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" The charge that Anarchism is destructive, rather than
constructive, and that, tkerefore, Anarchism is opposcd to
organisation, is one of the many falschoods spread by our
opponents. They confound our present social institutions
with organisations hence thoy fail to understand how we can
oppose the former, and yet favour the latter. The fact,
however, is that the two are not identical.

" The State is commonly regarded as the highest form of

organisation. But is it in reality a true organisation? Is
it not rather an arbitrary institution cunningly imposed
upon the masses?

" Industry, too, is called an orgahisation; yet nothing is
farther from the truth. Industry is the ceaseless piracy of
the rich against the poor.

" We are asked to believe that the Army is an organisation,
but a close investigation will show that it is nothing else
than a cruel instrument of blind force.

" The Schooll Colleges and other institutions of learn-
ing, are they not models of organisation, offering the people
fine opportunities for instruction? Far from it. he school,
more than any other institution, is a voeritable barrack, where
the human mind is drilled and manipulated into submission

to various social and moral spooks, and thus fitted to
continue our sy-tem of cxploitation and oppression.

" Organisation, ae we understand it, however, is a different
thing. It is based, primarily, on freedom. It is a natural
Bnd voluntary grouping of energies to secure resul ts
beneficial to humanity....There is a mistaken notion that
organisation does not foster individual frcedomi that on the
contrary, it means the decay of individuality. In reality,
however, the true function of organisation is to aid the
development and growth of personality.

"  An organisation, in the true sense, cannot result from
the combination of mere nonentities. It must be composed of
self-conscious, intelligent individualities. Indeed, the
total of the possibilities and activitiocs of an organisation
is represented in the expression of individual energies.

" Anarchism asserts the possibility of an organisation
without discipline, fear or punishment, and without the
preasurc of poverty; a new social organism which will make
an end to the terrihle struggle for thc means of existence -
the savage struggle,which undermines the finest qmalities in
men and ever widens the social abyss. In short, Angrchism
strives towards a social orgarisgtion which will establish
well-being for all.

" The germ of such an organisatidn can be found in that
form of trades-unionism which has done away with centralis—
ation, bureaucracy and discipline, and which favours inde-
pendent and direct action on the part of its members."

Ermma Goldman (Amsterdam Conference 1907

_



FOREWORD

This is not "one man's view" of what Anarchism is, a
"personal interpretation" or anything of that sort. At least,
it is not intended to be so. It purports to be no less than a
reason=bly definitive description of ANARCHISM IN THEORY AND
PRACTICE. It is possiblc that it is beyond the author's powers and
ability to do this. When it has been shown, in this form, to many
comrades = criticisms, additions and amendments will be invited, to
make it as reasonably definitive ‘as it is possible to bo.

Few subjects are as misrepresented as Anarchism. Leaving
aside the caricature of the sensational Press (though in preactice,
even in the serious Press, even in Court, this is rarely left aside)
it surfors from gross misrepresentation. There are th¢se who will
say it is impossible to decfine Anarchism, that "in secking to define
Anarchism you are destroying Anarchism" or some such semantie absurd-—
ity. Few books have been translsted into English, or written
direetly ¢n that subject by convinced Anarchists. Such as are
written are often useless. Then again, people come into the
Anarchist movement understanding the basic principles, but are too
involved in militant activity, or too lazy in theory, to work out
the implications of that theory. So they will take rofuge in the
lazy man's comfortable statem:nt, "therc are as many definitions
of Anarchism ags there ~ro Anarchists'"; or "the Anarchist programme
is that it has no programme!,

Then too, everyone nowadays wants a fashionable dash of
radicalksm to go with the way thoy wear their clothes; anarchism
has been picked up in certain quarters and used, eithor directly
or in conjunction with = contrary definition, to mean whatever the
user cares to think. To the author's presumption in defining the
word in such a way that it excludes thom, they will cry indignant-
ly, "Who appointed you Pops to decide whom to admit and whom to
cxcommunicate? How can you presumc to st-to who is =an Anarchist
and who is not an Anarchist?"

Yot we can, after all, presumc to state who is not an
Anarchists Mr. Harold Wilson.is not, for instancc, the late Adolf
Hitler was not, the socretaries of the Communist Parties of the
world are not; priosts of the authoritarian Churches are not. We
can draw thc line somewhere, without the necessity of assuming
pontifical robes. By a simple definition, we could say that any-
one who carcs to call himsolf an Anarchist is ones then, if it is
commercially profitable for a popsingor to call himsclf one, ho
will be one, If it is politically advantagcous, many more people
will call themselves the same. Yet those will not be Anarchists
in my definition, or at least - if uktimatoly wo cannot prevont
them from calling themsclves such -~ <they will not be what tho
Anarchst Movoment mcans whon it uscs the torm Anarchists; , and
if thorc is too much confusion, we will (likc the Socialist)
need another term to qualify oursclves - Revolutionary Anarch-
ists, or Non-Covermmontal Anarchists, or somcthing of that sort!

(1st. duplicated cdition).

THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF ANARCHISH It ies not without intorcst
that what might bo called
the anarchist apprcsch goes

back into antiquitys nor that thore is an anarchism of sorts in the

peasant movemonts that struggled against State opprossion over the
centuries. But the modern Anarchist Movement could not claim such
precursors of revolt zs its own, any more than the other modorn
working~class thcorics. To traco the modorn Anarchist movement we
must look closcr to our own times. The writer would hazard s personal
gucss that its centenary ycar was 19693 that while there cxisted
libertarian and non-Statist and federalist groups, which wc would

now call anarchist, before 1869, it was only in or about that year

that thoy first bocamo what wo now call Anarchist.

In particular, wo may cite three philosophical procursors of
Anarchisms Godwin, Proudhon and Hegel. None of the three was in
fact an Anarchist, though Proudhon first used the term in its modomrm
sense (taking it from tho French Revolution, when it was first usod
politically and not entirely pcjoratively). None of them cngaged in
Anarchist activity or gtruggle, nor know of such a thing as "Anarch-~
ism". (One of the worst books written on Anarchism, Eltzbachor's
"Anarchism", roprintod by Froedom Pross as a carcfully-printed book
at a timc whon it had the ontire literature of Anarchism available
to it, solely becausc of tho political ignorance of its thon editoxn
describes Anarchism as a sort of hydra-hecaded theory somo of which
comes from Godwin, or Proudhon, or Stirner, or Kropotkin, and so on.
The book may be tossed aside as- valucless oxcopt in its descriptions
of what thesc particular men thought.) There could not be =z
Proudhonian Ansrchism today, for instanco, because. Proudhon did not
write a programme for gll time; nor did Kropotkin in his +timo writec
for a sect of Anarchists.

