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Patriotism: a menace to liberty

Emma Goldman

1910

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 naivety, 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 patri-
otic, 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 Hervé', another great anti-patriot, justly calls patriotism a superstition —
one far more injurious, brutal, and inhumane than religion. The superstition of religion

! Gustave Hervé (Brest 1871-Paris 1944) gained notoriety in 1901 by writing an article which in-
cluded the image of the tricolour planted in a pile of manure. He was a strong antimilitarist voice until
1912 as director of the paper La Guerre Sociale (The Social War). Then, frustrated by the ineffectiveness of
all his efforts he abandoned his antimilitarism and became nationalist and patriotic, founding with others,
in 1919, a national socialist party.



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 con-
cluded that back of them must be a force greater than himself. Similarly he saw a su-
pernatural 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 illus-
trate. 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 themselves better, nobler, grander, more intelligent than the living beings in-
habiting 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 it — four 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

2 Theodore Roosevelt (October 27, 1858 — January 6, 1919) 26" President of the U.S.A. He expanded
the power of the Federal State over social and economic life.

3 The Grand Duke Sergius, commander of the Moscow garrison and uncle of the Tsar Nicholas II
was assassinated by the social revolutionary Kaliaiev.

* Porfirio Diaz (15 September 1830 — 2 July 1915) President of Mexico for over 30 years (1877-18881
and 1884-1911), he controlled the political and administrative life through a system generally referred to
as centralized tyranny.



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 pe-
riods. 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.

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 percent, that of France about 15
percent, and that of Japan nearly 500 percent. If we compare the expenditures of these
nations upon their armies with their total expenditures for all the twenty-five years end-
ing with 1905, the proportion rose as follows:

In Great Britain from 20 percent 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 percent
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 1901-5
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 percent; France 60 percent; Germany 600 percent; the United States
525 percent; Russia 300 percent; Italy 250 percent; and Japan, 700 percent. 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 bur-
den 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.

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 atro-
cious 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 rent — that 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

> Spanish-American war (1898). The conflict ended the Spanish rule in the Americas (withdrawal
from Cuba) and led to the acquisition of territories by the U.S.A. in Asia (Philippines) and Latin America
(Guam, Puerto Rico).

® General “Butcher” Weyler. Spanish General sent to Cuba in 1896 to put down the rebellion. Called
the “Butcher,” Weyler confined much of the Cuban population into unsanitary concentration camps. He
was recalled to Spain in 1897.



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.
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 children through the breadth and length of the country

7 Russo-Japanese war (1904-1905). The conflict arose out of the rivalry for the dominance of Korea
and Manchuria and resulted in the victory of the Japanese and the end of the expansionist policy of Russia
in the Far East.



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 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, — that poor, deluded victim of superstition and ignorance. He, the savior of his
country, the protector of his nation, — what 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 beau-
tiful spot overlooking the Bay and Golden Gate Park. Its purpose should have been play-
grounds for children, gardens and music for the recreation of the weary. Instead it is
made ugly, dull, and gray by barracks, — barracks 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, de-
grading 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:
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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.

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 Fun-
ston 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
taithful 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
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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 have just cause for existence. I am convinced that the writer was not in Colorado
during the patriotic régime 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, — a 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. Thou-
sands 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 force — necessity. 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 charac-
ter and manhood. No wonder our military authorities complain of the “poor material”

12



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 centraliza-
tion 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 in-
terests between the workingman of America and his brothers abroad than between the
American miner and his exploiting compatriot; a solidarity which fears not foreign in-
vasion, 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 down-
trodden 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. Thou-
sands 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 curricu-
lum, 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.
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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 national-
ities shall be united into a universal brotherhood, — a truly FREE SOCIETY.

www.panarchy.org. Proofread online source RevoltLib.com, retrieved on July 4, 2020.
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Anti-War Manifesto

The Anarchist International

February 15, 1915

Europe in flames, tens of millions of men at loggerheads in the most frightful butchery
in recorded history, hundreds of millions of women and children in tears, the economic,
intellectual and moral life of seven great peoples brutally suspended, with the daily more
grave threat of further military complications—such, five months on, is the dismal, har-
rowing, odious spectacle offered by the civilized world.

But this spectacle was anticipated, by anarchists at any rate.

