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NOTICE. -CHANGE OF ADDRESS.
“ Freedom ” will henceforth be published by the New Fellowship Press, 

at 26 Newington Green Road, London, N. The Supplement will continue 
to be set up at our own office by volunteer labour as before.

THE IRISH SPLIT.
“ God be praised Home Rule is saved ! ” the grand old word-spinner is 
reported to have said when he heard of the split in the Irish parlia­
mentary party. Later events would seem to show that the wily leader 
of the Liberals is by no means out of the wood. The “Uncrowned 
King ” of Ireland is not at all disposed to resign after one defeat. The 
memorable words, “ Tell them I will fight to the end,” are still ringing 
in our ears and no one now at any rate can doubt that he intends to 
keep his word. .That indefinite hybrid thing which politicians call 
“ Home Rule,” and which the Liberal party regards as a euphemism for 
the loaves and fishes of office, seems to be very much in Queer Street at 
present. Whether it will be saved at the next general election is now 
extremely doubtful and for our part we are glad.

Truly a great divorce case would Captain O’Shea’s have been if upon 
it hung the fate of a nation, as politicians would have had the world 
believe. But the common sense of the common people has given the 
lie direct to their assertions, and “ Home Rule for Ireland ” stands out 
at last cleared of the intrigues at St. Stephen’s. It is seen, as it should 
always .have been seen, as the righteous claim of a long-abused people. 
Not merely the prize of Parnellism or the charitable gift of Glad- 
stonians. The Irish Oracle has had its veil torn away by the rude 
hands of those curious in private affairs, and there has been revealed, 
not the golden treasure of wise policy, expected by the faithful, but the 
‘ Ego” of Parnell. If Irishmen accept the moral and see the fal­
lacy of vesting the sacredness of any cause in the person of a leader, 
however great, all will be well, and Parnell will, like Samson in his 
death-throes, pull down one of the greatest temples of oppressive Philis­
tinism. Let the Irish seek the guidance of their actions in the needs 
of their nation, and let them remember that at this crisis in their affairs 
the third party in English politics stands like Iago, with cynical grin of 
anticipation, murmuring,

“ Now whether he kill Cassio,
Or Cassio him, or each do kill the other, 
Every way makes my gain.'*

We believe, however, that the Unionist Iago will have his grin for 
his pains, and that the Irish nation will have what they are demanding 
under the name of “ home rule,” whether they have or have not Mr. 
Parnell’s or Mr. Gladstone’s version of it; for the honest part of the 
English people are at last waking up to the fact that they have been 
doing their neighbours a great wrong and that they have no right to 
force themselves upon them as rulers. The English workers are de­
manding “home rule ” for Ireland, and therefore the politicians who 
are playing to the gallery will be forced before very long to go in for 
“ home rule,” such as it is.

The recent episode in the history of the Star was a curiou9 illustra­
tion of this. Some of the staff' being anxious to bring English questions 
to the fore in the paper, the experiment was tried. It proved an 
obvious failure and the Star was forced to replace the home rule ques­
tion in its previous pre-eminent position. The same sort of indication 
of the drift of public opinion occurs in the experience of every public 
speaker. In an address on any topic, it suffices merely to mention the 
words “ home rule ” to raise an instant chorus of “ hear, hear ” and 
applause. Every one is sick of the subject and every one feels, or is 
beginning to feel, that the way to be rid of it is to give the Irish what 
they ask.

As for us, we heartily wish that the Irishman’s red herring of 
“ Home rule,” together with the English w’orker’s red herring of “an 
Eight Hours’ Day,” had been seized upon and assimilated, that both 
the English and Irish dupes might realise what unsubstantial game 
they are hunting down.

