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Land and Liberty.
Speaking of the Lloyd George land campaign, the Daily News 

says : “ Hope and the breath of Liberty—these are the strange 
elements which Liberal policy will introduce into the village. 
They have been absent some three hundred years.” True 
enough, and thereby hangs a tale. For it is during those three 

Change of Scene.
Another little argument in favour of the Anarchist conception 

of life crops up in the advice offered by Major Pringle to railway 
companies as to duties of signalmen. Butler, a signalman, giving 
evidence regarding the collision at Waterloo J unction in October 
last, suggested that the sameness and routine character of the 
work deadened a man’s faculties. So Major Pringle suggests 
“ change of scene ” as a good stimulant for the faculties. He is 
quite right; and it is a point always insisted upon by Anarchists. 
Not only “ change of scene,” but change of work is equally 
necessary. It is excellent to find the “suggestion ” of a mere, 
plain signalman starting this train of ideas. It might be taken 
up and discussed in all its bearings by thoughtful Trade 
Unionists. Then, perhaps, they would begin to realise what a 
slavery, what a monotony, will be in store for them if they ever 
come under the rigid rule of the State '

“An Attacked Society.”
This is how the Daily Chronicle (December 27) views the 

condition of things resulting from the strike in Leeds. They are 
so alarmed at the fact of municipal and other workers in the 
public service demanding attention to their sweated conditions, 
and striking for an approximation to a living wage, that, like 
Lord Rosebery, they begin to fear the “ end of all things.” They 
propose, therefore, in the usual capitalist spirit of sweet reason­
ableness, “ that the community shall have notice of them [strikes] 
beforehand,” so as “ to obviate them,” and it furthermore 
suggests—to impress upon their slaves that they are slaves—the 
use of “ uniforms and other external marks.11 All this ostensibly 
in the interests of that precious “ public convenience,” about 
which the capitalist press is so deeply concerned—except when 
we are all inconvenienced by Lord Mayors’ and royal processions, 
and the other tomfooleries the ruling classes like to amuse them­
selves with. Now the point to be noticed about all this is that 
the vast majority of those seriously inconvenienced is the great 
mass of the working class itself. In other words, the brunt of 
all strikes is borne by the very people who are in more or less 
solidarity with the strikers, and who may to-morrow find sections 
of their own ranks involved in a similar struggle. So all this 
fretting and fuming of the Daily Chronicle isover the “conve­
nience ” of the smug minority of the well-to-do. But, we say, if 
the labour of the gas workers, scavengers, and the rest, is of such 
importance—as indeed it is—then let the great British public 
open its sleepy eyes and insist on their having a wage they can 
live on, instead of allowing their sons to blackleg. Or better 
still, might we suggest the sons and daughters take on the work 
permanently while the strikers go to college and have the chance 
of a decent education ? This “ change over ” would do wonders 
for the education of middle-class sons and daughters.

hundred years kings and parliaments have conspired together to 
rob the peasants of what land remained to them, have fortified 
the great land-robbers in their grip on the stolen acres they 
monopolise to-day, and have aided and abetted in building up 
the capitalist State from which we now suffer. “ Hope and 
Liberty ” are, in a sense, as essential to the health and life of a 
people as food and air, and if through the scourge of rulers and 
governments they have been withheld from the people for three 
centuries in the interest of a ruling clique, it cannot be expected 
that Lloyd George, whatever reforms may result from his cam­
paign, will restore these blessings to the disinherited peasants. 
What is needed is simply that that which has been stolen from 
them should be restored to them. “ Impossible ! ” cry the legal 
reformers. Well, then, justice is impossible without a revolution­
ary act, and the poor peasant will have to wait for his “ Hope 
and Liberty.” But it is really not at all impossible, only 
Parliament is not the machinery that is going to do justice to 
a people. The people must learn that they have to do justice 
to themselves by claiming that which is theirs.

