WHAT THEY SAY
ABOUT ANARCHY

“Now that it has completed a year of publication one can say
confidently that it is one of the most stimulating magazines
now appearing in this country . . . In almost every article
ANARCHY shows a passionate concern for the way in which
individual human beings are prevented from developing, and
at the same time there is a vision of the unfulfilled potentialities

of every human being . . .”
— RICHARD BOSTON in Peace News, 23 Feb., 1962.

“T'o evoke its tone and contents I can best say this. In my
own writing about the social scene I have tried to discover,
even guess at, realities behind our lives in the past decade,
and if I have succeeded at all in this I’'m bound to say I have
little to help me in the ‘informed journals of opinion’. In
fact, a prodigious gift for not seeing what’s really going on in
England seems to me their most striking—and soothing—
characteristic. To this intellectual-spiritual torpor ANARCHY
is an absolute exception, and you do not need to accept
anarchist ideas at all to find more surprising, revealing infor-
mation about our country than in any other journal that I know
of. That ANARCHY is relatively little read does not surprise or
dismay me, though it may do its editorial board. For I have
found through long and frustrating experience that the degree
to which the ideas of any journal are realistic, and of ultimate
power of germinal penetration into human minds, is in direct
inverse relation to its circulation and apparent material
success.”’

— CoLIN MACINNES in The Queen, 15 May, 1962.
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B THE
{ ETHICS

8 OF
ANARCHISM

i BOB GREEN §

v TN

UNLIKE CHRISTIANITY WHICH HAS ITs Ten Commandments and The
Sermon on the Mount, or Communism with its Manifesto, anarchism
has no single authoritative statement of its aims Or values. In this lies
both the strength and weakness of anarchism. Without a cast 1ron
creed there is less risk of being wedded to dogma. There 1s also con-
siderable scope for skating rapidly over thin ice and avoiding uncom-
fortable issues. : :

A perusal of anarchist writers and personal contact with those
currently active within the movement gives rise to the suspicion that
anarchism is all things to all men. There are pacifist .anarch1sts and
violent anarchists, atheist anarchists and Catholic anarchusts, evolution-
ary and revolutionary anarchists, altruistic and egotistic anarchists,
back-to-nature anarchists and brave-new-technological-world anarchists;
there are anarchists who vote and othersgwho marry; some who see
money as the symbol of all that is rotten in our social order and others
who regard it as a useful medium of exchange, not in itself evil. All
use it. There are even capitalist anarchists—and there are many who
contrive to make a comfortable living within the plexus of a capitalist
system. There may even be some anarchists who beat their wives or

ildren—reluctantly, we trust. .
ChlldWhat, then, 1s ythe common ground that enables all those holding
these diverse viewpoints to call themselves anarchists? At a guess
there is only one principle to which all would at least pay lip service.
All express mistrust of, or show active opposition to the authoritarian
element to be found in any social system from the family to the State.

From this rather broad general principle stem several subsidiary
principles to which most, though not necessarily all, anarchists would
subscribe. There is usually a rejection of eptrenched privilege, since
this almost inevitably requires an authoritarian underpinning. There
is also a feeling that the domination or exploitation of man by man
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is to be condemned, as this again presupposes an authoritarian structure
to maintain the inequity. One other fundamental issue may ‘also be
found to unite by far the greater majority of anarchists. This 1s the
rejection of Original Sin. Anarchists, on the whole, have a lot more
faith in the basic worth of mankind than the guilt-laden Christians.
Beyond this it would probably be impossible to obtain any widespread
agreement among anarchists as to what their ideals committed them.

Stated thus baldly anarchism sounds little more than the bleat
of those who are opposed to what exists without any clear idea of what
to do about it. There are positive aspects to anarchism, but the more
positive the measure proposed the less agreement is to be found among
anarchists as to its merits. The principle of mutual aid as propounded
by Kropotkin ought to command universal acceptance, but even this
has its difficulties. In the first place it is little more than a vague
assertion that man is a co-operative animal who finds his meaning 1n
a social context. While this idea is both laudable and almost certainly
true, it will hardly serve to distinguish anarchists from Christians or
Communists, let alone from humanists, rationalists or others of a

humanitarian persuasion.

