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‘Anarchism is rrequently sneered et by Merxiets as being "e.lr
for: peasent countries,but no good for modern industrial socities".
In saying this they are following faithfully in the faotsteps -
of their meSter on the theoretical plane,but unfortunately Marx's
prophesiss regarding the role to be played by the induetriel |
proletariat have not been borne out by historical fact.
It is very ocomforting,no doubt ,when living in an induem‘iel

.eoeiety to believe that you are automatically,by that very raot

in the vanguard of the world revolutionary forces.The history of
this century however,shows us that it is only in the induetrially
backward,peasant countries that social revolutions have been made,
while -in the highly industrialised countries capitalism has con-
golidated its grip through the bourgeois State, 1n a way whioh
apparently Marx never foresaw,although the "impoeeible" Anarchist
Bakunin could see it ocnming very clearly,The strongest revolutio-
nary movements have sprung up,ard the only revolutions of note
since Marx'"s time have ocourred,in Mexico,Russia,China and Spain
-all peasant countries in whioh(with the exoeption of China)
Anarohism:or libertarian communism have been the strongest-influ-

ences smong the workers and peasants,

We need not go here into the reasons for the reilures of these
revolutions,but it is worth noting that it was in Marx's.own ocou-
ntrLGemany,a highly induetr:lalieed State with a dispossessed

riat and an uncertain bourgeoisie,that the blackest,most
reeotionary and anti-working class. regime was established ,whixh
has only been equalled by the tyranny of the State where Marxism
is being worked out in practice.
' When,therefore Marxists maintain that Anarohism is alrigb;b
only in peasant countries,we can point out that Marxism isn't
alright anywhere,and that since two-thirds of the world are pea-
sants anyway,Anarchism would seem to suit the majority.This how-
ever,is the answer if we accept that the idea  of Anarchism cannot
. ppeal to,or do not apply to the probleme of,a working class in
an industrielieed soclety.

I do nnt accept that. The relationshi between an industrial
worker and the industrial means of produotion is not fundamentally
different from that of a landXess peasant.To free themselves from
the economioc bondage both peasants and workers have to enter into
control of the means of life.The only difference is that it is
more likely that a peasant can acquire a small piece of land of
his own-although this gets increasingly difficult-than thet g
worker in industry can acquire any ownership there, 3

Buat as Anarchists we ere not interested in"ownership",This
is a legalistic oonception which has meaning only in a legelistie
sooiety.What we are after is free access to the means of life for
all,wheather that means is land,to produce our food,industry to
Produce our goods,or transport or soclal services.

To achive thie we have to think along two lines-social and
economic.On the social plarne,Anarchist communism presents the only
libertarian alternative to hourgeois authority.On the economic
level Anareho-eyndioaliem ofiers the only libertarian alternative

And these two conseptions must go hend in hand.It is Iimpossible
to be emancipated socially without a revolutionary change in the
econcamioc structure of our soclety,and it is impossible to be eco-
nrmieelly free without social reletiohehipe changing.,

Syndiocalism is often thought of by Anarchists as a junior par-
tner,and to the extent that it is oconcernrd with an aspect of
soclal living,while Anarchism covers the whole of human life,that
is true.But we must not forget that * work is the basis of hu:nan
life,both individually and soccially,that it is the root of our
eulture,the source of our very exlstance,and that which is con-
cerned with the organisation of work and through work the prod-
uction of food,clothing and shelter-the necessities or lire-hee a




particular importance in human soclety. == - . ... g -

Not only that.Syndicalism has this to offer Anarchismion the
framework of the ‘dnarchist ethic ;Anarcho-syndicelism has built
a form of industrial organisation that confcrmes. to the needs of
industrial workers todey.lt offers a possibility of organisation
that will give the workers weeapons to guard and improve his con-
ditions of living and working here and now such as .he has never
kncwn before.Ilt presents a basis and a means for performming that
triple function necessary in a revolutionary industrial movement~
defending our interests now,making the revolution when the time is
righs end looking after production and distribution in the free
Socief:"'. | ® .

