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Translator’s Introduction

In September 1889 Malatesta returned to Europe from South
America whence he and other comrades had fled from Italy in
1884/5. According to the eminent anarchist historian Max Nettlau,
his return to Europe was influenced both by the politically favourable
news—the reawakening of socialism everywhere as demonstrated
by the dockers’ strike in London and the celebration of May Day
—as well as by the fact that “he was in possession of the necessary
means to make propaganda”. So much so that immediately on
his return he announced the publication in Nice (France) of a
journal “I’Associazione” but after three issues Malatesta had to
flee the country because of the machinations of one Terzaghi, a
police spy, and by October 1889 he was for the second time in
London.

Malatesta spent some thirty-eight years of his life in exile, mostly
in London. His first exile in London was from 1881-83. He
returned to Italy and published La Questione Sociale (a file of which
is preserved in that unique archive, the British Museum Periodicals
department, but not in Italy). It appeared for eight months until he
was once again obliged either at the end of 1884 or the beginning
of 1885 to flee the country to avoid a three year prison sentence
imposed in February 1884.

That they were different times is illustrated by the fact that
Malatesta and his friends having appealed against the sentences
were released and he continued to publish his periodical. And
in the autumn of that same year Nettlau tells us that “Malatesta
and other comrades went to Naples, where an outbreak of cholera
had assumed alarming proportions, to help in the hospitals. Costa
and other socialists did likewise. Two anarchists . . . died. Those
who returned declared in a manifesto that the real basis of cholera
was poverty and the only real solution was the social revolution™
[In 1973 cholera in Naples makes the headlines. Basically are not
the causes and the solution still the same?] Only in November
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4 ERRICO MALATESTA

was the appeal heard and remanded to January 1885 by which
time all the accused had left the country.

Malatesta’s third exile in London was the longest—from 1859
to 1913. It followed a brief period of intense activity in italy in
1897 when he published I’ Agitazione, which ceased publication when
he was sentenced to a term of political internment by the military
authorities. The trial was of special significance, and I cannot do
better than quote what I have already written elsewhere:

One of the interesting aspects of this trial was that whereas in
past trials most anarchists denied the charge of ‘“‘criminal association”
on the grounds that they were opposed to organisation, Malatesta
and his friends not only declared that they were organised, but also
demanded the right of anarchists to join a formal organisation. This
gave rise to agitation throughout Italy for “the freedom to organise”
promoted by the Anarchist Socialist Federation of Romagna, and
supported energetically from the columns of [’Agitazione, which
continued publication in spite of further arrests of those who had
taken Malatesta’s place (among them Fabbri, a young man of 20).
By the time the trial took place, four months later, over 3,000
anarchists, in the name of many groups and clubs had signed a
public manifesto in which they declared their political beliefs, and
affirmed that they were members of a “party” and in complete
agreement with the accused. More support came from all parts
of the world.

Malatesta received a modest seven months sentence and sevin
of his comrades got six months but the sting was in the tail for
when they were due to be released all were sentenced to five years
domicillio coatto (banishinent to the penal islands) under emergency
laws approved by Farliament. In less than a year Malatesta had
escaped and made his way to London via Malta. He then spent
some months in the United States and returned to London via
Cuba in April 1899.

His fourth exile in London was separated from the third by less
than a year (1913-14) and lasted until his final return to Italy in
1919. That brief period in Italy and Ancona cannot be summarised
in a paragraph. Needless to say, it was linked with the publicaticn
of an anarchist journal, this time La Volonta which was first published
in Ancona in June 1913 by the efforts of Fabbri and Agostinelli
and edited from London by Malatesta who, however, was back in
Ancona by the end of July after an exile of some 13 years.
Though he was then in his sixtieth year he earned not only the
admiration of his dearest friend, Luigi Fabbri, who recounts that
in that short period he also lectured and spoke in the principle cities
of Italy as well as attending the conferences of the various parties
and workers’ organisations of the Left, but also the reluctant
recognition of his energy and capacities as a propagandist by the
Captain of the Carabineers of Ancona whose notes were salvaged
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by two anarchists searching among the debris of a police station
destroyed during an Allied bombardment of Ancona in the last
war. The Captain declares that “Malatesta’s return from London
was the signal for a reawakening of the anarchist movement in
Ancona”. Once he had drawn together all the anarchist elements
in Ancona ‘“he successfully started a Circle of Social Studies where
members and sympathisers meet for readings on social subjects,
discussions and propaganda meetings which are frequently presided
over by Malatesta himself”. The Captain estimates the Ancona
anarchists and sympathisers to number some 600. He names 33
of the most prominent ameng them, and to judge by their trades
and professions they are clearly a representative cross section of
the working community. They include shoemakers, carpenters,
dock workers, strest traders, barbers, shop assistants and one student.
Their ages range from the early twenties, and predominate in the
thirties.

