
,__|I|ñ'.Y_óH'lóniñqlm_ó|l.W|ó_ó_ I_óóIiIñI:'_óJ._ô__"__
FTóuhô

Uó

FnilôQ_
I.__ó_ó__ó___4_Ió __

)_
óIô1'1:)'___'.óñ__ó|V_~__ó_L||Jó__I_U,I

__ó____ñ_v-Fó__J_;ó|'
_ý_________I;_'J___ ___Hróó



Everything You
Ever Wanted

To Know About

CHIS

But Were
Afraid To Ask



First printed and published by:
The Anarchist Media Group, Cardiff

This edition published in 1988 jointly by:
Black Sheep Publications
Dark Star
Rebel Press

Typeset and printed by:
Aldgate Press
8-ólb Whitechapel High Street, London El

Introduction

There is probably more rubbish talked about anarchism than any
other political idea. Actually, it has nothing to do with a belief in
chaos, death and destruction. Anarchists do not normally carry
bombs, nor do they ascribe any virtue to beating up old ladies.

It is no accident that the sinister image of the mad anarchist is so
accepted. The State, the press and all the assorted authoritarian
types, use every means at their disposal to present anarchy as an
unthinkable state of carnage and chaos. We can expect little else
from power-mongers who would have no power to monger if we
had our way. They have to believe that authority and obedience are
essential in order to justify their own crimes to themselves. The
TV, press and ýlms all preach obedience, and when anarchy is
mentioned at all, it is presented as mindless destruction.

The alleged necessity of authority is so ýrmly planted in the
average mind that anarchy, which means simply óno governmentô
is almost unthinkable to most people. The same people, on the
other hand, will admit that rules, regulations, taxes, oþiciousness
and abuse of power (to name but a few) are irritating to say the
least. These things are usually thought to be worth suffering in
silence because the alternative ð no power, no authority,
everybody doing what they pleased ð would be horrible. It would
be anarchy.

Yet there are a limitless range of possible societies without the
State. Not all of them would be unpleasant to live in. Quite the
contrary! Any kind of anarchist society would at least be spared the
horrible distortions the State produces. The ónegativeô side of
anarchism ð abolition of the State ð has to be balanced against
what replaces it ð a society of freedom and free co-operation.

Various sorts of anarchists have differing ideas on exactly how
society ought to be organised. They all agree that the State must be
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replaced by a society without classes and without force. It is
because of this belief in freedom that we are reluctant to put
forward a rigid blueprint. We offer only possible models backed up
by evidence drawn from life. Actually, there has already been an
anarchist society and it took nothing less than mass murder to stop
it.

Another common misunderstanding from those who know
slightly more about it, is that anarchism is a nice daydream, a
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beautiful but impractical idea. In fact, the anarchist movement has
a long history and it arose not in the heads of ivory tower
philosophers, but directly, from the practical struggle for survival
of masses of ordinary, downtrodden people. It has always been
intensely practical in its concerns and its ways of doing things. The
movement has come quite close to success a few times. Ifit is really
so hopelessly impractical, then why is the State so determined to
stamp it out?

Elementary anarchism

Very few people seem to understand anarchism, even though it is a
very simple, straightforward idea. It can be expressed basically as
running our own lives instead of being pushed around.

There is nothing complicated or "threatening about anarchism,
except the fearsome arguments it can get you into. Such as the one
about the chaos there would be if everyone did just what they
wanted. But we have chaos already donôt we? Millions are out of
work, whilst others do too much boring, repetitive labour. People
starve at the same time as food is being dumped into the sea to keep
prices up. Our air is choked by the fumes from cars that contain
only one person. The list of crazy, chaotic things that happen is
endless.

Even the ógoodô things that the State does are actually harmful.
The Health Service, for example, patches us up just like an
industrial repair shop ð which in a sense it is. It serves to make us
dependent on the State and, worst of all, it buys us off cheaply. It
prevents us from creating the genuine, self-managed Health Service
we need, geared to our needs not theirs.

Authorities by their very nature can only interfere and impose
things. Surely, ordinary people can ýgure out some way of coping,
without planners knocking down their houses to build yet more
empty oþice blocks? It is a basic anarchist principle that only
people who live in an area have the right to decide what happens
there.

All this chaos, we believe, arises from authority and the State.
Without the ruling class and its need to keep us in bondage, there
would be no State. Without the State we would be in a position to
organise freely for our own ends. Surely we couldnôt make a worse
mess than we are stuck with already? Free organisation could
provide a much greater orderliness than a society that concentrates

5



6

on the systematic robbery and suppression of the majority of its
members.

Some common arguments against anarchism
We are often asked how an anarchist society would deal with, for
instance, murderers. Who would stop them without the police?

Most murders are crimes of passion and therefore unpreventable
by police or anyone else. Hopefully, however, in a saner, less
frustrating society such ócrimesô would be less common.

Our rulers claim to be protecting us from each other. Actually
they are more interested in protecting themselves and ótheirô
property from us.

If we, as members of a local community, owned and shared all
resources it would become absurd to steal. An important motive for
crime would be abolished.

These local communities would need to develop some means of
dealing with individuals who harmed others. Instead of a few
thousand professional police there would be 57ómillion in the
óUnited Kingdomô alone. Ultimately, our only protection is each
other.

Prisons fail to improve or reform anyone. Local people aware of
each othersô circumstances would be able to apply more suitable
solutions, in keeping with the needs of the victim and the offender.
The present penal system, on the other hand, creates criminal
behaviour. Long term prisoners are often rendered incapable of
surviving outside an institution that makes all their decisions for
them. How is locking people up with others of an anti-social turn of
mind (the worst of whom are the screws) supposed to develop
responsibility and reasonable behaviour? Of course it does just the
opposite. The majority of prisoners re-offend.

