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An.Anti-Statfst, Communist Manifesto, first pub-
lished in 1887, was the most important writing by
Joseph Lane, one of the little-known founders of
the libertarian socialist movement in' Britain.
Lane defended liberty, equality and solidarity -
what would now be called libertarian socialism.
He attacked authority, whether religious or pol-

“iiical, and declared himself both atheist and anti»
~statist,' believing neither in God nor master! He
avoided the word anarchist, preferrir_1g"to call him-
self a revolutionary socialist or a free communist.
He opposed both mere radicals and mere secular-
ists, both individualist anarchists and collectivist
socialists. He opposed Parliament as a symbol of
what was-wrong with public life and marriage as a
symbol of what was wrong with private life. He
rejected such panaceas as imperialism and emigrat
ion, co-operation and land nationalisation, teetotal
Iism and vegetarianism, or so-called,Malthusianism
(birth control), and such palliatives as a legal eight
hour day or public relief for the unemployed. He
attacked the welfare state as well as the warfare
state. He wanted social revolution, not social
democracy. ,
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“ In vain you tell me that Artificial Government is
good, but that I fall out only with its abuse. The
thing — the thing itself is the abuse!” -- Burke.
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JOSEPH LANE

AN ANTI-STATIST, COMMUNIST MANIFESTO,
which was first published in 1887, was the most
important writing by Joseph Lane, who was one of
the little-known founders of the libertarian socialist
movement in Britain. '

ill

Lane came from the rural working class. He was
born on 2 April 1851 in the village of Benson near
Wallingford, between Oxford and Henley. According
to his birth certificate, his father was a cordwainer
(an old word for shoemaker - Carlyle calls George
Fox a “poor cordwainer” in Sartor Resartus), and
his mother was illiterate. Lane had virtually no
education, and from an early age he worked on the
land. At an early age he also developed an interest
in radical politics. He later recalled that during the
General Election of July 1865 he “attended all
political meetings in Borough of Wallingford,” and
questioned the successful Liberal candidate, Sir
Charles Dilke, about the abolition of the Game
Laws and the House of Lords. This would identify
him in the British populist tradition associated with
the Chartist leader Bronterre O’Brien, who had died
in 1864 but whose followers remained influential
in working-class politics for another two decades.
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Lane came to London soon after this. He witness-

ed the National Reform League demonstration in
July 1866, and.later recalled seeing the “Hyde Park
railings down,” when angry crowds broke into the
park to establish the right of public meeting there —
an event which hastened the passage of the second
Reform Bill, extending the vote to most working-class
men in urban areas. In London Lane worked as a
carter, but he managed to fit an increasing amount
of political activity into his spare time. During the
early 1870s he seems to have been involved in the
Land Tenure Reform Association led by the radical
philosopher John Stuart Mill (Liberal MP for West-
minster) and in the republican campaign led by the
radical politician Sir Charles Dilke (Liberal MP for
Chelsea, and son of the former Wtllingford MP).
Lane was later said to have accompanied Dilke on
one of his speaking tours and to have been nick-
named “Dilke’s Boy.” He was also later said to have
belonged to an English section of the International
Working Men’s Association and to have supported
the Paris Commune in 1871, but this seems to derive
from a misunderstanding of his later activities.
There is no evidence that Lane began to move beyond
radicalism before the end of the 1870s.

By 1880, however, Lane was involved in several
working-class organisations in central London which
played an important part in the transition from
radicalism to socialism on the British left. The first
organisation was formed as the Democratic and
Trades Alliance Association in 1874, and became the
Manhood Suffrage League in 1875. Its members
included several old Chartists, and from 1874 to
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1877 its secretary was Frank Kitz, a leading activist
in radical, socialist and then anarchist politics for
nearly half a century. Lane is first recorded taking
part in the discussion in the meetings at the Queen’s
Head in Little Pulteney Street in January 1879. The
second organisation was the English Section of the
Social Democratic Club, which was formed by Kitz
in 1877 to link native radicals and foreign (mainly
German) socialists living in exile in London, and -
which acquired its own premises in Rose Street. Its
German Section was dominated by Johann Most, a
former Socialist Deputy in the Reichstag who
produced Die Freiheit, which began as a socialist
weekly in 1879 but turned towards anarchism
during 1880.

The third organisation was the Marylebone Radical
Reform Association, which was formed in 1879. In
January 1880 Lane took the lead in forming its
third branch, which held meetings at the Black Horse
in Marylebone High Street, near his place of work in
Paddington Street. This branch soonmoved to the
left, and changed its name to the Marylebone
Radical Association in April 1880. The fourth
organisation was called the Local Rights Association
for Promoting Rental and Sanitary Reform, and was
actually a front for even more radical activity in
1880. .

During the General Election of April 1880, which
resulted in a landslide victory for the Liberal Party,
Lane led the Marylebone radicals in pestering the two
local Liberal candidates with traditional radical
demands for Irish Home Rule, nationalisation of the
land, and abolition of the House of Lords. Some-
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times they went further. Lane later recalled that at
one meeting they were asked whether they really
wanted to abolish the House of Lords:

I said, “Yes, and House of Commons too.”
Result — they threw all they could lay their
hands on at us on the platform, and smashed up
furniture and mirrors.
The Marylebone radicals rejected a Conservative

offer to pay for a radical candidate to split the
Liberal vote. But a former Conservative called
H.M. Hyndman did offer himself as an independent
candidate, with a programme of liberalism at home
and imperialism abroad, and he tried to get radical
support too. Lane refused, later recalling that “I o
told him it was only a waste of time.” But when
Gladstone’s new Liberal Government soon disappoint-
ed radical hopes, some of his comrades continued
discussions with Hyndman, and the result was the
formation in June 1881 of the Democratic Federation,
_a coalition of middle-class and working-class radicals
under Hyndman’s leadership, working towards an
independent labour party with a policy inspired by
Karl Marx (whom Hyndman had just read and met).

Lane was involved in the beginning of this process,
but soon turned to other activity. In March 1881 he
was involved in the Freiheit Defence Committee,
which was formed when Most was arrested for
welcoming the assassination of the Tsar in Die
Freiheit. As well as raising public support for press
freedom and arranging a legal defence for Most (who
got sixteen months’ hard labour), the committee
produced seven issues of an English Freiheit from
April to June, edited by Kitz and published by the
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English section of the Social Democratic Clu_b. At
the same time Lane was involved in producing and
distributing The Radical, a leftist weekly produced
by Frank Soutter and Samuel Bennett from 1880
to 1882.

Ill

Early in 1881, Lane moved to East London,
where he spent the rest of his life. He first settled
in Hackney, forming a new club, which was called
the Socialistic Working Men’s Association in May,
the Homerton Section of the Social Democratic Club
in June, and the Homerton Social Democratic Club
in July. Its original affiliation was with the Rose
Street Club, which supplied it with some literature,
but it soon became independent. From the start it
was unequivocally socialist, and Lane practised the
same politics as he preached. He acquired a printing
press to produce his own literature, and later recalled
that he “used in my room to write leaflets, then
set them up, and went out and distributed them and
pasted them up in the streets,” organising a “paste
pot brigade to stick bills all over the district.”

