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Salvation by the
cringclass:

ls t an
cutded myth P
Jþliii Pilýýlý

The main hypothesis and much of the wortling of the following
e.ssr.t,j.è= is taken from the paper ñWorking Class Authoritarianismò in
.3. M. Lzpsefs book Political Man published in 1960 by Heinemann
ttnci lJy_Mercury in 1963. For the purposes of this essay I have grossly
simpliýed Professor Lipsetôs aneuntents and applied his hypothesis to
pt-rrposes for which it was not intended. Like my previous paper on
{stateless Societies the present essay had its oz'i_2iizs in a lecture delivered
at one of the London Anarchist Gr0upôs Sunday meetings. I would
like to thank them for giving me a platform to express what were, to
mtmy of those present, heretical and highly uncongenial, opinions.

* =l= =l=

ANARCI-lY 11, _The World of Paul Goodman, began with an essay by
.lol1n_Ellerby 1n which he stated that he saw the function of ANARCHY
as being to restate anarchist ideas ñ. . . in the light of the experience of
:1 changed society and of the ýndings of psychological and sociological
knowledge about the needs and behaviour of manò. Although ANARCHY
lias largely succeeded in this aim it seems to me to have failed in a
comparatively minor, but important, sector i.e. the exposure of anarchist
myths and concepts, 1I1h61óllI6d from the 19th century. to the light of
such modern knowledge. In ANARCHY 58 I discussed the idea that the
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State was responsible for the innovation and maintenance ol the primary
divisions in industrial civilisation and attempted to show that such
divisions were also characteristic of some stateless societies. A more
prominent myth is the continuing belief in the messianic role of the
working classes, in salvation by proletariat. This seems to be due partly
to the anarchist tendency to over simplify highly complex phenomena
and partly to the tremendous, and often unrecognised, inllucncc of Marx.
Much of what passes for syndicalist and anarcho-communist thought
today is merely a rewording of Marxôs ideas on the class struggle; a
valuable concept with which to analyse 19th-century Europe but of
-doubtful validity when applied to what Dahrendorf has lcrmcd "post.
-capitalistò societies. Indeed Dahrendorfôs thesis, that social conþict
arises out of the authority structure of associations, rather than ltingeing
on the ownership of the means of production, is not only unduly neglected
by social theorists concerned with re-interpreting Marxian theory t which
Dahrendorf subsumes) but also by anarchists, for whose analysis of
power and authority he provides powerful, if unwitting, arguments.

In those useful but rather over-emotional pamphlets issued by the
revitalised Freedom Press Group during and after the war we ýnd
phrases like: ñ. . . when the workers, as they surely will, realise their
slavery and throw off their chains . . and in George Woodcockôs
Anarchy or Chaos we ýnd along with a recognition olô the lack of
revolutionary consciousness of the British Industrial proletariat a
straightforward Marxist, even Leninist analysis:

ñEnglish capitalism, if it survives, will have at poor time olô it after
the war. Then the English workers will begin to experience some of the
misery of their Indian comrades on whose misery their comparative. if
slight, well-being has been based. As the contradictions of capitalism drive
it to act for its own eventual destruction, it will turn the scrcw ever more
severely on the proletariat. Then, if not before, we may expect to see a
revolutionary consciousness among the English proletariat?ñ

In fact the end of the war saw, as now, a ñSocialistò government
failing to make capitalism work and the nearest thing to revolutionary
consciousness came from the predominantly middle-class Committee of
100. Although not stated so romantically we ýnd the same basic belief in
the messianic role of the workers running through the recent writings of
Jack Stevenson, Pete Turner and Bil] Christopher?ô

In the 19th century the working-class organisations were a major
force in the extension of political democracy, and in waging political
and economic battles. The ýght was not just based upon the redistribution
of income and equality of opportunity but was also involved with civil.
liberties, minority rights and international peace, while the conservative
middle and upper classes of Europe tended to favour narrow sulfrage,
extremist political forms and jingoistic foreign policies. lt was here
that a major mistake was made by marxists, socialists. and anarchists.
Because the ýght for liberty took place within the context of the s'ti'ttggle
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for econonzic betterment it was assunzed that the working class were
interested Ht freedom as an end in itself. It was the fact that a degree
of freedom was . necessary for economic betterment, because some
freedom of organisation and speech. universal suffrage and so on, were
necessary weapons in the battle for a better standard of living, social
security and shorter hours. that the classical anarchist thinkers of the
l9th century assumed a working-class desire for freedom. Malatesta
alone seems to have had some doubts here. Writing in 1927 he said:

