living as men; and that, py the same grrangenlent,the ex-
pense Of rearing a child to the early age at which, by other corresponding arrange-
ments, it is able to earn its own Iiving, is reduced to a minimum,-a slight
consideration for either parent. Suppose that syggestions ©f economy have sub-
stituted the |grge unitary edidce for the isolated home, and that, freed by these
changes from the care of the nyrsery and the household, woman is enabled, even
while a mother, to select whatever calling or profession suits her tastes, and pursue
it with devotion, or vary it at will; 'and syppose that, under this system of |iving,
universal health returns to bloom ypon her cheek, and that she develops new and
unexpected powers ©f mind, exquisiteness of taste, and charms of person; that, in
ine, while relieving the other sex entirely from the responsibility and burden of

her support, she proves incontestably her equality With man in points where it has
been denied, and her gyperiority in a thousand beautiful endowments which free-

dom alone has enabled her to discover and exhibit,-what, under these circum-
stances, becomes of the third and last necessity for the maintenance of the
institution of exclusive and perpetual and compulsory marriage?

Carry this Supposition still further; assume, for illustration, that in freedom the
tendency to perpetual conjugal partnership should vindicate itself, as supposed by
Mr. James, as the natural law of the subject; or contrariwise, Ict it be assumed
that a well-ordered variety in the love relations is shown by experience to be just
as essential to the hjghest development of the human peing, both spiritually and
materially, 2 variety in food, occupation, - amusement; ©r suppose, '© render the
case still stronger, that some new and striking pathological fact is discovered and
put beyond doubt; for example, that a specific disease, at present = scourge ©f
mankind, like consumption or scrofula, is wholly due to the V{II, of certain suhtile
magnetic influences, which can only come from a more unrestrained contact and
freedom of association between the sexes. Let us add that just that freedom of
contact and association are found to moderate the passions instead of intlaxning
them, and so to contribute, in the highest degree, to = general purity of life and the
prevalence of the most fraternal and tender regard. Suppose, again, that woman,
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when free, shopld ©xhibit an inherent, God-given tendency to accept only the no-
blest and most high|y endowed of the opposite sex to be the recipients of her choic-
est favors and the sires of licr offspring, rejecting the males of a lower dcgree, as
the females of some gpecies ©f the lower animals (who enjoy the freedom that
woman does not) are known to do; and that the grand Societary fact should appear
in the result that by this means Nature has provided for an infinitely higher deve-
lopment of the race.  Suppose, indeed, finally, that the freedom of woman is found
by experience t© have in every way = healthful, restraining, and elevating influence,
in the same degree that the freedom of man, to Subiugate her, as in poiygamic na-
tions, has had an influence to degrade and deteriorate the race; and that, gene-
rally, God and nature have eyidently delegated t© womau the supremacy in the
whole affectional realm of human affairs, as they have consigned it _to man in the
intellectual,-a function she could never begin rightly to perform until first freed
herself from the trammels of conventionalism, the false sanctities of superstition
and custom.  Syppose all this to have been thoroughly well-established both py
reason and fact, what then. becomes of this last ground ©of necessity for the institu-
tion of |egal marriage, °r ©f marriage at all?

When purity, in its best sense, should be far better ynderstood, and more pre-
valent without it than with jt, and women and children better protected and pro-
vided for, where would be the ¢ontinyued demand for the maintenance of the now
sacred and inviolable family institution? Vhat, indeed, would render it impossi-
ble that that institution should fall into contempt, as other jnstitutions, hallowed
in former times by equally sacred associations and beautiful jdealizations, have
done?

Vho can foretell that isolated families p5y nNot come hereafter to be regarded
as hot-beds of selishness and narrow prejudice against the outside world, separat-
ing and destroying the unity of the human (gce; the same thing as between neigh-
boxs that patriotie prejudices and antipathies and "mountains interposed" are
between nations? Vho shall g5y that it jmay not, perchance, be quoted upon us
one or more generations hence, as some evidence of our harbarism, that a rich and
religious eitizen could sit down in quiet and happiness, surrounded by his wife and
children, in the midst of comfort and luxury, bless God for his abundant mercies,
and eitc the Scripture that "He who provides not for his own household hath de-
nied the faith, and is worse than an infidel," while wretched women and babesy

with sensibilities as keen and capacities for happiness as great as those possessed
by his own sweet [gmbs, sit in their desolate houses within a stone's throw of his

own aristocratic door, Shivering with cold; pinched with hungery and tremb"ng
with apprehension of the Sharp knock and gruff voice of a landlord's agent’ come
to thrust them out of even those miserable mockeries of homes? Who can assert
with confidence that a larger conception of the brotherhood of humanity than now
prevails-except as a traditional remiuiscence of the teachings of Christ or the
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i dreams of the yjiqj i i :

Utopian dr visionary-may not, in afew years, with the. rapid progress
of events in these modern times, be translated into fact? And who can affirm
positively that the discovery may not be made hereafter that the last grand hin-
drance .a.nd obstaclt_a_to t_he r_ealization of that noble ideal of human destiny was the
superstitious sanctification in the popular mind of marriage and the family institu-
tion, V\.lhICh refuse(.:l to permit them to be examined and amended, or abolished,
according to the dictates of sound reason and the exigencies of the case, in the
same manner as the like veneration for ecclesiastical establishments and royalty
have hir?dered the 'race, at earlier stages, in the same onward and upward
progression?

Observe, 1 am not dogmatizing in anything that 1 say here. I mu not even af-
firming that any one of these syppositions is fikely to come true. 1 am gjmply es-
tablishing the fact that the righteousness and permanency of marriage and the
family institution are .fair subjects, like any other, for thought, for questioning, for
investigation. ! am entering my calmly-stated but really indignant protest against
the assumption that there is 5ny possible subject, in this age and nation, with our
antecedents and pretensions, too sacred to be discussed. | am adding my testi-
mony t© the truth of the position assumed by the despotist and the slaveholder
that the same evils which exist under the institutions of despotisms and slavery
exist |ijkewise under the institution of marriage and the family, and that the same
principles of right which men seek to apply in this day to the former will not leave
the latter unquestioned or unscathed. | am g|v|ng to the |azy pub“c some intimaf
tion that there are more things in heaven and earth than have yet been dreamed
of in their phjlosophy. ! am breaking into ripples the glassy surface of that dead
sea Of conservatism which reflects Socialism as a bugbear to frighten children with.
I am giving to the world a sample of the jdeas, and trains of reasoning, facts, and
principles which the New York i-Tribune," professedly the organ ©f new thought,
refuses to permit to be communicated to its regders, as matter too bad to be pub-
lished. And finally, and -specially, I am making an historical 1lote of the fact, for
future reference, that such ideas as these were too far in advance of public senti-
ment, at the middle of this century, at the metropolis of the most progressive
country in the world, to find utterance anywhere through the public press, the
"Tribune” peing, after all, the most liberal journal we have yet established

al us.

anat I am able to say in this brochure js, Of course, @ mere fragment of the so-
cial theories which I wished to propound. What | needed was a continuous year
of discussion, through such a medium as the " Tribune," in conflict with the first
minds in the country,-philosophers, politicians, and theologians, invited or pro
vpked into the fray,-at the end of which time the public would have begun te
discover that their current social dogmas must give way before the sublime principles
of a new and profoundly important science, which detcmmines exactly the true
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basis of all social relations. 1 wanted egpecially t© proponnd = few questions to
the llev. Dr. Bethune, to test the good faith of his broad statement of the doctrine
of rcljgons freedom, made in his assault upon BiShOp 'Inghes at the Madiai meet-
ing at Metropolitan llall.  Does he inclndc the Mormons and the Turks, with their
polygamy, and the Pcrfectionists, with their free |gye, in his toleration, or would
he, with Mr. Gree|ey’ make his exceptions when it came to the pinch, and go with
Mr. Greeley for rc-lighting e American soil the fires of religious persecution, and
thrust those whose conscience differs from his pon certain points into prison, or
hnrn them at the stake?

The question s rapidly becoming = practical ere in this country, when a whole
territory is already in the possession of a sect of religionists Who openly profess
and are rcady to die for the doctrine of a plurality of wives. Honor to General
Cass, the patriarch of the senate, who has recent|y stated the true and the tru|y

American princip|e,_virtua"y the Sovereignty of the Individual. He Speaks as
follows:

Independent of its connection with the human destiny hereatfter, | believe th fate of re-
publican govemments is jndissoluhly bound p with that of the Christian religion, and that
people Who reject its holy faith will find themselves the slaves of evil passions and of arbi-
trary power, and 1 am free to gcknowledge that 1 do not see altogether without anxiety some
of the signs which, shadowed forth around us by weak imaginations with some, and irregu_
lated passion with others, are producing founders and followers of strange doctrines, whose
tendencies it is easier to perceive than it is to account for their grigin and progress; but they
will find their remedy, not in |egislation, but in asound religious opinion, whether they in-
culeate an gppeal to God by means of stocks, and stones, and rappings (the latest and most rid-
iculous experiment upon human credulity), or whether they seek to pervert the Scriptures
to the purposes Of their libidinous passions, by destroying that safeguard ©f religion and so-
cial order, the institution of marriage, and by leading lives of unrestrained jntercourse,-

thus making proselytes to a miserable impostnre, unworthy ©f our nature, by the temptations
of unbridled lust. This same trial was made in Germany some three centuries ggo, In a

period ©f strange abominations, and failed. It will fail here. Where the Word of God is
free to all, no snch vile doctrine can permanently establish itself.

This is a genuine though indirect recognition of individual goyereignty; and,
while marred py a few yngentlemanly flings at what the speaker obviously does
not ynderstand, it is as much above the puny and miserable suppression doctrines
of Mr. Greeley-the sickly relics of the dark ages-as the nineteenth century is
in advance of the twelfth.

By my reference to Dr. Bethune, itis but justice to gay that I have no reason to
doubt that he, too, is honest in his statement of the doctrine of religious freedom,
and that he would, in practice, recognize my right te live with three women, if my
conscience approved’ as readily and heart”y as he would contend for the r|ght to
read the Protestant Bible at Florence. If not, | hope he will take an opportunity

to restate his position. | needed a |engthened discussion, a= I said, not gnly to ex-
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press my-own ideas, but also to find where others actually stand (pon this most
vital question,-the legitimate limit of human freedom. But such discussions,
carried on with the danntless ntrepidity of truth-seeking, are not for the columns
of the "Tribune." The readers of that journal must be kept in the dark. | sub-
mit, and await the establishment of another grgan. Meantime, those who may
chalice to become interested in a more thorough exhibit of principles stated or ad-
verted to in these pages are referred to "Equitable Commerce” and "Practical
Details in Equitab|e Commerce," by Josrsu VAmM¢EX, and "The Science of So~
ciety," by myself, published by Fowlers & Vells, New York# and John Chapman,
London, which I take this Opportunity thus publicly to advertise, since the news-
paper press generally declines to notice them, and to such other works as may he
hereafter announced on the subject.
Srnrxiex PEARL Axnmzws.-

NEW YORK, APRIL, 1853.

The Science of Society " is now published by Sarah E. Holmes, Box 3306, Boston, Mus-
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DISCUSSION.

Mn. JAMES'B nartv 'ro ‘rua New vom: onsanvan.

To the Edigor ofthe New York Tribune:
Please allow me the hospitality ©f your paper t© right myself with the New York

"Observer," and so add to the many obligations ! already °we you.
Yours truly, H. JAMES.

NOVEMBER 15.

New YORK, SATURDAY, Nov. 13, 1852.
To the Editor gfthe New York Observer: ’

An article in yoyr paper ©f today does me so much jpjustice that I cannot afford
to let it pagg UNNoticed.

The drift of y,5 ¢ assault is to charge me with hostility to the marriage institu-
tion.  This charge is so far from peing true that 1 have invariably aimed to ad-
vance the honor of marriage by Seeking to free it from certain pure|y arbitrary and
conventional obstructions in reference to divorce. For example, 1 have always
argued against Mr. Greeley that it was not essential to the honor of marriage that
two persons should be compelled to live together when they held the reciprocal
relation of dog and cgt, and that in that state of things divorce might profitably
intervene, provided the parties guaranteed the State against the charge of their
offspring. ! have yery earnestly, and, as it gppears t© me, very unanswerably,
contended for a gregter freedom of divorce on these grounds, in the columns of the
"Tribune," some years Since; but 1 had no idea that | was thus Weakening the
respect ©f marriage. ! seemed to myself to be plainly strengthening it, by remov-
ing purely arbitrary and damaging obstructions.  The existing difiiculty of divorce
is one of those obstructions. You will not pretend to say that the legislative sanc-
tion of divorce now existing discharges the marriage rite of respect? How, then,
shall 5py enlargement of that sanction which I 55555 avail to do so? Is it pos.

sible that a person exposed to the civilizing influences of a large city like this so
long as you have been should see no other ggcyrity for the faithful union of hus-
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band and wife than that which dates from the police oflice? I can not believe it.
yo must KNOW many ma-"led partners, if you have been even ordinarily fortunate
in your company, who, if the marriage institution were formally abolished tomor-
row, would instantly annul that |egal abolition again by the unswerving constancy
of their hearts and lives.

NO. man has a more cordial, nor, as I conceive, = more enlightened respect for
marriage than I have, whether it be regarded, Ist, as a beautiful and very perfect
symbol ©of religious or metaphysic truth, or, 2d, as an independent social institu-
tion. | have fully shown its claim for respect on both these grounds in a number
of the "Tribune™ which yq, quoted at the time, but which it serves your dishon-
est instincts now to pVEﬂOOk. You probably are indifferent to the subject in its
hlgher' and primary point of view, but your present article proves that you have
seme regard for it in its social aspects. T you regard marriage, then, as a social
institution, you will, of course, allow that its value depends a|together upon the
uses it promotes. IT these uses are salutary, the institution is honorable. [f, on
the Contrary, they are mischievous, the institution is dep|orab|e. Now, no one
charges that the |eggitimate uses of the marriage institution are otherwise than
good. BUt a social institution, whose uses are ntrinsically good, may P& very
badly administered, and so produce mischief. Thjs, 1 a”ege’ is the case with the
marriage institution. It is not administered livingly, or with reference to the pre.
sent need of society, but gnly traditionally, o~ with reference to some wholly past
state of gociety. N = disorderly condition of society, like that from which we have
for the last two centuries been glowly emerging, men of wealth and power, men of
violence and jntrigue, Would have laughed at the sacrcdest gffections, and rendered
the family security nugatory, had not society fortified marriage by the most strin-
gent safeguards. The still glaring inequality Of the sexes, moreover, would have
led kings and nobles into the most unrebuked [icentiousness, and consequenﬂy into
the most brutal contempt for woman, had not the politico-ecclesiastical rcyimc
almost ytterly inhibited divorce. The elevation of woman in Christendom has
thus been Owing exc|usive|y to a yery r|g|d administration of the marriage insti-
tution in the earlier periods of our social history. But what num of wealth and
power, what man of violence and intrigue, is there now to take away 2 man's wife
from him? No doubt there is a yery enormous clandestine violation of the mar-
riage bond at the present time; careful observers do not hesitate to ggy an almost
unequalled Violation of it; but that is an evil which no positive legislation can
prevent, because it is manwstly based upon = popular contempt for the prexent '”’_10'”_“
and vicious administration of the law. The only possible chance for correcting it
depends, as | have uniformly insisted, upon = change in that administration,-
that is to say, upon freely legitimating divorce, within the limits of a complete
guarantee t© society against the support ©f offspring; because in that case you
place the inducement to mutual fidelity ne longer " the base |egal bondage ©of the
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parties merely, but in their reciprocal inward sweetness or human jty. And this is
an gppeal which, when frankly and generously made, ne man or woman Will ever
prove recreaut to.

Again, in the "Tribune” article of last summer which yoy quote (or, rather,
shamelessly niisquotc) it seemed to me tlle while that | was gagying as good aword
for marriage as had ever been said beneath the stars. 1| was Writing, to bc syre,
upon 2 |arger topicy and alluded to marriage Only by way of illustration. But
what | said about it then seems to me still completely true. And, truc or untrue,
why do you not cite me before yq,r readers honestly? You allow your printer to
turn the first quotation you Make into sheer nonsense, and ygy so bedevil the
second with ostentatious and mjyatory italics that a heedless reader will look ypon
the imbecile tumefaction as so much solid grgument, and infer that gpy one who
can provoke that amount of pure|y typographic malediction from a pious editor
must needs be closely afliliated-you know where.

Now, as a matter of gpeculation merely, why should yq, desire to prejudice me
before the Community? I am a humble jndividual, without any infiue nee to com-
mend py ideas to public acceptance, apart from their intrinsic truth. And jf, as
you a”ege’ my desire and aim be to destroy the marriage institution, 1 am at least
not so foolish as to gttempt that labor phy a mere exhibition of will. I must have
adduced some eolorable reasons for its destruction.  \ill yq, be good enough to
tell me where I have exhibited these reasons? O, faijling to do so, Will yo, be
good enough to confess yourself a defeated trickster, unworthy the companion-
ship of honest men?

Doubtless, Mr. Editor, you address an easy, good-natured audience, who do not
care tO scan too nicely the stagnant Slipslop which your Weekly ladle deals out to

them. But the |arge public perfectly appreciates your flimsy zeal for righteous
ness. Eyery reasonable man knows that, if I assail a cherished institution with-

out the exhibition of valid reasons, | alone must prove the sufferer, and that
immediately. Every such person therefore gygpects, when a pjous editor gges out
of his gy to insult me for this imputed offence, that his gpparent motive is only
a mask to some more real and covert one. And this Suspicion would be palpably
just in the present instance.  You are by no means concerned about 5p,, hostility,
real or jmaginary, Which I or any other person may exhibit toward the marriage
institution. 1 do yq the justice, on the contrary, to believe that o would gnly
be too happy te find me and all o, other fancied enemies "pringing up "--to
use your own choice expression-"against the seventh commandment.” But
benevolence, at |east, is quite too weak to afford o, that gratification. Natural-
ists tell us that the Sepia" or cuttleiish, when pursued’ is in the habit "of ejeCting
an inky fluid, which colors the adjacent waters so deeply as to aiford it an easy
means Of escape” Now, science, in revealing to us the gplendid analogies of
nature, teaches us that the sepia, or cuttle-fish, of these watery latitudes is 0n|y an
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oblique or imperfect form of the tricky sectarian editor of higher ones: even as
that tricky editor is himself gnly an oblique or imperfect prophecy of the integral
mManN of still higher latitudes. According|y7 if we take the trouble to explore the
inky and deceptive puddle you have trajected in our path, we shall find that the
origin of your ill-will lies \,ery much behind that. Ve shall find that it lies alto-
gether in the criticism which 1 have gccasionally brought to bear ypon that fossil
and fatigning Christianity, of which the "Observer" is so afilictive a type, and its
editor so dis tinguished and disinterested a martyr. Indulge me with a few lines
upon this topic.

Christianity, in its only real or vital gpprehension, seems to me to jmply = very
perfect life for man, eor one which gafely disuscs all professional knavcry, as it is
sure to disappoint !l merely professional or private ambition. 1 have expressed,
poorly enough ! allow, my dawning conception ©of this majestic life. 1t is at last
the veritable life of God in the soul of man, and one must celebrate it with stam-
mering lips rather than be wholly silent. It runs through one's veins like new

wine, and, if one's speech thereupon grew lyrical and babbling, it should rather
be an argument of praise to the late-found and authentic Bacchus than of blame

to his still unfashioned worshipper. | have tried to put this miraculous and divine
wine into our old customary bottles, but the bottles pop, whiz, sputter, and crack
so on eyery Side, that my wife and children and servants |anghing|y protest that
we shall have no rest short of gpsolutely new bottles. Now, tlesc bottles admit
of no private manufacture. They are so vast in compass, and so COSﬂy in material,
that they claim all the resources and all the wit of gocietyto fashion them. There
is no harm, of course, iN a patient citizen like me gccasionally stirring up the pure
mind of his brethren py way ©f remembrance, or indulging & word now and then
upon the pattern the fabric should_follow. Accordingly, ! do drop an occasional
word in the columns of the " Tribune," and would be happy to do the same in
those of the "Observer,” on this interesting topic: hillting how, as I conceive, our
good ©ld family bottle, conjugal bottle, and social bottle generally-might be de.:-
troyed !-nol might be saved from destruction, renewed, regenerated, and rgformerl,
by wise and timely legislation. I am happy t© say, too, that my efforts seem to be
taken in growing gOOd part. Virtuous and genia| Presbytcrians even, as well as
mere unregimented sinners, are beginning to express an interest in the attrac_tlv-e
theme, and a hope bf good fruit to come out of its seasonablc ggitation. For it'is
evident to gyery honest mind that, if our conjugal, parental, and social tics gene-
rally ean be safely discharged of the purely diabolic element of outward Torcg‘ t.hey
must instantly become transigured by their own inward, divine, and irresistible
loveliness.

Hinc illae Zaclzrymwl This is the gpen source of your tribnlation, the palpable
spring ©f your ineffectual venom. W.ith the instinct nnhappily of self-prcserva~
tion, you perceive that, if our social relations once become grderly, not py con-
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straint, but of an inherent and divine pecessity, there will be a speedy end to the
empire of cant and false pretension. For if n ||V|ng p|ety once invade the human
mind, = piety attuned to the ministries of science, a piety which celebrates God no
IOnger as the mere traditional source of |apsed and Contingent felicities, but as the
present and palpable doer of divinest deeds,-such as feeding the starving hordes
of the earth's population, clothing the naked, enlightening the ignorant, comfort-
ing the dejected, breaking the yoke of every oppression, cleansing the diseased
conscience, banishing want, and sickness, and envy, and diffusing universal plenty,
peace, @nd righteousness,-what, in lleaven's npame, Will become of that yapid
piety which now exhales gnly in the form of selfish and mendicant gypplication,
or else of jmpudent interference with the privacies of other pegple's souls?

1 have not yet had the p|easure of reading any of Mrs. Smith's pub|ications7 and
can not, therefore, estimate yoyr candor in gssociating her labors with mine.  But
inasmuch as I perceive from the pewspapers that that well-intentioned |ady is
engaged in a yery arduous crusade against the natural and obvious distinction of
the sexes, the which distinction I meanwhile set great store py, | presume your
good will in this instance to be as transparent as | have found it in gthers, and
thank you accordingly.

As to your attempt to insinuate a community ©f purpose ©r tendency between
myse|f and that ramification of your ewn re”gious body’ known as the Oneida
Perfectionists, ! may safely leave it to_the scorn Of those among your readers who
can estimate the cowardice which, in wanton disregard of a neighbors good name,
hints and insinuates the calumny it dares not poldly month. These men, as |
learn from their own story, are ultra-that is to say, consistent-Calvinists, who
have found in the bosom of the doctrines yo yourself profess the |ogical warrant
of the practices wWhich yoy nevertheless condemn. From a conversation or two
which 1 have had with some of their |eading men, ! judged them to be persons of
great Sincerity7 but of deplorab'e fanaticism, who were driven to the |engths which

you se sternly reprobate strictly because they exemplify what you do not,-a logi-
cal abandonment to their own religious convictions. 1 told them candidly that

any man Of common sense must give short shrift in his regard to a deity who
elected men to the priv”ege of |eading disordeHy lives; but at the same time | saw
that they were no gy amenable to the tribunal of common sense. AN unhappy
religious fanaticism, the flowering ©f your own fundamental principles, has lifted
them out of that wholesome judicature, and they must henceforth drift whitherso~
ever the penignant powers-who, after all, are paramount in this world, spite of
many “Observers * —wvill let them. But at the same time | must avow that these
strenuous and unhandsome gectarists appeared to me far worthier of tender com-
passion than of brutal pyblic vituperation. Honest, upright souls they seemed at

bottom, though sadly misguided by an insane sense of duty, and delicate women
were gmong them, too, full no doubt of woman's indestructible truth. They were
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fgthers, and husbands, and brothers, like myself, disfigured, to bc sure, by a mor-
bid religious conscience, but no less capable of suffering on that account whatever
I suffered. And so I could not help saying to myself how syrely must errors like
these involve this poor unprotected people in permanent popular disgrace, or what
is worse, perhaps, provoke the fatal violence of a disqusting pharisaic mob; and
how gladly, therefore, must good men of every name rathcr lessen than deepen the
inevitable odium in which they stand! Accordingly it appears to me about as un-
rnanly 2 sight as the sun now shines pon t0 see a great prosperous ncwspapcr like
the New York "Observer ~ gathering together the two win gg of its hcbdomadal fla-
tulen ce, "secular” and “religious," for a doughty descent ypon this starveling and
harmless field-mouse!

And this reminds me, by the way, to adore the beautiful Nemesis-beautiful and
dread!-which in gyery commotion of gpinion infallibly drives you, and persons
like yoy, into a significant clamor for the interests ofthe Seventh Commandment.
Whence this special zeal, this superero gatory devotion to the interests of that in-
stitution? Have you, then, a fixed conviction that no man, however refined by
God's culture and the elevation of our present social sentiment, could be exempted
from police regulation without nstantly rushing into adultery? It would really
seem so. But if that be g state of mind, it only furnishes another striking
proof of the power vhich your friends the Socialists attribute bo constraint in en-
hancing aud iniiaming the normal appreciation of sensual delights.

And here I drop my pen. I have used it freely t© express the indignation which
every true man must feel at Seeing an eminent pub“c station, like that of the cdi-
tor of a religious newspaper, perverted t© the vanton defamation of private cha-
racter and the profligate obstruction of humane enterprise.

I am yours, etc.,
111~;S|rY JAm-:s.

Then followed several communications between the "Observer ~ and Mr. James,
which are omitted. Anything in them pertinent to this discussion is contained in
the excerpts indicated py quotation marks.
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QUERIES TO MR. JAMES, BY MR. ANDREVB.

Nrw Yomr, Fmnnr, Nov. 26 1852.
To the Editor gfthe Tribune:

I have read with some interest a recent article in the "Tripune," by IINN1:Y
JAMES, in reply to an "assault” ypon him, made by the editor of the New York
" Observer," on the Marriage Question_ Perhaps it would be discourteous to say
that, in relation to the issue of the conflict between these parties, | am quite indif-
ferent. My OWN gpinions differ considerably from those avowed by either of the
contestants. My curiosity iS pigned, however, by the positions assumed py Mr.
James, to see how he will maintain himself, and I find myself given over to a sort
of "hope-I-don‘tfintrnde” propensity to ask questions. Without yenturing o~ pole-
inics, ! may perhaps he allowed, as a third party, the Socratic privilege ©f propound-
ing difficulties and seeking for further information.

