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Don't let anyone tell us that we—but a small band—are
too weak to attain unto the magnificent end at which we aim.
Count and see how many there are who suffer this injustice.
We peasants who work for others, and who mumble the
straw while our master eats the wheat, we by ourselves are
millions.

We workers who weave silks and velvet in order that we
may be clothed in rags, we, too, are a great multitude; and
when the clang of the factories permits us a moment’s re-
pose, we overflow the streets and squares like the sea in a
spring tide.

We soldiers who are driven along to the word of com-
mand, or by blows, we who receive the bullets for which our
officers get crosses and pensions, we, too, poor fools who have
hitherto known no better than to shoot our brothers, why we
have only to make a right about face towards these plumed
and decorated personages who are so good as to command
us, to see a ghastly pallor overspread their faces.

Aye, all of us together, we who suffer and are insulted
daily, we are a multitude whom no one can number, we are
the ocean that can embrace and swallow up all else. When
we have but the will to do it, that very moment will justice
be done: that very instant the tyrants of the earth shall bite
the dust.

Pyotr Kropotkin, “An Appeal to the Young,” 1880
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Preface
Stuart Christie

o use the metaphor of plant life, the seeds of anarchism have been around
Tsince time immemorial, but the plant itself—the ideas and the movement as
we understand them today—first germinated in September. 1869 during the fourth
general congress of the First International in Basel, in Switzerland. They quickly
began to spread, take root and bloom in towns, cities and villages across Europe, the
Americas and, later, throughout Asia and into Africa. The most immediate manifes-
tations of this were the Lyons uprising of September 1870 and the Paris Commune
of March 1871. :

The subsequent 138 years of the movement’s history have been characterised
by egalitarian dreams, the pursuit of justice, and a never-ending propagandistic cul-
tural and educational activity punctuated by violent and nonviolent direct actions,
strikes, insurrections, and aborted and frustrated revolutions.

This anarchist presence in political and social life has not gone unnoticed.
Since that first meeting in Basel, anarchists have acquired a reputation for honesty,
integrity, selflessness, sacrifice, and struggle. Anarchism’s enemies, on the right and
on the left, highlight, in contrast, the anarchists’ so-called “easy” recourse to assas-
sinations and other dramatic headline-grabbing direct actions, with exaggerated,
black-and-white images that have influenced historians, media commentators, and
politicians.

Since those early days, the red and black flag of anarchism has been—and
continues to be—followed by varied and wide sections of the population. Some
historians, such as the Marxist Eric Hobsbawm, believe this is something rather
abnormal and atypical. “Normality;” in their view, is that the “scientific doctrine”
the proletariat needed was Marxist “socialism”; what they found “abnormal” was the
extent to which anarchism and its offshoot, syndicalism, had succeeded in putting
down roots in some of the most industrial and modern cities in Europe, cities such
as Barcelona, and elsewhere, working-class strongholds where Marxist and parlia-
mentary socialism never achieved striking success. In fact, in electoral terms, of all
the cities in Western Europe it was only in Germany that an influential mass social-
ist party managed to consolidate itself.

Anarchism and anarcho-syndicalism are by no means “exceptional” or “ex-
traordinary” phenomena in the history of political-social movements; it was only
after the First World War with the co-option or seduction of “socialist” trade union-
ism and “socialist” parties into the parliamentary political system that—with the
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notable exceptions like Spain, Argentina, and Sweden—the influence of anti-politi-
cal, anti-statist, and direct-action oriented revolutionary syndicalism began to fade
elsewhere in the world:

Even though anarchism and anarcho-syndicalism have proved less stable and
robust than anarchists could have hoped for—characterised as they have been by
both chronological and geographical discontinuity—they nevertheless still bloom
when and where least expected. Often disappearing from view and written off by
historians such as George Woodcock, they then reappear, unannounced, with ex-
plosions of protest.

The present work, however, is neither obituary nor panegyric; it is the first
of a two-volume critical analysis of the ongoing evolution of anarchist ideas and
movements, the social project for freedorn and how best to transform and organise
a coercion-free future society based on the principles of communitarianism, direct
democracy—and consistency between means and ends.

Nor is it an anthology of anarchist writings or a history of libertarian move-
ments; it is an attempt to define anarchism within the framework of classical Marx-
ism, economic liberalism, and the ideas of P. ]. Proudhon, and assess the impact—or
not—of these anarchist and syndicalist ideas, and rethink ways to implement these
ideas and practices in the global economy of the twenty-first century.

The work is not only an invaluable reference source, it is thought-provoking,
insightful and encyclopaedic in scope, synthesizing as it does, a global history of
the movement and the ideas which drive it, while at the same time challenging,
constructively, many commonly-held views and misconceptions about anarchism
and revolutionary syndicalism.

Stuart Christie is a Scottish anarchist journalist, writer, and translator, born in 1946,
who has been active in the movement since the age of sixteen. Having hitchhiked
into fascist Spain in 1964 with the intention of assassinating dictator Francisco
Franco, Christie and accomplice Fernando Carballo Blanco were arrested. Christie
was found in possession of explosives and faced grim execution by garrote, but he
was freed three years later after an international campaign for his release by the likes
of Jean-Paul Sartre. Back in Britain, he helped reestablish the Anarchist Black Cross
for the support of political prisoners in Spain and elsewhere—one of the move-
ment’s longest-surviving initiatives—and the journal Black Flag. In 1972, he was
acquitted of involvement in the Angry Brigade's sabotage campaign after one of the
longest criminal trials in British history. He went on to found Cienfuegos Press and
later Christie Books, and remains an active militant contributing to the broader
anarchist movement.
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tionary and key figure in the emergence
of anarchism and syndicalism in the
First International. A profound thinker
and tireless, skilled activist, his reputa-
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

Let’s start this book with a few sketches. From September 6 to 12, 1869, seventy-
five delegates gathered in Basel, Switzerland, for the fourth general congress
of the International Workingmen’s Association, better known as the First Interna-
tional. Representing working-class organisations in Austria, Belgium, Britain, Ger-
many, France, Italy, Spain, Switzerland, and the United States, they came out in
favor of the common ownership of property. Prominent among the delegates was
Mikhail Bakunin, a Russian émigré and revolutionary whose name was legendary
across Europe. ‘

On November 11, 1887, four men—unionists and activists—were hanged in
Chicago, Illinois. Mounting the scaffold, August Spies declared, “There will come
a time when our silence will be more powerful than the voices you are strangling
today!” Half a million people filled the funeral cortége, a crowd of twenty thousand
surged around the cemetery, and May Day was adopted as an international day of
remembrance for the Chicago martyrs and their fight for an eight-hour day.

On June 19, 1918, a mainly African crowd of several thousand people gath-
ered on Market Square in Johannesburg, South Africa, in the shadow of the mine
dumps that girdle the city. Addressed by African and white radicals, the crowd
roared its approval for proposals for a general strike for a one-shilling-a-day pay
rise. Although the strike was called off at the last moment, several thousand African
miners came out and clashed with armed police.

In 1923, in the wake of the chaos following the Great Kanto Earthquake, the
union militant Osugi Sakae, the activist Itd Noe and a six-year-old relative were ar-
rested by the military police in Tokyo. They were beaten to death, and several days
later their bodies were found in a well. ,

On July 18, 1936, Spanish generals announced the formation of a military
government. When troops moved into position in Barcelona, they were confronted
by armed workers’ patrols and immense crowds, and were overwhelmed. Within a
few months, millions of acres of land and thousands of industrial enterprises were
under the direct control of workers and peasants. '

In October 1968, a quarter of a million workers and students gathered on
the great plaza in Mexico City in antigovernment protests. Addressing the crowd,
a speaker attacked the regime of Gustavo Diaz Ordazo and invoked the memory
of the famed Mexican revolutionary Ricardo Flores Magén, who died in 1922 in
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a Kansas prison: “Was Flores Magén a sell-out?” Two hundred and fifty thousand
voices shouted back “No!” Later, helicopters and troops moved against the crowd,
leaving hundreds of dead in their wake.

The calm of quiet Seattle in the United States is shattered on November 30,
1999, when hundreds of thousands of activists, environmentalists, protesters, and
unionists arrived to contest the opening of the World Trade Organisation confer-
ence. The sea of humanity forced the cancellation of the World Trade Organisation’s
opening ceremonies, and millions of viewers worldwide witnessed the escalation
of the demonstrations into dramatic confrontations. By the end of “N30,” a state
of civil emergency was declared; by the next morning the city resembled an armed
camp.

What do these sketches have in common? What binds figures like Bakunin, .
Spies, Osugi, and Flores Magén together, and links the First International, the mar-
tyrs of Chicago, the revolutionary unionists of Tokyo, the militants in Johannesburg
and Mexico City, the revolutionaries of Barcelona, and many of the protesters in
Seattle? They are all part of the story of the broad anarchist tradition—influenced
by the tradition that forms the subject of our two volumes.

“Anarchism” is often wrongly identified as chaos, disorganisation, and de-
struction. It is a type of socialism, and is against capitalism and landlordism, but it
is also a libertarian type of socialism. For anarchism, individual freedom and indi-
viduality are extremely important, and are best developed in a context of democ-
racy and equality. Individuals, however, are divided into classes based on exploita-
tion and power under present-day systems of capitalism and landlordism. To end
this situation it is necessary to engage in class struggle and revolution, creating a
free socialist society based on common ownership, self-management, democratic
planning from below, and production for need, not profit. Only such a social order
makes individual freedom possible.

The state, whether heralded in stars and stripes or a hammer and sickle, is
part of the problem. It concentrates power in the hands of the few at the apex of
its hierarchy, and defends the system that benefits a ruling class of capitalists, land-
lords, and state managers. It cannot be used for revolution, since it only creates rul-
ing elites—precisely the class system that anarchists want to abolish. For anarchists
the new society will be classless, egalitarian, participatory, and creative, all features
incompatible with a state apparatus.

Now, “every anarchist is a socialist, but not every socialist is an anarchist.
Since its emergence, socialism has been divided into two main tendencies: libertar-
ian socialism, which rejects the state and hierarchy more generally; and political
socialism, which advocates “a political battle against capitalism waged through ...
centrally organised workers’ parties aimed at seizing and utilising State power to
usher in socialism.”? Anarchism is an example of the first strand; classical Marxism
is an example of revolutionary political socialism, while social democracy stands for
a peaceful and gradual political socialism.

For anarchism it is a struggle by the working class and peasantry—the “popu-
lar classes”—that can alone fundamentally change society. These two groups con-
stitute the great majority of humanity, and are the only ones with a basic interest
in changing society as well as the power to do so. The emancipation of the popular
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classes—and consequently, the creation of a free society and the emancipation of all
human beings—must be undertaken by those classes, themselves. Struggles against
the economic, social, and political injustices of the present must be waged from be-
low by “ordinary” people, organised democratically, and outside of and against the
state and mainstream political parties.

In stressing individual freedom, and believing that such freedom is only rea-
lised through cooperation and equality, anarchism emphasises the need to organise
the popular classes in participatory and democratic movements, and the signifi-
cance of direct action. It is critical to build movements that are able to develop a
counterpower to confront and supplant the power of the ruling class and the state.
At the same time, it is essential to create a revolutionary popular counterculture
that challenges the values of class society with a new outlook based on democracy,
equality, and solidarity.

The most important strand in anarchism has, we argue, always been syndi-
calism: the view that unions—built through daily struggles, a radically democratic
practice, and popular education—are crucial levers of revolution, and can even
serve as the nucleus of a free socialist order. Through a revolutionary general strike,
based on the occupation of workplaces, working people will be able to take control
of production and reorient it toward human need, not profit. Syndicalism envisages
a radically democratic unionism as prefiguring the new world, and aims to organise
across borders and in promotion of a revolutionary popular counterculture. It re-
jects bureaucratic styles of unionism as well as the notion that unions should only
concern themselves with economic issues or electing prolabour political parties.

There are many debates and differences within anarchism and syndicalism,
but there are core ideas that are sufficiently coherent to be thought of as a shared
“broad anarchist tradition.” While the tradition shares common principles and aims,
it is characterised by wide diversity, and major debates over tactics, strategies, and
the features of the future society. To struggle in the present, learn from the past, and
create the future, anarchism invokes rationalism, critical thinking, and science, and
couples it with a passion for justice and for the creation of one world and a universal
human community, free of economic and social inequalities and hierarchies.

The broad anarchist tradition stresses class, but this should not be mistak-
en for a crude workerism that fetishises male factory workers in heavy boots and
hardhats. The working class and peasantry are understood in expansive terms: the
working class includes all wageworkers who lack control of their work, whether
employed in agriculture, industry, or services, including casual and informal work-
ers as well as their families and the unemployed; the peasantry includes all small
farmers who are subject to the control and exploitation of other classes, including
sharecroppers and labour tenants.

The stress on class also does not mean a narrow focus on economic issues.
What characterises the broad anarchist tradition is not economism but a concern
with struggling against the many injustices of the present. As the popular classes are
international, multinational, and multiracial, anarchism is internationalist, under-
scoring common class interests worldwide, regardless of borders, cultures, race, and
sex. For anarchists, a worker in Bangalore has more in common with a worker in
Omsk, Johannesburg, Mexico City, or Seoul than with the Indian elite. Karl Marx’s
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ringing phrase “Working men of all countries, unite!” is taken in its most literal and
direct sense.

To create a world movement requires, in turn, taking seriously the specific
problems faced by particular groups like oppressed nationalities, races, and women,
and linking their struggles for emancipation to the universal class struggle. There
is a powerful anti-imperialist, antimilitarist, antiracist, and feminist impulse—
“feminist” in the sense of promoting women’s emancipation—in the broad anarchist
tradition, all within a class framework.

Our Project

‘We want to look at the ideas and history of the broad anarchist tradition since
it initially emerged. It is a tradition rich in ideas, and one that has had an enormous
impact on the history of working-class and peasant movements as well as the Left
more generally. While the broad anarchist tradition has received more attention
in recent years due to the prominent role of anarchists in the “antiglobalisation”
movement and the rebirth of significant syndicalist union currents, its ideas and
history are not well known today. In many cases, a proper appreciation of the ideas
and activities of the movement have been obscured by unsympathetic scholarship
and media, but the problem goes deeper than that. Even sympathetic accounts often -
misunderstand the core ideas and underestimate the historical reach of the broad
anarchist tradition.

In our two volumes, we will undertake several key tasks: challenging many
commonly held views about anarchism and syndicalism, reexamining the ideas of
the broad anarchist tradition, and synthesising a global history of the movement.
In doing this, we are motivated in part by a concern with demonstrating that an
understanding of the role of anarchism and syndicalism is indispensable to the un-
derstanding modern history. It is simply not possible to adequately understand the
history of, for instance, unions in Latin America or peasant struggles in East Asia
without taking anarchism and syndicalism seriously. The history of the broad an-
archist tradition is an integral—but often forgotten—part of popular and socialist
history. Besides, it is a fascinating body of thought and history.

The first volume concentrates on several main areas. First, it defines anar-
chism and outlines its main ideas, developing the case that anarchism is a form of
revolutionary and libertarian socialism that initially arises within the First Interna-
tional. This volume then examines the relationship between anarchism and other
ideas, particularly the views of Pierre-Joseph Proudhon (1809-1865), the classical
Marxists, and economic liberalism. Third, it explores the relationship between an-
archism and syndicalism. It then looks at the major strategic and tactical debates in
the movement. Next, the first volume discusses some of the major historical themes
in the history of that tradition, such as its class character, along with its role in
union, peasant, community, unemployed, national liberation, women’s emancipa-
tion, and racial equality struggles. Sixth, it argues that the broad anarchist tradition
was an international movement that cannot be adequately understood through the
focus on Western anarchism that typifies most existing accounts. And finally, it sug-



Introduction ... 9

gests that an understanding of the broad anarchist tradition can play an important
part in informing progressive struggles against contemporary neoliberalism.

We reject the view that figures like William Godwin (1756-1836), Max Stirn-
er (1806-1856), Proudhon, Benjamin Tucker (1854-1939), and Leo Tolstoy (1828-
1910) are part of the broad anarchist tradition. Likewise, we reject the notion that
anarchist currents can be found throughout history: the anarchist movement only
emerged in the 1860s, and then as a wing of the modern labour and socialist move-
ment. If we exclude Godwin and the others, for reasons that will become apparent,
we include under the rubric of the broad anarchist tradition syndicalists like Daniel
De Leon (1852-1914), James Connolly (1868-1916), and William “Big Bill” Hay-
wood (1869-1928). The key figures in defining anarchism and syndicalism were,
however, Bakunin (1814-1876), and Pyotr Kropotkin (1842-1921).

The broad anarchist tradition was profoundly influenced by both Proudhon
and Marx, but its outlook went far beyond the ideas and aims of both, was centred
on an internationalist politics that sought to address a wide range of social issues in
a class framework, and was historically primarily a movement of the working class
even if peasants also played an important role. If we pay a great deal of attention to
syndicalism in our work, it is because syndicalism is central to the story of the broad
anarchist tradition. When we speak of syndicalism, we mean a revolutionary union
movement capable of a wide range of tactics and actions: syndicalism should not be
narrowed down to the politics of forming brand-new unions, for many syndicalist
unions were created through capturing and revolutionising existing unions.

Contrary to the view that anarchism was “never more than a minority attrac-
tion,” the poor cousin of other Left traditions, we demonstrate that mass anarchist
and syndicalist movements emerged in a number of regions, notably parts of Eu-
rope, the Americas, and East Asia.> Having laid out this framework in this volume,
we turn in volume 2 to developing a global history of the broad anarchist tradition.
Volume 1 looks at the class politics that fuels the black flame of the broad anarchist -
tradition, and examines how that flame was lit. Volume 2 explores the global fire of
anarchist and syndicalist struggles over the last 150 years.

Throughout both volumes, we use a basic distinction between principles (the
core ideas of the broad anarchist tradition), strategies (broad approaches to imple-
menting the anarchist agenda), and tactics (short-term choices made to implement
strategy). What we aim to do in the two volumes is, in short, to weave together a
story and an analysis that examines the politics of the broad anarchist tradition,
discusses the lives and struggles of anarchists and syndicalists as well as their move-
ments, and demonstrates the historical importance of the broad anarchist tradi-
tion.