He sums up Malatesta the man and the propagandist with more
intelligence and observation than did many of Malatesta’s own
comrades when he wrote in his diary:

His qualities as an intelligent, combative speaker who seeks to
persuade with calm, and never with violent, language, are used to
the full to revive the already spent forces of the party and to
win converts and sympathisers, never losing sight of his principal
goal which is to draw together the forces of the party and undermine
the bases of the State, by hindering its workings, paralyse its services
and doing anti-militarist propaganda, until the favourable occasion
arises to overturn and destroy the existing State.

He also unwittingly informs us that from August 1913-May 1914
Malatesta was involved in 21 of 37 noteworthy “anarchist
demonstrations” in the province but as to how many private meetings
he attended hz cannot say for, to quote his diary: “The organisational
work of Malatesta is difficult to penetrate, by reason of the prudence
with which he acts and the discretion of his trusted friends and
the circumspection with which he acts.”

Many years later in a footnote to someone else’s article in Pensiero
e Volonta (January 1st 1925) on the subject of whether organisation
should be secret or public Malatesta’s approach is so concise as
well as relevant to the present day context that T make no apology
for quoting it verbatim:

In general terms th= answer is obviously that one must carry out
in public what it is convenient that everybody should know and
in secret what it is agreed should bz withheld from the public at large.
It is obvious that for us who carry on our propaganda to raise
the moral level of the masses and induce them to win their emancipa-
tion by their own efforts and who have no personal or sectarian
ambitions to dominate. it is an advantage where possible to give
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our activities a maximum of publicity to thereby reach and influence
with our propaganda as many people as we can. But this does
not depend only on our wishes; it is clear that if, for example,
a government were to prohibit us from speaking, publishing, or
feeting and we had not the strength to defy the ban openly, we
should seek to do all these things clandestinely.

One must however, zlways aim to act in the full light of day, and
struggle to win our freedoms, bearing in mind that the best way
to obtain a freedom is that of taking it, facing necessary risks;
whereas very often a freedom is lost, through one’s own fault,
either through not exercising it or using it timidly, giving the
impression that one has not the right to be doing what one is doing.
Therefore, as a general rule we prefer always to act publicly . .
also because the revolutionaries of today have qualities, some good
and others bad, which reduce their conspiratorial capacities in
which the revolutionaries of 50 or a 100 years ago excelled.
But certainly there can be circumstances and actions which demand
secrecy, and in which case one must act accordingly. In any case
let us be wary of those “secret” affairs which everybody knows
about and first among them, the police.

It was at the end of Malatesta’s brief return to Italy that the
“Red Week” exploded (in June 1914) and once again he was back
in London having only just managed to escape arrest.

Then war broke out (August 1914). Malatesta could do no
more to stop the war than Kropotkin and his pro-war friends could
to ensure victory for the Allies, but from the point of view of
the anarchist movement Malatesta’s unequivocal opposition not
only to the war but to Kropotkin and his aristocratic friends plus
the moral strength of Tom Keell, the editor and printer of FREEDOM,
were undoubtedly determining factors in preventing the anarchists
from being “committed” to supporting that war.

In 1919 Malatesta was able to return to Italy, where he was
even hailed by some workers as the “Lenin of Italy”. He resisted
the kiss of death but accepted the invitation to be the editor of a
daily anarchist paper Umanita Nova which came out for over two
years against all kinds of physical difficulties, from paper rationing
to the destruction of the printing works and editorial office by gangs
of young fascist thugs, and which at its peak enjoyed a daily
circulation of 50,000 copies. Fortunately he had an extraordinary
group of collaborators, for during its iife Malatesta was reguired
to address meetings all over the country and then, of course, in
October 1920 he, Borghi (who was then secretary of the U.S.I., the
revolutionary Syndicalist Union) and some 80 other anarchists were
arrested and held in prison until the following July when after a
four day trial they were all acquitted by the jury! Malatesta resumed
the editorship of Uimanita Nova but it could no longer survive the
harassment to which it was subjected bv the fascist gangs. Parcels

ere seized by the postal authorities and at the newsagents kiosks
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they were burnt, a fate suffered not only by the anarchist press but
by all anti-fascist journals. Umanita Nova ceased daily publication
in August 1922 and appeared as a weekly until the end of the year.
(Mussolini “marched” on Rome in October 1922.)

Malatesta put his pen to one side and took up his tool bag and,
at the age of 70 started work again as an electrician-mechanic.
But a number of his friends throughout the world felt that he should
be freed from the day to day need of earning a living at his trade
in order to devote his energies to contributing to a clarification
of anarchist ideas.

