ANARCHISM

Our rights are inalienable. Each person born on the world is
heir to all the preceding ages. The whole world is ours by right
of birth alone. Duties, imposed as obligations or ideals, such as
patriotism, duty to the state, worship of God, submission to
higher classes or authorities, respect for inherited privileges, 2
are lies.

-

-

If we accept the principle of a socialised society, and abolishing
hereditary privilege, and dominant classes, the State becomes
unnecessary and unnecessary government becomes tyranny.
“Liberty without socialism is exploitation; socialism without
liberty is tyranny’’ (Bakunin).

L -——

Those who use the word ‘‘anarchy’’ to mean disorder or
misrule, are not incorrect. If they regard government as necess-
ary, if they think we could not live without Whitehall directing
our affairs if they think politicians are essential to our well-
being and that we could not behave socially without polieemen,
they are right in assuming that anarchy means the opposite to
what government guarantees. But those who take the reverse
opinion, and consider government to be tyranny, are right too
in considering anarchy, no-government, to be liberty. If govern-
ment is the maintenance of privilege and exploitation and
ingfticiency of distribution its tool then only anarchy is order.
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Albert Meltzer
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INTRODUCTION

The Historical Background of Anarchism

It is not without interest that what might be called the an-
archist approach goes back into antiquity; nor that there is an
anarchism of sorts in the peasant movements that struggled a-
gainst State oppression over the centuries. But the modern An-
archist Movement could not claim such precursors of revolt as
its own more than the other modern working class theories. To
trace the modern Anarchist movement we must look closer to
our own times. While there existed libertarian and non-Statist
and federalist groups, which we would now call anarchist, be-
fore the middle of the nineteenth century, it was only about
then that they first became what we now call Anarchists.

In particular, we may cite three philosophical precursors
of Anarchism: Godwin, Proudhon and Hegel. None of the
three was in fact an Anarchist, though Proudhon first used
the term in its modern sense (taking it from the French
Revolution, when it was first used politically and not en-
tirely pejoratively). None of them engaged in Anarchist
activity or struggle, nor knew of such a thing as “Anarchism”’.
One of the poorest though objective books on Anarchism,
Eltzbacher’'s Anarchism, describes Anarchism as a sort of
hydra-headed theory some of which comes from Godwin,
or Proudhon, or Stirner, or Kropotkin, and so on. The
book may be tossed aside as valueless except in its descrip-
tions of what these particluar men thought. Proudhon did
not write a programme for all time; nor did Kropotkin in his
time write for a sect of Anarchists.

Godwin is the father of the Stateless Society Movement;
which we may begin at once by saying diverged into three
lines. One, that of the Anarchists (with which we will deal).
Two, that of American Individualism, which included
Thoreau and his school, sometimes thought of as anarchistic,
but which equally gives rise to ‘“Rugged Individualism’’ of
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Anarchism—For and Against

the Goldwater school and to Tolstoyanism (so-called) and
Ghandism. This second line of descent from Godwin is
responsible for the ““Pacifist Anarchist’’ approach or the
“Individualist—Anarchist’”’ approach that differs radically
from revolutionary anarchism in the first line of descent.
It is too readily conceded that ““this is, after all, anarchism”".
Pacifist movements, and the Gandhian in particular, are
usually totalitarian and impose authority (even if by moral
means); the school of Benjamin Tucker — by virtue of their
“individualism”™ — accepted the need for police to break
strikes so as to guarantee the employer’s ‘freedom’’. All
this school of so-called Individualists accept, at one time
or anothe.r, the necessity of the police force, hence for
government, and an a prior/ definition of anarchism is no
government. The third school of descent from Godwin is
simple liberalism.