Beyond Capitalism: History, Neoliberalism, and Globalisation

We are also influenced by the view that the 150-year history of anarchism and
syndicalism is of interest to many people in the world of today—a world marked, on
the one hand, by appalling injustices, gross inequalities, and political hypocrisies,
and on the other hand, by millions of people looking for an alternative. What exists
now will one day be historys; it is the duty of those who long for something better



10 ... Black Flame

to make sure that the future is an improvement on the present. The dismal record
of the old East bloc regimes, the decline of the welfare state, and the economic and
environmental crises afflicting the world complicate the search for alternatives.

The 1990s’ mantra “There Is No Alternative” to neoliberal capitalism has, in
the wake of Seattle and other struggles, been replaced by the more optimistic slo-
gan “Another World Is Possible” But what type of world, and how is it to be cre-
ated? We believe that the ideas and history of the broad anarchist tradition have
much to contribute to progressive movements in the years to come. A multiracial
and international movement with a profound feminist impulse, a movement with
an important place in union, worker, and rural struggles, prizing reason over su-
perstition, justice over hierarchy, self-management over state power, international
solidarity over nationalism, a universal human community over parochialism and
separatism—anarchism and syndicalism is this, and much more.

The twenty-first century is a world of extremes. One of its most striking fea-
tures is a spiralling increase in inequality between and within countries. In 1996, the
combined wealth of the world’s 358 richest people, all billionaires, was equal to the
total income of 45 percent of the world’s population, around 2.3 billion people.* The
share of world income held by the top 20 percent rose from 70 percent in 1960 to 85
percent in 1991.5 The United States, the most powerful state and industrial economy
in history, has a higher level of inequality than struggling Nigeria, and income in-
equality is at its highest since the 1920s.® Wealth is overwhelmingly concentrated
in the hands of a few, with the top 1 percent having an income equal to that of the
bottom 40 percent; “America has a higher per capita income than other advanced
countries ... mainly because our rich are much richer””” The collapse of the centrally
planned economies in the old East bloc saw the number of people in these regions
living in extreme poverty shoot up from 14 to 168 million.® Inequality has deepened
in Asia and Latin America (with 350 million in abject poverty in China alone).’
And most of Africa is marginalised from the world economy, with average incomes
lower than in colonial times.!°

In 1996, almost a billion people were either unemployed or underemployed
worldwide; the unemployment was highest in the agromineral and semi-industrial
countries, but many highly industrialised economies had unemployment rates over
10 percent.!! Enormous pressures on the peasantry, particularly the evolution of
landlords into agricultural capitalists, had led to massive and unprecedented ur-
banisation; for the first time, the world’s population is now predominantly urban. At
least a third of the world’s three billion urban dwellers currently live in slurhs, with
perhaps 250,000 slums worldwide, and it is estimated that by 2020, half of the total
urban population might live in severe poverty on a “Planet of Slums.”’? The modern
working class has grown enormously, becoming the largest single class in history,
in part due to the industrialisation of large parts of Eastern Europe and Russia,
East Asia, Southern Africa, and Latin America. There are at present more industrial
workers in South Korea alone than there were in the entire world when Marx and
Friedrich Engels wrote The Communist Manifesto in 1848, and industrial workers
are only one part of the working class.'®> With perhaps two billion members, the
working class is now arguably the largest single class in human history.*
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Underlying the growing class divisions is a larger set of processes of interna-
tional restructuring. From the 1930s to the 1970s, the world could be fairly neatly
divided into three main zones: the “First World” of advanced capitalism, based in-
creasingly on mixed economies and the Keynesian welfare state; a “Second World”
of centrally planned command economies that described itself as “socialist”; and
the “Third World,” comprising much of the former colonial world, where policies of
import-substitution industrialisation and closed economies, promoted by national-
ist and populist regimes, held sway. Starting in the mid-1970s, and gathering mo-
mentum in the 1980s and 1990s, all regions of the world began to converge around
a single model of capitalist accumulation, known as neoliberalism.

Drawing directly on the free market ideas of classical and neoclassical eco-
nomics pioneered by Adam Smith—that is, the tradition of economic liberalism—
neoliberals argued that the relentless pursuit of profit would create growing econ-
omies as well as free and equitable societies.!> In other words, crude self-interest
could, through a free market, create major social benefits. There had to be a strong
and lean state, able to enforce law and order as well as property rights, prevent mo-
nopoly, issue currency, and deal with externalities and public goods where neces-
sary, but there was no place for restrictions like minimum wages, extensive welfare
systems, price controls, progressive taxation, state-provided old-age homes, strong
unions, and so forth.'® In the context of a global economic crisis starting in the
1970s, the increasing integration of different national economies, and a crisis of the
Left arising from the decline of the East bloc and the inability of social democracy
and import-substitution industrialisation to restore economic growth, neoliberal-
ism became a dominant economic policy model worldwide.

That such policies—variously known as economic rationalism, monetarism,
shock therapy, Reaganomics, Thatcherism, and structural adjustment—should in-
crease inequality is hardly surprising: they are associated with the casualisation
of labour, the commodification and privatisation of public goods and natural re-
sources, free trade and deindustrialisation, the expansion of transnational corpora-
tions including agrobusinesses, rising unemployment, and substantial cutbacks in
state-provided services, all creating, in Pierre Bourdieu’s words, a “utopia of endless
exploitation.”"’

The importance of the broad anarchist tradition, in this context, is clear. It is
striking to observe that no coherent radical, popular alternative to neoliberalism has
yet emerged. The impact of neoliberalism on the popular classes, and the massive
social polarisation along with the vast growth of the working class and the urban
population with which it is associated, might be expected to lead to widespread
class struggles and a radical, even revolutionary popular politics. This has not taken
place. From the start, neoliberalism attracted popular opposition: the anti-Interna-
tional Monetary Fund (IMF) “riots” of Africa and Latin America in the 1980s, the
Zapatista uprising in Mexico in 1994, the mass strikes in France and elsewhere in
the years that followed, and the antiglobalisation movement that captured the pub-
lic consciousness in 1999 in Seattle. Such protests demonstrate growing disenchant-
ment with the current state of the world, and increasingly show a visceral opposi-
tion to capitalism unseen in decades, but they have not been linked to a systematic



12 ... Black Flame

project to replace neoliberalism or the capitalism that underlies it with a different
social order.

In many cases, for “the moment at least, the agenda is one of reform rather
than revolution .8 Struggles in Africa against the structural adjustment programmes
designed by both the IMF and World Bank in the 1980s and 1990s, for example, re-
jected neoliberal measures and their effects, but focused their attention on demands
for parliamentary democracy. But while the movements had a good deal of success
in winning political reforms, they never had much in the way of a socially transfor-
mative politics; their concern was winning a framework for democratic debate, yet
they did not have real positions to articulate within that framework. All too often,
the popular movements, headed in many cases by unions, ended up electing new
parties to office on vague platforms—parties that, in practice, simply continued to
implement the neoliberal agenda.

The collapse of much of the former Second World, the East bloc, offers a par-
tial explanation for the lack of substance to a popular politics. These developments
shook a whole generation that identified socialism with the Soviet model. At the
same time, social democracy suffered a severe blow from the manifest inability of
Keynesian welfare states to restore economic growth, reduce unemployment, or ef-
fectively finance welfare, and most social democratic parties drifted toward neolib-
-eralism by the 1990s. Across the postcolonial world, the import-substitution mod-
el began to crumble from the 1970s on; unable to deliver jobs and a modicum of
welfare, the old nationalist and populist regimes either collapsed, or else embraced
structural adjustment and the IME ’

In short, the statist politics that had dominated the popular classes from the
1930s to the 1970s proved unable to resolve the international economic crisis. The
era of neoliberalism was associated with the rapid integration of economies across
the world, and this underlay the second failure of the old approaches: the reliance on
the state management of relatively closed economies. Central planning, the Western
welfare state, and import-substitution industrialisation were all singularly ill-suited
to deal with an increasingly globalised capitalism. In a memorable paper, the con-
servative writer Francis Fukuyama described the period after the collapse of USSR
as the “end of history;” the “unabashed victory of economic and political liberal-
ism,” and “the end point of mankind’s ideological evolution.” There are numerous
problems with his analysis, but it cannot seriously be disputed that the 1990s were
characterised by a “total exhaustion of viable systematic alternatives to Western
liberalism.”*® The older left and nationalist projects were no longer desirable nor
feasible. »

The enabling state was crippled, its alternatives to liberal economics were
found wanting, and as a result, popular opposition to neoliberal politics remained
unable to effectively confront the neoliberal order. On the one hand, the crisis of
popular progressive politics has enabled the neoliberal agenda to continually ac-
celerate; an effective radical politics may have been able to fundamentally disrupt
the neoliberal agenda from its inception. On the other hand, it has meant that anti-
neoliberal struggles tend to be primarily defensive, directed against the effects of
neoliberalism, rather than addressing its causes and developing an effective, lasting
solution. These struggles thus tend to be limited, sporadic, and at best sidetracked
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into moderate (if important) reforms that do not stop neoliberalism, such as prode-
mocracy movements.

For all their limitations, the prodemocracy movements of Africa, Asia, and
Latin America as well as post-1999 East Europe are at least broadly progressive in
outlook. The dark side of the general crisis of progressive popular politics has been
the frighteningly rapid rise of mass right-wing nationalist and religious movements,
like Christian and Hindu fundamentalism, radical Islam, and neofascism. Antidem-
ocratic, antimodern, and antisecular in orientation, these movements can deliver
nothing but endless ethnic and racial conflicts, authoritarian regimes, and an epoch
of reaction comparable to the darkest years of the mid-twentieth century. Their rise
is made possible precisely by the collapse of progressive alternatives; that some self-
declared leftists can defend and even work with these reactionary currents, describ-
ing them as “anti-imperialist,” is itself a sign of the climate of the Left’s crisis.

It is here that the broad anarchist tradition can make a real contribution. It
provides a rich repertoire of ideas and actions that are particularly appropriate to
the present period. For one thing, it can play a key role in the renewal of the socialist
project. That the East bloc model failed in many respects is no longer widely dis-
puted on the Left. It was not democratic, egalitarian, or emancipatory; looking back,
there can be little doubt that it was based on a class system enforced by ongoing
repression. It does not follow, however, that capitalism, particularly in its neoliberal
form, offers anything better, that it is capable of solving the massive social problems
that confront humanity—alienation, inequality, injustice, and poverty—or that it
can avert the terrible spectre of the planet of slums.

Taking the great promises of the Enlightenment (egalitarianism, individual .
freedom and democracy, rationalism and progress) seriously, and providing an
analysis, strategy, and tactics to realize that promise, the broad anarchist tradition
can make many contributions to the current impasse of peasant and working-class
movements. The broad anarchist tradition emerged as a movement of the peasant-
ry and working class, as mentioned earlier, and there is much that contemporary
struggles against neoliberalism can learn from an examination of its ideas and his-
tory. Without a progressive Left alternative, contemporary struggles against neolib-
eralism will inevitably be unable to fundamentally challenge the capitalist system
that gave rise to neoliberalism. _

By rejecting the “frequent assumption that revolutionary Socialism is by and
large covered by the term ‘Marxism-Leninism,” it becomes possible to rediscover
alternative, libertarian socialist traditions like anarchism and syndicalism.?’ To
“recall anarchism, which Leninist Marxism suppressed,” Arif Dirlik contends, is
to rethink the meaning and possibilities of the socialist tradition, and “recall the
democratic ideals for which anarchism ... served as a repository””?! In a world where
nationalism and racial prejudice seem endemic, not least among many on the Left,
the consistent internationalism of the broad anarchist tradition is worthy of redis-
covery as well.

This means a rediscovery of libertarian socialism more generally. Social de-
mocracy, or parliamentary socialism, the moderate wing of political socialism asso-
ciated with bodies like the Labour Party in Britain and the Socialist Party in France,
aimed at a “piecemeal settlement by means of organisation and legislation” rather
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than “universal, instantaneous and violent expropriation.”?? It embraced John May-
nard Keynes’s theory of managed capitalism from the 1930s onward and was associ-
ated with the implementation of comprehensive welfare states in Western countries.
Yet economic globalisation, declining economic growth, and a drive by the ruling
classes to implement neoliberalism have undermined the basis for the social demo-
cratic reforms of the post-World War II era: an economic boom able to fund redis-
tribution, a closed economy that could be managed on Keynesian lines, and a ruling
class willing to make major concessions to the popular classes. By the 1990s, social
democratic parties had for the most part embraced neoliberalism.

Finally, it is worth noting that the “glorious period” of anarchism and syn-
dicalism from the mid-1890s to the mid-1920s took place in an earlier phase of
globalisation, marked by high levels of international economic integration and free
trade, immigration, rapid advances in telecommunications and transport, and the
rise of supranational institutions, including early transnational corporations.? This
is a period distant in time, but in many ways not so different from the twenty-first-
century world of neoliberalism, and the ways in which the broad anarchist tradition
responded to this earlier period of globalisation speak directly to current antiglo-
balisation concerns, particularly when the statist approaches that have dominated
much of the twentieth century have been found so very wanting.

Rethinking the Broad Anarchist Tradition

There has been a resurgence of syndicalism following the reestablishment of
the anarcho-syndicalist National Confederation of Labour (CNT) in Spain in 1977,
and a rapid growth of anarchism in the 1990s, notably in the contemporary antiglo-
balisation movement, where it provided the main pole of attraction for many.?* By
2004, the syndicalist General Confederation of Labour (CGT) in Spain represented
nearly two million workers in terms of that country’s industrial relations system.?

Even so, syndicalism and anarchism are not always taken seriously, and are
often misunderstood. In this book, we reject the view that the broad anarchist tradi-
tion is an atavistic throwback to the precapitalist world, and argue that it was a re-

.sponse to the rise of capitalism and the modern state, that its origins were as recent
as the 1860s, and that it emerged within and was an integral part of modern socialist
and working-class movements. We also challenge the view that any philosophy or
movement that is hostile to the state, or in favour of individual freedom, can be
characterised as anarchist. Anarchism is part of the libertarian wing of socialism,
and dates back to the First International, which lasted from 1864 to 1877. If classical
Marxism had Marx and Engels, anarchism and syndicalism were above all shaped
by two towering figures, Bakunin and Kropotkin.

We take issue with the common view that anarchism “became a mass move-
ment in Spain to an extent that it never did elsewhere””® This is the common “Span-
ish exceptionalism” argument. Mass movements in the broad anarchist tradition
developed in many countries, and the Spanish movement was by no means the larg-
est. The twentieth-century Spanish syndicalist unions, which represented only half
of organised Spanish labour, when considered in relation to the size of the working
class and the organised labour movement, were smaller than movements in Argen-
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tina, Brazil, Chile, Cuba, France, Mexico, Peru, Portugal, and Uruguay, where the
broad anarchist tradition dominated almost the entire labour movement.

Justifying his pioneering research on anarchism in the early 1960s, James Joll
suggested that it was a mistake to think “it is the causes which triumph that alone
should interest the historian.”?’ What we assert is that there were many moments of
“triumph” for the broad anarchist tradition, and it is a mistake to assume that anar-
chism was always the poor cousin of socialist traditions like classical Marxism and
social democracy. The thesis of “Spanish exceptionalism” took Western Europe and
North America as its point of comparison, but ignored many important movements
in these areas, as well as elsewhere, thereby diverting a great deal of energy into try-
ing to explain a “Spanish” peculiarity that did not exist.?®

Social Base and Global Reach

Rather than see the broad anarchist tradition as an expression of some sort
of vague yearning, “a timeless struggle,” we stress its novelty and relatively recent
roots.” Against the view that anarchism was “not a coherent political or philosophi-
cal movement,” and was full of “contradictions and inconsistencies,” without a “fixed
body of doctrine based on one particular world view;” we stress the coherence of its
ideas.®® And crucially, an opposition to capitalism and landlordism, and a politics of
class struggle, is integral to anarchism and syndicalism: the state is certainly a target
of the anarchist critique, but views that hold that anarchists see the state as “respon-
sible for all inequality and injustice,” or “as the root of all evil,” seriously distort the
anarchist position, and purge.it of its socialist content and origins.>! The notion of
“anarcho-capitalism,” used by some writers, is a contradiction in terms.*

In place of the stereotype of anarchism as a movement and secular religion for
a petty bourgeoisie of artisans and peasants ruined by modernity, “social classes that
were out of tune with the dominant historical trend,” “thrust aside by ... industrial
progress,” and “threatened” by “industry and mechanisation,” led by ruined aristo-
crats and composed of declining peasants and craftspeople only rarely “involved in
centralisation or industrialisation,” and hankering for a premodern past, we demon-
strate that the movement was historically based predominantly among the modern
working class, or proletariat.*®

It was, above all, among the urban working class and farm labourers that the
broad anarchist tradition found its recruits, and it found them in the millions. Con-
trary to the common view that syndicalism was a movement comprised of skilled
artisans, the syndicalist unions were primarily made up of groups of people like
casual and seasonal labourers, dockworkers, farmworkers, factory workers, miners,
and railway employees, and to a lesser extent white-collar workers and profession-
als, notably teachers. Issues of de-skilling and work restructuring played an impor-
tant role in attracting some to syndicalism, but the movement as a whole drew in a
great many unskilled and semiskilled workers.