It was a ggying of Daniel Webster that, "if a thing is to be done, a wise man
should be able to tell how it is to be done." Hence, | cannot but hope that Mr.
James may be able to remove some Of the darkness which obscures perceptions
of the tenability of his positions. 1 confess that, comparing my recollections of
his earlier writings in the "Harbinger" and the "Tribune” upon the same subject
with the somewhat rgmpant and ferocious morality Of a recent article in the "1°ri-
bune," in review of the book of Dr. Lazarus, called "Love vs. Marriage," which 1
attributed to his pen, I said to myseh" "My friend, Mr. James, is Certainly Coming
up on both sides of the same question.” But | now stand corrected. This still
more recentluanifesto defines him with respect to his position, if the position itself
proves susceptible of definition. lle is a "cordial and enlightened respecter of
marriage," —=- champion, indeed, of the institution of marriage,-but at the same
time he is in favor of entire freedom of divorce, "provided only the parties gua-

rantee tbe State against the Charge of their Offspring_" He is Surprised that an
intelligent man should "see no other security for the faithful union of husband and

wife than that which dates from the police office.” "By freely legitimating di-
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vorce within the limits of a complete guarantee to society against the support of
offspring,” you do, according t© him, "place the inducement to mutual figeljity no
longer in the base legal bondage of the parties merely, but in their reciprocal in-
ward sweetness or humanity."

In affirming all this, it seems to him the while that ~ he is Saying as good a word
for marriage as has ever been said beneath the stars.” lle indignantly repud|ates
all afhliation of his doctrines with the laxer kind of morality, or the systematic
enlargement of marital privileges by certain religious sectarians, whom he scorn-
fully pronounces destitute of common gense, for no better cause, so far as he en-
ables us to discover, than that their views differ from his, and whom, Ile informs
us, he, moved py the divine jijjiatus, lectured for their "disorderly lives." As Mr.
James professes himself ready and apt to instruct the public, and desirous withal
to forward "the good time coming" by reforming the abuses of the institution of
rnarriage7 1 Hatter myseif that he cannot Obiect to reiieving a few doubts and hon-
est difliculties which perp|ex my understanding of his doctrine upon the Subiect.

These doubts and difficulties are stated in the following list of queries:

1. What does Mr. J. understand to be the essential and determining element of
marriage, the kernel or ginerqua non of the marriage institution, a_/Per the complete
removal of the characteristic feature of "|lega| hondage " or "outward force," by
the repeai of all laws Sanctioning and enforcing it, and after the feature of neces-
sary perpetuity is removed by the entire freedom to end the relation py the will of
the parties at any instant? Noah Webster informs us that to marry is to "join 2
man and woman for life, and constitute them man and wife according te the luu-.1
and customs of a nation." Now, any constraint from custom is as much nn outward
force as a constraint py law, and, N ease both these gpecies Of constraint are rc-
moved,-that is, if the man and woman are joined with no reference to gjther, but
Simpiy with regard to their mutual or individual choice and wishes, the union
Occurring not for |ife, but to be dissolved at the option ofthe parties, both limbs
of the definition are eliminated, reminding one of the oft-quoted expnrgation ofthe
tragedy of Hamlet. It seems to me, then, that I am quite in order to call for a
new specification of the essentials of rnatrimony. But I am forgetting that Mr. J.
still provides for the ghost of = legal tie, in the bond to he given 2s a guarantee t©
society against the support ©f offspring.  This brings me to my second guery.

2. Vhy_ if the maintenance ofthe unswerving constancy of husband and wife
can be safely intrusted to the guardianslrip of "their reciprocal inward sweetness
or humanity," with no "base |egal bondage" super2ldd0d-WIly 1110r 0% WO care
and maintenance of oispring be, with equal safety, intrusted likewise to that same
"inward sweetness or humanity," without the superaddition of a "base |ega| bon-
dage" or "outward force "? If the first of these social relations may With safety
not only,but With pgsitive advantage, be discharged ©f accountability t© the police
oflice. Why not the second? \Why, indeed, be at the trouble and expense of ‘main-
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taining 2 police oflice at all? |ndeed, if I understand Mr. J. rightly, after impos-
ing this limitation ypon the absolute freedom of divorce, or, in other words, upon
the extinction of |egal nln.rriagc, -==: gratia nwllestiw, perhaps, lest the whole truth
might not be fitting to Pe spoken openly,-he again dispenses With the limitation
itself, and delivers the parental relation over to the same securities to which he has

previously consigned the conjugal; for 1 find in n subsequent paragraph of the
same article the following sentence: " It is obvious to every honest mind that, if
our conjugal, parental, and social ties generally can be safely discharged of the

purely diabolic element of outward force, they must instantly become transfigured
by their owit j\waqrd divine and irresistible loveliness.”  Here it is not marriage only,

but the maintenance of offspring also, which is to be intrusted to the “"inward
sweetness or humanity" of the individuals to whom the relation appeals, which
seems to me much the more consistent view of the matter, inasmuch g, if the prin-
ciple is good for anything in one case, it is certainly equally applicable in the
other. But here, again, we come back to the point I have made gbove,-the query
whether marriage, discharged ©f all law, custom, or necessary perpetuity, remains
marriage at all? and if 5o, what is the essential and characteristic element of such
marriage?_upon vhich point I crave further information.

3. If the inception an_d the dissolution of marriage is to be left to the Option of
the parties on such grounds as are stated by Mr. J. is the expansion or contraction
of the relation also to be abandoned to the gjtogether private and individual judg-
ment of the same parties N logical deference to the same principle? That is to
say, If more than two parties are taken into the conjugal partnership, is that degree
of license to be tolerated likewise? or are ve still to retain a police oliice to pro-
vide against such cases? Ve are aware that men have diiferecl in theory and

practice in divers ages and nations, between monogamy and po'ygamy‘ for
example, — and with all restraints, both of custom and of |aw, removed, possibly they
may differ in like manner ggain. Vhat, then, is to happen under the new refgime!
Who is to be the standard of proprieties ? IS Mr. James's definition of a "disorderly
life ” to be y,y definition because it is his 1 If not Mr. James's definition, whose then?
What is the limit upto which Z|lan, simply in virtue ofbeing Zlfari, is entitled, ofright, to
the exercise of his freedom, without the intejzrence of society, or-which is the same
thing-of other individuals? This |gst, it seems tO (pe, is about the most Weighty
question concerning human society ever asked, and ene which a man who, like Mr.
James, attempts to lead the way in the solution of social difficulties, should be pre-
pared to answer by some broader genera”zation than any which relates to a Sing|e
one of the social ties, and by some principle more susceptible of definition than a
general reference to hymanitary sentiment. There are some acts which the indi-
vidual is authorized to do pr not to do, at his own option, and in relation to which
other individuals have no right te interfere to determine for him whether he shall

or shall not do them; as, for example, whether he shall 44 personally to the post
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oflice or send a boy. There are certain other acts, on the other hand, which the
individual cannot do without directly authorizing interference, resistance, or con-
straint, on the part of others. If a man plant his fist in the features of another,
or tweak his pese, | take that to be such an act. \/hat, now, is the clear and de-

finable line which social science, as understood by Mr. James, reveals, as running

between these two classes of acts? If that can be discovered, perchance it may

settle the marriage question, nNot singly and alone, but along with eyery other
question of human freedom. Hoping that Mr. J. will consent to enlighten me
and others by any knowledge he may have ypon the subject, | submit my
interrogatories.

Snzrnnx PEARL Arrnmcws.

r
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Im. GnnELEY'S comxunxrs.

Having given place to the essays on Marriage and Divorce py Mr. Henry James,
in reply to attacks upon him in the "Observer,'Qwe have concluded to extend like

hospitality to the queries ©f Mr. S. P. Andrews, suggested by and relating to the
essays Of Mr. James.  Our own views differ \,gry radically from those of both these
gentlemen; but we court rather than decline discussion on the subject, and are
satisned that the temper and tendencies of our times render such discussion emi-
nently desirable, if not vitally necessary. Let us now priefly set forth our own
idea of the matter.

This is preeminenﬂy an age of Individualism (|t would hard|y be po“te to gay
Egotisrn)7 wherein "the Sovereignty of the Individual "-that is, the r|ght of
every one to do pretty nearly as he pleases-is already generally popular, and
visibly gaining ground daily. "Vhy should not A. B, living on our side of the
St. Lawrence, and making hats, exchange them freely with C. D, |iving on the
Canada side, and growing wheat, without paying = heavy impost °r violating =
law?"-"Why should not E. F. lend his money at ten or twenty per cent. to G.
H., if the latter is wijlling to pay that rate, and sees how he can make more by it? "
- Why may not I. J. educate his own children, if he sees jt, and decline paying
any School Tax?"-" And yhy should not John Nolres and [ ydia Nokes be at
Iiberty to dissolve their own rnarriage, if they have no children, or have provided
for such as they have, and believe that they may secure happiness in new relations
which is unattainable in the present?" These questions all be|ong to the same
school, though the individuals who ask them 5y be of syperiicially different creeds
or persuasions. They all find their basis and aliment in that idea of Individual
Sovereignty which seems to us destructive alike of social and persona| We”being_

The genera| answer to these questions imports that the State does not exist for
the advantage and pr‘O"t of this or that individual, but to secure the h|ghest good
of all,-not merely of the present, but of futiue generations also; and that an act
which, in itself, and without reference to its induence as a precedent, might be
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deemed innocent, is often rendered exceeding|y hurtful and culpable by its rela-
tion to other acts externally undistinguishable from it. A hundred cases might be
cited in which the happmess of all the parties immediate|y concemed would be
promoted by liberty of divorce; and yet we have not a doubt that such liberty, if
. . )
recogmzed and established, would lead to the most iiagrant disorders andthe most
pervading calamities. We insist, then, that the gquestion shall be considered from
the social or general rathejr th_an the individual standpoint, and that the experience,
the judgment, and the instincts of mankind shall be regarded in framing the
decision.

Polygamy is not an experiment to be first tried in our day; it is some thousands
of years old; its condemnation is inscribed on the tablets of Oriental history; it is
manifest in the comparative debasement of Asia and Africa. The |ibe|—ty of di-
vorce has been recognized by great historians as one main cause of the corruption
and downfall of the Roman Empire. The sentiment of chastity becomes ridiculous
Where a woman is transferred from husband to hysband, as caprice or satiety may
dictate.

Two persons desire to be joined N Marriage, and invoke the sanction of the
State-in other Words, the approbation and respect of the community-for their
union. The State substantially asks them : "Is there no impediment to such union
in the existing engagements ©of one or both ofyou? "~ " No." =7" Does yoyr know-
ledge of and affection for each other warrant yq, in promising te love and cherish
each other gxclusively as husband and wife till death ,shall part you?  -"Yes."-
"Then we pronounce and consecrate you man and wife, and enjoin all persons
to honor ygy as such.” And this is marriage, "honorable in al|," and glways
honored accordingly, because it recognizes and provides for the permanent claims
of society in the preservation of moral pyrity and the due maintenance and educa-
tion of children; while any sexual union unsanctiiied by the mutual pledge of per-
petuity or continuance ever has been and ever must be esteemed ign0b|0 and
dishonoring when contrasted with thjs; for its aims are manifestly selfish and its
character undistinguishable from the purely sensual and brutal connections of un-
disguised lewdness, where no pretence of affection or esteem is set up, and whose
sole object is animal gratification. In other words, society, by the institution of
indissoluble marriage, exacts of the married the strongest practical guaranteg of
the purity and truth of their affection, and thereupon draws the broadest possible
line of demarcation between them and the vile crew whose aspirations are purely
selfish, and whose unions are dissolved, renewed, and varied as versatility o satiety
may dictate. o
We have no doubt this wise |aw, while essential to the progress Of the race in in-
telligence and virtue, is eminently conducive to the happiness of individuals.  Tme,
there are ynhappy marriages, discordant marriages, unions sanctioned py law

i i inherent vice
which lack the soul of marriage,-but these occur, not through any
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or defect in the institution, but through the levity, rashness, avarice, or over-
mastering appetite of one or both of the parties, Who marry in haste, or from the
impulse of unworthy motives, when the law counsels deliberation and demands
pure affection. If a genera| proc|amati0n were issued tomorrow, With the sanction
of ull our civil and ecclesiastical guthorities, authorizing every married couple to
obtain n divorce by merely applying for it vithin 'two months, and, in default of
such asking, to remain unclivorced ever afterward, we do not believe one couple
in ten would gpply for divorce. But-~let it be understood that marriages would
hereafter be sanctioned and honored, b|nd|ng the parties to regard each other as
husband and wife On|y so |0ng as should be mutua"y agreeab|e’ and |eaving them
at perfect liberty to dissolve this tie @nd form new ones at pleasure, and we believe
marriages Would be contracted and dissolved with a facility and |eyity now unima-
gined. Every innocent yoyung maiden would be gought in marriage by those who
now plot her ruin without marriage’ and the fac"lty of divorce would cover the
arts and the designs of the libertine with all the pangply of honorable and pyre af-
fection. How mgny have already fallen victims to the sophistry that the ceremony
of marriage is of no importance’ the ajiec”on being the essential matter? How
many are every day exposed tothis sophistry? Marriage indissoluble y5y be an
imperfect test of honorable and pre affection,-as all things human are jmper-
fect, -but it is the best the State can devise; and its overthrow would result in a
general proligaey and corruption such as this country has never known and few
of our pegple can adequately imagine.

Ve are |nf|ex|b|y opposed’ therefore, to any extension of the priv”eges of divorce
now accorded by our Jaws; but we are nal Opposed to the discussion of the Subject.
On the contrary, we deem such discussion vitally necessary @nd already to° long
neglected. The free trade sophistry respecting marriage 'S already or every lib-
ertine's tongue; it has overrun the whole country in the yellow-covered literature
which is as abundant as the frogs of Egypt and a great deal more perniciousl It
is high time that the pregs, the pulpit, and eyery Other avenue to the public mind,
were alive to this subject, presenting, reiterating, @and enforcing the argument in
favor of the sanctity, integrity, and perpetuity ©f marriage.
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EXTRACT OF REPLY OF MR. JAMES TO 'TIIE OBSERVIIL

To Dir. Greeley:
1 do not see that Mr. Andrews's queries need detain us. The numerous fallacies

and misconceptions on which they are grounded either suggest their own correc-
tion to the observant reader or else stand fully corrected in mpy replies to the
" Observer" and yourself. Besides, the entire "indiiference * which Mr. Andrews
professes as to any possible issue of the discussion between the "Observer® and
myself gives.a. decided shade of jmpropriety to his interference in it. 1 value y,
time and thoughts much too highly to bestow them ypon those who can afford to
be indiierent to them; and, accordingly, ! shall hold myself excused if I confine
my attention to yoyrself and the "Observer/'
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mn. GREELEY'S coxmsrrrs.

We (o, indced, believe that most parties are now as happy and contented in their
marriage relations as their own natures will g|low; because we believe that mar-
riages are now contracted with a very general understanding that they are prac-
tically indissolnble; that nothing short of death or the deep demoralization and
lasting infamy of one of the parties can ever dissolve them. But let it be under-
stood that marriages may be dissolved whenever the parties are tired of each
other,-and we can conceive no essential modification of our present system which
will not amount practically t© this,--and we believe more false than true mar-
riages wonld be contracted; because libertines would resort to marriage as a cloak
for their lecherous designs’ which the |ega| pena|ties of b|gamy and adu|tery now
compel them to pyrsue by a more circuitous alld less shaded path. Apprise sen-
sualists that they may at_any time be rid of the gpligations ©f marriage by simply
dishonoring them,-and if Mr. James does not intend tljis, we cannot understand
him,-and thousands would incur those gpligations With deliberate intent to
throw them 05 whenever they should be found jrksome, as, With their appetites,
they are moraIIy certain soon to become. YVe jnsist, then, that what Mr. James
intends or Contemplates may be ever so innocent and practica”y just without at all

discharging his proposition of the responsibility of such use as the carnal and uu-
principled would jnevitably make of it. And this use we determine py the ruin

they are now too often enabled to eifect through the influence of the sophism that
the ceremony of marriage is of no account where the essential marriage of heart and
soul has g|ready taken place. We determine it also py the demoralization and de-
generacy ©f the Romans, especially the Patricians, following closely on the heels of
the Iiberty of divorce accorded by their laws in the last days of the republic. Ve
5nd, also, that the most flaggrant social disorders were diffused and gggravated in
France by the Iiberty of divorce accorded during the frcnzy of the first Revolution.
In short, we believe this ||berty always did create or immensely intlame such dis-
orders wherever it has been legalized, and we think it always must do so; at least un-
til the hum an race shall have been very differently trained and developed from aught
the world has yet seen. If there ever shall come a time when the whole race shall

profound|y realize that |ewdness, with all transgression of the laws of God, is a ruin-
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ous mistake, destructive of the happiness of the transgressor, there will then be no
need of human laws or penalties, and'they may be dispensed with altogether. But

so Jong as there shall exist a social necessity for inberdicting and punishing murder,
-which we reckon will be rather Ionger than either Mr. James's or our Writings

will continue to be read, so |0ng we believe there will be a necessity for punish_
ing seduction and gdultery and forbidding divorce.

We contend that Mr. James's |iperty of divorce, ne matter what his intent 5y
be, or what hedges he might seek to set about jt, would practically open t© the li-
centious and tickle a prospect of r|dd|ng themselves of the obiigations of marriage
at pleasure,-would say to them, "Get married, if that will subserve the ends of
today; and you may get unmarried ggain tomorrow, or as soon as ygy shall think
proper." And we regard Mr. Andrevs's queries and well-understood position as
most gignificant @and pertinent, pointing, as they do, to n still |arger (or looser)
||berty than Mr. James Contemp|atesl Once admit divorce on Mr. James's basis,
and it will be utterly impossible to confine it within his limits.

Our 0WN conviction and grgument decidedly favor "indissoluble marriage," any
existing 'aw to the contrary notwithstanding. But for the express words of
Christ, which'seeln to admit gdultery as = valid ground of divorce, we should stand
distinctly en the Roman Catholic ground of no divorce except by death. As it s,
we do not ppject to divorce for the one flagrant 2nd gross violation of the marriage
covenant, though we -should gppose ever that, if it did not seem to be ypheld by
the personai authority of Christ. Beyond it we are inliexible.
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VL
NOTICE BY MR. GREELEY.

We acknowledge the receipt of Mrs. E. Onxns Sm'm's promised exposition of
her views on the divorce question, Which we shall pyblish seen. But we have had
one much |0nger on hand from Mr. S. P. ANDREWS, which we shall print first,
though we consider its doctrines eminently detestable, while Mrs. Smith's conclu-
sions are just, though her way of |00king at the question differs somewhat from
ours.

The world is full of per”ous fallacies and Sophisms respecting marriage and
divorce, which, we are confident, are mischievous 0n|y because they burrow in dark-
ness and are permitted to do their dead|y work unoppOSed. Let them be exposed

tp the Jight of discussion, and they Will, they must, be divested of their baneful
power."§ We hope te do our share toward this consummation.
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VII.

Mn. Annmzws' NSINVIr0 Mn. JAMES AND sm. oneeur.

To the Editor pfthe New York Tribune:

Mr. James declines gnswering my questions on the ground that 1 expressed
indifference to the issue of a discussion between him and another party. ! did not
express any indifference to the information which 1 sought from him. By this
expert quibble he gracefully waves aside gueries to which it is simply impossible

for him {5 reply without committing himself, by inevitable gequence, to conclu-
sions which he.seems either not to have the willingness or the ¢oyrage to avow.

It would be cruel to insist 4p, further. So let Mr. James pass. Before doing so.
however, since he charges "fallacies and misconceptions” upon my article, and
refers me gbliquely to his replies to the ™ Observer," permit me to recapitulste the
positions at which he has tarried temporarily while hoxing the circle of possibilities

in that discussion. 1 guote from Mr. James's various articles on the subject.
Position No. 1. "Marriage means nothing more and nothing less than the |ega|
union of one man and one woman for life." "It does not mean the voluntary

union of the parties, or their mutual consent to live together durante placilo”
(during pleasure), "Put simply = legally o socially imposed obligation to live
together durante vita” (during life).

That is to say, if 1 ynderstand, that it is "the base legal bondage," or "outward
force,” which characterizes the ynjon, and not the internal or spiritual union oi
loving hearts which constitutes the marriage.

Position No. 2. "It is evident to every honest mind that, our conjugal, paren-
tal, and social ties genera”y can be Safe|y discharged of the pure|y diabolic element
of outward force, they must instantly become transfigurcd by their own inward,
divine, and irresistible loveliness.” "No doubt there is u. very enormous clandes-
tine violation of the marriage bond "~ [legal bond, of course, as he has defined mar-
riage] "at the present time . . . . . The only possible chance for correcting it
depends upon fully legitimating divorce - - - - because, in that case, you place the
inducement to mutual idelity e longer in the base legal bondage of the parties
merelyy but in their reciprocal inward sweetness or humqnity_" " You must know
many married partners who, if the marriage institution  [the legal bond] “were
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forma”y abolished tomorrow, would instanﬂy annul that |ega| abolition again by
the ynswerving constancy of their hearts and lives.”  That js, withoutlmarriage.

Position No. 3. " I have. . . . contended for greater freedom of divorce on these

grOUndS' ____ but I had no idea that I was thus Weakening the respect for mar-
)

riage. ! seemed to myself to be plainly strengthening it,” etc. " It seemed to me

the while that | was Saying as good a word for marriage as was ever said beneath
the stars.”

To resume: These three positions are, if |anguage means gny th|ng’ as follows :

1. The whole aud.sole substance of marriage is the |egal bond or’outward force
which unites the parties for life.

2. This |ega| bond or outward force is a diabolical element, and should be
WhO”y abolished and dispensed with.

3. By dispensing With marriage altogether-that is, with all outward form or
legal bol1ld-you do thereby strengthen the respect for marriage, and purify and
sanctify the institution!

Position No. 4 goes a step further, if possible, in absurdity, and proposes not
merely to allow parties t© unmarry themselves ad libitum, but to still further pyrify
what remains of marriage (after the whole of it is aholished) by turning disorderly
members out, as they turn members out of church. See last grticle, passim.

Position No. 5 entreats of the editor of the "Observer® to let him off from
the discussion-declines to answer my interrogatories__and, to make a verb of
one of his pet substantives, he cuule;fishes, by = final plunge into metaphysical
mysticism.

When a writer, claiming distinction as a phi|050phica| essayist, is content to rest
his reputation upon 2 collation of his avowed positions such as the above’ culled
from his own statements made during the course Of a Single discussion, he shall not
be compelled by any "shade of impropriety” e~ my part to imdertake the distaste~
ful task of disentangling himself from the perplexing embroglia.

Dismissing Mr- James, permit me now to pay some attention to your opinions.
You, at least, ! think, have the p|yck to stand py your own conclusions, unless
you are fairly driven oi from them.

You aflirm, with great truth, while you deplore it, that this is préeminently an
age Of "individualism/* wherein the "sovereignty of the individual”-that is,
"the right of every one to do pretty much as he pleases "~iS already generally
popular and gpviously gaining ground daily. Let us, then, define our positions.
If I mistake in agsigning you yours, you are quite competent to correct me.  You
declare yourself a reactionist against this obvious spirit of the age. You take your
position iN opposition to the drift-I think yqy will find it the irresistible drift-
of that social revolution which you recognize as existing and progressing toward
individualism and the sovereignty of the individual. You righﬂy refer free trade,

freedom of the finances, freedom from State systems Of religion and education,
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and m'eedom of the |ove relations, to one and the same princip|e7 and that
principle you recognize as the gpijrit of the age,-the spirit of this, the most,
p‘rogressive and advanced age in the world's history. To this clement of progres-
sion you put yourself in a hostile attitude.  You righﬂy say that all thesg vm-icgigs
of freedom "find their basis and element in that idea of ‘individual sovereignty'
which seems to us alike destructive of social and personal WcII-being." 1 rejoice
that y oy =e clearly perceive the breadth and comprehensiveness of that principle,
and that all the ruling questions of the day are merely branchcs of one and the
same question,-namely, whether the »gqgyereignty of the individual," or, what is
the same thing’ the individual right of self-government, be a true or a fa|se, and
consequently Whether it be asafe or a dangerous principle. This will greatly nur-
row the limits of the discussion; besides, it is much pleasanter to reason about
genera| principles with one who is capable of grasping them than to be carried
ever an ocean Of particulars, apparently diiferent, but really belonging to the same
category.

This same principle of individual sovereignty, which to ygy seems destructive
alike of social and persona| We”_being’ is to me the profoundest and most valuable
and most transcendently important principle ©f political and social order and in-
dividual well-being ever discovered or dreamed of. Now, then, we differ. Herc,
at the yery start, is an illustration of individuality o+ diversity of opinion, and,
growing out of that, of action also. We are poth, ! believe, equa”y honest lovers
of the well-being of our fellow-men; but we honestly differ, from diversity of or-

ganization, intellectual development, past experiences, etc.  Who, now, is the |ggj-
tirnate ympire between us? 1 aiiirm that there is none in the universe. Lasscrt
our essential peerage. I assert the doctrine of non-intervention between indivi-
duals precisely as you do, and for the same reasons that you do, betwccn nations,
as the principle ©f peace 2"d harmony and good-fellowship. Upon my principle !
admit your Comp|ete Sovereignty to think and act as you choose or must.. I claim
my own to do likewise. | claim and I admit the right to differ. This is simply
the whole of it. No collision, no intervention can occur between ps, so long =s
both act on the principle, and gnly to prevent intervention when cithcr gttempts to
enforce his gpinions upon the other. How now is it with yqyr principle? You dc-
terminc, you being judge, that my opinions are immoral, er that the action grow-
ing out of them would be injurious © other living individuals, er cven to remote
posterity. You, as their self-constituted guardian, summon to your _ald the major-
ity ofthe mob, who chance to think more near|y with you than with me for the
nonce; you erect this unrcilecting mass of half-developed mind, and th? power
thence resulting, into an abstraction which yoy call "The State." 0Dd» With that

power @t your back, you suppress ™e by whatever means are requisite to the end,

-public odium, the prison, the gibbet, the hemlock, or {ha cross. A subsequent
age may recognize me as a Socrates or a Christ, and, While they denounce your
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conduct with bitterness, never yet discover the fa|s|ty of the princip|e upon which
you honestly acted. They go on themselves to the end of the chapter, repeating
the same method upon all the men of their day who differ, for good °r for evil, from
the gpinions of that same venerable mob, called "The State."  Or, perchance, the
mob, and consequently “The State," may Pe on my side,-if not now, by-and-by,
— and then 1 suppress you. Vhich, now, of these two, is the principle of order in
human affairs? That I should judge for you, and you for me, and each summon
what power he may to enforce his gpinions on the'other; or that each pegin by

admitting the individuahsovereignty of the other-to be exercised by each at his
own cost-with no limitation short of actual encroachment?