Godwin is the fathor of the Stateless Socicty Movoments which
We may begin at once by saying diverged into threc lines. Onc, that
of the Anarchists (with which we will doal). Two, that of American
Individualism, which included Thoreau and his school, sometimos thought
of as anarchistic, but which fqually gives risc to "Ruggod Individualism"
of thc Goldwater school and to Tolstoyanism (so-called) and Gandhism.,
This socond linc of descent from Godwin is rosponsible for the Pacifist -
Anarchist approach or the Individualist — Anarchist aprroach that
differs radically from rovolutionary anarchism in the first linec of
descent. It is too rcadily concoded that "this is, after all, anarch-
ism", Pacifist movoments, and the Gandhian in particular, are usually
totalitarian and impose authority (even if by moral mcansﬁ; the school
of Benjamin Tucker — by virtue of their "individualism" - accopted the
noed for police to break strikes so as to guarantec the employor's
"froodom". All this school of so-called Individualists accept, at one
time or anothor, the nocossity for the polico force, honce for govern—
ment, and our a priori definition of anarchism is no govornment. Tho
third school of descont from Godwin is pure and simplc liberalism.

Doaling hero only with the "first linc of descont" from Godwin,
his idea of Statoloss Socicty was introduced into the working class
movement by Ambrosc Cuddon. A rovolutionary, "intornationalist", and
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Hon-5tatist socizlism came along with tho lato days of English Chartis=z.
It had somo sympathy with tho Fronch Proudhonians. Thosc who in Paris
accoepted Proudhon's theory did not comsidor thomselves Anarchists, but
Ropublicans, Thoy wore for the most part mastor artisans, running onc—
man productive busincsscs. The whole of Fronch cconomy was geared botk
to the Poasantry and to tho mastor artisan, Indopendent, individual isk-
ic, and recciving no boncfit from the Stato save tho dubious privilege
of peying taxcs and fighting, thoy worc at that timc concerncd to find
o?? an economic mcthod of survival and to withstand cncraaching capit—
alism,

Thesc French and English movemeonts came togothor in the Internatior-
The Internationsl Workingmen's Associntion owed its oxistonce to Marx,
indiroctly to Hegolian philosophy. But within the Intornational, therc
Was not only tho "sciontifigM socialism of Marx, but slso Utopian
Socialism, Blanquism, English Tradc Unionism, Gormen authoritarian and
opportunistic socialism, Ropublicanism, and thc various "focdoralistic™
tronds. Bakunin was not tho father of anarchism, nor the "Marx" of
anarchism, as oftcn thoughts He was not an anarchist until lato in
life. He learncd his fodoralism ang socialism from tho Swiss workers
of tho Jura, and gave cxpression to tho idcas of the Godwinian and
Proudhongan "federalists" op non-State socialists., In many countrios,
Spain and Italy in particular, it was Bakunin's criticism of the ideas
of Marx that gave tho federalist movoment its dofinition. (While' to
Anarchists, Marx is of course "the villain of +he riceo™ in the
Intcrnqtional, it must bo grantod that without Marx, clearly defining
onc form of socialism, thorc would have boen no dircct clash, no
Bekunin cloarly defining an opposite).  Thoro had grown up by 1869
& VOry noticcablo trond within the Intornationalism that was
called "Bakuninist”, but which wag very cloarly in one lino of
descent from Godwin and in another linc from Proudhon. When the
PARTIS COMMUNE exploded in tho face of the Intoernational, it was the
parting of the ways (though this was deferr d = little longer, and
soomod to follow personal linos). From then on, Anabchists and
Marxists know by their difforont analysos and intorprotations and
actions during tho Paris Communo, that they wore scparnto,

For many years, all tho Same, Anarchists Sontinucd to form part
of the Socialist Movomont, Marx had not succeedod in building a
Mass movement. The Gormasn socialist movement was more influconced by
Lassalles English socialism by the reformist snd Christian traditions
of Radieal Nonconformi ty, Only aftor Marx's death, when Marxism was
the official doctrine of German socinl-domocracy, worc Anarchists
cxcluded from Socialist Intc:nationals; Social-Dcmocrqcy marched
on to its own now schism, that hetwoon English ILiberalism masguer-—
ading as Imbour on tho onc hand, and Social—Dcmocracy on thc others
and that betwecn quority—Sooial—Dcmocracy (Bolshovism) and
roformism, Thore wore no moro schisms in thc anarchist movement;
popular opinion made &uch figurcs as Tolstoy into an dnarchist (ho
Wag nots ncither was ho » Christian nor a Pacifist, as popularly
Supposed ~ wo must doal with that olscowhorc) but ho dorived, if he
Worc such, very cloarly from thc "soceond line" of Godwinism. What
WC may porhaps call "mains troam Anarchisg" was singularly cohorcont
and unitod, and it was given body by the writings of =z number of
thooroticians, such as Pcter Kropotkin.
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JUSTIFICATION OF ANARCHISM

That Man is born free.

We pqve rights, but not duties, Our
ilgnts aré inalienable. Bach person
‘ porn on the world is heir to all the
' receding sges The w i

Shwalt ) . 2ges8. The whole w
idcalsy gtg;tﬁgf Elr?h alone, Duties, imposog Zslobligaziigslir
submis;ion %owhigggilo;lsm, duty to the Statc, worship of God,

o Zher classes a1 i1 il
i ikl Or authoritios, respoct for inheprited

If men is born free, slavery is murder

Nobody is fit to rule
anothor. It is not allegec
that Man is perfect, and

mean that his naturs
ans he should not pe submittod to rule. There ﬂg;tgﬁliugg:ggﬁss

\,.I' 3 8 E

or entitled to rule the B
s destroyed.b rest of us. By submitting Man to the yoke,

As sla i
avery is murder, so Property is theft. The fact that Man
cannot enter into

; his inheritance means
oither by force (old,

;gzzlf:gg Of it has been taken from him;

c T

or a superig?qgiftoO? Tobbery) or fraud (persussion that the State

ownership mesns %:o LR ELad, to privilege), The systoem of

labour. T4 is tfat iomo are deprived of the fruits of their

PoSSession of injoecme or? B & competitive socioby only the
independent mosns enables onc to be f;oc of the

= i E

contradiotion witr S dictumpropcrty is liberty'" which secms at

s that it was thof
Principle of ownorship, j 5 : G0 thet. ) " Bafliieg
at the bottom of incqﬁit;? that which concorns +tho community, is

If property is theft, government is tyranny.

If we accept the
Principle of a
socinlised society,

’?-nd abol- ) ite T vl
1sh hereditary Privilege, and suporior classoe, the State

becomes SCoss
unnecessary and unnecossary government is tyranny

"Libor‘by without . $
| socialism ig o s FLlALs e :
liverty is tyranny" (Bakuniéi_LXPIOIt]tlon; socialism without
If gove o

government is tyranny, anarchy is liberty. Thoso who usa
word "anarchy" to
8 o o mean disorder or
if the : : : v rogard Government as nece
b iy t?inihwc could not live without Whitohell direitiié i
boing ﬂéd ;hthYﬂthlnk politicians are essential to our woll—
they are log;cégb-could 0% behave decently without policomen
Wit govcrnmun% in assuming that sbsrchy moans the opposito %o
Opinion, ﬂndbcongggz;ngzes. But those who take the roverse
: hna s vermment to be +tvy s
in s y yrann are

considering anarchy, no-govermment, to bcjgiber;yrlght o
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WHAT IS AN ANARCHIST 7

An Anarchist is a porson who beliocves in the desirability and
practicality of anarchy, and dirccts his or her actions to that ond.

