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THE LESSONS OF TO-DAY. LOCAL ACTION.
THE HYDE PARK DEMONSTRATION.

There is something cruel in the part which is assigned to the people 
in the present political system. Their advice is never asked on a 
purely and simply defined question. Even the few who are called 
upon to take part in an election are asked to choose a representative 
simply as an expression of sympathy and confidence, and if any ques­
tion at all is put to them, it is so involved in personal and party 
wranglings that the intrinsic merit of it is quite lost sight of. The 
usual course, however, is to simply ignore them, and they are only 
called upon when the time comes for one party to deal an effective 
blow at another in order to turn it out of office. Then the whole 
machinery of party is put in motion, all energies are exerted, all re­
sources exhausted, all strategies and devices adopted in order to bring 
about a great and imposing demonstration, in which the cause of a 
party may be identified with the cause of the people, or the cause of 
the people may be exploited in the interests of a party. Handbills 
are distributed, renowned speakers engaged, class rivalries evoked, 
passions inflamed, hopes kindled, popular preferences courted. Every 
helping hand is welcomed, and then, but only then, every allowance is 
made for differences of opinion ; the demonstrating politicians, and the 
demonstrative people, being for the time allies. At the same time due 
care is taken that the people, when they have served the purpose for 
which they were needed, should disperse and depart as quietly as they 
came, leaving the matter in the hands of the self-constituted political 
leaders who claim, in and out of Parliament, a right to speak and act 
for them. The joke is repeated until the point is carried, and the 
unemployed politicians, once safe in office, may utter the exulting 
exclamation of the dying Augustus : “Friends, the comedy has been 
successfully played ! ”

The comedy is too well known to need description in detail, but 
mention it we should in order to come to some conclusions of our own 
which appear to us to be more far-reaching and better worth thought 
than those with which most people content themselves.

The first conclusion to be drawn from these public performances of 
political parties is, that as a means to ascertain the sentiments of the 
people on a given question they are quite worthless. The English 
masses sympathised with the Irish peasantry long before the late de­
monstration, while it is not in the least doubtful that many members 
of the Liberal and Radical Associations which took part in the Hyde 
Park meeting were only brought over to the side of Home Rule by 
the watchword of their leader—himself a quite recent convert—and 
the perhaps more persuasive voices of ambition and self-interest.

On the contrary, and this is a second inference from the same facts, 
there is not in the present political system, there never will be in any 
political system which after having centralised the chief interests of 
millions of people commits them to the arbitrary will of a few, any 
means to test the feelings of the multitudes, or to enable them to come 
forward except when exercised by political priests and pontiffs.

Moreover, a popular sentiment or will, even on matters of great and 
undoubted general interest, is not made to form itself, as people are, 
by the centralisation of affairs and their own economical condition 
(maximum of requirement with minimum of force), together with other 
secondary influences, kept aloof from public questions, and only called 
upon to consider them in a very summary manner when the time has 
come for them to play into the hands of political factions.

Then the only means by which their ascertained will is to be carried 
into effect is not by a direct appeal to their delegates, not by a request 
to their servants to do so and so, not even by a humble petition, but 
only by an indirect moral influence on the deputies, such influence 
being diluted in the process by the other interests and views of the 
said deputies, and has to come at last, if at all, to the legislature (we 
say nothing about the executive, or the officials on whose help the 
executive depends) in a very unrecognisable garb and at a very reduced 
expression.

Just think of this, the whole nation rendered incapable of address­
ing to its so-called representatives any decisive opinion on any subject 
affecting its welfare or even its existence ; this same people convened 
in huge concocted meetings in order to procure for one of the two 
rival parties a few more votes at the next election. There must be 
something rotten in a system which makes the people a mere instru­
ment of Party intrigues, and leaves them victorious or vanquished— 
slaves still 1

Before going further, let us sum up the conclusions at which we have 
arrived in our preceding articles. They are two, and each of them is 
of importance in enabling us to see what we have to do.