"Anarchists must rccognisc the usclulncss and importance of the
workersó moventcn-I. mus! lnvour its dcvclopmcnt and make it one of the
levers for their action . . _. so that il. in conjunction with all existing
progressive lorccs. will culminate Ill :1 socinl revolution. . . . But it would
hiô it X?'Â'l" (""1 /(Hal illttsion to lielicvc . . . that the workersô nioventent
1-"1" Ill"! 1""-Y1 H" if-ó-' Hit-óI-'. by its v<'ry nature, lead to such a revolution
On thc contrary all movements founded on material and immediate
interests _. . . lend to adapt. themselves to circumstances, foster a conser-
vativc spirit, and lhc lcar olô change in those who manage to improve their
conditions, and ollcn end up by creating new privileged classes and serving
to support and consolidate the system which one would want to destroy.ò3

_lI1w|-ótlr. then, as the classical anarchist thinkers were wrong in their
reading ole working-class movements, to that extent does the traditional
anarchist case fall to the ground. Regardless of the gaps in the welfare
state (and I agree with Titmuss when he states that the gap between
rich and poor IS larger now than at the beginning of the century) the
majority of the working class today are more interested in defending
their higher living standard than in freedom or justice. Hence the
1964 Smethwrck vote and the Labour Partyôs volte-face on immigration,
gigging from the general feeling against immigrants in working-class

It is 11'l any case a major mistake to assume that a section of the
community that IS economically underprivileged will be ñleft wingò on
Ishues other than econornic._ Blondelt shows clearly that on general
humariitarian 1S_Sl1CS,ll'l6I'C IS little partisan difference between ñsocialistsò
and conservatives . _In a survey conducted by the British Institute
of Pulnlic OPIHIPH, whichhe discusses, the general attitude of respondents
was left wing on the House of Lords and ñright wingò on crime and
punishment. There was none of the division along class lines which one
could reasopably expect if the working class were the vanguard of ñthe
free society . In fact most of the work done in sociology and social
psychology in the last ten years tends to show the opposite that
working-class life tends to produce individuals with a rigid and intoilerant
approach. Writing in 1955, long before immigration became a major
issue in the political life of Britain, Professor Lipset said:

ñIn some nations working-class groups have proved to be the most
nationalistic sector of the population. In some they have been in the
forefront of theó struggle against equal rights for minority groups and have
sought to l.1m1t immigration or to impose racial standards in countries with
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open immigration. The conclusion of the anti-]óasci.s't em. um! the mm-'r;,>enct>
of the cold war have s'r'":own that the struggle for frecdmu is not it simple
variant of the economic class struggle. (My italics.) The threat to "tree-
dom posed by the communist movement is as great as that once posed by
Fascism a.nd Nazism; and Communism, in all countries where it is strong,
is supported mainly . . . by the working class, or the rural population.
No other party has been as thoroughly and completely the putty of the
working class and the poor. Socialist parties, past and present, s-ecured.
much more support from the middle classes than the Communists have.

Some socialists and liberals have suggested that this proves nothing
about authoritarian tendencies in the working class, since the (óommunist
party often masquerades as a party seeking to fulýl the classic democratic
ideals of liberty, equality and fraternity. They argue that most (.óommun_ist
supporters, particularly the less educated, are deceived into lliinking that
Cornmunists are simply more militant and eflicient socialists. I would
suggest. however, the alternative hypothesis that, rather than being :1 source
of strain, the intransigent and intolerant aspects of Communist ideology
attract members from that large stratum with low incomes, low-status
occupations, and low education, which, in modern industrial societies has
meant largely, though not exclusively, the working class.ñ

Thus, Lipset goes on to argue, the socio-economic situation oi the
lower strata of industrial society creates a tendency to view politics in
black and white, and thus a tendency to prefer extremist movements
which suggest quick and easy solutions. In this respect it is interesting
to look at the table drawn up by Tristram Shandy in Awltntittv .l.'2...ñ"
Here the respondents to the FREEDOM readership survey are divided
into working and middle class by educational background and
occupation and then categorised according to age. While readers in
their seventies are 50% middle class and 50')? working class the teenage
readership is 100% middle class. Now when all the qualifications are
made (including the recognition of the middle-class bias that the
questionnaire method always shows) one is forced to the conclusion that
anarchism is becoming a middle-class philosophy: the table shows a
continual rise in the middle-class readership as the working-class
readership drops. One of the conclusions that can be drawn here is
that as anarchism has ceased to be a philosophy that offers quick
solutions so it has lost its working-class appeal. its fundamental
libertarianism making little appeal to social strata that by reason of
their situation in the socioeconomic hierarchy, are predisposed to
authoritarianism.

