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WHAT 18 ANARCHISM?
To the Editor of a Freedom''

Dear Comrade, A number of the members of the Socialist League 
here are greatly interested in the discussion that has recently appeared 
in Commonweal concerning the difference between the principles of 
Anarchist Communism and those of unqualified Communism or Social 
ism. We have long been anxious to understand clearly and definitively 
what that difference is.

The statement of principles contained in the two letters of William 
Morris (May 18 and August 17) appears to us to fully embrace all the 
communism and liberty that is needful and indeed possible amongst 
men. Knowing, however, that there are many brave and highly gifted 
men who call themselves Anarchist Communists in distinction to those 
who like the members of the Socialist League call themselves simply 
Communists or Socialists; and knowing that Freedom is published 
chiefly with the view of making the distinction of principle between 
them manifest, I have been asked to put the following queries to you 
so that we may better understand each other :—

1. How, say in England, would Anarchists seek to supplant the 
existing state of society? Would they wait till they had converted all 
the people, or a majority only, or merely an effective minority ; and if 
before all were converted, how would they propose to deal with the un­
converted majority or minority who refused to submit ?

2. Is not the voluntary submission of a minority to a majority, or a 
majority to a minority for the sake of the common weal, really a refined 
or disguised method of yielding to authority or compulsion? If for 
example, I were to feel constrained voluntarily to do or to refrain from 
doing anything in an Anarchist community for the sake of the common 
good or to prevent disorder; would I not be acting from the same im­
pulse as a Social Democrat who for a similar reason yielded to the 
authority of the State: and would not the difference between us really 
be one—not of principle, but merely of the form of effecting the same 
end ? I do not believe that a system of State Socialism or State Com­
munism is what we should seek to establish, not because it is necessarily 
opposed to freedom, but because it is the most cumbrous form of asso­
ciation for the common weal, and one not calculated to secure the 
greatest amount of personal freedom. Absolute freedom, however, I 
believe, with comrade Morris, to be impossible amongst men ; men in 
society can be no more absolutely socially free than the brain, heart 
and lungs, or the corpuscles of the blood can be absolutely physically 
free in the living body.

3. May not a number of men consistent with Anarchist principles 
voluntarily elect or commission some one man to direct them in an 
undertaking with power to say who shall do this and who shall do that? 
and if so, may not a commune or nation in a similar way voluntarily 
commission one man or a number of men to direct certain communal 
or national affairs for a given period ; and would the power thus volun­
tarily delegated by the people, become oppressive when exercised ?

Let me say that I do not believe a wise people would care to delegate 
their power in this way more than was felt to be really necessary ; on 
the other hand, I fail to see how any form of association that prevented 
the people from delegating their power, or prevented them from volun­
tarily limiting their individual inclinations or caprices, could in any 
sense be esteemed a form of association in which there was any real, not •r
to say absolute, freedom.

I trust, comrade, we may exchange a few words in a friendly discus­
sion upon the above and maybe other points. There is no occasion, 
I think, for any ill-nature to arise between Communist Anarchists and 
Socialists in the meantime—and I trust there never will be. I can say 
for myself and for many members of the Socialist League here, that we 
would not hesitate to declare ourselves Communist Anarchists if we felt 
convinced that Communist Anarchism as distinct from Communism was 
a better and a possible ideal.—Yours fraternally

250 Crown Street, Glasgow, J. Bruce Glasier.
Aug. 16, 1889.

We are glad to receive the above letter from our Glasgow comrade. " © 7
and we hope it will lead to the clearing up of some of the points of dif­
ference between the Communists of the Socialists League, who have no 
political ideal, and the Anarchist Communists whose political ideal is 
clearly defined as opposed to that of the Social Democrats, also clearly 
defined. We have endeavoured iv the following replies to confine our­
selves as closely as possible to the queries put in our comrade’s letter,

and we hope he will not hesitate to let us have further questions calcu­
lated to clear away the mist from before our eyes.