“• Humanity” and Humbug.
It really disgusts one to hear this word “ humanity” so often 

on the lips of hypocrites who are crushing the people at every 
step they take. And surely the last who should claim to have 
regard for all the high and noble things this word connotes (as 
it did with Comte, for instance) are the professional politicians. 
So when one hears Lloyd George calling them the “ priests of 
humanity,” one may be excused for wondering what has got into 
the man’s head. For if any one fact is clear above all others 
in the social evolution of the past century it is that the politician 
as such has been an obstacle rather than a help to human 
progress. If some individuals seem to be exceptions to the rule, 
it is only necessary to point out that the work they achieved was 
invariably carried in the teeth of political obstructionists, and 
always by pro'onged and powerful agitations amongst the people 
themselves. So that popular wrath and indignation became the 
real motive-power which carried reforms. The crafty politician, 
however, took care in placing those reforms on the statute book 
to give himself full credit for all the wisdom and foresight they 
were supposed to contain. The eternal repetition of this jugglery 
constitutes the whole history of political administration from 
beginning to end. As in the days of Dickens, so even at the 
present time, “ How not to do it ” is the object-lesson we get 
from Parliamentary action, except when the “priests of humanity” 
do something so badly that it were better left undone.

Home Office “Humanity.”
Apropos of Lloyd George’s claim for himself and brethren, 

it is worth noting how one of his confreres, McKenna—a “priest” 
of a very high order, the order of the rope—has shown his 
humanity on a recent occasion, viz., the execution of the lad 
Kelly at Oldham. This was carried out with cynical disregard 
for everything human or otherwise. But the Neiv Age (December 
25) has spoken out so bravely over this crime that we may be 
allowed to quote its remarks. It says, “ Mr. McKenna is not, as 
he no doubt fancies, severely just, he is simply a bloodthirsty 
savage with a lust for disguised murder.” And after describing 
the execution as “ a crime against public conscience,” and his 
treatment of the petition of the Oldham people, including its 
Corporation, as “ a stinking disgrace to his office,” it very 
wisely points out that “ the Crown’s duty is to follow the 
national feeling in the direction of mercy, and to resist 
it in the direction of vengeance.” Every sane person will 
understand this. But it is also necessary to point out 
that until the barbarous method of legal murder by capital 
punishment is abolished, we shall be subject to the idiosyncrasies 
of this feeble or that brutal Home Secretary. What would 
astonish us all, if we were not soaked in the slime of legal 
casuistry and dehumanised by the cruel and corrupt processes of 
law, is that a man, presumably professing the Christian faith, 
moving in the highest circles of society, dressed immaculately in 
fine cloth and white linen, should with his white hands sign the 
death-warrant of a poor, wretched, and we must say unfortunate 
fellow creature, whose life-conditions and temptations he does 
not know or trouble to understand ! Ah ! these “ priests of 
humanity,” who strut and fret their hour on the stage of life 
doing infinite mischief! So that one asks once more the question 
put by Byron into the mouth of Manfred : “ Must crimes be 
punished but by other crimes and greater criminals ? ”
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and later on upon all the poor; it was violence, and
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serfdom
In fact, when the State crushed its peasants

The Modern State
By Peter Kropotkin.

III.
TAXATION AS A MEANS OF INCREASING THE 

POWER OF THE STATE.
While the State, by means of the military service, the 

education which it directs in the interests of the rich, the 
Church, and, finally, its thousands of functionaries, exercises 
already a powerful tyranny over its subjects, taxation comes in 
to increase its powers tenfold.

Taxation seemed to be so harmless in its beginnings that the 
taxpayers themselves greeted it when fixed taxes were introduced 
in lieu of statute labour. But now taxation has become a 
formidable weapon—the more so as it conceals itself under 
hundreds of different aspects—by means of which our rulers can 
direct the whole life of a nation in the interest of the rich and 
the governing classes. In fact, those who are in power now use 
taxation not only for allotting themselves privileged positions 
and high salaries—they make and unmake immense fortunes, 
they accumulate immense riches in the hands of the few privi­
leged ones, they create monopolies, they impoverish the masses; 
and they accomplish all that without the taxed ones ever noticing 
the tremendous powers they have handed over to their rulers. 