Doubtless all “ home rule ” is a step in the right direction, but what 
an infinitesimally tiny step is this which seems a question of first mag­
nitude to the Irish to-day. When they talk about Ireland for the 
Irish, and managing their own affaire, they are really only asking that 
the affaire of the Irish people be put into the hands of a governing class 
of Irishmen instead of a governing class of Englishmen. Of real home 
rule, the dii*cct management of all affairs by those whom they immedi­

ately concern, the rule of the individual man by himself alone they 
seem as yet to have no conception. When they have obtained a middle­
class Irish government, instead of a middle-class English government, 
they will find the whole great problem which lies before the civilised 
world to day, lying before them, as before other nations, unsolved. The 
workers are everywhere in revolt against masters of every kind, man­
kind in revolt against the very principles of authority, whilst the Irish 
are eagerly occupied in exchanging old masters for new. Let them do 
it with all speed, that they may find out their delusion and learn by 
experience what an insignificant effect a mere shifting of the whip of 
government from one hand to another, has upon the life of the people. 
It is a lesson quickly learnt in the seething ferment now taking place in 
Society, and before long we may hope to find Irish workers and peasants 
fighting shoulder to shoulder with the oppressed of England, of Europe, 
of America, in the great international contest against the domination of 
man by man, beside which all merely national causes sink into insigni­
ficance.

•X
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Complete freedom is impossible of attainment where each man

TRUE FREEDOM.
What is time freedom in human relations 1 Does real human freedom 
simply imply elbow-room for the individual, as far as the direct inter­
ference of his fellows is concerned, or does it imply something more f 
A man who is boycotted has plenty of elbow-room allowed him, but 
certainly a mutual boycotting is not the ideal of freedom in social 
relationships.

A man is really free, has a sen>e of unrestraint and self-fulfilment, 
when he is in such a position with his fellows that both they and he 
can exercise their facilities to the fullest possible extent in the way that 
comes most naturally to each of them. Doubtless this implies that each 
should be willing to grant the others elbow-room, but it also implies that 
each should endeavour to co-operate with those in connection with him 
for the common purpose of securing each and all the largest amount of 
scope.
does not see that the possibilitv of the fullest freedom for himself lies A v
in making such mutual arrangements with others as shall secure for 
them too the largest freedom for the development of their activities. 
While each is occupied in trying to draw a fence round himself and 
include inside his own fence as much room to move as possible, regard­
less of how much he is trespassing on the room to move of others, he 
is not going the way to secure the most complete freedom even for him­
self. Real freedom is quite as much a state of mind as a state of body.

“ Stone walls do not a prison make,
Nor iron bars a cage,"

And freedom of mind can only be attained among social beings by means 
of mutual aid and furtherance. Mutual concession is an extension not 
a curtailment of liberty. Next to the active attempt to coerce others, 
the selfish attempt to attain one’s own liberty at the expense of the 
liberty of one’s neighbour is the most fatal foe to true freedom for one­
self as well as for him. We are all fenced in and restrained bv the 
natural conditions of existence; but the restraint imposed by these 
upon each individual is rendered less irksome when there is mutual 
co-operation between him and his fellows, than when each endeavours 
to adapt himself to them alone ; even when he carefully respects the 
equal right of others to do the same and does not attempt to put arbi­
trary hindrance in their way. Let us try to illustrate what we mean 
by a rough and ready illustration.

If two men are shut up together in a cell, each of them has the 
greatest possible freedom of movement if they mutually agree to let 
each other walk up and down the whole available space. If they are 
not wise enough to do this there are three courses open to them.

First, the stronger occupant of the cell may be filled with the mis- 
taken notion that social feeling implies self-effacement, self-sacrifice, 
self-renunciation; he may, therefore (feeling himself highly virtuou- 
all the time) crowd himself into a corner of the ceil, leaving all the rest 
of the walking space free for his companion. Now either his companion 
is a selfish fellow, who calmly accepts the sacrifice as his due, and th-- 
self-sacrificing person has only hardened him in his stupidity and sillv 
greediness of disposition, or he is a weak well-meaning person, who 
accepts the sacrifice, at first under protest, and then, gradually, grow- 
accustomed to the idea that another should be sacrificed for him and 
thereby he becomes degraded to the level of the selfish man ; or he is . 
sensible, social person, who is made thoroughly uncomfortable by the 
unreason of the self-sacrificer and until he has brought him to a wiser
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mind, gets little good and no pleasure from the exercise he takes. And 
note that either way the self-sacriticer has given bis comrade less space 
to move than if he had not persisted in immolating himself in one 
corner.