~On %he structural level Anarchism has one lesson - to offer Syn-
dicalism which I would like to stress.It is the use of the small
group as a working unit.This deces not mean that Anarchists want
either the Anarchist or the Syndicalist movement to remain small,
but simply that within that movement the units of organisation
shall remain small enough for the individual not to be submerged,
for decisions to be arrived at,not by counting votes,but. by the
patient discussion of points of view and the maintaining of common

inferest and- individual responsibility. _

This means as I see it,regarding each syndicate not as an ind-
ustrial union,but-as itself a federation of workshop committées,
local industrial councils,or whatever co-ordinating units arise.
This' federation can cover the whole industry-must in.fact 4o so to
ve effective-but can avoid the monolithlc character of the indus=-
trial union in the same way that the Anarchist movement can avoid
the regimentation of the mass movement ,by retaining the responsib-
11ity at the smallest point of co--operation. .

The consideration of Anarchism and Syndicallsm does not resolve
itself into an "elther-or" conclusion.These two conseptions are
not mutually exclusive,but,on the: contrary,are complementary-each
strengthens the other,By adding the federatlve principle and the
concern for the individual in Anarchism to the militant methods of
direct action in Syndicalism we arrive at a synthesis of aims and
methods that can be applied wherever men or women work together,in
mines or hospitals,schools,farms Or factories,roads or railways.

The dignity of man is ocntinually affronted by the economig.
prostitution of capitalism and the Irresponsibility of govermment.
The achievement of a freé society without either is not only.des-
irable,it is a necessity if humanity is not to sink under fearful
tyrannies to a level of barbarism intolerable in an age which
should offer both leisure and abundance.And the most effective
means to achieve that soclety is presented in Anarcho-syndicalilsm.



ANARCEISM and SYNDICALISM
. PHILIP SANSQM

This article first appeared in Freedom in April I953,1it is re-
printed here unaltered. i 4 "

Today ,Anarchists and near-Anarchists are practically the
‘only people supporting the idea of Syndicalism,The Marxists,

of all their various brands,have turned in various degrees away
fran belief in industrial action as a means of emancipation,

towards acceptance of political action alone.
The Labour party and the official Trade Union movement
have steadfastly,over the last twenty five years,supressed the

use of industrial action by the workers. ~
"No industrial action for political ends",was the cry fram

the Labour leaders."no industrial action for industrial ends,"
has been in fact their ory for years.In effect,™o industrial
action™ at all, N | |

And the lesser parties under the patohwork quilt of "Soci-
alism" adjust their attitudes towards industrial actlon strictly
according to how it fits in with their politiocal aims.For,funda-
mentally,all the Marxist parties see the working class as the
step-ladder to power,and if their political interests can be
furthered by industrial action by the workers,they are for 1%;
if not,they are against 1it. SR i

Small wonder then,as reformism has waxed strong,that synd-
icalism has waned,together with all revolutionary movements,But
syndicalism,as it originally developed in this country,carried
within itself the seed of its own destruction-to borrow a liarxist
phrase-for it was in the first place allied ideoclogically with
socialism, - . -

| True,not the lLabour Party travesty of socialism,but certai-

" nly the industrial syndicalism which flourished in Britain during
the first twenty years of this century did not specifically cut
itself off from political activity,although it was much clearer
‘about the limitations of polities than the majority of workers.

today seem to be, i
For instance,in the first issue of THE INDUSTRIAL SYNDICALIST

("Prepare for Action"),Jduly I9IO,Tom Mann writes:"Does thls mean
that we should become anti-political? Certainly not.lLet the pol-
iticans 4o as much as they can,and the chances are that,once there
is an economic fighting force in the country,ready to back them
up by action,they will actually be able to do what now would be
hopeless for them to attempt to do." |
| This apparently meaningless concession to political action
ran through syndicalist thought,although all the time the empha=-
sis was on industrial action,and the syndicalists maintained
strongly that 1t was through the use of direct action that the
workers could gain most, '

But this syndicalism was in reality little more than indus-
trial unionism,though it undoubtedly had a revolutionary aim-
"the overthrow of capitalism and the realisation of Soclalism,"
Further,the syndicallists were concerned not to antagonise the al-
ri(aldg existing craft unions,but only to teach them what they sho-
u Q. |
| Vle still get that attitude today among those syndlcalists
who advocate working within the unions-even talking in temms of
capturing them-because workers resent ceriticism of their organ-
isation,will remain loyal to them and will not readily think in



terms of 'starting}fnew.- orga’ni'sa-tiéns ,Thre was scme excuse in ma-nns

day for thinking along these lines,for even though there were .