(& porson who believes it desirable
but not practical, is not by this
definition an Anarchist).

in Anarchist is not someone who livecs in an anarc, 'ist socicty. The
philosophic gib. that "you cannot bé =n anarchist because you (go to
work) (don't go to morkg (don't give all you have to the poor) (obey
cortain dicta of the State) ete" is humorous but not relevint. It
ig not an essential of being an anarchist that you be consistent or
inconsistent; ne doubt the -comsistent anarchist may refuse to do a
great many things, or live in a different way, from othors; it is not
a sign of insincerity in any political porsuasion, however, that you
fail to rcalise all your principles before you are in a position to
do so. The argumont that anarchism is "somcthing within you" docs
not belong to anarchism except on tho idealistic plane ("sccond in
line" from Godwin) and comes of course from the oarly Christian alibi
(whon Jesus' predictions all failcd and the Kingdom did not come,

the apostles oxplained it was "within you").

- -

The Class Struggle. Rovolutionary anarchism is based upon thc class
ke strugglc, though it is true that ofton even the
best of anarchist theoreticians, striving to
avoid Marxist phraseology, may expross it differently. It does not
take the mechanistic vicw of tho class struggle takon by Marx and
Engels. It doos not tske the view that only the industrial prolet-
ariat gan achiove socialism, and that the victory of this class
represents the finsl victory. On tho contrary: had anarchism been
victorious in any poriod before 1914, it would have becn a triumph
for thc powfints and artisans, rathor than the industrial prolet-—
ariat amongst whom it was not widospread.*

Any class may be revolutionary in its day and times only a
productive class may be libertarian in its nature, bedause it docs not
necd anyonc to exploit. The industrialisation of most Wostern
countries has meant that thoe industrial proletariat has replaced
the old "petit bourgeoisic'; and what is left of the "petit bourgcoisic'
has become capitalist instoad of working-class, or the functidrarics
of tho Statec.

As this happoned, so tho anarchist movement devclopcd into

i.ce. the idoca that combinations of workers could,

1

anarcho-syndicalism,

-

*Marxists accuse the artisans of being "potit bourgeois!" which is a
phrase used at that times but there was a vast difforonce sctwecen the
"petit bourgeoisie" of that day — cobblors, tailors, bookbinders, ono-
man printcrs, goldsmiths, saddlers, eics, all productive men engage

on their own account, and $he non~§roductivc "petit bourgeoisio”

(Civil Servants, manufacturcrs &c.) of today.




by organising themselves at their places of work and ultimately
by running their own places of work, be the means of by—passing
a Stato-run oconomy at the same timo as climinating a ruling-
31&"0

It has become fashionable in some radical quarters (including
the gociological school of advanced liboralism which finds its
exprossion in the magazinc "Ararchy") to speak of the class
struggle as outmoded; and by relying on the many jokes used
againsd Marxist ovor-omphasis on dogma, to put the very idea of
working-class revolution as an absurdity which only the oldest—
fashionod square would hold in crecdence. (The Parids barricades
of 1968 swopt a lot of this away). It has never beon claimed
(oven, and ospeccially, by Marx) that the working class were an
idcalised class (this belonged to thc Christian Socialists, not
the anti-idoslistic Marxists or Bakuninists). Nor was it evor
suggosted thoy alone could be revolutionary; or that they could
not be reactionary. It would be trying the roader's patience
too much to reiterate all the "working-class are not angels"
statomonts which purport to refute that the working-class could
not run thoir own places of work. Suffice it to say that only
in heaven would it be nocossary for angels 1o take over the
functions of mansgoment.

Organisation and Anarchism. Thosc belonging to or coming from

authoritarian parties find it
hard to believe that it is possible
t0 organiso without "somc form" of govormment. Thorofore they
conclude, and it is a popular agument against anarchism, that
"anarchists do hot belicve in orgenisation".
"They break up other pcople's organisations
bu% are unable to do anything bocause thoy
do not believe in building their own'" - Leotter from
wmember of P.P.U.
Thoy may wo'~ broak up organisations booausc these saro dangerous,
hicrarchical or usecless, but it is not trus to say they do not
bolieve in building thoir own. It can well bo admitt®d +that
particular people in particular places may have failed in such
a task. It is true th,t in Groat Britain, to date, the anarch-
ists have not succecded in building up an effoctive organisation.
This is a valid, internal criticism. But it is untrue to say
that therc cannot be such a thing as anarchist organisation. An
organisation may be democratic or dictatorials it may be
authoritarianor libertarians and thero are many libertarian
organisations, not nocessarily anarchistic, which prove that
all organisation need not be run from the top downwards.
It is significant that many trade unions, in order to
kecp their movement disciplined, and their members in an integral
part of capitalist society, become (if they do not start as)
authoritarian; but how many employors' organisations impose
similar discipline? Thoy cannots because their members would
walk out. They must come to free agrecment, becausc the members
have the?r independence ("proverty is liberty™!)
Only the most revolutionary unions of the world (I.W.W. of
Amoriea , C.N.T. of Spain ctc.) have lcarncd how to keep the form

(8) ;
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of organisation of mass labour movements on an informal basis, with =2
minimum of central administration, and with overy decision referrcd
back to the workers on the job.

The Role of tho Anarchist in an Authoritarian socicty. The only place
for a frcc man
in a slave

society was in prison, said Thoreau (after sponding a night inside). It

is a stirring affirmation, but not onc to live by. The revolutionary
must indced be prepared for persccution and prosecution, but only the
masochist would wclcome it. It must always remain an individual action
and docision as to how far onc can bo consistont in onc's robellions

it is not somcthing that can bo laid down. Anarchists have pioncercd

or varticipatcd in many forms of social rebellion and social

roconstructions libertarian cducation, the formation of labour move-
ments, collectivisation, individual direcct action in its many forms,
and so on.

Whon advocating anarcho-syndicalist tactics, it is bocausc social
change for thc whole of socicty can only come about through a change

of the cconomp. Individual action may scrve some liboratory purpose

for tho individual; for example, onc may retire to a country commune,

surround onesclf with likeminded peoplc and ignore the world. One may
then, indeced, live in a froc cconomy. But onc will not bring about
social chango. It is not bocause we think that "thc industrial
proletariat can do no wrong" that wo advocatc action by the industrial
proletariat; it is simply bocausc thoy have tho cffective means to
destroy the old cconomy and build a now onc, in our type of socicty

at least. Thc FREE SOCIETY (which we shall lator deseribe) will

come about through workcrs' councils taking over the placcs of work

and by conscious dcstruction of the authoritarian institutions.