We have established—and if space permitted we might do so with 
a much greater display of arguments—that we must rely for the 
accomplishment of the Social Revolution which we feel approaching all 
over the civilised world, neither on the present parliaments, nor on 
any representative bodies which might be summoned during a more 
disturbed period than the present. A mere change of Government 
would not necessarily be a revolution, even though the overthrow of 
the Government might be accompanied by acts of violence. European 
society is in need of a deep, thorough, economical transformation, and 
this cannot be accomplished by mere decrees. To have any chance of 
life, any change accomplished in the economical conditions must come 
from the very depths of the popular life itself—it must result from 
the popular initiative.

To accomplish an economical revolution is not the function of a body 
of representatives. All that can be hoped from such a body is that it 
will not oppose strong resistance to the action of the people, but under 
due popular pressure give its final sanction to accomplished facts. 
Never will such a body be capable of taking the initiative, for it is 
itself a compromise with the past and cannot even claim to be an out­
post of the future. The French Convention of 1793—the ideal of so 
many Jacobinists—did not do more than give its sanction to what the 
peasants already had accomplished, since they had retaken possession 
of the communal lands enclosed by the landlords, had ceased to pay 
the redemption for the feudal taxes, and had burned the charters by 
which they had formerly been bound. All these things being already 
done, the Convention—under due pressure of the Paris workmen and 
clubs—gave its sanction in the form of laws, consecrating the results 
of the peasants’ revolt. It could not do more than that, because a 
body of representatives is a dead weight attached to the revolution— 
not the leader of it.

Another conclusion which we arrived at was, that the free action of 
the people towards the abolition of the existing monopolies on land, 
dwellings, railways, and capital will, in every way, be favoured by the 
movements which will necessarily break out all over Europe before this 
century has come to an end. The immediate cause of these movements 
cannot be foreseen, and there is no need to know it beforehand. All 
we can and must know is, that thousands of causes contribute 
towards creating a revolutionary situation in Europe, and that there 
being such a situation, any cause may be the signal of widely spread 
revolts. The mass outbreaks which we have witnessed during the last 
few years are unmistakable tokens of the approach of the disturbed 
period.

These two conclusions being kept in mind, we may proceed further, 
and add now a third conclusion to the above.

Although no revolutionary movement can break out in Europe—be 
it in France, Germany, Austria, or Russia—without being closely fol­
lowed by like outbreaks in other countries of Europe, we must be pre­
pared to see these outbreaks taking very different characters in different 
countries. Germany most probably will try to overthrow the Monarchy 
and to introduce a Republican form of Government; and it is most 
probable that attempts at substituting the present private ownership 
of land and great industrial concerns by State ownership will be made 
in the same country. But State ownership and State help to associa­
tions of workmen would not find much echo in this country, and still 
less in France, or in Spain. In France, the revolution will almost 
undoubtedly proceed by proclaiming independant communes which 
communes will endeavour to accomplish the economical transformation 
within their walls, or rather within their respective surroundings. 
And in Spain, the whole history of the country is an unceasing struggle 
for the independence of provinces and municipalities—a struggle which 
has its causes deeply rooted both in the former history and in the 
present wide differences of economical conditions in different parts of 
that country. State ownership and State’s rule find no support even 
from the present political parties of Spain, still less will they find it in 
the new economical conditions. Add to these another example ; while 
in this country we see the middle-classes seeking the support of work­
ing men in order to break down the power of the landed aristocracy, 
no such coalition is possible any longer in France. There the upper 
middle-classes stand in open and direct conflict with the Socialist 
working-men—a circumstance which obviously will impart, as it
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already has in 1848 and 1871, new and quite different features to the 
movement.

To dream that the next revolution may follow one single programme 
all over Europe, is thus a fallacy.