The phenomenon of persistence will modify this attitude to some
extent of course. The authoritarianism of any strata is relative. For
this reason the working class in Britain, which developed an early loyalty
to movements which have fought for egalitarianism does not easily
change its allegiance. Thus the worker who is predisposed towards
authoritarian ideas will defend liberal democratic institutions because
of his links with anti-fascist working-class parties. But speaking very
broadly it can be maintained that those in the relatively more
authoritarian lower-status groups are more liable to be attracted toward
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totalitarian movement and that, once recruited, they will not be alienated
by its lack of democracy, while the more educated or more sophisticated
of its supporters will tend to drop away.

The attitude of the lower-status groups to highly authoritarian and
power-centred philosophies is exempliýed, to the point of caricature
perhaps, by the interview which Clancy Segal conducted with an
18-year-old casual labourer accused of beating up negroes in 1958:

ñThatôs why l"m with the li'aseists," he says. ñThey're against the
blacks. That Salmon, heós- a Communist. The Labour Party is Communist
too. Like the un-ions." His mother and father. he says, are strict Labour
supporters-. ls he against the Labour Party? ñNah, Pm for them. Theyôre
for yóknow-ðus.'" liven though they were dominated by Communists?
ñSure,ò he says. ñI like the (ñommunist Party. It's powerful like." How
can he he for the (óommunists when the Fascists hate them?

Len says, ñWell y"know. I'm for the Fascists when they're against the
nigs. But the Fascists is really for the rich people y'know, like the Tories.
All for the guxfnors. people like that. But the Communists are very"
powerful." I told him the Communist Party in Britain was quite small.

"But," he says, ñthey got Russia behind them." His voice was full
of marvel. ñ.l admire Russia. Yôknow, the people, Theyôre peaceful.
Theyóre strong. When they say theyô]l do a thing, they do it. Not like us.
Makes you think: they got a weapon over there can wipe us all out, with
one wave of a generals arm. Destroy us completely and totally. . . . When
they say they'll do a thing they do it. Like in Hungary. I pity those
people the Hungarians. But you see how the Russian-s went in and stopped
them. Tanks. Not like us in Cyprus. Our soldiers get shot in the back
and what do we do? The Communists is for the small manò?

This represents a type of authoritarianism in its most pathological
form, but it is only an exaggerated form of the basic attitude of whole
sections of the working class. Once liberalism is deýned in non-economic
terms, that is, in support of civil liberties, internationalism and so on,
the correlation based on economics becomes reversed. The better off
are more liberal, the poorer more intolerant. A reasonable index of
liberal attitudes in ñwesternò countries is the degree to which a
multi-party system is favoured. A Uneseo survey carried out in
Germany, Austria, Japan, Brazil, Canada, Mexico, West Germany, the
Netherlands, Belgium, Italy. and France showed that although the
proportion favouring a multi-party system varied from country to
country, the lower status groups in each case were the least likely to
favour it. Eysenckòs research in England produced similar results:

ñThe ótough-mindedô group tended to be intolerant of deviations
from the standard moral or religious codes, to be anti-Negro,
anti-Semitic, and xenophobic, while the ótender-mindedô were tolerant
of deviation, unprejudiced and internationalist.ò8 Wherever his
respondents came in the political spectrum Eysenck found that those
situated in the middle class tended to be more tender minded than those
in the lower-status groups. (As Tony Gibson pointed out in ANARCHY 12,
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anarchists cannot easily be accommodated on this two dimensional
scale.) The evidence from various American studies points in in uch the
same direction.

Both_ the public opinion survey and the research of social
psychologists show a consistent association between the autlioritarian
personality and lower-class status.