The broad anarchist tradition also had a significant appeal to the peasantry,
and there were large anarchist peasant movements—fighting the power of land-
lords, rural capitalists, and the state, particularly where rural commercialisation was
taking place—but its largest constituency was the working class. Because anarchism
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- did not dismiss the peasantry, peasants were crucial to at least three major attempts
at making an anarchist revolution: the Ukrainian Revolution (1917-1921), the Kirin
Revolution (1929-1931), and the Spanish Revolution (1936-1939). Anarchists were
also a central force in other peasant struggles in eastern and southern Europe, East
Asia and Latin America. '

In short, the broad anarchist tradition is certainly not a revolt against the modern
world by declining classes. It is above all a dynamic, modern, and predominantly
working-class movement that seeks to collectivise and self-manage production, and
replace the modern state with international self-management. It had a large peas-
ant constituency historically, but even this emerged precisely where capitalism was
penetrating and changing the countryside. The broad anarchist tradition is a move-
ment that aims to harness modern technology for human emancipation: it does not,
contrary to the stereotype, advocate “crude village communism” or aim to “turn the
clock back”* _

Syndicalism is very much a part of the story of anarchism. Many accounts
have presented syndicalism as a movement distinct from—or even hostile to—an-
archism. In this vein, many works present Georges Sorel, a retired French engineer
and former Marxist, as “the theorist of anarcho-syndicalism,” “the leading theorist
of Revolutionary Syndicalism,” and “syndicalism’s foremost theoretician”* To the
contrary, we demonstrate that syndicalism was always part of the broad anarchist
tradition. It is often assumed that syndicalism emerged for the first time in the 1890s
in France: we show, however, that it was Bakunin in the 1860s, not Sorel forty years
later, who was the key theorist of syndicalism, and that a whole first wave of syndi-
calism took place in the 1870s and 1880s.

Syndicalism is a variant of anarchism, and the syndicalist movement is part of
the broad anarchist tradition. This point is applicable to all the main variants of syn-
dicalism: anarcho-syndicalism (which explicitly situates itself within the anarchist
tradition), revolutionary syndicalism (which does not make so explicit a connec-
tion, due to ignorance or a tactical denial of the link to anarchism), De Leonism (a
form of revolutionary syndicalism that claims to be Marxist), and rank-and-file syn-
dicalism (a form of syndicalism that builds independent rank-and-file groups that
overlap with, but are independent of, orthodox unions). Syndicalism, in essence, is
an anarchist strategy, not a rival to anarchism. When we use the term syndicalism
without prefixes or qualifications, we use it in an inclusive manner to describe all
variants of syndicalism.

Here, it should be stressed, we make the case that the Industrial Workers of
the World (the IWW, or “Wobblies”), a radical union current that emerged in 1905
in the United States and spread worldwide, was an integral part of a second wave of
syndicalism that started in the 1890s. We specifically reject the notion that the his-
tory of the IWW is separate from that of syndicalism, and the view that the IWW
arose from endogenous U.S. radical traditions or Marxism.*® The historical IWW
was syndicalist in outlook, drew heavily on the legacy of first-wave syndicalism and
the broad anarchist tradition more generally in the United States, and was inspired
and influenced by the rebirth of syndicalism elsewhere.
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The IWW split in 1908 into two main wings: first, the well-known “Chicago
IWW,” which was important in the United States, Australia, Chile, and elsewhere,
was associated with figures like Haywood, and was strictly opposed to any participa-
tion in government elections; and second, the smaller “Detroit IWW,” which had an
influence in Britain, South Africa, and elsewhere, was associated with De Leon and
Connolly, and advocated a conditional use of elections. We argue that both currents
were and are syndicalist—and therefore form part of the broad anarchist tradition.
That some syndicalists described themselves as Marxists or rejected the anarchist
label does not invalidate their place in the broad anarchist tradition; we do not use
self-identification but rather ideas as the basis for inclusion in the broad anarchist
tradition.

Some of the consequences of these arguments are quite striking and force
a rethinking of the canon of the broad anarchist tradition. Following a tradition
established by Paul Eltzbacher’s Anarchism: Exponents of the Anarchist Philosophy
published in 1900, the conclusions of which “have been incorporated into almost
every study of the subject up to the present day;” the standard works on anarchism
.and syndicalism have spoken of the “Seven Sages” of the movement: Godwin,
Stirner, Proudhon, Tucker, Tolstoy, Bakunin, and Kropotkin.*” For Eltzbacher, these
sages could be “taken as equivalent to the entire body of recognised anarchist teach-
ings® _

According to Eltzbacher, the sages shared an opposition to the state, for “they
negate the State for our future”® He was aware that “the negation of the State” had
“totally different meanings” for his sages.*’ It nonetheless followed that anyone who
held an antistatist position must be an anarchist, even if they disagreed over fun-
damental issues like the nature of society, law, property, or the means of changing
society.* This minimalist definition of anarchism overlapped with the tendency of
many anarchists and syndicalists to invent myths about their own history. Kropot-
kin was not alone in constructing an imagined prehistory for the anarchist move-
ment, a supposed genealogy of anarchist ideas and movements that dated back to
the antiquity of Asia and Europe.*? These anarchist narratives, which remain com-
mon, centred on listing a range of actors and ideas that purportedly shared the basic
concerns of the anarchist movement, ranging from Lao-tzu in ancient China (the
founder of Taoism), to late medieval Anabaptists, to Bakunin in nineteenth-century
Europe. The aim of such mythmaking was to legitimise anarchism by providing
it with a lengthy pedigree, and claiming many famous and respected figures. The
most important study from within the movement, Max Nettlau’s (1865-1944) nine-
volume history of anarchism, spent the first volume dealing with events before the
1860s, starting from ancient China and Greece.*®

There are obvious problems here. If an anarchist is someone who * negates” the
state, it is by no means clear how anarchism differs from the most radical economic
liberals, like Murray Rothbard, who envisage a stateless society based on private
property and an unrestrained free market. Likewise, classical Marxism’s ultimate
objective is a stateless society without alienation and compulsion. Using Eltzbacher’s
definition, both Rothbard and Marx could arguably earn a place in the pantheon of
anarchist sages; it would be arbitrary to exclude them. In other words, Eltzbacher’s
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definition fails the basic task of clearly delineating anarchism from other ideas and
therefore cannot be regarded as adequate.

The tendency to project anarchism onto all of human history has related
problems: on the one hand, no serious examination of Lao-tzu, the Anabaptists,
and Bakunin can maintain that they shared the same views and goals, so it is not
clear why they should be grouped together; and on the other hand, if anarchism is
a universal feature of society, then it becomes very difficult indeed to explain why it
arises, or to place it in its historical context, to delineate its boundaries, and analyse
its class character and role at a particular time. To claim that anarchism is universal
is a useful legitimising myth for an embattled movement; to take such a claim seri-
ously, however, does little to advance the analysis and activities of that movement.
It fails to historicise the broad anarchist tradition, or explain why it arose as well as
why it appealed to particular classes.

The obvious temptation is to take refuge in psychological explanations. Peter
Marshall, for example, claims that the “first anarchist” was the first person who re-
belled against “authority,” and that anarchism was rooted in human nature, “a time-
less struggle” between “those who wanted to rule and those who refused to be ruled
or to rule in turn,” premised on a “drive for freedom,” a “deeply felt human need.”**
The radical environmentalist and libertarian socialist Murray Bookchin made the
same argument, adding a Freudian touch: anarchism is a “great libidinal movement
of humanity to shake off the repressive apparatus created by hierarchical society”
and originates in the “age-old drive” of the oppressed for freedom.*

Yet there is no real evidence for this line of argument, and it fails to explain
why anarchism has been significant in some periods and almost entirely absent in
others. If anarchism is a human drive, why have its fortunes varied so dramatically
over time? Only a historical and social analysis can really explain the rise and fall of
anarchism, and this requires recourse to social science, not psychology. The “seven
sages” approach that grouped a wide range of thinkers with little in common, and
the anarchists’ own mythmaking, stunted any analysis of the broad anarchist tradi-
tion.

For all of these reasons, we have found it imperative to use a narrower, more
clearly delineated, and more historicised and historically accurate understanding
of anarchism and syndicalism. Of Eltzbacher’s sages, only Bakunin and Kropotkin
may be considered anarchists. Godwin, Stirner, and Tolstoy have no place at all in
the broad anarchist tradition; Proudhon and his disciple Tucker represented an ap-
proach, mutualism, that influenced anarchism profoundly—along with Marxism,
Proudhonism provided .many ingredients for the broad anarchist tradition—but
that cannot truly be called anarchist. There are many libertarian ideas —ideas stress-
ing individual freedom—but not all libertarians are also socialists. It is in the con-
text of the rise of the modern state and capitalism—and concomitantly, the modern
working-class and socialist movement—that anarchism first emerged.

By arbitrarily grouping together figures that have, as shown in this book, little
in common, as the key thinkers in anarchism, the seven sages approach inevitably
creates the impression that anarchism is contradictory as well as unfocused, and
renders the theoretical analysis of anarchism a frustrating task at best. This apparent
incoherence is the result of a problematic analysis of anarchism, not of the poverty
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of anarchism itself. A sweeping and loose definition of anarchism tends to group
quite different ideas together, and does not historicize anarchism; by presenting an-
archism as vague and rather formless, it also makes it difficult to consider how the
broad anarchist tradition can inform contemporary struggles against neoliberal-
ism.

What Is the Broad Anarchist Tradition?

Using a narrower definition, we believe we have been able to bring the broad
anarchist tradition along with its ideas and history into sharper focus, and thus are
able to present a fairly thorough and systematic examination of anarchist and syn-
dicalist ideas, debates, and developments. In our analysis, anarchism is presented
as a definite and clear set of positions. In examining the history of the broad anar-
chist tradition, we likewise sacrifice apparent breadth for real depth. Many accounts
spend a great deal of time discussing figures like Stirner, Tolstoy, and the Anabap-
tists. We regard these people as extraneous and largely irrelevant to an account of
the broad anarchist tradition.

Nor do we use terms like “philosophical anarchism” (often used in reference
to Godwin), “individualist anarchism” (often used in reference to Stirner, but some-
times also for Proudhon and Tucker), “Christian anarchism” (for Tolstoy), or “life-
style anarchism” (sometimes used to refer to contemporary forms of individualism),
as we do not regard these currents as part of the broad anarchist tradition. The point
is not to dismiss other libertarian ideas and the wide range of antiauthoritarian-
ideas that have developed in many cultures but to suggest that we need to differenti-
ate anarchism and syndicalism from other currents, including libertarian ones, the
better to understand both anarchism and these other tendencies. “Class struggle”
anarchism, sometimes called revolutionary or communist anarchism, is not a type
of anarchism; in our view, it is the only anarchism. We are aware that our approach
contradicts some long-standing definitions, but we maintain that the meaning of
anarchism is neither arbitrary nor just a matter of opinion—the historical record
demonstrates that there is a core set of beliefs.

Many writers have drawn a supposed distinction between “anarchist commu-
nism ... perhaps the most influential anarchist doctrine” and “another doctrine of
comparable significance, anarcho-syndicalism.*® We reject this approach as a mis-
leading analysis of the broad anarchist tradition. Not only is this alleged distinction
absent from the bulk of anarchist writings until recently, but it also simply does not
work as a description of different tendencies within the broad anarchist tradition.

" Moreover, the vast majority of people described in the literature as “anarchist com-
munists” or “anarcho-communists” championed syndicalism, including Kropotkin,
Alexander Berkman (1870-1936), Flores Magén, and Shifu. On the other hand, the
majority of syndicalists endorsed “anarchist communism” in the sense of a state-
less socialist society based on the communist principle of distribution according to
need. It is difficult to identify a distinct “anarchist-communist” strategy or tendency
that can be applied as a useful category of anarchism.



20 ... Black Flame

Insurrectionist Anarchism, Mass Anarchism, and
Syndicalism

Instead, we develop a distinction within the broad anarchist tradition between
two main strategic approaches, which we call “mass anarchism” and “insurrectionist
anarchism” Mass anarchism stresses that only mass movements can create a revolu-
tionary change in society, that such movements are typically built through struggles
around immediate issues and reforms (whether concerning wages, police brutality,
high prices, and so on), and that anarchists must participate in such movements to
radicalise and transform them into levers of revolutionary change. What is critical
is that reforms are won from below: these victories must be distinguished from re-
forms applied from above, which undermine popular movements.*

The insurrectionist approach, in contrast, claims that reforms are illusory,
that movements like unions are willing or unwitting bulwarks of the existing or-
der, and that formal organisations are authoritarian. Consequently, insurrectionist
anarchism emphasises armed action—“propaganda by the deed”—as the most im-
portant means of evoking a spontaneous revolutionary upsurge. What distinguishes
insurrectionist anarchism from mass anarchism is not necessarily violence as such
but its place in strategy: for insurrectionist anarchism, propaganda by the deed,
carried out by conscious anarchists, is seen as a means of generating a mass move-
ment; for most mass anarchism, violence operates as a means of self-defence for an
existing mass.movement.

This line of argument raises questions about the anarchist canon. Having re-
jected the seven sages, we do not ourselves develop a new canon, except to suggest
that it must centre on Bakunin and Kropotkin, and include key figures from the
broad anarchist and syndicalist tradition both within and beyond the West. If God-
win, Stirner, and Tolstoy have no place in the canon, people like Pyotr Arshinov
(1887-1937), Juana Belem Gutiérrez de Mendoza (1875-1942), Camillo Berneri
(1897-1937), Luisa Capetillo (1880-1922), Connolly, Christian Cornelissen (1864
1942), Voltairine de Cleyre (1866-1912), De Leon, Elizabeth Gurley Flynn (1890-
1964), Praxedis Guerrero (1882-1910), Emma Goldman (1869-1940), He Zhen
(born He Ban [n.d.]), Petronila Infantes (1920-?), It6, Kotoku Shasui (1893-1911),
Li Pei Kan (1904-2005, also known by the pseudonym Ba Jin), Maria Lacerda de
Moura (1887-1944), Liu Sifu (1884-1915, also known as Shifu), Errico Malatesta
(1853-1932), Flores Magén (1874-1922), Nestor Ivanovich Makhno (1889-1934),
Louise Michel (1830-1905), Ferdinand Domela Nieuwenhuis (1861-1919), Osugi
(1885-1923), Albert Parsons (1848-1887), Lucy Parsons (1853-1942), Fernand
Pelloutier (1867-1901), Enrique Roig de San Martin (1843-1889), Juana Rouco
Buela (1888-1968), Rudolph Rocker (1873-1958), Lucia Sanchez Saornil (1895-
1970), Shin Ch'aeho (1880-1936), and others are all serious candidates as people
who made significant intellectual contributions to the movement. This list is not
exhaustive, and is only indicative of the possibilities.

Without discounting the importance of the relatively well-known movements
of Italy, France, Spain, and the United States, we also believe it necessary to stress
the centrality of movements in Asia, Africa, Eastern Europe, Latin America, and the
Caribbean, asserting that a truly global history of anarchism and syndicalism pro-
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vides a crucial corrective to Eurocentric accounts, and demonstrates that the notion
that anarchism was “never more than a minority attraction” has little basis in fact.*®
The commonly held thesis of Spanish exceptionalism, and the notion that only in
Spain did anarchism become “a major social movement and ... threaten the State,
are among the views that are challenged as a result.*’

At the heart of the mass anarchist tradition is the view that it is necessary
to build a popular revolutionary movement—centred on a revolutionary coun-
terculture and the formation of organs of counterpower—in order to lay the basis
for a new social order in place of capitalism, landlordism, and the state. Such a
movement might engage in struggles around reforms, but it ultimately must aim
to constitute the basis of a new society within the shell of the old, an incipient new
social order that would finally explode and supersede the old one. Insurrectionist
anarchism is impossibilist, in that it views reforms as impossible and futile; mass an-
archism is possibilist, believing that it is both possible and desirable to win, to force
reforms from the ruling classes, and that such concessions strengthen rather than
undermine popular movements and struggles, and can improve popular conditions.
Through direct action, for example, progressive changes in law can be demanded
and enforced, without the need for participation in the apparatus of the state.

Syndicalism is a powerful expression of the mass anarchist perspective. His-
torically, it was above all syndicalism that provided the anarchist tradition with a
mass base and appeal. Not all mass anarchists were syndicalists, however. Some
were supporters of syndicalism, but with reservations, usually around the “embryo
hypothesis™: the view that union structures form an adequate basis for a postcapi-
talist society.>® There were other mass anarchists who were antisyndicalist, for they
did not believe unions could make a revolution. Here we see two main variants:
those who rejected the workplace in favour of community struggles, and those who
favoured workplace action with some independence from the unions.

Syndicalism is caricatured as a form of economistic or workerist unionism by
Marxists like Vladimir Ilyich Lenin and Nicos Poulantzas.’' However, embedded in
larger popular movements and countercultures, linked to other organised popular
constituencies, taking up issues that went well beyond the workplace, playing a cen-

 tral role in community struggles, and at the heart of a project of revolutionary coun-
terculture, including the production of mass circulation daily and weekly newspa-
pers, the historical syndicalist unions were social movements that never reduced
the working class to wage earners, or the aspirations of the working class to wages.
Economism and workerism are particularly inappropriate labels for syndicalism.

The view that insurrection was something that “trade unions seem never to
organise” also cannot be reconciled with the history of syndicalism.>? Syndicalist
unions were involved in general strikes that assumed an insurrectionary character
in Mexico in 1916; Spain in 1917, 1919, and 1936; Brazil and Portugal in 1918; Ar-
gentina in 1919; and Italy in 1920. In many cases syndicalists helped organise work-
ers’ militias, including in the United States in the 1880s, Ireland from 1913, Mexico
beginning in 1916, Argentina in 1919, Italy in 1920, and Spain from 1936.

Historically, syndicalism was a revolutionary union movement that was part
of a larger popular movement of counterpower and counterculture, and care should
be taken not to set up an artificial divide between syndicalist unions and the larger
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anarchist movements of which they formed an integral part. This reminds us that
union numbers and formal structures provide only a partial estimate of the impact
of anarchism and syndicalism; while we have used these criteria to critique the no-
tion of Spanish exceptionalism, we are mindful that they are limited guides to anar-
chist.and syndicalist strength.

Syndicalism shares many features with the “social movement unionism” that
emerged in a number of late industrialising countries like Brazil and South Africa,
in that syndicalist movements historically formed alliances beyond the workplace,
and raised issues that went well beyond immediate concerns over wages and work-
ing conditions, but there are important differences.>® Like social movement union-
ism, syndicalism engages struggles both within and beyond the workplace, and also
seeks major reforms. Unlike social movement unionism, however, syndicalism is
explicitly anticapitalist, antilandlordist, and antistatist, and envisages the union
structures as the building blocks of a self-managed, stateless, socialist order. From

this perspective, immediate struggles are important in themselves, but also because
they contribute to the confidence, organisation, and consciousness of the working
class that syndicalists believe is essential to revolution from below.

