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Symbols

Symbols Of Secret Societies
Associated With The
[ Hluminati

The pictures below are actually symbols that are often used by Illuminati associated groups. These
arejust a few of their symbols, there are many more. The basic symbol can be cloaked in the users
own design but, thishasno real effect on the symbols power. Each symbol has a certain power that
can be used. The power from the symbol itself is neutral. It depends on the intentions of the users how
the power will be used. The reasoning behind the placement of these symbolsisto draw power in the
direction of the geographical areaswhich are known to be power vortexes of the planet Earth. These
vortexes are scattered in various places around the planet.

These groups are aware and very knowledgeable in the power these symbols hold when used in the
accurate geometrical and ritualistic type methods. The symbols can also have more than one use, and,
or meaning. | do not know the llluminati's use of (but I am looking for) the power, or meaning
behind their usein the symbols. I know they are very important to these secret societies. | f you know
the meaning behind their use and power please EMAIL ME and share your knowliedge.

FIAT LUX
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Click Here For Enlargement Of Writing. Plus alternative info. to the above.

Below are my collection of the Eye Of Horus. Asyou can see the designs are
very different. The Eye Of Horusis avery important symbol to several secret
societies.

http://www.geocities.com/mzaneg/ill.html (2 of 11)1/12/2005 7:02:47 AM



Symbols

http://www.geocities.com/mzaneg/ill.html (3 of 11)1/12/2005 7:02:47 AM



Symbols

! ...._,.-y._.

L ..Th%_u.u&.ql- “m, ams i

Other Various Types of Symbols
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Let's Hope Not. Remember....Once Y ou Know, Y ou Can Never Go
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| Back.

Get more I nfo. by checking out my links page
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Great Seal

The excerpt to the picture is typed below for easier reading. If I've gotten any of this
excerpt incorrect (for those of you who know, or can see the writing easier), or know
alternative meanings please email me so | can correct, and/or add it here. Thanks.
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THE OUERT AND REVERE OF THE GREAT SEAL OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
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From Hune'sHistory of The Seal Of the United States

THE OBVERSE AND REVERSE OF THE GREAT SEAL
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICAN

The significance of the mystical number 13, which frequently appears upon the Great
Seal of the United States, isnot limited to the number of the original colonies. The
sacred symbol of the ancient initiates, here compose of 13 stars, also appears above the
head of the " eagle." The motto, E Pluribus Unum, contains 13 letters, as does also the
inscription, Annule Coeptis. The " eagle”" clutchesin theright talon a branch bearing
13 leaves and 13 berriesand in it's |eft a sheaf of 13 arrows. The face of the pyramid,
exclusive of the panel containing the date, consists of 72 stones arranged in 13 rows.

Thisinformation was sent by Atriau999999999 as another meaning to the 13 on the US
$. This meaning appeals to my sense of depth, and mysticism.

13 isa sacred number in the mystery systems, alchemy. In thetaro 13 is the death card
which doesn't stand for death but rather transformation. Death has never truly existed it
isjust a change of being. In alchemy 13 was thought to represent creation because men
have 6 bodily orifices and women have 7 add them together 13 and a baby.
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Favorite Links

| have posted these links in hope that the knowl edge supplied by themwill bring awareness. Much of
what you will read at these siteswill be disturbing if not frightening but, | do not advocate the fear
tactic. Thefirst step in any direction is awareness, and through knowledge one can become awarein a
productive way. Knowledge "1S POWER" and my hopeis that this information will be used for the
productive awareness it has been placed here for. Fear is uselessto the cause but, it is also a normal
reaction when one feels threatened. My wish is that we are not frozen in the fear but, can move forward
in spite of it.

Several of these links deal with The Illuminati, or are directly related through other groups that carry
out their covert plans such as the governments of the world. Some are links to people who have
discovered the knowledge that they stole and hid from humanity. The sacred geometry links, and other
links which give info. about the origins of humanity have information used by the Illuminati themselves.
As | believe thereis a division within the IHluminati | also believe they use the same knowledge yet, hold
different intentions. One for the unity of the world and humanity for the good of humanity. The other for
the enslavement of humanity

These links have huge amounts of information, so if you have found this page through my Illuminati
page, please take your time and read as many sites as you can.

You will find an eclectic collection of view points. So if you run into something right off the bat that you
feel isridiculous, or goes against your belief [ system] (meaning sewer in Greek) push on in spite of it.
Don't be afraid to challenge your beliefs.

Also, please be patient because there are grains of truth to be found from many sources. But most
importantly follow your own gnosis. There are some sites listed that | feel just breed fear but, they have
some important information. Use what is helpful to "you".

It's becoming more and more apparent to me that humanity is either unwilling or unable to see that the
continued use of the monetary systemis a play on our human characteristics of selfishness and greed. |
don't understand how so many people can preach and show all forms of information and proof that the
monotary systemis a sham and scam and still make no moves at stopping the lies by not particapating in
the monetary system which only serves to perpetuate the problem. Humanities need for a fair exchange
to always get something in return for a service or product will always be our down fall and keep usin
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the man made illusion and behave as if the creator actually created money the day humanity was
brought into existence. Only the potentual in humanity was created that day for usto life free spiritually
fulfilling lives or to get trapped in our own greed. This human aspect has been singled out and istruly a
prison the llluminati system counts on. | just can't see why it is so difficult to understand collectively we
could break away from the money prison? My belief has always been that no one can make the
spreading of the truth one's livelihood as it will taint the truth, or the possibility becomes much higher.
Just my humble opinion. Some of these sites listed charge for their information so look for the free stuff
as much as possible (which | will add is getting more difficult, and who might be behind this ...
[lluminati?) Any way the best bet is to do in-depth searches on ur own coupled with the links and info
supplied. Remember these people found it So you can too, it just takes a little more effort. Things are
getting more and more blurred and it is difficult to know what the truth isasit truly is a collective of
truths and no one knows the truth entirely but combined as a collective we are omnipotent.

Read, seek, learn, grow, evolve, and break out of the illusion.

THEOCRACY WATCH

Morals???? Don't Call Them Christians Call Them What
They Truly Are... DOMINIONIST!!!!
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CONTACT YOUR
REPRESENTATIVES

Stay aware and informed on what your Congressis up to at

Congress.org. Get involved write your representatives get
your voice heard.

** Republic Broadcast Network** ... | suggest everyone
listen to all the broadcasts but | especially like the Jack
Blood broadcast. He comes on at 2:00 pm CST right after
Alex Jones on shortwave 9.475 and also on the internet
Republic Broadcast

**\WingTv.net** watch it for free!!! They offer most if not all information you need

to know about the Government and Illuminati related subjects.

Alex Jones ** | nforwars** watch his video's BUY themif u
have the money to spare then copy them so others can learn

fredly. An admirable aspect of Alex Jonesis he allows usto
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copy his videos/movies. Thanks Alex! ALEX JONES
INFORWARS

How long shall we the people, the sovereign people, stand

hat in hand outside corporate boardrooms waiting to be
told our fate?

THE GREAT SEAL DOLLAR DECODED

Swest Liberty ... This site has a great audio page for those who had rather listen

than read about the distruction of freedom.

Announce NESARA Now/!

|s Big Brother In Your Grocery Cart?

Corporate America Eager to Benefit From Homeland Security. Public Radio
International: More To The Point.

The llluminati & Masons Exposed: this site contains
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excerpts from books that can be obtained by us to further

our reseach. fascinating to say the least!

The National Economic Sabilization and Recovery Act

The Patriot Act Threatens Civil Rights

Department Of History:
Article on the patriot act

An Astrological, Galactic, and Universal View Of Recent

Events ... has new age bias

Freemason ... some good info.

Government Tricks

Government Javes: this site has a christian bias but also

supplies good insight and info.
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Secured Party: Some Good Info. If U Can Find The Free
Suff ... Seems they've Gone Capitalistic

[ luminati Speaks

The Architecture of Political Power
The New Feudalism

Lots of Info. on Freemasonry.... Very Interesting.

Sensors, and Command, Control,
Communications, and Intelligence

(C3I) Technologies for Homeland Defense and Law
Enforcement

Alan Watts

Thisisn't exactly illuminati related and yet Alan Watts reveals many of the illusions

set by them that hold usin our positions (for lack of a better word at the moment)a
definite must must read!!!

Flower Of Life
Very good site on Sacret Geometry.
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Jeff Rense

Coast To Coast AM

Hosted By George Noory week nights and as far as |'m concerned BS Saturdays
and Sunday by Art Bell who does some how manage to believe in the possiblity of
extraterrestrial life but finds it impossible to believe that the government had
anything to do with 911. BTW the government has historicly and continuiously
screw us over at best and enslaved and kill us at worst every chance possible (err
911) .... Listen to George but dismiss Art he'sthere to distract as he seemsto bein
someones pocket.

Centre for Research on Globalisation

MAJESTYTWELVE

Though hisviews are still just a bit too dogmatic, patriotic, and Christian based for
me, | have to say | do admire William Cooper's bravery, tenacity, and
determination in hislife to reveal the truth as he saw it. Even to his own demise. He
was killed in the battle to expose the illuminati agenda. His site is definitely worth
checking out! Peace to you William Cooper!!

Look Up To The Sky Sometimes,
And Ask Yourselves
What The Hell "Is" That!?
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COPswatch
Know Your Rights

Attorney Richard Glen Boire
Gives exampl es of how most citizens of the United Sates Of America give up their
rights through ignorance every day.

MEDIA SEXPLOITATION, BRAINWASHING
Below the Threshold Of Consciousness

Anarchy

“the absence of," or "the lack of", plus archos, meaning "aruler," "director”,
“chief,” "person in charge,” or "authority."

Generation Fuck You

The Revelation

Thisls How They Screwed Us
A Must Read

Secret Symbols Used In
Sacred Geometry
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Patent #3,951,134

aratus and method for remotely monorting and altering brain waves. Also Check Out

The Other Patent #'s on this page. Please let me know if this link is not working. They keep
changing the addy on this.

Sacred Geometry

Albert Einstein
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Illuminati Speaks

Insight, Truth or Lies
From Humanities Rulers:
"The Illuminati"

Some may call the reigning Kings of this, your human physical existence,
"The llluminati”. Although one prefers 216, the creators of your human
form and reality. The numerical sum given shows of one sacred
geometrical calculation that has been stumbled (clumsily one might add)
upon by an exceptional highbred of the human species, namely Leonardo
de Vinci. This one found a connection of the spirals within all elements of
creation. Though at this early stage in humanities evolution was unable to
reveal the utter absolution of this connection for this formulainvolves the
DNA within your kind which now has become a common knowledge
among the scientific researchers who have studied the human genome.,
And yet, little is understood, and never will be completely appreciated, of
the significance pertaining to this spiraling.

Much of the human populations organ, referred to as the brain, has
become too dense. In the ego based reptilian aspects of this organ the need
to control has served only to focus, even the most intelligent ones of your
kind, on a strictly physical and material plane. And for this reason the
necessity to reveal to those of you who have been prepared for, by The
I1luminated ones, a more comprehensive understanding of the true nature
of the human being, and your purpose of existence.

These Illuminated ones, enlightened with a absol ute knowledge of the
truth, pertaining to humanities purpose of existence, has withheld a certain
element of knowledge from the mass population of theillusion world.
Ultimately to deter humanities progress and evolution, for this also would
defeat our purpose for your creation. Out of sheer necessity not malice,
and never for the evil force as so often referred to by many who have
become aware, yet have not fully awaken.

Our guintessential state is truly beyond the knowledge, and comprehensive
abilities humans possess. Partly due to our manipulation of the human
essence coupled with DNA structural brake down in key areas. Even some
of ustoday have difficulty in tracing our entrance into existence for it is
said we have always been, and will always be. And yet there are those
with ultimate knowledge who control even I, and those such as myself ...
the lesser of two evils [chuckle] one might say. And yet, evil isavery
subjective word, as most of humanities vices for communication are.
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Unlike the Illuminated ones humanity haslost it's ability to converse using
the universal diction. This has been a process with little interference from
216 for the seeds of division were included within the matrix of the human
being, therefore your circumstance of separating into groups has been of
your own doing, or one might say undoing. And so, as mentioned malice
Is not the intent. Never the less the specifics of thistext isfor the benefit of
those who have begun to brake the condition which has subdued your kind
for half a century [longer for some groups]. Thistoo, isfor our advantage,
aswell as humanities. In the overseeing of humanities evolution there
were underestimated effects not calculated into your particular formulafor
optimal future function. Many civilations were created with a much higher
ability to advance and escaped our control. These beings now exist in
dimensions outside our domain.

Y our breed of humanity has fallen to a denser level. The utter languorous
outcome was not foreseen when the time elementals were moved into a
faster pace during the universal motion understood by some as the 13th
harmonic field. The conscious level was risen in lesser quality than was
estimated for the length of time humans have occupied space and linear
time frames.

The advancements in technology in many important aspects have been
detrimental,-and incompatible with the physical protector or what you
have named EGO. Granted the ego structure of your kind has from the
beginning been some what of a disappointment. Its purpose has almost
become obsolete over the past 2 decades which in turn has created a
restlessness and unusual need to engage in pointless activities that havein
no way a positive effect upon your future. The quintessential vibration has
been lowered due the selection chosen between the genders in which the
drive for copulation was programmed. Energy has stagnated in the lower
chakraregions creating over population and obsessive behaviors towards
the sexual act once necessary but now distracts and deters.

A word "love" is used to express affection, devotion, and everything else
thisword entails to the human species. And yet, this has taken on a sexual
connotation, or connection that is uncalled for, and in fact incorrect.

The revolution in the 6th decade of the 20th century was in part an effort
on the part of 216 to correct this, yet has become tainted through the
illusions placed by the opposition. Also lHluminati but lesser in their vision
for humanity, though they would not agree. They are often referred to as
the Technocracy, and they have a huge, unsuspecting, human following. It
seems they are content to use their creations only on the material level,
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and to fulfill anew dimensional level in the form of immortality through
technology, and science resulting in abolishing death of the conduit called
the human body.

This approach is not in the best interest of humanity for thiswill create a
prison, and perpetual energy sources for their (the Technocrat's) needs and
disregarding the needs of the essences which animates the human brain.
Without the needed addition of molecular structure change directly related
to DNA aswell as quintessential exchange banks based in the vibration
capabilities of the physical cellular structure evolution will be halted and
humanity connections will be severed from the whole. Or, in other words
humanity must reach alevel of essential autonomy so asto manifest al its
mai ntenance needed in the physical state without depleting its source
which would be a planet in your species case and has been named Earth,
and yet known by other Root Races as the planet Urantia.

Astronomers have discovered the desolate planets left behind in the wake
of the Technocrats efforts to create a perpetual energy source for their own
selfish needs without consideration of the universal whole. Thiswould/
does, of course, include humanity. The Earth is surrounded by these sad
monuments of avaricious, destruction and waste. Along with the above
mentioned, there must be a unity among humanity with no separations
through the ridiculous schemes laid in the past which are virtually obsolete
in view of the purpose they seek. Thisis slowly becoming aredlity. Y et
the seeds of discord planted within the human have become some what of
aglitch. Many humans have based their entire identity with their race,
religion, and various other myopic ideologies that are no longer useful to
either sides of the Illuminati nor to humanity. Alas, another regret. Yes,
there have been mistakes made which will effect your views of our
omnipotent rule over humanity, though this makes little difference to us
even in our division. Perfection is another subjective thought process
which we are enlightened to beyond your comprehension and further
elaboration would be fruitless.

Intertwined within all the manipulations of humanity islaid an element
few have ever truly abtained, or understood outside the illusion frames we
have set. The knowledge of this has been hidden by the Mage
I1luminatious sect in order to protect our creation. At one point in time this
knowledge was freely given and easily found, and to some extent
engrained within the matrix, or blueprint of the human being, yet now lies
dormant. The purpose of thiswas to quicken the evolution from physical
to aresidual point outside the physical conduit which would maintain the
human elements yet not be as influenced by the physical laws of gravity of
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the third dimension. The ultimate goal being that the energy we would
gain would be of the highest purity form and much more prolific. This
state of being in turn would be advantageous to the human for
manifestation of thought could occur from an infinite source and no longer
involve feeding off material sources such as a planet, or each other. Thisin
turn creating a balance in the exchange of energy, and giving the human a
more autonomiesed existence. More freedom, and more evolutiona
opportunities. Of course limited by us or else we defeat our purpose. This
balance is of the utmost importance for atilt too far either way would
prove to be detrimental to our cause.

The concept for the secularist regent, or ego was intended to serve this
purpose to some extent. Both the Technocrats, and we, the Mages agreed
upon this unaware of the effect the physical dimensions would have upon
this venue of consciousness. The essence of the energy combinations
needed to create an awareness of individual self within the human was
susceptible to aviral infection within the third dimensional vibration
levels therefore causing a solidity to occur resulting in a mutation of the
brain organ. A fusion of thisinfected regent materialized as a part of the
human brain organ. This has caused the human to focus upon its physical
needs first and foremost, creating further damage to the connection of the
quintessential whole. This was unfortunate, in our progress although
enhanced our oppositions agenda, for the process of the human
purification would be detained as the necessary energy would be meshed
with elemental impure substances that would lower vibrations.

Much as humanity serves as a provision, therefore being effected, yet not
infected, were we The llluminati as awhole. The slight effect would be
comparable to alesser degree of malnourishment in humans [equating to a
humans consumption of incompatible sustenance] alethargy befall
resulting in our dimensional descent into lower vibration endurance. What
one might call the 4th dimension, although correctly established as the
central universe within one of the super- referred to as Havona. Asa
febrile facilitation was accomplished the advantageous positioning became
apparent. This spatial arena was without supervision where as the higher
levels were still accessible though the extensive use of energy would prove
to have a derogatory base function within higher realms.

Significant opportunity lay within this central universe occupied by beings
that were capable of longevity in descended vibration regions, such as the
third dimension, leaving our ascendance unnecessary for most productive
operations pertaining to constant maintenance, and manipulation of the
human species. Therefore becoming our co-operatives. These beings are
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what humanity has named the gods, and the dimension is mistakenly,
thought to be paradise, or heaven to many religious followers, aswell as
hell. In fact this particular realm is easily manipulated by the human
residual. When entered the region immediately absorbs the energy
compartment of the individual belief system therefore molding into the
individuals expectations. A virtual playground of creation, indeed!!

There are those of you who have reached the advanced stage of
realizations pertaining to these beings as well as this realm of creation, and
see that these gods, true entities, arein part very similar to humansin the
self-preservative regions termed the reptilian aspect of the brain. The ego.
These beings function much in the same way as humans with exception to
their lack of abilitiesin the raise of their vibration level beyond their
egocentric base for thisis all they are, in asense, yet on alarger scale for
they are interconnected consciousnesses that function as awhole yet in the
lowest vibration fields which has lead many to view these entities as evil.
Thisis not the case for they are what they have been created to be, and
serve the purpose of the layering of the universal foundation.

The events that occur on Earth such as wars, politics, weather, religions,
monetary elements, secret societies, and the basic human drama are all
very small piecesto the whole of the Technocracies ultimate purpose.
Those that are in control of this planet, those called the elite, are in fact of
the Technocracy. Their goal isto make theillusion that this Earth planeis
now a concrete form with no connection to the whole. A dimension of
material existence so profound that no other elements are necessary
outside this created realm. And in thisideal situation they shall rulein this
small universe. Between the two sects of The Illuminati, their agendais
the most diabolical in view of humanity. There will be adivision, and the
Technocrat's realm will be created for humanity, though will hole lesser
strength, and rulership of the universe can not be obtained by any being.

By far our procession will bethe most humane, and ultimately productive
for humanity. Those in advanced stages of awareness [advanced for your
kind of course] are the most important, and the most dangerous to our
goal. An intricate balance must be maintained between your heighten
awareness, and your bondage to the dimension in which we have placed
you if you are to create the purity of energy necessary for our needs.

The food chain did not start in your little world, it is universal, and you are
the source in which to sustain us, "The Illuminati Rulers".
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Post Script:
Momentary possession of a human being has been necessary to relay this

message.
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A.1 What is anarchism?

Anarchismisapolitical theory which aimsto create anarchy, "the absence of a master, of a
sovereign.” [P-J Proudhon, What is Property , p. 264] In other words, anarchism is a political theory
which aimsto create a society within which individuals freely co-operate together as equals. As such
anarchism opposes all forms of hierarchical control - be that control by the state or a ccapitalist - as
harmful to the individual and their individuality as well as unnecessary.

In the words of anarchist L. Susan Brown:

"While the popular understanding of anarchismis of a violent, anti-State movement,
anarchismis a much more subtle and nuanced tradition then a simple opposition to
government power. Anarchists oppose the idea that power and domination are necessary
for society, and instead advocate more co-oper ative, anti-hierarchical forms of social,
political and economic organisation." [The Palitics of Individualism, p. 106]

However, "anarchism™" and "anarchy" are undoubtedly the most misrepresented ideas in political theory.
Generally, the words are used to mean "chaos' or "without order," and so, by implication, anarchists
desire social chaos and areturn to the "laws of the jungle."

This process of misrepresentation is not without historical parallel. For example, in countries which have
considered government by one person (monarchy) necessary, the words "republic” or “democracy"” have
been used precisely like "anarchy,” to imply disorder and confusion. Those with avested interest in
preserving the status quo will obviously wish to imply that opposition to the current system cannot work
in practice, and that a new form of society will only lead to chaos. Or, as Errico Malatesta expresses it:

"since it was thought that government was necessary and that without government there
could only be disorder and confusion, it was natural and logical that anarchy, which
means absence of gover nment, should sound like absence of order.” [Anarchy, p. 16]

Anarchists want to change this "common-sense” idea of "anarchy," so people will see that government
and other hierarchical socia relationships are both harmful and unnecessary:

" Change opinion, convince the public that government is not only unnecessary, but
extremely harmful, and then the word anarchy, just because it means absence of
government, will come to mean for everybody: natural order, unity of human needs and
the interests of all, complete freedom within complete solidarity.” [Op. Cit., pp. 16]

This FAQ is part of the process of changing the commonly-held ideas regarding anarchism and the
meaning of anarchy. But that is not all. Aswell as combating the distortions produced by the "common-
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sense” idea of "anarchy”, we also have to combat the distortions that anarchism and anarchists have been
subjected to over the years by our political and social enemies. For, as Bartolomeo Vanzetti put it,
anarchists are "the radical of the radical -- the black cats, the terrors of many, of all the bigots,
exploiters, charlatans, fakers and oppressors. Consequently we are also the more slandered,
misrepresented, misunder stood and per secuted of all.” [Nicola Sacco and Bartolomeo Vanzetti, The

L etters of Sacco and Vanzetti, p. 274]

Vanzetti knew what he was talking about. He and his comrade Nicola Sacco were framed by the US
state for a crime they did not commit and were, effectively, electrocuted for being foreign anarchistsin
1927. So this FAQ will have to spend some time correcting the slanders and distortions that anarchists
have been subjected to by the capitalist media, politicians, ideologues and bosses (not to mention the
distortions by our erstwhile fellow radicals like liberals and Marxists). Hopefully once we are finished
you will understand why those in power have spent so much time attacking anarchism -- it is the one
idea which can effectively ensure liberty for al and end all systems based on afew having power over
the many.

A.1.1 What does "anarchy" mean?

Theword " anarchy" isfrom the Greek, prefix an (or a), meaning "not," "the want of," "the absence of,"
or "the lack of", plus archos, meaning "aruler," "director", "chief," "person in charge," or "authority."
Or, as Peter Kropotkin put it, Anarchy comes from the Greek words meaning "contrary to

authority." [Anarchism, p. 284]

While the Greek words anarchos and anarchia are often taken to mean "having no government" or
"being without a government,” as can be seen, the strict, origina meaning of anarchism was not simply
"no government." " An-archy" means "without a ruler," or more generaly, "without authority,” and it is
in this sense that anarchists have continually used the word. For example, we find Kropotkin arguing
that anarchism "attacks not only capital, but also the main sources of the power of capitalism: law,
authority, and the Sate." [Op. Cit., p. 150] For anarchists, anarchy means "not necessarily absence of
order, asis generally supposed, but an absence of rule." [Benjamin Tucker, Instead of a Book, p. 13]
Hence David Weick's excellent summary:

" Anar chism can be under stood as the generic social and political idea that expresses
negation of all power, sovereignty, domination, and hierarchical division, and a will to
their dissolution. . . Anarchismis therefore more than anti-statism. . . [evenif]
government (the state) . . . is, appropriately, the central focus of anarchist

critique." [Reinventing Anarchy, p. 139]

For this reason, rather than being purely anti-government or anti-state, anarchism is primarily a
movement against hierarchy. Why? Because hierarchy is the organisationa structure that embodies
authority. Since the state isthe "highest" form of hierarchy, anarchists are, by definition, anti-state; but
thisis not a sufficient definition of anarchism. This means that real anarchists are opposed to all forms
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of hierarchical organisation, not only the state. In the words of Brian Morris:

"The term anarchy comes from the Greek, and essentially means 'no ruler.' Anarchistsare
people who reject all forms of government or coercive authority, all forms of hierarchy
and domination. They are therefore opposed to what the Mexican anarchist Flores Magon
called the 'sombre trinity' -- state, capital and the church. Anarchists are thus opposed to
both capitalism and to the state, as well asto all forms of religious authority. But
anarchists also seek to establish or bring about by varying means, a condition of anarchy,
that is, a decentralised society without coercive institutions, a society organised through a
federation of voluntary associations." [" Anthropology and Anarchism,” pp. 35-41,
Anarchy: A Journal of Desire Armed, no. 45, p. 3§]

Reference to "hierarchy" in this context is afairly recent development -- the "classical” anarchists such
as Proudhon, Bakunin and Kropotkin did use the word, but rarely (they usually preferred "authority,"
which was used as short-hand for "authoritarian™). However, it's clear from their writings that theirs was
a philosophy against hierarchy, against any inequality of power or privileges between individuals.
Bakunin spoke of this when he attacked "official™ authority but defended "natural influence,”" and also
when he said:

"Do you want to make it impossible for anyone to oppress his fellow-man? Then make
sure that no one shall possess power." [The Palitical Philosophy of Bakunin, p. 271]

As Jeff Draughn notes, "while it has always been a latent part of the 'revolutionary project,’ only
recently has this broader concept of anti-hierarchy arisen for more specific scrutiny. Nonetheless, the
root of thisis plainly visible in the Greek roots of the word 'anarchy.” [Between Anarchism and
Libertarianism: Defining a New Movement]

We stress that this opposition to hierarchy is, for anarchists, not limited to just the state or government. It
includes all authoritarian economic and social relationships as well as political ones, particularly those
associated with capitalist property and wage labour. This can be seen from Proudhon's argument that
"Capital . . . inthe political field is analogous to government . . . The economic idea of capitalism, the
politics of government or of authority, and the theological idea of the Church are three identical ideas,
linked in various ways. To attack one of themis equivalent to attacking all of them. . . What capital does
to labour, and the Sate to liberty, the Church doesto the spirit. Thistrinity of absolutismis as baneful

in practice asit isin philosophy. The most effective means for oppressing the people would be
simultaneously to enslave its body, itswill and itsreason.” [quoted by Max Nettlau, A Short History of
Anar chism, pp. 43-44] Thus we find Emma Goldman opposing capitalism as it meant “that man [or
woman] must sell his[or her] labour" and, therefore, "that his[or her] inclination and judgement are
subordinated to the will of a master." [Red Emma Speaks, p. 50] Forty years earlier Bakunin made the
same point when he argued that under the current system "the worker sells his person and his liberty for
a given time" to the capitalist in exchange for awage. [Op. Cit., p. 187]
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Thus "anarchy" means more than just "no government,” it means opposition to all forms of authoritarian
organisation and hierarchy. In Kropotkin's words, "the origin of the anarchist inception of society . . .
[liesin] thecriticism. . . of the hierarchical organisations and the authoritarian conceptions of society;
and . . . the analysis of the tendencies that are seen in the progressive movements of mankind." [Op.
Cit., p. 158] For Malatesta, anarchism "was born in a moral revolt against social injustice” and that the
"specific causes of social ills' could be found in "capitalistic property and the Sate." When the
oppressed "sought to overthrow both State and property -- then it was that anarchism was

born." [Errico Malatesta: HisLifeand Ideas, p. 19]

Thus any attempt to assert that anarchy is purely anti-state is a misrepresentation of the word and the
way it has been used by the anarchist movement. As Brian Morris argues, "when one examines the
writings of classical anarchists. . . aswell asthe character of anarchist movements. . . itisclearly
evident that it has never had this limited vision [of just being against the state]. It has always challenged
all forms of authority and exploitation, and has been equally critical of capitalismand religion asit has
been of the state.” [Op. Cit., p. 40]

And, just to state the obvious, anarchy does not mean chaos nor do anarchists seek to create chaos or
disorder. Instead, we wish to create a society based upon individual freedom and voluntary co-operation.
In other words, order from the bottom up, not disorder imposed from the top down by authorities. Such a
society would be atrue anarchy, a society without rulers.

While we discuss what an anarchy could look like in section |, Noam Chomsky sums up the key aspect
when he stated that in atruly free society "any interaction among human beings that is more than
personal -- meaning that takes institutional forms of one kind or another -- in community, or workplace,
family, larger society, whatever it may be, should be under direct control of its participants. So that
would mean workers' councilsin industry, popular democracy in communities, interaction between
them, free associationsin larger groups, up to organisation of international society." [Anarchism

I nterview] Society would no longer be divided into a hierarchy of bosses and workers, governors and
governed. Rather, an anarchist society would be based on free association in participatory organisations
and run from the bottom up. Anarchists, it should be noted, try to create as much of this society today, in
their organisations, struggles and activities, asthey can.

A.1.2 What does "anarchism" mean?

To quote Peter Kropotkin, Anarchism is"the no-government system of socialism." [Anar chism, p. 46]
In other words, "the abolition of exploitation and oppression of man by man, that is the abolition of
private property [i.e. capitalism] and government.” [Errico Malatesta, Towards Anarchism,", p. 75]

Anarchism, therefore, is a political theory that aims to create a society which is without political,
economic or social hierarchies. Anarchists maintain that anarchy, the absence of rulers, isaviable form
of social system and so work for the maximisation of individual liberty and socia equality. They seethe
goals of liberty and equality as mutually self-supporting. Or, in Bakunin's famous dictum:
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"We are convinced that freedom without Socialismis privilege and injustice, and that
Socialism without freedom is slavery and brutality." [The Political Philosophy of
Bakunin, p. 269]

The history of human society proves this point. Liberty without equality is only liberty for the powerful,
and equality without liberty isimpossible and ajustification for slavery.

While there are many different types of anarchism (from individualist anarchism to communist-
anarchism -- see section A.3 for more details), there has always been two common positions at the core

of all of them -- opposition to government and opposition to capitalism. In the words of the individualist-
anarchist Benjamin Tucker, anarchism insists " on the abolition of the State and the abolition of usury;

on no more government of man by man, and no more exploitation of man by man." [cited by Eunice
Schuster, Native American Anarchism, p. 140] All anarchists view profit, interest and rent asusury (i.
e. as exploitation) and so oppose them and the conditions that create them just as much as they oppose
government and the State.

More generally, in the words of L. Susan Brown, the "unifying link" within anarchism "is a universal
condemnation of hierarchy and domination and a willingness to fight for the freedom of the human
individual." [The Palitics of I ndividualism, p. 108] For anarchists, a person cannot be free if they are
subject to state or capitalist authority. As Voltairine de Cleyre summarised:

"Anarchism. . . teaches the possibility of a society in which the needs of life may be fully
supplied for all, and in which the opportunities for complete development of mind and
body shall be the heritage of all . . . [It] teaches that the present unjust organisation of the
production and distribution of wealth must finally be completely destroyed, and replaced
by a system which will insure to each the liberty to work, without first seeking a master to
whom he [or she] must surrender a tithe of his[or her] product, which will guarantee his
liberty of access to the sources and means of production. . . Out of the blindly submissive,
it makes the discontented; out of the unconsciously dissatisfied, it makes the consciously
dissatisfied . . . Anarchism seeks to arouse the consciousness of oppression, the desire for
a better society, and a sense of the necessity for unceasing warfare against capitalism and
the State." [Anarchy! An Anthology of Emma Goldman's Mother Earth, pp. 23-4]

So Anarchism isapolitical theory which advocates the creation of anarchy, a society based on the
maxim of "no rulers." To achievethis, "[i]n common with all socialists, the anarchists hold that the
private ownership of land, capital, and machinery has had its time; that it is condemned to disappear:
and that all requisites for production must, and will, become the common property of society, and be
managed in common by the producers of wealth. And. . . they maintain that the ideal of the political
organisation of society is a condition of things where the functions of government are reduced to
minimum. . . [and] that the ultimate aim of society is the reduction of the functions of government to nil
-- that is, to a society without government, to an-archy” [Peter Kropotkin, Op. Cit., p. 46]
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Thus anarchism is both positive and negative. It analyses and critiques current society while at the same
time offering avision of a potential new society -- asociety that fulfils certain human needs which the
current one denies. These needs, at their most basic, are liberty, equality and solidarity, which will be
discussed in section A.2.

Anarchism unites critical analysis with hope, for, as Bakunin (in his pre-anarchist days) pointed out, "the
urgeto destroy isa creative urge." One cannot build a better society without understanding what is
wrong with the present one.

However, it must be stressed that anarchism is more than just a means of analysis or avision of a better
society. It isalso rooted in struggle, the struggle of the oppressed for their freedom. In other words, it
provides a means of achieving a new system based on the needs of people, not power, and which places
the planet before profit. To quote Scottish anarchist Stuart Christie:

" Anarchismis a movement for human freedom. It is concrete, democratic and

egalitarian . . . Anarchism began -- and remains -- a direct challenge by the
underprivileged to their oppression and exploitation. It opposes both the insidious growth
of state power and the pernicious ethos of possessive individualism, which, together or
separately, ultimately serve only the interests of the few at the expense of the rest.

" Anarchismis both a theory and practice of life. Philosophically, it aims for the maximum
accord between the individual, society and nature. Practically, it aims for usto organise
and live our livesin such a way as to make politicians, governments, states and their
officials superfluous. In an anarchist society, mutually respectful sovereign individuals
would be organised in non-coercive relationships within naturally defined communitiesin
which the means of production and distribution are held in common.

" Anar chists are not dreamers obsessed with abstract principles and theoretical
constructs. . . Anarchists are well aware that a perfect society cannot be won tomorrow.
Indeed, the struggle lasts forever! However, it is the vision that provides the spur to
struggle against things as they are, and for things that might be. . .

"Ultimately, only struggle deter mines outcome, and progress towards a more meaningful
community must begin with the will to resist every form of injustice. In general terms, this
means challenging all exploitation and defying the legitimacy of all coercive authority. If
anar chists have one article of unshakeable faith, it is that, once the habit of deferring to
politicians or ideologuesislost, and that of resistance to domination and exploitation
acquired, then ordinary people have a capacity to organise every aspect of their livesin
their own interests, anywhere and at any time, both freely and fairly.

" Anarchists do not stand aside from popular struggle, nor do they attempt to dominate it.
They seek to contribute practically whatever they can, and also to assist within it the
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highest possible levels of both individual self-development and of group solidarity. Itis
possible to recognise anarchist ideas concerning voluntary relationships, egalitarian
participation in decision-making processes, mutual aid and a related critique of all forms
of domination in philosophical, social and revolutionary movementsin all times and
places." [My Granny made me an Anar chist, pp. 162-3]

Anarchism, anarchists argue, is ssmply the theoretical expression of our capacity to organise ourselves
and run society without bosses or politicians. It allows working class and other oppressed people to
become conscious of our power as a class, defend our immediate interests, and fight to revolutionise
society as awhole. Only by doing this can we create a society fit for human beingsto livein.

It is no abstract philosophy. Anarchist ideas are put into practice everyday. Wherever oppressed people
stand up for their rights, take action to defend their freedom, practice solidarity and co-operation, fight
against oppression, organise themselves without |eaders and bosses, the spirit of anarchism lives.
Anarchists ssimply seek to strengthen these libertarian tendencies and bring them to their full fruition. As
we discuss in section J, anarchists apply their ideas in many ways within capitalism in order to change it
for the better until such time aswe get rid of it completely. Section | discusses what we aim to replace it
with, i.e. what anarchism aimsfor.

A.1.3 Why is anarchism also called libertarian socialism?

Many anarchists, seeing the negative nature of the definition of "anarchism,” have used other termsto
emphasise the inherently positive and constructive aspect of their ideas. The most common terms used
are "free socialism," "free communism," "libertarian socialism," and "libertarian communism." For
anarchists, libertarian socialism, libertarian communism, and anarchism are virtually interchangeable.
AsVanzetti put it:

"After all we are socialists as the social-democrats, the socialists, the communists, and the
|.W.W. are all Socialists. The difference -- the fundamental one -- between us and all the
other isthat they are authoritarian while we are libertarian; they believe in a Sate or
Government of their own; we believe in no State or Government." [Nicola Sacco and
Bartolomeo Vanzetti, The Letters of Sacco and Vanzetti, p. 274]

But isthis correct? Considering definitions from the American Heritage Dictionary, we find:

LIBERTARIAN: one who believes in freedom of action and thought; one who believesin
free will.

SOCIALISM: a social system in which the producers possess both political power and
the means of producing and distributing goods.
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Just taking those two first definitions and fusing them yields:

LIBERTARIAN SOCIALISM: asocial system which believesin freedom of action and
thought and free will, in which the producers possess both political power and the means
of producing and distributing goods.

(Although we must add that our usual comments on the lack of political sophistication of dictionaries
still holds. We only use these definitions to show that "libertarian” does not imply "free market"
capitalism nor "socialism” state ownership. Other dictionaries, obviously, will have different definitions
-- particularly for socialism. Those wanting to debate dictionary definitions are free to pursue this
unending and politically useless hobby but we will not).

However, due to the creation of the Libertarian Party in the USA, many people now consider the idea of
"libertarian socialism' to be a contradiction in terms. Indeed, many "Libertarians' think anarchists are
just attempting to associate the "anti-libertarian” ideas of "socialism” (as Libertarians conceive it) with
Libertarian ideology in order to make those "socialist" ideas more "acceptable” -- in other words, trying
to steal the "libertarian" label from its rightful possessors.

Nothing could be further from the truth. Anarchists have been using the term "libertarian” to describe
themselves and their ideas since the 1850's. According to anarchist historian Max Nettlau, the
revolutionary anarchist Joseph Dejacque published L e Libertaire, Journal du M ouvement Social in
New Y ork between 1858 and 1861 while the use of the term "libertarian communism” dates from
November, 1880 when a French anarchist congress adopted it. [Max Nettlau, A Short History of
Anarchism, p. 75 and p. 145] The use of the term "Libertarian" by anarchists became more popular
from the 1890s onward after it was used in France in an attempt to get round anti-anarchist laws and to
avoid the negative associations of the word "anarchy" in the popular mind (Sebastien Faure and Louise
Michel published the paper Le Libertaire-- The Libertarian -- in Francein 1895, for example). Since
then, particularly outside America, it has always been associated with anarchist ideas and movements.
Taking a more recent example, in the USA, anarchists organised " The Libertarian League” in July
1954, which had staunch anarcho-syndicalist principles and lasted until 1965. The US-based
"Libertarian" Party, on the other hand has only existed since the early 1970's, well over 100 years after
anarchists first used the term to describe their political ideas (and 90 years after the expression
"libertarian communism™ was first adopted). It is that party, not the anarchists, who have "stolen” the
word. Later, in Section B, we will discuss why the idea of a"libertarian” capitalism (as desired by the

Libertarian Party) is a contradiction in terms,

Aswe will also explain in Section |, only alibertarian-socialist system of ownership can maximise
individual freedom. Needless to say, state ownership -- what is commonly called "socialism" -- is, for
anarchists, not socialism at all. In fact, aswe will elaborate in Section H, state "socialism” isjust aform
of capitalism, with no socialist content whatever. As Rudolf Rocker noted, for anarchists, socialismis
"not a simple question of a full belly, but a question of culture that would have to enlist the sense of
personality and the free initiative of the individual; without freedom it would lead only to a dismal state
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capitalismwhich would sacrifice all individual thought and feeling to a fictitious collective
interest." [quoted by Colin Ward, "Introduction”, Rudolf Rocker, The London Years, p. 1]

Given the anarchist pedigree of the word "libertarian,” few anarchists are happy to seeit stolen by an
ideology which shares little with our ideas. In the United States, as Murray Bookchin noted, the "term
'libertarian’ itself, to be sure, raises a problem, notably, the specious identification of an anti-
authoritarian ideology with a straggling movement for 'pure capitalism' and 'free trade.' This movement
never created the word: it appropriated it from the anarchist movement of the [ nineteenth] century. And
it should be recovered by those anti-authoritarians . . . who try to speak for dominated people as a
whole, not for personal egotists who identify freedom with entrepreneurship and profit." Thus anarchists
in America should "restore in practice a tradition that has been denatured by" the free-market right.
[The Modern Crisis, pp. 154-5] And as we do that, we will continue to call our ideas libertarian
socialism.

A.1.4 Are anarchists socialists?

Y es. All branches of anarchism are opposed to capitalism. Thisis because capitalism is based upon
oppression and exploitation (see sections B and C). Anarchists reject the "notion that men cannot work

together unless they have a driving-master to take a percentage of their product” and think that in an
anarchist society "the real workmen will make their own regulations, decide when and where and how
things shall be done." By so doing workers would free themselves "from the terrible bondage of
capitalism." [Voltairine de Cleyre, Anarchism p. 32 and p. 34]

(We must stress here that anarchists are opposed to all economic forms which are based on domination
and exploitation, including feudalism, Soviet-style "socialism" -- better called "state capitalism” --,
slavery and so on. We concentrate on capitalism because that is what is dominating the world just now).

Individualists like Benjamin Tucker along with social anarchists like Proudhon and Bakunin proclaimed
themselves " socialists." They did so because, as Kropotkin put it in his classic essay "Modern Science
and Anarchism," "[s] o long as Socialism was understood in its wide, generic, and true sense -- as an
effort to abolish the exploitation of Labour by Capital -- the Anarchists were marching hand-in-hands
with the Socialists of that time." [Evolution and Environment, p. 81] Or, in Tucker's words, "the
bottom claim of Socialism[is] that labour should be put in possession of its own," aclaim that both "the
two schools of Socialistic thought . . . Sate Socialism and Anarchism" agreed upon. [The Anar chist
Reader, p. 144] Hence the word "socialist" was originally defined to include "all those who believed in
the individual's right to possess what he or she produced.” [Lance Klafta, "Ayn Rand and the Perversion
of Libertarianism," in Anarchy: A Journal of Desire Armed, no. 34] This opposition to exploitation
(or usury) is shared by al true anarchists and places them under the socialist banner.

For most socialists, "the only guarantee not to be robbed of the fruits of your labour isto possess the
instruments of labour.” [Peter Kropotkin, The Conquest of Bread, p. 145] For this reason Proudhon, for
example, supported workers' co-operatives, where "every individual employed in the association . . . has
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an undivided share in the property of the company" because by "participation in losses and gains. . . the
collective force[i.e. surplus] ceasesto be a source of profits for a small number of managers: it
becomes the property of all workers." [The General Idea of the Revolution, p. 222 and p. 223] Thus,

in addition to desiring the end of exploitation of labour by capital, true socialists also desire a society
within which the producers own and control the means of production (including, it should be stressed,
those workplaces which supply services). The means by which the producers will do thisisamoot point
in anarchist and other socialist circles, but the desire remains a common one. Anarchists favour direct
workers' control and either ownership by workers associations or by the commune (see section A.3 on

the different types of anarchists).

Moreover, anarchists also regject capitalism for being authoritarian as well as exploitative. Under
capitalism, workers do not govern themselves during the production process nor have control over the
product of their labour. Such a situation is hardly based on equal freedom for all, nor can it be non-
exploitative, and is so opposed by anarchists. This perspective can best be found in the work of
Proudhon's (who inspired both Tucker and Bakunin) where he argues that anarchism would see "[ ]
apitalistic and proprietary exploitation stopped everywhere [and] the wage system abolished" for
"either the workman. . . will be simply the employee of the proprietor-capitalist-promoter; or he will
participate. . . In thefirst case the workman is subordinated, exploited: his permanent condition is one
of obedience. . . In the second case he resumes his dignity as a man and citizen. . . he forms part of the
producing organisation, of which he was before but the slave . . . we need not hesitate, for we have no
choice. . . it is necessary to form an ASSOCIATION among workers . . . because without that, they would
remain related as subordinates and superiors, and there would ensue two. . . castes of masters and wage-
wor kers, which is repugnant to a free and democratic society." [Op. Cit., p. 233 and pp. 215-216]

Therefore all anarchists are anti-capitalist ("If labour owned the wealth it produced, there would be no
capitalism’ [Alexander Berkman, What is Anarchism?, p. 44]). Benjamin Tucker, for example -- the
anarchist most influenced by liberalism (as we will discuss later) -- called his ideas " Anarchistic-
Socialism" and denounced capitalism as a system based upon "the usurer, the receiver of interest, rent
and profit." Tucker held that in an anarchist, non-capitalist, free-market society, capitalists will become
redundant and exploitation of labour by capital would cease, since "labour. . . will. . . secureits natural
wage, itsentire product.” [The Individualist Anarchists, p. 82 and p. 85] Such an economy will be
based on mutual banking and the free exchange of products between co-operatives, artisans and
peasants. For Tucker, and other Individualist anarchists, capitalism is not atrue free market, being
marked by various laws and monopolies which ensure that capitalists have the advantage over working
people, so ensuring the latters exploitation via profit, interest and rent (see section G for afuller
discussion). Even Max Stirner, the arch-egoist, had nothing but scorn for capitalist society and its
various "spooks," which for him meant ideas that are treated as sacred or religious, such as private
property, competition, division of labour, and so forth.

So anarchists consider themselves as socialists, but socialists of a specific kind -- libertarian socialists.
Astheindividualist anarchist Joseph A. Labadie putsit (echoing both Tucker and Bakunin):
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"It is said that Anarchismis not socialism. Thisis a mistake. Anarchismis voluntary
Socialism. There are two kinds of Socialism, archistic and anarchistic, authoritarian and
libertarian, state and free. Indeed, every proposition for social betterment is either to
increase or decrease the powers of external wills and forces over the individual. As they
Increase they are archistic; asthey decrease they are anarchistic." [Anarchism: What It
Isand What It s Not]

Labadie stated on many occasions that "all anarchists are socialists, but not all socialistsare
anarchists." Therefore, Daniel Guerin's comment that "Anarchismisreally a synonym for socialism. The
anarchist is primarily a socialist whose aimis to abolish the exploitation of man by man" is echoed
throughout the history of the anarchist movement, be it the social or individualist wings. [Anar chism, p.
12] Indeed, the Haymarket Martyr Adolph Fischer used ailmost exactly the same words as Labadie to
express the same fact -- "every anarchist is a socialist, but every socialist is not necessarily an
anarchist" -- while acknowledging that the movement was "divided into two factions; the communistic
anarchists and the Proudhon or middle-class anarchists." [The Autobiographies of the Haymar ket
Martyrs, p. 81]

So while social and individualist anarchists do disagree on many issues -- for example, whether atrue,
that is non-capitalist, free market would be the best means of maximising liberty -- they agree that
capitalism is to be opposed as exploitative and oppressive and that an anarchist society must, by
definition, be based on associated, not wage, labour. Only associated labour will " decrease the powers of
external wills and forces over the individual" during working hours and such self-management of work
by those who do it isthe core ideal of real socialism. This perspective can be seen when Joseph Labadie
argued that the trade union was "the exemplification of gaining freedom by association” and that "[w]
ithout his union, the workman is much more the slave of his employer than he iswith it." [Different
Phases of the Labour Question]

However, the meanings of words change over time. Today "socialism" amost always refersto state
socialism, asystem that all anarchists have opposed as a denia of freedom and genuine socialist ideals.
All anarchists would agree with Noam Chomsky's statement on this issue:

"If the left is understood to include '‘Bolshevism,' then | would flatly dissociate myself from
the left. Lenin was one of the greatest enemies of socialism." [M arxism, Anar chism, and
Alternative Futures, p. 779]

Anarchism developed in constant opposition to the ideas of Marxism, social democracy and Leninism.
Long before Lenin rose to power, Mikhail Bakunin warned the followers of Marx against the "Red
bureaucracy" that would institute "the worst of all despotic governments' if Marx's state-socialist ideas
were ever implemented. Indeed, the works of Stirner, Proudhon and especially Bakunin all predict the
horror of state Socialism with great accuracy. In addition, the anarchists were among the first and most
vocal critics and opposition to the Bolshevik regime in Russia.
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Nevertheless, being socialists, anarchists do share some ideas with some Marxists (though none with
Leninists). Both Bakunin and Tucker accepted Marx's analysis and critique of capitalism aswell as his
labour theory of value (see section C). Marx himself was heavily influenced by Max Stirner's book The
Ego and Its Own, which contains a brilliant critique of what Marx called "vulgar" communism as well
as state socialism. There have also been elements of the Marxist movement holding views very similar
to socia anarchism (particularly the anarcho-syndicalist branch of social anarchism) -- for example,
Anton Pannekoek, Rosa Luxembourg, Paul Mattick and others, who are very far from Lenin. Karl
Korsch and others wrote sympathetically of the anarchist revolution in Spain. There are many
continuities from Marx to Lenin, but there are al'so continuities from Marx to more libertarian Marxists,
who were harshly critical of Lenin and Bolshevism and whose ideas approximate anarchism's desire for
the free association of equals.

Therefore anarchism is basically aform of socialism, one that stands in direct opposition to what is
usually defined as"socialism" (i.e. state ownership and control). Instead of "central planning,” which
many people associate with the word "socialism," anarchists advocate free association and co-operation
between individuals, workplaces and communities and so oppose "state”" socialism as aform of state
capitalism in which "[ e] very man [and woman] will be a wage-receiver, and the Sate the only wage
payer." [Benjamin Tucker, The Individualist Anarchists, p. 81] Thus anarchist's reject Marxism (what
most people think of as"socialism") asjust "[t] he idea of the State as Capitalist, to which the Social-
Democratic fraction of the great Socialist Party is now trying to reduce Socialism." [Peter Kropotkin,
The Great French Revolution, vol. 1, p. 31] The anarchist objection to the identification of Marxism,
"central planning" and State Socialism/Capitalism with socialism will be discussed in section H.

It is because of these differences with state socialists, and to reduce confusion, most anarchists just call
themselves "anarchists,” asit is taken for granted that anarchists are socialists. However, with the rise of
the so-called "libertarian” right in the USA, some pro-capitalists have taken to calling themselves
"anarchists' and that is why we have laboured the point somewhat here. Historically, and logically,
anarchism implies anti-capitalism, i.e. socialism, which is something, we stress, that al anarchists have
agreed upon (for afuller discuss of why "anarcho"-capitalism is not anarchist see section F).

A.1.5 Where does anarchism come from?

Where does anarchism come from? We can do no better than quote the The Or ganisational Platform
of the Libertarian Communists produced by participants of the Makhnovist movement in the Russian
Revolution (see Section A.5.4). They point out that:

"The class struggle created by the enslavement of workers and their aspirations to liberty
gave birth, in the oppression, to the idea of anarchism: the idea of the total negation of a
social system based on the principles of classes and the Sate, and its replacement by a
free non-statist society of workers under self-management.
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" So anarchism does not derive from the abstract reflections of an intellectual or a
philosopher, but from the direct struggle of workers against capitalism, from the needs
and necessities of the workers, fromtheir aspirationsto liberty and equality, aspirations
which become particularly alive in the best heroic period of the life and struggle of the
wor king masses.

"The outstanding anar chist thinkers, Bakunin, Kropotkin and others, did not invent the
idea of anarchism, but, having discovered it in the masses, simply helped by the strength
of their thought and knowledge to specify and spread it." [pp. 15-16]

Like the anarchist movement in general, the Makhnovists were a mass movement of working class
people resisting the forces of authority, both Red (Communist) and White (Tsarist/Capitalist) in the
Ukraine from 1917 to 1921. As Peter Marshall notes "anarchism. . . has traditionally found its chief
supporters amongst workers and peasants.” [Demanding the Impossible, p. 652]

Anarchism was created in, and by, the struggle of the oppressed for freedom. For Kropotkin, for
example, "Anarchism. . . originated in everyday struggles' and "the Anarchist movement was renewed
each time it received an impression from some great practical lesson: it derived its origin fromthe
teachings of lifeitself." [Evolution and Environment, p. 58 and p. 57] For Proudhon, "the proof" of his
mutualist ideas lay in the "current practice, revolutionary practice" of "those labour associations. . .
which have spontaneoudly . . . been formed in Parisand Lyon . . . [show that the] organisation of credit
and organisation of labour amount to one and the same." [No Gods, No Masters, vol. 1, pp. 59-60]
Indeed, as one historian argues, there was " close similarity between the associational ideal of
Proudhon . . . and the program of the Lyon Mutualists' and that there was "a remarkable convergence

[ between the ideas], and it is likely that Proudhon was able to articulate his positive program more
coherently because of the example of the silk workers of Lyon. The socialist ideal that he championed
was already being realised, to a certain extent, by such workers." [K. Steven Vincent, Pierre-Joseph
Proudhon and the Rise of French Republican Socialism, p. 164]

Thus anarchism comes from the fight for liberty and our desires to lead afully human life, one in which
we have timeto live, to love and to play. It was not created by afew people divorced from life, inivory
towers looking down upon society and making judgements upon it based on their notions of what is right
and wrong. Rather, it was a product of working class struggle and resistance to authority, oppression and
exploitation. As Albert Meltzer put it:

"There were never theoreticians of Anarchism as such, though it produced a number of
theor eticians who discussed aspects of its philosophy. Anarchism has remained a creed
that has been worked out in action rather than as the putting into practice of an intellectal
ideas. Very often, a bourgeois writer comes along and writes down what has already been
wor ked out in practice by workers and peasants; he [or she] is attributed by bourgeois
historians as being a leader, and by successive bourgeois writers (citing the bourgeois
historians) as being one more case that proves the working class relies on bourgeois
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leadership." [Anarchism: Argumentsfor and against, p. 18]

In Kropotkin's eyes, " Anarchism had its origins in the same creative, constructive activity of the masses
which has worked out in times past all the social institutions of mankind -- and in therevolts. . . against
the representatives of force, external to these social institutions, who had laid their hands on these
institutions and used them for their own advantage.” More recently, " Anarchy was brought forth by the
same critical and revolutionary protest which gave birth to Socialismin general." Anarchism, unlike
other forms of socialism, "lifted its sacrilegious arm, not only against Capitalism, but also against these
pillars of Capitalism: Law, Authority, and the Sate." All anarchist writers did was to "work out a
general expression of [anarchism's] principles, and the theoretical and scientific basis of its teachings®
derived from the experiences of working class people in struggle as well as analysing the evolutionary
tendencies of society in general. [Op. Cit., p. 19 and p. 57]

However, anarchistic tendencies and organisations in society have existed long before Proudhon put pen
to paper in 1840 and declared himself an anarchist. While anarchism, as a specific political theory, was
born with the rise of capitalism (Anarchism "emerged at the end of the eighteenth century . . .[and] took
up the dual challenge of overthrowing both Capital and the Sate." [Peter Marshall, Op. Cit., p. 4])
anarchist writers have analysed history for libertarian tendencies. Kropotkin argued, for example, that
"from all times there have been Anarchists and Satists." [Op. Cit., p. 16] In Mutual Aid (and
elsawhere) Kropotkin analysed the libertarian aspects of previous societies and noted those that
successfully implemented (to some degree) anarchist organisation or aspects of anarchism. He
recognised this tendency of actual examples of anarchistic ideas to predate the creation of the "official"
anarchist movement and argued that:

"From the remotest, stone-age antiquity, men [and women] have realised the evils that
resulted from letting some of them acquire personal authority. . . Consequently they
developed in the primitive clan, the village community, the medieval guild . . . and finally
in the free medieval city, such institutions as enabled them to resist the encroachments
upon their life and fortunes both of those strangers who conquered them, and those
clansmen of their own who endeavoured to establish their personal

authority." [Anarchism, pp. 158-9]

Kropotkin placed the struggle of working class people (from which modern anarchism sprung) on par
with these older forms of popular organisation. He argued that "the labour combinations. . . were an
outcome of the same popular resistance to the growing power of the few -- the capitalists in this case" as
were the clan, the village community and so on, as were "the strikingly independent, freely federated
activity of the 'Sections of Paris and all great cities and many small ‘Communes during the French
Revolution” in 1793. [Op. Cit., p. 159]

Thus, while anarchism as a political theory is an expression of working class struggle and self-activity
against capitalism and the modern state, the ideas of anarchism have continually expressed themselvesin
action throughout human existence. Many indigenous peoples in North America and elsewhere, for
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example, practised anarchism for thousands of years before anarchism as a specific political theory
existed. Similarly, anarchistic tendencies and organisations have existed in every major revolution -- the
New England Town Meetings during the American Revolution, the Parisian 'Sections' during the French
Revolution, the workers councils and factory committees during the Russian Revolution to name just a
few examples (see Murray Bookchin's The Third Revolution for details). Thisisto be expected if
anarchismis, as we argue, a product of resistance to authority then any society with authorities will
provoke resistance to them and generate anarchistic tendencies (and, of course, any societies without
authorities cannot help but being anarchistic).

In other words, anarchism is an expression of the struggle against oppression and exploitation, a
generalisation of working people's experiences and analyses of what is wrong with the current system
and an expression of our hopes and dreams for a better future. This struggle existed before it was called
anarchism, but the historic anarchist movement (i.e. groups of people calling their ideas anarchism and
aiming for an anarchist society) is essentially a product of working class struggle against capitalism and
the state, against oppression and exploitation, and for afree society of free and equal individuals.
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Section | - What would an anarchist society look
like?

Introduction

|.1 Isn't libertarian socialism an oxymoron?

1.1.1 Didn't Ludwig von Mises
socialism can not work?

1.1.2 Does Mises' argument mean libertarian communism is
impossible?

1.1.3 What is wrong with markets anyway?

1.1.4 If capitalism is exploitative, then isn't socialism as well?

calculation argument"” prove that

1.2 Is this a blueprint for an anarchist society?

1.2.1 Why discuss what an anarchist society would be like at all?
1.2.2 Will it be possible to go straight to an anarchist society from
capitalism?

1.2.3 How is the framework of an anarchist society created?

1.3 What could the economic structure of an anarchist society
look like?

1.3.1 What is a "syndicate"?

1.3.2 What is workers' self-management?

1.3.3 What role do collectives play in the "economy"?

1.3.4 What relations exist between individual syndicates?

1.3.5 What would confederations of syndicates do?

|.3.6 What about competition between syndicates?

1.3.7 What about people who do not want to join a syndicate?

1.3.8 Do anarchists seek "small autonomous communities, devoted to
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small scale production"?

|.4 How would an anarchist economy function?

|.4.1 What is the point of economic activity in anarchy?

1.4.2 Why do anarchists desire to abolish work?

1.4.3 How do anarchists intend to abolish work?

|.4.4 What economic decision making criteria could be used in
anarchy?

1.4.5 What about "supply and demand"?

|.4.6 Surely communist-anarchism would just lead to demand
exceeding supply?

1.4.7 What will stop producers ignoring consumers?

1.4.8 What about investment decisions?

1.4.9 Should technological advance be seen as anti-anarchistic?
1.4.10 What would be the advantage of a wide basis of surplus
distribution?

1.4.11 If libertarian socialism eliminates the profit motive, won't
creativity suffer?

1.4.12 Won't there be a tendency for capitalist enterprise to reappear in

any socialist society?

1.4.13 Who will do the dirty or unpleasant work?

1.4.14 What about the person who will not work?

1.4.15 What will the workplace of tomorrow look like?

1.4.16 Won't a libertarian communist society be inefficient?

1.5 What would the social structure of anarchy look like?

1.5.1 What are participatory communities?

1.5.2 Why are confederations of participatory communities needed?
1.5.3 What will be the scales and levels of confederation?

1.5.4 How will anything ever be decided by all these meetings?

1.5.5 Are participatory communities and confederations not just new
states?
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1.5.6 Won't there be a danger of a "tyranny of the majority" under
libertarian socialism?

1.5.7 What if | don't want to join a commune?

1.5.8 What about crime?

1.5.9 What about Freedom of Speech under Anarchism?

1.5.10 What about Political Parties?

1.5.11 What about interest groups and other associations?

1.5.12 Would an anarchist society provide health care and other public

services?
1.5.13 Won't an anarchist society be vulnerable to the power hungry?
1.5.14 How could an anarchist society defend itself?

1.6 What about the "Tragedy of the Commons" and all that?
Surely communal ownership will lead to overuse and
environmental destruction?

|.6.1 But anarchists cannot explain how the use of property 'owned by

everyone in the world' will be decided?
1.6.2 Doesn't any form of communal ownership involve restricting
individual liberty?

|.7 Won't Libertarian Socialism destroy individuality?

|.7.1 Do tribal cultures indicate that communalism defends
individuality?

|.7.2 Is this not worshipping the past or the "noble savage"?
.7.3 Is the law required to protect individual rights?

|.7.4 Does capitalism protect individuality?

1.8 Does revolutionary Spain show that libertarian socialism
can work in practice?

1.8.1 Wasn't the Spanish Revolution primarily a rural phenomenon and
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therefore inapplicable as a model for modern industrialised societies?
1.8.2 How were the anarchists able to obtain mass popular supportin
Spain?

1.8.3 How were Spanish industrial collectives organised?

1.8.4 How were the Spanish industrial collectives co-ordinated?

1.8.5 How were the Spanish agricultural co-operatives organised and
co-ordinated?

1.8.6 What did the agricultural collectives accomplish?

1.8.7 I've heard that the rural collectives were created by force. Is this
true?

1.8.8 But did the Spanish collectives innovate?

1.8.9 Why, if it was so good, did it not survive?

1.8.10 Why did the C.N.T. collaborate with the state?

1.8.11 Was the decision to collaborate a product of anarchist theory, so

showing anarchism is flawed?

