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ANARCHY 4: ñWhere the shoe pinchesò
In the care of the young and the old, the delinquent and the sick, there
is a recognisable trend towards ñde-institutionisation"ðthe breakdown
of institutions.What are the wider implications of this trend? What
does it mean when applied to the institutions of life in general?

 

QUESTIONS I know that you are not a member of the Labour Party, o-r even an
orthodox Socialist. But when you call yourself an anarchist, are you not drawing
on the anarchist tradition within the Labour movement rather than associating
yourself with anything liket a formal Anarchist position?

Do you not, theref"o're, feel some kind of allegiance to the Lab-our movement?)
It is not just that other people think it irnp-ortant. Surely it is important for you
too. You can hardly draw upon an anarchist tradition in the Co-nsefrvative Party.
ANSWER: I agree about that. I am somebody who co-mes very much from a
Labour background: from South Wales, from a family that has always voted
Labour and has known what Tory rule can be like. And yet I often ýnd myself
out of sympathy with the Labour movement. My sympathies are with the people
not from the formal anarchist movementððI think it is a fair comment that the
leading anarchist in this country should be a knight, and that the formal anarchist
movement in this country is totally useless and an absolute disaster for any kind
of serious anarchist thinking.ð-but I have a sort of sympathy with what are
called the óemotional anarchistsô-ðpeople like students, intellectuals, unattached
people.

' " h tlm s

THESE QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS are taken from a long interview under
the title ñDirect Action?ò published in the March-April New Left
Review. The questions were asked by Stuart Hall and Paddy Whannel,
and answered by Alan Lovell, a regular Peace News writer and a mem-
bef of the Committee of 100. Although some good points are made,
the interview as a whole is not particularly interestingð-a clearer exposi-
tion of the strength and weakness of the Committee is to be found in
the article by another member in this yearôs Aldermaston issue of
FREEDOM. What is interesting for us is the view of anarchism held by
Lovell and his interlocutors.

Three conceptions of anarchism emerge from the interview-
emotional anarchism, formal anarchism, and the anarchist tradition
within the labour movement. (There also emerges an alleged ñleading
anarchistò, but how many of Lovellôs anarchist acquaintances in the
Committee of 100 or in DAC or CND regard Sir Herbert Read in this
light?) Lest we should have here the begimling of yet another anarchist
myth, it is worth while examining these categories.

Is there really a difference between the ñformal anarchist move-
mentò and the ñanarchist tradition within the Labour movementò?
Presumably, like ourselves, Lovellôs questioners regard the Labour move-
ment as something wider than the Labour Party, but if we do, where
but in the Labour movement are the anarchists to be located? Vllhere
else, historically, would we place Proudhon, Bakunin, Kropotkin,
Malatesta, Landauer, or the Russian, Spanish, French, Bulgarian or
Latin-American anarchists? Was it not in commemoration of the
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Chicago anarchists of 1887 that the modern celebration of May Day
as a labour festival began? Were Sacco and Vanzetti, Berkman and
Emma Goldman, Durand or Durrutti, outside the Labour movement?

In this country, the ñfather of anarchismò William Godwin, was
the intellectual father of such precursors of socialism as Francis Place,
Robert Owen, Thomas Hodgskin, and you have only to read the history
of the First International or the life of William Morris to see the extent
to which the anarchists were, in the late nineteenth century, an integral
part of the Labour movement.

The anarchists havenôt changed, but the Labour movement, strait-
jacketed into one concept of socialism, the Marxist one abroad, the
Fabian one here, has changed-ðto its cost. For us, the most interesting
characteristic of the trend we call the New Left today, is the way in
which some of its adherents have been groping towards an anarchist
approach, taking their cue from some older socialist thinkers like Arthur
Lewis, with his declaration that

ñContrary to popular belief, Socialism is not committed either by its
history or by its philosophy to the gloriýcation of the State or to the
extension of its powers. On the contrary, the links of Socialism are with
liberalism and with anarchism, with their emphasis on individual free-
dom . . . ò

or like G. D. H. Cole with his rediscovery towards the end of his life
of the relevance of such thinkers as Bakunin and Kropotkin, and his
re-aþirmation of his early guild socialist principles.

Another rediscoverer was Iris Murdoch, in her contribution to
Conviction, discussing the way in which the Labour Party has reduced
every issue to a political formula, with a consequent starvation of the
ñmoral lmagmation of the youngò and a degeneration of socialist
philosophy. The guild socialists, she said,

ñwere deeply concerned with the destruction of community life, the
degradation of work, the division of man from man which the economic
relationships of capitalism had produced, and they looked to the transforma-
tion of existing communities, the trade unions, the factories themselves . . . ò

It is now time, she declared, ñto go back to the point of divergence . . .ò
Similarly Charles Taylor, examining the quality of life in contem-

porary Britain in ULR 5, demands ñviable smaller societies, on a face-
to-face scaleò and ñthe extension of the individuafs power over the
collective forces which shape his lifeò, and E. P. Thompson (who has
come a long way in the last ýve years), writes in NLR 6, that

ñwe can only ýnd out how to break through our present political con-
ventions, and help people to think of socialism as something done by people
and not for peo-ple or to people, by pressing in new ways on the ground.
One socialist youth club of a quite new kindó, in East London, or Liverpool
or Leeds; one determined municipal council, probing the possibility of new
kinds of municipal ownership in the face of Government opposition; one
tenantsô association with a new dynamic, pioneering on its own account
new patterns of social welfareðplay-centres, nursery facilities, community
services for and by the womenð-involving people in the discussion and
solution of problems of town planning, racial intercourse, leisure facilities;
one pit, factory, or sector of nationalised industry where new forms of
workersô control can actually be forced on management . . . ò
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Their numerical strength is impossible to ascertain, for the anarchists
are not a party, membership cards and voting papers do not appeal to
them. Since they are seeking not power but personal autonomy, they
are not concerned with counting heads or ballot papers, but in awaken-
ing men and women to personal and social independence and responsi-
bility.