Or, secondly, we may suppose the case reversed. The stronger man 
may be a brute who forces the weaker to crowd himself into a corner 
and remain there. This is unmitigated individualism—the narrowest 
egoism—stupid tyranny, the reign of the strongest. But by all his 
self-assertion, his successful selfishness, the strongest man has not 
secured so much room, is not so free to exercise to the full his own 
faculty of locomotion, has less personal, individual freedom than if he 
had had the sense and good feeling to come to a common understanding 
with the feebler man. and arranged with him that both should walk 
over the whole space at command.

ur's claim to the other half. This is strict justice, the first step 
towards social co-opcration. The two have gone so far as to recognise 
that they have a common interest, t.e., to secure the freedom of each of 
them, and that the way to do this is mutual respect and agreement. 
This is the sort of thing the revolutionists of the last century under­
stood by libertv and equality and. as it seems to us, very much what 
our individualist Anarchist comrades understand by liberty and equality 

The third
Each man may agree to kefcp half the cell to himself and respect his 
neigh1

that thev have a common interest, t.e., to secure the freedom of each of

now.
But if two Communist Anarchists of the Ninetenth Century were 

shut up in the cell they would not be content with this arrangement. 
We want more liberty, they would say. Each of us wants the whole 
cell to walk up and down, and if we come to a mutual understanding 
we can do this. By means of mutual concession each can enjoy as 
much walking space as if he were alone, and can moreover enjoy the 
mental enlargement that comes from a sense of companionship, good 
understanding and the common exercise of facility. And so the two 
Communist Anarchists agree to take their exercise at the same time, 
one walking in ODe direction and one in the other, or make some 
other mutually accommodating arrangements, so that the whole space 
is available for both, and indulge at the same time in some pleasant 
and stimulating conversation.

If. however, one of our Communist Anarchists finds he is shut into 
a cell with a man stronger than himself physically, whose one idea is to 
assert himself against his fellows, he will not do like the meek self­
renouncing person and crush himself humbly into a corner. He knows 
that by doing that he will only be morally injuring his unsocial com­
panion and fostering his dominating tendency; therefore he neither 
acquiesces nor submits, but leaves no method untried to persuade, or if 
that be useless to force, the tyrant to allow him free play. A true 
Communist Anarchist, imprisoned with his fellow men in the cell of 
conditioned existence, never ceases to protest and revolt against all at­
tempts on their part to dominate him. for when on his own account he is 
tempted to give up in despair a struggle that seems useless, he remembers 
tliat he is not fighting for his own hand, but for every oppressed human 
being. He remembers that every man or woman who yields to 
oppression makes the fight harder and less hopeful for all that 
are oppressed ; while every one who fights a good fight, cheers 
and inspirits the rest; every' one who wins and frees himself 
brings victory nearer for the rest. Nay more. Victory, the winning 
of true freedom for the oppressed, means the winning of true freedom 
for the oppressors, their deliverance from the chains which their own 
narrow understanding has rivetted round their necks ; it means the 
liberation into a larger life of the tyrants as well as the slaves.

ANARCHISM V. LAW AND AUTHORITY.

Discouraging as

(From a continental comrade.)

In setting forth once more our principles and tactics we do not intend 
to dwell on the misery and degradation of present society, as the socialist 
agitation and current events have within the last few years brought this 
side of the question more prominently to the front than ever before ; 
and as almost all parties admit it and appear to be busy finding means 
of alleviation, it is the more necessary to point out that for us the only 
remedy is the destruction of the present industrial system; for its only 
supports are oppression, fraud and hypocrisy, and the abolition of these 
offers a sufficient guarantee for an improved state of things. We refuse 
to delude the workers by urging them to place their faith on this or 
that “ stepping stone,” or in any partial reform which is now being 
vigorously advocated.

