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Anarchism: What it Really Stands For 

Anarchism: What it Really Stands For. by Emma Goldman Transcribed from the book 'Anarchism and Other 
Essays' Dover Publications, Inc., New York, 1969  

The history of human growth and development is at the same time the history of the 
terrible struggle of every new idea heralding the approach of a brighter dawn. In its 
tenacious hold on tradition, the Old has never hesitated to make use of the foulest and 
cruelest means to stay the advent of the New, in whatever form or period the latter may 
have asserted itself. Nor need we retrace our steps into the distant past to realize the 
enormity of opposition, difficulties, and hardships placed in the path of every progressive 
idea. The rack, the thumbscrew, and the knout are still with us; so are the convict's garb 
and the social wrath, all conspiring against the spirit that is serenely marching on.  

Anarchism could not hope to escape the fate of all other ideas of innovation. Indeed, as 
the most revolutionary and uncompromising innovator, Anarchism must needs meet with 
the combined ignorance and venom of the world it aims to reconstruct.  

To deal even remotely with all that is being said and done against Anarchism would 
necessitate the writing of a whole volume. I shall therefore meet only two of the principal 
objections. In so doing, I shall attempt to elucidate what Anarchism really stands for.  

The strange phenomenon of the opposition to Anarchism is that it brings to light the 
relation between so-called intelligence and ignorance. And yet this is not so very strange 
when we consider the relativity of all things. The ignorant mass has in its favor that it 
makes no pretense of knowledge or tolerance. Acting, as it always does, by mere impulse, 
its reasons are like those of a child. "Why?" "Because." Yet the opposition of the 
uneducated to Anarchism deserves the same consideration as that of the intelligent man.  

What, then, are the objections? First, Anarchism is impractical, though a beautiful ideal. 
Second; Anarchism stands for violence and destruction, hence it must be repudiated as 
vile and dangerous. Both the intelligent man and the ignorant mass judge not from a 
thorough knowledge of the subject, but either from hearsay or false interpretation.  

A practical scheme, says Oscar Wilde, is either one already in existence, or a scheme that 
could be carried out under the existing conditions; but it is exactly the existing conditions 
that one objects to, and any scheme that could accept these conditions is wrong and 
foolish. The true criterion of the practical, therefore, is not whether the latter can keep 
intact the wrong or foolish; rather is it whether the scheme has vitality enough to leave the 
stagnant waters of the old, and build, as well as sustain, new life. In the light of this 
conception, Anarchism is indeed practical. More than any other idea, it is helping to do 
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away with the wrong and foolish; more than any other idea, it is building and sustaining 
new life.  

The emotions of the ignorant man are continuously kept at a pitch by the most blood-
curdling stories about Anarchism. Not a thing too outrageous to be employed against this 
philosophy and its exponents. Therefore Anarchism represents to the unthinking what the 
proverbial bad man does to the child; a black monster bent on swallowing everything; in 
short, destruction and violence.  

Destruction and violence! How is the ordinary man to know that the most violent element 
in society is ignorance; that its power of destruction is the very thing Anarchism is 
combating? Nor is he aware that Anarchism, whose roots, as it were, are part of nature's 
forces, destroys, not healful tissue, but parasitic growths that feed on the life's essence of 
society. It is merely clearing the soil from weeds and sagebrush, that it may eventually 
bear healthy fruit.  

Someone has said that it requires less mental effort to condemn than to think. The 
widespread mental indolence, so prevalent in society, proves this to be only too true. 
Rather than to go to the bottom of any given idea, to examine into its origin and meaning, 
most people will either condemn it altogether, or rely on some superficial or prejudicial 
definition of non-essentials.  

Anarchism urges man to think, to investigate, to analyze every proposition; but that the 
brain capacity of the average reader be not taxed too much, I also shall begin with a 
definition, and then elaborate on the latter.  

Anarchism: The philosophy of a new social order based on liberty unrestricted by man-
made law; the theory that all forms of government rest on violence, and are therefore 
wrong and harmful, as well as unnecessary. The new social order rests, of course, on the 
materialistic basis of life; but while all Anarchists agree that the main evil today is an 
economic tone, they maintain that the solution of that evil can be brought about only 
through the consideration of every phase of life - individual, as well as the collective; the 
internal, as well as the external phases.  

A thorough perusal of the history of human development will disclose two elements in 
bitter conflict with each other; elements that are only now beginning to be understood, not 
as foreign to each other, but as closely related and truly harmonious, if only placed in 
proper environment: the individual and social instincts. The individual and society have 
waged a relentless and bloody battle for ages, each striving for supremacy, because each 
was blind to the value and importance of the other. The individual and social instincts, - 
the one a most potent factor for individual endeavor, for growth, aspiration, self-
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realization; the other an equally potent factor for mutual helpfulness and social well-
being.  

The explanation of the storm raging within the individual, and between him and his 
surroundings, is not far to seek. The primitive man, unable to understand his being, much 
less the unity of all life, felt himself absolutely dependent on blind, hidden forces ever 
ready to mock and taunt him. Out of that attitude grew the religious concepts of man as a 
mere speck of dust dependent on superior powers on high, who can only be appeased by 
complete surrender. All the early sagas rest on that idea, which continues to be the 
Leitmotiv of the biblical tales dealing with the relation of man to God, to the State, to 
society. Again and again the same motif, man is nothing, the powers are everything. Thus 
Jehovah would only endure man on condition of complete surrender. Man can have all the 
glories of the earth, but he must not become conscious of himself. The State, society, and 
moral laws all sing the same refrain: Man can have all the glories of the earth, but he must 
not become conscious of himself.  

Anarchism is the only philosophy which brings to man the consciousness of himself; 
which maintains that God, the State, and society are non-existent, that their promises are 
null and void since they can be fulfilled only through man's subordination. Anarchism is 
therefore the teacher of the unity of life; not merely in nature, but in man. There is no 
conflict between the individual and the social instincts any more than there is between the 
heart and the lungs: the one the receptacle of a precious life essence, the other the 
repository of the element that keeps the essence pure and strong. The individual is the 
heart of society, conserving the essence of social life; society is the lungs which are 
distributing the element to keep the life essence - that is, the individual - pure and strong.  

"The one thing of value in the world," says Emerson, "is the active soul - this every man 
contains within him. The soul active sees absolute truth and utters truth and creates." In 
other words, the individual instinct is the thing of value in the world. It is the true soul that 
sees and creates the truth alive, out of which is to come a still greater truth, the re-born 
social soul.  

Anarchism is the great liberator of man from the phantoms that have held him captive; it 
is the arbiter and pacifier of the two forces for individual and social harmony. To 
accomplish that unity, Anarchism has declared war on the pernicious influences which 
have so far prevented the harmonious blending of individual and social instincts, the 
individual and society.  

Religion, the dominion of the human mind; Property, the dominion of human needs; and 
Government, the dominion of human conduct, represent the stronghold of man's 
enslavement and all the horrors it entails. Religion! How it dominates man's mind, how it 
humiliates and degrades his soul. God is everything, man is nothing, says religion. But out 
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of that nothing God has created a kingdom so despotic, so tyrannical, so cruel, so terribly 
exacting that naught but gloom and tears and blood have ruled the world since gods 
began. Anarchism rouses man to rebellion against this black monster. Break your mental 
fetters, says Anarchism to man, for not until you think and judge for yourself will you get 
rid of the dominion of darkness, the greatest obstacle to all progress.  

Property, the dominion of man's needs, the denial of the right to satisfy his needs. Time 
was when property claimed a divine right, when it came to man with the same refrain, 
even as religion, "Sacrifice! Abnegate! Submit!" The spirit of Anarchism has lifted man 
from his prostrate position. He now stands erect, with his face toward the light. He has 
learned to see the insatiable, devouring, devastating nature of property, and he is preparing 
to strike the monster dead.  

"Property is robbery," said the great French Anarchist Proudhon. Yes, but without risk and 
danger to the robber. Monopolizing the accumulated efforts of man, property has robbed 
him of his birthright, and has turned him loose a pauper and an outcast. Property has not 
even the time-worn excuse that man does not create enough to satisfy all needs. The A B 
C student of economics knows that the productivity of labor within the last few decades 
far exceeds normal demand. But what are normal demands to an abnormal institution? 
The only demand that property recognizes is its own gluttonous appetite for greater 
wealth, because wealth means power, the power to subdue, to crush, to exploit, the power 
to enslave, to outrage, to degrade. America is particularly boastful of her great power, her 
enormous national wealth. Poor America, of what avail is all her wealth, if the individuals 
comprising the nation are wretchedly poor? If they live in squalor, in filth, in crime, with 
hope and joy gone, a homeless, soilless army of human prey.  

It is generally conceded that unless the returns of any business venture exceed the cost, 
bankruptcy is inevitable. But those engaged in the business of producing wealth have not 
yet learned even this simple lesson. Every year the cost of production in human life is 
growing larger (50,000 killed, 100,000 wounded in America last year); the returns to the 
masses, who help to create wealth are ever getting smaller.  

Yet America continues to be blind to the inevitable bankruptcy of our business of 
production. Nor is this the only crime of the latter. Still more fatal is the crime of turning 
the producer into a mere particle of a machine, with less will and decision than his master 
of steel and iron. Man is being robbed not merely of the products of his labor but of the 
power of free initiative, of originality, and the interest in, or desire for, the things he is 
making.  

Real wealth consists in things of utility and beauty, in things that help to create strong, 
beautiful bodies and surroundings inspiring to live in. But if man is doomed to wind 
cotton around a spool, or dig coal, or build roads for thirty years of his life, there can be 
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no talk of wealth. What he gives to the world is only gray and hideous things, reflecting a 
dull and hideous existence; too weak to live, too cowardly to die. Strange to say, there are 
people who extol this deadening method of centralized production as the proudest 
achievement of our age. They fail utterly to realize that if we are to continue in machine 
subserviency, our slavery is more complete than was our bondage to the King. They do 
not want to know that centralization is not only the death-knell of liberty, but also of 
health and beauty, of art and science, all these being impossible in a clock-like, 
mechanical atmosphere.  

Anarchism cannot but repudiate such a method of production: its goal is the freest 
possible expression of all the latent powers of the individual. Oscar Wilde defines a 
perfect personality as "one who develops under perfect conditions, who is not wounded, 
maimed, or in danger." A perfect personality, then, is only possible in a state of society 
where man is free to choose the mode of work, the conditions of work, and the freedom to 
work. One to whom the making of a table, the building of a house, or the tilling of the 
soil, is what the painting is to the artist and the discovery to the scientist; the result of 
inspiration, of intense longing, and deep interest in work as a creative force. That being 
the ideal of Anarchism, its economic arrangements must consist of voluntary productive 
and distributive associations, gradually developing into free communism, as the best 
means of producing with the least waste of human energy. Anarchism, however, also 
recognizes the right of the individual, or numbers of individuals, to arrange at all times for 
other forms of work, in harmony with their tastes and desires.  

Such free display of human energy being possible only under complete individual and 
social freedom, Anarchism directs its forces against the third and greatest foe of all social 
equality; namely, the State, organized authority, or statutory law; the dominion of human 
conduct.  Just as religion has fettered the human mind, and as property, or the monopoly 
of things, has subdued and stifled man's needs, so has the State enslaved his spirit, 
dictating every phase of conduct. "All government in essence," says Emerson, "is 
tyranny." It matters not whether it is government by divine right or majority rule. In every 
instance its aim is the absolute subordination of the individual. Referring to the American 
government, the greatest American Anarchist, David Thoreau, said: "Government, what is 
it but a tradition, though a recent one, endeavoring to transmit itself unimpaired to 
posterity, but each instance losing its integrity; it has not the vitality and force of a single 
living man. Law never made man a whit more just; and by means of their respect for it, 
even the well disposed are daily made agents of injustice."  

Indeed, the keynote of government is injustice. With the arrogance and self-sufficiency of 
the King who could do no wrong, governments ordain, judge, condemn, and punish the 
most insignificant offenses, while maintaining themselves by the greatest of all offenses, 
the annihilation of individual liberty. Thus Ouida is right when she maintains that "the 
State only aims at instilling those qualities in its public by which its demands are obeyed, 
and its exchequer is filled. Its highest attainment is the reduction of mankind to 
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clockwork. In its atmosphere all those finer and more delicate liberties, which require 
treatment and spacious expansion, inevitably dry up and perish. The State requires a 
taxpaying machine in which there is no hitch, an exchequer in which there is never a 
deficit, and a public, monotonous, obedient, colorless, spiritless, moving humbly like a 
flock of sheep along a straight high road between two walls."  

Yet even a flock of sheep would resist the chicanery of the State, if it were not for the 
corruptive, tyrannical, and oppressive methods it employs to serve its purposes. Therefore 
Bakunin repudiates the State as synonymous with the surrender of the liberty of the 
individual or small minorities; the destruction of social relationship, the curtailment, or 
complete denial even, of life itself, for its own aggrandizement. The State is the altar of 
political freedom and, like the religious altar, it is maintained for the purpose of human 
sacrifice.  

In fact, there is hardly a modern thinker who does not agree that government, organized 
authority, or the State, is necessary only to maintain or protect property and monopoly. It 
has proven efficient in that function only. Even George Bernard Shaw, who hopes for the 
miraculous from the State under Fabianism, nevertheless admits that "it is at present a 
huge machine for robbing and slave-driving of the poor by brute force." This being the 
case, it is hard to see why the clever prefacer wishes to uphold the State after poverty shall 
have ceased to exist.  

Unfortunately there are still a number of people who continue in the fatal belief that 
government rests on natural laws, that it maintains social order and harmony, that it 
diminishes crime, and that it prevents the lazy man from fleecing his fellows. I shall 
therefore examine these contentions.  

A natural law is that factor in man which asserts itself freely and spontaneously without 
any external force, in harmony with the requirements of nature. For instance, the demand 
for nutrition, for sex gratification, for light, air, and exercise, is a natural law. But its 
expression needs not the machinery of government, needs not the club, the gun, the 
handcuff, or the prison. To obey such laws, if we may call it obedience, requires only 
spontaneity and free opportunity. That governments do not maintain themselves through 
such harmonious factors is proven by the terrible array of violence, force, and coercion all 
governments use in order to live. Thus Blackstone is right when he says, "Human laws are 
invalid, because they are contrary to the laws of nature."  

Unless it be the order of Warsaw after the slaughter of thousands of people, it is difficult 
to ascribe to governments any capacity for order or social harmony. Order derived through 
submission and maintained by terror is not much of a safe guarantee; yet that is the only 
"order" that governments have ever maintained. True social harmony grows naturally out 
of solidarity of interests. In a society where those who always work never have anything, 
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while those who never work enjoy everything, solidarity of interests is non-existent; hence 
social harmony is but a myth. The only way organized authority meets this grave situation 
is by extending still greater privileges to those who have already monopolized the earth, 
and by still further enslaving the disinherited masses. Thus the entire arsenal of 
government - laws, police; soldiers, the courts, legislatures, prisons; - is strenuously 
engaged in harmonizing the most antagonistic elements in society.  

The most absurd apology for authority and law is that they serve to diminish crime. Aside 
from the fact that the State is itself the greatest criminal, breaking every written and 
natural law, stealing in the form of taxes, killing in the form of war and capital 
punishment, it has come to an absolute standstill in coping with crime. It has failed utterly 
to destroy or even minimize the horrible scourge of its own creation.  

Crime is naught but misdirected energy. So long as every institution of today, economic, 
political, social, and moral, conspires to misdirect human energy into wrong channels; so 
long as most people are out of place doing the things they hate to do, living a life they 
loathe to live, crime will be inevitable, and all the laws on the statutes can only in crease, 
but never do away with, crime. What does society, as it exists today, know of the process 
of despair, the poverty, the horrors, the fearful struggle the human soul must pass on its 
way to crime and degradation. Who that knows this terrible process can fail to see the 
truth in these words of Peter Kropotkin:  

"Those who will hold the balance between the benefits thus attributed to law and 
punishment and the degrading effect of the latter on humanity; those who will estimate the 
torrent of depravity poured abroad in human society by the informer, favored by the Judge 
even, and paid for in clinking cash by governments, under the pretext of aiding to unmask 
crime; those who will go within prison walls and there see what human beings become 
when deprived of liberty, when subjected to the care of brutal keepers, to coarse, cruel 
words, to a thousand stinging, piercing humiliations, will agree with us that the entire 
apparatus of prison and punishment is an abomination which ought to be brought to an 
end."  