Workcrs' Control. Whon advocating workors' control of the
places of work, we dividec from thosec who

mercly want a share of managoment, or imagine therc can be an encroach—

moent upon managorial function by the workers. We want no authority
supromc to that of the workers' council, comsisting of all the workers
and not of thoir dclegates. Wo rcject "nutionalisation" — Statc
control, '

It should not be (but is, alas) nocessary to cxplain that therec

arc, of gourse, ways of personal libeoration, and in some cascs thcsc may e

noccssfry lest onc starve, othor than by mass sction. But nono of
thesc can ultimately change society. The mastor artisan no longer
plays an important part in production, as he did in Proudhon's day.
Onc can get morc satisfaction by working on onc's ownj onc may
indeed have to by cconomic necessitys; but thc means of changing
sosicty rest with thosc who are working in its basic economy . The
"gang system" of Coventry is sometimes advocated as a moans of
workers' control. But it is partial control onlys power rcmains with
the financial boss. It can become a more vloasant method ofworking,
within tho capitalist system; but it cannot bc a means of overthrow—
ing thc systcm. By 2ll means lot the systom be alleviated; we do
not oppose the reform of conditions of work. But we do not pretend
cither that this has anything to do with building the froe socicty.

(9°
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factory organisation) need not be libertarian; it could go hand in

cEo snaron sy oo dohel. TN s not unknown for the individual hand with the idoa of a political party cxcrcising ultimate control,
Anarchist to fight on, alonc, both e = ;
putting forward his own principles and Non-Violence. Is pacifism a trend within the anarchist moveoment?

acting as a catalyst of rebellion. The examples come to mind of Wo have distinguished tho pacifism of Gandhi ctc. as
M.P.T. Acharya, in India, aznd J.W. Fleming, in Aritralia, fighting esgontially authoritarian. The cult of non-violence
on for their anarchist ideas, alone, the only one in the country. as such always implics an elitc, the Satyagrahi, who koep cveryone clse
But it was not of %heir choiac. Mostly, anarchists tend to form in check cithor by force or by moral persuasion. The gencral history
groups based upon thc locality in which they live., They may partic-— of tho pacifist movement is that it always attempts to dilute the
ipato in othor siruggles (anti-militarism, anti-impcrialism &c.) or revolutionary movemcnts but comes down on the side of force either in
solely within the context of tho class struggle (as "agitators" at imporialist war or by condoning aggressive actions by the governments
work) or they may form organisations. it supports. Howcver, it would be +true to say that many Anarchists

It is no part of tho case for anarchism to say that the mere do consider it compatible with thoir Anarchism to be pacifists, in
profession of its idoas changes peoples' character; or that tho move- the sense that thocy advocatc the usc of non-violent methods (though
ment Znvites itself to be judged on anyone who happened to be around usually nowadays advocating this on the ground of cxpediency rather
at any sarticular time. Organisations may become reformist or than principle). This type of pacifist-Anarchism might be considered
authoritarian. Pcople may become corruptcd by monoy or power. All a difference of policy rather than of ideaj it should not be
we do say is that ultimately such corruption leads them to drop the confused with the "Tolstoyan Anarchism" (neither advocated by Tolstoy
G ”anaroh%st" as sianding in their way. (If ever the term became nor anarchistic) which clovates non-violence as an idol in itself.
res yble! oubt w : ose e 3qua :
conngjggivi o% ;gbgr::riZE gggi?l?izi)to ey & DA //This confusion was brought out in an exchange of views in "Proodom"

In all organisations, personalitics play o part, and it may be rccootlyz a Pacifist, imagiping higself to be an An:rchlsﬁ, ;o$p1:inod
that in different countrics differont schisms may occur. Some will of violence donc to the police, wplch subscquont?y "fagsplro tto ked
8ay that thore avc diffcrent typss of Anarchism - syndicalism, untrus, and called for "a collection for the policols being attac

by Anarchists, hc was defended by a confused pacifist-anarchist who
thought "pacifists" were boing rogarded as "heretics" within the
anarchist movement. Ho did not understand the differonce between an
anarchist who might (whother rightly or wrongly) accept pacifism as

a tactic, and someonc who was basically a pacifist (ang might perhaps
accopt anarchism as a goal) and supported the policc.?

communism, individualism, pacifism. This is not so. If onec wishes
1o cause a schienm, purcly because of personal reasons or because one
wishes to becoms more quietist or reformist, it is no doubt more
convenient to pick a name as a "bannor". But in reality there are
not different forms of ararchism. Anarchist-Comunism, in any
definition (the usial definitions arc those of Kropotkin) mesns a
method of socialisstion without government. An alternative idea,

Anarchist-Colle siview (favourod by the Spanish Anarchists) was found

in practice to be no diffarent. If ono is going to have no rule from Immcdiate Aims of the Anarchist A "reformist" is not someono who
above, one canrot lay dovn s precise coconomic ?lan. Communism, in beings about reforms (he usually
the sense used by the Anarshists, is socioty bascd upon the commune, doos not); it is somoone who can
i.e. the locality. Colloctivisn, based upon thc place of work, is see no further than amclioration of certain parts of the systom. It
merely a division of the communa.,  But fow anarcho-sommunists would is often nececssary to agitate for the abolition of certain laws.
dispute that unless 4ho commune werc very small (basod upon tho Sometimes the law is morce harmful than the thing it logislates against
village, not upon the town) it would have to be sub-dividod into and there is a danger that abolition of the law, bad as it is; might
smaller units; colloctives, in order that all might participatc and imply approval of tho act itself (e.g. suicide). But this‘is a risk
not merely their clecctod reprosentatives. Otherwisc, it would bccome that the libortarian must tako. No laws arc worth pessings evon
merely industrial domocracy. Whilst communism is an aim, syndicalism

is a method of struggle. It is the union of workers within the Plcase turn over

industrial :system, atlompting ‘o transform it into a froe communistic

socicty. ; THE ORIGINS OF THE REVOLUTIONARY MOVEMENT IN SPAIN -~  Max Dashar
Whilst in a largely peasant country, liko Bulgaria, the : 2/6d.

anarchist movement was "anarcho—communist" because its natural form - A CRITICISM OF STATE SOCIALISM - Michael Bakunin - l/Gd.

of organisation was the village communc, it could not be said that

the aim of Bulgarian anarchist-communism was any difforcnt from that POWER & LIBERTY - Leo Tolstoy 2/-

say of Ttalian anarchc-syndicalism. It is truc that .just as communism The myth of the "great man" theory of history.

is not nccessarily anarchist (we do not speak of the Russian type of SURREALTSM & REVOLUTION - an anthology 2/6d.

Statism which hes leng since ceased 4o be oven State communism, but

of authoritarian communism in its gonuine form)9 so syndicalism need (In similar format to this publication) NOW READY

not necessarily be reovolubionary. Moreover, cven revolutionary syndic-~
alism (the idea that the workers can scizc the places of work through
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those which are socially beneficial on the surface (c.g. against
racial discrimination) are quite likcly to boc usod wrongly. The
Anarchist secks to change attitudes and minds. When those are
altered, laws become obsolete and unnccessary. 4t a certain
point, the lawyers will be unable to operatc thems at a later date,
the politicians will re-codify their laws so as to be able to
continue in business. The refusal of juries to conviet thicves
accuscd of theft above a certain amount, led to the ending of the
dcath penalty for thoft. Tho Witcheraft Act rcmained on the books
until a mere 25 yoars ago, but the Publ‘c Prosccutor only dered
rely on a few of its clauses, for fear of public ridicule. The
Tories passcd the Trades Disputos Act in vindictiveness after the
General Strike, but public opinion was so much against it they
nover could use it and until a solid trade unionist became Minister
of Labour, it was worthless.