In many cases—not least Brazil and South Africa—social movement unions
have allied themselves with mainstream political parties and even engaged in an
industrial strategy to help strengthen the “national” economy. Syndicalism, in con-
trast, typically rejects linkages to such parties, stressing the significance of building
popular counterpower outside of and against the state apparatus; an industrialisa-
tion strategy is not its concern, for a revolutionary workers’ movement can take
no responsibility for the salvation of capitalism. Strong unions are critical, but that
strength is to be measured in terms of the participation and politicisation of the
members, and the extent to which the union is able to fight immediate battles and
ultimately form the basis for workers’ self-management of the means of production.
It is not simply a question of numbers.

Organisational Dualism

One of the key debates we discuss in this volume is the question of whether
anarchists and syndicalists need political groups dedicated to the promotion of the
ideas of the broad anarchist tradition, and if so, what form such groups should take.
When the editors of the Paris-based anarchist newspaper Dielo Truda (“Workers’
Cause”) issued the Organisational Platform of the Libertarian Communists in 1926,
they were met by a storm of controversy.* Some anarchists saw the editors’ ad-
vocacy of a unified anarchist political organisation with collective discipline as an
attempt to “Bolshevise” anarchism and accused its primary authors, Arshinov and
Makhno, of going over to classical Marxism. We argue, on the contrary, that the
Platform and “Platformism” were not a break with the anarchist tradition but a fairly
orthodox restatement of well-established views.

From the time of Bakunin—who was part of the anarchist International Al-
liance of Socialist Democracy, which operated within the First International—the
great majority of anarchists and syndicalists advocated the formation of specific
anarchist political groups in addition to mass organisations like syndicalist unions.
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In other words, most supported organisational dualism: the mass organisation, such
as unions, must work in tandem with specifically anarchist and syndicalist political
organisations. Moreover, most believed that these groups should have fairly homo-
geneous principled, strategic, and tactical positions as well as some form of organi-
sational discipline.

War, Gender Issues, and Anti-Imperialism

While the broad anarchist tradition historically tied itself closely to class, it
also engaged with questions of social oppression that were not necessarily reduc-
ible to class. It was an.international movement and an internationalist one: reject-
ing nationalism and the state, consistently opposing national oppression and racial
prejudice, the broad anarchist tradition was at the forefront of attempts to organise
the popular classes across the barriers of nationality and race. It developed as a
movement with supporters from among almost all the nationalities and races of the
world, with organisations across the world, and played a key role in struggles for
equal rights and against segregation (for instance, in Cuba, Japan, Mexico, the U.S.,
and South Africa), in anti-imperialist struggles and national liberation movements
(for example, Bulgaria, Cuba, Korea, Macedonia, and the Ukraine), and in opposing
militarism and war between peoples and states.

Antimilitarism was a central feature of the history of the broad anarchist
tradition, including mass revolts within the major powers against imperialist ag-
gression such as the Japanese occupation of Korea, Manchuria, and China, Spain’s
colonial wars against Cuba, Morocco, and the Philippines, and Italian attacks on
Abyssinia, Libya, and Albania. In 1914, the Labour and Socialist International (also
known as the Second International) collapsed with the outbreak of the First World

. War, with all the major parties supporting the war efforts of their respective states.
(The Labour and Socialist International, formed in 1889, was dominated by classi-
cal Marxism and social democracy; the key affiliate was the great Marxist bastion of
the time, the Social Democratic Party [SDP] of Germany, which Marx and Engels

- helped found in 1875). Contrary to the view that Lenin alone rallied antiwar oppo-
sition, the radical opposition to the war was largely confined to the anarchists and
syndicalists.

Gender was another important concern. We admit to a certain discomfort
with the tendency of many writers to label women anarchists and syndicalists “an-
archist-feminists” or “anarcha-feminists” There is no doubt that women played a
critical role in promoting a feminist analysis in anarchism, but it is problematic to
assume that women activists in the movement were necessarily feminists or that
they should primarily be defined by feminism. The feminist elements of anarchism
and syndicalism were neither the exclusive province of women activists, nor should
the activities of women activists in the broad anarchist tradition be reduced to an
advocacy of a feminist perspective. The broad anarchist tradition, on the whole,
championed gender equality, rejected the patriarchal family, and sought a means
to link up feminist concerns with the larger project of class struggle and revolu-
tion. Anarchists and syndicalists differed among themselves on the implications of
women’s emancipation, and there were certainly many anarchists and syndicalists
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whose views and lives contradicted gender equality. The important point is that
such equality was a principle of the broad anarchist tradition.

At the same time, anarchist and syndicalist women like Choi Seon-Myoung,
Luisa Capetillo, Voltairine de Cleyre, Elizabeth Gurley Flynn, Emma Goldman, He
Zhen, Petronila Infantes, Lucy Parsons, and Itd6 Noe should not be reduced to gen-
der activists. They played a wide range of roles in the movement, as writers, union-
ists, strike leaders, community organisers, and militia members, and saw themselves
as part of a larger movement of the popular classes that crossed gender boundaries.
Like their male counterparts, they argued that the class system and other forms of
oppression were integrally linked, and that only a universal and unifying popular
movement against all domination and exploitation could create a new social order.

Anarchism and Marxism

Finally, the broad anarchist tradition is important as an alternative to the
other major revolutionary class-based movement: classical Marxism, also known as
Bolshevism, and associated with Marx, Engels, Karl Kautsky, Lenin, Leon Trotsky,
Joseph Stalin, Mao Tse-tung, and others. For classical Marxism, the capitalist state
must be destroyed, replaced by a revolutionary state, “a political transition period,
whose State can be nothing else but the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat,
a “centralised organisation of force, of violence,” of “undivided power.”® This regime
would control the means of production and be headed by a revolutionary party. The
“revolutionary dictatorship of a proletarian party” was an “objective necessity” due
to “the heterogeneity of the revolutionary class.®® And “without a party, apart from
a party, over the head of a party, or with a substitute for a party, the proletarian revo-
lution cannot conquer’ A person who refuses to recognise that the “leadership of
the Communist Party and the state power of the people’s dictatorship” are necessary
for revolutionary change “is no communist.”®

In practice, regardless of the intents or the emancipatory aims of classical
Marxism, these politics provided the basic rationale for the one-party dictatorships
of the former East bloc. The view that “Marx’s socialism was simultaneously anti-
statist and anti-market” is rather misleading.® There are many tensions and ambi-
guities in Marx’s thought, but the predominant element—and the historical record
of Marxism in practice—has been overwhelmingly authoritarian and statist.

The creation of the gulag system in the USSR, which placed tens of millions
into concentration camps based on forced labour, was an integral part of the Soviet
system, but was probably not part of Marx’s plan.%° The harsh circumstances under
which the Russian Revolution and the establishment of the USSR took place obvi-
ously also left a profound imprint. The features of the USSR and the later Marxist
regimes cannot, then, simply be reduced to Marxist politics.

Yet this does not exonerate classical Marxism from a good deal of responsi-
bility for the oppression and inequities of the old East bloc. Marxist ideology was
a central influence on these regimes, and the heavy emphasis that Marx and his
successors placed upon the need for a highly centralized state, headed by a com-
munist party, controlling labour and the other forces of production and claiming to
be the sole repository of “scientific” truth, was absolutely critical to the evolution of
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Marxism in the twentieth century into an ideology of dictatorship after dictatorship.
Marx and Marxism cannot be exonerated by attributing the consistently repressive
character of Marxism in power to the force of circumstances, or a misreading of
Marx’s texts by “more or less faithless successors.”! ‘

The history of Marxism in the third of the world once ruled by Marxist re-
gimes is a part—the major part—of the history of Marxism, and there is a direct link
between Marx’s strategy of a centralised dictatorship headed by a vanguard party as
the agent of revolution and the one-party dictatorships established in Russia, China,
and elsewhere. Even Trotsky, a vehement Marxist critic of Stalin, envisaged social-
ism as “authoritarian leadership ... centralised distribution of the labour force ...
the workers’ State ... entitled to send any worker wherever his labour may be need-
ed,” with dissenters sent to labour camps if necessary.®> The Communist movement
failed to emancipate humanity and discredited socialism for hundreds of millions,
and its rise and fall are central to the current problems facing the Left.

By contrast, libertarian socialism always rejected the view that fundamental
social transformation could come about through the state apparatus or that social-
ism could be created from above. Its rejection of capitalism is part of a broader op-
position to hierarchy in general, and part of a larger understanding of the freedom
and development of the individual as the aim of socialism. Classical Marxism from
the beginning was a form of political socialism, but it is crucial to note that there
were also libertarian Marxists. These included the council communists Herman
Gorter, Anton Pannekoek, and Otto Riihle, who held views close to syndicalism
and were openly hostile to Bolshevism.*> More recently, an “autonomist” Marxism
has emerged that it is often antiauthoritarian in its outlook.

Above all, though, libertarian socialism was represented by the broad anar-
chist tradition, which combined a commitment to the view that individuals should
be free, provided that this does not undermine the freedom of others, with a cri-
tique of the economic and social inequities that prevented this freedom from being
exercised. Liberty, Bakunin argued, required “social and economic equality;” “es-
tablished in the world by the spontaneous organisation of labour and the collec-
tive ownership of property by freely organised producers’ associations, and by the
equally spontaneous federation of communes, to replace the domineering paternal-
istic State,” “from the bottom up.”®* Many of the ideals and practices associated with
the broad anarchist tradition—direct action, participatory democracy, the view that
the means must match the ends, solidarity, a respect for the individual, a rejection of
manipulation, a stress on the importance of freedom of opinion and diversity, and
an opposition to oppression by race, nationality, and gender—are precisely those
that appeal to millions of people in the post-Soviet age.

These anarchist ideals and practices were consciously designed to avoid the
fate that overtook classical Marxism. By stressing antiauthoritarian values, maxi-
mising democracy, and valorising self-management, the broad anarchist tradition
sought to prevent the emergence, from within popular struggles, of new ruling elites.
Bakunin and Kropotkin warned that the classical Marxist strategy would, regard-
less of its good intentions, culminate in the perpetuation of economic and social
inequality and oppression. The state, Kropotkin insisted, “having been the force to



26 ... Black Flame

which the minorities resorted for establishing and organising their power over the
masses, cannot be the force which will serve to destroy those privileges.”®®

Before We Start

Before moving on to the main account, a few final points are in order. One
is that a work like this is, by necessity, based primarily on a synthesis of the exist-
ing literature and the assistance of people with expertise from across the world.
The eclipse of the broad anarchist tradition in the mid-twentieth century by statist
politics—classical Marxism, social democracy, and nationalisms of various sorts—
froze research on the subject as political socialism came “nearly to monopolise the
attention of those who write on labour and radical history.”% This situation changed
from the 1960s. The rise of the New Left, which questioned official Marxism and
reexamined alternative radical traditions, was particularly important in laying the
basis for new scholarship on anarchism and syndicalism. The resurgence of anar-
chism from the 1960s onward and the collapse of much of the East bloc from 1989
to 1991 led to another upsurge in relevant scholarly work.

The growing body of studies on anarchism and syndicalism promises to fun-
damentally reshape our views about the past. In China, for example, where the his-
tory of socialism has long been reduced to the “progressive evolution of a correct
socialism under the guidance of Mao Zedong or the Communist Party;” the central
role of anarchism in the first four decades of the twentieth century is being redis-
covered.®” In Cuba, where the broad anarchist tradition has “largely been ignored or
misrepresented,” with an “almost complete lack of historiography;” its critical part
“in the political and economic development of the country” is increasingly recogn-
ised.®® Likewise, the “historical amnesia” regarding “the appeal of anarchism to Ko-
reans” has started to be challenged.®® While the implications of the growing research
have not yet been as widely accepted as might be hoped, there is no doubt that many
researchers are now taking anarchism and syndicalism seriously.”

Our two volumes have relied heavily on the growing scholarship, supplement-
ed in some cases by “movement” publications and in a few instances by interviews
with key figures. Doubtless there are some materials we have missed, but our gen-
eral analysis and account is, we believe, an accurate portrayal of the broad anarchist
tradition. Although every attempt has been made to ensure the accuracy of the facts
and figures presented, it is possible that some of our sources have errors of their
own; we take responsibility for any other errors. Doubtless there are also important
issues we have left out of our analysis of the core themes in the history and politics
of the broad anarchist tradition. Readers are directed to the notes and bibliography
for sources and further reading. '

For the most part (although not exclusively) we have used English-language
sources. This can introduce two main biases: we may have overlooked some crucial
works in other languages; and some areas and issues are better covered in the Eng-
lish-language literature than others. We have tried to be as comprehensive as possi-
ble. Certainly, some of the arguments presented here will be controversial. This is to
be welcomed: good scholarship proceeds through debate, rather than the creation of
orthodoxies. If this book succeeds in promoting new research into anarchism, even
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if that research contradicts our arguments, we consider our work well done. Simi-
larly, we believe that debate is essential to the development of any political tradition,
and we hope that this work is a fruitful contribution to sharpening perspectives
within the broad anarchist tradition.

In terms of naming conventions, we have generally used the English-language
version of the names of organisations for the purposes of clarity. When using ac-
ronyms for organisations, however, we have preferred the most commonly used
ones, wherever possible; these are typically, but not always, derived from the home
language of the organisation. Thus, the Macedonian Revolutionary Clandestine
Committee is referred to as the MTRK, in reference to its original name, but the
Interior Revolutionary Organisation of Macedonia and Adrianopole is referred to
as VMRO, the French acronym that is most commonly used. When referring to the
titles of periodicals or books in other languages, we have used the original names of
the publications, but provided translations of the titles in brackets.

Finally, a few words about the origins of this book are in order. It began as a
brief and rather didactic booklet in the late 1990s, and simply grew and grew. We
were, frankly, rather amazed by the rich history of the broad anarchist tradition;
expecting to fill in a few gaps, we found our eyes opened to an unexpected world,
a global history unknown to many of the anarchists and syndicalists themselves. It
was an evocative and intriguing history, replete with sacrifice, tragedy, suffering, -
and sometimes even humour and pathes, but shot through with heroism, creativity,
beauty, and achievement. It also became clear to us that we were not simply writing
an obituary of a movement or an antiquarian account but discussing a living tradi-
tion of interest to many people who want to change the world. As such, this is also
a work about the future, and it is to a better world and a better tomorrow that we
dedicate it.
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Mikhail Gerdzhikov(1877-1947) of
the Macedonian Clandestine Revo-
lutionary Committee (MTPK), es-
tablished in 1898.

In 1903, the MPTK staged a revolt
against the Ottoman authorities in
Thrace, to coincide with a rising by
the Interior Revolutionary Organi-
sation of Macedonia and Adrianople
(VMRO). Anarchists like Gerdzhik-
ov believed that the struggle for na-
tional liberation was an integral part
of the struggle for libertarian com-

Pyotr Kropotkin (1842-1921)

Russian emigre, scientist, and revo-
lutionary. After Bakunin, Kropotkin
was the most influential and widely
read anarchist worldwide, with a
profound influence on popular class
movements in Europe, the Americas,
and Asia. His book Vie Conquest of
Bread (1892) is a classic and remains
one of the soundest expositions of
anarchist-communist ideas.



CHAPTER 2
Socialism from Below:
Defining Anarchism

he aim of this chapter is twofold: to develop an understanding of the doctrine of
Tanarchism and its origins; and to outline the core features of anarchist doctrine.
As noted in chapter 1, we stress anarchism’s coherence and strength. We have also
already suggested that anarchism is a revolutionary and libertarian socialist doc-
trine: advocating individual freedom through a free society, anarchism aims to cre-
ate a democratic, egalitarian, and stateless socialist order through an international
and internationalist social revolution, abolishing capitalism, landlordism, and the
state.

In this chapter, we explain why we define anarchism in this way. Anarchism
is commonly defined as an opposition to the state, or as an opposition to the state
because it constrains the individual. It is also sometimes argued that anarchism sees
the state as “responsible for all inequality and injustice”! We do not find these as-
sertions to be useful. For one thing, they strip anarchism of its class politics and
socialist content.? They also do not adequately address the specific features of the
anarchist understanding of individual freedom.

For anarchists, individual freedom is the highest good, and individuality- is
valuable jn itself, but such freedom can only be achieved within and through a new
type of society. Contending that a class system prevents the full development of in-
dividuality, anarchists advocate class struggle from below to create a better world. In
this ideal new order, individual freedom will be harmonised with communal obliga-
tions through cooperation, democratic decision-making, and social and economic
equality. Anarchism rejects the state as a centralised structure of domination and an
instrument of class rule, not simply because it constrains the individual or because
anarchists dislike regulations. On the contrary, anarchists believe rights arise from
the fulfilment of obligations to society and that there is a place for a certain amount
of legitimate coercive power, if derived from collective and democratic decision-
making.

The practice of defining anarchism simply as hostility to the state has a fur-
ther consequence: that a range of quite different and often contradictory ideas-and
movements get conflated. By defining anarchism more narrowly, however, we are
able to bring its key ideas into a sharper focus, lay the basis for our examination of
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the main debates in the broad anarchist tradition in subsequent chapters, and see
what ideas are relevant to current struggles against neoliberalism.

Another consequence of defining anarchism loosely is the notion that anar-
chism is a movement existing throughout history, possibly rooted in human nature.
We argue, though, that anarchism should be considered a relatively recent phe-
nomenon. Specifically, it emerged from the 1860s onward within the context of the
modern working-class and socialist movement, within the womb of the First Inter-

" national. There have certainly been libertarian currents throughout history, not to
mention a great many struggles for individual freedom; these are an important part
of humankind’s heritage, and challenge contemporary views that human nature is
inherently greedy or capitalist. Yet this libertarian history should not be conflated
with the history of anarchism. Defining anarchism more narrowly and historicizing
it makes it possible to identify the crucial moments in the broad anarchist tradition
as it evolved over the last 150 years, the way in which anarchist and syndicalist ideas
were applied in the real world, and the relevance of that tradition for the present.