The deterrent influence of law on the lazy man is too absurd to merit consideration. If 
society were only relieved of the waste and expense of keeping a lazy class, and the 
equally great expense of the paraphernalia of protection this lazy class requires, the social 
tables would contain an abundance for all, including even the occasional lazy individual. 
Besides, it is well to consider that laziness results either from special privileges, or 
physical and mental abnormalities. Our present insane system of production fosters both, 
and the most astounding phenomenon is that people should want to work at all now. 
Anarchism aims to strip labor of its deadening, dulling aspect, of its gloom and 
compulsion. It aims to make work an instrument of joy, of strength, of color, of real 
harmony, so that the poorest sort of a man should find in work both recreation and hope.  
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To achieve such an arrangement of life, government, with its unjust, arbitrary, repressive 
measures, must be done away with. At best it has but imposed one single mode of life 
upon all, without regard to individual and social variations and needs. In destroying 
government and statutory laws, Anarchism proposes to rescue the self-respect and 
independence of the individual from all restraint and invasion by authority. Only in 
freedom can man grow to his full stature. Only in freedom will he learn to think and 
move, and give the very best in him. Only in freedom will he realize the true force of the 
social bonds which knit men together, and which are the true foundation of a normal 
social life.  

But what about human nature? Can it be changed? And if not, will it endure under 
Anarchism?  

Poor human nature, what horrible crimes have been committed in thy name! Every fool, 
from king to policeman, from the flatheaded parson to the visionless dabbler in science, 
presumes to speak authoritatively of human nature. The greater the mental charlatan, the 
more definite his insistence on the wickedness and weaknesses of human nature. Yet, how 
can any one speak of it today, with every soul in a prison, with every heart fettered, 
wounded, and maimed?  

John Burroughs has stated that experimental study of animals in captivity is absolutely 
useless. Their character, their habits, their appetites undergo a complete transformation 
when torn from their soil in field and forest. With human nature caged in a narrow space, 
whipped daily into submission, how can we speak of its potentialities?  Freedom, 
expansion, opportunity, and, above all Peace and repose, alone can teach us the real 
dominant factors of human nature and all its wonderful possibilities.  

Anarchism, then, really stands for the liberation of the human mind from the dominion of 
religion; the liberation of the human body from the dominion of property; liberation from 
the shackles and restraint of government. Anarchism stands for a social order based on the 
free grouping of individuals for the purpose of producing real social wealth an order that 
will guarantee to every human being free access to the earth and full enjoyment of the 
necessities of life, according to individual desires, tastes, and inclinations.  

This is not a wild fancy or an aberration of the mind. It is the conclusion arrived at by 
hosts of intellectual men and women the world over; a conclusion resulting from the close 
and studious observation of the tendencies of modern society: individual liberty and 
economic equality, the twin forces for the birth of what is fine and true in man.  

As to methods. Anarchism is not, as some may suppose, a theory of the future to be 
realized through divine inspiration. It is a living force in the affairs of our life, constantly 
creating new conditions. The methods of Anarchism therefore do not comprise an iron-
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clad program to be carried out under all circumstances. Methods must grow out of the 
economic needs of each place and clime, and of the intellectual and temperamental 
requirements of the individual. The serene, calm character of a Tolstoy will wish different 
methods for social reconstruction than the intense, overflowing personality of a Michael 
Bakunin or a Peter Kropotkin. Equally so it must be apparent that the economic and 
political needs of Russia will dictate more drastic measures than would England or 
America. Anarchism does not stand for military drill and uniformity; it does, however, 
stand for the spirit of revolt, in whatever form, against everything that hinders human 
growth. All Anarchists agree in that, as they also agree in their opposition to the political 
machinery as a means of bringing about the great social change.  

"All voting," says Thoreau, "is a sort of gaming, like checkers, or backgammon, a playing 
with right and wrong; its obligation never exceeds that of expediency. Even voting for the 
right thing is doing nothing for it. A wise man will not leave the right to the mercy of 
chance, nor wish it to prevail through the power of the majority." A close examination of 
the machinery of politics and its achievements will bear out the logic of Thoreau.  

What does the history of parliamentarism show? Nothing but failure and defeat, not even 
a single reform to ameliorate the economic and social stress of the people. Laws have 
been passed and enactments made for the improvement and protection of labor. Thus it 
was proven only last year that Illinois, with the most rigid laws for mine protection had 
the greatest mine disasters. In States where child labor laws prevail, child exploitation is at 
its highest, and though with us the workers enjoy full political opportunities, capitalism 
has reached the most brazen zenith.  

Even were the workers able to have their own representatives, for which our good 
Socialist politicians are clamoring, what chances are there for their honesty and good 
faith? One has but to bear in mind the process of politics to realize that its path of good 
intentions is full of pitfalls: wire-pulling, intriguing, flattering, lying, cheating; in fact, 
chicanery of every description, whereby the political aspirant can achieve success. Added 
to that is a complete demoralization of character and conviction, until nothing is left that 
would make one hope for anything from such a human derelict. Time and time again the 
people were foolish enough to trust, believe, and support with their last farthing aspiring 
politicians, only to find themselves betrayed and cheated.  

It may be claimed that men of integrity would not become corrupt in the political grinding 
mill. Perhaps not; but such men would be absolutely helpless to exert the slightest 
influence in behalf of labor, as indeed has been shown in numerous instances. The State is 
the economic master of its servants. Good men, if such there be, would either remain true 
to their political faith and lose their economic support, or they would cling to their 
economic master and be utterly unable to do the slightest good. The political arena leaves 
one no alternative, one must either be a dunce or a rogue.  
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The political superstition is still holding sway over the hearts and minds of the masses, but 
the true lovers of liberty will have no more to do with it. Instead, they believe with Stirner 
that man has as much liberty as he is willing to take. Anarchism therefore stands for direct 
action, the open defiance of, and resistance to, all laws and restrictions, economic, social, 
and moral. But defiance and resistance are illegal. Therein lies the salvation of man. 
Everything illegal necessitates integrity, self-reliance, and courage. In short, it calls for 
free, independent spirits, for "men who are men, and who have a bone in their backs 
which you cannot pass your hand through."  

Universal suffrage itself owes its existence to direct action. If not for the spirit of 
rebellion, of the defiance on the part of the American revolutionary fathers, their posterity 
would still wear the King's coat. If not for the direct action of a John Brown and his 
comrades, America would still trade in the flesh of the black man, True, the trade in white 
flesh is still going on; but that, too, will have to be abolished by direct action. Trade-
unionism, the economic arena of the modern gladiator, owes its existence to direct action. 
It is but recently that law and government have attempted to crush trade-union movement, 
and, condemned the exponents of mans right to organize to prison as conspirators. Had 
they sought to assert begging, pleading and their cause through compromise, trade-
unionism would today be a negligible quantity, In France, in Spain, in Italy, in Russia, nay 
even in England (witness the growing rebellion of English labor unions) direct, 
revolutionary, economic action has become so strong a force in the battle for industrial 
liberty as to make the world realize the tremendous importance of labor's power. The 
General Strike, the supreme expression of the economic consciousness of the workers, 
was ridiculed in America but a short time ago. Today every great strike, in order to win, 
must realize the importance of the solidaric general protest.  

Direct action, having proven effective along economic lines, is equally potent in the 
environment of the individual. There a hundred forces encroach upon his being, and only 
persistent resistance to them will finally set him free. Direct action against authority of in 
the shop, direct action against the the law, direct action against the is the invasive, 
meddlesome authority of our moral code, is the logical, consistent method of Anarchism.  

Will it not lead to a revolution? Indeed, it will. No real social change has ever come about 
without a revolution. People are either not familiar with their history, or they have not yet 
learned that revolution is but thought carried. into action.  

Anarchism, the great leaven of thought, is today permeating every phase of human 
endeavor. Science, art, literature, the drama, the effort for economic betterment, in fact 
every individual and social opposition to the existing disorder of things, is illumined by 
the spiritual light of Anarchism. It is the philosophy of the sovereignty of the individual. It 
is the theory of social harmony. It is the great, surging, living truth that is reconstructing 
the world, and that will usher in the Dawn.  



12 

 

The Tragedy of Woman's Emancipation 

I  BEGIN with an admission: Regardless of all political and economic theories, treating of 
the fundamental differences between various groups within the human race, regardless of 
class and race distinctions, regardless of all artificial boundary lines between woman's 
rights and man's rights, I hold that there is a point where these differentiations may meet 
and grow into one perfect whole. 

With this I do not mean to propose a peace treaty. The general social antagonism which 
has taken hold of our entire public life today, brought about through the force of opposing 
and contradictory interests, will crumble to pieces when the reorganization of our social 
life, based upon the principles of economic justice, shall have become a reality. 

Peace or harmony between the sexes and individuals does not necessarily depend on a 
superficial equalization of human beings; nor does it call for the elimination of individual 
traits and peculiarities. The problem that confronts us today, and which the nearest future 
is to solve, is how to be one's self and yet in oneness with others, to feel deeply with all 
human beings and still retain one's own characteristic qualities. This seems to me to be the 
basis upon which the mass and the individual, the true democrat and the true individuality, 
man and woman, can meet without antagonism and opposition. The motto should not be: 
Forgive one another; rather, Understand one another. The oft-quoted sentence of Madame 
de StaÃ«l: "To understand everything means to forgive everything," has never particularly 
appealed to me; it has the odor of the confessional; to forgive one's fellow-being conveys 
the idea of pharisaical superiority. To understand one's fellow-being suffices. The 
admission partly represents the fundamental aspect of my views on the emancipation of 
woman and its effect upon the entire sex. 

Emancipation should make it possible for woman to be human in the truest sense. 
Everything within her that craves assertion and activity should reach its fullest expression; 
all artificial barriers should be broken, and the road towards greater freedom cleared of 
every trace of centuries of submission and slavery. 

This was the original aim of the movement for woman's emancipation. But the results so 
far achieved have isolated woman and have robbed her of the fountain springs of that 
happiness which is so essential to her. Merely external emancipation has made of the 
modern woman an artificial being, who reminds one of the products of French 
arboriculture with its arabesque trees and shrubs, pyramids, wheels, and wreaths; 
anything, except the forms which would be reached by the expression of her own inner 
qualities. Such artificially grown plants of the female sex are to be found in large 
numbers, especially in the so-called intellectual sphere of our life. 
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Liberty and equality for woman! What hopes and aspirations these words awakened when 
they were first uttered by some of the noblest and bravest souls of those days. The sun in 
all his light and glory was to rise upon a new world; in this world woman was to be free to 
direct her own destiny--an aim certainly worthy of the great enthusiasm, courage, 
perseverance, and ceaseless effort of the tremendous host of pioneer men and women, 
who staked everything against a world of prejudice and ignorance. 

My hopes also move towards that goal, but I hold that the emancipation of woman, as 
interpreted and practically applied today, has failed to reach that great end. Now, woman 
is confronted with the necessity of emancipating herself from emancipation, if she really 
desires to be free. This may sound paradoxical, but is, nevertheless, only too true. 

What has she achieved through her emancipation? Equal suffrage in a few States. Has that 
purified our political life, as many well-meaning advocates predicted? Certainly not. 
Incidentally, it is really time that persons with plain, sound judgment should cease to talk 
about corruption in politics in a boarding school tone. Corruption of politics has nothing 
to do with the morals, or the laxity of morals, of various political personalities. Its cause is 
altogether a material one. Politics is the reflex of the business and industrial world, the 
mottos of which are: "To take is more blessed than to give"; "buy cheap and sell dear"; 
"one soiled hand washes the other." There is no hope even that woman, with her right to 
vote, will ever purify politics. 

Emancipation has brought woman economic equality with man; that is, she can choose her 
own profession and trade; but as her past and present physical training has not equipped 
her with the necessary strength to compete with man, she is often compelled to exhaust all 
her energy, use up her vitality, and strain every nerve in order to reach the market value. 
Very few ever succeed, for it is a fact that women teachers, doctors, lawyers, architects, 
and engineers are neither met with the same confidence as their male colleagues, nor 
receive equal remuneration. And those that do reach that enticing equality, generally do so 
at the expense of their physical and psychical well-being. As to the great mass of working 
girls and women, how much independence is gained if the narrowness and lack of 
freedom of the home is exchanged for the narrowness and lack of freedom of the factory, 
sweat-shop, department store, or office? In addition is the burden which is laid on many 
women of looking after a "home, sweet home" --cold, dreary, disorderly, uninviting--after 
a day's hard work. Glorious independence! No wonder that hundreds of girls are so 
willing to accept the first offer of marriage, sick and tired of their "independence" behind 
the counter, at the sewing or typewriting machine. They are just as ready to marry as girls 
of the middle class, who long to throw off the yoke of parental supremacy. A so-called 
independence which 1eads only to earning the merest subsistence is not so enticing, not so 
ideal, that one could expect woman to sacrifice everything for it. Our highly praised 
independence is, after all, but a slow process of dulling and stifling woman's nature, her 
love instinct, and her mother instinct. 
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Nevertheless, the position of the working girl is far more natural and human than that of 
her seemingly more fortunate sister in the more cultured professional walks of life 
teachers, physicians, lawyers, engineers, etc., who have to make a dignified, proper 
appearance, while the inner life is growing empty and dead. 

The narrowness of the existing conception of woman's independence and emancipation; 
the dread of love for a man who is not her social equal; the fear that love will rob her of 
her freedom and independence; the horror that love or the joy of motherhood will only 
hinder her in the full exercise of her profession--all these together make of the 
emancipated modern woman a compulsory vestal, before whom life, with its great 
clarifying sorrows and its deep, entrancing joys, rolls on without touching or gripping her 
soul. 

Emancipation, as understood by the majority of its adherents and exponents, is of too 
narrow a scope to permit the boundless love and ecstasy contained in the deep emotion of 
the true woman, sweetheart, mother, in freedom. 

The tragedy of the self-supporting or economically free woman does not lie in too many, 
but in too few experiences. True, she surpasses her sister of past generations in knowledge 
of the world and human nature; it is just because of this that she feels deeply the lack of 
life's essence, which alone can enrich the human soul, and without which the majority of 
women have become mere professional automatons. 

That such a state of affairs was bound to come was foreseen by those who realized that, in 
the domain of ethics, there still remained many decaying ruins of the time of the 
undisputed superiority of man; ruins that are still considered useful. And, what is more 
important, a goodly number of the emancipated are unable to get along without them. 
Every movement that aims at the destruction of existing institutions and the replacement 
thereof with something more advanced, more perfect, has followers who in theory stand 
for the most radical ideas, but who, nevertheless, in their every-day practice, are like the 
average Philistine, feigning respectability and clamoring for the good opinion of their 
opponents. There are, for example, Socialists, and even Anarchists, who stand for the idea 
that property is robbery, yet who will grow indignant if anyone owe them the value of a 
half-dozen pins. 

The same Philistine can be found in the movement for woman's emancipation. Yellow 
journalists and milk-and-water litterateurs have painted pictures of the emancipated 
woman that make the hair of the good citizen and his dull companion stand up on end. 
Every member of the woman's rights movement was pictured as a George Sand in her 
absolute disregard of morality. Nothing was sacred to her. She had no respect for the ideal 
relation between man and woman. In short, emancipation stood only for a reckless life of 
lust and sin; regardless of society, religion, and morality. The exponents of woman's rights 
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were highly indignant at such misrepresentation, and, lacking humor, they exerted all their 
energy to prove that they were not at all as bad as they were painted, but the very reverse. 
Of course, as long as woman was the slave of man, she could not be good and pure, but 
now that she was free and independent she would prove how good she could be and that 
her influence would have a purifying effect on all institutions in society. True, the 
movement for woman's rights has broken many old fetters, but it has also forged new 
ones. The great movement of true emancipation has not met with a great race of women 
who could look liberty in the face. Their narrow, Puritanical vision banished man, as a 
disturber and doubtful character, out of their eniotional life. Man was not to be tolerated at 
any price, except perhaps as the father of a child, since a child could not very well come to 
life without a father. Fortunately, the most rigid Puritans never will be strong enough to 
kill the innate craving for motherhood. But woman's freedom is closely allied with man's 
freedom, and many of my so-called emancipated sisters seem to overlook the fact that a 
child born in freedom needs the love and devotion of each human being about him, man 
as well as woman. Unfortunately, it is this narrow conception of human relations that has 
brought about a great tragedy in the lives of the modern man and woman. 