But again, to imagine that in each separate State, all the nation will 
rise at a given moment as one man, with one uniform practical pro­
gramme, would be also to cherish an illusive and dangerous dream. 
Of course, all that is possible will be done by Socialists to awaken 
everywhere, in their respective countries, the consciousness of the 
masses; to enlighten them as to the bad effects of the present mono­
polisation of land and capital. When general interest in public affairs 
will be more awakened by great events, these ideas will spread still 
speedier than they spread now. But, nevertheless, there still will be 
wide differences in the views held in different parts ef each country as 
to how far, and at what a speed, the abolition of monopolies must go, 
and to what measures most urgently need to be taken in hand at once. 
A nation is a complex being, and to expect uniformity where multi­
formity reigns would be to take an utterly erroneous view of public 
affairs.

One of the deputies of the Scotch miners to the last Miners’ Con­
gress loudly proclaimed the other day that whatever the palliative 
measures they might discuss at their Congresses, the Scotch miners 
consider that justice will be only done to their claims when they come 
to be in possession of the mines they are now working in. 

Suppose that after a serious discussion of the whole question in their 
small clubs and in their local congresses, the Scotch miners come to 
the conclusion that the time has arrived to take possession of the Scotch 
mines, and elaborate some scheme as to the working out of these mines, 
sharing the produce of their labour with none of the land-grabbers, nor 
profitgrabbers. And suppose that the Northumbrian, or the Welsh 
miners, the Sheffield cutlers, and the Manchester weavers, cannot yet 
be brought to the same views. Must the Scotch miners wait until the ©
whole of the British nation be converted to their ideas ? Must they 
wait until a representative body, composed of heterogenous elements 
mostly looking towards the past, happens to elaborate some scheme for 
the transfer of the mines into the miners’ hands ? Is it not preferable 
that they should act for themselves, make a new start, lay down the 
basis of a new organisation, and preach by example? And is it not 
most probable that they really will do so ? All human progress has 
been realized in this way. A practical application of new principles 
is the only possible means of convincing most people of their 
applicability, showing at once their advantages and their possible 
defects.

Or, suppose again, the inhabitants of Paris, discussing the dwelling 
question with all the eagerness it deserves, come to this conclusion— 
that the houses of Paris cannot continue to belong to their present 
owners, not having been built by them, and deriving their immense 
value, not from the improvements the present owners have made in 
these houses but from the labour which has been expended on Paris by 
generations past and present, as well as from the very presence of two 
million of people at Paris. Suppose they arrive at the conclusion that 
these houses must become like the streets the common property of all 
the inhabitants—and the probabilities are that they soon will—must 
they wait until thirty-five millions of Frenchmen arrive at the same 
conclusion? Or, having proclaimed their independent commune, will 
they not act much more wisely if they organize themselves in order to 
take possession of these houses and for making use of them in the 
most equitable way for the greatest benefit of all the community 'I 

People may write as much as they like about discipline ; they may 
dream as much as they like about uniformity. Practical life takes 
another course. The inhabitants of Paris will take possession of the 
Paris houses, whatever be the course taken by the inhabitants of J V
Bordeaux; and they will organise themselves for the best use of the 
houses ; and if the above-mentioned ideas grow with the Scotch miners, 
it is most probable that they will act in that direction. Separate 
cities, mining basins, and industrial regions will make independent 
starts, and then—but only then—they will enter into agreements with 
their neighbours, for deriving from their local action, the best possible 
advantages for the whole of the commonwealth.

We might multiply the examples ; we might go further on into this 
study ; but what has already been said will probably convince most of 
our readers that during the next great movements separate cities and 
separate regions will make attempts at abolishing within their own 
spheres the monopolies of land and capital which are now so many 
obstacles in the way towards freedom and equality. The abolition of these 
monopolies will not be done by acts of national parliaments : it will be 
done, first, by the people of each locality ; and the agreement between 
different localities will be the result of the accomplished facts.

As to the aims and the character which these movements may as­
sume and ought to assume, they will form the subject of our next 
article.