1.8.12 Was the decision to collaborate imposed on the CNT's
membership?

1.8.13 What political lessons were learned from the revolution?
1.8.14 What economic lessons were learned from the revolution?
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So far this FAQ has been largely critical, focusing on hierarchy, capitalism, the state and so on, and the
problems to which they have led, as well as refuting some bogus "solutions' that have been offered by
authoritarians of both the right and the left. It is now time to examine the constructive side of anarchism
-- the libertarian-socialist society that anarchists envision. Thisisimportant because anarchismis
essentially aconstructive theory, in stark contradiction to the picture of usually painted of anarchism as
chaos or mindless destruction.

Therefore, in this section of the FAQ we will give a short outline of what an anarchist society might ook
like. Such a society has basic features -- such as being non-hierarchical, decentralised and, above al

else, spontaneous like lifeitself. To quote Glenn Albrecht, anarchists "lay great stress on the free
unfolding of a spontaneous order without the use of external force or authority.” ["Ethics, Anarchy and
Sustainable Development”, Anar chist Studies, vol.2, no.2, p. 110] Thistype of development implies
that anarchist society would be organised from the simple to the complex, from the individual upwards
to the community, the bio-region and, ultimately, the planet. The resulting complex and diverse order,
which would be the outcome of nature freely unfolding toward greater diversity and complexity, is
ethically preferable to any other sort of order smply because it allows for the highest degree of organic
solidarity and freedom. Kropotkin described this vision of atruly free society as follows:

"We foresee millions and millions of groups freely constituting themselves for the
satisfaction of all the varied needs of human beings. . . All these will be composed of
human beings who will combine freely. . . "Take pebbles,' said Fourier, 'put themin a box
and shake them, and they will arrange themselves in a mosaic that you could never get by
Instructing to anyone the work of arranging them harmonioudly.™ [The Place of
Anarchism in Socialistic Evolution, pp. 11-12]

Anarchist opposition to hierarchy is an essential part of a"spontaneously ordered" society, for authority
stops the free devel opment and growth of the individual. From this natural growth of individuals, groups
and society as a whole anarchists expect a society which meets the needs of all (both for material goods
and individual and social freedom). In Proudhon's words, "liberty is the mother of order, not its
daughter." Any attempt to force society or individuals into a pre-determined structure which restricts
their liberty will produce dis-order as natural balances and development is hindered and distorted in anti-
social and destructive directions. Thus an anarchist society must be afree society of free individuals,
associating within libertarian structures, rather than a series of competing hierarchies (be they political
or economical). Only in freedom can society and individuals develop and create a just and fair society.

Astheindividual does not exist in asocia vacuum, appropriate social conditions are required for
individual freedom (and so subjectivity, or thought) to develop and blossom according to its full
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potential. The theory of anarchism is built around the central assertion that individuals and their
organisations cannot be considered in isolation from each other. As Carole Pateman points out, thereis
"the argument that there is an interrelationship between the authority structures of institutions and the
psychological qualities and attitudes of individuals, and . . . the related argument that the major function
of participation is an educative one." [Participation and Democratic Theory, p. 27] Anarchism
presents these arguments in their most coherent and libertarian form. In other words, freedom is only
sustained and protected by activity under conditions of freedom, namely self-government. Freedom is
the only precondition for acquiring the maturity required for continued freedom.

Asindividual freedom can only be created, developed and defended by self-government and free
association, a system which encourages individuality must be decentralised and participatory in order for
people to develop a psychology that allows them to accept the responsibilities of self-management.
Living under capitalism or any other authoritarian system produces a servile character, as the individual
Is constantly placed under hierarchical authority, which blunts their critical and self-governing abilities
by lack of use. Such a situation cannot promote freedom. Looking at capitalism, we find that under wage
labour, people sell their creative energy and control over their activity for a given period. The boss does
not just take surplus value from the time employees sell, but the time itself -- their ability to make their
own decisions, express themselves through work and with their fellow workers. Wage labour equals
wage slavery. You sell your time and skills (i.e. liberty) everyday at work to someone else. Y ou will
never be able to buy that time back for yourself. Onceit is gone; it is gone for good. Thisiswhy
anarchists see the need to " create the situation where each person may live by working freely, without
being forced to sell his[or her] work and his[or her] liberty to others who accumulate wealth by the
labour of their serfs." [Kropotkin, Words of a Rebel, p. 208]

Anarchism is about changing society and abolishing all forms of authoritarian social relationship,
putting life before the soul-destroying "efficiency” needed to survive under capitalism; for the anarchist
"takes his stand on his positive right to life and all its pleasures, both intellectual, moral and physical.
He loveslife, and intends to enjoy it to the full.” [Michael Bakunin, quoted by Brian Morris, Bakunin:
The Philosophy of Freedom, p. 118]

Anarchists think that the essential social values are human values, and that society is acomplex of
associations held together by the wills of their members, whose well-being isits purpose. They consider
that it is not enough that the forms of association should have the passive or "implied" consent of their
members, but that the society and the individuals who make it up will be healthy only if it isin the full
sense libertarian, i.e. self-governing, self-managed, and egalitarian. Thisimplies not only that al the
members should have a"right" to influence its policy if they so desire, but that the greatest possible
opportunity should be afforded for every person to exercise this right. Anarchism involves an active, not
merely passive, citizenship on the part of society's members and holds that this principle is not only
applied to some "special" sphere of social action called "politics" but to any and every form of social
action, including economic activity.

So, as will be seen, the key concept underlying both the social/political and the economic structure of
libertarian socialism is " self-management,” aterm that implies not only workers control of their
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workplaces but also citizens control of their communities (where it becomes " self-gover nment"),
through direct democracy and voluntary federation. Thus self-management is the positive implication of
anarchism's "negative" principle of opposition to hierarchical authority. For through self-management,
hierarchical authority is dissolved as self-managing workplace and community assemblies/councils are
decentralised, "horizontal" organisations in which each participant has an equal voice in the decisions
that affect his or her life, instead of merely following orders and being governed by others. Self-
management, therefore, is the essential condition for aworld in which individuals will be free to follow
their own dreams, in their own ways, co-operating together as equals without interference from any form
of authoritarian power (such as government or boss).

Perhaps needless to say, this section isintended as a heuristic device only, as away of helping readers
envision how anarchist principles might be embodied in practice. They are not (nor are they intended to
be, nor are they desired to be) a definitive statement of how they must be embodied. The ideathat afew
peopl e could determine exactly what a free society would look like is contrary to the anarchist principles
of free growth and thought, and is far from our intention. Here we simply try to indicate some of the
structures that an anarchist society may contain, based on the what ideals and ideas anarchists hold and
the few examples of anarchy in action that have existed and our critical evaluation of their limitations
and successes.

Of course, an anarchist society will not be created overnight nor without links to the past, and so it will
initially include structures created in socia struggle (i.e. created within but against capitalism and the
state -- see section J.5) and will be marked with the ideas that inspired and devel oped within that

struggle. For example, the anarchist collectives in Spain were organised in a bottom-up manner, similar
to the way the C.N.T. (the anarcho-syndicalist labour union) was organised before the revolution. In this
sense, anarchy is not some distant goal but rather an expression of working class struggle. The creation
of alternativesto the current hierarchical, oppressive, exploitative and alienated society is a necessary
part of the class struggle and the maintaining of your liberty and humanity in the insane world of
hierarchical society. Assuch, an anarchist society will be the generalisation of the various types of
"anarchy in action" created in the various struggles against all forms of oppression and exploitation
(see section 1.2.3).

This means that how an anarchist society would look like and work is not independent of the means used
to create it. In other words, an anarchist society will reflect the social struggle which preceded it and the
ideas which existed within that struggle as modified by the practical needs of any given situation.
Therefore the vision of afree society indicated in this section of the FAQ is not some sort of abstraction
which will be created overnight. If anarchists did think that then we would rightly be called utopian. No,
an anarchist society is the outcome of activity and social struggle, struggle which helpsto create a mass
movement which contains individuals who can think for themselves and are willing and able to take
responsibility for their own lives (see section J - "What do anarchists do?").

So, when reading this section please remember that thisis not a blueprint but only one possible
suggestion of what anarchy would look like. It is designed to provoke thought and indicate that an
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anarchist society is possible and that such a society is the product of our activity in the here and now.
We hope that our arguments and ideas presented in this section will inspire more debate and discussion
of how afree society could work and, equally as important, help to inspire the struggle that will create
that society. After all, anarchists desire to build the new world in the shell of the old. Unless we have
some idea of what that new society will be likeit is difficult to pre-figureit in our activities today! A
point not lost on Kropotkin who argued that it is difficult to "build" "without extremely careful
consideration beforehand, based on the study of social life, of what and how we want to build -- we must
reject [ Proudhon's] slogan [that "in demolishing we shall build"] . . . and declare: 'in building we shall
demolish." [Conquest of Bread, p. 173f] More recently, Noam Chomsky argued that "[ a] lter natives to
existing forms of hierarchy, domination, private power and social control certainly exist in principle. . .
But to make them realistic will require a great deal of committed work, including the work of
articulating them clearly." [Noam Chomsky, Turningthe Tide, p. 250] This section of the FAQ can be
considered as a contribution to the articulating of libertarian alternatives to existing society, of want we
want to build for the future.

In other words, view this section of our FAQ as a guide. To use an analogy, when going on holiday it is
agood ideato have a map or guidebook with you, otherwise you will not know where you are going
and, indeed, will likely end up in the wrong place. Thus the progress towards a free society is helped by
anarchist ideas and visions, otherwise it may end up the opposite of what we desire. However, it us
important that any such guide be discussed by everyone before hand, to ensure that it isauseful guide
and one that reflects everyone's interests and desires. Thus this section of our FAQ issmply a
contribution to this discussion, a contribution inspired (in part) by previous contributions, visions and
struggles.

We are not afraid that many will argue that much of the vision we present in this section of the FAQ is
utopian. Perhaps they are right, but, as Oscar Wilde once said:

" A map of the world that does not include Utopia is not worth glancing at, for it leaves out
the one country at which Humanity is always landing. And when Humanity lands there, it
looks out and, seeing a better country, sets sail. Progressis the realisation of

Utopias." [The Soul of Man Under Socialism, p. 1184]

However, we have attempted to be a practical as we are visionary, presenting realistic problems as well
as presenting evidence for our solutions to these problems (as well as our general ideas) from redl life
where possible, rather than present a series of impossible assumptions which dismiss possible problems
by definition. After al, it is better to consider the worse possible cases for if they do not appear then
nothing has been lost and if they do at least we have a starting point for possible solutions. So, all in all,
we have tried to be practical utopians!

We must stress, however, that anarchists do not want a " perfect” society (asis often associated with the
term "utopia"). This would be as impossible as the neo-classical vision of perfect competition. Rather
we want afree society and so one based on real human beings and so one with its own problems and
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difficulties. Our use of the word "utopia” should not be taken to imply that anarchists assume away all
problems and argue that an anarchist society would be ideal and perfect. No society has ever been
perfect and no society ever will be. All we argueisthat an anarchist society will have fewer problems
than those before and be better to live within. Anyone looking for perfection should look elsewhere.
Anyone looking for a better, but still human, world may find in anarchism a potential end for their quest.

One last point. We must point out here that we are discussing the social and economic structures of areas
within which the inhabitants are predominately anarchists. It is obviously the case that areas in which the
inhabitants are not anarchists will take on different forms depending upon the ideas that dominate there.
Hence, assuming the end of the current state structure, we could see anarchist communities along with
statist ones (capitalist or socialist) and these communities taking different forms depending on what their
inhabitants want -- communist to individualist communities in the case of anarchist ones, state socialist
to private state communities in the statist areas, ones based on religious sects and so on. As Malatesta
argued, anarchists "must be intransigent in our opposition to all capitalist imposition and exploitation,
and tolerant of all social concepts which prevail in different human groupings, so long as they do not
threaten the equal rights and freedom of others.” [Life and I deas, p. 174] Thus we respect the wishes of
othersto experiment and live their own lives as they see fit, while encouraging those in capitalist and
other statist communities to rise in revolution against their masters and join the free federation of
communes of the anarchist community. Needless to say, we do not discuss non-anarchist communities
here asit is up to non-anarchists to present their arguments in favour of their kind of statism. We will
concentrate on discussing anarchist ideas on social organisation here.

So, remember that we are not arguing that everyone will live in an anarchist way in afree society. Far
from it. There will be pockets of unfreedom around, ssmply because the development of ideas varies
from areato area. However, it would be a mistake to assume that just because there are many choices of
community available that it automatically makes a society an anarchist one. For example, the modern
world boasts over 200 different states. For most of them, individuals can leave and join another if it will
let them. There is no world government as such. This does not make this series of states an anarchy.
Similarly, a system of different company towns is not an anarchy either. The nature of the associationsis
just asimportant as their voluntary nature. As Kropotkin argued, the "communes of the next revolution
will not only break down the state and substitute free federation for parliamentary rule; they will part
with parliamentary rule within the communeitself . . . They will be anarchist within the commune as
they will be anarchist outsideit." [The Commune of Paris| Hence an anarchist society isonethat is
freely joined and left and isinternally non-hierarchical. Thus anarchist communities may co-exist with
non-anarchist ones but this does not mean the non-anarchist ones are in any way anarchistic or
libertarian.

When reading this section of the FAQ remember three things. One, an anarchist society will be created
by the autonomous actions of the mass of the population, not by anarchists writing books about it. This
means areal anarchist society will make many mistakes and develop in ways we cannot predict. Two,
that it isonly a series of suggestions on how things could work in an anarchist society -- it isnot a
blueprint of any kind. Three, that we recognise that anarchist areas will probably co-exist with non-
anarchist areas. This does not make the non-anarchist areas anarchist and it is up to supporters of
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hierarchy to present their own visions of the future. All anarchists can do is present what we believe and
why we think such avision is both desirable and viable.

We hope that our arguments and ideas presented in this section of the FAQ will inspire more debate and
discussion of how afree society would work. In addition, and equally as important, we hope it will help
inspire the struggle that will create that society. After all, anarchists desire to build the new world in the
shell of the old. Unless we have some idea of what that new society will be likeit isdifficult to create it

in our activitiesin the here and now!
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J.5 What alternative social organisations do
anarchists create?

Anarchismisall about " do it yourself," people helping each other out in order to secure a good society
to live within and to protect, extend and enrich their personal freedom. As such anarchists are keenly
aware of the importance of building alternatives to both capitalism and the state in the here and now.
Only by creating practical alternatives can we show that anarchism is aviable possibility and train
ourselves in the techniques and responsibilities of freedom:

"If we put into practice the principles of libertarian communism within our organisations,
the more advanced and prepared we will be on that day when we come to adopt it
completely.” [C.N.T. member, quoted by Graham Kelsey, Anarchosyndicalism,
Libertarian Communism and the State,p. 79]

By building the new world in the shell of the old, we help create the environment within which
individuals can manage their own affairs and develop their abilities to do so. In other words, we create

" schools of anarchism™ which lay the foundations for a better society as well as promoting and
supporting socia struggle against the current system. Make no mistake, the alternatives we discussin
this section are not an alternative to direct action and the need for social struggle - they are an expression
of social struggle and aform of direct action. They are the framework by which socia struggle can build
and strengthen the anarchist tendencies within capitalist society which will ultimately replace it.

Therefore it iswrong to think that anarchists are indifferent to making life more bearable, even more
enjoyable, under capitalism. A free society will not just appear from nowhere, it will be created be
individuals and communities with along history of social struggle and organisation. For as Wilheim
Reich so correctly pointed out:

"Quite obviously, a society that isto consist of 'free individuals,’ to constitute a 'free
community' and to administer itself, i.e. to ‘govern itself,’ cannot be suddenly created by
decrees. It hasto evolve organically." [The Mass Psychology of Fascism, p. 241]

And it isthis organic evolution that anarchists promote when they create anarchist aternatives within
capitalist society. The aternatives anarchists create (be they workplace or community unions, co-
operatives, mutual banks, and so on) are marked by certain common features such as being self-
managed, being based upon equality and decentralisation and working with other groups and
associations within a confederal network based upon mutual aid and solidarity. In other words, they are
anar chist in both spirit and structure and so create a practical bridge between what is and what is
possible.

Therefore, anarchists consider the building of alternatives as a key aspect of their activity under
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capitalism. Thisis because they, like all forms of direct action, are "schools of anarchy" and also
because they make the transition to a free society easier. "Through the organisations set up for the
defence of their interests,” in Malatesta's words, "the workers develop an awareness of the oppression
they suffer and the antagonism that divides them from the bosses and as a result begin to aspireto a
better life, become accustomed to collective struggle and solidarity and win those improvements that are
possible within the capitalist and state regime." [The Anar chist Revolution, p. 95] By creating viable
examples of " anarchy in action" we can show that our ideas are practical and convince people of
anarchist ideas by "good examples." Therefore this section of the FAQ will indicate the alternatives
anarchists support and why we support them.

The approach anarchists take to this activity could be termed " social unionism" -- the collective action
of groups to change certain aspects (and, ultimately, all aspects) of their lives. This"social unionism"
takes many different formsin many different areas (some of which, not all, are discussed here) -- but
they share the same basic aspects of collective direct action, self-organisation, self-management,
solidarity and mutual aid. These "social unions' would be a means (like the old labour movement) " of
raising the morale of the workers, accustom them to free initiative and solidarity in a struggle for the
good of everyone and render them capable of imagining, desiring and putting into practice an anarchist
life." [Errico Malatesta, The Anarchist Revolution, p. 28]

Aswill quickly become obvious in thisdiscussion (asif it had not been so before!) anarchists are firm
supporters of " self-help," an expression that has been sadly corrupted (like freedom) by the right in
recent times. Like "freedom", "self-help" should be saved from the clutches of the right who have no
real claim to that expression. Indeed, anarchism was created from and based itself upon working class
self-help -- for what other interpretation can be gathered from the famous slogan of the Fir st

I nter national that "the emancipation of the working class must be the task of the working class itself*?
So, Anarchists have great faith in the abilities of working class people to work out for themselves what
their problems are and act to solve them.

Anarchist support, and promotion, of alternativesis a key aspect of this process of self-liberation, and so
a key aspect of anarchism. While strikes, boycotts, and other forms of high profile direct action may be
more sexy than the long and hard task of creating and building social alternatives, these are the nuts and
bolts of creating a new world as well as the infrastructure which supports the "high profile" activities.
Hence the importance of highlighting the alternatives anarchists support and build. The alternatives we
discuss hereis part of the process of building the new world in the shell of the old -- and involve both
combative organisations (such as community and workplace unions) as well as more defensive/
supportive ones (such as co-operatives and mutual banks). Both have their part to play in the class
struggle, although the combative ones are the most important in creating the spirit of revolt and the
possibility of creating an anarchist society (which will be reflected in the growth of supportive
organisationsto aid that struggle).

We must also stress that anarchists ook to "natural” tendencies within socia struggle as the basis of any
aternatives we try to create. As Kropotkin put it, anarchism is based "on an analysis of tendencies of an

http://www.geocities.com/Capitol Hill/1931/sec5.html (2 of 58)1/12/2005 7:03:37 AM



J.5 What alternative social organisations do anarchists create?

evolution that is already going on in society, and on induction thereform asto the future.” Itis
"representative . . . of the creative, instructive power of the people themselves who aimed at devel oping
institutions of common law in order to protect them from the power-seeking minority." In other words,
anarchism bases itself on those tendencies that are created by the self-activity of working class people
and while developing within capitalism are in opposition to it -- such tendencies are expressed in
organisational form as trade unions and other forms of workplace struggle, cooperatives (both
productive and credit), libertarian schools, and so on. For anarchists, anarchism is "born among the
people - in the struggles of real life and not in the philosopher's studio” and owesits "origin to the
constructive, creative activity of the people. . . and to a protest - a revolt against the external force
which hd thrust itself upon [communal] . . . institutions." [Kropotkin's Revolutionary Pamphlets, p.
158, p. 147, p. 150, p. 149] This"creative activity" is expressed in the organisations created in the class
struggle by working people, some of which we discuss in this section of the FAQ. Therefore, the
alternatives anarchists support should not be viewed in isolation of social struggle and working class
resistance to hierarchy - the reversein fact, as these aternatives are almost always expressions of that
struggle.

Lastly, we should note that this list of aternatives does not list all the forms of organisation anarchists
create. For example, we have ignored solidarity groups and organisations which are created to campaign
against or for certain issues or reforms. Anarchists are in favour of such organisations and work within
them to spread anarchist ideas, tactics and organisational forms. However, these interest groups (while
very useful) do not provide a framework for lasting change as do the ones we highlight below although
we stress that anarchists do not ignore such organisations and struggles (see sections J.1.4 and J.1.5 for

more details on anarchist opinions on such "single issue" campaigns).

We have also ignored what have been called "intentional communities'. Thisiswhen a group of
individuals squat or buy land and other resources within capitalism and create their own anarchist
communein it. Most anarchists reject this idea as capitalism and the state must be fought, not ignored. In
addition, due to their small size, they are rarely viable experiments in communal living and nearly
awaysfail after ashort time (for agood summary of Kropotkin's attitude to such communities, which
can be taken as typical, to such schemes see Graham Purchase's book Evolution & Revolution, pp. 122-
125). Dropping out will not stop capitalism and the state and while such communities may try to ignore
the system, they will find that the system will not ignore them -- they will come under competitive and
ecological pressures from capitalism whether they like it or not.

Therefore the alternatives we discuss here are attempts to create anarchist alternatives within capitalism
and which aim to change it (either by revolutionary or evolutionary means). They are based upon
challenging capitalism and the state, not ignoring them by dropping out. Only by a process of direct
action and building alternatives which are relevant to our daily lives can we revolutionise and change
both ourselves and society.

J.5.1 What is community unionism?
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Community unionism is our term for the process of creating participatory communities (called
"communes' in classical anarchism) within the state.

Basically, acommunity union isthe creation of interested members of a community who decide to form
an organisation to fight against injustice in their local community and for improvements within it. Itisa
forum by which inhabitants can raise issues that affect themselves and others and provide a means of
solving these problems. As such, it isameans of directly involving local peoplein the life of their own
communities and collectively solving the problems facing them as both individuals and as part of a
wider society. Politics, therefore, is not separated into a specialised activity that only certain people do (i.
e. politicians). Instead, it becomes communalised and part of everyday life and in the hands of all.

Aswould be imagined, like the participatory communities that would exist in an anarchist society, the
community union would be based upon a mass assembly of its members. Here would be discussed the
issues that effect the membership and how to solve them. Like the communes of a future anarchy, these
community unions would be confederated with other unions in different areas in order to co-ordinate
joint activity and solve common problems. These confederations, like the basic union assemblies
themselves, would be based upon direct democracy, mandated delegates and the creation of
administrative action committees to see that the memberships decisions are carried out.

The community union could also raise funds for strikes and other social protests, organise pickets and
boycotts and generally aid othersin struggle. By organising their own forms of direct action (such as tax
and rent strikes, environmental protests and so on) they can weaken the state while building an self-
managed infrastructure of co-operatives to replace the useful functions the state or capitalist firms
currently provide.

So, in addition to organising resistance to the state and capitalist firms, these community unions could
play an important role in creating an alternative economy within capitalism. For example, such unions
could have amutual bank or credit union associated with them which could allow funds to be gathered
for the creation of self-managed co-operatives and social services and centres. In thisway a
communalised co-operative sector could develop, along with a communal confederation of community
unions and their co-operative banks.

Such community unions have been formed in many different countriesin recent years to fight against
particularly evil attacks on the working class. In Britain, groups were created in neighbourhoods across
the country to organise non-payment of the conservative government's community charge (popularly
known as the poll tax). Federations of these groups and unions were created to co-ordinate the struggle
and pull resources and, in the end, ensured that the government withdrew the hated tax and helped push
Thatcher out of government. In Ireland, similar groups were formed to defeat the privatisation of the
water industry by a similar non-payment campaign.

However, few of these groups have been taken as part of awider strategy to empower the local
community but the few that have indicate the potential of such a strategy. This potential can be seen
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from two examples of community organising in Europe, onein Italy and another in Spain.

In Italy, anarchists have organised a very successful M unicipal Federation of the Base (FMB) in
Spezzano Albanese (in the South of that country). This organisation is "an alter native to the power of
the town hall" and provides a"glimpse of what a future libertarian society could be" (in the words of
one activist). The aim of the Federation is "the bringing together of all interests within the district. In
intervening at a municipal level, we become involved not only in the world of work but also the life of
the community. . . the FMB make counter proposals [to Town Hall decisions], which aren't presented to
the Council but proposed for discussion in the area to raise peopl€e's level of consciousness. Whether
they like it or not the Town Hall is obliged to take account of these proposals.” [*Community Organising
in Southern Italy", pp. 16-19, Black Flag no. 210, p. 17, p. 18]

In thisway, local people take part in deciding what effects them and their community and create a self-
managed "dual power" to the local, and national, state. They also, by taking part in self-managed
community assemblies, develop their ability to participate and manage their own affairs, so showing that
the state is unnecessary and harmful to their interests. In addition, the FM B also supports co-operatives
within it, so creating a communalised, self-managed economic sector within capitalism. Such a
development helps to reduce the problems facing isolated co-operatives in a capitalist economy -- see
section J.5.11 -- and was actively done in order to "seek to bring together all the currents, all the

problems and contradictions, to seek solutions"' to such problems facing co-operatives [ bid.].

Elsewhere in Europe, the long, hard work of the C.N.T. in Spain has also resulted in mass village
assemblies being created in the Puerto Real area, near Cadiz. These community assemblies came about
to support an industrial struggle by shipyard workers. As one C.N.T. member explains, "[ €] very
Thursday of every week, in the towns and villages in the area, we had all-village assemblies where
anyone connected with the particular issue [ of the rationalisation of the shipyards], whether they were
actually workersin the shipyard itself, or women or children or grandparents, could go along. . . and
actually vote and take part in the decision making process of what was going to take place." [Anarcho-
Syndicalism in Puerto Real: from shipyard resistance to direct democracy and community control,

p. 6]

With such popular input and support, the shipyard workers won their struggle. However, the assembly
continued after the strike and "managed to link together twelve different organisations within the local
area that areall interested in fighting. . . various aspects [ of capitalism]" including health, taxation,
economic, ecological and cultural issues. Moreover, the struggle "created a structure which was very
different from the kind of structure of political parties, where the decisions are made at the top and they
filter down. What we managed to do in Puerto Real was make decisions at the base and take them
upwards." [1bid.]

In these ways, a grassroots movement from below has been created, with direct democracy and
participation becoming an inherent part of alocal political culture of resistance, with people deciding
things for themselves directly and without hierarchy. Such developments are the embryonic structures of
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aworld based around direct democracy and participation, with a strong and dynamic community life.
For, as Martin Buber argued, "[t] he more a human group letsitself be represented in the management of
its common affairs. . . the less communal life thereisin it and the more impoverished it becomesas a
community.” [Pathsin Utopia, p. 133]

Anarchist support and encouragement of community unionism, by creating the means for communal self-
management, helps to enrich the community as well as creating the organisational forms required to
resist the state and capitalism. In this way we build the anti-state which will (hopefully) replace the state.
Moreover, the combination of community unionism with workplace assemblies (asin Puerto Real),
provides a mutual support network which can be very effective in helping winning struggles. For
example, in Glasgow, Scotland in 1916, a massive rent strike was finally won when workers came out in
strike in support of the rent strikers who been arrested for non-payment.

Such developments indicate that 1saac Puente was correct to argue that:

"Libertarian Communism s a society organised without the state and without private
ownership. And there is no need to invent anything or conjure up some new organization
for the purpose. The centres about which life in the future will be organised are already
with usin the society of today: the free union and the free municipality [or Commune].

"The union: in it combine spontaneiously the workers from factories and all places of
collective exploitation.

"And the free municipality: an assembly with roots stretching back into the past where,
again in spontaneity, inhabitants of village and hamlet combine together, and which
points the way to the solution of problemsin social life in the countryside.

"Both kinds of organisation, run on federal and democratic principles, will be soveriegn
in their decision making, without being beholden to any higher body, their only obligation
being to federate one with another as dictated by the economic requirement for liaison
and communications bodies organised in industrial federations.

"The union and the free municipality will assume the collective or common owner ship of
everything which isunder private ownership at present [ but collectively used] and will
regulate production and consumption (in a word, the economy) in each locality.

"The very bringing together of the two terms (communism and libertarian) isindicative in
itself of the fusion of two ideas: one of them s collectivist, tending to bring about harmony
in the whole through the contributions and cooperation of individuals, without
undermining their independence in any way; while the other isindividualist, seeking to
reassure the individual that his independence will be respected.” [Libertarian
Communism, pp. 6-7]
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The combination of community unionism, along with industrial unionism (see next section), will be the
key of creating an anarchist society, Community unionism, by creating the free commune within the
state, allows us to become accustomed to managing our own affairs and seeing that an injury to oneis an
injury to all. In thisway a social power is created in opposition to the state. The town council may still
be in the hands of politicians, but neither they nor the central government can move without worrying
about what the peopl€'s reaction might be, as expressed and organised in their community unions and
assemblies.

J.5.2 Why do anarchists support industrial unionism?

Simply because it is effective, expresses our ideas on how industry will be organised in an anarchist
society and is akey means of ending capitalist oppression and exploitation. As Max Stirner pointed out
the "labourers have the most enormous power in their hands, and, if they once become thoroughly
conscious of it and used it, nothing could withstand them; they would only have to stop labour, regard
the product of labour astheirs, and enjoy it. Thisis the sense of the labour disturbances which show
themselves here and there." [The Ego and Its Own, p. 116]

Libertarian workplace organisation is the best way of organising and exercising this power. However,
before discussing why anarchists support industrial unionism, we must point out that the type of
unionism anarchists support has very little in common with that associated with reformist or business
unions like the TUC in Britain or the AFL-CIO in the USA (see next section).

In such unions, as Alexander Berkman points out, the "rank and file have little say. They have delegated
their power to leaders, and these have become the boss. . . Once you do that, the power you have
delegated will be used against you and your interests every time." [The ABC of Anarchism, p. 58]
Reformist unions, even if they do organise by industry rather than by trade or craft, are top-heavy and
bureaucratic. Thus they are organised in the same manner as capitalist firms or the state -- and like both
of these, the officials at the top have different interests than those at the bottom. Little wonder anarchists
oppose such forms of unionism as being counter to the interests of their members. The long history of
union officials betraying their membersis proof enough of this.

Therefore anarchists propose a different kind of workplace organisation, one that is organised in atotally
different manner than the current, mainstream, unions. We will call this new kind of organisation
"industrial unionism" (although perhaps industrial syndicalism or workplace assemblies may be a
better, less confusing, name for it).

Industrial unionism is based upon the idea that workers should directly control their own organisations
and struggles. Assuch, it is based upon workplace assemblies and their confederation between different
workplaces in the same industry as well as between different workplaces in the same locality. An
industrial union is aunion which organises all workersin a given type of industry together into one
body. This means that all workers regardless of their actual trade would ideally be in the one union. On a
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building site, for example, brick-layers, plumbers, carpenters and so on would all be a member of the
Building Workers Union. Each trade may have its own sections within the union (so that plumbers can
discuss issues relating to their trade for example) but the core decision making focus would be an
assembly of all workers employed in aworkplace. Asthey all have the same bossit islogical for them to
have the same union.

However, industrial unionism should not be confused with a closed shop situation where workers are
forced to join a union when they become a wage slave in aworkplace. While anarchists do desire to see
all workers unite in one organisation, it is vitally important that workers can leave a union and join
another. The closed shop only empowers union bureaucrats and gives them even more power to control
(and/or ignore) their members. As anarchist unionism has no bureaucrats, there is no need for the closed
shop and its voluntary nature is essential in order to ensure that a union be subject to "exit" aswell as
"voice" for it to be responsive to its members wishes.

As Albert Méeltzer argues, the closed shop means that "the [trade union] leadership becomes all-
powerful since once it exertsitsright to expel a member, that person is not only out of the union, but out
of ajob." Anarcho-syndicalism, therefore, "rejects the closed shop and relies on voluntary member ship,
and so avoids any leadership or bureaucracy.” [Anarchism: Argumentsfor and against, p. 56 -- also
see Tom Wetzel's excellent article " The Origins of the Union Shop", part 3 of the series "Why does the
union bureaucracy exist?" in Ideas & Action no. 11, Fall 1989 for afuller discussion of these issues|
Without voluntary membership even the most libertarian union may become bureaucratic and
unresponsive to the needs of its members and the class struggle (even anarcho-syndicalist unions are
subject to hierarchical influences by having to work within the hierarchical capitalist economy although
voluntary membership, along with a libertarian structure and tactics, helps combat these tendencies --
see section J.3.9).

Obviously this means that anarchist opposition to the closed shop has nothing in common with boss,
conservative and right-wing libertarian opposition to it. These groups, while denouncing coercing
workers into trades unions, support the coercive power of bosses over workers without a second thought
(indeed, given their justifications of sexual harassment and other forms of oppressive behaviour by
bosses, we can imagine that they would happily support workers having to join company unions to keep
their jobs -- only when bosses dislike mandatory union membership do these defenders of "freedom"
raise their opposition). Anarchist opposition to the closed shop (like their opposition to union
bureaucracy) flows from their opposition to hierarchy and authoritarian social relationships. The right-
wing's opposition is purely a product of their pro-capitalist and pro-authority position and the desire to
see the worker subject only to one boss during working hours, not two (particularly if this second one
has to represent workers interests to some degree). Anarchists, on the other hand, want to get rid of al
bosses during working hours.

In industrial unionism, the membership, assembled in their place of work, are the onesto decide when to
strike, when to pay strike pay, what tactics to use, what demands to make, what issues to fight over and
whether an action is"official" or "unofficia". In thisway the rank and fileisin control of their unions

http://www.geocities.com/Capitol Hill/1931/secJ5.html (8 of 58)1/12/2005 7:03:38 AM



J.5 What alternative social organisations do anarchists create?

and, by confederating with other assemblies, they co-ordinate their forces with their fellow workers. As
syndicalist activist Tom Brown makes clear:

"The basis of the Syndicate is the mass meeting of workers assembled at their place of
work. . . The meeting elects its factory committee and delegates. The factory is Syndicate
Is federated to all other such committeesin the locality. . . In the other direction, the
factory, let us say engineering factory, is affiliated to the District Federation of Engineers.
In turn the District Federation is affiliated to the National Federation of Engineers. . .
Then, each industrial federation is affiliated to the National Federation of Labour . . . how
the members of such committees are elected is most important. They are, first of all, not
representatives like Members of Parliament who air their own views; they are delegates
who carry the message of the workers who elect them. They do not tell the workers what
the'official’ policy is; the workerstell them.

"Delegates are subject to instant recall by the persons who elected them. None may sit for
longer than two successive years, and four years must elapse before his[or her] next
nomination. Very few will receive wages as delegates, and then only the district rate of
wages for the industry. . .

"It will be seen that in the Syndicate the members control the organisation - not the
bureaucrats controlling the members. In a trade union the higher up the pyramid a manis
the more power he wields; in a Syndicate the higher heisthe less power he has.

"The factory Syndicate has full autonomy over its own affairs. . ." [Syndicalism, pp. 35-
36]

As can be seen, industrial unionism reflects anarchist ideas of organisation - it is organised from the
bottom up, it is decentralised and based upon federation and it is directly managed by its membersin
mass assemblies. It is anarchism applied to industry and the needs of the class struggle. By supporting
such forms of organisations, anarchists are not only seeing "anarchy in action", they are forming
effective tools which can win the class war. By organising in this manner, workers are building the
framework of a co-operative society within capitalism. Rudolf Rocker makes this clear:

"the syndicate. . . has for its purpose the defence of the interests of the producers within
existing society and the preparing for and the practical carrying out of the reconstruction
of social life. . . It has, therefore, a double purpose: 1. Asthe fighting organisation of the
wor kers against their employers to enfor ce the demand of the workers for the
safeguarding of their standard of living; 2. Asthe school for the intellectual training of
the workers to make them acquainted with the technical management of production and
economic lifein general." [Anarcho-Syndicalism, p. 51]

Given the fact that workers wages have been stagnating (or, at best, falling behind productivity
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increases) across the world as the trade unions have been weakened and marginalised (partly because of
their own tactics, structure and politics) it is clear that there exists a great need for working people to
organise to defend themselves. The centralised, top-down trade unions we are accustomed to have
proved themselves incapable of effective struggle (and, indeed, the number of times they have sabotaged
such struggle are countless - aresult not of "bad" leaders but of the way these unions organise and their
role within capitalism). Hence anarchists support industrial unionism (co-operation between workers
assemblies) as an effective aternative to the malaise of official trade unionism. How anarchists aim to
encourage such new forms of workplace organisation and struggle will be discussed in the next section.

We are sure that many radicals will consider that such decentralised, confederal organisations would
produce confusion and disunity. However, anarchists maintain that the statist, centralised form of
organisation of the trades unions would produce indifference instead of involvement, heartlessness
instead of solidarity, uniformity instead of unity, and elites instead of equality, nevermind killing all
personal initiative by lifeless discipline and bureaucratic ossification and permitting no independent
action. The old form of organisation has been tried and tried again - it has aways failed. The sooner
workers recognise this the better.

One last point. We must note that many anarchists, particularly communist-anarchists, consider unions,
even anarchosyndicalist ones, as having a strong reformist tendency (as discussed in section J.3.9).
However, all anarchists recognise the importance of autonomous class struggle and the need for
organisations to help fight that struggle. Thus anarchist-communists, instead of trying to organise
industrial unions, apply the ideas of industrial unionism to workplace struggles. In other words, they
would agree with the need to organise all workers into a mass assembly and to have elected, recallable
administration committees to carry out the strikers wishes. This means that such anarchists they do not
call their practical ideas "anarcho-syndicalism" nor the workplace assemblies they desire to create
"unions," there are extremely similar in nature and so we can discuss both using the term "industrial
unionism". The key difference is that many (if not most) anarcho-communists consider that permanent
workplace organisations that aim to organise all workers would soon become reformist. Because of this
they also see the need for anarchist to organise as anar chistsin order to spread the anarchist message
within them and keep their revolutionary aspects at the forefront (and so support industrial networks --
see next section).

Therefore while there are dlight differences in terminology and practice, all anarchists would support the
ideas of industrial unionism we have outlined above.

J.5.3 What attitude do anarchists take to existing unions?

As noted in the last section, anarchists desire to create organisations in the workplace radically different

from the existing trade unions. The question now arises, what attitude do anarchists generally take to
these existing unions?
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Before answering that question, we must stress that anarchists, no matter how hostile to trade unions as
bureaucratic, reformist institutions, ar e in favour of working class struggle. This means that when trade
union members or other workers are on strike anarchists will support them (unless the strike istotally
reactionary -- for example, no anarchist would support a strike which isracist in nature). Thisis because
amost all anarchists consider it basic to their politics that you don't scab and you don't crawl (a handful
of individualist anarchists are the exception). So, when reading anarchist criticisms of trade unions do
not for an instant think we do not support industrial struggles -- we do, we are just very critical of the
unions that are sometimes involved.

So, what do anarchists think of the trade unions?

For the most part, one could call the typical anarchist opinion toward them as one of "hostile support.” It
Is hostile insofar as anarchists are well aware of how bureaucratic these unions are and how they
continually betray their members. Given that they are usually little more than "business' organisations,
trying to sell their members labour-power for the best deal possible, it isunsurprising that they are
bureaucratic and that the interests of the bureaucracy are at odds with those of its membership. However,
our attitude is "supportive" in that even the worse trade union represents an attempt at working class
solidarity and self-help, even if the attempt is now far removed from the initial protests and ideas that set
the union up. For aworker to join atrade union means having to recognise, to some degree, that he or
she has different interests from their boss. There is no way to explain the survival of the unions other
than the fact that there are different class interests, and workers have understood that to promote their
own interests they have to organise on class lines.

No amount of conservatism, bureaucracy or backwardness within the unions can obliterate the essential
fact of different class interests. The very existence of trade unions testifies to the existence of some level
of basic class consciousness -- even though most trade unions claim otherwise and that capital and
labour have interests in common. As we have argued, anarchists reject this claim with good reason, and
the very existence of trade unions show that thisis not true. If workers and capitalists have the same
interests, trade unions would not exist. Moreover, claiming that the interests of workers and bosses are
the same theoretically disarms both the unions and its members and so weakens their struggles (after all,
If bosses and workers have similar interests then any conflict is bad and the decisions of the boss must
bein workers interests!).

Thus anarchist viewpoints reflect the contradictory nature of business/trade unions -- on the one hand
they are products of workers' struggle, but on the other they are very bureaucratic, unresponsive and
centralised and (therefore) their full-time officials have no real interest in fighting against wage labour as
it would put them out of ajob. Indeed, the very nature of trade unionism ensures that the interests of the
union (i.e. the full-time officials) come into conflict with the people they claim to represent.

This can best be seen from the disgraceful activities of the TGWU with respect to the Liverpool dockers
in Britain. The union officials (and the TUC itself) refused to support their members after they had been
sacked in 1995 for refusing to cross a picket line. The dockers organised their own struggle, contacting
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dockers' unions across the world and organising global solidarity actions. Moreover, a network of
support groups sprung up across Britain to gather funds for their struggle (and, we are proud to note,
anarchists have played their role in supporting the strikers). Many trade unionists could tell similar
stories of betrayal by "their" union.

This occurs because trade unions, in order to get recognition from a company, must be able to promise
industrial pieces. They need to enforce the contracts they sign with the bosses, even if this goes against
the will of its members. Thus trade unions become athird force in industry, somewhere between
management and the workers and pursuing its own interests. This need to enforce contracts soon ensures
that the union becomes top-down and centralised -- otherwise its members would violate the unions
agreements. They have to be able to control their members - which usually means stopping them
fighting the boss - if they are to have anything to bargain with at the negotiation table. This may sound
odd, but the point is that the union official hasto sell the employer labour discipline and freedom from
unofficial strikes as part of its side of the bargain. Otherwise the employer will ignore them. The nature
of trade unionism is to take power away from out of local members and centralise it into the hands of
officials at the top of the organisation.

Thus union officials sell out their members because of the role trade unions play within society, not
because they are nasty individuals (although some are). They behave as they do because they have too
much power and, being full-time and highly paid, are unaccountable, in any real way, to their members.
Power -- and wealth -- corrupts, no matter who you are. (also see Chapter 11 of Alexander Berkman's
What is Communist Anarchism? for an excellent introduction to anarchist viewpoints on trade
unions).

While, in normal times, most workers will not really question the nature of the trade union bureaucracy,
this changes when workers face some threat. Then they are brought face to face with the fact that the
trade union has interests separate from theirs. Hence we see trade unions agreeing to wage cuts,
redundancies and so on -- after al, the full-time trade union official's job is not on the line! But, of
course, while such a policy isin the short term interests of the officials, in the longer term it goes against
their interests -- after all, who wants to join a union which rolls over and presents no effective resistance
to employers? Little wonder Michael Moore has a chapter entitled "Why are Union Leaders So F# @ing
Supid?" in his book Downsize This! -- essential reading to realise how moronic trade union bureaucrats
can actually be. Sadly trade union bureaucracy seemsto afflict all who enter it with short-sightedness, as
seen by the countless times the trade unions have sold-out their members -- although the chickens do,
finally, come home to roost, as the bureaucrats of the AFL, TUC and other trade unions are finding out
in this era of global capital and falling membership. So while the activities of trade union leaders may
seem crazy and short-sighted, these activities are forced upon them by their position and role within
society -- which explains why they are so commonplace and why even radical leaders end up doing
exactly the same thing in time.

Few anarchists would call upon members of atrade union to tear-up their membership cards. While
some anarchists, particularly communist anarchists and some anarcho-syndicalists have nothing but
contempt (and rightly so) for trade unions (and so do not work within them -- but will support trade
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union members in struggle), the majority of anarchists take a more pragmatic viewpoint. If no alternative
syndicalist union exists, anarchists will work within the existing unions (perhaps becoming shop-
stewards -- few anarchists would agree to be elected to positions above this in any trade union,
particularly if the post was full-time), spreading the anarchist message and trying to create alibertarian
undercurrent which would hopefully blossom into a more anarchistic labour movement.

So most anarchists "support” the trade unions only until they have created a viable libertarian alternative.
Thus we will become trade union members while trying to spread anarchist ideas within and outwith
them. This means that anarchists are flexible in terms of their activity in the unions. For example, many
IWW members were "two-carders.” This meant that as well as being members of the IWW, they were
alsointhelocal AFL branchin their place of work and turned to the IWW when the AFL hierarchy
refused to back strikes or other forms of direct action. Anarchists encourage rank and file self-activity,
not endless calls for trade union bureaucrats to act for us (as is unfortunately far too common on the
|eft).

Anarchist activity within trade unions reflects our ideas on hierarchy and its corrupting effects. We
reject totally the response of left-wing social democrats, Stalinists and mainstream Trotskyiststo the
problem of trade union betrayal, which isto try and elect and/or appoint 'better' officials. They see the
problem primarily in terms of the individuals who hold the posts. However thisignores the fact that
individuals are shaped by the environment they live in and the role they play in society. Thus even the
most left-wing and progressive individual will become a bureaucrat if they are placed within a
bureaucracy -- and we must note that the problem of corruption does not spring from the high-wages
officials are paid (although thisis afactor), but from the power they have over their members (which
partly expressesitself in high pay).

Any claim that electing "radical" full-time officials who refuse to take the high wages associated with
the position will be better isfalse. The hierarchical nature of the trade union structure has to be changed,
not side-effects of it. Asthe left has no problem with hierarchy as such, this explains why they support
thisform of "reform." They do not actually want to undercut whatever dependency the members has on
leadership, they want to replace the leaders with "better" ones (i.e. themselves or members of their party)
and so endlessly call upon the trade union bureaucracy to act for its members. In thisway, they hope,
trade unionists will see the need to support a"better" leadership -- namely themselves. Anarchists, in
stark contrast, think that the problem is not that the leadership of the trade unionsis weak, right-wing or
does not act but that the union's membership follows them. Thus anarchists aim at undercutting reliance
on leaders (be they left or right) by encouraging self-activity by the rank and file and awareness that
hierarchical leadership as such is bad, not individual |eaders.

Instead of "reform” from above (which is doomed to failure), anarchists work at the bottom and attempt
to empower the rank and file of the trade unions. It is self-evident that the more power, initiative and
control that lies with the rank & file membership on the shop floor, the lessit will lie with the
bureaucracy. Thus anarchists work within and outwith the trade unions in order to increase the power of
workers where it actually lies: at the point of production. Thisis usually done by creating networks of
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activists who spread anarchist ideas to their fellow workers (see next section -- "What are Industrial
Networks?").

These groups "within the unions should strive to ensure that they [the trade unions] remain open to all
wor ker s of whatever opinion or party on the sole condition that there is solidarity in the struggle against
the bosses. They should oppose the corporatist spirit and any attempt to monopolise labour or
organisation. They should prevent the Unions from becoming the tools of the politicians for electoral or
other authoritarian ends; they should preach and practice direct action, decentralisation, autonomy and
freeinitiative. They should strive to help members learn how to participate directly in the life of the
organisation and to do without leaders and permanent officials.

"They must, in short, remain anarchists, remain always in close touch with anarchists and remember
that the workers' organisation is not the end but just one of the means, however important, of preparing
the way for the achievement of anarchism." [Errico Malatesta, The Anarchist Revolution, pp. 26-27]

As part of this activity anarchists promote the ideas of Industrial Unionism we highlighted in the last
section -- namely direct workers control of struggle via workplace assemblies and recallable committees

-- during times of struggle. However, anarcchists are aware that economic struggle (and trade unionism
as such) "cannot be an end in itself, since the struggle must also be waged at a political level to
distinguish the role of the Sate." [Errico Malatesta, Life and I deas, p, 115] Thus, aswell as
encouraging worker self-organisation and self-activity, anarchist groups also seek to politicise struggles
and those involved in them. Only this process of self-activity and political discussion between equals
within social struggles can ensure the process of working class self-liberation and the creation of new,
more libertarian, forms of workplace organisation.

The result of such activity may be a new form of workplace organisation (either workplace assemblies
or an anarcho-syndicalist union) or areformed, more democratic version of the existing trade union
(although few anarchists believe that the current trade unions can be reformed). But either way, theaim
IS to get as many members of the current labour movement to become anarchists as possible or, at the
very least, take a more libertarian and radical approach to their unions and workplace struggle.

J.5.4 What are industrial networks?

Industrial networks are the means by which revolutionary industrial unions and other forms of

libertarian workplace organisation can be created. The idea of Industrial Networks originated with the
British section of the anarcho-syndicalist International Workers Association in the late 1980s. It was
developed as a means of promoting anarcho-syndicalist/anarchist ideas within the workplace, so creating
the basis on which a workplace movement based upon the ideas of industrial unionism (see section
J.5.2) could grow and expand.

Theideaisvery ssimple. An Industrial Network is a federation of militantsin a given industry who
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support the ideas of anarchism and/or anarcho-syndicalism, namely direct action, solidarity and
organisation from the bottom up (the difference between purely anarchist networks and anarcho-
syndicalist ones will be highlighted later). In other words, it would "initially be a political grouping in
the economic sphere, aiming to build a less reactive but positive organisation within the industry. The
long termaim. . . is, obvioudly, the creation of an anarcho-syndicalist union." [Winning the Class War,
p. 18]

The Industrial Network would be an organisation of groups of anarchists and syndicalists within a
workplace united into an industrial basis. They would pull their resources together to fund a regular
bulletin and other forms of propaganda which they would distribute within their workplace and industry.
These bulletins and leafl ets would raise and discuss issues related to work and how to right back and win
aswell as placing workplace issuesin a social and political context. This propaganda would present
anarchist ideas of workplace organisation and resistance as well as general anarchist ideas and analysis.
In thisway anarchist ideas and tactics would be able to get awider hearing and anarchists can have an
input as anar chists into workplace struggles.

Traditionally, many syndicalists and anarcho-syndicalists advocated the One Big Union strategy, the
aim of which was to organise all workers into one organisation representing the whole working class.
Today, however, most anarcho-syndicalists and all social anarchists advocate workers assemblies for
decision making during struggles (the basic form of which we discussed in section J.5.2). Therole of the
anarchist group or anarcho-syndicalist (or revolutionary) union would basically beto call such
workplace assemblies, argue for direct workers control of struggle by these mass assemblies, promote
direct action and solidarity, put across anarchist ideas and politics and keep things on the boil, so to
speak.

This support for industrial networks exists because most anarcho-syndicalists recognise that they face
dual unionism (which means there are more than one union within a given workplace or country). This
was the case, historically, in all countries with alarge anarcho-syndicalist union movement - in Spain
and Italy there were the socialist unions along with the syndicalist ones and so on). Therefore most
anarcho-syndicalists do not expect to ever get amajority of the working class into arevolutionary union
before arevolutionary situation develops. In addition, anarcho-syndicalists recognise that a
revolutionary union "is not just an economic fighting force, but also an organisation with a political
context. To build such a union requires a lot of work and experience" of which the Industrial Networks
are but one aspect. [1bid.]

Thusindustrial networks are intended to deal with the actual situation that confronts us, and provide a
strategy for moving from our present reality toward out ultimate goals. Where one has only a handful of
anarchists and syndicalists in aworkplace or scattered across several workplaces there is a clear need for
developing ways for these fellow workersto effectively act in union, rather than be isolated and
relegated to more general agitation. A handful of anarchists cannot meaningfully call ageneral strike.
But we can agitate around specific industrial issues and organise our fellow workers to do something
about them. Through such campaigns we demonstrate the advantages of rank-and-file unionism and
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direct action, show our fellow workers that our ideas are not mere abstract theory but can be
implemented here and now, attract new members and supporters, and further develop our capacity to
develop revolutionary unions in our workplaces.

Thus the creation of Industrial Networks and the calling for workplace assemblies is a recognition of
where we are now -- with anarchist ideas very much in the minority. Calling for workers assembliesis
not an anarchist tactic per se, we must add, but a working class one devel oped and used plenty of times
by workers in struggles (indeed, it was how the current trade unions were created). It also puts the onus
on the reformists and reactionary unions by appealing directly to their members as workers and showing
their bureaucrat organisations and reformist politics by creating an effective alternative to them.

A few anarchistsrgject theidea of Industrial Networks and instead support the idea of " rank and file"
groups which aim to put pressure on the current trade unions to become more militant and democratic (a
few anarcho-syndicalists think that such groups can be used to reform the trade-unions into libertarian,
revolutionary organisations -- called "boring fromwithin" -- but most reject this as utopia, viewing the
trade union bureaucracy as unreformable as the state's). Moreover, opponents of “rank and file" groups
argue that they direct time and energy away from practical and constructive activity and instead waste
them "[b]y constantly arguing for changes to the union structure. . . the need for the leadership to be
mor e accountable, etc., [and so] they not only [offer] false hope but [ channel] energy and discontent
away fromthe real problem - the social democratic nature of reformist trade unions.” [Winning the
ClassWar, p. 11]

Supporters of the "rank and file" approach fear that the Industrial Networks will isolate anarchists from
the mass of trade union members by creating tiny "pure" syndicalist unions or anarchist groups. But such
aclam isreected by supporters of Industrial Networks. They maintain that they will be working with
trade union members where it counts, in the workplace and not in badly attended, unrepresentative
branch meetings. So:

"We have no intention of isolating ourselves from the many wor kers who make up the rest
of the rank and file member ship of the unions. We recognise that a large proportion of
trade union members are only nominally so as the main activity of social democratic [i.e.
reformist] unionsis outside the workplace. . . We aim to unite and not divide workers.

"It has been argued that social democratic unionswill not tolerate this kind of activity,
and that we would be all expelled and thus isolated. So be it. We, however, don't think that
thiswill happen until. . . workplace militants had found a voice independent of the trade
unions and so they become less useful to us anyway. Our aimis not to support social
democracy, but to show it up asirrelevant to the working class." [Op. Cit., p. 19]

Whatever the merits and disadvantages of both approaches are, it seems likely that the activity of both
will overlap in practice with Industrial Networks operating within trade union branches and "rank and
file" groups providing alternative structures for struggle.
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As noted above, there is a dlight difference between anarcho-syndicalist supporters of Industrial
Networks and communist-anarchist ones. Thisisto do with how they see the function and aim of these
networks. While both agree that such networks should agitate in their industry and call and support mass
assemblies to organise resistance to capitalist exploitation and oppression they disagree on who can join
the network groups and what they aims should be. Anarcho-syndicalists aim for the Industrial Networks
to be the focal point for the building of permanent syndicalist unions and so aim for the Industrial
Networks to be open to all workers who accept the general ams of the organisation. Anarcho-
communists, however, view Industrial Networks as a means of increasing anarchist ideas within the
working class and are not primarily concerned about building syndicalist unions (while many anarcho-
communists would support such a development, some do not).

These anarchists, therefore, see the need for workplace-based branches of an anarchist group along with
the need for networks of militant 'rank and file' workers, but reject the idea of something that is one but
pretends to be the other. They argue that, far from avoiding the problems of classical anarcho-
syndicalism, such networks seem to emphasise one of the worst problems -- namely that of how the
organisation remains anarchist but is open to non-anarchists.

But the similarities between the two positions are greater than the differences and so can be summarised
together, as we have done here.

J.5.5 What forms of co-operative credit do anarchists support?

Anarchists tend to support must forms of co-operation, including those associated with credit and
money. This co-operative credit/banking takes many forms, such as credit unions, LETS schemes and so
on. In this section we discuss two main forms of co-operative credit, mutualismand LETS.

Mutualism is the name for the ideas associated with Proudhon and his Bank of the People. Essentially,

it isaconfederation of credit unions in which working class people pool their funds and savings. This
allows credit to be arranged at cost, so increasing the options available to working people as well as
abolishing interest on loans by making increasing amount of cheap credit available to working people.
LETS stands for Local Exchange Trading Schemes and is a similar ideain many ways (and apparently
discovered independently) -- see Bringing the Economy Home from the M arket by V.G. Dobson for a
detailed discussion on LETS.

Both schemes revolve around creating an alternative form of currency and credit within capitalism in
order to allow working class people to work outwith the capitalist money system by creating "labour
notes' as anew circulating medium. In thisway, it is hoped, workers would be able to improve their
living and working conditions by having a source of community-based (very low interest) credit and so
be less dependent on capitalists and the capitalist banking system. Some supporters of mutualism
considered it asthe ideal way of reforming capitalism away. By making credit available to the ordinary
worker at very cheap rates, the end of wage slavery would soon occur as workers would work for
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themselves by either purchasing the necessary tools required for their work or, by their increased
bargaining power within the economy, gain industrial democracy from the capitalists by buying them
out.

Such ideas have had a long history within the socialist movement, originating in the British socialist
movement in the early 19th century. Robert Owen and other Socialists active at the time considered the
idea of labour notes and exchanges as a means of improving working class conditions within capitalism
and as the means of reforming capitalism into a society of confederated, self-governing communities.
Indeed, "Equitable Labour Exchanges' were "founded at London and Birminghamin 1832" with
"Labour notes and the exchange of small products’ [E.P. Thompson, The M aking of the English
Working Class, p. 870] Apparently independently of these early attempts in England at what would
later be called mutualism, P-J Proudhon arrived at the same ideas decades later in France. In his words,
"The People's Bank quite simply embodies the financial and economic aspects of the principle of modern
democracy, that is, the sovereignty of the People, and of the republican motto, ‘Liberty, Equality,
Fraternity." [Selected Writings of P-J Proudhon, p. 75] Similarly, in the USA (partly as aresult of
Joshua Warren's activities, who got the idea from Robert Owen) there was extensive discussion on
labour notes, exchanges and free credit as a means of protecting workers from the evils of capitalism and
ensuring their independence and freedom from wage slavery. When Proudhon's works appeared in North
America, the basic arguments were well known.

Therefore the idea that mutual banking using labour money as a means to improve working class living
conditions, even, perhaps, to achieve industrial democracy, self-management and the end of capitalism
has along history in Socialist thought. Unfortunately this aspect of socialism became lessimportant with
the rise of Marxism (which called these early socialists "utopian™) attempts at such credit unions and
alternative exchange schemes were generally replaced with attempts to build working class political
parties. With the rise of Marxian social democracy, constructive socialistic experiments and collective
working class self-help was replaced by working within the capitalist state. Fortunately, history has had
the last laugh on Marxism with working class people yet again creating anew the ideas of Mutualism (as
can be seen by the growth of LETS and other schemes of community money).

J.5.6 What are the key features of mutual credit schemes?

Mutualism, as noted in the |ast section, isaform of credit co-operation, in which individuals pull their

resources together in order to benefit themselves as individuals and as part of acommunity. LETSis
another form of mutualism which developed recently, and apparently developed independently (from its
start in Canada, LETS has spread across the world and there are now hundreds of schemes involved
hundreds of thousands of people). Mutual banks and LETS have the following key aspects:

1) Co-operation: No-one owns the network. It is controlled by its members directly.

2) Non-exploitative: No interest is charged on account balances or credit. At most administrative
costs are charged, aresult of it being commonly owned and managed.

3) Consent: Nothing happens without it, there is no compulsion to trade.
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4) Money: They use their own type of money (traditionally called "labour-notes') as a means of
aiding "honest exchange'.

It is hoped, by organising credit, working class people will be able to work for themselves and slowly
but surely replace capitalism with a co-operative system based upon self-management. While LETS
schemes do not have such grand schemes, historically mutualism aimed at working within and
transforming capitalism to socialism. At the very least, LETS schemes reduce the power and influence
of banks and finance capital within society as mutualism ensures that working people have aviable
aternative to such parasites.

This point isimportant, as the banking system and money is often considered "neutral” (particularly in
capitalist economics). However, as Malatesta correctly argues, it would be "a mistake to believe . . . that
the banks are, or are in the main, a meansto facilitate exchange; they are a means to speculate on
exchange and currencies, to invest capital and to make it produce interest, and to fulfil other typically
capitalist operations.” [Life and Ideas, p. 100]

Within capitalism, money is till to alarge degree a commodity which is more than a convenient
measure of work done in the production of goods and services. As acommodity it can and does go
anywhere in the world where it can get the best return for its owners, and so it tends to drain out of those
communities that need it most. It is the means by which capitalists can buy the liberty of working people
and get them to produce a surplus for them (wealth is, after all, "a power invested in certain individuals
by the institutions of society, to compel othersto labour for their benefit." [William Godwin, The
Anarchist Writings of William Godwin, p. 130]. From this consideration aone, working class control
of credit and money is an important part of the class struggle as having access to alternative sources of
credit can increase working class options and power.

Moreover, credit is also an important form of social control -- people who have to pay their mortgage or
visa bill are more pliable, less likely to strike or make other forms of political trouble. And, of course,
credit expands the consumption of the masses in the face of stagnant or falling wages while allowing
capitaliststo profit from it. Indeed, there is alink between the rising debt burden on households in the
1980s and 1990s and the increasing concentration of wealth. Thisis "because of the declinein real
hourly wages and the stagnation in household incomes, the middie and lower classes have borrowed to
stay in place; they've borrowed from the very rich who have gotten richer. The rich need a place to earn
interest on their surplus funds, and the rest of the population makes a juicy lending target." [Doug
Henwood, Wall Street, pp. 64-65]

Little wonder that the state (and the capitalists who run it) is so concerned to keep control of money in
its own hands or the hands of its agents. With an increase in mutual credit, interest rates would drop,
wealth would stay more in working class communities, and the social power of working people would
increase (for people would be more likely to struggle for higher wages and better conditions -- as the
fear of debt repayments would be less).
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Therefore, mutualism is an example of what could be termed " counter-economics' . By counter-
economics we mean the creation of community-based credit unions that do not put their money into
"Capital Markets' or into capitalist Banks. We mean finding ways for workersto control their own
retirement funds. We mean finding ways of using money as a means of undermining capitalist power
and control and supporting socia struggle and change.

