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'One of tho largest demonstrations ever held took place in Iz>ndon 
on the first of May. There were sixteen official platforms and 
several unofficial platforms, ami the number of those pressnt has 
been estimated by the capitalist press at from a quarter to half a 
million. All present, notwithstanding their differing views as to 
method^ and details were, unanimously of opinion that the number 
of hours during which the workers have to toil every day should 
at least be reduced to eight. Of course those who went to Hyde 
Park were the most enthusiastic in favor of the reform, and those 
■who believed that some good might be done by their presence 
there. They came from all parts, not for pleasure, but to show 
their great desire for an amelioration of their lot. To most of them it 
meant considerable expense, a long walk, and in many cases no 
dinner. Those who came were in a sense representative of the hundreds 
of thousands who could not come. It is pretty safe to say that if 
working London was polled it would be almost solid in favor of this 
small reform, only differing as to its value. It is no joke to the 
workman to give up his weekly day of rest, and trudge from Woolwich, 
Deptford, Kennington, Mile End, and other remote districts, even when 
accompanied by bands and banners.

This colossal declaration of working class opinion in London was 
backed up by similar meetings in all the big provincial towns. In 
Manchester, Bradford, Edinburgh, Glasgow, Hull, Northampton, 
Plymouth, Wolverhampton, Dublin and many other places, large 
gatherings were held, ranging from 20,000 downward according to the 
size of the different towns.

But what has been the result of all this demonstrating and 
speechifying ? As far as London is concerned, it has ended in a meeting 
of delegates of the various metropolitan trade societies, held at West­
minster Palace Hotel the following day, to choose a deputation to wait 
upon the leading statesmen in support of the legal Eight Hour Day 
Gladstone, in his usual circumlocutory fashion, refused to receive the 
deputation. Salisbury and Balfour also refused at first; and the dele­
gates were left buzzing like a hive of angry bees. One delegate very 
sensibly moved that the letters of refusal be put in the W. P. B. 
Another proposed that the Labor Party should cut themselves off entirely 
from the existing political bodies. Yet another suggested that the de­
putation should wait upon the London Members of Parliament. 
Eventually, however, on the motion of the well known opportunist Social 
Democrat, Quelch, it was decided that the meeting should adjourn for 
Shipton might again uy to move the stony hearted statesmen In 
the end, Salisbury and Balfour consented to meet the deputation a few 
days later. Result: the usual empty speechifying. S. and 1>. would 
be only too pleased to grant the wishes of the workingmen, but doubted 
if the majority of workingmen really wanted to work shorter hours ; 
and if they did, was it good for them I Think of the awful foreign com­
petition ’. Of course S. and B. have never heard that the foreign worker 
wants his hours shortened too. We hope the deputation, and those they 
represent, are satisfied now they have talked to and been talked at by 
the leaders of the men in possession. Tho capitalists and the more in­
telligent among the workers will, however, agreo with that organ of 
the Manchester school of politicians, the Daily Neu?s, that they ‘‘did not 
get much for their pains.”

Even when the Eight Hour Day has been realised, the same thing 
may be said with equal truth. They will not have got much for their 
pains. Considering the years spent in this agitation, and the immense 
effort expended, the result aimed at is marvellously small. And oven 
now they do not seom to be much nearer the goal. Like the army of 
the famous Duke of York—

When they are up they art* up,
And when they are down they are down, 
And when they are only half way up 
They aro neither up nor down.

The size of tho meetings, the enthusiasm, the numbers, count for little 
or nothing to tho Gladstones, Salisburios and Balfours. What they con­
sider is tho intention. If the workers even said boldly: “ We are going 
to have the Eight Hour Day ; if Parliament won’t give it us, we shall 
strike,” the probability is that our statesmen would see things in a diffe­
rent light But tho mildness of the mob makes them little to be feared.
It is true that John Burns hinted at a Universal Strike, but the spirit 
of the speeches in Hyde Park was on the whole thoroughly parliamentary.