NOTES ON COERCION.
From an Anarchist point of view, the present outcry against Coercion 
is amusing. The gentlemen whose blood is now running cold at the 
Act (which will probably make the blood of many persons—not gentle­
men—across St. George’s Channel run warm), have themselves, when 
in office, passed Coercion Acts quite as immoral, if not quite so im­
pudent as the “Criminal Law and Procedure (Ireland) Act, 1887.”

* * *
These same gentlemen delight to exhibit the election addresses of 

their opponents, and reproach them with their broken vows. But is 
it quite judicious to allude to this sort of inconstancy in a House with 
such traditions as those of our British Commons ? A negro preacher 
once addressed a camp meeting of notorious chicken-stealers with such 
fervour that they were more moved than the House of Commons has 
ever been by Mr. Gladstone’s grandest efforts. But a simple-minded 
English visitor asked him afterwards, “ Why didn’t you say something 
about the chickens?” “No, sail,” replied the coloured apostle with 
dignity: “ dat would have cast a damp on de meetin’.”

* * *
If there is any earthly subject calculated to cast a damp on a meeting 

at St. Stephen’s, it must surely be that of violated election addresses. 
* * *

Again, it is urged that “ the country ” voted against Coercion at the 
last election. But it also voted against Home Rule, which every sane 
person on the registers knew to be the only possible alternative to 
Coercion. The mandate from the constituencies was, in short, “ Dis­
regard the wishes of the Irish people; and uphold the Union in spite 
of them ; but don’t make a scandal by demanding special powers.”

* * *
The Conservative Government now replies, in effect, “We have tried 

to do it without special powers ; and we find we can’t. Therefore we 
must create special powers.” Whereupon the blood of ex-coercionists 
out of office runs cold as aforesaid; and the constituencies prepare to 
repudiate the obvious, direct, and inevitable consequences of their own 
vote.

* * *
Two things are especially worth noting about this Bill. In the first 

place, it is at the same time a strictly constitutional and a strictly 
terrorist measure, proving conclusively that constitutional methods 
may be as violent, as wicked, as murderous, as dishonest, as reckless of 
the known wishes of the majority, as the methods supposed by the 
proprietary classes to be specially characteristic of Anarchism. In the 
second place, not ten per cent of the worthy people who tramped to 
Hyde Park on Easter Monday to demonstrate against the Bill knew 
what its provisions were. The few speakers who grasped this, and 
took the trouble to explain what they were denouncing, were greeted 
with cries of “ Shame ! ” and looks of indignant astonishment.

* * *
The Bill, in fact, is so monstrous that it has been wrapped up in as 

many words as possible. But its purport is that any person who 
does or says anything whatever disagreeable to the authorities can 
be summarily sentenced to six months’ hard labour by two magistrates, 
only one of whom need be a person “ of the sufficiency of whose legal 
knowledge the Lord Lieutenant shall be satisfied,” and both of whom 
be, and are almost certain to be, Conservative landlords. In cases may 
where six months’ hard labour is too slight a vengeance to appease 
the Castle’s wrath, the offender may be committed for trial; and the 
High Court can grant the Attorney General the right to have the case 
tried wherever in England or Ireland a hostile jury can be most easily 
packed. The prisoner has the right of appeal against the Attorney 
General’s arrangements; and the High Court has the power to refuse 
his appeal.

* * *
A statesman who attempts to secure license of this kind against the 

ascertained will of the people concerned is, even according to the 
current morality, as false to his duty as the judge who takes a bribe or 
the soldier who deserts on the eve of a battle. He outlaws himself ; 
and if the people do not at once depose him they share his guilt. Our 
attitude towards him is much milder. From an Anarchist point of 
view he is just what, under the circumstances, might be expected : 
nothing more and nothing less.