For there never has been and is no doubt—and today’s horrific events reinforce this
confidence—that war is permanently incubating within the existing body of society and
that armed conflict, be it specific or general, in the colonies or in Europe, is the natural
consequence and necessary, inescapable destiny of a regime founded upon the economic
inequality of its citizens, relying upon the unbridled clash of interests, and placing the
world of labor under the narrow, painful oversight of a minority of parasites who hold
both political power and economic might. War was inevitable; from whatever quarter,
it simply had to come. Not for nothing has the last half-century been spent on feverish
preparation of the most formidable armaments and every passing day seen the death
budgets swell. Continual refinement of war materials, every mind and every will kept
constantly geared towards ever-better organization of the military machine—scarcely
the way to work for peace.

So it is naive and puerile, once the causes and the occasions of strife have been mul-
tiplied, to try to define the degree of blame attaching to such and such a government.
No distinction is possible between offensive wars and defensive wars. In the current
conflict, the governments in Berlin and Vienna have justified themselves by producing
documents every bit as authentic as those produced by the governments in Paris, London
and Petrograd. It is for whoever on each side who will produce the most unchallenge-
able, most telling documentation to prove their bona fides and portray themselves as the
unblemished defender of the right and of freedom, the champion of civilization.
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Civilization? Who stands for that at the moment? Is it the German State with its
redoubtable militarism, so powerful that it has stifled every vestige of rebellion? Or the
Russian State, whose only methods of persuasion are the knout, the gibbet and Siberia?
Or the French State with its Hiribi, its bloody conquests in Tonkin, Madagascar, Morocco
and forcible conscription of black troops; the France whose prisons have housed, for
years past, comrades whose only crime was to have written and spoken out against
war? Or England, as she exploits, divides, starves, and oppresses the peoples of her huge
colonial empire?

No. None of the belligerents has any right to lay claim to civilization, just as none of
them is entitled to claim legitimate self-defense.

The truth is that the root of wars, of the war currently bloodying the plains of Europe,
just like all the ones that went before it, is located exclusively in the existence of the State,
which is the political form of privilege.

The State is born of military might; it has grown through recourse to military might,
and, logically, it is upon military might that it must rely if it is to retain its omnipotence.
Whatever the form it may assume, the State is merely oppression organized for the ben-
efit of a privileged minority. The present conflict offers a striking illustration of this: all
forms of the state are embroiled in the present war—absolutism is represented by Russia,
absolutism mitigated by parliamentarism, by Germany, a State ruling over very different
peoples, by Austria, constitutional democracy by England and the democratic republican
system by France.

The misfortune of the peoples, who were nevertheless all deeply committed to peace,
is that they trusted in the State with its scheming diplomats, in democracy and in the
political parties (even the opposition parties, like the parliamentary socialists) to avert
war. That trust was deliberately abused and continues to be abused when those in gov-
ernment, with the help of their whole press, persuade their respective peoples that this
war is a war of liberation.

We are determinedly against any war between peoples, and, in the neutral countries,
like Italy, where those in government are seeking once again to push more peoples into
the inferno of war, our comrades have opposed, oppose and always will oppose war with
every ounce of energy they possess.

No matter where they may find themselves, the anarchists’ role in the current tragedy
is to carry on proclaiming that there is but one war of liberation: the one waged in every
country by the oppressed against the oppressor, by the exploited against the exploiter.
Our task is to summon the slaves to revolt against their masters.

Anarchist propaganda and anarchist action should set about doggedly undermining
and breaking up the various States, cultivating the spirit of rebellion and acting as mid-
wife to the discontent in the peoples and in the armies.

To every soldier from every country convinced that he is fighting for justice and
freedom, we must explain that their heroism and their valor will serve only to perpetuate
hatred, tyranny and misery.
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To the factory workers, we must be a reminder that the rifles they now hold in their
hands have been used against them during strikes and legitimate revolts, and will again
be deployed against them later to force them to submit to the employers’ exploitation.

We have to show the peasants that after the war they will once again have to bend
beneath the yoke and carry on working their masters’ land and feeding the rich.

All of the outcasts must be shown that they should not lay down their weapons until
such time as they have settled scores with their oppressors and taken the land and the
factory for their own.

We will show mothers, sweethearts and daughters, the victims of overwhelming mis-
ery and deprivation, who bears the real responsibility for their grief and for the carnage
of their fathers, sons and spouses.