About fifteen years ago appeared a work from the pen of the brilliant Norwegian Laura 
Marholm, called Woman, a Character Study. She was one of the first to call attention to 
the emptiness and narrowness of the existing conception of woman's emancipation, and its 
tragic effect upon the inner life of woman. In her work Laura Marholm speaks of the fate 
of several gifted women of international fame: the genius Eleonora Duse; the great 
mathematician and writer Sonya Kovalevskaia; the artist and poet nature Marie 
Bashkirtzeff, who died so young. Through each description of the lives of these women of 
such extraordinary mentality runs a marked trail of unsatisfied craving for a full, rounded, 
complete, and beautiful life, and the unrest and loneliness resulting from the lack of it. 
Through these masterly psychological sketches one cannot help but see that the higher the 
mental development of woman, the less possible it is for her to meet a congenial mate 
who will see in her, not only sex, but also the human being, the friend, the comrade and 
strong individuality, who cannot and ought not lose a single trait of her character. 

The average man with his self-sufficiency, his ridiculously superior airs of patronage 
towards the female sex, is an impossibility for woman as depicted in the Character Study 
by Laura Marholm. Equally impossible for her is the man who can see in her nothing 
more than her mentality and her genius, and who fails to awaken her woman nature. 

A rich intellect and a fine soul are usually considered necessary attributes of a deep and 
beautiful personality. In the case of the modern woman, these attributes serve as a 
hindrance to the complete assertion of her being. For over a hundred years the old form of 
marriage, based on the Bible, "till death doth part," has been denounced as an institution 
that stands for the sovereignty of the man over the woman, of her complete submission to 
his whims and commands, and absolute dependence on his name and support. Time and 
again it has been conclusively proved that the old matrimonial relation restricted woman 
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to the function of man's servant and the bearer of his children. And yet we find many 
emancipated women who prefer marriage, with all its deficiencies, to the narrowness of an 
unmarried life: narrow and unendurable because of the chains of moral and social 
prejudice that cramp and bind her nature. 

The explanation of such inconsistency on the part of many advanced women is to be 
found in the fact that they never truly understood the meaning of emancipation. They 
thought that all that was needed was independence from external tyrannies; the internal 
tyrants, far more harmful to life and growth--ethical and social conventions--were left to 
take care of themselves; and they have taken care of themselves. They seem to get along 
as beautifully in the heads and hearts of the most active exponents of woman's 
emancipation, as in the heads and hearts of our grandmothers. 

These internal tyrants, whether they be in the form of public opinion or what will mother 
say, or brother, father, aunt, or relative of any sort; what will Mrs. Grundy, Mr. Comstock, 
the employer, the Board of Education say? All these busybodies, moral detectives, jailers 
of the human spirit, what will they say? Until woman has learned to defy them all, to 
stand firmly on her own ground and to insist upon her own unrestricted freedom, to listen 
to the voice of her nature, whether it call for life's greatest treasure, love for a man, or her 
most glorious privilege, the right to give birth to a child, she cannot call herself 
emancipated. How many emancipated women are brave enough to acknowledge that the 
voice of love is calling, wildly beating against their breasts, demanding to be heard, to be 
satisfied. 

The French writer Jean Reibrach, in one of his novels, New Beauty, attempts to picture 
the ideal, beautiful, emancipated woman. This ideal is embodied in a young girl, a 
physician. She talks very cleverly and wisely of how to feed infants; she is kind, and 
administers medicines free to poor mothers. She converses with a young man of her 
acquaintance about the sanitary conditions of the future, and how various bacilli and 
germs shall be exterminated by the use of stone walls and floors, and by the doing away 
with rugs and hangings. She is, of course, very plainly and practically dressed, mostly in 
black. The young man, who, at their first meeting, was overawed by the wisdom of his 
emancipated friend, gradually learns to understand her, and recognizes one fine day that 
he loves her. They are young, and she is kind and beautiful, and though always in rigid 
attire, her appearance is softened by a spotlessly clean white collar and cuffs. One would 
expect that he would tell her of his love, but he is not one to commit romantic absurdities. 
Poetry and the enthusiasm of love cover their blushing faces before the pure beauty of the 
lady. He silences the voice of his nature, and remains correct. She, too, is always exact, 
always rational, always well behaved. I fear if they had formed a union, the young man 
would have risked freezing to death. I must confess that I can see nothing beautiful in this 
new beauty, who is as cold as the stone walls and floors she dreams of. Rather would I 
have the love songs of romantic ages, rather Don Juan and Madame Venus, rather an 
elopement by ladder and rope on a moonlight night, followed by the father's curse, 



17 

 

mother's moans, and the moral comments of neighbors, than correctness and propriety 
measured by yardsticks. If love does not know how to give and take without restrictions, it 
is not love, but a transaction that never fails to lay stress on a plus and a minus. 

The greatest shortcoming of the emancipation of the present day lies in its artificial 
stiffness and its narrow respectabilities, which produce an emptiness in woman's soul that 
will not let her drink from the fountain of life. I once remarked that there seemed to be a 
deeper relationship between the old-fashioned mother and hostess, ever on the alert for the 
happiness of her little ones and the comfort of those she loved, and the truly new woman, 
than between the latter and her average emancipated sister. The disciples of emancipation 
pure and simple declared me a heathen, fit only for the stake. Their blind zeal did not let 
them see that my comparison between the old and the new was merely to prove that a 
goodly number of our grandmothers had more blood in their veins, far more humor and 
wit, and certainly a greater amount of naturalness, kind-heartedness, and simplicity, than 
the majority of our emancipated professional women who fill the colleges, halls of 
learning, and various offices. This does not mean a wish to return to the past, nor does it 
condemn woman to her old sphere, the kitchen and the nursery. 

Salvation lies in an energetic march onward towards a brighter and clearer future. We are 
in need of unhampered growth out of old traditions and habits. The movement for 
woman's emancipation has so far made but the first step in that direction It is to be hoped 
that it will gather strength to make another. The right to vote, or equal civil rights, may be 
good demands, but true emancipation begins neither at the polls nor in courts. It begins in 
woman's soul. History tells us that every oppressed class gained true liberation from its 
masters through its own efforts. It is necessary that woman learn that Iesson, that she 
realize that her freedom will reach as far as her power to achieve her freedom reaches. It 
is, therefore, far more important for her to begin with her inner regeneration, to cut loose 
from the weight of prejudices, traditions, and customs. The demand for equal rights in 
every vocation of life is just and fair; but, after all, the most vital right is the right to love 
and be loved. Indeed, if partial emancipation is to become a complete and true 
emancipation of woman, it will have to do away with the ridiculous notion that to be 
loved, to be sweetheart and mother, is synonymous with being slave or subordinate. It will 
have to do away with the absurd notion of the dualism of the sexes, or that man and 
woman represent two antagonistic worlds. 

Pettiness separates; breadth unites. Let us be broad and big. Let us not overlook vital 
things because of the bulk of trifles confronting us. A true conception of the relation of the 
sexes will not admit of conqueror and conquered; it knows of but one great thing: to give 
of one's self boundlessly, in order to find one's self richer, deeper, better. That alone can 
fill the emptiness, and transform the tragedy of woman's emancipation into joy, limitless 
joy.  
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Patriotism, a Menace to Society 

PATRIOTISM, A MENACE TO LIBERTY by Emma Goldman, 1911 

WHAT is patriotism? Is it love of one's birthplace, the place of childhood's recollections 
and hopes, dreams and aspirations ? Is it the place where, in childlike naivete, we would 
watch the fleeting clouds, and wonder why we, too, could not run so swiftly? The place 
where we would count the milliard glittering stars, terror-stricken lest each one "an eye 
should be," piercing the very depths of our little souls? Is it the place where we would 
listen to the music of the birds, and long to have wings to fly, even as they, to distant 
lands? Or the place where we would sit at mother's knee, enraptured by wonderful tales of 
great deeds and conquests ? In short, is it love for the spot, every inch representing dear 
and precious recollections of a happy, joyous, and playful childhood? 

If that were patriotism, few American men of today could be called upon to be patriotic, 
since the place of play has been turned into factory, mill, and mine, while deafening 
sounds of machinery have replaced the music of the birds. Nor can we longer hear the 
tales of great deeds, for the stories our mothers tell today are but those of sorrow, tears, 
and grief. 

What, then, is patriotism? "Patriotism, sir, is the last resort of scoundrels," said Dr. 
Johnson. Leo Tolstoy, the greatest anti-patriot of our times, defines patriotism as the 
principle that will justify the training of wholesale murderers; a trade that requires better 
equipment for the exercise of man-killing than the making of such necessities of life as 
shoes, clothing, and houses; a trade that guarantees better returns and greater glory than 
that of the average workingman. 

Gustave Herve, another great anti-patriot, justly calls patriotism a superstitionHone far 
more injurious, brutal, and inhumane than religion. The superstition of religion originated 
in man's inability to explain natural phenomena. That is, when primitive man heard 
thunder or saw the lightning, he could not account for either, and therefore concluded that 
back of them must be a force greater than himself. Similarly he saw a supernatural force 
in the rain, and in the various other changes in nature. Patriotism, on the other hand, is a 
superstition artificially created and maintained through a network of lies and falsehoods; a 
superstition that robs man of his self-respect and dignity, and increases his arrogance and 
conceit. 

Indeed, conceit, arrogance, and egotism are the essentials of patriotism. Let me illustrate. 
Patriotism assumes that our globe is divided into little spots, each one surrounded by an 
iron gate. Those who have had the fortune of being born on some particular spot, consider 
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themselves better, nobler, grander, more intelligent than the living beings inhabiting any 
other spot. It is, therefore, the duty of everyone living on that chosen spot to fight, kill, 
and die in the attempt to impose his superiority upon all the others. 

The inhabitants of the other spots reason in like manner, of course, with the result that, 
from early infancy, the mind of the child is poisoned with bloodcurdling stories about the 
Germans, the French, the Italians, Russians, etc. When the child has reached manhood, he 
is thoroughly saturated with the belief that he is chosen by the Lord himself to defend his 
country against the attack or invasion of any foreigner. It is for that purpose that we are 
clamoring for a greater army and navy, more battleships and ammunition. It is for that 
purpose that America has within a short time spent four hundred million dollars. Just think 
of itHfour hundred million dollars taken from the produce of the people. For surely it is 
not the rich who contribute to patriotism. They are cosmopolitans, perfectly at home in 
every land. We in America know well the truth of this. Are not our rich Americans 
Frenchmen in France, Germans in Germany, or Englishmen in England? And do they not 
squandor with cosmopolitan grace fortunes coined by American factory children and 
cotton slaves? Yes, theirs is the patriotism that will make it possible to send messages of 
condolence to a despot like the Russian Tsar, when any mishap befalls him, as President 
Roosevelt did in the name of his people, when Sergius was punished by the Russian 
revolutionists. 

It is a patriotism that will assist the arch-murderer, Diaz, in destroying thousands of lives 
in Mexico, or that will even aid in arresting Mexican revolutionists on American soil and 
keep them incarcerated in American prisons, without the slightest cause or reason. 

But, then, patriotism is not for those who represent wealth and power. It is good enough 
for the people. It reminds one of the historic wisdom of Frederick the Great, the bosom 
friend of Voltaire, who said: "Religion is a fraud, but it must be maintained for the 
masses." 

That patriotism is rather a costly institution, no one will doubt after considering the 
following statistics. The progressive increase of the expenditures for the leading armies 
and navies of the world during the last quarter of a century is a fact of such gravity as to 
startle every thoughtful student of economic problems. It may be briefly indicated by 
dividing the time from 1881 to 1905 into five-year periods, and noting the disbursements 
of several great nations for army and navy purposes during the first and last of those 
periods. From the first to the last of the periods noted the expenditures of Great Britain 
increased from $2,101,848,936 to $4,143,226,885, those of France from $3,324,500,000 
to $3,455,109,900, those of Germany from $725,000,200 to $2,700,375,600, those of the 
United States from $1,275,500,750 to $2,650,900,450, those of Russia from 
$1,900,975,500 to $5,250,445,100, those of Italy from $1,600,975,750 to $1,755,500,100, 
and those of Japan from $182,900,500 to $700,925,475. 
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The military expenditures of each of the nations mentioned increased in each of the five-
year periods under review. During the entire interval from 1881 to 1905 Great Britain's 
outlay for her army increased fourfold, that of the United States was tripled, Russia's was 
doubled, that of Germany increased 35 per cent., that of France about 15 per cent., and 
that of Japan nearly 500 per cent. If we compare the expenditures of these nations upon 
their armies with their total expenditures for all the twenty-five years ending with I905, 
the proportion rose as follows: 

In Great Britain from 20 per cent. to 37; in the United States from 15 to 23; in France 
from 16 to 18; in Italy from 12 to 15; in Japan from 12 to 14. On the other hand, it is 
interesting to note that the proportion in Germany decreased from about 58 per cent. to 25, 
the decrease being due to the enormous increase in the imperial expenditures for other 
purposes, the fact being that the army expenditures for the period of 190I-5 were higher 
than for any five-year period preceding. Statistics show that the countries in which army 
expenditures are greatest, in proportion to the total national revenues, are Great Britain, 
the United States, Japan, France, and Italy, in the order named. 

The showing as to the cost of great navies is equally impressive. During the twenty-five 
years ending with 1905 naval expenditures increased approximately as follows: Great 
Britain, 300 per cent.; France 60 per cent.; Germany 600 per cent.; the United States 525 
per cent.; Russia 300 per cent.; Italy 250 per cent.; and Japan, 700 per cent. With the 
exception of Great Britain, the United States spends more for naval purposes than any 
other nation, and this expenditure bears also a larger proportion to the entire national 
disbursements than that of any other power. In the period 1881-5, the expenditure for the 
United States navy was $6.20 out of each $100 appropriated for all national purposes; the 
amount rose to $6.60 for the next five-year period, to $8.10 for the next, to $11.70 for the 
next, and to $16.40 for 1901-5. It is morally certain that the outlay for the current period 
of five years will show a still further increase. 

The rising cost of militarism may be still further illustrated by computing it as a per capita 
tax on population. From the first to the last of the five-year periods taken as the basis for 
the comparisons here given, it has risen as follows: In Great Britain, from $18.47 to 
$52.50; in France, from $19.66 to $23.62; in Germany, from $10.17 to $15.51; in the 
United States, from $5.62 to $13.64; in Russia, from $6.14 to $8.37; in Italy, from $9.59 
to $11.24, and in Japan from 86 cents to $3.11. 

It is in connection with this rough estimate of cost per capita that the economic burden of 
militarism is most appreciable. The irresistible conclusion from available data is that the 
increase of expenditure for army and navy purposes is rapidly surpassing the growth of 
population in each of the countries considered in the present calculation. In other words, a 
continuation of the increased demands of militarism threatens each of those nations with a 
progressive exhaustion both of men and resources. 
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The awful waste that patriotism necessitates ought to be sufficient to cure the man of even 
average intelligence from this disease. Yet patriotism demands still more. The people are 
urged to be patriotic and for that luxury they pay, not only by supporting their 
"defenders," but even by sacrificing their own children. Patriotism requires allegiance to 
the flag, which means obedience and readiness to kill father, mother, brother, sister. 

The usual contention is that we need a standing army to protect the country from foreign 
invasion. Every intelligent man and woman knows, however, that this is a myth 
maintained to frighten and coerce the foolish. The governments of the world, knowing 
each other's interests, do not invade each other. They have learned that they can gain 
much more by international arbitration of disputes than by war and conquest. Indeed, as 
Carlyle said, "War is a quarrel between two thieves too cowardly to fight their own battle; 
therefore they take boys from one village and another village, stick them into uniforms, 
equip them with guns, and let them loose like wild beasts against each other." 

It does not require much wisdom to trace every war back to a similar cause. Let us take 
our own Spanish-American war, supposedly a great and patriotic event in the history of 
the United States. How our hearts burned with indignation against the atrocious 
Spaniards! True, our indignation did not flare up spontaneously. It was nurtured by 
months of newspaper agitation, and long after Butcher Weyler had killed off many noble 
Cubans and outraged many Cuban women. Still, in justice to the American Nation be it 
said, it did grow indignant and was willing to fight, and that it fought bravely. But when 
the smoke was over, the dead buried, and the cost of the war came back to the people in 
an increase in the price of commodities and rentHthat is, when we sobered up from our 
patriotic spree it suddenly dawned on us that the cause of the Spanish-American war was 
the consideration of the price of sugar; or, to be more explicit, that the lives, blood, and 
money of the American people were used to protect the interests of American capitalists, 
which were threatened by the Spanish government. That this is not an exaggeration, but is 
based on absolute facts and figures, is best proven by the attitude of the American 
government to Cuban labor. When Cuba was firmly in the clutches of the United States, 
the very soldiers sent to liberate Cuba were ordered to shoot Cuban workingmen during 
the great cigarmakers' strike, which took place shortly after the war. 

