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“ For always in thine eyes, O Liberty!
Shines that high light whereby the world iz saved ;
And thowy’s thow slay us, we will trust in thee.”
JOHN HAY.

On Picket Duty.

Society is not a person or a thing, but & relation, and
a relation can have no rights.

The first number of a review of socialism, entitled
“La Tribune des Peuples,” recently appeared in Paris,
The seeond number will appear in April, after which
the publication will be monthly. The opening num-
ber promises well. Tt contains an article on property
by Elisée Reclus, another on “The Rovolution in Med-
jcine” by Cessius, and a review of the socialistic
movement in all parts of the world. The annual sub-
scription is six francs, including postege. Any one
sending a request for a specimen copy to “ La Tribune
des Peuples, 17 Rue de Loos, Paris, France,” will ve-
cei ¢ one free of cost.

I have just published a new edition of “What is
Freedom, snd Whon am I Free?” by Henry Appleton
(“X”). This pamphlet of nearly thirty piges was
written in 1878, some years before Anarchism as such
Lad become a definite factor ip. the progressive move-
ments of this country, but it is an admirable statement
anc: defence, nevertheless, of the principle of Anarch-
ism. It has been out of print for several years, and is
now printed again in response to calis from various sec-
tions of the country., It should have a large sale. It
is mailed, postpaid, at the rate of fifteen cents a copy,
or twenty-five cents for two copies. New editions of
“ An Anarchist on Anarchy” by Reclus and “ A Female
Nihilist” by Stepniak have also just heen issued.

Parker Pillsbury having very foolishly slandered
atheism by pronouncing its advocates immoral and
cited Robespierre as a bright and shining example of
the morality of theism, Horace Seaver, editor of the
“Invostigator,” repels the charge against atheism and
frames a counter-indictment against Robespierre. T
can never be moved to pity by any attack on Maxi-
milien Robespierre, whom I hold in thorough detest-
ation. But, when Mr. Seaver asserts that “he was the
pious wretch who said, ‘If Ged did not exist, it would
behoove man to invent Him,”” my interest in histori-
cal accuracy prompt~ me to remark that the “pious
wretch” who fathered thai silly proposition was not
Robespierre, but Mr. Seaver's ewn patron saint, Vol-
taire.

In another column Lysander Spoon:z, in his “ Let-
ter to Grover Cleveland,” exprerses the opinion that
the ten per cent. tax levied by congress on other than
national banks, which is rcally not a tax, but a pen-
alty, was called a tax by congress to hide its real ra-
ture, that body not daring to make such a usurpation
manifest by calling it by its real name. Are, then,
our State legislatures so much more bold and braren
than congress? For nearly all of them have done the
very thi g which Mr. Spooner thinks congress did not
dare to do,—that is, made it a erin:inal offence, pun-
ishable by fine, to issue and circulate promissory notes
ag currency. “Mr. Spnoner underrates congressional

© audacity. Our lawmakers have so befogged the pop-
-ular mind as to the rights of the individual that the
‘time is near at hand when they will dare to do any-
. After that, it will only be a question of how

ict: the people will dare.

Anarch and Pantarch.

To 1he Editor of Liberty :

Purmit me a word in reply to the fair and kindly criticieins
of the venerable Pantarch. I must needs love such an apos-
tle of liberty, though he and I should war upon a thousand
battlefields. 1 feel dest, indeed, in opposing the views of
such 2 man,—one whose years of wise insight and oversight
have made him deservedly famous; yet I gather courage
from the thought that the newly opened and impartial eyes
of the child often see more clearly the trne aspect and rcla-
tions of environing phenomena than the abstracted, theery-
bound vision of the philosopher. That I know very little
about Pantarchy or Universology is true. That I shewuld
know more of them is doubtless also true. And that Iwould
be extremely glad to fully understand their merits and de-
merits is still more true. But that ‘“demd state,” poverty,
at present prevents my purchasing the necessary works, and
would probably prevent my finding time to properly study
them were they within reach. 1 am certainly * fairly open
to counter-statement when wrong.” The man who proves
me in error does wmne a favor only second —if indeed it be
second —to the pointing out of a new truth.

This much prefaced, I come to the points of controversy.
My denial of a collective reason Mr. Ardrows permits to
stand, and T think wisely, for, until the cullective brain can
be demonstrated, the collective reason had better remain in
its true position as a mere hypothesis, had it not? A func-
tion without an organ is to my view an absurdity. My asser-
tion that nature has only created individual reasons to attend
to the needs of in’ividuals, he meets with a counter-assertion.
Assertions are hut assertions, and two of them in opposition
balance. That is a pleasaut relation; et us not disturb it.

But he finds my chief logical slide ana tu.nble in my identi-
fication of the needs of humanity and of individuals. I am
not alone. My misery is rendered tolerable by the company
of ‘‘nearly every other approximately radical thinker,” but
our comfort is much endangered *y his brandishing before
our eyes a certain metaphorical stick which is a magic wand
in which he places great confidence. What is this stick ?
Obviously, humsanity. What, then, is its ‘‘subject matter” ?
The individuals of whick humeanity is composed. Then there
i’ no room to put ths needs of humanity at one end of the
stick (and thus cant it) and the needs of the individual at
the other, for there are individuals at both ends and a'l
through the middle. Like the town that could not be seen
because of the houses, humanity is invisible because ¢f indi-
viduals. In other words, the needs of the race cannot be
separated from the needs of the individua! These two points
are not distinct, as he says; are no more dirtinet than a log
is distinct from his tail. A dog without his tail is not a log,
but a deformity, and humanity, minus the humblest indi-
vidual naturally belonging to it, is not humanity, but ma-
jory. The needs, or at least desires, of the majority may
indeed be distinct from the needs or desires of the minority,
but the needs of the race are the needs or which all individ-
uals unite. If some, 5r even one, need one thing, and the
rest need another thing, it is not a conflict between the race
and one c¢r more individuals, but a conflict between a ma-
jority and a minority. ‘Therefore I say there is no real con-
flict between iadividuals and the race. How can there be,
when every individual is a part of the race, and all individu-
als are the race?