One of the worst features of the present condition of thingB is the 
disposition of nearly all critics to neglect the real issue upon which alone 
the labour question can be settled. This fact only strengthens our 
reason for pointing out once more that under a system of monopoly, 
defended by law and authority, all individual development and collective 
progress are checked, first, by the economic impotence of those who 
strive forward, and also by the very existence of law processes them­
selves ; while every’ step of progress achieved becomes a new and often 
a more powerful instrument for capitalist exploitation, and 60 a curse to 
the workers—at whose instance it has been secured. Discouraging as 
this may appear, however, it would be a mistake as well as a misfortune 
to become indifferent about exertions of the human intellect at all.

The grand cause of the tightening of the chains of monopoly at everv 
step of progress is apparent in the fact that an immense mass of intel­
lectual power is wasted by’ never coming to any wide development, 
while the intellects that gain any development are stunted and blunted 
by* the oppressive fetiches of law and Jorder, customs and regulations; 
withered by tradition and authority, which are taught to the workers 
from childhood to the grave. Most people neither care nor dare to 
think independently upon any’ subject, and this helplessness is encour­
aged and fostered by their rulers, who lead them to believe that all pro­
vision will be made for them by’ those in authority. Thus are they led, 
like sheep to a fold, to a place where they are told to drop a paper in 
a box, fondly believing that all they* require will come out in due time 
at the other end.

Many, indeed, are without hope or prospect of a much brighter future 
—believing the present system to be unalterable; while those who do 
think a change possible, do so on the condition that it be achieved bv 
the “ will of the people,” whatever that may’ mean. They’ may even 
see the present evils clearly enough, but believing in “ democratic ” 
principles, they’ will join this or that party which is making the usual 
political agitation to influence parliament, or to get a majority of that 
enlightened assembly to vote jthem their liberty. In short, they will 
and must repress their best individual feelings, independent thought 
and self-respect, a course that only leaves them free to join this or that 
gregarious host following a noisy, self-seeking “ leader.”

Still those we have just described may reflect that nothing can be said 
to have ever been gained by’ “ the great mass of the people ”; they’ have 
merely stepped on to the ground which was sufficiently’ prepared for 
their reception by’ a small number of independent forerunners, who 
defied the old order and revolted against it regardless of abuse, persecu­
tion and death.

Indeed this is largely characteristic of the Anarchist movement of 
to-day. There are those who prefer to work among the bigger crowds, 
in the existing organisations, advocating labour reforms and parliamen­
tarian Social Democracy* rather than to join the small band of outspoken 
Anarchist propagandists. In doing so, however, they only become the 
tools of the “ masses,” to the prejudices of whom they pander ; while 
their very* associations compel them to confound the everyday stirrings 
of the people for higher wages or shorter hours of work, or even the 
ephemeral outbursts of bigoted enthusiasm for some demagogue, with 
demands for freedom.

It is impossible to combine immediate success with ultimate progress ; 
nor can a cause march onward without victims.

Opportunism, wanting to reap without sowing, never hits at the root 
of any of the real obstacles of progress; and least of all at the law and 
order superstition upon which it builds up its schemes and dodges. 

We may be asked : What, then, should really be done ?
The answer can be but short and general.
We must on all occasions, by words and deeds, impress upon the 

people the great truth of free individual initiative. This, clearly under­
stood, involves rejection of the present laws and their upholders; of 
centralisation and “ leadership”; the rejection of any system of majority 
rule and government by force.

This position can only be maintained by* our abstention from all elec­
tioneering humbug, while the sham fight which is being made with the 
real enemies of liberty by the political leaders must be noticed by us 
only ivhen it affords opportunity for pushing our ideas or exposing the 
tricks played on the workers by’ either party. At the same time we 
must be very careful not to interfere with either party’, whether we 
approve of it or not, either to increase the power of the one or decrease 
the power of the other; while in so far as they assume to represent the 
people we must actively boycott them and all their supporters who 
represent, between them, law and order.