* * *
The truth is that there has always been coercion in Ireland by the 

landlords. When the people resisted, the Government nevei' failed to 
come to the rescue of Property with a Coercion Bill. When the people 
were crushed, and submitted tamely to the landlords, the Bill was let 
drop ; and coercion was said to have ceased. The slave again went to 
his toil without being actually driven; and the landlords said, “He 
goes voluntarily : he is free. Free, because government has restored 
Order. Order is the mother of Freedom. God save the Queen !”

“ Command and obedience are but unfortunate necessities of human life : society 
in equality is its normal state. Already in modern life, and more and more as 
it progressively improves, command and obedience become exceptional facts in 
life, equal association its general rule. The morality of the first ages rested on 
the obligation to submit to power; that of the ages next following, on the right 
of the weak to the forbearance and protection of the strong. How much longer 
is one form of society and life to content itself with the morality made for another ? 
We have had the morality of submission, and the morality of chivalry and 
generosity ; the time is now come for the morality of justice. Whenever in former 
ages any approach has been made to society in equality, justice has asserted its 
claims as the foundation of virtue.”—J. S. Mill.

I
Modern Civilisation.—The chief source of the evils that affect man is man 

himself: Man to man is wolf. Whoever keeps this fact in view, beholds the 
world as a hell, worse than Dante’s in this, that one man is the devil of another. 
How man deals with man is shown by negro slavery, the final end of which is 
sugar and coffee. But we need not go so far: at five to enter a cotton or other 
factory, and thenceforth to sit there daily, ten, twelve, or fourteen hours, per 
forming the same mechanical labour, is to purchase dearly the satisfaction of 
drawing breath. But this is the fate of millions, and that of millions more is 
analagous. —Schopenhauer.
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FORERUNNERS OF ANARCHISM.
ROUSSEAU.

Rousseau was not a Socialist in any scientific and definite way, simply 
because he was not a political economist. Yet there was in himself 
and to a great extent in his works also, all the emotional material of 
Socialism. And, inasmuch as the Anarchist faith and formula distin­
guish themselves from general Socialism, in that they affirm entire 
equality and freedom in association, not merely saying of the members 
of society that each is for the whole, but adding with the same em­
phasis that the whole is for each one, and that he, in and through the 
whole in which he lives and moves and has his being, is an end to him­
self and never merely a means to any alien end or good that does not 
include him and is not his very own : this being Anarchism in its dis­
tinction, Rousseau may be rightly claimed as our precursor and herald, 
whether we have regard to his manner of stating the problem of poli­
tics or social life, or to the leading features of his solution.

For the question is put by him in this fashion (‘Contrat Social,’ I. 6) 
“To find a form of association which guards each associate with the whole 
combined power, and in virtue of which each individual, while placing 
himself at one with all, yet obeys himself only, and is as free as before." 

The conditions which he considers requisite for the constitution of 
such a society, of such a thoroughly individualised social whole, an 
organic unity, organic alive and free in all its parts or members, are 
these : “ Each of us must throw into the common fund himself and all 
his powers under the supreme guidance of the general (unanimous) 
will; each member being accepted as an individual part of the whole. 
. . . There is then a collective moral (human) body, compounded of
as many members as there are voices in the meeting, which body gets 
from this act its unity, its corporate self, its life, and its will.” The 
unanimous assembly does not set up a sovereign or ruling power, but is 
itself “ the sovereign people,” and so continues ever after, so long as it 
is of one mind and will. It is while thus settled in unanimity, a law 
unto itself; yet there are no self-imposed laws or rules of joint conduct 
which may not be cancelled at once by the universal consent and will. 

The polity or commune is formed only of the individuals that freely 
unite to constitute it, and, therefore, can have no other interest than 
what is theirs. The man or woman entering into the comradeship of 
such a free society, beconfes there and then free in the true sense of 
human freedom, for the first time. He at once acquires rights and 
duties, without which correlatives there is no true human freedom. 
For mights, whims, impulses, appetites, and self-seeking desires—in a 
word, for the propensities and pleasures of the sub-human animal, 
which he renounces in the act of association, he acquires the substan­
tial and permanent delights and satisfactions of that genuine human 
freedom, which is the loyal observance of self-imposed regulations for 
the common good. In such service and obedience alone is perfect 
freedom and real “ independence.” All true human independence is in 
reality interdependence.

