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 Fer always in thine cyes, O Liberty!
Shinca that high light whereby the world is saved ;
thhmmdcyu,mwmm#mﬂm "
Jonx Hav.

On Picket Duty.

By the tardy act of the president of France Prince
Kropotkine and Louise Michel are free. Doubtless
they come out of prison intenser rebels than they
went in, and will devote themselves to Anarchistic
propagandism with more energy than ever.

Liberty is in receipt of the first number of the « Irish
Echo,” an eight-page monthly journal devoted to the
worthy purpose of cultivating the Irish language and
publishing its copious literature. * P. J. O’Daly is the
editor, and it is published at fifty cents a year by the
Philo-Celtic Society. 176 Tremont St., Boston, Mass.

T owe it to Henry Appleton to state that my para-
graph in the last issue of Liberty quoting him as ad-
vising the newsdealers to join the Knights of Labor
did a0t represent him accurately. He did not so ad-
vise the newsdealers. I was misled by the fact that,
in advising the newsdealers to organize, he at the
same time remarked upon the power that had been
attained by the Knights of Labor. It was the easier

“for me to make this mistake because ! knew .that

there was talk of the newsdealers joining the Knights.
Tn his editorial in another column, “Whither are we
Drifting?*" Mr. Appleton speaks with no uncertain
sound of such organizations as the Enights of Labor,
and leaves no doubt as to his real opinion of their
principles and methods.

The New York “Sun” professes to think it very
funny that some of John Ruskin’s admirers propose
to honor him with a tectimonia! as a po.itical econo-
mist instead of as a writer. Nevertheless the time is
fast approaching when it will be recognized that Rus-
kin’s economic teachings are as much more important
than his work in art and literature, great as the latter
has been, as the subject-matter of political economy is
of more vital and fundamental interest to humanity
than that of either ar* or literature. Mr. Dana is wise
in contenting himself with ridiculing Mr. Ruskin. He
is too shrewd to attempt to controvert him. Ruskin’s
analytical exposure of the thievery by which riches
are now accumulated will stand the test of ages and
prove the greatest of his many services to the world.

Dr. P. P. Field told the Manhattan Liberal Club re-
ceutly that the Anarchist snd the State Socialist must
be reconciled in order to’ have a harmonious society,
and that to this end “the State Socialist will have to
recognize that the prineiple of freedom or i
ity caanot be ignored, and the Anarchist will have to
recognize that the principle of order or government,
or mpenontnes, ete., ete., cannot be ignored.”  That

auhmt and then there
this eclecticism ‘is!* 1£D

ple of government t

archists will never go to the State Socialists, — no, not
one step.

Anarchy and Pantarchy.

The article of J. Wm. Lloyd in Liberty of December 2 is
so strikingly clear in its discrimination, so strong in its con-
clusions, and so fairly open to counter-statement when wrong,
that T am tempted to say a word from my own point of view.
The expressions that I wish to criticise are these:

And this question of human right must he studied from the
standpoint of the individual, Nature having made no collect-
ive reason to attend to the needs of all humanity, but only
individuil reasons to the needs of individuals. And this is
the true standpoint from which to study the needs of human-
ity. Those reformers who have endeavored to legislate for
the indivicaal from the standpoint of humanity have usually
only succeeded by their Jack O’Lanterns in leading him iyto
deeper swamps, from which he must extricate himself as best
he may. But no reformer cver secured “nsm-e for any single
man without benefiting all men for all time. The simple
truth is grander than the most giorious error. But there is
no real conflict here. From a philosophical elevation the
necds of the individual and of the race are seen to be identi-
cal. Why, then, is it not as vrell to take lmmam!r for a
startmg point as to take the individual? Because the only

to adequately understand the needs of the whole is to
uu erstand the needs of the parts.

That Nature has made no collective reason to attend to the
needs of all humanity, but only individual reason: to attend
to tlie needs of individuals, is a str.tement that may be per-
mitted to stand, in its first braneh as to the ahsence of a col-
lective reason, —although this may be and is questioned, —
but that the individual reasons have no other function than
to attend to the needs of individuals is demurred to. Our in-
dividual reasons have, on the contrary, two opposite things
to attend to,—one the needs of individuals, and, second, the
needs of the collectiviy whole ; and hence to study the needs
of humanity from the point of view of individuals is no more
the true standpoint than the other; and finally, there is, third,
the point of intermediation and reconciliation between the
other two.