The Méaning of Anarchism: Debating the Literature

We begin with a survey of the way in which anarchism and syndicalism have
been defined in the literature. Studies of anarchism and syndicalism have often suf-
fered from an unclear definition of their subject matter. As mentioned in the previ-
ous chapter, one problem is the popular view of anarchism as a synonym for chaos,
destruction, and the breakdown of all order.? This is flawed, as anarchism is a social
doctrine with a positive programme; opposed to the existing social order, it advo-
cates a new one.

A second problem has been the tradition of defining anarchism as an out-
look marked by its hostility to the state, as mentioned above. Roderick Kedward is
representative of this dominant tradition. He asserts that the “bond that united all
anarchists” was “antagonism to any situation regulated by imposition, constraint,
or oppression,” and that this was the basis for anarchist antistatism.* Corrine Jacker
similarly claims that anarchists have a “romantic approach” and maintain that “the
individual must be completely free; there must be no authority to dictate his behav-
iour or its limits”; anarchists oppose the state, continues Jacker, because “rules are
an attempt to restrict an individual’s freedom,” and “another term for anarchism is
antistatism?®

For Robert Hoffman, anarchists hold that “government creates and perpetu-
ates both disorder and violence,” and “any imperative authority, even that of a popu-
lar socialist government or the joint decision of an egalitarian community, must
violate individual liberty,” “justice,” and “community” A person should “obey the
dictates of his free will only.”® Marshall Statz contends that anarchism aimed at a so-
ciety organised through free association, without imposed order, and was a “positive
social doctrine” that embodied a “critique of human society as it exists and a vision
of a better form of social order.” Statz, however, reduced the “positive” programme
to a variety of schemes to replace the state; anarchism allegedly regarded “political
authority, and its modern embodiment the state, as the root of all evil.”’
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Terry Perlin put forward a similar argument, and introduced the supposed
“anarchists of the ‘right,” “anarcho-capitalists,” whose quest for individual free-
dom from the state shares the “common anarchist quest: for the freedom of the
individual”® These “anarcho-capitalists” essentially took free market ideas to the
most extreme conclusions. Traditional economic liberalism, including neoliberal-
ism, stressed the benefits of a free and unrestricted market, based on the relentless
pursuit of individual self-interest, for individual liberty and economic efficiency.
But it also stressed the need for a minimal state to enforce law and order, provide
military defence, provide public goods, and deal with externalities. By contrast,
“anarcho-capitalists,” like the late Murray Rothbard, advocated the transfer of all
the services provided by the state—including law and order—to private firms and
associations.’

It may seem odd to place such figures alongside one another as part of a single
movement and tradition, but it is entirely consistent with a definition of anarchism
as an opposition to the state. The work that really established this definition as the
dominant one was Paul Eltzbacher’s Anarchism: Exponents of the Anarchist Philoso-
phy, which appeared in 1900 and sought to identify the key features of anarchist
thought. The conclusions of this work, one of the first academic studies of anar-
chism, “have become such a commonplace that they have been incorporated into
almost every study of the subject up to the present day.’!’

Eltzbacher, a German judge, was interested in understanding anarchism,
which appeared to his contemporaries as something quite new and mysterious.!! In
trying to develop a definition and analysis of anarchism, he started off well: his aim -
was to identify a number of thinkers as representative examples of anarchists, and
then derive the key principles of anarchism from an examination of their ideas. This
use of a deductive method is probably ideal, but its analysis is always shaped by the
representativeness of the data. It was when Eltzbacher made his selection of promi-
nent anarchists that the problems arose. He made his choices “not upon the basis of
any objective criteria, but rather examined the thought of those who the (informed)
public opinion of the time regarded as the principal exponents of anarchism.”!2 The
“(informed) public opinion” to which Eltzbacher turned was that of his close associ-
ates, who already assumed that anarchism was defined mainly by antistatism. Eltz-
bacher did not, concomitantly, make enquiries within the self-described anarchist
movement of the time.

The result was the fairly arbitrary selection of seven figures as the “recognised”
anarchist teachers: Godwin, Stirner, Proudhon, Bakunin, Kropotkin, Tucker, and
Tolstoy.!® These are the figures subsequently identified, as mentioned in chapter 1,
as the seven sages of anarchism.'* Having made his selection in this way, Eltzbacher
then faced the problem of definition: what did these individuals have in common?
Following an extensive and lucid analysis of each sage by Eltzbacher, the answer, it
seemed, was very little.'s ' .

Godwin, a forgotten Enlightenment thinker, derived a generally antistatist
position from utilitarian principles in the 1790s.' He argued that humans could be
perfected through reason and education, and that government would wither away
when all people had become sufficiently reasonable to exercise full personal au-
tonomy, by which he meant the application of a utilitarian calculus to all activities.
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In Godwin’s view, “Every well-informed friend of mankind” would “look forward to
... the dissolution of political government, of that brute engine, which had been the
only perennial cause of the vices of mankind”'” He opposed class inequality on the
same grounds: both poverty and wealth distracted people from the pursuit of pure
reason.'® Godwin also opposed cooperation between people because it hampered
the development and exercise of utilitarian reasoning.!® “Everything that is usually
understood by the term cooperation, is, in some degree an evil,” claimed Godwin,
and it followed that all unnecessary interaction should be carefully avoided, includ-
ing “common labour and common meals,” “co-habitation,” and the “institution of
marriage””® While Godwin was on the Left, inasmuch as he defended the French
Revolution, he believed that state coercion was a necessary evil until general ratio-
nality could be reached.?!

In contrast, Stirner was an extreme individualist of the 1840s, asserting the
right of the individual to do whatever she or he pleased.?? The mind must be freed

of “spooks” and “wheels,” meaning any and all abstract principles that impede in-
~ dividual gratification, including the notions of “the cause of mankind, of truth, of
freedom, of humanity, of justice,” the “cause of my people, my prince, my father-
land,” and finally, “even the cause of Mind” Unbridled self-interest was the only
true value; the only valid criterion for action was individual satisfaction; the only
limit was the power of a given individual; even truth was the product of individual
choice and thus entirely relative: “You alone are the truth, or rather, you are more
than the truth, which is nothing at all before”?? Stirner did not actually advocate the
abolition of the state.2* “My object is not the overthrow of an established order but
my elevation above it, my purpose and deed are not ... political or social but ... di-
rected toward myself and my ownness alone ... an egoistic purpose and deed”?> He
advocated a “cult of unlimited self-will.”?® Reason was irrelevant, and the state was
objectionable inasmuch as it halted the individual’s pursuit of pleasure and power.
The state constrained the individual, but there was nothing wrong with one indi-
vidual constraining another.

Tolstoy, the famous Russian novelist, derived his principles from Christian
scriptures and favoured a withdrawal into a simple life of religious contemplation.?’
Taking Jesus Christ's admonition to “turn the other cheek” seriously, Tolstoy be-
came a pacifist, and thus an advocate of nonviolence and nonresistance in the face of
conflict and force. His opposition to the state arose from two sources: the conviction
that government was inherently violent, and the view that divine law must always
be superior to both secular law and human reason. At the heart of Tolstoy’s think-
ing was Christian mysticism, a quest for inner freedom through religious obedience
and divine revelation, requiring withdrawal, wherever possible, from the evils and
temptations of the world. His wish to withdraw from contact with the state followed,
as did his dislike of private property and advocacy of chastity.

In short, even at the most basic level, there was not much in common between
the first three sages discussed so far: Godwin was a rationalist, Stirner was an epis-
temological relativist, viewing truth as a matter of opinion, with the most widely
accepted “truth” that imposed by the most powerful people; Tolstoy was a believer
in divine revelation; Godwin and Tolstoy were ascetics, and Stirner was a libertine;
Godwin opposed the class system for preventing the exercise of reason, Stirner dis-
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liked modern industry for mechanising life, and Tolstoy complained that capitalism
replaced wholesome rural labour with the factory system and the quest for profit
impeded salvation. The remaining four sages add more variation, falling into two
main groups: Proudhon and Tucker, on the one side, and Bakunin and Kropotkin,
on the other.

Proudhon, a self-taught French artisan of peasant stock, was somewhat influ-
enced by the early nineteenth-century “utopian” socialist Charles Fourier (1772~
1837), who advocated cooperative labour, communal ownership and living, sensual
pleasure, and gender equality.?® Proudhon used a broad labour theory of value—an
approach that argued that only labour created new wealth, and that the price at
which goods and services were sold corresponded to the amount of labour time that
they embodied—to criticize capitalism.?* This idea was not new, and can be found
in the works of Smith and other early economic liberals. In Proudhon’s hands, it
became a tool for social critique: if labour created all wealth, why did the labouring
classes remain impoverished, while those classes that did not labour—made up of,
say, bankers, landlords, and merchants—continually accumulated wealth?

For Proudhon, exploitation—in which the popular classes were not remuner-
ated according to their labour, and the unpaid surplus accrued to other classes—
took place through a range of mechanisms in the market, including interest, rent,
and patent fees. Banks, for example, did not actually produce value but continually
accumulated it by compelling the producers to pay interest. In turn, the state de-
fended exploitation and undermined justice. Proudhon’s strategy for change was
gradualist: he favoured the development of a noncapitalist sector, based on small
individual proprietors as well as cooperatives that would undermine and then over-
whelm capitalism. Proudhon placed great emphasis on the need to form a nonprofit
and cooperative People’s Bank, funded by the producers that would lend money
without interest, and envisaged a sort of “market socialism,” based on competition,
in which producers would receive the full value of their labour.*

Eventually, the state would become redundant, as self-government was carried
out by the noncapitalist sector: “No longer having need of legislator or of sovereign,
the atelier [workshop] will make the government disappear”! “Socialism,” Proud-
hon argued, “is the opposite of governmentalism.... We want these associations to
be ... the first components of a vast federation of associations and groups united in
the common bond of the democratic and social republic.”*2 The market was really a
means to an end, and would be controlled and leveled by society as needed.

Proudhon’s ideas, often known as mutualism, were widely influential in social-
ist and popular circles between the 1840s and 1880s in Europe and the Americas.*
Tucker was the “leading American apostle of Proudhon’s doctrines,” which he called
“individualist anarchism.”** He described himself as an “individualist anarchist” or
a “philosophical anarchist,” and was also influenced by U.S. thinkers such as Josiah
Warren, whose ideas were remarkably similar to those of the French activist. Like
Godwin, Proudhon and Tucker were rationalists and atheists, and like him, they
saw reason as a necessary means of securing social change. Unlike Godwin, they
had a concrete strategy for change, favoured the creation of new institutions that
would prefigure the desired future order, and saw society as the necessary matrix
for individual freedom.
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Let us move now to Bakunin and Kropotkin. Bakunin was the eldest son of a
minor Russian noble. He studied in Russia and Germany in the 1840s with an aca-
demic career in mind, but became increasingly radicalised, met Marx and Proud-
hon, and was driven out of several countries for his political activities.> Arrested
and returned to Russia, Bakunin received a life sentence, which was later commuted
to exile in Siberia, and escaped in 1861. The first phase of Bakunins career was
characterised by pan-Slavic nationalism, but with the failure of the 1863 Polish
uprising Bakunin moved toward a class struggle and internationalist position. His
views were shaped by debates in Italy (where he founded the secret, socialist Inter-
national Brotherhood), followed by participation in the pacifist League for Peace
and Freedom, and then the First International. By this time, Bakunin had helped
form the International Alliance of Socialist Democracy, which applied to join the
First International en bloc. The First International’s secretariat insisted that the Al-
liance dissolve and its sections join separately, but it seems certain that the Alliance
continued to operate underground. There was nothing “imaginary” about Bakunin’s
“secret societies.”*® ‘

Like Bakunin, Kropotkin was from the Russian aristocracy—he was no less
than a prince—and embarked on a military career, including ten years in the Rus-
sian civil service, mainly in eastern Siberia.*” Increasingly disillusioned with the
government, Kropotkin concentrated on scientific work and developed a formidable
reputation as a geographer. Resigning his government post, he visited Switzerland,
where he joined the anarchists. In Russia he promoted revolutionary ideas in the
Chaikovsky Circle, part of the revolutionary narodnik (“populist’) movement. Jailed
in 1874, Kropotkin escaped, going to Switzerland and then to France, where he was
jailed for three years for membership in the First International. After his release,
Kropotkin moved to England, where he spent most of his remaining years, helping
to found Freedom Press and the journal Freedom, both of which are still active. In
1914, the elderly Kropotkin came out in support of the Allies in the First World
War, alienating himself from the great majority of anarchists and syndicalists, the
“most unhappy event of Kropotkin’s life,” one of his “darkest moments”*® In 1917, he
returned to Russia. His funeral in 1921 was the last mass anarchist demonstration
for many years in that country.

Despite the common presentation of Kropotkin as a gentle “anarchist saint”
compared to Bakunin, the two did not differ on any substantial issues.’® Both were
advocates of social revolution through class struggle to abolish the state, capitalism,
and economic and social inequality, and create a self-managed socialist economy
and society, without a state, in which individual differences could flourish on the
basis of social and economic equality. Their ideas will be discussed in more depth
below, yet suffice it to say, both men were rationalists (indeed, atheists) and advo-
cates of cooperation rather than Stirnerite individualism. They shared the mutualist
opposition to capitalism, admiring Proudhon and sharing his view that freedom
was a social product rather than something exercised in opposition to others, but
saw exploitation as taking place in production (rather than through the market),
advocated international class war (rather than gradual change), and favoured an
economy planned from below (in place of the market mechanism); both described
themselves as socialists.*’
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Faced with such a diverse group of thinkers as a consequence of his method
of choosing representative anarchists, Eltzbacher was in a quandary. He aimed to
derive anarchist principles from an examination of their ideas, but he had ended
up with a selection of people with radically different ideas. Rather than rethink his
choices, however, Eltzbacher persevered and ended up with a definition of anar-
chism based on the lowest common denominator: an opposition to the state.*!

This definition is even more nebulous than it may seem at first glance, for
Eltzbacher admitted that his seven sages gave “totally different meanings” to “the
negation of the State*? As our account has shown, there was certainly little agree-
ment between the supposed sages on the reasons for opposing the state, or on the
question of whether the state should be abolished, and if so, how. In some cases, for
example, the opposition to the state follows from an opposition to hierarchical re-
lationships between people (here we may include Proudhon, Tucker, Bakunin, and
Kropotkin); in others, the state is opposed but authoritarian relationships are not
(Stirner); and in still others, the opposition to the state is part of a withdrawal from
a sinful world (Tolstoy).

Eltzbacher’s approach, as noted above, was nonetheless influential, and his
conclusion reinforced a common view that anarchism was simply antistatism.** The
trend toward a vague definition of anarchism received a further boost from the
anarchists themselves: there was a tendency, emanating from within the broad an-
archist tradition, to present the movement as a universal feature of human history.
From the early twentieth century onward, prominent anarchists produced a number
of historical narratives of the movement. In these narratives, anarchism was typi-
cally described as present throughout human history, starting in ancient Asia and
Europe, moving through the medieval period, and then heading into modernity.

Like other movements, the anarchists had begun to create what can only be
considered a legitimising myth for the movement: portraying anarchism as com-
mon to all places, peoples, and times, this metahistory helped undermine charges
that anarchism was alien, bizarre, or contrary to human nature. The cast on this uni-
versal stage included ancient philosophers like Lao-tzu, religious heretics like the
Anabaptists, and thinkers like Godwin and Stirner, followed by movements from
the First International onward, including syndicalism. To group these together, one
must have a fairly loose definition of anarchism; the overlap with Eltzbacher’s ap-
proach is fairly clear, and it is worth noting that Kropotkin was impressed with
Eltzbacher’s treatise.**

Given his prestige, Kropotkin’s claim that the “tendency” toward anarchism
“had always existed in mankind” was widely accepted, particularly when it appeared
in the 1910 edition of the Encyclopaedia Britannica.*> The anarchist historian Max
Nettlau gave further weight to this line of thinking in a series of works from 1925.
Born in Austria, his father a gardener for the royal family, Nettlau became an anar-
chist around 1881, and earned a doctorate in linguistics. Unexpectedly inheriting
a small fortune in 1892, he devoted his life to research on anarchism, writing an
extensive Bibliography of Anarchism (1897), a multivolume biography of Bakunin,
and a nine-volume history of anarchism, appearing from 1925 onward, and sum-
marised in a companion volume, A Short History of Anarchzsm 46 He also helped
found Freedom Press.



40 ... Black Flame

, The companion volume to Nettlau’s history dealt extensively with anarchism’s

historical development before 1864, and Nettlau believed that while “few people
have yet attained a true understanding of the anarchist idea,” the “anarchist concept”
and “anarchist principles” could be found in ancient Greece as well as among uto-
pian and scientific writers of the eighteenth century (including Godwin), utopian
socialists like Fourier, his great disciple Victor Considérant (1808-1893), Proudhon
and other nineteenth-century writers including Stirner, Anselme Bellegarrigue (ca.
1820-1865?), and Joseph Déjacque (1821-1864).*” It is only in chapter 8 (of Net-
tlau’s eighteen chapters) that we come to a discussion of the period of Bakunin’s role
in the First International. .

The same general approach could be found in other anarchist writings, such as
those of Rudolf Rocker in the 1930s. Born in Mainz, Germany in 1873, Rocker was
a bookbinder by trade, and active as a youth in the German SDP.*® Anarchism made
occasional appearances in the SDP, and Rocker was involved with a left-wing fac-
tion, the Jungen (“Young Ones”), which had libertarian leanings.*® In 1890, Rocker
was expelled from the SDP, became an anarchist, and ended up in London in 1895,
where he was active among Jewish immigrant communities, editing the Yiddish-
language anarchist paper Arbayter Fraynd (“The Workers’ Friend”) and taking an
active role in unionism. Interned as an “enemy alien” in 1914, Rocker was deported
to Germany in 1918, where he became a leading figure in the syndicalist unions. In
1922, hie was elected secretary of the newly formed syndicalist International Work-
ers’ Association (IWA), but had to leave Germany in 1933 following the Nazi take-
over, passing away in the United States in 1958. The IWA was a continuation of
prewar initiatives for a syndicalist international, and its member unions were drawn
mainly from Latin America and Europe.