In the meantime, whilst labor humbles itself, begs for better conditions, 
invention is progressing with giant strides, every day making the capi­
talist more independent of tho worker. A few days ago the Lino-tvpe

Company held their annual general meeting and boasted of one or two of 
their victories over the compositors. One case mentioned was that of the 
Scottish Leader newspaj>er office, where the machines have been intro­
duced with great success from the capitalist point of view. The wage-* 
for setting 250 columns of type are now less than the amount paid for 
fifty columns set up by band. In other words, four fifths of the wages 
formerly paid to the workers went to the proprietors ofthe newspaper, leas 
only the cost of the machinery. Any attempt which the worker may make 
to improve his condition is invariably met by the capitalist calling’ to his 
aid more machinery. He takes it as an excuse. The workmen endea­
vour to thwart his will by a strike or by the limitation of their slavery, 
and he retaliates at once by the introduction of a machine, which is almost 
always waiting in the background for its opportunity. Some time ago 
we saw an article in the Engineer, in which two cases of the introduction 
of machinery were mentione*L In one case a very considerable trade was 
done in the manufacture of rivetted girders. Formerly boiler makers 
belonging to the union were employed to do the rivetting. Now it is 
all done by boys with rivetting machines. A very few men are employed 
to look after the boys, and these are paid good wages and will have 
nothing to do with the union. The boys are not recognised bv the unions 
at all. They are not apprentices. They have no trade. They have 
nothing to do but stick hot rivets into holes and close them up with the 
machine. This costs very much less than if skilled men were 
employed, so the system is extending. In the other case, large quanti­
ties of machinery of rather small dimensions is turned out. There is 
scarcely a man employed in the trade, in the union sense of the term, 
except as heads of departments. The subdivision of labor is extreme. 
A very large proportion of the work is done with rotary cutters. The 
remainder in small lathes and shaping machines. Intelligent lads are 
taken into the works and taught to do one thing and nothing else, and 
they very quickly became proficient. Tlius for example, a boy of sixteen 
who has nothing to do but bore out small wheels from morning to night 
very quickly learns to bore with accuracy and dispatch. There is not one 
skilled man in the place for every ten lads. At one time only men were 
employed, but the union became vexatious, and non-union labor and ma­
chine tools were gradually snbstituted in the way we have indicated. 

If the eight hour enthusiasts would only take such facts as these into 
consideration, they would soon see how ridiculous it is for them to go on 
spending their energy on this half measure. Because we estimate it at 
its true value, we are often considered as opponents of the Eight Hour 
Day. As a matter of fact we are nothing of the kind. If the workers 
can get it, by all means let them have it, but is it worth their while I

REIGN OF HUNGER.
IV.—Causes (Continued ).

On the other hand, the possessors tend more and more to become 
a class divorced from that actual contact with the struggle with 
nature for existence and all those strenuous necessities of a simp!* 
natural life, which stimulate and keep alive the desire to be up 
and doing, and the knowledge of how to work to some real purpose. 
Consequently they degenerate into a sort of busy idleness, thrusting 
all the burden of providing for their needs upon others, and, in exchange 
for their injustice, losing on their side also a great part of the pleasure 
of life. At every turu man’s natural joy in making and acting is 
ruined by social inequalities, which act and re-act on one another, 
hampering each individual in one way or another in that free scope for 
initiative which is the first necessity of the creative spirit.

As for love, the continual consciousness of such tremendous differ, 
voces of circumstances as now exist between individuals,quite indepen­
dently of any merit on their part, can only breed continual bitterness. 
The man who, being poor, despised, oppressed, can love and feel 
fellowship with beings of the same flesh and blood who not onlv have 
abundantly all he lacks and make no attempt to aid him, but ’regard 
him with contempt merely because he is poor, has a greatness of soul 
which falls not to the common lot of humanity. In spite of all the 
best eftorts ot the best hearted among poor and rich, there cannot fail 
to be a continual brooding bitterness between haves and have-nots, 
which is in itself a cause of wretchedness to every feeling person 
Then again that lack of love and growth of enmitv between those who 
are competing for living, wealth or power, is a direct outcome of 
inequality. Io endlessly struggle with one’s neighbours for chances, 
is not the way to stimulate or satisfy one’s affection for them, but to 
kill it rather. A et in a society organised on a footing of iuequalitv 
like ours, such a struggle is sure to take place. Our inequalities of
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Class, of possessions, of sex, each breed some sort of enmity and selfish­
ness i each is in its own way fatal to love. Each therefore plays its 
own part in causing that unsatisfied craving for loving fellowship on 
which we have dwelt as one active cause of misery to-day. *»,

