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MoNTHLY : ONE PENNY.

THE WINTER AND THE WORKERS.

WEe have to go back a great many years to find a winter as terribly

severe as the present one has been up to now. Fogand frost and snow

have made the lives of the workers one prolonged misery, and the only
wonder 18 that they have all taken it so quietly, Those of us who are
in work know how difficult it is to make both ends meet at such a
period as this when fire is an absolute necessity, and the coal merchants

knowing our helplessness have raised the price of fuel fifty per cent. or
more ; for on some days recently coals have reached as high a figure as
two shillings per hundredweight ; when we must have oil or candles
burning nearly all day ; when the wear and tear of our clothing is
about trebled, and the need of costly extra garments is imperative ; when
If we would keep ourselves in good health we must eat and drink far
more than we do in ordinary times ; and when in almost every family
at least one 1s unable to escape from an ailment of some kind and has to
spend money at the chemist’s or the doctor’s. How frightful then must
be the position of those who have no work, and therefore no money to
meet these extra calls, who sit and shiver all day without a fire or at
best only a very scanty one, or who wander about the streets vainly
seeking work or food of some sort ; whose only hope isa dole from some
of those clergymen, city missionaries, evangelists, etc., who act as the
agents of the possessing classes in distributing the miserably inadequate
sums with which the donors think to keep the people quiet. To under-
stand the misery of being out of work at such a time as this one must
experience 1t personally.

The very weather itself prevents many thousands of men from carry-
ing on their ordinary avocations and the always large army of out-of-
workers has been swelled tremendously. Once more the unemployed
question has been brought prominently to the front. ¢ Distressed
London,” “Starvation,” ‘“More Misery,” “ 9000 Dockers out of Work,”
“ Further Deaths from Starvation,” and such like catch lines, have been
displayed in large type on the contents bills of the principal London
dailies. The philanthropists, led by Booth and Charrington, have been
making strenuous appeals for funds. The State Socialists like Tom
Mann, John Burns and Cuninghame Graham, have been urging the im-
mediate establishment of Municipal Workshops, and seriously con-
sidering the advisability of commencing a campaign amongst the agri-
cultural labourers with a view to in some way prevent them from
Hlocking into London and swamping the unskilled labour market here.
This last is a very good move and we are glad to know that the Execu-
tive of the Dockers' Union have quite made up their minds to carry on
the work and to organise branches of agricultural labourers, although
the programme is of the most ridiculously moderate kind, consisting of
three points: (1) Allotments; (2) Small holdings; (3) a Minimum
Wage of fifteen shillings per week. The London Trades Council too,
have gone so far as to appoint a paid organiser in the person of our old
friend and opponent, Bill White, for the purpose of getting up meetings
of the unemployed and generally demonstrating the fact of their exist-
ence before the powers that be,

Meanwhile the workers have been making some show or rather a
number of somewhat small shows. At Wandsworth a band of unem-
ployed marched through the district demanding assistance. But Law
and Authority were very soon upon their track; begging, they were
plainly told by the nearest magistrate, was against the law, and if they
persisted the police woild be quite right in running them in. The
workhouse, it was hinted, was available ; but on going there they were
told that no outdoor relief could be given ; they must come into the
house if they were in want. At Bromley, in Kent, about one hundred
and fifty unemployed workers marched to the offices of the local authori-
ties and demanded work, threatening that unless thev were relieved
they would loot the bakers’ shops in the town. At Brighton about a
thousand men marched in procession through the town and along the
seaside bearing at their head a large banner with the 1nseription, “ Help
for Starving Unemployed.” There were twelve collectors and the
passers by contributed freely. A deputation of the men had an inter
view with the borough surveyor the same day and obtained a promise
from him to provide more work. At Wolverhampton over 250 workers
waited on the Mayor at the Town Hall, most of them eventually being
set to work at cleaning the streets. At Portsmouth a Procession was
organised and subseriptions solicited, but at the “ suggestion ” of the
police the men dispersed. Other meetings have been held in Ber-
mondsey, Camberwell, North London and elsewhere and in some cases

the local authorities have provided a little work in the way of clearing
away the snow. e _