plenty of grounds for criticism of the craft unions from ths ind-
ustrial unionist standpoint,the unions had not then shown themselves
to be as corrupt and reactionary as they have since, =~ . .
It was inevitable that this sort of syndicalism should Aie out,
It was too closely allied to the reformist "Labour Movemsni®to
be able to resist the general corrosion and decay,the culilapse
of internationalism during the I9I4-I8 war and,above all,she
oreation of the Communist Party on the crest of the wave 0 f |
enthusiasm for the Russian revolution=-a revolution which,ircia-
fcally enough,statred through the spontaneous rising of wecrkers,
peasants and soldiers,auch as anarchists and syndicalists had
hoped,but had in. fact been halted by Lenins coup d'etat in Cctober
I9I7 ,s0 that the counter-revolution was well under way befere the
Communist Party was founded in Britain in I92I, = . f6.0as
‘But. still the C.P.was able to draw under 1ts spell many militants
of syndicalist persuasion-Tom Mann himself,of course ,the outstan-
ding example,together with" the ex~anarchist Jack Tanner and many
others~with what subsequent. disillusionment we now Know. '_

- It was,as I see it,precisely because the early syndicalists
had not emancipated themselves thoroughly from political thought.
that the movement declined.The way in which the leaders of the
Triple Alliance(Bob Smillie for the miners,Bob Williams for the
transport workers and Thomas for the railwaymen)baulked at facing
up to a revolutionary situation in ISI9 is an indication,for ex-
ample ,that the issue of the workers relationship to the State had
never been really faced up to by the Labour movement of the time,

Aneurin Bevan,in In Place of Fear(p.20)tells how these tarce
union leaders were called to Downing Strect to see Lloyd Gecrge,
who said to them: HeR | |

"Gentlemen,you have fashioned,in the Triple alliance of the
unions represented by you,a most powerful instrument.l feel bound-
to tell you that in our opinion we are at your mercy.The Army is
disaffeoted and cannot be relied upon.Trouble has occurred already
in a number of cemps.\/le have just emerged from a great war and the
pecple are eager for the reward of thelr sacrifices,and we are in
no position to satisfy them.In these circumstances if you carry
out your threat and strike,then you will defeat USesesvee

"But if you do so,have you weighed the consequences?The strike .
will be in defiance of the Govermment of the country and by its
very success will précipitate a constitutional crisis of the first
importance.For,if a force arises in the State which is strcngsr |
than the State itself,then it must be ready to take on tie funct-
ions of the State,or withdraw and accept the authority of the |
State.Gentlemen, 'said the Prime Minister quietly,"have you consid-
ered,and if you have,are you ready?' | : M

'From that moment on ,' said Robert tmillie,"we were beaten
and we knew we were? | | |

Just why they should have been beaten before they started,
with the stats clearly crumbling,is a little difficult for anar-
chists to follow,.,except that the three heroes were "leaders™” and
*gocialists” ,Smillie and '/illiams later being very closely assoc-
jated with the Communists, o il ; U o o
| ~ Syndicalism has petered out in Britain,reformist trade unio-
nism has flourished.Now,however,that the latter 1s losing the con-
fidence of the workers,there should be an opportunity for a more
dypamic industrial movement,and the addition of anarchism to syn-
dicalism(anarcho-syndicalism)certainly proves 1t.




Anarchlsm is based upon respect for the individual.It is the
only ailitant philosophy asserting the automony of the individual
which is socialistic and not capitalistic,and because of this the
soclalist opponents of anarchism like to describe us as petty-
bourgeois,small scale capitalists™while the capitalists themselves
do their best in most countries to repress us,or at least ,misrep-
resent us.

Anarchists,unlike socialists see no contradiction between the
ideas of individual freedom and co-operat ion.In fact we maintain
that co-operation,mutual aid,far from curtailing the freedom of
the indlvidual,actually extends it.And this is increasingly true
as production has become social rather than individual,for social
- production hasrendered possible the elimination of much arduous
toil and offers greater choice of occupation and opportunity for
leisure, . 4 |

Capitalism,of course,prevents these possibilities from' becaming
- reality because the social production it has developed is not
carried on for society. but. for the individuals. who by luck or
cunning have achieved deminant positions in that society.The free-
dom which individuals have within. capitalist society to achieve
these daminant positions,héwever,has  nothing in common with the
y,ITreedom of the indiyidual which. anarchists so-ardently desire.