It is nec.ssary to rarry on a resistance to any form of tyranny.

It has been shown, too, very clearly in rccont ycars that it is ofton
useful to provoke thc allegedly democratic forces of government into
a position whore it shows its truc face of violencc and repression.
When governments sec their privileges throatened, they drop the
pretence of benevolonce which most politicians proefer.

"Anarchists are able to bring about disorder,

but cannot scize power. Hence they arc

unable to take advantage of thc situation

they creatc...and thc bourgeoisic, rogrouping

its strength, turns to fascism." - Letter from Marxist.

Anarchists can, of coursc, "scizc power" quite as much as strict
tectotallers can got blind drunk. Nothing prevents them doing s0,
but thoy would requirc anothor namc aftorwards. Anarchists in power
would not bo necessarily any bettor or worse than socialists or
liberals; they might be as bad as communists and fascists; they
would, we hope; be totally ineffoctive bocause unpropared. Their
task is not to "scize powor" (and thosc who use this torm show surely
that thoy seeck personal power for themsclvos but to abolish the
bases of power.

It is true that if one leaves the wild animal of State power
partially wounded, it bocomes a raging beast that will destroy or
be destroyed. It is this very logic that causes anarchists to form
organisations to bring about a revolutionary change. The nature of
anarchism as an individualistic creed has often caused many to
vioew tho questio-n of such organisation as one that mightwwell be
loft to "spontanoity", "voluntary will", and so on. In othor
words, to say that thore can be no organisation (save that of
propaganda only) until the ontire community forms its own organ-—
isations. But it is shown by oventsfhat a unity of resistance
is nocded against ropression; that thoerc must be united forms of
action even if therc are diversificd forms of propagandaj and
that oven whon, for instance, workers' councils arc formed, there
are divisions botwcen them on political grounds. Each political
faction has ite ropresentatives — united outside on party lines -
which are gble to put forward a united front within such
councils and to dominate and ultimately subordinate them. There
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must therefore be an organised movomont of anarchists if they are

to be able to withstand the forcos of guthoritarianism.

According to circumstances, such an organisation might well
be obliged to rely upon acts of individual terrorism (such as
used in China and Spain) to defond itsclfs or it might be obliged,

within a rovolutionary situation, to organisc workers' self-

defence.

Workers'! Solf-Dofoncc. The Marxist may in times of revolut-
ion profer to rely upon the format-
ion of a Rcd Army; we can sce only

too clearly how this can become a major instrument of repression.
(Poland, after the first world war; Hungary etc. after the Sccond).
The vory formation of an Army, to superscde workers' militias,
will dostroy the Revolution (Spain 1936). The newest romantic
notion of a Red Army is the Guevarist idea of a peasants' army -
combining thc spontancity and freedom of tho Makhnovista and
Zapatista (anarchistic) pcasant armies with tho discipline of

the Party intollectuals. It has appcaled imacnsoly to the Party
intellectuals but found leoss favour amongst the pecasantss it
finds even more favour among Party intcllectuals the fower
peasants thore arc! Regis Dobray derides the '"workors' self-
defence” notions of anarcho-syndicalism. Bricfly, these are that
the workers usc arms in their own defonce, against thc onemy at
hands it is the idea of the peoplc at work, armcd, during periods
of social transformastion. (The Israclis have taken over the
"sclf-defence! idea with major success; indced; so far as military
action is concorncd; thcy have shown that it can if noccgsary
Wagoe aggressive war successively, and defeat a Roé Army-led
invasion. For purcly political rcasons, Dobray declincd to take
this into account; although it is an examplc more appositc to
Westorn industrial countrics than is thc Castro movement, for
instance). The lack of discipline in the workors'militias does
not necessarily imply incfficioncy. Many criticisms of the
Spanish Anarchist modc of fighting completoly negloct to point
out that they fought as Spaniards =~ courageously, and noglect—
ing to take any precautions. The Israclis wore cqually "un-
disciplined" in a military sensc, being mostly civilians, but
neglectod no aspect nccossary to their victory).

How will . a revolution come about? We do not know. When a rev—

olutionary situation presents

itself — as it did with the
occupation of the factorios in France in 1968 (or 1936)s as it
did in Spain in 1936 with the fascist uprisingj or with thc
break-down of the Russian Armics in 19173 or in many other times
and places; we arc cithcr ready for it, or we arc not. Too
often the workers arc partially ready, and leave the "woundod
wild animal"™ of capitalism or Statism ficrcer than over. It
may bc purely individual action that sots off the spark. But
only if, at that period, therc is a comscious movement towards
the free socicty, that throws off the shackles of the past,
will that situation boccome a Social Changce.
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BRINGING ABOUT THE NEW SOCIETY

What constitutos an unfroc sociecty? Tho organs of repression,
which consist of many
arms of "The Establishment",
for examples-
THE APPARATUS OF GOVERNMENT - +the logislature, the judicature,
the monarchy, the Civil Service,
the Armed Forccs, the Police &c.

THE APPARATUS OF PERSUASION - the Church¥ the Press.&c.,
THE APPARATUS OF EXPLOITATION - the monctary system, financial

control, the Banks, the Stock
Exchange, individual & collective
& State employers.

Most political roformers have somc part of thc unfree system

that thoy wish to abolish (Republicans would abolish the Monarchys;
Secularists would abolish the Church; Socialists would, or

used to wiash to, abolish the apparatus of exploitation; Pacifists
would abolish the Church.) Angrchists are in fact unique in
wishing to abolish all. - Nobody but the Anarchists wishos to
abolish the Policc. Tho Police (or the Polico in Ultimate
Practice, which includes the Armed Forces) arc thc cornorstone

of the Statc. Without control of the police, debatos at Westmin-
ster becomo as sterilc of result as debatos of tho West Kensington
Debating Socioty (and probably far less intcrosting). With
Gorman moncy, supplicd by Helphand, Lenin was able both to return
to Russia and pay Lettish merccnaries to act as police. Ho was

the only one whp could do so and in this onc fact Bolshevik
success is constitutod.

Can one do without the State? It scems to be gonerally agreed
wo can do without some organs
of the Statey can we do without

thom 3ll, altogcther? One cannot
do the work of another (if the monarchy docs not have an army, it

cannot sgve you from foreign invasion; and the police will not
get you into hecaven, if you do not have a church!) Any commop-—
sense codification of conduct would be better than. the farrago
of laws we have at prescnt, which occupy both thc lawyers and
the politicians, thc one interpreting the apparent desires of
the other.