With what force and beauty and truth does Mr. James assert that " freedom, i1l
any sphere, does not ysually beget disorder. He who is the ideal of freedom is al-
so the ideal of order.” He seems, indeed, wonderfully endowed by the half-light
of intuition to discover the profoundest truths and to clothe them in delightful
forms of expression. It is lamentable to see how, When he gpplies his intellect
to deduce their conclusions, they ilicker out into gpscurity and darkness.  You see,
on the contrary, that this gjmple statement alone involves the whole doctrine that
I have ever asserted of individual sovereignty. Hence the line of grgument as be-
tween ygoy and me is djirect, while with him it leads nowhere. Your positions are
intelligible; so, I think, are mine; Mr. James's are such as we find them. 1 am a

democrat.  You, though not a despotist consciously, and calling yourself a pro-
gressive, are as yet merely = republican; republicanism, when analyzed, coming
back to the same thing as despotism,-the arbitrary right of the mob, called the
State, over my opinions and private conduct, instead of that of an individual des-
pot. I am no sham democrat. | believe in no government ©f majorities. The
right of self-government means with me the right of every individual to goyern
himself, or it means nothing. Do not be surprised if 1 define terms differently
from the common understanding. ! shall make myself understood nevertheless.
There are in this world two conflicting principles ©f government. Stripped of
all Verbiage and all jllusion, they are simply: 1, that man is not capable of govern-
ing himself, and hence needs some other man (or men) t© govern him; 2, that man
is capable of self-government, potentially, and that, if he be not so actually, he
needs more gxperience N the practice of it, including mere evVil consequences from
failure; that he must learn it for himself, as he learns other things; that he is en-
titled of r|ght to his own Se|f.government‘ whether good or bad in the judgment
of others, whenever he exercises it at his own cost,-that s, Without encroach-
ment ypon the equal right of others to ggoyern themselves.  This lastis the doctrine
of the Sovereigmy of the individual, which y denounce and oppose, and which 1
defend. It is simply the clear ynderstanding, with its pecegsary extension and
limitations, of the affirmation in the American Declaration of Independence that

"all men are entitled to |jfe, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness." The principle
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of Protestantism is the i ti " .
in matters of faithS:r:Z 'C';n‘:;eggggllOulszi;shper:e:rsi,(;rtti:: -”?hc} of p.rivate jUdg-
direct the whole doctrine of the . meees Vlrtua”y and
E’t)r/]e _ CO?Sequenced sovereignty of the jndividual, or
right of men to do pretty much as they please.” The Tight or wrong of this
pri_nciple, dimly understood heretofore, has been the world's quarrel for some cen_
turies.  Clearly and distinctly understood, with the full length of its reach pefore
men's eyes, it is to be the world's quarrel ever hereafter, until it is fairly and
finally settled. ~ All men are now ggajn summoned to take sides in the fight, with
the new Iig.ht shed ypon the length and breadth of the quarrel, by the development
of mof1@I'1 ideas, and especially by Socialism, which oy, sir, have done something
to foster.  Let those who Wish to draw back do so NOW. Hereafter there will be
less and less pretext of misunderstanding or incautious committal to the side of
freedom.

Still, y‘?” are not upo_n the opposite side in this contest. So far as any guiding
principle Is Concerned’ it seems to me that you, in common with the great mass Of
progressives, or half-way reformers in the world, are simply without any-which
you are willing te trust. - The conservatives are a great deal better off. So far as
you adopt = principle atall, itis generally that of this yery individual soyereignty,
which, nevertheless, you fear in its final Carrying out; and hence you join the re»
action whenever the principle asserts a new one of its applications. The petty
despot and the comfortable bourgeoisi in Europe‘ fear, from the same Standpoint7
in the same manner, just ashonestly, and with jyst as good reason, the freedom of
the press.

A liberty which anybody else in tht.a universe has a right to define is no liberty
for me. A pursuit of happiness which some despot, or some gligarchy, or some
tyrannical majority, has the power to shape and prescribe for me, is not the pyrsuit
of my happiness. Statesmen, politicians, religious dissenters, and reformers, who
have hitherto sanctioned the principle of freedom, have not seen its full reach and
expansion; hence they become reactionists, conservatives, and “old fogies," when
the Whole truth is revealed to them. They find themselves getting more than they
bargained for-  Nevertheless, the principle, Which already imbucs the popular mind
instinctively, though not as yet intellectually, will not wait their leave for jig do-
velopment, nor stop at their bidding. Hence all middle men, far more than the
conservatives, are destined in this 5ge to be exceedingly unhappy.

A mere handful of individuals, along with my5e|f’ do now, for the first time in
the world, accept and announce the sovereignty ©f the individual, with all its con-
sequences, as the principle of order as well as of |iperty and happiness among men,
and Cha"enge its acceptance by mankind. The whole world is dr|ft|ng to our posi_
tion under the infiuenceof forces too powerful t© be resisted, and wo hi" Iwi
merely the good er ill fortime to arrive intellectually at the common goal in ad-
vance of the multitude. It giVES us at least this happineSS’ that we look with p|ea_
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sure and i sense of entire S_ECUFity upon the on-coming of a revolution which to
others is an gpject of terror and dismay. In our view, the ultra-political Demo-
crat of our day has only half taken his lessons in tlle rightful expansion of human
freedom. He, too, is, relatively t© us, an "old fogy." Nor do we trust the gafety
of the final absence of |egi5|ati0n to any vague Nnotions of the natural goodness of
man. Ve are fu"y aware that no sum total of good intentions, a”owing them to
exist, amounts to a guarantee ©f right action. Ve trust gn|y to the rigid principles
of science, which gnaglyzes the causes of crime and neutralizes the motives which
now induce or provoke men to commit it.

You speak in the most hopeless manner of the final removal of murder from the
face of the earth. Do yo reflect that already among us oue~half the crimes of the
Old World, or of other countries, are entirely unknown as crimes. Such are lése
majeste’ and heresy, the utterance of treason, etc. Th”-ty hours' ride gguyth of us, the
crime which gctyally shocks the pyplic mind more than g4y other is negro-stealing.
Throughout the Southern States it is pretty much the Oniy crime that is rigorousiy
punished. Here itis unknown, even by name, among the common people. What,
11ow, iS the cause of this wonderful phenomenon,-that one-half of the known
crimes of the world are actua”y gone out and extinguished in this the ireest spot
(observe the fact) upon the face of the earth? It is Slmpiy th|S,_that the artifi-
cial institutions against which these crimes are but the natural protest of Oppressed
and rebellious humanity have themselves gone out-not, as is thoughtlessly sup-
posed, t© be replaced by better jnstitutions, but by the absence of institutions _by
the natural and untrammeled gction ©f individuals in a state of freedom. There is
no lese’ majestej because there is no institution of majesty to be insulted or offended ;
there is no heresy, because there is no instituted or established church; there is no
verbal treason, because there is so little of government that it seldom provokes re-
sistance, and can afford to wait till the resistance becomes gyert; there is no negro-
stealing, because there is no institution of glgyery; there is no publication of
incendiary documents as a crime, because there is no institution so conscious of its
own insecurity as to construe freedom of the press into a crime; there will be no
seduction, and no pigamy, and no adultery, when there is no legal or forceful in-
stitution of marriage to defend, when woman is recognized as beionging to herself
and not to a husband, when she is expected Slmply to be true to herself and not to
any man, except so far as such fidelity results from figelity to herself as the prior
condition, of which she alone of all human beings is a competent iudge; and when,
by the principle of "commercial equity,” which, thanks to the same science of so-
ciety, is now known in the world, woman shall be placed upon = footing ©f entire
pecuniary independence of man and installed in the actual possession, as well as
admitted to the right, of peing a~ individual.

There is glrea/dy far less murder gmgong us than elsewhere in the world, because
there are less institutions to be offended against. Vith still less institutions there
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will be still less murder, and, with the addition of equitable relations between 4.
ital and |gbor, there will be none. Crime is just as much a matter of cultivation
as potatoes.  The way to produce it and the 4 to prevent it is a matter of science,
just as much as gny chemical process.  Chemical processes go on and fail to yq on
in nature without our knowledge, but we can learn them and hasten or prevent
them. Crime gprings solely from two causes. 1. The existence of arbitrary in-
stitutions, and the ignorant and false ideas in men's minds growing out of our rela-
t.ion.to those nstitutions, whereby acts are construed to be crimes, which, by the
institutes of natural Iaw, are no crimes; and, 2. The denial of equity, growing
out of jgnorance of the scientific principle of equity, and out of the want of sutli-
cient intelligence and expansion of the intellect to enable men to see that their in-
terests lie in adopting and acting upon that principle, by\" I knbwn. In other
words, out of the denial of the sovereignty of the individual in all things, and out
of a false or unscientific commercial system.

I see clearly, gnd =ver sympathize with, while I do not partake of, the fears of
_the conservative and half-way progressive, from the growth of the govereignty of
the individual. Still further, 1 recognize that evils and disorderiy conduct grow
out of its growth, When unattended, as it is hitherto, by "equity" in the distribu-
tion of the burdens and benefits of |ifa, But I see just as clearly that the remedy
for those evils does not lie in the direction of repression or forcible constraint, but
in the gcceptance and addition of an entirely new principle of order; not in going
backward to a system which has been tried, and disastrousiy failed, for thousands
of years, but in going forward to the discovery and appiication of a new and eflica-
cious system.

You expressly acknowledge, you can not but gcknowledge, that marriage does
not work well for all tlle parties concerned, _Oniy for some of them; and the first
must be content to sacrifice their |ife_|0ng happiness and We”_being for the good of
the others. No such system will ever content the world, nor ever should. It does
not meet the wants of man. Your line of reasoning is after the old sort,-that
the Stgte exists not for the good.of this or that individual, but for the good of all,
when yqy begin by admitting that the good of all is not secured. You garc, oOf
course, aware that this is the grgument ©f every despot and despotism in the world,
under which the liberties of mankind have glways been stolen. The agrgument is
the same, and just as good, in the mouth ofLouis Napoleon as itis in yours. Itis
just as good as a reason for depriving me of the freedom of the press, as itis when
urged as a reasen for depriving me of freedom in the most sacred ah°ections of the
heart. The most stupendous Mistake that this world of ours has ever made is that
of erecting =~ abstraction, the State, the Church, Public Morality according {g5opje
accepted standard, or some other ideal thing, into a real personality, 2d making it
paramount to the will and happiness of the individual.

So much for principles. Now, then, there is another thing in the world which
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is called cxpedicney, Which is just as right @and just as good = thing, 11 its place, as
principle. Principle indicates the true and right toward which we are to aim, and
which we are finally to attain; expediency, What we are to do provisionally, or as
the next best thing, in the midst of the \rong by which we are surrounded, while
working to vindicate principle, or to secure the final right, If your tariff doctrines,
for example, and other repressive measures, were put fairly en the basis of expe-
diency, o present exigency, and admitted to be \yrong in principle, evils them-

selves, to be zealously overthrown as soo11 as practicable, ! might go = great way
along With youy. Extremes meet. Ultra and intelligent radicalism has many

points of relationship t rigid conservatism. Its surface action is often just the
reverse Of its deeper and more persistent movement. You Certainly do not mean
to assert that free trade is a \rong thing in jtself; that it is a breach of one of
nature's laws, a thing to be feared and defended against, if the whole world were
dealing fairly @nd honestly in the reward of labor and in their interchanges with
each other. You mean that, because the Eyropean capitalist deals with his laborer
upon such terms as render him a payper, American laborers are compelled, by
their wrong, to resort to another \yrong, and refuse to buy those starvation pro-
ducts, in order to protect their own labor from the same depression through the
medium of competition. They are compelled by the wrong ©f others to deprive
themselves of one right, as an expediency, to secure themselves in the possession of
another right, Hence ygoy are found defending = tariff on the ground that it is
the most speedy avenue to free trade with Safety,_free trade and Safety being
both goods to be sought after and attained.

So, again’ you do not and can Nnot mean that the time is never to come when
woman shall pogsess the freedom to bestow herself according to the dictates of her
own affections, wholly apart from the mercenary considerations of shelter, and food,
and raiment, and to choose free|y at all times the father of her own child. You
do not, of course, mean that the free play and full development and varied experi_
ence oOf the affections is intrinsically 2 bad thing, any more than the development
of the podily strength or of the intellect; but gnly that it is bad re|atively to the
present depressed and dependent condition of the woman; just as intellectual
development is a misfortime to the slave, only tending to render him unhappy
until the final period approaches for his emancipation. You certainly do not be-
lieve that human society, in the highest state of well-bein g it is destined to attain,
is ever to be attended py an grmy Of martyrs, who must sacrifice their own highest
happiness and "the highest happiness ©f all the parties immediately concerned”
to the security and well-being ©f somebody else remotely interested.

DO you, or do yoyu not, then, advocate restrictions pon the exercise of the affec-
tions as yoy do the tariff,-merely as a means of grriving the more gpeedily at

Complete "free trade"?
Dismiss, | entreat yq, all your fears of the sovereignty of the individual. Cher-
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isll it rather as the glorious realization of the golden age Ofthe future. Instead of
Whitewashing repression and reaction and martyrdom, and holding them yp as
things_ to adrfnn;]e a:)nc;love and nght for, resort to theni, if you must, as the ynjovely
gxpedlent‘s of t ‘-3 ad pges that are past er passing away. Fight for and defend,
if you se judge right, as present necessities of the times, the censorship of the press,
the_ police organization of domestic spies upon word and act, the passport system,
tariffs, prohibition of divorce, laws regulating the affections of men and women.
Maine liquor laws, _a”d. the whole gystem of arbitrary constraint pon individual
freedom; but cherish in your heart, nay, proclaim openly, as the jdeal, not of n
remote, uncertain, and fanciful utopia, but of the jmminent, of the actually dawn-
ing future, freedom of the press, freedom of speech, freedom of |gcomotion, free

trade, freedom of intellectual inquiry, and freedom of the affections. Defend your

restrictions upon the only ground upon Which they are tolerable,-namely, that a
temporary enforced order is only the more direct road to the more perfect order of
complete freedom. Pursue that rgad, or any road which in your judgment will
bring you fastest and farthest toward universal freedom, or the sovereignty of the
individual,-not rashly Put surely, not juexpediently but expediently, not danger-
ously but safely and wisely and well. It is this freedom which the whole world
aspires after. It is the.dream of universal humanity, whether men or women. It
is the goal of all reformation, and the most sublime and the most beautiful hope of
the World.

You refer to my position on the marriage question as well understood. Unfor-
tunately it is not 5o, and can not be 5o if that question is considered py itself. 1
have-no special doctrine on the sypject of marriage. ! regard marriage == being
neither better nor worse than all other of the arbitrary and artificial institutions of
society,-contrivances to regulate nature instead of giydying her laws. 1 ask for
the complete emancipation and self-ownership ©f woman, simply as | ask the same
for man. The "woman's rights women” simply mean thjs, or do not yet know
what they mean. So of Mr. James. So of all reformers. The "Observer" is log-
ical, shrewd, and correct when it affirms that the whole pody of reformers tend the
same yay and pring up seerer or later ggainst the legal or prevalent theological
idea of marriage. !t is not, however, from any special hostility to that institution,
but from a growing consciousness of an ynderlying principle, the inspiring soul of
the activities of the present age’_the Sovereignty of the individual. The lesson
has to be learned that order, combining With freedom and yltimating " liarmouy,
is to be the work of science, and not of arbitrary |egis|ation and criiuinal codes.

Let the day come!
Srnrnmn Penn. Axnnzws.
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HB- GREELEY'S REPLY TO THE FOREGOING.

Mr. S. P. Andrews:

Let me pegin by setting you right respecting my position on a point where yoy
expressly invite, if not challenge, correction. | never indicated "freedom from
State systems Of religion" as one of the jmpulses of our time ggainst which 1 take
my Stand. | think you never understood me to do so. Nordo I regard the strong
tendency Of our time to wild, ultra individualism as an element of gny progress
but that made by Eve at the serpent's Suggestion’ Sodom just previous to Lot's
escape from jt, Rome jyst before its liberties were destroyed by Caesar, and others
in like circumstances. Admit the legitimacy of egotism, or the selfish pyrsuit of
happiness by ea/ch individual, and a government ©f despotism seems to me a |ggical
and practical necessity. Had the Pilgrim Fathers of American liberty cherished
your ideas of the Sovereignty of the jndividual, ! have no shadow of doubt that
their children would, long ere this, have passed under the yoke of a despotism as
rigorous as that of Nicholas or Louis Napoleon. They founded Iiberty because
they' taught and practised self-denial,-the subordination of the individual will
and pleasure to the will of God (qr, if you please, the common weal),-and thus

only, in my judgment, an liberty ever be founded and perpetuated.

You totally mistake in attributing to me the assertion of the principle of non-
intervention between nations as the principle of peace and harmony. On the con-
trary, ! deplore the absence of competent tribunals to adjudicate questions of
international difference, and believe all peaceful, just nations should promptly
combine to establish such tribunals. Had such existed in 1846, we must have
been Spared the waste and the butchery7 the gu||t and the shame, of our b|oody
foray on Mexico. How readily all the intrigues and agitations of our day respect-
ing Cuba would be gettled by = just international gypreme court!  So far from re-
joicing er acquiescing n its absence, ! deplore that circumstance as the great
scandal and cglamity of Christendom.

The State is to me something other and more than a. mob, because 1 believe that,
since jUStiCE is all men's true and permanent interest, the heat of passion or the
lust of gajin, which too often blind men to the iniquity of their own personal acts,
are far less potent in‘their influence on those same men's judgment of the acts of
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others. I believe, for instance, there are two men in the State of New York who
are personally licentious for gyery one who would gladly see libertinisrn shielded
and favored py law.  Men who roll vice as a sweet morsel under their tongues are
yet deswous. that virtue shall be generally prevalent, and that their own children
shall be trained to love and practise it- 1 do, therefore, appeal to "the State," or
the deliberate judgme_nt of the community, to arbitrate between g, believing that
the State properly exists as a "terror to evil-doers and a praise t© them that do
well," and that it not gnly does, Put should, judge and deal with offenders against
sexual purity and the public well-being. ! think it gyght to * suppress," not the
expression of your opinions, but such action as they tend toclothe with impunity;
and so far from deprecating their contingent suppression of me, should ever your
principles gain the ascendancy, ! prefer to be suppressed, for 1 would not choose
|0nger to live.

As to the harmonizing of freedom with order, I, too, desire and anticipate it,
but not through the removal of all restraints on vicious appetite. ©On the con-
trary, ! expect and labor for its realization through the didusion of |ight and truth
with regard to our own natures, OrganizationS’ purposes, and that divine la.w which
overrules and irradiates them all.  In other words, | look for the harmonizing of
desire with duty, not through the plotting out of the |atter, but through the chas»

tening, renovating, and puriiying of the former.
As to the right of self-government, there is no such radical diiference between

us as you assert. You, as well as |, lind a large class of men who are NOT capable

of self-government; for you acquiesce N the jmposition of restraint ypon the
lunatic, thief, burglar, counterfeiter, forger, maimer, and murderer. |lfhgre is
their "inalienable right to life, liberty, and the pyrsuit of happiness "?  Ahl you
say, 'These men are depredators or the equal rights of others.”  "Very well," |
repiy’ "so are the geducer, adulterer, gambier‘ and dispenser of alcoholic beve-
rages." !Vho would not rather have his property wrested from him py robbery
than his children enticed into dens of jnfamy and there debauched and corrupted?
Where is the man who does not feel and know that the seducer of his innocent.
daughter -perhaps a mere child of fifteen —is a blacker vjllain, and more deserv-
ing of punishment (no matter for what end you appiy |t)’ than any street
rowdy or thief? When you invoke "the Sovereignty of the individual” to shield
that villain from the law's terrors, you do what no uncorrupted conscience can
calmly justify.

As yoy seem unable to discern the princqvles which underlie my position on this
subject, let me priefly state them. 1. Man has no moral right to do wrong. 2
The State ought to forbid and repress all acts which tend, in their natural conse-
quences, or through the principles they involve, to corrupt the morals of the com-
munity, and so increase the sum of human degradation and wrctcheduess. 8. It

is wiser, humaner, every way preferable, that crimes should be preycmed than that
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they should be punished. 4. The great mass of criminals and public pests among
us began their downward courses by gamb“ng’Uppllng’ or lewdness; and these
are almost uniform|y the initial steps to a career of OUtIaWry, depravity7 and fla-
grant crime. 5. Sexual love was jmplanted in man by his creator expressly that

the race should be pcrpetuatcd,- not merely brought into existence, but properly
nurtured, protected, guided, and educated. All sexual relations that do not con-

template and conform to these ends are sinful and at war with the highest good of
humanity. 6 The commandment from Sjnai, ~ Thou shalt not commit adultery,”
is a part of the natural or moral |aw, contemplating and forbidding every form of
sexual relation except the union for life of o11c man with one woman, in obedience
to the divine end above indicated. 7. Hence (not because of the law given by
Moses, but in accordance with the same perception of moral fitness or necessity)
the State honors and blesses marriage (which is such union and none other), and
frowns ypon all gther sexual relations.

_lt is nonsense, 11T- Andrews, to talk of your notion of individual Sovereignty as
a new discovery’ and of our antagonist views as moss-grown. From the remotest
heathen ant|qu|ty near|y every savage ©F barbarous pe0p|e has acted far nearer to
your principles than to ours.  Pglygamy, divorce at pleasure. and still wider licen-

tiousness are all nearly as old as sin, alld have yery generally gone unwhipped of
human jystice. It is our doctrine--that crime should be dealt with in the gqq

and not suffer the vulture to attain his full growth; that it is better to prevent
than punish-that is relatively novel, with its Maine laws, anti-gambling laws,
penalties for seduction, etc. The tendency‘ so obvious in our day’ to revolt against
all |ngal impediments to the amplest sensual indulgence s = reaction against this,
which' is destined to give usvtronble for a time, but 1 have no fear that it will ul-
timately prevail.

You deem me hopeless ©f the eradication of murder, and grguye that, as we in
New York have now no such offences as lésé' majeste§ heresy, spoken treason, negro-
stealing, etc., so we may (thus rurs your logic) get rid of murder in like manner
by re longer visiting it with = penalty or regarding it as a crime. 1 am not sure
of the efﬁcacy of this remedy. I have read with some care De Quincey's "Papers
on murder considered as one Of the fine arts," and, while I have certainly been
enlightened by them as to the more poetical aspects ©f human pytehery, 1 do not
feel that my personal objections t©© being knocked down with a glung-shot or pav-
ing~stone, dragged up seme blind gjley, and there finished, have been materially
softened by his magnificent rhetoric. 1 still think murderers unsafe pergons to go
at |arge,--and se of seducers and adulterers. | think they would do the common-
wealth more good and less harm engaged at Sing-Sing than abroad in New York.

You tell he, indeed, that "there will be no seduction, ne b|gamy’ and no adul-
tery when there is no |gga| and forceful institution of marriage to defend.” 1
think I understand yq,  You mean that, if the legal inhibitions and penalties
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T'\OW levelled at the acts thus designated be abolished, they will no longer be found
in the catalogue ©f offences; but you do not mean, as your Whole esqay clearly
shows, that no such acts as are now known by those names will be cOmmit,f,ed_
011 H16 Co11f712+ly» you. glory in the belief that they will be far more abundant than
they now are. INn other words, you believe that the acts known to our law as se-
duction, bigamy, and adultery ought to be committed and ought not to be repressed,
~-that they outrage ne law of nature or morality, but gnly certain arbitrary and
ignorant human interdicts.

1 hold exactly the contrary,-that these are acts which God and all good men
must reprobate, though the law of the land had never named them. 1 hold the
systematic seducer to be the vilest wolf ever let loose to prey on innocence and
purity, and ene who offends far more flagrantly against the natural or divine law
than any thief or burg|ar_ So of the higarnist’ whose crime is genera"y per-
petrated through the most atrocious deceit and perfidy. So of the adulterer-I
take yp a paper now before e, and read in a Philadelphia letter as follows:

Celestin William, a Polish catholic priest, eloped from this city some days since with a
married woman. ‘It is believed they have gone West.

Henry Schriver e|opedifiom this cijty last week with the wife of a neighbor, leaving behind
a wife and several children.

Here are' four persons, all'of whom have deliberately broken the most solemn
vows heaven was ever invoked to wijtness, three of whom have deceived and be-
trayed those to Whom they had sworn fide”ty in the most important and intimate
relation oflife, one, at least, of whom has deserted the children he was bound by
every tie of nature and duty to support and educate in the 5y of wisdom and
virtue, yet all throwing themselves on their -individual Sovereignty and tramp”ng
on every dictate of dyty in subserviency to their own selfish |ysts; and what would
your doctrine do Withthem? Nothing' but save them the' gxpense Of running
away. They m|ght have taken respective|y the next house to that they deserted,
and there Haunted their infidelity and lechery in the eyes of the partners they had
periidiously deserted, the children they had abandoned. | cannot think this an
improvement. On the contrary, se long as men and women will be thus unprinci-
pled and |echerous, | am glad that the law imposes on them, at |east, the tribute
to public decencyof running away.

And this reminds me of the kindred case of two persons iN Nantucketwho have
advertised in the pewspapers that they have formed a matrimonial connection for
life, or as |ong 2= they =an agree : adding that they consider this partnership exclu-
SiVer their own atfair, in which nobody else has any conoem. I mn g|ad they
have the grace not to make the State a party t© any such grrangement as this.
But true marriagefthe unionlof ene man with one wonnan for |[ife, i.n h0|y ohc-
dience to the lawiand purpose of God, and for the rearing up of pure, Vvirtuous, and
modest sons and daughters to the State-is a union so radically dilicrent from
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this that 1 trust the Nantucket Coup|e will not claim, or that, at all events, their
neighbors will not concede to their selfish, shameful glliance, the honorable appel—
lation of marriage_ Let ys, at |east, "hold fast the form of sound words."

I do not care to follow yg over a wide area which has no pecessary connection
with our theme.  Suffice it that | regard free trade as neither right ner wrong, good
nor bad, in itself, but gnly in view of its practical issues. It is always bad when it
tends to throw workers out of employment or diminish the gcanty rewards of la-
bor. Vhen the social and industrial condition of the various peoples shall have
been so gqualized that there will be no temp tation to undersell and supplant the
industry of one nation with the cheaper pl'oducts ©f another, then absolute free
trade m5y work well; butthe mere equalization ©f wages iS Put one gmeng several
conditions precedent to healthful freedom from jmposts. The cotton manufactures
of India were ryined, and the manufacturers starved, by the far better paid labor of
England, aided py vastly superior machinery. A wise, paternal Indian goyern-
ment would have pr0h|b|ted the British cottons until the British machinery could
have been somehow secured and set suiiiciently to work. Thus eilicient protection
would have gpened the speediest way t© beneticent free trade; and so in other
cases. But understand me to believe and hold that what 5, commend as "the
free play and full development and varied experience of the aj'eclions.!" is not
and never can be a good thing, but will remain to the end of the world a most re-
volting and diabolic perversion ©f powers divinely given us, for beneficent and
lofty ends, to the base uses of selhsh and sensual gppetite,-to uses whereof the
consistent deve|opment and '|Ogica| expression are exhibited in the harlot and the
b'hoy.