In such community, “Ought to,” which was before confounded with, 
and was indeed all the same with a mere “ Must,” has now realised in 
each breast its own true clear and distinct significance and force. The 
practical reason of each person is now consciously the author of the 
law which each obeys with joy and benefaction. This entirely disin­
terested conscience of each and all is what Rousseau evidently means 
-by the “ volonte g^nerale.”

Another anarchist feature of Rousseau's political doctrine is its 
denial of the theory of “representative government.” The sovereignty 
of each and all “ can never be alienated.” “ The sovereign . . . can 
only be represented by himself.” Lasting and perfect, or even sub­
stantially practical agreement of representative and represented persons, 
is, he says, impossible. Putting this point another way, he says the 
general will is obviously “ indivisible.” ,

Further in the direction of an Anarchist polity, is his insistance 
upon frequent meetings, that the initial unanimity may not get out 
of joint, or the sovereignty of the unanimous assemblage of persons 
may not fall into abeyance (‘Contrat Social,’ III. 18). Without such 
meetings and conferrings there can be no “ general will ” in act, and 
so no real freedom. He tells the English they vainly suppose them­
selves free, except, perhaps, at “general election” times! For once 
the members of the Commons are duly elected, the people lapse into 
their customary bondage! (III. 15). The British Anarchist will 
endorse this satire, which is only the truth, and all the keener on that 
account, with all his heart and full understanding. It is especially 
noteworthy that Rousseau’s condition and criterion of the “ generality ” 
disinterestedness and goodness of the populai* “will,” is Unanimity. 
The “citizens” are those who agree; others are “strangers.” But he 
expects that unanimity will be attained by each thinking of the com­
mon good and interest rather than of private ends, and by a certain 
amount of just and amiable yielding and modesty. “Long wranglings 
show that private interests are in the ascendant.” The good-will of 
each is what he trusts in to put these particular and contentious ends 
in the background, and keep them there. But all this suppression and 
renunciation must be voluntary ; for full and free consent is the only 
possible human ground of obligation and obedience.

Now, it cannot be supposed that Rousseau was so foolish as to think 
he was describing an historical transaction in his account of the contrat 
social, or social covenant. He, equally with Hooker, Grotius, Hobbes, 
Locke, and Spinoza, knew perfectly well what he was about. He was 
proposing an ideal, and laying down the conditions, or presuppositions 
and implications, of a really human society, state, or commune. From 
a mere historical standpoint, what all these political philosophers tell

us of, is pure fiction. Hut this is not the defect of their theory, when 
understood aright, and according to the intention of the propounders. 
Their purpose was to answer a question as to riyht, not as to fact. 
What was the only possible justification of societies as they found them 
constituted ? That was the question. The answer was, there is no 
semblance of justification to be discovered unless the states or societies 
we find existing be taken and considered as if they had been founded 
in agreement.

The flaw of all these theories of social pact or contract is their 
assumption of rights, liberties, persons, or humanities apart from and 
before society.

Cleared of this error, and taken rightly as an ideal, or as a statement 
of the universal ground implied in any society that can claim to be 
human and to confer rights, duties, freedom, and satisfaction, the 
theory of Rousseau is a presentment of Anarchist doctrine. The 
adaptive and plastic unanimity which he demands can only be realised 
in small communities. His principles justify rebellion in any civilised 
state of his time or ours. His conditions of conjoint humane life can 
only find their fulfilment in a federation of home-ruling communes.

Somewhere in his ‘Discours sur l’lnegalit^’ he has said that if there
were angels we might accept rulers; but there being none------ Asvy
reader can finish the sentence.