It had become impossible for any anarchist journal to survive
for long, yet from January 1st 1924 Pensiero e Volonta appeared
regularly as a fortnightly (24 issues) that year, but with the growing
Press censorship only another 32 issues appeared in 1925-26, the
others being seized by the Authorities before they could be
distributed. The last issue came out in October 1926 for in that
same month a young anarchist, Anteo Zamboni, made his unsuccess{ul
attempt on Mussolini’s life and this was used as a pretext for the
government to ban not only the anti-fascist press but the independent
press in general. This stranglehold lasted for no less than 20 years,
a fact which still does not seem to be appreciated in the “democracies”
where Italian fascism has always been looked upon as something
of a joke. Yet, while Malatesta was preparing to publish Pensiero
e Volonta, in Barcelona the veteran anarchist Federico Urales and
his 18-year-old daughter Federica Montseny were starting La Revista
Blgnca, also a fortnightly journal concerned with “literatura, sociologia,
arte, ciencia” at the beginning of another dictatorship, that of
Primo de Rivera, which lasted from 1923 to the founding of the
Republic in 1931. Not only did the Revista Blanca survive the
dictatorship but also the repression following the Miners’ Rebellion
in the Asturias in October 1934 and by July 1936, when Franco’s
military uprising took place, no less than 388 issues of La Revista
Blanca had appeared.

In Italy the opposition press had been silenced. Malatesta spent
the remaining five years of his life with his companion in Rome
under house arrest. Guards were posted outside his apartmsnt door
day and night and anybody calling on him or approaching him
in the street was automatically arrested with the result that he was
isolated from any contact with his fellows. All his correspondence
was opened and censored. Nevertheless he succeeded in contributing
a few significant articles for the anarchist press, one of the last of
which, his “Peter Kropotkin—Recollections and Criticisms by an
old friend”, is a literary and political gem and indicates that in
his seventy-eighth year his mind was as clear as ever. But his
body was worn out, and on July 22nd 1932 he died.

His last thoughts committed to his notebook the day before he



8 ERRICO MALATESTA

died are surely worth quoting today: “He who throws a bomb and
kills a pedestrian, declares that as a victim of society he has rebelled
against society. But could not the poor victim object: ‘Am I
society?’ ”

And to conclude, a word about the pamphlet itself and the new
translation. L’'Anarchia was written in 1891 during his second
exile in London and was the last of five pamphlets (four of which
were by Malatesta) published and printed by the library of
I’Associazione in Fulham, London. No. 1 in the series was La
Politica Parlamentare nel Movimento Socialista (1890, 31pp.), No. 2,
In Tempo di Elezioni (1890, 16pp.) was in the form of a dialogue
as was also No. 3, Fra Contadini, “Between Peasants” (first published
in Florence, 1884 and reissued in London, 1890-1, 63pp.). L' Anarchia
appeared in English translation in the monthly journal FREEDOM
(September 1891-june 1892) and was reprinted as a pamphlet by
FREEDOM PRESS in 1892. All the editions that have since been issued
by FREEDOM PRESS, and there have been many, were based on that
translation. This new translation makes no “cuts” in the original
text and seeks to render Malatesta’s thought and way of expressing
himself as literally as possible rather than interpreting him which,
not so much the original translator but, subsequent editors have
done, obviously with the good intention of making that translation
clearer for the English reader. But Malatesta in all his writings
is crystal clear and every word is a necessary part of his thought.
He is sometimes difficult both for the translator and the reader
because he wants to say so much in a limited space. It is as if
he were engaged in conversation, and one is frequently faced with
a paragraph of a 150 words which is one sentence interrupted by
valid and interesting reflections and asides which are so characteristic
of his writings, that I felt this new translation should try to emulate
his siyle and expect the reader to make the effort, if necessary, of
re-reading the sentence or paragraph before he or she blames the
author for a lack of clarity. The truth is that writers like Malatesta
need to be read aloud (even without an audience!) in order to
appreciate their mastery of language and the cold logic which is
subtly blended with human warmth and understanding, qualities
singularly lacking in present day revolutionary literature.

In the introduction to his authoritative biography of Malatesta,
Fabbri recounts that in 1920 Malatesta told him that he considered
Anarchy the best thing he had written, and that his only regret
was that new editions were appearing all the time without his
knowledge, otherwise he would wish to make improvements to
some of the text. Fabbri, however, considered that Malatesta’s most
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important, as well as most successful, propaganda pamphlet was
Fra Contadini because though it was most elementary and directed
to the mass of the people who knew nothing about social questions,
this did not prevent Malatesta from developing his most profound
ideas. It was translated into many languages but its greatest success
was in Italy, culminating in a 100,000 copy edition published by
the Ligurian Anarchist Federation in 1920 when, of course,
revolution was in everybody’s thoughts.

I think Malatesta was right in his opinion of Anarchy. His great
achievement was in synthesising his whole social concept in so few
words and at the same time maintaining a polemical style which
is essential if one is directing one’s propaganda not just to the
converted but to the honest critics as well. Malatesta obviously found
questions and answers, and dialogue, stimulating in developing his
own thoughts and Anarchy as we have seen in fact followed three
dialogue propaganda pamphlets by him.