But everywhere is noticeable that lamentable spirit of reliance upon
others. The unemployed either beg for money individually or in bands,
or they beg for work from the authorities. Far be it from us to blame
them. The average Englishman cannot be very courageous on an
empty stomach. But to no one is the maxim of Danton more suitable,
“Dare ! Dare! Always dare!” If these masses of unemployed men
were only bold and brave ; if they demanded from their exploiters not
merely a crust of bread or the means of getting it, but access to the
land and the tools, machinery and materials necessary to produce the
commodities they require to supply their needs ; if they refused to
allow the Cains of humanity to continue their murderous career, how
high and dry the philanthropists, State Socialists and other encouragers
of this spirit of dependence in the workers would be left. The mass of
the workers to-day are like the children of Israel in the desert. The
promised land is quite close, but they will never get there whilst they
are engaged Iin making and worshipping graven images. When once
they have learned to rely upon themselves and Liberty, the mountains
of difficulty by which they are surrounded will sink into molehills, the
mists of doubt and dissension will clear away, and a land flowing with
milk and honey will extend the fragrance of its welcome towards
them. Because they have no faith either in one another or in them-
selves the day of emancipation is unfixed.

FREEDOM AND PROPERTY.

“Is property-owning opposed to freedlom 1" was a pertinent and sug-
gestive question asked by a comrade, last month, in our columns. The
immediate answer, we think, depends mainly on the meaning attached
to the terms *freedom” and * property-owning”™ ; but the real issue
raised 1s one of the most important that can occupy Anarchists, for it is:
What relation of men to things is most conducive to human freedom 1
When we speak of human freedom, we speak of a relation between
man and man, of that social relation which allows and actively promotes
the fullest possible individual self-development; we speak of social
co-operation, whereof the principle is : Space and opportunity for the indi-
vidual initiative, the individual activity of each, by mutual agreement
of all. Freedom—the truest, completest freedom—is not merely nega-
tive ; it 1s not merely an absence of arbitrary restraints imposed by the
will of some upon others. It is also positive; it is active, voluntary
co-operation amongst men who have mutually agreed to associate for the
common purpose of obtaining for themselves and each other the fullest,
widest, intensest life of which their nature is capable. All association
1s a seeking after this, however blind, however imperfect, however mis-
guided in its methods and partial in its intention. The end of all life
1s to live, and the end of social life 1s that man, each individual human
being, should live more fully. When social relations are unfree, when
they press upon and constrain and crush down the individual, they are
a mockery and a failure, doomed, where there is any strong vitality in
the men thus ill-associated, to be, sooner or later, broken up and replaced
by relations healthier and more fitted to satisfy human needs. There-
fore it happens that, in an unfree society like ours, an individual’s first
and necessary step towands freedom is often to assert his own indi-
viduality as against his fellow-men, who, so far from enlarging his possi-
bilities of existence, are pressing upon him unmercifully. He is called
by fate to be, as it were, the other half of the man who, prizing any
sort of companionship and understanding with the people amongst whom
his lot 1s cast more than his own self, or not knowing that there is such
a good as true freedom possible to him, or perhaps simply being afraid
to move out of his narrow rut lest he should be crushed quite to death,
lets his whole individual nature, his will, his energy, his initiative, his
feelings, his thoughts, his actions, be controlled and coerced and HEmited
and restrained till he becomes a mere creature of custom and routine,
the slave of other men's will, the tool of their desires. Whilst our
existing unsocial social order turns out these slaves by the million, we
can be neither surprised nor sorry that it turns out many of their oppo-
sites and counterparts, the protestants of liberty, who have been and are
as yet only able to take the preliminary step towards freedom, and, con-
ceiving of it more as a social separation than a social relation, go about
preaching a gospel of hate, and confront even their most inoffensive

neighbours with an aggressive stare and an uncalled-for assertion: I am
as good as you, if not better.
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Rather, ten thousand times rather, such proof of vitality than the
abject submission, the moral death of the slave, who brings to naught
the long travail of the ages wherein human individuality has been pain-
fully fashioned and developed. But for all that, individual self-
assertion is not freedom, and does not satisfy the self-assertive person
himself, unless the social instinct, which is an essential part of his
nature, has been withered or warped, or perhaps had little chance to
grow. Most persons find the position of an Esau a miserable one, and
having once set forth upon the path towards freedom, rest not until they
realise that it implies social co-operation and mutual agreement, upon a
higher moral level than the irrational and unsatisfying social relations
too common to-day. o -

Now it is very obvious that the answer that any person will give to
the question with which we set out, 7.e., what relation of men to things
is most conducive to human freedom, will depend greatly upon the
degree to which he conceives of freedom as a social relation, based on
mutual agreement and co-operation, or looks upon it as a stat-ge : of
individual separation and self-assertion. A man 1n the la.tter condition
of mind can hardly fail to consider private property essential to what he
looks upon as freedom ; for if a man believes his best method of
obtaining the fullest possible life for himself 1s to remain on terms of
armed nentrality with his fellow men, the more things he can acquire
and keep to himself the better will be his chances. In a society (if one
can call it so) where the universal motto of life is Each for himself and
the Devil take the hindermost, if there is to be any peace or security at
all, a man must be frankly allowed to keep what he can get and protect
it, if he can, as he protects himself.