The Homerton club held meetings on Sunday
eveningsat the Lamb and Flag in Homerton High
Street, until they were stopped-at the beginning of
1882. It was reported by The Radical that the r
police “threatened the landlord of the Lamb and
Flag with the loss of his licence if he did not get rid
of his obnoxious tenants” (4 February 1882), and
Lane later recalled that “the police inspector said
because we printed Socialism so large on our bills.”
He complained to Scotland Yard and the Home Office,
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but got no redress. For the next few months the
club’s press notice read: “Shut by order of the
police.” -

_ Lane was one of two delegates sent by the
Homerton Social Democratic Club to the International
Revolutionary Congress in London in 1881. Private
meetings were held at a public house in Charrington
Street, Somers Town, during the third week in July;
and a" large public meeting was held at the Cleveland '
Town Hall on 18 July. Although the six English
delegates were not anarchists, most of the forty
foreign ones were, and Lane recalled that he met
“Kropotkin, Malatesta, etc.” The Congress confirmed
the policy of propaganda by deed, following the
repression of socialist propaganda by any other
method throughout Continental Europe, and tried
to re-establish a socialist international. The English
delegates were not reported to have said much in the
proceedings, but when the American delegate Miss
M.P. Le Compte accepted Lane’s invitation to speak
at the Homerton Club she wrote that it had “proved
its spirit at the International Congress” (12 August M
1881). I

When the Homerton Club was silenced, Lane
widened his aim to cover the whole East End. He
joined a group led by Kitz in organising open-air
meetings at Mile End Waste, agitating about housing
conditions in the slums, intervening in various
meetings and demonstrations with provocative leaf-
lets and banners. They caused a sensation by bringing
a banner defending tyrannicide to the Hyde Park
mass assembly against Irish Coercion in July 1882.
The sensation must have been sharpened by the fact

ll
that the banner was a quotation from The _
Revolutionary Epick, a Byronic poem written in
1834 by none other than Benjamin Disraeli, the-
Conservative leader who had died in 1881 :

And blessed be the hand that dares to wave
The regicidal steel that shall redeem
A nation’s sorrow with a tyrant’s blood!
This militant activity soon brought results. In

1882 Kitz and Lane joined Ambrose Barker and
Tom Lemon of the Stratford Dialectical and Radical
Club in forming the Labour Emancipation League,
based at Mile End and Bethnal Green, which soon _
became the most important working-class organisation
in the growing socialist movement. Its programme
included six traditional radical points (adult suffrage
and secret ballot; direct legislation by referendum;
abolition of standing army; free secular education;
freedom of speech, press and assembly; free admin-
istration of justice) and two definitely socialist ones
(equalisation of wealth; socialisation of production).
When the first secretary, Aaron Moselelh $0011 Teslgned
Lane took over and established himself as the most
effective socialist organiser in London.
His old organisation was not completely superseded
by the Labour Emancipation League. It continued
to exist as the Homerton Socialist Club, and Lane
was one of its two signatories to the Manifesto to the
Working Men of the World, an unsuccessful appeal
for the re-establishment of the International Working
Men’s Association which was issued by the London y
socialist organisations in July 1883.  

Ilt
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Lane never achieved much of a reputation as a

writer or a speaker. Most of his writings were
anonymous ephemera. In I887 William Morris wrote
that “his obvious earnestnessnnd good faith make him
a convincing speaker,” but the Liberal Daily News
described him as “a humble sort of man” who
“dropped his h’s recklessly” (l7 March 1887).
George Cores later recalled: “Joe Lane had a
peculiar style of speaking. He used to close his
eyes and slightly sway his body while holding
forth.” His real gift, which everyone acknowledged,
was for the organisation of agitation and propaganda,
and it was in 1882 that this really bore fruit. Lane
later recalled:

This my mode of operations. Take a room, pay
quarter’s rent in advance, then arrange list of
lecturers for the three months, then get bills
printed, one for each week, then each week paste
up bills in streets all around. By the end of the
three or six months I had got a few members
and got them to take it over and manage it as a
branch. I had generally two or three branches
on my hands at once.
Such branches quickly spread in East London,

and the Labour Emancipation League extended its
activities into Central and West London, bringing
socialist ideas into the open at both indoor and
outdoor meetings, and breaking into national
politics. '

Meanwhile the coalition of the Democratic
Federation had begun to break up. In 1882 it
turned towards socialism, and in 1883 it adopted an
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openly socialist programme, losing its pure radicals _
and gaining William Morris. In January 1884 it began
publishing Justice, the first socialist weekly in
Britain, and begar_1_ working more and more closely

the Labour Emancipation League. Lane helped
to distribute Justice, and agreed to arrange for -
delegates from the Labour Emancipation League to
attend the annual conference of the Democratic
Federation with a view to affiliation.

In August 1884 the Democratic Federation s
changed its name to the Social Democratic Federa-
tion, and adopted most of the programme and
absorbed most of the leadership of the Labour
Emancipation League. Lane was elected to the new
Executive Council, and immediately joined the
opposition to Hyndman’s authoritarian leadership,
becoming a member of the caucus round Morris.
The new coalition lasted only a few months, and
by the end of the year the Social Democratic
Federation split into an authoritarian minority
led by Hyndman and an anti-authoritarian majority
led by Morris. In December 1884 the majority
seceded rather than expel the minority, and formed
a new organisation called the Socialist League.

Lane signed both the statement explaining the
split, To Socialists, and the Manifesto of the Socialist
League, and he joined the Council of the new
organisation. He brought with him most of the
membership of the Labour Emancipation League, and
also his printing press. He became the manager and
joint publisher (with Morris) of the Socialist League
paper, The Commonweal, and was also an occasional
contributor from the first issue — when he wrote on
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“East End Workers” (February 1885). He remained
a leading figure in the Socialist League for four years,
but he was often unhappy in it, resigning after
-personal differences temporarily from the Council
in 1885 and permanently from the League itself in
1889. He later recalled that he had made “a fatal
mistake” in transferring his activities to the Socialist
League, and that he was “very sorry” he had not
stayed with the Labour Emancipation League: “We
should have had a very strong organisation in the
East End of anti-state socialists.”

But for a time he took a significant part in the
struggle. Not that it was all struggle. In February
1887 Lane represented the Socialist League at an
international socialist “feast” in Paris, for example,
and in March 1887 he and his wife were invited to
Morris’s house in Hammersmith to watch the
University Boat Race!

The Socialist League was itself yet another coali-
tion, united at first mainly by hostility to Hyndman,
and it soon developed parliamentarist and antiparlia-
mentarist fractions, “which are pretty commensurate
with the Collectivists and Anarchists”, said Morris,
who tried to hold the balance between them. At the
first annual conference in July 1885, a draft
parliamentarist constitution inspired by Engels was
rejected, and abstinence from electoral activity was
confirmed. (The Social Democratic Federation put
up two candidates in the General Election of Novem-
ber 1885, paid for by Conservative money to split
the Liberal vote. The Socialist League produced a
leaflet, For Whom Shall We Vote?, concluding: “Do
not vote at alll”) At the second annual conference
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in July 1886, the antiparliamentarist policy was
reaffirmed, but the parliamentarist fraction began
to turn into a faction, working secretly to win ‘
branches over to a parliamentarist policy. The
Council itself was so deeply divided that it appointed
a subcommittee in November 1886 to draft a new
policy statement for the 1887 annual conference.

The policy subcommittee had two members from
each side — Ernest Belfort Bax and Thomas Binning
for the parliamentarists, J .L. Mahon and Lane for the
antiparliamentarists. They managed to reach agree-
ment about everything except the Eight Hour Day
and Parliament itself, so Mahon offered to draft
compromise policies on these issues. When he
produced the result of his work, Lane later recalled,
“to my surprise” he had “done a right about face
and joined the other two, leaving me to defend the
position alone.” When the other three presented
their majority report to the Council, in March 1887,
Lane insisted on presenting his own minority report
as well. In April the Council decided not to print
either of the “rival manifestoes,” as Morris called
them, commenting privately that Lane’s was “a
long lecture not at all fit for its purpose.”