But good as Anarchy is, the time has surely come for the publication
of Malatesta’s complete writings in Italian as well as a large volume
of his most important articles in English. The present situation is
that Malatesta’s writings are, with the exception of two slender
commercial productions, no longer available in Italian, and the
only volume in English, Malatesta—Life and Ideas, is out of print.
Yet Malatesta’s realistic approach to social questions and his sane
views on all the kinds of problems that are paramount in contemporary
revolutionary circles throughout the world, must be made available.
In the '30s with mass unemployment and poverty throughout Europe
and the Americas, the anarchists paid homage to Malatesta by
publishing all his writings, from 1919 until his death in 1932, in
three volumes totalling a thousand pages. What couid be done then,
surely can be done again and better by a movement that is not
dispersed either in exile, or in domicilio coatto, or living clandestinely
in their own country.

it is time that Malatesta was “rehabilitated” not by the academics
and commercial publishers, but by the International anarchist
movement. Of the “giants” of the 19th century revolutionary
movement he was the truest Internationalist of them all in every
sense of the word. He was also the most militant as well as the
most modest. His writings, I think, will be recognised as one of
our most valuable “assets” if only we could liberate ourselves from
the embrace of the academics, who in league with the publishers
are for very obvious commercial reasons simply presenting that
part of anarchist ideas that can be linked to Marx, Marxism, or
the Russian Revolution, and realise that welcome as are all the
commercial editions of Proudhon’s, Bakunin’s, Kropotkin’s, Goldman’s,
Berkman’s writings with their patronising professorial introductions
saying what wonderful people they all were but what hopeless ideas
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they espoused, anarchists must publish their own propaganda and
distribute it themselves. To expect commercial publishers to further
anarchist ideas is more than naive. The avalanche of commercially
published anarchist literature in the past 10 years has mainly
gone into the universities where more and more graduates in search
of a subject and a higher degree, and Dons without students and
without an ideal, are writing about anarchism and anarchists, not
as seekers after the truth proclaiming it, but more like Pirandello’s
“Six Characters in Search of an Author”. Malatesta could easily
be the next victim. An annotated edition of /’Anarchia has already
appeared which is 142 pages long. There is a 40-page introduction
in smaller type than the 54 pages of Malatesta’s text that follow.
The remaining 46 pages consist of no less than 84 comments in
the form of footnotes in small type by the sympathetic editor!
The volume is presented as Malatesta’s I’Anarchia whereas it should
be presented as Alfredo M. Bonanno’s dissertation on Ivialatesta’s
I’Anarchia, which is the last thing that Malatesta would have ‘wished.
Every propaganda work has an argument and a message and
survives as propaganda not by endless “Interpretations” but on
its validity for those who read it and do their own interpreting.

Those readers will appreciate that the essay they are about to
read was conceived more than 80 years ago, and when Malatesta
writes about the anarchist “party” he was anyway linguistically
more accurate than we are now, for the Oxford dictionary’s first
definition is of a “body of parsons united in a cause, opinion,
etc.”. He frequently refers in the text to gendarmes, polizia, birri
who have all become “policemen” in past translations. I have
retained his references to gendarmes which is defined in the Oxford
dictionary as “Soldier, mounted or on foot, empioyed in police
duties”, not for pedantic reasons but to emphasise the number of
para-military forces at the disposal of the government in power
then as now. But apart from these two minor linguistic “footnotes”
I can do no more than warmly invite you the reader to read and
re-read and ponder over Malatesta’s I’ Anarchia.

December 1973. VERNON RICHARDS.



Anarchy

1

The word Anarchy comes from the Greek and its literal meaning
is without government: the condition of a people who live
without a constituted authority, without government.

Before such an organisation had begun to be considered
both possible and desirable by a whole school of thinkers and
accepted as the objective of a party, which has now become
one of the most important factors in the social struggles of
our time, the word anarchy was universally used in the sense
of disorder and confusion; and it is to this day used in that sense
by the uninformed as well as by political opponents with an
interest in distorting the truth.

We will not enter into a philological discussion, since the question
is historical and not philological. The common interpretation
of the word recognises its true and etymological meaning; but
it is a derivative of that meaning due to the prejudiced view
that government was a necessary organ of social life, and that
consequently a society without government would be at the mercy
of disorder, and fluctuate between the unbridled arrogance of
some, and the blind vengeance of others.

The existence of this prejudice and its influence on the public’s
definition of the word anarchy, is easily explained. Man, like
all living beings, adapts and accustoms himself to the conditions
under which he lives, and passes on acquired habits. Thus, having
being born and bred in bondage, when the descendants of a long
line of slaves started to think, they believed that slavery was an
essential condition of life, and freedom seemed impossible to

11
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them. Similarly, workers who for centuries were obliged, and
therefore accustomed, to depend for work, that is bread, on the
goodwill of the master, and to see their lives always at the mercy
of the owners of the land and of capital, ended by believing
that it is the master who feeds them, and ingenuously ask one how
would it be possible to live if there were no masters.