In the second place, there would appear to be a section of self-
styled anarchists who might find the concept of mutual aid little to
their taste. These are the egotistic anarchists whose declared over-
riding concern is with Number One. For this brand of anarchist
mutual aid is only to be espoused insofar as it furthers the interests
of the self-centred creature pursuing his narrow ends. He is concerned
with opposing authority or achieving social aims only when he 1s
directly affected. If he seeks the freedom of others it 1s because he
sees this as a necessary condition of his own freedom. Logically, if
such an anarchist were world dictator he would have arrived at his
Nirvana.

He may try to escape this dilemma by avowing that he could not
be happy as world dictator where other men are not free, and 1t 18
his personal happiness that he is seeking. However, this 1s anarchism
by default, not from any commitment to anarchist principles. Given a
straightforward choice between personal happiness and ‘the happiness
of others the egotistic anarchist has no scruples. It is only to the
extent that the happiness of others coincides with his own well-being
that he is a social animal at all. For him, then, mutual aid is a means
to an end—his personal welfare. And it is only while mutual aid
serves this limited end that it finds his favour. For such anarchists
the answer to the question first posed is easily answered. They are
not essentially humanitarian. The egotistic anarchist quite frankly
doesn’t give a damn for anyone but himself. His feelings for man-
kind and the common weal are strictly subsidiary to his self interests.

Perhaps this is not the kindest way of presenting a Stirnerite view.
In some ways there is little to choose between the conscious egotist
and the enlightened self-interest of the 19th century utilitarians. There
is a shift in emphasis, however, in that the Stirnerite is incensed by
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the hypocrisy of those Puritans and do-gooders who wish to stuff their
sanctimonious pretensions down defenceless throats—the “This hurts
me more than it hurts you”—Sado-masochistic syndrome of the Sunday
Observance misery mongers. If these and their kidney would only
pursue their own happiness with just half the zeal they muster to
pursue the unhappiness of others the world would be a much pleasanter
place for all concerned.

In sharp contrast to the egotistic type is the individual whose
anarchism is also derivative, but from the opposite direction. This
kind of anarchist is first and foremost a humanitarian; he subscribes
to anarchism simply because he believes that personal freedom is a
vital conditions for human happiness. For him anarchism is again
a means and not an end in itself. He differs from the egotistic anarchist
in that his cardinal concern is with the welfare of mankind rather
than the pursuit of personal goals. Given the choice between his own
happiness and that of others he is, in principle, prepared to sacrifice
his own interests to what he conceives to be the greater good.

Kropotkin and Godwin seem to have been men of this ilk. Their
writings give the overwhelming impression that they are involved in
mankind to a rare degree. Whereas Marx directs his moral indignation
against the hated capitalist class, the humanitarians are moved by
compassion for those exploited by the system. Marx sees the horrors
of the Industrial Revolution in abstract terms of supply and demand,
monopolies and flow of money, where the humanitarians feel for the
victims and seek alleviation of their distress. Marx is hungry to believe
in the cataclysmic revolution that will sweep away the tyrants; Kropot-
kin would prefer to believe, and Godwin did believe, that men can
change their hearts and live in harmony without the benefit of an
initial blood bath.

While Kropotkin and Godwin had more real love for their fellow
men it must be admitted that Marx was ‘the better scholar. This,
however, is incidental. The point is that Kropotkin and Godwin repre-
sent a type of anarchist who is essentially humanitarian. Such men
believe in anarchism only because they conceive that man needs
freedom to be happy as he needs breath to live. Convince sueh an
anarchist that man would be happier, more content, more at peace with
himself and society, more fulfilled as an individual, under some other
system—say a benevolent meritocracy—and he would be prepared to
yield on his anarchist principles. i

These, then, are the two main types of derivative anarchists—the
egotists and the humanitarians. As a rule the egotists are more given
to the apocalyptic vision, while the humanitarians are more likely to
be of pacifist persuasion with an evolutionary approach. There is no
logical necessity in this, though there is an emotional link; it is just
that the egotist is more willing and eager to give free rein to his
aggressive impulses.

For similar reasons the Sermon on the Mount anarchist is more

likely to be found in the humanitarian ranks, with the militant aetheist
among the egotists. It is only fair to point out that most anarchists

















