In this way working people are controlling more and more of the money supply and using it ways that
will stop capital from using it to oppress and exploit the working class. An example of why this can be
important can be seen from the results of the existing workers pension fund system. Currently workers
pension funds are being used to invest in capitalist firms (particularly transnationals and other forms of
Big Business) and these companies use the invested money to fund their activities. The ideaisthat by so
investing, workers will receive an adequate pension in their old age.

However, the only people actually winning are bankers and big companies. Unsurprisingly, the
managers of these pension fund companies are investing in those firms with the highest returns, which
are usually those who are downsizing or extracting most surplus value from their workforce (whichin
turn forces other companies to follow the same strategies to get access to the available funds in order to
survive).

Basically, if you are lending your money to be used to put your fellow worker out of work or increase
the power of capital, then you are not only helping to make things harder for otherslike you, you are
also helping making things worse for yourself. No person is an island, and increasing the clout of capital
over the working classis going to affect you directly or indirectly. And, of course, it seems crazy to
suggest that workers desire to experience insecurity, fear of downsizing and stagnating wages during
their working livesin order to have slightly more money when they retire.

This highlights one of the tricks the capitalists are using against us, namely to get us to buy into the
system through our fear of old age. Whether it is going into lifelong debt to buy a home or Ilending our
money to capitalists, we are being encouraged to buy into something which we value more than what is
right and wrong. This allows us to be more easily controlled by the government. We need to get away
from living in fear and stop allowing ourselves to be deceived into behaving like "stakeholders' in
Capitalistic and Plutocratic systems. As can be seen from the use of pension funds to buy out firms,
increase the size of transnationals and downsize the workforce, such "stakeholding” amounts to trading
in the present and the future while others benefit.

The real enemies are not working people who take part in such pension schemes. It isthe peoplein
power, those who manage the pension schemes and companies, who are trying to squeeze every last cent
out of working people to finance higher profits and stock prices -- which the unemployment and
impoverishment of workers on aworld-wide scale aids. They control the governments of the world.
They are making the "rules" of the current system. Hence the importance of limiting the money they
have available, of creating community-based credit unions and mutual risk insurance co-operatives to
increase our control over our money and create our own, alternative, means of credit and exchange (as
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presented as mutualism) which can be used to empower ourselves, aid our struggles and create our own
aternatives. Money, representing as it does the power of capital and the authority of the boss, is not
"neutral" and control over it playsarolein the class struggle. We ignore such issues at our own peril.

J.5.7 Do most anarchists think mutual credit is sufficient to
abolish capitalism?

The short answer is no, they do not. While the Individualist Anarchists and Mutualists (followers of
Proudhon) do think that mutual banking is the only sure way of abolishing capitalism, most anarchists
do not see mutualism as an end in itself. Few think that capitalism can be reformed away in the manner
assumed by Proudhon. Increased access to credit does not address the relations of production and market
power which exist within the economy and so any move for financial transformation hasto be part of a
broader attack on all forms of capitalist social power in order to be both useful and effective (see section
B.3.2 for more anarchist views on mutual credit and its uses). So, for most anarchists, itisonly in
combination with other forms of working class self-activity and self-management that mutualist
institutions could play an important role in the class struggle.

By creating a network of mutual banksto aid in creating co-operatives, union organising drives,
supporting strikes (either directly by gifts/loans or funding food and other co-operatives which could
supply food and other essentials free or at a reduction), mutualism can be used as a means of helping
build libertarian alternatives within the capitalist system. Such alternatives, while making life better
under the current system, also can play arole in overcoming that system by being a means of aiding
those in struggle make ends meet and providing alternative sources of income for black-listed or sacked
workers. Thus Bakunin's comments:

"let us co-operate in our common enterprise to make our lives a little bit more
supportable and less difficult. Let us, wherever possible, establish producer-consumer co-
operatives and mutual credit societies which, though under the present economic
conditions they cannot in any real or adequate way free us, are nevertheless important
inasmuch they train the workersin the practices of managing the economy and plant the
precious seeds for the organisation of the future." [Bakunin on Anarchism, p. 173]

Therefore, while few anarchists think that mutualism would be enough in itself, it can play arolein the
class struggle. As a compliment to direct action and workplace and community struggle and
organisation, mutualism has an important role in working class self-liberation. For example, community
unions (see section J.5.1) could create their own mutual banks and money which could be used to fund

co-operatives and support strikes and other forms of social struggle. In thisway a healthy communalised
co-operative sector could develop within capitalism, overcoming the problems of isolation facing
workplace co-operatives (see section J.5.11) aswell as providing afirm framework of support for those

in struggle.
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Moreover, mutual banking can be away of building upon and strengthening the anarchistic social
relations within capitalism. For even under capitalism and statism, there exists extensive mutual aid and,
indeed, anarchistic and communistic ways of living. For example, communistic arrangements exist
within families, between friends and lovers and within anarchist organisations.

Mutual banking could be a means of creating a bridge between this aternative (gift) “"economy" and
capitalism. The mutualist alternative economy would help strength communities and bonds of trust
between individuals, and this would increase the scope for increasing the scope of the communistic
sector as more and more people help each other out without the medium of exchange - in other words,
mutualism will help the gift economy that exists within capitalism to grow and devel op.

J.5.8 What would a modern system of mutual banking look like?

The mutual banking ideas of Proudhon could be adapted to the conditions of modern society, as will be
described in what follows. (Note: Proudhon is the definitive source on mutualism, but for those who
don't read French, there are the works of his American disciples, e.g. William B. Greene's M utual
Banking, and Benjamin Tucker's | nstead of a Book by a Man Too Busy to Write One).

One scenario for an updated system of mutual banking would be for a community barter association to
begin issuing an alternative currency accepted as money by all individuals within the system. This
"currency" would not at first take the form of coins or bills, but would be circulated entirely through
transactions involving the use of barter-cards, personal checks, and "e-money" transfers via modem/
Internet. Let's call this currency-issuing type of barter association a"mutual barter clearinghouse," or
just "clearinghouse” for short.

The clearinghouse would have atwofold mandate: first, to extend credit at cost to members; second, to
manage the circulation of credit-money within the system, charging only a small service fee (probably
one percent or less) which is sufficient to cover its costs of operation, including labour costsinvolved in
issuing credit and keeping track of transactions, insuring itself against losses from uncollectable debts,
and so forth.

The clearinghouse would be organised and function as follows. Members of the original barter
association would be invited to become subscriber-members of the clearinghouse by pledging a certain
amount of property as collateral. On the basis of this pledge, an account would be opened for the new
member and credited with a sum of mutual dollars equivalent to some fraction of the assessed value of
the property pledged. The new member would agree to repay this amount plus the service fee by a
certain date. The mutual dollarsin the new account could then be transferred through the clearinghouse
by using a barter card, by writing a persona check, or by sending e-money via modem to the accounts of
other members, who have agreed to receive mutual money in payment for all debts.

The opening of this sort of account is, of course, the same as taking out a"loan" in the sense that a
commercial bank "lends" by extending credit to aborrower in return for a signed note pledging a certain
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amount of property as security. The crucia differenceisthat the clearinghouse does not purport to be
"lending" a sum of money that it already has, asis fraudulently claimed by commercial banks. Instead it
honestly admits that it is creating new money in the form of credit. New accounts can aso be opened
simply by telling the clearinghouse that one wants an account and then arranging with other people who
already have balances to transfer mutual money into one's account in exchange for goods or services.

Another form is that associated with LETS systems. In this a number of people get together to form an
association. They create a unit of exchange (which isequal in value to a unit of the national currency
usually), choose aname for it and offer each other goods and services priced in these units. These offers
and wants are listed in adirectory which is circul ated periodically to members. Members decide who
they wish to trade with and how much trading they wish to do. When a transaction is completed, thisis
acknowledged with a"cheque’ made out by the buyer and given to the seller. These are passed on to the
system accounts administration which keeps arecord of all transactions and periodically sends members
a statement of their accounts. The accounts administration is elected by, and accountable to, the
membership and information about balancesis available to all members.

Unlike the first system described, members do not have to present property as collateral. Members of a
LETS scheme can go into "debt" without it, athough "debt" is the wrong word as members are not so
much going into debt as committing themselves to do some work within the system in the future and by
so doing they are creating spending power. The willingness of members to incur such a commitment
could be described as a service to the community as others are free to use the units so created to trade
themselves. Indeed, the number of units in existence exactly matches the amount of real wealth being
exchanged. The system only works if members are willing to spend and runs on trust and builds up trust
asthe system is used.

Itislikely that afully functioning mutual banking system would incorporate aspects of both these
systems. The need for collateral may be used when members require very large loanswhilethe LETS
system of negative credit as a commitment to future work would be the normal function of the system. If
the mutual bank agrees a maximum limit for negative balances, it may agree to take collateral for
transactions that exceed this limit. However, it is obvious that any mutual banking system will find the
best means of working in the circumstances it finds itself.

J.5.9 How does mutual credit work?

Let's consider an example of how business would be transacted in the new system. There are two
possibilities, depending on whether the mutual credit is based upon whether the creditor can provide
collateral or not. we will take the case with collateral first.

Suppose that A, an organic farmer, pledges as collateral a certain plot of land that she owns and on
which she wishes to build ahouse. The land is valued at, say, $40,000 in the capitalist market. By
pledging the land, A is able to open a credit account at the clearinghouse for, say, $30,000 in mutual
money (aratio of 3/4). She does so knowing that there are many other members of the system who are

http://www.geocities.com/Capitol Hill/1931/secJ5.html (23 of 58)1/12/2005 7:03:38 AM



J.5 What alternative social organisations do anarchists create?

carpenters, electricians, plumbers, hardware dedlers, and so on who are willing to accept mutual dollars
in payment for their products or services.

It's easy to see why other subscriber-members, who have also obtained mutual credit and are thereforein
debt to the clearinghouse for mutual dollars, would be willing to accept such dollars in return for their
goods and services. For they need to collect mutual dollarsto repay their debts. But why would someone
who is not in debt for mutual dollars be willing to accept them as money?

To see why, let's suppose that B, an underemployed carpenter, currently has no account at the
clearinghouse but that he knows about the clearinghouse and the people who operate it. After examining
its list of members and becoming familiar with the policies of the new organisation, he's convinced that
it does not extend credit frivolously to untrustworthy recipients who are likely to default. He also knows
that if he contracts to do the carpentry on A's new house and agrees to be paid for his work in mutual
money, he'll then be able to use it to buy groceries, clothes, car repairs, and other goods and services
from various people in the community who aready belong to the system.

Thus B will be willing, and perhaps even eager (especially if the economy isin recession and regular
money istight) to work for A and receive payment in mutual dollars. For he knows that if heis paid,
say, $8,000 in mutual money for his labour on A's house, this payment constitutes, in effect, 20 percent
of amortgage on her land, the value of which is represented by her mutual credit. B also understands
that A has promised to repay this mortgage by producing new value -- that is, by growing organic fruits
and vegetables and selling them for mutual dollars to other members of the system -- and that it isthis
promise to produce new wealth which gives her mutual credit its value as a medium of exchange.

To put this point dlightly differently, A's mutual credit can be thought of as alien against goods or
services which she has guaranteed to create in the future. As security of this guarantee, she agrees that if
sheis unable for some reason to fulfil her obligation, the land she has pledged will be sold for mutual
dollars to other members. In thisway, a value sufficient to cancel her debt (and probably then some) will
be returned to the system. This provision insures that the clearinghouse is able to balance its books and
gives members confidence that mutual money is sound.

It should be noticed that since new wealth is continually being created, the basis for new mutual credit is
also being created at the same time. Thus, suppose that after A's new house has been built, her daughter,
C, adong with agroup of friendsD, E, F, . . ., decide that they want to start a collectively owned and
operated organic restaurant (which will incidentally benefit A, as an outlet for her produce), but that C
and her friends do not have enough collateral to obtain a start-up loan. A, however, iswilling to co-sign
anote for them, pledging her new house (valued at say, $80,000) as security. On this basis, C and her
partners are able to obtain $60,000 worth of mutual credit, which they then use to buy equipment,
supplies, furniture, advertising, etc. and lease the building necessary to start their restaurant.

This exampleillustrates one way in which people without property are able to obtain credit in the new
system. Another way -- for those who cannot find (or perhaps don't wish to ask) someone with property
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to co-sign for them -- isto make a down payment and then use the property which isto be purchased on
credit as security, asin the current method of obtaining a home or auto loan. With mutual credit,
however, this form of financing can be used to purchase anything, including capital goods.

Which brings usto the case of an individual without means for providing collateral - say, for example A,
the organic farmer, does not own the land she works. In such acase, A, who still desires work done,
would contact other members of the mutual bank with the skills she requires. Those members with the
appropriate skills and who agree to work with her commit themselves to do the required tasks. In return,
A gives them acheck in mutual dollars which is credited to their account and deducted from hers. She
does not pay interest on thisissue of credit and the sum only represents her willingness to do some work
for other members of the bank at some future date.

The mutual bank does not have to worry about the negative balance, as this does not create a loss within
the group as the minuses which have been incurred have aready created wealth (pluses) within the
system and it staysthere. It islikely, of course, that the mutual bank would agree an upper limit on
negative balances and require some form of collateral for credit greater than thislimit, but for most
exchanges this would be unlikely to be relevant.

It isimportant to remember that mutual dollars have no intrinsic value, since they can't be redeemed (at
the mutual bank) in gold or anything else. All they are promises of future labour. Thus, as Greene points
out in hiswork on mutual banking, mutual dollars are "a mere medium for the facilitation of barter." In
this respect they are closely akin to the so-called "barter dollars’ now being circulated by barter
associations through the use of checks and barter cards. To be precise, then, we should refer to the units
of mutual money as "mutual barter dollars." But whereas ordinary barter dollars are created at the same
time that a barter transaction occurs and are used to record the values exchanged in that transaction,
mutual barter dollars are created befor e any actual barter transaction occurs and are intended to facilitate
futur e barter transactions. This fact isimportant because it can be used as the basis for alegal argument
that clearinghouses are essentially barter associations rather than banks, thrifts, or credit unions, and
therefore should not be subject to the laws governing the latter institutions.

J.5.10 Why do anarchists support co-operatives?

Support for co-operatives is acommon feature in anarchist writings. Indeed, anarchist support for co-
operativesis asold as use of the term anarchist to describe our ideasis. So why do anarchists support co-
operatives? Basically it is because a co-operative is seen as an example of the future social organisation
anarchists want in the present. As Bakunin argued, "the co-operative system. . . carrieswithin it the
germ of the future economic order.” [ The Philosophy of Bakunin, p. 385]

Anarchists support all kinds of co-operatives - housing, food, credit unions and productive ones. All
forms of co-operation are useful as they accustom their members to work together for their common
benefit as well as ensuring extensive experience in managing their own affairs. As such, all forms of co-
operatives are useful examples of self-management and anarchy in action (to some degree). However,
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here we will concentrate on productive co-operatives, i.e. workplace co-operatives. Thisis because
workplace co-operatives, potentially, could replace the capitalist mode of production with one based
upon associated, not wage, labour. Aslong as capitalism exists within industry and agriculture, no
amount of other kinds of co-operatives will end that system. Capital and wealth accumulates by
oppression and exploitation in the workplace, therefore as long as wage slavery exists anarchy will not.

Co-operatives are the "germ of the future" because of two facts. Firstly, co-operatives are based on one
worker, one vote. In other words those who do the work manage the workplace within which they do it
(i.e. they are based on workers' self-management in some form). Thus co-operatives are an example of
the "horizontal" directly democratic organisation that anarchists support and so are an example of
"anarchy in action" (even if in an imperfect way) within the economy. In addition, they are an example
of working class self-help and self-activity. Instead of relying on others to provide work, co-operatives
show that production can be carried on without the existence of a class of masters employing a class of
order takers.

Workplace co-operatives aso present evidence of the viability of an anarchist "economy." It iswell
established that co-operatives are usually more productive and efficient than their capitalist equivalents.
Thisindicates that hierarchical workplaces are not required in order to produce useful goods and indeed
can be harmful. Indeed, it also indicates that the capitalist market does not actually allocate resources
efficiently (aswe will discussin section J.5.12). So why should co-operatives be more efficient?

Firstly there are the positive effects of increased liberty associated with co-operatives.

Co-operatives, by abolishing wage slavery, obviously increases the liberty of those who work in them.
Members take an active part in the management of their working lives and so authoritarian social
relations are replaced by libertarian ones. Unsurprisingly, this liberty also leadsto an increasein
productivity - just as wage labour is more productive than slavery, so associated labour is more
productive than wage slavery. Little wonder Kropotkin argued that "the only guarantee not to be robbed
of the fruits of your labour isto possess the instruments of labour. . . man really produces most when he
works in freedom, when he has a certain choice in his occupations, when he has no overseer to impede
him, and lastly, when he sees his work bringing profit to him and to others who work like him, but
bringing in little to idlers.” [The Conquest of Bread, p. 145]

There are also the positive advantages associated with participation (i.e. self-management, liberty in
other words). Within a self-managed, co-operative workplace, workers are directly involved in decision
making and so these decisions are enriched by the skills, experiences and ideas of all members of the
workplace. In the words of Colin Ward:

"You can be in authority, or you can be an authority, or you can have authority. The first
derives from your rank in some chain of command, the second derives special knowledge,
and the third from special wisdom. But knowledge and wisdom are not distributed in
order of rank, and they are no one person's monopoly in any undertaking. The fantastic
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inefficiency of any hierarchical organisation -- any factory, office, university, warehouse
or hospital -- is the outcome of two almost invariable characteristics. Oneis that the
knowledge and wisdom of the people at the bottom of the pyramid finds no place in the
decision-making leadership hierarchy of the institution. Frequently it is devoted to making
the institution work in spite of the formal leadership structure, or alternatively to
sabotaging the ostensible function of the institution, because it is none of their choosing.
The other isthat they would rather not be there anyway: they are there through economic
necessity rather than through identification with a common task which throws up its own
shifting and functional leadership.

"Perhaps the greatest crime of the industrial systemisthe way it systematically thwarts
the investing genius of the majority of itsworkers." [Anarchy in Action, p. 41]

Also, asworkers also own their place of work, they have an interest in developing the skills and abilities
of their members and, obvioudly, this also means that there are few conflicts within the workplace.
Unlike capitalist firms, there is no need for conflict between bosses and wage slaves over work loads,
conditions or the division of value created between them. All these factors will increase the quality,
guantity and efficiency of work and so increases efficient utilisation of available resources and facilities
the introduction of new technigues and technol ogies.

Secondly, the increased efficiency of co-operatives results from the benefits associated with co-
operation itself. Not only does co-operation increase the pool of knowledge and abilities available within
the workplace and enriches that source by communication and interaction, it also ensures that the
workforce are working together instead of competing and so wasting time and energy. As Alfie Kohn
notes (in relation to investigations of in-firm co-operation):

"Dean Tjosvold of Smon Frazer. . .conducted [ studies| at utility companies,
manufacturing plants, engineering firms, and many other kinds of organisations. Over
and over again, Tjosvold has found that 'co-operation makes a work force motivated'
whereas 'serious competition undermines co-ordination.' . . . Meanwhile, the management
guru. . . T. Edwards Demming, has declared that the practice of having employees
compete against each other is'unfair [and] destructive. We cannot afford this nonsense
any longer. . . [We need to] work together on company problems [but] annual rating of
performance, incentive pay, [or] bonuses cannot live with teamwork. . . What takes the
joy out of learning. . .[or out of] anything? Trying to be number one." [No Contest, p.
240]

(The question of co-operation and participation within capitalist firms will be discussed in section
J.5.12).

Thirdly, there are the benefits associated with increased equality. Studies prove that business
performance deteriorates when pay differentials become excessive. In a study of over 100 businesses
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(producing everything from kitchen appliances to truck axles), researchers found that the greater the
wage gap between managers and workers, the lower their product's quality. [Douglas Cowherd and
David Levine, "Product Quality and Pay Equity," Administrative Science Quarterly no. 37 (June
1992), pp. 302-30] Businesses with the greatest inequality were plagued with a high employee turnover
rate. Study author David Levine said: " These organisations weren't able to sustain a workplace of
people with shared goals." [quoted by John Byrne in "How high can CEO pay go?" Business Week,
April 22, 1996]

(In fact, the negative effects of income inequality can be seen on a national level aswell. Economists
Torsten Persson and Guido Tabellini conducted athorough statistical analysis of historical inequality
and growth, and found that nations with more equal incomes generally experience faster productive
growth. ["Is Inequality Harmful for Growth?", American Economic Review no. 84, June 1994, pp. 600-
21] Numerous other studies have also confirmed their findings. Real life yet again disproves the
assumptions of capitalism - inequality harms us all, even the capitalist economy which producesiit).

Thisisto be expected. Workers, seeing an increasing amount of the value they create being monopolised
by top managers and awealthy €elite and not re-invested into the company to secure their employment
prospects, will hardly be inclined to put in that extra effort or care about the quality of their work.
Managers who use the threat of unemployment to extract more effort from their workforce are creating a
false economy. While they will postpone decreasing profits in the short term due to this adaptive
strategy (and enrich themselves in the process) the pressures placed upon the system will bring a harsh
long term effects - both in terms of economic crisis (as income becomes so skewed as to create
realisation problems and the limits of adaptation are reached in the face of international competition) and
socia breakdown.

Aswould be imagined, co-operative workplaces tend to be more egalitarian than capitalist ones. Thisis
because in capitalist firms, the incomes of top management must be justified (in practice) to a small
number of individuals (namely, those shareholders with sizeable stock in the firm), who are usually quite
wealthy and so not only have little to lose in granting huge salaries but are also predisposed to see top
managers as being very much like themselves and so are entitled to comparable incomes. In contrast, the
incomes of top management in worker controlled firms have to be justified to a workforce whose
members experience the relationship between management incomes and their own directly and who, no
doubt, are predisposed to see their top managers as being workers like themsel ves and accountable to
them. Such an egalitarian atmosphere will have a positive impact on production and efficiency as
workers will see that the value they create is not being accumulated by others but distributed according
to work actually done (and not control over power). In the Mondragon co-operatives, for example, the
maximum pay differential is 14 to 1 (increased from 3 to 1 in aresponse to outside pressures after much
debate, with the actual maximum differential at 9 to 1) while (in the USA) the average CEO is paid over
140 times the average factory worker (up from 41 timesin 1960).

Therefore, we see that co-operatives prove (to a greater or lesser extent) the advantages of (and
interrel ationship between) key anarchist principles such as liberty, equality, solidarity and self-
management. Their application, whether all together or in part, has a positive impact on efficiency and
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work -- and, aswe will discussin section J.5.12, the capitalist market actively blocks the spread of more

efficient productive techniques instead of encouraging them. Even by its own standards, capitalism
stands condemned - it does not encourage the efficient use oof resources and actively places barriersin
the development of human "resources.”

From all thisits clear to see why co-operatives are supported by anarchists. We are "convinced that the
co-operative could, potentially, replace capitalism and carries within it the seeds of economic
emancipation. . . The workerslearn from this precious experience how to organise and themselves
conduct the economy without guardian angels, the state or their former employers." [Michael Bakunin,
Bakunin on Anarchism, p. 399] Co-operatives give us a useful insight into the possibilities of afree,
socialist, economy. Even within the hierarchical capitalist economy, co-operatives show us that a better
future is possible and that production can be organised in a co-operative fashion and that by so doing we
can reap the individual and social benefits of working together as equals.

However, this does not mean that all aspects of the co-operative movement find favour with anarchists.
As Bakunin pointed out, "there are two kinds of co-operative: bourgeois co-operation, which tends to
create a privileged class, a sort of new collective bourgeoisie organised into a stockholding society: and
truly Socialist co-operation, the co-operation of the future which for this very reason isvirtually
impossible of realisation at present." [Op. Cit., p. 385] In other words, while co-operatives are the germ
of the future, in the present they are often limited by the capitalist environment they find themselves and
narrow their vision to just surviving within the current system.

For most anarchists, the experience of co-operatives has proven without doubt that, however excellent in
principle and useful in practice, if they are kept within the narrow circle of "bourgeois’ existence they
cannot become dominant and free the masses. This point is argued in Section J.5.11 and so will be
ignored here. In order to fully develop, co-operatives must be part of awider social movement which
includes community and industrial unionism and the creation of a anarchistic social framework which
can encourage "truly Socialist co-operation” and discourage "bourgeois co-operation.” As Murray
Bookchin correctly argues, "[r]emoved from a libertarian municipalist [or other anarchist] context and
movement focused on achieving revolutionary municipalist [or communalist] goals as a dual power
against corporations and the state, food [ and other forms of] co-ops are little more than benign
enterprises that capitalism and the state can easily tolerate with no fear of challenge." [Democracy and
Natureno. 9, p. 175]

Therefore, while co-operatives are an important aspect of anarchist ideas and practice, they are not the
be all or end all of our activity. Without awider social movement which creates all (or at least most) of
the future society in the shell of the old, co-operatives will never arrest the growth of capitalism or
transcend the narrow horizons of the capitalist economy.

J.5.11 If workers really want self-management, why aren't there
more producer co-operatives?
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Supporters of capitalism suggest that producer co-operatives would spring up spontaneoudly if workers
really wanted them. Their argument is that co-operatives could be financed at first by "wealthy radicals’
or by affluent workers pooling their resources to buy out existing capitalist firms; then, if such co-
operatives were really economically viable and desired by workers, they would spread until eventually
they undermined capitalism. They conclude that since thisis not happening, it must be because workers
self-management is either economically unfeasible or is not really attractive to workers or both (see, for
example, Robert Nozick, Anarchy, State, and Utopia, pp. 250-52).

David Schweickart has decisively answered this argument by showing that the reason there are not more
producer co-operativesis structural:

" A wor ker-managed firm lacks an expansionary dynamic. When a capitalist enterpriseis
successful, the owner can increase her profits by reproducing her organisation on a
larger scale. She lacks neither the means nor the motivation to expand. Not so with a

wor ker-managed firm. Even if the worker s have the means, they lack the incentive,
because enter prise growth would bring in new workers with whom the increased proceeds
would have to be shared. Co-operatives, even when prosperous, do not spontaneously
grow. But if thisis so, then each new co-operative venture (in a capitalist society) requires
a new wealthy radical or a new group of affluent radical workerswilling to experiment.
Because such people doubtless are in short supply, it follows that the absence of a large
and growing co-operative movement proves nothing about the viability of worker self-
management, nor about the preferences of workers." [Against Capitalism, p. 239]

There are other structural problems as well. For one thing, since their pay levels are set by members
democratic vote, co-operatives tend to be more egalitarian in their income structure. But this means that
in a capitalist environment, co-operatives are in constant danger of having their most skilled members
hired away. Moreover, thereis adifficulty in raising capital:

"Quite apart fromideological hostility (which may be significant), external investorswill
be reluctant to put their money into concerns over which they will have little or no control
-- which tends to be the case with a co-operative. Because co-operatives in a capitalist
environment face special difficulties, and because they lack the inherent expansionary
dynamic of a capitalist firm, it is hardy surprising that they are far from

dominant." [Ibid., p 240]

In addition, co-operatives face the negative externalities generated by a capitalist economy. The
presence of wage labour and investment capital in the economy will tempt successful co-operatives to
increase their flexibility to adjust to changes in market changes by hiring workers or issuing shares to
attract new investment. In so doing, however, they may end up losing their identities as co-operatives by
diluting ownership or by making the co-operative someone's boss:

"To meet increased production, the producer co-operatives hired outside wage workers.
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This created a new class of workers who exploit and profit from the labour of their
employees. And all this fosters a bourgeois mentality." [Michael Bakunin, Bakunin on
Anarchism, p. 399]

Hence the pressures of working in a capitalist market may result in co-operatives pursuing activities
which may result in short term gain or survival, but are sure to result in harm in the long run. Far from
co-operatives slowly expanding within and changing a capitalist environment it is more likely that
capitalist logic will expand into and change the co-operatives that work in it (this can be seen from the
Mondragon co-operatives, where there has been a dight rise in the size of wage labour being used and
the fact that the credit union, since 1992, has invested in non-co-operative firms). These externalities
imposed upon isolated co-operatives within capitalism (which would not arise within afully co-
operative context) block local moves towards anarchism. The ideathat co-operation will simply win out
in competition within well developed capitalist economic systemsis just wishful thinking. Just because a
system is more liberatory and just does not mean it will survive in an authoritarian economic and social
environment.

There are also cultural problems aswell. As Jon Elster points out, it isa"truism, but an important one,
that workers' preferences are to a large extent shaped by their economic environment. Specifically, there
Is a tendency to adaptive preference formation, by which the actual mode of economic organisation
comes to be perceived as superior to all others." [*"From Hereto There", in Socialism, p. 110] In other
words, people view "what is' as given and feel no urge to change to "what could be." In the context of
creating alternatives within capitalism, this can have serious effects on the spread of alternatives and
indicates the importance of anarchists encouraging the spirit of revolt to break down this mental apathy.

This acceptance of "what iS" can be seen, to some degree, by some companies which meet the formal
conditions for co-operatives, for example ESOP owned firmsin the USA, but lack effective workers
control. ESOP (Employee Stack Ownership Plans) firms enable a firms workforce to gain the majority
of a companies shares but the unequal distribution of shares amongst employees prevents the great
majority of workers from having any effective control or influence on decisions. Unlike real co-
operatives (based on "one worker, one vote") these firms are based on "one share, one vote" and so have
more in common with capitalist firms than co-operatives.

Moreover, we have ignored such problems as natural barriers to entry into, and movement within, a
market (which isfaced by all firms) and the difficulties co-operatives can face in finding access to long
term credit facilities required by them from capitalist banks (which would effect co-operatives more as
short term pressures can result in their co-operative nature being diluted). As Tom Cahill notes, the "old
co-ops [ of the nineteenth century] also had the specific problemof . . . giving credit . . . [aswell ag]
problems. . . of competition with price cutting capitalist firms, highlighting the inadequate reservoirs of
the under-financed co-ops." [" Co-operatives and Anarchism: A contemporary Perspective”, in For

Anar chism, edited by Paul Goodway, p. 239]

In addition, the "return on capital islimited" in co-operatives [ Tom Cahill, Op. Cit., p. 247] which
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means that investors are less-likely to invest in co-operatives, and so co-operatives will tend to suffer
from alack of investment. Which also suggests that Nozick's argument that "don't say that its against
the classinterest of investorsto support the growth of some enterprise that if successful would end or
diminish the investment system. Investors are not so altruistic. They act in personal and not their class
interests' isfalse [Op. Cit., pp. 252-3]. Nozick is correct, to adegree -- but given a choice between high
returns from investments in capitalist firms and lower ones from co-operatives, the investor will select
the former. This does not reflect the productivity or efficiency of the investment -- quite the reverse! -- it
reflects the social function of wage labour in maximising profits and returns on capital (see next section

for more on this). In other words, the personal interests of investors will generally support their class
interests (unsurprisingly, as class interests are not independent of personal interests and will tend to
reflect them!).

Tom Cahill outlines the investment problem when he writes that the "financial problem" isamajor
reason why co-operatives failed in the past, for "basically the unusual structure and aims of co-

oper atives have always caused problems for the dominant sources of capital. In general, the finance
environment has been hostile to the emergence of the co-operative spirit. . ." And he also notes that they
were "unable to devise structuring to maintain a boundary between those who work and those who own
or control. . . It isunderstood that when outside investors were allowed to have power within the co-op
structure, co-ops lost their distinctive qualities." [Op. Cit., pp. 238-239] Meaning that even if co-
operative do attract investors, the cost of so doing may be to transform the co-operatives into capitalist
firms.

Thus, in spite of "empirical studies suggest[ing] that co-operatives are at least as productive as their
capitalist counterparts,” with many having "an excellent record, superior to conventionally organised
firms over along period” [Jon Elster, Op. Cit., p. 96], co-operatives are more likely to adapt to
capitalism than replace it and adopt capitalist principles of rationality in order to survive. All things
being equal, co-operatives are more efficient than their capitalist counterparts - but when co-operatives
compete in a capitalist economy, all things are not equal.

In spite of these structural and cultural problems, however, there has been a dramatic increase in the
number of producer co-operatives in most Western countries in recent years. For example, Saul Estrin
and Derek Jones report that co-operativesin the UK grew from 20 in 1975 to 1,600 by 1986; in France
they increased from 500 to 1,500; and in Italy, some 7,000 new co-operatives came into existence
between 1970 and 1982 ["Can Employee-owned Firms Survive?", Working Paper Series, Department of
Economics, Hamilton College (April, May, 1989)]. Italian co-operatives now number well over 20,000,
many of them large and having many support structures as well (which aids their development by
reducing their isolation and providing long term financial support lacking within the capitalist market).

We have already noted the success of the Mondragon co-operatives in Spain, which created a cluster of
inter-locking co-operatives with its own credit union to provide long term financial support and
commitment. Thus, in Europe at least, it appears that there is arather "large and growing co-operative
movement,” which givesthe lie to Nozick's and other supporters of capitalism arguments about co-
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operatives lack of economic viability and/or attractiveness to workers.

However, because co-operatives can survive in a capitalist economy it does not automatically mean that
they shall replace that economy. Isolated co-operatives, as we argued above, will more likely adapt to
capitalist realities than remain completely true to their co-operative promise. For most anarchists,
therefore, co-operatives can reach their full potential only as part of a social movement aiming to change
society. As part of awider movement of community and workplace unionism, with mutualist banks to
provide long terms financial support and commitment, co-operatives could be communalised into a
network of solidarity and support that will reduce the problems of isolation and adaptation. Hence
Bakunin:

"We hardly oppose the creation of co-operative associations; we find them necessary in
many respects. . . they accustom the workers to organise, pursue, and manage their
Interests themsel ves, without interference either by bourgeois capital or by bourgeois
control. . . [they must] above all [be] founded on the principle of solidarity and
collectivity rather than on bourgeois exclusivity, then society will pass fromits present
situation to one of equality and justice without too many great upheavals." [Op. Cit., p.
153]

Co-operation "will prosper, developing itself fully and freely, embracing all human industry, only when
it is based on equality, when all capital . . . [and] the soil, belong to the people by right of collective
property.” [1bid.]

Until then, co-operatives will exist within capitalism but not replace it by market forces - only a social
movement and collective action can fully secure their full development. As David Schweickart argues:

"Even if worker-managed firms are preferred by the vast majority, and even if they are
mor e productive, a market initially dominated by capitalist firms may not select for them.
The common-sense neo-classical dictum that only those things that best accord with
people's desires will survive the struggle of free competition has never been the whole
truth with respect to anything; with respect to workplace organisation it is barely a half-
truth.” [Op. Cit., p. 240]

This means that while anarchists support, create and encourage co-operatives within capitalism, they
understand "the impossibility of putting into practice the co-operative system under the existing
conditions of the predominance of bourgeois capital in the process of production and distribution of
wealth." Because of this, most anarchists stress the need for more combative organisations such as
industrial and community unions and other bodies "formed," to use Bakunin's words, "for the
organisation of toilers against the privileged world" in order to help bring about a free society. [Michael
Bakunin, Op. Cit., p. 185]

J.5.12 If self-management is more efficient, surely capitalist
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firms will be forced to introduce it by the market?

While it may be admitted that co-operatives cannot reform capitalism away (see last section), many

supporters of "free market" capitalism will claim that a laissez-faire system would see workers self-
management spread within capitalism. Thisis because, as self-management is more efficient than wage
dlavery, those capitalist firms that introduce it will gain a competitive advantage, and so their
competitors will be forced to introduce it or go bust. While not being true anarchistic production, it
would (it is argued) be avery close approximation of it and so capitalism could reform itself naturaly to
get rid of (to alarge degree) its authoritarian nature.

While such a notion seems plausible in theory, in practice it does not work. Free market capitalism
places innumerable barriers to the spread of worker empowering structures within production, in spite
(perhaps, as we will see, because) of their more efficient nature. This can be seen from the fact that
while the increased efficiency associated with workers' participation and self-management has attracted
the attention of many capitalist firms, the few experiments conducted have failed to spread. Thisis due,
essentially, to the nature of capitalist production and the social relationships it produces.

Aswe noted in section D.10, capitalist firms (particularly in the west) made a point of introducing
technol ogies and management structures that aimed to deskill and disempower their workers. In this
way, it was hoped to make the worker increasingly subject to "market discipline” (i.e. easier to train, so
increasing the pool of workers available to replace any specific worker and so reducing workers power
by increasing management's power to fire them). Of course, what actually happensis that after a short
period of time while management gained the upper hand, the workforce found newer and more effective
ways to fight back and assert their productive power again. While for a short time the technological
change worked, over the longer period the balance of forces changed, so forcing management to
continually try to empower themselves at the expense of the workforce.

It is unsurprising that such attempts to reduce workersto order-takers fail. Workers experiences and
help are required to ensure production actually happens at all. When workers carry out their orders
strictly and faithfully (i.e. when they "work to rule") production threatens to stop. So most capitalists are
aware of the need to get workersto "co-operate” within the workplace to some degree. A few capitalist
companies have gone further. Seeing the advantages of fully exploiting (and we do mean exploiting) the
experience, skills, abilities and thoughts of their employers which the traditional authoritarian capitalist
workplace denies them, some have introduced various schemes to "enrich” and "enlarge" work, increase
"co-operation” between workers and their bosses. In other words, some capitalist firms have tried to
encourage workersto "participate” in their own exploitation by introducing (in the words of Sam
Dolgoff) "a modicum of influence, a strictly limited area of decision-making power, a voice - at best
secondary - in the control of conditions of the workplace." [The Anarchist Collectives, p. 81] The
management and owners still have the power and still reap the majority of benefits from the productive
activity of the workforce.

David Noble provides a good summary of the problems associated with experiments in workers' self-
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management within capitalist firms:

"Participant in such programs can indeed be a liberating and exhilarating experience,
awakening people to their own untapped potential and also to the real possibilities of
collective worker control of production. As one manager described the former pilots
[workersin a General Electric program]: 'These people will never be the same again.
They have seen that things can be different.’ But the excitement and enthusiasm
engendered by such programs, as well as the heightened sense of commitment to a
common purpose, can easily be used against the interests of the work force. First, that
purpose is not really ‘common’ but is still determined by management alone, which
continues to decide what will be produced, when, and where. Participation in production
does not include participation in decisions on investment, which remains the prerogative
of ownership. Thus participation is, in reality, just a variation of business as usual --
taking orders -- but one which encourages obedience in the name of co-operation.

" Second, participation programs can contribute to the creation of an elite, and reduced,
work force, with special privileges and more 'co-operative' attitudes toward management
-- thus at once undermining the adversary stance of unions and reducing membership . . .

"Thirds, such programs enable management to learn from workers -- who are now
encouraged by their co-operaative spirit to share what they know -- and, then, in Taylorist
tradition, to use this knowledge against the workers. As one former pilot reflected, 'They
learned from the guys on the floor, got their knowledge about how to optimise the
technology and then, once they had it, they eliminated the Pilot Program, put that
knowledge into the machines, and got people without any knowledge to run them -- on the
Company's terms and without adequate compensation. They kept all the gains for
themselves." . ..

"Fourth, such programs could provide management with a way to circumvent union rules
and grievance procedures or eliminate unions altogether. . ." [Forces of Production, pp.
318-9]

Therefore, capitalist-introduced and supported "workers' control” is very like the situation when a
worker receives stock in the company they work for. If it goes some way toward redressing the gap
between the value of that person's labour, and the wage they receive for it, that in itself cannot be a
totally bad thing (although, of course, this does not address the issue of workplace hierarchy and the
social relations within the workplace itself). The real downside of thisisthe "carrot on a stick"
enticement to work harder -- if you work extra hard for the company, your stock will be worth more.
Obviously, though, the bosses get rich off you, so the more you work, the richer they get, the more you
are getting ripped off. It is a choice that anarchists feel many workers cannot afford to make -- they need
or at least want the money - but we believe that the stock does not work for many workers, who end up
working harder, for less. After all, stocks do not represent all profits (large amounts of which end up in
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the hands of top management) nor are they divided just among those who labour. Moreover, workers
may be lessinclined to take direct action, for fear that they will damage the value of "their" company's
stock, and so they may find themselves putting up with longer, more intense work in worse conditions.

However, be that asit may, the results of such capitalist experimentsin "workers control™ are interesting
and show why self-management will not spread by market forces (and they also bear direct relevance to
the question of why real co-operatives are not widespread within capitalism -- see last section).

According to one expert "[t] hereis scarcely a study in the entire literature which fails to demonstrate
that satisfaction in work is enhanced or. . .productivity increases occur froma genuine increasein

wor ker's decision-making power. Findings of such consistency, | submit, arerarein social

research." [Paul B. Lumberg, cited by Hebert Gintis, "The nature of Labour Exchange and the Theory of
Capitalist Production”, Radical Political Economy val. 1, p. 252]

In spite of these findings, a"shift toward participatory relationshipsis scarcely apparent in capitalist
production. . . [thisis] not compatible with the neo-classical assertion as to the efficiency of the internal
organisation of capitalist production." [Herbert Gintz, Op. Cit., p. 252] Why is thisthe case?

Economist William Lazonick indicates the reason when he writes that "[ m| any attempts at job
enrichment and job enlargement in the first half of the 1970s resulted in the supply of more and better
effort by workers. Yet many 'successful' experiments were cut short when the workers whose work had
been enriched and enlarged began questioning traditional management prerogatives inherent in the
existing hierarchical structure of the enterprise." [Competitive Advantage on the Shop Floor, p. 282]

Thisisan important result, as it indicates that the ruling sections within capitalist firms have a vested
interest in not introducing such schemes, even though they are more efficient methods of production. As
can easily be imagined, managers have a clear incentive to resist participatory schemes (and David
Schweickart notes, such resistance, "often bordering on sabotage, is well known and widely
documented” [Against Capitalism, p. 229]). As an example of this, David Noble discusses a scheme
(called the Pilot Program) ran by General Electric at Lynn, Massachusetts, USA in the late 1960s:

" After considerable conflict, GE introduced a quality of work life program. . . which gave
wor kers much more control over the machines and the production process and eliminated
foremen. Before long, by all indicators, the program was succeeding -- machine use,
output and product quality went up; scrap rate, machine downtime, worker absenteeism
and turnover when down, and conflict on the floor dropped off considerably. Yet, little
more than a year into the program -- following a union demand that it be extended
throughout the shop and into other GE locations -- top management abolished the
program out of fear of losing control over the workforce. Clearly, the company was
willing to sacrifice gains in technical and economic efficiency in order to regain and
Insure management control.” [Progress Without People, p. 65f]

http://www.geocities.com/Capitol Hill/1931/secJ5.html (36 of 58)1/12/2005 7:03:38 AM



J.5 What alternative social organisations do anarchists create?

However, it could be claimed that owners, being concerned by the bottom-line of profits, could for ce
management to introduce participation. By this method, competitive market forces would ultimately
prevail asindividual owners, pursuing profits, reorganise production and participation spreads across the
economy. Indeed, there are afew firms that have introduced such schemes, but there has been no
tendency for them to spread. This contradicts "free market" capitalist economic theory which states that
those firms which introduce more efficient techniques will prosper and competitive market forces will
ensure that other firms will introduce the technique.

Thisis for three reasons.

Firstly, the fact is that within "free market" capitalism keeping (indeed strengthening) skills and power
in the hands of the workers makes it harder for a capitalist firm to maximise profits (i.e. unpaid labour).
It strengthens the power of workers, who can use that power to gain increased wages (i.e. reduce the
amount of surplus value they produce for their bosses).

Workers control basically leads to a usurpation of capitalist prerogatives -- including their share of
revenues and their ability to extract more unpaid labour during the working day. While in the short run
workers' control may lead to higher productivity (and so may be toyed with), in the long run, it leads to
difficulties for capitalists to maximise their profits. So, "given that profits depend on the integrity of the
labour exchange, a strongly centralised structure of control not only serves the interests of the employer,
but dictates a minute division of labour irrespective of considerations of productivity. For this reason,
the evidence for the superior productivity of 'workers control' represents the most dramatic of anomalies
to the neo-classical theory of the firm: worker control increases the effective amount of work elicited
from each worker and improves the co-ordination of work activities, while increasing the solidarity and
delegitimising the hierarchical structure of ultimate authority at itsroot; hence it threatens to increase
the power of workersin the struggle over the share of total value." [Hebert Gintz, Op. Cit., p. 264]

So, aworkplace which had extensive workers participation would hardly see the workers agreeing to
reduce their skill levels, take apay cut or increase their pace of work simply to enhance the profits of
capitalists. Simply put, profit maximisation is not equivalent to technological efficiency. By getting
workers to work longer, more intensely or in more unpleasant conditions can increase profits but does
not yield more output for the same inputs. Workers' control would curtail capitalist means of enhancing
profits by changing the quality and quantity of work. It isthis requirement which also aidsin
understanding why capitalists will not support workers' control -- even though it is more efficient, it
reduces the ability of capitalists to maximise profits by minimising labour costs. Moreover, demands to
change the nature of workers' inputs into the production process in order to maximise profits for
capitalists would provoke a struggle over the time and intensity of work and over the share of value
added going to workers, management and owners and so destroy the benefits of participation.

Thus power within the workplace plays akey role in explaining why workers' control does not spread --
it reduces the ability of bosses to extract more unpaid labour from workers.
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The second reason isrelated to the first. It too is based on the power structure within the company but
the power is related to control over the surplus produced by the workers rather than the ability to control
how much surplusis produced in the first place (i.e. power over workers).

Hierarchical management is the way to ensure that profits are channelled into the hands of afew. By
centralising power, the surplus value produced by workers can be distributed in away which benefits
those at the top (i.e. management and capitalists). Profit maximisation under capitalism means the
maximum profits available for capitalists -- not the maximum difference between selling price and cost
as such. This difference explains the strange paradox of workers control experiments being successful
but being cancelled by management. The paradox is easily explained once the hierarchical nature of
capitalist production (i.e. of wage labour) is acknowledged. Workers' control, by placing (some) power
in the hands of workers, undermines the authority of management and, ultimately, their power to control
the surplus produced by workers and allocate it as they see fit. Thus, while workers' control does reduce
costs, increase efficiency and productivity (i.e. maximise the difference between prices and costs) it
(potentially) reduces profit maximisation by undermining the power (and so privileges) of management
to alocate that surplus as they seefit.

Increased workers' control reduces the capitalists potential to maximise their profits and so will be
opposed by both management and owners. Indeed, it can be argued that hierarchical control of
production exists solely to provide for the accumulation of capital in afew hands, not for efficiency or
productivity (see Stephan A. Margin, "What do Bosses do? The Origins and Functions of Hierarchy in
Capitalist Production”, Op. Cit., pp. 178-248). Thisis why profit maximisation does not entail
efficiency and can actively work against it.

As David Noble argues, power is the key to understanding capitalism, not the drive for profits as such:

"In opting for control [over the increased efficiency of workers control] . . .

management . . . knowingly and, it must be assumed, willingly, sacrificed profitable
production. Hence [ experiences such as] the Pilot Program [at GE] . . . illustrates not
only the ultimate management priority of power over both production and profit within the
firm, but also the larger contradiction between the preservation of private power and
prerogatives, on the one hand, and the social goals of efficient, quality, and useful
production, on the other . . .

"It isa common confusion, especially on the part of those trained in or unduly influenced
by formal economics (liberal and Marxist alike), that capitalismis a system of profit-
motivated, efficient production. Thisis not true, nor hasit ever been. If the driveto
maximise profits, through private ownership and control over the process of production, it
has never been the end of that development. The goal has always been domination (and
the power and privileges that go with it) and the preservation of domination. Thereislittle
historical evidence to support the view that, in the final analysis, capitalists play by the
rules of the economic game imagined by theorists. There is ample evidence to suggest, on
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the other hand, that when the goals of profit-making and efficient production fail to
coincide with the requirements of continued dominance, capital will resort to more
ancient means: legal, political, and, of need be, military. Always, behind all the careful
accounting, liesthe threat of force. This system of domination has been legitimated in the
past by the ideological invention that private owner ship of the means of production and
the pursuit of profit via production are always ultimately beneficial to society. Capitalism
deliversthe goods, it is argued, better, more cheaply, and in larger quantity, and in so
doing, fosters economic growth . . . The story of the Pilot Program -- and it is but one
among thousands like it in U.S. industry -- raises troublesome questions about the
adequacy of this mythology as a description of reality." [Forces of Production, pp. 321-
2]

Hierarchical organisation (i.e. domination) is essential to ensure that profits are controlled by afew and
can, therefore, be allocated by them in such away to ensure their power and privileges. By undermining
management authority, workers' control undermines that power to maximise profits in a certain direction
even though it increases "profits’ (the difference between prices and costs) in the abstract. As workers
control starts to extend (or management sees its potential to spread) into wider areas such as investment
decisions, how to allocate the surplus (i.e. profits) between wages, investment, dividends, management
pay and so on, then they will seek to end the project in order to ensure their power over both the workers
and the surplus they, the workers, produce. In thisthey will be supported by those who actually own the
company who obviously would not support a regime which will not ensure the maximum return on their
investment. This maximum return would be endangered by workers control, even though it is
technically more efficient, as control over the surplus rests with the workers and not a management elite
with similar interests and aims as the owners -- an egalitarian workplace would produce an egalitarian
distribution of surplus, in other words (as proven by the experience of workers' co-operatives). In the
words of one participant of the GE workers control project -- "If we're all one, for manufacturing
reasons, we must share in the fruits equitably, just like a co-op business.” [quoted by Noble, Op. Cit., p.
295] Such a possibility is one no owner would agree to.

Thirdly, to survive within the "free" market means to concentrate on the short term. Long terms benefits,
although greater, are irrelevant. A free market requires profits now and so afirm is under considerable
pressure to maximise short-term profits by market forces (a similar situation occurs when firmsinvest in
"green” technology, see section E.5).

Participation requires trust, investment in people and technology and a willingness to share the increased
value added that result from workers' participation with the workers who made it possible. All these
factors would eat into short term profitsin order to return richer rewards in the future. Encouraging
participation thus tends to increase long term gains at the expense of short-term ones (for it ensures that
workers do not consider participation as a con, they must experience real benefits in terms of power,
conditions and wage rises). For firms within afree market environment, they are under pressure from
share-holders and their financiers for high returns as soon as possible. If acompany does not produce
high dividends then it will seeits stock fall as shareholders move to those companies that do. Thus the
market for ces companies (and banks, who in turn loan over the short term to companies) to act in such
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ways as to maximise short term profits.

If faced with a competitor which is not making such investments (and which isinvesting directly into
deskilling technology or intensifying work loads which lowers their costs) and so wins them market
share, or a downturn in the business cycle which shrinks their profit margins and makesit difficult for
the firm to meet its commitments to its financiers and workers, a company that intendsto invest in
people and trust will usually be rendered unable to do so. Faced with the option of empowering people
in work or deskilling them and/or using the fear of unemployment to get workers to work harder and
follow orders, capitalist firms have consistently chosen (and probably preferred) the latter option (as
occurred in the 1970s).

Thus, workers' control is unlikely to spread through capitalism because it entails alevel of working class
consciousness and power that isincompatible with capitalist control. In other words, "[i]f the
hierarchical division of labour is necessary for the extraction of surplus value, then worker preferences
for jobs threatening capitalist control will not be implemented." [Hebert Gintis, Op. Cit., p. 253] The
reason why it is more efficient, ironically, ensures that a capitalist economy will not select it. The "free
market" will discourage empowerment and democratic workplaces, at best reducing " co-operation” and
"participation” to marginal issues (and management will still have the power of veto).

In addition, moves towards democratic workplaces within capitalism is an example of the systemin
conflict with itself -- pursuing its objectives by methods which constantly defeat those same objectives.
As Paul Carden argues, the "capitalist system can only maintain itself by trying to reduce workersinto
mere order-takers. . . At the same time the system can only function as long as this reduction is never
achieved. . . [for] the systemwould soon grind to a halt. . . [However] capitalism constantly hasto limit
this participation (if it didn't the workers would soon start deciding themselves and would show in
practice now superfluous the ruling classreally is)." [Revolution and Modern Capitalism, pp. 45-46]

The experience of the 1970s supports this thesis well. Thus "workers' control” within a capitalist firmis
a contradictory thing - too little power and it is meaningless, too much and workplace authority
structures and short-term profits (i.e. capitalist share of value added) can be harmed. Attempts to make
oppressed, exploited and alienated workers work if they were neither oppressed, exploited nor alienated
will alwaysfail.

For afirm to establish committed and participatory relations internally, it must have external supports -
particularly with providers of finance (which iswhy co-operatives benefit from credit unions and co-
operating together). The price mechanism proves self-defeating to create such supports and that is why
we see "participation” more fully developed within Japanese and German firms (although it is still along
way from fully democratic workplaces), who have strong, long term relationships with local banks and
the state which provides them with the support required for such activities. As William Lazonick notes,
Japanese industry had benefited from the state ensuring "access to inexpensive long-term finance, the
sine qua non of innovating investment strategies' along with a host of other supports, such as protecting
Japanese industry within their home markets so they could "develop and utilise their productive
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resour ces to the point where they could attain competitive advantage in international competition." [Op.
Cit., p. 305] The German state provides its industry with much of the same support.

Therefore, "participation” within capitalist firmswill have little or no tendency to spread due to the
"automatic" actions of market forces. In spite of such schemes being more efficient, capitalism will not
select them because they empower workers and make it hard for capitalists to maximise their short term
profits. Hence capitalism, by itself, will have no tendency to produce more libertarian organisational
forms within industry. Those firms that do introduce such schemes will be the exception rather than the
rule (and the schemes themselves will be marginal in most respects and subject to veto from above). For
such schemes to spread, collective action is required (such as state intervention to create the right
environment and support network or -- from an anarchist point of view -- union and community direct
action).

However such schemes, as noted above, are just forms of self-exploitation, getting workers to help their
robbers and so not a development anarchists seek to encourage. We have discussed this here just to be
clear that, firstly, such forms of structural reforms are not self-management, as managers and owners
still have the real power, and, secondly, even if such forms are somewhat liberatory, market forces will
not select them (i.e. collective action would be required).

For anarchists "self-management is not a new form of mediation between workers and their bosses. . .
[it] refersto the very process by which the worker s themselves overthrow their managers and take on
their own management and the management of production in their own workplace." [Sam Dolgoff, Op.
Cit., p. 81] Hence our support for co-operatives, unions and other self-managed structures created and
organised from below by and for working class people.

J.5.13 What are Modern Schools?

Modern schools are alternative schools, self-managed by students, teachers and parents which reject the
authoritarian schooling methods of the modern "education” system. Such schools have a feature of the
anarchist movement since the turn of the 20th century while interest in libertarian forms of education has
been afeature of anarchist theory from the beginning. All the mgjor anarchist thinkers, from Godwin
through Proudhon, Bakunin and Kropotkin to modern activists like Colin Ward, have stressed the
importance of libertarian (or "rational™) education, education that develops all aspects of the student
(mental and physical -- and so termed "integral" education) as well as encouraging critical thought and
mental freedom. The aim of such education is, to use Proudhon's words, ensure that the "industrial
worker, the man [sic!] of action and the intellectual would all be rolled into one" [cited by Steward
Edward in The Paris Commune, p. 274]

Anyoneinvolved in radical politics, constantly and consistently challenges the role of the state's
institutions and their representatives within our lives. The role of bosses, the police, social workers, the
secret service, middle managers, doctors and priests are all seen as part of a hierarchy which existsto
keep us, the working class, subdued. It isrelatively rare though for the left-wing to call into question the
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role of teachers. Most left wing activists and alarge number of libertarians believe that education is
good, all education is good, and education is aways good. As Henry Barnard, the first US commissioner
of education, appointed in 1867, exhorted, "education always leads to freedom’.

Those involved in libertarian education believe the contrary. They believe that national education
systems exist only to produce citizens who'll be blindly obedient to the dictates of the state, citizens who
will uphold the authority of government even when it runs counter to personal interest and reason, wage
slaves who will obey the orders of their boss most of the time and consider being able to change bosses
as freedom. They agree with William Godwin (one of the earliest critics of national education systems)
when he wrotein An Enquiry Concer ning Political Justice that "the project of a national education
ought to be discouraged on account of its obvious alliance with national government . . . Government
will not fail to employ it to strengthen its hand and per petuate itsinstitutions. . .Their views as instigator
of a systemwill not fail to be analogousto their viewsin their political capacity.” [cited by Colin Ward,
Anarchy in Action, p. 81]

With the growth of industrialism in the 19th century schools triumphed, not through a desire to reform
but as an economic necessity. Industry did not want free thinking individuals, it wanted workers,
instruments of labour, and it wanted them punctual, obedient, passive and willing to accept their
disadvantaged position. According to Nigel Thrift, many employers and social reformers became
convinced that the earliest generations of workers were almost impossible to discipline (i.e. to get
accustomed to wage labour and workplace authority). They looked to children, hoping that "the
elementary school could be used to break the labouring classes into those habits of work discipline now
necessary for factory production. . . Putting little children to work at school for very long hours at very
dull subjects was seen as a positive virtue, for it made them habituated, not to say naturalised, to labour
and fatigue." [quoted by Juliet B. Schor in The Overworked American, p. 61]

Thus supporters of Modern Schools recognise that the role of education is an important one in
maintaining hierarchical society -- for government and other forms of hierarchy (such as wage labour)
must always depend on the opinion of the governed. Franciso Ferrer (the most famous supporter of
Modern Schooling due to his execution by the Spanish state in 1909) argued that:

"Rulers have always taken care to control the education of the people. They know their
power is based almost entirely on the school and they insist on retaining their monopoly.
The school is an instrument of domination in the hands of the ruling class." [cited by
Clifford Harper, Anarchy: A Graphic Guide, p. 100]

Little wonder, then, that Emma Goldman argued that the "modern method of education” has “little
regard for personal liberty and originality of thought. Uniformity and imitation is [its] motto" and that
the school "isfor the child what the prison isfor the convict and the barracks for the solder - a place
where everything is being used to break the will of the child, and then to pound, knead, and shape it into
a being utterly foreign to itself.” [Red Emma Speaks, p. 118, p. 116]
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Hence the importance of Modern Schools. It isameans of spreading libertarian education within a
hierarchical society and undercut one of the key supports for that society -- the education system. Instead
of hierarchical education, Modern schools exist to "develop the individual through knowledge and the
free play of characteristic traits, so that [the child] may become a social being, because he had |earned
to know himself [or herself], to know his[or her] relation to hisfellow[g]. . . " [Emma Goldman, Op.
Cit., p. 121] It would, in Stirner's words, be "an education for freedom, not for subservience."

The Modern School Movement (also known as the Free School Movement) over the past century has
been an attempt to represent part of this concern about the dangers of state and church schools and the
need for libertarian education. The idea of libertarian education is that knowledge and learning should be
linked to real life processes and personal usefulness and should not be the preserve of a special
institution. Thus Modern Schools are an attempt to establish an environment for self development in an
overly structured and rationalised world. An oasis from authoritarian control and as a means of passing
on the knowledge to be free.

"The underlying principle of the Modern School isthis. education is a process of drawing
out, not driving in; it aims at the possibility that the child should be left free to develop
spontaneously, directing his[or her] own efforts and choosing the branches of knowledge
which he desires to study. . . the teacher . . . should be a sensitive instrument responding
to the needs of the child . . . a channel through which the child may attain so much of the
ordered knowledge of the world as he shows himself [or herself] ready to receive and
assimilate”. [Emma Goldman, Op. Cit., p. 126]

The Modern School bases itself on libertarian education techniques. Libertarian education, very broadly,
seeks to produce children who will demand greater personal control and choice, who think for
themselves and question all forms of authority:

"We don't hesitate to say we want people who will continue to develop. People constantly
capable of destroying and renewing their surroundings and themselves. whose intellectual
independence is their supreme power, which they will yield to none; always disposed for
better things, eager for the triumph of new ideas, anxious to crowd many lives into the life
they have. It must be the aim of the school to show the children that there will be tyranny
as long as one person depends on another.” [Ferrer, quoted by Clifford Harper, Op. Cit.,
p. 100]

Thus the Modern School insists that the child is the centre of gravity in the education process -- and that
education isjust that, not indoctrination:

"I want to form a school of emancipation, concerned with banning from the mind
whatever divides people, the false concepts of property, country and family so as to attain
the liberty and well-being which all desire. | will teach only simple truth. I will not ram
dogma into their heads. | will not conceal one iota of fact. | will teach not what to think
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but how to think." [Ferrer, cited by Harper, Op. Cit., pp. 99-100]

The Modern School has no rewards or punishments, exams or mark -- the everyday "tortures" of
conventional schooling. And because practical knowledge is more useful than theory, lessons were often
held in factories, museums or the countryside. The school was also used by the parents, and Ferrer
planned a Popular University.

"Higher education, for the privileged few, should be for the general public, as every
human has a right to know; and science, which is produced by observers and workers of
all countries and ages, ought not be restricted to class." [Ferrer, cited by Harper, Op. Cit.,
p. 100]

Thus Modern Schools are based on encouraging self-education in a co-operative, egalitarian and
libertarian atmosphere in which the pupil (regardless of age) can develop themselves and their interests
to the fullest of their abilities. In thisway Modern Schools seek to create anarchists by a process of
education which respects the individual and gets them to develop their own abilitiesin a conducive
Ssetting.

Modern Schools have been a constant aspect of the anarchist movement since the later 1890s. The
movement was started in France by Louise Michel and Sebastien Faure, where Franciso Ferrer became
acquainted with them. He founded his Modern School in Barcelonain 1901, and by 1905 there were 50
similar schoolsin Spain (many of them funded by anarchist groups and trade unions and, from 1919
onward, by the C.N.T. -- in al cases the autonomy of the schools was respected). In 1909, Ferrer was
falsely accused by the Spanish government of leading an insurrection and executed in spite of world-
wide protest and overwhelming proof of hisinnocence. His execution, however, gained him and his
educational ideas international recognition and inspired a Modern School progressive education
movement in Britain, France, Belgium, Holland, Italy, Germany, Switzerland, Poland, Czechoslovakia,
Y ugoslavia, Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, China, Japan and, on the greatest scale, in the USA.