No, it is imposmlo to try to realise the causes why our present 
method of social co-operation yields us so little satisfaction, and to 
doubt that it is inequality which is its bane. But can inequality be 
got rid off or is it the natural and inevitable outcome of the natural 
and inevitable diversity of personal gifts and capacities 1

The first answer to* this is that though marked personal differences 
exist wherever man is to be found, social inequalities, though they tend 
to crop up everywhere, vary enormously in extent. To any ono 
Accustomed to the wide gulf between tho chances given by birth to 
various individuals in England, for instance, there seems to be scarcely 
anv social inequality worth mentioning amongst our cousins across 
the North Sea, who are afflicted with no hereditary nobles and very 
few capitalists, and amongst whom so large a portion of the people are 
still what we English used to know as yeomen, farming their own land, 
and calling no man master. The Norwegians have plenty of hardships 
and social grievances of their own, but from inequality they do not 
suffer anything like so sharply as we do, and yet assuredly their 
individuality is at least as strong as ours. This instance happens to be 
the first to come to hand, but every reader of travels and history will 
be able to make out for himself a long list of the variations in social 
inequality at different periods during the history of the most advanced 
nations, and in the actual conditions of less civilised peoples. Such 
extreme social inequality as we suffer from is therefore not the 
inevitable result of the natural variations in people’s capacities.

There is, however, a further form of the same objection more difficult 
to meet. It may be urged that even if social inequality is not inevi­
table among little-developed, stationary, or slowly-developing communi­
ties, it is a necessity of human existence, when the power of man over 
nature is rapidly developing, and the possibilities of wealth growing 
day by day. In such a state of things as this—in the England of a hundred 
years ago, for example,—the possession of certain special sorts of capacity 
enables a man to gain wealth for himself, and the want of them obliges 
others to put up with the crumbs from the rich man’s table. Social 
inequality, in fact, grows apace and cannot do otherwise.

Frankly we admit this has been so; what we deny is that it is for 
eVer and ever inevitable.

That the civilised nations of this century should have plunged head­
foremost into the slough of a deepening inequality was inevitable 
when they started forward on their new industrial career, because they 
were already in the bog. Their feet were already fast in the mud 
in most unequal degrees. They were hampered by the broken fetters of 
feudalism, and many ancient oppressions and monopolies. Natural 
capacities apart, individuals did not start fair in the industrial 
competition. There were privileged classes with superior wealth and 
opportunities; courtiers, soldiers, merchants, bankers, to use their 
money and power to get the land into their grasp, and take advan­
tage of every opportunity opened up by circumstances, and especially 
of the new inventions on the one hand and the ignorance and distress 
of the small formers and self-employing artizans on the other. Under 
such conditions it was impossible but that the increase of human know­
ledge, power and wealth should produce a terrible increase of social 
inequality, for scarcely anyone at first recognised the danger, much less 
took effective means to counteract it.

But now that we look back and see the road by which we have 
reached our present pass; now that we look round and see the depth 
of the misery which the social inequality in our present society pro­
duces ; when we see that even those who have are unsatisfied, while 
those who have-not or have precariously are pinched with hungry 
need, are we to fold our hands and say that what has been must be '? 
or is there any thing we can do 1

Social inequality, we have said tends to crop up everywhere where 
there are human beings co-operating together for existence, but in very 
various degrees. If we look close at any group or community where it 
shows itself, we can hardly fail to see that it springs not from diversity 
of gifts among the co-operators, but mainly from three perverted ten­
dencies of the human mind, three diseases of natural faculties to which 
mankind are as liable as they are to certain bodily illnesses. These are 
the tendencies to monopolise, to exploit, to dominate.

The first is the exaggerated and monstrous form of the perfectly 
natural and reasonable appropriation by the individual of what he 
requires. Every living being must take and keep the necessaries of 
life or it cannot live; but the monopolist is the animal who piles up 
stores of what he is not needing or using and keeps them away from 
others who need and would use them.