Dealing here with the “first line of descent” from Godwin,
his idea of Stateless Society was introduced into the working
class movement by Ambrose Cuddon. A revolutionary “inter-
nationalist”’, and non-Statist socialism came along with the
late days of English Chartism. It had some sympathy with
the French Proudhonians. Those who in Paris accepted
Proudhon’s theory did not consider themselves Anarchists,
but Republicans. They were for the most part master artisans,
running one-man productive businesses. The whole of French
economy was geared both to the peasantry and to the master
artisan. Independent, individualistic, and receiving no benefit
from the State save the dubious privilege of paying taxes and
fighting, they were at that time concerned to find out an
economic method of survival and to withstand encroaching
capitalism.

These French and English movements came together in the
First International. The International Workingmen's Associa-
tion owed its existence to Marx, indirectly to Hegelian philos-
ophy. But within the International, there was not only the
“scientific socialism’’ of Marx, but also Utopian Socialism,
Blanquism, English Trade Unionism, German authoritarian
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and opportunistic socialism, Republicanism, and the various
"federalistic’’ trends. Bakunin was not the father of anar-
chism, nor the ‘“Marx"’’ of anarchism, as often thought. He
was not an anarchist until late in life. He learned his feder-
alism and socialism from the Swiss workers of the Jura, and
gave expression to the ideas of the Godwinian and Proudhon-
ian ‘‘federalists’’ or non-State socialists. |n many countries,
Spain and ltaly in particular it was Bakunin’s criticism of the
ideas of Marx that gave the federalist movement its definition.
(While to Anarchists, Marx is of course "‘the villain of the
piece” in the International, it must be granted that without
Marx, clearly defining one form of socialism there would
have been no direct clash, no Bakunin clearly defining an
opposite). There had grown up by 1869 a very noticeable
trend within the International that was called ‘‘Bakuninist’’,
but which was very clearly in one line of descent from
Godwin and in another line from Proudhon. When the Paris
Commune exploded in the face of the International, it was
the parting of the ways (though this was deferred a little
longer, and seemed to follow personal lines). From then on,
Anarchists and Marxists knew by their different analyses and
interpretations and actions during the Paris Commune, that
they were separate.

For many years, all. the same, Anarchists continued to form
part of the Socialist Movement. Marx had not succeeded in
building a mass movement. The German socialist movement
was more influenced by Lassalle; English socialism by the re-
formist and Christian traditions of Radical Nonconformity.
Only after Marx’s death, when Marxism was the official doc-
trine of German social-democracy, were Anarchists excluded
from Socialist Internationals; Social-Democracy marched onto
its own schism, that between English Liberalism masquerading
as Labour on the one hand, and Social-Democracy on the other;
and that between Majority Social Democracy (Bolshevism) and
reformism. There were no more schisms in the anarchist move-
ment; popular opinion made such figures as Tostoy into an an-
archist (he was not; neither was he in the normal sense of the
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word a Christian nor a Pacifist, as poularly supposed), but he
derived, if he were such, very clearly from the ‘‘second line’’ of

Godwinism. What we may perhaps call ““mainstream Anarchism’’
was singularly coherent and united, and it was given body by
the writings of a number of theoreticians, such as Peter Kropot:
kin.

After the bloody suppression of the Paris Commune, and
the repression in many parts of the world, Anarchism passed
into its well-known stage of individual terrorism; it fought back,
and survived, and gave birth to (or was carried forward in) the
revolutionary syndicalist movement which began in France. It
lost ground after the First World War, both because of the
growth of reformist socialism, and the rise of fascism: and
while it made a certain contribution to the Russian Revolution,
it was defeated by the Bolshevik counter-revolution. It was
seen in both a destructive and constructive role in the Spanish
Revoiution of 1936.

By the time of the Second World War, Anarchism had been
tried and tested in many revolutionary situations and labour
struggles. Alternative forms had been tried and discarded. The
German Revolution had introduced the idea of Workers’ Coun-
cils; the experience of the American IWW had shown the pos-
sibilities inherent in industrial unionism. Moreover, the ‘‘flint
against flint’’ in the argument against Marxist Communism,
the lesson of what socialism without freedom meant in Russia,
and the failure of reformist socialism everywhere, helped to
shape the anarchist doctrine.