It is truc that government doecs takc over certain necessary
social functions. The postmen arc "civil servants" and we need
a postal servicec. But it docs not follow that only the Statc
could run it. (Hull shows that it is possiblo to have a telephone
sorvice without the State). The railways were not always run by
the Stato; thoy belonged to the capitalists, and could cqually in

* Of coursc, tho Church can bo, in somec sociotics, an instrumont of
Governmont itsclf. It probably would be 'n thc absence of gtgggular
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a futurc socioty belong to thc workers. Even the policc at times
frlfil somc noc.ssary functions: onc goes to the policc station to
find lost dogs simply bccausc it happons to be thore. It docg not
follow wgshould ncver find our lost dogs if thorc worc no policemen,
and that we nocd to bc clubbed over tho hoads in time of social
unrost so that old ladios nccd not losc their dogs.

Therc was an old supcrstition that if the Church cxcommunicated
a country, it was under a torrible disastor. Onc could not bo
marricd, buricd, loavc property, do busincss in Safcty? be cducated,
be tcnded whilst sick, whilst thoc couniry was cxcommunlca?cd. It
was not an idlc supcrstitions so long as peoplc believed in thc Qhurch,
if it banncd a country from the communion of belicvers, tpo hospltals
(run by thoe Church) worc closed; thoro could bec no trust in business ;
(the clorics administcred oaths)s no cducation (they ran the schools);
childron could indecd be bogottcn, but not christonod apd were therc-
foro barred from thc community of belicvers; and unmarricd paro?ts
could not lecave proporty to thoir illcgitimate childrog. Qno dlq
not nccd the physical roality of Hell to mako cxcommunication of “cct—
ive. Wo arc wisor now. But our supcrstition has been transferred
to beliof in the Statc. If, thc opponents of Anarchismassurc us,
we werc to put gobornment under a ban, there would bc no e@ucatlon
(for thc govornment controls the schools), no hospitals (aitto)s
nobody could carry on working becausc tho government rcgglatos the
means of oxploitation, and so on. Thoe truth all the time has boen
that NOT THE CHURCH AND NOT THE STATE BUT WE THE PEOPIE have worked
for everything we have got; and if wo have not donc S0, thcx hayc
not provided for us. Even the priviloged class has boen maintained
by US not by THEM.

The myth of taxation. 1o State myth calls into croation.a sccondT

i ary myth, thc moncy myth. According t? this

logend, all the wealth of the country is
$o be found at Watorlow's printing works. As thc notes roll off tho
proesses, so our vwoalth is created; and if this ceascd, wc should be
impoverished! An altcrnative but datod vorsion was ?hat these potos
had to corrospond with a quantity of gold buricd doep in a x%storlouﬁv
vault (but it has long sincc beon found that tho govornmcn? welshed
on that anglol) A sccondary myth is jinvolved: that the rich help the
poor (and not vice vorsa)s that by moans of TAXATION taken from the
rich, thosc who arc poor arc "subsidiscd". The widesprcad belief in
subsidisation is so grecat that it dcfics roasoncd attack. Many
% rthy pooplc boliovo that if Lady X did not spond monoy on hor yacht,
that yacht could mysteriously bo transformed into an X ray ap?aratus
for the local hospital. Thoy do not undorstand that facht b%llqors
cannot produce X ray machincs. Othcre think that thosc on National
Assistance arc being supported by thosc at work (though thoy rarely
think that loafors in Jaguars arc supprted by thosc at work). Yet
the margin of uncmployment is plainly noeded by tho State to mako
the systom of cxploitation work. It is an nocossary as tho Armod
Forcos. Still more poople believe thore is a relation between the
way their wagos go up or down and thc wagoes received by other pepplc.
In fact, in a compotitive socicty, they got what they arc able 10
command.
(15)




To abolish the system of financial
control, it is noccessary first to
understand it. We put it hore in

a simplc fashion. The Govornment, or thc offcctive financial con—
troller which may in somc cascs be over the govornment (the banks),
assosses tho national woalth. A corresponding number of bank notes
ar¢ printed, coin is struck, crcdits arc granted to financial houses.
According to tho dogroc of officioncy or incfficioncy of the govern-—
mont (which is the stuff of day-to-day press political slogancering,
but ncod not concern us), the assossment, or budget, may be corrcct
or incorroct. Tho Chancollor of the Exchoquer may be "gomorous' or
"niggardly". But his assessmont is entircly a fictitious one.
According to this assessment, so is tho national "cake", and so arc
our various"slices". Salarics and wagcs ard doterminod by social
convontion, tradition, Govornment patronago, cconomic competition,
heroditary influonce, trade union bargaining, individual enterprisc
and wildcat strikes, changing of jobs, and by various other means.
According to their offoctivencss, 8O is tho "slice" of cake each
rocoivos. The oake, is of course the samo.

In timo of war, under "fair rationing", such a systcm nced not
apply. In tho sccond World War, wo had "fair rations!, under which
gveryono, no mattor what his incomo, received only 80 many coupons
for moat, rockonod by woight. This was bocause it had been decided
that meat should be sharcd equally, irrospcctive of income. The
coupons had no value in themselves. Today they arc only gouvenirs
in Carnaby Street. Then, they werc highly important.

Many communal products arc cqually available to all, either on
paymont of a fixoed sum, or froc. The highways are freooj it would
probably make no oconomic difforonce if tho undorground railway
was also froe, bearing in mind the cost of ticket colloction. We
pay wator ratos, but may draw as much as wc¢ liko (it is rationcd in
tho Sahara and may bo costly).

A FREE SOCIETY would vastly oxtond the range of communal products
that would be froe. It might be that some products were in short
supply and would have to bo rationed by somc mcans. It could be by
"labour valuo" tickots (an hour's work por ticket, as a IGans of
oxchango) as suggested by tho colloctivistss it could be by ordinary
"fair rationing" in tho casc of many itoms, food included; it might
bo that some moans of exchango, similar to moncy but not bascd upon
tho wagos system which immediatcly brings inoquality, might be used.
Wo cannot lay down economic laws for a futurc froc socicty. The
authoritarian economist can do so ("so long as I, or my party, are
{in powor, the £ storling will be worth 20 shillings"); the libert-
arian can only makc such statomonts as "if you have inequality,
you must have a priviloged class and govornment'! — mot becauso the
"must” is his dictum, but because it is something that follows
Jogioally (just as doos the statement that ifthoro aro twonty
shillings to tho pound thore will bo four lots of five shillings,
whatover you might call thom) .

A freoo socicty is not oxactly an anarchist socioty, and far from
being a porfoct socicty (utopia) if tho latter is possible. It
is a socicty frec from ropressive institutions. Only in such a
socicty can we build up anarchism. The UTOPIAN SOCIETY is one
sn which we should aim our sights. That is the dircction in
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Tho Abolition of the Wage
% Monotary Systoms.