The capitalists freedam is .completely illusory,de has to play
‘ridiculous game strictly according to the rules,and if he does
not play 1t efficlently,he goes under,All the time,however,bhis
workers dare already under,and the capitallsts measure of failure
- 16,,1088 of-his dominant position-is ‘having to join the ranks
of" the workers. = z | ,

It goes without saying that the workers Ireedom is completely
1llusory also.He is :dominated by the man. who. holds .economic pow-
er,and- the only liberty the worker . has. is to change- his job-or
his place of work-which simply means passing under. someone. elses
damination,or taking the .chance of working on his own,which with
no capital ‘and ‘no experience is. a very risky business. |

For capltalist and worker allke,therefore,capitalism does not
offer freedom.¥or the capitalist,it does offer a greater choice
among material things,than it offers the worker,The capitalist
canr be unfree in camfort-the worker is unfree in want. |

The i1llusion of freedom under capitalism has been maintained
- on the possibility of everybody being able: to climb the ladder
of success fram worker to boss,"If Lorg Nuffield could do i%

80 can you," runs the argument,This campletely overlooks the fact,
however,that Lord Nuffleld's success was due to the fact that
thousands of workers remained on the lowerp rungs of the ladder
while he climed on their shoulders to the top.lt also doesn't
face up to the fact that there simply is not room for everybody

at the top,since 1

labour of those at the bottom to keep them at the top, |
If capitalism were genuinely competitive,and every individgal
were to set out to eompete with. 8verybody elde in the way free

enterprisers say they can,neither capitelism nor humen Societ
would last very long.Every ¥ y

through the'coéoﬁera"ti'on-:of the human beings of which it consists.

This has always been clear to Anarchists.Kropotkins MUTUAL AID
established in a scientific fashon what had been intuitively
understood by Anarchists all along-that human beings are basically

social and co-operative rather than competit e '
would have us believe, PISEIRA A e °§Pitalist3




It is on this understanding that all socialist,communist and
anarchist -theory is based,and it is in the bagk ground of all
working-class organisation.In the industrial organisatioms-the
unions~-there -has been added to the recognition that unity 1is
strenght.In order to fight the boss,who understood very well
the old adage"Divide and Rule",the workers realised that they
had to join together and pit their collective strenght agalnst
his, | ' | o § B
Fram their very first beginnings,the trade unions encountered
the fiercest opposition fram the ruling class.lt took the unions
oné hundred years of- struggle to compel the authorities to grant
them legal recognition,and it is interesting to note that nothing
1ike the same opposition was mounted against the formation of
"working-class™ political parties.True,these parties were not
formed,in this éountry,until the industrial organisations were
rirmly established,and the ruling class knew and feared. the
{ndustrial strenght at the disposal of the workers,but it must
have been with some relief that.the rulers saw the workers ture-
ning from concentration on the industrial field to the diversion
of political action.In other words,the rulers of Britain saw the
workers dropping their strongest weapons and acceptihg ruling
class 1ldeas. | |

It is no .colncidence that it-was only a few years after the
foundation of the Independent Labour Party that the trade unions
were finally granted legal existence,’ith the creation of their
politicel wing -the unions had given the capitallsts ‘the signal
that they were not going to rely on their own strenght,that the
class struggle was to be abandoned,and class collaboration,through
political activity,was to take its place. ' |

After that,within thebtrade union movement,it was only the
Syndicalist minority who maintained that the industrial weapons
were the strongest in the workers armoury,and even they,were not
completely emancipated from the idea of political action.Only the
Anarchists have steadfastly maintained theilr opposition and con-
tempt for political activity and stressed that it is-at the point
of production that the workers strenght really lies.Only Anarocho-
Syndicalism has really resolved the problems involved ln the
struggle for the achlevement of workers ocontrol,and only in the
insistence on -individual autonomy,as applied by the Anarchists,
1ies the protectlion against leadership and subsequent corruption
which is an ever-present danger in a mass movement. |

Further,it 1s only the Influence of Anarchism with its definite
goal and oconsistent principles which can prevent syndiealism from
becoming bogged down in the day-to-day struggle -and becoming
ﬁhi‘:jlg more than an alternative,even if more militant alternative,

onJlSme, |

As I see it,it is qulite useless for syndlcalists to day-to
think in terms of anything but anarcho-syndicalism.lt 1s undoub-
tedly the harder path,and if anarchism is played down,support for
syndicalism may well come from disgruntled Labourites,stranded
Trotskylsts,and even Fascists.And if all that mattered was to
get as many membership cards filled up as possible,these could
be as good members as any.

But 1if syndicalism is tc be regarded as the means to the free
soclety of anarchy-and that 1s the way 1 regard it-then 1t must
hagp thettnspiration behind it that will lead 1t in that direction
and no other.




