
I  s r  v v t

education. President White maintains that the State
should have a share both in the endowment and the
control of universitics. President Eliot claims the
right to tax the community for their support I but
Bays, "Ilands off !" in respect to their control.

T. \Y. II.

)- AN ENGLrsrr vrnrv oF FREE LovB.

To run Enrron ou Torilr",
trIy ilear Sdr,-The letter from Mr. Yoysey which

has provoked a reply from lllrs. TV'oodhull and a com-
ment from Mr. Morse is unfortunate for the interests
of truth, if discussion is to stop here. After your
words expressing desire tbat "the subject may rest
here at present," Mr. Yoysey may be silentl yet si-
lence Beems to leave an unfair slur on him. His let-
ter had my sympathy and general approval, as soon
as I read it in your columns, although I had abso-
lutely no knowledge of the facts concer4ing Dr.
Nichols, and only imperfect knowlddge concerning
Mrs. Woodhull. I uow see that what he writes, up to
the mention of l\Irs. W'oodhull's narne, has no proper
application to trIrs. W'oodhull personally. My pres-
ent letter aims at clearing up confusion, with the
least possible pretension of advocacy or judicial de-
cision. But if you tbink that to admit this letter will
open the door to too lengthy discussion, I beg you to
suppress it:-not but that I believe this question of
free love to be of far greater importance than the dis-
cussions in dozens of vour columns.

1. Mr. Yoysey himself avows that he does not un-
derstand Mrs. Woodhull; for he says, "She must
blame herself, if we cannot guess what she is driving
ati" i.e., if we are perplexed as to herdosigns and
wishes. It is evident that he did not understarld her;
nor did I ; but now all is plain. She says she | lsees

clearly, in the near future [rnanifestly with hope and
approbationl, that the question to be asked of . moth-
€rs will be, 

'Wbat 
is the status, physically, mentally,

;tffi ';##; t"'^in"-] ";;; ;";t; ;;; ;;;i
edge the smallest right of any of her lovers over her
person or her property, aDy more than over the chil-
dren. No change in the law is needed, itt so far, but
only a refusal of women to put their heads into a
noose.

ir. I gather that Mrs. lYoodhull thinks that both
law and custom are unjust to women in making it
artificially hard for them to maintain themselves.
So think I; so probably thinks Mr. Voysey, and
thousands of those who shudder at I![rs. lYoodhull's
theories. But while everything should be done
which can be done, by reform of law and custons, to
give full justice to women as to employments and re-
muneration, Mrs.'Woodhull will hardly shut her eyes
to the fact that, after all, Jew women out of a great
nation will be competent to rear a family (if it were
just to put the whole.burden orr the mother), much
less to put them forward in life I hence the tendency
of'her efiorts is to induce a pecuniary bargain, that
the lover chosen by the lady shall make a large pay-
ment, partly positive and partly conditional, The
moral results of such a relation must on no account
be thrown out of sight; but I do not here discuss
them.

6. When Mrs. 
'Woodhull 

says that "to marry for a
honre is not a whit better than prostitution,-indeed,
is prostitution," she seems hardly to understand the
true meaning of that ugly wordr-which is, "present-
ing oneself for public or indiscriminate 6ale." It is
to be lamented that any woman should marry either
clfiefly or solely for a home; yet oftentimes such a
urarriage is far from unhappy, and to confound it
with prostitution is surely extravagant; but I write
now solely to recall attention to the true meaning of
this word. A kept mistress or concubine is not a
prostitute, though, aias ! she ie too often on the road
towards becoming one.

7. Mr. Voysey's question:
we beasts ?" and his phrase

((Are we men, or are

"bestialitytt baYe ex-

thority they
discussed.

will be rnost fl ithfully autl usefully

l'naNc'rs Wrlt,r,\ u Nnrvuex.

[If "silence" on Mr. Yoysey's partshould "seem to
leave an unfair slur upon him," it would be both un-
just and unliirrd to avail ourself of Professor New-
man's generous permission to t tsuppresstt the above
letter. But we have not tLte sliglitest lvish to ('sup-

press" it. On the contrary, we al'e very glad to pub-
lish it, if for no other reason than to present a notable
instance of the discussion of a very delicate subject
in a style at once fearless, frank, courteous, andtotal-
Iy free from personal reflections of an invidious nat-
ure. Professor Newman has set a noble example of

the true way, and the only effective way, of criticis-
lng views which are too often met with an irrelevant
torrent of abuse I and what he has said on the sub-
ject we consider erninently fitting and forcible. Mr.

