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THE \_voRi> ANAR_CHY _MEANS ñ WITHOUT AUTHORITY and anarchism as
a social theory implies an attempt to provide for social and personal
needs from the bottom up, rather than from some government or other
authority down, or for some-oiie_elseôs proýt. It implies an extension
of the idea of voluntary associations and autonomous groups to cover
the whole ýeld of human activity.

The anarchist thus has peculiar diýiculties in formulating an
approach to questions hke_ housing, in which the initiative is so much
in the hands of people with political, ýnancial and economic power,
and so little in those of people with none of these things, but simply
the need for a roof over their heads. An older generation of anarchists,
adoptinga militant and revolutionary approach, would point out that
the housing problem 1S a permanent feature of modern society which
only a revolution would eradicate. They were right, no doubt; we still
have a housing problem, and they didnôt get their revolution. But since
we are today advocating anarchism as an approach and not simply as
a hypothetical destination, We have to look around for those ýelds in
which means which are in harmony with anarchist ends can be applied
today. And_ the difýculty experienced in locating examples is a measure
of_ the way in which so vital and basic a human need as housing has
slipped out of the range of things which ordinary people can provide for
themselves. Even such credit organisations as building societies which
were originally instituted in the early 19th century as organs of working
class mutual aid, have become vast money-lending organisations which
most working-class people are not credit-worthy enough to employ. Ray
Gosling pointed out recently in New Society that even since the years
just before the war the range of people able to make use of building
societies has ñ gone up a class.ò

A yearago, in ANABCHY 23, we attempted to survey the possibilities
of popular intervention in the ýeld of housing, by discussing the poten-
tialities of housing societies, including self-build societies, and by giving
an account of the most signiýcant example of direct action for housing,
the ñ squattersô movement ò immediately after the last war.

In this issue another aspect of popular direct action for houses is
described, thanks to the material, gathered in South America by John
Turner, which formed a recent special issue of the journal Architectural
Design, from which we reproduce William Manginôs case history, which,
apart from its intrinsic human interest, illustrates a similar pattern of
evolution to that of previous examples. John Turner argues that the
squattersô settlements or barriadas of Peru, ñ far from being a problem
are m fact the only feasible solution to the rapid urbanisation problem ò,
and Architectural Design notes that:

Although the 350,000 people who inhabit the barriadas of Lima are living
outside the law, in that they have no legal right to the land they have settled
on, their determination to remain has won them the tolerance of the public
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authorities, who now, through the Junta Nacional de la Vivienda, allocates
aid, at ýrst experimental, but later more systematic, to the more permanent
of the communities.

This is the same sequence of Initiative, Consolidation, Success and
Ofýcial Action, which we noticed in all previous examples of direct
action applied to the housing problem in a non-revolutionary situation.
(The reader of William Manginôs article will notice that the barriada
builders of Lima do not by any means consider themselves to be revolu-
tionaries.)

Little has happened in the Housing Society movement since the
article ñ What Hope for Housing Societies ò in ANARCHY 23, to make
them an feasible proposition for people of average earnings. The govern-
ment promises further loans, but not at the kind of interest rates which
would bring down the cost. (In this connection see the discussion in
this issue, from two points of view both claiming to be anarchist, of
local authority housing.)

A quite different approach to the housing question is raised by
Teddy Gold in this issue. Even if we could all get houses, is the stand-
ardised solution of the one-family house or ýat, the kind of housing we
really want? He is campaigning to start a housing society to build
Multiple-Family units, for the reasons which his article set out. This
moves from the question of housing to that of the family: is the statis-
tically standard family the kind we really want to belong to? How
many happy families do you knowó?