Nor do we stand alone in waging war for such causes. The curtain is beginning to be lifted 
on the motives of the terrible Russo-Japanese war, which cost so much blood and tears. 
And we see again that back of the fierce Moloch of war stands the still fiercer god of 
Commercialism. Kuropatkin, the Russian Minister of War during the Russo-Japanese 
struggle, has revealed the true secret behind the latter. The Tsar and his Grand Dukes, 
having invested money in Corean concessions, the war was forced for the sole purpose of 
speedily accumulating large fortunes. 

The contention that a standing army and navy is the best security of peace is about as 
logical as the claim that the most peaceful citizen is he who goes about heavily armed. 
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The experience of every-day life fully proves that the armed individual is invariably 
anxious to try his strength. The same is historically true of governments. Really peaceful 
countries do not waste life and energy in war preparations, With the result that peace is 
maintained. 

However, the clamor for an increased army and navy is not due to any foreign danger. It is 
owing to the dread of the growing discontent of the masses and of the international spirit 
among the workers. It is to meet the internal enemy that the Powers of various countries 
are preparing themselves; an enemy, who, once awakened to consciousness, will prove 
more dangerous than any foreign invader. 

The powers that have for centuries been engaged in enslaving the masses have made a 
thorough study of their psychology. They know that the people at large are like children 
whose despair, sorrow, and tears can be turned into joy with a little toy. And the more 
gorgeously the toy is dressed, the louder the colors, the more it will appeal to the million-
headed child. 

An army and navy represents the people's toys. To make them more attractive and 
acceptable, hundreds and thousands of dollars are being spent for the display of these toys. 
That was the purpose of the American government in equipping a fleet and sending it 
along the Pacific coast, that every American citizen should be made to feel the pride and 
glory of the United States. The city of San Francisco spent one hundred thousand dollars 
for the entertainment of the fleet; Los Angeles, sixty thousand; Seattle and Tacoma, about 
one hundred thousand. To entertain the fleet, did I say? To dine and wine a few superior 
officers, while the "brave boys" had to mutiny to get sufficient food. Yes, two hundred 
and sixty thousand dollars were spent on fireworks, theatre parties, and revelries, at a time 
when men, women, and child}en through the breadth and length of the country were 
starving in the streets; when thousands of unemployed were ready to sell their labor at any 
price. 

Two hundred and sixty thousand dollars! What could not have been accomplished with 
such an enormous sum ? But instead of bread and shelter, the children of those cities were 
taken to see the fleet, that it may remain, as one of the newspapers said, "a lasting memory 
for the child." 

A wonderful thing to remember, is it not? The implements of civilized slaughter. If the 
mind of the child is to be poisoned with such memories, what hope is there for a true 
realization of human brotherhood ? 

We Americans claim to be a peace-loving people. We hate bloodshed; we are opposed to 
violence. Yet we go into spasms of joy over the possibility of projecting dynamite bombs 
from flying machines upon helpless citizens. We are ready to hang, electrocute, or lynch 



23 

 

anyone, who, from economic necessity, will risk his own life in the attempt upon that of 
some industrial magnate. Yet our hearts swell with pride at the thought that America is 
becoming the most powerful nation on earth, and that it will eventually plant her iron foot 
on the necks of all other nations. 

Such is the logic of patriotism. 

Considering the evil results that patriotism is fraught with for the average man, it is as 
nothing compared with the insult and injury that patriotism heaps upon the soldier 
himself,Hthat poor, deluded victim of superstition and ignorance. He, the savior of his 
country, the protector of his nation,Hwhat has patriotism in store for him? A life of slavish 
submission, vice, and perversion, during peace; a life of danger, exposure, and death, 
during war. 

While on a recent lecture tour in San Francisco, I visited the Presidio, the most beautiful 
spot overlooking the Bay and Golden Gate Park. Its purpose should have been 
playgrounds for children, gardens and music for the recreation of the weary. Instead it is 
made ugly, dull, and gray by barracks,Hbarracks wherein the rich would not allow their 
dogs to dwell. In these miserable shanties soldiers are herded like cattle; here they waste 
their young days, polishing the boots and brass buttons of their superior officers. Here, 
too, I saw the distinction of classes: sturdy sons of a free Republic, drawn up in line like 
convicts, saluting every passing shrimp of a lieutenant. American equality, degrading 
manhood and elevating the uniform! 

Barrack life further tends to develop tendencies of sexual perversion. It is gradually 
producing along this line results similar to European military conditions. Havelock Ellis, 
the noted writer on sex psychology, has made a thorough study of the subject. I quote: 
"Some of the barracks are great centers of male prostitution.... The number of soldiers 
who prostitute themselves is greater than we are willing to believe. It is no exaggeration to 
say that in certain regiments the presumption is in favor of the venality of the majority of 
the men.... On summer evenings Hyde Park and the neighborhood of Albert Gate are full 
of guardsmen and others plying a lively trade, and with little disguise, in uniform or out.... 
In most cases the proceeds form a comfortable addition to Tommy Atkins' pocket money." 

To what extent this perversion has eaten its way into the army and navy can best be 
judged from the fact that special houses exist for this form of prostitution. The practice is 
not limited to England; it is universal. "Soldiers are no less sought after in France than in 
England or in Germany, and special houses for military prostitution exist both in Paris and 
the garrison towns." Had Mr. Havelock Ellis included America in his investigation of sex 
perversion, he would have found that the same conditions prevail in our army and navy as 
in those of other countries. The growth of the standing army inevitably adds to the spread 
of sex perversion; the barracks are the incubators. 
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Aside from the sexual effects of barrack life, it also tends to unfit the soldier for useful 
labor after leaving the army. Men, skilled in a trade, seldom enter the army or navy, but 
even they, after a military experience, find themselves totally unfitted for their former 
occupations. Having acquired habits of idleness and a taste for excitement and adventure, 
no peaceful pursuit can content them. Released from the army, they can turn to no useful 
work. But it is usually the social riff-raff, discharged prisoners and the like, whom either 
the struggle for life or their own inclination drives into the ranks. These, their military 
term over, again turn to their former life of crime, more brutalized and degraded than 
before. It is a well-known fact that in our prisons there is a goodly number of ex-soldiers; 
while, on the other hand, the army and navy are to a great extent plied with ex-convicts. 

Of all the evil results I have just described none seems to me so detrimental to human 
integrity as the spirit patriotism has produced in the case of Private William Buwalda. 
Because he foolishly believed that one can be a soldier and exercise his rights as a man at 
the same time, the military authorities punished him severely. True, he had served his 
country fifteen years, during which time his record was unimpeachable. According to 
Gen. Funston, who reduced Buwalda's sentence to three years, "the first duty of an officer 
or an enlisted man is unquestioned obedience and loyalty to the government, and it makes 
no difference whether he approves of that government or not." Thus Funston stamps the 
true character of allegiance. According to him, entrance into the army abrogates the 
principles of the Declaration of Independence. 

What a strange development of patriotism that turns a thinking being into a loyal machine! 
In justification of this most outrageous sentence of Buwalda, Gen. Funston tells the 
American people that the soldier's action was "a serious crime equal to treason." Now, 
what did this "terrible crime" really consist of ? Simply in this: William Buwalda was one 
of fifteen hundred people who attended a public meeting in San Francisco; and, oh, 
horrors, he shook hands with the speaker, Emma Goldman. A terrible crime, indeed, 
which the General calls "a great military offense, infinitely worse than desertion." 

Can there be a greater indictment against patriotism than that it will thus brand a man a 
criminal, throw him into prison, and rob him of the results of fifteen years of faithful 
service? Buwalda gave to his country the best years of his life and his very manhood. But 
all that was as nothing. Patriotism is inexorable and, like all insatiable monsters, demands 
all or nothing. It does not admit that a soldier is also a human being, who has a right to his 
own feelings and opinions, his own inclinations and ideas. No, patriotism can not admit of 
that. That is the lesson which Buwalda was made to learn; made to learn at a rather costly, 
though not at a useless price. When he returned to freedom, he had lost his position in the 
army, but he regained his self-respect. After all, that is worth three years of imprisonment. 

A writer on the military conditions of America, in a recent article, commented on the 
power of the military man over the civilian in Germany. He said, among other things, that 
if our Republic had no other meaning than to guarantee all citizens equal rights, it would 
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have just cause for existence. I am convinced that the writer was not in Colorado during 
the patriotic regime of General Bell. He probably would have changed his mind had he 
seen how, in the name of patriotism and the Republic, men were thrown into bull-pens, 
dragged about, driven across the border, and subjected to all kinds of indignities. Nor is 
that Colorado incident the only one in the growth of military power in the United States. 
There is hardly a strike where troops and militia do not come to the rescue of those in 
power, and where they do not act as arrogantly and brutally as do the men wearing the 
Kaiser's uniform. Then, too, we have the Dick military law. Had the writer forgotten that? 

A great misfortune with most of our writers is that they are absolutely ignorant on current 
events, or that, lacking honesty, they will not speak of these matters. And so it has come 
to pass that the Dick military law was rushed through Congress with little discussion and 
still less publicity,Ha law which gives the President the power to turn a peaceful citizen 
into a bloodthirsty man-killer, supposedly for the defense of the country, in reality for the 
protection of the interests of that particular party whose mouthpiece the President happens 
to be. 

Our writer claims that militarism can never become such a power in America as abroad, 
since it is voluntary with us, while compulsory in the Old World. Two very important 
facts, however, the gentleman forgets to consider. First, that conscription has created in 
Europe a deep-seated hatred of militarism among all classes of society. Thousands of 
young recruits enlist under protest and, once in the army, they will use every possible 
means to desert. Second, that it is the compulsory feature of militarism which has created 
a tremendous anti-militarist movement, feared by European Powers far more than 
anything else. After all, the greatest bulwark of capitalism is militarism. The very moment 
the latter is undermined, capitalism will totter. True, we have no conscription; that is, men 
are not usually forced to enlist in the army, but we have developed a far more exacting 
and rigid forceHnecessity. Is it not a fact that during industrial depressions there is a 
tremendous increase in the number of enlistments ? The trade of militarism may not be 
either lucrative or honorable, but it is better than tramping the country in search of work, 
standing in the bread line, or sleeping in municipal lodging houses. After all, it means 
thirteen dollars per month, three meals a day, and a place to sleep. Yet even necessity is 
not sufficiently strong a factor to bring into the army an element of character and 
manhood. No wonder our military authorities complain of the "poor material" enlisting in 
the army and navy. This admission is a very encouraging sign. It proves that there is still 
enough of the spirit of independence and love of liberty left in the average American to 
risk starvation rather than don the uniform. 

Thinking men and women the world over are beginning to realize that patriotism is too 
narrow and limited a conception to meet the necessities of our time. The centralization of 
power has brought into being an international feeling of solidarity among the oppressed 
nations of the world; a solidarity which represents a greater harmony of interests between 
the workingman of America and his brothers abroad than between the American miner 
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and his exploiting compatriot; a solidarity which fears not foreign invasion, because it is 
bringing all the workers to the point when they will say to their masters, "Go and do your 
own killing. We have done it long enough for you." This solidarity is awakening the 
consciousness of even the soldiers, they, too, being flesh of the flesh of the great human 
family. A solidarity that has proven infallible more than once during past struggles, and 
which has been the impetus inducing the Parisian soldiers, during the Commune of 1871, 
to refuse to obey when ordered to shoot their brothers. It has given courage to the men 
who mutinied on Russian warships during recent years. It will eventually bring about the 
uprising of all the oppressed and downtrodden against their international exploiters. 

The proletariat of Europe has realized the great force of that solidarity and has, as a result, 
inaugurated a war against patriotism and its bloody spectre, militarism. Thousands of men 
fill the prisons of France, Germany, Russia, and the Scandinavian countries, because they 
dared to defy the ancient superstition. Nor is the movement limited to the working class; it 
has embraced representatives in all stations of life, its chief exponents being men and 
women prominent in art, science, and letters. America will have to follow suit. The spirit 
of militarism has already permeated all walks of life. Indeed, I am convinced that 
militarism is growing a greater danger here than anywhere else, because of the many 
bribes capitalism holds out to those whom it wishes to destroy. 

The beginning has already been made in the schools. Evidently the government holds to 
the Jesuitical conception, "Give me the child mind, and I will mould the man." Children 
are trained in military tactics, the glory of military achievements extolled in the 
curriculum, and the youthful minds perverted to suit the government. Further, the youth of 
the country is appealed to in glaring posters to join the army and navy. "A fine chance to 
see the world !" cries the governmental huckster. Thus innocent boys are morally 
shanghaied into patriotism, and the military Moloch strides conquering through the 
Nation. 

The American workingman has suffered so much at the hands of the soldier, State and 
Federal, that he is quite justified in his disgust with, and his opposition to, the uniformed 
parasite. However, mere denunciation will not solve this great problem. What we need is a 
propaganda of education for the soldier: antipatriotic literature that will enlighten him as 
to the real horrors of his trade, and that will awaken his consciousness to his true relation 
to the man to whose labor he owes his very existence. It is precisely this that the 
authorities fear most. It is already high treason for a soldier to attend a radical meeting. No 
doubt they will also stamp it high treason for a soldier to read a radical pamphlet. But, 
then, has not authority from time immemorial stamped every step of progress as 
treasonable ? Those, however, who earnestly strive for social reconstruction can well 
afford to face all that; for it is probably even more important to carry the truth into the 
barracks than into the factory. When we have undermined the patriotic lie, we shall have 
cleared the path for that great structure wherein all nationalities shall be united into a 
universal brotherhood, a truly FREE SOCIETY. 
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The Individual, Society and the State 

The Individual, Society and the State by Emma Goldman  

The minds of men are in confusion, for the very foundations of our civilization seem to 
be tottering. People are losing faith in the existing institutions, and the more intelligent 
realize that capitalist industrialism is defeating the very purpose it is supposed to serve. 

The world is at a loss for a way out. Parliamentarism and democracy are on the decline. 
Salvation is being sought in Fascism and other forms of "strong" government. 

The struggle of opposing ideas now going on in the world involves social problems 
urgently demanding a solution. The welfare of the individual and the fate of human 
society depend on the right answer to those questions The crisis, unemployment, war, 
disarmament, international relations, etc., are among those problems.  

The State, government with its functions and powers, is now the subject of vital interest to 
every thinking man. Political developments in all civilized countries have brought the 
questions home. Shall we have a strong government? Are democracy and parliamentary 
government to be preferred, or is Fascism of one kind or another, dictatorship - 
monarchical, bourgeois or proletarian - the solution of the ills and difficulties that beset 
society today?  

In other words, shall we cure the evils of democracy by more democracy, or shall we cut 
the Gordian knot of popular government with the sword of dictatorship? 

My answer is neither the one nor the other. I am against dictatorship and Fascism as I am 
opposed to parliamentary regimes and so-called political democracy. 

Nazism has been justly called an attack on civilization. This characterization applies with 
equal force to every form of dictatorship; indeed, to every kind of suppression and 
coercive authority. For what is civilization in the true sense? All progress has been 
essentially an enlargement of the liberties of the individual with a corresponding decrease 
of the authority wielded over him by external forces. This holds good in the realm of 
physical as well as of political and economic existence. In the physical world man has 
progressed to the extent in which he has subdued the forces of nature and made them 
useful to himself. Primitive man made a step on the road to progress when he first 
produced fire and thus triumphed over darkness, when he chained the wind or harnessed 
water. 
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What role did authority or government play in human endeavor for betterment, in 
invention and discovery? None whatever, or at least none that was helpful. It has always 
been the indivitual that has accomplished every miracle in that sphere, usually in spite of 
the prohibition, persecution and interference by authority, human and divine. 

Similarly, in the political sphere, the road of progress lay in getting away more and more 
from the authority of the tribal chief or of the clan, of prince and king, of government, of 
the State. Economically, progress has meant greater well-being of ever larger numbers. 
Culturally, it has signified the result of all the other achievements - greater independence, 
political, mental and psychic. 

Regarded from this angle, the problems of man's relation to the State assumes an entirely 
different significance. It is no more a question of whether dictatorship is preferable to 
democracy, or Italian Fascism superior to Hitlerism. A larger and far more vital question 
poses itself: Is political goverment, is the State beneficial to mankind, and how does it 
affect the individual in the social scheme of things? 

The individual is the true reality in life. A cosmos in himself, he does not exist for the 
State, nor for that abstraction called "society," or the "nation," which is only a collection 
of individuals. Man, the individual, has always been and, necessarily is the sole source 
and motive power of evolution and progress. Civilization has been a continuous struggle 
of the individual or of groups of individuals against the State and even against "society," 
that is, against the majority subdued and hypnotized by the State and State worship. Man's 
greatest battles have been waged against man-made obstacles and artificial handicaps 
imposed upon him to paralyze his growth and development. Human thought has always 
been falsified by tradition and custom, and perverted false education in the interests of 
those who held power and enjoyed privileges. In other words, by the State and the ruling 
classes. This constant incessant conflict has been the history of mankind. 