In the same way, someone whose legs had been bound from
birth but had managed nevertheless to walk as best he could,
might attribute his ability to move to those very bonds which
in fact serve only to weaken and paralyse the muscular energy
of his legs.

If to the normal effects of habit is then added the kind of
education offered by the master, the priest, the teacher, etc.,
who have a vested interest in preaching that the masters and the
government are necessary; if one were to add the judge and
the policeman who are at pains to reduce to silence those who
might think differently and be tempted to propagate their ideas,
then it will not be difficult to understand how the prejudiced
view of the usefulness of, and the necessity for, the master and
the government took root in the unsophisticated minds of the
labouring masses.

Just imagine if the doctor were to expound to our fictional
man with the bound legs a theory, cleverly illustrated with a
thousand invented cases to prove that if his legs were freed
he would be unable to walk and would not live, then that man
would ferociously defend his bonds and consider as his enemy
anyone who tried to remove them.

So, since it was thought that government was necessary and
that without government there couid only be disorder and con-
fusion, it was natural and logical that anarchy, which means
absence of government, should sound like absence of order.

Nor is the phenomenon without parallel in the history of
words. In times and in countries where the people believed in
the need for government by one man (monarchy), the word
republic, which is government by many, was in fact used in
the sense of disorder and confusion—and this meaning is still to
be found in the popular language of almost all countries.

Change opinion, convince the public that government is not
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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.

Those who say therefore that the anarchists have badly chosen
their name because it is wrongly interpreted by the masses and
lends itself to wrong interpretations, are mistaken. The error
does not come from the word but from the thing; and the difficul-
ties anarchists face in their propaganda do not depend on the
name they have taken, but on the fact that their concept clashes
with all the public’s long established prejudices on the function
of government, or the State as it is also called.

Before going on, it would be as well to make oneself clear
on this word State, which in our opinion is the cause of the
real misunderstanding,.

Anarchists, including this writer, have used the word State,
and still do, to mean the sum total of the political, legisiative,
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 deiegation, are vested with the powers to make the laws for
evervthing and everybody, and to oblige the peopie to observe
them, if need be, by tiie use of collective force.

In this sensz the word S:aze means govermment, or to put it
another way, it is the impersonal, abstract expression of that
staie of affairs, personified by government: and therefore the
terms abolition of the State, Society without the State, etc.,
deccribe exactly the concept which anarchists seek to express, of
the destruction of all political orcer based on auihcrity, and the
creation of a sociely of free and cgual members based on a
harmony of interests and the veoluntary pariicipation of everybody
in carrying out social responsibilities.

But the word has many other meanings, some of which lend
themselves to misunderstanding, especially when used with people
whose unhappy social situation has not given them the opportunity
to accustom themselves to the subtle distinctions of scientific
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language, or worse still, when the word is used with political
opponents who are in bad faith and who want to create con-
fusion and not understanding.

Thus the word State is often used to describe a special kind
of society, a particular human collectivity gathered together in a
particular territory and making up what is called a social unit
irrespeciive of the way the members of the said collectivity are
grouped or of the state of relations between them. It is also used
simply as a synonym for society. And because of these meanings
given to the word State, opponents believe, or rather they pretend
to believe, that anarchists mean to abolish every social bond, all
collective work, and to condemn all men to living in a state of
isolation, which is worse than living in conditions of savagery.

The word Staze is also used to mean the supreme administration
of a country: the central power as opposed to the provincial or
communal authority. And for this reason others believe that
anarchists want a simple territorial decentralisation with the
governmental principle left intact, and they thus confuse anarchism
with cantonalism and communalism.

Finally, State means the condition of being, a way of social
life, etc. And therefore we say, for instance, that the economic state
of the working class must be changed or that the anarchist state
is the only social state based on the principle of solidarity, and
other similar phrases which, coming from us who, in another
context, talk of wanting to abolish the State can, at first hearing,
seem fantastic or contradictory.

For these reasons we believe it would be better to use expressions
such as abolition of the State as little as possible, substituting for it
the clearer and more concrete term abolition of government.

Anyway, it is what we shall do in the course of this pamphlet.
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2

We said that anarchy is society without government. But is the
abolition of governments possible, desirable or foreseeable?

Let us see.

What is government? The metaphysical tendency* which
in spite of the blows it has suffered at the hands of positive
science still has a strong hold on the minds of people today,
so much so that many look upon government as a moral
institution with a number of given qualities of reason, justice,
equity which are independent of the people who are in office.
For them government, and in a more vague way, the State, is
the abstract social power; it is the ever abstract representative
of the general interest; it is the expression of the rights of all
considered as the limits of the rights of each individual. And
this way of conceiving of government is encouraged by the
interested parties who are concerned that the principle of authority
should be safeguarded and that it should always survive the
shortcomings and the mistakes committed by those who follow
one another in the exercise of power.