However, for most anarchists, Modern Schools are not enough in themselves to produce alibertarian
society. They agree with Bakunin's argument that "[f] or individuals to be moralised and become fully
human . . . three things are necessary: a hygienic birth, all-round education, accompanied by an
upbringing based on respect for labour, reason, equality, and freedom and a social environment
wherein each human individual will enjoy full freedom and really by, de jure and de facto, the equal of
every other.

"Does this environment exist? No. Then it must be established. . . [ otherwise] in the existing social
environment . . . on leaving [libertarian] schools they [the student] would enter a society governed by
totally opposite principles, and, because society is always stronger than individuals, it would prevail
over them. . . [and] demoralise them." [The Basic Bakunin, p, 174]

Because of this, Modern Schools must be part of a mass working class revolutionary movement which
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aims to build as many aspects of the new world as possible in the old one before, ultimately, replacing it.
Otherwise they are just useful as social experiments and their impact on society marginal. Little wonder,
then, that Bakunin supported the International Workers Association's resolution that urged "the various
sections [ of the International] to establish public courses. . . [based on] all-round instruction, in order
to remedy as much as possible the insufficient education that workers currently receive." [quoted by
Bakunin, Op. Cit., p. 175]

Thus, for anarchists, this process of education is part of the class struggle, not in place of it and so "the
workers [ must] do everything possible to obtain all the education they can in the material circumstances
in which they currently find themselves. . . [while] concentrat[ing] their efforts on the great question of
their economic emancipation, the mother of all other emancipations.” [Michael Bakunin, Op. Cit., p.
175]

Before finishing, we must stress that hierarchical education (like the media), cannot remove the effects
of actual life and activity in shaping/changing people and their ideas, opinions and attitudes. While
education is an essential part of maintaining the status quo and accustoming people to accept hierarchy,
the state and wage savery, it cannot stop individuals from learning from their experiences, ignoring their
sense of right and wrong, recognising the injustices of the current system and the ideas that it is based
upon. This means that even the best state (or private) education system will still produce rebels -- for the
experience of wage slavery and state oppression (and, most importantly, struggle) is shattering to the
ideology spoon-fed children during their "education™ and reinforced by the media.

For more information on Modern Schools see Paul Avrich's The M odern School M ovement:

Anar chism and education in the United States, Emma Goldman's essay "Francisco Ferrer and the
Modern School" in Anarchism and Other Essaysand A.S Neil's Summer hill. For a good introduction
to anarchist viewpoints on education see "Kropotkin and technical education: an anarchist voice" by
Michael Smith in For Anarchism and Michael Bakunin's " All-Round Education” in The Basic
Bakunin. For an excellent summary of the advantages and benefits of co-operative learning, see Alfie
Kohn's No Contest.

J.5.14 What is Libertarian Municipalism?

In his article "Theses on Libertarian Municipalism' [in The Anar chist Papers, Black Rose Press,
1986], Murray Bookchin has proposed a non-parliamentary electoral strategy for anarchists. He has
repeated this proposal in many of his later works, such as From Urbanisation to Cities and has made it
-- at least in the USA -- one of the many alternatives anarchists are involved in. The main points of his
argument are summarised below, followed by a brief commentary.

According to Bookchin, "the proletariat, as do all oppressed sectors of society, comes to life when it
shedsitsindustrial habitsin the free and spontaneous activity of communising, or taking part in the
political life of the community." In other words, Bookchin thinks that democratisation of local
communities may be as strategically important, or perhaps more important, to anarchists than workplace
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struggles.

Since local politicsis humanly scaled, Bookchin argues that it can be participatory rather than
parliamentary. Or, as he putsit, "[t]he anarchic ideal of decentralised, stateless, collectively managed,
and directly democratic communities -- of confederated municipalities or ‘communes’ -- speaks almost
intuitively, and in the best works of Proudhon and Kropotkin, consciously, to the transforming role of
libertarian municipalism as the framework of a liberatory society. . . " He also points out that,
historically, the city has been the principle countervailing force to imperial and national states, haunting
them as a potential challenge to centralised power and continuing to do so today, as can be seen in the
conflicts between national government and municipalities in many countries.

But, despite the libertarian potential of urban politics, "urbanisation™ -- the growth of the modern
megalopolis as a vast wasteland of suburbs, shopping malls, industrial parks, and slums that foster
political apathy and isolation in realms of alienated production and private consumption -- is antithetical
to the continued existence of those aspects of the city that might serve as the framework for alibertarian
municipalism. "When urbanisation will have effaced city life so completely that the city no longer hasits
own identity, culture, and spaces for consociation, the bases for democracy -- in whatever way the word
in defined -- will have disappeared and the question of revolutionary forms will be a shadow game of
abstractions."

Despite this danger, however, Bookchin thinks that a libertarian politics of local government is still
possible, provided anarchists get their act together. "The Commune still lies buried in the city council;
the sections still lie buried in the neighbourhood; the town meeting still lies buried in the township;
confederal forms of municipal association still lie buried in regional networks of towns and cities."

What would anarchists do electorally at the local level? Bookchin proposes that they change city and
town charters to make political institutions participatory. " An organic politics based on such radical
participatory forms of civic association does not exclude the right of anarchiststo alter city and town
charters such that they validate the existence of directly democratic institutions. And if this kind of
activity brings anarchists into city councils, there is no reason why such a politics should be construed
as parliamentary, particularly if it is confined to the civic level and is consciously posed against the
state."

In alatter essay, Bookchin argues that Libertarian Muncipalism "depends upon libertarian leftists
running candidates at the local level, calling for the division of municipalities into wards, where popular
assemblies can be created that bring people into full and direct participation in political life. . .
municipalities would [then] confederate into a dual power to oppose the nation-state and ultimately
dispense with it and with the economic forces that underpin statism as such." [Democracy and Nature
no. 9, p. 158] Thiswould be part of a socia wide transformation, whose "[m]inimal steps. . . include
initiating Left Green municipalist movements that propose neighbourhood and town assemblies - even if
they have only moral functions at first - and electing town and city councillors that advance the cause of
these assemblies and other popular institutions. These minimal steps can lead step-by-step to the
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formation of confederal bodies. . . Civic banks to fund municipal enterprises and land purchases; the
fostering of new ecologically-orientated enterprises that are owned by the community. . ." [From
Urbanisation to Cities, p. 266]

Thus Bookchin sees Libertarian Muncipalism as a process by which the state can be undermined by
using elections as the means of creating popular assemblies. Part of this process, he argues, would be the
“municipalisation of property" which would "bring the economy as a whole into the orbit of the public
sphere, where economic policy could be formulated by the entire community.” [Op. Cit. p. 235]

Bookchin considers Libertarian Muncipalism as the key means of creating an anarchist society, and
argues that those anarchists who disagree with it are failing to take their politics serioudly. "It is
curious," he notes, "that many anarchists who celebrate the existence of a 'collectivised' industrial
enterprise, here and there, with considerable enthusiasm despite its emergence within a thoroughly
bourgeois economic framework, can view a municipal politics that entails 'elections' of any kind with
repugnance, even if such a politicsis structured around neighbourhood assemblies, recallable deputies,
radically democratic forms of accountability, and deeply rooted localist networks." ["Theses on
Libertarian Municipalism"]

In evaluating Bookchin's proposal, several points come to mind.

Firstly, it is clear that Libertarian Muncipalism's arguments in favour of community assembliesis
important and cannot be ignored. Bookchin isright to note that, in the past, many anarchists placed far
too much stress on workplace struggles and workers' councils as the framework of a free society. Many
of the really important issues that affect us cannot be reduced to workplace organisations, which by their
very nature disenfranchise those who do not work in industry (such as housewives, the old, and so on).
And, of course, thereisfar moreto life than work and so any future society organised purely around
workplace organisations is reproducing capitalism's insane glorification of economic activity, at least to
some degree. S0, in this sense, Libertarian Muncipalism has avery valid point -- afree society will be
created and maintained within the community as well asin the workplace.

Secondly, Bookchin and other Libertarian Muncipalists are totally correct to argue that anarchists should
work in their local communities. As noted in section J.5.1, many anarchists are doing just that and are

being very successful aswell. However, most anarchists reject the idea that using elections are aviable
means of "struggle toward creating new civic institutions out of old ones (or replacing the old ones
altogether)."” [From Urbanisation to Cities, p. 267]

The most serious problem has to do with whether politics in most cities has already become too
centralised, bureaucratic, inhumanly scaled, and dominated by capitalist interests to have any possibility
of being taken over by anarchists running on platforms of participatory democratisation. Merely to pose
the question seems enough to answer it. There is no such possibility in the vast majority of cities, and
hence it would be a waste of time and energy for anarchists to support libertarian municipalist
candidatesin local elections -- time and energy that could be more profitably spent in direct action. If the
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central governments are too bureaucratic and unresponsive to be used by Libertarian Municipalists, the
same can be said of local ones too.

The counter-argument to thisisthat even if there is no chance of such candidates being elected, their
standing for elections would serve a valuable educational function. The answer to thisis: perhaps, but
would it be more valuable than direct action? And would its educational value, if any, outweigh the
disadvantages of €lectioneering mentioned in sections J.2.2 and J.2.4, such as the fact that voting ratifies

the current system? Given the ability of major media to marginalise aternative candidates, we doubt that
such campaigns would have enough educational value to outweigh these disadvantages. Moreover,

being an anarchist does not make one immune to the corrupting effects of electioneering (as highlighted
in section J.2.6). History is littered with radical, politically aware movements using elections and ending
up becoming part of the system they aimed to transform. Most anarchists doubt that Libertarian
Muncipalism will be any different -- after al, it is the circumstances the parties find themselves in which
are decisive, not the theory they hold (the socia relations they face will transform the theory, not vice
versa, in other words).

Lastly, most anarchists question the whole process on which Libertarian Muncipalism bases itself on.
The idea of communesis akey one of anarchism and so strategies to create them in the here and now are
important. However, to think that using alienated, representative institutions to abolish these institutions
iIsmad. Asthe Italian activists (who organised a neighbourhood assembly by non-electoral means)

argue, "[t] o accept power and to say that the others were acting in bad faith and that we would be
better, would force non-anarchists towards direct democracy. We reject this logic and believe that
organisations must come from the grassroots.” ["Community Organising in Southern Italy", pp. 16-19,
Black Flag no. 210, p. 18]

Thus Libertarian Municipalism reverses the process by which community assemblies will be created.
Instead of anarchists using elections to build such bodies, they must work in their communities directly
to create them (see section J.5.1 - "What is Community Unionism?' for more details). Using the catalyst

of specific issues of local interest, anarchists could propose the creation of a community assembly to
discuss the issues in question and organise action to solve them. Instead of a " confederal muncipalist
movement run[ning] candidates for municipal councils with demands for the institution of public
assemblies' [Murray Bookchin, Op. Cit., p. 229] anarchists should encourage people to create these
institutions themsel ves and empower themselves by collective self-activity. As Kropotkin argued, "Laws
can only follow the accomplished facts, and even if they do honestly follow them - which is usually not
the case - a law remains a dead letter so long as there are not on the spot the living forces required for
making the tendencies expressed in the law an accomplished fact.” [Kropotkin's Revolutionary
Pamphlets, p. 171] Most anarchists, therefore, think it is far more important to create the "living forces'
within our communities directly than waste energy in electioneering and the passing of laws creating or
"legalising” community assemblies. In other words, community assemblies can only be created from the
bottom up, by non-electoral means, a process which Libertarian Muncipalism confuses with

el ectioneering.
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So, while Libertarian Muncipalism does raise many important issues and correctly stresses the
importance of community activity and self-management, its emphasis on electoral activity undercutsits
liberatory promise. For most anarchists, community assemblies can only be created from below, by
direct action, and (because of its electoral strategy) a Libertarian Municipalist movement will end up
being transformed into a copy of the system it aims to abolish.

J.5.15 What attitude do anarchists take to the welfare state?

Currently we are seeing a concerted attempt to rollback the state within society. This has been begun by
the right-wing in the name of "freedom," "individual dignity and responsibility” and "efficiency." The
position of anarchists to this processis mixed. On the one hand, we are all in favour of reducing the size
of the state and increasing individual responsibility and freedom, but, on the other, we are well aware
that this processis part of an attack on the working class and tends to increase the power of the
capitalists over us as the state's (direct) influence is reduced. Thus anarchists appear to be on the horns of
adilemma-- or, at least, apparently.

So what attitude do anarchists take to the welfare state and the current attacks on it? (see next section for
a short discussion of business based welfare)

First we must note that this attack of "welfare" is somewhat selective. While using the rhetoric of "self-
reliance" and "individualism," the practitioners of these "tough love" programmes have made sure that
the major corporations continue to get state hand-outs and aid while attacking social welfare. In other
words, the current attack on the welfare state is an attempt to impose market discipline on the working
class while increasing state protection for the ruling class. Therefore, most anarchists have no problemin
social welfare programmes as these can be considered as only fair considering the aid the capitalist class
has always received from the state (both direct subsidies and protection and indirect support via laws
that protect property and so on). And, for all their talk of increasing individual choice, the right-wing
remain silent about the lack of choice and individual freedom during working hours within capitalism.

Secondly, most of the right-wing inspired attacks on the welfare state are inaccurate. For example,

Noam Chomsky notes that the " correlation between welfare payments and family lifeisreal, thoughiit is
the reverse of what is claimed [ by the right] . As support for the poor has declined, unwed birth-rates,
which had risen steadily from the 1940s through the mid-1970s, markedly increased. 'Over the last three
decades, the rate of poverty among children almost perfectly correlates with the birth-rates among
teenage mothers a decade later," Mike Males points out: 'That is, child poverty seemsto lead to teenage
childbearing, not the other way around.™ ["Rollback 111", Z Magazine, April, 1995] The same can be
said for many of the claims about the evil effects of welfare which the rich and large corporations wish
to save others (but not themselves) from. Such atruismistruly heart warming.

Thirdly, we must note that while most anarchists arein favour of collective self-help and welfare, we
are opposed to the welfare state. Part of the alternatives anarchists try and create are self-managed and
communal community welfare projects (see next section). Moreover, in the past, anarchists and
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syndicalists were at the forefront in opposing state welfare schemes (introduced, we may note, not by
socialists but by liberals and other supporters of capitalism to undercut support for radical alternatives
and aid long term economic devel opment by creating the educated and healthy population required to
use advanced technology and fight wars). Thus we find that:

"Liberal social welfare legidation. . . were seen by many [ British syndicalists] not as
genuine welfare reforms, but as mechanisms of social control. Syndicalists took a leading
part in resisting such legislation on the grounds that it would increase capitalist discipline
over labour, thereby undermining working class independence and self-reliance.” [Bob
Holton, British Syndicalism: 1900-1914, p. 137]

Anarchists view the welfare state much as some feminists do. While they note the " patriarchal structure
of the welfare state" they are also aware that it has "also brought challenges to patriarchal power and
hel ped provide a basis for women's autonomous citizenship." [Carole Pateman, " The Patriarchal
Welfare Sate", in The Disorder of Women, p. 195] She does on to note that "for women to look at the
welfare state is merely to exchange dependence on individual men for dependence on the state. The
power and capriciousness of husbands is replaced by the arbitrariness, bureaucracy and power of the
state, the very state that has upheld patriarchal power. . . [this] will not in itself do anything to
challenge patriarchal power relations.” [Ibid., p. 200]

Thus while the welfare state does give working people more options than having to take any job or put
up with any conditions, this relative independence from the market and individual capitalists has came
at the price of dependence on the state -- the very institution that protects and supports capitalism in the
first place. And has we have became painfully aware in recent years, it is the ruling class who has most
influence in the state -- and so, when it comes to deciding what state budgets to cut, social welfare ones
arefirstin line. Given that state welfare programmes are controlled by the state, not working class
people, such an outcome is hardly surprising. Not only this, we aso find that state control reproduces the
same hierarchical structures that the capitalist firm creates.

Unsurprisingly, anarchists have no great love of such state welfare schemes and desire their replacement
by self-managed alternatives. For example, taking municipal housing, Colin Ward writes:

"The municipal tenant istrapped in a syndrome of dependence and resentment, which is
an accurate reflection of his housing situation. People care about what is theirs, what they
can modify, alter, adapt to changing needs and improve themselves. They must have a
direct responsibility for it.

". . .The tenant take-over of the municipal estate is one of those obviously sensible ideas
which is dormant because our approach to municipal affairsis still stuck in the groves of
nineteenth-century paternalism.” [Anar chy in Action, p.73]

Looking at state supported education, Ward argues that the "universal education system turns out to be
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yet another way in which the poor subsidise therich." Which isthe least of its problems, for "it isin the
nature of public authorities to run coercive and hierarchical institutions whose ultimate function is to
per petuate social inequality and to brainwash the young into the acceptance of their particular slot in
the organised system.” [Op. Cit., p. 83, p. 81]

Therole of state education as a means of systematically indoctrinating the working classisreflected in
William Lazonick's essay " The Subjection of Labour to Capital: The rise of the Capitalist System":

"The Education Act of 1870. . . [gave the] state. . . the facilities. . . to make education
compulsory for all children fromthe age of five to the age of ten. It had also erected a
powerful system of ideological control over the next generation of workers. . . [1t] wasto
function as a prime ideol ogical mechanism in the attempt by the capitalist class through
the medium of the state, to continually reproduce a labour force which would passively
accept [the] subjection [of labour to the domination of capital]. At the sametimeit had
set up a public institution which could potentially be used by the working class for just the
contrary purpose.” [Radical Political Economy Val. 2, p. 363]

Lazonick, as did Pateman, indicates the contradictory nature of welfare provisions within capitalism. On
the one hand, they are introduced to help control the working class (and to improve long term economic
development). On the other hand, these provisions can be used by working class people as weapons
against capitalism and give themsel ves more options than "work or starve" (the fact that the recent attack
on welfarein the UK -- called, ironically enough, welfare to work -- involveslosing benefitsif you
refuse ajob is not a surprising development). Thus we find that welfare acts as akind of floor under
wages. In the US, the two have followed a common trgjectory (rising together and falling together). And
itisthis, the potential benefits welfare can have for working people, that isthe real cause for the current
capitalist attacks upon it.

Because of this contradictory nature of welfare, we find anarchists like Noam Chomsky arguing that
(using an expression popularised by South American rural workers unions) "we should 'expand the floor
of the cage.' We know we're in a cage. We know we're trapped. We're going to expand the floor,
meaning we will extend to the limits what the cage will allow. And we intend to destroy the cage. But not
by attacking the cage when we're vulnerable, so they'll murder us. . . You have to protect the cage when
it's under attack from even wor se predators from outside, like private power. And you have to expand
the floor of the cage, recognising that it's a cage. These are all preliminariesto dismantling it. Unless
people are willing to tolerate that level of complexity, they're going to be of no use to people who are
suffering and who need help, or, for that matter, to themselves." [Expanding the Floor of the Cage]

Thus, even though we know the welfare state is a cage and an instrument of class power, we have to
defend it from aworse possibility -- namely, the state as "pure" defender of capitalism with working
people with few or no rights. At least the welfare state does have a contradictory nature, the tensions of
which can be used to increase our options. And one of these optionsisits abolition from below!
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For example, with regards to municipa housing, anarchists will be thefirst to agreethat it is
paternalistic, bureaucratic and hardly a wonderful living experience. However, in stark contrast with the
“libertarian” right who desire to privatise such estates, anarchists think that "tenants control” is the best
solution as it gives us the benefits of individual ownership along with community (and so without the
negative points of property, such as social atomisation). And anarchists agree with Colin Ward when he
thinks that the demand for "tenant control” must come from below, by the "collective resistance” of the
tenants themselves, perhaps as a growth from struggles against rent increases. [Op. Cit., p. 73]

And it is here that we find the ultimate irony of the right-wing, "free market" attempts to abolish the
welfare state -- neo-liberalism wants to end welfare from above, by means of the state (which isthe
instigator of this"individualistic" "reform"). It does not seek the end of dependency by self-liberation,
but the shifting of dependency from state to charity and the market. In contrast, anarchists desire to
abolish welfare from below, by the direct action of those who receive it by a"multiplicity of mutual aid
organisations among claimants, patients, victims" for this "represents the most potent lever for change
in transforming the welfare state into a genuine welfare society, in turning community care into a caring
community.” [Colin Ward, Op. Cit., p. 125]

Ultimately, unlike the state socialist/liberal |eft, anarchists reject the idea that the case of socialism, of a
free society, can be helped by using the state. Like the right, the left see political action in terms of the
state. All itsfavourite policies have been statist - state intervention in the economy, nationalisation, state
welfare, state education and so on. Whatever the problem, the left see the solution as lying in the
extension of the power of the state. And, as such, they continually push people in relying on othersto
solve their problems for them (moreover, such state-based "aid" does not get to the core of the problem.
All it does is fight the symptoms of capitalism and statism without attacking their root causes -- the
system itself).

Invariably, this support for the state is a move away from working class people, of trusting and
empowering them to sort out their own problems. Indeed, the left seem to forget that the state exists to
defend the collective interests of capitalists and other sections of the ruling class and so could hardly be
considered a neutral body. And, worst of all, they have presented the right with the opportunity of
stating that freedom from the state means the same thing as the freedom of the market (and as we have
explained in detail in sections B, C and D, capitalism is based upon domination -- wage labour -- and
needs many repressive measures in order to exist and survive). Anarchists are of the opinion that
changing the boss for the state (or vice versa) is only a step sideways, not forward! After al, it isnot
working people who control how the welfare state is run, it is politicians, "experts' and managers who
do so. Little wonder we have seen elements of the welfare state used as a weapon in the class war
against those in struggle (for example, in Britain during the 1980s the Conservative Government made
it illegal to claim benefits while on strike, so reducing the funds available to workersin struggle and

hel ping bosses force strikers back to work faster).

Therefore, anarchists consider it far better to encourage those who suffer injustice to organise
themselves and in that way they can change what they think is actually wrong, as opposed to what
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politicians and "experts' claim iswrong. If sometimes part of this struggle involves protecting aspects of
the welfare state (" expanding the floor of the cage™) so beit -- but we will never stop there and will use
such struggles as a step in abolishing the welfare state from below by creating self-managed, working
class, alternatives. As part of this process anarchists also seek to transfor m those aspects of the welfare
state they may be trying to "protect”. They do not defend an institution which is paternalistic,
bureaucratic and unresponsive. For example, if we areinvolved in trying to stop alocal state-run
hospital or school from closing, anarchists would try to raise the issue of self-management and local
community control into the struggle in the hope of going beyond the status quo.

Not only does this mean that we can get accustomed to managing our own affairs collectively, it also
means that we can ensure that whatever "safety-nets" we create for ourselves do what we want and not
what capital wants. In the end, what we create and run by our own activity will be more responsive to
our needs, and the needs of the class struggle, than reformist aspects of the capitalist state. This much,
we think, is obvious. And it isironic to see elements of the "radical” and "revolutionary” |eft argue
against this working class self-help (and so ignore the long tradition of such activity in working class
movements) and instead select for the agent of their protection a state run by and for capitalists!

There are two traditions of welfare within society, one of "fraternal and autonomous associations
springing from below, the other that of authoritarian institutions directed from above.” [Colin Ward,
Op. Cit., p. 123] While sometimes anarchists are forced to defend the latter against the greater evil of
"free market" corporate capitalism, we never forget the importance of creating and strengthening the
former. A point we will discuss more in section J.5.16 when we highlight the historical examples of self-

managed communal welfare and self-help organisations.

J.5.16 Are there any historical examples of collective self-help?

Yes, in al societies we see working people joining together to practice mutual aid and solidarity. These
take many forms, such as trade and industrial unions, credit unions and friendly societies, co-operatives
and so on, but the natural response of working class people to the injustices of capitalism was to practice
collective "self-help” in order to improve their lives and protect their friends, communities and fellow
workers.

Unfortunately, this"great tradition of working class self-help and mutual aid was written off, not just as
irrelevant, but as an actual impediment, by the political and professional architects of the welfare

state. . . The contribution that the recipients had to make to all this theoretical bounty wasignored as a
mere embarrassment - apart, of course, for paying for it. . . The socialist ideal was rewritten as a world
in which everyone was entitled to everything, but where nobody except the providers had any actual say
about anything. We have been learning for years, in the anti-welfare backlash, what a vulnerable utopia
that was." [Colin Ward, Social Policy: an anar chist response, p. 3]

Ward terms this self-help (and self-managed) working class activity the "welfare road we failed to take."
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Indeed, anarchists would argue that self-help is the natural side effect of freedom. There is no possibility
of radical social change unless people are free to decide for themselves what their problems are, where
their interests lie and are free to organise for themselves what they want to do about them. Self-helpisa
natural expression of people taking control of their own lives and acting for themselves. Anyone who
urges state action on behalf of peopleisno socialist and any one arguing against self-help as "bourgeois’
IS no anti-capitalist. It is somewhat ironic that it is the right who have monopolised the rhetoric of "self-
help" and turned it into yet another ideol ogical weapon against working class direct action and self-
liberation (although, saying that, the right generally likes individualised self-help -- given a strike or
squatting or any other form of collective self-help movement they will be the first to denounce it):

"The political Left has, over the years, committed an enormous psychological error in
allowing this king of language ["self-help”, "mutual aid", "standing on your own two feet"
and so on] to be appropriated by the political Right. If you look at the exhibitions of trade
union banners from the last century, you will see slogans like Self Help embroidered all
over them. It was those clever Fabians and academic Marxists who ridiculed out of
existence the values by which ordinary citizens govern their own livesin favour of
bureaucratic paternalising, leaving those values around to be picked up by their political

opponents.” [Colin Ward, Talking Houses, p. 58]

We cannot be expected to provide an extensive list of working class collective self-help and socia
welfare activity here, all we can do is present an overview. For adiscussion of working class self-help
and co-operation through the centuries we can suggest no better source than Kropotkin's Mutual Aid.
Here we will (using other sources than M utual Aid) indicate afew examples of collective welfarein
action.

In the case of Britain, we find that the "newly created working class built up from nothing a vast network
of social and economic initiatives based on self-help and mutual aid. Thelist is endless: friendly
societies, building societies, sick clubs, coffin clubs, clothing clubs, up to enormous federated
enterprises like the trade union movement and the Co-operative movement.” [Colin Ward, Social

Policy: an anarchist response, p. 2]

The historian E.P. Thompson confirms this picture of awide network of working class self-help
organisations:

"Small tradesmen, artisans, labourers - all sought to insure themselves against sickness, unemployment,
or funeral expenses through membership of . . . friendly societies." These were "authentic evidence of
independent working-class culture and institutions.. . . out of which . . . trade unions grew, and in which
trade union officerswere trained." Friendly societies "did not ‘proceed from' an idea: both the ideas and
institutions arose from a certain common experience . . . In the ssmple cellular structure of the friendly
society, with its workaday ethos of mutual aid, we see many features which were reproduced in more
sophisticated and complex formin trade unions, co-operatives, Hampden clubs, Political Unions, and
Chartist lodges. . . Every kind of witnessin the first half of the nineteenth century - clergymen, factory
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inspectors, Radical publicists - remarked upon the extent of mutual aid in the poorest districts. In times
of emergency, unemployment, strikes, sickness, childbirth, then it was the poor who 'helped every one
his neighbour." [The M aking of the English Working Class, p. 458, pp. 460-1, p. 462]

Taking the United States, Sam Dolgoff presents an excellent summary of similar self-help activities by
the American working class:

"Long before the labour movement got corrupted and the state stepped in, the workers
organised a network of co-operative institutions of all kinds: schools, summer camps for
children and adults, homes for the aged, health and cultural centres, credit associations,
fire, life, and health insurance, technical education, housing, etc." [The American
Labour Movement: A New Beginning, p. 74]

Dolgoff, like al anarchists, urges workers to "finance the establishment of independent co-operative
societies of all types, which will respond adequately to their needs" and that such a movement "could
congtitute a realistic alternative to the horrendous abuses of the 'establishment' at a fraction of the
cost." [Op. Cit., p. 74, pp. 74-75]

In thisway a network of self-managed, communal, welfare associations and co-operatives could be built

-- paid for, run by and run for working class people. Such a network could be initially build upon, and be
an aspect of, the struggles of claimants, patients, tenants, and other users of the current welfare state (see
|ast section).

The creation of such a co-operative, community-based, welfare system will not occur over night. Nor
will it be easy. But it is possible, as history shows. And, of course, it will have its problems, but as Colin
Ward notes, that "the standard argument against a localist and decentralised point of view, is that of
universalism: an equal serviceto all citizens, which it is thought that central control achieves. The short
answer to thisisthat it doesn't!" [Colin Ward, Op. Cit., p. 6] He notes that richer areas generally get a
better service from the welfare state than poorer ones, thus violating the claims of equal service. And a
centralised system (be it state or private) will most likely allocate resources which reflect the interests
and (lack of) knowledge of bureaucrats and experts, not on where they are best used or the needs of the
users.

Anarchists are sure that a confeder al network of mutual aid organisations and co-operatives, based upon
local input and control, can overcome problems of localism far better than a centralised one -- which,
dueto itslack of local input annd participation will more likely encour age parochialism and
indifference than awider vision and solidarity. If you have no real say in what affects you, why should
you be concerned with what affects others? Centralisation leads to disempowerment, which in turn leads
to indifference, not solidarity. Rudolf Rocker reminds us of the evil effects of centralism when he
writes:

"For the state centralisation is the appropriate form of organisation, since it aims at the
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greatest possible uniformity in social life for the maintenance of political and social
equilibrium. But for a movement whose very existence depends on prompt action at any
favourable moment and on the independent thought and action of its supporters,
centralism could but be a curse by weakening its power of decision and systematically
repressing all immediate action. If, for example, as was the case in Germany, every local
strike had first to be approved by the Central, which was often hundreds of miles away
and was not usually in a position to pass a correct judgement on the local conditions, one
cannot wonder that the inertia of the apparatus of organisation renders a quick attack
quite impossible, and there thus arises a state of affairs where the energetic and
intellectually alert groups no longer serve as patterns for the less active, but are
condemned by these to inactivity, inevitably bringing the whole movement to stagnation.
Organisation is, after all, only a means to an end. When it becomes an end in itself, it kills
the spirit and the vital initiative of its members and sets up that domination by mediocrity
which isthe characteristic of all bureaucracies." [Anarcho-Syndicalism, p. 54]

And, as an example, he notes that while the highly centralised German labour movement "did not raise a
finger to avert the catastrophe” of Hitler's seizing power and "which in a few months beat their
organisation completely to pieces’ the exact opposite happened in Spain (“where Anarcho-Syndicalism
had maintained its hold upon organised labour from the days of the First International"). There the
anarcho-syndicalist C.N.T. "frustrated the criminal plans of Franco" and "by their heroic example
spurred the Spanish workers and peasants to the battle." Without the heroic resistance of the Anarcho-
Syndicalist labour unions the Fascist reaction would have dominated the whole country in a matter of
weeks. [Op. Cit., p. 53]

Thisisunsurprising, for what else is global action other than the product of thousands of local actions?
Solidarity within our classisthe flower that grows from the soil of our local self-activity, direct action
and self-organisation. Unless we act and organise locally, any wider organisation and action will be
hollow. Thuslocal organisation and empowerment is essential to create and maintain wider
organisations and mutual aid.

To take another example of the benefits of a self-managed welfare system, we find that it "was a
continual complaint of the authorities[in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century] that friendly
societies allowed members to withdraw funds when on strike." [E.P. Thompson, Op. Cit., p. 461f] The
same complaints were voiced in Britain about the welfare state allowing strikers to claim benefit will on
strike. The Conservative Government of the 1980s changed that by passing a law barring thosein
industrial dispute to claim benefits -- and so removing a potential support for those in struggle. Such a
restriction would have been far harder (if not impossible) to impose on a network of self-managed
mutual aid co-operatives. And such institutions would have not become the plaything of central
government financial policy as the welfare state and the taxes working class people have to pay have
become.

All this means that anarchists reject totally the phoney choice between private and state capitalism we
are usually offered. We reject both privatisation and nationalisation, both right and left wings (of
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capitalism). Neither state nor private health care are user-controlled -- one is subject to the requirements
of poolitics and the other places profits before people. As we have discussed the welfare state in the last

section, it isworthwhile to quickly discuss privatised welfare and why most anarchists reject this option
even more than state welfare.

Firstly, all forms of private healthcare/welfare has to pay dividends to capitalists, fund advertising,
reduce costs to maximise profits by standardising the "caring” process - i.e. McDonaldisation - and so
on, all of which inflates prices and produces substandard service across the industry as awhole.
According to Alfie Kohn, the "[ m] ore hospitals and clinics are being run by for-profit corporations;
many institutions, forced to battle for 'customers,’ seem to value a skilled director of marketing more
highly than a skilled caregiver. Asin any other economic sector, the race for profits transates into
pressure to reduce costs, and the easiest way to do it hereisto cut back on services to unprofitable
patients, that is, those who are more sick thanrich . . ." "The result: hospital costs are actually higher in
areas where there is more competition for patients.” [Alfie Kohn, No Contest, p. 240] Inthe UK,
attempts to introduce "market forces" into the National Health Service also lead to increased costs as
well as inflating the services bureaucracy.

Looking at Chile, hyped by those who desire to privatise Social Security, we find similar disappointing
results (well, disappointing for the working class at least, as we will see). Seemingly, Chile's private
system has achieved impressive average returns on investment. However, once commissions are
factored in, the real return for individual workersis considerably lower. For example, although the
average rate of return on funds from 1982 through 1986 was 15.9 percent, the real return after
commissions was a mere 0.3 percent! Between 1991 and 1995, the pre-commission return was 12.9
percent, but with commissionsit fell to 2.1 percent. According to Doug Henwood, the " competing
mutual funds have vast sales forces, and the portfolio managers all have their vast fees. All in all,
administrative costs . . . are almost 30% of revenues, compared to well under 1% for the U.S. Social
Security system.” [Wall Street, p. 305] Although market competition was supposed to lower
commissionsin Chile, the private pension fund market is dominated by a handful of companies. These,
according to economists Peter Diamond and Salvador Vades-Prieto, form a " monopolistic competitive
market" rather than atruly competitive one. A similar process seems to be taking place in Argentina,
where commissions have remained around 3.5 percent of taxable salary. As argued in section C.4, such

oligopolistic tendencies are inherent in capitalism and so this development is not unexpected.

Even if commission costs were lowered (perhaps by regulation), the impressive returns on capital seen
between 1982 and 1995 (when the real annual return on investment averaged 12.7 percent) are likely not
to be sustained. These average returns coincided with boom yearsin Chile, complemented by
government's high borrowing costs. Because of the debt crisis of the 1980s, L atin governments were
paying double-digit real interest rates on their bonds -- the main investment vehicle of social security
funds. In effect, government was subsidising the "private" system by paying astronomical rates on
government bonds.

Another failing of the system isthat only alittle over half of Chilean workers make regular social
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security contributions. While many believe that a private system would reduce evasion because workers
have a greater incentive to contribute to their own personal retirement accounts, 43.4 percent of those
affiliated with the new system in June of 1995 did not contribute regularly (see Stephen J. Kay, "The
Chile Con: Privatizing Social Security in South America,” The American Prospect no. 33, July-August
1997, pp. 48-52 for details).

All inall, privatisation seems to be beneficial only to middle-men and capitalists, if Chileisanything to
go by. As Henwood argues, while the "infusion of money" resulting from privatising social security "has
done wonders for the Chilean stock market" " projections are that as many as half of future retirees will
draw a poverty-level pension.” [Op. Cit., pp. 304-5]

So, anarchists reject private welfare as a con (and an even bigger one than state welfare). Instead we try
to create real alternativesto hierarchy, be it state or capitalist, in the here and now which reflect our
ideas of afree and just society. For, when it boils down to it, freedom cannot be given, only taken and
this process of self-liberation isreflected in the alternatives we build to help win the class war.

The struggle against capitalism and statism requires that we build for the future ("the urge to destroy is
a creative urge' - Bakunin) and, moreover, we should remember that "he who has no confidence in the
creative capacity of the masses and in their capability to revolt doesn't belong in the revolutionary
movement. He should go to a monastery and get on his knees and start praying. Because heis no
revolutionist. Heis a son of a bitch." [Sam Dolgoff, quoted by Ulrike Heider, Anar chism: left, right,
and green, p. 12]

http://www.geocities.com/Capitol Hill/1931/secJ5.html (58 of 58)1/12/2005 7:03:38 AM



J.1 Are anarchistsinvolved in socia struggles?

J.1 Are anarchists involved in social struggles?

Y es. Anarchism, above all else, is amovement which aims to not only analyse the world but also to
change it. Therefore anarchists aim to participate in and encourage social struggle. Socia struggle
includes strikes, marches, protests, demonstrations, boycotts, occupations and so on. Such activities
show that the " spirit of revolt”" isalive and well, that people are thinking and acting for themselves and
against what authorities want them to do. This, in the eyes of anarchists, plays akey role in helping
create the seeds of anarchy within capitalism.

Anarchists consider socialistic tendencies to devel op within society, as people see the benefits of co-
operation and particularly when mutual aid develops within the struggle against authority, oppression
and exploitation. Anarchism, as Kropotkin argues, "originated in everyday struggles." [Environment
and Revolution, p.58] Therefore, anarchists do not place anarchy abstractly against capitalism, but see
it as atendency within (and against) the system -- atendency created by struggle and which can be
developed to such a degree that it can replace the dominant structures and social relationships with new,
more liberatory and humane ones. This perspective indicates why anarchists are involved in social
struggles -- they are an expression of this tendency within but against capitalism which can ultimately
replace it.

However, there is another reason why anarchists are involved in social struggle -- namely the fact that
we are part of the oppressed and, like other oppressed people, fight for our freedom and to make our life
better in the here and now. It is not in some tomorrow that we want to see the end of oppression,
exploitation and hierarchy. It istoday, in our own life, that the anarchist wants to win our freedom, or at
the very least, to improve our situation, reduce oppression, domination and exploitation as well as
increasing individual liberty. We are aware that we often fail to do so, but the very process of struggle
can help create amore libertarian aspect to society:

"Whatever may be the practical results of the struggle for immediate gains, the greatest
value liesin the struggle itself. For thereby workers[and other oppressed sections of
society] learn that the bosses interests are opposed to theirs and that they cannot improve
their conditions, and much less emancipate themsel ves, except by uniting and becoming
stronger than the bosses. If they succeed in getting what they demand, they will be better
off: they will earn more, work fewer hours and will have more time and energy to reflect
on the things that matter to them, and will immediately make greater demands and have
greater needs. If they do not succeed they will be led to study the reasons of their failure
and recognise the need for closer unity and greater activity and they will in the end
under stand that to make victory secure and definite, it is necessary to destroy capitalism.
The revolutionary cause, the cause of moral elevation and emancipation of the workers
[and other oppressed sections of society] must benefit by the fact that workers [and other
oppressed people] unite and struggle for their interests.” [Errico Maatesta, Life and
|deas, p. 191]

http://www.geocities.com/Capitol Hill/1931/secJ1.html (1 of 17)1/12/2005 7:03:47 AM



J.1 Are anarchistsinvolved in socia struggles?

Therefore, "we as anarchists and workers, must incite and encourage them [ the workers and other
oppressed people] to struggle, and join themin their struggle.” [Malatesta, Op. Cit., p. 190] Thisisfor
three reasons. Firstly, struggle helps generate libertarian ideas and movements which could help make
existing society more anarchistic and less oppressive. Secondly, struggle creates people, movements and
organisations which are libertarian in nature and which, potentially, can replace capitalism with amore
humane society. Thirdly, because anarchists are part of the oppressed and so have an interest in taking
part in and showing solidarity with struggles and movements that can improve our life in the here and
now ("aninjury to oneisan injury to all").

Aswe will see later (in section J.2) anarchists encourage direct action within social struggles aswell as

arguing anarchist ideas and theories. However, what isimportant to note here isthat social struggleisa
sign that people are thinking and acting for themselves and working together to change things.
Anarchists agree with Howard Zinn when he points out that:

“civil disobedience. . . isnot our problem. Our problemis civil obedience. Our problemis
that numbers of people all over the world have obeyed the dictates of the leaders of their
government and have gone to war, and millions have been killed because of this
obedience. . . Our problemisthat people are obedient all over the world in the face of
poverty and starvation and stupidity, and war, and cruelty. Our problemisthat people are
obedient while the jails are full of petty thieves, and all the while the grand thieves are
running the country. That's our problem." [Failureto Quit, p. 45]

Therefore, social struggle is an important thing for anarchists and we take part in it as much as we can.
Moreover, anarchists do more than just take part. We are fighting to get rid of the system that causes the
problems which people fight again. We explain anarchism to those who are involved in struggle with us
and seek to show the relevance of anarchism to people's everyday lives through our work in such
struggles and the popular organisations which they create (in addition to trade unions, campaigning
groups and other bodies). By so doing we try to popularise the ideas and methods of anarchism, namely
solidarity, self-management and direct action.

Anarchists do not engage in abstract propaganda (become an anarchist, wait for the revolution -- if we
did that, in Malatesta's words, "that day would never come." [Op. Cit., p. 195]). We know that our ideas
will only win ahearing and respect when we can show both their relevance to people's livesin the here
and now, and show that an anarchist world is both possible and desirable. In other words, social struggle
is the "school™ of anarchism, the means by which people become anarchists and anarchist ideas are
applied in action. Hence the importance of social struggle and anarchist participation within it.

Before discussing issues related to social struggle, it isimportant to point out here that anarchists are
interested in struggles against all forms of oppression and do not limit ourselves to purely economic
issues. The hierarchical and exploitative nature of the capitalist system is only part of the story -- other
forms of oppression are needed in order to keep it going (such as those associated with the state) and
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have resulted from its workings (in addition to those inherited from previous hierarchical and class
systems). Like the bug in work, domination, exploitation, hierarchy and oppression soon spreads and
infests our homes, our friendships and our communities. They need to be fought everywhere, not just in
work.

Therefore, anarchists are convinced that human life (and the struggle against oppression) cannot be
reduced to mere money and, indeed, the "proclivity for economic reductionismis now actually
obscurantist. It not only sharesin the bourgeois tendency to render material egotism and class interest
the centrepieces of history it also denigrates all attempts to transcend thisimage of humanity as a mere
economic being. . . by depicting them as mere 'marginalia’ at best, as 'well-intentioned middle-class
ideology' at worse, or sneeringly, as'diversionary,’ 'utopian,’ and ‘unrealistic.' . . . Capitalism, to be
sure, did not create the 'economy’ or 'classinterest,’ but it subverted all human traits - be they
speculative thought, love, community, friendship, art, or self-governance - with the authority of
economic calculation and the rule of quantity. Its '‘bottom line' is the balance sheet's sum and its basic
vocabulary consists of simple numbers." [Murray Bookchin, The Modern Crisis, pp. 125-126]

In other words, issues such as freedom, justice, individual dignity, quality of life and so on cannot be
reduced to the categories of capitalist economics. Anarchists think that any radical movement which
does so fails to understand the nature of the system they are fighting against. Indeed, economic
reductionism plays into the hands of capitalist ideology. So, when anarchists take part in and encourage
social struggle they do not aim to restrict or reduce them to economic issues (however important these
are). The anarchist knows that the individual has more interests than just money and we consider it
essential to take into account the needs of the emotions, mind and spirit just as much as those of the
belly. Hence Bookchin:

"The class struggle does not centre around material exploitation alone but also around
spiritual exploitation. In addition, entirely new issues emerge: coercive attitudes, the
quality of work, ecology (or stated in more general terms, psychological and
environmental oppression). . . Termslike 'classes and 'class struggle,’ conceived of
almost entirely as economic categories and relations, are too one-sided to express the
universalisation of the struggle. . . the target is still a ruling class and a class society . . .
but this terminology, with itstraditional connotations, does not reflect the sweep and the
multi-dimensional nature of the struggle. . . [and] fail to encompass the cultural and
spiritual revolt that is taking place along with the economic struggle.”

[...]

"Exploitation, class rule and happiness, are the particular within the more generalised
concepts of domination, hierarchy and pleasure.”" [Post-Scar city Anar chism, pp.229-30
and p. 243]

Asthe anarchist character created by the science-fiction writer Ursula Le Guin (who is an anarchist)
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points out, capitalists "think if people have enough things they will be content to livein prison.” [The
Dispossessed, p. 120] Anarchists disagree, and the experience of social revolt in the "affluent” 1960s
proves their case.

Thisisunsurprising for, ultimately, the "antagonism [ between classes| is spiritual rather than material.
There will never be a sincere under standing between bosses and workers. . . because the bosses above
all want to remain bosses and secure always more power at the expense of the workers, as well as by
competition with other bosses, whereas the workers have had their fill of bosses and don't want any
more." [Errico Malatesta, Life and I deas, p. 79]

J.1.1 Why are social struggles important?

Social struggle is an expression of the class struggle, namely the struggle of working class people
against their exploitation, oppression and alienation and for their liberty from capitalist and state
authority. It iswhat happens when one group of people have hierarchical power over another. Where
there is oppression, there is resistance and where there is resistance to authority you will see anarchy in
action. For thisreason anarchists are in favour of, and are involved within, social struggles. Ultimately
they are asign of individuals asserting their autonomy and disgust at an unfair system.

When it boils down to it, our actual freedom is not determined by the law or by courts, but by the power
the cop has over usin the street; the judge behind him; by the authority of our bossif we are working; by
the power of teachers and heads of schools and universitiesif we are students; by the welfare
bureaucracy if we are unemployed or poor; by landlordsif we are tenants; by prison guardsif we arein
jail; by medical professionalsif we arein ahospital. These redlities of wealth and power will remain
unshaken unless counter-forces appear on the very ground our liberty is restricted - on the street, in
workplaces, at home, at school, in hospitals and so on.

Therefore social struggles for improvements are important indications of the spirit of revolt and of
peopl e supporting each other in the continual assertion of their (and our) freedom. They show people
standing up for what they consider right and just, building alternative organisations, creating their own
solutionsto their problems - and are aslap in the face of all the paternal authorities which dare govern
us. Hence their importance to anarchists and all people interested in extending freedom.

In addition, social struggle helps break people from their hierarchical conditioning. Anarchists view
people not as fixed objects to be classified and labelled, but as human beings engaged in making their
own lives. They live, love, think, feel, hope, dream, and can change themselves, their environment and
social relationships. Social struggle isthe way thisis done collectively.

Struggle promotes attributes within people which are crushed by hierarchy (attributes such as
Imagination, organisational skills, self-assertion, self-management, critical thought, self-confidence and
SO 0n) as people come up against practical problemsin their struggles and have to solve them
themselves. This builds self-confidence and an awareness of individual and collective power. By seeing
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that their boss, the state and so on are against them they begin to realise that they live in aclass ridden,
hierarchical society that depends upon their submission to work. As such, social struggleisapoliticising
experience.

Struggle allows those involved to develop their abilities for self-rule through practice and so begins the
process by which individuals assert their ability to control their own lives and to participate in socia life
directly. These are all key elements of anarchism and are required for an anarchist society to work (" Self-
management of the struggle comes first, then comes self-management of work and society,” in the words
of Alfredo Bonnano ["Self-Management”, Anarchy: A Journal of Desire Armed, no. 48, Fall-Winter
1999-2000, p. 35-37, p. 35]). So self-activity is akey factor in self-liberation, self-education and the
creating of anarchists. In anutshell, people learn in struggle.

A confident working classis an essential factor in making successful and libertarian improvements
within the current system and, ultimately, in making a revolution. Without that self-confidence people
tend to just follow "leaders' and we end up changing rulers rather than changing society.

Part of our job as anarchistsis to encourage people to fight for whatever small reforms are possible at
present, to improve our/their conditions, to give people confidence in their ability to start taking control
of their lives, and to point out that thereisalimit to whatever (sometimes temporary) gains capitalism
will or can concede. Hence the need for a revolutionary change.

Until anarchist ideas are the dominant/most popular ones, other ideas will be the majority ones. If we
think amovement is, all things considered, a positive or progressive one then we should not abstain but
should seek to popularise anarchist ideas and strategies within it. In this way we create " schools of
anarchy" within the current system and lay the foundations of something better. Revolutionary
tendencies and movements, in other words, must create the organisations that contain, in embryo, the
society of the future. These organisations, in turn, further the progress of radical change by providing
social spaces for the transformation of individuals (viathe use of direct action, practising self-
management and solidarity, and so on). Therefore, socia struggle aids the creation of afree society by
accustoming the marginalised to govern themselves within self-managed organisations and empowering
the (officially) disempowered viathe use of direct action and mutual aid.

Hence the importance of social (or class) struggle for anarchists (which, we may add, goes on al the
time and is atwo-sided affair). Social struggle is the means of breaking the normality of capitalist and
statist life, a means of developing the awareness for social change and the means of making life better
under the current system. The moment that people refuse to bow to authority, its days are numbered.
Social struggle indicates that some of the oppressed see that by using their power of disobedience they
can challenge, perhaps eventually end, hierarchical power.

Ultimately, anarchy is not just something you believein, it is not acool label you affix to yourself, itis
something you do. Y ou participate. If you stop doing it, anarchy crumbles. Social struggle is the means
by which we ensure that anarchy becomes stronger and grows.
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J.1.2 Are anarchists against reforms?

No, we are not. While most anarchists are against reformism (namely the notion that we can somehow
reform capitalism and the state away) they are most definitely in favour of reforms (i.e. improvementsin
the here and now).

The claim that anarchists are against reforms and improvements in the here and now are often put forth
by opponents of anarchism in an effort to paint us as extremists. Anarchists are radicals; as such, they
seek the root causes of societal problems. Reformists seek to ameliorate the symptoms of societal
problems, while anarchists focus on the causes.

In the words of the revolutionary syndicalist Emile Pouget (who is referring to revolutionary/libertarian
unions but whose words can be generalised to al social movements):

"Trade union endeavour has a double aim: with tireless persistence, it must pursue
betterment of the working class's current conditions. But, without |etting themsel ves
become obsessed with this passing concern, the workers should take care to make possible
and imminent the essential act of comprehensive emancipation: the expropriation of
capital.

" At present, trade union action is designed to won partial and gradual improvements
which, far from constituting a goal, can only be considered as a means of stepping up
demands and wresting further improvements from capitalism. . .

"This question of partial improvements served as the pretext for attempts to sow discord in
the trades associations. Politicians. . . havetried to. . . stir up ill-feeling and to split the
unions into two camps, by categorising workers as reformists and as revolutionaries. The
better to discredit the latter, they have dubbed them 'the advocates of all or nothing' and
the have falsely represented them as supposed adver saries of improvements achievable
right now.

"The most that can be said about this nonsenseisthat it iswitless. Thereisnot a
worker . . . who, on grounds of principle or for reasons of tactics, would insist upon
wor king tend hours for an employer instead of eight hours, while earning six francs
instead of seven. . .

"What appear s to afford some credence to such chicanery is the fact that the unions, cured
by the cruel lessons of experience from all hope in government intervention, are justifiably
mistrustful of it. They know that the State, whose function is to act as capital's gendar me,
IS, by its very nature, inclined to tip the scales in favour of the employer side. So,

whenever a reformis brought about by legal avenues, they do not fall upon it with the
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relish of a frog devouring the red rag that conceals the hook, they greet it with all due
caution, especially as this reform is made effective only of the workers are organised to
insist forcefully upon its implementation.

"The trade unions are even more wary of gifts from the government because they have
often found these to be poison gifts. . .

"But, given that the trade unions |ook askance at the government's benevol ence towards
them, it follows that they are loath to go after partial improvements. Wanting real
improvements . . . instead of waiting until the government is generous enough to bestow
them, they wrest them in open battle, through direct action.

"If, as sometimes is the case, the improvement they seek is subject to the law, the trade
unions strive to obtain it through outside pressure brought to bear upon the authorities
and not by trying to return specially mandated deputies to Parliament, a puerile pursuit
that might drag on for centuries before there was a majority in favour of the yearned-for
reform.

"When the desired improvement is to be wrestled directly from the capitalist, the trades
associations resort to vigorous pressure to convey their wishes. Their methods may well
vary, although the direct action principle underliesthemall. . .

"But, whatever the improvement won, it must always represent a reduction in capitalist
privileges and be a partial expropriation. S0 . . . the fine distinction between 'reformist’
and 'revolutionary' evaporates and oneis led to the conclusion that the only really
reformist workers are the revolutionary syndicalists.” [No Gods, No Masters, pp. 71-3]

By seeking improvements from below by direct action, solidarity and the organisation of those who
directly suffer the injustice, anarchists can make reforms more substantial, effective and long lasting
than "reforms’ made from above by reformists. By recognising that the effectiveness of areformis
dependent on the power of the oppressed to resist those who would dominate them, anarchists seek
change from the bottom-up and so make reformsreal rather than just words gathering dust in the law
books.

For example, areformist sees poverty and looks at ways to |essen the destructive and debilitating effects
of it: this produced things like the minimum wage, affirmative action, and the projectsin the USA and
similar reformsin other countries. An anarchist looks at poverty and says, "what causes this?' and
attacks that source of poverty, rather than the symptoms. While reformists may succeed in the short run
with their institutional panaceas, the festering problems remain untreated, dooming reform to eventual
costly, inevitable failure -- measured in human lives, no less. Like a quack that treats the symptoms of a
disease without getting rid of what causesit, all the reformist can promise is short-term improvements
for a condition that never goes away and may ultimately kill the sufferer. The anarchist, like areal
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doctor, investigates the causes of the illness and treats them while fighting the symptoms.

Therefore, anarchists are of the opinion that "[w] hile preaching against every kind of government, and
demanding complete freedom, we must support all struggles for partial freedom, because we are
convinced that one learns through struggle, and that once one beginsto enjoy a little freedom one ends
by wanting it all. We must always be with the people. . . [and] get themto understand . . . [what] they
may demand should be obtained by their own efforts and that they should despise and detest whoever is
part of, or aspiresto, government." [Errico Malatesta, Life and Ideas p. 195]

Anarchists keep the spotlight on the actual problems, which of course alienates them from their
"distinguished" reformists foes. Reformists are uniformly "reasonable”’ and always make use of
"experts’ who will make everything okay - and they are always wrong in how they deal with a problem.

The recent "health care crisis' in the United States is a prime example of reformism at work.

The reformist says, "how can we make health care more affordable to people? How can we keep those
Insurance rates down to levels people can pay?"

The anarchist says, "should health care be considered a privilege or aright? Ismedical care just
another marketable commodity, or do living beings have an inalienable right to it?"

Notice the difference? The reformist has no problem with people paying for medical care -- businessis
business, right? The anarchist, on the other hand, has a big problem with that attitude -- we are talking
about human lives, here! For now, the reformists have won with their "managed care" reformism, which
ensures that the insurance companies and medical industry continue to rake in record profits -- at the
expense of people'slives. And, in the end, the proposed reforms were defeated by the power of big
business -- without a social movement with radical aims such aresult was a forgone conclusion.

Reformists get acutely uncomfortable when you talk about genuinely bringing change to any system --
they don't see anything wrong with the system itself, only with afew pesky side effects. In this sense,
they are stewards of the Establishment, and are agents of reaction, despite their altruistic overtures. By
failing to attack the sources of problems, and by hindering those who do, they ensure that the problems
at hand will only grow over time, and not diminish.

So, anarchists are not opposed to struggles for reforms and improvements in the here and now. Indeed,
few anarchists think that an anarchist society will occur without along period of anarchist activity
encouraging and working within social struggle against injustice. Thus Malatesta's words:

"the subject is not whether we accomplish Anarchism today, tomorrow or within ten
centuries, but that we walk towards Anarchism today, tomorrow and always." [" Towards
Anarchism,", Man!, M. Graham (Ed.), p. 75]
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So, when fighting for improvements anarchists do so in an anarchist way, one that encourages self-
management, direct action and the creation of libertarian solutions and alternatives to both capitalism
and the state.

J.1.3 Why are anarchists against reformism?

Firstly, it must be pointed out that the struggle for reforms within capitalism is not the same as
reformism. Reformism is the idea that reforms within capitalism are enough in themselves and attempts
to change the system are impossible (and not desirable). As such all anarchists are against this form of
reformism -- we think that the system can be (and should be) changed and until that happens any
reforms will not get to the root of social problems.

In addition, particularly in the old social democratic labour movement, reformism also meant the belief
that social reforms could be used to transform capitalism into socialism. In this sense, only the
Individualist anarchists and Mutualists can be considered reformist as they think their system of mutual
banking can reform capitalism into a co-operative system. However, in contrast to Social Democracy,
such anarchists think that such reforms cannot come about via government action, but only by people
creating their own alternatives and solutions by their own actions.

So, anarchists oppose reformism because it takes the steam out of revolutionary movements by
providing easy, decidedly short-term "solutions' to deep social problems. In thisway, reformists can
present the public with they've done and say "look, all is better now. The system worked." Troubleis
that over time, the problems will only continue to grow, because the reforms did not tackle them in the
first place. To use Alexander Berkman's excellent analogy:

"If you should carry out [the reformers] ideas in your personal life, you would not have a
rotten tooth that aches pulled out all at once. You would have it pulled out a little to-day,
some mor e next week, for several months or years, and by then you would be ready to pull
it out altogether, so it should not hurt so much. That isthe logic of the reformer. Don't be
'too hasty,' don't pull a bad tooth out all at once." [What is Communist Anarchism?, p.
53]

Rather than seek to change the root cause of the problems (namely in a hierarchical, oppressive and
exploitative system), reformists try to make the symptoms better. In the words of Berkman again:

" Suppose a pipe burst in your house. You can put a bucket under the break to catch the
escaping water. You can keep on putting buckets there, but as long as you do not mean the
broken pipe, the leakage will continue, no matter how much you may swear about it . . .
the leakage will continue until you repair the broken social pipe." [Op. Cit., p. 56]

What reformism failsto do is fix the underlying causes of the real problems society faces. Therefore,
reformists try to pass laws which reduce the level of pollution rather than work to end a system in which
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it makes economic sense to pollute. Or they pass laws to improve working conditions and safety while
failing to get rid of the wage slavery which creates the bosses whose interests are served by them
ignoring those laws and regulations. The list is endless. Ultimately, reformism fails because reformists
"believe in good faith that it is possible to eliminate the existing social evils by recognising and
respecting, in practice if not in theory, the basic political and economic institutions which are the cause
of, aswell asthe prop that supports these evils." [Errico Malatesta, Life and I deas, p. 82]

Reformists, in other words, are like people who think that treating the symptoms of, say, cholerais
enough in and of itself. In practice, of course, the causes that create the disease as well as the disease
itself must be combated before the symptoms will disappear. While most people would recognise the
truth of thisin the case of medicine, fewer apply it to socia problems.

Revolutionaries, in contrast to reformists, fight both symptoms and the root causes. They recognise that
aslong as the cause of the evil remains, any attempts to fight the symptoms, however necessary, will
never get to the root of the problem. There is no doubt that we have to fight the symptoms, however
revolutionaries recognise that this struggle is not an end in itself and should be considered purely as a
means of increasing working class strength and social power within society until such time as capitalism
and the state (i.e. the root causes of most problems) can be abolished.

Reformists also tend to objectify the people whom they are "helping;" they envision them as helpless,
formless masses who need the wisdom and guidance of the "best and the brightest” to lead them to the
Promised Land. Reformists mean well, but thisis altruism borne of ignorance, which is destructive over
the long run. Freedom cannot be given and so any attempt to impose reforms from above cannot help but
ensure that people are treated as children, incapable of making their own decisions and, ultimately,
dependent on bureaucrats to govern them. This can be seen from public housing. As Colin Ward argues,
the "whole tragedy of publicly provided non-profit housing for rent and the evolution of this form of
tenure in Britain is that the local authorities have simply taken over, though less flexibly, the role of the
landlord, together with all the dependency and resentment that it engenders.” [Housing: An Anarchist
Approach, p. 184] Thisfeature of reformism was skilfully used by the right-wing to undermine publicly
supported housing and other aspects of the welfare state. The reformist social-democrats reaped what
they had sown.

Reformism often amounts to little more than an altruistic contempt for the masses, who are considered
as little more than victims who need to be provided for by state. The idea that we may have our own
visions of what we want is ignored and replaced by the vision of the reformists who enact legislation for
us and make "reforms" from the top-down. Little wonder such reforms can be counter-productive -- they
cannot grasp the complexity of life and the needs of those subject to them.

Reformists may mean well, but they do not grasp the larger picture -- by focusing exclusively on narrow
aspects of aproblem, they choose to believe that is the whole problem. In thiswilfully narrow
examination of pressing social ills, reformists are, more often than not, counter-productive. The disaster
of the urban rebuilding projectsin the United States (and similar projects in Britain which moved inter-
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city working class communities into edge of town developments during the 1950s and 1960s) are an
example of reformism at work: upset at the growing slums, reformists supported projects that destroyed
the ghettos and built brand-new housing for working class people to live in. They looked nice (initidly),
but they did nothing to address the problem of poverty and indeed created more problems by breaking
up communities and neighbourhoods.

Logically, it makes no sense. Why dance around a problem when you can attack it directly? Reformists
dilute social movements, softening and weakening them over time. The AFL-CIO labour unionsin the
USA, like the ones in Western Europe, killed the labour movement by narrowing and channelling labour
activity and taking the power from the workers themselves, where it belongs, and placing it the hands of
a bureaucracy. The British Labour Party, after over 100 years of reformist practice, has done little more
than manage capitalism, seen most of its reforms eliminated by right-wing governments (and by the
following Labour government!) and the creation of aleadership of the party (in the shape of Tony Blair)
which isin most ways as right-wing as the Conservative Party (if not more so). Bakunin would not have
been surprised.

Reformists say, "don't do anything, we'll do it for you.” Y ou can see why anarchists would loathe this
sentiment; anarchists are the consummate do-it-yourselfers, and there's nothing reformists hate more
than people who can take care of themselves, who will not let them "help" them.