“ But how can vou attack taxation ? ” we shall certainly be 
asked. “Is there anything more just than the taxation of all 
the citizens of a State ? Take, for instance, a bridge that has 
been built by a village community The river, swollen by the 
rains, threatens to carry it away if it is not repaired at once. Is 
it not quite reasonable and just to make a call to all the inhabi­
tants of the community to repair it? And as the great majority 
of the inhabitants have their own work to attend to, will it not 
be fair, instead of imposing upon them statute labour which they 
would perform more or less improperly, to ask them to pay so 
much per head, and to entrust the repair of the bridge to 
engineers and skilled workmen ?

“ Or, here is a ford that becomes impassable at certain times 
of the year. Why should not the inhabitants of the neighbouring 
villages impose upon themselves a certain tax for building a 
bridge? Why should not the inhabitants of a seaside town 
agree to pay something to repair a sea-wall ? And why should 
they build in each commune a granary and bring, each of them, 
so much grain to the granary, instead of leaving it to the State 
to feed all inhabitants in case of a failure of crops, in exchange 
for the payment of a small yearly tax ?

“ All this seems so natural, so just, so reasonable, that the 
worst Individualist could raise no objection to such taxation— 
still less so as long as a certain equality of fortunes is being 
maintained in the village.”

And, after having produced for us a number of similar 
examples, the economists and the defenders of the State conclude 
that taxation is just and desirable from all points of view—and 
“ Three cheers for taxation 1 ”

* **
Well, all this reasoning is false from top to bottom. Because, 

if it is true that certain taxes originated from
shared by all the inhabitants, taxation

communal labour, 
shared by all the inhabitants, taxation—or, rather, the heavy and 
varied taxes that we now pay to the State—had quite a different 
origin, namely, conquest.

It was from the conquered nations that the Eastern monarchs, 
and later on the Roman Emperors, levied statute labour. The 
Roman citizen was free from them : he transferred their burden 
to the conquered nations. Up to the Great French Revolution— 
partly down to the present day—those who pretended to be the 
descendants of the conquering race (Roman, German, or Norman) 
—that is, the so-called “nobles”—were exe’ .pted from paying 
taxes. The lands of the nobles and the “ ennobled ” lands paid 
nothing in France up till 1789. And up till now the stupen­
dously rich and titled landlords of these islands pay next to 
nothing fur the lands they call theirs.

It is not from a freely agreed common work that the taxes 
we pay now to the State took their origin. It is from 
they originated.
under the weight of enforced labour in the sixteenth, seventeenth, 
and eighteenth centuries, it was not at those sorts of useful 
communal work that they were employed. This communal work 
continued to be done by the peasants in the old fashion, by free 
consent.

The hundreds of thousands of peasants who were brought 
under military escort from their remote villages to certain parts 
of the kingdom, were employed in building fortresses, or 
“ national ”—i.e., military—roads that were required to keep 
them in submission; they were used for the transport of 
provisions for the King’s or the duke’s armies, or for following 
the nobles who were marching to the conquest of more castles 
and serfs. Others were at work in the State’s mines or factories ; 
others, again, driven by the whips of State officials, laboured to 
satisfy the whims and fancies of their masters: they dug ponds,
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realise that the governing class is entirely impotent

IIIA General View of Anarchism
By G. Barrett.

II.
WHY WE ARE ANARCHISTS.

It is surprising with what difficult political problems people 
will concern themselves, although they have not even thought 
out the most simple questions upon which these are based. For 
example, we constantly hear groups of people discussing with the 
utmost enthusiasm the question of taxation. One says we
tax the foreigner, while another declares that in doing so we 
shall
facts and figures are heaped up on both sides, and the question 
becomes one of national importance.