Looking at history, the anarchists see two recurring tendencies: the
tradition of authority, hierarchy, the state, and that of liberty, free
association, society. This distinction between the state and society,
between the political principle and the social principle is crucial to
anarchist thought. In Tom Paineôs graphic antithesis,

ñSociety is produced by our wants and government by our wickedness;
the former promotes our happiness positively by uniting our affections;
the latter negatively by restraining our vices. The one encourages inter-
course, the other creates distinctions. The ýrst is a patron, the last a
punisher. Society in every state is a blessing; but government even in its
best state is a. necessary evil . . . Government, like dress, is the badge of our
lost innocence; the palaces of kings are built on the ruins of the bowers
of paradise.ñ

The anarchists go further than this, seeing the principle of authority
as an unnecessary evil, and to the objection that anarchy, however desir-
able, would only be possible if all men were angels, they reply with
William Morrisôs phrase that no man is good enough to be another
manôs master. It is precisely because all men are fallible that none
should surrender their own power over themselves to others.

Thre main trends can be seen in classical anarchism: that of
anarchist communism, associated with Bakunin and Kropotkin, which
beside the usual criticism of the state, its punitive and property systems,
postulates the commune, the local association for the organisation of
social amenities, as the basis of a free society through territorial and
regional federations; that of anarcho-syndicalism which reached its
greates practical application in revolutionary Spain in 1936, which sees
the struggle for workersô control of the means of production as the key
to the transformation of society; and that of individualist anarchism
which puts its emphasis on the autonomy or self-realisation of the person-
In this trend several schools of thought can be discerned, one of pure
individualism, represented by thinkers like Thoreau and the German
philosopher of óconscious egoismô Max Stirner; another developing from
the American Josiah Warren whose ideas, blended with the mutualism
of Proudhon and the individualism of Herbert Spencer, formed the basis
of the anarchism propagated in 19th century America by Benjamin
Tucker, while there is also an ethical or religious anarchism represented
by Tolstoy, and, to some extent, by Gandhi.

What unites these differing trends is their repudiation of the state
and o-f the political struggle for the control of the state machine. Most
would accept Marxôs deýnition of the state as ñthe executive committee
of the ruling classò but all would repudiate the Marxist metaphysic
of the conquest of state power as the pre-condition of its ñwithering
awayò. (And the history of the Soviet Union conýrms Bakuninôs
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prophetic analysis of the future of Marxism in his disputes with Marxôs
faction in the First International in the eighteen-seventies). In other
respects the teaching of the classical anarchists diýer. Proudhon, for
instance, ýrst attacked the notion of private property in his famous
dictum property is theft , but later took the view that óproperty is free-
domò, though it is obvious that in the ýrst instance he was talking of
the private ownership of social assets, and in the second, of a manôs
possession of his house or small-holding. The important thing however,
in the concensus of anarchist teachings, is not the notion of ownership
but of access to the means of production. Similarly on the question
of exchange: some anarchist thinkers have repudiated the idea of
money, others have regarded money as the most convenient mechanism
of exchange but have repudiated the notion of interest, others have
evolved such ideas as that of ólabour ticketsô, while others have boldly
proclaimed, like Kropotkin, that there is enough of everything for every-
body, and have supported the principle of ñto each according to his
needs. from each according to his abilities.ò

Different stages in the social evolution of various countries during
the last hundred years have reþected themselves in the changing
emphasis in anarchist ideas. Free associations of independent producers,
syndicalist movements among industrial workers, independent co-oper-
tive communities, campaigns of civil disobedience and war resistance,
the formulation of social utopias, have all been responses to current
social and political conditions, as were the desperate struggles of the
anarchists in actual revolutionary situations in Russia and the Ukraine,
Germany, Mexico and Spain.

VVHAT DOES ANARCHISM MEAN TODAY?
TODAY IT IS NOT POSSIBLE to speak with the conýdent revolutionary
optimism of our predecessors. The experiences of our own century
have given us a healthy suspicion of rhetoric and of universal panaceas.
We have seen too many and we know too much.

What are we to say here in Britain in the second half of the
twentieth century? We are a tiny minority of disaffected citizens in the
centre of a disappearing empire whose economic structure is still geared
to an obsolete role, an appendage to one of the two contending military
and economic power blocs. What is the task of the anarchists in
such a society? Can we draw up, not a programme, but simply a list
of those ýelds where anarchist activity is useful and in which, according
to personal predilection or opportunity, we can promote our ideas?
W'ar and Peace

One of the characteristics of governments is their maintenance of
what Martin Buber calls the ñlatent external crisisò, the fear of an
external enemy, by which they maintain their ascendency over their






