ñRecent research further suggests the possibility of a uaeiitive
correlation between authoritarianism and neuroticism within the lower
classes.* In general those who deviate from the standards of their
group are more likely to be neurotic than those who conform, so if we
assume that authoritarian traits are more or less standard among those
with low status then the more liberal members of this group should also
be the more neurotic. As two psychologists, Anthony Davis and
Charles Eriksen have pointed out, where the óstandard of reference on
authoritarianism is quite highô, people may be well adjusted and
authoritarian. And the fact that this is often the case in lower-class
groups ýts the hypothesis that authoritarian attitudes are ónormalô
and expected in such groups.ò9

The same connection appears to exist between low social status and
fundamentalist religions. There is not the space here to look at this in
detail but in summary it can be said that. again, the evidence points to
the socially disinherited being attracted toward millenarial and highly
authoritarian versions of Christianity and that in Holland and Sweden it
would appear that Communism is strongest in regions that were once
centres of fundamentalist religious revivalism. The point here is that
rigid fundamentalism and dogmatism are linked to the same underlying
characteristic attitudes and predispositions which ýnd another outlet in
allegiance to authoritarian political philosophies.

WHY?

The problem is what causes these attitudesó? Low education. low
participation in voluntary organisations, little reading, isolated
occupations, economic insecurity and authoritarian family patterns are
among the most important. Probably the family, which is responsible
for the basic socialisation o;f the child, is one of the most important of
these factors. And one reason for authoritarianism in the family is the
current pattern of industrial life. As Professor Titmuss has said:

ñThe progressive substitution of work regulated from the outside for
work more or less freely shaped by the worker himself is . . . on-e of the
chief characteristics o-f contemporary industrial evolution. Where the
worker is dominated by the machine, by work schedules, by time-study
checkers, by pace-setters, and by the cloekððby what has been called
óscientiýc managementô it can all signify submission, dependence. loss of

......_.Â__-_ð-i-._-_._.....-

*To protect myself from the wrath of my more easily aroused readers l should
point o-ut that the term ñlower classò does not carry the pejorative overtones
in America that it does in Britain.
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initiative. The_individual's will or _er_eative_ energy is _not challenged into
action if there is only one óbest way in which _to act; if work does itself ._
Judgement, selection and initiative, the ingredients of skill, the basis ot
self respect, are not called into being.

ñln so far then, as modern industrial techniques lead to feelings of
personal dissatisfaction, to a dispossession of personality, the problem thus.
be-comes a personal and community problem. If the effects cannot be
expressed at work, if relief and compensation cannot be found there, then
the worl-;erôs home life is likely to be inþuenced and changed in many subt-le__
ways. . . . In so far as he turns to his home for an outlet, as a source of
satisfaction, it is arguable that two different and opposed patterns of
behaviour may develop. ()ne may take the form of submissivenessðof a
lack of initiative and a reduced sense of control. The worker will thus be
carrying into his family life the conduct expected _of him in_ the culture
of the factory. Ur he may react. according to his personality, the per-
sonality of his wife, and the prevailing characteristics of the community at.
large. in an aiithorituriiin and punishing way. _He may react "to the
doinination of the machine by attempting to domiiiate others. . . . 1Á

From the authoritarian pattern of family life_the child goes on,
particularly in working-class areas, to an authoritarian scl_ioo_l,_ and
thence to the factory. Thus a cycle is created in which the_individua].
maintains a learned pattern of behaviour. Working-class children who
overcome the effects of their environment and get to a grammar school
are much more likely to go to a teacher-training college _than_ to _a
university. (The proportion of working-class people at university in
Britain is no larger than before the war.) And the training colleges tend
to be much more authoritarian in their regimes than the universities. One
training college Principal, for example, refused to give a character
reference to a student who had married during the vacation without
(the iPriiicipalôs) permission, saying, in a notice to the college: ñ. . . I
wish the College to know that this was neither with my knowledge nor
sanction. This is particularly to be deplored since l_ have refused
permission to those more honourable students who asked for it! . . .ô

The use of corporal punishment in schools is a particularly virulent
agency both in the inculcation of submissive attitudes to authority and
in the breeding of authoritarian attitudes. Although its use has
diminished considerably since the ôthirties. the comfortable belief that
has virtually died out, except in the public schools, is far from the truth.
Its incidence is particularly high in working-class areas in Engla_nd,..
where overcrowded classes and unimaginative teachers, plus the socialisa-
tion towards personal violence that most of the teachers themselves
experienced at school and training college, create a strong drive towards
such authoritarian solutions. Thus again a learned pattern of behaviour
is maintained. Arthur Barton, in an article in the Guardian expressed
the attitude of the contemporary secondary modern teacher: talking of
his own schooldays he said:

. . in in-ost schools the cane was much in evidence, used here
sadistieally, there with genuine repugiiance, but usually mechanically, because
it was the custom, had always be-en, and seemed the only way to make-
boys amenable and industrious.ñ Then turning to the contemporary




