Yoysey's letter, as we understand it, was not at all
designed to cast any reflections onpersonal character;
but we saw with regret tbat it would almost inevita-
bly be considered to dd so, aud our ortly efiort has
beeu to avoid getting Tun INrrnx involved in profit-
Iess personal controversies. If he feels desirous to
rectify any ruisunderstanding of his words or his in-
tent, he will not hesitate to do it I for we trust no
one, least of aII  Mr. Voysey, supposes that we meant
to intimate any wish to the contrary. Our own dis-
approval of the "Free Love" theory is every whit as
ernphatic as that of Mr. Voysey or Professor New-
man; but the latter's opinion of lllrs. \Yoodhull as arl
'renthusiast for ideas [of a very crude and one-sided
nature], certainly not the apologist of Yice," is also
ours. 

'We 
add that we agree to every word of the

closing sentence of the above letter; and discussion of
the t 'social question" in these columns is Just as
mueh in order as that of any other, provided it be
conducted with the sarue dignity and decorum that
mark this letter throughout.-En.]
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the Free Religious Association, though not formally
putting their names to its list of members. And at
the time Mr. Fox began tbe Year Boolc eonespond-
ence there were, besides Mr. Frothinghamts, three
names on the Executive Committee of the Free Re-
ligious Association that were also in the Year Book
list of miuisters. Two of these still remain on the
Committee, and on the accredited list of ministers.

'I etate these facts sirnply to correct the accidental
error into which th.e Libera,I Christiutr has fallen, arrd
not to draw any inference from themr-excepting
this, that those specially intcrested in the free relig-
ious movement have frorn the outset refused to con-
sider it as a secession from Unitarianism or from any
sect, or as in itself the organization of a new sect.
From the beginning, the Second Article of the Cou.
stitution of the Free Religious Association has said,
t'Membership in this Association shall leave each in-
dividual responsible for his own opinions alone, and
afrect in no degree his relations to other associa-
tions." The Free Religious Association does not
therefore exclude from its membership those who
may be connected with any of the sects; and it has
actually amorg its members not only many who are
agcounted goocl Unitarians, but Quakers, Jews, Spir'-
itualists, and eyen a few Orthodox Christians, as well
as those who give no name to their faith. If the
names of the thirty Uuitarian ministers that are in
its membership were to be printed, the fact of sorne
of them being there would probably be a surplise to
their brethren. \Y. J. P.

PRBSTI'ENT ELIOT'S POSTTTON.

The eliill and ingen"tr, 
"t 

Presideut Eliot are
well known, but he never showed these qualities
more conspicuously than in his address before the
Christian Union on the taxation of church properry.
It seems to me that General Butler himself neyer
achieved a feat of more brilliant audacity than when
the Presiclent of an untaxed corporation of enormous
wealth, like Ilarvard College, stood before the com-
munity with the claim that he spoke on the subject
of tax-exemption "with disirrterestedness and fr.ee-
dom," because he was a ltynran and had been a
professor. of chemistry ! Yet I am grateful for this
amazing stroke of daring, since it has helped to cou-
vince rne, at least, of what I hacl before doubtcd.-
that the principle of tax-exemption is plecisely the
same tvhether appl ied to churches or col leges, and
that so long as either class is c-rerrrpt i t  tr . i l l  help tcr
shield the other frour taxation. ' fhis is orre inevit ;r-
ble inferttnce Ironr I ' rcsit lcrrt  l i l iot 's posit ion. i l 'hr:
other is, that he is utterly ir ;consistent in his opposi-
tion to President \Yhite, of Cornell, in regard to State

and morally of your child ? and Dot, Who is its
father ?"

2. Mrs. Woodhull further speaks with disparage-
ment of keeping man and woman togettrer "one and
one." Iler words are: "In the strife to keep oxrc
AND oNn tieil together, their offspring are forgotten."
Add to this her implication that it is of secondary
importance "who is the father,t'and it seems be-
yond question that a truthful lady must utterly dis-
approye of any marriage vow of faithfulness to one
husband. She does aim, therefore, "to go backr,rard',
into the state which preceded the institution of legal
maniage. She may complain of the moral coloring
in the word sooage; b:ut she ought to admit, as a
fact, that she desires to go back into sa,vage freedom.
Instead of being affronted at what }fr. Yoysey says
about adultery, ought she not to reply that his argu-
ment is out of place ? For it implies that a vow of
exclusiye union to one husband has been made;
which is the very thing that she deprecates.