Exploitation is a mean and disgusting abuse of the mutual give and 
take of social co-operation. It consists in getting all you can out of 
your fellow man, and giving him as little as you can in return ; and it 
may be done in a thousand ways besides in the bargain between 
capitalist and wage-slave. There are millions of exploiters, besides cm*- 
ployers of labour.

Domination, the rule of man, over man, is the miserable perver­
sion of that kingly instinct, which, at its best, leads a human being, 
either singly or with others, to struggle against and overcome adverse 
circumstances, and to master the dumb forces of nature.

Imagine any human society in which each member only appropriated 
what he required; took from others only in return for his own 
generous aid-giving, and exercised his desire for mastery only in the 

effort to bend natural, non-human forces to his will and it would be 
impossible to imagine any social inequality ns existing in that society, 
however varied might bo the. diversities of giftsand capacities among 
its members. Indeed, a comparative examination of several different 
human sooieties will show anyone that social inequality does Actually 
increase in proportion to the development of monopoly, exploitation, 
and domination, changing its forms as ono or other of these diseases 
of the human mind spreads and increases in virulence.

But if this be so, is it more irrational of social reformers to hope to 
stamp out these moral diseases by destroying the conditions which pro­
duce, and foster thorn, than for doctors to hope to stamp out certain 
diseases of the body ! The great point is to recognise the disease for 
■what it really is, and find out what does specially produce and foster it. 
If we can do this, we beliove tho vital energy of the human mind will 
restore it to a healthy track, just as the vital energy of the body causes 
it to recover tone in an illness.

In other words, rf wo are convinced that monopoly, exploitation and 
the rule of man by man are the evils which introduce into and keep up- 
inequality iu our present social co-operation, making it so bitterly 
unsatisfying in its results, then our ono main object must be so to alter 
the existing plan of co-operation as to discourago and exclude these 
diseased tendencies in every possible way ;• whilst on tho other hand 
we stimulate the healthy exercise of the faculties of which they are a 
perversion. This is the object wo Anarchist-Communists have set 
before us.

ANARCHIST MORALITY.
By P. Kropotkine.

(Continued from previous number.)
IX.

That which mankind admires in a truly moral man is his energy, 
the exuberance of life which urges him to give liis intelligence, his- 
feeling, his action, asking nothing in return.

The strong thinker, the man overflowing with intellectual life, 
naturally seeks to diffuse his ideas. There is no pleasure in think­
ing unless the thought is communicated to others. It is only the 
mentally poverty-stricken man, who, after he has painfully hunted 
up some idea, carefully hides it that later on he may label it with 
his own name. The man of powerful intellect runs over with ideas; 
he scattei-s them by the handful. He is wretched if he cannot share 
them with others, cannot scatter them to the four winds, for 
in this is his life.

The same with regard to feeling. “ We are not enough for our­
selves : we have more tears than our own sufferings claim, more- 
capacity for joy than our own existence can justify,” says Guyau, 
thus summing up the whole question of morality in a few admirable 
lines, caught from nature. The solitary being is wretched, restless, 
because he cannot share his thoughts and feelings with others. 
When we feel some great pleasure, we wish to let others know that 
we exist, we feel, we love, we live, we struggle, we fight.

At the same time, we feel the need to exercise our will, our active 
energy. To act, to work has become a need for the vast majority of . 
mankind ; so much so, that when absurd conditions divorce a man 
or woman from useful work, they invent something to do, some 
futile and senseless obligations whereby to open out a field for their 
active eiiergy. They invent never mind what—a theory, a religion, 
a “social duty ”—to persuade themselves that they are doing some­
thing useful. When they dance, it is for a charity; when they 
ruin themselves with expensive dresses, it is to keep up the position, 
of the aristocracy; when they do nothing, it is on principle. 

“We need to help our fellows, to lend a hand to the coach 
laboriously dragged along by humanity ; in any case, we buzz round 
it,” says Guyau. This need of lending a hand is so great that it is 
found among all sociable animals, however low in the scale. What 
is all the enormous amount of activity spent uselessly in politics 
every day but an expression of the need to lend a hand to the coach 
of humanity, or at least to buzz round it ?