Lane therefore arranged to print his draft on his
own responsibility, later commenting that “like
another Joseph I was not going to take it lying down.
He got some support from Morris, who helped to
pay for the printing, and also from Morris’s old
friends Charles Faulkner and Philip Webb; the latter
added in his letter: “Keep your pecker up, and do
not go off in a puff of spontaneous combustion”
(21 May 1887). He circularised the branches of the
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Socialist League, though Morris persuaded him not
to give up his job and tour the co rntry to raise
support. In the event the third annual conference
in May 1887 rejected both manifestoes in favour of
Morris’s “shelving resolution,” which repeated the
original antiparliamentaristpolicy and postponed the
decision for another year.

» at

The parliamentarists immediately began to organise
their faction, and Lane published his manifesto in
June, calling it An Anti-Statist Communist Manifesto
as a gesture of defiance against the Marxists. It was
a penny pamphlet printed by W.J. Ramsey, a well-
known secularist who had been imprisoned for
blasphemy as publisher of the Freethinlcer in 1883.
It was given an epigraph from Edmund Burke’s-
satirical Vindication ofa Natural Society (1756),
which was often taken as a text of philosophical
anarchism and which had been reprinted by
Benjamin Tucker in the United States in 1885. It
was intended to be the first of an International
Revolutionary Library, and it announced: “Pam-
phlets dealing with the various phases of the Social
Question in all countries from a Revolutionary
standpoint will be issued at regular periods.”
Unfortunately they were not.

Lane defended liberty, equality and solidarity -
what would now be called libertarian socialism. He
attacked authority, whether religious or political,
and declared himself both atheist and anti-statist -
neither God nor master! He avoided the word
anarchist, prefering to call himself a revolutionary
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socialist or a free communist. He opposed both
mere radicals and mere secularists, both individualist
anarchists and collectivist socialists. He opposed
Parliament as a symbol of what was wrong with
public life and marriage as a symbol of what was
wrong with private life (though he was himself
happily married with several children). He rejected
such panaceas as imperialism and emigration,
cooperation and land nationalisation, teetotalism
and vegetarianism, or so-called Malthusianism (birth
control), and such palliatives as a legal eight hour
day or public relieffor the unemployed. He
attacked the welfare state as well as the warfare
state. He wanted social revolution, not social
democracy.

The manifesto was advertised in The Co mmonweal
and later sold by the Socialist League, but it was not
reviewed in Lane’s own paper. lt was, however,
reviewed by two other papers on the left: The
collectivist socialist Our Corner, edited by Annie
Besant, said: “Mr Lane is extravagant in many of
his statements, but his pamphlet is quite worth
reading” (August 1887). The anarchist communist
Freedom, edited by Charlotte Wilson, said it was “an
energetic and earnest exposition of Anarchist
Socialism from a worker’s viewpoint” (August 1887):

_ But is it not a pity to use the somewhat clumsy title
Anti-Statist rather than the more definite and '
expressive Anarchist? Why evade the fine old
name which for years has rung out in the van of
the Socialist movement throughout the world? . . .
Let us bear our title of Anarchist proudly in
the sight of all men.

—- "II-*1 '----— =$|=_
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Lane was in a difficult position. Like Morris, he

was a convinced antiparliamentarist but not a com-
plete anarchist. Like Morris, he used the word as a
synonym for individualist. Yet his position is hard
to distinguish from anarchism. As Max Nettlau later
commented: “His anarchism was the logical conse-
quence of his consistent socialism.” There was no
longer any need to avoid the term in 1887. Two
American papers, The Anarchist and Liberty, had
imported anarchism into Britain since 1881. Two
British papers, The Anarchist and Freedom, had
naturalised anarchism since l885.- The fourth Fabian
Tract What Socialism Is (1886), gave anarchism the
same status as collectivism. While Lane was writing
An Anti-Statist Communist Manifesto, Henry Seymour
was writing The Philosophy ofAnarchism and Peter
Kropotkin was writing the Nineteenth Century
articles later reprinted as Anarchist Communism.
Presumably Lane was reacting against the accusations
ofthe parliamentarists that he was advocating mere
anarchism, and possibly he was also reacting against
the middle-class intellectuals who were advocating
their anarchism. He remarked, later: “I do not claim
that I have expounded anarchy; it is for others to
judge.” And he returned to the problem twenty-five
years later in a letter to Ambrose Barker which praised
not only the open anarchists but also the syndicalists
for doing “good work among the Trade Unions in
the same direction without frightening them with
that terrible word Anarchy” (17 December 1912).

Later in 1887 the political situation was sharpened
by two dramatic events -— the police riot known as
“Bloody Sunday” in London, and the judicial murder
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of the Chicago anarchists, both in November. It is
not surprising that the parliamentarist faction was
finally driven out of the Socialist League at the
fourth annual conference in May 1888; and it is
appropriate that Lane helped to expose its intrigues,
involving all three signatories of the majority report
of 1887. But the Socialist League remained an
unstable coalition, and the antiparliamentarists
soon began to split between the anarchists and the
rest, including Morris and Lane. Lane remained
active for a time, though he was in bad health,
helping to organise a new East-End Socialist
Propaganda Committee in spring 1888 and a Chicago
Commemoration Committee in autumn 1888. But
in May 1889 he quietly resigned from the Socialist
League, and in November 1889 he just as quietly
ceased to be named as publisher of The Common-
weal. Morris tried to change his mind, writing: “I
always looked upon you as one of the serious
members of the League” (21 May 1889). Morris
himself left in 1890, and the League was dissolved
in 1895; Lane’s old press went to the Freedom Press,
which used it until 1927.

IF

Lane never returned to the socialist movement, but
he kept in touch with some of his old-zcomrades. He
moved to Forest Gate, and during the decade before
the First World War he produced occasional political
leaflets, though he no longer printed them himself.
One attacked Joseph Chamberlain’s campaign for
tariff reform during the General Election of 1906;
another attacked Hyndman’s claim to have founded
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British socialism in 1912. Yet another was a
remarkable reversion to the agrarian populism
of the old days —- An Open Letter to Baron de
Forest, MPfor West Ham, or any other Public
Spirited Member ofParliament who will take up THE
LAND QUESTION on behalfof the People. (This
has previously been dated to the 1870s, but de Forest
became MP for West Ham only in 1911, and it
probably dates from 1912).

Joseph Lane died suddenly on 3 September 1920.
A decade later Max Nettlau, who had known him
in the Socialist League, wrote in his history of
anarchism: it

I consider him to be the best head English
socialism possessed in the years from 1879 to
1889, and I regret that his activity came to an
end -- not throu.gh his fault - in the first months
of 1889; a man like him has been lacking from
that time to this. '

Half a century later, that epitaph stands unchanged.
Nicolas Walter.

NOTE:
ALL the available material about Joseph Lane which
has been published in studies of British anarchism
and/or socialism is incomplete and}or inaccurate.
The following sources are the most valuable:
The many contemporary periodicals -— local, radical,
secularist, socialist, anarchist (British Library).
The documents of the Socialist League (Nettlau
Collection, International Institute of Social History,
Amsterdam). ‘
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' Some manuscripts of Joseph Lane and William
Morris (John Burns and William Morris Collections,
British Library).
Some memoirs by participants -— Joseph Lane (Nettlau
Collection, International Institute of Social History,
Amsterdam); Frank Kitz (Freedom, January - July
1912); Mat Kavanagh (Freedom, October 'l934).
George Cores (Direct Action, November l95'2- A
July 1953); Ambrose Barker (Vestry House Museum,
Walthamstow). But all these were written after a
long time and with a strong bias, and must be treated
with caution.
Thefollowing books are useful but unreliable:
Max Nettlau: Anarchisten and Sozialrevolutioniire i
(1931, 1972).
Henry Pelling: The Origins of the Labour Party (1954
1965).
E.P. Thompson: William Morris: Romantic to
Revolutionary (1955, 1977).
George Woodcock: Anarchism (1962, 1963, 1975).
Stan Shipleyz Club Life and Socialism in Mid-
Victorian London (1972). A
John Quail: The Slow Burning Fuse (1978).