3. Since I discern in Mrs. Woodhull the enthusiast
for ideae (certainly not the apologist of vice), I con-
clude her to deeire to put the union of parents on the
same moral footing as the union (say) of sisters. If
two eisters have lived together thirty years in great
harmony, a breach and separation may be as painful
as the separation of the parents of a farnily. IlIrs.
TV'oodhull may lament, as deeply as Illr. Yoysey, that
a wife should leave her husband or a husband his
wife after long and intimate uniorr, aud may thiuk
that this, as in the case of two sisters, will rarely
happen without very graye moral cause; but she
maintains (if I understand her) that tbe right of
judging whether there is adequate cause must be re-
tained jealously by the individual, and, neDet' be d,elc-
gateil to a lega,I tri,bunal. She would have the [un-
married] pair legally as free as the two sisters; and
in a case of separation she would approve or disap-
prove, not by a general formula of morals, but by
considering the details of fact.

4. Thus it appears that Mrs. \\'Ioodhull carr find lit-
t le in the public law of marriage to censure; the
great weakness (frour her point of view) is iu womcrr
themselves, who, when they are capal-rle of feeding
themselyes and a young family, are so foolish as to
enter into vows of faithfulness to one nran. I f  a
lady of fortune choose to invite one gentlenan after
another, of suitable age, to be her ternporary chanr-
ber-fr iend, and she thus produccs to the c.onrururr i tv
a t,roop of renrarl<atr ly { ine chi l t l ren, }Irs. \Yot ' t lhul l
is indignant that such a lady should receivc nrolal
consrlre, or bc exclut led frorn socicty. l f  t l rc chi ldrt 'n
a l ' t :  p l rys ica l ly  thr iv i r ) ! { ,  w( f  r lus t  / r14rc  wt r l l  fo r  " lhr i r
noral and meutal sta[us.tt  I ]ut thc law would lctr cr
to the mother the sole control of the children. and
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asperated Mrs. 
'W'oodhull 

l and certainly the color of
the last word must.be deprecated. But she clif lers.
l itt le as to fact. I ler own words in reply are that she

"is determinecl to rise to the level of the female.
brute,t' and in fact she makes the freedom of the
brute the goal of her aim, as far as appears. If she
merely insisted that no wom&n whatever, uramied or
unmarried, sbould forfeit her control over her own
person, I (for one) hearti ly agree, and have in print
maintainerl the need of changing our laws of mar-
riage on this very matter; tnoreoyer, I f ind the anal-
ogy from the brutes of value as strengthening the fe-
male riglrt of Vetot-though I wish all the facts were
clearer. tsut it is oue thing to say that marriage.
ought not to give to a husband cornpulsory powers.
over a wife; another tl i ing to say that no legal mar-
riage ought to exist at all. All antiquity regarded
marriage by law as the bcginning of civil ization,-

"cot tct tb i tuprol f ibereoago q" and to overbhrowthis in-
stitution is to go back to the state of brutes. Mrs,
'Woodhull 

desires "the physieal, moral, and mental
status" of children to be improved; brutes have no
care for the moral anrJ nrcntul state of offspriug-
Iferein consists their difference from us: else those in
which the sexes are numerically about equal would
be eutirely a pattern for us.

S. trIrs. Woodhull writes as if it were certain sci-
entif ic fact that children are llow "born murderers,
drunkards.  and other cr inr iuals."  I f  she al lude to
the enormity of drunken fathcrs, she touches on whaL
is abominable, but exceptiolal. I lvil rights given by
the Iaw to husbands are open to her attack. But an,
overthrow of ntarriage does not remove tbe evil. It
is too notorious to us in England that intoxicating
drink, above all other things, carries men into sexual
debauchery. Otr the other hand, she rnust not ex-
pect us to believe, on the word of sonle rnedical prac-

tit ioners, that vice antl crime exist solely or chiefly
through hereditary transmission.

9. Some strong pas.sages that IIr. \roy-"sy has writ-
ten apply to phascs of  sexual  l iber tS'd i lTerent  f rorn

that  c ia inred by l I rs .  \ \ roo<ihul l ;  espccia l ly  the r ig l i t

of lravilg, brrsides orre's n'ife or husband, a sltiritual

wife or husbaurl. 'Ihe str,iritually married are sup-
posed to have an urr l imi tcc l  urental  and rnoral  int i -
macy,  inc luding a f ret luerr t  cornpauionship arrd inter-
change of  sent iment.  This is  that  wl ich tv i lJ  or l l '

too r- r f tcn calrse people to fa l l  t 'ovcr  a precip ice. t '  I
t lr irri i tr{r. \roysey will ruotlif.y his epithet, "ttctsty
t l i t r l r l ies,r '  ant l  tht  l lh t 'ase t r r ' .s l i r r l i ty ,  wi thout  i r , t  a l l

u 'eukt 'n ing l r is  deerp disapprov:r l  of  lhe t , I ieor ies,  as
tctr t l i r rg to t l re ot 'cr throw of  f l rur i ly  l i fe t r i t l  to ent i re

s t - r c i i t l  l i c t : r r t i o r r s r r css .