It is very clear, then, Mr. Andrews, that your path and mine will never meet.
Your socialism seems to be synonymous with egotism; mine, on the contrary, con-
templates and requires the subjection of individual desire and gratification to the
highest good of the community, of the personal to the universal, the temporary te
the eve”asting_ 1 utterly abhor what you term "the right of woman to choose
the father of her own child," -meaning her right to choose a dozen fathers for so
many different Ch”dren’-_seeing that it conflicts direcﬂy and fata"y with the
paramount right of each child, through minority, t© protection, guardianship, and
intimate (ajly counsel and training from both parents* Your sovereignty of the

“In rereading my reply, which follows, ! perceive that | have made no specific answer to this pos;i-
tion. 1 have only space now to say that, if, upon principle, ~ the State” can rightly interfere with
parents to prevent them from making their own arrange ments for rearing their offspring-namely, t©
can-y on their education jointly, assign itto one of the partners, or to a third person-in order "to
secure to each child, through minority, the protection, guardianship, and intimate dajly counsel and
training ©f both parents" ; that, if the State can rightly interfere, and gyght to interfere, to prevent
the separation of parents on such grounds Ut ull,-then it can also and gught t© pass laws to prevent
fathers, during the minority of a child, from going t© sea, ©r t© a foreign country, as his business in-
termts may dictate, and generally from peing absent more than twenty-four hours, or being caught
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individual is in palpable collision with the purity of society and the Sovereignty
of God.* It renders the_family a sxnoke~wreath which the next puff of air sy
dissipate,-a series of "dissolving views," wherein "Honor thy futher" would be
a command jmpossible t© obey,-nor, indeed, can I perceive how the father, under
your system, would deserve honor at the hands of his child. In such ‘a bestial
pandemonium as that system would |nev|tab|y create, | could not choose to live.
So |Ong as those who think as | do are the ma]orlty in this Country, the practi_
tioners on your principles Will be dealt with by law like other malefactors; and, if
ever your discip|es shall gain the aSCendanCy’ we Wwill go hence to some land where
mothers are not necessar"y wantons, love is not |ust, and the selfish pursuit of sen-
sual gratiiication is not dignified with the honors due to wisdom and virtue.

more than thirty miles from home. The principle, as a principle, is just as good in one cue as the
other. -

Thefact is that, in nine cases out of ten, children Ind much better be reared py somebody else thm
by either one or both of the parents,-in many cases, by almost anybody else. 1 hue yet to learn on
principle or by observation that the mere capacity t© beget children is gny mmclent certmmle of com~
petency to rea: them propeny_ S. P. A

*This point also requires an answer, Which is, simply, that I claim the right for each individual for
himself to judge ©f the purity ©f society and the sovereignty ©f God, instead of tnking \|r Greeley'|
decision on the subject as final. Such is the sovereignty ot the individual. — S. P. A.
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1X.

Mn. JAM:-is's REPLY.

To the Editor gfthe New York Tribune:

I declined controversy With your correspondent, Mr- S. P. Andrews, not because
of any personal disrespect for _him,_ but cl1jefly for the reason stated at the time,
-that his objections t© my views of divorce were trivial, fallacious, and dis-

ingenuous. ' may new furtherz say that his general opinions on the subject in
discussion. between _the "Observer" and myself did not, besides, seem to me of

sufiicient Weight to invite a public refutation. |1 may have been mistaken, but
such was, and SUCh' continues tUbe, my conviction. It js, accordingly, more amus-
ing than distressing toobserve thatyour correspon_dent's vanity has converted what
was simply indiiference on my part ifitoldread of his vast abilities. But lest any
of your readers should partake this delusion, 1€t me gay a few words in vindication
of my conviction.

Ve all know that marriage is the union, legally ratified, of one man with one
woman for life. And we all know, moreover, that many of the Subjects of this
union find themselves in very unhappy relations to each gther, and are guilty of
reciprocal infidelities and barbarities in consequence, Which keep society in a per-
petua| commotion. Now, in Speaking of these iufidelities and parbarities, | have
always said that they appeared to me entirely curable by enlarging the grounds of
divorce. For, holding, 2s ! do, that the human heart is the destined home of con-
stancy and gyery courteous affection, I cannot but believe that it will abound in
these iruits precisely as it becomes practically honored, or left to its own cultivated
instincts. Thus | have insisted that, if yoy allowed two persons Who were badly
assorted to Separ.‘?te upon their joint application.to the State for |eave, and ypon
giving due securities for the majntenance ©f their offspring, you Would be actually
taking away one great, existing stimulant to conjugal jiiconstangyfand giving this
very couple the most powerful of all motives to renewed affection. For, unques-
tionably, every one admits that he does not cheerfully obey compulsion, but, on
the contrary, evades it at gyery opportunity; and it is matter of daily observa-
tion that no mere |ega| bondage secures Conjugal f|de||ty where mutual love and
respect are Wanting between the partiesl You instinctive|y feel also that a con-
jugal fidelity which should obey that motive chiefly would be a reproach to the
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name. You feel that all mau's relations to his fellows, and especially t© woman,

should be paptized from above, or acknowledge un ideal sanction before all things,
.and th.at Where t-hIS sanction is ghsent, consequently the relation is either strictly
|.nfar.1tlle or else inhuman. In respect_to this higher sanction and bond of conjugal
fidelity, you call the |egal bond inferior or base. As serving and promoting the
former, one deems *_(he latter excellent and honorable; but as ceasing any longer
to do 50, youy deem it lowland bestial. Now, | have simply insisted that thc legal
sanctions of marriage should, by = due enlargement of the grounds of divorce, be
kept strictly subservient and ministerial to the higher o spiritual sanction, having,
for my own part, not the shadow of a doubt that, in that cage, constancy would
speedily avouch itself the law of the conjugal relation, instead of, as nov, the rare
exception.

In this gstate ©f things your correspondent appears on the scene, professing,
amid many other small jnsolences and puer”e aifectationsy not to be "cruel” to
me, and yet betraying so crude an apprehension of the discussion into which he is
ambitious to thrust himself that he actually confounds ,,, denunciation of base
and ynworthy motives in marriage with a denunciation of the marriage institution
itselfl 1 have simply and uniformly said that the man who fulfils the duties of
his conjugal relation from no tenderer or humaner ground than the’ Jaw, whose'
penalties secure him jmmunity in the enjoyment of that relation, proves himself
the subject of a base |ega| or outward 5|avery mere|y‘ instead of a noble' and refin-

ing sentiment. And hereupon your sagacious and alarming correspondent cries
outfthat ! resolve "the whole and sole substance of marriage into a |egal bond or
Out\Nardforce, which is diabolical and should be \holly abolished mid dispens_ed
with." Sure|yy0ur Correspondent must admit that, when a nmn and woman in-
voke the' sanction ©f society to their union, neither they nor any one else look ypon
society's action in the premises as = constraint, as a compulsion. Why? Because
society is doing the precise thing they want it to do. With united hearts they
beg of society to sanction their union, and society does so. Your correspondent
can not gccordingly Pe so dull as to look ypon society's initiatory actioirns noni-
pulsory? The marriage partners, at this period, are united py affection, und they
de_ride theconception ©f = compulsory union.  But, now, suppose that this affec-
tio_n; from whatever cause, has ceased, while the legal sanction of their union re-
inains unchanged; ean not your correspondent understnndithat the tie which new
hinds them might, seem, in comparison with the pyre and _elevi-ated one Which h.ad
lapsed, *a base legal bondage, = mere outward force 2 1T he can . 1€t nie give
him'dn illustration exactly to the point. I find a pjece ©f private property, say =
purse ,0f money, Which the Jaw, under certain pehaltiesi forbids ™ * appropriate.
'Out of régiard to these penalties purely, and from no sciitiincnt/of justice °* man.
liness, ! restore it to the owner.  Hereupon my spiritual adviser, while ..approving
iny act, denounces the motive of it as derogatory t© true manhood, which would
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have restored the prse from the sheer delight of doing = right thing, or, what is
equivalent, the sheer |oathing ©f doing = dirty ene.  What, now, wouldyour cor-
respondent think of a verdant genﬂeman who, in this state of things7 should Charge
my adviser "with destroying the institution of private property, with resoiving it
into abase Icgal bondage, and dooming it to an incentincnt abolition "?  Vould
he not think that this verdant gentlenlan's interference had been slightly super-
fluous? But whatever hc thinks, one thingis clear, which is that the realm of logic
will not for a moment tolerate yoUr correspondent's notion of ‘ilndividual sove-
reignty." Whose violates the canons of this dcspotic realm by the exhibition of
any private sovereignty finds himself instantly relegated by an inflexible Nemesis,

and in Spite of any amount Of sonorous Seif-compiacency’ back to the diSjECted
sphere which he is qualified to adorn, and from which he has meanwhile nnhand-

somely absconded.

I am sure that it is Oniy this foolish notion of the ~ Sovereignty of the Individual”
which obscures your corrcspondent's mother-wit. 1 call the notion fgolish, be-
cause, as | find it here propounded‘ it is uncommor“y foolish. As well as | can
master its contents, it runs thus: 'I'hat every man has a right to do as he pieasesi
provided he will accept the consequences ©f se doing. The proposition is strik-
ingly true, although it is anything but new. Thus ygy are at |iberty, and have
been so since the foundation of the world, to eat green apples, provided you will
accept 2 consequent colie without wincing. OFr you are at libcrty to prostitute, by
dishonest arts, your neighbor's daughter, provided you are willing to encounter
for so doing the scorn of every honest nature. Or the thief is at liberty to steal,
provided he will bear the consequences ©f doing so; and the liar to lie, provided he
will accept the consequences of |y|ng All these are instances of "Individual
Sovereigmy." They illustrate the doctrine more than they commend it. For,
while no rogue ever doubted his perfect freedom to swindle, on condition of his
accepting its consequences, | take it that no rogue was ever such a gggge as to view
that condition itself as a gatisfactory exhibition of his sovereignty. As a general
thing, rogues are a shrewd folk, and I suspect you would canvass all Sing-Sing
before y o, would |ight upon = genius se original 2= to regard his four |rrefragable

walls as so many arguments of his individual Sovere|gnty
To think of a preposterous "handful of men” in the nineteenth century of the

Christian era "accepting and announcing for the first time in the world"-and
no doubt also for the last-"the sovereignty of the jndividual, with all its con-
sequences -however disorderly, of course-"as the principle of order as well as
of [iberty and happiness among men "l Vas ever a more gignal proof given of the
incompetency of democracy as a constructive principle than that aiforded by this
conceited handful of fanatics? Thegy are doubtless more or less men of intelli-
genee, and yet they mistake the pyrely disorganizing ministries of democracy for
s many positive results, for se much scientific construction, and jdentify the
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reign of universal order and Iiberty with the very dissolution of morals and the
promulgation ©f abject license! In the discolored corpse they see only the bloom-
ing hues of |ife, and in the most pungent evidences of corryption recogiiize the
flavor of jmmortality. Your correspondent professes to admire “pjyck " but it
seems tO me that the "p|uck" which takes a man bllndly over a precipice and
leaves him crowing at the bottom over an yndamaged sconce and an unperturbed

philosophy necessarily implies the usual gccompaniment of sheep's-head also.
Your correspondent kindly applauds an observation of mine to the effect that

"freedom is one with order": and I infer from the general tenor of his letter that
I have hitherto enjoyed 2 quasi patronage at his hands. Now, | will not affect an
indifference, which 1 by no means feel, to the favorable estimation of your cor-
respondent, or any other well-disposed person, but I am incapable of purchasing
that gdvantage at the expense of truth. It would doubtless greatly Suit your
correspondent if, when 1 g5y "freedom is one with grder,” 1 should also add,
"and order is one with license," but 1 rea”y cannot graufy him in this particu|ar_

Somehow, as he himself naive|y phrases it, when 1 ~ app|y my intellect to deduce
that conclusion, it flickers out into obscurity and darkness.”  Rather let me say, it

reddens into a lurid and damnable falsehood. 1 can not, therefore, regret the
withdrawal of a patronage of which I have been both unworthy and imconscious.
I can not reduce my brain to mud, were my reward to be the approbation even of
a much more plenary "handful” of individual sovereignties than that represented
by your correspondent is ever likely t© grow.

For my °own part, Mr. Editor, | can conceive of no “individual sovereignty"
which precedes 2 man's perfect adjustment to nature and gociety, | have uni-
form|y viewed man as under a threefold Subjection’ first to pnature, then to SOCiety,
and f|na||y to God. His appetites and his sensuous understanding relate him to
nature; his passions and his rational ynderstanding relate him to gociety or his
fellow-man; and his ideas relate him to God. Now, as to the first two of these
spheres, man's sybjection iS obviously absolute. If, for example, he indulge his
appetites capriciously er beyond a certain limit, he pays u penalty, whatever be his
alleged " sovereignty." And if he jndulge his passions beyond the limit prescribed
by the interests of gociety, he pays an inevitable penalty in that case also, however
sublime and beautiful his private pretensions may be. To talk of man's sove-
reignty, therefore, in either a physical or moral point of view, save as exerted in
the obedience of physica| and moral limitations, is transparent nonsense. And
even regarded as so exerted, the nonsense is scarcely more oplique. For what kind
of sovereignty is that which is known only by itslimitations, which is exercised
only in subjection t© something else? 'There are, indeed, indisputable sovereigns
without any territorial qualifications, but their titles are allowed only because they
are men of diseased faculties, whom one would be ynwilling to rob of = soothing

illusion.
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What, then, is the sphere of human freedom, of human sovereignty? It is the
sphere of ideas, the sphere of man's subjection to God. As ideas are infinite, as
they admit no contrast or oppugnancy, S they are per;/hotly good, and true, and
beautiful, so, of course, the more unlimited a 111£11B Subjection to them pecomes,
the more unlimited becomes his freedom or sovereignty. !le who gheys his gppe-
tites merely finds himself speedily betrayed by the inflexible laws of nature to dis-
ease and death. Ile who obeys his passions merely finds himself betrayed by the
inflexible laws of gocjety to shame and seclusion.  But he who obeys ideas, he who
gives himself ,p to the gyidance of infinite goodness, truth, and peauty, encoun-
ters no limitation at the hands either of nature or society, and, instead of disease
and shame, plueks only the fruits of health and immortal honor. For it constitutes
the gxpress and inserutable perfection of the' divine life that he who yields himself
with least reserve to that most 'realizes life in himself; even as Ife who best knew
its depths mystically said, Whoso will lose his |y 'temporarily shall_find it eternally,
and whoso will save il shall lose 'iE. "

But the indispensable condition of one's realizing freedom or sovereignty in this
sphere is that he be previously in complete aecordwith nature and society, with
his own pody and his fellow-man.  Because’ so long as 2 man'S physical subsistence
is insecure, and the respect of his fellow-men ynattained, it is evident that his
highest instincts, er his ideas of goodness an<l'truth,.ean receive no direct, but
only a negative obedience. His dajly bread is still uncertain, and the social posi-
tion of himself and fam”y Comp|ete|y. unaelaieved; these ends Consequenﬂy claim
all his direct of spontaneous "activity, and he meanwhile confesses himself the ab-
ject vassal of nature and society. In this state of things, of course, or while he
remains in this yassalage,-while his whole soul is intent y5on purely Hnite ends,
-the ideal Sphere’ the Sphere of infinitude' or perfectiony remains Who"y shut up,
or else only faintly imaged tohim in the'sympgls ofa sensuous theology. ! say "of
course," for how can the infantile imagination of pjan, instructed as yet only by
the senses, receive gny idea of a gopod Which is infinite? It necessarily views the
innnite as gnly an indefinite extension offthe finjte, and accordingly swamps the
divine |ife-swamps the entire realm “of'spiritual being-in gross materiality.

NO man accordingly can realize thertrue' freedom he has in God, until, by the
advance of society, or, what is the same thing, the growing spiritual culture of the
race, he be delivered from the bondage of appetite and passion. Afs appetites and
passions are as strong under repression as B's.  ¥Vhy docs he not yjg|d them the
same ready Obedience? It is because society has placed A above their dominion
by giving him all the resources Of gpjritual culture and pringing him accordingly
under the influence of infinite jdeas; under the direct inspirations of God. The
sentiment of unityhe experiences with God involves that also of his unity with
nature and society, and his obedience to appe’[ite7 therefore, can never run into
vice, nor his indulgence of passion into crime. In Short’ the inexpugnab'e condi-
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of his gyery action is that it involve no degradation to his own body and ro
detriment to his fellow-man. Now, what society has done for A it has yet to do
for B and the entire alphabet of its members. When it has bronght them into
perfect fellowship With each other, or made duty and interest gxactly reciprocal.
then every man will be free to do as he p|easesi bccausehis appetites and passions’
receiving their due and normal satisfaction, will no longer grow infuriate from
starvation, ner consequently permit the loathsome and morbid displays they new
yield. 1 will not g5y 5y such stupidity as that man will then "be free to do as
he pleases, provided he will take the consequences”; for in a true fellowship of
mankind no action of 5,y member can possibly beget eVil consequences, either to
himself or gthers, since the universal practical reconciliation of interest with duty
will always make it his pleasure to do only what is noblc and uudefiled. A free-
dom which ~gpsistg in taking the consequences ©f one's actions, when onc's actions
are not at the same time perfectly regulated by = scientific gociety or fellowship
among men, IS such a freedom as men 5y enjoy in hell, where mightmnkes right
and insensibi”ty constitutes virtue. But | incline to think that [1g|l, with its
fashions, is dying out of human respect every day, and that gocjety is continually
approximating that contrary state in which a man's power Will accurately rcllect
the measure of his humanitary worth, or, what is the sarne thing, his elevation be
strictly proportionate to his humility.

Your correspondent, very consistently, exhibits a sovereign contcmpt_for society,
and calls the State a "mob "; and this judgment gives you = fair insight into his
extreme gyperficiality ©f observation.  |rresponsible governments, or those which do
not Studious|y Obey the expanding needs of Society’ are doubtless entitled to hearty
contempt. Their day, indeed, is over, and nothing remains inthe sight of all men
but to give them a decent interment. But Society never decaysl It increases in
vigor with the ages. It js, in fact, the advance of society among men, the strength-
ening of the sentiment of fellowship or equality in the human posom, which is
chiefly uprooting arbitrary governments. It is because man is now beginning to
feel, as he never felt before, his social omnipotence, °r the boundless syccor, both
material and gpijritual, Which the fellowship of his kind insures him, that he is
Iooking away from governments and from whatsoever external patronage, and final-
ing true help at last in himself.  Accordingly, if there is any hope Which now more
than another brightens the eye Of intelligent persons, it is the immense social
promise opened up to them by every discovery in tllc arts and eyery new generali-
zation of science. Socijety is the sole direct beneficiary of the arts and sciences,
and the individual man becomes a partaker ©f their bounties only by his identiti-
cation with it. Thus the best agpiration oi the individual mind is bound pp with
the progress of society. Only as society ripcns, only as a fellowship so sacred ob-
tains between man and man, as that each shall spontaneously do unto the other as
he would have the gther do to himself, will the true development of individual
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X.

mx. ANDREWB'S REPLY ‘ro sm. onnnnn.

[Rejected by The Tribune]
Horace Greeley:
I might insist that leading positions in my last article are not replied to at all
yours. | yyj|] content myself, however, with noticing what Lv said and suggested

Yo

First, then, believe me, it was by over5|ght and notintentionally, thatl included
“freedom from State systems of religion among the kinds of freedom which ,

had aSS|gned to the broader des|gnat|0n of 'ithe SOVerelgnty of the individual.” |t
so obviously belongs in the same category that you must confess the mistake was a
very natural one. | observe now, however, that the grouping of the various appli-
cations of the doctrine was my own, and that I was wrong N attributing it, in its
full, logical, and |egitimate extension, t© you. It was not until o, directed
attention to the pgjnt that I discovered that, while yoyr approbation is given to
just those developments ©f freedom which have, yp to the present time, been
accredited and rendered popular in the world, you classify under tho obnoxious
" Sovereignty of the individual” those yarjeties, and those Only‘ which gre, as yet,
unpopular, er against Which you happen to have a personal prejudice.  This species
of reasoning’ though not yery rare, I believe, is still so little understood by me that
1 do not even know the scieutiiic name by which to designate it- Excuse me, then,
that I did not perceive why free trade comes under the head of the sovereignty of
the individual (or the general right to do as one chooses), and freedom ofthe press
not so; or why there is a similar diiierence between freedom of the affections and
freedom of the conscience, or oOf the intellect.

1 Certainly thought you held the Kossuthian doctrine of national non-interven-
tion. You set me right, and say you "deplore the absence of competent tribunals
to adjudicate questions of international difference,” etc. llere you obviously do
not speak of a mere advisory council, each nation being free to accept °r decline
the recommendation, but of an actual court. "Tribunal,” “"competency," and
"adjudication" are well-known tcchnicals of the so-called "administration of jys-
tice." They always relate to the functions of e hody having power " enforce its
decrees. There is no court without a constable, ne sentence without n sanction, no
judiciary without an gxecutive! The Constabulary of an international tribunal
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must be the united armies and navies of the majority of the combined powers.
Any other notion of such a court is nonsense. Now, dare you aflirm, in the face
of the American people, that you would favor the syrrender, by solemn treaty, into
the hands of such a tribunal, representing the national pglicy of Austria, Russia,
Spain, Portugal, Rome, Naples, etc.,-the majority of nations in Christendom,
even,--the right to adjudicatc for the United States all the international questions,
even, Which they might themselves individually provoke with us, and to enforce
such decisions by their combined power? You say such a court would have pre-
vented the Mexican war. -Yes, as order reigns at Warsaw. Give ,, | beseech
you, the search after the remedy for the evils of government in more government_
The road lies jyst the other \ay, -toward individuality and freedom from all 4o~
ernment.  The evil in the case of the Mexican war |gy in the stupendous folly
which authorized James K. Polk, of Tennessee, by a stroke of his pep, to set thirty
millions of men to cutting each other's throats-to begin the next moming-for
no cause Which would have induced one of them to do anything of the kind on his
own responsib”ity_ It is the inherent viciousness Qf the very institution of govern-
ment jtself, never to be got rid of until our natural individuality of action and
responsibility is restored. Nature made jndividuals, not nations; and, while nation:
exist at gll, the liberties ofthe individual mustperigh,

But the kind of intervention you advocate between npations, bad as it s, is no
parallel, as you seem to think jt, to that unsolicited and impertinent interference
between individuals which yq defend and I denounce. What would yoy say to
an international tribunal which should grrggate jurisdiction to itself over nations
who have never consented to, and who wholly repudiate, its interference,-basing
its usurpation on the assumption that sopmebody must look after the international
morality? Further still, fancy Mr- Greeley signing = treaty to give to Austria,
Naples, etc., the right, not only to settle differences between us and other patjons,
but to forbid s, also, to have relations of friendship or commerce with more than
_one other nation, for example; and generally to regulate, not merely our foreign,
but our purely private affairs as well, by prohibiting whatever in the judgmem of
that tribunal was setting 2 bad example before the other nations of the earthl No,
thank Godl nations have not fancied it pecessary t© sink their individuality in a
mass, as individuals have done, granting to numerical stupidity and stolid medi-
ocrity the right to suppress genius and enterprise and free thought and superior
deve|opment. To this national freedom from an Overru"ng |egis|ation the world
owes the hgjght to which a few nations have attaiped, which, being attained, will
react on the others, and flna”y develop the whole earth. No, sir, ten individuals
in the world, who had thoroughly comprehended their own absolute right to free-
dom, and vindicated it as ggainst the impertinent interference of legislation, would
be worth, as an example and as a power fOr good, all the international tribunals
there might be in the universe.
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I claim individually te be my own nation. | take this opportunity to declare

my national independence, and to natify all other potentates, that they may respect
my sovereignty. I may have to fight to establish my claim, but the claim I make,
and sooner or later | Wil| come to the reCOgnitiOn of it. You have notified me that

you Will resist it. 1 will conduct the war with you, if possible, by the pen. 1fyou
determine to resort to other \yegpons, | will adjust my defence to the nature of
the onset.

The State is to you something other than what 1 ha ve called jt,-a mob,--be-
cause yoy believe that the heat of passion and the lust of gain may blind men in
judging their own conduct, and not so in judging the conduct of others. If thisis
good for anything, 2= = principle, it must be of reciprocal and universal gpplica-
tion. Let us take a case and try its gperation. John Smith and gSylly Smith, af-
ter years of miserable experience’ and horrid examp|e’ too, as | should say,
amicably conclude to separate, do separate, provide for their children py some gp.
propriate arrangement Which removes them from a daily scene of sjckening and
vitiating contest, and each unites with a new partner, and all thc parties feel con-
scious that they have added |nf|n|te|y to their happiness and We”_being; but you,
on your principle, that somebody else, who is not blinded because he has no
interest in the matter, can decide bettcr'than they, interfere, and decide for them
that they were led by a shade of passion which you define to be lust into their new
relations; denounce them in yqyr newspaper, and invoke the mob, and send them
all packing to the calaboose. Very well, so far; but now for the next gpplication.

Upon the same prin‘;ipha7 I can judge better than you can of the punty of your
motives in this yery act, and | determine that yq, were inliuenced py an undue
desire to increase the popularity of your journal, by parading your zeal for thc
current mora“ty of the day7 and that such an examp|e of the Vena”ty of the press
is extremely vitiating to the public mind- My impartial position for judging =v-
thorizes me to judge and to punish you for deviating from my judgment. llencc 1
resort to the mob, and burn down your printing~ofliee, o~ throw your types into
the ocean. Now, then, how is your mob gny better than 4y, mob,-except that
yours is called "the State "? Do ygy find it in the distinction yoy attempt t-o cs-
tablish between freedom of utterance and freedom of action,--one of which is to
be tolerated and the other not? That would gnly Pe to tum my vengeance from
you personally to the passive instruments of your opinion,-the juries 2nd prison-

keepers.
You, too, desire "the harmonizing of freedom with order, but not through thc

removal of restraint upon Vicious appetite; the harmonizing of desire with duty,
-not through the blotting out of the latter, but through the chasteni_ng, renovat-
ing, and purifying of the former.” Very well; but how? Apcordlng to Iyou'
through = system of mutual espionage, suppression, and constraint; from \which

dissent. YOU gy also, however, through "tho .diffusion of Jight and truth with
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regard fo our own natures, organizations, purposes, and that divine law i &
overrules and irradiatcs all." To this I agree. Choose, ! beg of you, befon gi
write again’ between the two systems, which are as opposite as ||ght and d|k1,
But this harmonizing Will never come phy any system through the temperiig
modifying of desire glone; it demands equally the softening and liberalizi f
duty, since "to the pyre all things are pure.” Ve differ, perhaps, both as tok
source Whence a healthful restraint must emanate, and as to the amount of res@int
which is healthful.