For us, government is made up of all the governors; and
the governors—Xkings, presidents, ministers, deputies, etc.— are
those who have the power to make laws regulating inter-human
relations and to see that they are carried out; to levy taxes and
to collect them; to impose military conscription; to judge and
punish those who contravene the laws; to subject private contracts
to rules, scrutiny and sanctions; to monopolise some branches
of production and some public services or, if they so wish, all
production and all public services; to promote or to hinder the
exchange of goods; to wage war or make peace with the
governors of other countries; to grant or withdraw privileges . . .
and so on. In short, the governors are those who have the
power, to a greater or lesser degree, to make use of the social

* which is a disease of the mind in which Man, once having
by a logical process abstracted an individual’s qualities, undergoes
a kind of hallucination which makes him accept the abstraction
for the real being.
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power, that is of the physical, intellectual and economic power
of the whole community, in order to oblige everybody to carry
out their wishes. And this power, in our opinion, constitutes
the principle of government, of authority.

But what reason is there for the existence of government?
Why give up one’s personal liberty and initiative to a few
individuals? Why give them this power to take over willy
nilly the collective strength to use as they wish? Are they so
exceptionally gifted as to be able to demonstrate with some
show of reason their ability to replace the mass of the people
and to safeguard the interests, all the interests, of everybody
better than the interested parties themselves? Are they infallible
and incorruptible to the point that one could, with some semblance
of prudence, entrust the fate of each and all to their knowledge
and to their goodness?

And even if men of infinite goodness and knowledge existed,
and even supposing, what has never been observed in history,
that governmental power were to rest in the hends of the most
able and kindest among us, would government office add anything
to their beneficial potential? Or would it instead paralyse and
destroy it by reason of the necessity men in government have of
dealing with so many matters which they do not understand,
and above all of wasting their energy keeping themselves in
power, their friends happy, and holding in check the malcontents
as well as subduing the rebels?

Furthermore, however good or bad, know!sdgeabie or st
the governcrs may be, who will appoint them to their exalte
office? Do they impose themselves by richt ¢f connuest, war
or revolution? But in that case what guarantee has the public
that they will be inspired by the general gcod? Then it is a
clear questicn of a coup d’état and if tie victims are dissatisfied
the only recourse open to them is that of force to shake off
the yoke. Are they selected from one particular class or party?
in which case the interests and ideas of that clacs or party will
certainly triumph, and the will and the interests of the others
will be sacrificed. Are they elected by universal suffrage? But
in that case the only criterion is in numbers, which certainly
are proof neither of reason, justice nor ability. Those elected
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would be those most able to deceive the public; and the minority,
which can well be the other half minus one, would be sacrificed.
And all this without taking into account that experience has
demonstrated the impossibility of devising an electoral machine
where the successful candidates are at least the real representa-
tives of the majority.

3

Many and varied are the theories with which some have
sought to explain and justify the existence of government. Yet
all are based on the prejudiced view, whether admitted or not,
that men have conflicting interests, and that an external, higher,
authority is needed to oblige one section of the people to respect
the interests of the other, prescribing and imposing that rule
of conduct by which opposing interests can best be resolved, and
by which each individual will achieve the maximum satisfaction
with the least possible sacrifice.

The Authoritarian theoreticians ask: if the interests, tendencies
and aspirations of an individual are at odds with those of another
or even those of society as a whole, who will have the right and
the power to oblige each to respect the other’s interests? Who
will be able to prevent an individual from violating the general
will? They say that the freedom of each is limited by the freedom
of others; but who will establish these limits and who will see
to it that they are respected? The natural antagonisms of interests
and temperament create the need for government and justify
authority which is a moderating influence in the social struggle,
and defines the limits of individual rights and duties.

This is the theory; but if theories are to be valid they must
be based on facts and explain them—and one knows only toc
well that in social economy too often are theories invented to
justify the facts, that is to defend privilege and make it palatable
to those who are its victims. Let us instead look at the facts.

Throughout history, just as in our time, government is either
the brutal, violent, arbitrary rule of the few over the many or
it is an organised instrument to ensure that dominion and
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privilege will be in the hands of those who by force, by cunning,
or by inheritance, have cornered all the means of life, first and
foremost the land, which they make use of to keep the people
in bondage and to make them work for their benefit.

There are two ways of oppressing men: either directly by brute
force, by physical violence; or indirectly by denying them the
means of life and thus reducing them to a state of surrender.
The former is at the root of power, that is of political privilege;
the latter was the origin of property, that is of economic privilege.
Men can also be suppressed by working on their intelligence and
their feelings, which constitutes religious or ‘‘universitarian’
power; but just as the spirit does not exist except as the resultant
of material forces, so a lie and the organisms set up to propagate
it have no raison d’étre except in so far as they are the result of
political and economic privileges, and a means to defend and to
consolidate them.