I t  is  i ru l iossib lc norv t t<t t  Lo t l iscuss thcse tuat te ls,

and in the circles rvhich are free from religious au-
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It seems to me that General l jutler himself never
achieved a feat of more bril l iant audacity than wherr
the Presiclent of an untaxed corporation of enormous
wealth, like llarvard Coilege, stoocl before the corn-
munity with the elaim that he spolie on the subjecb
of tax-exemption t'with disiuterestedness anrl free-
dom,tt because he was a llynran and had been a
professon of chemistry ! Yet I am grateful for this
amazing stroke of daring, since it has helped to con-
vince rne, at least, of what I haci before doubtcd,-
that the principle of tax-exenption is precisely the
same ryhether applied to churches or colleees, and
that  so long as ei ther c lass is  exerrrpt  i t  n ' i l l  help to
shield the other from taxatiou. This is one inevita-
ble inference f rom Presic lerr t  l i l io t 's  posi t ion.  The
other is, that he is utterly incorrsistent i lr his opposi-
tion to President \Yhite, of Cornell, in regard to State
education. I 'resident \Yhitc rnaintains that the State
should have a share both in the endowment and the
control of universitics. I 'resident Eliot claims the
right to tax the community for their support; but
Bays, "Ilands off !" in respect to their control.

T. \\r. II.

AN ENGLISII \rIEIY OF FREE LOVE.

To run Eonon or Tsnilnx:
trIy ilear Sir,-The letter from Mr. Voysey which

has provoked a reply from }frs. W'oodhull and a com-
ment frorn }fr. Morse is unfortunate for the interests
of truth, if discussion is to stop here. After your
words expressing desire that "the subject may rest
here at present," Mr. Yoysey may be silent; yet si-
lence Beems to leave an unfair slur on him. His let-
ter had my sympathv and general approval, as soon
as f read it in your columns, although I had abso-
lutely no knowledge of the facts concer4ing Dr.
Nichols, and only imperfect knowlddge concerning
Mrs. Woodhull. I now see that what he writes, up to
the mention of }frs. Woodhull's narne, has no proper
application to IIrs. W'oodhull personally. My pres-
ent letter aims at clearing up confusion, with the
least possible pretension of advocacy or judicial de-
cision. But if you think that to admit this letter will
open the door to too lengthy discussion, I beg you to
suppress it:-not but that I believe this question of
free love to be of far greater importance than the dis-
cussions in dozens of your columns.

1.. Mr. Yoysey himself ayows that he does not un-
derstand }frs. Woodhull; for he says, ('She rnust
blame herself, if we caunot guess what she is driving
a|it' i,.e., if we are perplexed as to herdesigns and
wishes. It is evident tltat he did not understarld her I
nor did I ;  but now al l  is plain. She says she '6sees

clearly, in the near future [rnanifestly with hope and
approbationl, that the question to be asked of . moth-
ers will be, W'hat is the status, physically, mentally,
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prove, not by a general formula of morals, but by
considering the details of fact.

4. Thus it appears that Mrs. Woodhull ca,lr lin,l lit-
t le in the public law of ntarr ial lc to censttre; the
great weakness (from ber point of view) is i t t  womcu
themselves, who, when they are capaLrle of fecding
themselves and a young family, are so fool ish as to
enter into vows of faithfulness to one nttrn. I f  a
lady of fortune choose to invite one gentleman after
another, of suitable age, to be her temporary cham-
ber-friend, and she thus produces to the cornururrity
a troop of rernarkably {ine children, }Irs. \Yootlhull
is indignant that such a lady should receive nrolal
censul'e, or bc excluded frorn society. If the childrcn
ale plrysically thriving, we ruust ltttpe well for "their
rnoral and mental status.tt Ilut tlie law would lcar-e
to the mother the sole control of the children, and
sole responsibility for them, and would not acknowl-
edge the srnallest right of any of her lovers over her
person or her property, aDy more than over the chil-
dren. No change in the law is needed, in so far, blut
orrly a refusal of women to put their heads into a
noose.

i. I gather that Mrs. \Yoodhull thinks that both
law and custom are unjust to women in making it
artificially hard for them to maintain themselves.
So think I; so probably thinks I!Ir. Yoysey, and
thousands of those who shudder at Mrs. Woodhull's
theories. But while everything should be done
which can be done, by reform of law and customs, to
give full justice to women as to employments and re-
murreration, Mrs. 