When Mr. Lloyd appeals to the failure of legislative re.
forms in the past, lrom the standpoint of humanity, he
ceases to be the philusop 1 thinker, and b only the

upon the b ling facts of an unscientific his-
toriczl past. He retu: ns to his character as a thinker when
he says * no reformer « ver secured justice for any single man
withont bhenefiting all men for all time.” That is true, not
literally, but ideally; ut it is just as true that no reformer
would ever attain to : nd promulgate a just system of the
collective truths of huiianity without ideally benefiting all
the individuals of all tin-e. But he adds: * There is no real
confiict here. From a p ilosophical elevation the needs of
the individual of the ra~e are seen to be identical.” This
is a radical m#l#Rke. It is L vecisely at this point that Mr.
Lloyd and nearly every other »vproximately radical thinker
slide away from the demands f vigorous logical analysis
and fall into error. There is a ver ¥ real conflict between the
two things. From a still higher phi'osophical elevation the
needs of the individual and the needs uf the race are seen to
be never identical, but always in opposition to each other.
They are, h V7 lable, and it belongs to social sci-
ence to reconcile them. The first step in doing this is to re-

gnize their and opposi to draw in a
word ﬁgoroualy the line of difference between identity and
They the same subj as

viewed from the two opposite ends of the stick; and can
never be made. one; although we, in our consideration of
them, may harmoniously oscillate betwaen the two. If two
points approximate each other until they occupy the same
position, they are identified; or become one; obliterating their
difference. This is identity, But, if the two points remain
distincﬁ, thsy are always misti eacli mrting its su-

mere identity; and the comprehension of which makes the
true or integral philosopher in the place of the partisan or
mere social sectarian, —although this last is the more effect-
ive man for the special occasion. Whosoever fails to do this
and gives a supreme emphasis to one or the other end of the
stick or beam cants it, and himself is dealing in cant, how-
ever philosophical and discrimi he may seem to be. It
is not with the compulsion of legislation that we are now to
compare the freedom of Anarchy, but with the supreme com-
pulsion of philosophical analysis, definition, and demonstra-
tion; to ail which Mr. Lloyd should himself, with his order
of mind, be eminently amenablr. It is this oscillation of
harmony between the principle of freedom and the principle
of order, which Pantarchism contrasts with Anarchism, pure
and simple.

It is not trae that the only way to adequately understand
the needs of the whole is to understand the needs of the
parts. It is just as true that to adequately understand the
needs of the parts it is indispensable to comprehend the needs
of the whole, and to take always as one of our points of de-
parture the Unities of the Race, in respect to Religion,
Government, Social Constitution, Language, and the like;
in a word, to be Pantarchical in our outlook no less than
Anarchical.

The question may arise why is it necessary to make so
much ado about an abstract discrimination like that between
identification, which wipes out or slurs over differences, and
harmony, which reconciles them. The reply is perhaps now
obvious from the illustrations that have been made. But it

are the greatest things; and the minutest lines of discrimi-
nation, the most important, from their consequences. In
this case the mere failure to comprehend this difference be-
tween sameness and difference— with reconciliation—leaves
Individnalists insusceptible to the claims of the Higher Inte-
gration ; while with it understood and adopted, they become
at once amenable to the whole immense scope of Pantarchal
philosopby. 1If, then, * Christianity says carry neither
sword nor shield, and Anarchy says carry your sword for
protection and use it only when your shicl will not avail”:
then Pantarchism says do one <7 Loth according to exigency
and adaptation; and, whenever the time has arrived, *“beat
your swords into plonghsha: s and your spears into pruning-
hooks and learn war ne mere: "’ ; that is to say, beeome peace-
ful social reconstractiovints, instegd of either victims, or
soldiers in revolt, and to “uat end study and avail yourselves
of Universological Secioligy.
STEPHEN PEARL ANDREWS.

[Tt seems to me that Mr. Andrews himself illustrates
the insignificance of his distinction by the insignifi-
cance of its practical application in the matter of the
sword and shield. His fancied distinction between
Pantarchism’s advice regarding their use and that of
Anarchism is no distinction at all. Mr. Lloyd was
distinguishing between Anarchy and Christianity.
Christianity tells the world to beat its swords into
ploughshares at once, without regard to seeming exi-
gency. Of course, if this is done, Pantarchism’s ad-
vice to use the sword or not according to exigency
becomes vain words. But Mr. Lloyd repudiates Chris-
tianity's counsel, and adopts that of Anarchy, which,
as he states it, is substantially the same as that of
Pantarchism. Knowing his readers not to be infants,
Mr. Lloyd did not feel it necessary to explain that
Anarchy’s advice does not involve carrying the sword
after there is no longer any liability of need of 'it; or
even carrying it at the side when the need is not ‘ime
minent. -Anarchy and Mr. Lloyd say that» as long as
there is any liability of eeding a sword, a word sha!.l
be avmlahlc, and tha.t, when thls hablht dls& pe

should be added that, in matters of this.kind, the least things . ...