Individuality may be described as the consciousness of the individual as to what he is and 
how he lives. It is inherent in every human being and is a thing of growth. The State and 
social institutions come and go, but individuality remains and persists. The very essence 
of individuality is expression; the sense of dignity and independence is the soil wherein it 
thrives. Individuality is not the impersonal and mechanistic thing that the State treats as an 
"individual". The individual is not merely the result of heredity and environment, of cause 
and effect. He is that and a great deal more, a great deal else. The living man cannot be 
defined; he is the fountain-head of all life and all values; he is not a part of this or of that; 
he is a whole, an individual whole, a growing, changing, yet always constant whole. 

Individuality is not to be confused with the various ideas and concepts of Individualism; 
much less with that "rugged individualism" which is only a masked attempt to repress and 
defeat the individual and his individuality So-called Individualism is the social and 
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economic laissez faire: the exploitation of the masses by the classes by means of legal 
trickery, spiritual debasement and systematic indoctrination of the servile spirit, which 
process is known as "education." That corrupt and perverse "individualism" is the strait-
jacket of individuality. It has converted life into a degrading race for externals, for 
possession, for social prestige and supremacy. Its highest wisdom is "the devil take the 
hindmost." 

This "rugged individualism" has inevitably resulted in the greatest modern slavery, the 
crassest class distinctions, driving millions to the breadline. "Rugged individualism" has 
meant all the "individualism" for the masters, while the people are regimented into a slave 
caste to serve a handful of self-seeking "supermen." America is perhaps the best 
representative of this kind of individualism, in whose name political tyranny and social 
oppression are defended and held up as virtues; while every aspiration and attempt of man 
to gain freedom and social opportunity to live is denounced as "unAmerican" and evil in 
the name of that same individualism. 

There was a time when the State was unknown. In his natural condition man existed 
without any State or organized government. People lived as families in small 
communities; They tilled the soil and practiced the arts and crafts. The individual, and 
later the family, was the unit of social life where each was free and the equal of his 
neighbor. Human society then was not a State but an association; a voluntary association 
for mutual protection and benefit. The elders and more experienced members were the 
guides and advisers of the people. They helped to manage the affairs of life, not to rule 
and dominate the individual. 

Political government and the State were a much later development, growing out of the 
desire of the stronger to take advantage of the weaker, of the few against the many. The 
State, ecclesiastical and secular, served to give an appearance of legality and right to the 
wrong done by the few to the many. That appearance of right was necessary the easier to 
rule the people, because no government can exist without the consent of the people, 
consent open, tacit or assumed. Constitutionalism and democracy are the modern forms of 
that alleged consent; the concent being inoculated and indoctrinated by what is called 
"education," at home, in the church, and in every other phase of life. 

That consent is the belief in authority, in the necessity for it. At its base is the doctrine that 
man is evil, vicious, and too incompetent to know what is good for him. On this all 
government and oppression is built. God and the State exist and are supported by this 
dogma. 

Yet the State is nothing but a name. It is an abstraction. Like other similar conceptions - 
nation, race, humanity - it has no organic reality. To call the State an organism shows a 
diseased tendency to make a fetish of words. 
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The State is a term for the legislative and administrative machinery whereby certain 
business of the people is transacted, and badly so. There is nothing sacred, holy or 
mysterious about it. The State has no more conscience or moral mission than a 
commercial company for working a coal mine or running a railroad. 

The State has no more existence than gods and devils have. They are equally the reflex 
and creation of man, for man, the individual, is the only reality. The State is but the 
shadow of man, the shadow of his opaqueness of his ignorance and fear. 

Life begins and ends with man, the individual. Without him there is no race, no humanity, 
no State. No, not even "society" is possible without man. It is the individual who lives, 
breathes and suffers. His development, his advance, has been a continuous struggle 
against the fetishes of his own creation and particularly so against the "State." 

In former days religious authority fashioned political life in the image of the Church. The 
authority of the State, the "rights" of rulers came from on high; power, like faith, was 
divine. Philosophers have written thick volumes to prove the sanctity of the State; some 
have even clad it with infallibility and with god-like attributes Some have talked 
themselves into the insane notion that the State is "superhuman," the supreme reality, "the 
absolute." 

Enquiry was condemned as blasphemy. Servitude was the highest virtue. By such precepts 
and training certain things came to be regarded as self-evident, as sacred of their truth ,but 
[sic] because of constant and persistent repetition. 

All progress has been essentially an unmasking of "divinity" and "mystery," of alleged 
sacred, eternal "truth"; it has been a gradual elimination of the abstract and the substitution 
in its place of the real, the concrete. In short, of facts against fancy, of knowledge against 
ignorance, of light against darkness. 

That slow and arduous liberation of the individual was not accomplished by the aid of the 
State. On the contrary, it was by continuous conflict, by a life-and death struggle with the 
State, that even the smallest vestige of independence and freedom has been won. It has 
cost mankind much time and blood to secure what little it has gained so far from kings, 
tsars and governments 

The great heroic figure of that long Golgotha has been Man. It has always been the 
individual, often alone and singly, at other times in unity and co-operation with others of 
his kind, who has fought and bled in the age-long battle against suppression and 
oppression, against the powers that enslave and degrade him. 
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More than that and more significant: It was man, the individual, whose soul first rebelled 
against injustice and degradation; it was the individual who first conceived the idea of 
resistance to the conditions under which he chafed. In short, it is always the individual 
who is the parent of the liberating thought as well as of the deed. 

This refers not only to political struggles, but to the entire gamut of human life and effort, 
in all ages and climes. It has always been the individual, the man of strong mind and will 
to liberty, who paved the way for every human advance, for every step toward a freer and 
better world; in science, philosophy and art, as well as in industry, whose genius rose to 
the heights, conceiving the "impossible," visualizing its realization and imbuing others 
with his enthusiasm to work and strive for it. Socially speaking, it was always the prophet, 
the seer, the idealist, who dreamed of a world more to his heart's desire and who served as 
the beacon light on the road to greater achievement. 

The State, every government whatever its form, character or color - be it absolute or 
constitutional, monarchy or republic, Fascist, Nazi or Bolshevik - is by its very nature 
conservative, static, intolerant of change and opposed to it. Whatever changes it 
undergoes are always the result of pressure exerted upon it, pressure strong enough to 
compel the ruling powers to submit peaceably or otherwise, generally "otherwise" - that 
is, by revolution. Moreover, the inherent conservatism of govemment, of authority of any 
kind, unavoidably becomes reactionary. For two reasons: first, because it is in the nature 
of government not only to retain the power it has, but also to strengthen, widen and 
perpetuate it, nationally as well as internationally. The stronger authority grows, the 
greater the State and its power, the less it can tolelate a similar authority or political power 
along side of itself. The psychology of govemment demands that its influence and prestige 
constantly grow, at home and abroad, and it exploits every opportunity to increase it. This 
tendency is motivated by the financial and commercial interests back of the government, 
represented and served by it. The fundamental raison d'etre of every government to which, 
incidentally, historians of former days wilfully shut their eyes, has become too obvious 
now even for professors to ignore. 

The other factor which impels governments to become even more conservative and 
reactionary is their inherent distrust of the individual and fear of individuality. Our 
political and social scheme cannot afford to tolerate the individual and his constant quest 
for innovation. In "self-defense" the State therefore suppresses, persecutes, punishes and 
even deprives the individual of life. It is aided in this by every institution that stands for 
the preservation of the existing order. It resorts to every form of violence and force, and 
its efforts are supported by the "moral indignation" of the majority against the heretic, the 
social dissenter and the political rebel - the majority for centuries drilled in State worship, 
trained in discipline and obedience and subdued by the awe of authority in the home, the 
school, the church and the press. 
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The strongest bulwark of authority is uniformity; the least divergence from it is the 
greatest crime. The wholesale mechanisation of modern life has increased uniformity a 
thousandfold. It is everywhere present, in habits, tastes, dress, thoughts and ideas. Its most 
concentrated dullness is "public opinion." Few have the courage to stand out against it. He 
who refuses to submit is at once labelled "queer," "different," and decried as a disturbing 
element in the comfortable stagnancy of modern life. 

Perhaps even more than constituted authority, it is social uniformity and sameness that 
harass the individual most. His very "uniqueness," "separateness" and "differentiation" 
make him an alien, not only in his native place, but even in his own home. Often more so 
than the foreign born who generally falls in with the established. 

In the true sense one's native land, with its back ground of tradition, early impressions, 
reminiscences and other things dear to one, is not enough to make sensitive human beings 
feel at home. A certain atmosphere of "belonging," the consciousness of being "at one" 
with the people and environment, is more essential to one's feeling of home. This holds 
good in relation to one's family, the smaller local circle, as well as the larger phase of the 
life and activities commonly called one's country. The individual whose vision 
encompasses the whole world often feels nowhere so hedged in and out of touch with his 
surroundings than in his native land. 

In pre-war time the individual could at least escape national and family boredom. The 
whole world was open to his longings and his quests. Now the world has become a prison, 
and life continual solitary confinement. Especially is this true since the advent of 
dictatorship, right and left. 

Friedrich Nietzsche called the State a cold monster. What would he have called the 
hideous beast in the garb of modern dictatorship? Not that government had ever allowed 
much scope to the individual; but the champions of the new State ideology do not grant 
even that much. "The individual is nothing," they declare, "it is the collectivity which 
counts." Nothing less than the complete surrender of the individual will satisfy the 
insatiable appetite of the new deity. 

Strangely enough, the loudest advocates of thig new gospel are to be found among the 
British and American intelligentsia. Just now they are enamored with the "dictatorship of 
the proletariat." In theory only, to be sure. In practice, they still prefer the few liberties in 
their own respective countries. They go to Russia for a short visit or as salesmen of the 
"revolution," but they feel safer and more comfortable at home. 

Perhaps it is not only lack of courage which keeps these good Britishers and Americans in 
their native lands rather than in the millenium come. Subconsciously there may lurk the 
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feeling that individuality remains the most fundamental fact of all human association, 
suppressed and persecuted yet never defeated, and in the long run the victor.  

The "genius of man," which is but another name for personality and individuality, bores 
its way through all the caverns of dogma, through the thick walls of tradition and custom, 
defying all taboos, setting authority at naught, facing contumely and the scaffold - 
ultimately to be blessed as prophet and martyr by succeeding generations. But for the 
"genuis of man," that inherent, persistent quality of individuality, we would be still 
roaming the primeval forests.  

Peter Kropotkin has shown what wonderful results this unique force of man's individuality 
has achieved when strengthened by co-operation with other individualities. The one-sided 
and entirely inadequate Darwinian theory of the struggle for existence received its 
biological and sociological completion from the great Anarchist scientist and thinker. In 
his profound work, Mutual Aid Kropotkin shows that in the animal kingdom, as well as in 
human society, co-operation - as opposed to internecine strife and struggle - has worked 
for the survival and evolution of the species. He demonstrated that only mutual aid and 
voluntary co-operation - not the omnipotent, all-devastating State - can create the basis for 
a free individual and associational life. 

At present the individual is the pawn of the zealots of dictatorship and the equally 
obsessed zealots of "rugged individualism." The excuse of the former is its claim of a new 
objective. The latter does not even make a pretense of anything new. As a matter of fact 
"rugged individualism'' has learned nothing and forgotten nothing. Under its guidance the 
brute struggle for physical existence is still kept up. Strange as it may seem, and utterly 
absurd as it is, the struggle for physical survival goes merrily on though the necessity for 
it has entirely disappeared. Indeed, the struggle is being continued apparently because 
there is no necessity for it. Does not so-called overproduction prove it? Is not the world-
wide economic crisis an eloquent demonstration that the struggle for existence is being 
maintained by the blindness of "rugged individualism" at the risk of its own destruction? 

One of the insane characteristics of this struggle is the complete negation of the relation of 
the producer to the things he produces. The average worker has no inner point of contact 
with the industry he is employed in, and he is a stranger to the process of production of 
which he is a mechanical part. Like any other cog of the machine, he is replaceable at any 
time by other similar depersonalized human beings. 

The intellectual proletarian, though he foolishly thinks himself a free agent, is not much 
better off. He, too, has a little choice or self-direction, in his particular metier as his 
brother who works with his hands. Material considerations and desire for greater social 
prestige are usually the deciding factors in the vocation of the intellectual. Added to it is 
the tendency to follow in the footsteps of family tradition, and become doctors, lawyers, 
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teachers, engineers, etc. The groove requires less effort and personality. In consequence 
nearly everybody is out of place in our present scheme of things. The masses plod on, 
partly because their senses have been dulled by the deadly routine of work and because 
they must eke out an existence. This applies with even greater force to the political fabric 
of today. There is no place in its texture for free choice of independent thought and 
activity. There is a place only for voting and tax-paying puppets.  

The interests of the State and those of the individual differ fundamentally and are 
antagonistic. The State and the political and economic institutions it supports can exist 
only by fashioning the individual to their particular purpose; training him to respect ''law 
and order;" teaching him obedience, submission and unquestioning faith in the wisdom 
and justice of government; above all, loyal service and complete self-sacrifice when the 
State commands it, as in war. The State puts itself and its interests even above the claims 
of religion and of God. It punishes religious or conscientious scruples against 
individuality because there is no individuality without liberty, and liberty is the greatest 
menace to authority.  

The struggle of the individual against these tremendous odds is the more difficult - too 
often dangerous to life and limb - because it is not truth or falsehood which serves as the 
criterion of the opposition he meets. It is not the validity or usefulness of his thought or 
activity which rouses against him the forces of the State and of "public opinion.'' The 
persecution of the innovator and protestant has always been inspired by fear on the part of 
constituted authority of having its infallibility questioned and its power undermined. 

Man's true liberation, individual and collective, lies in his emancipation from authority 
and from the belief in it. All human evolution has been a struggle in that direction and for 
that object. It is not invention and mechanics which constitute development. The ability to 
travel at the rate of 100 miles an hour is no evidence of being civilized. True civilization is 
to be measured by the individual, the unit of all social life; by his individuality and the 
extent to which it is free to have its being to grow and expand unhindered by invasive and 
coercive authority. 

Socially speaking, the criterion of civilization and culture is the degree of liberty and 
economic opportunity which the individual enjoys; of social and international unity and 
co-operation unrestricted by man-made laws and other artificial obstacles; by the absence 
of privileged castes and by the reality of liberty and human dignity; in short, by the true 
emancipation of the individual. 

Political absolutism has been abolished because men have realized in the course of time 
that absolute power is evil and destructive. But the same thing is true of all power, 
whether it be the power of privilege, of money, of the priest, of the politician or of so-
called democracy. In its effect on individuality it matters little what the particular 
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character of coercion is - whether it be as black as Fascism, as yellow as Nazism or as 
pretentiously red as Bolshevism. It is power that corrupts and degrades both master and 
slave and it makes no difference whether the power is wielded by an autocrat, by 
parliament or Soviets. More pernicious than the power of a dictator is that of a class; the 
most terrible - the tyranny of a majority. 

The long process of history has taught man that division and strife mean death, and that 
unity and cooperation advance his cause, multiply his strength and further his welfare. 
The spirit of government has always worked against the social application of this vital 
lesson, except where it served the State and aided its own particular interests. It is this 
anti-progressive and anti-social spirit of the State and of the privileged castes back of it 
which has been responsible for the bitter struggle between man and man. The individual 
and ever larger groups of individuals are beginning to see beneath the surface of the 
established order of things. No longer are they so blinded as in the past by the glare and 
tinsel of the State idea, and of the ''blessings'' of ''rugged individualism." Man is reaching 
out for the wider scope of human relations which liberty alone can give. For true liberty is 
not a mere scrap of paper called ''constitution,'' "legal right'' or "law." It is not an 
abstraction derived from the non-reality known as "the State." It is not the negative thing 
of being free from something, because with such freedom you may starve to death. Real 
freedom, true liberty is positive: it is freedom to something; it is the liberty to be, to do; in 
short, the liberty of actual and active opportunity. 

That sort of liberty is not a gift: it is the natural right of man, of every human being. It 
cannot be given: it cannot be conferred by any law or government. The need of it, the 
longing for it, is inherent in the individual. Disobedience to every form of coercion is the 
instinctive expression of it. Rebellion and revolution are the more or less conscious 
attempt to achieve it. Those manifestations, individual and social, are fundamentally 
expressions of the values of man. That those values may be nurtured, the community must 
realize that its greatest and most lasting asset is the unit - the individual. 