Wails WO sLousd obe moving, and the criterion b i i i
ot L y which we jus
ngggssmgggifali?r?? No anarchist scriously cxpccts tﬁattiii i
Py Stagf w?lflll rcad that capitalism has becn abolished and
s s th-lﬂfrfall before Tuesday, whon the rent collector is
ist—icninist ;Cr:~drc not bc paid. Nor docs he accopt the Marx-
bl e Stﬂingumont‘that there is neceded a "transitory stagc" in
s CXth; and baroagcracy must be strengthened, boyond all
180 Vtrony 9tS° that it may "withor away' when unnocessary (as
s pcriidcii Wogld cver find he was unnccossary). Transition
G s i 1LTOU8~ which wo arc movings the Statc will be super-
- et l\P acos of work arc occupicd (and re-started under
ntrol, and as frec organisms replaco dircction from above.

‘ot E;;:stzzdfizgiz; hii 218 usgfia,ha militarised society divided
v . strata. ¥ ile he may nover achieve it, his
2221;22 :zo g;toimlnod by his Yision of what he wants. The éamo
téing idh ?ut who arc mot ontiroly doludod (in that thoy want one
e, éaanwh'l?ro utopia but entirely difforent actions arc under-
b S iles thoy porhaps "want poacc but preparc for war').
doodiis thoani:?hlst does ngt succoed within his lifetimo, he
tyrn;ny 53 cxtent that he is succossful, modify socicty, mifigate
anny, orm some cevils.

iiscrfginiiggral may, porhaps, be as sincerely opposed to racial-
only State g as the anarchist. But whorsas the liberal can see
concoption e :rmss_thc anarchist alters torms of reforence and
S s. The llﬁoral - such as the C.A.R.D. poople (oven
< 14, 3 ﬁages of "Frecdom "]) - sncors at the revolutionary
i arguo; ; doubt it W}ll abolish race hatred, when you get it,
abolishes. ?t A Itﬂ}s n?t the revolution ITSELF which
;i thgg;auglcc or alsgrlmination; it is the change of mind
Patent that ¢ Who arc working for a revolution. For it becomes
national Z' racial hatrods arc a method of building nationaliticss
ivisions arc the means by which the Statc is maintained.

=

The Employers do not give work. Sincc thce Enoch Powcll spcoch
ma:y havc by accepting his :

e B anti-racialism, also

bzia3221;2001allsm, ?Scnd the blacks homc," thcygs:y, b::§g§;§;

g thcnoz are afraid of tho unknown and don't wish to know

th.s b ihoy try to jgstify this. "Thoy arc taking our jobs"

outiijes Hi not something, however, that is givem by the

ouly b0c;mse mgy have tho.lcgal right to distribute work, but

couptry: 4l a temand for it has been made. The wealth of the

Ezitribu%o tuo. 0 ?ho_workers. The immigrants help to

s tg 1? (it is thc emigrants who do not, but nobody

il o themf) It may be that in some techmological

wtopts. wg kgturc, run Py the Stato, in a sort of boss—

torase o th? ing-class will be displaced as a rroductive

tocknolohs w‘lis has not yet come about. It may be that

Uity s;'t ioducc us, as a productive class, to mere

by SOCretario; ches and oPcngrs of the scicntists' car—-doorss

Tusofsh Sty tand roceptionistsy to janitors and clerks.

ho b ¢ at happens, we must smash that socicty up. Those

against ALIENATION sco tho signs alrcady.
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Ubjections to ‘Anarchism,

Wherever onc attacks rresont—day society, one
senses the fears and prejudiccs of the average
audience. Thoy know that socicty is s Jjungle today, but do not like to
admit it. Once one speaks of anarchism, their tongues arc loosened.
They bring forward objoctions to anarchism which arc, in fact, critic-
isms of present-day socicty but which they think of as objocctions to
a free society of the future.

They fear murder, rape, robbery, violont attack - if therc werc
no government to prevent it. And yet we 21l know the governmont cannot
provent it. (Read the "News of the World"!) It can only punish whore
it finds out, whilec its own mothods of roprogsive action caus. far more
damage. The "curc! is worse than tho ‘disocase. "What would you do
without a police forco?" - Society would obviously ncver toleratc
the murdercr at large, whothor it had a polico force or not. The
institutionalisation of g body to look after crime means not only that
it "looks aftor" (and nourishos) crime, but that the rest of socicty
focls itscolf absolved. A murder ncxt door is the Statds business,
not mino! Rosvonsivility for onc's neighbour is -educed in an
authoritarian socicty, which wishos to be solely responsible for our
behaviour.

"Who will do the dirty work?" — This is a qucstion society has
to ask itself, not mercly the anarchist socicty. Therc are dirty
Jobs which are socially unacceptable and poorly paid, and nohody wants
to do them. People are therecforc foreed to do them (by slavery)s
or thero is compotition and the Jobs become better paid (and therefore
socizally acccptablc); or there is comscription for such jobss or
(as in England today) the capitalist introduces immigration, thus
putting off the problom for s generation or two_ or thc jobs don't
got donc (the strect gutters aron't swept out any morc and we get
doluged with wator shooting out from cars packed with graduate
psychologists). Only a clairvoyant could tcll what an anarchist
socicty would do; it is plain to all of us what it could not do
(usg orce; sinecc it would lack the reprossive machincry), The
question implics g criticism of prosperity and frocdom, which
bring problems in their train.

"If the Anarchists do not seize powor, and have superscded
other forms of socialist that would, thoy objectively meke way for
fascism."  Therc is roally only onc answor to dictatorship, and
that is by tho personal removal of the dictator. Anyone will seize
powor if given tho opportunitys but if the socat is hot enough they
might try to. desist. We do not want 4o soc a privileged class,
and cannot put forward any claim that we would make g better priv—
ileged degrec of leadership that any other. :

Loadcrshig. This is often a vexed questions do anarchists believe
in 16adorship or not? Obviously not, because the
loadership prineciplec leads to the clitc party, and
the clite party to government. Yot for all that,
there is such g thing as leadcrship. Somo peorle, in some circum—
stanccs, do naturally "give a lcad". But this should not mean they
are a class apart. Any rcvolutionary, in a factory where the
majority have no revolutionary oxperionce, will at timos "give a
lcad". But no anarchist would for?légan INSTITUTIONALISED LEADERSHIP,

Y A

"Cannot public opinion itsclf be
of an authoritarian naturcp" Most certainly. BEwen in
a free society? Certainly.
But this is not an argument
against a froe socicty. There might well be, in a socicty controlled
economicz2lly by the produccers, prejudice against some minoritics, for
instance. But there would be no means of codifying prejudice, no
ropressive machinery against non-conformists. Only within =2 free
socicty can public opinion become superior to its prejudices.

UNITY One last objection is made against Anarchism, usually by
those about to "come over". Why disunity in the ranks of
those who take up a similar position on many stands? Why

cannot we be all one libertarian left? Why any divisions at all?