There were never theoreticians of Anarchism as such, though
it produced a number of theoreticians who discussed aspects
of the philosophy. Anarchism has remained a creed that has
been worked out in practice. Very often, a bourgeois writer
comes along and writes down what has already been worked
out in practice by workers and peasants; he is attributed by
bourgeois historians as being a leader, and by successive bour-
geois writers (citing the bourgeois historians) as being one more
case that proves the working class relies on the bourgeois lead-
ers.

v/

The idea of Anarchism survived the failure of anarchist or-
ganisation. The reconstituted |. W.M.A. (“the Berlin Internation-
al”’) became in effect reformist; exiled organisations became
fashionable but the idea unknown or ignored.

Republican France holds aloft the banner of the Social Revolution.
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JUSTIFICATION OF ANARCHISM

That People are Born Free

Our rights are inalienable. Each person born on the world is
heir to all the preceding ages. The whole world is ours by right
of birth alone. Duties, imposed as obligations or ideals, such as
patriotism, duty to the state, worship of God, submission to
higher classes or authorities, respect for inheirited privileges,
are lies.

If People are Born Free, Slavery is Murder

Nobody is fit to rule another. It is not alleged that people
are perfect, or that merely through his/her natural goodness
he/she should not be submitted to ru le. There are no super
human beings or privileged classes who are above “imperfect
humanity’’ and are capable or entitled to rule the rest of us.
Submission to slavery means surrender of life.

As Slavery is Murder, so Property is Theft

The fact that humanity cannot enter into their natural
inheritance means that part of it has been taken from him or
her; either by means of force (old, legalised conquest or rob-
bery) or fraud (persuasion that the State or its servants or an
inherited property owning class is entitled to privilege). All
present systems of ownership mean that some are deprived of |
the fruits of their labour. It is true that, in a competitive soci-
ety, only the possession of independent means enables one to
be free of the economy (that is what Proudhon meant when,
addressing himself to master artisan, he said, “property is lib-
erty” which seems at first sight in contradiction with his dic-
tum that it was theft). But the principle of ownersh ip, is that
which concerns the community, is at the bottom of inequity.
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If Property is Theft, Government is Tyranny

If we accept the principle of a socialised society, and abol-
ishing hereditary privilege, and dominant classes, the State be-
comes unnecessary and unnecessary government becomes tyr-
anny. “‘Liberty without socialism is exploitation; socialism
without liberty is tyranny’’ (Bakunin).

It Government is Tyranny, Anarchy is Liberty

Those who use the word ‘‘anarchy’’ to mean disorder or
misrule, are not incorrect. If they regard government as neces-
sary, if they think we could not live without Whitehall direct-
ing our affairs, if they think politicians are essential to our well-
being and that we could not behave socially without policemen,
they are right in assuming that anarchy means the opposite to
what government guarantees. But those who take the reverse
opinion, and consider government to be tyranny, are right too
in considering anarchy, no-government, to be liberty. |f govern-
ment is the maintenance of privilegeand exploitation and inef-
ficiency of distribution its tool then only anarchy is order.
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THE CLASS STRUGGLE

Revolutionary anarchism is based upon the class struggle,
though it is true that often even the best of anarchist spokes-
men, striving to avoid Marxist phraseology, may express it dif-
ferently. It does not take the mechanistic view of the class
struggle taken by Marx and Engels. It does not take the view
that only the industrial proletariat can achieve socialism, and
that the victory of this class represents the final victory. On
the contrary: had anarchism been victorious in any period be-
fore 1914, it would have been a triumph for the peasants and
artisans, rather than the industrial proletariat amongst whom it
was not widespread. Marxists accuse the artisans of being petit
bourgeois which is a phrase used at the time by Marx; but there
Is @ vast difference between the petit bourgeois of that day—
cobblers, tailors, bookbinders, printers, goldsmiths, saddlers,
etc., all productive workers engaged on their own account, and
the non-productive “petit bourgeoisie’’ (Civil Servants, manu-
facturers, etc.) of today.