In religion, as in politics, people speak of abstractions and believe they are dealing with 
realities. But when it does come to the real and the concrete, most people seem to lose 
vital touch with it. It may well be because reality alone is too matter-of-fact, too cold to 
enthuse the human soul. It can be aroused to enthusiasm only by things out of the 
commonplace, out of the ordinary. In other words, the Ideal is the spark that fires the 
imagination and hearts of men. Some ideal is needed to rouse man out of the inertia and 
humdrum of his existence and turn the abject slave into an heroic figure. 

Right here, of course, comes the Marxist objector who has outmarxed Marx himself. To 
such a one, man is a mere puppet in the hands of that metaphysical Almighty called 
economic determinism or, more vulgarly, the class struggle. Man's will, individual and 
collective, his psychic life and mental orientation count for almost nothing with our 
Marxist and do not affect his conception of human history. 
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No intelligent student will deny the importance of the economic factor in the social 
growth and development of mankind. But only narrow and wilful dogmatism can persist 
in remaining blind to the important role played by an idea as conceived by the imagination 
and aspirations of the individual. 

It were vain and unprofitable to attempt to balance one factor as against another in human 
experience. No one single factor in the complex of individual or social behavior can be 
designated as the factor of decisive quality. We know too little, and may never know 
enough, of human psychology to weigh and measure the relative values of this or that 
factor in determining man's conduct. To form such dogmas in their social connotation is 
nothing short of bigotry; yet, perhaps, it has its uses, for the very attempt to do so proved 
the persistence of the human will and confutes the Marxists. 

Fortunately even some Marxists are beginning to see that all is not well with the Marxian 
creed. After all, Marx was but human - all too human - hence by no means infallible. The 
practical application of economic determinism in Russia is helping to clear the minds of 
the more intelligent Marxists. This can be seen in the transvaluation of Marxian values 
going on in Socialist and even Communist ranks in some European countries. They are 
slowly realising that their theory has overlooked the human element, den Menschen, as a 
Socialist paper put it. Important as the economic factor is, it is not enough. The 
rejuvenation of mankind needs the inspiration and energising force of an ideal. 

Such an ideal I see in Anarchism. To be sure, not in the popular misrepresentations of 
Anarchism spread by the worshippers of the State and authority. I mean the philosophy of 
a new social order based on the released energies of the individual and the free association 
of liberated individuals. 

Of all social theories Anarchism alone steadfastly proclaims that society exists for man, 
not man for society. The sole legitimate purpose of society is to serve the needs and 
advance the aspiration of the individual. Only by doing so can it justify its existence and 
be an aid to progress and culture. 

The political parties and men savagely scrambling for power will scorn me as hopelessly 
out of tune with our time. I cheerfully admit the charge. I find comfort in the assurance 
that their hysteria lacks enduring quality. Their hosanna is but of the hour. 

Man's yearning for liberation from all authority and power will never be soothed by their 
cracked song. Man's quest for freedom from every shackle is eternal. It must and will go 
on. 
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Marriage and Love 

THE popular notion about marriage and love is that they are synonymous, that they 
spring from the same motives, and cover the same human needs. Like most popular 
notions this also rests not on actual facts, but on superstition. 

Marriage and love have nothing in common; they are as far apart as the poles; are, in fact, 
antagonistic to each other. No doubt some marriages have been the result of love. Not, 
however, because love could assert itself only in marriage; much rather is it because few 
people can completely outgrow a convention. There are to-day large numbers of men and 
women to whom marriage is naught but a farce, but who submit to it for the sake of public 
opinion. At any rate, while it is true that some marriages are based on love, and while it is 
equally true that in some cases love continues in married life, I maintain that it does so 
regardless of marriage, and not because of it. 

On the other hand, it is utterly false that love results from marriage. On rare occasions one 
does hear of a miraculous case of a married couple falling in love after marriage, but on 
close examination it will be found that it is a mere adjustment to the inevitable. Certainly 
the growing-used to each other is far away from the spontaneity, the intensity, and beauty 
of love, without which the intimacy of marriage must prove degrading to both the woman 
and the man. 

Marriage is primarily an economic arrangement, an insurance pact. It differs from the 
ordinary life insurance agreement only in that it is more binding, more exacting. Its 
returns are insignificantly small compared with the investments. In taking out an 
insurance policy one pays for it in dollars and cents, always at liberty to discontinue 
payments. If, how ever, woman's premium is a husband, she pays for it with her name, her 
privacy, her self-respect, her very life, "until death doth part." Moreover, the marriage 
insurance condemns her to life-long dependency, to parasitism, to complete uselessness, 
individual as well as social. Man, too, pays his toll, but as his sphere is wider, marriage 
does not limit him as much as woman. He feels his chains more in an economic sense. 

Thus Dante's motto over Inferno applies with equal force to marriage: "Ye who enter here 
leave all hope behind." That marriage is a failure none but the very stupid will deny. One 
has but to glance over the statistics of divorce to realize how bitter a failure marriage 
really is. Nor will the stereotyped Philistine argument that the laxity of divorce laws and 
the growing looseness of woman account for the fact that: first, every twelfth marriage 
ends in divorce; second, that since 1870 divorces have increased from 28 to 73 for every 
hundred thousand population; third, that adultery, since 1867, as ground for divorce, has 
increased 270.8 per cent.; fourth, that desertion increased 369.8 per cent. Added to these 
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startling figures is a vast amount of material, dramatic and literary, further elucidating this 
subject. Robert Herrick, in Together; Pinero, in Mid-Channel; Eugene Walter, in Paid in 
Full, and scores of other writers are discussing the barrenness, the monotony, the 
sordidness, the inadequacy of marriage as a factor for harmony and understanding. 

The thoughtful social student will not content himself with the popular superficial excuse 
for this phenomenon. He will have to dig down deeper into the very life of the sexes to 
know why marriage proves so disastrous. Edward Carpenter says that behind every 
marriage stands the life-long environment of the two sexes; an environment so different 
from each other that man and woman must remain strangers. Separated by an 
insurmountable wall of superstition, custom, and habit, marriage has not the potentiality 
of developing knowledge of, and respect for, each other, without which every union is 
doomed to failure. 

Henrik Ibsen, the hater of all social shams, was probably the first to realize this great 
truth. Nora leaves her husband, not---as the stupid critic would have it---because she is 
tired of her responsibilities or feels the need of woman's rights, but because she has come 
to know that for eight years she had lived with a stranger and borne him children. Can 
there be any thing more humiliating, more degrading than a life long proximity between 
two strangers? No need for the woman to know anything of the man, save his income. As 
to the knowledge of the woman---what is there to know except that she has a pleasing 
appearance? We have not yet outgrown the theologic myth that woman has no soul, that 
she is a mere appendix to man, made out of his rib just for the convenience of the 
gentleman who was so strong that he was afraid of his own shadow. 

Perchance the poor quality of the material whence woman comes is responsible for her 
inferiority. At any rate, woman has no soul---what is there to know about her? Besides, 
the less soul a woman has the greater her asset as a wife, the more readily will she absorb 
herself in her husband. It is this slavish acquiescence to man's superiority that has kept the 
marriage institution seemingly intact for so long a period. Now that woman is coming into 
her own, now that she is actually growing aware of herself as a being outside of the 
master's grace, the sacred institution of marriage is gradually being undermined, and no 
amount of sentimental lamentation can stay it. From infancy, almost, the average girl is 
told that marriage is her ultimate goal; therefore her training and education must be 
directed towards that end. Like the mute beast fattened for slaughter, she is prepared for 
that. Yet, strange to say, she is allowed to know much less about her function as wife and 
mother than the ordinary artisan of his trade. It is indecent and filthy for a respectable girl 
to know anything of the marital relation. Oh, for the inconsistency of respectability, that 
needs the marriage vow to turn something which is filthy into the purest and most sacred 
arrangement that none dare question or criticize. Yet that is exactly the attitude of the 
average upholder of marriage. The prospective wife and mother is kept in complete 
ignorance of her only asset in the competitive field---sex. Thus she enters into life-long 
relations with a man only to find herself shocked, repelled, outraged beyond measure by 
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the most natural and healthy instinct, sex. It is safe to say that a large percentage of the 
unhappiness, misery, distress, and physical suffering of matrimony is due to the criminal 
ignorance in sex matters that is being extolled as a great virtue. Nor is it at all an 
exaggeration when I say that more than one home has been broken up because of this 
deplorable fact. 

If, however, woman is free and big enough to learn the mystery of sex without the 
sanction of State or Church, she will stand condemned as utterly unfit to become the wife 
of a "good" man, his goodness consisting of an empty head and plenty of money. Can 
there be anything more outrageous than the idea that a healthy, grown woman, full of life 
and passion, must deny nature's demand, must subdue her most intense craving, 
undermine her health and break her spirit, must stunt her vision, abstain from the depth 
and glory of sex experience until a "good" man comes along to take her unto himself as a 
wife? That is precisely what marriage means. How can such an arrangement end except in 
failure? This is one, though not the least important, factor of marriage, which 
differentiates it from love. 

Ours is a practical age. The time when Romeo and Juliet risked the wrath of their fathers 
for love when Gretchen exposed herself to the gossip of her neighbors for love, is no 
more. If, on rare occasions young people allow themselves the luxury of romance they are 
taken in care by the elders, drilled and pounded until they become "sensible." The moral 
lesson instilled in the girl is not whether the man has aroused her love, but rather is it, 
"How much?" The important and only God of practical American life: Can the man make 
a living? Can he support a wife? That is the only thing that justifies marriage. Gradually 
this saturates every thought of the girl; her dreams are not of moonlight and kisses, of 
laughter and tears; she dreams of shopping tours and bargain counters. This soul-poverty 
and sordidness are the elements inherent in the marriage institution. The State and the 
Church approve of no other ideal, simply because it is the one that necessitates the State 
and Church control of men and women. 

Doubtless there are people who continue to consider love above dollars and cents. 
Particularly is this true of that class whom economic necessity has forced to become self-
supporting. The tremendous change in woman's position, wrought by that mighty factor, is 
indeed phenomenal when we reflect that it is but a short time since she has entered the 
industrial arena. Six million women wage-earners; six million women, who have the equal 
right with men to be exploited, to be robbed, to go on strike; aye, to starve even. Anything 
more, my lord? Yes, six million age-workers in every walk of life, from the highest brain 
work to the most difficult menial labor in the mines and on the railroad tracks; yes, even 
detectives and policemen. Surely the emancipation is complete. 

Yet with all that, but a very small number of the vast army of women wage-workers look 
upon work as a permanent issue, in the same light as does man. No matter how decrepit 
the latter, he has been taught to be independent, self-supporting. Oh, I know that no one is 
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really independent in our economic tread mill; still, the poorest specimen of a man hates 
to be a parasite; to be known as such, at any rate. The woman considers her position as 
worker transitory, to be thrown aside for the first bidder. That is why it is infinitely harder 
to organize women than men. "Why should I join a union? I am going to get married, to 
have a home." Has she not been taught from infancy to look upon that as her ultimate 
calling? She learns soon enough that the home, though not so large a prison as the factory, 
has more solid doors and bars. It has a keeper so faithful that naught can escape him. The 
most tragic part, however, is that the home no longer frees her from wage slavery; it only 
increases her task. 

According to the latest statistics submitted before a Committee "on labor and wages, and 
congestion of Population," ten per cent. of the wage workers in New York City alone are 
married, yet they must continue to work at the most poorly paid labor in the world. Add to 
this horrible aspect the drudgery of house work, and what remains of the protection and 
glory of the home? As a matter of fact, even the middle class girl in marriage can not 
speak of her home, since it is the man who creates her sphere. It is not important whether 
the husband is a brute or a darling. What I wish to prove is that marriage guarantees 
woman a home only by the grace of her husband. There she moves about in his home, 
year after year until her aspect of life and human affairs becomes as flat, narrow, and drab 
as her surroundings. Small wonder if she becomes a nag, petty, quarrelsome, gossipy, 
unbearable, thus driving the man from the house. She could not go, if she wanted to; there 
is no place to go. Besides, a short period of married life, of complete surrender of all 
faculties, absolutely incapacitates the average woman for the outside world. She becomes 
reckless in appearance, clumsy in her movements, dependent in her decisions, cowardly in 
her judgment, a weight and a bore, which most men grow to hate and despise. 
Wonderfully inspiring atmosphere for the bearing of life, is it not? 

But the child, how is it to be protected, if not for marriage? After all, is not that the most 
important consideration? The sham, the hypocrisy of it! Marriage protecting the child, yet 
thousands of children destitute and homeless. Marriage protecting the child, yet orphan 
asylums and reformatories over crowded, the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Children keeping busy in rescuing the little victims from "loving" parents, to place them 
under more loving care, the Gerry Society. Oh, the mockery of it! 

Marriage may have the power to "bring the horse to water," but has it ever made him 
drink? The law will place the father under arrest, and put him in convict's clothes; but has 
that ever stilled the hunger of the child? If the parent has no work, or if he hides his 
identity, what does marriage do then? It invokes the law to bring the man to "justice," to 
put him safely behind closed doors; his labor, however, goes not to the child, but to the 
State. The child receives but a blighted memory of its father's stripes. 

As to the protection of the woman,---therein lies the curse of marriage. Not that it really 
protects her, but the very idea is so revolting, such an outrage and insult on life, so 
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degrading to human dignity, as to forever condemn this parasitic institution. It is like that 
other paternal arrangement ---capitalism. It robs man of his birthright, stunts his growth, 
poisons his body, keeps him in ignorance, in poverty and dependence, and then institutes 
charities that thrive on the last vestige of man's self-respect. 

The institution of marriage makes a parasite of woman, an absolute dependent. It 
incapacitates her for life's struggle, annihilates her social consciousness, paralyzes her 
imagination, and then imposes its gracious protection, which is in reality a snare, a 
travesty on human character. If motherhood is the highest fulfillment of woman's nature, 
what other protection does it need save love and freedom? Marriage but defiles, outrages, 
and corrupts her fulfillment. Does it not say to woman, Only when you follow me shall 
you bring forth life? Does it not condemn her to the block, does it not degrade and shame 
her if she refuses to buy her right to motherhood by selling herself? Does not marriage 
only sanction motherhood, even though conceived in hatred, in compulsion? Yet, if 
motherhood be of free choice, of love, of ecstasy, of defiant passion, does it not place a 
crown of thorns upon an innocent head and carve in letters of blood the hideous epithet, 
Bastard? Were marriage to contain all the virtues claimed for it, its crimes against 
motherhood would exclude it forever from the realm of love. 

Love, the strongest and deepest element in all life, the harbinger of hope, of joy, of 
ecstasy; love, the defier of all laws, of all conventions; love, the freest, the most powerful 
moulder of human destiny; how can such an all-compelling force be synonymous with 
that poor little State and Church-begotten weed, marriage?  
 
Free love? As if love is anything but free! Man has bought brains, but all the millions in 
the world have failed to buy love. Man has subdued bodies, but all the power on earth has 
been unable to subdue love. Man has conquered whole nations, but all his armies could 
not conquer love. Man has chained and fettered the spirit, but he has been utterly helpless 
before love. High on a throne, with all the splendor and pomp his gold can command, man 
is yet poor and desolate, if love passes him by. And if it stays, the poorest hovel is radiant 
with warmth, with life and color. Thus love has the magic power to make of a beggar a 
king. Yes, love is free; it can dwell in no other atmosphere. In freedom it gives itself 
unreservedly, abundantly, completely. All the laws on the statutes, all the courts in the 
universe, cannot tear it from the soil, once love has taken root. If, however, the soil is 
sterile, how can marriage make it bear fruit? It is like the last desperate struggle of fleeting 
life against death. 

Love needs no protection; it is its own protection. So long as love begets life no child is 
deserted, or hungry, or famished for the want of affection. I know this to be true. I know 
women who became mothers in freedom by the men they loved. Few children in wedlock 
enjoy the care, the protection, the devotion free motherhood is capable of bestowing. 
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The defenders of authority dread the advent of a free motherhood, lest it will rob them of 
their prey. Who would fight wars? Who would create wealth? Who would make the 
policeman, the jailer, if woman were to refuse the indiscriminate breeding of children? 
The race, the race! shouts the king, the president, the capitalist, the priest. The race must 
be preserved, though woman be degraded to a mere machine, --- and the marriage 
institution is our only safety valve against the pernicious sex-awakening of woman. But in 
vain these frantic efforts to maintain a state of bondage. In vain, too, the edicts of the 
Church, the mad attacks of rulers, in vain even the arm of the law. Woman no longer 
wants to be a party to the production of a race of sickly, feeble, decrepit, wretched human 
beings, who have neither the strength nor moral courage to throw off the yoke of poverty 
and slavery. Instead she desires fewer and better children, begotten and reared in love and 
through free choice; not by compulsion, as marriage imposes. Our pseudo-moralists have 
yet to learn the deep sense of responsibility toward the child, that love in freedom has 
awakened in the breast of woman. Rather would she forego forever the glory of 
motherhood than bring forth life in an atmosphere that breathes only destruction and 
death. And if she does become a mother, it is to give to the child the deepest and best her 
being can yield. To grow with the child is her motto; she knows that in that manner alone 
call she help build true manhood and womanhood. 