Acknowledgement is due to the British Library, -.
London, and the International Institute of Social
History, Amsterdam; and also -to John Quail, Stan
Shipley, Ken Weller, and Martyn Everett.
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“There is one thing more wicked in the world than
the-desire to command, and that is the will to obey

William Kingdon Clifford
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AN ANTI-STATIST, COMMUNIST MANIFESTO

GENERAL PRINCIPLES

HUMAN SOCIETY can only be organized upon the
basis of one or the other of the two principles of
authority or of liberty. From these two principles
are derived two political systems, equally broad and
far reaching, though diametrically opposite in their
effects, that of the one being the happiness, and of
the other the misery of mankind. Beyond these two
there is no "political system capable of contending for
supremacy in this 19th century of ours- All inter-
mediary systems are powerless in equal degree, and
can only occasion transient perturbations.

Such has been our situation for a century past,
authority losing prestige on the one hand and free-
dom gaining on the other, but still scarcely under-
stood. Vain attempts have, indeed, been made to
reconcile the two, but being by nature incompatible
the admixture has‘ only resulted in a yet more debased
blend of the two theories, in a conflict of jarring
interests which only rend and damage one another.

Thus either liberty or authority each. by itself and
at issue with each other, must organise society. Where
authority flourishes, we shall find the structure of
society based upon a fundamental plan of Absolut-
ism. Entirely ignoring the various stages through
wlrichhumanity has already passed, authority

\'
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affirms that the world is immutable in its primordial
principles; it proceeds from God in the direct line, S
God the beginning and the end of all things, who has
delegated to his representative on earth, Priest or
Monarch (both are kings) a portion of his might and
power.

The power of king or priest must not be counter-
balanced by any other, he is responsible to God L
alone, and any attempt against his majestic authority
rs a direct invasion of the prerogatives of the source of
all things. Heedless of the fact that the theological
and metaphysical phases are spent and exhausted,
authority still boldly takes up tradition and appeals
to God, who by his grace directly intervenes in the
ordering of things human. God, King and National-
1Sl'l'l, the symbols of the most formidable reaction,
such is the cry and motto of authority. It believes
in God, without whom it would not exist itself; in
the King, who is an emanation from God, and in
Nationalism, which is a mere jingo sentiment, belong-
ing to the God idea. It has no faith or belief in the
people, whose existence alone is a reality, and whose
emancipation and enfranchisement it dare not permit
on pain of suicide.

In order to its maintenance, the system of authority
needs a religion above all. Be it what it may, religion
teaches the renunciation of earthly possessions, and a
love for the heavenly beatitudes. It causes uncertainty
to predominate over certainty, fiction over reality,
things imaginary over things "palpable, falsehood over»
truth. , It proclaims the doctrine that misery is of
divine institution; that it ever has existed and ever

1

~

I

25

must continue to exist in God’s ordinance, who will
therefore inevitably punish as a crime, any popular
insurrection caused by starvation.

After the Church, the army more directly represent-
ative of the monarch’s power, the mainstay of law and
order, and after it, the centralised State uniting in
itself all the reactionary forces required to enable it
to govern, such are the natural products of authority.
Freedom, with such a system, becomes illusory, since
it can only exist by dint of the constant abridgement
of force and of the progressive annihilation of the
powers that be, whereas the whole machinery of the
state is devised on the contrary to render the
enfranchisement of the people impossible, and to
make the power of the government crushing. War, as
a matter of course, becomes amindispensable ailment
for this type of Society, with which arms, diplomacy
and the tribune — the three phases of war — are neces-
sary phenomena. It is in the shade of such a political
system that financial and capitalistic feudality will
flourish, since God has decreed in his infinite wisdom
that the rich and the poor shall for ever form two
distinct castes, one of which was created to exploit
the other. This flagrant inequality borrows from its
source a semblance of justice, and a sanction against
which it would ill become us to protest. If the pol-
itical system of Authority prevails now, the policy of
Liberty will henceforth rule the destinies of the world,
there is no middle path between these two extremes.
Today we must have all or nothing, nothing but free-
dom and its creations can avail any longer to satisfy
us. In the system of Liberty, God is deposed, society
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is the work of man, who is himself its beginning and
end, and the distribution or division of earthly goods
shallproceed according to the will of man, regulated
by reason and justice. There shall no longer be a
class to rule and dominate over another class; each
member of society working for himself and for all
fulfils his social duties.

All useful forces are necessary to the development
of Society, and no one shall be at liberty to deprive
it of any of these. God, no longer the supreme
regulator of human destinies, becomes useless and
misery ceases to be irremedial, for labour and intel-R
ligence must of necessity triumph over it. The Church,
deriving its power from the Absolute, will disappear
with it. It is no longer the State, the Army, the
Church or God that will preside over the government
of the world; it is labour represented by the people
that will organise all things.

Religion annihilated, the people will arise from
their degradation, intellectual and moral. Politics
being eliminated they will emerge from their state
of economical servitude, and with these will disappear
the financial industrial proprietorial and capitalistic
feudalism. Social science appears teaching us the
uselessness and the nuisance of politics and govern-
ment. The economic equilibrium realised, there will
be no need of force to maintain it, war, by its nature,
being a huge parasite, could only disturb and not
consolidate it. Peace is the necessary resultant and
sublime crowning of all the social forces directed
towards labour. The latter being essentially a peace
maker, the people being emancipated by the Revolut-
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ion, will endeavour to guarantee the fruits of their
labour and consequently the fruits of the labour of
all; instead of creating as must inevitably occur now-
adays. new monopolies for the benefit of the few, it
will extend on the contrary, these guarantees and
confederate from town to town, from country to
country, internationally. It makes all working men
unite together, and creates what is called the life of
relationship in the economical order. ls it conceiv-
able that politics and war could find room, be it ever
so small, in a Society so transformed? No, and when
the constitution of labour shall have definitely
replaced the constitution of the old world, the
advent of the working classes will be realised with a
character so imperious and fateful that the most
severe justice must acknowledge its legitimacy.

5 II

THE OBJECT OF SOCIALISM is to constitute a
Society founded on labour and science, on liberty,
equality and solidarity of all human beings. It is
consequently a mortalfoe to all oppressors, of what-
soever kind, of all speculators and exploiters, be their
name what it may. The first form in which oppres-
sion is manifested in organised society is the religious
oppression, the divine exploitation. Religion seeks to
enslave the human intelligence, the God idea is the l
generator of all despotism. Man will never be free in
any of the manifestations of his activity, so long as he
shall not have expelled from his brain the notion
of God, the product of ignorance, sustained by the
exploiting priests. So long as a mystic vision of a
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divinity shall darken the world, it will be impossible
for men to know that world, and as a consequence
to possess it. It is by the aid of this notion of a God
governing the world, that all forms of servitude, moral
and social, have come into existence and been
established religion’s despotism, classes, property,
and the exploitation of man. by man. To enable men,
therefore, to attain to freedom and to knowledge,
that is to realise the object of the Revolution. he must
first expel God from the domain of knowledge and
consequently from Society itself. We can therefore
only consider as true revolutionary socialists, .
conscious of the object they pursue, those who, like
ourselves, declare themselves Atheists and do whatever
in their power lies to destroy this corrupting notion of
God in the mind of the masses. The struggle, there-
fore,-against every kind of religion, and the j
propagation of Atheism must form a part of every
socialistic programme that pretends to give a logical
exposition of the ideas, the aspirations and the object
of the adepts of the Social Revolution.