Any class may be revolutionary in its day and time; only
a productive class may be libertarian in nature, because it does
not need to exploit. The industrialisation of most Western
countries has meant that the industrial proletariat has re-
placed the old “petit bourgeoisie”’; and what is left of the
""petit bourgeoisie’’ has become capitalist instead of working
class, or the functionaries of the State.

As this happened, so the anarchist movement developed into
anarcho-syndicalism, i.e. the idea that combinations of workers
could, by organising themselves at their place of work and
ultimately by running their own place of work, be the means.
of by-passing a State-run economy at the same time as elimi-
nating a ruling class.

It has never been claimed (even, and especially, by Marx)
that the working class were an idealised class (this belonged
to the Christian Socialists, not the anti-idealistic Marxists or
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Bakuninists). Nor was it ever suggested they alone could be
revolutionary; or that they could not be reactionary. It
would be trying the reader’s patience too much to reiterate
all the “working-class are not angels’’ statements in repudia-
tion of working class struggle which purport to refute that
the working class could not run their own places of work.
Suffice it to say that only in heaven would it be necessary
for angels to take over the functions of management.
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ORGANISATION AND ANARCHISM

. Those belonging to or coming from authoritarian parties
find it hard to believe that it is possible to organise without
.“spme form™ of government. Therefore they conclude, and
It Is 3 popular argument against anarchism, that ‘“anarchists
do not believe in organisation”. For instance:

They break up other people’s organisations but are

unable to do anything because they do not believe

in building their own”’

They may well break up organisations because they are
dangerous, hierarchical or useless, but it is true to say they
do not believe in building their own. It can well be admitted
that particular people in particular places may have failed in
such a task. Itis true that in Great Britain, for instance, the
anarchists have not yet succeeded in building up an effective
organisation. This is a valid, internal criticism. But it is un-
true to say that there cannot be such a thing as anarchist
organisation. An organisation may be democratic or dic-
tatorial; it may be authoritarian or libertarian; and there
are many libertarian organisations, not necessarily anarchist-
Ic, which prove that all organisation need not be run from the
top downwards.

!t iIs significant that many trade unions, in order to keep
their movement disciplined, and their members in an integral
part of capitalist society, become (if they do not start as)
authoritarian; but how many employers’ organisations im-
pose similar discipline? They cannot: because their mem-
bers would walk out. They must come to free agreement,
because the members have their iIndependence (‘‘property
is liberty’'!).

Only the most revolutionary unions of the world (LW.W.
of America, C.N.T. of Spain, etc.) learned how to keep the
form of organisation of mass labour movements on an in-
formal basis, with a minimun of central administration, and
with every decision referred back to the workers on the job.
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THE ROLE OF AN ANARCHIST IN AN AUTHORITIAN
SOCIETY

The only place for a free man in a slave society was in pris-
on, said Thoreau (after spending a night inside). It is a stirring
affirmation, but not one to live by. The revolutionary must in-
deed be prepared for persecution and prosecution, but only
the masochist would welcome it. It must always remain an in-
dividual action and decision as to how far one can be consis-
tantinone’s rebellion; itis not something that can be laid down.
Anarchists have pioneered or participated in many forms of
social rebellion and reconstruction: libertarian education, the
formation of labour movements, collectivisation, individual
direct action in its many forms and so on.

When advocating anarcho-syndicalist tactics, it is because
social change for the whol/e of society can only come about
through a change of the economy. Individual action may serve
some liberatory purpose for the individual; for example one
may retire to a country commune, surround oneself with like-
minded people and ignore the world. One may then, indeed,
live in a free economy. But one will not bring about social
change. It is not because we think that “the industrial prole-
tariat can do no wrong’’ that we advocate action by the indus-
trial proletariat; it is simply because they have the effective
means to destroy the old economy and build a new one, in our
type of society at least. The Free Society (which we shall later
describe) will come about through workers’ councils taking
over the place of work and by conscious destruction of the au-
thoritarian institutions.

Workers Control

When advocating workers control for the places of work, we
divide from those who merely want a share of management, or

imagine there can be an encroachment upon managerial function
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