In his classic Anarcho-Syndicalism—one of the best single accounts of anar-
chism and syndicalism—Rocker claimed that “anarchist ideas are to be found in
every period of known history,” before repeating roughly the same narrative as Kro-
potkin and Nettlau.*® In 1944, George Woodcock—Ilater known for his scholarship
on anarchism, but then an ardent anarchist—likewise found in Taoism the “first an-
archistic doctrine,” and discovered “anarchism before the rise of an anarchist move-
ment” in the views of the radical Diggers sect in seventeenth-century England as
well as Godwin and Proudhon.”!

Given this backdrop, it is not surprising that many of the standard works on
anarchism—we have in mind those of Roderick Kedward, James Joll, Peter Marshall,
David Miller, and Woodcock—insist that there was something necessarily incoher-
ent about anarchism. Both Miller and Woodcock speak of anarchism’s “singular
disagreement” on “revolutionary methods” and the “economic organisation” of the
future.>? Miller even suggests that anarchism is not in fact an ideology but a “point
of intersection of several ideologies.”>® The same view of anarchism allows writers
like Paul Feyerabend, an advocate of epistemological relativism and an opponent
of scientific method, to describe his “anything goes” philosophy as an “anarchist”
approach to knowledge.> Grouping Stirner with Bakunin unavoidably suggests
incoherence—but is such grouping justified?
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The Need for a New Approach

Having outlined the ways in which anarchism is generally discussed in the
literature, we would like to draw attention to some of the problems associated with
these approaches. It is here that our discussion of the seven sages approach is par-
ticularly pertinent. An outline of figures like Godwin, Proudhon, Stirner, Bakunin,
Tucker, Kropotkin, and Tolstoy demonstrates clearly that they cannot be taken as
representative of a single doctrine, unless that doctrine is defined at a general level
that obscures the radical differences between these thinkers.

On one level, the result is that a number of writers see nothing odd about
grouping extreme individualists like Stirner, radical economic liberals like Roth-
bard, and revolutionary socialists like Bakunin and Kropotkin into a single tradi-
tion. If these figures form a single tradition, however, that tradition must lack a
coherent theoretical corpus, suffer from major internal contradictions, and prove
a manifest inability to find common ground on the meaning of and rationale for
individual freedom and antistatism.

One problem with such an approach is that it fails to provide an effectlve defi-
njtion. Definitions should identify the common features of the subject under defini-
tion; this approach fails to do so, and suffers from internal incoherence. Definitions
should also be able to clearly delineate the category being defined from other cate-
gories. It is on this external level, the level of the boundary, that the vague definition
of anarchism as antistatism also fails. It is eminently logical, using this definition,
to include classical Marxism within the anarchist category, given that this doctrine’s
ultimate objective is a stateless society without alienation and compulsion.

The Communist Manifesto, for example, stressed that the final stage of history,
the communist society, would be stateless—“the public power will lose its politi-
cal character”—and based on individual freedom—“we shall have an association in
which the free development of each is the condition for the free development of
all”* This communist society, in the classical Marxist tradition, is the final result
of history. According to Lenin, the “dictatorship of the proletariat ... will begin to
wither away immediately after its victory”; “We do not at all differ from the anar-
chists on the question of the abolition of the state as the aim”>¢ Likewise, Nikolai
Bukharin claimed that the “State will die out ... the proletarian State authority will
also pass away”™’

If anarchism can encompass economic liberals, Marxists, radical Christians,
Taoism, and more, it is hardly surprising that the standard works on anarchism
describe it as “incoherent” Such an approach is not useful. Given that there are few
intellectual traditions that do not have at least some negative comments about the
state and some positive views on the individual, it is not easy to specify an upper
limit on the traditions that may be assimilated, in some form, to the anarchist cat-
egory. Eltzbacher only had seven selections, but there is no real reason to stop there:
once Eltzbacher’s definition is accepted, it is a short step to Marshall’s work, where
the “anarchist” gallery includes the Buddha, the Marquis de Sade, Herbert Spencer,
Gandhi, Che Guevara, and Margaret Thatcher. And if the notion of anarchism can
cover so vast a field—and let us not forget that the case can be made to include Marx
and his heirs—then the definition is so loose as to be practically meaningless.
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It is, moreover, striking to note the consistent absence of the classical Marx-
ists from these works on anarchism. If it is logical to include Stirner and Rothbard,
it is surely so to include Marx, Engels, and their successors. Accepting Eltzbacher’s
definition of anarchism, applying it consistently, must mean that Mao and Stalin
have every right to a place among the sages; the logic is inescapable, for both wanted
to “negate the State for our future”® Yet none of the standard works on anarchism
includes the duo; on the contrary, classical Marxism is always presented as the abso-
lute antithesis of anarchism. This is a most revealing point.

The obvious reason for excluding classical Marxism—and for presenting it as
the antithesis of anarchism—would be its strategy of the proletarian dictatorship.
Indeed, some writers do try to suggest that this strategy helps to define anarchism,
with Marshall observing that “most anarchists” believe that the means of change
must prefigure the ends desired.® Again, however, we quickly run into difficulties.
Strategy is specifically excluded as a defining feature of anarchism in the standard
works and presented as the area where anarchists disagree most. For Eltzbacher, the
“seven teachings here presented have nothing in common” regarding the means to

“negate the State”® The anarchists, Hoffman argued, lacked “the agreement about
doctrine and programme that have generally united men in comparable move-
ments,” while Derry Novak claimed it is “the nature of anarchism” to lack a “general
programme” and a coherent theory.%' Even Marshall is careful to stress that he is
not speaking about all anarchists in relation to the means shaping the ends, and his
account labels as anarchist a number of figures who were in favour of a transitional
state, not least Godwin and Gandhi.% This is not so different from classical Marx-
ism.

Yet even if the argument that the means must prefigure the ends was accept-
ed as a binding criterion for inclusion in the anarchist camp, there remain other
striking and unexplained absences from the tradition as constructed by Eltzbacher,
Nettlau, and others. A notable example is the tradition of council communism, a

- libertarian form of Marxism that rejects the state as a revolutionary instrument,
and advocates international and self-managed working-class revolution from below.
Why is council communism not, then, included under the anarchist umbrella? It
cannot be simply that the council communists refused to accept an anarchist label,
for the standard works on anarchism include many figures who did not adopt the
anarchist name, among them Godwin, Stirner, and Tolstoy.

Above, we said that the exclusion of classical Marxism from standard ac-
counts of anarchism would be revealing. We believe that we have shown this to be
so in several ways. First, the consistent exclusion of classical Marxism only makes
sense if the writers of the standard works implicitly apply criteria like strategy to
their definition of anarchism, and this in turn means that these works have con-
ceded that there are serious difficulties in defining anarchism merely as an opposi-
tion to the state. Second, the tendency of the standard works to continually expand
the field covered by the term “anarchism” to vast proportions, while arbitrarily ex-
cluding both classical Marxism and libertarian strains like council communism,
demonstrates that the definition is vague, inadequate, and inconsistently applied.
Marshall’s account illustrates these points well: having insisted that anarchism “is
anti-dogmatic” and “does not offer a fixed body of doctrine based on one particular
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world view;” he goes on to suggest that so-called “anarcho-capitalists” are not really
anarchists because they ignore the anarchist “concern for economic equality and
social justice,” notwithstanding the fact that the latter “concern” is not part of his
own definition of anarchism.®*

In short, the mainstream definition of anarchism fails some of the most ba-
sic requirements of a definition, lacking the ability to effectively exclude from the
category phenomena deemed external to those being examined. At the same time,
the pattern of continual but implicit modifications to the definition by writers who
define anarchism as antistatism shows that even these analysts find this definition
of limited value. The effect of these modifications is, however, to muddy the waters
even further.

A good definition is one that highlights the distinguishing features of a given
category, does so in a-coherent fashion, and is able to differentiate that category
from others, thereby organising knowledge as well as enabling effective analysis and
research. The usual definition of anarchism fails on all these grounds. So far we have
argued that it has criteria that are simply too vague to really distinguish anarchism
from other bodies of thought and action, resulting in anarchism being defined so
loosely that it is not clear what should be included and what should not, and why
some things are included and others are not.

Definitions, however, serve an important purpose besides simply classifying
data. They provide the basis for analysis and research, and here the standard defini-
tion of anarchism is also not effective. Second, there is the problem of explanation.
Presenting anarchism as a universal feature of society makes it difficult indeed to
explain why it arises in particular historical contexts, to delineate its boundaries, or
analyse its class character and role at a particular time. What, after all, did the Tao-
ists have in common with the anarchists of the First International? If we group such
radically disparate moments and movements under the heading of anarchism, we
can do little to identify the social basis of anarchism or the reasons for its rise and
fall in particular situations.

A tendency to project anarchism on to a wide range of disparate figures also
results in serious problems for the theoretical analysis of the tradition. If the anar-
chists include figures as different as the seven sages, or practically every figure in
the past who could somehow be construed as advocating antistatism or individual
freedom, then anarchism must seem incoherent and therefore cannot be subjected
to a rigorous theoretical interrogation. This was the problem Eltzbacher faced, and
it remains real today.

Consider April Carter’s The Political Theory of Anarchism, which proves less a
demonstration that there is some sort of anarchist political theory than an account
of how the supposed sages were at odds on basic issues such as the nature of soci-
ety, the use of violence, class struggle, industrialisation, urbanisation, and democ-
racy.® In the end, the book is really a series of monographs on different themes—
federalism, the individual, and so on—each drawn exclusively from a single theo-
rist, with no explanation of why these theorists should be thought to share a larger
paradigm.% If we wish to consider anarchism as a set of ideas relevant to current
progressive struggles against neoliberalism, we must have a clear understanding of
what ideas we mean by anarchism.
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Starting Again: Socialism, Bakunin, and the First
International

We suggest that the apparently ahistorical and incoherent character of anar-
chism is an artefact of the way in which anarchism has been studied, rather than
inherent in anarchism itself. Using a deductive method, but taking more care in our
selection of the representatives of anarchism, we can develop a different, more ac-
curate, and more useful understanding of anarchism.

Where, then, to start, and how should the anarchists be selected? It is Eltz-
bacher’s approach that perhaps ironically provides a guide. Eltzbacher’s interest in
anarchism emerged against the backdrop of the rise of a self-described anarchist
movement in the late nineteenth century. A “general awareness of an ‘anarchist’ po-
sition did not exist until after the appearance of its representatives in the late 1870s,”
and anarchism “initially appeared to contemporaries to be a new phenomenon.”s

It was precisely this development, this “new phenomenon,” that led to the first
studies of anarchism. While the movement was seen at first as a harmless revival
of older utopian ideas, it was increasingly viewed as a sinister and subversive force,
and explained in criminological and psychological terms; only in the early twenti-
eth century did anarchist ideology itself become a serious object of enquiry, with
Eltzbacher blazing the trail and shaping the course of twentieth-century accounts.”’
This, in turn, opened the door to a series of historical accounts of anarchism, both
by scholars and anarchist ideologues.®

That the anarchist movement only emerged as an identifiable and self-identi-
fied current, a social movement, and a political force from the late 1860s onward is
beyond any serious dispute. Eltzbacher himself stressed that anarchism was a new
phenomenon.® Notwithstanding their claims that anarchism can be found through-
out history (and seemingly unaware that they were contradicting themselves), both
the standard works on the subject and the mythological histories developed by some
of the anarchists made the same point, dating anarchism to the First International,
Bakunin, and the Alliance. ,

Joll stated that it was only after 1848 that the “modern revolutionary move-
ment begins,” and that it was “in the 1860s that the anarchist movement began to
be a practical political force”’® Kedward spoke of the “great age of the anarchists in
Europe and America ... between 1880 and 1914”7 Miller referred to the “eruptions
of anarchist activity occurring throughout Europe from the 1860s,” and traced the
“origins of anarchism as an organised political force” to splits in the First Inter-
national.”> Woodcock wrote that the “anarchist movement” arose in the First In-
ternational, and was the “creation” of Bakunin.” It was in the First International
that the “central Marxist-Bakuninist conflicts over political action and the state”
were established, and the “great schism” between classical Marxism and anarchism
took place.”* Even Marshall, who used an extremely loose definition of anarchism,
argued that it was Bakunin who “turned anarchism into a theory of political action,
and helped develop the anarchist movement” into a popular force.”

*The same starting point is also conceded in works that propound the legiti-
mising myth of universal anarchism. While making a claim for the universality of
anarchism, Kropotkin also noted that anarchism was the outgrowth of nineteenth-
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century socialist and democratic movements, and was “the no-government system
of socialism’¢ It was in the First International that socialism moved from “Gov-
ernmentalism” to a new conception, “formulating itself little by little in the Con-
gresses of the great Association and later on among its successors,” and so “modern
anarchism” was born.”” For Rocker, in “modern anarchism we have the conflu-
ence of the two great currents which during and since the French Revolution have
found such characteristic expression in the intellectual life of Europe: Socialism and
Liberalism.”7® It “was with the rise of Mikhail Bakunin that revolutionary anarchism
emerged as a social doctrine and that an anarchist movement grew in Europe and
became the vanguard of revolutionary endeavour.””?

It is therefore reasonable to take the 1860s and the First International as the
womb of the anarchist movement; it is also reasonable to take Bakunin, the key
figure in the movement at that time, and Kropotkin (after Bakunin’s death, “un-
questionably the most widely read and respected anarchist theorist” in the world) as
suitable representatives of the anarchist tradition, and the basis from which to iden-
tify the main ideas of anarchism.®® By doing so, we can also delineate which figures
and movements should be included within the broad anarchist tradition.

In particular, it is crucial to note that it was within the socialist milieu that the
ideas identified with Bakunin, Kropotkin, and the anarchist movement emerged, -
and given that the First International was a working-class movement, that it was
in the working-class movement and the unions that anarchism was born. This is
a significant point, one that draws attention to a key consequence of Eltzbacher’s
position: he removed class struggle and anticapitalism from anarchism. As Marie
Fleming observes, “The importance of the socialist impulse within the thought of
the European anarchists” was consistently ignored, an approach that is still com-
monly expressed by the tendency of scholars to juxtapose the terms anarchist and
socialist.®! It is this that allows Woodcock to describe the question of capitalism as
merely a “limited region” over which anarchists had no consensus, Miller to suggest
that while the anarchists opposed “existing economic systems” they differed on the
question of whether to abolish capitalism or institute a resolutely free market, and
Marshall to speak of “anarcho-capitalists.”®? Once it is recognised that anarchism
was and is part of the socialist movement, it makes no sense to use phrases like “a
fusion of anarchist and socialist ideas.”®?

The First International was founded in London in 1864, largely at the hands
of disciples of Proudhon and some English unionists. While he was not involved
in the initiative to establish the organisation, Marx was invited to sit on its general
council. He did not represent any major section of the First International, but was a
hard worker and impressive thinker, and was able to take control with the aid of his
followers along with political socialists of various types, and the mutualists soon lost
any substantial influence in the central section.

It was only with the entry of Bakunin and his circle that Marx’s domination
began to be challenged. The Alliance, though formally dissolved, continued to oper-
ate, and provided the pole around which a growing number of people and currents
critical of political socialism began to cohere. The Belgian delegate César de Paepe,
the Swiss James Guillaume (1844-1916), Adhémer Schwitzguébel (1844-1895), and
the French activist Jean-Louis Pindy (1840-1917) were among those who, along
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with Bakunin, played a key role in formulating the anarchist conception at the
meetings of the First International. Guillaume was a schoolteacher and historian
who took an energetic part in the First International, worked closely with Bakunin,
withdrew from political activity in 1878, later resurfaced in 1903 as a promment
figure in French syndicalism, and died in 1916.

Bakunin and the Alliance made their first appearance at the 1869 Basel con-
gress of the First International, which Bakunin dominated with his striking oratory
and personal force. Bakunin’s victory over Marx—centred on the relatively trivial
issue of inheritance rights—opened the struggle with Marx in earnest, for Marx had
been challenged successfully for the first time on matters of policy and doctrine.?
This meeting saw important early discussions of syndicalism by Pindy, and a crucial
debate on the state by de Paepe and Schwitzguébel %

By 1871, the First International was divided into Marxist and Bakuninist sec-
tions, and it split the following year along these lines. Both factions subsequently
claimed to be the real First International, although the anarchists, who were the large
majority of the First International’s adherents and sections, and counted among its
ranks the largest national federations of sections, certainly had the stronger grounds
for their claim. Not every group affiliated with the Bakuninist section was anarchist,
but the anarchists were the majority in what became known as the “Saint-Imier
International,” which lasted until 1877. The Marxist-led faction, headquartered in
New York, lingered on until 1876. Bakunin died in 1876, and was buried in Berne,
Switzerland.

This new movement, this self-consciously “anarchist” tradition, defined itself
from the start in a clear manner, with a detailed social analysis along with strate-
gies and tactics to change society. The new doctrine had none of the incoherence
often attributed to it. In terms of its intellectual influences, only Proudhon, out of
Eltzbacher’s other sages, influenced anarchism. Marx, too, was an important influ-
ence, although the bitterness between the anarchists and the Marxists led many to
downplay his ideas. Godwin and Tolstoy played no role.

While the key figures in the anarchist movement were Bakunin and Kropot-
kin, neither claimed to be the originator of anarchism, insisting—like subsequent
anarchists—that their philosophy stemmed directly from the experiences of the
working class and peasantry. Such an identification of the anarchist idea with great
individuals has been regarded by anarchists as suggesting infallible texts or teach-
ers, undermining the collectivist nature of anarchism as a social creed rather than
an individual revelation, and deifying individuals. When the Fraye Arbeter Shtime
(“Free Voice of Labour”), an American Jewish anarchist paper, planned to publish a
supplement of Kropotkin photographs, Kropotkin himself objected on the grounds
that he refused to be made into an icon.%

Both Bakunin and Kropotkin defined anarchism as an anticapitalist ideology
and a form of socialism. Bakunin’s writings before 1870 tend to use the term revolu-
tionary socialism rather than anarchism, and sharply distinguish his collectivist and
antiauthoritarian approach from the authoritarian socialism of Marx. Kropotkin
is equally emphatic: “We are communists,” but “our communism is not that of the
authoritarian school; it is anarchist communism, communism without government,
free communism.® This identification with the socialist movement is extremely
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significant. Later, of course, many anarchists rejected labels like socialist and com-
munist because of their associations with social democracy and Communism, but
this should not be understood to mean that anarchism was not socialist.