III

POLITICS properly so-called, that is the science of
government or the art of directing men gathered in
social community, is entirely based upon the principle
of authority, and, it being so, we oppose with all our
might the reactionary notion which consists in the
pretence that the revolutionary socialists must seek to
seize upon the political machine, and to acquire power
for themselves. We decline to recognise a divine
absolutism because it cano rly give rise to the
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enslavery of reason and intelligence. Why, then,
should we recognise a human absolutism, that can
only engender the material exploitation of the ruled
by the rulers? In this argument we are not specially
concerned with any particular form of government,
for all without distinction had their rise from the
same source: Autocratic, Oligarchic systems,
constitutional monarchy, plutocracy, the republic, as
governmental forms, are all antagonistic to human
freedom, and it is because of this that we are opposed
to every form of government. If it be admitted that
individual man has no right to govern, we cannot
admit that a number of men should have this right,
be they a minority or a majority. It is claimed that
the theory of government is the outcome of the tacit
agreement between all of the citizens for the accept-
ance of some form of government, but this -theory is
inadmissable, for such tacit agreement cannot exist
since men have never been consulted anywhere upon
the abdication of their own freedom.

A certain school of socialists, while sharing our
ideas upon the majority of forms of government,
seeks nevertheless to defend what they call the
democratic state, ruling nations by means" of a
parliamentary system, but we argue justprecisely
that freedom does not exist any more-~ in this systemr
than in anyof the others, and it is for this reason that
we oppose it. Act as it will, this popular state_will
nevertheless require for its maintenance -to appeal to
the reactionary forces, which are the natural allies of
authority -— the army, diplomacy, war, centralisation
of all the powers which operate in restraint of freedom,
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and the initiative of individuals and social groups.
Once launched upon this arbitrary career, it is an
inevitable necessity to Amount up" round after round of

1 the ladder, there being no resting place. On the
contrary they must be ever trenching more and more
upon the freedom and autonomy of the individual
until these undergo a process of complete absorption
and annihilation. In opposition therefore to those
who desire by means of parliamentarianism to achieve a

y conquest of political power, we say for ourselves that
we wish to forgo power and monopoly ahke, which
means that we seek to bring out from the very bosom
of the people, from the depths of labour a factor p
more potent, that shall deal with capital and the state
and subdue them. This powerful factor will be
realised by the organisation of industrial and agricultur-
al groups, having studied and being able to apply the
laws of exchange possessing the key and secret of
the contradictions and antagonism of the bourgeois
political economy, standing possessed, in a word, of
social science. And what does social science teach to
those who consult it? It teaches that political reforms,
as a preliminary to social reforms, are a Utopia or a
mere trick and an eternal mystification, by which the
radicals of every shade, including parliamentary
socialists have up till now deceived the workers.
Social science protests against these subterfuges and

palliatives; it repudiates every alliance with the policy
of parliaments. Far from expecting any succour
from them, it begins its work of exclusion by elimin-

ating politics and parliamentarianism. We revolution-
_ary socialists desire to organise ourselves in such a
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manner as to render politics useless and the powers
that be superfluous, i.e., that we aim at the abolition
of the State in every form and variety. We are waging
a battle of labour against capital i.e., against the
State proprietary, financial and industrial. We
pursue a warfare of freedom against authority, i.e., A
against the State, the respecter of religion and the
master of all systems of teaching-I we ¢hamPi0I1 the
cause of the producers as arrayed against that of the
non-producers, i.e., we combat the State in its military
and civil functionaries. We fight the battle of equahty
against privilege, i.e., we oppose‘ the State, having all
monopolies industrial, bankocratic, agricultural, etc.
Now in order to subdue capital, to subjugate the
powers that be, and destroy them, we in no way need
to win by means of a parliamentary system that *
political power which as a matter of fact we seek
to destroy, we do not wish, by acquifillg POWBT, 'i0_
increase the number of non-producers that our social-
istic organisation is meant to reduce more and more
until none are left, i.e., until the complete annihilation
of power, until the abolition of the State whatever
its form, monarchical or democratic.

We need not waste time over those Socialists who
while condemning the political action of the proletar-
iat, at the same time wish to avail themselves of
parliamentary action as a means _of propagflndrii-_
such socialists are wanting in logic. If the participat-
ion of socialists inthe policy of governments be
condemned as fatal to the interests of the proletariat,
then a propaganda in favour of parliamentary action 5
on behalf of the proletariat can be neither good in
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itself nor serviceable in the development of socialism.
On the other hand, as regards socialistic propaganda
in times of election, all the good achieved by a
candidate for parliamentary honours would be counter-
balanced by the evil which he would otherwise cause,
by filling the minds of the workers with notions false
and reactionary, thus creating complete confusion
among those who are struggling for the emancipat-

.-_ P
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ioii of mankind. _ The only means in our view of
making the most of a period of political excitement,
such as may be an electoral contest, would be to
take advantage of it, to disseminate among the masses
revolutionary papers, pamphlets leaflets, etc., got up
specially for the occasion, and showing the people
that it is not by Parliamentary means but by social
revolution, that their lot will be ameliorated materially,
morally and socially. Summing up we may, there-
fore, say that as far as politics are concerned we are
Anti-Statists, and as such we abstain from taking any
part whatsoever in parliamentary action, whatever
be the end assigned to such action.

IV

IF WE ARE ATHEISTS in point of philosophy, and
Anti-Statists in point of politics, we are communists
as regards the economic development of human society. J
And whereas in the elaboration of all our conceptions,
we always start from the principle of liberty, we are
free communists as opposed to state communists.
The society that we assail has for its basis of existence
the private property of all raw materials, of the soil,
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of the wealth below the soil, all tools, and machinery,
and all capital. Private property ll. its turn is the
direct emanation from the principle of authority, and
is based upon the theory of remuneration, or reward
for individual efforts. Now it is absolutely certain
that there is no isolated individual effort, there can
only be efforts, general and collective or common;
consequently neither should there be individual
remuneration or reward, and we may thus logically
be allowed to declare that property is robbery.

Social wealth has a threefold source : the forces
of nature, the instruments of labour, and labour itself.
An individual does not create the forces of nature,
and therefore he can not appropriate them to his own
use; at most they are the common property of all
men. An individual does not create the plant and
machinery of work. He therefore cannot appropriate
them to his own use. It is the generations of men
that from century to century have transformed the
raw materials into tools of production, and conse-
quently the theory of plant and machinery being
regarded as a stock of property held in common must
be the only principle accordant with equity and
justice. The individual works it is true, but person-
al work, his particular endeavour, would, as it were,
have no value in the immense field of activity of
modern production, did he not constitute an integral
portion of the work and of the endeavourcollective
or common of all men. ' 2 A

It follows. therefore that private property cannot
be regarded as legitimate from any point of view. .
Society as under its present constitution, which makes

\
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of it a pivot of its organisation, political and
economical, thus merely becomes an immense
financial industrial, agricultural, and mercantile  
Feudalism, exploiting mercilessly the countless A
masses of the proletariat. Everything .in the remme
of individual property belongs to the bourgeoisie,
even including thanks to the iron law of wages, the work-
er himself. In the propietary system the majority of
men are condemned to work for the sustenance and
enjoyment of a handful of masters and parasites.