In sparsely populated primitive societies with uncomplicated
social relations, in any situation which prevented the establishment
of habits, customs of solidarity, or which destroyed existing ones
and established the domination of man by man—the two powers,
political and economic, were to be found in the same hands,
which could even be those of a single man. Those who by
force have defeated and intimidated others, dispose of the persons
and the belongings of the defeated and oblige them to serve and
to work for them and obey their will in all respects. They are
at the same time the landowners, kings, judges and executicners.

But with the growth of society, with increasing needs, with
more complex social relations, the continued existence of such
a despotism became untenable. The rulers, for security reasons,
for convenience and because of it being impossible to act other-
wise, find themselves obliged on the one hand to have the support
of a privileged class, that is of a number of individuals with a
common interest in ruling, and on the other to leave it to each
individual to fend for himself as best he can, reserving for them-
selves supreme rule, which is the right to exploit everybody as
much as possible, and is the way to satisfy the vanity of those
who want to give the orders. Thus, in the shadow of power, for
its protection and support, often unbeknown to it, and for reasons
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beyond its control, private wealth, that is the owning class, is
developed. And the latter, gradually concentrating in their
hands the means of production, the real sources of life, agriculture,
industry, barter, etc., end up by establishing their own power
‘which, by reason of the superiority of its means, and the wide
variety of interests that it embraces, always ends by more or
less openly subjecting the political power, which is the govern-
ment, and making it into its own gendarme.

This phenomenon has occurred many times in history. When-
ever as a result of invasion or any military enterprise physical,
brutal force has gained the upper hand in society, the conquerors
have shown a tendency to concentrate government and
property in their own hands. But always the government’s need
to win the support of a powerful class, and the demands of
production, the impossibility of controlling and directing every-
thing, have resulted in the re-establishment of private property,
the division of the two powers, and with it the dependence in
fact of those who control force—governments—on those who
control the very source of force—the property-owners. The
governor inevitably ends by becoming the owners’ gendarme.

But never has this phenomenon been more accentuated than
in modern times. The development of production, the vast
expansion of commerce, the immeasurable power assumed by
money, and all the economic questions stemming from the
discovery of America, from the invention of machines, etc.,
have guaranteed this supremacy to the capitalist class which,
no longer content with enjoying the support of the government,
demanded that government should arise from its own ranks.
A government which owed its origin to the right of conquest
(divine right as the kings and their priests called it) though
subjected by existing circumstances to the capitalist class, went
on maintaining a proud and contemptuous attitude towards its
now wealthy former slaves, and had pretensions to independence
of domination. That government was indeed the defender, the
property owners’ gendarme, but the kind of gendarmes who think
they are somebody, and behave in an airogant manner towards
the people they have to escort and defend, when they don’t rob
or kill them at the next street corner; and the capitalist class
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got rid of it, or is in the process of so doing by means fair or
foul, and replacing it by a government of its own choosing,
consisting of members of its own class, at all times under its
control and specifically organised to defend that class against
any possible demands by the disinherited. @ The modern
Parliamentary system begins here.

Today, government, consisting of property owners and people
dependent on them, is entirely at the disposal of the owners,
so much so that the richest among them disdain to take part
in it. Rothschild does not need to be either a Deputy or a
Minister; it suffices that Deputies and Ministers take their orders
from him.

In many countries workers nominally have a more or less
important say in the election of the government. It is a
concession made by the bourgeoisie, both to avail itself of
popular support in its struggle against the monarchical and
aristocratic power as well as to dissuade the people from thinking
of emancipation by giving them the illusion of sovereignty. But
whether the bourgeoisie foresaw it or not when they first gave
the people the vote, the fact is that that right proved to be
entirely derisory, and served only to consolidate the power of
the bourgecisie while giving the most active section of the
working class false hopes of achieving power. Even with universal
suffrage—and we could well say even more so with universal
suffrage—the government remained the bourgeoisie’s servant
and gendarre. For were it to be otherwise with the government
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 be quick
to react, and would make use of 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.

The basic function of government everywhere in all times,
whatever title it adopts and whatever its origin and organization
may be, is always that of oppressing and exploiting the masses,
of defending the oppressors and the exploiters; and its principle,
characteristic and indispensable, instruments are the police agent
and the tax-collector, the soldier and the gaoler—to whom must
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be invariably added the trader in lies, be he priest or schoolmaster,
remunerated or protected by the government to enslave minds
and make them docilely accept the yoke.

It is true that to these basic functions, to these essential
organs of government, other functions, other organs have been
added in the course of history. Let us even also admit that
never or hardly ever has a government existed in any country
with a degree of civilisation which did not combine with its
oppressive and plundering activities others which were useful
or indispensable to social life. But this does not detract from
the fact that government is by its nature oppressive and plun-
dering, and that it is in origin and by its attitude, inevitably
inclined to defend and strengthen the dominant class; indeed it
confirms and aggravates the position.