1. Anarchists do not seek to impose their will upon others, so that 
there would be no question of their dealing with an unconverted majority 
or minority who refused to submit. They recognise that there are and 
have been great inequalities in the mental development of man, due of 
course to the vicious social systems which have prevailed and fostered 
inequality, and they see that a Gallileo or a Bruno may be right in his 
views although the whole world is against him. Therefore they do not 
believe in rule of any kind, either majority or minority rule. They do 
not wish to rule and they do not wish to be ruled. But they mean to 
resist tyranny and robbery whenever they are able to do so and to per­
suade others to do the same. Coercion in their view is always unjustifi­
able, even if the end in view in the opinion of the coercers is good. 
The Social Revolution is with them the emancipation of the workers 
from the burdens and tyrannies of to-day. Every worker they hold 
should revolt against oppression and robbery on his own account when­
ever he has the power, and numbers of workers should freely band 
themselves together for the same purpose. The Social Revolution is 
inevitable. All the forces of society at the present moment are un­
doubtedly moving towards gigantic social changes, viz., the expropria­
tion of the possessing classes and the destruction of authority, which 
the Anarchists are doing their best to make clear to the people. The 
Anarchist workers at the first opportunity will endeavour to organise 
themselves in free associations , and those who do not care to partici­
pate in the freedom and happiness of the people may continue to sup­
port the idlers who now live upon their labour, if they choose. Anar­
chists are in no way concerned as to whether a majority or minority is 
in favour of such and such a thing. What they think about is whethero 
the force over against them is stronger than the force on their side and 
how they are to hold their own against a stronger force, which is by no 
means necessarily a majority.

2. We all of us have to submit to coercion at the present time, just 
in the same way as ar unarmed man has to submit to the ruffian who 
holds a pistol at his head, but that is not voluntary submission. When 
a majority in a certain community decide upon a certain course which 
is not of the first importance, and the help of the minority is necessary, 
the minority may voluntarily acquiesce for the sake of the common 
weal, but that cannot be called yielding to authority. If you were to 
voluntarily refrain from doing anything which would injure the com­
munity you would not be acting from the same impulse as a man who 
refrained because of the- law. You would be using your reason, the

C7 er

State Socialist would not. He would not distinguish between bad laws 
and good (?) obeying the former and disobeying the latter—he would 
obey all alike because it was the law. For example, if a majority of 
the people of London were to say there shall be no meetings in Tra­
falgar Square, a consistent State Socialist would bow to the will of the 
majority, whereas the Anarchist would refuse to recognise the decision 
of the majority. He would use his reason, and if that told him he was 
injuring no one by meeting in the Square, he would hold his meeting in 
the Square if he was strong enough to do so.

Your remarks on absolute freedom are not to the point. No Anar­
chist has ever suggested that absolute freedom in the sense in which 
you define it is possible.
to each other as well as
made laws, 
natural laws, and that is where the difficulty comes in.

3. Certainly a number of men may choose some man or a body of 
men to direct them in some definite undertaking, on the understanding 
that no coercive authority is exercised over them, and yet consistently 
support the Anarchist principle, but in most cases the common end in 
view is quite sufficient in our opinion to ensure the best result, 
instance foremen s
feels that he is being robbed, and is certainly overworked, and therefore 
has not his heart in his work. He must be overlooked and directed 
and kept to his task. The foreman is rather a driver than a helper. 
In a workshop conducted on Anarchist principles the work would be 
divided up by mutual agreement and a driver would be unnecessary. 
If any particular work was too difficult for the man who had undertaken 
it to do he might ask his bench-mate just as to-day he might ask his 
for email about it. The present writer was once employed in a Socialist 
printing office where the work was conducted pretty well on these lines. 
There was certainly no foreman in the ordinary sense of the word. 
There was a manager who had to attend to the outside business, to pur­
chase paper, etc., to make and receive payments, etc., but that was a 
part of his share of the work. His interference with the workers was
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us and have