As the ultimate expression of all other forms of
servitude, the bourgeois domination has at last
divested the exploitation of labour of the mystic  
veil that obscured it; governments, family, law,
institutions of the past, as of the present have at last
shown themselves in this system of society, reduced
to the simple terms of wage slaves and capitalists, as 1
the instruments of oppression by means of which
the bourgeoisie maintains its predominance and holds
in check the proletariat. Reserving for itself, in
order to increase its wealth, all the surplus of the
product of labour, the capitalist leaves for the work-
man only just the scanty store he needs to keep him from
starvation.

Forcibly held down in this hell of capitalist and
proprietarial production, it would seem as though the
working classes are powerless to break their fetters,
but the proletariat has at length become alive to its
own condition, it is sensible that within it, exists the
elements of a new society, that its deliverance shall
be the price of its victory over the bourgeoisie and
that this class destroyed, the classes will be abolished
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altogether, and the object of the revolution attained.
We desire to reach this object i.e., the triumph of the
revolution without stopping at any middle paths .
which are mere compromises putting off victory and
prolonging slavery.

By destroying individual property the Communist
overthrows one after another all the institutions of
which property is the pivot. Driven from his property

garrisoned by himself and family as though it were _
a citadel, the rich man will no longer find an asylum
for his selfishness and his privileges. With the anni-
hilation of the classes will disappear all the institut-
ions that cause the oppression of the individual and
of the social group, the only reason for which has
been the maintenance of these very classes — the
subjugation of the working man to his master.

Education open to all and equally placed at the
disposal of all will produce that intellectual equality,
without which material equality would be without
value and without charm. No more wage slaves,
victims of misery and wretchedness, of want of
solidarity, of competition, but a free association
of working men with equal rights, distributing the
work among themselves, to procure the greater
development of the community, the greater sum of
well-being for each of its members. For every
citizen will find the most extended freedom, the
largest expansion of his individuality in the greater
expansion of theCommunity.

It is hardly necessary for us to add that we fight
against (on the same principle of the abolition of
private property), the institution of the family, such
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as it exists nowadays. Thoroughly convinced partisans
of the free -union of the sexes, we repel the thought
of marriage which institutes for the benefit of the
man a new and exorbitant proprietarial right, namely
the right of ownership of the woman, but in order
to ensure a possible establishment of the free union
of the sexes, it is necessary that both the man and
the woman shall enjoy the same right in society as
well as have the same duties imposed on them, that
is, they must be equal, a thing that is impossible, =
unless private property be done away with.

In the same way it seems to us superfluous to
state that recognising neither boundaries nor frontiers
we are concerned in working out the realisation of
our aspirations, wherever the lottery of events has
placed us, regarding each revolutionary associate, no
matter whence he comes, as a brother, and each
exploiter of humanity, whatever tongue he may speak,
as an enemy. And lastly we do not believe in the
advent of the new order for which we are struggling ,
by means of legal and pacific methods, and that is
why we are revolutionary socialists. The study of
history has taught us that the noblest conquests of
man are written on a blood-stained book. To give
birth to justice, humanity suffers a thousand tortures.
Ours be then the force, so often employed against us,
our§ the force the heritage of the people which has
been wrested from it by a coalition of the clever, and
from its ownwant of energy, ours the force less as a
desideratum than a consummation, regetfully sought
less as la. choice than as a necessity. Ours the force
as the only '-means of breaking asunder the iron

,3?

chains that bind us!
But at the same time let also prudence and caution

guide us, the caution that determines the hour for the
employment of force, and the firmness that preserves
and directs it, unvanquished through all obstacles.
Let us mature our ideas and our aspirations. Away
with reckless and useless struggles; but no more hesit-
ation nor armistice on the day of the battle, and once
having commenced the final struggle let it be no
longer merely with the hope of success, but with the
certainty of triumph! '

So, ~comi'adcs, we finish by saying we are Atheists,
Anti-Statists and Free Communits or International
Revolutionary Socialists.

POLICY y _
HAVING STATED our principles I will now briefly
state what should be our policy in accordance with .
our principles, which can be summed up shortly as
educate, educate, educate, that an organisation may
spring from the body of the people prepared for action,
this action to be the destruction and not reform of
Government, Authority, and Monopoly, of every
description. i

OUR ATTITUDE TOWARDS OTHER BODIES

TO THE individualists (anarchists or otherwise) we
are opposed. We contend that capital is the result
not of any one individual’s labour, but of all the
workers combined, not only of this but of many past
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generations. Therefore it would be unjust that it
should be held as Individual Property. We are also
opposed to the idea of every one receiving according
to his deeds, that the strong, the able bodied, those
well endowed by nature, are to have all they can
procure, while the halt, the lame, and the blind are
to be left to their own resources, or at best depend
on thecharity of those better off. Again, so long as
private property exists, there can be nofreedom for
women, all the advantages of CO-O1 erative labour are
lost, and an enormous amount of labour wasted in
providing for separate homes, farms and what not.

' STATE SOCIALISTS

THESE BELIEVE that the state should be all power-
ful, that it should own the land, mines, railways,
machinery and means of exchange, in fact own all r
things and organise labour in all its branches, that
their policy should be to gain possession of the state
machine and then arrange everything for the people.
The bureaucracy and officialism of today is not to
be compared to what it must be when the state under-  
takes these manifold duties.

The representative farce would have to be resorted
to. These representatives at once become the
Authority, the Government, superior to the body of
the people, and would have to -be prepared with force
to defend their authority against any rebellious " S
minority. y

 The march of progress is against isolation and |
individualism on one hand, arid“ on the other against .
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centralisation and authority of every description.
We, the Anti-Statist Communists are the pioneers
of that future state of society towards which all
progress tends, namely, the free association of groups
of workers (call them Towns, Villages, Communes
or what you will) holding the land and,capital, in
common, working it on true co-operative principles,
federated with each other for mutual assistance, every
member working according to his ability and receiving
according to his needs, man and woman being then
equally free, would form connections through love
alone. Connections of this description would not
require a State or Priest to endorse or enforce it. The
bond of love would be sufficient, when it was not it
would naturally be dissolved. This would be done
without injury to anyone, the children being fed,
clothed and cared for by the Community.

TRADES UNIONS

TRADES UNIONISM like Socialism, is the outcome
of the greed, tyranny, and oppression of the Capitalist
class. The Capitalists at first thought the unions
meant fighting, and that they would be successful;
they became frightened, fearing that this would mean
less profits if not the total extinction of their mon 9-
poly and privileges, they roundly abused and denoun-
ced Trades Unions, and passed laws against combina-
tion; but now that the development of the commercial
system and the invention of new machinery has placed
the workers in a more dependent position, and the
Trades Unions are becoming little better than
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Benefit Societies, with an ever increasing subscription
and decreasing reserve funds, helpless in the meshes
of capitalism, they now tolerate and even occasion-
ally say a good word for Trades Unions. But with
the practical breakdown of Trades Unions Socialism
springs forth and says the day for this unequal and
losing battle between the bloated Capitalist and the
starving workman for a mere increase or to prevent a
decrease of wage is past. Today and from henceforth,
the battle is by the workers as a whole, for the destruc-
tion of monopoly and tyranny of every description, '
as the only means of emancipating themselves. ,

As commerce grew and expanded, as fresh markets
were found for commodities even faster than they
could be manufactured, trade went up by leaps and
bounds, when a comparative small amount of
machinery was used, a large portion of the working
population was employed in tilling the soil, this was
the time of the prosperity of Trades Unions. Then,
though the workers did not get all they wanted or
were entitled to, they did by combination get some
improvement in their position. But how do they
stand today with depopulation of the rural districts,
crowding in to the towns, an increase of population?
The increased use of machinery, the ever growing
force of foreign competition are all adding to the
number of the unemployed. With all these forces
against Trade Unions, is it possible for them to be
otherwise than mere benefit Societies.