'Woodhull 
will hardly shut her eyes

to the fact that, after all, few women out of a great
nation will be competent to rear a family (if it were
just to put the whole.burden on the mother), mueh
less to put them forward in life I hence the tendency
of ' her efiorts is to induce a pecuniary bargain, that
the lover chosen by the lady shall make a large pay-
ment, partly positive and partly conditional. The
moral results of such a relation must ou no account
be thrown out of sight; but I do not here discuss
them.

6. When Mrs. 
'Woodhull 

says that "to marry for a
honre is not a whit better than prostitution,-indeed,
is prostitution," she seems hardly to understand the
true meaning of that ugly wordr-which is, ((present-

ing oneself for public or indiscriminate sale." It is
to be lamented that any woman should marry eilher
clfiefly or solely for a home; yet oftentimes such a
urarriage is far from unhappy, and to confound it
with prostitution is surely extravagant; but f write
now solely to recall attention to the true meaning of
this word. A kept mistress or concubine is not a
prostitute, though, alas ! ehe is too often on the road
towards becoming one.

7. Mr. Voysey's question: ((Are we men, or are
we beasts ?" and his phrase "bestiality" haye ex-

througll  heredrtary transmrsslon.

9. Sorne strong p&ssages that IIr. Yoysey has writ-
ten apply to Jrhascs of sexual l iberty di l l t trcnt from
that clzr inrr:d by trI ls. \ \roodhull ;  cspccial ly the r ight
of lraving, brrsides olre's rvife or liusl-rand, it, sltit'i,lual
wife or husbaud. ' Ihc slr ir i tual ly ntarr ied are sup-
posed to have an utr l imitccl urental and uioral int i-
macy, includirrg a frecluetrt  cornpanionship ancl inter-
change of serrt irnent. This is that which u' i lJ onl l .
too oftcn cause people to fnl l  "ovcr a preci l l ice." I
tlrirrli Mr. \roysey will ruoriify his epithet, "ttctsty
t l i t rories,t '  and the phlase Lttst i t l l i ty, without ir , t  al l
u'eirkening his deep disappt 'ovrt l  of the thcories, as
teutl ing to the overthrow of fauri ly l i fe arrd to cntire
social l iceutiousness.

It  is irupossible norv Ltot to t i iscuss these matters,
antl in the circles which are free from religious au-
thority thcy rvill be most l'l,i[hfully autl usefully
discussed' 

I'*-ui.'rs wrr,r-uu Nr:wuex.

[If "silence" on U.. Voy.ey's partshould "seem to
leave an unfair slur upon him," it would be both un-
just and unliirrd to avail ourself of Professor New-
man's generous permission to t tsuppresstt the above
letter. But we have not the slightest rvish to "sup-
press" it. On the contrary, we are very glad to pub-
lish it, if for no other reason than to present a notable
instance of tLre discussion of a very delicate subject
in a style at once fearless, frank, courteous, and total-
ly free from personal reflections of an invidious nat-
ure. Professor Newman has set a noble example of
the true way, and the orrly effective way, of criticis-
lng views which are too often met with an irrelevant
torrent of abuse I and what he has said on the sub-
ject we consider erninently fitting and forcible. Mr.
Yoysey's letter, as we undelstand it, was not at all
designed to cast any reflections onpersonal characterl
but we saw with regret that it would almost inevita-
bly be considered to dd so, alcl our ortly eflort has
been to avoid getting Tun Ixrrnx involved in profit-
less personal controversies. If he feele desirous to
rectify any ruisunderstanding of his words or his in-
tent, he wil l  not hesitate to do i t ;  for we trust no
one, least of all I!Ir. [oj'ssy, supposes that we meant
to intimate any wish to the contrary. Our own dis-
approval of the "Ilree Love" theory is every whit as
ernphatic as that of Mr'. Voysey or Professor l.Iew-
man; but the latter's opinion of I\Irs. \Yoodhull as an
Irenthusiast for ideas [c,f a, very crude and one-sided
nature], certainly not the :rpologist of vice,t ' is also
ours, 

'We 
add that ne agree to every word of the

closing sentence of the above letter; and discussion of
the "social questiont' in these columns is just as
much in order as that of any other, provided it be
conducted with the sarne dignity and decorum that
mark this letter throughout.-En.l
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and morally of your child ? and not, 
'W'ho 

is its
father ?"