Now, the Anarchist starts to think at the beginning of 
things, and he suggests that before we quarrel as to who ought 
to be taxed we had better discuss what taxation is and who has 
any right or reason in taxing any one.

In the same way we find arguments of the most elaborate 
kind are going on about the vote. It is considered a matter of 
serious national importance whether a man with a latchkey shall 
be allowed to vote or not, while a strenuous war is waged bv 
women, who declare that, since they have to obey the law, they 
have the right to make it. These people also have begun to 
think in the middle of their problem, instead of at the beginning. 
How many who have the most decided opinion as to who should 
have the vote have first of all really inquired, what is the vote1? 

In all the great political questions we find this is so. When 
it is discussed who has the right to rule the Irish, we begin by 
questioning why any one should have such a power. When they 
talk of taxing the landlords, we ask, why have landlords ? 

Thus, while the politicians muddle their heads with the 
complex theories of reform, the revolutionist 
perfectly clear if he will but confine himself to what is reallv 
essential, and always start to consider social matters from the 
simplest point.

, The fact is, the Government is simply the executive committee 
of the ruling class. Taxation is its principle source of finance.

The landlords and capitalists are those for whom it keeps the 
land and means of production, and prevents the producers from 
taking possession. If instead of the present capitalist class there 
were a set of officials appointed by the Government and set in a 
position to control our factories, it would bring about no revolu­
tionary change. The officials would have to be paid, and we 
may depend that, in their privileged positions, they would expect 
good remuneration. The politicians would have to be paid, and 
we already know their tastes. You would, in fact, have a non­
productive class dictating to the producers the conditions upon 
which they were allowed to make use of the means of production. 
As this is exactly what is wrong with the present system of 
society, we can see that State control would be no remedy, while 
it would bring with it a host of new troubles.

It cannot be too clearly understood that any system of 
Government control—that is, any system except Anarchism— 
can at the best do nothing better than enforce the politician’s 
ideal of society upon the people. For example, let us suppose 
an absolutely ideal Socialist State, where all the Members of 
Parliament are in agreement, and where their only object is the 
welfare of society. As a Government, or an executive com­
mittee, or an administrative body, or whatever they called 
themselves, it will be agreed, I think, that they undertake two 
chief duties. The one is to see that the necessities of life are 
supplied, and the other is to ensure that the workers shall have 
proper conditions under which to produce. Now let us suppose 
that a section of the workers disagree with the Government as to 
what are proper conditions (for the worker sees the factor from a 
slightly different point of view from the politician). What takes 
place? The politicians, we will say, refuse to grant these con­
ditions, which seem to them unfair. This section of the workers 
consequently come out on strike. They are successful up to the 
point of causing a serious shortage of the commodity which they 
produce. The politicians are responsible for the supply of this 
commodity, and they cannot allow the whole community to 
suffer because of the (to them) unreasonable action of an 
extremist minority. The inevitable conclusion is that the •F
strikers must be forced back into their factories.

Surely from this it is evident that under a governmental 
system of society, whether it is the capitalism of to-day or a 
more perfected Government control of the Socialist State, the 
essential relationship between the governed and the governing, 
the worker and the controller, will be the same; and this 
relationship so long as it lasts can be maintained only by the 
bloody brutality of the policeman’s bludgeon and the soldier’s rifle.

You cannot put new wine into old bottles. The institutions 
of the present society, based upon the subjection of the workers, 
must be thrown aside, for they will not hold the spirit of liberty 
which will compose the new society.

If we wanted further proof than that furnished by the logic 
of the position, it would be found in that question so often 
levelled at the Anarchist: What would you do with the man 
who would not work ? The implication is, of course, that the 
questioner, a Governmentalist, and generally a Socialist, has a 
method of dealing with him. What can such a method be, 
which the Anarchist has not also, except force? Is not the 
striker one of the most important of the men who will not work ? 
And is not the question, therefore, an admission that force will 
be brought to bear on the discontented, to compel them to 
occupy their proper position in society ?