Our policy towards the Trades Union then, is to
show them how this evolution has gone on in the past
and will in the future; that as the commercial system
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expands and new machinery is invented, wealth can
be produced to an unlimited extent, and comparatively
independent of manual labour; the capitalists reaping
all the benefit, the workers becoming more helpless
and enslaved in their economical toils. That as the
policy and tactics of the Trade Unions have failed
to alter this in the past, so still more will they, in the
future, their only hope being by developing their
organisation, becoming Socialists and rebelling
against a system that enslaves them, using their
organisations not for a mere increase or to prevent a
decrease of wage, but for the destruction of the capitalist
system and the emancipation of the whole of the
workers.

EIGHT HOURS LABOUR MOVEMENT

WITH REFERENCE to this, the most prominent
proposal put forward by the Social Democrats. In
the first place what all socialists protest against is the
exploitation of the labourers by the capitalist, what-
ever the hours of the working day may be. So long
as labour has to pay a tribute to capital and is not
free we have not achieved our end, moreover, an eight
hours bill or even less would not in the long run
absorb the reserve army of labourers even if it was
carried. Competition at home and abroad would force
on the inventionand use of new machinery in order
to dispense with human labour; capital and machinery
would be removed to other countries where cheap
labour could be obtained for the benefit of the
capitalists. Labour would also be intensified so that
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an hour’s labour would mean much more wear and
tear than it does now, as it does now more than it did
fifty years since. For a large part of the workers, an
act of this kind would be inoperative as the Factory
Acts are for many women and children today, in short
there would still be an ever growing army of unemployed
and the employed would be in much the same position
as now. Seeing this so clearly it is not our business to
advocate this palliative measure, but to criticise the
action of those who do so.

_ THE UNEMPLOYED

THIS QUESTION of the unemployed is one of great
difficulty. Our sympathy is naturally with these
starving people. But there is no special unemployed
class. It is the workers, some of whom are employed,
others unemployed, these constantly changing places,
employed today, unemployed tomorrow; therefore, it
is a question for the whole of the workers. The question
is, what can we do ‘for the unemployed portion of the
workers. It appears hard to call meetings specially of '
the unemployed and tell them that they cannot be
permanently benefited until the Revolution, and
that they must starve in the meantime. The only
alternative is to advocate relief works, which no
Revolutionist can do. These relief works must be
unproductive or productive. If unproductive, it will
be task labour, with just sufficient food for the
workers to keep life in their bodies until the capitalist:
requires their services for fresh exploitation; and even

, at this no society could keep an ever-increasing army
.-
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of unproductive workerslfor any length of time.
If on productive works, they are unemployed

because wealth is produced for sale at a profit, and
at present no profit can be made on their labour. We
have wealth, the results of labour, in abundance, and
no market for it;-therefore, there is no demand for
their labour; and if they are set to work producing
other wealth, it will cause a still greater abundance
for the world’s markets. This will mean a fall in
pricesand a reduction in wages, and the throwing out
of work those at present employed. We hear even
now of the unfair competition of prison labour, and
this employment of the surplus labourers of our
commercial system on productive works would have
the same effect, only in a much greater degree. The '
most likely thing to occur by calling meetings specially
of the unemployed is that, having their passions
aroused by our denunciations of the thieving class,
they will destroy a few windows. The paltry bill will
be paid by an insurance company, and we lose some
of our "best advocates as a result. We Socialists do
not want to see the aimless destruction of property,
but the destruction of the property holders. In the
meantime, let the starving people steal, sack shops,
or what not, in preference to starving, if they so choose,
it is a sign of discontent and of a determination to die
fighting rather than starving. We may regard this as a
sure forerunner of Revolution, but we must not let
it be supposed that it is Socialism. Meetings specially
of the unemployed, therefore, should not be called,
but meetings of the workers as a whole should be held
on every possible occasion. The principles of Socialism
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should be put plainly before them, and they must be
told that the only remedy for their misery, poverty t
and constant unemployment is'the destruction of a
system that puts it in the power of an idle class to
employ and enslave the workers, and at best to dole
out a small portion of their stolen wealth as charity to
those who have produced it all when starving, and
that no permanent good can be done for them by
relief works, charity, or, in fact, anything under our
competitive commercial system, with all the means
of producing wealth monopolised. -

RADICALISM i

THE OFFICIAL and recognised Radical party is based
on what they are pleased to call liberty and freedom.
Freedom meaning to them Free Trade, Free Contract,
and Free Competition; and Liberty to them isthe
liberty to fleece the destitute and starving workers to
their heart's content by the aid of these three Fs.

They will not admit that there is a class struggle
going on, but contend that with the aid of these three
Fs all the workers have to do is to be more temperate
and thrifty, and that under this splendid arrangement
there is a chance for everyone to rise, blinding the
workers to the fact that only a few can do this, and
that they then leave their class and become exploiters
in one way or another.

But there is an advanced wing of Radicalism formed
by the workmen who having found that Toryism and
Liberalism were of no use to them, have gone as far
as they could see or unde.stand. They have no clearly
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defined principles, and, after all, only agitate for mere
superficial reforms. The election of governors and
the extension of the suffrage these have been agitated
for about 120 years, and more strongly at the
commencement than the finish. In l770,part of the
programme was adult suffrage and annual parliaments,
but now it is not the question of a useless vote but
food in the stomach. This question will not wait a
hundred years for settlement, before this social
problem the Radical stands helpless, shouting loudly
about the cost of Monarchy and the pension list.
This is as far as he can grasp'at present, failing to see
that this is a drop in the ocean compared to the robbery
of the landlord and capitalist class. It is~from this
wing of the Radical party only that we can expect to
make converts. We must, then, lay before them our
principles, show them that any mere reform is useless.
Urge upon them the necessity of studying this social
problem, work with them when possible, but make
no alliances that would cause us to sacrifice our

0

principles in the least.

TEMPERANCE, VEGETARIANISM AND THRIFT

MANY PEOPLE belong to Temperance Societies,
and think they have found the cure for poverty and
misery by the mere abstention from drink. No greater
delusion could enter the mind of man. As Socialists
we admit that if people give way to drink they cannot
have a clear head to understand the Social problem,
and until a large part at least of the people understand
this, we shall have the misery and poverty, but if a y
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man becomes a blue ribbonite and nothing more he
has done nothing towards the emancipation of the
workers. ‘ - I

l Where we Socialists fall foul of the temperance thrift
and vegetarian advocates is with the iron law of wages
argument. We contend, and all political economists v
agree with us that under a capitalist system of society,
with monopoly and competition, wages are ruled by
the standard of comfort, adopted by the people of a
country, and always have a tendency to fall to the
minimum rate or starvation point, therefore a reduc-
tion in the standard of comfort by a majority, or even
a large minority, would only result in a reduction of
the standard rate of wages, and be of benefit only to
the capitalist class, being only of benefit to those who
practise it so long as they are a small minority, if it
can only affect the individual or small minority for
good, and the majority for evil, it is a proof thatit
is no remedy for the workers as a whole.