2. Mrs.'Woodhull further speaks with disparage-
ment of keeping man and woman together "one and
one." Iler words are: "In the strife to freep oxr
AND oNn tied together, their ofrspring are forgotten.tt
Adtl to this her implication that it is of secondary
importance "who is the father,tt and it seems be-
yond question that a truthful lady must utterly dis-
approye of any marriage vow of faithfulness to one
husband. She rZoes aim, therefore, "to go backward"
into the etate which preceded the institution of legal
marriage. She may complain of the moral coloring
in the word saoage; but she ought to admit, as a
fact, that she desires to go back into savage freedom.
Instead of being affronted at what 1!Ir. Yoysey says
about adultery, ought she not to reply that his argu-
ment is out of place ? For it implies that a vow of
exclusive union to one husband has been made I
which is the very thing that she deprecates.

B. Since I discern in Mrs. Woodhull the enthusiast
for ideas (certainly not the apologist of vice), I con-
clude her to deeire to put the union of parents on the
6ame moral footing as the union (say) of sisters. If
two sisters have lived together thirty years in great
harmony, a breach and separation may be as painful
as the separation of the parents of a farnily. Ifrs.
'Woodhull 

may lament, as deeply as I!Ir. Yoysey, that
a wife should leave her husband or a husband his
wife after long and intimate uniou, aud may thilk
that this, as in the case of two sisters, will rarely
happen without very graye moral cause; but she
maintains (if I understand her) that the right of
judging whether there is adequate cause Du.st be re-
tained jealously by the individual, an(I neuer be clele-
gated to a legal tri,bunal. She would have the [un-
married] pair legally as free as the two sisters I and
in a case of separation she would approve or disap-
prove, not by a general formula of morals, but by
considering the details of fact.

4. Thus it appears that Mrs. \\'oodhull can find lit-
tle in the public law of nrarrialle to censure; the
great weakness (frour ber point of view) is iu womcl
themselves, who, when they are capable of feeding
themselves and a young family, are so foc.rlish as to
enter into vows of faithfulness to one ruan. If a
lady of fortune choose to invite one gentlenan after
another, of suitable age, to be her ternporary cham-
ber-friend, and she thus produces to the comuruuity
a troop of remarkably fine children, IIrs. Woodhull
is indignant that such a lady should receive noral
censure, or be excluded from society. If the children
are plrysically thriving, we must lrcpe well for "lheir
uroral and mental status.tt But the law would lcave
to the mother the sole control of the children, and
sole responsibility for them, and would not acknowl-
edge the smallest right of any of her lovers over her
person or her property, any more than over the chil-
dren. No change in the law is needed, in so far, bat
only a refusal of women to put their heads into a
noose.

i-,. I gather that Mrs. \Yoodhull thinks that both
law and custom are unjust to women in making it
artificially hard for them to maintain themselves.
So think I; so probably thinks IIr. Yoysey, and
thousands of those who shudder at l\[rs. lYoodhull's
theories. But while eyerything should be done
which can be done, by reform of law and customs, to
give full justice to women as to employments anrl re-
muneration, Mrs. 

'Woodhull 
will hardly shut her eyes

to the fact that, after all,/eu women out of a great
r - o r . ^ . r  - ; t l  l u  a a n m t c n t  i ^  F e t ,  r  f r m i l v  l i f  i t  r e r e

asperated. Mrs. 
'IV'oodbull 

l and certainly the color of
the last word must.be deprecated. But she differs.
little as to fact. Tler own words in reply are that she
"is determined to rise to the level of the female.
brute,tt and in fact she makes the freedom of the
brute the goal of her aim, as far as appears. If she
nr.erely insisted that no wom&rr whatever, urarried or
unmarried, should forfeit her control over her own
person, I (for one) heartily agree, and have in print
maintained the need of changing our laws of mar-
riage on this very matter; rnoreover, I find the anal-
ogy fi'om the brutes of value as strengthening the fe-
male right of Yeto,-though I wish all the facts were.
clearer. tsut it is oue thing to say that marriage-
ought not to give to a husband cornpulsory powere.
over a wife; another thing to say that no legal mar-
riage ought to exist at all. All antiquity regarded
marriage by law as the beginning of civilization,-
"cottcttbituprolt ibereoago ;" anrl  to overthrowthis in-
stitution is to go back to the state of brutes. Mrs-
W'oodhull desires "the physical, moral, and mentalr
status') of children to be improved: brutes have no
care for the moral and nrcntal state of offspring-
Iferein consists their difference from us: else those in
which the sexes are nurnel'ically about equal would
be entirely a pattern for us.