Certain it is that to-day the capitalist is compelled to bring 
out the soldiers and force his slaves back to work : but it is no 
more certain than the fact that in all societies where there is a 
central controlling force the same means must be used to crush 
the rebellious.

That is why we are Anarchists, w
Y e have seen already how inevitably we come to this 

conclusion, and one labour dispute after another in recent years 
has shown us the theory in practice; and all this logic and fact 
brings us to one great truth, the truth upon which is based all 
the hopes of revolutionary activity. It is obvious to us every 
day, and yet it is recognised by a comparative few. Many there 
are who believe that the worker is dependent on the rich 
capitalist—the governing class; but a few—they are revolu­
tionists—realise that the governing class is entirely impotent 
itself, and depends most abjectly and helplessly upon the worker. 
If the worker refuses to work, it can do nothing unless it can 
induce some of the workers to leave their jobs and come and 
shoot dowm their rebellious mates.

The workers are the only creative, live power in society, aud 
it is for this reason that it must be they who will regenerate 
society and bring about the revolution. The workers’ task is 
one of construction and re-creation, while the utmost that the 
helpless Governmentalist can do is to stay the onward progress 
by persuading some of the workers to forsake their legitimate 
task and take part in destruction, in which cause to-day they 
have vast numbers of workers employed.

This truth of the utter dependence of the capitalist and 
governing class is really the starting-point of the revolution.

(To be continued.)

This last is not sufficiently realised ; but it is always so. 
Thus we saw it lately ourselves at Bromley. The inhabited 
house duty was increased by about four shillings per year for the 
small half-houses rented to workpeople. And immediately after 
that the rent for such houses was raised by the house-owners full 
sixpence per week, the result being that the working man house 
holder had to pay to the owner of the house twenty-two shillings 
more than the latter had to pay to the State in virtue of the last 
increase of the tax.

As to the indirect taxes, we all know that it is the things 
■which all working men consume that are taxed most—the dream 
of the “ Tariff Reformers ” being now to tax even the staple food 
of the population, bread ; and we also know that when the tax is 
raised by a few pennies, it is double or treble that amount that 
the buyer has to pay to the tradesman.

•' * *

It is so self-evident that it is only he who produces, he who 
creates new riches by his labour, who can pay the tares, that we 
need not further insist upon that. So that we can say that, 
apart from the taxes levied upon the incomes derived from the 
exploitation of foreign working men by means of interest on 
foreign loans, all the taxes levied by the State are levied upon 
the nearly twelve million workers of these isles.

Here the working man pays as a consumer of drinks, tea, or 
coffee; there it is in paying his house rent that he pays to the 
Treasury the inhabited house duty paid by the house-owner (and 
even more than that). In paying for his bread he pays the land 
taxes, the land rent, the house rent, and the taxes paid by the 
baker, the salaries of the bakery inspectors, the expenditure of 
the Ministry of Finance in collecting the taxes, and so on. 
When he buys his coal, when he travels by rail, he pays the 
owners of the monopolies created by the State in favour of 
capitalists, and the share of the spoil which they pay to the 
State. In short, it is always he who pays all the taxes that the 
State, the county, the city, and the parish are levying, whatever 
the nature of these taxes may be.

How many days of labour do all these taxes represent? Is it 
not probable that, if they were all added together, we should 
find that the working man works more days every year for the 
State than his ancestors used to work for the serf-owner ?

However—if it were only that!
But the fact is, that taxation gives our rulers the means of 

rendering the exploiting of the labourer even more intense than 
it otherwise would be, as it retains the masses of the people in 
misery, and at the same time, without breaking the law, creates 
such fortunes as Capital alone never would have been able to 
accumulate. Taxation, we shall see in our next chapter, is a means 
of increasing the misery of the poor and the wealth of the rich. 

(To be continued.)











5s.net

	DSC_4046
	DSC_4048
	DSC_4049
	DSC_4050