Ibsen must have had a vision of a free mother, when, with a master stroke, he portrayed 
Mrs. Alving. She was the ideal mother because she had outgrown marriage and all its 
horrors, because she had broken her chains, and set her spirit free to soar until it returned a 
personality, regenerated and strong. Alas, it was too late to rescue her life's joy, her 
Oswald; but not too late to realize that love in freedom is the only condition of a beautiful 
life. Those who, like Mrs. Alving, have paid with blood and tears for their spiritual 
awakening, repudiate marriage as an imposition, a shallow, empty mockery. They know, 
whether love last but one brief span of time or for eternity, it is the only creative, 
inspiring, elevating basis for a new race, a new world. 

In our present pygmy state love is indeed a stranger to most people. Misunderstood and 
shunned, it rarely takes root; or if it does, it soon withers and dies. Its delicate fiber can 
not endure the stress and strain of the daily grind. Its soul is too complex to adjust itself to 
the slimy woof of our social fabric. It weeps and moans and suffers with those who have 
need of it, yet lack the capacity to rise to love's summit. 

Some day, some day men and women will rise, they will reach the mountain peak, they 
will meet big and strong and free, ready to receive, to partake, and to bask in the golden 
rays of love. What fancy, what imagination, what poetic genius can foresee even 
approximately the potentialities of such a force in the life of men and women. If the world 
is ever to give birth to true companionship and oneness, not marriage, but love will be the 
parent. 
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Anarchy Defended  

A rare article defending anarchism, Emma Goldman and Johann Most. 

To most Americans Anarchy is an evil-sounding word -- another name for wickedness, 
perversity, and chaos. Anarchists are looked upon as a herd of uncombed, unwashed, and 
vile ruffians, bent on killing the rich and dividng their capital. Anarchy, however, to its 
followers actually signifies a social theory which regards the union of order with the 
absense of all government of man by man; in short, it means perfect individual liberty. 

If the meaning of Anarchy has so far been interpreted as a state of the greatest disorder, it 
is because people have been taught that their affairs are regulated, that they are ruled 
wisely, and that authority is a necessity. 

In by-gone centuries any person who asserted that mankind could get along without the 
aid of worldly and spiritual authority was considered a madman, and was either placed in 
a lunatic asylum or burned at the stake; whereas to-day hundreds of thousands of men and 
women are infidels who scorn the idea of a supernatural Being. 

The freethinkers of to-day, for instance, still believe in the necessity of the State, which 
protects society; they do not desire to know the history of our barbarian institutions. They 
do not understand that government did not and cannot exist without oppression; that every 
government has committed dark deeds and great crimes against society. The development 
of government has been in the order, despotism, monarchy, oligarchy, plutocracy; but it 
has always been a tyranny. 

It cannot be denied that there are a large number of wise and well-meaning people who 
are anxious to better the present conditions, but they have not sufficiently emancipated 
themselves from the prejudices and superstitions of the dark ages to understand the true 
inwardness of the institution called government. 

"How can we get along without government?" ask these people. "If our government is bad 
let us try to have a good one, but we must have government by all means!" 

The trouble is that there is no such thing as good government, because its very existence is 
based upon the submission of one class to the dictatorship of another. "But men must be 
governed," some remark; "they must be guided by laws." Well, if men are children who 
must be led, who then is so perfect, so wise, so faultless as to be able to govern and guide 
his fellows. 



44 

 

We assert that men can and should govern themselves individually. If men are still 
immature, rulers are the same. Should one man, or a small number of men, lead all the 
blind millions who compose a nation? 

"But we must have some authority, at least," said an American friend to us. Certianly we 
must, and we have it, too; it is the inevitable power of natural laws, which manifests itself 
in the physical and social world. We may or may not understand these laws, but we must 
obey them as they are a part of our existence; we are the absolute slaves of these laws, but 
in such slavery there is no humiliation. Slavery as it exists to-day means an external 
master, a lawmaker outside of those he controls; while the natural laws are not outside of 
us -- they are in us; we live, we breathe, we think, we move only through these laws; they 
are therefore not our enemies but our benefactors. 

Are the laws made by man, the laws on our statute books, in conformity with the laws of 
Nature? No one, we think, can have the temerity to assert that they are. 

It is because the laws prescribed to us by men are not in conformity with the laws of 
Nature that mankind suffers from so much ill. It is absurd to talk of human happiness so 
long as men are not free. 

We do not wonder that some people are so bitterly opposed to Anarchy and its exponents, 
because it demands changes so radical of existing notions, while the latter offend rather 
than conciliate by the zealousness of their propaganda. 

Patience and resignation are preached to the poor, promising them a reward in the 
hereafter. What matters it to the wretched outcast who has no place to call his own, who is 
craving for a piece of bread, that the doors of Heaven are wider open for him than for the 
rich? In the face of the great misery of the masses such promises seem bitter irony. 

I have met very few intelligent women and men who honestly and conscientiously could 
defend existing governments; they even agreed with me on many points, but they were 
lacking in moral courage, when it came to the point, to step to the front and declare 
themselves openly in sympathy with anarchistic principles. 

We who have chosen the path laid down for us by our convictions oppose the organization 
called the State, on principle, claiming the equal right of all to work and enjoy life. 

When once free from the restrictions of extraneous authority, men will enter into free 
relations; spontaneous organizations will spring up in all parts of the world, and every one 
will contribute to his and the common welfare as much labor as he or she is capable of, 
and consume according to their needs. All modern technical inventions and discoveries 
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will be employed to make work easy and pleasant, and science, culture, and art will be 
freely used to perfect and elevate the human race, while woman will be coequal with man. 

"This is all well said," replies some one, "but people are not angels, men are selfish." 

What about? Selfishness is not a crime; it only becomes a crime when conditions are such 
as to give an individual the opportunity to satisfy his selfishness to the detriment of others. 
In an anarchistic society everyone will seek to satisfy his ego; but as Mother Nature has so 
arranged things that only those survive who have the aid of their neighbors, man, in order 
to satisfy his ego, will extend his aid to those who will aid him, and then selfishness will 
no more be a curse but a blessing. A dagger in one hand, a torch in the other, and all his 
pockets brimful with dynamite bombs -- that is the picture of the Anarchist such as it has 
been drawn by his enemies. They look at him simply as a mixture of a fool and a knave, 
whose sole purpose is a universal topsy-turvy, and whose only means to that purpose is to 
slay any one and every one who differs from him. The picture is an ugly caricature, but its 
general acceptance is not to be wondered at, considering how persistently the idea has 
been drummed into the mind of the public. However, we believe Anarchy -- which is 
freedom of each individual from harmful constraint by others, whether these others be 
individuals or an organized government -- cannot be brought about without violence, and 
this violence is the same which won at Thermopylae and Marathon. 

The popular demand for freedom is stronger and clearer than it has ever been before, and 
the conditions for reaching the goal are more favorable. It is evident that through the 
whole course of history runs an evolution before which slavery of any kind, compulsion 
under any form, must break down, and from which freedom, full and unlimited freedom, 
for all and from all must come. From this it follows that Anarchism cannot be a retrogade 
movement, as has been insinuated, for the Anarchists march in the van and not in the rear 
of the army of freedom. 

We consider it absolutely necessary that the mass of the people should never for a 
moment forget the gigantic contest that must come before their ideas can be realized, and 
therefore they use every means at their disposal -- the speech, the press, the deed -- to 
hasten the revolutionary development. The weal of mankind, as the future will and must 
make plain, depends upon communism. The system of communism logically excludes any 
and every relation between master and servant, and means really Anarchism, and the way 
to this goal leads through a social revolution. As for the violence which people take as the 
charachteristic mark of the Anarchist, it cannot and it shall not be denied that most 
Anarchists feel convinced that "violence" is not any more reprehensible toward carrying 
out their designs than it is when used by an oppressed people to obtain freedom. The 
uprising of the oppressed has always been condemned by tyrants: Persia was astounded at 
Greece, Rome at the Caudine Forks, and England at Bunker Hill. Can Anarchy expect 
less, or demand victories without striving for them? 
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The Traffic in Women 

OUR REFORMERS have suddenly made a great discovery--the white slave traffic. The 
papers are full of these "unheard-of conditions," and lawmakers are already planning a 
new set of laws to check the horror. 

It is significant that whenever the public mind is to be diverted from a great social wrong, 
a crusade is inaugurated against indecency, gambling, saloons, etc. And what is the result 
of such crusades? Gambling is increasing, saloons are doing a lively business through 
back entrances, prostitution is at its height, and the system of pimps and cadets is but 
aggravated. 

How is it that an institution, known almost to every child, should have been discovered so 
suddenly? How is it that this evil, known to all sociologists, should now be made such an 
important issue? 

To assume that the recent investigation of the white slave traffic (and, by the way, a very 
superficial investigation) has discovered anything new, is, to say the least, very foolish. 
Prostitution has been, and is, a widespread evil, yet mankind goes on its business, 
perfectly indifferent to the sufferings and distress of the victims of prostitution. As 
indifferent, indeed, as mankind has remained to our industrial system, or to economic 
prostitution. 

Only when human sorrows are turned into a toy with glaring colors will baby people 
become interested --for a while at least. The people are a very fickle baby that must have 
new toys every day. The "righteous" cry against the white slave traffic is such a toy. It 
serves to amuse the people for a little while, and it will help to create a few more fat 
political jobs--parasites who stalk about the world as inspectors, investigators, detectives, 
and so forth. 

What is really the cause of the trade in women? Not merely white women, but yellow and 
black women as well. Exploitation, of course; the merciless Moloch of capitalism that 
fattens on underpaid labor, thus driving thousands of women and girls into prostitution. 
With Mrs. Warren these girls feel, "Why waste your life working for a few shillings a 
week in a scullery, eighteen hours a day?" 

Naturally our reformers say nothing about this cause. They know it well enough, but it 
doesn't pay to say anything about it. It is much more profitable to play the Pharisee, to 
pretend an outraged morality, than to go to the bottom of things. 



47 

 

However, there is one commendable exception among the young writers: Reginald Wright 
Kauffman, whose work The House of Bondage is the first earnest attempt to treat the 
social evil--not from a sentimental Philistine viewpoint. A journalist of wide experience, 
Mr. Kauffman proves that our industrial system leaves most women no alternative except 
prostitution. The women portrayed in The House of Bondage belong to the working class. 
Had the author portrayed the life of women in other spheres, he would have been 
confronted with the same state of affairs. 

Nowhere is woman treated according to the merit of her work, but rather as a sex. It is 
therefore almost inevitable that she should pay for her right to exist, to keep a position in 
whatever line, with sex favors. Thus it is merely a question of degree whether she sells 
herself to one man, in or out of marriage, or to many men. Whether our reformers admit it 
or not, the economic and social inferiority of woman is responsible for prostitution. 

Just at present our good people are shocked by the disclosures that in New York City 
alone one out of every ten women works in a factory, that the average wage received by 
women is six dollars per week for forty-eight to sixty hours of work, and that the majority 
of female wage workers face many months of idleness which leaves the average wage 
about $280 a year. In view of these economic horrors, is it to be wondered at that 
prostitution and the white slave trade have become such dominant factors? 

Lest the preceding figures be considered an exaggeration, it is well to examine what some 
authorities on prostitution have to say: 

"A prolific cause of female depravity can be found in the several tables, showing the 
description of the employment pursued, and the wages received, by the women previous 
to their fall, and it will be a question for the political economist to decide how far mere 
business consideration should be an apology --on the part of employers for a reduction in 
their rates of remuneration, and whether the savings of a small percentage on wages is not 
more than counterbalanced by the enormous amount of taxation enforced on the public at 
large to defray the expenses incurred on account of a system of vice, which is the direct 
result, in many cases, of insufficient compensation of honest labor."[1] 

Our present-day reformers would do well to look into Dr. Sanger's book. There they will 
find that out of 2,000 cases under his observation, but few came from the middle classes, 
from well-ordered conditions, or pleasant homes. By far the largest majority were working 
girls and working women; some driven into prostitution through sheer want, others 
because of a cruel, wretched life at home, others again because of thwarted and crippled 
physical natures (of which I shall speak later on). Also it will do the maintainers of purity 
and morality good to learn that out of two thousand cases, 490 were married women, 
women who lived with their husbands. Evidently there was not much of a guaranty for 
their "safety and purity" in the sanctity of marriage[2]. 
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Dr. Alfred Blaschko, in Prostitution in the Nineteenth Century, is even more emphatic in 
characterizing economic conditions as one of the most vital factors of prostitution. 

"Although prostitution has existed in all ages, it was left to the nineteenth century to 
develop it into a gigantic social institution. The development of industry with vast masses 
of people in the competitive market, the growth and congestion of large cities, the 
insecurity and uncertainty of employment, has given prostitution an impetus never 
dreamed of at any period in human history." 

And again Havelock Ellis, while not so absolute in dealing with the economic cause, is 
nevertheless compelled to admit that it is indirectly and directly the main cause. Thus he 
finds that a large percentage of prostitutes is recruited from the servant class, although the 
latter have less care and greater security. On the other hand, Mr. Ellis does not deny that 
the daily routine, the drudgery, the monotony of the servant girl's lot, and especially the 
fact that she may never partake of the companionship and joy of a home, is no mean factor 
in forcing her to seek recreation and forgetfulness in the gaiety and glimmer of 
prostitution. In other words, the servant girl, being treated as a drudge, never having the 
right to herself, and worn out by the caprices of her mistress, can find an outlet, like the 
factory or shopgirl, only in prostitution. 

The most amusing side of the question now before the public is the indignation of our 
"good, respectable people," especially the various Christian gentlemen, who are always to 
be found in the front ranks of every crusade. Is it that they are absolutely ignorant of the 
history of religion, and especially of the Christian religion? Or is it that they hope to blind 
the present generation to the part played in the past by the Church in relation to 
prostitution? Whatever their reason, they should be the last to cry out against the 
unfortunate victims of today, since it is known to every intelligent student that prostitution 
is of religious origin, maintained and fostered for many centuries, not as a shame, but as a 
virtue, hailed as such by the Gods themselves. 

"It would seem that the origin of prostitution is to be found primarily in a religious 
custom, religion, the great conserver of social tradition, preserving in a transformed shape 
a primitive freedom that was passing out of the general social life. The typical example is 
that recorded by Herodotus, in the fifth century before Christ, at the Temple of Mylitta, 
the Babylonian Venus, where every woman, once in her life, had to come and give herself 
to the first stranger, who threw a coin in her lap, to worship the goddess. Very similar 
customs existed in other parts of western Asia, in North Africa, in Cyprus, and other 
islands of the eastern Mediterranean, and also in Greece, where the temple of Aphrodite 
on the fort at Corinth possessed over a thousand hierodules, dedicated to the service of the 
goddess. 
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"The theory that religious prostitution developed, as a general rule, out of the belief that 
the generative activity of human beings possessed a mysterious and sacred influence in 
promoting the fertility of Nature, is maintained by all authoritative writers on the subject. 
Gradually, however, and when prostitution became an organized institution under priestly 
influence, religious prostitution developed utilitarian sides, thus helping to increase public 
revenue. 

"The rise of Christianity to political power produced little change in policy. The leading 
fathers of the Church tolerated prostitution. Brothels under municipal protection are found 
in the thirteenth century. They constituted a sort of public service, the directors of them 
being considered almost as public servants."[3] 

To this must be added the following from Dr. Sanger's work: 

"Pope Clement II. issued a bull that prostitutes would be tolerated if they pay a certain 
amount of their earnings to the Church. 

"Pope Sixtus IV. was more practical; from one single brothel, which he himself had built, 
he received an income of 20,000 ducats." 

In modern times the Church is a little more careful in that direction. At least she does not 
openly demand tribute from prostitutes. She finds it much more profitable to go in for real 
estate, like Trinity Church, for instance, to rent out death traps at an exorbitant price to 
those who live off and by prostitution. 