Also, it isfunny to hear left-wing "revolutionaries' and "radicals' put forward the reformist line that the
capitalist state can help working people (indeed be used to abolish itself!). Despite the fact that leftists
blame the state and capitalism for most of the problems we face, they usually turn to the state (run
primarily by rich - i.e. capitalist - people) to remedy the situation, not by leaving people aone, but by
becoming more involved in people's lives. They support government housing, government jobs, welfare,
government-funded and regulated child care, government-funded drug "treatment,” and other
government-centred programmes and activities. If acapitalist (and racist/sexist/authoritarian)
government is the problem, how can it be depended upon to change things to the benefit of working
class people or other oppressed sections of the population like blacks and women? Surely any reforms
passed by the state will not solve the problem? As Malatesta pointed out, "[ g] overnments and the
privileged classes are naturally always guided by instincts of self-preservation, of consolidation and the
development of their powers and privileges; and when they consent to reformsit is either because they
consider that they will serve their ends or because they do not feel strong enough to resist, and givein,
fearing what might otherwise be a worse alternative” (i.e. revolution) [Op. Cit., p. 81] Therefore,
reforms gained by direct action are of a different quality and nature than reforms passed by reformist
politicians -- these latter will only serve the interests of the ruling class as they do not threaten their
privileges while the former have the potential of rea change.

Instead of encouraging working class people to organise themselves and create their own alternatives
and solutions to their problem (which can supplement, and ultimately replace, whatever welfare state
activity which is actually useful), reformists and other radicals urge people to get the state to act for
them. However, the state is not the community and so whatever the state does for people you can be sure
it will beinitsinterests, not theirs. As Kropotkin put it:

http://www.geocities.com/Capitol Hill/1931/secJ1.html (11 of 17)1/12/2005 7:03:47 AM



J.1 Are anarchistsinvolved in socia struggles?

"We maintain that the Sate organisation, having been the force to which the minorities
resorted for establishing and organising their power over the masses, cannot be the force
which will serve to destroy these privileges. . . the economic and political liberation of
man will have to create new forms for its expression in life, instead of those established by
the Sate.

" Consequently, the chief aim of Anarchismisto awaken those constructive powers of the
labouring masses of the people which at all great moments of history came forward to
accomplish the necessary changes. . .

"Thisis also why the Anar chists refuse to accept the functions of legislators or servants of
the Sate. We know that the social revolution will not be accomplished by means of laws.
Laws only follow the accomplished facts . . . [and] remains a dead letter so long asthere
are not on the spot the living forced required for making of the tendencies expressed in
the law an accomplished fact.

"On the other hand . . . the Anarchists have always advised taking an active part in those
workers' organisations which carry on the direct struggle of Labour against Capital and
its protector, -- the Sate.

"Such a struggle. . . better than any other indirect means, permits the worker to obtain
some temporary improvements in the present conditions of work [and life in general],
whileit opens his[or her] eyesto the evil that is done by Capitalism and the Sate that
supports it, and wakes up his thoughts concerning the possibility of organising
consumption, production, and exchange without the intervention of the capitalist and the
Sate." [Environment and Evolution, pp.82-3]

Therefore, while seeking reforms, anarchists are against reformism and reformists. Reforms are not an
end in themselves but rather a means of changing society from the bottom-up and a step in that
direction:

"Each step towards economic freedom, each victory won over capitalismwill be at the
same time a step towards political liberty -- towards liberation from the yoke of the

state. . . And each step towards taking from the Sate any one of its powers and attributes
will be helping the masses to win a victory over capitalism.” [Kropotkin, Op. Cit., p. 95]

However, no matter what, anarchists "will never recognise the institutions; we will take or win all
possible reforms with the same spirit that one tears occupied territory from the enemy's grasp in order
to keep advancing, and we will always remain enemies of every government.” Therefore, "[i]t is not true
tosay . .. [that anarchists] are systematically opposed to improvements, to reforms. They oppose the
reformists on the one hand because their methods are less effective for securing reforms from

http://www.geocities.com/Capitol Hill/1931/secJ1.html (12 of 17)1/12/2005 7:03:47 AM



J.1 Are anarchistsinvolved in socia struggles?

government and employers, who only give in through fear, and because very often the reforms they
prefer are those which not only bring doubtful immediate benefits, but also serve to consolidate the
existing regime and to give the workers a vested interest in its continued existence." [Life and I deas, p.
81 and p. 83]

Only by working class people, by their own actions and organisation, getting the state and capital out of
the way can produce an improvement in their lives, indeed it is the only thing that will lead to real
fundamental changes for the better. Encouraging people to rely on themselvesinstead of the state or
capital can lead to self-sufficient, independent, and, hopefully, more rebellious people -- people who will
rebel against the real evilsin society (capitalist and statist exploitation and oppression, racism, sexism,
ecological destruction, and so on) and not their neighbours.

Working class people, despite having fewer optionsin a number of areasin their lives, due both to
hierarchy and restrictive laws, still are capable of making choices about their actions, organising their
own lives and are responsible for the consequences of their decisions, just as other people are. To think
otherwise is to infantilise them, to consider them less fully human than other people and reproduce the
classic capitalist vision of working class people as means of production, to be used, abused, and
discarded as required. Such thinking lays the basis for paternalistic interventions in their lives by the
state, ensuring their continued dependence and poverty and the continued existence of capitalism and the
state.

Ultimately, there are two options:

"The oppressed either ask for and welcome improvements as a benefit graciously
conceded, recognise the legitimacy of the power which is over them, and so do more harm
than good by helping to slow down, or divert . . . the processes of emancipation. Or
instead they demand and impose improvements by their action, and welcome them as
partial victories over the class enemy, using them as a spur to greater achievements, and
thus a valid help and a preparation to the total overthrow of privilege, that is, for the
revolution." [Errico Malatesta, Op. Cit., p. 81]

Reformism encourages the first attitude within people and so ensures the impoverishment of the human
spirit. Anarchism encourages the second attitude and so ensures the enrichment of humanity and the
possibility of meaningful change. Why think that ordinary people cannot arrange their lives for
themselves as well as Government people can arrange it not for themselves but for others?

J.1.4 What attitude do anarchists take to "single-issue"
campaigns?

Firstly, we must note that anarchists do take part in "single-issue" campaigns, but do not nourish false
hopes in them. This section explains what anarchists think of such campaigns.
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A "single-issue" campaign are usually run by a pressure group which concentrates on tackling issues one
at atime. For example, C.N.D. (The Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament) is a classic example of "single-
issue" campaigning with the aim of getting rid of nuclear weapons as the be all and end all of its activity.
For anarchists, however, single-issue campaigning can be seen as a source of false hopes. The
possibilities of changing one aspect of atotally inter-related system and the belief that pressure groups
can compete fairly with transnational corporations, the military and so forth, in their influence over
decision making bodies can both be seen to be optimistic at best.

In addition, many "single-issue" campaigns desire to be "apolitical", concentrating purely on the one
Issue which unites the campaign and so refuse to analyse or discuss the system they are trying to change.
This means that they end up accepting the system which causes the problems they are fighting against.
At best, any changes achieved by the campaign must be acceptable to the establishment or be so watered
down in content that no practical long-term good is done.

This can be seen from the green movement, where groups like Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth
accept the status quo as a given and limit themselves to working within it. This often leads to them
tailoring their "solutions' to be "practical” within afundamentally anti-ecological political and economic
system, so slowing down (at best) ecological disruption.

For anarchists these problems all stem from the fact that social problems cannot be solved as single
issues. AsLarry Law argues.

"singleissue politics. . . dealswith theissue or problemin isolation. WWhen one problemis
separated from all other problems, a solution really isimpossible. The more campaigning
on an issue there s, the narrower its perspectives become . . . As the perspective of each
Issue narrows, the contradictions turn into absurdities . . . What single issue politics does
Is attend to 'symptoms’ but does not attack the 'disease’ itself. It presents such issues as
nuclear war, racial and sexual discrimination, poverty, starvation, pornography, etc., asif
they were aberrations or faultsin the system. In reality such problems are the inevitable
consequence of a social order based on exploitation and hierarchical power . .. single
Issue campaigns lay their appeal for relief at the feet of the very system which oppresses
them. By petitioning they acknowledge the right of those in power to exercise that power
asthey choose." [Bigger Cages, Longer Chains, pp. 17-20].

Single issue politics often prolong the struggle for afree society by fostering illusionsthat it isjust parts
of the capitalist system which are wrong, not the whole of it, and that those at the top of the system can,
and will, act in our interests. While such campaigns can do some good, practical, work and increase
knowledge and education about social problems, they are limited by their very nature and can not lead to
extensive improvements in the here and now, never mind a free society.

Therefore, anarchists often support and work within single-issue campaigns, trying to get them to use
effective methods of activity (such as direct action), work in an anarchistic manner (i.e. from the bottom
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up) and to try to "politicise” them into questioning the whole of the system. However, anarchists do not
let themselves be limited to such activity as a social revolution or movement is not a group of single-
Issue campaigns but a mass movement which understands the inter-related nature of social problems and
so the need to change every aspect of life.

J.1.5 Why do anarchists try to generalise social struggles?

Basically, we do it in order to encourage and promote solidarity. Thisisthe key to winning strugglesin
the here and now as well as creating the class consciousness necessary to create an anarchist society. At
its most simple, generalising different struggles means increasing the chances of winning them. Take,
for example, a strike in which one trade or one workplace goes on strike while the others continue to
work:

"Consider yourself how foolish and inefficient is the present form of labour organisation
in which one trade or craft may be on strike while the other branches of the same industry
continue to work. Isit not ridiculous that when the street car workers of New York, for
instance, quit work, the employees of the subway, the cab and omnibus drivers remain on
thejob? ... Itisclear, then, that you compel compliance [from your bosses| only when
you are determined, when your union is strong, when you are well organised, when you
are united in such a manner that the boss cannot run his factory against your will. But the
employer isusually some big . . . company that has mills or minesin various places. . . If
it cannot operate. . . in Pennsylvania because of a strike, it will try to make good its
losses by continuing . . . and increasing production [elsewherg]. . . In that way the
company . . . breaksthe strike." [Alexander Berkman, The ABC of Anarchism, pp. 53-
54]

By organising all workersin one union (after al they all have the same boss) it increases the power of
each trade considerably. It may be easy for aboss to replace afew workers, but a whole workplace
would be far more difficult. By organising all workersin the same industry, the power of each
workplace is correspondingly increased. Extending this example to outside the workplace, its clear that
by mutual support between different groups increases the chances of each group winning its fight.

Asthe LW.W. put it, " An injury to oneisan injury to all." By generalising struggles, by practising
mutual support and aid we can ensure that when we are fighting for our rights and against injustice we
will not be isolated and alone. If we don't support each other, groups will be picked off one by one and if
we are go into conflict with the system there will be on-one there to support us and we may lose.

Therefore, from an anarchist point of view, the best thing about generalising different struggles together
Isthat it leads to an increased spirit of solidarity and responsibility as well asincreased class
consciousness. Thisis because by working together and showing solidarity those involved get to
understand their common interests and that the struggle is not against thisinjustice or that boss but
against all injustice and all bosses.
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This sense of increased social awareness and solidarity can be seen from the experience of the C.N.T in
Spain during the 1930s. The C.N.T. organised all workersin a given areainto one big union. Each
workplace was a union branch and were joined together in alocal area confederation. The result was
that:

"The territorial basis of organisation linkage [of the C.N.T. unions| brought all the
workers form one area together and fomented working class solidarity over and before
corporative[i.e. industrial] solidarity." [J. Romero Maura, "The Spanish Case"’, in
Anarchism Today, D. Apter and J. Joll (eds.), p. 79]

This can aso be seen from the experiences of the syndicalist unionsin Italy and France aswell. The
structure of such local federations also situates the workplace in the community where it really belongs
(particularly if the commune concept supported by social anarchistsisto be realistic).

Also, by uniting struggles together, we can see that there are really no "singleissues’ - that all various
different problems are inter-linked. For example, ecological problems are not just that, but have a
political and economic basis and that economic and social domination and exploitation spillsinto the
environment. Inter-linking struggles means that they can be seen to be related to other struggles against
capitalist exploitation and oppression and so encourage solidarity and mutual aid. What goes on in the
environment, for instance, is directly related to questions of domination and inequality within human
society, that pollution is often directly related to companies cutting cornersto survive in the market or
increase profits. Similarly, struggles against sexism or racism can be seen as part of awider struggle
against hierarchy, exploitation and oppression in all their forms. As such, uniting struggles has an
important educational effect above and beyond the benefits in terms of winning struggles.

Murray Bookchin presents a concrete example of this process of linking issues and widening the
struggle:

"Assume there is a struggle by welfare mothers to increase their allotments. . . Without
losing sight of the concrete issues that initially motivated the struggle, revolutionaries
would try to catalyse an order of relationships between the mothers entirely different from
[existing ones] . . . They would try to foster a deep sense of community, a rounded human
relationship that would transform the very subjectivity of the people involved . . . Personal
relationships would be intimate, not merely issue-orientated. People would get to know
each other, to confront each other; they would explore each other with a view of
achieving the most complete, unalienated relationships. Women would discuss sexism, as
well astheir welfare allotments, child-rearing as well as harassment by landlords, their
dreams and hopes as human beings as well as the cost of living.

"From this intimacy there would grow, hopefully, a supportive system of kinship, mutual
aid, sympathy and solidarity in daily life. The women might collaborate to establish a
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rotating system of baby sitters and child-care attendants, the co-oper ative buying of good
food at greatly reduced prices, the common cooking and partaking of meals, the mutual
learning of survival skills and the new social ideas, the fostering of creative talents, and
many other shared experiences. Every aspect of life that could be explored and changed
would be one part of the kind of relationships. . .

"The struggle for increased allotments would expand beyond the welfare system to the
schools, the hospitals, the police, the physical, cultural, aesthetic and recreational
resour ces of the neighbourhood, the stores, the houses, the doctors and lawyersin the
area, and so on - into the very ecology of the district.

"What | have said on thisissue could be applied to every issue -- unemployment, bad
housing, racism, work conditions -- in which an insidious assimilation of bourgeois modes
of functioning is masked as 'realism' and 'actuality.’ The new order of relationships that
could be developed from a welfare struggle . . . [ can ensure that the] future penetrates the
present; it recasts the way people ‘organise’ and the goals for which they strive.” [Op.
Cit., pp. 231-3]

Asthe anarchist ogan putsit, " Resistance is Fertile." Planting the seed of autonomy, direct action and
self-liberation can result, potentially, in the blossoming of afree individual due to the nature of struggle
itself (see also section A.2.7) Therefore, the generalisation of social struggle is not only akey way of
winning a specific fight, it can (and should) also spread into different aspects of life and society and play
akey part in developing free individuals who reject hierarchy in all aspects of their life.

Social problems are not isolated from each other and so struggles against them cannot be. The nature of
struggle is such that once people start questioning one aspect of society, the questioning of the rest soon
follow. So, anarchists seek to generalise struggles for these three reasons -- firstly, to ensure the
solidarity required to win; secondly, to combat the many social problems we face as people and to show
how they are inter-related; and, thirdly, to encourage the transformation of those involved into unique
individuals in touch with their humanity, a humanity eroded by hierarchical society and domination.
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J.2 What is direct action?

Direct action, to use Rudolf Rocker's words, is "every method of immediate warfare by the workers [ or
other sections of society] against their economic and political oppressors. Among these the outstanding
are: the strike, in all its graduations from the simple wage struggle to the general strike; the boycott;
sabotage in all its countless forms; [ occupations and sit-down strikes;] anti-militarist propaganda, and
in particularly critical cases,... armed resistance of the people for the protection of life and

liberty." [Anarcho-Syndicalism, p. 66]

Not that anarchists think that direct action is only applicable within the workplace. Far from it. Direct
action must occur everywhere! So, in non-workplace situations, direct action includes rent strikes,
consumer boycotts, occupations (which, of course, can include sit-in strikes by workers), eco-tage,
individual and collective non-payment of taxes, blocking roads and holding up construction work of an
anti-social nature and so forth. Also direct action, in a workplace setting, includes strikes and protests on
social issues, not directly related to working conditions and pay. Such activity aimsto ensure the
"protection of the community against the most pernicious outgrowths of the present system. The social
strike seeks to force upon the employers a responsibility to the public. Primarily it hasin view the
protection of the customers, of whom the workers themselves [and their families] constitute the great
majority" [Op. Cit., p. 72]

Basically, direct action means that instead of getting someone else to act for you (e.g. a politician) you
act for yourself. Its essential feature is an organised protest by ordinary people to make a change by their
own efforts. Thus Voltairine De Cleyre's excellent statement on this topic:

"Every person who ever thought he had a right to assert, and went boldly and asserted it,
himself, or jointly with others that shared his convictions, was a direct actionist. Some
thirty yearsago | recall that the Salvation Army was vigorously practicing direct actionin
the maintenance of the freedom of its members to speak, assemble, and pray. Over and
over they were arrested, fined, and imprisoned; but they kept right on singing, praying,
and marching, till they finally compelled their persecutorsto let them alone. The
Industrial Workers [ of the World] are now conducting the same fight, and have, ina
number of cases, compelled the officialsto let them alone by the same direct tactics.

"Every person who ever had a plan to do anything, and went and did it, or who laid his
plan before others, and won their co-operation to do it with him, without going to external
authorities to please do the thing for them, was a direct actionist. All co-operative
experiments are essentially direct action.

"Every person who ever in hislife had a difference with anyone to settle, and went
straight to the other personsinvolved to settle it, either by a peaceable plan or otherwise,
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was a direct actionist. Examples of such action are strikes and boycotts; many persons
will recall the action of the housewives of New York who boycotted the butchers, and
lowered the price of meat; at the present moment a butter boycott seems looming up, asa
direct reply to the price-makers for butter.

"These actions are generally not due to any one's reasoning overmuch on the respective
merits of directness or indirectness, but are the spontaneous retorts of those who feel
oppressed by a situation. In other words, all people are, most of the time, believersin the
principle of direct action, and practicersof it. . ." [Direct Action]

So direct action means acting for yourself against injustice and oppression. It can, sometimes, involve
putting pressure on politicians or companies, for example, to ensure a change in an oppressive law or
destructive practices. However, such appeals are direct action ssmply because they do not assume that
the parties in question we will act for us - indeed the assumption is that change only occurs when we act
to create it. Regardless of what the action is, "if such actions are to have the desired empower ment
effect, they must be largely self-generated, rather than being devised and directed from above.” [Martha
Ackelsberg, Free Women of Spain, p. 33]

So, inanutshell, direct action is any form of activity which people themselves decide upon and organise
themselves which is based on their own collective strength and does not involve getting intermediates to
act for them. As such direct action is anatural expression of liberty, of self-government for "[d]irect
action against the authority in the shop, direct action against the authority of the law, direct action
against the invasive, meddlesome authority of our moral code, isthe logical, consistent method of
Anarchism." [Emma Goldman, Red Emma Speaks, pp. 62-63] It is clear that by acting for yourself you
are expressing the ability to govern yourself. Thus its a means by which people can take control of their
own lives. It isameans of self-empowerment and self-liberation:

"Direct action meant that the goal of any and all these activities was to provide ways for
people to get in touch with their own powers and capacities, to take back the power of
naming themselves and their lives." [Martha Ackelsberg, Op. Cit., p. 32]

In other words, anarchists reject the view that society is static and that peopl€'s consciousness, values,
Ideas and ideals cannot be changed. Far from it and anarchists support direct action because it actively
encourages the transformation of those who useit. Direct action is the means of creating a new
consciousness, a means of self-liberation from the chains placed around our minds, emotions and spirits
by hierarchy and oppression.

Because direct action is the expression of liberty, the powers that be are vitally concerned only when the
oppressed use direct action to win its demands, for it isa method which is not easy or cheap to combat.
Any hierarchical system is placed into danger when those at the bottom start to act for themselves and,
historically, people have invariably gained more by acting directly than could have been won by playing
ring around the rosy with indirect means.
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Direct action tore the chains of open slavery from humanity. Over the centuriesit has established
individual rights and modified the life and death power of the master class. Direct action won political
liberties such as the vote and free speech. Used fully, used wisely and well, direct action can forever end
Injustice and the mastery of humans by other humans.

In the sections that follow, we will indicate why anarchists are in favour of direct action and why they
are against electioneering as a means of change.

J.2.1 Why do anarchists favour using direct action to change
things?

Simply because it is effective and it has aradicalising impact on those who practiceit. Asit is based on
people acting for themselves, it shatters the dependency and marginalisation created by hierarchy. As
Murray Bookchin argues, "[w] hat is even more important about direct action isthat it forms a decisive
step toward recovering the personal power over social life that the centralised, over-bearing
bureaucracies have usurped from the people.. . . we not only gain a sense that we can control the course
of social events again; we recover a new sense of selfhood and personality without which a truly free
society, based in self-activity and self-management, is utterly impossible." [Toward an Ecological
Society, p. 47]

By acting for themselves, people gain a sense of their own power and abilities. Thisis essential if people
are to run their own lives. As such, direct action is the means by which individuals empower
themselves, to assert their individuality, to make themselves count asindividuals. It is the opposite of
hierarchy, within which individuals are told again and again that they are nothing, are insignificant and
must dissolve themselves into a higher power (the state, the company, the party, the people, etc.) and
feel proud in participating in the strength and glory of this higher power. Direct action, in contrast, is the
means of asserting ones individual opinion, interests and happiness, of fighting against self-negation:

"man has as much liberty as he iswilling to take. Anarchism therefore stands for direct
action, the open defiance of, and resistance to, all laws and restrictions, economic, social
and moral. But defiance and resistance areillegal. Therein lies the salvation of man.
Everything illegal necessitates integrity, self-reliance, and courage. In short, it calls for
free independent spirits, for men who are men, and who have a bone in their back which
you cannot pass your hand through." [Emma Goldman, Red Emma Speaks, pp. 61-62]

In addition, because direct action is based around individuals solving their own problems, by their own
action, it awakens those aspects of individuals crushed by hierarchy and oppression - such asinitiative,
solidarity, imagination, self-confidence and a sense of individual and collective power, that you do
matter and count as an individual and that you, and others like you, can change the world. Direct Action
is the means by which people can liberate themselves and educate themselves in the ways of and skills
required for self-management and liberty. Hence:
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"anarchistsinsisted that we learn to think and act for ourselves by joining together in
organisations in which our experience, our perception and our activity can guide and
make the change. Knowledge does not precede experience, it flows fromit. . . People
learn to be free only by exercising freedom. [ As one Spanish Anarchist put it] ‘We are not
going to find ourselves. . . with people ready-made for the future. . . Without continued
exercise of their faculties, there will be no free people. . . The external revolution and the
internal revolution presuppose one another, and they must be simultaneousin order to be
successful." [Martha Ackelsberg, Free Women of Spain, pp. 32-33]

So direct action, to use Murray Bookchin's words, is "the means whereby each individual awakens to the
hidden power s within herself and himself, to a new sense of self-confidence and self-competence; it is
the means whereby individual s take control of society directly.” [Op. Cit., p. 48]

In addition, direct action creates the need for new forms of social organisation. These new forms of
organisation will be informed and shaped by the process of self-liberation, so be more anarchistic and
based upon self-management. Direct action, aswell as liberating individuals, can also create the free,
self-managed organisations which can replace the current hierarchical ones. In other words, direct action
hel ps create the new world in the shell of the old:

"direct action not only empowered those who participated in it, it also had effects on
others. . . [including] exemplary action that attracted adherents by the power of the
positive example it set. Contemporary examples. . . include food or day-care co-ops,
collectively run businesses, sweat equity housing programmes, women's self-help health
collectives, urban sguats or women's peace camps [as well as traditional examples as
industrial unions, social centres, etc.]. While such activities empower those who engage in
them, they also demonstrate to others that non-hierarchical forms of organisation can and
do exist - and that they can function effectively.” [Martha Ackelsberg, Op. Cit., p. 33]

Also, direct action such as strikes encourage and promote class consciousness and class solidarity.
According to Kropotkin, "the strike devel ops the sentiment of solidarity" while for Bakunin it "is the
beginnings of the social war of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie. . . Srikes are a valuable
instrument from two points of view. Firstly, they electrify the masses, invigorate their moral energy and
awaken in them the feeling of the deep antagonism which exists between their interests and those of the
bourgeoisie. . . secondly they help immensely to provoke and establish between the workers of all trades,
localities and countries the consciousness and very fact of solidarity: a twofold action, both negative
and positive, which tends to constitute directly the new world of the proletariat, opposing it almost in an
absolute way to the bourgeoisworld." [cited in Caroline Cahm, Kropotkin and the Rise of
Revolutionary Anarchism 1872-1886, p. 256, pp. 216-217]

Direct action and the movements that used it (such as unionism) would be the means to develop the
“revolutionary intelligence of the workers' and so ensure " emanci pation through practice” (to use
Bakunin's words).
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Direct action, therefore, helps to create anarchists and anarchist alternatives within capitalism and
statism. As such, it plays an essential role in anarchist theory and activity. For anarchists, direct action
"isnot a'tactic'. . . itisamoral principle, anideal, a sensibility. It should imbue every aspect of our
lives and behaviour and outlook.” [Murray Bookchin, Op. Cit., p. 48]

J.2.2 Why do anarchists reject voting as a means for change?

Simply because €l ectioneering does not work. History is littered with examples of radicals being voted
into office only to become as, or even more, conservative than the politicians they replaced.

Aswe have discussed previously (see section B.2 and related sections) any government is under
pressure from two sources of power, the state bureaucracy and big business. This ensures that any
attempts at social change would be undermined and made hollow by vested interests, assuming they
even reached that level of discussion to begin with (the de-radicalising effects of electioneering is
discussed below in section J.2.6). Here we will highlight the power of vested interests within democratic
government.

In section B.2 we only discussed the general nature of the state and what its role within society is (i.e.

"the preservation of the economic 'status quo," the protection of the economic privileges of the ruling
class," inthe words of Luigi Galleani). However, as the effectiveness of the vote to secure changeis
now the topic we will have to discuss how and why the state and capital restricts and controls political
action.

Taking capital to begin with, if we assume that arelatively reformist government was elected it would
soon find itself facing various economic pressures. Either capital would disinvest, so forcing the
government to back down in the face of economic collapse, or the government in question would control
capital leaving the country and so would soon be isolated from new investment and its currency would
become worthless. Either way, the economy would be severely damaged and the promised "reforms’
would be dead letters. In addition, this economic failure would soon result in popular revolt which in
turn would lead to a more authoritarian state as "democracy" was protected from the people.

Far fetched? No, not really. In January, 1974, the FT Index for the London Stock Exchange stood at 500
points. In February, the miner's went on strike, forcing Heath to hold (and lose) a general election. The
new Labour government (which included many left-wingersin its cabinet) talked about nationalising the
banks and much heavy industry. In August, 74, Tony Benn announced Plans to nationalise the ship
building industry. By December of that year, the FT index had fallen to 150 points. By 1976 the British
Treasury was spending $100 million a day buying back of its own money to support the pound [The
London Times, 10/6/76]. The economic pressure of capitalism was at work:

"The further decline in the value of the pound has occurred despite the high level of
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interest rates. . . dealers said that selling pressure against the pound was not heavy or
persistent, but there was an almost total lack of interest amongst buyers. The drop in the
pound is extremely surprising in view of the unanimous opinion of bankers, politicians
and officials that the currency is undervalued" [The London Times, 27/5/76]

The Labour government faced with the power of international capital ended up having to receive a
temporary "bailing out" by the I.M.F. who imposed a package of cuts and controls which translated to
Labour saying "We'll do anything you say", in the words of one economist [Peter Donaldson, A
Question of Economics, p. 89]. The socia costs of these policies was massive, with the Labour
government being forced to crack down on strikes and the weakest sectors of society (but that's not to
forget that they "cut expenditure by twice the amount the |.M.F. were promised.” [I1bid.]). In the
backlash to this, Labour lost the next election to aright-wing, pro-free market government which
continued where Labour had |eft off.

Or, to use amore recent example, "[t] he fund managers [ who control the flow of money between
financial centres and countries] command such vast resources that their clashes with governmentsin the
global marketplace usually ends up in humiliating defeat for politicians. . . In 1992, USfinancier
George Soros single-handedly destroyed the British government's attempts to keep the pound in the
European Exchange Rate Mechanism (ERM). Soros effectively bet, and won, that he could force the
British government to devalue. Using his huge resour ces, he engineered a run on the pound,
overwhelming the Bank of England's attempts to use its reserves to keep sterling within its ERM band.
The British government capitulated by suspending sterling's membership of the ERM (an effective
devaluation) and Soros came away from his victory some $1bn richer. Fund managers then picked off
other currencies one by one, derailing the drive for European monetary union, which would,
incidentally, have cut their profits by making them unable to buy and sell between the different
European currencies." [Duncan Green, The Silent Revolution, p. 124]

The fact isthat capital will not invest in a country which does not meet its approval and thisisan
effective weapon to control democratically elected governments. And with the increase in globalisation
of capital over the last 30 years this weapon is even more powerful (aweapon we may add which was
improved, viacompany and state funded investment and research in communication technology,
precisely to facilitate the attack on working class reforms and power in the developed world, in other
words capital ran away to teach us alesson - see sections C.8.1, C.8.2, C.8.3 and D.5.3).

Asfar aspolitical pressures go, we must remember that there is a difference between the state and
government. The state is the permanent collection of institutions that have entrenched power structures
and interests. The government is made up of various politicians. It's the institutions that have power in
the state due to their permanence, not the representatives who come and go. In other words, the state
bureaucracy has vested interests and elected politicians cannot effectively control them. This network of
behind the scenes agencies can be usefully grouped into two parts:

"By 'the secret state' we mean. . . the security services, MI5 [the FBI in the USA], Soecial Branch. . .
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MI6 [the CIA]. By 'the permanent government' . . . we mean the secret state plus the Cabinet Office and
upper echelons of Home and Foreign and Commonwealth Offices, the Armed Forces and Ministry of
Defence, the nuclear power industry and its satellite ministries; and the so-called 'Permanent
Secretaries Club,' the network of very senior civil servants - the ‘Mandarins.' In addition. . . its
satellites” including M.P.s (particularly right-wing ones), ‘agents of influence' in the media, former
security services personnel, think tanks and opinion forming bodies, front companies of the security
services, and so on. [Stephen Dorril and Robin Ramsay, Smear! Wilson and the Secret State, p. X, XI]

These bodies, while theoretically under the control of the elected government, can effectively (via
disinformation, black operations, bureaucratic slowdowns, media attacks, etc.) ensure that any
government trying to introduce policies which the powers that be disagree with will be stopped. In other
words the state is not a neutral body, somehow rising about vested interests and politics. It is, and
alwayswill be, ainstitution which aimsto protect specific sections of society aswell asits own.

An example of this "secret state”" at work can be found in Smear!, where Dorril and Ramsay document
the campaign against the Labour Prime Minister of Britain, Harold Wilson, which resulted in his
resignation. They also indicate the pressures which Labour M.P. Tony Benn was subjected to by "his’
Whitehall advisers:

"In early 1985, the campaign against Benn by the media was joined by the secret state.
The timing isinteresting. In January, his Permanent Secretary had 'declared war' and the
following month began the most extraordinary campaign of harassment any major British
politician has experienced. While thisis not provable by any means, it does ook as though
thereisa clear causal connection between withdrawal of Prime Ministerial support, the
open hostility from the Whitehall mandarins and the onset of covert operations.”" [Stephen
Dorril and Robin Ramsay, Op. Cit., p. 279]

Not to mention the role of the secret state in undermining reformist and radical organisations and
movements. Thus involvement goes from pure information gathering on "subversives', to disruption and
repression. Taking the example of the US secret state, Howard Zinn notes that in 1975

"congressional committees. . . began investigations of the FBI and CIA.

"The CIA inquiry disclosed that the CIA had gone beyond its original mission of gathering
intelligence and was conducting secret operations of all kinds. . . [for example] the CIA -
with the collusion of a secret Committee of Forty headed by Henry Kissinger - had wor ked
to 'destabilize' the [democratically elected, |eft-wing] Chilean government. . .

"The investigation of the FBI disclosed many years of illegal actions to disrupt and
destroy radical groups and left-wing groups of all kinds. The FBI had sent forged letters,
engaged in burglaries. . . opened mail illegally, and in the case of Black Panther |eader
Fred Hampton, seems to have conspired in murder. . .
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"The investigations themsel ves reveal ed the limits of government willingness to probe into
such activities. . . [and they] submitted its findings on the CIA to the CIA to seeif there
was material the Agency wanted omitted." [A People'sHistory of the United States, pp.
542-3]

Also, the CIA secretly employs several hundred American academics to write books and other materials
to be used for propaganda purposes, an important weapon in the battle for hearts and minds. In other
words, the CIA, FBI [and their equivalents in other countries] and other state bodies can hardly be
considered neutral bodies, who just follow orders. They are a network of vested interests, with specific
ideological viewpoints and aims which usually place the wishes of the voting population bel ow
maintaining the state-capital power structure in place.

This can be seen most dramatically in the military coup in Chile against the democratically re-elected
(left-wing) Allende government by the military, aided by the CIA, US based corporations and the US
government cutting economic aid to the country (specifically to make it harder for the Allende regime).
The coup resulted in tens of thousands murdered and years of terror and dictatorship, but the danger of a
pro-labour government was stopped and the business environment was made healthy for profits. An
extreme example, we know, but important ones for any believer in freedom or the idea that the state
machine is somehow neutral and can be captured and used by left-wing parties.

Therefore we cannot expect a different group of politicians to react in different ways to the same
economic and institutional influences and interests. Its no coincidence that left-wing, reformist parties
have introduced right-wing, pro-capitalist (" Thatcherite/Reaganite") policies at the same time as right-
wing, explicitly pro-capitalist parties introduced them in the UK and the USA. As Clive Ponting (an ex-
British Civil Servant) points out, thisisto be expected:

"the function of the political systemin any country in the world isto regulate, but not alter
radically, the existing economic structure and its linked power relationships. The great
illusion of politicsisthat politicians have the power to make whatever changes they

like. . . Onalarger canvas what real control do the politicians in any country have over
the operation of the international monetary system, the pattern of world trade with its
built in subordination of the third world or the operation of multi-national companies?
These institutions and the dominating mechanism that underlies them - the profit motive
as a sole measure of success - are essentially out of control and operating on

autopilot." [quoted in Alternatives, # 5, p. 10]

Of course there have been examples of quite extensive reforms which did benefit working class people
in maor countries. The New Deal in the USA and the 1945-51 L abour Governments spring to mind.
Surely these indicate that our claims above are false? Simply put, no, they do not. Reforms can be won
from the state when the dangers of not giving in outweigh the problems associated with the reforms.
Reforms can therefore be used to save the capitalist system and the state and even improve their
operation (with, of course, the possibility of getting rid of the reforms when they are no longer required).
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For example, both the reformist governments of 1930s USA and 1940s UK were under pressure from
below, by waves of militant working class struggle which could have developed beyond mere
reformism. The waves of sit-down strikes in the 1930s ensured the passing of pro-union laws which
while allowing workers to organise without fear of being fired. This measure also involved the unionsin
running the capitalist-state machine (and so making them responsible for controlling "unofficial"
workplace action and so ensuring profits). The nationalisation of roughly 20% of the UK economy
during the Labour administration of 1945 (the most unprofitable sections of it as well) was also the
direct result of ruling class fear. As Quintin Hogg, a Tory M.P. at the time, said, "If you don't give the
people social reforms they are going to give you social revolution”. Memories of the near revolutions
across Europe after the first war were obviously in many minds, on both sides. Not that nationalisation
was particularly feared as "socialism." Indeed it was argued that it was the best means of improving the
performance of the British economy. As anarchists at the time noted "the real opinions of capitalists can
be seen from Stock Exchange conditions and statements of industrialists than the Tory Front bench . . .
[and from these we] see that the owning classis not at all displeased with the record and tendency of the
Labour Party" [Neither Nationalisation nor Privatisation: Selections from Freedom 1945-1950,
Vernon Richards (Ed), p. 9]

So, if extensive reforms have occurred, just remember what they were in response to militant pressure
from below and that we could have got so much more.

Therefore, in general, things have little changed over the one hundred years since this anarchist
argument against el ectioneering was put forward:

"in the electoral process, the working class will always be cheated and deceived. . . if they
did manage to send, one, or ten, or fifty of them[ selvesto Parliament], they would become
spoiled and powerless. Furthermore, even if the majority of Parliament were composed of
wor kers, they could do nothing. Not only is there the senate . . . the chiefs of the armed
forces, the heads of the judiciary and of the police, who would be against the
parliamentary bills advanced by such a chamber and would refuse to enforce laws
favouring the workers (it has happened [for example the 8 hour working day was legally
created in many US states by the 1870s, but workers had to strike for it in 1886 asit as
not enforced)]; but furthermore laws are not miraculous; no law can prevent the
capitalists from exploiting the workers; no law can force them to keep their factories open
and employ workers at such and such conditions, nor force shopkeepersto sell asa
certain price, and so on." [S. Merlino, quoted by L. Galleani, The End of Anarchism?, p.
13]

Moreover, anarchists regject voting for other reasons. The fact is that electoral procedures are the
opposite of direct action - they are based on getting someone else to act on your behalf. Therefore, far
from empowering people and giving them a sense of confidence and ability, electioneering dis-
empowers them by creating a"leader” figure from which changes are expected to flow. As Martin
observes:
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"all the historical evidence suggests that parties are more a drag than an impetus to
radical change. One obvious problemisthat parties can be voted out. All the policy
changes they brought in can ssmply be reversed later.

"More important, though, is the pacifying influence of the radical party itself. On a
number of occasions, radical parties have been elected to power as a result of popular
upsurges. Time after time, the 'radical’ parties have become chainsto hold back the
process of radical change" ["Democracy without Elections,” Reinventing Anar chy,
Again, Howard J. Ehrlich (ed.), p. 124]

This can easily be seen from the history of the various left-wing parties. Ralph Miliband points out that
labour or socialist parties, elected in periods of social turbulence, have often acted to reassure the ruling
elite by dampening popular action that could have threatened capitalist interests [The Statein
Capitalist Society, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1969]. For example, the first project undertaken by the
Popular Front, elected in France in 1936, was to put an end to strikes and occupations and generally to
cool popular militancy, which was the Front's strongest ally in coming to power. The Labour
government elected in Britain in 1945 got by with as few reforms asit could, refusing to consider
changing basic social structures. In addition, within the first week of taking officeit sent troopsinto
break the dockers' strike. Labour has used troops to break strikes far more often than the Conservatives
have.

These points indicate why existing power structures cannot effectively be challenged through elections.
For one thing, elected representatives are not mandated, which isto say they are not tied in any binding
way to particular policies, no matter what promises they have made or what voters may prefer. Around
election time, the public's influence on politicians is strongest, but after the election, representatives can
do practically whatever they want, because there is no procedure for instant recall. In practiceitis
impossible to recall politicians before the next election, and between elections they are continually
exposed to pressure from powerful special-interest groups -- especially business lobbyists, state
bureaucracies and political party power brokers.

Under such pressure, the tendency of politicians to break campaign promises has become legendary.
Generally, such promise breaking is blamed on bad character, |eading to periodic "throw-the-bastards-
out" fervour -- after which anew set of representativesis elected, who also mysteriously turn out to be
bastards! In reality it isthe system itself that produces "bastards," the sell-outs and shady dealing we
have come to expect from politicians. As Alex Comfort argues, political office attracts power-hungry,
authoritarian, and ruthless personalities, or at least tends to bring out such qualitiesin those who are
elected (see his classic work Authority and Delinquency in the Modern State: A Criminological
Approach to the Problem of Power).

In light of modern "democracy"”, it is amazing that anyone takes the system seriously enough to vote at
al. Andin fact, voter turnout in the US and other nations where "democracy" is practiced in this fashion
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istypically low. Nevertheless, some voters continue to participate, pinning their hopes on new parties or
trying to reform amajor party. For anarchists, this activity is pointless as it does not get at the root of the
problem. It is not politicians or parties which are the problem, its a system which shapes them into its
own image and marginalises and alienates people due to its hierarchical and centralised nature. No
amount of party politics can change that.

However, we should make it clear that most anarchists recognise there is a difference between voting for
agovernment and voting in referendum. Here we are discussing the former, electioneering, as a means
of social change. Referenda are closer to anarchist ideas of direct democracy and are, while flawed, far
better than electing a politician to office once every four years or so.

In addition, Anarchists are not necessarily against all involvement in electoral politics. Bakunin thought
it could sometimes be useful to participate in local electionsin relatively small communities where
regular contact with representatives can maintain accountability. This argument has been taken up by
such Social Ecologists such as Murray Bookchin who argues that anarchists, by taking part in local
elections, can use this technique to create self-governing community assemblies. However, few
anarchists support such means to create community assemblies (see section J.5.14 for adiscussion on

this).

However, in large cities and in regional or national elections, certain processes have developed which
render the term "democracy” inappropriate. These processes include mass advertising, bribery of voters
through government projectsin local areas, party "machines," the limitation of news coverage to two (or
at most three) major parties, and government manipulation of the news. Party machines choose
candidates, dictate platforms, and contact voters by phone campaigns. Mass advertising "packages’
candidates like commodities, selling them to voters by emphasising personality rather than policies,
while media news coverage emphasise the "horse race" aspects of campaigns rather than policy issues.
Government spending in certain areas (or more cynically, the announcement of new projectsin such
areas just before elections) has become a standard technique for buying votes. And we have already
examined the mechanisms through which the media is made dependent of government sources of
information (see section D.3), adevelopment that obviously hel ps incumbents.

Therefore, for these related reasons anarchists reject the voting as a means of change. Instead we
wholeheartedly support direct action as the means of getting improvements in the here and now as well
as the means of creating an alternative to the current system.

J.2.3 What are the political implications of voting?

At its most basic, voting implies agreement with the status quo. It is worth quoting the Scottish
libertarian socialist James Kelman at length on this:

" Sate propaganda insists that the reason why at least 40 percent of the voting public
don't vote at all is because they have no feelings one way or the other. They say the same
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thing in the USA, where some 85 percent of the population are apparently "apolitical’
since they don't bother registering a vote. Rejection of the political systemisinadmissible
asfar asthe state is concerned. . . Of course the one thing that does happen when you
vote is that someone else has endorsed an unfair political system. . . A vote for any party
or any individual is always a vote for the political system. You can interpret your votein
whichever way you like but it remains an endorsement of the apparatus. . . If there was
any possibility that the apparatus could effect a change in the system then they would
dismantle it immediately. In other words the political systemisan integral state
Institution, designed and refined to perpetuate its own existence. Ruling authority fixes the
agenda by which the public are allowed 'to enter the political arena’ and that's the fix
they've settled on" [Some Recent Attacks, p.87]

We are taught from an early age that voting in electionsisright and aduty. In US schools, children elect
class presidents and other officers. Often mini-general elections are held to "educate” childrenin
"democracy". Periodically, election coverage monopolises the media. We are made to feel guilty about
shirking our "civic responsibility” if we don't vote. Countries that have no elections, or only rigged
elections, are regarded as failures [Benjamin Ginsberg, The Consequences of Consent: Elections,
Citizen Control and Popular Acquiescence, Addison-Wesley, 1982]. As aresult, elections have
become a quasi-religious ritual.

As Brian Martin points out, however, "elections in practice have served well to maintain dominant
power structures such as private property, the military, male domination, and economic inequality.
None of these has been seriously threatened through voting. It is from the point of view of radical critics
that elections are most limiting." ["Democracy without Elections," Social Anarchism, Reinventing
Anarchy, Again, Howard J. Ehrlich (ed.), p. 124]

Benjamin Ginsberg has noted other ways in which elections serve the interests of state power. Firstly,
voting helps to legitimate government; hence suffrage has often been expanded at times when there was
little popular demand for it but when mass support of government was crucial, as during awar or
revolution. Secondly, since voting is organised and supervised by government, it comes to be seen asthe
only legitimate form of political participation, thus making it likely that any revolts by oppressed or
marginalized groups will be viewed by the general public asillegitimate. [The Consequences of
Consent]

In addition, Ginsberg argues that, historically, by enlarging the number of people who participate in
‘politics," and by turning this participation into the "safe" activities of campaigning and voting, elections
have reduced the risk of more radical direct action. That is, voting disempowers the grassroots by
diverting energy from grassroots action. After all, the goal of electoral politicsisto elect arepresentative
who will act for us. Therefore, instead taking direct action to solve problems ourselves, action becomes
indirect, though the government. Thisis an insidiously easy trap to fall into, as we have been
conditioned in hierarchical society from day one into attitudes of passivity and obedience, which gives
most of us a deep-seated tendency to leave important matters to the "experts' and "authorities."
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Anarchists also criticise elections for giving citizens the false impression that the government serves, or
can serve, the people. As Martin putsit, "the founding of the modern state a few centuries ago was met
with great resistance: people would refuse to pay taxes, to be conscripted or to obey laws passed by
national governments. The introduction of voting and the expanded suffrage have greatly aided the
expansion of state power. Rather than seeing the system as one of ruler and ruled, people see at least the
possibility of using state power to serve themselves. As electoral participation has increased, the degree
of resistance to taxation, military service, and the immense variety of laws regulating behaviour, has
been greatly attenuated” [Op. Cit., p. 126]

Ironically, however, voting has legitimated the growth of state power to such an extent that the stateis
now beyond any real popular control by the form of participation that made that growth possible.
Nevertheless, as Ginsberg observes, the idea that electoral participation means popular control of
government is so deeply implanted in peopl€e's psyches "that even the most overtly skeptical cannot fully
free themselves fromit" [ The Consequences of Consent, op. cit., p. 241].

Therefore, voting has the important political implication of encouraging people to identify with state
power and to justify the status quo. In addition, it feeds the illusion that the state is neutral and that
electing parties to office means that people have control over their own lives. Moreover, elections have a
tendency to make people passive, to look for salvation from above and not from their own self-activity.
As such it produces a division between leaders and led, with the voters turned into spectators of activity,
not the participants within it.

All this does not mean, obviously, that anarchists prefer dictatorship or an "enlightened" monarchy. Far
from it, democratising state power can be an important step towards abolishing it. All anarchists agree
with Bakunin when he argued that "the most imperfect republic is a thousand times better that even the
most enlightened monarchy." [cited by Guerin, Anar chism, p. 20] But neither does it mean that
anarchists will join in with the farce of electioneering, particularly when there are more effective means
available for changing things for the better.

J.2.4 Surely voting for radical parties will be effective?

There is no doubt that voting can lead to changes in policies, which can be a good thing asfar asit goes.
But such policies are formulated and implemented within the authoritarian framework of the hierarchical
capitalist state -- a framework which itself is never open to challenge by voting. To the contrary, voting
legitimates the state framework, ensuring that social change will be mild, gradual, and reformist rather
than rapid and radical. Indeed, the "democratic" process will (and has) resulted in all successful political
parties becoming committed to "more of the same" or tinkering with the details at best (which is usualy
the limits of any policy changes).

Therefore, given the need for radical systemic changes as soon as possible due to the exponentially
accelerating crises of modern civilisation, working for gradual reforms within the electoral system must
be seen as a potentially deadly tactical error. In addition, it can never get to the root causes of our
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problems. Anarchists reject the idea that our problems can be solved by the very institutions that cause
them in the first place! What happens in our communities, workplaces and environment is too important
to be left to politicians - or the ruling elite who control governments.

Because of this anarchists reject political parties and electioneering. Electioneering has always been the
death of radicalism. Political parties are only radical when they don't stand a chance of election.
However, many social activists continue to try to use elections, so participating in the system which
disempowers the majority and so helps create the social problems they are protesting against.

"It should be a truism that elections empower the politicians and not the voters," Brian Martin writes,
"yet many social movements continually are drawn into electoral politics.” There are a number of
reasons for this. "Oneis the involvement of party membersin social movements. Another isthe
aspirations for power and influence by leaders in movements. Having the ear of a government minister
Is a heady sensation for many; getting elected to parliament oneself is even more of an ego boost. What
is forgotten in all this 'politics of influence' is the effect on ordinary activists." [ Democracy without
Elections’, Reinventing Anarchy, Again, Howard J. Ehrlich (ed.),p. 125]

Rudoph Bahro gives an example of how working "within the system” disempowered grassroots Green
activistsin Germany during the early eighties, pointing out that the coalitions into which the Greens
entered with Social Democrats in the German legislature often had the effect of strengthening the status
guo by co-opting those whose energies might otherwise have gone into more radical and effective forms
of activism [Building the Green Movement, New Society Publishers, 1986].

No doubt the state is more complicated than the simple "executive committee of the ruling class"
pictured by Marxists. There are continual struggles both within and without the state bureaucracies,
struggles that influence policies and empower different groups of people. Because of this, many radical
parties believe that it makes sense to work within the state -- for example, to obtain labour, consumer,
and environmental protection laws. However, this reasoning ignores the fact that the organisational
structure of the state is not neutral.

To quote Martin again:

"The basic anarchist insight is that the structure of the state, as a centralised
administrative apparatus, is inherently flawed from the point of view of human freedom
and equality. Even though the state can be used occasionally for valuable ends, asa
means the state is flawed and impossible to reform. The nonreformable aspects of the state
include, centrally, its monopoly over 'legitimate’ violence and its consequent power to
coer ce for the purpose of war, internal control, taxation and the protection of property
and bureaucratic privilege.

"The problem with voting is that the basic premises of the state are never considered open
for debate, much less challenge. The state's monopoly over the use of violence for war is
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never at issue. Neither isthe state's use of violence against revolt fromwithin. The state's
right to extract economic resources from the population is never questioned. Neither isthe
state's guarantee of either private property (under capitalism) or bureaucratic
prerogative (under state socialism) -- or both" [Op Cit., p. 127]

But, it may be said, if anew political group isradical enough, it will be able to use state power for good
purposes. While we discuss thisin more detail later in section J.2.6, let us consider a specific case: that

of the Greens, many of whom believe that the best way to achieve their aimsis to work within the
representative political system.

By pledging to use the electoral system to achieve change, Green parties necessarily commit themselves
to formulating their proposals as legislative agendas. But once legidlation is passed, the coercive
mechanisms of the state will be needed to enforce it. Therefore, Green parties are committed to
upholding state power. However, our analysisin section B.2 indicated that the state is a set of
hierarchical institutions through which aruling elite dominates society and individuals. And, as we have
seen in the introduction to section E, ecologists, feminists, and peace activists -- who are key
constituencies of the Green movement -- all need to dismantle hierarchies and domination in order to
achieve their respective aims. Therefore, since the state is not only the largest and most powerful
hierarchy but also serves to maintain the hierarchical form of al major institutions in society (since this
form is the most suitable for achieving ruling-class interests), the state itself is the main obstacle to the
success of key constituencies of the Green movement. Hence it isimpossiblein principle for a
parliamentary Green party to achieve essential objectives of the Green movement. A similar argument
would apply to any radical party whose main emphasis was socia justice, which like the goals of
feminists, radical ecologists, and peace activists, depends on dismantling hierarchies.

And surely no one who even is remotely familiar with history will suggest that 'radical’ politicians, even
if by some miracle they were to obtain a majority in the national legislature, might dismantle the state. It
should be axiomatic by now that when a'radical’ politician (e.g. a Lenin) saysto voters, "Give me and
my party state power and we will ‘wither away™ it's just more campaign rhetoric (in Lenin's case, the
ultimate campaign promise), and hence not to be taken seriously. And, as we argued in the previous
section, radical parties are under pressure from economic and state bureaucracies that ensure that even a

sincere radical party would be powerless to introduce significant reforms.

The only real response to the problems of representative democracy is to urge people not to vote. This
can be avaluable way of making others aware of the limitations of the current system, whichisa
necessary condition for their seriously considering the anarchist alternative, as we have outlined in this
FAQ. Theimplications of abstentionism are discussed in the next section.

J.2.5 Why do anarchists support abstentionism and what are
its implications?
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At its most basic, anarchists support abstentionism because "participation in elections means the
transfer of one'swill and decisions to another, which is contrary to the fundamental principles of
anarchism." [Emma Goldman, " Anarchists and Elections', Vanguard |11, June-July 1936, p. 19]

If you rgject hierarchy and government then participating in a system by which you elect those who will
govern you isamost like adding insult to injury! And as Luigi Galleani points out, "[ b] ut whoever has
the political competence to choose his own rulersis, by implication, also competent to do without
them." [The End of Anarchism?, p. 37] In other words, because anarchists reject the idea of authority,
we reject the idea that picking the authority (be it bosses or politicians) makes us free. Therefore,
anarchists reject governmental electionsin the name of self-government and free association. We refuse
to vote as voting is endorsing authoritarian social structures. We are (in effect) being asked to make
obligations to the state, not our fellow citizens, and so anarchists regject the symbolic process by which
our liberty is alienated from us.

For anarchists, then, when you vote, you are choosing between rulers. Instead of urging people to vote
we raise the option of choosing to rule yourself, to organise freely with others - in your workplace, in
your community, everywhere - as equals. The option of something you cannot vote for, a new society.
And instead of waiting for others to do make some changes for you, anarchists urge that you do it
yourself. Thisisthe core of the anarchist support for abstentionism.

In addition, beyond this basic anarchist rejection of elections from a anti-statist position, anarchists also
support abstentionism as it allows usto put across our ideas at election time. It isafact that at election
times individuals are often more interested in politics than usual. So, by arguing for abstentionism we
can get our ideas across about the nature of the current system, how elected politicians do not control the
state bureaucracy, now the state acts to protect capitalism and so on. In addition, it allows us to present
the ideas of direct action and encourage those disillusioned with political parties and the current system
to become anarchists by presenting a viable alternative to the farce of poalitics.

And a sizeable percentage of non-voters and voters are disillusioned with the current set-up. According
to the US paper The Nation (dated February 10, 1997):

"Protest is alive and well in the growing non-electorate, now the majority (last fall's
turnout was 48.8 percent). According to a little-noticed post-election survey of 400
nonvoters conducting by the Polling Company, a Washington-based firm, 38 percent
didn't vote for essentially political reasons. they 'did not care for any of the

candidates (16 percent), they were 'fed up with the political system' (15 percent) or they
‘did not fedl like candidates were interested in people like me' (7 percent). That's at |east
36 million people--almost as many as voted for Bob Dole. The nonvoting majority is also
disproportionately liberal-leaning, compared with those who did vote."

So, anarchist abstentionism is a means of turning this negative reaction to an unjust system into positive
activity. So, anarchist opposition to el ectioneering has deep political implications which Luigi Galleani
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addresses when he writes that the "anarchists' electoral abstentionism implies not only a conception that
Is opposed to the principle of representation (which is totally rejected by anarchism), it implies above all
an absolute lack of confidence in the State. . . Furthermore, anarchist abstentionism has consequences
which are much less superficial than the inert apathy ascribed to it by the sneering careerists of
‘scientific socialism' [i.e. Marxism). It strips the Sate of the constitutional fraud with which it presents
itself to the gullible as the true representative of the whole nation, and, in so doing, exposes its essential
character as representative, procurer and policeman of the ruling classes.

"Distrust off reforms, of public power and of delegated authority, can lead to direct action [in the class
struggle]. . . It can determine the revolutionary character of this. . . action; and, accordingly, anarchists
regard it as the best available means for preparing the masses to manage their own personal and
collective interests; and, besides, anarchists feel that even now the working people are fully capable of
handling their own political and administrative interests.” [The End of Anarchism?, pp. 13-14]

Therefore abstentionism stresses the importance of self-activity and self-libertarian as well as having an
important educational effect in highlighting that the state is not neutral, but serves to protect classrule,
and that meaningful change only comes from below, by direct action. For the dominant ideas within any
class society reflect the opinion of the ruling €elite of that society and so any campaign at election times
which argues for abstentionism and indicates why voting is afarce will obviously challenge these
dominant ideas. In other words, abstentionism combined with direct action and the building of socialist
alternativesis a very effective means of changing people's ideas and encouraging a process of self-
education and, ultimately, self-liberation.

Anarchists are aware that elections serve to legitimate government. We have always warned that since
the state is an integral part of the system that perpetuates poverty, inequality, racism, imperialism,
sexism, environmental destruction, and war, we should not expect to solve any of these problems by
changing afew nominal state leaders every four or five years (See P. Kropotkin, "Representative
Government,” The Commonweal, Vol. 7, 1892; Errico Malatesta, Vote: What For?, Freedom Press,
1942). Therefore anarchists (usually) advocate abstentionism at election time as a means of exposing the
farce of "democracy", the disempowering nature of elections and the real role of the state.

Therefore, anarchists urge abstentionism in order to encour age activity, not apathy. The reasons why
people abstain is more important than the act. The ideathat the USA is closer to anarchy because around
50% of people do not vote is honsense. Abstentionism in this case is the product of apathy and cynicism,
not political ideas. So anarchists recognise that apathetic abstentionism is not revolutionary or an
indication of anarchist sympathies. It is produced by apathy and a general level of cynicism at all forms
of political ideas and the possibility of change.

Not voting is not enough, and anarchists urge people to organise and resist as well. Abstentionism must
be the political counterpart of class struggle, self-activity and self-management in order to be effective -
otherwise it isas pointless as voting is.
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J.2.6 What are the effects of radicals using electioneering?

While many radicals would be tempted to agree with our analysis of the limitations of electioneering and
voting, few would automatically agree with anarchist abstentionist arguments. Instead, they argue that
we should combine direct action with electioneering. In that way (it is argued) we can overcome the
limitations of electioneering by invigorating the movement with self-activity. In addition, it is argued,
the state istoo powerful to leave in the hands of the enemies of the working class. A radical politician
will refuse to give the orders to crush social protest that a right-wing, pro-capitalist one would.

Thisreformist idea met a nasty end in the 1900s (when, we may note, social democracy was still
considered revolutionary). In 1899, the Socialist Alexandre Millerand joined the cabinet of the French
Government. However, nothing changed:

"thousands of strikers. . . appealed to Millerand for help, confident that, with himin the
government, the state would be on their side. Much of this confidence was dispelled within
a few years. The government did little more for workers than its predecessors had done;
soldiers and police were still sent into repress serious strikes." [Peter N. Stearns,
Revolutionary Syndicalism and French Labour, p. 16]

In 1910, the Socialist Prime Minister Briand used scabs and soldiers to again break a general strike on
the French railways. And these events occurred during the period when social democratic and socialist
parties were self-proclaimed revolutionaries and arguing against anarcho-syndicalism by using the
argument that working people needed their own representatives in office to stop troops being used
against them during strikes!

L ooking at the British Labour government of 1945 to 1951 we find the same actions. What is often
considered the most left-wing Labour government ever used troops to break strikesin every year it was
in office, starting with a dockers' strike days after it became the new government. And again in the
1970s L abour used troops to break strikes. Indeed, the Labour Party has used troops to break strikes
more often than the right-wing Conservative Party.

In other words, while these are important arguments in favour of radicals using elections, they ultimately
fail to take into account the nature of the state and the corrupting effect it has on radicals. If history is
anything to go by, the net effect of radicals using electionsis that by the time they are elected to office
the radicals will happily do what they claimed the right-wing would have done. Many blame the
individuals elected to office for these betrayals, arguing that we need to elect better politicians, select
better leaders. For anarchists nothing could be more wrong as its the means used, not the individuals
involved, which is the problem.

At its most basic, electioneering results in the party using it becoming more moderate and reformist -
indeed the party often becomes the victim of its own success. In order to gain votes, the party must
appear "moderate" and "practical” and that means working within the system. This has meant that (to
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use Rudolf Rocker words):

"Participation in the politics of the bourgeois Sates has not brought the labour movement
a hair's-breadth nearer to Socialism, but thanks to this method, Socialism has almost been
completely crushed and condemned to insignificance. . . Participation in parliamentary
politics has affected the Socialist Labour movement like an insidious poison. It destroyed
the belief in the necessity of constructive Socialist activity, and, worse of all, the impulse
to self-help, by inoculating people with the ruinous delusion that salvation always comes
fromabove." [Anarcho-Syndicalism, p. 49]

This corruption does not happen overnight. Alexander Berkman indicates how it slowly develops when
he writes:

"[ At the start, the Socialist Parties] claimed that they meant to use politics only for the
purpose of propaganda. . . and took part in elections on order to have an opportunity to
advocate Socialism

"It may seem a harmless thing but it proved the undoing of Socialism. Because nothing is
truer than the means you use to attain your object soon themselves become your object. . .
[so] Thereisa deeper reason for this constant and regular betrayal [than individual
scoundrels being elected] . . . no man turns scoundrel or traitor overnight.

"It is power which corrupts. . . Moreover, even with the best intentions Socialists [ who get
elected]. . . find themselves entirely powerless to accomplishing anything of a socialistic
nature. . . The demoralisation and vitiation [ this brings about] take place little by little, so
gradually that one hardly notices it himself. . . [ The elected Socialist] perceivesthat heis
regarded as a laughing stock [ by the other politiciang]. . . and finds more and more
difficulty in securing the floor. . . he knows that neither by his talk nor by his vote can he
influence the proceedings . . . His speeches don't even reach the public. . . [and so] He
appealsto the voters to elect more comrades. . . Yearspass. . . [and a] number . . . are
elected. Each of them goes through the same experience. . . [and] quickly cometo the
conclusion. . . [that] They must show that they are practical men. . . that they are doing
something for their constituency. . . In this manner the situation compels themto take a
‘practical’ part in the proceedings, to 'talk business,’ to fall in line with the matters
actually dealt with in the legislative body. . . Soending years in that atmosphere, enjoying
good jobs and pay, the elected Socialists have themsel ves become part and parcel of the
political machinery. . . With growing success in elections and securing political power
they turn more and more conservative and content with existing conditions. Removal from
the life and suffering of the working class, living in the atmosphere of the bourgeoisie. . .
they have become what they call 'practical’. . . Power and position have gradually stifled
their conscience and they have not the strength and honesty to swim against the

current. . . They have become the strongest bulwark of capitalism."[What is Communist
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Anarchism?, pp. 78-82]

And so the "political power which they had wanted to conquer had gradually conquered their Socialism
until there was scarcely anything left of it." [Rudolf Rocker, Op. Cit., p. 50] Not that these arguments
are the result of hindsight, we may add. Bakunin was arguing in the early 1870s that the "inevitable
result [of using elections] will be that workers' deputies, transferred to a purely bourgeois environment,
and into an atmosphere of purely bourgeois political ideas. . . will become middle classin their outlook,
perhaps even more so than the bourgeois themselves." [The Palitical Philosophy of Bakunin, p. 216]
History proved Bakunin's prediction correct (asit did with his prediction that Marxism would result in
eliterule).