As a proof of this argument we have only to refer
to Ireland with a potato-standard, Russia black-bread,
India rice, Germany and Italy with their cheap soups,
and wages in all these countries accordingly low. The
English workers are now complaining of the competition
of other countries, particularly Germany. They are
told that they are losing their trade because the
German is content to work longer hours for less
wages than an Englishman. This means that his
standard of living is lower than an Englishman’s. Are
we, then, to take the advice of the capitalists, vege-
tarians and temperance advocates, and reduce our
standard of comfort to the level of the Germansl’, or,
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rather, should we not tell these people that so long as
they advocate their doctrines as a remedy for poverty
we shall oppose them? That we are determined not
to lower our standard of comfort, but rather to increase
it, and at the first opportunity overthrow the system
of monopoly as the only CLIIB for poverty and misery.

SECULARISM

WE ARE IN ACCORD with the Freethought party
in their battle against superstition and authority divine.
The people must be free both economically and
mentally. Tyranny, oppression and pea-soup philan-
thropy on one side, and cringing poverty and hypo-
crisy on the other, must be put to an end. This,
however, can only be done by the destruction of
monopoly and authority of every description. Priest-
craft is, after all, only one of the effective weapons
used for keeping the workers in slavery. Freedom of
thought is of small avail without freedom for all to
live as freely as they think.

LAND NATIONALISATION

WE ARE IN AGREEMENT with the Land Nationa-
lisers so far as they advocate the abolition of private
property in land; but we contend that if we had land
nationalisation alone it would be the capitalists’ class,
who would benefit by a reduction in taxation, so long
as private property in the means of production,
transit, and exchange exist, the iron law of wages comes
into force, and the workers will only get a bare subsis-
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tence wage. We are entirely opposed to the idea of
giving compensation to the present holders, believing
that their having robbed and enslaved us and our
forefathers in the past does not give them a title to
further enslave our children for generations tocome
in the form of usury, which compensation would mean.
Being opposed to centralisation and authority, we are
not in-favour of the central state under any name or
form holding the land and demanding a rent for it,
but believe that it should be in the hands of the local
communes or towns, and cultivated on co-operative
principles, without payment of any compensation or
rent whatsoever.

CO-OPERATION

THE CO-OPERATIVE movement started with a noble
ideal: the overthrow of the commercial system by
the co-operative and self-employment of the workers.
This has been found impossible, and the co-operators
have degenerated into mere joint stock companies or
distributive agencies, with agents in all parts of the
world buying in the cheapest market, which means
beating down the wages of the producer for the benefit
of those with capital to spare to invest in these societies
and, like Building Societies, are a very good investment
for those better off, but for the poverty-stricken pro-
letariat this co-operation is not only useless, but
often used for their exploitation. Our duty, then, is,
while always advocating co-operative effort to show _
these people that their movement, so far as it effects
the condition of the people as a whole, has been a

plum. _ _ _
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failure, and must be so as long as they attempt to
plant it down in the midst of a competitive commer-
cial system , and that until usury and monopoly of
every description is destroyed there can be no real
co-operation that shall benefit the workers, and unless
they are prepared to do their duty and assist in this
destruction, they, in the times coming, will be swept S
away as part and parcel of the old system of Society.

IMPERIAL FEDERATION

TO IMPERIALISM and Jingoism of every form we,
as international Revolutionary Socialists, are -bitterly
opposed it being entirely in contradistinction to our
idea of the brotherhood of man and of the principles
of liberty and freedom. This policy is upheld by the
capitalists for the purpose of finding markets for
their shoddy wares. They are responsible for the wars
in which many people are slaughtered or enslaved
which are the outcome of this policy. It is not the
Tory, Liberal or Radical, but the Capitalists, the
Property and Bond holders who are responsible, as
let the Soudan, Afghanistan and Burmah testify.

New markets are a necessity of the Capitalist system
of production. They must be got in some way," for as
soon as the capitalist system ceases to expand, it begins
to fall to pieces. The latest move, Imperial Federation,
simply means an attempt on the part of the Capitalists
of this country to get a monopoly of the trade with
the coloniesto the exclusion of other countries and
that the resources of these colonies shall be used for
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the defence of the present markets and gaining of
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new ones in any and every direction, and not only _
this but that these united forces of the whole shall
be used for keeping the workers in bondage to the
Capitalists in every part.

EMIGRATION

AS SOCIALISTS, we contend that emigration is no
remedy for poverty. We are opposed to the forcing
of our fellow workers by their economical condition,
to flee from the land of their birth to other countries
to escape from removable evils, and which they are
sure to find in large or small degree in any country
to which they may go; even if they were sure of
finding a paradise in a distant land it would be
cowardly on their part to go without striking a blow
for freedom, leaving their fellow workers in slavery
at home. *3

THE MALTHUSIAN .

MAN, UNLIKE animals"'and plants, does not depend
entirely on the nourishment provided by nature, but
as he consumes he produces not only an equivalent
but a far larger quantity, or we should not have the
enormous accumulation of wealth in all civilised
nations, more particularly in the more densely
populated ones. "

The fecundity of individuals, of females especially,
is in direct proportion to the intensity of the causes
which-tend to destroy them, or what amounts to the
iame thing‘, inverselv in proportion to the causes
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tending to their preservation, that is, inversely propor-
tional to their well being and improvement.

This apparent paradoxical proposition can be
easily proved by the argument that flowers and fruits
on which you bestow most care produce fewer seeds
as they are more perfected. " s

Horse, oxen, sheep, pigs, dogs, fowls and other
domestic animals of improved breeds are comparatively
unfruitful, whence it happens that their price is
always high. Hens stop laying when they get too fat.

Children are less numerous in opulent families than
in poor ones. Weak, diseased, unhealthy women
have generally more children than strong healthy
women, especially if the minds of the latter are
cultivated.

In this country nine out of ten marriages have
children, but in the nobility only eight out of ten.
Our Malthusian friends cannot say that this is caused
by the check because the end and aim of this class is
to accumulate wealth and perpetuate the family name
and title. I

We Socialists do not recognise any particular part
of the wealth produced as being a wage fund, but
contend that all wealth is produced by the labourers,
and they, and they only, have a right to it. Until this
right is recognised and acted upon, and every available
means used for the production of wealth, it is rank _
nonsense to talk about a wage fund, to which they
must keep their numbers down.

The aim of the Capitalists is to keep down the
numbers of the labour class to their requirements; to
have enough for competition in the labour market to
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keep wages down, but not enough to be a tax on the
poor rates or a danger to Capitalism. If the reduction
in the number of labourers was too great, and wages
rose, i.e.: the cost of production increased, at once new
machinery would be invented to supplant manual
labour and again reduce the cost of production.

Has a decrease of population ever tended to increase
the comfort and happiness of mankind? Let Spain,
Turkey, France, Ireland, and even Sutherlandshire,
after the Highland clearances, testify!

This Malthusian theory is the first article of the
capitalist creed today. The large capitalists swallow
up the small ones; joint stock companies swallow up
the individual capitalists; there is not room for all.
The large landed estates swallow up and consolidate
the small ones; there is not room for all. Machinery
supersedes manual labour; there is not room for man
and machine; man must, or according to Malthus,
will be, starved out of existence; there is no need of
him; Nature has not provided for him, therefore he
must depart.

Lastly, this Malthusian doctrine is the embodimen.
of capitalism.

The right to labour and live is the principle of
Revolutionary Socialism. ,

 l Z1 " ‘.' : -I__S |"'E"_'_ __:i-__ -3‘ -- D "---=-n-I11