It’s all very fine to

Fedraehimen has a very good circulation, espe-

Nevertheless Communism is spreading ;
susceptible to the truth.
in this country.
ised as such,
of the Norwegians is developing in the direction of anarchistic ideas

raw material—land, minerals,

that. The rent-nil body, however advanced in views its members may 
be when elected tends to become conservative, 
fruit, power, and their taste for it
their fellows.
will find that the main body are out of touch with the executive, 
sides
united action , .
to delegate anyone to do certain work it can do so, but if cannot give 
any individual or number of individuals power to undertake the general 
direction of others without interfering with the general freedom and the 
efficiency of the combination.

From W. C.
Jack,—You’re about right;
of landlords and employers
there how should we get any work to do or any wages for it ?

Why
; a lot of them are swindlers and such, but they’ve

practically nil. They arranged amongst themselves what each one 
should do and with the best results for all concerned.

As to the oppression of a central body there ran be no doubt about
.... . . . . . • members mayV 

, They taste the forbidden 
upon them to the injury of

Arne Garborg, is also an

oceans with all nationalities, that a 
way for the Social

LETTERS BETWEEN WORKMEN.
to J. B.
I do not see how you’re going to 
of labour. First of all, if they

grows “ — 
Take the case of any one of our trade unions and von 

Be-
a free combination does not want a centre to secure common

; its centre is where the greatest activity is. If it needs > • • a 1 % a I •

Great indig-
aroused and there would have been a fight between the ♦ o

From J. B. to W. C.
Dear William,—You seem to have an idea that the capitalist exer­

cises some useful function in society, that he really confers some benefit 
upon us in return for the wealth he squanders. This is a delusion. 
Employers of labour, landlords, lawyers and their kind, are nothing 
more nor less than parasites—they live upon you and I and the other 
working human beings. At present you have to have an employer, 
because you are denied by law the opportunity of employing yourself. 
Look at the vast number of uncultivated acres of land there are in this 
our birth country, which might be made to yield food in abundance for 
all those who require it if they were allowed to labour upon it. Look 
at the vast stores of mineral wealth which might be worked, if required. 
Evidently there is at any rate a profusion of raw material, and we owe 
this to nature not to the capitalist. But we cannot get at it because of 
private property or rather monopoly. If we wish to cultivate the earth 
we are met by the landowner who claims the land in virtue of some 
musty title deeds backed up by Acts of Parliament which his ancestors 
have framed and adopted after a great deal of imposing procedure meant 
to awe the simple-minded. And on this rotten foundation the whole 
system of fraud which we call civilisation is built up. The capitalists 
recognise the legal right of the landlords to own the raw material, land, 
so as to work with them in robbing the real producer of the wealth the 
whole pack of thieves consume.

I think you will now admit that the

Dear 
get rid 
weren’t 
And second, they are there and wont clear off for our pleasure, 
they are rich by law
kept the right side of the law somehow, and I’d have the law made a 
bit plainer and tighter so that the scoundrels should not be able to play 
tricks. As far as 1 see, its less stealing not more stealing we want, and 
yet as far as I can make out your Communism, you would have stealing 
allowed. Why every one would be grabbing everything from every one 
else if there was no law against stealing. If a law was passed to make 
us all equal to-day we should be unequal to-morrow. And for my part 
I can't see the unfairness of that. You said in your first letter that if 
every one had a fair chance of a choice of work there is not so much 
difference in ability between men. Perhaps not; but there’s an awful 
lot of difference in “ go ” ; in the amount of grip a man has over things 
and in the amount he can get out of them for himself. If the law gave 
every man a chance, I can’t see but that he ought to get and to keep 
all he can, or that it’s fair to expect him to share it with all the ne’er- 
do-weels. Government can do almost anything, but I don’t think that 
it’ll ever ’make Englishmen see the fairness of that,
talk about lying under the trees and listening to the birds, like your 
Alphonse Kerr; but if he had wanted to build himself a house of the 
timber and eat the game for supper, he and the Marquis might have 
had some bones to pick before they could settle who was to have the 
use of the forest. Altogether I am in a complete fog.— Yours, con­
fusedly, Will.