You think there is no such radical difference between us as to the right of df-
government, because, you say, ! acquiesce in the imposition of restraint ypon Hue
lunatic, the thief, burglar, <o unterfeiter, forget, maimer, and murderer. If I do,
itis as the temporary necessity of a false and bad social gystem, which makes such
characters, and must, therefore, take care of them. Itis your duty, ! think, to cd-
vocate a Maine |iquor !1aw as |ong as you advocate compelling @ woman to heir a
drunkard's child, with s. drunkard's vitiated gppetite from the hour of qujgkening
into life. Can yoy perceive no difference between my making this admission of
your duty relative to a prior wrong, @nd advocating the whole system as a right
system, as you d0? I would, like another man, enforce the barbarous discipline of
the camp in time of war, if war must pe; but that should not hinder me fl0I1" in-
SiSting that war itself is a great fo"y and had much better be rep'aced by amicable
relations and the interchange of reciproca| benefits between the Contending panicl
I beg Of you to endeavor to master, and to keep always " mind, the distinction
which 1 drew in my last between principle and expediencyl Is it possible till. 1
cannot make myself understood upon this point? I do not even assert that ytmr
laws against seduction and the like are not necessities of y,oyr present system, just
as the patro' Organization7 the violation of the post office, and the hanging of
abolitionists are necessities of Slave-ho'ding’ and Just' as an grmy of spies and the
censorship of the press are necessities of Eyropean despotism, se long as either is
to remain.

If two cats are tied yp in a bhag, the tendency of this "too close connection ™ will
be toward contest and clamor. You will probably have to choke them to keep
them tolerably quiet. !fthe pag is, then, assumed to be a pecessary institution, to
be maintained at all hazards, and if quiet is also a desideratum, the choking will
also remain a perpetual necessity. Even when the discovery is made-and it is
to this point that I ask your special attention-that the cats are well enough dis~
posed to be quiet if you Will let them out, it may still be pecessary to keep your
ﬁngers on their throats until the bag can be cautiously and safely untied, t-he cats
extracted, and a little time allowed them to become convinced of their prospective
good treatment. If an existing bad system cannot be changed at once without

seme had consequences, they are to be charged, not upon the right system which is
to follow, but upon the remaining influence of the old and vicious one.
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I would have the order of society se founded on a scientific knowledge o the
nature, organization, and purposes ©f man, and of that divine law which overrules
and irradiates all, that there shall be no thjef, no burglar, ne maimer, and no mur-
derer; and I take the burden of proof upon myself to show that the principles are
now known in accordance with which itis jUSt as praCticame to have such a Society
as to have the "Pandemonium"” we now have. This whole harvest of gallowsfbirds
is the fruit of yoyr tree, not of mine, and, while yoy continue to produce them, it

belongs t© you to provide for them. 1 do not even deny that you may know better
than I what is necessary to that end.

I come now to your statement of principles_ 1. "Man has no moral r|ght to
do wrong." ! deny this proposition, if by wrong is meant expediency as distin-
guished from abstract right, or principle. ! hold to ‘expediency just == religiously
as 1 do to principle itself. Yet every expedient which deviates from abstract prin-
ciple, or the final right, is, in the higher sense, wrong. ! hold it, then, not gnly
innocent, but a positive duty, often to do one wrong thing because another \yrong
thing has been done. 1 refer o, to the apology for your tariff doctrines in 4,
last. 1 deny your proposition again most emphatically, if by wrong is meant
what somebody else, o everybody else, judges t© be wrong, and which I do not.
What wrong is jt, then, that I have not a r|ght to do? Isit yours? or Mr. James's?
or Louis Napo|eon‘s’_} or the Chan of Tartary's? or Mrs. Grundy's? or that of the
majority of the mob? That is the vital guestion which I shall never let yq off
from answering; and, until itis answered, every general proposition you make on
the subject will, when analyzed, mean just nothing at all. Who is the ympire, or
standard of right and truth?

2. "The state gyght to forbid and repress all acts which tend, in their natural
consequences,” etc., "to corrupt the morals of the community," etc: Here, you
perceive’ comes r|ght up again the same vital question’ without the answer to
which all this |aying down of principles is mere words. "Which tend," etc.-in
whose judgment? That is the pgjnt to which 1 must hold yoyr attention.  The
teachings and conduct of Christ tended, in the judgment of the Jewish "State/' to
corrupt the morals of the community. Did that confer on them the moral right
to cryeify him? Itis nonsense, Mr- Greeley (excuse me, SiNce you taught me the
use of that yyord), to call either of these propositions ©f yours principles, Unti! you
first settle the jyrisdiction of the questions which they raise. I vest itin indivi-
dual Sovereignty. Vifhere do you vest it? | beg of you to |ay down a genel’al
principle covering this point.

3. " Itis wiser," etc., "that crimes should be prevented than that they should be
punished." Herein we agree; but how prevented? YOU say in ore breath, by your
suppressing me, and my suppressing you, Whenever we happen to differ, -that s,
by the exercise of the right of the strongest; and in the pext, "by the diffusion of
light and truth with regard to our own natures,” etc., s | have already quoted

you. | accept the latter method, and discard the former.
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4. "The great mass of criminals," etc., "begin their downward courses by gam.
bling, tippling, and lewdness," etc. | take this to be a mistake. 1 think yg substi.
tute effects for causes. Crime has its origin much farther pack, and, if you are to
"deal with it in the ggg," you mMust look to the laws of procreation, by which
parents impress all the falsity of their own lives ypon their oilspring. ! shall
notice this sybject again.

5. "Sexual love was impianted," etc.,, ~ not mereiy that the race should be
brought into existence, but properly nurtured, protected," etc. This, too, iS a mis~
take. Nature has secured the procreation of the race by the sexual passion. She
has not intrusted their maintenance and protection in infancy to that passion, but
inspired both parents with another exprwsly to that end, -namely, the love of chil_
dren or of‘fspring_ It is the ignorance and fo"y of men that would enforce upon one
of these impu|ses of our nature the vicarious performance of the duties of the other,
thereby introducing confusion between them and marring the peauty and eiiiciency
of both.

6. "The command from Sjnaj," etc. 1 do not propose (unless it is preferred
to shift the ground of our discussion from the philosophical to the theological arena)
to notice arguments drawn from the re|igi0us books of any Sect, Christian, Moham-
rnedan, or Pagan. The true science of Society must be based on princip|es as
broad as humanity, not confined to persons who happen to think alike ypon some
point of faith, or upon the authority of seme scripture. The physiological effects
of marriage and generation are Coming’ in our day’ to be as well understood as
other matters of SCienCe; and if the Bible seems to quarrel with physioiogyy as it
has seemed to do with astronomy and geoiogy’ it be|ongs to its expounders to seek
for a reconciliation in the latter case, as tifey have done in the former.  For one, |
am tired of caviling about exegesis and text-readings While humanity lies bound

and pleeding.
7. "Hence the State honors and blesses marriage, and frowns ypon all other

sexual relations,"-that is to say, each State honors and blesses some sort of mar-
riage relations, and frowns ypon seme other gort, the difference in diiferent ages
and nations empracing almost eyvery conceivable variety Which could come of the
entire freedom of individuals. Since States are left free to 5y and differ as
they please, and do yary and differ gccordingly, why not extend the same privilege
to the individuals of the same State. If 5ny better philosophical reason can be
given against it than mere prejudice, undevelopment, @nd superstition, let us have
it at gnce, and put an end to the discussion.

YOu gay it is nonsense to talk of 3y, views of individual sovereignty as a modern
discovery, and of the gntagonist Views as moss-grown With antiquity. You con-
ceive of individual Sovereignty as being synonymous with egotism and about as old
as sin.  All this simply indicates that y, VIEWS are as yet so modern and so
novel that even Mr. Greeley has hitherto attained to no adequate conception of
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tr:':m'l Prlfa:'el t? ﬁ(ndzavir .tO understand, then, that the Sovereignty of the indivi.
vidual which 1 tallkc about is the soyereignty of every individual; that it teaches
me and every one who accepts it the most SCrUpUIOUS deference for the absolute
freedom of gyery human being, prohibiting me and them from arrogating any con.
trol or gove.rnment over others (except when we have to assume the cost of their
actions, as in the case of chjldren, and .become thereby entitled to the deciding
power). It demands of me that 1 permit every man and every woman to thjnk,
speak, and do whats.oever seem.eth gOOd to them in their own eyes, |aying down the
least shadow of claim to the right en my part to suppress them, either directly or
through the power Of the State, the Church, public odium, er otherwise,-only
limited py the line that they do not throw the burdensome consequences Of their
conduct on me, and that they leave me the same amount of freedom. All this I
hold as the essential principle of order and harmony, and growth in purity and
intelligence, and rational happiness among men.  Please to inform me what you
discover either unlovably egotistic or at all antique in this doctrine? Are you
able to illustrate its workings by quotations from ancient history se profum as you
intimate?

Probably you will perceive that you have mistaken the assertion of one's own
sovereignty over others (which is your own doctrine, and which has been common
enough in the world) for a. doctrine which affirms and sedulously guards that of
all other men, while it is confessedly se egotistic as to claim the right of the indi-
vidual to himself. _SO Iong as it rests in the phase of mere protest against en-
croachment, it is just as egotistic, it is true, as it is to request = gentleman to
stand on his own toes and not on yours.

Can you suppose that y are treating my doctrine of the freedom of woman and
her right to herself with 5,y fairness, when you confound it with the p0|ygamy
-which has existed in barbarous countries, and which is the entire confiscation,
not of one woman, as among us, but of many tO one man?

My doctrine is simply that it is an intolerable impcrtinence for me to thrust
myse|f into your affairs of the heart, to determine for you what woman (or women)
you love well enoygh o purely enough t© live with, er how many you are capable
of |oving. 1 demand that yo, simply let me alone to settle the most intimate and
delicate and sacred aifairs of my private life in the same manner.  You publicly
notify me that you won't. Another generaﬂon will judge between us as to the

barbarlsm and the culture of these two positions AL resethise”O‘mtosay
Judge which is hast.

that my course leads to peace and yours to war.
I have \ same

You misconceive a little ;y, method of getting ridof murder.
personal prejudice that yoy have “to peing knocked down with a glung s
paving stone, dragged up @ blind a”ey’ and there flnIShed 1. nor do I hope to get
1-id of such acts, as you say | do, "by simply ceasing t© Vi t them with & P@U3Y»
or to regard them as crimes.” 1 apply that remedy only t© Mis which are no
crimes except as they are made so by law.

, or n
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Still, there is no human action without a cause. A given murder is not a solitary
fact, standing in the midst of the ynjverse, without antecedents or consequences.
The philosopher 100ks into causes. The scientific reformer would gpply his reme-
dies there. If a man attempts to murder me, that act has a cause: perhaps a state
of feeling on his part, induced by the suspicion that a certain woman whom he
calls, or hopes te call, his wife, has experienced = magnetism ©f attraction, over
which she had no possible control, toward me, and py the pelief, inculcated py you
and others, that that woman belongs, not to herself, but to him. Hence he is de-
luded into the notion that I have inflicted a heinous \yrong upon him, although,
probab|y, 1 have never seen him in my life, and possib|y may never have seen the
woman either. | goking at the eEect alone, as |, in common with the rest of man-
kind, may Pe compelled to do in the gmergency, the remedy may Pe to knock the
man on the head, or to commit him, as you recommend, to Sing-Sing. The true
remedy, hevertheless, is a public sentiment, based on the rgcognition of the sove-
reignty of the individual.  Let the idea be completely repndiated from the man's
mind that that woman, or any women, could, by pOSSibi”ty, be|0ng to him, or was
to be true to him, or owed him anything, farther than as she might choose to be-
stow herself, as far as he could inspire her with affection and no farther; and from
that hour the sentiment of jealgusy dies out, and the motive to one kind of murder
is removed.

Perhaps, in another case, the poor wretch was born with a mind poisoned from
conception, imbued, as the |awyers have it, with "malice toward g|| mankind," be-
cause he was begotten in hatred from a woman forced by the law into the repu|sive
embraces of a man she |pathed, and so "marked"” as a monster, in every lineament
of pody and soul, by the horrid impression to which, as is well known, the suscep~
tible jmagnation of a mother gives form in the character of her offspring. The
evil in this case is that your prospective murderer was the child of abhorrence and
despair. The remedy is to restore to gutraged weman the right to choose freely,
at all times, the father of her own child.  Till that be granted, all the rest of your
"Voman's Rights" are not worth contending for. Itis pitiable to see the advo-
cates of this ism compelled to disguise their real want, fearing to utter jt, and to
make a false issue about the franchise, or something of no comparative value to
them. The govereignty of the individual is what they do demand, in common with
the rest of mankind. No child healtlzfully and lovingly engendered, and never subse-
quently oppressed and outraged by false social relations, Will ever be a murderer. Let
the world learn that.

You gay that yo regard "free trade as neither right nor wrong, good ner bad,
in jtself, but only in view of its practical issues.” Do ygy say the same of free-
dom of the pregs, or freedom of conscience? Louis Napoleon does so of the
former, and King Bomba and the Grand Duke of Tyscany of the |atter; but the
public have got the idea. in their minds that there is somehow a djfference, funda-
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menzally @nd in principle, between y ¢ social views and those of Ifouis Napoleon,

BOUlbl» and the Grand Duke-  perhaps you will enlighten us as to what that dif-
ference is. As matters now stand, | do not perceive it.

1 regret that my views should inspire you with hypochondria’ and induce you to
think of suicide, emigration, o+ anything desperate; but I presume you do not yrge
these "ygPQ1'S" as an argument- 1, 900, have my personal feelings on the subject.
How far will yq consent that they shall be made the critenh for deciding the
questions mooted between us?

Of your views of sexual pyrity | cannot, in the circumstances under which 1
write, utter what | feel. If it be not too severe a thing t© say, allow me, however,

merely t© say that we all, probably, give the measure of gyrselves, more exactly
than in any other possible mode, by the estimate we make of the natural results
of freedom. Pgarmit me, on this point, to substitute for what 1 might have said an

extract from a communication ! have just received, suggested by your remarks,
from _a noble and pure~1ninded American \oman, one to whom the world owes

more than to gny Other man or woman, living o dead, for thorough investigation
and appreciation of the causes of disease and the laws of health, especially in all
that concerns the sexual relations and the reproduction of the racez*

It is the God—appointed mission of woman to tea/ch the world what purity is. May Mr.
Gree|ey be so fortunate as to learn the lesson!

The woman who is truly emancipate, who has health, in the deep significance of that word,
-health’ of body and of spirit,--who believes in God, and reverently obeys his laws Ilu
herself,--this woman is pyre and a teacher of purity. She needs -no human law for the pro-
tection of her chastity; virtue isto her something more than a name and n. regulation,-
something far other than alegal restriction. Itis high as the sky above Mr. Greclcy's lower
law, and just as far removed from all license. Such a woman has a heaven-conferred right
to choose the father of her babe.

We gay man has the right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness; yet he abuses |lie,

“The writer of this communication is Mrs. Mary S. Gove Nichols, the wife of Dr. Thomu L.
Nichols, and associate principal with him in the Hydropathic Institution nt Portchcatcr, New York.
Had this reply been published In the "Tribune," | should, doubtless, have modilled the gyjoglum con-
tained In the seutenee to which this note is appended, when I came to see It tn the proofs, not beeune
it does not express rightly my own personal opinion, but because It does so, perhaps, falher too point-
edly, and is liable to be understood as an extmvagancc of personal friendship rather than I'dtll].¢l'l|O
estimate of the character and position of an Individual. As my reply was reledvd. ! f¢¢| bound o
to publish It with all its jmperfections on its head. When, however, it is remembgred that Dr.
Nichols publicly avows that, after cxperleucing the bencuts of a regular medical ed.ucatlon ancAj éxt.en—
slve professional reading, his real instruction lu physiology and therapeutics was derived from I|I.>W|fe;'
und, further, that Dr. Nichols is thc author of "Esoteric AnthroP010f»¥Y." Il work DWI! FN-" in Id
vanec of all other treatises upon the health conditions of man, and which tsuwquiringn circulation only

of Mrs. Nichols les ex-
surpassed by the popular work of Mrs. Stowe, my chnmcterimtion may Peeg}]here >

travagant. Sho is a Jady who couples the most wonderful Intnitlonn-the gpiritual

woman”-with a truly masculine strength and comprehension of general princlp'el.
racterizes the highest order of scientific mind.

meh 11 chu
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falls into pondage, and seeks and docs not iind happiness. The woman who chooses the
father o! her child may go as far wrong. The failure of freedom to bring wisdom and right
action at once iS no argument against freedom. Because woman has not equitable and at-
tractive industry and adequate remuneration, and cannot, therefore, appropriately maintain
the babe she would bear and |ove, does that abrogate her right to be a mother? Did not
God make her tn be the mother of the race, and the healthy mother of healthy children? If
she is Bred in iudlssoluble marriage With a man she must abhor, -= selfish, sensual tyrant,
-who makes her his victim, and perpetuates in her children his lust of the flesh and of gain,
and all the deep damnation of his nature, must woman lie prone under all thjs, suffering
and transmitting the disease and crime which are its ordained product, because it is accord-
ing to law?

Often the greatest Cfime a man can commit is to reproduce himself, though it be done
legally.

We must have a Maine Law and capital punishment for the children born of hate in indis-
soluble marriage. Hundreds of women in such marriage murder their children rather than
bear them. -

Intemperance, madness, murder, and all other vices are hereditary_ Shall indissoluble
marriage go on, year after year, producing s° many thieves, drunkards, prostitutes, and
murderers, and in preassignable proportions,-so mathematical in its gperation,-and re-
main unquestioned ? Or shall it be honored with snch defenders m Mr. Gree|ey’ who white-
wash it with |egal sanctity in our |egislatures, and plead, through the public press, for
Maine Laws to restrain and punish the murderers, and sedncers, and drunkards born in its
decent, and respectable, and legal limits?

There is a large and increasing class of women in our land who know what pnrity Is.
They know, also, what it is uot. They know that is is not an exhausted nervous gystem,
which prompts to no union,-which enables them to walk quieﬂy in the common thorough-
fare of custom. They know, also, that it is not ﬁde"ty to a |ega| bond, where there is no
love, ~-where there is force on one side and fear on the other,-where rascals are born by
immutable God's |aw, and where diseases are engendered that make the grave an earnestly
coveted refuge from “lawful™ whoredom.

Could any woman, worthy the name,-any other than a |egal slave,-choose to bear
worse children than those we hang out of our way, »-than those who become seducers out of
marriage and destroyers in it?

In the Medical College at Albany there is an exposition of indissolnble marriage, which
should be studied by all those who begin to see that a |ega|ized union may be a most impure,
unholy, and, consequently, unhealthy thing. In glass vases, ranged in a large cabinet in
this medical museum, are uterine tumors, weighing from half a pound to twenty-tour
pounds. A viscns that in its ordinary state weighs a few ounces is brought, by the dis-
ease caused by amative excess, ~iN other words, liceutiousness and impurity,—to weigh
more than twenty pounds. Be it remembered, these monstrosities were produced in lawful
and iudissolnble wedlock. The wives and mothers who perished of these evils, and left this
terrible lesson to the world, knew 0n|y of legal purity. They lived in obedience to the law
of marriage,-pious, virtuous, reputable, ignorant women. God grant that their suffering
be not in vain!  God grant that they may be the teachers of purity, who, being dead, yet

speakl
In an age hardly past, " Honor God and the King " was the great commandment. In this

age, ~Honor God and a Husband " holds the same place. Men have learned that the first
contains a splecism; women are |earning the same Icssou of the last.
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lim, is the eloquent, and, iIN my judgment, the unnnrerubk, prdut of =
against your doctrine.  In five years more, the voice of thit vomm will be
of thousands.  You are quite right when yo sound the dorm, and 1il-
Eat the time for the full discussion of this whole sybject his srrived.
sion will be had, whether conservatism will or no.
test-let jt; if not-not.

Lf what is on

Surmnr Pun. AXxnnnm.
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XI.

MR. ANDREWS'S REPLY TO MR. JAMES.

[Rejected by the Tribune.]

To the Editor gf The New Yark Tribune.

Mr. H. James condescends to reply, obliquely still, to my strictures pon his
crude social theories. The condescension’is amiable, but the imprudence is un-
pardonable. It was obviously o1ie of those cases in which discretion is the better
part of valor. He does not gppreciate my disposition "not to be cruel.”  Such
ingratitude provokes a Severity which he can ill adord to draw upon himself. 1
am surprised-| may BVe!l say grieved--that he compels me to a still further ox-
posure ©f the unhandsome features of his course of reasoning upon the subject in
debate. With an ap0|ogy to the reader for a thoroughness of criticism bordering
on harshness, forced ou me by the indiscretion of "Your Correspondent"' 1 will
proceed, as cautiously as ! can, and, even, notwithstanding all, with some remain-
ing touches of tenderness, to the dissection of * Your Correspondent's” last article.

The following is the gist of his effort to restate himself:

You feel that all man's relations to his fellows, and especially t© woman, should be bap-
tized from above, or acknowledge an ideal sanction before all things, and that where this
sanction is agbsent, consequently, the relation is either strictly infantile or else inhuman.
In respect to this higher sanction and bond of conjugal fidelity, you call the legal bond infe-
rior or base. As serving and promoting the former, one deems the latter excellent and

honorable; but as ceasing any longer to do so, you deem it low and bestial.

Now, the deliberate purpose of your Correspondent here is to show that he is
not, and could not have peen, adverse to the institution of marriage, because, for-
sooth, as he has "all along contended,” there are circumstances in which 'that in-
stitution is of value to gociety,-namely, in its infancy,-and to impress upon the
incautious reader the idea that I am |ghoring under a woful degree of mental con-
fusion in attributing to him the doctrine that marriage (the legal bond) should be
" incontinently abolished.”

Very good, se far; but it so happens that your Correspondent has yery recently
devoted |grge space, IN more than one of his communications to the " Tripune," to

proving that Society among uYs is no |0nger in that state of infancy in which the
outward marriage bond is "subservient and ministerial to the higher spiritual
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SallCloioH»" but that it has new arrived, on the contrary, at that precise stage of
advancement and full growth in which the |gga| bond is “inferior and pase," or
"iUn11U0U»" or "low and pestial," or "purely diabolical," and gught, therefore, to
be dispensed with or \wholly abolished.

Let us betake ourselves ggain to quotation. Discussing this very subject, and
having shown that the |ega| bond was a necessity of the infant state of human
society, your Correspondent proceeded t© say: "But now that it [socjety] has ever-
leaped that period ©f infantile fragility, and feels the motions of ripe and sinewy
manhood, the questions of order and harmony can be no |onger postponed. It ig
bound by = feeling of self-respect t© become decorous and orderly, and to put away,
consequently, all those grbitrary methods gfaction which were dictated by mere expe-
diency or self-preservation." Hence, your Correspondent distinctly makes the
changes in legislation requisite to adapt it to the present ripeness of human soci-
ety, to stand in "fyly |egitimating diirorce,” or in discharging euvr conjugal rela-
tions of the "purely diabolic element of outward force,"-in other words, the
virtual abolition of |ega| or forceful rnar‘riage7 as “Ceasing any |Onger to scrve and
promote the higher sanction and bond of fidelity,"-having, "for his own part,”
as he gays, "not the glightest doubt that, in that case, constancy Would speedily
avouch itself the law of the conjugal relation, instead of, as now, the rare exception."

Now, your Correspondent has repeatedly brought forward and yrged, == you
well know, and as the pub“c well knows, this precise remedy for the existing dis-
consonance Of society and its |egislation, as = practical cure for = practical evil-
Now, then, he gays, with an exclamation point for surprise, that 1 betray so crude
an apprehension of the discussion that I confound his "denunciation @f base and
unworthy motives in marriage with a denunciation of marriage itselfI'”  What
charming simplicityl what delightful innocence! A practical, straiglxtforward,
political, e legislative measure, of the most radical and rcvolutionary kind, pro~
posed and repeatedly urged as the remedy for widc-sprcad actual suffering and
disorder in the community, suddenly retires into the dimensions of a ghostly remon—
strance, from a kind-hearted gpiritual adviser, against had motives in matrimonyl
Ahl Mr. Henry James, when hard pressed by = logic that \-on°t bcnd to "Indivi-
dual Sovereignty,” an "artful dodge " may be highly creditabl_e to onc's ggility,
but hardly to the higher attributes of a manly nature. Were it not for the cun-
ning evinced in the manoeuvre, the want of courage and the see_mi_ng simplicity
might be suggestive of "sheep's head" without "the plu(;k_" As it g, we are r_e»
minded, also, of a different animal. For myself, ! ence had a good practice "
Virginia fox-hunting, and training aftcr these dOL.jblin gs has to me the interest of
reviving old reminiscences: to the rcadcr vho finds no such amusen”!ent ir
chase, and who looks merely for candor, truth-seeking, and consistency, in a discus-
sion, 1 fear they may Pe simply disgusting. _

If, in the case adduced for illustration, the " Spiritual Adviser" had gone = step
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farther, and expressly advocated the theory that "all arbitrary methods of action,"
in the premises’ should be "put awayi" that nobody should be Compe”ed‘ by "out-
ward force," to restore property which he had found, and that, by such freedom
from the "legal bond," the notion of the right of property would be "ennobled,'
and the man and all men led tg act, from their own "humanity and inward sweet-
ness,” honorably and honestly in such cases; and if |, upon reading such a state-
ment of views, should have said, perchance, that that is precisely my theory for
the abolition of all lavs for the collection of debts and the |ike, -saving the ques-
tion, to be settled afterward, what are |eg|t|mate debts bearing upon the con-
science; and if Mr. Spiritua| Adviser, Shrinking from the more open and bolder
presentation ©f his own theory, and determined to be respectable at all hazards,
should, thereupon, accuse me of confusion of ideas, superficiality, etc.,-your €or-
respondent wants to know what I should g5y, and I reply that I should say that
this "Spirituai Adviser," intent upon Saving his own skin, did not hesitate to
slander and malign his neighbor, and to obfuscate his readers by a resortto trick-
ery and ad captandum pleadings unworthy ©f a man of some reputation and literary
pretensions.

So much for dodge No. 1. Before proceeding with the catalogue, permit me to
furnish a g|055 to the regder, to inform him of what I suppose the real position of
your Correspondent to be. 1 do this to remove the impression, to which 1 feel
myse” liable, after the Showing 1 have made, of engaging with a combatant whose
statements of doctrine are too contradictory and absurd to aspire to the dignity of
criticism. Notwlthstandlng appearances, 1 do not think so. There jg, | am satis-
fied, a consecutive train of idea running through the whole of his reasonings upon
the subject, which, if it can be cleared of a certain confusedness in the use of
terms py which he is gonstantly prone to© obscure, rather than jllystrate, his
thought, will be found quite as consistent as the notions of many other loose

thinkers, who gagpjre to instruct the puplic upon philosophical subjects, and who
gain considerable estimation for the want of jyst criticism.