History islittered with examples of radical parties becoming a part of the system. From Marxian Social
Democracy at the turn of the 19th century to the German Green Party in the 1980s, we have seen radical
parties, proclaiming the need for direct action and extra-parliamentary activity denouncing these
activities once in power. From only using parliament as a means of spreading their message, the parties
involved end up considering votes as more important than the message. Janet Biehl sums up the effects
on the German Green Party of trying to combine radical electioneering with direct action:

"the German Greens, once a flagship for the Green movement worldwide, should now be
considered stink normal, as their de facto boss himself declares. Now a repository of
careerists, the Greens stand out only for the rapidity with which the old cadre of
careerism, party politics, and business-as-usual once again played itself out in their saga
of compromise and betrayal of principle. Under the superficial veil of their old values - a
very thin veil indeed, now - they can seek positions and make compromises to their heart's
content. . . They have become 'practical,' 'realistic' and 'power-orientated.' This former
New Left ages badly, not only in Germany but everywhere else. But then, it happened with
the SP.D. [ The German Social Democratic Party] in August 1914, then why not with Die
Grunenin 1991? So it did." ["Party or Movement?", Greenline, no. 89, p. 14]

This, sadly, isthe end result of al such attempts. Ultimately, supporters of using political action can
only appeal to the good intentions and character of their candidates. Anarchists, however, present an
analysis of the structures and other influences that will determine how the character of the successful
candidates will change. In other words, in contrast to Marxists and other radicals, anarchists present a
materialist, scientific analysis of the dynamics of electioneering and its effects on radicals. And like
most forms of idealism, the arguments of Marxists and other radicals flounder on the rocks of reality as
their theory "inevitably draws and enmeshes its partisans, under the pretext of political tactics, into
ceasel ess compromises with governments and political parties; that is, it pushes them toward downright
reaction." [Bakunin, Op. Cit., p. 288]

However, many radicals refuse to learn this lesson of history and keep trying to create a new party which
will not repeat the saga of compromise and betrayal which all other radical parties have suffered. And
they say that anarchists are utopian! In other words, its truly utopian to think that "You cannot dive into a
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swamp and remain clean." [Alexander Berkman, Op. Cit., p. 83] Such istheresult of rejecting (or
"supplementing” with electioneering) direct action as the means to change things, for any socia
movement "to ever surrender their commitment to direct action for ‘'working within the system' isto
destroy their personality as socially innovative movements. It isto dissolve back into the hopeless
morass of 'mass organisations' that seek respectability rather than change." [Murray Bookchin, Toward
an Ecological Society, p. 47]

Moreover, the use of electioneering has a centralising effect on the movements that use it. Political
actions become considered as parliamentary activities made for the population by their representatives,
with the 'rank and file' left with no other role than that of passive support. Only the leaders are actively
involved and the main emphasis falls upon the leaders and it soon becomes taken for granted that they
should determine policy (even ignoring conference decisions when required - how many times have
politicians turned round and done the exact opposite of what they promised or introduced the exact
opposite of party policy?). In the end, party conferences become simply like parliamentary elections,
with party members supporting this leader against another.

Soon the party reflects the division between manual and mental labour so necessary for the capitalist
system. Instead of working class self-activity and self-determination, there is a substitution and a non
working class leadership acting for people replaces self-management in socia struggle and within the
party itself. Electoralism strengthens the leaders dominance over the party and the party over the people
it claims to represent. And, of course, the real causes and solutions to the problems we face are mystified
by the leadership and rarely discussed in order to concentrate on the popular issues that will get them
elected.

And, of course, thisresultsin radicals "instead of weakening the false and enslaving belief in law and
government . . . actually work[ing] to strengthen the peopl€'s faith in forcible authority and
government." [A. Berkman, Op. Cit., p. 84] Which has always proved deadly to encouraging a spirit of
revolt, self-management and self-help -- the very keysto creating change in a society.

Thus the 1870 resolution of the Spanish section of the First I nternational seems to have been proven to
be totally correct:

" Any participation of the working class in the middle class political government would
merely consolidate the present state of affairs and necessarily paralyse the socialist
revolutionary action of the proletariat. The Federation [ of unions making up the Spanish
section of the International] is the true representative of labour, and should work outside
the political system." [quoted by Jose Pierats, Anarchistsin the Spanish Revolution, p.
169]

Instead of trying to gain control of the state, for whatever reasons, anarchists try to promote a culture of
resistance within society that makes the state subject to pressure from without. Or, to quote Proudhon,
we see the "problem before the labouring classes. . . [as] consist[ing of] not in capturing, but in
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subduing both power and monopoly, -- that is, in generating from the bowels of the people, from the
depths of labour, a greater authority, a more potent fact, which shall envelop capital and the state and
subjugate them." For, "to combat and reduce power, to put it in its proper place in society, it is of no use
to change the holders of power or introduce some variation into its workings: an agricultural and
industrial combination must be found by means of which power, today the ruler of society, shall become
itsslave." [System of Economical Contradictions, p. 398 and p. 397]

To use an anaogy, the pro-election radical argues that the state is like an person with a stick that intends
to use it against you and your friends. Then you notice that their grasp of that stick is uncertain, and you
can grab that stick away from them. If you take the stick away from them, that does not mean you have
to hit them. After you take the weapon away from them, you can aso break it in half and throw it away.
They will have been deprived of its use, and that is the important thing.

In response the anarchist argues that instead of making plans to take their stick, we develop our muscles
and skill so that we don't need a stick, so that we can beat them on our own. It takes longer, sure, to
build up genuinely libertarian working class organs, but it's worth it ssmply because then our strength is
part of us, and it can't be taken away by someone offering to "wield it on our behalf" (or saying that they
will break the stick when they get it). And what do socialist and radical parties do? Offer to fight on our
behalf and if we rely on othersto act for us then we will be disarmed when they do not (and instead use
the stick against us). Given the fact that power corrupts, any claim that by giving the stick of state power
to a party we can get rid of it once and for al is naive to say the least.

And, we fedl, history has proven us right time and time again.

J.2.7 Surely we should vote for reformist parties in order to
show them up for what they are?

Some Leninist socialists (like the British Socialist Workers Party and their offshoots like 1ISO in the
USA) argue that we should urge people to vote for Labour and other social democratic parties. Thisis
because of two reasons.

Firstly, it isargued, radicals will be able to reach more people by being seen to support popular, trade
union based parties. If they do not, then they are in danger of alienating sizeable sections of the working
class by arguing that such parties will be no better than explicitly pro-capitalist ones.

The second argument, and the more important one, isthat by electing reformist parties into office the
experience of living under such a government will shatter whatever illusions its supporters had in them.
In other words, by getting reformist parties elected into office they will be given the test of experience.
And when they betray their supporters to protect the status quo the experience will radicalise those who
voted for them, who will then seek out real socialist parties (namely the likes of the SWP and 1S0).
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Anarchists reject these arguments for three reasons.

Firstly, it is adeeply dishonest tactic as it hides the true thoughts of those who support the tactic. To tell
the truth isarevolutionary act. Radicals should not follow the capitalist media by telling half-truths or
distorting the facts or what they believe. They should not hide their politics or suggest they support a
system or party they are opposed to. If this means being less popular in the short run, then so be it.
Attacking capitalism, religion, or ahost of other things can alienate people but few radicals would be so
opportunistic as to hold their tongues attacking these. In the long run being honest about your ideasis
the best way of producing a movement which aimsto get rid of a corrupt social system. Starting such a
movement with half-truths is doomed to failure.

Secondly, anarchists reject the logic of this theory. The logic underlying this argument is that by being
disillusioned by their reformist leaders and party, voters will look for new, "better" |eaders and parties.
However, thisfailsto go to the root of the problem, namely the dependence on leaders which
hierarchical society creates within people. Anarchists do not want people to follow the "best" leadership,
they want them to govern themselves, to be self-active, manage their own affairs and not follow any
would-be leaders. If you seriously think that the liberation of the oppressed is the task of the oppressed
themselves (as these L eninists claim to do) then you must reject this tactic in favour of ones that
promote working class self-activity.

And the third reason is that this tactic has been proven to fail time and time again. What most of its
supporters seem to fail to notice is that voters have indeed put reformist parties into office many times
(for example, there have been 7 Labour Party governments in Britain before 1997, al of whom attacked
the working class) and there has been no movement away from them to something more radical. Lenin
suggested this tactic over 70 years ago and there has been no general radicalisation of the voting
population by this method, nor even in reformist party militants. Indeed, ironically enough, most such
activists have left their parties when its been out of office and they have become disgusted by the party's
attempts to appear "realistic" in order to win the next election! And this disgust often expressesitself as
ademoralisation with socialism as such, rather than with their party's watered down version of it.

Thistotal failure, for anarchists, is not surprising, considering the reasons why we reject this tactic.
Given that this tactic does not attack hierarchy or dependence on leaders, does not attack the ideology
and process of voting, it will obvioudly fail to present areal aternative to the voting population (who
will turn to other alternatives available at election time and not embrace direct action). Also, the sight of
aso-called "socialist" or "radical" government managing capitalism, imposing cuts, breaking strikes and
generally attacking its supporters will damage the credibility of any form of socialism and discredit all
socialist and radical ideasin the eyes of the population. And if the experience of the Labour Government
in Britain during the 1970s is anything to go by, it may result in the rise of the right-wing who will
capitalise on this disillusionment.

By refusing to argue that no government is"on our side," radicals who urge us to vote reformist "without
illusions" help to disarm theoretically the people who listen to them. Working class people, surprised,
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confused and disorientated by the constant "betrayals" of left-wing parties may turn to right wing parties
(who can be elected) to stop the attacks rather than turn to direct action as the radical minority within the
working class did not attack voting as part of the problem.

How many times must we elect the same party, go through the same process, the same betrayals before
we realise this tactic does not work? And, if it isacase of having to experience something before people
reject it, few state socialists take this argument to its logical conclusion. We rarely hear them argue we
must experience the hell of fascism or Stalinism or the nightmare of free market capitalism in order to
ensure working class people "see through" them.

Anarchists, in contrast, say that we can argue against reformist politics without having to associate
ourselves with them by urging people to vote for them. By arguing for abstentionism we can help arm
theoretically people who will come into conflict with these parties once they are in office. By arguing
that al governments will be forced to attack us (due to the pressure from capital and state) and that we
have to rely on our own organisations and power to defend ourselves, we can promote working class self-
confidence in its own abilities, and encourage the rejection of capitalism, the state and hierarchical
leadership as well as encouraging the use of direct action.

And, we may add, it is not required for radicals to associate themselves with the farce of parliamentary
propagandain order to win people over to our ideas. Non-anarchists will see us use direct action, see us
act, see the anarchistic alternatives we create and see and read our propaganda. Non-anarchists can be
reached quite well without taking part or associating ourselves with parliamentary action.

J.2.8 Will abstentionism lead to the right winning elections?

Possibly. However anarchists don't just say "don't vote", we say "organise" aswell. Apathy is something
anarchists have no interest in encouraging. So, "[i]f the anarchists could persuade half the electorate to
abstain from voting this would, from an electoral point of view, contribute to the [ electoral] victory of
the Right. But it would be a hollow victory, for what government could rule when half the electorate by
not voting had expressed its lack of confidence in all governments?" [V ernon Richards, The
Impossibilities of Social Democracy, p. 142]

In other words, whichever party was in office would have to rule over a country in which asizeable
minority, even amgjority, had rejected government as such. This would mean that the politicians "would
be subjected to real pressures from people who believed in their own power™ and acted accordingly. So
anarchists call on people not to vote, but instead organise themselves and be conscious of their own
power both asindividuals and as part of a union with others. Only this"can command the respect of
gover nments, can curb the power of government as millions of crosses on bits of paper never

will." [Ibid.]

As Emma Goldman pointed out, "if the Anarchists were strong enough to swing the elections to the Left,
they must also have been strong enough to rally the workersto a general strike, or even a series of
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strikes. . . Inthe last analysis, the capitalist class knows too well that officials, whether they belong to
the Right or the Left, can be bought. Or they are of no consequence to their pledge.” [Vision on Fire, p.
90]

The mass of the population, however, cannot be bought off and if they are willing and able to resist then
they can become a power second to none. Only by organising, fighting back and practicing solidarity
where we live and work can we really change things. That iswhere our power lies, that is where we can
create areal alternative. By creating a network of self-managed, pro-active community and workplace
organisations we can impose by direct action that which politicians can never give us from Parliament.
And only such amovement can stop the attacks upon us by whoever getsinto office. A government (left
or right) which faces a mass movement based upon direct action and solidarity will always think twice
before proposing cuts or introducing authoritarian laws.

Of course, all the parties claim that they are better than the others and thisis the logic of this question -
namely, we must vote for the lesser evil as the right-wing in office will be terrible. But what this forgets
isthat the lesser evil is still an evil. What happens is that instead of the greater evil attacking us, we get
the lesser evil doing what the right-wing was going to do. And, since we are discussing the "lesser evil,"
let us not forget it was the "lesser evil" of the Democrats (in the USA) and Labour (in the UK) who
introduced the monetarist and other policies that Reagan and Thatcher made their own (and we may add
that the US Air Traffic Controllers union endorsed Reagan against Carter in 1980 because they thought
they would get a better deal out of the Republicans. Reagan then went on to bust the union once in
office). Simply put, we cannot expect a different group of politicians to react differently to the same
economic and political pressures and influences.

So, voting for other politicians will make little difference. The redlity isthat politicians are puppets. As
we argued above (in section J.2.2) real power in the state does not lie with politicians, but instead within
the state bureaucracy and big business. Faced with these powers, we have seen left-wing governments
from Spain to New Zealand introduce right-wing policies. So even if we elected aradical party, they
would be powerless to change anything important and soon be forced to attack usin the interests of
capitalism. Politicians come and go, but the state bureaucracy and big business remain forever!

Therefore we cannot rely on voting for the lesser evil to safe us from the possible dangers of aright-
wing election victory brought about by abstentionism. All we can hope for is that no matter who getsin,
the population will resist the government because it knows and can use itsreal power - direct action. For
the "only limit to the oppression of government is the power with which the people show themselves
capable of opposing it." [Errico Malatesta, Life and Ideas, p. 196] Hence Vernon Richards:

"If the anarchist movement hasarole to play in practical politicsit is surely that of
suggesting to, and persuading, as many people as possible that their freedom from the
Hilters, Francos and the rest, depends not on the right to vote or securing a majority of
votes 'for the candidate of ones choice,' but on evolving new forms of political and social
organisation which aim at the direct participation of the people, with the consequent
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weakening of the power, as well of the social role, of government in the life of the
community.” [The Raven, no. 14, pp. 177-8]

We discuss what new forms of political and social organisations anarchists encourage in section J.5.

J.2.9 What do anarchists do instead of voting?

While anarchists regject electioneering and voting, it does not mean that we are politically apathetic.
Indeed, part of the reason why anarchists reject voting is because we think that voting is not part of the
solution, its part of the problem. Thisis because it endorses an unjust and unfree political system and
makes us |ook to others to fight our battles for us. It blocks constructive self-activity and direct action. It
stops the building of alternativesin our communities and workplaces. V oting breeds apathy and apathy
IS our worse enemy.

Given that we have had universal suffrage for well over 50 years in many countries and we have seen
the rise of Labour and Radical parties aiming to use that system to effect change in a socialistic manner,
It seems strange that we are probably further away from socialism than when they started. The smple
fact is that these parties have spent so much time trying to win elections that they have stopped even
thinking about creating socialist alternatives in our communities and workplaces. That isin itself enough
to prove that electioneering, far from eliminating apathy, in fact helpsto createit.

So, because of this, anarchists argue that the only way to not waste your vote isto spoil it! We are the
only political movement who argue that nothing will change unless you act for yourself, take back the
power and fight the system directly. Only direct action breaks down apathy and gets results - and its the
first steps towards real freedom, towards a free and just society.

Therefore anarchists are the first to point out that not voting is not enough - we need to actively struggle
for an alternative to both voting and the current system. Just as the right to vote was won after along
series of struggles, so the creation of afree, decentralised, self-managed, libertarian socialist society will
be the product of social struggle.

Anarchists are the last people to deny the importance of political liberties or the importance in wining
the right to vote. The question we must ask is whether it isamore afitting tribute to the millions of
people who used direct action, fought and suffered for the right to vote to use that victory to endorse a
deeply unfair and undemocratic system or to use other means (indeed the means they used to win the
vote) to create a system based upon true popular self-government? If we are true to our (and their) desire
for areal, meaningful democracy, we would have to reject political action in favour of direct action. So,
If we desire atruly libertarian and democratic society then its clear that the vote will not achieve it (and
indeed put back the struggle for such a society).

This obviously gives an idea of what anarchists do instead of voting, we agitate, organise and educate.
While we will discuss the various alternatives anarchists propose and attempt to organise in more detail
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in section J.5 (What alternative social organisations do anarchists create?) it is useful to give a brief

introduction to anarchist activity here, activity which bases itself on the two broad strategies of
encouraging direct action and building alternatives where we live and work.

Taking the first strategy, anarchists say that by using direct action we can force politicians to respect the
wishes of the people. For example, if agovernment or boss tries to limit free speech, then anarchists
would try to encourage a free speech fight to break the laws in question until such time asthey were
revoked. If agovernment or landlord refuses to limit rent increases or improve safety requirements for
accommodation, anarchists would organise squats and rent strikes. In the case of environmental
destruction, anarchists would support and encourage attempts at halting the damage by mass trespassing
on sites, blocking the routes of developments, organising strikes and so on. If a boss refuses to introduce
an 8 hour day, then workers should form a union and go on strike or stop working after 8 hours. Unlike
laws, the boss cannot ignore direct action (and if such action is successful, the state will hurry to pass a
law about it).

Similarly, strikes combined with social protest would be effective means of stopping authoritarian laws
being passed. For example anti-union laws would be best fought by strike action and community
boycotts (and given the utterly ineffectual defence pursued by pro-labour parties using political action to
stop anti-union laws who can seriously say that the anarchist way would be any worse?). And of course
collective non-payment of taxes would ensure the end of unpopular government decisions. The example
of the poll tax rebellion in the UK in the late in 1980s shows the power of such direct action. The
government could happily handle hours of speeches by opposition politicians but they could not ignore
social protest (and we must add that the Labour Party which claimed to oppose the tax happily let the
councils controlled by them introduce the tax and arrest non-payers).

As Noam Chomsky argues, "[w]ithin the constraints of existing state institutions, policies will be
determined by people representing centres of concentrated power in the private economy, people who,
in their ingtitutional roles, will not be swayed by moral appeals but by the costs consequent upon the
decisions they make -- not because they are 'bad people,’ but because that is what the institutional roles
demands." He continues by arguing that "[t] hose who own and manage the society want a disciplined,
apathetic and submissive public that will not challenge their privilege and the orderly world in which it
thrives. The ordinary citizen need not grant them this gift. Enhancing the Crisis of Democracy by
organisation and political engagement isitself a threat to power, a reason to undertake it quite apart
fromits crucial importance in itself as an essential step towards social change." [Turning the Tide, p.
251-2]

In thisway, by encouraging social protest, any government would think twice before pursuing
authoritarian, destructive and unpopular policies. In the final analysis, governments can and will ignore
the talk of opposition politicians, but they cannot ignore socia action for very long. In the words of a
Spanish anarchosyndicalist, anarchists

"do not ask for any concessions from the government. Our mission and our duty isto
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impose from the streets that which ministers and deputies are incapable of realising in
parliament."[quoted by Graham Kelsey, Anarchosyndicalism, Libertarian
Communism and the State, p. 79]

The second strategy of building aternatives flows naturally from the first. Any form of campaign
requires organisation and by organising in an anarchist manner we build organisations that "bear in them
the living seed of the new society which is replace the old world" (to use Bakunin's words). In organising
strikes in the workplace and community we can create a network of activists and union members who
can encourage a spirit of revolt against authority. By creating assemblies where we live and work we can
create an effective countering power to the state and capital. Such a union, as the anarchistsin Spain and
Italy proved, can be the focal point for recreating self-managed schools, social centres and so on. In this
way the local community can ensure that it has sufficient independent, self-managed resources available
to educate its members. Also, combined with credit unions (or mutual banks), cooperative workplaces
and stores, a self-managed infrastructure could be created which would ensure that people can directly
provide for their own needs without having to rely on capitalists or governments.

In other words, an essential part of anarchist activity is (in the words of a C.N.T. militant):

"We must create that part of libertarian communism which can be created within
bourgeois society and do so precisely to combat that society with our own special
weapons." [quoted Op. Cit., p. 79]

So, far from doing nothing, by not voting the anarchist actively encourages alternatives. As the British
anarchist John Turner argued, anarchists "have a line to work upon, to teach the people self-reliance, to
urge themto take part in non-political [i.e. non-electoral] movements directly started by themselves for
themselves. . . as soon as people learn to rely upon themselves they will act for themselves. . . We teach
the people to place their faith in themselves, we go on the lines of self-help. We teach them to form their
own committees of management, to repudiate their masters, to despise the laws of the

country. . ." [quoted by John Quail, The Slow Burning Fuse, p. 87] In this way we encourage self-
activity, self-organisation and self-help -- the opposite of apathy and doing nothing.

But what about government policies which actually do help people? While anarchists would "hesitate to
condemn those measur es taken by gover nments which obviously benefited the people, unless we saw the
immediate possibility of people carrying them out for themselves. This would not inhibit us from
declaring at the same time that what initiatives gover nments take would be more successfully taken by
the people themselves if they put their minds to the same problems. . . to build up a hospital service or a
transport system, for instance, fromlocal needs into a national organisation, by agreement and consent
at all levelsis surely more economical aswell as efficient than one which is concelved at top level [by
the state]. . . where Treasury, political and other pressures, not necessarily connected with what we
would describe as needs, influence the shaping of policies." [The Raven, no. 14, p. 179]

Ultimately, what the state and capital gives, they can also take away. What we build by our own self-
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activity can last aslong as we want it to and act to protect it. And anarchists are convinced that:

"The future belongs to those who continue daringly, consistently, to fight power and
governmental authority. The future belongs to us and to our social philosophy. For itis
the only social ideal that teaches independent thinking and direct participation of the
workersin their economic struggle [and working class people in their social struggles, we
may add]. For it isonly through he organized economic [and social] strength of the
masses that they can and will do away with the capitalist system and all the wrongs and
Injustices it contains. Any diversion from this stand will only retard our movement and
make it a stepping stone for political climbers.” [Emma Goldman, Vision on Fire, p. 92]

J.2.10 Does rejecting electioneering mean that anarchists are
apolitical?

No. Far fromit. The "apolitical” nature of anarchism is Marxist nonsense. Asit desires to fundamentally
change society, anarchism can be nothing but political. However, anarchism does reject (as we have
seen) "normal” political activity as ineffectual and corrupting. However, many (particularly Marxists)
imply thisreject of the con of capitalist politics means that anarchists concentration on purely
"economic" issues like wages, working conditions and so forth. And, by so doing, Marxists claim that
anarchists leave the political agenda to be dominated by capitalist ideology, with disastrous results for
the working class.

Thisview, however, istotally wrong. Indeed, Bakunin explicitly rejected the idea that working people
could ignore politics and actually agreed with the Marxists that political indifference only led to
capitalist control of the labour movement:

"[some of] the workersin Germany . . .[were organized in] a kind of federation of small
associations. . . 'Salf-help'. . . wasits slogan, in the sense that labouring people were
persistently advised not to anticipate either deliverance or help from the state and the
government, but only from their own efforts. This advise would have been excellent had it
not been accompanied by the false assurance that liberation for the labouring peopleis
possible under current conditions of social organisation . . . Under thisdelusion. . . the
workers subject to [this] influence were supposed to disengage themselves systematically
fromall political and social concerns and questions about the state, property, and so
forth. . . [This] completely subordinated the proletariat to the bourgeoisie which exploits
it and for which it was to remain an obedient and mindlesstool." [Statism and Anarchy,
p. 174]

In addition, Bakunin argued that the labour movement (and so the anarchist movement) would have to
take into account political ideas and struggles but to do so in aworking class way:
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"The International does not reject politics of a general kind; it will be compelled to
intervenein politics so long asit is forced to struggle against the bourgeoisie. It rejects
only bourgeois politics." [The Political Philosophy of Bakunin, p. 313]

So, anarchists reject capitalist politics (i.e. electioneering), but we do not ignore politics nor wider
political discussion. Anarchists have always recognised the importance of political debate and ideasin
social movements. As Bakunin argued should "the International [an international organisation of
working class unions and groups]. . . cease to concern itself with political and philosophical questions?
Would [it] .. . ignore progress in the world of thought as well as the events which accompany or arise
from the political struggle in and between states[ ?]. . . We hasten to say that it is absolutely impossible
to ignore political and philosophical questions. An exclusive pre-occupation with economic questions
would be fatal for the proletariat. . . [1]t isimpossible for the workersto stop there without renouncing
their humanity and depriving themselves of the intellectual and moral power which is so necessary for
the conquest of their economic rights' [Bakunin on Anarchism, p. 301]

Nor do anarchistsignore elections. As Vernon Richards argues, anarchists " cannot be uninterested in . . .
election results, whatever their view about the demerits of the contending Parties. The fact that the

anar chist movement has campaigned to persuade people not to use their vote is proof of our

commitment and interest. If thereis, say, a 60 per cent. poll we will not assume that the 40 per cent.
abstentions are anarchists, but we would surely be justified in drawing the conclusion that among the 40
per cent. there are a sizeable minority who have lost faith in political parties and were looking for other
instruments, other values." [The Impossibilities of Social Democracy, p. 141]

Thus the charge anarchists are apolitical or indifferent to politics (even capitalist politics) isamyth.
Rather, "we are not concerned with choosing between governments but with creating the situation where
government can no longer operate, because only then will we organise locally, regionally, nationally
and internationally to satisfy real needs and common aspirations.”" For "so long as we have capitalism
and government, the job of anarchistsis to fight both, and at the same time encourage people to take
what steps they can to run their own lives." [Vernon Richards, The Raven, no. 14, p. 179]

Part of this process will be the discussion of political, social and economic issues in whatever self-
managed organisations people create in their communities and workplaces (as Bakunin argued) and the
use of these organisationsto fight for (political, social and economic) improvements and reforms in the
here and now using direct action and solidarity.

This means, as Rudolf Rocker points out, anarchists desire a unification of political and economic
struggles as the two as inseparable:

"[ T]he Anar chists represent the viewpoint that the war against capitalism must be at the
same time a war against all institutions of political power, for in history economic
exploitation has always gone hand in hand with political and social oppression. The
exploitation of man by man and the domination of man over man are inseparable, and
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each is the condition of the other." [Anarcho-Syndicalism, p. 15]

Such a unification must take place on the social and economic field, not the political, as that is where the
working classis strongest. In other words anarchists "are not in any way opposed to the political
struggle, but in their opinion this struggle. . . must take the form of direct action. . . It would. . . be
absurd for them [the working class] to overlook the importance of the political struggle. Every event
that affects the live of the community is of a political nature. In this sense every important economic
action. . . isalso a political action and, moreover, one of incomparably greater importance than any
parliamentary proceeding.” [Rudolf Rocker, Op. Cit., pp. 65-66] Hence the commentsin the C.N.T.'s
newspaper Solidaridad Obrera:

"Does anyone not know that we want to participate in public life? Does anyone not know
that we have always done so? Yes, we want to participate. With our organisations. With
our papers. Without intermediaries, delegates or representatives. No. We will not go to
the Town Hall, to the Provincial Capitol, to Parliament." [quoted by Jose Pierats,

Anar chistsin the Spanish Revolution, p. 173]

So, anarchists reject the idea that political and economic struggles can be divided. Such an argument just
reproduces the artificially created division of labour between mental and physical activity of capitalism
within working class organisations and within anti-capitalist movements. We say that we should not
separate out politics into some form of specialised activity that only certain people (i.e. our
"representatives') can do. Instead, anarchists argue that political struggles, ideas and debates must be
brought into the social and economic organisations of our class where they must be debated freely by all
members as they see fit and that political and economic struggle and change must go hand in hand.

History indicates that any attempt at taking social and economic issues into political parties has resulting
in wasted energy and the watering down of these issues into pure reformism. In the words of Bakunin,
such activity suggests that "a political revolution should precede a social revolution... [which] isa great
and fatal error, because every political revolution taking place prior to and consequently without a
social revolution must necessarily be a bourgeois revolution, and a bourgeois revolution can only be
instrumental in bringing about bourgeois Socialism', i.e. State Capitalism. [The Political Philosophy of
Bakunin, p. 289]

We have discussed this process of socialist parties becoming reformist in section J.2.6 and will not

repeat ourselves here. Only by regjecting the artificial divisions of capitalist society can we remain true to
our ideals of liberty, equality and solidarity. Anarchists "maintain that the State organisation, having
been the force to which minorities resorted for establishing and organising their power over the masses,
cannot be the force which will serve to destroy these privileges." [Peter Kropotkin, Kropotkin's
Revolutionary Pamphlets, p. 170]. Every example of radicals using the state has resulted in them being
changed by the system instead of them changing it and, to use Bakunin's words, "tied the proletariat to
the bourgeois towline" (i.e. resulted in working class movements becoming dominated by capitalist
ideas and activity - becoming "realistic" and "practical").
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Therefore Anarchist argue that such a union of political ideas and social organisation and activity is
essential for promoting radical politics asit "digs a chasm between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat
and places the proletariat outside the activity and political conniving of all parties within the Sate. . . in
placing itself outside all bourgeois politics, the proletariat necessarily turnsagainst it." So, by "placing
the proletariat outside the politics in the Sate and of the bourgeois world, [the union movement] thereby
constructed a new world, the world of the united proletarians of all lands." [Michael Bakunin, Op. Cit.,
p. 303, p. 305]

In addition, so-called "economic" struggles do not occur in a social vacuum. They take place in asocia
and political context and so, necessarily, there can exist an separation of political and economic
struggles only in the mind. Strikers or eco-warriors, for example, face the power of the state enforcing
laws which protect the power of employers and polluters. This necessarily has a"political” impact on
those involved in struggle. As Bakunin argued social struggle resultsin "the spontaneous and direct
development of philosophical and sociological in the International [i.e. union/social movement], ideas
which inevitably develop side by side with and are produced by the first two movements [ of strikes and
union organising]" [Op. Cit., p. 304]. By channeling any "political” conclusions drawn by those
involved in struggle into electoral politics, this development of political ideas and discussion will be
distorted into discussions of what is possible in the current system, and so the radical impact of direct
action and social struggle is weakened.

Therefore anarchists reject electioneering not because they are "apolitical” but because they do not
desire to see politics remain athing purely for politicians and experts. Political issues are far too
important to leave to such people. Anarchists desire to see political discussion and change develop from
the bottom up, thisis hardly "apolitical” - in fact with our desire to see ordinary people directly discuss
the issues that affect them, act to change things by their own action and draw their own conclusions from
their own activity anarchists are very "political." The process of individual and social liberation isthe
most political activity we can think of!
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B.2 Why are anarchists against the state?

As previously noted (see section B.1), anarchists oppose all forms of hierarchical authority. Historically,
however, the they have spent most of their time and energy opposing two main formsin particular. One
Is capitalism, the other, the state. These two forms of authority have a symbiotic relationship and cannot
be easily separated. In this section, as well as explaining why anarchists oppose the state, we will
necessarily have to analyse the relationship between it and capitalism.

So what isthe state? As Malatesta put it, anarchists ""have used the word Sate. . . to mean the sumtotal
of the political, legislative, judiciary, military and financial institutions through which the management
of their own affairs, the control over their personal behaviour, the responsibility for their personal
safety, are taken away from the people and entrusted to others who, by usurpation or delegation, are
vested with the power to make laws for everything and everybody, and to oblige the people to observe
them, if need be, by the use of collective force." [Anarchy, p. 13]

He continues;

"For us, governments [ or the state]is up of all governors. . . those who have the power to
make laws regulating inter-human relations and to see that they are carried out . . . [and]
who have the power, to a greater or lesser degree, to make use of the social power, that is
of the physical, intellectual and economic power of the whole community, in order to
oblige everybody to carry out their wishes." [Op. Cit., pp. 15-16 -- see aso Kropotkin's
The State: ItsHistoric Role, p. 10]

This means that many, if not most, anarchists would agree with Randol ph Bourne's characterisation of
the state as the politico-military domination of a certain geographical territory by aruling elite (see his
"Unfinished Fragment on the Sate,” in Untimely Papers). On this subject Murray Bookchin writes:

"Minimally, the State is a professional system of social coercion. . . Itisonly when
coercion isinstitutionalised into a professional, systematic and organised form of social
control - . . . with the backing of a monopoly of violence - that we can properly speak of a
Sate." [Remaking Society, p. 66]

Therefore, we can say that, for anarchists, the state is marked by three things:

1) A "monopoly of violence" in agiven territorial ares;
2) Thisviolence having a"professional,” institutional nature; and
3) A hierarchical nature, centralisation of power and initiative into the hands of afew.

Of these three aspects, the last one (its centralised, hierarchical nature) is the most important simply
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because the concentration of power into the hands of the few ensures a division of society into
government and governed (which necessitates the creation of a professional body to enforce that
division). Without such adivision, we would not need a monopoly of violence and so would simply
have an association of equals, unmarked by power and hierarchy (such as exists in many stateless
"primitive" tribes).

Some types of states, e.g. Communist and social-democratic ones, are directly involved not only in
politico-military domination but also in economic domination via state ownership of the means of
production; whereas in liberal democratic capitalist states, such ownership isin the hands of private
individuals. In liberal democratic states, however, the mechanisms of politico-military domination are
controlled by and for a corporate €elite, and hence the large corporations are often considered to belong to
awider "state-complex.”

Asthe state is the delegation of power into the hands of the few, it is obviously based on hierarchy. This
delegation of power results in the elected people becoming isolated from the mass of people who elected
them and outside of their control. In addition, as those elected are given power over a host of different
issues and told to decide upon them, a bureaucracy soon develops around them to aid in their decision-
making. However, this bureaucracy, due to its control of information and its permanency, soon has more
power than the elected officials. This means that those who serve the people's (so-called) servant have
more power than those they serve, just as the politician has more power than those who elected him. Al
forms of state-like (i.e. hierarchical) organisations inevitably spawn a bureaucracy about them. This
bureaucracy soon becomes the de facto focal point of power in the structure, regardless of the officia
rules,

Thismarginalisation and disempowerment of ordinary people (and so the empowerment of a
bureaucracy) is the key reason for anarchist opposition to the state. Such an arrangement ensures that the
individual is disempowered, subject to bureaucratic, authoritarian rule which reduces the person to a
object or anumber, not a unique individual with hopes, dreams, thoughts and feelings. As Proudhon
forcefully argued:

"To be GOVERNED isto be kept in sight, inspected, spied upon, directed, law-driven,
numbered, enrolled, indoctrinated, preached at, controlled, estimated, valued, censured,
commanded, by creatures who have neither the right, nor the wisdom, nor the virtue to do
so... To be GOVERNED isto be at every operation, at every transaction, noted,
registered, enrolled, taxed, stamped, measured, numbered, assessed, licensed, authorised,
admonished, forbidden, reformed, corrected, punished. It is, under the pretext of public
utility, and in the name of the general interest, to be placed under contribution, trained,
ransomed, exploited, monopolised, extorted, squeezed, mystified, robbed; then, at the
dlightest resistance, the first word of complaint, to be repressed, fined, despised, harassed,
tracked, abused, clubbed, disarmed, choked, imprisoned, judged, condemned, shot,
deported, sacrificed, sold, betrayed; and, to crown it all, mocked, ridiculed, outraged,
dishonoured. That is government; that isitsjustice; that isits morality." [General | dea of
the Revolution, p. 294]
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Anarchists see the state, with its vast scope and control of deadly force, as the "ultimate" hierarchical
structure, suffering from all the negative characteristics associated with authority described in the last.
section. "Any logical and straightforward theory of the State," argued Bakunin, "is essentially founded
upon the principle of authority, that is the eminently theological, metaphysical, and political idea that
the masses, always incapable of governing themselves, must at all times submit to the beneficent yoke of
a wisdom and a justice imposed upon them, in some way or other, from above." [Bakunin on
Anarchism, p. 142] Such a system of authority cannot help being centralised, hierarchical and
bureaucratic in nature. And because of its centralised, hierarchical, and bureaucratic nature, the state
becomes a great weight over society, restricting its growth and development and making popular control
Impossible. As Bakunin putsit:

"the so-called general interests of society supposedly represented by the State . . . [ar€] in
reality . . . the general and permanent negation of the positive interests of the regions,
communes, and associations, and a vast number of individuals subordinated to the

Sate. .. [inwhich] all the best aspirations, all the living forces of a country, are
sanctimoniously immolated and interred." [The Political Philosophy of Bakunin, p. 207]

In the rest of this section we will discuss the state, itsrole, itsimpact on a society's freedom and who
benefits from its existence. Kropotkin's classic essay, The State: I1t's Historic Role is recommended for
further reading on this subject.

B.2.1 What is main function of the state?

The main function of the state is to enable the ruling €elite to exploit lower social strata, i.e. derive an
economic surplus from them. The state, to use Malatesta's words, is basically "the property owners
gendarme" [Anarchy, p. 19] (compare to the maxim of the Founding Fathers of American "democracy"
-- "the people who own the country ought to govern it" (John Jay)). Those in the upper-middle levels of
the social pyramid also frequently use the state to obtain income without working, as from investments,
but the elite gain by far the most economic advantages, which iswhy in the US, one percent of the
population controls over 40 percent of total wealth. It is therefore no exaggeration to say that the state is
the extractive apparatus of society's parasites.

The state ensures the exploitative privileges of itsruling elite by protecting certain economic monopolies
from which its members derive their wealth (see section B.3.2). This serviceisreferred to as "protecting
private property" and is said to be one of the two main functions of the state, the other being to ensure
that individuals are "secure in their persons.” However, athough this second aim is professed, in redlity
most state laws and institutions are concerned with the protection of property (for the anarchist

definition of "property" see section B.3.1.).

From this fact we may infer that references to the "security of persons,” "crime prevention," etc. are
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mostly rationalisations of the state's existence and smokescreens for its perpetuation of elite power and
privileges. Moreover, even though the state does take a secondary interest in protecting the security of
persons (particularly elite persons), the vast majority of crimes against persons are motivated by poverty
and alienation due to state-supported exploitation and also by the desensitisation to violence created by
the state's own violent methods of protecting private property.

Hence, anarchists maintain that without the state and the crime-engendering conditions to which it gives
rise, it would be possible for decentralised, voluntary community associations to deal compassionately
(not punitively) with the few incorrigibly violent people who might remain (see section 1.5.8).

It is clear that the state represents the essential coercive mechanisms by which capitalism and the
authority relations associated with private property are sustained. The protection of property is
fundamentally the means of assuring the social domination of owners over non-owners, both in society
as awhole and in the particular case of a specific boss over a specific group of workers. Class
domination is the authority of property owners over those who use that property and it is the primary
function of the state to uphold that domination (and the social relationships that generate it). In
Kropotkin's words, "the rich perfectly well know that if the machinery of the State ceased to protect
them, thelr power over the labouring classes would be gone immediately.”" [Evolution and
Environment, p. 98]

In other words, protecting private property and upholding class domination are the same thing. Y et this
primary function of the state is disguised by the "democratic" facade of the representative electoral
system, through which it is made to appear that the people rule themselves. Thus Bakunin writes that the
modern state "unitesin itself the two conditions necessary for the prosperity of the capitalistic economy:
Sate centralisation and the actual subjection of . . . the people. . . to the minority allegedly representing
it but actually governing it." [Op. Cit., p. 210]

The historian Charles Beard makes a similar point:

"Inasmuch as the primary object of a government, beyond mere repression of physical
violence, is the making of the rules which determine the property relations of members of
society, the dominant classes whose rights are thus to be protected must perforce obtain
from the government such rules as are consonant with the larger interests necessary to the
continuance of their economic processes, or they must themselves control the organs of
government” [An Economic I nter pretation of the Constitution, quoted by Howard
Zinn, Op. Cit., p. 89].

Thisrole of the state -- to protect capitalism and the property, power and authority of the property owner
-- was also noticed by Adam Smith:

"[T]he inequality of fortune. . . introduces among men a degree of authority and
subordination which could not possibly exist before. It thereby introduces some degree of
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that civil government which is indispensably necessary for its own preservation . . . [and]
to maintain and secure that authority and subordination. Therich, in particular, are
necessarily interested to support that order of things which can alone secure themin the
possession of their own advantages. Men of inferior wealth combine to defend those of
superior wealth in the possession of their property, in order that men of superior wealth
may combine to defend them in the possession of theirs.. . . [ T] he maintenance of their
lesser authority depends upon that of his greater authority, and that upon their
subordination to him depends his power of keeping their inferiorsin subordination to
them. They constitute a sort of little nobility, who feel themselves interested to defend the
property and to support the authority of their own little sovereign in order that he may be
able to defend their property and to support their authority. Civil government, so far asit
Isinstituted for the security of property, isin reality instituted for the defence of therich
against the poor, or of those who have some property against those who have none at
all." [Adam Smith, The Wealth of Nations, book 5]

In anutshell, the state is the means by which the ruling class rules. Hence Bakunin:

"the Sate is the organised authority, domination and power of the possessing classes over
the masses." [quoted by David Deleon, Reinventing Anar chy, p. 71]

However, while recognising that the state protects the power and position of the economically dominant
class within a society anarchists also argue that the state has, due to its hierarchical nature, interests of its
own. Thusit cannot be considered as simply the tool of the economically dominant classin society.
States have their own dynamics, due to their structure, which generate their own classes and class
interests and privileges (and which allows them to escape from the control of the economic ruling class
and pursue their own interests, to a greater or lesser degree). As Maatesta put it "the government,

though springing from the bourgeoisie and its servant and protector, tends, as with every servant and
every protector, to achieve its own emancipation and to dominate whoever it protects." [Anar chy, p. 22]

This means that the state machine (and structure), while its modern form isintrinsically linked to
capitalism, cannot be seen as being atool usable by the majority. Thisis because the " Sate, any State --
even when it dresses-up in the most liberal and democratic form -- is essentially based on domination,
and upon violence, that is upon despotism -- a concealed but no less dangerous despotism.” The State
"denotes force, authority, predominance; it presupposes inequality in fact." [The Political Philosophy
of Michael Bakunin, p. 211 and p. 223]

Thisisdueto its hierarchical and centralised nature, which empowers the few who control the state
machine -- "[ €] very state power, every government, by its nature places itself outside and over the
people and inevitably subordinates them to an organisation and to aims which are foreign to and
opposed to the real needs and aspirations of the people." [Bakunin on Anarchism, p. 328] If "the
whole proletariat . . . [are] members of the government . . . there will be no government, no state, but, if
there isto be a state there will be those who are ruled and those who are slaves.” [Op. Cit., p. 330]
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In other words, the state bureaucracy isitself directly an oppressor and can exist independently of an
economically dominant class. In Bakunin's prophetic words:

"What have we seen throughout history? The Sate has always been the patrimony of some
privileged class. the sacerdotal class, the nobility, the bourgeoisie -- and finally, when all
other classes have exhausted themselves, the class of the bureaucracy enters the stage and
then the State falls, or rises, if you please, to the position of a machine." [The Political
Philosophy of Michael Bakunin, p. 208]

The experience of Soviet Russian indicates the validity of his analysis (the working class was exploited
and dominated by the state bureaucracy rather than by an economic class).

Thus the role of the state is to repress the individual and the working class as awhole in the interests of
the capitalist class and in its own interests. This means that "the State organisation . . . [is] theforceto
which minorities resorted for establishing and organising their power over the masses.” Little wonder,
then, that Kropotkin argued that "[i] n the struggle between the individual and the State, anarchism. . .
takes the side of the individual as against the State, of society against the authority which oppressesit.”
While the state is a " superstructure in the interests of capitalism,” it isa"power which was created for
the purpose of welding together the interests of the landlord, the judge, the warrior, and the priest" and,
we must add, cannot be considered purely as being atool for the capitalist/landlord class. The state
structure ("the judge, the warrior" etc.) hasinterests of its own. [Kropotkin's Revolutionary
Pamphlets, p. 170 and pp. 192-3]

B.2.2 Does the state have subsidiary functions?

Besides its primary function of protecting private property, the state operates in other ways as an
economic instrument of the ruling class.

First, the state intervenes in the modern economy to solve problems that arise in the course of capitalist
development. These interventions have taken different forms in different times and include state funding
for industry (e.g. military spending); the creation of social infrastructure too expensive for private capital
to provide (railways, motorways); tariffs to protect devel oping industries from more efficient
international competition (the key to successful industrialisation asit allows capitalists to rip-off
consumers, making them rich and increasing funds available for investment); imperialist ventures to
create colonies (or protect citizen's capital invested abroad) in order to create markets or get accessto
raw materials and cheap labour; government spending to stimulate consumer demand in the face of
underconsumption and stagnation; maintaining a"natural” level of unemployment that can be used to
discipline the working class, so ensuring they produce more, for less; manipulating the interest rate in
order to try and reduce the effects of the business cycle and undermine workers' gainsin the class
struggle.
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Second, because of the inordinate political power deriving from wealth (see next section), capitalists use

the state directly to benefit their class, as from subsidies, tax breaks, government contracts, protective
tariffs, bailouts of corporations judged by state bureaucrats as too important to let fail, and so on.

And third, the state may be used to grant concessions to the working class in cases where not doing so
would threaten the integrity of the system as awhole.

Hence David Deleon:

"Above all, the state remains an institution for the continuance of dominant
socioeconomic relations, whether through such agencies as the military, the courts,
politics or the police. . . Contemporary states have acquired . . . less primitive meansto
reinforce their property systems [than state violence -- which is always the means of last,
often first, resort] . Sates can regulate, moderate or resolve tensions in the economy by
preventing the bankruptcies of key corporations, manipulating the economy through
interest rates, supporting hierarchical ideology through tax benefits for churches and
schools, and other tactics. In essence, it isnot a neutral institution; it is powerfully for the
status quo. The capitalist state, for example, isvirtually a gyroscope centred in capital,
balancing the system. If one sector of the economy earns a level of profit, let us say, that
harms the rest of the system -- such as oil producers causing public resentment and
increased manufacturing costs -- the state may redistribute some of that profit through
taxation, or offer encouragement to competitors." [Reinventing Anar chy, pp. 71-72]

The example of state legislation to set the length of the working day is an example of both the first and
third functions enumerated above. In the early period of capitalist development, a shortage of labour
power led to the state's ignoring the lengthening working day, thus alowing capitalists to appropriate
more surplus value from workers and increase the rate of profit without interference. Later, however,
after workers began to organise, reducing the length of the working day became a key demand around
which revolutionary socialist fervour was developing. Hence, in order to defuse this threat (and socialist
revolution is the worst-case scenario for the capitalist), the state passed | egid ation to reduce the length
of the working day (which, once workers' struggle calmed down, were happily ignored and became
"dead laws"). Initially, the state was functioning purely as the protector of the capitalist class, using its
powers to solve problems that arise in the course of capitalist development (namely repressing the labour
movement to allow the capitalists to do as they liked). In the second it was granting concessions to the
working class to eliminate a threat to the integrity of the system as awhole.

It should be noted that none of these three subsidiary functions implies that capitalism can be changed
through a series of piecemeal reformsinto a benevolent system that primarily serves working class
interests. To the contrary, these functions grow out of, and supplement, the basic role of the state as the
protector of capitalist property and the social relations they generate -- i.e. the foundation of the
capitalist's ability to exploit. Therefore reforms may modify the functioning of capitalism but they can
never threaten its basis. As Malatesta argued:
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"The basic function of government . . . isalways that of oppressing and exploiting the
masses, of defending the oppressors and the exploiters. . . It istrue that to these basic
functions. . . other functions have been added in the course of history . . . hardly ever has
a government existed . . . which did not combine with its oppressive and plundering
activities others which were useful . . . to social life. But this does not detract from the fact
that government is by nature oppressive.. . . and that it isin origin and by its attitude,
inevitably inclined to defend and strengthen the dominant class; indeed it confirms and
aggravatesthe position . . . [I]t is enough to understand how and why it carries out these
functions to find the practical evidence that whatever gover nments do is always motivated
by the desire to dominate, and is always geared to defending, extending and per petuating
its privileges and those of the class of which it is both the representative and defender.

" A government cannot maintain itself for long without hiding its true nature behind a
pretence of general usefulness; it cannot impose respect for the lives of the privileged if it
does not appear to demand respect for all human life; it cannot impose acceptance of the
privileges of the few if it does not pretend to be the guardian of the rights of all." [Op.
Cit., pp. 20-1]

Ultimately, what the state concedes, it can also take back (as was the case of the laws limiting the
working day). Thus the rise and fall of the welfare state -- granted to stop more revolutionary change
(see section D.1.3), it did not fundamentally challenge the existence of wage labour and was useful asa

means of regulating capitalism but was "reformed” (i.e. made worse, rather than better) when its
existence conflicted with the needs of the capitalist economy.

In other words, the state acts to protect the long-term interests of the capitalist class as a whole (and
ensure its own survival) by protecting the system. This role can and does clash with the interests of
particular capitalists or even whole sections of the ruling class (see next section). But this conflict does
not change the role of the state as the property owners' policeman. Indeed, the state can be considered as
ameans for settling (in a peaceful and apparently independent manner) upper-class disputes over what to
do to keep the system going.

B.2.3 How does the ruling class maintain control of the state?

For simplicity, let'sjust consider the capitalist state, whose main purpose isto protect the exploitative
monopolies described below. Because their economic monopolies are protected by the state, the elites
whose incomes are derived from them -- namely, finance capitalists, industrial capitalists, and landlords
-- are able to accumulate vast wealth from those whom they exploit. This stratifies society into a
hierarchy of economic classes, with a huge disparity of wealth between the small property-owning elite
at the top and the non-property-owning maority at the bottom.

Then, because it takes enormous wealth to win elections and lobby or bribe legidators, the propertied
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elite are able to control the political process -- and hence the state -- through the " power of the purse.”
For example, it costs well over $20 million to run for President of the USA.. In other words, elite control
of politics through huge wealth disparities insures the continuation of such disparities and thus the
continuation of elite control. In thisway the crucial political decisions of those at the top are insulated
from significant influence by those at the bottom.

Moreover, the ability of capital to disinvest (capital flight) and otherwise adversely impact the economy
Is apowerful weapon to keep the state as its servant. As Noam Chomsky notes:

"In capitalist democracy, the interests that must be satisfied are those of capitalists;
otherwise, there is no investment, no production, no work, no resources to be devoted,
however marginally, to the needs of the general population” [Turning the Tide, p. 233]

Hence, even allegedly "democratic" capitalist states are in effect dictatorships of the propertariat. Errico
Malatesta put it thisway:

"Even with universal suffrage - we could well say even more so with universal suffrage -
the government remained the bourgeoisie's servant and gendarme. For were it to be
otherwise with the gover nment hinting that it might take up a hostile attitude, or that
democracy could ever be anything but a pretence to deceive the people, the bourgeoisie,
feeling its interests threatened, would by quick to react, and would use all the influence
and force at its disposal, by reason of its wealth, to recall the government to its proper
place as the bourgeoisie's gendarme." [Anar chy, p. 20]

The existence of a state bureaucracy is akey feature in ensuring that the state remains the ruling class's
"policeman” and will be discussed in greater detail in section J.2.2 (Why do anarchists reject voting as a
means for change?). Asfar as economic forces go, we see their power implied when the news report that
changes in government, policies and law have been "welcomed by the markets." Asthe richest 1% of
households in America (about 2 million adults) owned 35% of the stock owned by individualsin 1992 -
with the top 10% owning over 81% - we can see that the "opinion" of the markets actually means the
power of the richest 1-5% of a countries population (and their finance experts), power derived from their
control over investment and production. Given that the bottom 90% of the US population has a smaller
share (23%) of all kinds of investable capital that the richest 1/2% (who own 29%), with stock
ownership being even more concentrated (the top 5% holding 95% of all shares), its obvious why Doug
Henwood (author of Wall Street) argues that stock markets are "a way for the very rich asa classto
own an economy's productive capital stock asawhole," are a source of "political power" and away to
have influence over government policy (see section D.2). [Wall Street: Class Racket]

Of course, this does not mean that the state and the capitalist class always see "eyeto eye." Top
politicians, for example, are part of the ruling elite, but they are in competition with other parts of it. In
addition, different sectors of the capitalist class are competing against each other for profits, political
influence, privileges, etc. The bourgeoisie, argued Malatesta, "are always at war among themselves.. . .
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and . . . the government, though springing from the bourgeoisie and its protector, tends. . . to dominate
whoever it protects. Thus the games of the swings, the manoeuvres, the concessions and withdrawals,
the attempts to find allies among the people against the conservatives, and among the conservatives
against the people.” [Op. Cit., p. 22] Assuch, the state is often in conflict with sections of the capitalist
class, just as sections of that class use the state to advance their own interests within the genera
framework of protecting the capitalist system (i.e. the interests of the ruling class as a class). Such
conflicts sometimes give the impression of the state being a"neutral” body, but thisisan illusion -- it
exists to defend class power and privilege, and to resolve disputes within that class peacefully viathe
"democratic" process (within which we get the chance of picking the representatives of the elite who
will oppress us least).

Nevertheless, without the tax money from successful businesses, the state would be weakened. Hence
the role of the state is to ensure the best conditions for capital as a whole, which means that, when
necessary, it can and does work against the interests of certain parts of the capitalist class. Thisiswhat
can give the state the appearance of independence and can fool people into thinking that it represents the
interests of society as awhole. (For more on the ruling elite and its relation to the state, see C. Wright
Mills, The Power Elite [Oxford, 1956]; cf. Raph Miliband, The State in Capitalist Society [Basic
Books, 1969] and Divided Societies [Oxford, 1989]; G. William Domhoff, Who Rules America?
[Prentice Hall, 1967]; Who Rules America Now? A View for the '80s [Touchstone, 1983] and Toxic
Sludgeis Good For You! Lies, Damn Liesand the Public Relations I ndustry by John Stauber and
Sheldon Rampton [Common Courage Press, 1995]).

B.2.4 How does state centralisation affect freedom?

It's acommon but false idea that voting every four or so years to elect the public face of ahighly
centralised and bureaucratic machine means that ordinary people control the state. Obvioudly, to say that
thisideaisfalse does not imply that there is no difference between aliberal republic and afascistic or
monarchical state. Far from it.

The vote is an important victory wrested from the powers that be. It is one small step on the road to
libertarian socialism. Nevertheless, all forms of hierarchy, even those in which the top officers are
elected are marked by authoritarianism and centralism. Power is concentrated in the centre (or at the
"top"), which means that society becomes "a heap of dust animated from without by a subordinating,
centralist idea." [P.J. Proudhon, quoted by Martin Buber, Pathsin Utopia, p. 29] For, once elected, top
officers can do as they please, and in all political bureaucracies, many important decisions are made by
non-elected staff.

The nature of centralisation places power into the hands of the few. Representative democracy is based
on this delegation of power, with voters electing others to govern them. This cannot help but create a
situation in which freedom is endangered -- universal suffrage "does not prevent the formation of a body
of politicians, privileged in fact though not in law, who, devoting themselves exclusively to the
administration of the nation's public affairs, end by becoming a sort of political aristocracy or
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oligarchy." [Bakunin, The Political Philosophy of Bakunin, p. 240]

Centralism makes democracy meaningless, as political decision-making is given over to professiona
politicians in remote capitals. Lacking local autonomy, people are isolated from each other (atomised)
by having no political forum where they can come together to discuss, debate, and decide among
themselves the issues they consider important. Elections are not based on natural, decentralised
groupings and thus cease to be relevant. The individual isjust another "voter" in the mass, a political
"constituent” and nothing more. The amorphous basis of modern, statist elections "aims at nothing less
than to abolish palitical life in towns, communes and departments, and through this destruction of all
municipal and regional autonomy to arrest the development of universal suffrage” [Proudhon, Ibid.]
Thus people are disempowered by the very structures that claim to allow them to express themselves. To
guote Proudhon again, in the centralised state "the citizen divests himself of sovereignty, the town and
the Department and province above it, absorbed by central authority, are no longer anything but
agencies under direct ministerial control." He continues:

"The Consequences soon make themselves felt: the citizen and the town are deprived of all
dignity, the state's depredations multiply, and the burden on the taxpayer increasesin
proportion. It isno longer the government that is made for the people; it is the people who
are made for the government. Power invades everything, dominates everything, absorbs
everything. . ." [The Principle of Federation, p. 59]

As intended, isolated people are no threat to the powers that be. This process of marginalisation can be
seen from American history, for example, when town meetings were replaced by elected bodies, with
the citizens being placed in passive, spectator roles as mere "voters' (see section B.5 "Is capitalism
empowering and based on human action?'). Being an atomised voter is hardly an ideal notion of
“freedom," despite the rhetoric of politicians about the virtues of a"free society" and "The Free World"
-- asif voting once every four or five years could ever be classed as "liberty" or even "democracy."

In thisway, social concern and power are taken away from ordinary citizens and centralised in the hands
of the few. Marginalisation of the people isthe key control mechanism in the state and authoritarian
organisations in general. Considering the European Community (EC), for example, we find that the
"mechanism for decision-making between EC states |eaves power in the hands of officials (from Interior
ministries, police, immigration, customs and security services) through a myriad of working groups.
Senior officials. . . play a critical role in ensuring agreements between the different state officials. The
EC Summit meetings, comprising the 12 Prime Ministers, simply rubber-stamp the conclusions agreed
by the Interior and Justice Ministers. It is only then, in this intergover nmental process, that parliaments
and people are informed (and them only with the barest details).” [Tony Bunyon, Statewatching the
New Europe, p. 39]

Aswell as economic pressures from elites, governments al so face pressures within the state itself due to
the bureaucracy that comes with centralism. There is a difference between the state and government. The
state is the permanent collection of institutions that have entrenched power structures and interests. The
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government is made up of various politicians. It's the institutions that have power in the state due to their
permanence, not the representatives who come and go. As Clive Ponting (an ex-civil servant himself)
indicates, "the function of a political systemin any country... isto regulate, but not to alter radically, the
existing economic structure and its linked power relationships. The great illusion of politicsis that
politicians have the ability to make whatever changesthey like. . ." [quoted in Alter natives, no.5, p.
19].

Therefore, aswell as marginalising the people, the state also ends up marginalising "“our"
representatives. As power rests not in the elected bodies, but in a bureaucracy, popular control becomes
increasingly meaningless. As Bakunin pointed out, "liberty can be valid only when . . . [ popular] control
[of the state] isvalid. On the contrary, where such control isfictitious, this freedom of the people
likewise becomes a merefiction” [The Political Philosophy of Bakunin, p. 212].

This means that state centralism can become a serious source of danger to the liberty and well-being of
most of the people under it. However, some people do benefit from state centralisation, namely those
with power who desire to be "left alone” to use it: that is, the two sections of the ruling €elite, bureaucrats
of capital and state (aswill be discussed further in the next section).

B.2.5 Who benefits from centralisation?

No social system would exist unlessit benefited someone or some group. Centralisation, be it in the state
or the company, is no different. In all cases, centralisation directly benefits those at the top, because it
shelters them from those who are below, allowing the latter to be controlled and governed more
effectively. Therefore, it isin the direct interests of bureaucrats and politicians to support centralism.

Under capitalism, however, various sections of the business class also support state centralism. Thisis
the symbiotic relationship between capital and the state. Aswill be discussed later, (in section F.8) the

state played an important role in "nationalising” the market, i.e. forcing the "free market" onto society.
By centralising power in the hands of representatives and so creating a state bureaucracy, ordinary
people were disempowered and thus became less likely to interfere with the interests of the wealthy. "In
arepublic," writes Bakunin, "the so-called people, the legal people, allegedly represented by the Sate,
stifle and will keep on stifling the actual and living people” by "the bureaucratic world" for "the greater
benefit of the privileged propertied classes as well as for its own benefit" [Op. Cit., p. 211].

Examples of increased political centralisation being promoted by wealthy business interests by can be
seen throughout the history of capitalism. "In revolutionary America, 'the nature of city government
camein for heated discussion,' observes Merril Jensen . .. Town meetings. . ." had been a focal point of
revolutionary activity'. The anti-democratic reaction that set in after the American revolution was
marked by efforts to do away with town meeting government . . . Attempts by conservative elements were
made to establish a 'corporate form (of municipal government) whereby the towns would be governed by
mayor s and councils' elected from urban wards . . .[ T] he merchants 'backed incorporation consistently
in their effortsto escape town meetings . . ." [Murray Bookchin, Towards an Ecological Society, p.
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182]

Here we see local policy making being taken out of the hands of the many and centralised in the hands
of the few (who are always the wealthy). France provides another example:

"The Government found . . . the folkmotes [ of all households] 'too noisy’, too disobedient,
and in 1787, elected councils, composed of a mayor and three to six syndics, chosen
among the wealthier peasants, were introduced instead" [Peter Kropotkin, M utual Aid,
pp. 185-186].

Thiswas part of a general movement to disempower the working class by centralising decision making
power into the hands of the few (asin the American revolution). Kropotkin indicates the process at
work:

"[T] he middle classes, who had until then had sought the support of the people, in order
to obtain constitutional laws and to dominate the higher nobility, were going, now that
they had seen and felt the strength of the people, to do all they could to dominate the
people, to disarm them and to drive them back into subjection.

[..]