In place of capitalism and centralised state control, the anarchists favoured a
stateless, self-managed, and planned economy in which the means of production
were controlled by the working class and peasantry, class divisions had been abol-
ished, and distribution took place on the basis of need. This would provide a situa-
tion of social and economic equality that would enable genuine individual freedom
to exist. There was no sign of any hankering after the premodern era; the anarchists
aimed at a rational, democratic, and modern society.

Against Hierarchy

The basic premise of all of the anarchist arguments was a deep and funda-
mental commitment to individual freedom. For the anarchists, however, freedom
could only exist, and be exercised, in society; equally, inegalitarian and hierarchical
social structures made freedom impossible. It followed that the anarchist ideal was a
society based on social and economic equality as well as self-management, in which
individual freedom could truly exist. Bakunin declared that the anarchist “insists on
his positive rights to life and all of its intellectual, moral and physical joys” because
“he loves life and wants to enjoy it in all of its abundance®

It is simply not true to claim, like E. H. Carr in his rather hostile biography, .
that Bakunin was an extreme individualist influenced by Stirner.** Bakunin envis-
aged freedom as a product of society, not a revolt against society by individuals,
arguing, '

Society, far from decreasing ... freedom, on the contrary creates the in-
dividual freedom of all human beings. Society is the root, the tree, and
liberty is its fruit. Hence, in every epoch, man must seek his freedom not
at the beginning but at the end of history.... I can feel free only in the
presence of, and in relation with other men....

I am truly free only when all human beings, men and women, are
equally free, and the freedom of other men, far from negating or limit-
ing my freedom, is, on the contrary, its necessary premise and confirma-
tion.* :

He saw the struggle against extreme individualism as an essential part of the
anarchist project: “In every Congress” of the First International, “we have fought the
individualists ... who claim, along with the moralists and bourgeois economists, that
man can be free ... outside of society.... He is ... a social animal.... Only in society
can he become a human being ... freedom ... is the product of the collectivity!

Along similar lines, Kropotkin rejected the “misanthropic bourgeois indi-
vidualism” he identified with people like Stirner.”> This approach, of every person
for herself or himself, was not freedom at all but simply the right of the strong to
oppress the weak. What Kropotkin favoured instead was “true individuality,” which
could only be developed “through practising the highest communist sociability”
It “is easy to see” that Stirner’s approach was simply a “disguised return” of “privi-
leged minorities.” The “privileged minorities” could only survive if backed by a state
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power, and so “the claims of these individualists necessarily end in a return to the
state idea and to that same coercion which they so fiercely attack”*?

In other words, genuine individual freedom and individuality could only exist
in a free society. The anarchists did not therefore identify freedom with the right of
everybody to do exactly what one pleased but with a social order in which collective
effort and responsibilities—that is to say, obligations—would provide the material
basis and social nexus in which individual freedom could exist. This is entirely at
odds with Stirner’s views. Stirner believed that “the egoist” thinks “only of himself;”
only of “my cause” and not of anything more, whether that be “the Good Cause,

“then Godss cause, the cause of mankind, of truth, of freedom, of humanity, of justice;
further, the cause of my people, my prince, my fatherland; finally, even the cause of
Mind and a thousand other causes” The “name of egoist” must be applied to the
“man who, instead of living to an idea,—i.e. a spmtual thing,” is always “sacrificing
it to his personal advantage”**

Between the notion of freedom articulated by Stirner and that of the anar-
chists lies an abyss. For Bakunin, a person’s “duties to society are indissolubly linked
with his rights”®> The watchwords of popular emancipation were freedom and soli-
darity. Such solidarity was “the spontaneous product of social life, economic as well
as moral; the result of the free federation of common interests, aspirations and ten-
dencies” Most important, he emphasised, it “has as its essential basis equality and
collective labour—obligatory not by law, but by the force of realities—and collective .
property””® Kropotkin likewise insisted that “all must be put on the same footing as
producers and consumers of wealth,” and “everybody” must contribute to “the com-
mon well-being to the full extent of his capacities.”’

Such, in short, was the aim of anarchism: not “misanthropic bourgeois in-
dividualism” but a deep love of freedom, understood as a social product, a deep
respect for human rights, a profound celebration of humankind and its potential,
and a commitment to a form of society where a “true individuality” was irrevocably
linked to “the highest communist sociability” This interlinking of rights and duties
opens the door to the exercise of a degree of legitimate coercive power in an anar-
chist society—an issue that will be examined below.®

The anarchist view that freedom was exercised through and implied obliga-
tions to society was not shared by Godwin, who saw society as a threat to freedom
and looked forward to a world of isolated rational individuals. Stirner was also an
individualist, but of rather a different sort than Godwin. He believed that unbridled
self-interest was the only true value, and saw idealism as a cynical mask, celebrated
criminals, and claimed might made right: “Everything over which I have might that
cannot be torn from me remains my property; well, then let might decide about
property, and I will expect everything from my might!”® Here, freedom was not a
withdrawal from society but a doctrine of revolt against others.

Against Capitalism and Landlordism

The anarchists aimed, said Bakunin, “to organise society in such a manner
that every individual, man or woman, should find, upon entering life, approximate-
ly equal means for the development of his or her diverse faculties and their utiliza-
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tion in his or her work”'® And “freedom,” he wrote, is “above all, eminently social,
because it can only be realised in society and by the strictest equality and solidarity
among men.”'"! “A person who is dying from starvation, who is crushed by poverty,
who every day is on the point of death from cold and hunger and who sees everyone
he loves suffering likewise but is unable to come to their aid, is not free; that person
is a slave”10?

But such a free society did not exist yet. Every individual did not find “upon
entering life” equal access to the means of life but instead a world scarred by in-
equality and privilege; for the wealthy few, life could be a joy, but for the mass of the
people, for the working class and peasantry, it was a struggle to survive, a world of
destitution among plenty. “True individuality” simply could not exist for ordinary
people under the existing social conditions, for equality and solidarity did not ex-
ist.

At the heart of the problem were typically interlocked systems of class domi-
nation and exploitation. Most obviously, there were the systems of capitalism and
landlordism. For the anarchists, the capitalists or bourgeoisie were powerful in
the modern world, but where economies were less developed, older precapitalist
landowning elites (generally hereditary aristocracies or nobilities) also played an
important role. It is not possible to understand the anarchist position on the peas-
antry unless it is noted that the socialist impulse in anarchism was not simply an
anticapitalist one but entailed a critique of landed wealth as well.

The capitalists and landlords were two elites that could easily coexist—indeed,
many of the great landholders developed into rural capitalists—and it is in this con-
text that the common use of the term “middle class” to refer to capitalists in nine-
teenth-century anarchist writing must be understood. They did not use the term
middle class in either of the ways common in the twentieth century—to signify
relatively comfortable layers of society, or to refer to the middling layers of profes-
sionals, small business people, and middle management—but rather to distinguish
the new capitalists from the aristocrats. The same usage may also be found in older
Marxist writing, yet has generally fallen away in later years.

The landlords and capitalists made up a substantial part of the ruling class of
the modern world, but there was a third element to this class, according to the an-
archists: the managers of the state apparatus. This “bureaucratic aristocracy;” these
“cynical bureaucratic martinets,” were also “enemies of the people,” and just as in-
volved in the domination and exploitation of the popular classes.®® From this per-
spective, presidents, kings, generals, members of parliament, directors, and mayors
were as much a part of the ruling class as the industrialists.

Landlordism and capitalism were directly responsible for making the “strict-
est equality and solidarity” impossible. Anarchists identified the peasantry as vic-
tims of landlordism: because the peasantry did not generally own their own land,
they were compelled to pay rents in the form of labour, produce, or money where a
landlord or corporation held title, or pay taxes where the state or the peasant held
land title. In both cases, the peasantry were compelled to turn over a significant part
of their produce to the dominant groups for the right of farming the land on which
they lived. And in order to survive, the peasantry were often compelled to borrow
money, particularly in lean seasons, and sell goods on the market at low prices in
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good seasons with bumper harvests; many were, in addition, compelled to enter
wage labour to make ends meet.

Trapped in a web of domination and exploitation, the peasantry constituted
an oppressed class. As Kropotkin declared,

But the golden age is over for the small farmer. Today he hardly knows
how to make ends meet. He gets into debt, becomes a victim of the cattle-
dealer, the real-estate jobber, the usurer; notes and mortgages ruin whole
villages, even more than the frightful taxes imposed by State and com-

. mune. Small proprietorship is in a dreadful condition; and even if the
small farmer is still owner in name, he is in fact nothing more than a
tenant paying rent to money-dealers and usurers.'*

Bakunin noted the peasants’ “instinctive hatred of the ‘fine gentlemen’ and ..
bourgeois landlords, who enjoy the bounty of the earth without cultivating it w1th
their own hands”'% Kropotkin complained of the injustice of a system in which a
person may only farm if “he gives up part of [the] product to the landlord”'%

The system of landlordism was as intolerable as capitalism, which oppressed
the working class. The problem with capitalism was not its use of modern technolo-
gy, for the anarchists were greatly in favour of new technologies that could eliminate
drudgery and reduce working time. The problem was the pervasive social injustice
and oppressive hierarchy embedded in the class system. In other words, the prob-
lems lay in the economic and social relations under which technology was used, not
with the technology itself.

Capitalists and state officials controlled the means of production and domi-
nated capitalist production. Asked Bakunin, “Is it necessary to repeat here the irre-
futable arguments of Socialism which no bourgeois economist has yet succeeded in
disproving?” “Property” and “capital” in “their present form” meant that “the capi-
talist and the property owner” had the power and the right, guaranteed by the state,-
to “live without working,” while the worker was already “in the position of a serf”'%
(In comparing the worker to a serf, Bakunin was referring to the unfree peasants
of feudal Europe who were legally bound to particular estates and unable to move
freely).

This was a system of exploitation, which the anarchists evidently understood
as the transfer of resources from a productive class to a dominant but unproductive
one. Exploitation in the capitalist system took place at work and through the wage
system. The worker was paid a wage that in theory covered one’s basic needs. Yet
the actual value produced by the worker at work was always higher than the wage
received by the worker; a baking worker, for example, might help produce several
hundred loaves of bread per day, but would receive the cash equivalent of perhaps
two loaves of bread per-day. The difference went to the capitalist who owned the

bakery.
‘ Unlike the serf, the worker was controlled in part through the labour market;
lacking property on which to subsist, the worker was forced to work for another,
and as Bakunin put it, the “terrible threat of starvation which daily hangs over his
head and over his family, will force him to accept any conditions imposed by the
gainful calculations of the capitalist” Private property in the means of production
therefore meant, for Bakunin, “the power and the right to live by exploiting the work

> <«
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of someone else, the right to exploit the work of those who possess neither property
nor capital and who thus are forced to sell their productive power to the lucky own-
ers of both.”!% For Kropotkin, “Owing to our wage system” the “sudden increase in
our powers of production ... resulted only in an unprecedented accumulation of
wealth in the hands of the owners of capital; while an increase in misery for great
numbers, and an insecurity of life for all, has been the lot of the workmen?” It was a
“sad mockery” and a “misrepresentation,” said Kropotkin, to call the labour contract
a “free contract,” for the worker accepted the contract from “sheer necessity;” the
“force” of need.'”

The serfs at least had direct control over the work process and managed many
of their affairs through the village. The wageworker did not. The drive to maxi-
mise exploitation was always wedded to authoritarian workplace regimes. For “once.
the contract has been negotiated,” Bakunin argued, “the serfdom of the workers
is doubly increased,” because the “merchandise” that the worker had “sold to his
employer” was “his labour, his personal services, the productive forces of his body,
mind, and spirit that are found in him and are inseparable from his person—it is
therefore himself”:

From then on, the employer will watch over him, either directly or by
means of overseers; every day during working hours and under con-
trolled conditions, the employer will be the owner of his actions and
movements. When he is told: “Do this,” the worker is obligated to do it;
or he is told: “Go there,” he must go. Is this not what is called a serf?'!°

Finally, domination through both the labour market and labour process was
often supplemented by various forms of extraeconomic coercion that were used
to control and bond labour: debt, controls over movement, forced labour, and so
forth.

Linked to these issues was the question of distribution. Under capitalism,
goods and services were distributed through the market; they were commodities
that had to be bought before they could be used. Access was conditional on the abil-
ity to pay, rather than on actual need. An unemployed person without a wage had
no specific right to the goods or services one needed to survive, while the wages of
the employed workers were at best just able to cover one’s basic needs. One result
~ was an apparent situation of “overproduction”: more goods and services were pro-
duced than could be sold, because the working class, a sizable part of the popula-
tion, had such limited purchasing power. Another was war and imperial conquest.
Kropotkin argued that a system where workers were “unable to purchase with their
wages the riches they are producing,” an artificial situation of overproduction, re-
sulted in “wars, continuous wars ... for supremacy in the world market,” as each
country sought new markets for its surplus goods and services to the elites of other
countries.!!

From the above it is quite clear that the class issue—what Bakunin called the
“social question”—was uppermost in the minds of the anarchist movement. The
anarchists, consequently, viewed class struggle as a necessary part of social change,
and saw in the victims of class domination and exploitation—the working class and
peasantry—the agents of that change. Capitalism was no mere “limited region” of
‘economic organisation” over which the anarchists could not agree, as Woodcock
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suggests.!? It was, and remains, at the heart of the anarchist critique of the mod-
ern world. Miller’s assertion that while the anarchists opposed “existing economic
systems” they differed on the question of whether to abolish capitalism or institute
a resolutely free market is equally problematic, as is Marshall’s attempt to find a
home in the anarchist tradition for those extreme liberals who adopt the oxymoron
“anarcho-capitalist”!!3

Economic liberalism, with its belief that a competitive free market based on
maximising self-interest produces optimal results for most people—the idea central
to its current incarnation as neoliberalism—is not anarchist. Stirner, who translated
into German Smith’s Wealth of Nations and the writings of Smith’s French disciple,
J. B. Say, was not an advocate of the free market, despite Marshall’s claim to the con-
trary.!'* What he shared with economic liberalism, however, was the notion that the
unrestricted pursuit of personal advantage is a virtue in itself, a basic sentiment of
laissez-faire capitalism.

The anarchists, by contrast, had nothing but contempt for capitalism and
loathed economic liberals. Bakunin referred to economic liberals as the “passion-
ate lovers of all freedom which they can use to their advantage” who “demand the
unlimited right to exploit the proletariat and bitterly resent state interference”!’®
Kropotkin rejected the “middle class economists” who promoted the doctrine of the
free market, in which the state should refrain from involving itself in the economy.
“While giving the capitalist any degree of free scope to amass his wealth at the ex-
pense of the helpless labourers, the government has never and nowhere ... afforded
the labourers the opportunity to ‘do as they pleased.” In a class system, the free mar-
ket was nothing but a means to exploitation, something to be put aside whenever it
suited the ruling class: “Non-interference, and more than non-interference,—direct

support, help and protection,—existed only in the interests of the exploiters¢

Against the State

For the anarchists, the class system, affecting the majority of people, was the
most fundamental obstacle to true individuality. Many commentators, both hostile
and sympathetic, have nonetheless reduced anarchism to antistatism. According to
Engels, the anarchists argued that “it is the state which has created capital, that the
capitalist only has his capital by grace of the state ... the state is the chief evil ...
which must be done away with and then capitalism will go to blazes of itself”!” This
approach fails to understand why anarchists opposed the state. It cannot be claimed
that anarchists rejected the state simply because it imposed social order and rules,
nor that they attribute all social ills to the state.

Rather, the anarchist critique of the state arises partly from an opposition to
hierarchy and partly from a class outlook. The state is seen as a defender of the class
system and a centralised body that necessarily concentrates power in the hands of
the ruling classes; in both respects, it is the means through which a minority rules a
majority. It follows that the abolition of the state is one of the preconditions for a lib-
ertarian and socialist order. The view that the state was an organ of class domination
was one that anarchists shared with Marxists. But there were also critical differences
between the traditions. The state, Bakunin argued, ‘
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has always been the patrimony of some privileged class or other; a priest-
ly class, an aristocratic class, a bourgeois class. And finally, when all the
other classes have exhausted themselves, the state becomes the patrimo-
ny of the bureaucratic class and then falls—or, if you will, rises—to the
position of a machine; but it is absolutely necessary for the salvation of
the state that there should be some privileged class devoted to its pres-
ervation.!’®

For Kropotkin, the state was nothing but the concentrated power of the ruling
class, and in the modern period, “the chief bulwark of capital ”!®

Bakunin was certainly convinced that a parliamentary system was preferable
to a dictatorship because it allowed more scope for individual freedom and popular
self-activity:

We are firmly convinced it is true that the most imperfect republic is a
thousand times better than the most enlightened monarchy. In a republic
there are at least brief periods when the people, while continuously ex-
ploited, is not oppressed, in the monarchies, oppression is constant. The
democratic regime also lifts the masses up gradually to participation in
public life—something the monarchy never does.

Yet, for Bakunin, while a parliamentary system was an important reform that
benefited the popular classes, it still did not create a means to remove the basic in-
equalities of power and wealth in society:

Nevertheless, while we prefer the republic, we must recognise and pro-
claim that whatever the form of government may be, so long as human
society continues to be divided into different classes as a result of the he-
reditary inequality of occupations, of wealth, of education, and of rights,
there will always be a class-restricted government and the inevitable ex-
ploitation of the majorities by the minorities. The State is nothing but this
domination and this exploitation, well regulated and systematised.!?°

The establishment of a parliamentary government did not change the ba-
sic class character of the state: it was as much a form of “class-rule” as “absolute
monarchy”'?! Laws created by the state were, in general, not a means providing
equal rights and protection for all but served the interests of those who thrived
on inequality and oppression,; all “legislation made within the state,” Kropotkin in-
sisted, “has to be repudiated because it has always been made with regard to the
interests of the privileged classes”'?2 Only laws forced on to the state from without,
by the direct action of the popular classes, could benefit the masses. Even these laws
were compromises that restrained the ruling class yet did not overthrow it. The field
of law must then be understood as shaped by class struggles, yet dominated by the
ruling class, and unable to provide the means of popular emancipation.