But the housin news of the ear has undoubtedly been the revelaE A Y . . '
tions of racketeering landlordism known as Rachmamsm Wl11Cl1 became
ñ news " simply because the late Mr Rachman shared a mistress with
people concerned in the Profumo scandal. Tenants have been discover-
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PETER NEVILLE ASKS :

| Gll essa  
RECENTLY, IN MANCHESTER, A GROUP OF COUNCIL HOUSE TENANTS demon-
strated against the proposal by the local authority to increase rents and
so meet the rising cost of repairs, etc. The Manchester tenants rebellion
follows that of Glasgow tenants, where, according to a recent edition of
The Eccmo-mist, rents had remained static for years, in spite of rising
costs and an increasing deýcit between costs and rents actually paid.
The last stage in the Manchester battle shows the local Labour Party in
a very bad light. While admitting by their actions that these increases
were necessary, they have passed a motion ensuring that any tenants who
cannot pay the increase will have it paid out of the rates--ð-not every-
bod ôs ratesðonly the rates of these people who are not fortunateY
enough to be council house tenants.

3
As an anarchist myself, and also as a student of economics and

sociology, I feel it is time that someone should try and clear the air on
this issue of local authority housing to enable us to see just what we are
dealing with, and what we are not dealing with, for whenever I see
articles or letters on ñ Housing ò in this country I always get the impres-
sion that the writers are either very naive or very dishonest.

First, however, we must try and sketch in something of the histori-
cal background. Also we must constantly keep reminding ourselves that
we are not living in an anarchist, nor a socialist, society, but a ñ free ò
capitalist society, and any discusson on a social and economic situation
must be strongly related towards society as a whole, with a view to
assessing correctly the historical truth of oneôs ýndings, rather than the
ideological truth based upon oneôs political ideals, and such aspects of
history as will support these, otherwise all one will get will be a largely
unworkable set of political slogans, rather than, what we as anarchists
really want, a well-thought-out blueprint for future actions, or trends of
actions, to meet situations as they arise. I agree in advance with critics
that it is very nice to have big-hearted moral ideas of what should, and
we hope, will happen, but I would prefer to know just what I am dealing
with, as my time is rather valuable and I donôt like wasting it.

Once upon a time, as they say, everyone was supposed to own their
own house, or have some kind of housing adequate to the relevance of
his needs. This may not have been always entirely true, but it is, in
left-wing circles, usually held to be true (ideologicallyó?). With the
coming of the Industrial Revolution, and the decline of cottage industry
because of centralisation in factories, etc., new problems arose. It was
necessary for workers to live relatively near their work and many left
their country villages and settled in the new industrial towns, many of
which were without adequate governmental or social controls to prevent
abuses of urbanisation. Consequently the building of houses and streets
was largely unplanned. Houses were usually very badly built, often with
no facilities for drainage and washing. This led to disease and very low
standards of physical well-being in the industrial population.

As time went on the view of the Establishment was ameliorated
somewhat from the stern utilitarian view that people were poor and
ill-housed because of their own fault. It was realised that it was neces-
sary for a local or central government authority to take a lead, and
frankly, had they not, as in Russia, etc., a revolutionary situation would
have been created. It was therefore decided, to a certain extent, that
our towns and cities must be replanned, and as a ýrst step, all the old
disease-ridden jerry-built slums must be pulled down, and their occu-
pants be rehoused in cheap local-authority-owned houses, until such time
as they were ýnancially able to obtain adequate private accommodation.
It was also realised that certain people in the lower income groups, by
virtue of their low wages. lack of ability and education, or physical
handicaps, would never in our present economic set-up, obtain adequate
housing, not only for themselves but their families, unless some outside
body catered for them. Hence council housesðhouses of poor design
and inferior aspect, yet capable of providing ñ adequately ò for the



needs of the poor, but with no frills, and deýnitely inferior to most
private houses.