ANARCHO=-SYNDICALISM ‘Rudolf Rocker

The term "workers syndicate" ment in France at first merely a
trade union organisation of producers for the immediate better-
ment of their economic and social status,But the rise of revol-
utionary Syndicalism gave this original meaning a much wider and
deeper import.Just as the party is,so to speak,the unified organ-
isation for definite political effort within the modern constitu-
tional state ,and seeks to maintain the bourgeois order in one
form or another,so,according to tae Svndicalist view,the trade
union,the syndicate,is the unified organisation of labour and has
for its purpuse the defence of the interests of the producers
within existing society and the preparing for and the preparing
for and the practical carring out of the reconstution of soclal
1ife after the pattern of Socialism.,It has therefore,a double
purpose sI.As the fighting organisation of the workers against the
employers to enforce the demands of the workers for the safeguard-
‘ing and raising of their standard of living:2.48 the school for
the intellectual training of the workers to make them acquainted
with the technical management of production and economic life in
general so that when a revolutionary situation arises they will
be capable of taking the socio-economic organism into their own
hands and remaking it according to Socialist prineciple,

Anarcho-Syndicalists are of the opinion that political
parties,even when they bear a Soclalist name,are not fitted to
perform either of these two tasks,

For the Anarcho-Syndicalists the trade union is by no means
a mere transitory phenomenon bound up with the duration of capit-
alist sooiety,it is the germ of the Socliallst economy of the
future ,the elementary school of Socialism in general.BEvery new

social structure makes organs for itself in the body of the old

organism,7ithout this preliminary any sociail evolution is unthin-
xable.Even revolutions can only develop and mature the germs

which already exist and have made their way into the consciousness
of humanityithey cannot themselves create these germs or generate
new worlds out of nothing.It therefore concerns us to plant these
germs while there 1s yet time and bring them to the strongest
possible developuent,so as to make the task of the coming social
revolution easier and to lnsure its permanence.

All the educational work of the Anarcho-Syndicalists is
aimed at this purpose.Education for Socialism does not mean IOT
them trivial campaign propaganda and so-called "politics of the
Day",but the effort to make clear to the workers,the intrinsic
connections among social problems,by techical instruction and the
development of their administrative capacities,to prepare them for
their role of re-shapers of economic life,and give them the moral
agssugpance required for the performance of their task.No social
body is better fitted for this purpose than the econamic fighting
organisation of the workers;it gives a definlte direction to
their social activies and toughens their resistance in the immed-
iate struggle for the necessities of life and the defence of
their human rights.This direct and unceasing warfare with the
supporters of the present system develops at the same time the
ethical concepts without which any social transformation is impo-
ssible:vital solidarity with their fellows-in-destiny and moral




responsibility for their own actions. W

Just because the educational work of the Anarcho-Cyndice-
alists is directed towards the development of independent
thought and action,they are outspoken opponents of all those
centralizing tendencies which are so charascteristic of political
labour parties.But Centralism,that artificial organisation from
above downwards which turns over the affairs of everybody in a
lump to & small minority,is always attended by barren officisl
routinejand this crushes individual conviction,kills all personal
Initiative by lifeless discipline and bureaucratio ossification,
and permits no independent action. - , oo

The organisation of Anarcho-Syndicalism is based on the

principles of Federalism,on free ocambination from below upward,
putting member above everything else and recognizing only the

organic agreement of all on the basis of like interests and
common convictions, '




* ANARCHO-SYNDICALISM AND COUNCIL COMMUNISM  Albert Meltzer

This article first appearéd' in FRE.’z:.-'DO&I JMay 15,1948 under the title
Anarcho-syndicalism and workers councils,

~ Many readers of Freedom will be interested in an Australian
paper "Southern Advonvate for ‘Workers Councils".This paper stands
“for an industrial policy very little distinguishable from the
anarcho-syndicalism of..fresdom and we note in the February 1ssue
a suggestion from workers in Sydney "for the formation of a form
of organisation in Australia covering our viewpoint as Libertarian
Soclalists ,lWW and Anarchists generally".However,the papers policy
is not exactly anarchist;it could be described as "council commun-
ism™ in the o0ld sense. - '
A letter fraom Anton Pannekoek wishes to show anarchism as "not
vle"® and to offer a '"necessary corrective criticism” of the
i%ma‘ﬁ-attitude to anarchism.l/e dealwith this because we wish
to show that as regards the present policy of the IWlW in America,
the advocates of workers counclls on revolutionary lines inter-
- nationally,and the anarchist movement,it would be sectarian to
state that there are any serious differences,