In the classical Marxist tradition, the state is defined in fairly simple terms as
a “body of armed men” serving the dominant class, from which it can be concluded
that the working class, led by the revolutionary party, must form its own dictator-
ship of the proletariat to change society.'?® This state would later wither away, but it
was a necessary intermediate stage between capitalism and the free communism of
the future. For the anarchists, this strategy failed to take account of the fact that the
state was not simply a “body of armed men” but also and always a highly centralised
structure that inevitably concentrated power in the hands of a directing elite. “It
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would be obviously impossible for some hundreds of thousands or even some tens
of thousands or indeed for only a few thousand men to exercise this power.”'* A
strong state could have “only one solid foundation: military and bureaucratic
centralisation.”!?

If that was the case, then even the most radical government must perpetuate
the rule of a (class) minority over a (class) majority. One effect was a crippling of
popular self-activity and self-organisation, with the state “a vast slaughterhouse or
enormous cemetery, where all the real aspirations, all the living forces of a country
enter generously and happily,” but are “slain and buried”'? A “centralised govern-
ment” concentrated power in “parliament and its executive,” and was also unable to
deal with the concerns of ordinary people, “all the numberless affairs of the com-
munity”!?

If “state ... and capitalism are inseparable concepts ... bound together ... by
the bond of cause and effect, effect and cause,” then even a revolutionary state must
generate a capitalist system of some sort.!?® Just as an economically dominant class
entails a state, a state entails an economically dominant class. State centralisation
was not accidental but rather followed from the role of the state as an instrument of
the dominant minorities—of ruling classes—which could only rule if administra-
tive power was concentrated in their hands. The State was both a defender of the
class sytem, and itself a central pillar of ruling class power.

The emancipation of the working class and peasantry required a radlcally
democratic form of social organisation that maximised popular self-activity and
self-management—and this was entirely at odds with the state. The state, argued
Kropotkin, “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 those privileges.”'?® This critique of the state as both a ruling-class organisa-
tion and the destroyer of individual freedom is quite different from the rejection of
the state as an enemy of individual autonomy—the view, again, held by Godwin,
Stirner, and Tolstoy.

The Rejection of State Socialism

The political conclusion that followed was that the state was as much an ob-
stacle to the abolition of the class system as landlordism and capitalism. While op-
posed to economic liberalism, the anarchists did not look to increased state inter-
vention as a solution. The choice between the market and the state was an empty
one. The state was not, and could not become, an instrument of fundamental social
change. Regardless of their ideology, intent, or social origins, those who held state
power would always be part of a dominant class. Bakunin commented that “the
people will feel no better if the stick with which they are being beaten is labelled
the ‘people’s stick’ ... No State ... not even the reddest republic—can ever give the
people what they really want”'*

A strategy premised on the capture of state power—whether by electoral ac-
tion or revolution—would, in other words, simply repeat the social evils present
in the existing states: class domination through authoritarian centrahsatlon It is

‘ in this context that Bakunin described universal suffrage as an “immense fraud”
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and a “puerile fiction,” at least with regard to the distribution of power and wealth
in society: “The day after election everybody goes about his business, the people
go back to toil anew, the bourgeoisie to reaplng profits and political conniving”!!
When decision making occurs without the “intervention” of the people, the “people
are committed to ruinous policies, all without noticing” The results of the election
of a new government, even one openly committed to advancing the interests of the
majority, would be “very moderate,” and the ruling party would become part of the
machinery of class domination, adopting patriotism in place of internationalism,
forming alliances with “bourgeois liberal” parties, and restricting its aspirations to
minimal reforms that do not upset the ruling class.!*?

Instead of the ruling party changing the state, the state would change the rul-
ing party. Bakunin argued that parliamentarians would be corrupted by their “in-
stitutional positions” and unaccountable to their constituencies, and it is a “charac-
teristic of privilege and of every privileged position to kill the hearts and minds of
men.”!*® This would apply regardless of the mandates given to the party, the wages
paid to the parliamentarians, or the existence of other mechanisms to keep the par-
liamentarians accountable to their constituents. Paying parliamentarians a worker’s
wage or making provision for constituents to recall “bad” parliamentarians between
elections would not change the situation.

When Bakunin wrote, widespread suffrage was a rarity everywhere, including
in Europe. By Kropotkin's time there had been real changes, yet the situation still
seemed to bear out Bakunin’s views. “Much hope of improvement,” remarked Kro-
potkin, “was placed ... in the extension of political rights to the working classes,” but
“these concessions, unsupported by corresponding changes in economic relations,
proved delusions.”!3

The anarchists also rejected the classical Marxist strategy of the proletarian
dictatorship as'a means to destroy class society. The use of the state, a centralised in-
strument of power, would mean a small revolutionary elite would operate as a ruling
group, replicating an important feature of the class system that anarchists wished
to destroy: rule by minority. Further, freedom could not be introduced from above
but required self-emancipation through cooperation and struggle. “I am above all
an absolute enemy of revolution by decrees,” said Bakunin, “which derives from the
idea of the revolutionary State, i.e., reaction disguised as revolution.” Why “reaction
disguised as revolution? Simply because authoritarian means could not be used to
promote emancipatory ends: “decrees, like authority in general, abolish nothing;
they only perpetuate that which they were supposed to destroy”'*

Even if a revolutionary dictatorship crushed the older elites, the new regime
would itself be a class system, fundamentally as bad as any that preceded it. For

“the proletariat,” Bakunin wrote, “this will, in reality, be nothing but a barracks: a
regime, where regimented workingmen and women will sleep, wake, work, and live
to the beat of a drum.”'* For Kropotkin, such a state would be “as great a danger to
liberty as any form of autocracy” because government would be “entrusted with the
management of all the social organisation including the productlon and distribu-
tion of wealth”'¥”

Bakunin and Kropotkin repeatedly suggested that revolutionary “socialist”
governments would, in fact, be forms of state capitalism. Bakunin spoke of the op-



56 ... Black Flame

portunities for the “shrewd and educated,” who would “be granted government
privileges,” and the “mercenary-minded,” who would be “attracted by the immen-
sity of the international speculations of the state bank, [and] will find a vast field for
lucrative, underhanded dealings”'*® “The State, having become the sole proprietor”
of the means of production, “will then become the only banker, capitalist, organiser,
and director of all national labour, and the distributor of its products”**® The spectre
of “centralised state-capitalism,” “preached under the name of collectivism,” a “form
of the wage system,” always haunted Kropotkin's writings.4

Slavery within would be matched by slavery without, as the revolutionary
state competed with other states, forcing the new ruling elite to become patriots,
warmongers, and aspiring imperialists; thus, a Marxist regime in Germany would
become the bearer of a new pan-Germanism, and Marx would become the “Bis-
marck of socialism.” After a twentieth century that has seen the invasion and mili-
tary occupation of Eastern Europe by the USSR, border clashes between the USSR
and the People’s Republic of China (which led to more troops being deployed by the
USSR along the Chinese border than the border with Western Europe by the 1970s),
and war between the self-described socialist regimes of Cambodia and Vietnam,
many would say that Bakunin was right.

For anarchists; the repression, social inequalities, and militarism of the self-
described regimes of “actually existing socialism” and “people’s democracies” of the
twentieth century are not temporary “distortions” or a “degeneration” of an other-
wise-emancipatory Marxist practice. They are the logical outcomes of an authoritar-
ian and statist politics. The means shape the ends; an authoritarian strategy, based
on centralisation, dictatorship, and militarisation, necessarily leads to a centralised,
dictatorial, and militarised regime. A self-managed and popular revolution from
below, on the contrary, has the real potential to create a new and radically democrat-
ic society. The need for the means to match the ends, and the possibility of a radical
anticapitalist politics that rejects the state, are two of anarchism’s major insights for
contemporary struggles.

Elements of the Social Revolution

How, then, did these anarchists propose to change society? They did not al-
ways agree on the best strategy—an issue that we will explore in later chapters. Con-
sequently, strategy cannot be a defining feature of anarchism. What anarchists did
share, however, were a set of principles to. frame strategy and tactics: class struggle,
internationalism, self-determination, antistatism, and antiauthoritarianism.

The Popular Classes

As is clear from the preceding discussion, anarchists saw the struggle of the
popular classes—the working class and peasantry—as the basic motor of change. It
would be futile to expect the ruling class to act against its own vested interests in
the current system. Even when ruling classes were oppressed by other ruling classes
and powerful states, their interests lay in expanding their own scope for exploitation
and domination. A class struggle from below, assuming a radically democratic form
and taking place outside of and against the state, and aiming to replace capitalism
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and the state with collective ownership of the means of production, collective and
participatory decision-making, and an international, federal, and self-managed so-
cialist system is at the heart of anarchism.

Bakunin emphasised that “the only two classes capable of so mighty an insur-
rection” as was required to remake society are “the workers and the peasants”'*! It
was essential that ordinary people, working class and peasant alike, organise as a
bloc of oppressed classes independently of their class enemies. Bakunin and Kro- -
potkin had immense faith in the “flower of the proletariat,” the great “rabble of the
people,” the “underdogs,” the “great, beloved, common people,” the masses.'*? It was
in the “great mass of workers ... unable to obtain a better station in life” that the
“will” and “power” needed to make the revolution was to be found.!** The enor-
mous growth of the working class in modern times, the continued existence of the
peasantry, and the increasing class divisions of the present signal that the historical
agents identified by Bakunin and Kropotkin remain a force with which to reckon.

Anarchisms stress on the revolutionary potential of the peasantry differenti-
ated it from the views of the early Marxists. Marx and Engels predicted the demise
of the peasantry, and argued that the peasantry were inherently unable to organise,
for their “mode of production isolates them from one another, instead of bringing
them into mutual intercourse”; they “do not form a class” capable of “enforcing their
class interests in their own name”'* This supposedly predisposes peasants to seek
salvation from above by an “unlimited governmental power” that “sends them rain
and sunshine from above.”'** The agrarian question had to be resolved as a second-
ary part of the “proletarian” revolution, and it could not be resolved without the
leading role of the working class.

The appropriate agrarian strategy was fiercely debated among classical Marx-
ists, and the SDP was deeply divided on the issue of the peasantry. While some ac-
tivists were keenly interested in winning the peasantry, the party majority followed
Kautsky’s view that the peasantry constituted a declining class and was relatively
unimportant to the party’s fortunes, and that the party should not adopt a pro-
gramme of reforms aimed at the peasantry.* Kautsky, the “pope of socialism,” did
“more to popularise Marxism in western Europe than any other intellectual” besides
Engels.""” '

Kautsky’s views on the agrarian question were designed for industrial Ger-
many, and he believed that a different approach was needed for less developed coun-
tries like Russia where capitalism was not yet dominant. Here, the task of the day
was a bourgeois democratic revolution: the capitalist class must take power, uproot
feudal barriers to trade and industry, and undertake agrarian and legal reforms. The
peasantry could aid this process, although they would be destroyed by the subse-
quent development of capitalism.!*® Capitalism, in turn, was a necessary step to-
wards socialism.

Lenin agreed with Kautsky, arguing that as a “bourgeois revolution expresses
the needs of capitalist development,” it was “in the highest degree advantageous to the
proletariat”'* Operating in backward Russia, where urban industry was an island
in a vast peasant sea, the Bolsheviks naturally looked to the peasants for allies, but
proposed that the peasants take their lead from the working class, itself led by the
vanguard party.'*® In the thought of Mao, the leader of the Chinese Communist
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Party (CCP), the peasantry were regarded as critical to the bourgeois democratic
revolution against the imperialist and “feudal forces” that hampered capitalist devel-
opment.'>! Again, however, the peasants must be “led by the working class and the
Communist Party,” with the latter, Mao contended, structured as an armed guerrilla
formation (a “people’s army”) given the Chinese conditions.'>? In the context of co-
lonial and semicolonial countries, the bourgeois democratic revolution was termed
a national democratic revolution to stress its anti-imperialist character.

The two-stage approach to the revolutionary process in the less developed co-
lonial and semicolonial countries—first, a national democratic revolution, and only
later a proletarian one—was codified by the Communist International (Comintern,
or sometimes called the Third International) in the late 1920s."* Yet this strategy
followed from the classical Marxist view that capitalism was a necessary evil that
would create the working class that could install the dictatorship of the proletariat
as well as the advanced industries that made socialism viable—positions that we will
discuss in more depth in the next chapter. Classical Marxists, in short, traditionally
saw the peasantry as a doomed class, unable to make a revolution without outside
leadership, whether by capitalists or Communists.

By contrast, the anarchists always identified the peasantry as a potentially
revolutionary class and the natural ally of the working class. Bakunin admitted that

peasants were frequently “egoistic and reactionary;” full of “prejudices” against the
* revolution, often fiercely attached to private property, and quite possibly harder to
organise than urban workers.'>* But the peasants had a history of struggle, a deep
hatred of their oppressors, and a common cause with the working class. Steps must
be taken to draw the peasants into the revolutionary movement by applying the
“determined treatment of revolutionary socialism” to the “rash of measles” of reac-
tionary sentiment.'>
The peasants could be won over to the struggle for social transformation
through agitation, joint organisation with the working class, and a revolutionary
programme. The key was not a programme of reforms under the present system but
one of radical redistribution of “state and Church lands and the holdings of the big
landowners,” and the suspension of “all public and private debts”!>® By the end of
the twentieth century, it certainly seems clear that the classical Marxist rejection of
the peasantry was flawed. Anarchists can point to the importance of the peasants
in the major social upheavals of the last few centuries—including the Russian and
Chinese revolutions—and the existence of radical peasant currents that have gone
far beyond the narrow politics that Marxism would suggest.

Anarchists can also point to the continued significance of the peasantry, for
even by the most severe calculations there are perhaps still two billion peasants
and petty commodity producers, while half of the world’s population lives in re-
gions numerically dominated by the peasantry—China, South Asia and continental
Southeast Asia, sub-Saharan Africa, and Central America.'” Indeed, in some parts
of Africa and Latin America there has even been some “re-peasantisation” as in-
dustrial workers retrenched during the current economic decline and neoliberal
restructuring have returned to farming.'>®

The peasantry and working class, then, are the anarchists’ engines of revolu-
tion—not a political party, a revolutionary vanguard party, a benevolent govern-
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ment, or a great leader. It was necessary, Bakunin insisted, to unite the working class
and peasantry, so often divided by their cultures, ways of life, and the machinations
of the powerful. There was “no real conflict of interest between these two camps.”'>*
On the contrary, they had a common class interest in rebellion—just as landlords,
capitalists, and state managers formed an alliance of the oppressors, so too should
the working class and peasants form a front of the oppressed in a revolutionary
struggle. :

This class politics is another point of difference between the anarchists and
people like Godwin, Stirner, and Tolstoy. Godwin pointed to an equitable, nonclass
system, but had no model of how such a society would operate, assuming that “both
production and distribution can be an entirely personal matter” He maintained that
cooperation undermined rationality, favoured “gradual” change, and rejected “the
possibility of any sort of working-class organisation which might be used to spread
the ideas of justice and equality””’® Both Godwin and Tolstoy were great believers
in individual reason, and assumed that all rational people must necessarily come
to the correct conclusions if confronted with clear arguments and supporting evi-
dence. Thus Tolstoy wrote to both the Russian czar and prime minister, urging them
to introduce radical reforms. The mutualists saw society in class terms, but did not
envisage change as coming through class struggles.

Clearly, it is necessary to reject the view that anarchists did not favour class
struggle, or reduce social evils to the state. It has also sometimes been claimed that
Bakunin was hostile to the industrial working class, seeing students, intellectuals,
criminals, and the long-term unemployed as a better revolutionary element. This
claim has been made by many scholars, including the esteemed historian of an-
archism, Paul Avrich, the translator of the standard edition of Bakunin’s Statism
and Anarchy, Marshall Shatz, and E. H. Carr, biographer of Bakunin.'! Activists
who draw deeply on the anarchist tradition, but who see class struggle as no lon-
ger relevant, like the late radical environmentalist and libertarian socialist Murray
Bookchin, have also repeated it.!s2

There is no basis for such claims. Bookchin’s notion that Marx placed his
hopes in the formation of a stable industrial working class while Bakunin “saw in
this process the ruin of all hopes for a genuinely revolutionary movement” is a cari-
cature.'®® Bakunin did, it is true, voice suspicions of the “upper strata” of workers
in “certain better paying occupations” who had become “semi-bourgeois”'** He
also contrasted this “little working class minority,” the “aristocracy of labour;” the
“semi-bourgeois” workers, with the “flower of the proletariat,” the great “rabble of
the people,” the “underdogs,” the “great, beloved, common people,” who he believed
Marx, perhaps unfairly, dismissed as a criminal lumpenproletariat.'¢>

Nevertheless, Bakunin stopped short of formulating any clear theory of a “la-
bour aristocracy”—a theory of the sort that suggests that a privileged layer of work-
ers betrays the working class as a whole. Even while speaking of an “aristocracy of
labour,” he stated that there were “rare and generous workers,”-“true socialists,” in its
ranks. % He actively sought to recruit skilled and well-paid workers to the anarchist
movement, having a great deal of success among the watchmakers of the Jura region
in Switzerland, and commended these workers for their stance:



60 ... Black Flame

In my last lecture I told you that you were privileged workers ... you
are better paid than workers in large industrial establishments, you have
spare time, you are ... free and fortunate ... not absolutely so but by
comparison.... And I hasten to add that you deserve so much the more
merit to have entered the International.... You prove thereby that you are
thinking not just of yourselves.... It is with great happiness that I bear
this witness.

He believed that the progress of capitalism—specifically the mechanisation of
industry—would ultimately undermine the situation of all “privileged workers,” and
saw solidarity between the skilled and unskilled as therefore critical:

) But let me tell you that this act of unselfish and fraternal solidarity is also
an act of foresight and prudence ... big capital [will] ... overrun your
industry.... And so you, or at least your children, will be as slavish and
poor as workers in large industrial establishments now.'¢’

For Bakunin, the basic logic of the capitalist system was not to create secure
layers of privileged workers but rather to pit the “slavish and poor” against those
who were more “free and fortunate,” inevitab