This was the picture until quite recent times, but at the conclusion
of the Second World War, a third aspect came to the fore: need. There
were a large number of people who, due to factors beyond their control,
needed houses, and in many cases were prepared to buy them, but had
no chance of obtaining them because of the post-war -shortageð-aug-
mented, it is true by the effects of the bombing. It was necessary there-
fore, for the state, through its agent, the local authority, to step in and
ýnance an adequate building programme. As building materials were
in short supply and it was thought that economies would be made by
centralisation of the building programme, private building was restric-
ted, often by a quota system. All this got rather mixed up with political
ideology. Many deterministic socialists felt that any ownership of
private property was morally wrong, and as such the view was put for-
ward that it was, in this country at least, a human right, to live in a
council house, in fact some seemed to put forward the view that to live
any other way was wrong and anti-socialist, etc. Yet the curious fact
remained that, while to new ideas were accepted, the old idea that
council house tenants were really the deserving poor, and as such, local
authority housing should be subsidised, also remained. In fact both
had been incorporated in the same ideology, yet are they consistent?
Every man in this country is not a poor man, in fact many council house
dwellers I have met claim to be taking in over Ã50 a week, if both wife
and elder children are working. Not all, I admit, but many. The idea
that tenants should remain only so long as they need to get more
adequate private accommodation seems to have been forgotten, many
tenants now come from families who have lived in council houses for
three generations. Rather than look for better accommodation they
seem to demand that council houses should be as good as, or better than,
many private houses--outside as well as internal lavatories, ýxed
refrigerators. and other electrical ýttings being the rule rather than the
exception in many council houses. Also they feel that they should
have all the social services provided on their doorstep, though in many
cases these are not provided for the residents on private housing estates.
When a number of local authorities recently suggested to their ýxed
tenants, that they would be willing to sell them their property, without
deposit, at amounts in many cases, not greater than the rents already
charged, they were surprised at the very poor response.

The thing that seems to me is, if we are going to have local authority
housing for all, as an alternative to private housing, then the tenants
cannot expect to be subsidised by the rest of the community. If on the
other hand, we are going to have local authority housing for the physic-
ally or socially handicapped, then these can be subsidisedððbut by the
whole community-ðnot excluding the affluent council house tenants; but
if we are to have both then it must be acknowledged, and all the tenants
that are able, must pay the economic rentð-in fact, if, as some socialists
wish, everybody must soon be housed in council houses, since all private
houses will be nationalised, if the subsidy was not paid by all, where
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exactly would it come from?

I now have an alternative scheme to suggest, and that is that hous-
ing estates or precincts should be organised upon a communal basis, both
privately-owned and communally owned, houses, and these could well,
as they are at present, be separated. Each should be, as far as possible,
a face-to-face community, responsible for its own affairs, and for provid-
ing, or at least paying for, its own social or community services. It
should be entirely self-supporting and not dependant, as at present,
upon a periodical hand-out or redistribution of social capital, once it
had þogged its own to death. Where the property is all communally
owned, the community as a whole should be responsible for all rents
(i.e. bills for repairs, interest on and return of capital borrowed from a
central credit-giving fund), rates (i.e. bills for community and social
services, e.g. school and welfare services) and social insurance, this to
be not only insurance against accident, old age, unemployment, etc., but
against harm to community property and capital due to this (i.e. the rest
of the community not to suffer a ýnancial loss due to inability of an
individual to meet rents, rates, etc.).

You might well criticise this by saying that some communities
would have better facilities, social, education, etc. than others. This is
true, but one feels that if a person wants something badly enough he
should be willing to pay if he can. At present we have the situation in
reverse. Many people are getting a far larger share of the national
cake, in the name of egalitarianism, yet being unwilling to pay for itða
ñ means test ò in council house rents is apparently wrong, though not so
in income tax, death duties, and for some people super-tax. It seems to
me that this is inconsistent especially as there are still large numbers
of people who are in real need of more adequate housing which could
be more quickly made available by ñ squeezing out ò by a means test
the more afýuent tenants who can easily aýord to buy or rent private
housing. which is not really so expensive as one might imagine, and with
an increase in demand might well become cheaper. I have always
understood that one of the great means of preventing social injustice
was to treat each case on its meritsðwhy is subsidised local authority
housing exempted from this? E

.1!"

says GALEB WILLIAMS
MR NEvILLEôs OPINIONS SEEM TO ME INDISTINGUISHABLE FROM THOSE of
the present government, whose Minister of Housing recently described
Government policy as an attempt to move housing back into the free
market (while recognising the need for aid to special groups). This does
not seem to me a particularly anarchistic point of view. He isolates the
fact that some tenants, who could afford to pay more, are subsidised.
But w_hy stop there? Quite apart from the general observation that the
poor invariably subsidise the rich in our kind of society, millions of
householders are ñ subsidised ò in one way or another. In almost every
country in Europe, governments have intervened in various ways to






