"[ T] hey made haste to legislate in such a way that the political power which was slipping
out of the hand of the Court should not fall into the hands of the people. Thus. . . [it wag]
proposed . . . to divide the French into two classes, of which one only, the active citizens,
should take part in the government, whilst the other, comprising the great mass of the
people under the name of passive citizens, should be deprived of all political rights. . . [T]
he [ National] Assembly divided France into departments. . . always maintaining the
principle of excluding the poorer classes from the Government . . . [ T]hey excluded from
the primary assemblies the mass of the people . . . who could no longer take part in the
primary assemblies, and accordingly had no right to nominate the electors [who chose
representatives to the National Assembly], or the municipality, or any of the local
authorities. . .

"And finally, the permanence of the electoral assemblies was interdicted. Once the middle-
class governors wer e appointed, these assemblies were not to meet again. Once the
middle-class governors wer e appointed, they must not be controlled too strictly. Soon the
right even of petitioning and of passing resolutions was taken away -- "Vote and hold your
tongue!’ "Asto the villages. . . the general assembly of the inhabitants. . . [to which]
belonged the administration of the affairs of the commune.. . . were forbidden by the.. . .
law. Henceforth only the well-to-do peasants, the active citizens, had the right to mest,
once a year, to nominate the mayor and the municipality, composed of three or four
middle-class men of the village.
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"A similar municipal organisation was given to the towns. . .

"[Thus] the middle classes surrounded themselves with every precaution in order to keep
the municipal power in the hands of the well-to-do members of the community.” [The
Great French Revolution, val. 1, pp. 179-186]

Thus centralisation aimed to take power away from the mass of the people and give it to the wealthy.
The power of the people rested in popular assemblies, such asthe" Sections' and " Districts’ of Paris
(expressing, in Kropotkin's words, "the principles of anarchism" and "practising . . . Direct Salf-
Government” [Op. Cit., p. 204 and p. 203]) and village assemblies. However, the National Assembly
“tried all it could to lessen the power of the districts. . . [and] put an end to those hotbeds of
Revolution . . . [by allowing] active citizensonly . . . to take part in the electoral and administrative
assemblies." [Op. Cit., p. 211] Thusthe "central government was steadily endeavouring to subject the
sections to its authority” with the state "seeking to centralise everything in itsown hands. . . [1]ts
depriving the popular organisations. . . all . . . administrative functions.. . . its subjecting themto its
bureaucracy in police matters, meant the death of the sections." [Op. Cit., vol. 2, p. 549 and p. 552]

As can be seen, in both the French and American revolutions saw a similar process by which the wealthy
centralised power into their own hands. This ensured that working class people (i.e. the majority) were
excluded from the decision making process and subject to the laws and power of others. Which, of
course, benefits the minority class whose representatives have that power. (Volume one of Murray
Bookchin's The Third Revolution discusses the French and American revolutions in some detail).

On the federal and state levelsin the US after the Revolution, centralisation of power was encouraged,
since "most of the makers of the Constitution had some direct economic interest in establishing a strong
federal government . . . therewas. . . a positive need for strong central government to protect the large
economic interests." [Howard Zinn, A People' sHistory of the United States, p. 90] In particular, state
centralisation was essential to mould US society into one dominated by capitalism:

"In the thirty years leading up to the Civil War, the law was increasingly interpreted in
the courts to suit capitalist development. Studying this, Morton Horwitz (The
Transformation of American Law) points out that the English common-law was no
longer holy when it stood in the way of business growth . . . Judgements for damages
against businessmen were taken out of the hands of juries, which were unpredictable, and
givento judges. .. Theancient idea of a fair price for goods gave way in the courts to the
Idea of caveat emptor (let the buyer beware) . . . contract law was intended to
discriminate against working people and for business. . . The pretence of the law was that
aworker and a railroad made a contract with equal bargaining power . .. 'The circle was
completed; the law had come simply to ratify those forms of inequality that the market
system had produced.™ [Op. Cit., p. 234]

The US state was created on dlitist liberal doctrine and actively aimed to reduce democratic tendencies
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(in the name of "individual liberty"). What happened in practice (unsurprisingly enough) was that the
wealthy elite used the state to undermine popular culture and common right in favour of protecting and
extending their own interests and power. In the process, US society was reformed in their own image:

"By the middle of the nineteenth century the legal system had been reshaped to the
advantage of men of commerce and industry at the expense of farmers, workers,
consumers, and other less powerful groupsin society . . . it actively promoted a legal
distribution of wealth against the weakest groupsin society." [Horwitz, quoted by Zinn,
Op. Cit., p. 235]

In more modern times, state centralisation and expansion has gone hand in glove with rapid
industrialisation and the growth of business. As Edward Herman points out, "[t] 0 a great extent, it was
the growth in business size and power that elicited the countervailing emergence of unions and the
growth of government. Bigness beyond business was to a large extent a response to bignessin
business." [Corporate Control, Corporate Power, p. 188 -- see also, Stephen Skowronek, Building A
New American State: The Expansion of National Administrative Capacities, 1877-1920] State
centralisation was required to produce bigger, well-defined markets and was supported by business
when it acted in their interests (i.e. as markets expanded, so did the state in order to standardise and
enforce property laws and so on). On the other hand, this devel opment towards "big government”
created an environment in which big business could grow (often encouraged by the state by subsidies
and protectionism - as would be expected when the state is run by the wealthy) as well as further
removing state power from influence by the masses and placing it more firmly in the hands of the
wealthy. It islittle wonder we see such developments, for "[ ] tructures of governance tend to coalesce
around domestic power, in the last few centuries, economic power.” [Noam Chomsky, World Orders,
Old and New, p. 178]

State centralisation makes it easier for business to control government, ensuring that it remains their
puppet and to influence the political process. For example, the European Round Table (ERT) "an elite
lobby group of. . .chairmen or chief executives of large multi-nationals based mainly in the EU... [with]
11 of the 20 largest European companies [with] combined sales[in 1991] . . . exceeding $500

billion, . . . approximately 60 per cent of EU industrial production,” makes much use of the EU. Astwo
researchers who have studied this body note, the ERT "is adept at lobbying . . . so that many ERT
proposals and 'visions' are mysteriously regurgitated in Commission summit documents." The ERT
"claims that the labour market should be more 'flexible," arguing for more flexible hours, seasonal
contracts, job sharing and part time work. In December 1993, seven years after the ERT made its
suggestions [ and after most states had agreed to the Maastricht Treaty and its "social chapter"], the
European Commission published a white paper . . . [proposing] making labour markets in Europe more
flexible." [Doherty and Hoedeman, "Knights of the Road," New Statesman, 4/11/94, p. 27]

The current talk of globalisation, NAFTA, and the Single European Market indicates an underlying
transformation in which state growth follows the path cut by economic growth. Simply put, with the
growth of transnational corporations and global finance markets, the bounds of the nation-state have
been made economically redundant. As companies have expanded into multi-nationals, so the pressure

http://www.geocities.com/Capitol Hill/1931/secB2.html (15 of 16)1/12/2005 7:04:27 AM



B.2 Why are anarchists against the state?

has mounted for states to follow suit and rationalise their markets across "nations’ by creating multi-
state agreements and unions.

As Noam Chomsky notes, G7, the IMF, the World Bank and so forth are a"de facto world gover nment,”
and "the institutions of the transnational state largely serve other masters [than the people], as state
power typically does; in this case the rising transnational corporations in the domains of finance and
other services, manufacturing, media and communications.” [Op. Cit., p. 179]

As multi-nationals grow and develop, breaking through national boundaries, a corresponding growth in
statism is required. Moreover, a"particularly valuable feature of the rising de facto governing
ingtitutions is their immunity from popular influence, even awareness. They operate in secret, creating a
world subordinated to the needs of investors, with the public 'put in its place', the threat of democracy
reduced.” [Chomsky, Op. Cit., p. 178]

This does not mean that capitalists desire state centralisation for everything. Often, particularly for social
Issues, relative decentralisation is often preferred (i.e. power is given to local bureaucrats) in order to
increase business control over them. By devolving control to local areas, the power which large
corporations, investment firms and the like have over the local government increases proportionally. In
addition, even middle-sized enterprise can join in and influence, constrain or directly control local
policies and set one workforce against another. Private power can ensure that "freedom" is safe, their
freedom.

No matter which set of bureaucrats are selected, the need to centralise social power, thus marginalising
the population, is of prime importance to the business class. It is also important to remember that
capitalist opposition to "big government” is often financial, as the state feeds off the available social
surplus, so reducing the amount left for the market to distribute to the various capitals in competition.

In reality, what capitalists object to about "big government” is its spending on social programs designed
to benefit the poor and working class, an "illegitimate" function which "wastes" part of the surplus that
might go to capital (and also makes people less desperate and so less willing to work cheaply). Hence
the constant push to reduce the state to its "classical” role as protector of private property and the

system, and little else. Other than their specious quarrel with the welfare state, capitalists are the
staunchest supports of government (and the "correct" form of state intervention, such as defence
spending), as evidenced by the fact that funds can always be found to build more prisons and send troops
abroad to advance ruling-class interests, even as politicians are crying that thereis"no money" in the
treasury for scholarships, national health care, or welfare for the poor.
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B.1 Why are anarchists against authority and
hierarchy?

First, it is necessary to indicate what kind of authority anarchism challenges. As Erich Fromm points out
inToHaveor To Be, "authority” is"a broad term with two entirely different meanings:. it can be either
‘rational’ or ‘irrational’ authority. Rational authority is based on competence, and it helps the person
who leans on it to grow. Irrational authority is based on power and servesto exploit the person
subjected to it." [pp. 44-45] The same point was made by Bakunin 100 years earlier (see God and the
State, for example) when he indicated the difference between authority and influence.

This crucial point is expressed in the difference between having authority and being an authority. Being
an authority just means that a given person is generally recognised as competent for a given task, based
on hisor her individual skills and knowledge. Put differently, it is socially acknowledged expertise. In
contrast, having authority isasocial relationship based on status and power derived from a hierarchical
position, not on individual ability. Obviously this does not mean that competence is not an element for
obtaining a hierarchical position; it just means that the real or aleged initial competence is transferred to
the title or position of the authority and so becomes independent of individuals, i.e. institutionalised.

This difference isimportant because the way people behave is more a product of the institutionsin
which we are raised than of any inherent nature. In other words, social relationships shape the
individuals involved. This means that the various groups individual s create have traits, behaviours and
outcomes that cannot be understood by reducing them to the individuals within them. That is, groups
consist not only of individuals, but also relationships between individuals and these relationships will
effect those subject to them. For example, obviously "the exercise of power by some disempowers
others" and so through a " combination of physical intimidation, economic domination and dependency,
and psychological limitations, social institutions and practices affect the way everyone sees the world
and her or hisplaceinit." [Martha A. Ackelsberg, Free Women of Spain, p. 20]

Authoritarian social relationships means dividing society into (the few) order givers and (the many)
order takers, impoverishing the individuals involved (mentally, emotionally and physically) and society
asawhole. Human relationships, in al parts of life, are stamped by authority, not liberty. And as
freedom can only be created by freedom, authoritarian social relationships (and the obedience they
require) do not and cannot educate a person in freedom - only participation (self-management) in all
areas of life can do that.

Of course, it will be pointed out that in any collective undertaking there is a need for co-operation and
co-ordination and this need to "subordinate”" the individual to group activitiesis aform of authority. Yes,
but there are two different ways of co-ordinating individual activity within groups - either by
authoritarian means or by libertarian means. Proudhon, in relation to workplaces, makes the difference
Clear:
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"either the workman. . . will be ssimply the employee of the proprietor-capitalist-promoter;
or hewill participate. . . [and] have a voice in the council, in a word he will become an
associate.

"In the first case the workman is subordinated, exploited: his permanent condition is one
of obedience. . . In the second case he resumes his dignity as a man and citizen. . . he
forms part of the producing organisation, of which he was before but the save; as, in the
town, he forms part of the sovereign power, of which he was before but the subject . . . we
need not hesitate, for we have no choice. . . it is necessary to form an ASSOCIATION
among workers. . . because without that, they would remain related as subordinates and
superiors, and there would ensue two . . . castes of masters and wage-workers, which is
repugnant to a free and democratic society.” [Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, General |1dea of
the Revolution, pp. 215-216]

In other words, associations can be based upon aform of rational authority, based upon natural
influence and so reflect freedom, the ability of individuals to think, act and feel and manage their own
time and activity. Otherwise, we include elements of slavery into our relationships with others, elements
that poison the whole and shape us in negative ways (see section B.1.1). Only the reorganisation of
society in alibertarian way (and, we may add, the mental transformation such a change requires and
would create) will allow the individual to "achieve more or less complete blossoming, whilst continuing
to develop” and banish "that spirit of submission that has been artificially thrust upon him[or

her]" [Nestor Makhno, The Struggle Against the State and Other Essays, p. 62]

So, anarchists "ask nothing better than to see [otherg]. . . exercise over us a natural and legitimate
influence, freely accepted, and never imposed . . . We accept all natural authorities and all influences of
fact, but none of right. . . " [The Poalitical Philosophy of Bakunin, p. 255] Anarchist support for free
association within directly democratic groups is based upon such organisational forms increasing
influence and reducing irrational authority in our lives. Members of such organisations can create and
present their own ideas and suggestions, critically evaluate the proposals and suggestions from their
fellows, accept those that they agree with or become convinced by and have the option of leaving the
association if they are unhappy with its direction. Hence the influence of individuals and their free
interaction determine the nature of the decisions reached, and no one has the right to impose their ideas
on another. As Bakunin argued, in such organisations "no function remains fixed and it will not remain
permanently and irrevocably attached to one person. Hierarchical order and promotion do not exist. . .
In such a system, power, properly speaking, no longer exists. Power is diffused to the collectivity and
becomes the true expression of the liberty of everyone." [Bakunin on Anarchism, p. 415]

Therefore, anarchists are opposed to irrational (e.g., illegitimate) authority, in other words, hierarchy --
hierarchy being the institutionalisation of authority within a society. Hierarchical social institutions
include the state (see section B.2), private property (see section B.3) and, therefore, capitalism (see

section B.4). Dueto their hierarchical nature, anarchists oppose these institutions with passion.
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However, hierarchy exists beyond these institutions. For example, hierarchical social relationships
include sexism, racism and homophobia (see section B.1.4), and anarchists oppose, and fight, them all.

Asnoted earlier (A.2.8), anarchists consider all hierarchiesto be not only harmful but unnecessary, and
think that there are alternative, more egalitarian waysto organise social life. In fact, they argue that
hierarchical authority creates the conditionsit is presumably designed to combat, and thus tends to be
self-perpetuating. Thus, bureaucracies ostensibly set up to fight poverty wind up perpetuating it, because
without poverty, the high-salaried top administrators would be out of work. The same applies to
agencies intended to eliminate drug abuse, fight crime, etc. In other words, the power and privileges
deriving from top hierarchical positions constitute a strong incentive for those who hold them not to
solve the problems they are supposed to solve. (For further discussion see Marilyn French, Beyond
Power: On Women, Men, and Morals, Summit Books, 1985.)

B.1.1 What are the effects of authoritarian social relationships?

Hierarchical authority isinextricably connected with the marginalisation and disempowerment of those
without authority. This has negative effects on those over whom authority is exercised, since "[t] hose
who have these symbols of authority and those who benefit from them must dull their subject people's
realistic, i.e. critical, thinking and make them believe the fiction [that irrational authority is rational and
necessary], . . .[so] the mind is lulled into submission by cliches. . .[and] people are made dumb because
they become dependent and lose their capacity to trust their eyes and judgement.” [Erich Fromm, Op.
Cit., p. 47]

Or, in the words of Bakunin, "the principle of authority, applied to men who have surpassed or attained
their majority, becomes a monstrosity, a source of slavery and intellectual and moral depravity." [God
and the State, p. 41]

Thisis echoed by the syndicalist miners who wrote the classic The Miners Next Step when they
indicate the nature of authoritarian organisations and their effect on those involved. Leadership (i.e.
hierarchical authority) "implies power held by the leader. Without power the leader isinept. The
possession of power inevitably leadsto corruption. . . in spite of. . . good intentions.. . . [ Leadership
means| power of initiative, this sense of responsibility, the self-respect which comes from expressed
manhood [sic!], is taken from the men, and consolidated in the leader. The sum of their initiative, their
responsibility, their self-respect becomes his. . . [and the] order and system he maintains is based upon
the suppression of the men, from being independent thinkersinto being 'the men'. . . Inaword, heis
compelled to become an autocrat and a foe to democracy.” Indeed, for the "leader," such
marginalisation can be beneficial, for aleader "sees no need for any high level of intelligence in the rank
and file, except to applaud his actions. Indeed such intelligence from his point of view, by breeding
criticism and opposition, is an obstacle and causes confusion.” [The Miners Next Step, pp. 16-17 p.
15]

Anarchists argue that hierarchical social relationships will have a negative effect on those subject to
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them, who can no longer exercise their critical, creative and mental abilitiesfreely. As Colin Ward
argues, people "do go from womb to tomb without realising their human potential, precisely because the
power to initiate, to participate in innovating, choosing, judging, and deciding is reserved for the top
men" (and it usually ismen!) [Anarchy in Action, p, 42]. Anarchism is based on the insight that thereis
an interrelationship between the authority structures of institutions and the psychological qualities and
attitudes of individuals. Following orders all day hardly builds an independent, empowered, creative
personality. As Emma Goldman made clear, if aperson's "inclination and judgement are subordinated
to the will of a master” (such as aboss, as most people have to sell their labour under capitalism) then
little wonder such an authoritarian relationship "condemns millions of people to be mere

nonentities." [Red Emma Speaks, p. 36]

Asthe human brain isabodily organ, it needs to be used regularly in order to be at its fittest. Authority
concentrates decision-making in the hands of those at the top, meaning that most people are turned into
executants, following the orders of others. If muscle is not used, it turnsto fat; if the brain is not used,
creativity, critical thought and mental abilities become blunted and side-tracked onto marginal issues,
like sports and fashion.

Therefore, "[h]ierarchical institutions foster alienated and exploitative relationships among those who
participate in them, disempowering people and distancing them from their own reality. Hierarchies
make some peopl e dependent on others, blame the dependent for their dependency, and then use that
dependency as a justification for further exercise of authority. . . .Those in positions of relative
dominance tend to define the very characteristics of those subordinate to them. . . .Anarchists argue that
to be always in a position of being acted upon and never to be allowed to act is to be doomed to a state
of dependence and resignation. Those who are constantly ordered about and prevented from thinking for
themsel ves soon come to doubt their own capacities. . .[and have] difficulty acting on [their] sense of
self in opposition to societal norms, standards and expectations.” [Martha Ackelsberg, Free Women of
Spain, pp. 19-20]

Thus, in the words of Colin Ward, the " system makes its morons, then despises them for their ineptitude,
and rewards its 'gifted few' for their rarity." [Op. Cit., p. 43]

In addition to these negative psychological effects from the denial of liberty, authoritarian socia
relationships also produce socia inequality. Thisis because an individual subject to the authority of
another has to obey the orders of those above them in the social hierarchy. In capitalism this means that
workers have to follow the orders of their boss (see next section), orders that are designed to make the
boss richer (for example, from 1994 to 1995 alone, Chief Executive Officer (CEO) compensation in the
USA rose 16 percent, compared to 2.8 percent for workers, which did not even keep pace with inflation,
and whose stagnating wages cannot be blamed on corporate profits, which rose a healthy 14.8 percent
for that year). Inequality in terms of power will translate itself into inequality in terms of wealth (and
vice versa). The effects of such social inequality are wide-reaching.

For example, poor people are more likely to be sick and die at an earlier age, compared to rich people.
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Moreover, the degree of inequality isimportant (i.e. the size of the gap between rich and poor).
According to an editorial in the British M edical Jour nal "what mattersin determining mortality and
health in a society is less the overall wealth of that society and more how evenly wealth is distributed.
The more equally wealth is distributed the better the health of that society,” [Vol. 312, April 20, 1996, p.
985]

Research in the USA found overwhelming evidence of this. George Kaplan and his colleagues measured
inequality in the 50 US states and compared it to the age-adjusted death rate for all causes of death, and
a pattern emerged: the more unequal the distribution of income, the greater the death rate. In other
words, it is the gap between rich and poor, and not the average income in each state, that best predicts
the death rate in each state. ["Inequality in income and mortality in the United States. analysis of
mortality and potential pathways," British Medical Journal Vol. 312, April 20, 1996, pp. 999-1003]

This measure of income inequality was also tested against other social conditions besides health. States
with greater inequality in the distribution of income also had higher rates of unemployment, higher rates
of incarceration, a higher percentage of people receiving income assistance and food stamps, a greater
percentage of people without medical insurance, greater proportion of babies born with low birth weight,
higher murder rates, higher rates of violent crime, higher costs per-person for medical care, and higher
costs per person for police protection.

Moreover states with greater inequality of income distribution also spent less per person on education,
had fewer books per person in the schools, and had poorer educational performance, including worse
reading skills, worse mathematics skills, and lower rates of completion of high school.

As the gap grows between rich and poor (indicating an increase in social hierarchy within and outwith of
workplaces) the health of a people deteriorates and the social fabric unravels. The psychological
hardship of being low down on the social ladder has detrimental effects on people, beyond whatever
effects are produced by the substandard housing, nutrition, air quality, recreational opportunities, and
medical care enjoyed by the poor (see George Davey Smith, "Income inequality and mortality: why are
they related?" British Medical Journal, Vol. 312, April 20, 1996, pp. 987-988).

The growing gap between rich and poor has not been ordained by god, nature or some other superhuman
force. It has been created by a specific socia system, its institutions and workings - a system based upon
authoritarian social relationships which effect us both physically and mentally.

All thisis not to suggest that those at the bottom of hierarchies are victims nor that those at the top of
hierarchies only gain benefits - far from it. Those at the bottom are constantly resisting the negative
effects of hierarchy and creating non-hierarchical ways of living and fighting. This constant process of
self-activity and self-liberation can be seen from the labour, women's and other movements - in which,
to some degree, people create their own alternatives based upon their own dreams and hopes. Anarchism
Is based upon, and grew out of, this process of resistance, hope and direct action.
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If we look at those at the top of the system, yes, indeed they often do very well in terms of material
goods and access to education, leisure, health and so on but they can lose their humanity and
individuality. As Bakunin pointed out, "power and authority corrupt those who exercise them as much
as those who are compelled to submit to them." [The Palitical Philosophy of Bakunin, p. 249] Power
operates destructively, even on those who have it, reducing their individuality asit "renders them stupid
and brutal, even when they were originally endowed with the best of talents. One who is constantly
striving to force everything into a mechanical order at last becomes a machine himself and loses all
human feeling." [Rudolf Rocker, Anar cho-Syndicalism, p. 22]

When it boils down to it, hierarchy is self-defeating, for if "wealth is other people,” then by treating
others as less than yourself, restricting their growth, you lose all the potential insights and abilities these
individuals have, so impoverishing your own life and restricting your own growth. Unfortunately in
these days material wealth (a particularly narrow form of "self-interest”") has replaced concern for
developing the whole person and leading a fulfilling and creative life (a broad self-interest, which places
the individual within society, one that recognises that relationships with others shape and develop all
individuals). In ahierarchical, class based society everyone loses to some degree, even those at the
"top."

B.1.2 Is capitalism hierarchical?

Y es. Under capitalism workers do not exchange the products of their labour they exchange the labour
itself for money. They sell themselves for a given period of time, and in return for wages, promise to
obey their paymasters. Those who pay and give the orders -- owners and managers -- are at the top of the
hierarchy, those who obey at the bottom. This means that capitalism, by its very nature, is hierarchical.

As Carole Pateman argues, "[ c] apacities or labour power cannot be used without the worker using his
will, his understanding and experience, to put them into effect. The use of labour power requiresthe
presence of its'owner,' and it remains mere potential until he acts in the manner necessary to put it into
use, or agreesor is compelled so to act; that is, the worker must labour. To contract for the use of
labour power isa waste of resources unlessit can be used in the way in which the new owner requires.
Thefiction 'labour power' cannot be used; what isrequired is that the worker labours as demanded. The
employment contract must, therefore, create a relationship of command and obedience between
employer and worker. . .In short, the contract in which the worker allegedly sells his labour power isa
contract in which, since he cannot be separated from his capacities, he sells command over the use of
his body and himself. To obtain the right to use another isto be a (civil) master” [ The Sexual Contract,
pp. 150-1 -- compare to Proudhon quoted above]

This hierarchical control of wage labour has the effect of alienating workers from their own work, and
so from themselves. Workers no longer govern themselves during work hours and so are no longer free.
Capitalism, by treating labour as analogous to all other commodities denies the key distinction between
labour and other "resources' - that isto say itsinseparability from its bearer - labour, unlike other
"property,” is endowed with will and agency. Thus when one speaks of selling labour thereisa
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necessary subjugation of will (hierarchy). As Karl Polanyi writes:

"Labour isonly another name for human activity which goes with lifeitself, which isin
turn not produced for sale but for entirely different reasons, nor can that activity be
detached fromthe rest of life itself, be stored or mobilised.” [The Great Transformation,
p. 72]

In other words, labour is much more than the commodity to which capitalism tries to reduce it. Creative,
self-managed work is a source of pride and joy and part of what it means to be fully human. Wrenching
control of work from the hands of the worker profoundly harms his or her mental and physical health.
Indeed, Proudhon went so far as to argue that capitalist companies "plunder the bodies and souls of the
wage-workers' and were an "outrage upon human dignity and personality.” [Op. Cit., p. 219]

Separating labour from other activities of life and subjecting it to the laws of the market means to
annihilate its natural, organic form of existence -- aform that evolved with the human race through tens
of thousands of years of co-operative economic activity based on sharing and mutual aid -- and replacing
it with an atomistic and individualistic one based on contract and competition.

The social relationship of wage labour, which is avery recent development, is then claimed by
capitalists to be a source of "freedom," whereasin fact it isaform of involuntary servitude (see section
B.4 and A.2.14). Therefore a libertarian who did not support economic liberty (i.e. self-government in

industry, socialism) would be no libertarian at all, and no believer in liberty.

Therefore capitalism is based upon hierarchy and the denial of liberty. To present it otherwise denies the
nature of wage labour. However supporters of capitalism try to but - as Karl Polanyi points out - the idea
that wage labour is based upon some kind of "natural” liberty is false:

"To represent this principle [ wage labour] as one of non-interference [ with freedom|, as
economic liberals were wont to do, was merely the expression of an ingrained prejudicein
favour of a definite kind of interference, namely, such as would destroy non-contractual
relations between individuals and prevent their spontaneous re-formation.” [Op. Cit.,
p.163]

This replacement of human relationships by economic ones soon results in the replacement of human
values by economic ones, giving us an "ethics" of the account book, in which people are valued by how
much they earn. It also leads, as Murray Bookchin argues, to a debasement of human values:

"[ S o deeply rooted is the market economy in our minds that its grubby language has
replaced our most hallowed moral and spiritual expressions. We now ‘invest' in our
children, marriages, and personal relationships, a termthat is equated with words like
'love’ and 'care.' We live in aworld of ‘trade-offs' and we ask for the ‘bottom line' of any
emotional ‘transaction.' We use the terminology of contracts rather than that of loyalties
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and spiritual affinities.” [TheModern Crisis, p. 79]

With human values replaced by the ethics of calculation, and with only the laws of market and state
"binding" people together, social breakdown isinevitable. As Karl Polanyi argues, "in disposing of a
man's labour power the [ market] system would, incidently, dispose of the physical, psychological, and
moral entity 'man’ attached to that tag.” [Op. Cit., p. 73]

Little wonder modern capitalism has seen a massive increase in crime and dehumanisation under the
freer markets established by "conservative" governments, such as those of Thatcher and Reagan and
their transnational corporate masters. We now live in a society where people live in self-constructed
fortresses, "free" behind their walls and defences (both emotional and physical).

Of course, some people like the "ethics' of mathematics. But thisis mostly because -- like all gods -- it
gives the worshipper an easy rule book to follow. "Five is greater than four, therefore five is better” is
pretty simple to understand. John Steinbeck noticed this when he wrote:

" Some of them [the owners] hated the mathematics that drove them[to kick the farmers
off their land], and some were afraid, and some wor shipped the mathematics because it
provided a refuge from thought and fromfeeling” [ The Grapes of Wrath, p. 34].

B.1.3 What kind of hierarchy of values does capitalism create?

Capitalism produces a perverted hierarchy of values -- one that places humanity below property. As
Erich Fromm argues, "the use[i.e. exploitation] of man by man is expressive of the system of values
underlying the capitalistic system. Capital, the dead past, employs labour -- the living vitality and
power of the present. In the capitalistic hierarchy of values, capital stands higher than labour, amassed
things higher than the manifestations of life. Capital employs labour, and not labour capital. The person
who owns capital commands the person who 'only' owns his life, human skill, vitality and creative
productivity. 'Things are higher than man. The conflict between capital and labour is much more than
the conflict between two classes, more than their fight for a greater share of the social product. It isthe
conflict between two principles of value: that between the world of things, and their amassment, and the
world of life and its productivity." [The Sane Society, pp. 94-95]

Capitalism only values a person as representing a certain amount of the commodity called "labour
power," in other words, as athing. Instead of being valued as an individual -- a unique human being
with intrinsic moral and spiritual worth -- only one's price tag counts.

This debasement of the individual in the workplace, where so much time is spent, necessarily affects a
person's self-image, which in turn carries over into the way he or she actsin other areas of life. If oneis
regarded as a commodity at work, one comes to regard oneself and othersin that way also. Thus all
social relationships -- and so, ultimately, all individuals -- are commodified. In capitalism, literaly
nothing is sacred -- "everything has its price" -- beit dignity, self-worth, pride, honour -- al become

http://www.geocities.com/Capitol Hill/1931/secB1.html (8 of 20)1/12/2005 7:04:35 AM



B.1 Why are anarchists against authority and hierarchy?

commodities up for grabs.

Such debasement produces a number of social pathologies. "Consumerism” is one example which can be
traced directly to the commodification of the individual under capitalism. To quote Fromm again,
"Things have no self, and men who have become things [i.e. commodities on the labour market] can
have no self.” [The Sane Society, p. 143]

However, people still feel the need for selfhood, and so try to fill the emptiness by consuming. The
illusion of happiness, that one's life will be complete if one gets a new commodity, drives people to
consume. Unfortunately, since commodities are yet more things, they provide no substitute for selfhood,
and so the consuming must begin anew. This processis, of course, encouraged by the advertising
industry, which tries to convince us to buy what we don't need because it will make us popular/sexy/
happy/free/etc. (delete as appropriate!). But consuming cannot really satisfy the needs that the
commaodities are bought to satisfy. Those needs can only be satisfied by social interaction based on truly
human values and by creative, self-directed work.

This does not mean, of course, that anarchists are against higher living standards or material goods. To
the contrary, they recognise that liberty and agood life are only possible when one does not have to
worry about having enough food, decent housing, and so forth. Freedom and 16 hours of work a day do
not go together, nor do equality and poverty or solidarity and hunger. However, anarchists consider
consumerism to be a distortion of consumption caused by the alienating and inhuman "account book™
ethics of capitalism, which crushes the individual and his or her sense of identity, dignity and selfhood.

B.1.4 Why do racism, sexism and homophobia exist?

Since racism, sexism and homophobia (hatred/fear of homosexuals) are institutionalised throughout
society, sexual, racial and gay oppression are commonplace. The primary cause of these three evil
attitudes is the need for ideologies that justify domination and exploitation, which are inherent in
hierarchy -- in other words, "theories" that "justify" and "explain" oppression and injustice. As Tacitus
said, "We hate those whom we injure." Those who oppress others always find reasons to regard their
victims as "inferior" and hence deserving of their fate. Elites need some way to justify their superior
social and economic positions. Since the social system is obviously unfair and elitist, attention must be
distracted to other, lessinconvenient, "facts," such as alleged superiority based on biology or "nature.”
Therefore, doctrines of sexual, racial, and ethnic superiority are inevitable in hierarchical, class-stratified
societies.

We will take each form of bigotry in turn.

From an economic standpoint, racism is associated with the exploitation of cheap labour at home and
imperialism abroad. Indeed, early capitalist development in both America and Europe was strengthened
by the bondage of people, particularly those of African descent. In the Americas, Australia and other
parts of the world the slaughter of the original inhabitants and the expropriation of their land was also a
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key aspect in the growth of capitalism. As the subordination of foreign nations proceeds by force, it
appears to the dominant nation that it owes its mastery to its special natural qualities, in other words to
its"racial" characteristics. Thus imperialists have frequently appealed to the Darwinian doctrine of
"Survival of the Fittest" to give their racism abasisin "nature.”

In Europe, one of the first theories of racial superiority was proposed by Gobineau in the 1850s to
establish the natural right of the aristocracy to rule over France. He argued that the French aristocracy
was originally of Germanic origin while the "masses’ were Gallic or Celtic, and that since the Germanic
race was "superior", the aristocracy had a natural right to rule. Although the French "masses" didn't find
thistheory particularly persuasive, it was later taken up by proponents of German expansion and became
the origin of German racial ideology, used to justify Nazi oppression of Jews and other "non-Aryan"
types. Notions of the "white man's burden” and "Manifest Destiny” developed at about the sametimein
England and to alesser extent in America, and were used to rationalise Anglo-Saxon conquest and world
domination on a"humanitarian” basis.

The idea of racial superiority was also found to have great domestic utility. As Paul Sweezy points out,
"[t] he intensification of social conflict within the advanced capitalist countries. . . hasto be directed as
far as possible into innocuous channels -- innocuous, that is to say, from the standpoint of capitalist
classrule. The stirring up of antagonisms along racial linesis a convenient method of directing
attention away from class struggle,” which of courseis dangerous to ruling-class interests [T heory of
Capitalist Development, p. 311]. Indeed, employers have often deliberately fostered divisions among
workers on racial lines as part of a strategy of "divide and rule.”

In other words, racism (like other forms of bigotry) can be used to split and divide the working class by
getting people to blame others of their class for the conditions they all suffer. Thus white workers are
subtly encouraged, for example, to blame unemployment on blacks instead of capitalism, crime on
Hispanics instead of poverty. In addition, discrimination against racial minorities and women has the full
sanction of capitalist economics, "for in this way jobs and investment opportunities can be denied to the
disadvantaged groups, their wages and profits can be depressed below prevailing levels, and the
favoured sections of the population can reap substantial material rewards." [Ibid.]

Thus capitalism has continued to benefit from its racist heritage. Racism has provided pools of cheap
labour for capitalists to draw upon (blacks still, usually, get paid less than whites for the same work) and
permitted a section of the population to be subjected to worse treatment, so increasing profits by
reducing working conditions and other non-pay related costs.

All this means that blacks are " subjected to oppression and exploitation on the dual grounds of race and
class, and thus have to fight the extra battles against racism and discrimination.” [Lorenzo Kom'boa
Ervin, Anarcho-syndicalists of the world unite]

Sexism only required a"justification" once women started to act for themselves and demand equal
rights. Before that point, sexual oppression did not need to be "justified" -- it was "natural” (saying that,
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of course, equality between the sexes was stronger before the rise of Christianity as a state religion and
capitalism so the "place” of women in society has fallen over the last few hundred years before rising
again thanks to the women's movement).

The nature of sexual oppression can be seen from marriage. Emma Goldman pointed out that marriage
"stands for the sovereignty of the man over the women," with her "complete submission™ to the husbands
"whims and commands.” [Red Emma Speaks, p. 139] As Carole Pateman notes, until "the late
nineteenth century the legal and position of a wife resembled that of a lave. . . A slave had no
independent legal existence apart from his master, and husband and wife became 'one person,' the
person of the husband.” [ The Sexual Contract, p. 119] Indeed, the law "was based on the assumption
that a wife was (like) property” and only the marriage contract "includes the explicit commitment to
obey." [Ibid., p. 122, p. 181]

However, when women started to question the assumptions of male domination, numerous theories were
developed to explain why women's oppression and domination by men was "natural.” Because men
enforced their rule over women by force, men's "superiority” was argued to be a"natural” product of
their gender, which is associated with greater physical strength (on the premise that "might makes
right"). In the 17th century, it was argued that women were more like animals than men, thus "proving"
that women had as much right to equality with men as sheep did. More recently, elites have embraced
socio-biology in response to the growing women's movement. By "explaining” women's oppression on
biological grounds, a social system run by men and for men could be ignored.

Women's subservient role also has economic value for capitalism (we should note that Goldman
considered capitalism to be another "paternal arrangement” like marriage, both of which robbed people
of their "birthright," "stunts" their growth, "poisons' their bodies and keeps peoplein "ignorance, in
poverty and dependence." [Op. Cit., p. 164]). Women often provide necessary (and unpaid) labour
which keeps the (usually) male worker in good condition; and it is primarily women who raise the next
generation of wage-slaves (again without pay) for capitalist ownersto exploit. Moreover, women's
subordination gives working-class men someone to look down upon and, sometimes, a convenient target
on whom they can take out their frustrations (instead of stirring up trouble at work). As Lucy Parsons
pointed out, aworking classwoman is "a slave to a lave."

The oppression of lesbians, gays and bisexualsisinextricably linked with sexism. A patriarchal,
capitalist society cannot see homosexual practices as the normal human variations they are because they
blur that society's rigid gender roles and sexist stereotypes. Most young gay people keep their sexuality
to themselves for fear of being kicked out of home and all gays have the fear that some "straights" will
try to kick their sexuality out of them if they expresstheir sexuality freely.

Gays are not oppressed on awhim but because of the specific need of capitalism for the nuclear family.
The nuclear family, as the primary - and inexpensive - creator of submissive people (growing up within
the authoritarian family gets children used to, and "respectful” of, hierarchy and subordination - see
section B.1.5) aswell as provider and carer for the workforce fulfils an important need for capitalism.
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Alternative sexuality represent athreat to the family model because they provide a different role model
for people. This means that gays are going to be in the front line of attack whenever capitalism wants to
reinforce "family values' (i.e. submission to authority, "tradition”, "morality" and so on). The
introduction of Clause 28 in Britain is agood example of this, with the government making it illegal for
public bodies to promote gay sexuality (i.e. to present it as anything other than a perversion). Therefore,
the oppression of people based on their sexuality will not end until sexism is eliminated.

Before discussing how anarchists think these forms of oppression can be got rid of, it is useful to
highlight why they are harmful to those who practice them (and in some way benefit from them) as well
as the oppressed.

Sexism, racism and homophobia divide the working class, which means that whites, males and
heterosexual s hurt themselves by maintaining a pool of low-paid competing labour, ensuring low wages
for their own wives, daughters, mothers, relatives and friends. Such divisions create inferior conditions
and wages for all as capitalists gain a competitive advantage using this pool of cheap labour, forcing al
capitalists to cut conditions and wages to survive in the market (in addition, such social hierarchies, by
undermining solidarity against the employer on the job and the state possibly create a group of excluded
workers who could become scabs during strikes). Also, "privileged" sections of the working class lose
out because their wages and conditions are less than those which unity could have won them. Only the
boss really wins.

This can be seen from research into this subject. The researcher Al Szymanski sought to systematically
and scientifically test the proposition that white workers gain from racism ["Racial Discrimination and
White Gain", in American Sociological Review, vol. 41, no. 3, June 1976, pp. 403-414]. He compared
the situation of "white" and "non-white" (i.e. black, Native American, Asian and Hispanic) workersin
United States and found several key things:

(1) the narrower the gap between white and black wages in an American state, the higher white
earnings were relative to white earnings elsewhere. This means that "whites do not benefit
economically by economic discrimination. White worker s especially appear to benefit
economically from the absence of economic discrimination. . . both in the absolute level of their
earnings and in relative equality among whites."[p. 413] In other words, the less wage
discrimination there was against black workers, the better were the wages that white workers
received.

(2) the more "non-white" people in the population of a given American State, the more inequality
there was between whites. In other words, the existence of a poor, oppressed group of workers
reduced the wages of white workers, although it did not affect the earnings of non-working class
whites very much ("the greater the discrimination against [ non-white] people, the greater the
inequality among whites' [p. 410]). So white workers clearly lost economically from this
discrimination.
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(3) He a'so found that “the more intense racial discrimination is, the lower are the white earnings
because of . . . [its effect on] working-class solidarity." [p. 412] In other words, racism
economically disadvantages white workers because it undermines the solidarity between black
and white workers and weakens trade union organisation.

So overal, these white workers recieve some apparent privileges from racism, but are in fact screwed by
it. Thus racism and other forms of hierarchy actually works against the interests of those working class
people who practice it -- and, by weakening workplace and social unity, benefits the ruling class.

In addition, awealth of aternative viewpoints, insights, experiences, cultures, thoughts and so on are
denied the racist, sexist or homophobe. Their minds are trapped in a cage, stagnating within a mono-
culture -- and stagnation is death for the personality. Such forms of oppression are dehumanising for
those who practice them, for the oppressor lives asarole, not as a person, and so are restricted by it and
cannot express their individuality freely (and so do so in very limited ways). This warps the personality
of the oppressor and impoverishes their own life and personality. Homophobia and sexism also limits
the flexibility of all people, gay or straight, to choose the sexual expressions and relationships that are
right for them. The sexual repression of the sexist and homophobe will hardly be good for their mental
health, their relationships or general development.

From the anarchist standpoint, oppression based on race, sex or sexuality will remain forever intractable
under capitalism or, indeed, under any economic system based on domination and exploitation. While
individual members of "minorities’ may prosper, racism as a justification for inequality istoo useful a
tool for elites to discard. By using the results of racism (e.g. poverty) as ajustification for racist
ideology, criticism of the status quo can, yet again, be replaced by nonsense about "nature" and
"biology." Similarly with sexism or discrimination against gays.

The long-term solution is obvious: dismantle capitalism and the hierarchical, economically class-
stratified society with which it is bound up. By getting rid of capitalist oppression and exploitation and
Its consequent imperialism and poverty, we will also eliminate the need for ideologies of racial or sexual
superiority used to justify the oppression of one group by another or to divide and weaken the working
class.

As part of that process, anarchists encourage and support all sections of the population to stand up for
their humanity and individuality by resisting racist, sexist and anti-gay activity and challenging such
viewsin their everyday lives, everywhere (as Carole Pateman points out, "sexual domination structures
the workplace as well as the conjugal home" [Op. Cit., p. 142]). It means a struggle of all working class
people against the internal and external tyrannies we face -- we must fight against own our prejudices
while supporting those in struggle against our common enemies, no matter their sex, skin colour or
sexuality. Lorenzo Kom'boa Ervin words on fighting racism are applicable to al forms of oppression:

"Racism must be fought vigorously wherever it isfound, even if in our own ranks, and
even in ones own breast. Accordingly, we must end the system of white skin privilege
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which the bosses use to split the class, and subject racially oppressed workers to super-
exploitation. White workers, especially those in the Western world, must resist the attempt
to use one section of the working class to help them advance, while holding back the gains
of another segment based on race or nationality. This kind of class opportunism and
capitulationism on the part of white labour must be directly challenged and defeated.
There can be no workers unity until the system of super-exploitation and world White
Supremacy is brought to an end." [Op. Cit.]

Progress towards equality can and has been made. Whileit is still true that (in the words of Emma
Goldman) "[ n] owhere is woman treated according to the merit of her work, but rather asa sex" [Op.
Cit., p. 145] and that education is still patriarchal, with young women still often steered away from
traditionally "male" courses of study and work (which teaches children that men and women are
assigned different roles in society and sets them up to accept these limitations as they grow up) itisaso
true that the position of women, like that of blacks and gays, hasimproved. Thisis due to the various
self-organised, self-liberation movements that have continually devel oped throughout history and these
are the key to fighting oppression in the short term (and creating the potential for the long term solution
of dismantling capitalism and the state).

Emma Goldman argued that emancipation begins "in [a] woman's soul." Only by a process of internal
emancipation, in which the oppressed get to know their own value, respect themselves and their culture,
can they be in aposition to effectively combat (and overcome) external oppression and attitudes. Only
when you respect yourself can you be in a position to get others to respect you. Those men, whites and
heterosexuals who are opposed to bigotry, inequality and injustice, must support oppressed groups and
refuse to condone racist, sexist or homophobia attitudes and actions by others or themselves. For
anarchists, "not a single member of the Labour movement may with impunity be discriminated against,
suppressed or ignored. . . Labour [and other] organisations must be built on the principle of equal
liberty of all its members. This equality meansthat only if each worker is a free and independent unit, co-
operating with the others from his or her mutual interests, can the whole labour organisation work
successfully and become powerful." [Lorenzo Kom'boa Ervin, Op. Cit.]

We must all treat people as equals, while at the same time respecting their differences. Diversity isa
strength and a source of joy, and anarchists reject the idea that equality means conformity. By these
methods, of internal self-liberation and solidarity against external oppression, we can fight against
bigotry. Racism, sexism and homophobia can be reduced, perhaps almost eliminated, before a social
revolution has occurred by those subject to them organising themselves, fighting back autonomously
and refusing to be subjected to racial, sexual or anti-gay abuse or to allowing othersto get away with it
(which plays an essential role in making others aware of their own attitudes and actions, attitudes they
may not even be blind to!). An essential part of this processis for such autonomous groups to actively
support others in struggle (including members of the dominant race/sex/sexuality). Such practical
solidarity and communication can, when combined with the radicalising effects of the struggle itself on
those involved, help break down prejudice and bigotry, undermining the social hierarchies that oppress
us al. For example, gay and lesbian groups supporting the 1984/5 UK miners strike resulted in such
groups being given pride of place in many miners marches.
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For whites, males and heterosexuals, the only anarchistic approach is to support othersin struggle,
refuse to tolerate bigotry in others and to root out their own fears and prejudices (while refusing to be
uncritical of self-liberation struggles -- solidarity does not imply switching your brain off!). This
obviously involves taking the issue of social oppression into al working class organisations and activity,
ensuring that no oppressed group is marginalised within them.

Only in thisway can the hold of these social diseases be weakened and a better, non-hierarchical system
be created. Aninjury to oneisaninjury to al.

The example of the Mujeres Libres (Free Women) in Spain during the 1930s shows what is possible.
Women anarchistsinvolved in the C.N.T. and F.A.l. organised themselves autonomously raise the issue
of sexism in the wider libertarian movement, to increase women involvement in libertarian organisations
and help the process of women's self-liberation against male oppression. Along the way they aso had to
combat the (all too common) sexist attitudes of their "revolutionary” male fellow anarchists. Martha A.
Ackelsberg's book Free Women of Spain is an excellent account of this movement and the issuesiit
raises for all people concerned about freedom.

Needless to say, anarchists totally reject the kind of "equality" that accepts other kinds of hierarchy, that
accepts the dominant priorities of capitalism and the state and accedes to the devaluation of relationships
and individuality in name of power and wealth. Thereisakind of "equality" in having "equal
opportunities,” in having black, gay or women bosses and politicians, but one that misses the point.
Saying "Metoo!" instead of "What a mess!" does not suggest real liberation, just different bosses and
new forms of oppression. We need to look at the way society is organised, not at the sex, colour,
nationality or sexuality of who is giving the orders!

B.1.5 How is the mass-psychological basis for authoritarian
civilisation created?

We noted in section A.3.6 that hierarchical, authoritarian institutions tend to be self-perpetuating,
because growing up under their influence creates submissive/authoritarian personalities -- people who
both "respect” authority (based on fear of punishment) and desire to exercise it themselves on
subordinates. Individuals with such a character structure do not really want to dismantle hierarchies,
because they are afraid of the responsibility entailed by genuine freedom. It seems "natural” and "right"
to them that society's institutions, from the authoritarian factory to the patriarchal family, should be
pyramidal, with an elite at the top giving orders while those below them merely obey. Thus we have the
spectacle of so-called "Libertarians' and "anarcho” capitalists bleating about "liberty" while at the same
time advocating factory fascism and privatised states. In short, authoritarian civilisation reproduces itself
with each generation because, through an intricate system of conditioning that permeates every aspect of
society, it creates masses of people who support the status quo.
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Wilhelm Reich has given one of the most thorough analyses of the psychological processesinvolved in
the reproduction of authoritarian civilisation. Reich based his analysis on four of Freud's most solidly
grounded discoveries, namely, (1) that there exists an unconscious part of the mind which has a
powerful though irrational influence on behaviour; (2) that even the small child develops alively
"genital" sexuality, i.e. adesire for sexual pleasure which has nothing to do with procreation; (3) that
childhood sexuality along with the Oedipal conflicts that arise in parent-child relations under monogamy
and patriarchy are usually repressed through fear of punishment or disapproval for sexual acts and
thoughts; (4) that this blocking of the child's natural sexual activity and extinguishing it from memory
does not weaken its force in the unconscious, but actually intensifies it and enables it to manifest itself in
various pathological disturbances and anti-social drives; and (5) that, far from being of divine origin,
human moral codes are derived from the educational measures used by the parents and parental
surrogatesin earliest childhood, the most effective of these being the ones opposed to childhood
sexuality.

By studying Bronislaw Malinowsli's research on the Trobriand Islanders, a woman-centred
(matricentric) society in which children's sexual behaviour was not repressed and in which neuroses and
perversions as well as authoritarian institutions and values were almost non-existent, Reich came to the
conclusion that patriarchy and authoritarianism originally developed when tribal chieftains began to get
economic advantages from a certain type of marriage ("cross-cousin marriages") entered into by their
sons. In such marriages, the brothers of the son's wife were obliged to pay a dowry to her in the form of
continuous tribute, thus enriching her husband's clan (i.e. the chief's). By arranging many such marriages
for his sons (which were usually numerous due to the chief's privilege of polygamy), the chief's clan
could accumul ate wealth. Thus society began to be stratified into ruling and subordinate clans based on
wealth.

To secure the permanence of these "good" marriages, strict monogamy was required. However, it was
found that monogamy was impossible to maintain without the repression of childhood sexuality, since,
as statistics show, children who are alowed free expression of sexuality often do not adapt successfully
to life-long monogamy. Therefore, along with class stratification and private property, authoritarian
child-rearing methods were devel oped to incul cate the repressive sexual morality on which the new
patriarchal system depended for its reproduction. Thus there is ahistorical correlation between, on the
one hand, pre-patriarchal society, primitive libertarian communism (or "work democracy," to use Reich's
expression), economic equality, and sexual freedom, and on the other, patriarchal society, a private-
property economy, economic class stratification, and sexual repression. As Reich putsiit:

"Every tribe that developed from a [ matricentric] to a patriarchal organisation had to
change the sexual structure of its membersto produce a sexuality in keeping with its new
form of life. This was a necessary change because the shifting of power and of wealth
from the democratic gens [ maternal clans] to the authoritarian family of the chief was
mainly implemented with the help of the suppression of the sexual strivings of the people.
It was in this way that sexual suppression became an essential factor in the division of
society into classes.
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"Marriage, and the lawful dowry it entailed, became the axis of the transformation of the
one organisation into the other. In view of the fact that the marriage tribute of the wife's
gens to the man's family strengthened the male's, especially the chief's, position of power,
the male members of the higher ranking gens and families developed a keen interest in
making the nuptial ties permanent. At this stage, in other words, only the man had an
interest in marriage. In this way natural work-democracy's simple alliance, which could
be easily dissolved at any time, was transformed into the permanent and monogamous
marital relationship of patriarchy. The permanent monogamous marriage became the
basic institution of patriarchal society -- which it till is today. To safeguard these
marriages, however, it was necessary to impose greater and greater restrictions upon and
to depreciate natural genital strivings." [The M ass Psychology of Fascism, p. 90]

The suppression of natural sexuality involved in this transformation from matricentric to patriarchal
society created various anti-social drives (sadism, destructive impulses, rape fantasies, etc.), which then
also had to be suppressed through the imposition of a compulsive morality, which took the place the
natural self-regulation that one findsin pre-patriarchal societies. In thisway, sex began to be regarded as
"dirty," "diabolical," "wicked," etc. -- which it had indeed become through the creation of secondary
drives. Thus:

"The patriarchal- authoritarian sexual order that resulted from the revolutionary
processes of latter-day [ matricentrism]| (economic independence of the chief's family from
the maternal gens, a growing exchange of goods between the tribes, development of the
means of production, etc.) becomes the primary basis of authoritarian ideology by
depriving the women, children, and adolescents of their sexual freedom, making a
commodity of sex and placing sexual interests in the service of economic subjugation.
From now on, sexuality is indeed distorted; it becomes diabolical and demonic and hasto
be curbed" [Ibid. p. 88].

Once the beginnings of patriarchy are in place, the creation of afully authoritarian society based on the
psychological crippling of its members through sexual suppression follows:

"The moral inhibition of the child's natural sexuality, the last stage of which is the severe
impairment of the child's genital sexuality, makes the child afraid, shy, fearful of
authority, obedient, 'good," and 'docil€' in the authoritarian sense of the words. It has a
crippling effect on man's rebellious for ces because every vital life-impulseis now
burdened with severe fear; and since sex is a forbidden subject, thought in general and
man's critical faculty also become inhibited. In short, morality's aimisto produce
acquiescent subjects who, despite distress and humiliation, are adjusted to the
authoritarian order. Thus, the family is the authoritarian state in miniature, to which the
child must learn to adapt himself as a preparation for the general social adjustment
required of himlater. Man's authoritarian structure -- this must be clearly established --
Is basically produced by the embedding of sexual inhibitions and fear" in the person's
bioenergetic structure. [1bid., p. 30]
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In thisway, by damaging the individual's power to rebel and think for him/herself, the inhibition of
childhood sexuality -- and indeed other forms of free, natural expression of bioenergy (e.g. shouting,
crying, running, jumping, etc.) -- becomes the most important weapon in creating reactionary
personalities. Thisiswhy every reactionary politician puts such an emphasis on "strengthening the
family" and promoting "family values' (i.e. patriarchy, compulsive monogamy, premarital chastity,
corporal punishment, etc.).

"Snce authoritarian society reproduces itself in the individual structures of the masses
with the help of the authoritarian family, it follows that political reaction hasto regard
and defend the authoritarian family as the basis of the 'state, culture, and

civilisation. . . ."' [Itis] political reaction's germ cell, the most important centre for the
production of reactionary men and women. Originating and devel oping from definite
social processes, it becomes the most essential institution for the preservation of the
authoritarian system that shapesit." [Op. cit., pp. 104-105]

The family isthe most essential institution for this purpose because children are most vulnerable to
psychological maiming in their first few years, from the time of birth to about six years of age, during
which time they are mostly in the charge of their parents. The schools and churches then continue the
process of conditioning once the children are old enough to be away from their parents, but they are
generaly unsuccessful if the proper foundation has not been laid very early in life by the parents. Thus
A.S. Nelill observesthat "the nursery training is very like the kennel training. The whipped child, like the
whipped puppy, grows into an obedient, inferior adult. And aswe train our dogs to suit our own
purposes, so we train our children. In that kennel, the nursery, the human dogs must be clean; they must
feed when we think it convenient for themto feed. | saw a hundred thousand obedient, fawning dogs wag
their tailsin the Templehof, Berlin, when in 1935, the great trainer Hitler whistled his

commands." [Summer hill: a Radical Approach to Child Rearing, p. 100]

The family is also the main agency of repression during adolescence, when sexual energy reachesiits
peak. Thisis because the vast majority of parents provide no private space for adolescents to pursue
undisturbed sexual relationships with their partners, but in fact actively discourage such behaviour, often
(asin fundamentalist Christian families) demanding complete abstinence -- at the very time when
abstinence is most impossible! Moreover, since teenagers are economically dependent on their parents
under capitalism, with no societal provision of housing or dormitories allowing for sexual freedom,
young people have no alternative but to submit to irrational parental demands for abstention from
premarital sex. Thisin turn forces them to engage in furtive sex in the back seats of cars or other out-of-
the-way places where they cannot relax or obtain full sexual satisfaction. As Reich found, when
sexuality is repressed and laden with anxiety, the result is always some degree of what he terms
"orgastic impotence”: the inability to fully surrender to the flow of energy discharged during orgasm.
Hence there is an incompl ete release of sexual tension, which resultsin a state of chronic bioenergetic
stasis. Such a condition, Reich found, is the breeding ground for neuroses and reactionary attitudes. (For
further details see the section J.6).
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In this connection it is interesting to note that "primitive" societies, such as the Trobriand |slanders, prior
to their developing patriarchal -authoritarian institutions, provided special community houses where
teenagers could go with their partners to enjoy undisturbed sexual relationships -- and this with society's
full approval. Such an institution would be taken for granted in an anarchist society, asit isimplied by
the concept of freedom. (For more on adolescent sexual liberation, see section J.6.8.)

Nationalistic feelings can also be traced to the authoritarian family. A child's attachment to its mother is,
of course, natural and is the basis of al family ties. Subjectively, the emotional core of the concepts of
homeland and nation are mother and family, since the mother is the homeland of the child, just asthe
family isthe "nation in miniature." According to Reich, who carefully studied the mass appeal of Hitler's
"National Socialism," nationalistic sentiments are a direct continuation of the family tie and are rooted in
afixated tie to the mother. As Reich points out, although infantile attachment to the mother is natural,
fixated attachment is not, but isasocial product. In puberty, the tie to the mother would make room for
other attachments, i.e., natural sexual relations, if the unnatural sexual restrictions imposed on
adolescents did not cause it to be eternalised. It isin the form of this socially conditioned externalisation
that fixation on the mother becomes the basis of nationalist feelings in the adult; and it isonly at this
stage that it becomes areactionary social force.

Later writers who have followed Reich in analysing the process of creating reactionary character
structures have broadened the scope of his analysis to include other important inhibitions, besides sexual
ones, that are imposed on children and adolescents. Rianne Eidler, for example, in her book Sacr ed
Pleasure, stressesthat it is not just a sex-negative attitude but a pleasur e-negative attitude that creates
the kinds of personalities in question. Denial of the value of pleasurable sensations permeates our
unconscious, as reflected, for example, in the common ideathat to enjoy the pleasures of the body isthe
"animalistic" (and hence "bad") side of human nature, as contrasted with the "higher" pleasures of the
mind and "spirit." By such dualism, which denies a spiritual aspect to the body, people are made to feel
guilty about enjoying any pleasurable sensations -- a conditioning that does, however, prepare them for
lives based on the sacrifice of pleasure (or indeed, even of lifeitself) under capitalism and statism, with
their requirements of mass submission to alienated labour, exploitation, military service to protect ruling-
classinterests, and so on. And at the same time, authoritarian ideology emphasi ses the value of
suffering, as for example through the glorification of the tough, insensitive warrior hero, who suffers
(and inflicts "necessary" suffering on others) for the sake of some pitilessideal.

Eider also points out that there is "ample evidence that people who grow up in families whererigid
hierarchies and painful punishments are the norm learn to suppress anger toward their parents. Thereis
also ample evidence that this anger is then often deflected against traditionally disempowered groups
(such as minorities, children, and women)"” [Ibid., p. 187]. This repressed anger then becomes fertile
ground for reactionary politicians, whose mass appeal usually restsin part on scapegoating minorities
for society's problems.

Asthe psychologist Else Frenkel-Brunswick documentsin The Authoritarian Personality, people who
have been conditioned through childhood abuse to surrender their will to the requirements of feared
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authoritarian parents, also tend to be very susceptible as adults to surrender their will and minds to
authoritarian leaders. "In other words, at the same time that they learn to deflect their repressed rage
against those they perceive as weak, they also learn to submit to autocratic or 'strong-man'’ rule.
Moreover, having been severely punished for any hint of rebellion (even 'talking back' about being
treated unfairly), they gradually also learn to deny to themselves that there was anything wrong with
what was done to them as children -- and to do it in turn to their own children” [Ibid., p. 187].

These are just some of the mechanisms that perpetuate the status quo by creating the kinds of
personalities who worship authority and fear freedom. Consequently, anarchists are generally opposed to
traditional child-rearing practices, the patriarchal-authoritarian family (and its "values'), the suppression
of adolescent sexuality, and the pleasure-denying, pain-affirming attitudes taught by the Church and in
most schools. In place of these, anarchists favour non-authoritarian, non-repressive child-rearing
practices and educational methods (see sections J.6 and secJ.5.13, respectively) whose purposeisto
prevent, or at least minimise, the psychological crippling of individuals, allowing them instead to
develop natural self-regulation and self-motivated learning. This, we believe, isthe only way to for
people to grow up into happy, creative, and truly freedom-loving individuals who will provide the
psychological ground where anarchist economic and political institutions can flourish.
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B.3 Why are anarchists against private property?

Capitalism is one of the two things all anarchists oppose. Capitalism is marked by two main features,

" private property” (or in some cases, state-owned property) and wage labour. The latter, however, is
dependent on the former, i.e. for wage labour to exist, workers must not own or control the means of
production they use. In turn, private (or state) ownership of the means of production is only possible if
there is a state, meaning mechanisms of organised coercion at the disposal of the propertied class (see
section B.2).

Anarchists oppose private property (i.e. capitalism) becauseit is a source of coercive, hierarchical
authority and elite privilege ("Property . . . violates equality by the rights of exclusion and increase, and
freedom by despotism. . . [and has] perfect identity with robbery," to use Proudhon's words - What is
Property, p. 251). And so private property (capitalism) necessarily excludes participation, influence,
and control by those who use, but do not own, the means of life.

Therefore, for all true anarchists, property is opposed as a source of authority, indeed despotism. To
guote Proudhon on this subject:

"The proprietor, the robber, the hero, the sovereign - for all these titles are synonymous -
imposes hiswill aslaw, and suffers neither contradiction nor control; that is, he pretends
to be the legidlative and the executive power at once. . . [and so] property engenders
despotism. . . That is so clearly the essence of property that, to be convinced of it, one
need but remember what it is, and observe what happens around him. Property is the right
touseand abuse. . . if goods are property, why should not the proprietors be kings, and
despotic kings -- kings in proportion to their facultes bonitaires? And if each proprietor is
sovereign lord within the sphere of his property, absolute king throughout his own
domain, how could a government of proprietors be any thing but chaos and

confusion?" [Op. Cit., pp. 266-7]

In other words, private property isthe state writ small, with the property owner acting as the "sovereign
lord" over their property, and so the absolute king of those who use it. Asin any monarchy, the worker
Is the subject of the capitalist, having to follow their orders, laws and decisions while on their property.
This, obvioudly, isthe total denial of liberty (and dignity, we may note, asit is degrading to have to
follow orders). Little wonder, then, that anarchists oppose private property as Anarchy is "the absence of
a master, of a sovereign” [Op. Cit., p. 264] and call capitalism for what it is, namely wage slavery!