We must, too, use every occasion to point the people’s attention to 
the riches and luxury the starving worker daily passes on the way from 
the fever-den of “home” to the modern hell of work-shop or factory. 
By such action we must engender in these dull, weary and hopeless 
slaves a wholesome disrespect of the privilege of the exploiter, while 
they must be taught that the wealth Jthey produce is their own—thus 
destroying the old-time notion of the sacredness of the property of the 
monopolist. We must also study to safeguard ourselves against new 
deceptions which may be ushered in in the name of freedom, but which 
will be nothing more than a new and more powerful state-control. We 
att-t also act as well as speak, and by individual protests of a thousand 
kinds against the miserable tyu-anny of law and wealth, teach by 
example disrespect for authority and monopoly. The State Socialist 
must not move without orders from his leaders, and he humbly obeys; 
but Anarchists have full scope to manifest themselves in every way, 
and it will be their own fault if they do not more widely spread their 
ideas. They’ have too long trusted to the ordinary, we might say*, 
almost accidental methods of propaganda; while they have ignored a 
wide and fertile field that lay open before them.

We may take hope, too, from the fact that when once the law and 
authority deception is effectually shaken, Communism becomes self- 
evident ; for to what other system than one leaving the natural wants 
and necessities of people to arrange themselves by mutual consent would 
free men and women submit ? For surely’ those who reject coercion 
otherwise, would refuse to be coerced in the most important domain 
of life.

Let us then wage relentless war upon law and authority, always 
refusing to turn aside from our main object to exact petty palliatives; 
only* content to lay down our aims when we have gained Anarchy 
and Communism.
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NOTES.
A Lost Opportunity.

The Anarchist night which was to wind up the recent Session of the 
Fabian Society has come and gone, and an opportunity of discussing 
our principles before a large and intelligent audience has been missed 
owing to an unfortunate display of ill-temper on the part of certain 
Fabians and Anarchists. The papers read by two Fabians were sup­
posed to show how impossible it was to dispense altogether with Govern­
ment, and the arguments of both were so weak that the Anarchists 
might easily have bowled them over had they concentrated their atten­
tion on the lectures, instead of turning it upon the individual Fabians, 
w’ho allowed their temper to get the better of their judgment.

Mr. Just’s lecture was a neat little historic summary of Governmental 
development up to date, and we were told that the laws were now being 
made by the people. He admitted that repressive law’s were falling into 
disrepute and that in fact organisation wras becoming every day more 
industrial and less political. But notwithstanding all this he still main­
tained that the people should have delegates and that they should give 
those delegates a power which they themselves had not. He termed 
this power “ Administrative,” but the impartial hearer could not mis­
take it for anything but “ Coercion ” writ large.

Mr. Bernard Shaw, who read the second paper, fought a paradoxical 
round for Government, in which he first knocked it down and then did 
his best to set it on its legs again. He did not make it quite clear to 
us that we should submit to Governments, although they were nests of 
jobbery and corruption, for the simple reason that he believed Private 
Enterprise jobbed and robbed with even greater impunity, and because 
it was safer to insult a State Official than a private individual. Even 
that most democratic bait contained in the suggestion that although 
Tom might imprison Bill this year, he might comfort himself with the 
thought that he Bill, might have a chance of hanging Tom after the 
next election, did not convince us of the charms of Social Democracy.

Very much off the lines was the debate which followed. Instead of 
argument, there was a great exhibition of party antagonism. There 
were, however, tw’o features worth noting, nay three : Mr. Graham 
Wallas’s surprise to hear that Anarchists favoured organisation; his 
belief that there would have to be Acts of Parliament to prevent tho 
people in the galleries of theatres spitting upon the heads of those in 
the pit; and Mr. Hubert Bland’s offer to fill the post of Lord Chief 
Hangman under the rule of Social Democracy.

