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 Every One for Himself 

 

Historically, societies all around the world have struggled to break free from oppressive 

governments and their victories were seen as a blessing. Nowadays, as Bauman claims in his 

book Liquid Modernity, “the ‘public’ is colonized by the ‘private’” which is closer to a curse 

than a blessing. This is evident not only in the daily lives of individuals but also in many 

national and global issues. 

Chat shows are a clear example of how we, as individuals, relate to others by only sharing our 

problems though not exactly helping to solve those of others. In these television programmes 

several individuals are presented and a host prompts each of them to explain their sufferings. 

However similar the problems might be, each of the participants is encouraged to deal with 

their own, instead of looking for support in others. In Bauman’s words: “The sole  advantage 

the company of other sufferers may bring is to reassure each one that fighting the troubles 

alone is what all others do daily – and so to refresh and boost once more the flagging resolve 

to go on doing just that.” 

At a global level, the implicit “every-one-for-himself” policy is widely implemented by 

governments. This is the case of the members of the European Union which, for instance, “are 

in a state of confusion and denial over the extent of forced labour within their own borders,” 

according to an article posted on “The Guardian” on 5
 
June, 2013. There might be two possible 

explanations for this attitude. The first is that the governments wish for the phenomenon to 

continue as they can derive an economical profit from the low cost labour. The second 

explanation is that the unwillingness to solve the problem comes from the fact that the 

solution would be difficult to achieve as well as expensive, as the article claims, “if 

governments thought they could eradicate forced labour without eradicating poor treatment 

of workers, they would.” No matter which of these interpretations is the correct one, both 

show the underlying cause for the inaction on their part: the quest for a definite solution for 

the issue does not benefit them, thus it is not worth the effort.  

If we focus on our country, we can find a number of examples of the invasion of “private” into 

the “public”. One of these is the increasing number of strikes that have been taking place 

lately. In all of them there is a common truth: all of the strikers have a problem, but once their 

own personal one is given a solution, they stop supporting the common cause. Apart from the 

rightful demonstrators, other individuals use the confusion created to achieve personal goals. 

For instance, looters take the chance to break into neighbouring shops, and politicians send 

their supporters into the crowd to cause mayhem in order to destabilize the present 

government.  

All in all, the present impulse to take care only of those issues that affect us directly is severely 

damaging the interpersonal relationships we, as social beings, need in order to build our 

society. We need to reestablish common goals, in order to construct a better future for the 

generations to come.  


