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“‘But I thought you were an amarchist’ interrupts your friend.
‘Ive Ih?ard that anarchists den’t believe in organisatiol::.’ ’

imagine you have, but that’s an old argument. Anyone who

tells you t.hat anarchists d:m’t believe in o isation is nonsense.

Orggms.atlon is .evgrything, and everything is organisation. The whole

of l!ie IS organisation, conscious or unconscious. Every nation, every

family, why, even every indjvidual is an organisation or organism. Every

?v::tk :fi :v;ﬂm dl(;ltlhge is orgamth'sed én such a manner that the whole

ony. rwise the different organs could not functio
properly and life could net exist. s, 2

. But there is organisation and organisation. . . . An organisatio

is ill or evil when it neglects or suppresses any of its organs or member:
11.1 tl_le .healthy organism all parts are equally valuable and none is
discriminated against. The organisation built on compulsion, which
coerces and forces, is bad and unhealthy. The libertarian o

: e, is bad and | rganisation,
sg:::‘e‘dbz;lynntanly and in which every member is free and equal, is a

and can work well. Such an organisation is a free union
of equal parts. It is the kind of organisation the anarchil:tsabel?eve in.”

ALEXANDER BERKMAN: A.B.C. of Anarchism

Anarchism
as a
theory of

organisation
COLIN WARD

YOU MAY THINK THAT IN DESCRIBING ANARCHISM as a theory of organi-
sation I am propounding a deliberate paradox: “anarchy’” you may
consider t‘c‘: be, by definition, the opposite of organisation. In fact
howevqr, anarchy’” means the absence of government, the absence of
authority. Can there be social organisation without authority, without
government? The anarchists claim that there can be, and t’hey also

claim that it is desirable that there should be. They clai

the basis of our social problems is the principle of gozefn?lll?ntfhalti izt
after all, governments which prepare for war and wage war even
though you are obliged to fight in them and pay for them; the bombs
you are worried about are not the bombs which cartoonists attribute
to the anarchists, but the bombs which governments have perfected,
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at your expense. It is, after all, governments which make and enforce
the laws which enable the ““haves” to retain control over social assets
rather than share them with the “have-nots. It is, after all, the
principle of authority which ensures that people will work for
someone eclese for the greater part of their lives, not because they
enjoy it or have any control over their work, but because they see it

as their only means of livelihood.

I said that it is governments which make wars and war preparations,
but obviously it is not government alone—the power of a government,
even the most absolute dictatorship, depends on the tacit assent of
the governed. Why do people consent to be governed? It isn’t only
fear: what have millions of people to fear from a small group of
politicians? It is because they subscribe to the same values as their
governors. Rulers and ruled alike believe in the principle of authority,
of hierarchy, of power. At most they offer their support to an
alternative set of rulers—Labour instead of Conservative, Republican
instead of Democratic, Communist, Fascist, or what you will, instead

of liberal. F

People have been conditioned from infancy to the idea of
accepting an external authority—Mummy says, Daddy says, Teacher
says, the Church says, the Boss says, the Prime Minister says, the
experts say, the Archbishop says, God says—they have heard the
voice of authority for so long that they cannot conceive an alternative.
Society must be organised, they say, how can this possibly be done
without authority? After all, without authority we would have

anarchy!

And the anarchists agree with them. ‘‘Anarchism [I am quoting
the definition written for the Encyclopaedia Britannica by Peter
Kropotkin] is the name given to a principle or theory of life and
conduct under which society is conceived without government—harmony
in such a society being obtained, not by submission to law, or by
obedience to any authority, but by free agreements conducted between
the various groups, territorial and professional, freely constituted for
the sake of production and consumption, as also for the satisfaction
of the infinite variety of needs and aspirations of a civilised being . . o
and so on. Elsewhere he observes that: It seeks the most complete
development of individuality combined with the highest degree of
voluntary association in all its aspects, In all possible degrees, for
all imaginable purposes; ever modified associations which carry in
themselves the elements of their durability and constantly assume
new forms which answer best the multiple aspirations of all.”

You might conclude that this is a kind of idealised view of
democracy. If it is, it is very far from the kind of democracy we
actually know about, since the notion of democracy as popular self-
government has long since been replaced by the concept of democracy
as a competition between rival, and similar elites, for the people’s
votes. Over fifty years ago Robert Michels wrote a book Political
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Parties on oligarchical tendencies inherent in every allegedly democratic
organisation. Nothing that we have learnt from the experience of
trade union or socialist movements has belied his thesis; it has in fact
invariably been re-affirmed by experience. The same tendencies are
of course, observable in political parties of the right, industrial and
commercial firms, public corporations, nationalised “industries and
SO on. Tl;e, difference is simply that they at least do not set out to be

democratic” or to be answerable to, or controlled by, their members.
Nor, in some senses, do the organisations of the Left. Dr. Victor Allen,
for instance, points out in his book Power in Trade Unions that “the
end of trade union activity is to protect and improve the general
standards of its members and not to provide workers with an exercise
in sel’f-government”. Similarly, after the majority vote in the Labour
Party’s Scarborough Conference in favour of unilateral disarmament
Hugh Gaitskell, in refusing to be bound by the vote, declared that thé
purpose of the Parliamentary Labour Party was to provide an alterna-
tive government (and not, he implied, to be swayed by the fact that
Fran‘l‘( ngsms was able to manipulate the trade union block vote to
the “left” in the same way as his predecessors had always been able
to manipulate it in favour of the leadership).

~ We could very well claim that the nineteenth
thinkers like Proudhon or Bakunin were fore:runnefse n(t)lflr)ll\'lzi?lferlc;hlisli
their criticism of democratic and socialist theory. Michels himself
devotes a chapter each to syndicalism and anarchism as ““prophylactics”’
in his section on attempts to restrict the influence of leaders. FEach

tendency gets its modicum of prai i :
ey g aise, but his con
optimistic. clusions are not

In fact it would be hard to find any writer on the theory of
organisation who 1s optimistic about organisations from the bottom up
Organisation and its problems have developed a vast and expanding;
literature because of its importance for those concerned with industrial
management and governmental administration. Very little of this vast
literature provides anything of value for the anarchist, except in his
role of destructive critic. Nor has any very convincing anarchist theory
of organisation grown up, even though whether we regard anarchisn{w
as a method, or as a destination, the question of organisation 1@
important for us. The fact is that while there are thousands of student;
of government, there are hardly any of non-government: there is aﬁ
immense amount of research into methods of administration, but hardl
any into self-regulation. There are whole libraries on and manage}:]-
ment courses in, industrial management. and big fees for management
consultants, but there is scarcely any literature, no course of study and
certainly no fees for those who want to do away with management
and substitute worqus’ autonomy. The only industrial consultant
who advocated anything approaching this was James J. Gillespie. the
author of Free Expression in Industry and of ANARCHY 47 ( Tou;ardv
Freedom in Work). The brains are sold to the big battalions. and we

















