"That your Correspondent means to say, then, rendered into a comprehensible
plainness of speech and tolerable previty, is just this. Marriage is the union of
one man and one woman for life. But there are two phases of aspects of marriagey
or, in fine, two marriages, °r kinds of marriage. 1 The outward or legal, that of
which the perpetuity and exclusiveness depend upon human laws and are enforced
by the courts, which I will call |ega| marriage; and, 2. That which he calls "the
ideal sanction of the Conjugal relation,” and which 1 will cg|l, for the sake of a
convenient term, spiritual marriage. This last, he believes, tends to exhibit jtself,
in the lives of all rlghtly deveioped men and women, in iust the same form of per-
petuity and exclusiveness which |eggal marriage new attempts te enforce by virtue
of pains and penaitieS; that we have now arrived at that stage of deveiopment at
which this tendency te the spiritual tie declares itself so strongly (or exists unde-
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Clare rr that the continuance of the old legal bond, which was good enough in its
day, instead of gecuring the action toward which it and the "higher sanction ~
both tend, operates as an irritant and a djsturber, and hinders or prevents the ycry
end at which it aims; that, consequently, sound morals and good policy both do-
mand, as the remedy, that "divorce be freely legitimated,” or, what is the same
thing, legal marriage abolished; not that he is gpposed to marriage,-that is, to
the same course of life which |egal marriage enacts in the form of |aw,-but be-
cause this last is not merely unnecessary but hurtful in securing that end.

This theory, so stated, comes pretty much to what is entertained in this age,
more or less distinctly, by 2 good many persons transcendentally inclined, and
whose views of prospective human improvement take no proader and no more
practical shape than that of gpjrjtyalizing whatsoever thing, however stupid, which
happens new to €izist among us-  Finding a existing relation so gppressive that
neither they ner their fathers were able to bear the actual yoke, they fancy that
exactly the same thing spiritualized must be exactly the right thing: Still the the-
ory, such as it js, is quite intelligible when not " bedeviled" by ynnecessary fog
and pretentiols mysticism.

It is true your Correspondent has no right to claim any such sensible rendering
of his views. He has pertinaciously insisted ypon saying that "the legal bond
is the whole of marriage’ that the Spiritua| tie is not marriage at g||, and that the
legal bond gught now to be dispensed With- 1 should, therefore, have been per-
fectly justiied, upon ordinary views of criticism, if I had taken him for what he
has repeatedly declared himself in effect to pe, in words, and stated purely and
simply that he denounces'the institution of marriage entirely. I have nevertheless
kindly, as I thought, abstained from taking advantage of this verbal confusion,
and inasmuch as he refers to "the higher sanction of the gonjugal tie," and uses
other similar phrases, although denying that they signify marriage in any sense,
1 have confined myse|f to Speaking of him as opposed to |Cga| marriage. To talk
of the law as sanctioning what will exist jyst as well without jt, and what is not
to continue to exist by virtue of it, iS nonsense. The mere ceremony, having no
binding effect, is nothing te which you or your Correspondent, or I, or anybody,
would attach the glightest importance.

As 1 happen to think, myseh" that forcing two peop|e who hate each other to
live together in the most intimate relation, and become monks or beget children
of their hatred, is neither very philosophical ~er religious, I was quite disposed to
“"fraternize” with o Correspondent up t© that point.  This, alas! was the head
and front of my offending. It was not that I differed from, but that I agreed
with him, and put in a little clearer and stronger light the points of our agreement,
that he was horrified and alarmed, and recoiled.

Our points of diference lie here. He, "for his part," has no dOL.Jbt that "con-
stancy would speedily avoueh itself as the law of the conjugal relation, in the ab-
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sence oOf all legislation t© enforce it.” | for my part, don't know that. We have
never yet Witnessed a state of gocjety consisting ©f educated, refined, and well-
developed persons, in which freedom of the gffections, for both men and \women,
was tolerated and approved. I am unable to rlogmatize with reference to the gre.
cise nature of the relations which would come to prevail under such a re'gime. 1
know simply that it is the right thing, and that its results must therefore be good,
however much they may differ from my preconceived notions of propriety_ 1 de-

cline to make myself the standard: | recognize the equai Sovereignty of all other
men, and of all women. | do not and cannot know the nature of any other man or

woman, so as to be competent to decide for them. 1 doubt not I shall do duty
if 1 obey the highest thing which 1 find in my own being. I claim the r|ght to do
that. | allow the 'same r|ght to all others. Itis a Species of Spirituai arrogance
for me to assume to decide for them, which 1 voluntarily lay down and totally
abjure.

Mr. James claims freedom pecause, for his part, he believes that freedom wvill
lead pegple to act just in that \yay which he personally thinks to be right. I, on
the contrary, claim freedom for all men and all women for no such personal reason,
but because they have an inalienable God-given right, high as heaven above all
human |egislation, t° judge for themselves what it is moral, and proper, and right
for them to do or abstain from doing,_so long as they do not cast the burdens of
their conduct on me. | piant myseif on that princip|e, and Cha"enge the attention
of mankind to it as the law of order, and harmony, and elevation, and purity
among men. Herein we do radically differ. 1 take the pgsijtion which, saving
the judgment of my critics, is exceedingly new in the world, that I have no better
right to determine what it is moral or proper for youy TO0 DO ™ than I have to deter-
mine what it is reiigious for you TO BELIEVE; and that, Consequenﬂy‘ for me to aid
in sending you or another man to prison for fornication, or bigamy, °r polygamy,
or a woman for wearing male attire, and the like, is just as gross 2" outrage in
kind, upon human rights, as it would be to aid in buming you at Smithfield for
Protestantism or Papacy, or at Geneva for discarding the doctrine of the trinity.

But to return to your Correspondent. He bases his defence of freedom pon his
personal judgment of the form it will give to the sexual relations. To test the
depth and sincerity of his convictions, ! ask him a guestion. ! assume that we
differ as regards what is the truest state of the relations of the geyxes, and call his
attention to the fact that people do differ, upon all sybjects, in virtue of their in-
finite individualities. 1 gyppose the case that in the use of our new-fledged free-
dom I act on my convictions, not his, and change my relations gyery week or month,
or take an unusual number of cgnjugal partners, or iN some \yay depart from his
ideal. 1 ggk, in very good faith, and as a practical thing, since this freedom is to

“ With the limitation just stated, of course, that you do not throw burdensome consequences on me.
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be a matter of practical legislation, whether he proposes, or not, still to retain s
police oflice to compel me to use freedom! according to his idea of the yay in which
it should be us(?d,.qf not h_|5, whether according t© anybody's standard, other
than that of the individual himself. Hereupon he assumes the air ofa dignified
aristocratic "indill'erence,” and regards my question as trivial, disingenuous, and
impertinent_ Of course the jUdiCiOUS reader will perceive at once that it strikes
home to the yery vitals of his whole gysiem of |egislative reform, and drives him
back to a gphere to which it is to be hoped he may find his abilities better adapted,
-that of spiritual adviser to bad hushands, and a genera| lecturer of fanatics on
the amendment of their "disorderly methods of living."

The next point of your -Correspondent is either Dodge No. 2 oy a gross blunder.
The reader shall iudae which. Itis a perversion of my doctrine of the Sovereignty
of the individuaL and ,it seems to me a deliberate perversion’ by your Correspon_
dent, in order to have before him a man of straw, that he could knock down. Our
formula jg, "The Sovereignty of every Individual, to be exercised at his own cbst.”
This simply and obviously means, "to be exercised, not at the cost of other peo-
ple," or, as we have constantly and repeatedly explained it, "to be so exercised as
not to throw the burdensome ¢onsequences Of oue's actions ypon others,” precisely
as religious freedom is gnd has been for yearg understood gmong s A man may
believe what he pleases. and do, in the ya whatsoever wise or foolish

p ) ) y of warshnz,
thing, provided he assails nobody else’s liberty, or life, or property.

This simple doctrine, the mere extension to morals and other spheres of a prin-
Cip|e a|ready adopted’ and to the partia| Operation of which the world owes trea-
sures-of harmony and happiness, your sagacious and veracious Correspondent has
converted into the assertion of the right to commit eyery species of encroachment
and outrage that savages or devils could aspire to, provided one is only ready to
take the consequences. This atrocious doctrine he has, by the use of false quota-
tion marks, thrust into iy, mouth!  Of course, attributing such nonsense and pro-
fligacy t© me, he has the Held to himself, to make the most glaring exhibition of
his own absurdity. ! hope he enjoyed the pyrotechnic display of his own witti-
cisms, as some Compensation for the wear and tear of conscience involved in such
a gross Misrepresentation ©f an opponent's position, if it were really intentional;
if it were a blunder merely, and he has honestly stated the principle, "as well as
he can master its contents,” ! hardly know whether to recommend to him so much

) - ' . .
exertion as to try again. There is certainly little wisdom i1 attempting publicly
10 pass Off a mere condensed expression of foolishness and diabolis-m as if it were
the substance of an axiom which challenges the admiration of mankind as the most
exact and the most scientific solution ever to be attained of the great problem of
the Iegitimate limit of human freedom.

I quite regret that your Correspondent should be oppressed by my patronage, Ut
I really can't help it. 1 mustbe permitted t© admire what there is good and tnxe



80 Love, Jlfarriage, anal Divorce.

in gyery Mau's utterances. 1 find much of that sort in what he has gjyen to the
world, and | admire it. 1 even wish that I found more of jt, and more gspecially
of that intellectual and moral hardihood which would perceive the extension py
implication of the truth he does ytter, and stand by the defence of it with a little
generous devotion and occasional forgetfuln ess of purely personal considerations.

A word now as respects my "small insolences.” | assure your Correspondent
they are merely "put en " upon the principle similia similipus, and small doses, to
cure his b|g ones. | shall g|ad|y |ay them aside whenever good manners begin to
prevail. 1 think I shall be found competent to the interchange ©f gentlemanly
courtesies when genﬂemamy courtesies are in demand. |ndeed, | decidedly prefer
the atmosphere of the pa”or to that of the "ring"' but I endeavor, at the same
time, to adapt myself to the nature of circumstances and of men.

Your Correspondent presumes that, when he gayg freedom is one with order, 1
should greatly like him to add, "and order is one with license.” When license is
used for something different from freedom, ! suppose it signiﬁes the bad use of
freedom.  Now, itis simply freedom that I ask for. On what groynds does this
Correspondent of yours dare to presume that 1 desire a bad use to be made of that
freedom, or that | gm, in any sense, even his own, a proiiigate or a bad man; that
I contemplate, With complacency, the making of a hell or a pandemonium, or that
any such result is more likely to come of my freedom, or the freedom that I gdvocate,
than of his freedoin, or the freedom he advocates? Whose insolence is it now?
Vhy, sir, your Correspondent seems to me so bred to the ysage ©f overbearing
superciliousness that he ought to be grateful to me for life if 1 cure him of his
habit.  This charge of advocating license has glways been repeated against the
champions ©f every species ©f freedom, political, ©f the press, and of gyery sort
whatsoever, and it is time that it should get its rebuke. It has not, however, sup-
pressed other men's truth, and it will not gyppress Mine.  Such truth has a vitality
in it which survives the blunders of the stypid, the misapprehensions of the feeble-
minded, the denunciations of the bigoted, and the alarm and croaking of honest
but timorous friends. The brave and the faithful lovers of such truth have always
been, at the inception of its proml_‘”gation7 a "handful of ridiculous fanatics = in
the estimation of the sophists of their day. It matters not. Truth, no more than
the r|ghts of man, can be obliterated by the votes of a majority, the |egis|ati0n of
the State, nor the scorn of the Pharisee; and the viper that tries it always bites a
Hle.

In the next place, your Correspondent deems me syperficial, because 1 deno-
minate the State "a mob." He doesn't condescend to tell us what it is other than
2 mob, but proceeds immediately to de'dne  Society, as if that were synonymous With
the State. 1 fancy that I have simply analyzed t© the bottom what he has taken
on tmstand in the 5055,  He admits that, "irresponsible grwernments are entitled to
our contempt.” 1 stand ready to make good the proposition that all governments
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are, in their very essence, "iI’reSponSib|e," jUSt so far as they are governments at
all, and that, practically, they have proved so in every experiment ever made py
mankind. The whole American theory of "checks and balances" upon parchment
is mere fallaeiousness and fglly, The gply effectual check is that developed indi~
viduality of the pegple which gives signilicant notice to government that it won't
answer 10 go toofgr, and which, as it becomes more developed, is sure to dispense
with government altogether. The advantages which we enjoy in this country, in
this respect, come entirely from the greater practical development of the sove-
reignty of the individual; from the greater development of the individual, so that
that' exercise of Sovereigmy can be endured with less evil result; and from the
small quantity ©f government which we tolerate, not at.all, as is supposed, from
any Superiority in the quality df the article. Government will become unnecessary
juSt so soon as the true principles of the science of society are understood and prac-
tically realized. The realization of those principles will begin in their being dis-
covered and promulgated. Hence, as occasion offers, | preach. 1 expect, at first,
to be partially understood, misunderstood, and mjisrepresented; but the time of
that nebulous perception of the subject will pass.  Ideas which are true and fun-
damental, and as destitute of fluctuation or exception as mathematics, will make
their \yay and be accepted.  Prejudice Will give way t© reason, arbitrary institu-
tions to principles, and antagonism to true order and harmony, and the freedom of
a rightly_constituted human brotherhood.

Your Correspondent says that I exhibit a sovereign contempt for society. lle is
certainly mistaken. I am yery fond of ggciety, and especially ©f good society.
Society is, however, a word of considerable djversity of significations, and is used
by your Correspondent in at least three or four different senses, apparently with-
out the slightest consciousness of confounding them.

I may as well use this word [gociety] as any other to illustrate a certain tendency
on the part of your Correspondent‘ to which 1 have a|ready adverted, to a lament-
able confusion of ideas and terms, in the midst of the most exuberant and sorno-
times glegant diction. He pegins one of his paragraphs by using socicly as if it
were synonymous With the State, by which I presyme he means the gorganization
and machinery of government. In the middle of the same paragraph he defines
society to be "the sentiment of fe|lowship and equality in the human bosom.” In
the end of tha same paragraph he asserts that the "advance of society-this senti-
ment of fellowship or equality fcauses man to 100k away from govemmcuts, and
from whatsoever external patronage, and find true help at last in himsclf"; that
is, to resort to the goyereignty ofthe individual. This lastis precisely what I believe.
For society in which of these senses is it that | exhibit a "sgvereign contempt "7
Whose guyperficiality is it now? _

In the gy next sentence yoyr Correspondent adds, "society is the SOIe.ben?.
ficiary of the arts and gcjences, and the individual man becomes partaker oi their
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benefits gnly by his identification with it.” In which definition is society used
here? Is it the government or the State which is the Only direct beneﬁciary of the
arts and sciences? Is that what it means? Or is it the "sentiment of fellowship
and equality among men” which is the direct beneficiary of the arts and sciences?
Or, finally, is it men individualized py "looking avay from governments and
finding true help in themselves," who are the direct beneﬁciary‘ etc., and the indi-
vidual man gnly so because he is "one of 'em"?  Vhose superficiality and utter
confusion of ideas is it this time? Words have a tendency to obscurity when no
definite ideas are attached to them.

Beauties of style, a certain dashing fluency ©f utterance, brilliaucy ©f fancy,
vague intuitions of fioating grandeur, or of sublime truth eyen, simply or con-
jointly, don't make a philosopher. Some clearness of intellectual yjsjon, some ana-
lysis and knowledge ©f causes, some exactness in definitions, a certain expansiveness
and Comprehension of one's whole Subject’ and even more than g, perhaps’ a r|g|d
adherence to the laws of dialectics, by which premises are fearlessly pursued t©
their natural and inevitable conclusions, lead where they may, are requisite to that
end. It is a|WayS a misfortune to mistake one's vocation. It is a misfortune,
however, which can be partially retrieved at almost any period of life, and we all
acquire wisdom py painful experiences. There is some department, ! feel certain,
in which your Correspondent m|ght excel. As he declines to be patronizedy I shall
abstain from jmpertinent suggestions.

Dodge No. 3 is another cyttlefsh plunge into the regions of "the infinite,” and,
of course, of the indefinite, the- accustomed retreat of jmpracticable theorists.
Your Correspondent informs us that, as "ideas are infinite, Ihey'admit of no con-
trast or gppugnancy.” I think he must have discovered by this time that there is
both "contrast” and "gppugnancy = Petween his ideas and mine, so far atleast as his
sublimated conceptions still retain anything of the finite or definite.  INto the other
region I am WiIIing to follow him when occasion offers, and to examine with the
rigorous grasp ©f modern philosophical criticism your Correspondent's fanciful re-
production of Plato's idealism and of the rose-colored atheism of Spingza, and to
separate for him the |ggitimate from the jllegitimate, the possible from the jmpos-
sible, in the Held of human speculation. At the moment, however, my business
lies, and his ought to lie, with the simple questions ©f practical life relating to
marriage and divorce,-the matters under discussion.

The doctrine of the sovereignty of the individual is an absurdity, contends yoyr
Correspondent, because man is under athreefold subjection, in the nature of things;
first, "to nature, then to society [in Which meaning of the word 9] and fing|ly to
God." Grant all this be 5o, does the fact that man must ever remain under a ne-
cessary ©r appropriate subjection to society,-that is, under a certain limitation
of the sphere of his activity by the |egitimate extension of the gpheres of other in-
dividuals,-does it follow, ! say, that it is an gbsurdity to inquire and fix scienti-
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i hat that limit is? is i ;

fically Wi .a t at limit |s.. Now, this _IS precisely what we profess to have done,

and we gjive " the sovereignty ©f every individual to be exercised at his own cost
the result of i i i i inati

a= the result of that jnvestigation. What possible application has the yague gene-

ralization of yoyr Correspondent, as a counter-statement to that principle, how

true soever his proposition may be.

Itis as if | were to ask the Opinion of a Swedenborgian of the pOlle of abolish-
ing the laws for the collection of debts, and he should reply, "Sir, my opinion is

. . . ! ’

that, if you act rlghtly in the matter, your action must be dictated by an equal
union ?f the divim_a love and the divine wisdom." 1 must reply, "Very well, my
dear sir, but that is a“_ granted t© pegin with, and, although it may give you n
great air of profound wisdom to repeat it, my question is a practical one. | want
to know what, in your judgment, would be the operation of love and wisdom as
applied to the case in everyday practical life which I have proyght to your
attention.”

1 ask in all Sincerityi "What is the scientific limit of man's appropriate freedom
as respects society?" and your Correspondent replies, With the solemnity of an
owl: Sjr, i_t is_ frivolous and absurd to ask such a guestion, because there Ls an ap-

ropriate limit y,on man's freedom, and, therefore, man can never be free.
p , wholly
And yet your Correspondent has the hardihood to talk of a Scientifica”y consti-
tuted society, as if such terms corresponded t© any definite ideas in his mind. 1
t to kno i i ienti i i
want to w whether, " = rightly er scientidcally constituted human gogiety, !
am to be permitted to read the Protestant Scriptures at Florence; whether I am
to be permitted to publish a scientific discovery at Rome; whether I can prilt my
own opinions and views ypon general politics at Paris; whether I can travel on a
Sunday in Connecticut, etc., etc. | want to know what constitutes an infringe-
ment ypon the rights of other men, and within what limit I am Committing no in-
fringement, -Not according to the arbitrary legislation of seme petty principality,
but according to natural and eternal right’) To all this, the answer comes back:

Nonsense, man is necessarily subject t© society to seme extent.
Now, sir, I am fatigued with this sort of infinitude of ideas which never have

any "oppugnancy,” because, having neither gyhstance ner form, they can produce
no shock. 1 hope your Correspondent will be content to withdraw into that field
of pure idealism which is devoid of all "contrasts " and distinctions. It must be
laborious to him to inhabit a sphere where (efinitions and limiialiom are sometimes
necessary to enable us to know what we are tglking about. Let him seek his free-
dom in the broad eirpanse of the infinite. |, for the present, Will endeavor to vin-
dicate some portion of mine py ascertaining the exact limits of encroachment
between me and my neighbor, religiously refraining from passing those limits my.

self, and mildly er forcibly restraining him from doing so,-as I must.
Srernzs P:/mr. Axnarws.
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A PARTHIAN ARROW BY KR. GREELEY.

A Hmmm-nnoxzs Maniac.-We have just been put in possession of the particulars of n
scene Of sorrow seldom witnessed. A young lady, of this city, respectably connected and ot
fair reputation, nearly two years 'ag0 became goquaintcd With a man now residing In
this place. The acquaintance seen ripcned into a strong attachment, and, finally, love, on
her part. Under the promise of marriage, as she says, she was made to yield to his solicita-
tions, and last autumn she gaye birth to a child, which lived only twodays. He disregarded
his promises,-avoided and frowned ypon her. Here she was deprived of her lover and of
her child. She felt that every eye was turned ypon her with scorn,-that those who saw
her at her work, or met her in the street, knew her disgrace. Day by day, and week by
week, her heart sank within her, paleness came to her cheeks, and her frame wasted away
till she Is now almost a living skeleton. Wednesday morning she went to work in the mills,
as usual, but soon returned, saying that she was sick. In a few hours she was fi raving
maniac, her reason gone, perhaps forever. Since then she has had a few rational intervals,
in one of which she stated that she met that morning the one she calls her betrayer, aud he
frowned ypon her and treated her with contempt. She could bear all the disgrace that at-
taches to her condition, if he would treat her kindly. But the thought that the one she has
loved so dearly, and the one who made her such fair promises, should desert her at this time,
and hean|ess|y and cruelly insult her, is too much for her to bear. Her brothers and friends
are borne down with sorrow gt her condition. What a picturel It needs no comment of
ours. Public gpinion will hunt down the heartless villain who petrayed her. -Manchester

(N. H) Mirror.

The above relation proyokes some reflection on ” the sovereignty of the indivi-
dual," "the right of every man to do pretty much as he pleases," etc., which the
reader will please follow out for himself.

Enrroa or rm: 'TarnuNn.
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REPLY BY I1B. ANDREWS.

The above missile a tergo from ,y valorous antagonist-after his retreat into
the gafety of a unilateral contest-is suggestive ©f many things, and might con-
stitute the text for. a whole bookful of commentary. It is the usual whine of
blear.eyed and inveterate tyranny, g|0ating over the fact that some one of his vic-
tims has got himself, or herself, into a worse fix py disregarding his behests, und
attempting an escape from his infemal grip, than he or she was in before. The
slave-hunter, amid the baying of his blood~hounds upon the warm scent of the track
of an unhappy fugitive’ grow|s out in the same manner his curses upon the inhu-
manity of the man who has preached freedom to the Captive’ Charging upon him
all the horrors of the sickening scene that is about to ensue. Should the friend
who has Whispered |ongings after emancipation into the greedy ear of the victim
of slavery afterward, through cowardice or selfishness or from zpy cause overmas-
tering his devotion, shrink from gging all lengths in yniting his fortunes with

those of the slave,-either by remaining with him in phondage, r taking his full
share in the risks of the Bight; and, if this desertion should rankle in the breast of

the fugitive as the worst torment of his forlorn state, even when sore pressed by the
devouring dogs,-the case would be parallel in all yays to the one cited py Mr.
Greeley.

Our transcendent philosopher and moralist of the "Tribune” can imply the most
withering hatred of the "seducer" and "heartless villain,” whom "public opinion
is invoked to "hunt down " for his crime, and whisper ne word of rebuke for-
nay, aggravateand hound on-that same puplic opinion in its still more reckless
vengeance upon the unfortunate gir| herself, by efforts to jntensify " all the dis-
grace that attaches to her condition,” which, terrible as it is now, she said, poor
creature! she had the fortitude "to pear," but for the other element in her misery.
That other element, the betrayal of her |over, in addition to the insane odium of
the public, Mr. Greeley charges upon the "seducer.” | charge both one and the
other cause of the poor girl‘s torture and jnsanity, just as boldly, upon Mr. Greeley
himself and the like of him. If the mental phenomena which led to her betrayal
by her lover could be investigated, they would be indubitably traced back to the
senseless rigors of that same public opinion; s° that both causes of the wreck and
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insanity of one party, and of the endless remorse and torment of the gther, as wo
must presume, flow from the same common fountain,-a Vitiatcd pUb”C sentiment,
adverse to, and intolerant of, freedom, or the govereignty of the individual!

llow exceedingly probable that, at the yery moment this hapless girl's lover east
the repulsive glance that pierced her already wounded heart and overthrew her
reason, his own heart was half bursting with thc tcuderest compassion. Placed in
the dire alternative of renouncing affection, or else of abjuring his own freedom
perpetually, the instinct of self-preservation may have overborne in his ¢ase, as it
must and will overbear in many cases, the natural sentiments of manhood and gal-
lantry @nd paternal tenderness, all of which, unobstructed hy a plundcring legisla-
tion and an ignorant pub“c prejudice7 would have prompted him to remain by her
side, acknow|edge her pub||c|y' and succor and sustain hcr through all the conse-
quences Of their mutual love.  Remove from a man the grpjtrary demand that he shall
make more sacrzfce than hefeels to be just, and you neutralize, or evidently diminish, the
ternptatabn’ on his part, to make less. Demand p|edges of him, on the contrary, under

the penalty of the penitentiary, against that over which he knows, by all his past
experience’ that he has no more control than he has over his Opinions or his tastes,

-namely, that his aifeetions shall remain ynchanged for life, that he will never
love another \woman, or that, if he does, he will crush that love as he would a
viper, ne matter thoygh his own heart and others bleed to death in the effort; add
to this that he shall change his whole methods of |ife, assume the c'are and direc-
tion of a fam”y establishment, for which he m ay have no taste, but only repug-
nance, and take ypon himself the liability of being required t© support many lives,
instead of the burdens already incumbent on him, beyond, it may be, already, his
consciousness of power to bear yp against the difli culties of surrounding competi-
tion and gntagonism; and you put before him what 5y be, acting upon some
natures,-not the worst, as they are deemed, but the best as God made them,
an insuperab|e obstacle to the performance of those acts of justice which would be
otherwise their natural and irrepressible impulse.

With some men and some women the instinct for freedom is a domination too
potent to be resisted. An association with angels under constraint would be to
them a hell.  The |anguage of their souls is ~ Give me [iperty, or give me death.”
Such natures have noble and generous propensities in other directions. Say to a
man of this gort, abjure freedom or ahjure love, and, along with jt, the dear object
whom you have a|ready compromised in the world's estimation, and who can fore-
see the issue of that terrible conflict of the passions which must ensue? In the
vast majority ©f such eases, notwithstanding all, generosity and love conquer, and
the man knowingly sacrifices himself and all future thought of happiness in the
privation of freedom, the consciousness of which no gffection, ne amount of the
world's  good opinion, ne consideration of any kind, can compensate him for nor
reconcile him to. It would be strange, on the other hand, if the balance of motive
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never fell upon the other gjde; and then comes the terrible desertion, the crushing
weight of public seern upon the ynprotected head of the wretched woman, and the
lasting dest.ructlon of the happmess of all concerned, in another of the stereotyped
forms of evil.

