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ANARCHY 4: *““Where the shoe pinches”

In the care of the young and the old, the delinquent and the sick, there
is a recognisable trend towards “de-institutionisation”—the breakdown
of institutions.What are the wider implications of this trend? What
does it mean when applied to the institutions of life in general?
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QUESTION: I know that you are not a member of the Labour Party, or 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 like a formal Anarchist position?

Dc¢ you not, therefore, feel some kind of allegiance to the Labour movement?
It is not just that other people think it important. Surely it is important for you
too. You can hardly draw upon an anarchist tradition in the Consérvative Party.
ANSWER: I agree about that. I am somebody who comes 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 find myself
out of sympathy with the Labour movement. My sympathies are with the people
not from the formal anarchist movement—I 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—but I have a sort of sympathy with what are

called the ‘emotional anarchists'—people like students, intellectuals, unattached
people.

Moving with the times
. . . but not in step

THESE QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS are taken from a long interview under
the title “Direct Action?” 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 interesting—a clearer exposi-
tion of the strength and weakness of the Committee is to be found in
the article by another member in this year’s 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 “leading
anarchist”, but how many of Lovell’s 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 beginning of yet another anarchist
myth, it is worth while examining these categories.

Is there really a difference between the “formal anarchist move-
ment” and the *“‘anarchist tradition within the Labour movement”?
Presumably, like ourselves, Lovell’s 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? Where
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 “father of anarchism” 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 haven’t changed, but the Labour movement, strait-
jacketed into one concept of socialism, the Marxist one abroad, the
Fabian one here, has changed—to 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

“Contrary to popular belief, Socialism is not committed either by its
history or by its philosophy to the glorification 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-
g . "

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-affirmation 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

“moral imagination of the young” and a degeneration of socialist
philosophy. The guild socialists, she said,

“were 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 . . .

It 1s now time, she declared, “to go back to the point of divergence . . .”

Similarly Charles Taylor, examining the quality of life in contem-
porary Britain in ULR 5, demands “viable smaller societies, on a face-
to-face scale” and “the extension of the individual’s power over the
collective forces which shape his life”, and E. P. Thompson (who has
come a long way in the last five years), writes in NLR 6, that

“we can only find 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 people or to people, by pressing in new ways on the ground,
One socialist youth club of a quite new kind, 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
tenants’ association with a new dynamic, pioneering on its own account
new patterns of social welfare—play-centres, nursery facilities, community
services for and by the women—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
workers’ control can actually be forced on management . . .

——
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Here he is talking what is very like our own language. Yet among

the writers of the New Left there are alic/; strange iélcgilmitfexilgezbellgsc:
' 1alis d Marxism. Some

hangovers from orthodox socialism and Some C :
‘?hjn%(ers have learned nothing from the history of socialism 1n our time.

Raymond Williams, whose book The Long Revolutz’c?fn is discussed at
length in this issue of ANARCHY puts the formula thus:

“What is the alternative to capitalism? Socialism. What is a socialist
culture? State control.”

i iS: litical mouse! The New Left
uch a mountain of analysis: such a po i, :
ieeds the lessons which it can draw from tl}ll,e anarchist approach; the
bty it i ing them.
uestion is whether it is capable of learning : -
2 ‘The editor of NLR 6, discussing the Campalgp for Nuclearl IZISZ
armament, writes of “the anarchist case, which 1 .belzeve to bela ly;e taJ ?e
unarticulated strand in CND politics, and which is weak lar.ge y bec ym
it has not been put. In any event, that anar:chzsm a.‘ﬁd lzbertﬁrzanri;r
has been a most fertile element in the I(IZampazgnt(.) .re.:ad i?ut]fh: ?)oint
: are ;
chist case has been put, for anyone who C : S e
: : n taken, and if the anarchist stran
at it does not appear to have been faxen, o
ii g']eak, it is precisely because of the lack of what Lovell calls “serious
hist thinking”. . )
anar(iike him w§ have a sympathy with the people he calls enio,t,logelté
anarchists—*“people like students, intellectuals, ur}att]e;ghegi tpeoi% v?/ Seri
he suggested elsewhere 1n his 1nierview,
e iy i but it is very much of an emotional
emotional bias towards anarchism, bu Very kL
: -out”. We wish they would sta
bias and completely unthought-out™. s A
ing i in fact that serious anarchist thinking ;
B e : i hich, in his odd way, he thinks
ional anarchists aren’t doing, and whic , 1 i
svlggﬁi be disastrous in the “formal anarchists”, the peop’le who a_lctualilt)sl
call themselves anarchists, and who know the word’s meaning,

history and its literature.

WHAT IS ANARCHISM ABOUT?

n- ] trary to authority), is the
from the Greek an- and ag‘chza, con ;
;\:rggcgilsgl Eo a principle or theory of life and co;dug;t) C‘il:t(}lle{) grlllécgbigﬁllz’gl

1 ] — in such a :
is conceived without government—harmony s s P

ission to law, or by obedience to any aull : ;

goie:riexslltl: Icrz)ncluded between the various groups, territorial and prc;fzslzloox}%lf
fr%:ely constituted for the sake of production and consumption, a

' 1 infini ietv of needs and aspirations of a
tbe'l'se?(tilstf)%(i:igon S —ENCYCLOPEDIA BRITANNICA.
civilis e

THE IDEA OF SOCIETY WITHOUT AUTHORITY has found expression thlr(qqgh-
out human history, from Lao-Tse in ancierflt Chllni' and Z%I&l’?ll(i)afm 1&12)1311
I I ] matic formulation 1n -
in classical Greece, to its first systematic IC oo 8
in’ ] / itical Justice in 1793, and 1its €labo

win’s Enquiry Concerning Political Ju: p—
] ' irect ’ th century by Prou ;

fferent directions during the mineteen _
llgakclillnin and Kropotkin. Today small and scattered grougs Xf alr‘lig;.
chists exist throughout the world, from Siberia to Sout merica.
















