Much as I should like to, my space will not admit speaking of prostitution in Egypt, 
Greece, Rome, and during the Middle Ages. The conditions in the latter period are 
particularly interesting, inasmuch as prostitution was organized into guilds, presided over 
by a brothel queen. These guilds employed strikes as a medium of improving their 
condition and keeping a standard price. Certainly that is more practical a method than the 
one used by the modern wage-slave in society. 

It would be one-sided and extremely superficial to maintain that the economic factor is the 
only cause of prostitution. There are others no less important and vital. That, too, our 
reformers know, but dare discuss even less than the institution that saps the very life out 
of both men and women. I refer to the sex question, the very mention of which causes 
most people moral spasms. 

It is a conceded fact that woman is being reared as a sex commodity, and yet she is kept in 
absolute ignorance of the meaning and importance of sex. Everything dealing with that 
subject is suppressed, and persons who attempt to bring light into this terrible darkness are 
persecuted and thrown into prison. Yet it is nevertheless true that so long as a girl is not to 
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know how to take care of herself, not to know the function of the most important part of 
her life, we need not be surprised if she becomes an easy prey to prostitution, or to any 
other form of a relationship which degrades her to the position of an object for mere sex 
gratification. 

It is due to this ignorance that the entire life and nature of the girl is thwarted and crippled. 
We have long ago taken it as a self-evident fact that the boy may follow the call of the 
wild; that is to say, that the boy may, as soon as his sex nature asserts itself, satisfy that 
nature; but our moralists are scandalized at the very thought that the nature of a girl should 
assert itself. To the moralist prostitution does not consist so much in the fact that the 
woman sells her body, but rather that she sells it out of wedlock. That this is no mere 
statement is proved by the fact that marriage for monetary considerations is perfectly 
legitimate, sanctified by law and public opinion, while any other union is condemned and 
repudiated. Yet a prostitute, if properly defined, means nothing else than "any person for 
whom sexual relationships are subordinated to gain."[4] 

"Those women are prostitutes who sell their bodies for the exercise of the sexual act and 
make of this a profession."[5] 

In fact, Banger goes further; he maintains that the act of prostitution is "intrinsically equal 
to that of a man or woman who contracts a marriage for economic reasons." 

Of course, marriage is the goal of every girl, but as thousands of girls cannot marry, our 
stupid social customs condemn them either to a life of celibacy or prostitution. Human 
nature asserts itself regardless of all laws, nor is there any plausible reason why nature 
should adapt itself to a perverted conception of morality. 

Society considers the sex experiences of a man as attributes of his general development, 
while similar experiences in the life of a woman are looked upon as a terrible calamity, a 
loss of honor and of all that is good and noble in a human being. This double standard of 
morality has played no little part in the creation and perpetuation of prostitution. It 
involves the keeping of the young in absolute ignorance on sex matters, which alleged 
"innocence," together with an overwrought and stifled sex nature, helps to bring about a 
state of affairs that our Puritans are so anxious to avoid or prevent. 

Not that the gratification of sex must needs lead to prostitution; it is the cruel, heartless, 
criminal persecution of those who dare divert from the beaten track, which is responsible 
for it. 

Girls, mere children, work in crowded, over-heated rooms ten to twelve hours daily at a 
machine, which tends to keep them in a constant over-excited sex state. Many of these 
girls have no home or comforts of any kind; therefore the street or some place of cheap 
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amusement is the only means of forgetting their daily routine. This naturally brings them 
into close proximity with the other sex. It is hard to say which of the two factors brings 
the girl's over-sexed condition to a climax, but it is certainly the most natural thing that a 
climax should result. That is the first step toward prostitution. Nor is the girl to be held 
responsible for it. On the contrary, it is altogether the fault of society, the fault of our lack 
of understanding, of our lack of appreciation of life in the making; especially is it the 
criminal fault of our moralists, who condemn a girl for all eternity, because she has gone 
from the "path of virtue"; that is, because her first sex experience has taken place with out 
the sanction of the Church. 

The girl feels herself a complete outcast, with the doors of home and society closed in her 
face. Her entire training and tradition is such that the girl herself feels depraved and fallen, 
and therefore has no ground to stand upon, or any hold that will lift her up, instead of 
dragging her down. Thus society creates the victims that it afterwards vainly attempts to 
get rid of. The meanest, most depraved and decrepit man still considers himself too good 
to take as his wife the woman whose grace he was quite willing to buy, even though he 
might thereby save her from a life of horror. Nor can she turn to her own sister for help. In 
her stupidity the latter deems herself too pure and chaste, not realizing that her own 
position is in many respects even more deplorable than her sister's of the street. 

"The wife who married for money, compared with the prostitute," says Havelock Ellis, "is 
the true scab. She is paid less, gives much more in return in labor and care, and is 
absolutely bound to her master. The prostitute never signs away the right over her own 
person, she retains her freedom and personal rights, nor is she always compelled to submit 
to man's embrace." 

Nor does the better-than-thou woman realize the apologist claim of Lecky that "though 
she may be the supreme type of vice, she is also the most efficient guardian of virtue. But 
for her, happy homes would be polluted, unnatural and harmful practice would abound." 

Moralists are ever ready to sacrifice one-half of the human race for the sake of some 
miserable institution which they can not outgrow. As a matter of fact, prostitution is no 
more a safeguard for the purity of the home than rigid laws are a safeguard against 
prostitution. Fully fifty per cent. of married men are patrons of brothels. It is through this 
virtuous element that the married women--nay, even the children--are infected with 
venereal diseases. Yet society has not a word of condemnation for the man, while no law 
is too monstrous to be set in motion against the helpless victim. She is not only preyed 
upon by those who use her, but she is also absolutely at the mercy of every policeman and 
miserable detective on the beat, the officials at the station house, the authorities in every 
prison. 
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In a recent book by a woman who was for twelve years the mistress of a "house," are to be 
found the following figures: "The authorities compelled me to pay every month fines 
between $14.70 to $29.70, the girls would pay from $5.70 to $9.70 to the police." 
Considering that the writer did her business in a small city, that the amounts she gives do 
not include extra bribes and fines, one can readily see the tremendous revenue the police 
department derives from the blood money of its victims, whom it will not even protect. 
Woe to those who refuse to pay their toll; they would be rounded up like cattle, "if only to 
make a favorable impression upon the good citizens of the city, or if the powers needed 
extra money on the side. For the warped mind who believes that a fallen woman is 
incapable of human emotion it would be impossible to realize the grief, the disgrace, the 
tears, the wounded pride that was ours every time we were pulled in." 

Strange, isn't it, that a woman who has kept a "house" should be able to feel that way? But 
stranger still that a good Christian world should bleed and fleece such women, and give 
them nothing in return except obloquy and persecution. Oh, for the charity of a Christian 
world! 

Much stress is laid on white slaves being imported into America. How would America 
ever retain her virtue if Europe did not help her out? I will not deny that this may be the 
case in some instances, any more than I will deny that there are emissaries of Germany 
and other countries luring economic slaves into America; but I absolutely deny that 
prostitution is recruited to any appreciable extent from Europe. It may be true that the 
majority of prostitutes of New York City are foreigners, but that is because the majority of 
the population is foreign. The moment we go to any other American city, to Chicago or 
the Middle West, we shall find that the number of foreign prostitutes is by far a minority. 

Equally exaggerated is the belief that the majority of street girls in this city were engaged 
in this business before they came to America. Most of the girls speak excellent English, 
are Americanized in habits and appearance,--a thing absolutely impossible unless they had 
lived in this country many years. That is, they were driven into prostitution by American 
conditions, by the thoroughly American custom for excessive display of finery and 
clothes, which, of course, necessitates money,--money that cannot be earned in shops or 
factories. 

In other words, there is no reason to believe that any set of men would go to the risk and 
expense of getting foreign products, when American conditions are overflooding the 
market with thousands of girls. On the other hand, there is sufficient evidence to prove 
that the export of American girls for the purpose of prostitution is by no means a small 
factor. 

Thus Clifford G. Roe, ex-Assistant State Attorney of Cook County, Ill., makes the open 
charge that New England girls are shipped to Panama for the express use of men in the 
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employ of Uncle Sam. Mr. Roe adds that "there seems to be an underground railroad 
between Boston and Washington which many girls travel." Is it not significant that the 
railroad should lead to the very seat of Federal authority? That Mr: Roe said more than 
was desired in certain quarters is proved by the fact that he lost his position. It is not 
practical for men in office to tell tales from school. 

The excuse given for the conditions in Panama is that there are no brothels in the Canal 
Zone. That is the usual avenue of escape for a hypocritical world that dares not face the 
truth. Not in the Canal Zone, not in the city limits,--therefore prostitution does not exist. 

Next to Mr. Roe, there is James Bronson Reynolds, who has made a thorough study of the 
white slave traffic in Asia. As a staunch American citizen and friend of the future 
Napoleon of America, Theodore Roosevelt, he is surely the last to discredit the virtue of 
his country. Yet we are informed by him that in Hong Kong, Shanghai, and Yokohama, 
the Augean stables of American vice are located. There American prostitutes have made 
themselves so conspicuous that in the Orient "American girl" is synonymous with 
prostitute. Mr. Reynolds reminds his countrymen that while Americans in China are under 
the protection of our consular representatives, the Chinese in America have no protection 
at all. Every one who knows the brutal and barbarous persecution Chinese and Japanese 
endure on the Pacific Coast, will agree with Mr. Reynolds. 

In view of the above facts it is rather absurd to point to Europe as the swamp whence 
come all the social diseases of America. Just as absurd is it to proclaim the myth that the 
Jews furnish the largest contingent of willing prey. I am sure that no one will accuse me of 
nationalistic tendencies. I am glad to say that I have developed out of them, as out of 
many other prejudices. If, therefore, I resent the statement that Jewish prostitutes are 
imported, it is not because of any Judaistic sympathies, but because of the facts inherent in 
the lives of these people. No one but the most superficial will claim that Jewish girls 
migrate to strange lands, unless they have some tie or relation that brings them there. The 
Jewish girl is not adventurous. Until recent years she had never left home, not even so far 
as the next village or town, except it were to visit some relative. Is it then credible that 
Jewish girls would leave their parents or families, travel thousands of miles to strange 
lands, through the influence and promises of strange forces? Go to any of the large 
incoming steamers and see for yourself if these girls do not come either with their parents, 
brothers, aunts, or other kinsfolk. There may be exceptions, of course, but to state that 
large numbers of Jewish girls are imported for prostitution, or any other purpose, is simply 
not to know Jewish psychology. 

Those who sit in a glass house do wrong to throw stones about them; besides, the 
American glass house is rather thin, it will break easily, and the interior is anything but a 
gainly sight. 
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To ascribe the increase of prostitution to alleged importation, to the growth of the cadet 
system, or similar causes, is highly superficial. I have already referred to the former. As to 
the cadet system, abhorrent as it is, we must not ignore the fact that it is essentially a 
phase of modern prostitution,--a phase accentuated by suppression and graft, resulting 
from sporadic crusades against the social evil. 

The procurer is no doubt a poor specimen of the human family, but in what manner is he 
more despicable than the policeman who takes the last cent from the street walker, and 
then locks her up in the station house? Why is the cadet more criminal, or a greater 
menace to society, than the owners of department stores and factories, who grow fat on 
the sweat of their victims, only to drive them to the streets? I make no plea for the cadet, 
but I fail to see why he should be mercilessly hounded, while the real perpetrators of all 
social iniquity enjoy immunity and respect. Then, too, it is well to remember that it is not 
the cadet who makes the prostitute. It is our sham and hypocrisy that create both the 
prostitute and the cadet. 

Until 1894 very little was known in America of the procurer. Then we were attacked by 
an epidemic of virtue. Vice was to be abolished, the country purified at all cost. The social 
cancer was therefore driven out of sight, but deeper into the body. Keepers of brothels, as 
well as their unfortunate victims, were turned over to the tender mercies of the police. The 
inevitable consequence of exorbitant bribes, and the penitentiary, followed. 

While comparatively protected in the brothels, where they represented a certain monetary 
value, the girls now found themselves on the street, absolutely at the mercy of the graft-
greedy police. Desperate, needing protection and longing for affection, these girls 
naturally proved an easy prey for cadets, themselves the result of the spirit of our 
commercial age. Thus the cadet system was the direct outgrowth of police persecution, 
graft, and attempted suppression of prostitution. It were sheer folly to confound this 
modern phase of the social evil with the causes of the latter. 

Mere suppression and barbaric enactments can serve but to embitter, and further degrade, 
the unfortunate victims of ignorance and stupidity. The latter has reached its highest 
expression in the proposed law to make humane treatment of prostitutes a crime, 
punishing any one sheltering a prostitute with five years' imprisonment and $1O,000 fine. 
Such an attitude merely exposes the terrible lack of understanding of the true causes of 
prostitution, as a social factor, as well as manifesting the Puritanic spirit of the Scarlet 
Letter days. 

There is not a single modern writer on the subject who does not refer to the utter futility of 
legislative methods in coping with the issue. Thus Dr. Blaschko finds that governmental 
suppression and moral crusades accomplish nothing save driving the evil into secret 
channels, multiplying its dangers to society. Havelock Ellis, the most thorough and 
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humane student of prostitution, proves by a wealth of data that the more stringent the 
methods of persecution the worse the condition becomes. Among other data we learn that 
in France, "in 1560, Charles IX. abolished brothels through an edict, but the numbers of 
prostitutes were only increased, while many new brothels appeared in unsuspected shapes, 
and were more dangerous. In spite of all such legislation, or because of it, there has been 
no country in which prostitution has played a more conspicuous part."[6] 

An educated public opinion, freed from the legal and moral hounding of the prostitute, can 
alone help to ameliorate present conditions. Wilful shutting of eyes and ignoring of the 
evil as a social factor of modern life, can but aggravate matters. We must rise above our 
foolish notions of "better than thou," and learn to recognize in the prostitute a product of 
social conditions. Such a realization will sweep away the attitude of hypocrisy, and insure 
a greater understanding and more humane treatment. As to a thorough eradication of 
prostitution, nothing can accomplish that save a complete transvaluation of all accepted 
values especially the moral ones--coupled with the abolition of industrial slavery. 
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Emma Goldman was born in 1869 in a Jewish ghetto in Russia where her family ran a small inn. 
When she was 13 the family moved to St Petersburg. It was just after the assassination of Alexander 
II and so was a time of political repression. The Jewish community suffered a wave of pogroms. The 
severe economic hardship of the time meant that Emma Goldman had to leave school after six 
months in St Petersburg and work in a factory. It was here that Goldman secured a copy of 
Cherychevsky's 'What is to be done' in which the heroine Vera is converted to nihilism and lives in a 
world of equality between sexes and co-operative work. The book offered an embryonic sketch of 
Goldman's later anarchism and also strengthened her determination to live her life in her own way. 

At 15 her father tried to marry her off but she refused. It was eventually agreed that the rebellious 
child should go to America with a half sister to join another sister in Rochester. Goldman quickly 
realised that for a Jewish immigrant, America was not the land of opportunity that had been 
promised. America, for Goldman meant slums and sweatshops where she earned her living as a 
seamstress. What initially drew Goldman to anarchism was the outcry that followed the Haymarket 
Square tragedy in 1886 in Chicago in which four anarchists were eventually hanged during the 
struggle for the 8 hour day. In the early days Goldman supported the idea of propaganda by deed. In 
1892, together with her occasional lover Alexander Berkman she planned the assassination of Henry 
Clay Finch, who had suppressed strikes in the Homestead Pennsylvania factory with armed guards, 
leaving many workers dead. She even tried unsuccessfully to work as a prostitute to raise money for 
the gun.  

She was imprisoned a second time for distributing birth control literature , but her longest sentence 
resulted from her involvement in setting up 'No Conscription' leagues and organising rallies against 
the first world war. Goldman and Berkman were arrested in 1917 for conspiring to obstruct the draft 
and given two years. Afterwards they were stripped of their citizenship and deported along with 
other undesirable 'Reds' to Russia. FBI chief J. Edgar Hoover, who directed her deportation hearing 
called her one of the most dangerous women in America. The plus side to deportation meant that 
Goldman got a free ticket to Russia where she was able to participate in the Russian Revolution at 
first hand. Goldman had been prepared to bury the hatchet of mans conflict with anarchism in the 
1st international and support the Bolsheviks. However, in 1919 as Goldman and Berkman travelled 
throughout the country they were horrified by the bureaucracy, political persecution and repression 
of workers they found.  

In 1936 Berkman committed suicide, months before the outbreak of the Spanish Revolution. At the 
age of 67, Goldman went to Spain to join in the struggle with the anarchist militias. Goldman died 
in 1940 and was buried in Chicago not far from the Haymarket Martyrs whose fate had changed the 
course of her life. 
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