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ñ óBut I tho t 31131-g-_-_l||"5|;,ô |'|;|;en-up -
ólôve heard that auliihrclligtz dvtfllift liIelieve in orpnis-ation? your mend.

I imagine you h b t th tô Id 1-gum Anyone
tells you that BIl8I'Clll$vÄlIIlôlJbeligves i:Ihi';ni;tion idltthlldngM 
0l'@ll5'59ýÁ|l is Á"Ál'Yþ1iIl8, þlltl Bveryþling is organisation. The whole
of hie is organisation, conscious or unconsciom. Every nation, every
family: Why, "flf Every individual is an orgadimtion or orgnism. Every
P315ó0f WEIó? living thing is organised in such a manner that the whole
vvo s in armony. Otherwise the diýerent orpm uld t funetio
properly and life could not exist. co no I

But there is organisation and orpmsatiim, An 0 ' -
'ý.'l:h':' avilghen it "T slllilifý any of its 0% or members.
discrim' inatcd y ñiii? Pamó are ñmil? mum and mm lômemes 9831 _ orpnisation built on compnmon, w|;iÂh

and forces, is bad and unhealthy. The libertarian oi-ganisaý
formed voluntarily and in which every member is tree and equal, if:
"and 5Á53ô and Âþ_Il W0rk_ well. Such an orgnisation is a free union
of equal parts. It is the kind of organisation the anarchists believe in.ò

ALEXANDER BERKMANI A.B.C. of Anarchism

COLIN MID

Ägúi[(J)nLl[?Ya';l1óIINK THATdlN DESCRIBING ANARCHISM asnia theory of Ofgani-

consider to bgroioug ling" 'a deliberate PimdÁ"ñ A-ñ?óÁ!1Y" YÁ" mayhowever ñan Q6 111t1011, the opposite of organisation. In fact,
_ , a c y 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 ihey also
claim that it is desirable that there should be. claim that at
gig: basis of our social problems is the principle of govermnent. It is,

er all, governments which prepare for War and wage war even
though you are obliged to ýght 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 ienforce
the laws which enable the _haves óto retain control over úOClþ Hassrgs
rather than share them with the have-nots . It 1S, a ter a , t e
principle of authority which ensures that people will work for
someone elese 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 1S not government aloneðthe power of a governmen .
even the most absolute dictatorship, depends on the tacit assent of

rned Wh do o le consent to be governedó? It 1snôt onlythe gove . ~ ,y~ P6 P ó f
fear; what have millions of people to fear from a small group o
pqliýgiang? .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 oþer 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. 4}

People have been conditioned froml infancy to the iilea hof
accepting an external authority---Mummy says, Daddy _sayS. 63Â 61'
says, the Church says, the Boss says, the Prime Minister says, the
experts say the Archbishop says, God saysððthey 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. ñAnarchism [_I am quoting
the deýnition written for_ the Encyclopaedta Britannica byf Pete;
Kropotkin] is the name given to _a principle or theory of ie an
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 betgveien
the various groups, territorial and professional, freely constitute óor
the sake of production and consumption, as also for the satisfactiori
of the inýnite variety of needs and aspirations of a civilised being . . .
and so on. Elsewhere he observes that: ñIt 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 modiýed associations which carry III
themselves the elements of their durability and constantly assume
new forms which answer best the multiple aspirations of all.ò

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 peopleôs
votes. Over ýfty years ago Robert Michels wrote a book Political

"T"

J.
1
d
Ir

1

. "I-

-11.__l.IIII'li.-1 

-l-1In_IIð ?I-|-ði-11-

l

98 99
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 ýrms, public corporations, nationalised industries and
so on. The difference is simply that they at least do not set out to be
ñdemocraticò 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 ñthe
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 self-governmentò. Similarly, after the majority vote in the Labour
Pai'tyôs Scarborough Conference in favour of unilateral disarmament,
Hugh Gaitskell, in refusing to be bound by the vote, declared that the
purpose of the Parliamentary Labour Party was to provide an alternaÄ
tive government (and not, he implied, to be swayed by the fact that
Frank Cousins was able to manipulate the trade union block vote to
the ñleftò 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 century anarchist
thinkers like Proudhon or Bakunin were forerunners of Michels in
their criticism of democratic and socialist theory. Michels himself
devotes a chapter each to syndicalism and anarchism as ñprophylacticsò
in his section on attempts to restrict the inþuence of leaders. Each
tendency gets its modicum of praise, but his conclusions are not
optimistic.