Another question anarchists have had thrown at them for years
is: ñBut who would do all the dirty and unpleasant jobs?ò. We
imagine each community would devise its own rota system. What is
so impossible about that?

Then thereôs the question: ñBut what about those who refuse to
work?ò. Well, social pressure can be applied. People could, for
example, be ósent to Coventryô, i.e. ignored. In drastic cases they
could be expelled from the community.
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But people need to work. People have a deýnite need for creative
activity. Notice how many people spend their time working on cars
or motor bikes, in gardening, making clothes, creating music.
These are all creative activities that can be enjoyable. They are
usually thought of as hobbies rather than work, since weôre brought
up to think of work as a torment to be endured.

In this society of course, work is a torment. Naturally, we hate it.
This does not mean that we are naturally lazy, it means that we
resent being treated like machines, compelled to do mostly
meaningless work for someone elseôs beneýt. Work does not have to
be like that -ð- and if it were controlled by the people who had to do
it, it certainly would not be.

Of course some jobs just have to be done, and there are few
methods in sight of making collecting rubbish a fun occupation.
Everybody would have to take a share and everybody would have
to see to it that nobody got away with shirking their
responsibilities.

A further point worth making is that unemployment is only a
problem created by capitalism. In a sensible world there would be
no unemployment. Everyone would have a shorter working week,
because they would only produce things that were needed. If we
were to get rid of the parasitic ruling class, we would be free of most
of the economic pressure to work.

If you still need to be convinced that an anarchist society could
solve the problem of people failing to meet their responsibilities,
then imagine yourself being compelled to face a meeting of the
whole community you live in and being publicly discussed as a
problem. Ugh!

Yet another common objection is: ñWell, perhaps it would work
on a peasant village scale, but how can you run a complex
industrial society without the authority of managers?ò. Well, in the
ýrst place, we believe that society needs to be broken down to
smaller-scale units as much as possible, so as to make them
comprehensible to small groups of ordinary people. It is a
noticeable fact of organisation, as well as a basic principle of
anarchist theory, that small groups of people can work efficiently
together, and co-ordinate with other such groups; whereas large
formless groups are gullible and easily dominated. Expanding this
point it is interesting to note that recently the famous óeconomies of
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scaleô that justify steel works, for example, covering many square
miles, have been increasingly called into question. Beyond a certain
point factories, farms, administrative systems and so on, actually
get much less efficient as they get larger.

As much as is reasonably possible should be produced and
consumed locally. Some facilities, however, would have to be dealt
with on a regional or even larger scale. There is no insoluble
problem about this, in fact solutions were found by the Spanish
working class in the thirties. The Barcelona Bus Company doubled
services, made generous contributions to the City Entertainments
Collective and produced guns for the front in the bus workshops.
All this was achieved with a smaller workforce, as many had left to
ýght the fascists. This amazing increase in efficiency, despite the
war and serious shortages of essential supplies, is not surprising on
reflection ð after all, who can best run a bus company? Obviously
bus workers.

All the Barcelona workers were organised into syndicates ð
groups of workers in the same enterprise, sub-divided into work
groups. Each group made its own day-to-day decisions and
appointed a delegate to represent their views on wider issues
concerning the whole factory, or even the whole region. Each of the
delegates was instructed in what to say by their workmates and the
task of being a delegate was frequently rotated. Delegates could be
changed at short notice if it was felt they were getting out of line
(the principle of recallability). These show the basic anarchist
principles of free federation in practice. By adding more levels of
delegation it is possible to cope with organising activity on any
scale, without anyone giving up their freedom to work as they
choose. This idea of federalism is illustrated again in a later section
called óLocal action and organisationô.

Letôs move on to another objection ð ñWouldnôt a society
without a State have no defence from attack by foreign states?ò.

Well, it must be said that having a State hasnôt prevented us
from being taken over by the US Empire. In fact óour ownô armed
forces are used against us as an army of occupation. The State does
not defend us. It uses us as cannon fodder to defend our rulers,
who, if the truth be untangled, are our real enemies.

Returning to the question, a classic anarchist answer is to arm
the people. Anarchist militias in Spain very nearly won the civil
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war despite shortages of weapons, treachery by the Communists
and intervention by Germany and Italy. Where they made their
mistake was in allowing themselves to be integrated into an army
run by statists. An armed population would be difficult to subdue.

But yes, we could be destroyed. We believe that the real nuclear
threat is from óour sideô. The American rulers would probably
exterminate us all rather than willingly allow us our freedom.

Against the threat of destruction our best defence is the
revolutionary movement in other countries. Put another way, our
best defence against the Russian nuclear bomb is the current
movement of the Polish workers. This may well spread to the rest of
the Soviet Empire. Conversely their best hope of not being
vapourised is that we might succeed in abolishing óourô bomb.
(CND has not yet realised that banning the megadeath weapons
means banning the State!)

It is instructive how the Russian revolution was saved from
wholesale British intervention by a series of mutinies and
óblackingsô by_ British workers.

True security would be guaranteed if we could develop our
international contacts to the point where we can be sure that the
workers in each óenemyô country will not allow their rulers to attack
US.

The last few pages have been a very brief introduction to the way
anarchists think. There are plenty more ideas and details to be
found in various books on the subject. But basically you
understand anarchism by living it, becoming involved with other
anarchists and working on projects, so this is the theme around
which the majority of this little book is written ð- anarchist actions.


