Insofar as we form councils of action — workers industrial
councils - even social groups based upon radical activity - we cab
be united with others of the libertarian left, or indeed (in ths case
of workers' councils) with people of reformist or reactionary points
of view. The cxpression of our anarchist opinions does not make us
hermits. We still mix within society with people of all opinions and
none. Anarchist groups need to keep alive their individual identity,
but only a party machine could keep us from "speaking to outsiders".
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(This pamphlet will later be printed, Comments and discussion on
it are welcome, and the second edition will be improved accordingly).

ANARCHTST PUBLICATIONS IN LONDON. "Freedom" (Weekly); "Anarchy™
(Monthly).
"Cuddon's Cosmopolitan Review"
(occasionally).

A new paper, "THE BLACK FLAG"
will shortly appear .

T — ——

?h¢ vamphlets advertised in this publication have been issued
oy CQPTIC PRESS in conjunction with CUDDON'S COSMOPOLITAN REVIEW.
Obtainable from Coptic Press, 7 Coptic Strect, London, W.C.l.

(4 Cuddon's bookshop and Anarchist publishing contre will be
opened in FULHAM, London, in the near future).

—————

Published & issued by Coptic Press, 7 Coptic Street, London, W.C.1l.
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A CRITICISM Incvitably criticism has boon made in these pages

of both FREEDOM and ANARCHY. The clearer to define
a philopophy, thc morec it is necossary to rectify
mistakes made by those already attompting to define it. As an affirm-
ation of Dilutod Anarchism, the 40 minutc radio programme (produced
for BBC Radio 3 and broadcast on Jan.lOth and 30th 1968; reproduced
in ANARCHY No. 85, March 68) would be hard to beat. It purported

to be a general view of anarchism by taking several different people.
In fact, they werc carcfully choser either by the BBC produccr or
somoonc elsc. Threoe of them were merely advanced liberals, two
confassodly Labour voterss all the cditors of Frecedom & Anarchy thon
active werc chosen, with the exception of onc who would ccrtainly
have given a rovolutionary lines thc two industrial speakers worc not
eloquent and in the cvent said little. A deolightful picturc of

"nice poople with nice manncrs" came overs; but it had nothing to do
with anarchism.

"Thore arc so many sorts of anarchist that onc somctimes
wonders whothor such a thing as a plain and simplc anarchist cxists",
said thc producor. A4s wo have explained in those pages, this is
quite false. But the spcakors went out of their way o invent
differences. One (JR) evon brought in the mythical "Catholic
anarchist!" though he admitted it to be a contradiction in terms.
From the contoxt it sounded as if the "Kropotkinite! could not
beliove in syndicates nor the "syndicalist'" in communcs, as if
cither onc or thc other werto sufficient in a complex socicty.

Nobody can dogmatically statc how a libertarian econory can be run
or it will not be libertarians but the obvious implication is that
if one dispenses with the dictatorship of the proletariat, as the
anarc ist will always gtato, therc can be no FINAL class in
victory; i.c. the frec society may turn to the onc-man artisan as
much as to the factory, as it wills.

CW statcd that therc was a problom in having "a rovolutionary
ideology in a non-rocvolutionary situations how so, sincc it must
dotermine one's stand in socicty? His idea was to give anarchism
"intelloctual rospectebility" by showing how it could fit in to
Meontomporary 1ifc", that is %o say capitalist 1lifo (by rcforms
of cducation, participation in managoment otc.) This has nothing
to do with anarchism. Onc can live a fairly happy lifc beachcomb-
ing in the summer and working in the winter: this is tho hippy
jdoa of "contracting out" and it is all very well but "it has nothing
to do with collccting potatoes"; nothing to do with anarchismy, nor
with change of socioctys all very well if therc is no war and no
authoritarian crisis. But it provokes capitalist rcaction and
fagcism and cannot resist it. (That is what happoncd to the
Wandorwogel of Gormany contracting out to "go on the bum").

To IR it was a sign that we werc moving towards anarchism
"heczuse now therc arc morc and morc people living together and
having children without becing married and without asking thec Statc";
she is obviously unawarc that the State marriage is of very
recont origin and in many countrics still doce not oxist. She
was a pacifist berausc shc did not likc to sce pcople getting

1nes

killod. Again a case of someone wanting"fitting in to contemporary life".

DR claimcd to be a Stirncrite, a name which covers many points
of view, excopt possibly anything advocatedby Max Stirner. (Tho
later did not at any timc call himself an anarchist; the influence
of his philosophy was at onc time widc, but meroly to account for
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motivation. Sti-ner did not lay down a programme, like Trotskys
to call oncsclf a Stirncrite is preciscly the sort of soclf-abneg-—
ation that Stirncr opposcd when he disliked the usc of the word
"Christian" or "Buddhist"). Actually, DR is by far thc best of
those in England using the word "Stirnerite", and his answers aro
the most convincing to prove that "Stirnocrism" as distinct from
Stirner have nothing to do with anarchism. The latter, hc statos,
"may or may not be achicved" cventually; but the others will go so
far as to say it "will not". What is the block o a frec society?
The major*ty that "constitutes a worsc tyranny than the Statc';
what reprossive institution is therofore considored by the so-called
super-Individualist to be nocessary, at least mecantime? Noae of
them pale any boncs about its The Police. True IR"once thought
the police was 3 repressive agency" but he does so no longors—
"It's a vory difficult job and instead of saying
now we ought to be rid of the police force I would
rather say that the society which necds a police
force is g sick society."
(But the sanc socicty "may or may not" bo achieved!)
"I4t's not thc same thing at all as saying that you
would curc society by getting rid of the policc force.
Tho police forcc is rather like crutches. With all
its faults I supposc at the present day it's neccssary.
This is the honcst voicc of Individualism. It is of course
éDR may not rcalisc it) purc and simple G- .dwaterism or Poujadism
desconded from Godwin but in a bastard linc!); and the other
super-Individualists arc far to his right ("of course I would call
in the police to protcot my individuality " ctc.)
And of course if you have tho police, they nced to be controlleds

they mced a code (which we call the law)s thoy noed somcone to administer

the laws (we call it the judicaturc); and so Supor-Ego standing on
its own right Man Dofying Tho Universce I Mysclf The Ouisideran
Incarnate in his Own Destiry,re-crcatos the old Mumbo—Jumbo of the
State. He is well ontitled to do so. Let him call himself an
Individualist by all mcans. But why insult our intelligence by
saying this is Individualist-ANARCHISM?

Thoere are many points of view
amongst Anarchists, ranging from
the view that all domonstrations
without an immecdiatc practical
purposc and all domonstrations led by political organisations, are
useless and should not be supporteds to tho completcly opposite point
of vicw that all demonstrations of a leftwing naturc lcad to a
confrontation with the forcecs of the State and should thereforc be
supported. In tho absonce of a cnhosive anarchis+t organisation (for
the Anarchist Fodcration is as looscly bound as the term "Anarchist
Movemont" itsclf) a discussion on tactics is futile. It is a weak-
ncss of tho British Anarchist movement at prosont that it discussos
tactics at length and engages in militant activity, without having
made even the most clomentary stops towards an orgaxmisation. Honce
no discussion can lcad to agrecmont.
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ANARCHISTS AND DEMONSTRATIONS.