idea that Ibsen has written his 
“ The Pillars of Society,” and tem- 

” In every one of these

ality <*an have opportunity to develop itself free and independent with* 
out being restrained by the state or society. In another letter to Gorg 
Brandes, written two months later, he says, “ The state is the con­
demnation of the individual. Wherewith is the state-power of Prussia 
bought ? By that the state is all and the individual nothing. The state 
must be abolished. That is a revolution I sympathise with. Under­
mine the state in every direction, set up individual liberty as the foun­
dation for human union that is the beginning of a liberty which is 
worth something.” This thought, that the state is the enemy of indi­
viduality and freedom, and therefore must be done away with, is one of 
the clearest ideas of Ibsen. The above letters were written before the 
Paris Commune. “ But sixteen years afterwards 1 heard him set forth 
the same ideas with the same strength ami love,” writes Henrik Jaeger, 
Ibsen’s biographer.

And it is on this fundamental 
modern plays, which commence with
porarily end with “ The Lady from the Sea.
plays he put his finger on something rotten in society.

We have an anarchistic paper, named Fedraeliimen, well edited by 
Ivar Markenson. ’rhe paper is published at Tynnset, and he has made 
a very energetic propaganda up there, so that part of the world is 
almost Communist Anarchistic in spite of the fact that people up there 
are well-to-do farmers.
cially among the peasants and farm labourers and the intellectual 
society of the cities.

My own opinion concerning the movement in Norway is, that it will 
not take a long time before Norway goes ahead of other countries in 
the propagation of social ideas, because Norway is little (population two 
millions) and the people are idealistic and radical in their thoughts. 
And though Anarchism is new here, the ideas have more admirers than 
we had imagined ourselves. When the glorious day of revolution comes 
we shall be ready. To that end and for that cause we are clasping 
hands across continents and
warm international understanding may pave the
Revolution.

THE SOCIAL MOVEMENT IN NORWAY.
(/?// our Trondhjem correspondent.}

It is a mistake to suppose that there is no revolutionary movement in 
Norway. It is a land where the seeds of revolution have always fallen 
upon good ground.

After the French revolution of 1848, the Communist idea of that 
time floated over to Norway and spread so fast that by 1850 the whole 
country was agitated by the Thraniker movement, so named after its 
leader, Marcus Thrane. But the most energetic spirits were thrown 
into prison and the agitation suppressed.

Since that time until last year it has been very quiet here amongst 
the workers. But the great social movement which has been growing 
abroad since the Paris Commune, has also reached the land of the mid­
night sun. During the last ten years a Social-Democratic propaganda 
has been carried on in Norway and in the last five years it has become 
very energetic. At present it is extremely strong and making great 
way. The organ for the Social-Democratic association is the Social 
Democraten, a sheet edited by Carl Jeppesen, the leader of the Social 
Democrats of Norway. It is published twice a week in Christiania and 
its able editing has gained it a great circulation.

The Social Democrats or State Socialists, have a strong and effective 
organisation, with Christiania as head-quarters. The Social Democratic 
Union is a numerous society, holding weekly meetings and often taking 
part in larger public gatherings. Three years ago there was very little 
talk of the Socialists ind opinion about them amongst the people was 
i*ather adverse than anything else. But now their leader, Mr. Carl 
Jeppesen, is one of the most popular men in Norway. For instance, 
last spring when the compositors of Christiania were out on strike, the 
Socialists announced a public meeting on Tullinlokken, an open space, 
but the police would not allow the meeting to take place, 
nation was
people and the police, had not the judicious action of Mr. Jeppesen 
prevented anything of the sort. About twenty members of the Uni­
versity belong to the Social Democratic Union. There is also a fairly 
strong Socialistic organisation in Bergen, and until lately they have 
published a socialistic paper.