- Pannekoek wrote:"In the present times of increasing submission
of the workers under powerful State tyranny it is natural that
more sympathy 1s directed towards anarchism with its propaganda
of freedom".Nineteenth century social democracy,he states,found
its roots in the exploitation of the workers,nineteenth century
anarchism in their slavery.Accordingly social democracy found its
force in the need for organisation,anarchism in the need for
freedam,But to-day '"the problem and goal for the workers is how

~ to oombine freedom and organisation."Anarchism,by setting up
- freedom as its goal,forgets that the free society of workers can
only exist by a strong community-feeling as the praminent character
of the collaborating producents.The self-made organisation by
free collaborating workers 1s the basis at the same time of their
personal freedom,ie.,of their feeling as free masters of their
own work", Sty 7
- But anarchism has long ago faced the need for combining free-
dom and organisation.The trouble with Marxist sectarians is that
they will not acknowledge that there could be both nineteenth
century anarchism and twentieth century anarchism also,.In point
of fact,anarchists decades ago faced the problem of industrial-
isation postulates the need for workers organisation at the point
of production,and federating together there in order first of
all to fight the employlng class,and later on to take over the
places of work, Wy - ’ ' .
| This method of organisation is one in which libertarian
- oouncil-cammunists conour.Anarchists ob jeot to the free counovls
formed at the places of work being dominated by & political party.
Hence their dlsagreement with authoritarien council-communists
(although not with libertarian ones).The policy of the IWW is
similar,sinoce although they accentuate the idea of industrial
unionism,their conception of industrial unionism is not the
centralist variety,whereby craft divisions are broken down merely
to bulld up a strong "head office" union;but industrial unionism
based on the ldea of workers councils on the job linked together
to form the big union. |
This again is an anarcho-syndicalist conception also:since




the syndiocelist programme of workers control has the same idea
in mind.lamely,that the workera council at the place of pro-.
duetion should federate to form a national council of workers
councils in each industry:and locally to form a commune for
the common defence of the workers in each locality.lt is just
untrue that anarchism is opposed to organisation;what 1t opposes
is guthoritarian organisation(organisation from above downwards) -
as distinct from libertarian organisation(organisation from
below upwards)e = ' ‘ -
~ We would echo the call of the Sydney group that anarcho-
syndicalism has a common platform with council communists and
IWWs in the dbuilding up of a revoultionary workers movement.
Wherever the supportes of workers council organisation and rev- .
olutionary industrial unionism exist,we are prepared to Join them
in the building of workers councils,Our conception of a revolut-
{onary movement is not an industrial union on paper alone,but °
one built on the solid basis of workers uniting in industry,and
this can be done free from sectarianism.In this programme we
welcome the "Southern Advocate",likewise the US "Industrial
Worker" and similar organs,in the struggle to bulld a really
working class movement against the employers,State and political
. wanglers allke, | i)
‘ It can be agreed that council communism,revolutionary
syndicalism and IWW unionism,are not anarchism.In the words of
Pannekoek,"Freedom as the chief content of anarchist teaching
may awake strong sympathies now;it is only a part,not even the
basisc part of the goal of the working class which 1s expressead by
self-rule,self-determination,by means of council organisation”.
This which is a view cormoh to some IWWs and many council-comm-
unists,makes a differentiation with anarchism,It is a conception
of freedom as economic freedom only.The anarchlist idea of Iree-
‘dom as "without govermment" of any kind - economically,politically
and socially without domination of any kind of one group or
person by another - is agll-embracing,and the attainment. of
workers control of industry,although an integral part of the
struggle ,represents  a great advance - in fact,the rewvolution -
but not the whole battle.It is from such a soclety of workers
control that the anarchists hope to see the free socliety evolved.
At the present time,therefore,in our view anarcho-syndic-
alism shares its industrial policy with the groups we refferred
to;we merely do not think they go the whole way.It is a debatable
- oriticism whether we shall get that far in our lifetime anyway-
and therefore why worry about that now?-but in our view the
appeal of anarchism for the workers is that it does show the
future goal as’.we‘ll as the immediate ob jectives and revolutionary
possibilities.Without that goal a movement ocan degenerate into:
a sterile perty of left-wing ecriticism,as happened to the |
council-communist and Spartacist movement following the last war,
In the view of many anarchists,the greater the goal,even if we
do not wholly attain it now,the more we shall immediately achieve.