I do not deny that, among those men, nor, indeed, that the great majority of
those men who seduce and betray women are bad men: that jg, that they are un-
developed, hardened, and perverted beings, hardly capable ©f compassion or re-
inorse. Vhat | do aiiirm is that there are, also, among them, men of the most
refined and delicate and gentle natures, fitted to endure the most intense suffering
themselves, while they indict it-none but their own hearts can tell how unwil-
lingly-on those they most dearly prize in the world; and that society is in fault
to place such men in such a cruel conflict with themselves, in which some propor-
tion of the whole number so tried is sure to fall. 1 also afiirm that, of the fomier

class, -the undeveloped, hardened, and perverted,-their undevelopment, harden-
ing, and perversion are again chargeable upon om false social grrangements, and,
more than all g|se, perhaps, upon that yery exclusion from a genial and familiar
association with the female sex, now deemed gssential, in order to maintain the
marriage institution in "its pyrity."  And, finally, ! affirm that, while such men
exist, the best protection that woman can have against their machinations is more
development on her own part, such as can gjgpe come from more freedom, more
knowledge of the world, mere familiarity With men, more ability to judge of cha-
racter and to read the intentions of those by whom she is approached, more woman-
hood, in fine; instead of a namby-pamby, lackadaisical, half-silly interestingness,
cultured and procured by = nun-like seclusion from business, from freedom of loco-
motion, from unrestrained intercommunication of thought and sentiment with the
male sex, and, in a Word, from almost the whole circle of the rational means of
development.

He must be an unobservant man, indeed, who does not perceive the pregnant
Signs all around him that approximations toward the Opinions now uttered by me
are gverywhere existent, and pecoming every day nearer and more frequent.

"WVhen people understand," says Lord Stowell, in the case of Evans rs. Evans,
1st Consistory Reports, p. 36, "that they mus! live together, they learn, by mutual
accommodation, to bear that yoke Which they know they cannot shake of;
they become good husbands and wives 0} from the necessity of remaining_h_US-
bands and Wives, for necessily is a powerful master in teaching the duties whkh it im-
poses." How antiquated does such a defence of gpny institution pegin to sound- t?
our ears! It is gqually good When applied to despotism, te slavery, t© tho Inquisi-
tion, or to gny other of the forms in which force and nccexsily are _brought -to bear
upon human peings to the destruction of their freedom and tho ruin of their high-
est happiness. Indeed, it is the argument which, time out of mind, has been re-
lied ypon to sustain all those_ ancient abuses which are melting away before the
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spirit of this age. V€ are rapidly discarding force, and recognizing the truth and
purity and potency of love or attraction in government, in education, in social |ife,
and everywhere.

The restraints of marriage are becoming daily 'ess. Its oppressions are felt
more and more. There are today in our midst ten titres as manyfugitivesjrom matri-
mony as there are fygitives from slavery; and it may well be doubted jfthe aggregate, o
the average, Of their suferings has been less.  There is hardly = country village that
has not from one to a dozen such persons.  When these unfortunates, flying from
the plessings Of one of ourpeculiar and divine institutions, hitherto almost wholly
unquestioned, happen to be women,-the weaker sex, -they are coutemptuously
designated "grass widovs"; as "runaway" er "free nigger" is, in like manner,
appiied to the outlaws of another "domestic" arrangement’_freedom in either
case becoming’ by a horrible social inversion, a badge of reproach. These severed
halves of the matrimonial unit are, nevertheless, achieving respectability by virtue
of numbers, and in America, at |east, have neany ceased to suffer any loss of caste
by the peculiarity of their social condition. Divorce is more and more freely ap-
plled for, and easiiy obtained. Bastard children are now hardiy persecuted at all
by that sanctimonious Phariseeism which, a few generations ago, hunted them to
the death for no fault of theirs. The rights of women are every day more and
more |gudly discussed. Marriage has virtually ceased to claim the sanction of re-
ligion, fallen into the hands of the civil magistrate, and come to be regarded as
mere|y a civil contract. While thus recognized as soIer a |ega| convention, the
repugnance fOr merely conventional marriages (mariages 9e convenance) is yet deep-
ening in the pyplic mind into horror, and taking the place of that heretofore felt
against = genuine passion not sanctified py the plessing ofthe Church. I quote from
one of the most conservative writers of the gge When I g5y that "it is not the mere
ring and the grange blossom which constitute the difference between vrnrun and
VTCE."

Indeed, it may be stated as the growing pUbllC sentiment of Christendom a|ready
that the man and woman who do not Lova have no right, before God, to live to-
gether as MAN and w|Fg, ne matter how solemn the marriage service which may
have been mumbled over them. This is the NEGATIVE statement of a grand
TRUTH, aiready arrived at and becoming daiiy louder and more peremptory in its
utterance. How long, think you, it will be before the converse, or rosrrrvn, side
of the same TRUTH will be atiirmed,-namely, that the man and woman who do
LOVE can live together in PURITY wWithout gny mummery at all, -that it is Love
that sanctijies, not the biessing of the Church?

Such is my doctrine.  Gych is the horrid heresy of which 1 am gyijlty. And
such, say what you will, is the eternal, inexpugnable TRUTH of God and nature.
Batter at it till yo,r bones ache, and yoy can never successfully assail it. Sooner
or later y5, must come to jt, and whether it shall be sooner or later is hardly left
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to YQUl\ OPti°U- The pyp*\.eSTQfminion, the great growth of the world, in this
age, 8 sweeping & men, With the gyrength of an ocean cyrrent, to the acceptance
of these views of love and marriage,-to the acceptance of universal freedom,-
freedom to feel and act, as well as freedom to think,-to the acceptance, in fine,
of THE SOVEREIGNTY or EVERY INDIVIDUAL, ‘ro nn EXERCISED AT ms owx cos'r.
If our remaining institutions are found to be adverse to this freedom, so that had
results follow from its acceptance, then our remaining institutions are wrong, and
the remedy is to be sought in still farther and more radical changes.

Had there existed 2 public opinion already formed, based on freedom, the poor
girl in New Hampshire, whose sad history we have read in a paragraph, would pro-
bably not have been deserted, or, if she were, she would not have felt that ~ every
eye was turned ypon her in scorn, knowing her disgrace,” visiting upon her a worse

torture than gny'ever invented by savages, because, forsooth, she had gjready been
cruelly wronged? A Christian pegple, indeed! "Her heart” would not have

"sunk within her day by day and week py week." “Paleness” would not have
"come ypon her cheeks,” and "her frame " have "wasted gway until she was al-
most a |jying skeleton.”  She would not have become a rgying Maniacf “ller
brothers and friends" would not have been "borne down with sorrow at her con-
dition."  Public opinion would not have been invoked "to hunt down" her be-
trayer, after first hunting down her; and, finally, her misfortune would not have
been paraded and gloated over by a shameless pyblic press, Mr- Greeley in the van,
holding up the poor, agonized, heart-riven, persecuted victim of the infernalism of
our social jnstitutions, in warning to others against yielding t© the purest and holi-
estand most powerful of the sentiments which God has jmplanted in the human
heart, -the joint force of the yearning after freedom and after love.

Mr. Greeley, the \yrong that infests our social grrangements S deeper and more
central than you have believed. It is not to be cured by superficial appliances and
conservative nostrums. The science of social relations must be known and applied.
You do not know it.  You refuse to gtydy it- You do not believe that there is any
such science either known or possible.  YoU persist in scratching over the surface,
instead of pytting the plough down into the subsoil of social reform. Very well,
then, the world can't wait! You must drop behind, and the army of progress must
even consent to proceed Without your leadership. ! have be?” alreadya dozen
times congratulated that I am helping to render you entirely = proper” and "or-
thodox.” If yo were quite Sincere and more |ogical than yoy are, | could drive
you clean back to the papacy upon Al subjects, Where you have already goufessedly
gone upon the subject of divorce,-except that you relax a. little in your ngor ©
of personal deference to Christ. . ) )

The truth will ere |ong be apparent that there is no mlddlé ground upon Wh"ch
a man Of sense can permanenﬂy stand between absolutism, blind fajth, .and implicit
obedience to authority, on the onme hand, and, on the oiher, “the sovereignty of lhe

individual." Srsrnzx I'»>:..m. Axnmzws.
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XIVV#

srmorunss ON AN Anricnu mom nsxmr Janus, !N 'run New Yonx "ramona”

or FEBRUARY ]2, 1853.

lily dear Andrews:

Ihave read James's stuff in response t© your article, and have no doubt that you
will appreciate it- 1 saw, as I anticipated and mentioned to yq, that yoyr article
required intelligence and candor in the reader equal © those of the writer to do it
justice.

~Mr. James appears t© possess neither, to the degree required for a controversy

so jmportant as this is in the present crisis. He has, however, been driven, by
your clear and definite statement of a great principle, to dabble with jt and so to

open the way for its introduction.  His yery perversion of your formula demands
correction, and calls for a discrimination that he seems not to comprehend.

He misquotes your formula as saying that one " may do as he pleases, provided
he will accept the consequences ©f se doing."  He says he finds it thus propounded.
This is a misrepresentation_ He does not find it "thus propounded"' but has per-
verted jt, either through carelessness, er ignorance, or a less excusable design to
misrepresent; but this matters not, —it is his practica| app"cations that interest
us.  Having furnished his own formula, he then gpes on to show how ridiculous it
is; but at the same time shows that the plane of his morality (although = teacher
of the public) is even below that of the humble and unpretending. He seems to

see no other ¢onsequences ©f stealing than what he finds in the penitentiaryl ne
other consequences Of lying than the violation of one of the commands of the

decaloguel NOiother consequences ©f ~ prostituting your neighbor's daughter "
"but the scorn of gyery honest nature” | Had he read yoyr formula jntelligently
and candidly, ! think he could not have failed to see that the "exercise gf my sove-
reignty at my own cost," while it would give me supreme control over my own pro-
perty within my own sphere, equally prohibits any use of it to the jpjyry of another.

The same formula would regulate the acquisition ©f property. ! may acquire as
much as I please at my own cost, but, if I steal another's, I acquire it at his "cost,"

“ 1 cannot, perhaps, better close this controve rsy than by the insertion of the above communication
suggested by it, and which will show how diffs rently the doctrine of ” the sovereignty of the indivi-
dual” lies in some pegple's Minds from what it gppears to do in the minds of Mx. Greeley and Hx.
James. -S. P. A.
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which is a violation of' his Sovereignty and of the formula. Again7 had Society
been formed under the influence of suc h a regulating principle, Mr. James and his
readers might have been spared his coarse allusion to seduction. NoO one whose
habits had been formed pon this simple but sublime principle would ever think
of involving "a neighbor's daughter," ner any other person, in suffering by the
pursuit of his happiness. This would be acting at their "cost " instead of his own;
it would be a violation of their ggyereignty and of the formula. When a strict
and sacred regard to the "Sovereignty of every individual" shall begin to regu|ate
the acts of mankind, innocence and coniiding love will pegin to be safe, and find
protectors in all who surround them.  Thus, the readers of Mr. James (jf not Mr.
James himself) will see that this simple formula, which he says "is as old as the
foundation of the world,” opens to View a plane ©f morality as much higher than
the vision of Mr. James as it is new and pecessary to the world.
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A LETTER FROM MR. JAMES TO H. Y- R.

My dearfriend:
Mrs. Woodhull has labored ¢y, hard to make Mr. Beecher out a free-lover in a

practicai way; and Certainiy (from the silence of Mr. Tilton and the rest as | ]udge)
with some show of success. But as to that | feel indifferent. Ile at all events is
not a technical freelover, and his infirmity will be condoned by society therefore
as a weakness of the will under great temptation, etc., etc., and as not indicating
any hostility to marriage or the social sentiment. This is what makes the public
hate technical or professionai free-love,-that it is the enemy of all Society or fel-
lowship among men, inasmuch as it makes grganic iNStinct sypreme iN human ac-
tion, as it is in the animal nature, and gives an eternal lie to marriage as the
sovereip dignity of our race.  Speculative free-love has gctually no case against
our existing Civic re'gime even, Which a judicious enlargement of the law of divorce
would not at once refute. 1 should have po.quarrel with jt, but on the contrary
would bid it gOdSpeed, ifit Sought Oniy to hallow marriage in men's esteem by

Securing such a law of divorce as m|ght permit every one to whom marriage was
hateful or intolerable to leave its ranks as soon as possible, and so close them up

to its undefiled lovers alone. Of course | am not so Stupld as to syppose that there

is anything essentially evil, or incompatible With innocence, in the indulgence of
natural appetite and passion. But I hold jUSt as clearly that it is fatal to all man-
hood-much more, then, to all womanhood-to make such indulgence a1 end of
action.

NO man and woman can do that deliberately without Converting themselves-
into brutes? No! for the brute is heavenly sweet compared with such men and

*That portion of the discussion which begins here was a revival of the original controversy after an
interval of about twenty years, occasioned py the famous Woodhull-Clatlin exposure of Henry Ward
Beecher. That gxposure led Mr. James to write a letter to a friend. 11. Y. R,, on the matters involved,
which was printed in the St. Paul * Press" two years later. 11. Y. IL then sent Mr. James's |etter,
accompanied by & letter of his own, to Mr. Andrews, both of which gppeared in © Woodhnll & ClaGi.n's
Weekly = of April 18, 1874, followed py Mr. Andrews’'s comments. ‘]_'his'ag:in called out Mr. James,
whose letter in the * Weckly's ~ issues of May 9 and May 16, 1874, together with Mr. Andrews's reply
thereto, closed the controversy. These documents conclude the present compilation.-PublLsher’|
Note.
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women —but into devils. The distinctive glory of man is persona"ty or Character’
the power ©f transcending his organization and realizing divinity; and he attains
to this personality or character, not by foolish doing, but by wise and patient suf»
fering; thatis, by subjecting his self-will, or will of the flesh,to the welfare of his
neighbors whenever itself nrompts injustice to them.

How infinitely remote all this marriage doctrine is from the thought of the free-
lover yoy can easily ascertain by recurring to Mrs. W.'s indictment of 5o Beecher.
The free-lover aims at no mere negative |egis|aﬂ0n. He is a docirinaire, and what
he wants ig, not the reformation of men's manners, but a revolution, whereby what
has hitherto been subservient in human nature (the flesh) shall be gypreme, and
what has hitherto been g,preme (the spirit) shall-be subservient. He will allow
no compromise with society IN any form. for he doesn't believe in the social destiny
of man, and disposes himself to reconstruct the world S|mp|y by Overturning it, or
substituting universal discord in place of partial order. He holds that gyery man
is absolutely free,-free not only in respect to outward compulsion, but free also

in respect to inward constraint; thus that he is gggentially devoid of gpligation
either to his fellow-man or g himself; in a word, his own sole |aw, and hence is

never so ynmanly as When he gheys the voice of conscience in preference to that of
appetite and passion.

This gospel would go down with me if 1 were On'y a Chimpnnzee. For in that
case, knowing absolutely ne other law than that of my organization, I should know
nothing of the social sentiment, nor consequently ©f the marriage sentiment in
which it originatesl But you will please observe that I am not a Chimpanzee’
either in grigin as Mr. Darwin would argue, nor in destiny as the frce»lover would
have jt; and the gospe| of free-love consequently turns my intellectual stomach.
I have an animal Organizaﬂon7 to be syre, but it is never my master from infancy
to old age, unless I have perverted my human force by vice, but always my servant.
This is because |, unlike the animal, am born into a miniature society, called the
family, and undergo its [aw, which is that of reverence and obedience on my part
toward my parents, protection, nourishment, and education on their part toward
me. Such is the difference in grigin and destiny between man and the animals.
The latter are born to obey their organization, the former are born to ghey 2 highe_:r
law. In a word, every man, by virtue of his birth in a We”_organized fam”yr .IS
more or less gybject, inwardly, t© conscience or the social sentiment. And th.IS
sentiment ear|y awalres in his bosom a sense Of persona”ty or sclfhood utteﬂy dis-
tinct from his grganization; and if it be judiciously nurtured and CUlt_ivate_d_ by
outside influences, it gradually leads him to nbhornothing se much as identifica-
tion with his appetites and passions. !le claims an infinitely higher, purer, and
freer law of action. Of course, s long as h¢ remains a child, or falls short, from

any cause, of normal manhood, he feels the insurgcnce of his nryanic wants very

: i which m~
often, and does in consequence many harmful and unhandsome things, m
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vite stern rebuke and disciplille. But, if he be arrested in tjme, he is sure to dis-
avow his base tendencies, and submit himself zealously to the higher law he has
found within.

Especially is this the case in respect to the sexual sentiment and its promptings.
Love has now ceased to be pyrely animal with him and is pecoming human. He
now no |onger loves at the impu|se of his organ ization mere|y’ and without regard
to the persona”ty of the objecty as the animal does, bl._lt is pyerpowering|y con-
strained by something in the gbject exclusively, a something divine to his jmagina-
tion, which he recognizes as the consummation of his being, and in the possession
of which he would sacrifice his existence. In other words, love now proclaims its
traustiguration into the marriage sentiment, and if it ever falls gygy from that
sentiment, it does so no |0nge|— as |ove, but 0n|y as |gsciviousness, in which case of
course the man reverts from man to monkey.

Here, perhaps’ you will ask me what 1 mean by marriage_

Marriage has two aspects: one literal, as a civic jnstitution; the other gpijritual,
as a divine education or discipline.

1. ' marry my Wife under the impression that she is |iterally perfect, and is go-
ing to exhaust my capacity of desire oo, after. Ere |gng I discover my mistake.
The world, the iiesh, or the devil (or possibly all these combined) suggest = pun-
gent sense Of hondage N the marriage tie: My good habits, my good breeding,
my hearty respect for my wife, my sense of what is due to her ‘amiable devotion,

prevent my ever |ett|ng her suspect the conflict going on in my bosom; but there
it js, nevertheless, a ceaseless conflict between law and Iiberty, between conscience
and inclination. 1 know that it would be possible to make a compromise ©r en-
force a truce between the two interests by C|andestine|y pursuing p|easure and
openly following duty. But my heart revolts from this. 1 feel that the burden
of my race is ypon me, and I will perish under it if need pe, but I will not shirk
it like a sneak, and let sincere men bear it unhe|ped by me.

So much is clear to me. The law 1 have sworn to obey is beyond my Strength_
It crushes me to the earth. It humiliates me in y self-esteem. 1 see in its light
that | am no better than the overt gdulterer; but | dare not resent its terrible
castigation. The law is holy, just, and even good, though it slay me. Yes, death
at its hands were better than life at the risk of dishonor at my hands; so | abide
by my marriage bond. 1 see very well that the bond Ought to be loosened in the
case Of other people; that divorce should be allowed more freely than it now s, so
that multitudes of pegple to whom ma rrigge as a divine education or discipline is
mere derision and mockery‘ mlght become free from its bondage as a Civic institu-
tion, and so no |onger profane it and their souls by clandestinely violating it-  But
as for me, 1 will abide in my chains.

2. D dont find that there is any particular manhood, if by manhood merit is
meant, in this decision of mine; for 1 have been becoming aware all a|ong of a



Lofve, _[ifawiage, and Divorce. 95

much  deeper divinity in my wife than 1 discerned in her before marriage.
The divinity she revealed to me then addressed itself to my senses, and fed me fat
with the hope ©of being seltishly aggra ndized by it. The divinity she now reveals
is the very opposite of everything ! find in myself. 1t is gentle where 1 am tur-
bulent, modest Where 1 am exacting’ y|e|d|ng where | am gpstinate, full of patience
where | am full of gelf~will, active where I am slothful, cheerful where I am moody,
unconscious Where 1 am morbidly conscious; in short, it is a divinity infinitely re-
mote from my °own petty self, and yet a lelnlty in my very nhature, so that 1 can't

help becoming aroused to the meaning at last of |iving worship, worship con-
secrated py death to self. | see that there was no other 4, for the Divine to get

hold of me, at all eyents, but by first binding me iN sensuous love to this noble
woman, and then Ietting into my interiors from the camera obscure of her person
the accommodated blaze of His eternal pyrity and peauty, that 1 might see myself
at last as .l tryly am, and know Him, therefore, evermore, past &/l misapprehension,
as my sole [ight and life. Thus marriage is to me my truest divine revelation. 1
should simply have ggne to hell |ong ago if my wife had not saved me, not by any
conscious or voluntary doing on her part (for if she had attempted anything of
that sort she would have damned me past all chance of redemption); no far from
; no,

it; but by unconsciously being the pure, good, modest woman she is. She was
mine by |ega| r|ght, and yet she was by nature tota"y opposite to all 1 call me.
What then? Shall I renounce marriage‘ call it a snare and a cheat, and abandon
myself to concubiuage instead? Or shall I gccept it as a divine boon,-the divin-
est boon jmaginable to cur race,-and se find myself n> longer debnsing women
to my level,- the level of my selfish Justs, -but elevated gradually and surely to
the height of her natural truth and purity - - - - - The end of marriage as civic
institution is the fam”y But the fam”y is now blocking the \yay of Society‘ which
is God's family, and marriage consequently, being e longer necessary t© be rigor-
ously administered as of old in the service of the family, must consent to be
administered in the interest of sgciety,-that is, must be relieved py greater free-
dom of divorce. HJ
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XVI.

A LETTER FROM Il. Y. R. TO MR. ANDREWS.

II!y dear sir:
I inclose a newspaper slip of a letter published in a late issue of the St. Paul
"I''ess,” in which yq, Will readily recognize the ear-marks of yqyr ©ld antagonist

of twenty ©dd years ago, Henry James, of Newport.
I feel assured that Mr. James is |gboring under a misconception ©f the motive

which animates the "free-lover” in agsaijling our present cruel marriage laws, and
is tilus led to misstate the issue. He is gqually earnest in his desire for the eman-
cipation of woman, and his yehement rhetoric has demonstrated on numberless
occasions that the legal tyranny of marriage serves only to embitter and defile its
otherwise sweet and wholesome waters. But he assumes that the hostility of the
technical free-lover is based on a totally different motive from his own; thatitis a
supremely selfish one, wholly in the interest of his organic appetites and passions.
As well might he assume that the 'effort to relieve the hard conditions of prison-life
was made in the interest of thievery, and insist that gnyone advocating such ame-
lioration afforded instant evidence that he was a thjef, or at least was calculating
the risks involved in some scheme of private plunder. To make good his position,
it is incumbent on Mr. James to show that the men and women known as "tech-
nical free-lovers” are, practically, libertines, debauchees, and harlots; are lecherous,

libidinous persons; Who shamelessly "obey the voice of passion in preference to the
voice of conscience.” This is a task from which Mr. James would shrink with un-

feigned abhorrence, but | see no other m eans by which he can vindicate his claim
to candor and sober truth.

I have read the writings of Mrs. Vo odhull, and heard her deliver her |ectures;
have read the current literature of the free -love movement these twenty years ©r
more; and-while meeting with much  that was repulsive and reprehensible — 1 am
satisfied that the settlement of the question of social freedom involves issues of im-
measurable valueto the race, and invites the eifort of gyery courageous and sincere
man and yyoman; and I am also satisiied that, while a |arge proportion of the in-
dividuals who have ggpoused this unpopular cause exhibit a certain unhandsome

egotism, and possess perhaps mere vigo r than cultivation, they are in all moral re-
gards neither better nor worse than their peighbors.



Love, Jlfarriagc, and Divorce. 97

But | fear Mr. James has confounded some of the exuvia of this new truth with
the fair promise "tself.  The new truth in  transition is always accompanied With
irregu|ar and Sporadic manifestation. To be sure, well-bred pe0p|e do not want to
be always talking about their sexual relatio . nor will they, after these matters
have been readjusted. Oonce woman is emancipated from the social and household
subjection in which she is now (in a great measure ynconsciously) held, a cooling,
hea"ng influence of modest restraint will descend from woman herself, and these
turbulent waves of pub“c discussion ¢ Oncerning a domain of life so private and
sacred will subside into equable relations with other departments of human
activity.

Henry James sits a crowned kjng in the realm of metaphysics. His penetration
is something marvelous. His admirers become enthusiasts -and declare that hc
alone of all men ||V|ng is entitled to the name of ph”osopher. Time and space
confess themselves mere shams, and the material universe fades out of mind nuder
the matchless power ©f his analysis; the innermost mysteries of being unfold them-
selves, fall into order and method, and ultimate in worlds and passionate human
hearts as a matter of course; history is illuminated, and the splendid destiny of
the race is forecast with gverwhelming certainty. Butin the midst of all this, or
perhaps because of this, one detects in him a certain inability to cope with actual
affairs as they arise in the ever-shifting drama of life. llis thought turns back
upon itself when it comes in contact with the raw gdge of things. And 1 hold that
in this letter he has Spoken unwise|y; he has made his point, but it is at the expense
of his own candor and magnanimity. He perceives the stupendous frauds we suf®
fer in our social relations,-none more clearly; and he with us is moved to attack;
but, while the common instinct of gutraged justice urges the rough onset with
whatever bludgeon lies at hand, he is dismayed at the turmoil and confusion, and

his keen and highly-tempered blade in disgust, confessing that hc has no

uts u
P | H- Y» K

stomach for the fight. Hinc illw [acryma.
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XVII.

coxunrrrs BY sm. nznnaws.

Henry James has, in a high degree, the rare qualities assigned to him py H. Y.
R. But what shall we say of his persistent misrepresentaﬁon of the doctrine of
free love? Itis gstounding that a man of his jntelligence car write such balder-
dash. The fact argues either a crass and chronic Stup|d|ty on the Subject‘ on his
part, or else that he is wjjlfully bearing false witness ggainst his neighbor. He as-
serts, not as his opinion, but ez: cathedra, and as the undoubted fact, that the free
love doctrinaires demand that the iiesh shall be gypreme; that free lovers are
fleshly-minded or lecherous people, ignoring < subordinating the spiritual element
of man's nature; that they are Chimpanzees’ brute peasts, etc., etc. The free lovers
have never said so. They have merely asserted the law of individual freedom, in-
stead of, or in predominance over, social constraint, as the safer and better medium
through which to conduct to the h|gher deve|0pment of mankind. They are a set
of social ph”osophers who have arrived at this degree of Spiritua| |ns|ght into
causes, and of faith in the gself-requlative powers ©f freedom, in the place of regu-
lations jmposed from without.  They may Pe right or wrong N this assurance,
but, if wrong, it is on the side of gpjritual elevation. It is because the God within
them denies the necessity any longer ©f outward constraint and discipline to lift
them to the hjghest social and gpjritual conditions. It is surprising that Mr.
James should not sufliciently well understand the working ©of spiritual laws to
know that in charging o others the predominance of low and animal desires and
manifestations gimply because they demand afree field to live their own true |jves,
he convicts them of nothing, while he implicitly confesses that he is sych, and that
he would habitually se manifest himself, if outward constraint were not so laid
upon him; in other words, that he, individually, is still a chimpanzee and nothing
else, except in so far as outward social and legal constraint, coupled with domestic
discip”ne7 COmpeI him to the exhibition of an outward decency; with some promise‘
withal, that, by the continuance of these ministrations, he may at some future day
be developed into the higher sort of humanity, upon the spiritual plane.