“Let Him who is without Sin cast the first Stone.”
Mr. Parnell has committed the unpardonable crime of being found 

out; the greatest crime a man can commit in respectable English 
society. It makes so many people feel nervous. Only the pen of Swift 
could do justice to the attitude of these excellent Christian politicians 
in the act of repudiating a colleague who has been caught breaking one 
of the ten commandments which they, of course, observe so rigidly. 
Who would think that these are the very men who are fattening on 
the poverty and misery of the masses, the very men who trample on 
the interests of those who send them to the so-called People’s House, 
the very men who are the mainstay of that system of cruel oppression, 
of unspeakable tyranny which drives the vast army of unfortunate 
women to walk our midnight pavements in search of a morsel of shame- 
bought bread ? , ----------
A Common-place Intrigue.

Not that we have any particular sympathy with the hero and heroine 
of a vulgar, sculking intrigue; people who deliberasely choose to per­
manently fetter their minds with the numbing chains of a life of deceit 
and false pretence that they may indulge the temporary desires of their 
bodies. And all this when there is nothing to prevent them living 
honourably and openly as they think fit but a cowardly terror of social 
prejudices. Either they believe iu the sanctity of legal marriage and are 
in their own opinion guilty of a snameful breach of good faith, or they 
believe that mutual love is the only real and honourable marriage bond, 
and have not the courage openly to say so. Their conduct is emphati­
cally their own affair; but as onlookers we cannot say we admire it.

THE WORKERS’ MOVEMENT IN RUSSIA.
(From our Russian correspondent.)

Much has been said in the English press about the Socialistic movement 
in Russia, and the reading English public already knows that, under 
the influence of the so-called “Nihilists”, many Russian working men 
have taken an active and energetic part in the struggle against auto­
cracy. It does not, however, appear to be so well known that, quite 
apart from any such influences, there is among the working-classes of 
Russia and Poland intense and steadily increasing disaffection. I speak 
now, not of peasants, but of the proletariat, and especially of factory 
hands.

In the present condition of Russia, any organised protest on the part 
of working-men is attended by peculiar difficulties. It must be remem­
bered that, in Russia, to strike is a crime, punishable, not only by 
imprisonment, but by exilo to tho savage districts of eastern Siberia, 
and even by flogging. (It is true that this last is not warranted by any 
law in the Russian code, but it can hardly be supposed to make much 
difference to tho victim whether such a punishment be inflicted by sen­
tence of a court or by “administrative order.”) To Russian subjects, 
free meeting, free association and free speech are as much unknown 
luxuries as a free press, while any attempt at propaganda or organisa­
tion means simply—penal servitude. Taking into account all these con­

ditions and the extreme difficulties which the imperial government 
places in the way of all intellectual development among the working­
classes, it is easy to understand that, in such a country, any purely 
economic protest must necessarily be of a somewhat fitful and spon­
taneous character, although, perhaps, not less tragic in its way than the 
fully conscious protest of the revolutionists.

On the other hand, the intolerable circumstances of hired labour in 
Russia, the long hours, the murderous hygienic conditions, the excep­
tionally low late of wages, the innumerable fines and humiliations, irre­
sistibly drive the workmen to rebellion, at the risk even of such conse­
quences as Siberian exile, penal servitude and corporal punishment. 
The result is a constant struggle, blind and desperate, of which good 
care is taken that even Russian society shall know little and western 
Europe hardly anything. This is one of the ugliest among the skele­
tons which the Russian government keeps locked up in its private cup­
board. A few instances, chosen from among many others, may suffice 
to show the readers of Freedom, that I am not exaggerating. These 
facts have, I believe, never before appeared in any English organ :—

In 1884 the women employed in the Dourounch and Shishman 
tobacco works in Vilna struck, demanding higher wages, and the work­
men took their part, maintaining that the women’s demands were only 
reasonable. The Governor-General sent a body of cossacks to “ restore 
order.” Several of the ringleaders were arrested—and have never come 
home. The other strikers were lashed with the cossacks’ “ nagaiki ” 
(a kind of horse-whip) and forced to resume work.