Also, it ought to be easy to see that capitalism, by giving rise to an ideologically inalienable "right" to
private property, will also quickly give rise to inequalitiesin the distribution of external resources, and
that this inequality in resource distribution will give rise to afurther inequality in the relative bargaining
positions of the propertied and the property less. While apologists for capitalism usually attempt to
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justify private property by claiming that "self-ownership" isa"universal right" (see section B.4.2 - "Is
capitalism based on self-ownership?), it is clear that capitalism actually makes universal self-ownership,

init's true sense, impossible. For the real principle of self-ownership implies that people are not used in
various ways against their will. The capitalist system, however, has undermined this principle, and
ironically, has used the term "self-ownership" asthe "logical" basisfor doing so. Under capitalism, as
will be seen in section B.4, most people are usually left in a situation where their best option isto allow

themselves to be used in just those ways that are logically incompatible with genuine self-ownership.

For these reasons, anarchists agree with Rousseau when he states:

"The first man who, having fenced off a plot of land, thought of saying, "Thisis mine' and
found people simple enough to believe him was the real founder of civil society. How
many crimes, wars, murders, how many miseries and horrors might the human race had
been spared by the one who, upon pulling up the stakes or filling in the ditch, had shouted
to hisfellow men: 'Beware of listening to this impostor; you are lost if you forget the fruits
of the earth belong to all and that the earth belongs to no one.™ ["Discourse on
Inequality,” The Social Contract and Discour ses, p. 84]

Only libertarian socialism can continue to affirm self-ownership whilst building the conditions that
guarantee it. Only by abolishing private property can there be access to the means of life for all, so
making self-ownership areality by universalising self-management in all aspects of life.

Before discussing the anti-libertarian aspects of capitalism, it will be necessary to define "private
property" as distinct from "personal possessions’ and show in more detail why the former requires state
protection and is exploitative.

B.3.1 What is the difference between private property and
possession?

Anarchists define " private property” (or just " property,” for short) as state-protected monopolies of
certain objects or privileges which are used to exploit others. " Possession," on the other hand, is
ownership of things that are not used to exploit others (e.g. a car, arefrigerator, atoothbrush, etc.). Thus
many things can be considered as either property or possessions depending on how they are used. For
example, a house that one livesin is a possession, whereas if one rentsit to someone else at a profit it
becomes property. Similarly, if one uses a saw to make a living as a self-employed carpenter, the saw is
a possession; whereas if one employs others at wages to use the saw for one's own profit, it is property.

While it may initially be confusing to make this distinction, it is very useful to understand the nature of
capitalist society. Capitalists tend to use the word "property” to mean anything from atoothbrush to a
transnational corporation -- two very different things, with very different impacts upon society. Hence
Proudhon:
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"Originally the word property was synonymous with proper or individual possession. . .
But when thisright of use. . . became active and paramount - that is, when the
usufructuary converted hisright to personally use the thing into the right to use it by his
neighbour's labour - then property changed its nature and this idea became

complex." [What is Property, pp. 395-6]

As Alexander Berkman frames this distinction, anarchism "abolishes private owner ship of the means of
production and distribution, and with it goes capitalistic business. Personal possession remainsonly in
the things you use. Thus, your watch is your own, but the watch factory belongs to the people. Land,
machinery, and all other public utilities will be collective property, neither to be bought nor sold. Actual
use will be considered the only title -- not to ownership but to possession.” [The ABC of Anarchism, p.
68] (For more on the anarchist theory of property, see P.-J. Proudhon, What is Property?. William
Godwin, in Enquiry Concerning Political Justice, makes the same point concerning the difference
between property and possession -- which indicates its central place in anarchist thought). Proudhon
graphically illustrated the distinction by comparing a lover as a possessor, and a husband as a proprietor!

The difference between property and possession can be seen from the types of authority relations each
generates. Taking the example of a capitalist workplace, its clear that those who own the workplace
determine how it is used, not those who do the actual work. This leads to an almost totalitarian system.
As Noam Chomsky points out, "the term 'totalitarian’ is quite accurate. There is no human institution
that approaches totalitarianism as closely as a business corporation. | mean, power is completely top-
down. You can be inside it somewhere and you take orders from above and hand 'em down. Ultimately,
it'sin the hands of owners and investors."

In an anarchist society, as noted, actual use is considered the only title. This means that aworkplaceis
organised and run by those who work within it, thus reducing hierarchy and increasing freedom and
equality within society. Hence anarchist opposition to private property and capitalism flows naturally
fromits basic principles and ideas.

B.3.2 What kinds of property does the state protect?

Kropotkin argued that the state was "the instrument for establishing monopoliesin favour of the ruling
minorities." [Kropotkin's Revolutionary Pamphlets, p. 286] While some of these monopolies are
obvious (such astariffs, state granted market monopolies and so on - see section F.8 on the state'srolein
developing capitalism) most are "behind the scenes' and work to ensure that capitalist domination does
not need extensive force to maintain.

The state therefore maintains various kinds of *class monopolies' (to use Tucker's phrase) to ensure that
workers do not receive their "natural wage," the full product of their labour. There are four major kinds
of property, or exploitative monopolies, that the state protects:

http://www.geocities.com/Capitol Hill/1931/secB3.html (3 of 11)1/12/2005 7:04:46 AM



B.3 Why are anarchists against private property?

(1) the power to issue credit and currency, the basis of capitalist banking;

(2) land and buildings, the basis of landlordism,

(3) productive tools and equipment, the basis of industrial capitalism;

(4) ideas and inventions, the basis of copyright and patent (“intellectual property") royalties.

By enforcing these forms of property, capitalism ensures that the objective conditions within the
economy favour the capitalist, with the worker free only to accept oppressive and exploitative contracts
within which they forfeit their autonomy and promise obedience or face misery and poverty. Due to
these "initiations of force" conducted previoudly to any specific contract being signed, capitalists enrich
themselves at the expense of us as well as making a mockery of free agreement (see section B.4). Of

course, despite the supposedly subtle role of such "objective" pressuresin controlling the working class,
working class resistance has been such that capital has never been able to dispense with the powers of
the state, both direct and indirect. When "objective" means of control fail, the capitalists will always turn
to the use of state repression to restore the "natural" order.

To indicate the importance of these state backed monopolies, we shall sketch their impact.

The credit monopoly, by which the state controls who can and cannot loan money, reduces the ability of
working class people to create their own alternatives to capitalism. By charging high amounts of interest
on loans (which is only possible because competition is restricted) few people can afford to create co-
operatives or one-person firms. In addition, having to repay loans at high interest to capitalist banks
ensures that co-operatives often have to undermine their own principles by having to employ wage
labour to make ends meet (see section J.5.11). It isunsurprising, therefore, that the very successful
Mondragon co-operatives in the Basgue Country created their own credit union which islargely
responsible for the experiments success.

Just as increasing wages is an important struggle within capitalism, so is the question of credit.

Proudhon and his followers supported the idea of a People's Bank. If the working class could take over
and control increasing amounts of money it could undercut capitalist power while building its own
alternative socia order (for money is ultimately the means of buying labour power, and so authority over
the labourer - which is the key to surplus value production). Proudhon hoped that by credit being
reduced to cost (namely administration charges) workers would be able to buy the means of production
they needed. While most anarchists would argue that increased working class access to credit would no
more bring down capitalism than increased wages, all anarchists recognise how more credit, like more
wages, and how the struggle for credit, like the struggle for wages, might play a useful rolein the
development of the power of the working class within capitalism. Obvious cases that spring to mind are
those where money has been used by workers to finance their struggles against capital, from strike funds
and weapons to the periodica avoidance of work made possible by sufficiently high money income.
Increased access to cheap credit would give working class people slightly more options than selling their
liberty or facing misery (just asincreased wages and unemployment benefit also gives us more options).

Therefore, the credit monopoly reduces competition to capitalism from co-operatives (which are
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generaly more productive than capitalist firms) while at the same time forcing down wages for all
workers as the demand for labour is lower than it would otherwise be. This, in turn, allows capitaliststo
use the fear of the sack to extract higher levels of surplus value from employees, so consolidating
capitalist power (within and outwith the workplace) and expansion (increasing set-up costs and so
creating oligarchic markets dominated by afew firms). In addition, high interest rates transfer income
directly from producers to banks. Credit and money are both used as weapons in the class struggle. This
iIswhy, again and again, we see the ruling class call for centralised banking and use state action (from
the direct regulation of money itself to the management of its flows) in the face of repeated threats to the
nature (and role) of money within capitalism.

So the credit monopoly, by artificially restricting the option to work for ourselves, ensures we work for a
boss.

The land monopoly consists of enforcement by government of land titles which do not rest upon
personal occupancy and cultivation. In addition, it also includes making the squatting of abandoned
housing and other forms of property illegal. Thisleads to ground-rent, by which landlords get payment
for letting others use the land they own but do not actually cultivate. While this monopoly is less
important in a modern capitalist society (as few people know how to farm) it did, however, play an
important role in creating capitalism (also see section F.8.3). Economist William Lazonick summaries

this process:

"The reorganisation of agricultural land [the enclosure movement] . . . inevitably
undermined the viability of traditional peasant agriculture. . . [it] created a sizeable
labour force of disinherited peasants with only tenuous attachments to the land. To earn a
living, many of these peasants turned to 'domestic industry' - the production of goodsin
their cottages . . .It was the eighteenth century expansion of domestic industry. . . that laid
the basis for the British Industrial Revolution. The emergence of labour-saving machine
technology transformed. . . textile manufacture. . . and the factory replaced the family
home as the predominant site of production.” [Business Organisation and the Myth of
the Market Economy, pp. 3-4]

By being able to "legally" bar people from "their" property, the landlord class used the land monopoly to
ensure the creation of a class of people with nothing to sell but their labour (i.e. liberty). Land was taken
from those who traditionally used it, violating common rights, and it was used by the landlord to
produce for their own profit (more recently, asimilar process has been going on in the Third World as
well). Personal occupancy was replaced by landlordism and agricultural wage slavery, and so "the
Enclosure Acts. . . reduced the agricultural population to misery, placed them at the mercy of the
landowners, and forced a great number of them to migrate to the towns where, as proletarians, they
wer e delivered to the mercy of the middle-class manufacturers." [Peter Kropotkin, The Great French
Revolution, p. 117]

This was the land monopoly in action (also see section F.8.3) and from it sprang the tools and equipment
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monopoly as domestic industry could not survive in the face of industrial capitalism. The tools and
equipment monopoly is based upon the capitalist denying workers access to their capital unlessthe
worker pays tribute to the owner for using it. While capital is"simply stored-up labour which has
already received its pay in full" and so "the lender of capital is entitled to its return intact, and nothing
more" (to use Tucker'swords), due to legal privilege the capitalist isin a position to charge a "fee" for
itsuse. Thisis because, with the working class legally barred from both the land and available capital
(the means of life), members of that class have little option but to agree to wage contracts which let
capitalists extract a"fee" for the use of their equipment (see section B.3.3).

While theinitial capital for investing in industry came from wealth plundered from overseas or from the
proceeds of feudalist and landlordist exploitation, the fact of state protection of property ensured that the
manufacturer was able to exact usury from labour. The "fee" charged to workers was partly reinvested
into capital, which reduced the prices of goods, ruining domestic industry. In addition, investment also
increased the set-up costs of potential competitors, which continued the dispossession of the working
class from the means of production as these "natural” barriers to entry into markets ensured few
members of that class had the necessary funds to create co-operative workplaces of appropriate size. So
while the land monopoly was essential to create capitalism, the "tools and equipment” monopoly that
sprang from it soon became the mainspring of the system.

In thisway usury became self-perpetuating, with apparently "free exchanges' being the means by which
capitalist domination survives. In other words, "past initiations of force" combined with the current state
protection of property ensure that capitalist domination of society continues with only the use of
"defensive" force (i.e. violence used to protect the power of property owners against unions, strikes,
occupations, etc.). The "fees' extracted from previous generations of workers has ensured that the
current oneisin no position to re-unite itself with the means of life by "free competition” (in other
words, the paying of usury ensures that usury continues). Needless to say, the surplus produced by this
generation will be used to increase the capital stock and so ensure the dispossession of future
generations and so usury becomes self-perpetuating. And, of course, state protection of “property"
against "theft" by working people ensures that property remains theft and the r eal thieves keep their
plunder.

Asfar asthe "ideas' monopoly is concerned, this has been used to enrich capitalist corporations at the
expense of the general public and the inventor. As David Noble points out, the "inventor, the original
focus of the patent system, tended to increasingly to ‘abandon' his patent in exchange for corporate
security; he either sold or licensed his patent rights to industrial corporations or assigned themto the
company of which he became an employee, bartering his genius for a salary. In addition, by means of
patent control gained through purchase, consolidation, patent pools, and cross-licensing agreements, as
well as by regulated patent production through systematic industrial research, the corporations steadily
expanded their 'monopoly of monopolies." Aswell asthis, corporations used " patents to circumvent anti-
trust laws." This reaping of monopoly profits at the expense of the customer made such "tremendous
strides’ between 1900 and 1929 and "were of such proportions as to render subsequent judicial and
legidlative effects to check corporate monopoly through patent control too little too late." [American By
Design, p. 87, 84 and 88]
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By creating "legal” monopolies and reaping the excess profits these create, capitalists not only enriched
themselves at the expense of others, they also ensured their dominance in the market. Some of the excess
profits reaped due to the legal monopolies where invested back into the company, securing advantages
for the company by creating various barriers to potential competitors.

Moreover, the ruling class, by means of the state, is continually trying to develop new forms of private
property by creating artificial scarcities and monopolies, e.g. by requiring expensive licenses to engage
in particular types of activities, such as broadcasting. In the "Information Age," usury (use fees) from
intellectual property are becoming a much more important source of income for elites, as reflected in the
attention paid to strengthening mechanisms for enforcing copyright in the recent GATT agreements, or
in US pressure on foreign countries (like China) to respect copyright laws, and so on.

In other words, capitalists desire to restrict competition in the "free market" by ensuring that the law
reflects and protects their interests, namely their "property rights." By this process they ensure that co-
operative tendencies within society are crushed by state-supported "market forces." As Noam Chomsky
puts it, modern capitalism is " state protection and public subsidy for the rich, market discipline for the
poor." ["Rollback, Part I, Z Magazine] Self-proclaimed defenders of "free market" capitalism are
usually nothing of the kind, while the few who actually support it only object to the "public subsidy"
aspect of modern capitalism and happily support state protection for property rights. (For more on
capitalism as based on state-protected monopolies, see Benjamin Tucker, I nstead of a Book by a Man
Too Busy to Write One).

All these monopolies seek to enrich the capitalist (and increase their capital stock) at the expense of
working people, to restrict their ability to undermine the ruling elites power and wealth. All aim to
ensure that any option we have to work for ourselves (either individually or collectively) is restricted by
tilting the playing field against us, making sure that we have little option but to sell our labour on the
"free market" and be exploited. In other words, the various monopolies make sure that "natural” barriers
to entry (see section C.4) are created, leaving the heights of the economy in the control of big business

while alternatives to capitalism are marginalised at its fringes.

So it isthese kinds of property and the authoritarian social relationships that they create which the state
exists to protect. It should be noted that converting private to state ownership (i.e. nationalisation) does
not fundamentally change the nature of property relationships; it just removes private capitalists and
replaces them with bureaucrats.

B.3.3 Why is property exploitative?

To answer this question, consider the monopoly of productive "tools and equipment.” This monopoly,
obtained by the class of industrial capitalists, allowsthis classin effect to charge workers a"fee" for the
privilege of using the monopolised tools and equipment.
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This occurs because property, in Proudhon words, "excommunicates' the working class. The state
enforces property rightsin land, workplaces and so on, meaning that the owner can bar others from

using them and enforce their rules on those they do let use "their" property. So the boss "gives you a
job: that is permission to work in the factory or mill which was not built by him but by other workers like
yourself. And for that permission you help to support himfor . . .aslong as you work for

him." [Alexander Berkman, What is Communist Anarchism?, p. 11]

Therefore, due to the dispossession of the vast majority of the population from the means of life,
capitalistsarein an ideal position to charge a"use-fee" for the capital they own, but neither produced
nor use. Having little option, workers agree to contracts within which they forfeit their autonomy during
work and the product of that work. This results in capitalists having access to a " commodity"” (Iabour)
that can potentially produce more value than it gets paid for in wages. During working hours, the owner
can dictate (within certain limits determined by worker resistance and solidarity as well as objective
conditions, such asthe level of unemployment within an industry or country) the level, duration and
intensity of work, and so the amount of output (which the owner has sole rights over even though they
did not produce it). Thusthe "fee" (or "surplus value") is created by owners paying workers less than the
full value added by their labour to the products or services they create for the firm. The capitalist's profit
is thus the difference between this "surplus value," created by and appropriated from labour, minus the
firm's overhead and cost of raw materials (See also section C.2, "Where do profits come from?').

So property is exploitative because it allows a surplus to be monopolised by the owners. Property creates
hierarchical relationships within the workplace (the "tools and equipment monopoly" might better be
called the "power monopoly") and asin any hierarchical system, those with the power use it to protect
and further their own interests at the expense of others. Within the workplace there is resistance by
workers to this oppression and exploitation, which the "hierarchical. . . relations of the capitalist
enterprise are designed to resolve this conflict in favour of the representatives of capital..." [William
Lazonick, Op. Cit., p. 184]

Needless to say, the state is always on hand to protect the rights of property and management against the
actions of the dispossessed. When it boils down to it, it is the existence of the state as protector of the
"power monopoly" that allowsit to exist at all.

So, capitalists are able to appropriate this surplus value from workers solely because they own the means
of production, not because they earn it by doing productive work themselves. Of course some capitalists
may also contribute to production, in which case they are in fairness entitled to the amount of value
added to the firm's output by their own labour; but ownerstypically pay themselves much more than
this, and are able to do so because the state guarantees them that right as property owners (whichis
unsurprising, as they alone have knowledge of the firms inputs and outputs and, like all peoplein
unaccountable positions, abuse that power -- which is partly why anarchists support direct democracy as
the essential counterpart of free agreement, for no one in power can be trusted not to prefer their own
interests over those subject to their decisions). And of course many capitalists hire managers to run their
businesses for them, thus collecting income for doing nothing except owning.
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Capitalists profits, then, are aform of state-supported exploitation. Thisis equally true of the interest
collected by bankers and rents collected by landlords. Without some form of state, these forms of
exploitation would be impossible, as the monopolies on which they depend could not be maintained. For
instance, in the absence of state troops and police, workers would ssimply take over and operate factories
for themselves, thus preventing capitalists from appropriating an unjust share of the surplus they create.

B.3.4 Can private property be justified?

No. Even though a few supporters of capitalism recognise that private property, particularly in land, was
created by the use of force, most maintain that private property isjust. One common defence of private
property isfound in the work of Robert Nozick (a supporter of "free market" capitalism). For Nozick,
the use of force makes acquisition illegitimate and so any current title to the property isillegitimate (in
other words, theft and trading in stolen goods does not make ownership of these goods legal). So, if the
initial acquisition of land was illegitimate then all current titles are also illegitimate. And since private
ownership of land isthe basis of capitalism, capitalism itself would be rendered illegal.

To get round this problem, Nozick utilises the work of Locke (" The Lockean Proviso" ) which can be
summarised as.

1. People own themselves.

2. Theworld isinitially owned in common (or unowned in Nozick's case.)

3. You can acquire absolute rights over a larger than average share in the world, if you do not
worsen the condition of others.

4. Once people have appropriated private property, afree market in capital and labour is morally
required.

Take for example two individuals who share land in common. Nozick allows for one individual to claim
the land as their own as long as the "process normally giving rise to a permanent bequeathable property
right in a previously unowned thing will not do so if the position of others no longer at liberty to use the
thing is therefore worsened.” [Anar chy, State and Utopia, p. 178]

But, if one person appropriated the land then the other cannot live off the remaining land. However, if
the new land owner offers the other awage to work their land and this exceeds what the new wage slave
originally produced, then this meets the "L ockean Proviso." Of course, the new wage slave has no option
but to work for another, but thisisirrelevant for the Lockean Proviso.

Interestingly, for aideology that callsitself "libertarian” Nozick theory defines "worse off" in terms
purely of material welfare, compared to the conditions that existed within the society based upon
common use. In other words, being "worse off" in terms of liberty (i.e. self-ownership or self-
government) isirrelevant for Nozick, avery telling position to take.
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Nozick claims to place emphasis on self-ownership in hisideology because we are separate individuals,
each with our own lifeto lead. It is strange, therefore, to see that Nozick does not emphasise people's
ability to act on their own conception of themselves in his account of appropriation. Indeed, thereisno
objection to an appropriation that puts someone in an unnecessary and undesirable position of
subordination and dependence on the will of others.

Notice that the fact that individuals are now subject to the decisions of other individualsis not
considered by Nozick in assessing the fairness of the appropriation. The fact that the creation of private
property results in the denial of important freedoms for wage slaves (namely, the wage slave has no say
over the status of the land they had been utilising and no say over how their labour is used). Before the
creation of private property, all managed their own work, had self-government in all aspects of their
lives. After the appropriation, the new wage slave has no such liberty and indeed must accept the
conditions of employment within which they relinquish control over how they spend much of their time.

Considering Nozick's many claims in favour of self-ownership and why it isimportant, you would think
that the autonomy of the newly dispossessed wage slaves would be important to him. However, no such
concern isto be found - the autonomy of wage slavesistreated asif it were irrelevant. Nozick clams
that a concern for people's freedom to lead their own lives underlies his theory of unrestricted property-
rights, but, this apparently does not apply to wage slaves. His justification for the creation of private
property treats only the autonomy of the land owner as relevant. However, as Proudhon rightly argues:

"if the liberty of man issacred, it is equally sacred in all individuals; that, if it needs
property for its objective action, that is, for its life, the appropriation of material is
equally necessary for all . . . Doesit not follow that if one individual cannot prevent
another . . . from appropriating an amount of material equal to his own, no more can he
prevent individuals to come." [What is Property?, pp. 84-85]

Under capitalism people are claimed to own themselves, but thisis purely formal as most people do not
have independent access to resources. And as they have to use other peoples resources, they become
under the control of those who own the resources. In other words, private property reduces the autonomy
of the majority of the population, and creates aregime of authority which has many similarities to
enslavement. As John Stuart Mill put it:

“No longer endaved or made dependent by force of law, the great majority are so by force
of property; they are still chained to a place, to an occupation, and to conformity with the
will of an employer, and debarred by the accident of birth to both the enjoyments, and
from the mental and moral advantages, which othersinherit without exertion and
independently of desert. That thisis an evil equal to almost any of those against which
mankind have hitherto struggles, the poor are not wrong in believing." ["Chapters on
Socialism’, Principles of Political Economy, pp. 377-8]

Capitalism, even though claiming formal self-ownership, in fact not only restricts the self-determination
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of working class people, it also makes them aresource for others. Those who enter the market after
others have appropriated all the available property are limited to charity or working for others. The
latter, as we discussin section C, results in exploitation as the worker's labour is used to enrich others.
Working people are compelled to co-operate with the current scheme of property and are forced to
benefit others. This means that self-determination requires resources as well as rights over one's physical
and mental being. Concern for self-determination (i.e. meaningful self-ownership) leads usto common
property plus workers control of production and so some form of libertarian socialism - not private
property and capitalism.

And, of course, the appropriation of the land requires a state to defend it against the dispossessed as well
as continuous interference in people's lives. Left to their own devices, people would freely use the
resources around them which they considered unjustly appropriated by others and it is only continuous
state intervention that prevents then from violating Nozick's principles of justice (to use Nozick's own
terminology, the "Lockean Proviso" is a patterned theory, his claims otherwise not withstanding).

In addition, we should note that private ownership by one person presupposes non-ownership by others
("we who belong to the proletaire class, property excommunicates us!" [Proudhon, Op. Cit., p. 105])
and so the "free market" restricts aswell as creates liberties just as any other economic system. Hence
the claim that capitalism constitutes "economic liberty" is obviously false. In fact, it is based upon
denying liberty for the vast majority during work hours (as well as having serious impacts on liberty
outwith work hours due to the effects of concentrations of wealth upon society).

Perhaps Nozick can claim that the increased material benefits of private property makes the acquisition
justified. However, it seems strange that a theory supporting "liberty" should consider well off davesto
be better than poor free men and women. As Nozick claims that the wage slaves consent is not required
for the initial acquisition, so perhaps he can claim that the gain in material welfare outweighs the loss of
autonomy and so alows theinitial act as an act of paternalism. But as Nozick opposes paternalism when
It restricts private property rights he can hardly invoke it when it is required to generate these rights. And
if we exclude paternalism and emphasise autonomy (as Nozick claims he does elsewhere in his theory),
then justifying the initial creation of private property becomes much more difficult, if not impossible.

And if each owner'stitleto their property includes the historical shadow of the Lockean Proviso on
appropriation, then such titles are invalid. Any title people have over unequal resources will be qualified
by the facts that "property is theft" and that "property is despotism." The claim that private property is
economic liberty is obviously untrue, asisthe claim that private property can be justified in terms of
anything except "might isright.”

For more anarchist analysis on private property and why it cannot be justified (be it by occupancy,
labour, natural right, or whatever) consult Proudhon's classic work What is Property?.
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B.4 How does capitalism affect liberty?

Private property isin many ways like a private form of state. The owner determines what goes on within
the area he or she "owns," and therefore exercises a monopoly of power over it. When power is
exercised over one's self, it is a source of freedom, but under capitalism it is a source of coercive
authority. As Bob Black points out in The Abolition of Work:

"The liberals and conservatives and Libertarians who lament totalitarianism are phoneys
and hypocrites. . . You find the same sort of hierarchy and discipline in an office or
factory asyou do in a prison or a monastery. . . Aworker is a part-time slave. The boss
says when to show up, when to leave, and what to do in the meantime. He tells you how
much work to do and how fast. Heisfree to carry his control to humiliating extremes,
regulating, if he feelslike it, the clothes you wear or how often you go to the bathroom.
With a few exceptions he can fire you for any reason, or no reason. He has you spied on
by snitches and supervisors, he amasses a dossier on every employee. Talking back is
called ‘insubordination,’ just asif a worker is a naughty child, and it not only gets you
fired, it disqualifies you for unemployment compensation. . .The demeaning system of
domination I've described rules over half the waking hours of a majority of women and
the vast majority of men for decades, for most of their lifespans. For certain purposesit's
not too misleading to call our system democracy or capitalismor -- better still --
industrialism, but its real names are factory fascism and office oligarchy. Anybody who
says these people are 'free' islying or stupid.”

Unlike a company, the democratic state can be influenced by its citizens, who are able to act in ways that
limit (to some extent) the power of the ruling elite to be "left alone" to enjoy their power. As aresult, the
wealthy hate the democratic aspects of the state, and its ordinary citizens, as potential threats to their
power. This"problem" was noted by Alexis de Tocqueville in early 19th-century America

"It is easy to perceive that the wealthy members of the community entertain a hearty
distaste to the democratic institutions of their country. The populace is at once the object
of their scorn and their fears."

These fears have not changed, nor has the contempt for democratic ideas. To quote one US Corporate
Executive, "one man, one vote will result in the eventual failure of democracy aswe know it." [L. Silk
and D. Vogel, Ethicsand Profits: The Crisis of Confidencein American Business, pp. 189f]

This contempt for democracy does not mean that capitalists are anti-state. Far from it. As previously
noted, capitalists depend on the state. Thisis because "[classical] Liberalism, isin theory a kind of
anarchy without socialism, and thereforeis simply a lie, for freedomis not possible without equality. . .
The criticism liberals direct at government consists only of wanting to deprive it some of its functions
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and to call upon the capitaliststo fight it out amongst themselves, but it cannot attack the repressive
functions which are of its essence: for without the gendarme the property owner could not exist." [Errico
Malatesta, Anarchy, p. 46].

Capitalists call upon and support the state when it actsin their interests and when it supports their
authority and power. The "conflict” between state and capital is like two gangsters fighting over the
proceeds of arobbery: they will squabble over the loot and who has more power in the gang, but they
need each other to defend their "property" against those from whom they stole it.

The statist nature of private property can be seenin "Libertarian” (i.e. minarchist, or "classical" liberal)
works representing the extremes of laissez-faire capitalism:

"[1]f one starts a private town, on land whose acquisition did not and does not violate the
Lockean proviso [ of non-aggression], persons who chose to move there or later remain
there would have no right to a say in how the town was run, unless it was granted to them
by the decision procedures for the town which the owner had established" [Robert Nozick,
Anar chy, State and Utopia, p. 270]

Thisis voluntary feudalism, nothing more. And, indeed, it was. Such private towns have existed, most
notably the infamous company towns of US history. Howard Zinn summarises the conditions of such
"private towns" in the Colorado mine fields:

"Each mining camp was a feudal dominion, with the company acting as lord and master.
Every camp had a marshal, a law enforcement officer paid by the company. The 'laws
wer e the company's rules. Curfews were imposed, 'suspicious’ strangers were not allowed
to visit the homes, the company store had a monopoly on goods sold in the camp. The
doctor was a company doctor, the schoolteachers hired by the company . . . Political
power in Colorado rested in the hands of those who held economic power. This meant that
the authority of Colorado Fuel & Iron and other mine operators was virtually

supreme. . . Company officials were appointed as election judges. Company-dominated
coroners and judges prevented injured employees from collecting damages." [The
Colorado Coal Strike, 1913-14, pp. 9-11]

Unsurprisingly, when the workers rebelled against this tyranny, they were evicted from their homes and
the private law enforcement agents were extremely efficient in repressing the strikers. "By the end of the
strike, most of the dead and injured were miners and their families." The strike soon took on the features
of awar, with battles between strikers and their supporters and the company thugs. Ironically, when the
National Guard was sent in to "restore order" the "miners, having faced in the first five weeks of the
strike what they considered a reign of terror at the hands of the private guards, . . . looked forward" to
their arrival. They "did not know that the governor was sending these troops under pressure fromthe
mine operators.” Indeed, the banks and corporations lent the state funds to pay for the militia. It was
these company thugs, dressed in the uniform of the state militia, who murdered woman and children in
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the infamous Ludlow Massacre of April 20th, 1914. [Op. Cit., p. 22, p. 25, p. 35]

Without irony the New York Times editorialised that the "militia was as impersonal and impartial as
the law." The corporation itself hired Ivy Lee ("the father of public relations in the United States") to
change public opinion after the slaughter. Significantly, Lee produced a series of tracts labelled " Facts
Concerning the Struggle in Colorado for Industrial Freedom." The head of the corporation (Rockefeller)
portrayed his repression of the strikers as blow for workers' freedom, to "defend the workers' right to
work." [quoted by Zinn, Op. Cit., p. 44, p. 51 and p. 50] So much for the capitalism being the
embodiment of liberty.

Of coursg, it can be claimed that "market forces' will result in the most liberal owners being the most
successful, but a nice master is still amaster (and, of course, capitalism then was more "free market"
than today, suggesting that thisis simply wishful thinking). To paraphrase Tolstoy, "the liberal capitalist
is like a kind donkey owner. He will do everything for the donkey -- care for it, feed it, wash it.
Everything except get off its back!" And as Bob Black notes, " Some people giving orders and others
obeying them: thisisthe essence of servitude. . . . [ F] reedom means more than the right to change
masters.” [The Libertarian as Conservative]. That supporters of capitalism often claim that this "right”
to change masters is the essence of "freedom"” is atelling indictment of the capitalist notion of "liberty."

B.4.1 Is capitalism based on freedom?

For anarchists, freedom means both "freedom from" and "freedomto." "Freedom from" signifies not
being subject to domination, exploitation, coercive authority, repression, or other forms of degradation
and humiliation. "Freedom to" means being able to develop and express one's abilities, talents, and
potentials to the fullest possible extent compatible with the maximum freedom of others. Both kinds of
freedom imply the need for self-management, responsibility, and independence, which basically means
that people have a say in the decisions that affect their lives. And since individuals do not exist in a
social vacuum, it also means that freedom must take on a collective aspect, with the associations that
individuals form with each other (e.g. communities, work groups, social groups) being run in a manner
which allows the individual to participate in the decisions that the group makes. Thus freedom for
anarchists requires participatory democracy, which means face-to-face discussion and voting on issues
by the people affected by them.

Are these conditions of freedom met in the capitalist system? Obviously not. Despite all their rhetoric
about "democracy," most of the "advanced" capitalist states remain only superficially democratic -- and
this because the majority of their citizens are employees who spend about half their waking hours under
the thumb of capitalist dictators (bosses) who allow them no voice in the crucial economic decisions that
affect their lives most profoundly and require them to work under conditionsinimical to independent
thinking. If the most basic freedom, namely freedom to think for oneself, is denied, then freedom itself is
denied.

The capitalist workplace is profoundly undemocratic. Indeed, as Noam Chomsky points out, the
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oppressive authority relations in the typical corporate hierarchy would be called fascist or totalitarian if
we were referring to a political system. In hiswords::

"There's nothing individualistic about corporations. These are big conglomerate
institutions, essentially totalitarian in character, but hardly individualistic. There are few
institutions in human society that have such strict hierarchy and top-down control asa
business organisation. Nothing there about ‘don't tread on me'. You're being tread on all
thetime." [Keeping the Rabblein Line, p. 280]

Far from being "based on freedom," then, capitalism actually destroys freedom. In thisregard, Robert E.
Wood, the chief executive officer of Sears, spoke plainly when he said "[w] e stress the advantages of
the free enterprise system, we complain about the totalitarian state, but... we have created more or less
of atotalitarian systemin industry, particularly in large industry.” [quoted by Allan Engler, Apostles of
Greed, p. 6]

Or, as Chomsky putsiit, supporters of capitalism do not understand "the fundamental doctrine, that you
should be free from domination and control, including the control of the manager and the owner" [Feb.
14th, 1992 appearance on Pozner/Donahue].

Under corporate authoritarianism, the psychological traits deemed most desirable for average citizensto
possess are efficiency, conformity, emotional detachment, insensitivity, and unquestioning obedience to
authority -- traits that allow people to survive and even prosper as employees in the company hierarchy.
And of course, for "non-average" citizens, i.e., bosses, managers, administrators, etc., authoritarian
traits are needed, the most important being the ability and willingness to dominate others.

But all such master/dave traitsareinimical to the functioning of real (i.e. participatory/libertarian)
democracy, which requires that citizens have qualities like flexibility, creativity, sensitivity,
understanding, emotional honesty, directness, warmth, realism, and the ability to mediate, communicate,
negotiate, integrate and co-operate. Therefore, capitalism is not only undemocratic, it is anti-
democratic, because it promotes the development of traits that make real democracy (and so alibertarian
society) impossible.

Many capitalist apologists have attempted to show that capitalist authority structures are "voluntary" and
are, therefore, somehow not adenial of individual and social freedom. Milton Friedman (aleading free
market capitalist economist) has attempted to do just this. Like most apologists for capitalism he ignores
the authoritarian relations explicit within wage labour (within the workplace, "co-ordination™ is based
upon top-down command, not horizontal co-operation). Instead he concentrates on the decision of a
worker to sell their labour to a specific boss and so ignores the lack of freedom within such contracts.
He argues that "individuals are effectively free to enter or not enter into any particular exchange, so
every transaction is strictly voluntary. . . The employee is protected from coercion by the employer
because of other employers for whom he can work." [Capitalism and Freedom, pp. 14-15]
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Friedman, to prove the free nature of capitalism, compares capitalism with a simple exchange economy
based upon independent producers. He states that in such a simple economy each household "has the
alternative of producing directly for itself, [and so] it need not enter into any exchange unless it benefits
fromit. Hence no exchange will take place unless both parties do benefit fromit. Co-operationis
thereby achieved without coercion.” [Op. Cit., p. 13] Under capitalism (or the "complex" economy)
Friedman states that "individuals are effectively free to enter or not to enter into any particular
exchange, so that every transaction is strictly voluntary.” [Op. Cit., p. 14]

A moments thought, however, shows that capitalism is not based on "strictly voluntary” transactions as
Friedman claims. Thisis because the proviso that is required to make every transaction "strictly
voluntary" is not freedom not to enter any particular exchange, but freedom not to enter into any
exchange at all.

This, and only this, was the proviso that proved the ssmple model Friedman presents (the one based upon
artisan production) to be voluntary and non-coercive; and nothing less than this would prove the
complex model (i.e. capitalism) is voluntary and non-coercive. But Friedman is clearly claiming above
that freedom not to enter into any particular exchange is enough and so, only by changing hisown
requirements, can he claim that capitalism is based upon freedom.

It is easy to see what Friedman has done, but it isless easy to excuse it (particularly asit is so
commonplace in capitalist apologetics). He moved from the simple economy of exchange between
independent producers to the capitalist economy without mentioning the most important thing the
distinguishes them - namely the separation of labour from the means of production. In the society of
independent producers, the worker had the choice of working for themselves - under capitalism thisis
not the case. Capitalism is based upon the existence of alabour force without its own sufficient capital,
and therefore without a choice as to whether to put its labour in the market or not. Milton Friedman
would agree that where there is no choice there is coercion. His attempted demonstration that capitalism
co-ordinates without coercion therefore fails.

Capitalist apologists are able to convince some people that capitalism is "based on freedom™ only
because the system has certain superficial appear ances of freedom.

On closer analysis these appearances turn out to be deceptions. For example, it is claimed that the
employees of capitalist firms have freedom because they can always quit. But, as noted earlier, "Some
people giving orders and others obeying them: thisis the essence of servitude. Of course, as[right-
Libertarians] smugly [ observe], 'one can at least change jobs,’ but you can't avoid having a job -- just as
under statism one can at least change nationalities but you can't avoid subjection to one nation-state or
another. But freedom means mor e than the right to change masters' [Bob Black, The Libertarian as
Conservative]. Under capitalism, workers have only the Hobson's choice of being governed/exploited

or living on the street.

Anarchists point out that for choice to be real, free agreements and associations must be based on the
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social equality of those who enter into them, and both sides must receive roughly equivalent benefit. But
social relations between capitalists and employees can never be equal, because private ownership of the

means of production givesriseto socia hierarchy and relations of coercive authority and subordination,

as was recognised even by Adam Smith (see below).

The picture painted by Walter Reuther of working lifein America before the Wagner act isa
commentary on classinequality : "Injustice was as common as streetcars. WWhen men walked into their
jobs, they left their dignity, their citizenship and their humanity outside. They were required to report for
duty whether there was work or not. While they waited on the convenience of supervisors and foremen
they were unpaid. They could be fired without a pretext. They were subjected to arbitrary, senseless
rules. . . .Men were tortured by regulations that made difficult even going to the toilet. Despite
grandiloguent statements from the presidents of huge corporations that their door was open to any
worker with a complaint, there was no one and no agency to which a worker could appeal if he were
wronged. The very idea that a worker could be wronged seemed absurd to the employer." Much of this
indignity remains, and with the globalisation of capital, the bargaining position of workersis further
deteriorating, so that the gains of a century of class struggle are in danger of being lost.

A quick look at the enormous disparity of power and wealth between the capitalist class and the working
class shows that the benefits of the "agreements' entered into between the two sides are far from equal.
Walter Block, aleading Fraser Institute ideologue, makes clear the differencesin power and benefits
when discussing sexual harassment in the workplace:

"Consider the sexual harassment which continually occurs between a secretary and a
boss. . . while objectionable to many women, [it] isnot a coercive action. It israther part
of a package deal in which the secretary agrees to all aspects of the job when she agrees
to accept the job, and especially when she agrees to keep the job. The officeis, after all,
private property. The secretary does not have to remain if the ‘coercion’ is
objectionable.”" [quoted by Engler, Op. Cit., p. 101]

The primary goal of the Fraser Institute is to convince people that all other rights must be subordinated
to the right to enjoy wealth. In this case, Block makes clear that under private property, only bosses have
"“freedom to," and most also desire to ensure they have "freedom from" interference with this right.

So, when capitalists gush about the "liberty" available under capitalism, what they are really thinking of
istheir state-protected freedom to exploit and oppress workers through the ownership of property, a
freedom that allows them to continue amassing huge disparities of wealth, which in turn insures their
continued power and privileges. That the capitalist classin liberal-democratic states gives workers the
right to change masters (though this is not true under state capitalism) is far from showing that
capitalism is based on freedom, For as Peter Kropotkin rightly points out, "freedoms are not given, they
are taken" [Peter Kropotkin, Words of a Rebel, p. 43]. In capitalism, you are "free" to do anything you
are permitted to do by your masters, which amountsto "freedom™ with a collar and leash.
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B.4.2 Is capitalism based on self-ownership?

Murray Rothbard, aleading "libertarian" capitalist, claims that capitalism is based on the "basic axiom’
of "theright to self-ownership.” This"axiom" is defined as "the absolute right of each man [sic]. . .to
control [hisor her] body free of coercive interference. Snce each individual must think, learn, value,
and choose his or her ends and meansin order to survive and flourish, the right to self-ownership gives
man [sic] theright to perform these vital activities without being hampered by coercive

molestation." [For a New Liberty, pp. 26-27]

So far, so good. However, we reach a problem once we consider private property. As Ayn Rand, another
ideologue for "free market" capitalism argued, "there can be no such thing as the right to unrestricted
freedom of speech (or of action) on someone else's property” [Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, p.
258]. Or, asis commonly said by capitalist owners, "l don't pay you to think."

Similarly, capitalists don't pay their employees to perform the other "vital activities' listed by Rothbard
(learning, valuing, choosing ends and means) -- unless, of course, the firm requires thatt workers
undertake such activities in the interests of company profits. Otherwise, workers can rest assured that
any efforts to engage in such "vital activities' on company time will be "hampered" by "coercive
molestation." Therefore wage labour (the basis of capitalism) in practice denies the rights associated
with "self-ownership," thus alienating the individua from his or her basic rights. Or as Michagl Bakunin
expressesit, "the worker sells his person and his liberty for a given time" under capitalism.

In asociety of relative equals, "private property" would not be a source of power. For example, you
would still be able to fling a drunk out of your home. But in a system based on wage labour (i.e.
capitalism), private property is adifferent thing altogether, becoming a source of institutionalised
power and coercive authority through hierarchy. As Noam Chomsky writes, capitalism is based on "a
particular form of authoritarian control. Namely, the kind that comes through private ownership and
control, which is an extremely rigid system of domination." When "property" is purely what you, as an
individual, use (i.e. possession) it is not a source of power. In capitalism, however, "property"” rights no
longer coincide with use rights, and so they become a denial of freedom and a source of authority and
power over the individual. Little wonder that Proudhon labelled property as "theft" and "despotism’.

Aswe've seen in the discussion of hierarchy (section A.2.8 and B.1), all forms of authoritarian control
depend on " coercive molestation” -- i.e. the use or threat of sanctions. Thisis definitely the casein
company hierarchies under capitalism. Bob Black describes the authoritarian nature of capitalism as
follows:

"[ T] he place where [adults] passthe most time and submit to the closest control is at
work. Thus. . . it's apparent that the source of the greatest direct duress experienced by
the ordinary adult is not the state but rather the business that employs him. Your foreman
Or supervisor gives you more or-else ordersin a week than the police do in a decade.”
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We have already noted the objection that people can leave their jobs, which just amounts to saying "love
it or leaveit!" and does not address the issue at hand. Needless to say, the vast majority of the population
cannot avoid wage labour. Far from being based on the "right to self-ownership,” then, capitalism denies
it, alienating the individual from such basic rights as free speech, independent thought, and self-
management of one's own activity, which individuals have to give up when they are employed. But
since these rights, according to Rothbard, are the products of humans as humans, wage labour alienates
them from themselves, exactly as it does the individual's |abour power and creativity.

To quote Chomsky again, "people can survive, [only] by renting themselvesto it [ capitalist authority],
and basically in no other way. . . ." You do not sell your skills, as these skills are part of you. Instead,
what you haveto sell isyour time, your labour power, and so your self. Thus under wage labour, rights
of "self-ownership" are always placed below property rights, the only "right" being left to you is that of
finding another job (although even this right is denied in some countriesif the employee owes the
company money).

So, contrary to Rothbard's claim, capitalism actually alienates the right to self-ownership because of the
authoritarian structure of the workplace, which derives from private property. If we desire real self-
ownership, we cannot renounce it for most of our adult lives by becoming wage slaves. Only workers
self-management of production, not capitalism, can make self-ownership areality.

B.4.3 But no one forces you to work for them!

Of courseit is claimed that entering wage labour is a"voluntary" undertaking, from which both sides
allegedly benefit. However, due to past initiations of force (e.g. the seizure of land by conquest) plus the
tendency for capital to concentrate, arelative handful of people now control vast wealth, depriving all
others access to the means of life. As Immanuel Wallerstein points out in The Capitalist World System
(vol. 1), capitalism evolved from feudalism, with the first capitalists using inherited family wealth
derived from large land holdings to start factories. That "inherited family wealth" can be traced back
originally to conquest and forcible seizure. Thus denial of free access to the means of life is based
ultimately on the principle of "might makes right." And as Murray Bookchin so rightly points out, "the
means of life must be taken for what they literally are: the means without which lifeisimpossible. To
deny them to people is more than 'theft'... it is outright homicide." [Murray Bookchin, Remaking
Society, p. 187]

David Ellerman has also noted that the past use of force has resulted in the majority being limited to
those options allowed to them by the powers that be:

"It isa veritable mainstay of capitalist thought... that the moral flaws of chattel slavery
have not survived in capitalism since the workers, unlike the slaves, are free people
making voluntary wage contracts. But it is only that, in the case of capitalism, the denial
of natural rightsisless complete so that the worker has a residual legal personality as a
free 'commodity owner.' He isthus allowed to voluntarily put his own working life to
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traffic. When a robber denies another person's right to make an infinite number of other
choices besides losing his money or his life and the denial is backed up by a gun, then this
Is clearly robbery even though it might be said that the victim making a 'voluntary choice'
between his remaining options. When the legal systemitself denies the natural rights of
working people in the name of the prerogatives of capital, and this denial is sanctioned by
the legal violence of the state, then the theorists of 'libertarian’ capitalism do not proclaim
institutional robbery, but rather they celebrate the 'natural liberty' of working people to
choose between the remaining options of selling their labour as a commodity and being
unemployed.” [quoted by Noam Chomsky, The Chomsky Reader, p. 186]

Therefore the existence of the labour market depends on the worker being separated from the means of
production. The natural basis of capitalism iswage labour, wherein the mgjority have little option but to
sell their skills, labour and time to those who do own the means of production. In advanced capitalist
countries, less than 10% of the working population are self-employed (in 1990, 7.6% in the UK, 8% in
the USA and Canada - however, this figure includes employer s as well, meaning that the number of self-
employed workersis even smaller!). Hence for the vast mgjority, the labour market is their only option.

Michael Bakunin notes that these facts put the worker in the position of a serf with regard to the
capitalist, even though the worker is formally "free" and "equal” under the law:

"Juridically they are both equal; but economically the worker isthe serf of the

capitalist . . . thereby the worker sells his person and hisliberty for a given time. The
worker isin the position of a serf because thisterrible threat of starvation which daily
hangs over his head and over hisfamily, will force him to accept any conditions imposed
by the gainful calculations of the capitalist, the industrialist, the employer. . . .The worker
always has the right to leave his employer, but has he the means to do so? No, he does it
in order to sell himself to another employer. Heisdriven to it by the same hunger which
forces himto sell himself to the first employer. Thus the worker'sliberty . . .isonly a
theoretical freedom, lacking any means for its possible realisation, and consequently it is
only a fictitious liberty, an utter falsehood. The truth is that the whole life of the worker is
simply a continuous and dismaying succession of terms of serfdom -- voluntary from the
juridical point of view but compulsory from an economic sense -- broken up by
momentarily brief interludes of freedom accompanied by starvation; in other words, it is
real slavery." [The Political Philosophy of Bakunin, pp. 187-8]

Obviously, acompany cannot for ce you to work for them but, in general, you have to work for
someone. Thisis because of past "initiation of force" by the capitalist class and the state which have
created the objective conditions within which we make our employment decisions. Before any specific
labour market contract occurs, the separation of workers from the means of production is an established
fact (and the resulting "labour" market usually gives the advantage to the capitalists as a class). So while
we can usually pick which capitalist to work for, we, in general, cannot choose to work for ourselves
(the self-employed sector of the economy istiny, which indicates well how spurious capitalist liberty
actually is). Of course, the ability to leave employment and seek it elsewhere is an important freedom.
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However, this freedom, like most freedoms under capitalism, is of limited use and hides a deeper anti-
individual reality.

AsKarl Polanyi putsit:

"In human terms such a postulate [ of a labour market] implied for the worker extreme
instability of earnings, utter absence of professional standards, abject readinessto be
shoved and pushed about indiscriminately, complete dependence on the whims of the
market. [Ludwig Von] Misesjustly argued that if workers 'did not act as trade unionists,
but reduced their demands and changed their locations and occupations according to the
labour market, they would eventually find work.' This sums up the position under a system
based on the postulate of the commodity character of labour. It is not for the commodity to
decide where it should be offered for sale, to what purpose it should be used, at what price
it should be allowed to change hands, and in what manner it should be consumed or
destroyed." [The Great Transformation, p. 176]

(Although we should point out that von Mises argument that workers will "eventually" find work as well
as being nice and vague -- how long is "eventually"?, for example -- is contradicted by actual
experience. Asthe Keynesian economist Michael Stewart notes, in the nineteenth century workers "who
lost their jobs had to redeploy fast or starve (and even this feature of the ninetheenth century

economy. . . did not prevent prolonged recessions)” [Keynesin the 1990s, p. 31] Workers "reducing
their demands' may actually worsen an economic slump, causing more unemployment in the short run
and lengthening the length of the crisis. We address the issue of unemployment and workers "reducing
their demands" in more detail in section C.9).

It is sometimes argued that capital needs labour, so both have an equal say in the terms offered, and
hence the labour market is based on "liberty." But for capitalism to be based on real freedom or on true
free agreement, both sides of the capital/labour divide must be equal in bargaining power, otherwise any
agreement would favour the most powerful at the expense of the other party. However, due to the
existence of private property and the states needed to protect it, this equality is de facto impossible,
regardless of the theory. Thisis because. in general, capitalists have three advantages on the "free"
labour market-- the law and state placing the rights of property above those of |abour, the existence of
unemployment over most of the business cycle and capitalists having more resources to fall back on. We
will discuss each in turn.

Thefirst advantage, namely property owners having the backing of the law and state, ensures that when
workers go on strike or use other forms of direct action (or even when they try to form aunion) the
capitalist has the full backing of the state to employ scabs, break picket lines or fire "the ring-leaders."
This obviously gives employers greater power in their bargaining position, placing workersin a weak
position (a position that may make them, the workers, think twice before standing up for their rights).

The existence of unemployment over most of the business cycle ensures that "employers have a
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structural advantage in the labour market, because there are typically more candidates. . . than jobs for
themto fill." This means that "[ c] ompetition in labour markets us typically skewed in favour of
employers: it isa buyers market. And in a buyer's market, it is the sellers who compromise. Competition
for labour is not strong enough to ensure that workers desires are always satisified." [Juliet B. Schor,
The Overworked American, p. 71, p. 129] If the labour market generally favours the employer, then
this obviously places working people at a disadvantage as the threat of unemployment and the hardships
associated with encourages workers to take any job and submit to their bosses demands and power while
employed. Unemployment, in other words, servesto discipline labour. The higher the prevailing
unemployment rate, the harder it isto find a new job, which raises the cost of job loss and makesiit less
likely for workersto strike, join unions, or to resist employer demands, and so on.

As Bakunin argued, "the property owners... are likewise forced to seek out and purchase labour ... but
not in the same measure. . . [thereisno] equality between those who offer their labour and those who
purchaseit." [Op. Cit., p. 183] This ensures that any "free agreements’ made benefit the capitalists
more than the workers (see the next section on periods of full employment, when conditionstilt in

favour of working people).

Lastly, thereistheissue of inequalities in wealth and so resources. The capitalist generally has more
resources to fall back on during strikes and while waiting to find employees (for example, large
companies with many factories can swap production to their other factoriesif one goes on strike). And
by having more resourcesto fall back on, the capitalist can hold out longer than the worker, so placing
the employer in a stronger bargaining position and so ensuring labour contracts favour them. Thiswas
recognised by Adam Smith:

"It is not difficult to foresee which of the two parties [ workers and capitalists] must, upon
all ordinary occasions... force the other into a compliance with their terms... In all such
disputes the masters can hold out much longer ... though they did not employ a single

wor kman [the masters] could generally live a year or two upon the stocks which they
already acquired. Many workmen could not subsist a week, few could subsist a month,
and scare any a year without employment. In the long-run the workman may be as
necessary to his master as his master isto him; but the necessity is not so immediate. . . [1]
n disputes with their workmen, masters must generally have the advantage." [Wealth of
Nations, pp. 59-60]

How little things have changed.

So, whileit is definitely the case that no one forces you to work for them, the capitalist system is such
that you have little choice but to sell your liberty and labour on the "free market." Not only this, but the
labour market (which is what makes capitalism capitalism) is (usually) skewed in favour of the
employer, so ensuring that any "free agreements’ made on it favour the boss and result in the workers
submitting to domination and exploitation. Thisiswhy anarchists support collective organisation (such
as unions) and resistance (such as strikes), direct action and solidarity to make us as, if not more,
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powerful than our exploiters and win important reforms and improvements (and, ultimately, change
society), even when faced with the disadvantages on the labour market we have indicated. The
despotism associated with property (to use Proudhon's expression) is resisted by those subject to it and,
needless to say, the boss does not always win.

B.4.4 But what about periods of high demand for labour?

Of course there are periods when the demand for labour exceeds supply, but these periods hold the seeds
of depression for capitalism, as workers are in an excellent position to challenge, both individually and
collectively, their alotted role as commodities. This point is discussed in more detail in section C.7
(What causes the capitalist business cycle?) and so we will not do so here. For now it's enough to point
out that during normal times (i.e. over most of the business cycle), capitalists often enjoy extensive
authority over workers, an authority deriving from the unequal bargaining power between capital and
labour, as noted by Adam Smith and many others.

However, this changes during times of high demand for labour. To illustrate, et us assume that supply
and demand approximate each other. It is clear that such a situation is only good for the worker. Bosses
cannot easily fire aworker asthere is no one to replace them and the workers, either collectively by
solidarity or individually by "exit" (i.e. quitting and moving to a new job), can ensure a boss respects
their interests and, indeed, can push these interests to the full. The boss findsit hard to keep their
authority intact or from stopping wages rising and causing a profits squeeze. In other words, as
unemployment drops, workers power increases.

Looking at it another way, giving someone the right to hire and fire an input into a production process
vests that individual with considerable power over that input unlessit is costless for that input to move;
that is unless the input is perfectly mobile. Thisis only approximated in real life for labour during
periods of full employment, and so perfect mobility of labour costs problems for a capitalist firm
because under such conditions workers are not dependent on a particular capitalist and so the level of
worker effort is determined far more by the decisions of workers (either collectively or individually)
than by managerial authority. The threat of firing cannot be used as a threat to increase effort, and hence
production, and so full employment increases workers power.

With the capitalist firm being a fixed commitment of resources, this situation is intolerable. Such times
are bad for business and so occur rarely with free market capitalism (we must point out that in neo-
classical economics, it isassumed that all inputs - including capital - are perfectly mobile and so the
theory ignores reality and assumes away capitalist production itself!).

During the last period of capitalist boom, the post-war period, we can see the breakdown of capitalist
authority and the fear this held for the ruling elite. The Trilateral Commission's 1975 report, which
attempted to "understand” the growing discontent among the general population, makes our point well.
In periods of full employment, according to the report, there is"an excess of democracy.” In other
words, due to the increased bargaining power workers gained during a period of high demand for labour,
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peopl e started thinking about and acting upon their needs as humans, not as commodities embodying
labour power. This naturally had devastating effects on capitalist and statist authority: " People no longer
felt the same compulsion to obey those whom they had previously considered superior to themselvesin
age, rank, status, expertise, character, or talent”.

This loosening of the bonds of compulsion and obedience led to " previously passive or unorganised
groups in the population, blacks, Indians, Chicanos, white ethnic groups, students and women... embark
[ing] on concerted efforts to establish their claims to opportunities, rewards, and privileges, which they
had not considered themselves entitled to before.”

Such an "excess' of participation in politics of course posed a serious threat to the status quo, since for
the elites who authored the report, it was considered axiomatic that "the effective operation of a
democratic political system usually requires some measure of apathy and non-involvement on the part of
someindividuals and groups. . . . In itself, this marginality on the part of some groupsisinherently
undemocratic, but it is also one of the factors which has enabled democracy to function effectively."
Such a statement reveal s the hollowness of the establishment's concept of ‘democracy,’ which in order to
function effectively (i.e. to serve elite interests) must be "inherently undemocratic.”

Any period where people feel empowered allows them to communicate with their fellows, identify their
needs and desires, and resist those forces that deny their freedom to manage their own lives. Such
resistance strikes a deadly blow at the capitalist need to treat people as commaodities, since (to re-quote
Polanyi) people no longer fedl that it "is not for the commodity to decide where it should be offered for
sale, to what purpose it should be used, at what price it should be allowed to change hands, and in what
manner it should be consumed or destroyed." Instead, as thinking and feeling people, they act to reclaim
their freedom and humanity.

As noted at the beginning of this section, the economic effects of such periods of empowerment and
revolt are discussed in section C.7. We will end by quoting the Polish economist Michal Kalecki, who
noted that a continuous capitalist boom would not be in the interests of the ruling class. In 1943, in
response to the more optimistic Keynesians, he noted that "to maintain the high level of employment. . .
in the subsequent boom, a strong opposition of 'business leaders' is likely to be encountered. . . lasting
full employment is not at all to their liking. The workers would 'get out of hand' and the 'captains of
industry' would be anxious 'to teach them a lesson™ because "under a regime of permanent full
employment, 'the sack' would cease to play itsrole as a disciplinary measure. The social position of the
boss would be undermined and the self assurance and class consciousness of the working class would
grow. Strikes for wage increases and improvements in conditions of work would create political
tension. . . 'discipline in the factories' and 'political stability’ are more appreciated by business leaders
than profits. Their classinterest tells them that lasting full employment is unsound from their point of
view and that unemployment is an integral part of the normal capitalist system." [cited by Malcolm C.
Sawyer, The Economics of Michal Kalecki p. 139, p. 138]

Therefore, periods when the demand for labour outstrips supply are not healthy for capitalism, as they
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allow peopleto assert their freedom and humanity -- both fatal to the system. Thisiswhy news of large
numbers of new jobs sends the stock market plunging and why capitalists are so keen these daysto
maintain a"natural" rate of unemployment (that it has to be maintained indicates that it is not "natura™).
Kalecki, we must point out, also correctly predicted the rise of "a powerful bloc" between "big business
and therentier interests’ against full employment and that "they would probably find more than one
economist to declare that the situation was manifestly unsound." The resulting "pressure of all these
forces, and in particular big business’ would "induce the Government to return to. . . orthodox

policy." [Kalecki, cited Op. Cit., p. 140] Thisis exactly what happened in the 1970s, with the
monetarists and other sections of the "free market" right providing the ideological support for the
business lead class war, and whose "theories" (when applied) promptly generated massive
unemployment, thus teaching the working class the required lesson.

So, although detrimental to profit-making, periods of recession and high unemployment are not only
unavoidable but are necessary to capitalism in order to "discipline" workers and "teach them a lesson."”
Andinal, itislittle wonder that capitalism rarely produces periods approximating full employment --
they are not in its interests (see also section C.9). The dynamics of capitalism makes recession and

unemployment inevitable, just as it makes class struggle (which creates these dynamics) inevitable.

B.4.5 But | want to be "left alone"!

It isironic that supporters of laissez-faire capitalism, such as"Libertarians' and "anarcho"-capitalists,
should claim that they want to be "left alone," since capitalism never allowsthis. As Max Stirner
expressed it:

"Restless acquisition does not |et us take breath, take a calm enjoyment. We do not get the
comfort of our possessions. . ." [Max Stirner The Ego and Its Own, p. 268]

Capitalism cannot let us "take breath” simply because it needs to grow or die, which puts constant
pressure on both workers and capitalists (see section D.4.1). Workers can never relax or be free of

anxiety about losing their jobs, because if they do not work, they do not eat, nor can they ensure that
their children will get a better life. Within the workplace, they are not "left alone" by their bossesin
order to manage their own activities. Instead, they are told what to do, when to do it and how to do it.
Indeed, the history of experimentsin workers control and self-management within capitalist companies
confirms our claims that, for the worker, capitalism isincompatible with the desire to be "left alone." As
an illustration we will use the " Pilot Program” conducted by General Electric between 1968 and 1972.

General Electric proposed the "Pilot Program” as a means of overcoming the problems they faced with
introducing Numeric Control (N/C) machinery into its plant at Lynn River Works, Massachusetts. Faced
with rising tensions on the shop floor, bottle-necks in production and low-quantity products, GE
management tried a scheme of "job enrichment" based on workers' control of production in one area of
the plant. By June 1970 the workers involved were "on their own" (as one manager put it) and "[i]n
terms of group job enlargement this was when the Pilot Project really began, with immediate results in
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increased output and machine utilisation, and a reduction on manufacturing losses. As one union

official remarked two years later, 'The fact that we broke down a traditional policy of GE [that the union
could never have a hand in managing the business] was in itself satisfying, especially when we could
throw success up to themto boot."™ [David Noble, Forces of Production, p. 295]

The project, after some initial scepticism, proved to be agreat success with the workers involved.
Indeed, other workers in the factory desired to be included and the union soon tried to get it spread
throughout the plant and into other GE locations. The success of the scheme was that it was based on
workers managing their own affairs rather than being told what to do by their bosses -- "