But we, who conceive that true freedom necessarily implies active
social co-operation for the purpose of obtaining and maintaining it, look
at this question of property somewhat differently.

Let us suppose for a moment that the dust of the accumulated legal
rubbish of ages is out of our eyes, and that we are free men living in a
society of free men. Let us suppose that we have nothing to consult
but human nature and the nature of things in themselves. Are there
any claims which individuals or groups of individuals might put forward
to the personal possession of certain things which, under such circum-
stances, would appear to us reasonable and socially just ?

It seems to the present writer that there are three sorts of claims to
personal possession which would all be recognised in a society of free
men, because every normally developed human being would feel his own
life narrower and less satisfactory if they were denied him. These are
the claim of need, the claim of use, the claim of creation.

Let us consider these claims more in detail. In the first place, every
one of these three claims is recognised to-day. They are mixed up and
confused with the rights of property as sanctioned by law, and we think
the real human justice they embody is the saving salt which has enabled

injustice to poison men’s minds, and vitiate their sense of right for
so long. But if we try to disentangle them, we shall find that they
have existed amongst men before the making of laws; that they have
been violently wrested to their own selfish purposes by robbers, and
twisted and confused in the interests of exploiting classes by lawyers ;
but, nevertheless, their existence and development can be traced back
through long periods of human evolution. Just now, however, let us
confine ourselves to the present aspects of the case.

Certainly the claim of human need is very imperfectly recognised to-
day amongst civilised men, less than among some savages. Still it is
ised. A man’s need for food and clothing and shelter is acknow-
ledged in England as a sufficient reason why he should have these first
necessities of existence ; acknowledged in a niggardly, insulting, pitiless
fashion by our miserable Poor Law relief system ; but still acknow-
ledged. In Paris the claim of a need for shelter is recognised in more
humane fashion, and public rooms, with blazing fires, are provided in
various parts of the town for any one who likes to use them. Again,
we recognise children’s need of education as a reason for giving it to
them, the need of roads as a reason for making and keeping them up,
the need for light as a reason for having lamps in the streets for the
public benefit, and so on. As for the tyranical methods by which this

ition of the claim of need is expressed in our unfree society, we

can only say, that they are an evil in themselves. They would never be
put up with by the people at all unless there were a strong feeling that
need constitutes an actual claim, which ought somehow to be satisfied.
If anyone doubts this, let him turn and contemplate the endless private
associations, bad, good and indifferent, the end and aim of which is to
gatisfy some human needs which some people or other cannot rest con-
tent to leave unsupplied. It does not matter if the need be that of the
irreligious for bibles or of the aged poor for a pension, or of little school
children for a dinner, it is recogmnised by some one as a human need
which, just because it is a need, has a claim to be supplied. If a human
being really wants a thing very much, it is a reason in favour of his
having it, not only in his own mind but in the minds of other people,
who are often willing to work hard, and take a smaller share of the good
things of this life than they could consume with pleasure to themselves,
that the needs of others may be supplied. In small things this disposi-
tion to ise need as a reason for possession, i8 80 common an inci-
dent of daily life amongst associates, that we do not remark it, or try to
realise what sort of an affair life would be if the claims of need were
absolutely ignored in it. Let anyone who doubts this, just keep a
Pancil and note-book about him for a week, and jot down every occasion
which he lets somebody have something, or they let him have some-
thing, merely saying or thinking, “you want it most.” For instance,
in a family of limited means, is it not continually recognised that the
father should have the most strengthening food when he comes in tired

from his work, that the children who go to school should have
strongest boots, that the most delicate child should have the warmest
clothing, ete., etc.! And all merely because they particularly need this
or that. In the smaller needs of life this give and take is a m
course, of such continual daily occurrence amongst well-meaning people
that they are not conscious of it, and we have seen that the publie con-
science applies it also to fundamental needs ; it is therefore extremely
probable, is it not, that in a free society need would be recognised as a
real and just claim to the possession of the thing needed { ‘

Next month we propose to consider those claims of use and of crea-
tion, which, it seems to us, some Communists have insufliciently ana-
lysed when classing them under the generic term needs.”