Until two years ago the people of Norway were little acquainted with 
- Anarchism. Now, however, Anarchist ideas have reachec

found their advocates. The Norsemen are a very individualistic nation; 
their individual liberty they love more than anything else, and it is 
therefore not very hard work to make propaganda for Individualist 
Anarchism, but the communistic ideas are new to this generation, 

g and the hearts of the people are 
Anarchism has become an intellectual power 

I do not mean that the Anarchists are a party organ­
carrying on political propaganda. No ; but the democracy

that is to say, into logical individualism.
One of the very first advocates of Anarchism in Norway was Henrik 

Ibsen, that gifted thinker and writer, who has gained so many admirers 
in England. That great man of European celebrity, who in Germany 
is admired as a modern Schiller, is an Anarchist. Yes, indeed, and a 
strong one too.

These revolutionary plays have been performed on every stage in 
Norway, Denmark, Sweden, Finland, and most of them in Germany. 
Now they begin in England and France, and the light spreads into 
hundreds of thousands of human brains, making clear the faults of 
society and the truth of freedom.

Another well-known Norwegian writer,
Anarchist and has written many excellent articles on that subject. But 
it is not only among men of great intellectual power that the new ideas 
have taken root. They are stirring the masses of the people.

In a public letter to the Danish author Gorg Brandes, Ibsen writes : 
“ The coming time—how all our notions will fall into the dust then ! 
And truly it is high time. All that we have lived on up till now 
has been the remnants of the revolutionary dishes of the last cen­
tury, and we have been long enough chewing these over and over 
again. Our ideas demand a new substance and a new interpretation. 
Liberty, equality, fraternity, are now no longer the same things that 
they were in the days of the blessed guillotine ; but it is just this that 
the politicians will not understand and that is why T hate them. 
These people only desire partial revolutions, revolutions in externals, in 
politics. But these are mere trifles. There is only one thing that 
avails—to revolutionise people’s minds.”

What Ibsen expects of the new time is a condition where individu-
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content so Ion" as

got good salaries
Just think this

To-day stealing on a colossal scale goes on,

revolt that has rendered 
but the fact that like all 

It was an

THE REVOLT OF THE ENGLISH WORKERS IN THE 
NINETEENTH CENTURY.

But the aristocrats in France thought they were 
And to-

The education 
The respect for royalty, landlordism there was another section of the 

England of the early nineteenth 
machinery, the newly enriched 

” as the older aristocracy

III. The Revolt—(concluded).
A great deal of nonsense has been talked by middle-class economists 
and their disciples about the Luddite revolt against m:ichinery. No 
doubt the destruction of labour-saving machines is in itself an unwise 
proceeding ; but in this case it was probably the only protest in the 
power of the English workers against the sacrifice of men’s lives to the 
mechanism that created wealth only for a class ; a protest which would 
never have been necessary if the individuals who had gained this newly 
invented power over nature had been content to use it for the general 
good instead of merely to enrich themselves by exploiting the labour of 
the poor. The conduct of these individuals was a moral wrong to the 
whole community, a wrong which has resulted in the misery and de­
gradation we see around us to-day. All honour to the machine-breakers o e
that they felt and resented it. If they could have seized upon the 
machinery and used it for the public benefit, that would, of course, 
have been the wisest; but men only learn wisdom by the sharp lessons 
of experience, and even if the idea of Socialism had entered their minds 
they would have been powerless at that time to put it in practice.

It is not the blindness of the Luddite
middle-class opinion so bitter against it;
genuine popular movements it hit the nail on the head, 
economic rebellion and one that went straight to the root of the privi­
leges of the property-holders and, as such, it was terrible and hateful to 
the ruling-classes. If the people had been left at the beginning of this 
century to fight their own battle, probably they would have learned for 
themselves that something better might be done with machines than 
breaking them and we should now be nearer to social equality and jus- 
tice than we are to-day.