A DUTCH SOCIALIST MEETINC.
I was at the Hague, casually drifting for a few days’ holiday through 
Holland. I had seen Paul Potter’s Bull, and Rembrandt’s “Anatomy ”; 
all the Princes of Orange, and the prison where De Witt was tom to 
pieces by the mob. I was a little tired of the sleepy beauty of the 
Hague, and was languidly scanning the advertisement bills, in choice 
for the evening’s entertainment between a Dutch tragedy and a 
Parisian operette. Suddenly my eyes rested on the announcement of a 
Socialist lecture, and my indecision and langour came to an end.

I had some trouble in finding Westerbaenstraat 154, where the 
“ Walhalla,” the Socialist meeting hall is situated, and I place on 
record that it is marked as “ Westerlaanstraat ” on Baedeker’s plan. 
The hall was a bare room behind a row of workman’s houses, which 
(like everything at the Hague) are exceedingly clean, airy and spacious. 
There were only two or three benches seating a score of people, and the 
audience of 200 to 300 stood during the whole meeting. The walls were 
bare, except for a diagram and a large and good representation in 
sepia of the Laokoon, which spoke well for the intelligence and artistic 
knowledge of the frequenters.

The diagram represented the Marxian view of capitalism in a graphic 
manner, and is well worth reproduction. It depicted the separation of 
surplus-value from wages, and then its division into rent, interest, and 
taxes among the several sharers, who were thereby enabled to accumu­
late the “great capital.”

The audience, who had all paid 5 cents for admission, consisted 
chiefly of artisans, with a few wives and daughters, and a sprinkling 
of clerks and small traders. I cannot give any adequate idea of the 
patient attention with which these people stood in the close room, to 
listen in absolute stillness to the long oration of the speaker.

I am sorry to be unable to record the name of this orator. On the 
platform was a circular wooden pulpit, breast high, exactly similar to 
those in old English and Dutch churches, and from this pulpit he read 
for an hour and a half, with perfect elocution, as eloquent a lecture as 
I have ever heard. I am unable to give any idea of this discourse, 
which was loudly applauded. The orator referred to the decorations 
at that moment adorning the streets of Amsterdam in honour of the 
king, as the hosannas of capitalism, which would be turned into abuse 
if the king ever had the idea of taking up the cause of the people. 
After a rapid sketch of the existing evils of industrial life, he referred 
to the attempts made by English co-operative enthusiasts to mend 
these evils, and explained how these failed to reach the masses, who 
had become mere parts of the great industrial machine over which 
they had no control. The working of this machine in speculations, 
crises and panics, was then explained, and the destructive result of this 
action and reaction on the proletariat was demonstrated. The influence 
of machinery was then dwelt upon, and it was explained in what way 
invention could become the friend instead of the enemy of the wage­
worker. An eloquent invocation of Socialism as the only hope and 
refuge for the worker, and the only remedy for social evils, closed this 
impressive discourse. Discussion followed, the speakers speaking from 
the body of the standing crowd, and as I could not hear them clearly 
enough to understand theif Dutch, I came away, after examining the 
literature stall, which contained some tracts by Marx and Engels, and 
pamphlets by and photographs of Dutch Socialists.

Here we have a curious mixture of likeness and unlikeness to Eng­
lish Socialism. Is it possible yet to lay anything beyond the founda­
tion of an international party 1 The social consciousness of the ordi­
nary worker does not at present comprehend the world beyond his own 
narrow valley, and until the international organism is conscious of 
itself, it can never consciously unite. We are apt to exaggerate the 
spread of that wide cosmopolitism which makes of no account those 
national cleavages still Separating the world. Friends we may find in 
foreign cities, but hardly acquaintances; and for several generations 
yet the world must advance mainly in sections according to the par­
ticular circumstances of each national group.

Nevertheless, since science is universal, and nowadays also, capital­
ism, we find, from these two arising, Socialism also universal. S. W.
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