In fact it would be hard to ýnd any writer on the theory of
organisation who is 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 anarchism
as a method, or as a destination, the question of organisation is
important for us. The fact is that while there are thousands of students
of government, there are hardly any of non-government; there is an
immense amount of research into methods of administration, but hardly
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 workersô autonomy. The only industrial conIsultant
who advocated anything approaching this was James J. Gillespie, the
author of Free Expression in Industry and of ANARCHY 47 (Towards
Freedom in Work). The brains are sold to the big battalions, and we
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have to build up a theory on what little actual experience has been
glued and assessed. For instance the work which has been done on
the borders of social psychology and sociology on the nature of small
groups, autonomous groups and leaderless groups. ,

Now all of us, except the most isolated of people, belong to a
whole network of groups, based on common interests and common tasks.
Anyone can see that there are at least two kinds of organisation. There
is the kind which is forced on you, the kind which is run from above,
and there is the kind of organisation which is run from below, which
oanôt force you to do anything, and which you are free to join or free
to leave alone. Most people have the experience of starting some club
or some branch of a voluntary organisation or simply a group of friends
who drink together on Fridays and listen to records. We could say
that the anarchists are people who want to transform all forms of human
organisation into that kind of purely voluntary association where people
can pull out and start one of their own if they don't like it. This
doesnôt mean committees, votes, membership cards. For the formalised
kind of voluntary organisation, as you all know, only really works
because of some internal gang of people who are really concerned with
the function of the organisation and are prepared to do its work. If
this is democracy, it is what the dissident Freudian, Wilhelm Reich,
mlled work-democracy, and his description of his own experience of
this mode of organisation mirrors exactly my experience of anarchist
groups. He asks

ñ. ..~ . On what principle then, was our organisation based,
if there were no votes, no directives and commands, no secretaries,
presidents, vice-presidents, etc.?

What kept us together was our work, our mutual inter-
dependencies in this work, our factual interest in one gigantic
problem with its many specialist ramiýcations. I had not solicited
co-workers. They had come of themselves. They remained, or
they left when the work no longer held them. We had not formed
a political group or worked out a programme of action. . . . Each
one made his contribution according to his interest in the
work. .. . . There are then, objective biological work interests
and work functions capable of regulating human co-operation.
Exem lar work or anises its forms of functioning organicallyP Y B
and spontaneously, even though only gradually, gropingly and often
making mistakes. In contradistinction, the political organisations
with their ócampaignsô and óplatformsô proceed without any con-
nection with the tasks and problems of daily life.ò
Elsewhere in his paper he notes that

ñIf personal enmities, intrigues and political manoeuvres make
their appearance in an organisation, one can be sure that its
members no longer have a factual meeting ground in common,
that they are no longer held together by a common work-
interest. . . . Just as organisational ties result from common
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work-interests, so they dissolve when the work-interests dissolve
or begin to conþict with each other.ò

We can deduce from these astute observations certain principles of
organisation. I once, in reviewing that frivolous but useful little book
Parkinsorfs Law, attempted to enunciate four principles behind an
anarchist theory of organisations; that they should be (1) voluntary,
(2) functional, (3) temporary and (4) small. They should be voluntary
for obvious reasons. There is no point in our advocating individual
freedom and responsibility if we are going to advocate organisations
for which membership is mandatory. They should be functional for
reasons which are equally obvious but are not always observed. There
is a tendency for organisations to exist without a genuine function,
or which have outlived their functions. They should be temporary
precisely because permanence is one of those factors which hardens
the arteries of an organisation, giving it a vested interest in its own
survival, in serving the interests of its office holders rather than in
serving its ostensible functions. They should be small precisely because
in small face-to-face groups, the bureaucratising and hierarchical
tendencies inherent in organisation have least opportunity to develop.

But is is from this ýnal point that our difficulties arise. If we take
it for granted that a small group can function anarchically, we are still
faced with the problem of all those social functions for which organi-
sation is necessary, but which require it on a much bigger scale. Well,
we might say in response to this point, ñIf big organisations are
necessary, count us out. We will get by as well as we can without
them.ò We can say this all right, but if we are propagating anarchism
as a social philosophy, we must take into account, and not evade,
social facts. Better to say, ñLet us ýnd ways in which the large-scale
functions can be broken down into functions capable of being organised
by small functional groups and then link these groups in a federal
manner. This leads us to consider an anarchist theory of federalism.

Now the classical anarchists, in considering how they envisaged
the organisation of a future society, thought in terms of two kinds of
social institution: as the territorial unit the commune, a French word
which you might consider as the equivalent of the word parish, or of
the Russian word soviet in its original meaning, but which also has
overtones of the ancient village institutions for cultivating the land
in common; and the syndicate, another French word from trade
union terminology, the syndicate or workersô council as the unit of
industrial organisation. These were envisaged as small local units
which would federate witheach other for the larger aýairs of life, each
commune and each syndicate retaining its own autonomy, the one
federating territorially and the other industrially. Proudhon and Kropot-
kin devoted a lot of attention to the federative principle and we do
know something about the factors which make for successful and
unsuccessful federations.
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