Of course, this “ fecundity of will,” this thirst for action, when 
accompanied by poverty of feeling and an intellect incapable of 
creation, will produce nothing but a Napoleon I. ora Bismarck; 
wiseacres who try to force the world to progress backwards. Whilst, 
on the other hand, mental fertility, destitute of well developed sens­
ibility, will bring forth such barren fruits as literary and scientific 
pedants, who only hinder tho advance of knowledge. Finally, 
sensibility unguided by large intelligence will produce such persons 
as the women ready to sacrifice everything for some brute of a man, 
upon whom they pour forth all their love.

g, a plant that withers before it has ever flowered, 
leave to latter day corruption this life that is no life,” 
the true youth full of sap that longs to live and scatter 
Every time a society falls into decay, a thrust from

If iife is to bo really fruitful, it must be so at once in intelligence, 
in feeling and in will. This fertility in every direction is life', tho 
only thing worthy the name. For ono moment of this life, those 
who have obtained a glimpse of it give years of vegetative existence. 
Without this overflowing life, a man is old before his time, an 
impotent bein

“ Let us
cries youth, 
life around.
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fluch youth as this shatters ancient economic, political and moral 
forms to make room for the up-springing of a new life. What matter 
if one or another fall in the struggle! Still the sap nses. for 
youth to live is to blossom, whatever the consequences . It does

CHOICE SAMPLES FROM THE AUTHORITARIAN PRESS.
The public have heard a good deal lately about the violence of Anarch­
ists in speech and writing, and the desirability that social reformers 
should put forward their views in temperate and humane Ifthguage. 
Well and good ; but example goes further than precept. Here are a 
few typical samples of the style in which the accredited organs of middle 
•class respectability speak of those among their fellow mortals who, 
conscientiously believing that government and private propertv are 
evils, agitate against these particular methods in human co-operation.

The “ Times.” Leading articles, April 5, 7, 25, 28 :—Anarchism is a 
■‘‘crude and monstrous creed.” “ Most of them (Anarchists) use it as a 
mere cloak under which to sate the vilest passions that till the human 
heart. Hate, envy, lust of plunder,lust of blood,.. . . inordinate vanity 
and overwhelming love of power.” We Anarchists are “ audacious mis­
creants,” “common criminals banded together to commit a crime.” 
■“ That robbery, arson and murder are acts, not only innocent, but virtu- 
ous when perpetrated with the design of benefiting humanity sounds 
marvellously comfortable to those who have a natural propensity to 
commit them. Accordingly such person Hock to the Anarchist standard." 
We are therefore “a fraction of the criminal classes,” having “no 
capacity for the steady and sustained pursuit of a common object, satu­
rated with a distrust of each other as profound as it is just.” We are 

■“ enemies of the human race,” “ desperadoes,” “ as reckless, unscrupulous 
and ignorant of the real events of things as was Marat,” “ an insigni­
ficant gang of criminals or madmen,” “ persons of low intellectual 
•organisation,” “ scoundrels ” of “ immeasurable inferiority in all physical 
and moral qualities.” There may be among us “ a sprinkling of more 
choice spirits, who are looking forward to some hare brained scheme of 
political reform ”; nevertheless, our propaganda is “ anti-social,” and 
consists in “ idiotic ravings,” “ imbecile folly,” “ the production and dis­
tribution of murderous literature.” Soon the hunt agaist the ‘ wolves’ 
will begin, and it will be earned on with all the ‘resources of 
civilisation.’”

The minor London dailies follow suit.
The “ Daily Telegraph ” of May 7th :—•
“ It is quito logical that an Anarchist, who desires to see all society and 

government destroyed, should demand for himself the licence of savagery ; but 
civilisation has a perfect right to recognise him as its bitterest foe and to uso 

not regret them.

But without Rpeaking of the heroic periods of mankind,, taking 
•every-day oxistence, is it life to live in disagreement with ones ideal f

Now-a-days it is often said that men scoff at the ideal. And it is 
•easy to understand why. Buddhist or Christian mutilation has so 
•often been confounded with the ideal; the word has so often been 
used to cheat the simple hearted that a reaction is inevitable and 
healthy. We too should like to replace the word “ ideal,” so often 
blotted and stuined, by a new word in more conformity with new 
ideas.