In the same place, at almost the same time, there was a strike among 
the cabmen, who demanded the repeal of certain obnoxious rules newly 
introduced by the Police Director, Vlassovsky. After three days the 
strikers received an order to appear before Vlassovsky. Several were 
flogged, others arrested and exiled by administrative order; the rest 
submitted and resumed work.

In 1884, 10,000 men struck at the station of Zhlobin, on the Libava- 
Romny railway, where they were employed in unloading the barges of 
corn. The official report in the Russian newspaper runs as follows: 
“ Troops were sent to the place, and restored order." What is sometimes 
meant bv “restoring order ” the following case may show : —

“In 1872 the then heir-apparent (now Alexander III.) passed near 
the Oural iron-works. The economical position of the men employed in 
these works had long been exceedingly bad, and three times there had 
been general strikes in almost all the works at once, which had been put 
down each time by whips and bayonets. . . . Hearing of. the arrival of 
the heir-apparent, the men of several works secretly sent deputies to 
him with a petition, imploring him ‘ for Christ’s sake to deliver them 
from their unendurable position, either by giving them land, there, in 
their native country, or by permitting them to settle on “ free land in 
Siberia,—to go on living as they were was impossible, for their wages 
were so low that they were unable to obtain even black bread. lor 
two months they waited for their deputies to return with an answer. 
The deputies have never returned to this day, but as for an answer— 
that came; an order to the following effect: The ‘ringleaders' to be 
arrested, to receive 50 lashes each and then to be exiled to the furthest parts 
of Siberia. The ‘ more orderly ’ rebels to receive 30 lashes each and to be 
strictly forbidden to again annoy his Imperial Highness with illegal 
requests, on pain of still severer treatment.

“In 1875 the men again rebelled in several factories and the result 
was as before, flogging and Siberia for the more obstinate,, flogging and 
threats for the more submissive. ... So matters went on till 1879; 
every year they sent deputies,—and the deputies never came back. 

“Finally, in January 1879, a letter arrived from the deputies last 
sent, stating that they had succeeded in giving their petition into tho 
Tzar’s own hands, and had seen him read it. . . . In tho end of Febru­
ary the Governor of the province received the following order from St. 
Petersburg: 7'/?e men of several iron works to be flogged all round; the 
number of lashes to be unlimited, the more the better; troops then to be 
quartered on the most rebellious settlements. This sentence was literally 
fulfilled ; everyone was flogged, from children to old men. llie soldiers 
broke into the houses, seized upon the sick and flogged them too. 37 
persons were flogged to death on the spot, and 25 more died soon after­
wards from their wounds. The people were so panic-stricken that they 
fled into the forests (in spite of the cold) and hid themsehes there for 
a fortnight. The soldiers, meanwhile, ate up everything that was eat­
able and stole everything else. The destruction was complete. (A yest- 
nik Narodnoy Voli, No. 2. 1884.)

Under such conditions and at such a price do Russian v\oi king-men 
attempt to assert their independence. Nevertheless, they do assert it, 
and more vehemently now than ever before. In Poland, especially, 
where the population’ is less ignorant than further east, the labour holi­
day of the 1st of May this year was kept in spite of spies and gendarmes. 
In’ Poland, altogether, the movement is more organised and has more 
resemblance to that of western Euroix?, and the strikers sometimes offer 
armed resistance to the troops’; as in the case of the great strike of 
Lhirardov, where 7000 men went out and, encouraged by the Polish 
revolutionists, presented so formidable a power that the troops, after 
some fighting ami bloodshed, found it advisable to retire.

In Russia itself, however, the struggle is a very hopeless one. Some­
times matters have gone so far that several hundred men have lain 
down together upon the railway lines, blocking the traffic with their 
bodies and defying the authorities to have the trains driven over them 
if they choose.

Thnt is what an economical struggle means in a country where there 
is no political liberty.
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