Bnt, if there is this hope of a better result in the future, even in his case, it may
be that other jndividuals, with a better nature from superior inherited conditions
and other cgyses, may long since have attained to that higher state in which they
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are ]UStIfled in C|aiming to be a law unto themselves, and to be exempt from discip_
lines which they or their ancestors mgy have had enough of, and which are now

only hindrances for them, however pecessary they may still be for less progressive
individualities. Mr. James and a |grge class which he represents may Still need a
course Of domestic infelicities, and, if I could accommodate them at the same time,
I would even be willing that the dose should be increased in size and frequency;
but that is no good reasen why those who never had or have recovered from the
chimpanzee disease should be required t© go through, again and again, the same

purgation.
I wonder whether it ever really did occur to Mr. Henry James and those of that

ilk that pOSSibly there may be men and women in the world who are built on a
higher plane, er may have attained to a higher plane, spiritually, than any that he
and they have yet attained to; instead of yniformly assuming that, if anybody dif-
fers frorn them and their persona| standards, he must necessar”y be on a lower
plane of development. But Swedenborg, Mr- James's sypreme channel of spiritual
wisdom, rightly no doubt gays that an gngel, liited into a higher heaven than that
where he resides, sees nothing. STEPHEN PEARL Annnzws.
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XVIIL. .
LETTER FROM MR. JAMES TO MR. ANDREWS.

S. P. Andrews, Esq.:

Dunn Sm,-My letter of December, 1872, was not designed for publication, as
is obvious ypon the face of it, and 1 regret tilat py friend Mr. R. should have
been so inconsiderate as to print it without gonsulting me- Had it been intended
for publication, ! should have modified its phraseology in more than one respect.
It was written in the coniidence of friendship, and petrays = latitude of expression
permissible only to such confidence. My sole conscious pyrpose N writing it was
to characterize two rival doctrines, and I should have abhorred to reflect injuriously
upon the supporters ©f either doctrine, least of all the unfashionable one. For
while multitudes of equally Sincere people may be found doubtless grrayed on
either side of this ¢ontroversy, there can be jyst as little doubt that sincerity in
your direction costs a good deal of thoughtless opprobrium, while in mine itwins a
good deal of equally thoughtless popular applause; and sincerity that forieits one's
personal consideration will glways argue 2 higher manhood than sincerity that at-
tracts it. It is more than a duty’ itis a p|easure‘ to admit all thjs; but I repeat
that m,, difference with yq is primarily intellectual and gnly derivatively personal.

Your doctrine-if I understand it-is twofold, name|y; First, that men are de
jure exempt' from outward |igbility, which is_liability to other men, for the indul-
gence Of their gppetites and passions; Second, that they are de facto exempt from
all inward liability for such indulgence, o liability to their own distinctive nature
as men. In other words, you hold that I am not only under no conventional ob-
ligation to control my passions, ne obligation imposed by outward |aw, but also
under no natural obligation to that ejfect, no Ob"gation imposed by my essential
human quality. To say all in a word: You hold man to be his own law in
respect to his passions, as well as in respect to his actionsf provided of course that
he doesn't wound his own jdeal, or violate good taste.

(1) Thus ygyr doctrine has both a negative or implicit force, as addressed to
the making marriage free by progressively enlarging the grounds of divorce; and
(2) = positive or explicit force, as addressed to the making love free hy denying its
essential subordination to marriage_

Now, ' wholly agree With yoyr doctrine on its negative merits, or in so far as it
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teaches man's rightfui insubiection to other men (1)’ and |1 Whoiiy disagree with it
on itS positive merits, or in so far as it teaches his actual jorily to his own
superiorily

nature

(1) First as to the point in which we are agreed. I am not responsibie to my
fellow-man for the exercise of my appetites and passions, because on my passive
side, the side of gppetite and passion, I am not free, but N’ palpable bondage to
my constitutional necessities, to my Gnite organization, or my mineral, vegetable,

and animal subsistence. And regponsibility is the attribute, not of a hondman,
but a freeman. I remain doubtless for a |0ng while unconscious of my bondage
)

because in the infancy of my career | have at most only a traditional and not an
experimental knowledge ©f my true gpirituality of nature, and hence am sure to
identify myself With my organization, or 100K upon its proper life as my own.
But my intellectual day does eventually break, and I then perceive With mingled
awe and gisgust that what 1 had hitherto reckoned to be freedom and life was all
the while a. Cunningiy disguised Siavery and death. The truth is so, however,
whether 1 perceive it or not. 1 am outwardly free onlyto act, not to suffer or to be
acted ypon; se far gccordingly as ! am a sybject of this latter or passive freedom,
thisfreedom t© sujer or to be acted ypon, my life is not gutwardly but altogether in-
Wardiy constituted or energized‘ and disdains any outward responsibiiity_ Thus 1
may experience love to any extent my temperament enjoins o allows; but so |ong
as | commit no overt act of hostility t© marriage, ne ore has a particle of right to

complain ©f me. To the entire compass of my passionate life or organization | nm
the subject, not of any outward or moral |gw, but of an inward or spiritual law

e)(ciusiveiy7 a. law which is one with my race or nature, and determines all the is-
sues of my destiny; and however properly therefore it may ypon occasion subject
me to my own unfavorable judgment, it at all events renders me superior to the
judgments of other pegple.

And this prings us to our point of disagreement.

(2) ! am outwardly free to act, for my physical organization and environment
render me gg; and, being free,.| am properiy responsibie to others for the use 1
make of mp,y, freedom in their direction. They accordingly insist that | exercise
my freedom of action within the limits of a discreet regard to their persons and
property, under pain of forfeiting their gOOd will, or incurring their acute resent-
ment.  Thus p,, freedom of action is essentially limitary, not absolute. It is
limited by my sense of justice, Commomy called conscience, or the sentiment of
duty 1 feel toward my fellow-men. 'The limitation is often practically inconvenient,
is often indeed very painfui; but it can be persistentiy resisted Oniy at the cost of
my spiritual manhood, only at the cost of my personal degradation below the level
not merely of human but of brute nature, and my assimilation to devils.

Evidently, then, my personal freedom-my freedom of action-is not in itself a
thing to be proud of. Itis at best a purely finite-that 's to say, moral or vol-
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untary-freedom, consisting i my ability to obey or disobey an outward |aw, and
realize, if | please, = certain mid-career, a certain earthly success, in conciliating
the warring extremes of heaven and hell, or duty and inclination; and its ideal
consequently in human character is prudence or WOI’|d|y wisdom. Now, how do
you account for this inveterate iiniteness of the human personality? Why should
my personal freedom, my conscious selfhood, confess this essentially limitary qual-
ity? The fact seems to me wholly unaccountable but in one \ygy, and that is on
the principle that my personal life or consciousness is gssenlially subservient to a
higher because gpiritual or divine life in p,y, nature identical with what we call
soemrv among men; and is contingent therefore for its character ypon the mea-
sure Of practical obedience or disobedience I gy to the social spirit. 1 call this
higher life God's 104 in my hature, as Opposed to the life I feel in myse” and call
mine, because | manage to realize the one only in so far as | mortify the other.
That is to gay | give up my outward life or freedom, which is ,y, freedom to act
from myse|f as a centre, or to consult On|y what makes for my W0r|d|y welfare, and
1 find as 1 do so an inward Ilfe_a_sp|r|tua| freedom _making itself over to me,
which is unspeakab|y Satisfying7 which is in fact so unlike everything I have hith-
erto called my life that I cannot help pronouncing it ||tera"y divine and in-
finite. 1 dare not call this life mine of course gpy more than yg g, since it is a life
in our nature exc|usive|yy and not in ourselves; and yet it is so intima’[e|y near and
precious to me as to make my own proper life (and yours) seem utterly worthless
and odious in the Comparison.

Now what is the \warp upon Which this life of God in our nature-that s, in ygy,
and me, and all men quite equa"y-is woven ? | do not hesitate to say: the warp
of sujering. Not voluntary suffering, or suffering for suifel'ing's sake, of course,
which is mere hypocritical or dramatic suffering,-the base counterfeit coin of the
flesh which the Roman Catholic or other pietist pays to his idol in lieu of the pure
gold of the gpijrit, when he would jnspire it with a favorable conceit of his own
merit,-but rational or helpless snifering, originating in what used to be called a
conscience of sin, meaning thereby = hearty contempt of one's self, and iniiamed
by the endless labor it costs to get away from that gelf, or live down the monstrous
superstition of a possible personal worth or private righteousness in us.

Of course every one must here bear witness for himself alone. Ve are now deal-
ing with the realm of onr inward being-of our true freedom or individuality-
where we dwell in direct contact with the highest, and disallow all mediation.
But I do not hesitate to afiirm for myself that | experimentally know no freedom
but that which is here indicated as pyre human, being a freedom of illimitable in-
ward disgust With my own and, if need be, every man's personal pretensions. |
relish 1y, moral or outward freedom, my freedom of finite gction, as much as any
man. | relish it so yery Much indeed that I doubt not it would scon run my head

into a noose, if it were not perpetua”y belied by this more ||V|ng or Spiritual free-
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dom within.  The two things cannot co-exist in the same bosom but as substance
and shadow, life and death. The one sensibly finites me, the other expands my
consciousness to infinitude. The more | prize my moral freedom, or freedom of
outward gction, and identify myself with jt, the more my life is [inited or concen-
tred upon my petty person. The more I prize my spiritual freedom, or freedom
of inward reaction, and practically identify myself with it, the more my life is in-
linited or gocialized, until at last it becomes so transiigured into universal dimen-
sions as to make me feel myself almost sensibly blent with the life of yy nee or
nature’ which is God.

Understand me. The distinctive badge ©f our nature hitherto has been passion,
not action, Suf‘fering7 not enioymenty in order to base a_truiy human consciousness
in ys, or separate us from the animal. Rather let me say it has been action in-
spired by sujering, since our natural infinitude or divinity has been almost wholly
swamped in our mineral, vegetable, and animal peginnings, and has gnly eome to
consciousness in the person of one man in history, who yet realized in such ampli-
tude its power to sanctify all men that he could g5y to petty thief who shared his
cross: This day shalt thou be with me in paradzireu In short, passionate and not ra-
tional action has been the inevitable law of human |ife, the indispensable condition
of its eventual extrication from the mud and slime of its finite maternity. Thus
no man has been great in history, with a truly human greatness, who has not won
his way to it through suffering; that is, by painfully subjugating the rampant hell
of his merely personal ambition and gspiration to = tranquil inward heaven of jyst
and equal relations with his fellow-man. And to be blind to this great factis to
be blind in opinion t© the total divine worth and significance of human nature.

Now it is precisely here as it seems to me that y doctrine avouches its gjgnal
incompetency as a law of human life. The doctrine stamps itself indeed funds-
mentally vicious, in that it ytterly ignores this profound subserviency Which what
is personal or particular in us has always been under to what is human or uni-
versal; and so practically subverts our natural dignity, or declares it undivine.
You conceive-such at least is the |ggic Of your position-that our appetites and
passions are a direct divine boon to s, intended to enhance our personal enjoyment
and power, and to that extent relieve our 'existing prison-house of its gloom. 1
deny this with all my heart. | am persuaded that they are given to us iN no posi-
tive interest whatever, as they are given for example to the animal to constitute
his feeble gll, but in a distinctly negative interest, or With a view to disgust us With
our priSOn'hOUSB, or finite heritage’ and stimulate us to demand a. new birth more
consonant with our gpiritual or race traditions. Thus’l cnn't for the life of me
figure to myself whatfree love means, unless it be ene of two things: either, 1. A
freedom to love promiscuously, Which is a mere speculative freedom equivalent t©
lust, and therefore disowned by the universal human heart; or else 2. A freedom
to desecrate |gve, or reduce it to animal proportions, by divesting it of an exclu-
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Si\/ely mar”age-ha"owlng But no man, least of all a man of your great sense and
decency, will contend for the former alternative; so that the latter alone needs to

be considered.

Now, if py freedom of love yo, mean emancipation from marriage constraint,
you compel me to regard your use of the word love as symbolical merely, and to
view the word itself as meaning substantially hell. 1 hope you will not deem me
silly enough t© suppose that I thus stigmatize your doctrine to any good man's
regard. ©n the contrary, ! am only making an honest gtitempt intellectually to
characterize jt; and as by the marriage.|o\/e of the sexes heaven has always been
appropriately symbolized te the intellect, so | take no Jiberty With thought in say-
ing that hell is no less gppropriately symbolized by love as opposed t© marriage.
I repeat, then, that_jree love, regarded as the enemy ©f marriage, means to the phij-
IOSOphiC imagination free hell, neither more nor less. Free hell, it is true,-which
is o greatly improved aspect ©f the subject,--but Still hell, and not py any means
either earth or heavem It is this fact alone as it seems to me Which supplies th_e
ph||osophy of the free-love agitation' and redeems it from an oOtherwise utter tri-
V|a||ty Free love is On|y the shibboleth of the movement, 0n|y the specious
battlecry under which its shadowy cohorts are peing marshalled for the final field
of Armageddon. But, viewed under the surface, itis a Surging up of great hell it-
self into the current of our daily life, to become henceforth an gcknowledged factor
in human gffajrs, or to be reckoned with no longer as a suppressed and disreput-
able, but as an every way free and respectab|e force in our nature.

You pay me the somewhat dubious Comp”ment of Ca”ing Svedenborg my foun-
tain of wisdom. | flatter myself that the fountain in guestion is somewhat more

highly placed. 1 am quite sure at all events that Syedenborg's stately wig would
rise off his head in astonishment aud awe of the waters that flow from that foun-

tain. Swedenborg is not the least a man of jdeas, but eminenﬂy a man of facts;
and if any one goes !0 him therefore for ideas themselves, and not for the mere
raw material out of which ideas are constituted, he will be sadly disappointed.
This is what makes Swedenborg at once the most unauthoritative and the most
instructive of writers,-that he has no pretension to Supp|y his readers with intel-
|igence‘ but 0n|y with facts, which nevertheless are a sure vehicle of inte”igence
to every one who knows how to use them. Ngw, a|together the most impressive
fact I find in Swedenborg is the fact of the Last Jydgment, effected, as he declares,
mere than a century ago N the world of gpjrits,° and resulting in the complete
practical effacement of the old antagonism of heaven and he||, and their joint and
equal subjugation henceforth to the evolution and uses of a new manhood on earth,
at once natural and gpjritual, or Enite and infinite, which he calls a Divine-natural
manhood, and represents to have been the sole creative and the sole formative
force in our history.

Now, if this Last judgment ©f Swedenborg's be a fact of our gpiritual er race-
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history, and the elements of good and evil in our nature have become actually re-
conciled in a new divine manhood’ have become aCtUa”y fUSed, blent, or married
i.n a. new or divine-human life on earth’ what can WOI”[hIly express this grand Spi-
ritual achievement in our nature but society? Society then is the true form of
human destiny. And if society itself be a marriage of good and evil, of gpirit and
iiesh, of heaven and hell, consummated in the divine heart of our nature, why
should not hell declare itself free of heagyen, or love declare itself free of the purely
enforced bondage it has hitherto been under to marriage? low indeed can it help
doing so? The slave, in disavowing his coerced bondage to his master, does not
refuse him a gpontaneous loyalty on occasion. And |gye, in refusinga constrained
homage to marriage, will not deny itself the honor and advantage of aspontaneous
adhesion. Society’ when once it is fa|r|y established to men's recognition as the
sole law of their grigin and destiny, as the sole divine jystification oi their past
disreputab|e existence’ will exhibit or express @ perfect reconciliation of our most
finite or personal necessities with our most free or spiritual and infinite agpiraf
tions. But that is gnly saying in other words that man's [ifg, whether inward or
outward, whether celestial or infernaL will then be no |0nger moral or V0|untary
as centred primarily in self, or primarily in the neighbor, but altogether :esthetic
or spontaneous, as centred in self and the nejghbor quite equally. And when the
law of man's life thus gxpresses itself no longer in the rugged forms of duty, but
in every winning form of delight, the lower element in our nature will be found
even more prompt to its social a”egiance than the Superior element. llell in that
event, as a recognized factor in human |ife, coequal with heaven, will vindicate
its freedom no |onger by voluntarily deferring to heaven, but by doing se instinc-
tively as the very condition of its subsistence; for reciproca| deference is the
life-blood of freemen. Thus, when the veriest prudence of a. man, or his inmost
love of himself, binds him to ggciety as the law of his peing, he may surely be al-
lowed to claim what freedom in love he pleases: his love-in spite of himself, if
need were —wWill evermore strive to indue itself in marriage lineaments, for mar-
riage is both the substance and the form of true society, and nothing derogatory
to the marriage spirit can subsist in it. This is why it is written: ~ Ther(le slj:all
in no wise enler into it anythingjhal dejilelh, neither gnything [hal workelh abomination
or malcelh a |je; but they which are written in the Lamlfs book of [\W."

I am, dear sir, yours very truly, lIX-:xnr Janus.
Camnnincn, Mass., Arun. 16.
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XI1X.
COMMENTS AND REPLY BY MR- ANDREWS.

The courteous, k|nd|y, and generous remarks of Mr. James, in the opening of
the preceding letter, would disarm at once every disposition that might otherwise
have existed toward an acrimonions criticism of his views. It is far more con-
genial o my feelings to enter ypon the ground of mutual jpyestigation in the
common field of the search after tryth, than to be bandying phrases or hunting
for pungent weapons ©f verbal offence to be hurled at a supposed enemy; ©r even
to be training the heavy artillery of a crushing logic against hostile intrenchments.
Still I do not propose to abandon the advantage of utter frankness which the past
relations of Mr. James and mysel|f have authorized between us. The fgrtiter in re
may, 1 hope, be retained without, hereafter, any sacrifice of the suaviter in modo.

It is a task of no little ditliculty to reply adequately te a letter of this kind.
Apart from the occult natm'e, broad scope, and intrinsic jmportance ©f the sypject-
matter, and gpart from the eminent ability alld subtle originality of Mr. James in
the treatment of Whatever subject he handles, there are great incidental difficulties.
His points of view are so transcendental and so original in their transcendental~
ism, his absence of pre"minary definitions (for examp|e’ he never tells us what he
means by marriage), his assumption of a scope ©f knowledge or the part of his
readers which most readers are destitute of, and, finally, his novel and sometimes
confusing and almost plindingly Prilliant individuality of style, including = sys-
tem of technicalities peculiarly his own, conspire to make a tangled mass of ob-
stacle. He is one Ofthe easiest of writers to treat adversely and to put conclusively
in the wrong, by Slmply assuming that he means what other mortals would mean
by the use of the same |anguage; but one of the very most diflicult to treat can-
didly, and irst disinvolve, and then estimate fajrly. He is one, therefore, in a
sense, Whose gmjty is more to be dreaded than his enmity. He needs_an inter-
preter when he addresses himself to others than his own admiring acolytes; and 1
could wish that he had one at hand in whom he mjght more confidingly rely than
iN me; but, under the circumstances, | must gccasionally take the Jiperty (and !
sincerely apologize for doing so) ©f restating Mr- James, in my own words, for the
sake of py readers, or of saying to them, in other language, what I understand
him to mean. I will add, however, that I have so |0ng and so |0ving|y pored over
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his Wilitingss H-Hd have been myself so instructed by them, that I fccl some confi-
dence in my ability to apprehend him rightly; and that I hold myself completely
subject to his correction wherein I 5y haye failed to do so. A writer who talks
of freedom to Suier, and' man's actual Superiority over his own nalure, and under-
scores these phrases a= containing the gist of his thought, needs as friendly an in-
terpretation as Christ's words when he teaches us to hate father and mother for the
truth's sake. Vhosoever wishes to understand may have to labor hard to succeed;
and whosoever wishes to cavil may readily do so.

[1 also take the liberty to insert numbers indicating paragraphs and subjects in
Mr. James's letter for case of reference]

The second branch of Mr. James's deinition of what he conceives to be the doc-
trine of the free |gvers, what he calls "our point of disagreement,” and which 1
have marked, where it is severally restated, by the Jigure (2), is that they-that I,

for example-hold myself "exempt from all inward |igbility" to my “own distinc-
tive nature as man for the use | make of my passional nature. Now what he

means here to state | take to be that he gypposes me and all those who think with
me on this gybject to have cast od deliberately and as an intellectual conclusion all
deference whatsoever to conscience, t© our sense of right, or of inherent and essen-
tial law regulating the proprieties ©f conduct, and all deference to the needs or bc-
hests of our own superior spiritual natures. I assure our readers (his and mine),
with some misgivings as to their abiiity to credit e, that this is what Mr. Jamos
does really mean to say. | could not myself believe it ypon the strength of any
Singie formal statement, and would have accepted the theory, rather, that | was
dull of understanding and did not Comprehend him, except that by his reiterations
here, and by recurring to his more elaborate presentation of his views in his pre-
Vious|y published letter, 1 am constrained to know that this otherwise sane and
even wise writer and thinker does, in his heart, suppose that bald stultification is
the characteristic of a group Of philosophers who are yot, certainly, in other re-
spects, absolute fools.

It was this sort of thing which in my previous critique ! denounced as baldcr-
dash. 1 take back the offensive word, and will merely say that gpny such supposi-
tion as this is merely = figment of the imagination of Mr. James.  Nearly every
vord he utters so forcefully and characteristically, although, sometimes, somewhat
mystically, of the normal career and graduation of the human character Iand of
society, out of a lower and sensuous life into a higher and spiritual life, |s. such
that I entirely accord' with jt, aflirm it in my teachings from time to time, V\.llth all
the powers that 1 possess, and aim to ultimate it by every |egitimate mecans IN my.
self, in those about me, and in Society at |argel It is for hoiding and promuigat_
ing just these views that 1 haye, in the midst of seeming dissension and inability
to be myself comprehended by him, ever loved and cherished the noblc type Of por-
sonality Which I always gladly recognize in him, and it grieves me more than lcan
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express that such a man, and with otherwise lofty powers ©f comprehension, could
so far rnisapprehend me as to attribute to me what my nature would prompt me to

denounce with him as akin to a doctrine of devils. When people WiIfuIIy misun—
derstand me, | sometimes take no pains to expiain; and' perhaps I have even at
times couched my doctrines in such terms that ., assailants should seem to be
successfully gratifying their malignity, while I have known that they were biting
a file in attacking my positions; but whenever, as now, | am convinced that there
is an honest attribution to me of Opinions that 1 and my co-doclrinaires, so far as 1
know, utterly repudiate, ! hasten to remove, so far as lieth in me, every possibility
of a continued mjisunderstanding.

What possible ground has Mr. James or anybody for assuming that I or any
set of representative free lovers have ever pronounced in favor of the emancipation
of mankind from their own consciences, from the sense of justice toward all others, or
from the claims of their own higher natures! My understanding of the Subiects is
that they, of all people, are precisely the champions ©f those higher mental qualities
and states; and that, if they sin at g||, it is in their readiness to trust too much to
the elevating and regulative potency of just those elements. If we understand
ourselves, this is the gnly quarrel we have with the community at large; and we

are the representative people ©f just those things which Mr. James gypposes we
have cast overboard. His indictment of us is no other than a subtle and highly

spiritualized repetition of the same estimate of us and our doctrines which the
common yy|gar herd of crude, undeveloped, and themselves merely passionally or-
ganized people attribute to ys, in a purely external and yngpiritualized way. It
holds Curiousiy the same relation, as a mistake, to the common Vuigar blunder of
the peopie which Swedenborg's and, if I understand him aright7 Mr. James's idea
of marriage holds to the common external |ega| understanding ofit. The blunder
of the yylgar public, partly innocent and natural misapprehension and partly
malignant perversion, has long ceased to astonish or disturb me; but the rarefied
and attenuated and transcendental mistake of our present learned and acute critic
is a psychological curiosity on the one hand and, on the other, = startling surprise.

Now, the doctrine of free love is not even anti-marriage in the external or legal
sense Of the term, gny mere than the doctrine of free worship in our churches is

anti-worship; certainly, therefore, itis not anti-marriage N respect te the gpiritual
Conception of marriage entertained by Mr. James. It is Simpiy Opposed to the
legal imposition of marriage as a uniform and compulsory mode of gdjusting the
sexual relations of society and may be said perhaps to be equally opposed to the
dogmatic imposition, upon all of us, of precisely Mr. James's idea, or anybody's
idea of spiritual marriage. It is simply and wholly the doctrine of "hands oE,"
or of remitting the jurisdiction ©f the subject to the parties concerned; of freedom
o marry externally and py express contract for those who desire so to marry; Of
freedom to be married ever so closely @and exclusively, in the spiritual sense, for



Love, Mawiage, and Divorce. 109

those who believe in it and desire jt; and of equal freedom for those who believe
in neither to regulate their love relations in accordance with whatever ideas they
do entertain. The doctrine pronounces absolutely nothing with regard to the
truth or falsehood of any Of those ulterior doctrines, but simply prohibits the in-
terference of anybody with the aifairs of gthers, in this respect, for the 5, hose Of
enforcing their own individual or collective beliefs. The whole doctrine of free
love s, therefore, rigorously contained in what Mr. James defines as the negative
side of that doctrine. It has no other side whatever; and ypon this side of the
subject Mr. James aflirms that he is infinitely in accord with us. The other side
of the doctrine-what he calls the positive side, and attributes to ys-is, as |
have preViOUSly said, pureiy a figment of his own imagnation’ and would be as

abhorrent to me, if I recognized it as rea”y exiSting anywhere‘ as It iS or can be
to him.

I have said that free love has no positive side in Mr. James's sense. It is a
pure|y nega’[ive doctrine, or mere|y the doctrine of "hands oif." This is as true
of it as it is of Protestantism, which is negatively a denial of the authority of
Rome, but which 5, be positively stated as the right of private judgment in mat-
ters of conscience. Every negative doctrine or doctrine of mere freedom may be
thus counterstated and thrown into positive form; and, in that sense, free love may
be said to have an atlirmative side in the assertion of the right to be left free; but
this is in no measure what Mr. James embraces in his conception of the positive
side of the doctrine, which s, namely, the assertion of the gypremacy ©f the lower
and material or animal nature over the higher, intellectual, and spiritual nature,
in the individual and in society at large. The inversion which does place the
lower nature above | abundantiy recognize and dep|ore as an existent fact of the
world's history hitherto, and it is the earnest desire to remedy that inversion which
makes me a free |OVer,“be|ieViUgthat the Comp|ete emancipation of woman would
tend ggpecially in that direction; but formulated as a doctrine, and pyt forth by
rational thinkers as something true or desirable, 1 have never met with it 5,
where, and am not aware of its existence. The mere assertion of the right of the
individual to decide for himself whether he will subordinate love to marriage or
marriage to |ove, is neither a denying nor an aiiirming of the essential subordina-
tion of either to the other. Itis simply an emancipation of them poth, and in
equal degree, from anybody's dogmatic and authoritative decision of that guestion,
and is fu||y covered by that which Mr. James holds in common with us.

I have said that on the whole ground really covered py free love Mr. James nn-
nounces that he is in full accord with us. But even here he is laboring under
some measure Of mistake. Ile more than accords with us. Ile overstates the
doctrine. He believes, apparently, in an unbounded license for those who are un-
der pondage to their own gppetites and passions, and holds them exempted from
all responsibility, on the ground that they are themselves enslaved to those ap-


















