We must capitalize upon every stirring of rebellion, every discontent in order to fo-
ment insurrection, to organize the revolution to which we look for the ending of all of
society’s iniquities.

No loss of heart, even in the face of a calamity such as war! It is in such troubled
times, when thousands of men are heroically giving their lives for an idea, that we must
show such men the generosity, grandeur and beauty of the anarchist ideal: social justice
achieved through the free organization of producers: war and militarism eradicated for-
ever, complete freedom won through the utter demolition of the State and its agencies
of coercion.

Long live Anarchy!

Signed by -

Leonard D. Abbott, Alexander Berkman, L. Bertoni,

L. Bersani, G. Bernard, G. Barrett, A. Bernardo,

E. Boudot, A. Calzitta, Joseph J. Cohen, Henrry Combes,
Nestor Ciele van Diepen, FW. Dunn, Ch. Frigerio,
Emma Goldman, V. Garcia, Hippolyte Havel, T.H. Keell,
Harry Kelly, J. Lemaire, E. Malatesta, H. Marques,

F. Domela Nieuwenhuis, Noel Panavich, E. Recchioni,
G. Rijnders, I. Rochtchine, A. Savioli, A. Schapiro,
William Shatoff, V.J.C. Schermerhorn, C. Trombetti,

P. Vallina, G. Vignati, Lillian G. Woolf, S. Yanovsky.

Chapter entitled “Malatesta, The Anarchist International, and War,” pages 387-390 of
No Gods, No Masters edited by Daniel Guérin. Proofread online source RevoltLib.com,
retrieved on July 3, 2020.

Note the opposing manifesto, The Manifesto of the Sixteen
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The Manifesto of the Sixteen

Sixteen Comrades

1916

From various sides, voices are raised to demand immediate peace. There has been
enough bloodshed, they say, enough destruction, and it is time to finish things, one way
or another. More than anyone, and for a long time, we and our journals have been against
every war of aggression between peoples, and against militarism, no matter what uni-
form, imperial or republican, it dons. So we would be delighted to see the conditions of
peace discussed—if that was possible—by the European workers, gathered in an interna-
tional congress. Especially since the German people let itself be deceived in August 1914,
and if they really believed that they mobilized for the defense of their territory, they have
since had time to realize that they were wrong to embark on a war of conquest.

Indeed, the German workers, at least in their more or less advanced associations, must
understand now that the plans for the invasion of France, Belgium, and Russia had long
been prepared and that, if that war did not erupt in 1875, 1886, 1911, or in 1913, it was
because international relations did not present themselves then as favorably, and because
the military preparations were not sufficiently complete to promise victory to Germany.
(There were strategic lines to complete, the Kiel canal to expand, and the great siege guns
to perfect). And now, after twenty months of war and dreadful losses, they should realize
that the conquests made by the German army cannot be maintained, especially as they
must recognize the principle (already recognized by France in 1859, after the defeat of
Austria) that it is the population of each territory which must express its consent with
regard to annexation.

If the German workers began to understand the situation as we understand it, and as
it is already understood by a weak minority of their social-democrats—and if they could
make themselves heard by their government—there could be common ground for begin-
ning discussions about peace. But then they should declare that they absolutely refuse
to make annexations, or to approve them; that they renounce the claim to collect “con-
tributions” from the invaded nations, that they recognize the duty of the German state
to repair, as much as possible, the material damages caused by its invasion of neighbor-
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ing states, and that they do not purport to impose conditions of economic subjection,
under the name of commercial treaties. Sadly, we do not see, thus far, symptoms of an
awakening, in this sense, of the German people.

Some have spoken of the conference of Zimmerwald, but that conference lacked the
essential element: the representation of the German workers. Much has been made of
the case of some riots which have taken place in Germany, because of the high cost
of food. But we forget that such events have always taken place during the great wars,
without influencing their duration. Also, all the arrangements made, at this moment,
by the German government, prove that it is preparing new aggressions at the return of
spring. But as it knows also that in the spring the Allies will oppose it with new armies,
fitted out with new equipment, and with an artillery much more powerful that before, it
also works to sow discord within the allied populations. And it employs for this purpose
a means as old as war itself: that of spreading the rumor of an imminent peace, to which,
among the adversaries, only the military and the suppliers of the armies are opposed.
This is what Biilow, with his secretaries, was up to during his last stay in Switzerland.