But whatever the word, the fact remains : every human being has 
his ideal. Bismarck had his—however strange—i.e., a government 
of blood and iron. Every philistine has his ideal, if it be but 
Oambetta’s silver bath and cook Troinpette, with plenty of slaves to 
pay for Trompette and the bath without a troublesome amount of 
•coercion.

But, besides these, there is the human being who has conceived a 
loftiei’ ideal. The life of a beast cannot satisfy him. Servility, 
lying, bad faith, intrigue, inequality in human relations fill him 
•with loathing. How can he in his turn become servile, be a liar, an 
intriguer, lord it over others ? He catches a glimpse of how lovely 
life might be if better relations existed among men, he feels in him­
self the power to succeed in establishing these better relations with 
those he may meet on his way. He conceives what is called an ideal.

Whence comes this ideal ? How is it fashioned by heredity on 
•one side and the impressions of life on the other ? We know not. 
At most we could tell the story of it. more or less tridy, in our own 
biographies. But it is an actual fact—variable, progressive, open to 
■outside influences, but always living. Tt is a largely unconscious 
feeling of what would give us the greatest amount of vitality, of the 
joy of life.

Well, life is vigorous, fertile, rich in sensation only on condition 
of answering to tins feeling of the ideal. Act against this feeling, 
.and you feel your life bent back on itself ; it is no longer at one, it 
loses its vigour. Be untrue often to your ideal, and you will end by 
paralysing your will, your active energy. Soon you will no longer 
regain the vigour, the spontaneity of decision you formerly knew. 
You are a broken man.

Nothing mysterious in all this, once you look upon a human being 
as a compound of nervous and cerebral centres acting independently. 
Waver between the various feelings striving within you, and you 
-will soon end by breaking the harmony of the organism ; you will 
be a sick person without will. The intensity of your life will decrease. 
In vain will you seek for compromises. Never more will you be the 
complete, strong, vigorous being you were when your acts were in 
accordance with the ideal conceptions of your brain.

' " (To be concluded.) ' •

There is, however, one more authoritarian organ to whose attack we 
must allude, because the paper in question professes a sort of Socialism, 
and strikes at us under an ostentatious affectation of quasi-cnmmfleship.

Justice, “The Organ of the Social Democracy,” April 16, writes 
under the heading “ Ravachol, the Anarchist. Hero”:—

“ Whenever wfe have met Anarchists, and we have met a good man-r jn pablic 
and private, they have openly porclaimed that all means are fair against our 
present society.” Here follows a quotation from Bakounine, “ whom Anarchists 
regard as their chief theorist and teacher,” to the effect that destruction br all 
and any means is the sole end of the social revolutionist. “ Anarchists dennnnc* 
organisation.” (Where and when hare we denounced it ?) Ravachol has suc­
cessfully procla'med the principles laid down by Bakounine and the ‘ RevoTte ’ 
i When did the “ Revolte ” advocate robbery an l murder?), bat is now ‘ repudi­
ated ’ by the Anarchists, who had better therefore. ‘ publicly ’ confess that they 
have given up their theories.”

No Anarchists having been drawn by this farrago of misrepreseta- 
t ions and lies, “Justice, of April 30, proceeds to name individually 
several Anarchists, including Mr. Tucker of Boston, for whom it feels 
“ something ” akin to contempt in that all “ Anarchist. theories of 
necessity lead to terrorism,” and the Anarchists, “ while denouncing 
discipline, deriding elected authority, and upholding the abs >lute 
supremacy of the individual—which is the creed of the most complete 
individual selfishness—at the same time repudiate those who put their 
theories iuto practice.”

Finally, Comrade Burnie having written to “ Justice ” for May 7, 
explaining his position, the Editor takes the opport unitv to repeat in a 
foot-note the names of various Anarchists, English and foreign, now in 
England, and to state that he has “ heard ‘ propaganda bv deed ’ 
vehemently defended by the best known Anarchists in Europe.” the 
context clearly implying that deeds a la Ravachol is meant. • Is our 
comrade the Editor of “Justice afraid that Inspector Melville mav 
forget to lock some of us up ?]