8. trIrs. Woodhull writcs as if it were certain sci-
entific fact that children are now "born murderers,
drunkards, and other crinrirrals." I f  ."he al lude to
the enormity of drurrken fathels, sl-rc touches on what
is abominable, but exceotio4ral. Evil rights given by
the law to husbands are open to her attack. But an
overthrow of man'iage does not remove the evil. It
is too notolious to us in England that intoxicating
drinli, above all other things, carries men into sexual
debauchery. On the other hand, she must not ex-
pect us to believe, on the word of sonte rnedical prac-
titiouers, that vice antl crime exist solely or chiefly
through hereditary transmission.

9. Some strong passages that IIr. \roysey has writ-
ten apply to Jrhascs of sexual liberty dillercnt from
that claimed b-v IIrs. \ l roodhull ;  cspccial ly the r ight
of haviug, besides olre's rvi fe or husband, a spdl i lucl
wife or husbaurl. 'Ihe s;riritually married are sup-
posed to have an unl imited urental and rnoral int i-
macy, including a fretluetrt cornpanionship ancl inter-
change of sentiuent. This is that which rvi l l  onl1.
too often cause people to fal l  "over a precipice." I
tlrirrli IIr. \roysey will rnotlifv his epithet, "ttctsty
t l icories," and the phrase bcstict l i ty, without at al l
weakening his deep disappt 'oval of the therir ies, as
teutlirrg to the overthrow of family life ancl to erntire
soeial l iceuticiusuess.

It is irupossil,rle now lrof to tliscuss these ruatters,
and in the cilcles rvhich are free from religious au-
thority they will be rnost l'oithfully arrd usefully
discussed.

l'nA.Ncr s WlLLt,t lt Nr:;wu-A,x.

[If 
ttsilencett on Mr. Yoyscry's partshould ttseem to

leave an unfair slur upon him," it would be both un-
just and unliiud to avail ourself of Professor New-
man's genelous permission to "suppress" the above
letter. But we have not the sliehtest'wish to "sup-
press" it. On the contrary, we are very glad to pub-
lish it, if for no other reason thanto present a notable
instance of the discussion of a very delicate subject
in a style at once fearless, frank, courteous, and total-
ly free from personal reflections of an invidious nat-
ure. Professor Newman has set a noble example of
the true way, and the orrly effective way, of criticis-
lne rierg rhich are too often met with s,n irrelevent
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for ideae (certainly not the apologist of vice), I con-
clude her to desire to put the union of parents on the
same moral footing as the union (say) of sisters, If
two sisters have lived together thirty years in great
harmony, a breach and separation uray be as painful
as the separation of the parerrts of a farnily. Illrs.
Woodhull may lament, as deeply'as IrIr. Yoysey, that
a wife should leave her husband or a husband his
wife after long and intimate uniou, aud may thiuk
that this, as in the case of two sisters, will rarely
happen without yery grave moral cause; but she
maintains (if I understaud her) that the right of
judging whether there is adequate cause must be re-
tained jealously by the individual, end neDer be tlele-
gateil to a legal tri,bunal. She would have the [un-
married] pair legally as free as the two sisters; and
in a case of separation she would approve or disap-
proye, not by a general formula of morals, but by
considering the details of fact.

4. Thus it appears that Mrs. \\'oodhull can find lit-
tle in the public law of marrial1e to censure; the
great weakness (frorn ber point of view) is irr women
themselves, who, when they are capable of feeding
themselyes and a young family, are so foolish as to
enter into vows of faithfulness to one rran. lf a
lady of fortune choose to invite one gentlenan after
another, of suitable age, to be her ternporary cham-
ber-friend, and she thus produces to the cornururrity
a tloop of remarkably fine children, IIrs. \Yoorlhull
is indignant that such a lady should receive nroral
censure, or be exeluded from society. If the children
are pliysically thriving, we must lrcpe well for "their
uroral and mental status.t '  But the law would lcare
to the mother the sole control of the children, and
sole responsibility for them, and would not acknowl-
edge the smallest right of any of her lovers oyer her
person or her property, any more than over the chil-
dren. No change in the law is needed, in so far, but
only a refusal of women to put their heads into a
noose.

.1. I gather that Mrs. \Yoodhull thinks that both
law and custom are unjust to women in making it
artificially hard for them to maintain themselves.
So think I; so probably thinks IIr. Voysey, and
thousands of those who shudder at I![rs. ]Yoodhull's
theories. But while everything should be done
which can be done, by reform of law and customs, to
give full justice to women as to employments and re-
muneration, Mrs. 

'W'oodhull 
will hardly shut her eyes

to the fact that, after all, few women out of a great
nation will be competent to rear a family (if it were
just to put the whole.burden ou the mother), much
less to put them forward in life I hence the tendency
of'her efforts is to induce a pecuniary bargain, that
the lover chosen by the lady shall make a large pay-
ment, partly positive and partly conditional. The
moral results of such a relation must on no account
be thrown out of sight; but f do not here discuss
them.