In fact government takes the trouble to protect, more or
less, the lives of citizens against direct and violent attack; it
recognises and legalises a number of basic rights and duties as
well as usages and customs without which social life would not
be possible; it organises and manages a number of public
services, such as the post, roads, cleansing and refuse disposal,
land improvement and conservation, etc.; it promotes orphanages
and hospitals, and often it condescends to pose as the protector
and benefactor of the poor and the weak. But it is enough to
understand how and why it carries out these functions to find
the practical evidence that whatever governments do is always
motivated by the desire to dominate, and is always geared to
defending, extending and perpetuating 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 privileged people 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. “The law”—
says Kropotkin, and by which is meant those who have made
the law, that is, the government—*‘‘has used Man’s social feelings
to get passed not only the moral precepts which were acceptable
to Man, but also orders which were useful only to the minority
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of exploiters against whom he would have rebelled.”

A government cannot want society to break up, for it would
mean that it and the dominant class would be deprived of the
sources of exploitation; nor can it leave society to maintain
itself without official intervention, for then the people would
soon realise that government serves only to defend the property
owners who keep them in conditions of starvation, and they
would hasten to rid themselves of both the government and
the property owners.

Today, governments, faced with the pressing and threatening
demands of the workers, show a tendency to arbitrate in the
dealings between masters and workers; in this way they seek
to sidetrack the workers’ movement and, with a few deceptive
reforms, to prevent the poor from taking for themselves what
is their due, that is a part of wellbeing equal to that enjoyed
by others.

Furthermore, one must bear in mind that on the one hand
the bourgeoisie (the property owners) are always at war among
themselves and gobbling each other up and that on the other
hand 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. Thus the game 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, which is the science of the
governors, and which blinds the ingenuous and the phlegmatic
who always wait for salvation to come down to them from
above.

Despite all this, the nature of government does not change.
If it assumes the role of controller and guarantor of the rights
and duties of everyone, it perverts the sentiment of justice; it
qualifies as a crime and punishes every action which violates
or threatens the privileges of the rulers and the property owners,
and declares as just and legal the most outrageous exploitation
of the poor, the slow and sustained material and moral
assassination perpetrated by those who have, at the expense of
those who have not. If it appoints itself as the administrator
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of public services, again, as always, it looks after the interests
of the rulers and the property owners and does not attend
to those of the working people except where it has to because
the people agree to pay. If it assumes the role of teacher, it
hampers the propagation of truth and tends to prepare the
minds and the hearts of the young to become either ruthless
tyrants or docile slaves, according to the class to which they
belong. In the hands of government everything becomes a
means for exploitation, everything becomes a policing institution,
useful only for keeping the people in check.

And it had to be thus. For if human existence is a struggle
between men, there must obviously be winners and losers, and
government, which is the prize in the struggle and a means
for guaranteeing to the victors the results of victory and for
perpetuating them, will certainly never fall into the hands of
those who lose, whether the struggle is based on physical force,
is intellectual, or is in the field of economics. And those who
have struggled to win, that is, to secure better conditions for
themselves than others enjoy, and to win privileges and power,
will certainly not use it to defend the rights of the vanquished
and set limits on their own power as well as that of their
friends and supporters.

The government, or as some call it, the justiciary State,
as moderator in the social struggle and the impartial admini-
strator of the public interest, is a lie—an illusion, an utopia
never achieved and never to be realised.

If Man’s interests were really mutually antagonistic, if the
struggle between men was indeed a basic essential law of human
societies and if the liberty of the individual were to be limited
by the liberty of others, then everyone would always seek to
ensure that his interests prevailed, everyone would try to increase
his own freedom at the expense of other people’s freedom,
and one would have a government, not just because it would
be more or less useful to all members of society to have one,
but because the victors would want to make sure of the fruits
of victory by thoroughly subjecting the vanquished, and so
free themselves from the trouble of being permanently on the
defensive, ' entrusting their defence to men specially trained
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as professional gendarmes. 1In that case mankind would be
condemned to perish or be for ever struggling between the
tyranny of the victors and the rebellion of the vanquished.

But fortunately the future of mankind is a happier one because
the law governing it is miider. This law is SOLIDARITY.

Man’s fundamental essential characteristics are the instinct of
his own preservation, without which no living being could exist,
and the instinct of the preservation of the species, without which
no species could have developed and endured. He is naturally
driven to defend his individual existence and wellbeing, as well
as that of his offspring, against everything and everybody.

In nature living beings have two ways of surviving and of
making life more pleasant. One is by individual struggle against
the elements and against other individuals of the same or
other species; the other is by murual aid, by cooperation, which
could also be described as -association for the struggle against
all natural faciors antagonistic to the existence, the development
and wellbeing of the associates.

Apart from considerations of space, there is no need to
examine in the pages that follow the relative role in the evolution
of the organic world played by these two principles: of struggle
and of cooperation. It will suffice to state that so far as Man is
concerned, cooperation (voluntary or compulsory) has become
the only means towards progress, advancement and security;
and that struggle—a relic of our ancestors—has not only proved
useless in ensuring individual wellbeing, but also is harmf