Now we had as soon answer seriously the ravings of the “ St. James's 
Gazette” as the lying insinuations of “Justice.” were it not just pos­
sible that some ill-informed, but honest Social Democrat mav have been 
misled thereby. To avoid this we briefly note and expose the most 
glaring misstatements.

In the first place, we absolutely deny that we. or. as far as we are 
acquainted with their opinions, any of the Anarchists named, believe or 
have ever published or privately stated that “ all means are fair 
against our present infamous society." We doubt if there be an Eng- 
lish Anarchist group who would make such a statement. The imst 
headlong and fiery would at all events draw the line at Parliamentary 
action; and the greater number would oppose inhumane or underhand 
methods iu offensive tactics as contrary to the very essence of Anarch­
ism.

Secondly,, we deny that the pretended quotation from Rakounine is 
in any sense a fair expression of his views as recorded in hi> public 
writings. It purports to be taken from “ The Revolutionary Cate­
chism.” This, it appears, is a Russian manuscript written in cipher 
and, as far as we are able to learu. never published! It was read bv the 
police at Netchaiefl's trial, in 1871, as being Bakonnine s. though mc^t 
probably it was one of Netchaiefl ’s many forgeries in Bakounine’s name. 
Certainly it holds much the same relation to Bakounine > authentic ex­
pressions of his views as the “ Feast at the Opera ” to the opinions of 
the rational and bona fide Anarchists of to-day as set forth in their 
recognised organs. And this obscure and questionable document, which 
none of us have seen, and most of us never heard of, is quoted bv 
“ Justice ” as a sort of text book of Anarchist theory !

Thirdly, we deny that Bakouniue, greatly as we honour the man and 
admire his work, is our “chief thinker and theorist.” Anarchim has 
developed and expressed itself more fully in many directions since his 
time, and it would be misleading to take a phrase or two even from his

all its rcRourcea for his punishment. The prisoner NicolJ, however, not only 
claims what his anarchical theory involves, but when he finds himself confronted 
by outraged society he shifts his ground and whines for the liberty which he has 
forfeited—the liberty of the citizen, in which the Anarchist can have no share/9

The “Standard ” of April 22nd :—
“ In Chicago the Anarchists are preparinng to take advantage of the oce&aion 

to stimulate bitter feeling and clasa hatred. It will not be the fault of these 
reckless fanatics if the day closes without a disturbance that mfarht possibly end 
in bloodshed. In language of the most incendiary character, they call upon the 
workmen to 4 rise en mass#?/ and protect against the oppression of the police; 
and they recall, rs they have done so often, the memory of the local 4 martyrs ’— 
meaning the ruffians who threw dynamite cartridges among a crowd, and were 
most righteously hanged for the massacre that followed.”

The u Daily Chronicle” of April 11th :—
What is anarchy but individualism run mad, when it is not made a pretext 

for savage rapine or wanton blackguardism.”
A correspondent of the u St. James’s Gazette ” :—
“ What a pleasure it would be to mete out to dynamitards the measure that 

they d»*al to us. We might take a dozen or a scor * and confine them in some dis­
used building, with plenty of food and drink to relieve the tedium *of manacles. 
They would be informed that at some hour not fixed, on a day not yet arranged, 
an explosion would occur in the bui’ding they were occupying. To fill up wLat 
might b<4 otherwise an uneventful interval, a few select members of the company 
might have small canisters attached to them, with ominous clock-work tickings— 
some charged with combustion and others empty. But which were which, that 
would be a secret for the dynamitards to discover by experience.”

(In fiendish ingenuity of revengeful torment surely this beats the 44 Feast at 
the Opera” horror.)

We might fill a paper twice the size of Freedom with such qu»jtations; 
but these are amply sufficient to show of what spirit are the hired apo­
logists of middle-class rule, and the hypocrisy of the contention that 
when Anarchists are prosecuted it is not for their opinions, but merely 
their violence of expression. — -----












	DSC_4011
	DSC_4012
	DSC_4013
	DSC_4014