6. When Mrs. 
'Woodhull 

says that "to marry for a
honre is not a whit better than prostitution,-indeed,
is prostitution,t' she seems hardly to understand the
true meaning of that ugly wordr-which is, (tpresent-

ing oneself for public or indiscriminate sale." It is
to be lamented that any woman should marry either
cltiefly or solely for a home; yet oftentimes such a
marriage is far from unhappy, and to confound it
with prostitution is eurely extravagant; but I write
now solely to recall attention to the true meaning of
this word. A kept mistress or concubine is not a
prostitute, though, aias ! she is too often on the road
towards becoming one.

?. Mr. Yoysey's question: ('Are we men, or are
we beasts ?" and his phrase "bestiality" haye ex-

sta,tus" of children to be improved: Drutes naye rro
care for tbe moral ancl nrcntal state of offspring-
Iferein consists their difference from us: else those in
which the sexes are numerically about equal would
be entirely a pattern for us.

8. trIrs. Woodhull writes as if it were certain sci-
entific fact that children are l)ow "born murderer.qr
drunkards, and other criminals." I f  she al lude to
the enormity of drunken fathcrs, shc touches on whaL
is abominable, but exceptional. Evil rights given by
the law to husbands are open to her attack. But an
overthrow of nan'iage does not remove the evil. It
is too notorious to us in England that intoxicating
drinlr, above all other things, carries men into sexual
debauchery. On the other hand, she rnust not ex-
pect us to believe, on the word of sonle rnedical prac-
titioners, that vice antl crime exist solely or chiefly
through hereditary transmissiorr.

9. Some strong passages that IIr. \roysey has writ-
ten apply to Jrhascs of sexual liberty diflercnt from
that clainred by trIr-s. \ \roc', l l iul l ;  cspccial ly the r ight
of lrtr,ving, besides orrets rvife or husband, a spiritual
wife or husbaud. ' Ihe s;r ir i tual ly married are sup-
posed to have an unl imitcd urental and rnoral int i-
macy, including a fret luetrt  companionrhip ancl inter-
change of sentirnent. This is that which rvi l l  ol l5.
too often cause people to fal l  "over a precipice." I
tlrinli trfr. \roysey will ruotlif.y his epithet, "nusty
tlicories," and the phrase bcstictlity; without ir.t all
weakening his deep disapproval of the t l ieories, as
tentling to the overthrow of family life anrl to rrntire
social l iceutiousness.

It  is irupossible now itot to t l iscuss these matters,
antl in the eircles rvhich are free from religious au-
thori ty they wil l  be most I ' l i thful ly aud useful ly
discussed.

Fnancrs Wrr-luu Nl:wu-1.x.

[If "silence" on Mr. Yoysey's partshould "seem to
leave an unfair slur upon him," it would be both un-
just and unliiud to avail ourself of Professor New-
man's generous permissiou to "suppresst '  the above
letter. But we have not the sliglitest I'ish to "sup-
press" it. On the contrary, we ale very glad to pub-
lish it, if for no other reason than to present a notable
instance of the discussion of a very delicate subject
in a style at once fearless, frank, courteous, and total-
ly free from personal reflections of an invidious nat-
ure. Professor Newman has set a noble example of
the true way, and the only effective way, of criticis-
lng views which are too often met with an irrelevant
torrent of abuse I and what he has said on the sub-
ject we consider erninently litting and forcible. Mr.
Yoysey's letter, as we undelstand it, was not at all
designed to cast any reflections onpersonal characterl
but we saw with regret that it would almoet inevita-
bly be considered to dd so, and our only effort has
beeu to avoid getting Turi IN-rrnx involved in profit-
less personal controversies. If he feels desirous to
rectify any ruisunderstanding of his words or his in-
tent, he wil l  not hesitate to do i t ;  for we trust no
one, least of all IVIr. Yoysey, supposes that we meant
to intimate any wish to the contrary. Our own dis-
approval of the "l'ree Love" theory is every whit as
emphatic as that of Mr. Yoysey or Professor New-
man; but the latter's opinion of }lrs. \Yoodhull as an
(errthusiast for ideas [of a very crude and one-sided
nature], certainly not the apologist of vice," is also
ours. 

-We 
add that n e agree to every word of the

closing sentence of the above letter I and discussion of
the "social questiontt in these columns is Just as
much in order as that of any other, provided it be
conducted with the sarne dignity and decorum that
mark this letter throughout.-Eo.]
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