IBSEN'S ANARCHISM.

Issen’s latest play, Hedda Gabler, has appeared simultaneously in
Copenhagen, London and New York, in the native language of the
author and in English, German, French, Italian and Hungarian trans-
lations ; a significant indication that the civilised world has learnt to
recognise the mighty force which dwells in the utterances of the Nor-
wegian Anarchist, the greatest and most original of modern play
writers. Anarchist, we say, though Ibsen, like many another great
artist and thinker, is no party man and has never worn, probably never
will wear, the label of an “ism” round his neck. Anarchist, because
for him the root evil of social life is domination ; the domination of
one human being by another ; the domination of mankind by cliques
and classes ; the domination of the individual by the mass; the domi-
nation of Man by custom and habit and social usage, by superstitions
and moral codes and external forms and formul@ ; domination of the
true self by moral pressure and public opinion without and by passion
and cowardice within, Anarchist, because for him the salvation of
Man lies within Man himself, in human possibilities, in the fullest self-
development, the fullest self-satisfaction, in that individual freedom
which it rests with men to claim and obtain from their fellows, which
it rests with men to grant or to withhold in their relations with one
another. Finally, Ibsen is an Anarchist because he has the courage to
carry his convictions to their logical conclusion and to contemplate the
existence of society without government as the ideal to which mankind
is rapidly tending; the political end to be attained by the coming
Social Revolution.

A clear statement of Ibsen’s views with regard to the State has lately
been brought for the first time before the English public by the trans-
lation of a biography* of him, seen and approved by himself. He was
deeply interested, it seems, in the great public events which took place
between 1863 and 1871. He perceived that the times were rotten, that
a new epoch must be at hand. He compared the coming crisis in Eu-
rope with the former great moral revolutions in the evolution of man-
kind. He noted that the ancient civilisation of Rome and the still
older civilisation of Egypt had decayed and perished for lack of the full
and healthy development of the individual in both ; for where the indi-
vidual human being is continually sacrificed to the fancied interests of
the community, there the community itself waxes feeble and dies out.

When the Franco-German war broke out in 1870, Ibsen believed the
eagerly expected revolutionary crisis had come, He wrote to his friend
Georg Brandes: “ Public events absorb a great part of my thoughts,
The old, illusory France is broken into fragments. If this new and
very real Prussia might also be broken up, at one leap we should find
ourselves in an entirely new epoch. Hey ! what a row the ideas all
about us would make, And high time too! Ah! what we live upon
now-a-days 1s no more than the crumbs fallen from the table of the
revolution of the last century and we have chewed those morsels long
enough. Those notions demand fresh material and fresh elucidation.
Liberty, equality and fraternity have no longer the same meaning as in
the days of the late lamented Guillotine, But this is what politicians
will not see, and for this I hate them. Men want only partial revolu-
tions, revolutions in externals, in politics. But this is mere trifling.
What we really need is a revolution in the spirit of man.”

“What Ibsen looked for,”” continues his biographer, ¢ from the new
epoch, was a state of society in which the individual might develop
wholly and freely, without being fettered by Society or the State,” A
few months later he again wrote to Georg Brandes as follows:

“The State is the curse of the individual. What has been the price
of Prussia’s strength as a State? The absorption of the individual in
the political and geographical entity. The waiter is the best soldier,
Away with the State! When that revolution is accomplished I will
be there. Undermine the notion of the State, let free will and spiritual
affinity be the only recognised basis of union, and you will have the
beginnings of a liberty worthy of the name.”

-With such ideas as these, it may well be understood that the Paris
Commune was a bitter disappointment to Ibsen; not in the least because
it was revolutionary (as the respectable Mr. Gosse tries to make out in
his article on Ibsen in * Northern Studies”) but because it was not
revolutionary enough ; bacause the people of Paris, having something
approaching to a fair chance of starting upon the new lines, set forth
instead upon the old, and immediately set up government when they
might have started a free community, “Is it not base,” he writes to
Brandes, ¢ of the Commune of Paris to give in, and spoil my admirable

 ——

P'. Léfe of Henrik Ibsen, by Henrik Jmger, published by W. Heinemann.
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	DSC_3944
	DSC_3945
	DSC_3946
	DSC_3947