But under what conditions does he suggest the peace be concluded?

The Neue Zuercher Zeitung believes it knows—and the official journal, the Nord-
deutsche Zeitung does not contradict it—that the majority of Belgium will be evacuated,
but on the condition of giving pledges that it will not repeat what it did in August 1914,
when it opposed the passage of German troops. What will these pledges be? The Belgian
coal mines? The Congo? No one is saying. But a large annual contribution is already
demanded. The territory conquered in France will be restored, as well as the part of
Lorraine where French is spoken. But in exchange, France will transfer to the German
state all the Russian loans, the value of which amounts to eighteen billions. That is a
contribution of eighteen billion that the French agricultural and industrial workers will
have to repay, since they are the ones who pay the taxes. Eighteen billion to buy back
ten departments, which, by their labor, they have made so rich and opulent, but which
will been returned to them ruined and devastated.

As to what is thought in Germany of the conditions of the peace, one fact is certain:
the bourgeois press prepares the nation for the idea of the pure and simple annexation
of Belgium and of the departments in the north of France. And, there is not, in Germany,
any force capable of opposing it. The workers who should have been raising their voices
against the conquest, do not do it. The unionized workers let themselves be led by the im-
perialist fever, and the social-democratic party, too weak to influence the decisions of the
government concerning the peace—even if it represented a compact mass—finds itself di-
vided, on that question, into two hostile parties, and the majority of the party marches
with the government. The German empire, knowing that its armies have been, for eigh-
teen months, 90 km from Paris, and supported by the German people in its dreams of
new conquests, does not see why it should not profit from conquests already made. It
believes itself capable of dictating conditions of peace that will enable it to use the new
billions in contributions for new armaments, in order to attack France when it sees fit,
to take its colonies, as well as other provinces, and no longer have to fear its resistance.
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To speak of peace at this moment, it precisely to play the game of the German min-
isterial party, of Billow and his agents. For our part, we absolutely refuse to share the
illusions of some of our comrades concerning the peaceful dispositions of those who
direct the destinies of Germany. We would prefer to look the danger in its face and seek
what we can do to ward it off. To ignore this danger would be to increase it.

We have been deeply conscience that German aggression was a threat—a threat now
carried out—not only against our hopes for emancipation, but against all human evolu-
tion. That is why we, anarchists, anti-militarists, enemies of war, passionate partizans
of peace and the fraternity of peoples, are ranged on the side of the resistance, and why
we have not felt obliged to separate our fate from that of the rest of the population. We
don’t believe it necessary to insist that we would have preferred to see that population
take the care for its defense in its own hands. This having been impossible, there was
nothing but to suffer that which could not be changed. And with those who fight we
reckon that, unless the German population, coming back to the sanest notions of justice
and of right, finally refuses to serve any longer as an instrument of the projects of pan-
German political domination, there can be no question of peace. Without doubt, despite
the war, despite the murders, we do not forget that we are internationalists, that we
want the union of peoples and the disappearance of borders. But it is because we want
the reconciliation of peoples, including the German people, that we think that they must
resist an aggressor who represents the destruction of all our hopes of liberation.

To speak of peace while the party who, for forty-five years, have made Europe a vast,
entrenched camp, is able to dictate its conditions, would be the most disastrous error
that we could commit. To resist and to bring down its plans, is to prepare the way for
the German population which remains sane and to give it the means to rid itself of that
party. Let our German comrades understand that this is the only outcome advantageous
to both sides and we are ready to collaborate with them.

28 February 1916

Pressed by events to publish this declaration, when it was communicated
to the French and foreign press, only fifteen comrades, whose names
follow, had approved the text of it: Christian Cornelissen, Henri Fuss,
Jean Grave, Jacques Guérin, Pierre Kropotkine, A. Laisant. F. Le Leve
(Lorient), Charles Malato, Jules Moineau (Liége), A. Orfila, Hussein Dey
(Algérie), M. Pierrot, Paul Reclus, Richard (Algeria), Tchikawa (Japan),
W. Tcherkesoff.

Working translation by Shawn P. Wilbur; revised 3/22/2012, online source
RevoltLib.com.
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