Unfortunately besides the workers
population with a grievance in the
century, namely the owners of the
middle-class. These “ upstart tradesmen,
called them, aspired to a direct share in the government, which they

and that he was a
1 am not at all disposed to force such an in- 

Let him grab to his lieart’s

ever considered how our wages are fixed ? Perhaps you 
are paid according to their ability, but this is not exactly 

'The value of labour is chiefly determined by its scarcity, and 
Take as an example the shorthand 

Years ago the wages of shorthand writers were very high, far 
But it does not 
was paid two,

MONEY.
( /I.V an 1’ndvoiduulist Anarchist.)

The, two primary purposes for which the State exists are these (1) the 
maintenance of leg(d property, from which arises all monopolies of land 
and means of labour; (2) the manufacture of the so-called legal currency, 
or medium of exchange; and practically speaking Anarchists attack 
these two monster evils.

The State has arisen out of and still embodies the principle of Mutual 
Distrust, and it can only be abolished by replacing this principle by 
that of Mutual Confidence. Doubtless there is a tendency towards a 
growth of this latter principle, and hence the hope of the Anarchist.

People who are not accustomed to question the present order of 
things, treat as perfectly chimerical or utopian the idea of doing away 
with money ; indeed the belief in money and the belief in property are 
probably the two most deeply rooted superstitions that have ever occu­
pied the human mind. Nevertheless they are but superstitions, and 
until they are eradicated the progress of mankind towards happiness 
will be veiy slow indeed. These two superstitions produce much 
misery in society, perhaps one half of the existing misery, the other half 
being produced by our social customs regarding the sexual relationship, 
and these being the prime causes of social misery, there is no prospect 
of its alleviation until these causes are removed.

I give a person a piece of gold or silver stamped by the government, 
in exchange for something which he gives me. This arrangement simply 
implies an absence of all mutual confidence between us. We require 
the State to make these coins because we cannot trust one another, but 
see what this want of mutual confidence implies. It means that no 
exchanges of commodities or services can take place except amongst 
people who happen to have got hold of these pieces of gold and silver. 
This means:

(1) That the exchanges of commodities and services must be consider­
ably fettered.

(2) That those who have no money must ever be at the mercy of
those who have.

Money therefore, simply fetters exchange of commodities and services and 
consequently hinders the fined cementation of society. This is so true that 
I don’t suppose many people will heed it.

I quite agree with Sir Thomas More, and indeed every day’s experi­
ence of life impresses its truth more and more upon me, when he says, 
“ So easy a thing would it be to supply all the necessities of life if that 
blessed thing called money, which is pretended to be invented for pro­
curing them, were not really the only thing that obstructed their being 
procured.”

Exchange is the life-blood of human society, and money which is an 
obstacle in the way of exchange is a vampire draining that life-blood. 

But how can we do without money ? Plainly enough. Start ex­
changing on any mutual principle upon which you and others can agree. 
Either by a Free Currency representing your goods or on a principle of 
Free Communism, meaning the free giving and taking of services, or 
by any other mutual arrangement you may devise.

etc. from which everything is made, belongs in an exclusive sense to 
nobody, seeing that it is the production of nature and not of man. Ami 
I am sure neither you nor anyone else can give me any good reason 
why this raw material should be monopolised by a few. Evidently it is 
the property of all alike, and you and I are from every point of view 
entitled to the use of so much of it as will satisfy our needs.

But the law which you admire so much is the support of the unjust 
system which prevents our gaining access to the raw material we need, 
and which compels us instead to sell our labour at a competition price.