Remember, it is the question. of human right that is under
discussion, and concerning which I claimed that the needs of
individuals and the race were identical. If the great needs
of individuals are Justice, Fraternity, Liberty, are not these
ulso the great needs of the race, and are not, therefore, the
needs of the individual and the race here one and the same,
therefore identical? So it seems to me. Yet Mr. Andrews
avers: ‘‘ There is a very real conflict between the two things.
From a stiil higher philosophical elevation the needs of the
individual and the needs of the race are seen to be never
identical, but always in opposition to each other.”” Methinks
1 hear a voice exclaim: ‘‘How is that for high?” But I can
only sadly respond : It is too high. You are above the clouds,
Mr. Andrews, and distance has thrown a strange enchant.
ment between you and the actual facts ¢f human relation-
ship. You had better come down to a merely *‘ philosophical
elavation’’ and let the ‘still higher " points alone.

Again, Mr. Andrews asserts that ‘““anything fo be, at all,
must assert itself, as againsi the whole universe,’ and, in
order to remain di , WISt sup ly empl itself,
and eudeavor to subordinate others, and is * in essential an-
tagonism with w -.oever it is contrasted.” Can this be
true. 1ani; Ihave - friend who also is; we love each ather
as brothers; we arc ot antag ; when , vie do
+ .- . 'premely emphasize ourselves and endeavor to subordi-
.te each other. Are we therefore identical? Is our sepa-

t at all end d? Verily, no! Two freer-souled
men never walked the green earth. Would a bitter Jargu-
ment, or a rough-and-tumble fight, help us io be, or increase
our freedom? I trow not. My observation has led!me to be-
lieve that the greater the harmony the greater the]freedom
(and this because the basis of harmony is right relationship,
which necessarily includes liberty and justice, and because
the *method of b y”’ is defe 4y fon). and
the greater the conf’ict ithe greates the peril to separate ex-
istence and the more nume-ous the actuzl impedimentsyto
liberty.

‘What does Mr. Andrews me.a by contrasiing the ““true or
integral philosopher’ with ‘‘the partizan or mere social
sectarian’? Does he mean that Anarchists deserve thejlat-
ter epithets? If Anarchists have not bravely, and with clear
eyes, gone to the bottom facts of hauman mis-relation, then I
know of none who have. If they, who kiow no race, nor col-
or, nor nationality, nor flaunting flag of country, but only Im-
manity, —the one man and the many men, his rights7and
their rights,— if they are partizans or sectarians, then my
brain is indeed in a whirl, and the firm earth swims around
me. IfI d for one t that A chy was parti-
zan, I would run my sword through its midriff and guit the
weltering carcass in disgust. For I am free. Istrike hands
with no man as against any man, but with any man for the
rights of all men.

‘What does he mean by contrasting the principle of f ee-
dom with the principle of order? ¥rom the womb oi ‘he
ideal freedom is born the ideal order, and Order aed Freee
dom are of the game blood and cannot be ertagonized. It i
true that the only way to adequately understand the needs
of the whole is to understand the needs of the parts, —pecu-
liarly true of humanity. For, as I have shown, the needs of
ihe whole are those in which all the parts are concerned:
anything less than that will not be the needs of the whole,
but of a part, and, unless the neds oi all the parts are un
devstood, we know nothing about the needs of the whols.
Deductive reasoning on these points is the source of hali our
woes.

1 might have noticed the ‘“sword and shield criticism
but you, Mr. Tucker, drew my sword so aptly and used it s
deftly that I can only stand back and applaund: Well dur¢
comwrade! Struck home iike an Anarchist !
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The Redemption of Credit Mor: - .
To the Editor of Liberty :

Lysander Spooner says: “To make a note seivent, and
suitable for circulation as money, it is only necessary that it
should be made payable in coin on demand,” ete.

Edward Kellogg puzzled his brain on this point a long
time, and finally came to the conclusion that a bond was
the best thing to redeem paper money.

Now, it seems clear to me that swapping a note for some-
thing else —even gold —is not redemption.

But we do know for certain that when the issuer of a note
receives the same at its full face value, —why, it is redeemed.

CGold may very well be taken for a standard of value; but ~
so long as you permit a few rich rascals to get all the avail-
able gold into their hands and then demand coin, the result
will be a commereial crash, a panie.

1t is in the nature of things that, if you allow the helders of
eredit money to demand coin, the same coin will be hoarded
and held for & pramium. APRX.

The Burden of an M. C.’s Song.

[Donn Piatt in John Swinton's Maper.]

The ordinary thing is for a member to rise solemnly and
say: ‘‘Mr. Speaker, in the name of God, amen, let us rob

somebody.””