Have you
think workmen
the ease. The value of labour is chiefly determined by its f 
ability is oidy a secondary factor.
writer.
above those of bricklayers, carpentersand compositors, 
follow that because the ability to write shorthand 
three, or four times as much as the ability to lay bricks or set type, it 
was therefore a superior ability. This is proved by the fact that now 
only the very best shorthand writers can command a high price for their 
services, an<l thousands who years ago woidd have , " 1 ’
cannot secure the income of an ordinary mechanic.
over and tell me whether you think a shorthand writer who got a high 
salary some years ago was getting more than his due, or if you think he 
is getting less than his due now that wages have fallen, supposing his 
ability to be exactly the same now as then. The fact is you cannot tell 
the distinct value of any individual’s services, and therein lies the great 
strength of Communism. Communism is just because it gives all men 
equal opportunities, whereas Individualism is unjust because it tends to 
give one man greater opportunities than another. As to the difference 
in “go’’amongst men that is chiefly due to the fact that some have 
had greater freedom of development than others. When a man’s family 
for generations have lived in a healthy place and a healthy way, culti­
vating their minds and bodies; and when he himself, inheriting from 
them a strong body and mind, is able to live as suits him, and to work 
as he likes best, the chances are that he will have plenty of “go.” And 
the man who has plenty of energy is the man who can best enjoy life. 
He enjoys work, he enjoys society, he makes everything round him 
“go” too. If he has a fair chance he benefits his fellows whilst he 
benefits himself. There is no need that he should be rewarded by being 
allowed to monopolise extra wealth as well. It is the people who have 
been handicapped by nature or the cruelty and selfishness of their fel­
lows who need extra artificial aids to help them up to the level of the 
more energetic members of society. If they get such brotherly aid they 
become happy and useful citizens. If not, they become a curse, a dead 
weight on society. And our present social arrangements tend to con­
tinually increase the proportion of these feeble and ineffectual people, 
at the very time when our knowledge of chemistry and mechanics ought 
to make it easier every day to find varied and light work suited to all 
sorts of capacities. Another argument in favour of Communism and 
Anarchy.

You want to make Law which is the support of all these evils and 
inequalities stronger, whilst I want to abolish it altogether. And you 
say that under Communism stealing would be allowed because there 
would be no law against stealing. But to-day stealing is allowed because 
there is a law in its favour.
stealing which causes the mass of the human race to live in misery and 
privation, and the abolition of law would mean the abolition of that 
sort of stealing. Do you not call it stealing when every capitalist 
takes from his workmen every day a great deal more than his equal 
share of what they produce and yet very often he has not even put 
a finger towards the work or given an hour to planning it ?

The abolition of law would mean the disappearance of the police­
man from the street corner, the magistrate from the police court and 
the judge from the bench, but it would also mean the practical cessa­
tion of crime, because with it that poverty and degradation which is 
the main cause of crime would disappear. If there were no law backed 
up by force, people would doubtless refuse to pay rent, they would 
think they were quite justified in helping themselves to the necessaries 
of life, and they would work willingly enough to replace what they had 
consumed, but there would be no injustice whatever in that.

You think a man ought to be able to get and to keep all he can. 
Very good, but this law of to-day prevents all but a few getting very 
much. If it was abolished and every man tried to take all he could 
with his own individual strength, he would precious soon discover that 
he was by no means capable of “ licking creation,”
very ordinary individual.
dividual to be sociable. __ ____„

e e O —

he does not interfere with others. Let him have his pound of flesh. 
But he must not grumble if some there be who bind him to his bond 
and treat him as Portia treated Shylock. I rather think that those 
who try Individualism after the general liquidation of the Social Revo­
lution, will soon tire of it and its thousand and one illusive expedients 
to secure to each individual exactly what he produces.

As you say the capitalists and landlords are there and wont clear off* 
for our pleasure. ..
secure enough in their position before ’89. Yet they fell, 
morrow maybe the aristocrats of wealth will join them.
of the people proceeds rapidly.
and capitalism is being undermined day by day here as elsewhere, and 
although it is impossible to say exactly when the people will resolve to 
act, it is quite certain that before very long they will do so.—Yours 
fraternally, Jack.
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