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The mazin purpose of tnis book is to =stzablish the right of anarcnists
to a leading voice in the debate among political theorists ovar 207
a good society should oe createc, organized and run. " hat
anarchists deserve such a voice would have seemec .t dicrous as
recently as ten years ago, when they were still genera'ly regarczd
as muddled preachers of chaos or naive nrojectors of u ams. . -
the late sixtles, nowever, commentators .:gan to finc. ~.e
anarchists more iatellectuaily respectable. " heir arguments for 2
society free of law and goverzment were ** :n revealec. as crzdioie
enough to render political theory service, it oniy as a chaileage c
its deeply ingrained habit of taking the need for go :rnmeit iov
granted.” This book carries forwar . - 1e wor': J7 staiming a piacz
in political theory for anarchists by showing .aat t. eir arguments,
besides being plausible enough to serve as a foil or corrective to
uncritically statist views, are also .. erently convincing. "7 . ne
analysis that follows is acceptable, anarchists must be accordec -o
less a voice than oartisans of :heories suca a. democracy o sociz .
ism in debate concerning the aature of a good society.

_ lthough anarchists are no longer exciud:d from Do cz.

eory 2ltogether, .ney 1ave mnot received i € = ace s DO

claims for them, paiily wecauss eir thought is stil = ¢ 0
suffer from a se:_dusly discr=« . 1gcor .acictior. . = . nste “or
U trammelled freedom. ."ct to coatrol k:havia ° . ar goc

society they use  : corstvaict of puk ¢ car~ ., ase v b on
interfere with the frezdom .2y =rco Te oo fRU ot L

their espousa. of reedom anu the resort io censtre 0o M
opens znarcasts ©o being - “parageq as  1copsiste “*, - £ ~0$2S
..2m to ' e more caerous charge of suopor’’ | reedom as a
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crez 7oz cogrator 0f P Su post for o or as it
\ga cep cntpathytoit bega .. .798 & pamphiet attaci . g
the first ararchist, illiam Zodwi - ' “ae author of the pampkhlet,
. lliam . roby, decriec. Godwin’s commitment to freedom s
deceptive on the ground that his good society, though it eschewed
physica: coercior, used the ‘tyranny of public opinior:’ as a fetter.
‘here is no ityranny more forc ble, for the ming, wearied by
repeated systematic attacks, at last becomes a convert, or quits
the field in despair, feeling a slavery in its utmost recesses, the
more degrading because exercised by chains emanating from its
own substance.”® Proby’s view of the anarchists as not just con-
fused, but downright devious in their espousal of freedom, has
never lacked defenders. Commentators are still busy unmasking
anarchists as ‘proselytising aristocrats’ with a yen for ‘puritanical
constraint’, determined to exercise ‘enlightened tutelage’ over
the people, if not against them.® Unless the anarchists’ praise of
freedom and resort to censure are proved logically compatible,
their claim to a full place in political theory must fail. For argu-
ments which include contentions that are patently inconsistent
disqualify as theory, even if they are not intended to deceive.

The view of anarchists as inconsistent for praising freedom
while imposing censure rests on two premises: that freedom is
their chief political value, and that it is curtailed severely by the
censure they impose. “his book argues for the consistency of the
anarchists in praising freedom while imposing censure by refuting
:nese premises. _'reedom is exhibited in the following analysis as
having subordinate worth for anarchists; their censure is shown
to be a complex practice, whose effects on freedom are ambiva-
len. Tnce the censure of tae anarchists is recognized as having
ambivaleni effects on a free. om that lacks supreme value in the:r
zyes, their consistency n espous ~g it becomes obvious. " 1ough
toe” censure curta’ls freedom, they are warr atec logically te
aspouse it, since it a.so supports freedom, anu s. 1ce they do net
value freedom above =!1.

"n establishing the right of anarchists to a leading voice
political theory, clearing them of inconsistency ¢ a prewminary
step. T 1e main task is to show the power of their argument as

2
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so aLcritoicma . iogu o o:l>act. A3 oo, o2 n
L - s apout tl e goal of aia, . sm as "e Du .. LD
accomplishing this task. . naic sts rr~ po.* ay= ERE

analysis as seeking o com ~ e . . greatest Lur  .a. e < Of
ment - v«.ch the greatest communal urity ' heir goa 5 a soci .y
of strongly separate persons who are strongly bounc. together 12
a group. 1 a full-fledged anarchy, :nc'v .ua: and commura
tendencies, now often contradictory, become mutually reizforc g
and coalesce. By serving the anarchists as a goal anc inspiratior,
this ideal of communal individuality, as it will here be cailed,
does much to control the structure of their argument. _. heips
define the targets of their social criticism; it gives t “eir strategy
limits and direction; and it guides their description of an anarchist
social order. It is by tracing out the ‘mplications for their theory
of their commitment to communal individuality that the fo »
ing analysis exhibits the strength of the anarchists’ thougat. Cnce
the leading role played ir wleir theory by communa. adividuality
is appreciated, their argument is revealed as having altogether
unsuspected coherence, originality and political appeal.

/:narchists are not the only theorists who take inaividuality anc.
community, seen as mutually dependent values, as their ch’sf
political objective IToteworthy others who have done so are  :ir
contemporaries __egel and _. arx. Since the credentials of these
thinkers are so much stronger t’.an the anarchists’, it is natura.
to -resume that to learn how the search for communal G-
viduality affects and enlivens political theory they and not the
anarchists should be consulted. et, though ~ egel and ] rx are
on most points the more penetrating thinkers, as theorists of
communal individuality . : anarchists ca: teac. more,

n hat . egel calls a rational state, each subt ~~t achievss
‘complete development’ of ‘rersona. nciwvidually® . . aisc
‘recogiaizes tie community as his substar ial groun vo - .
ond’. These aspects of a rational state are u - sly cor ~cted
for Fegel. “here car be no1 “2nsc commuuty viuess. .. . oal ty
reaciles ‘its culminatior ir: the exiremns of seif-suosistent personal
particularity’, while individuality needs the coatext o’ com-
muaity for its developmen:. . zople /.ol ¢ ‘asn  rate perso:s

3
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3o N ~de - one’ zera0 De " auaais. Lt s oonly 2c
mer r. . of a co. mu. ty - at they havz 'oojec ./ity, genu :
ux dividuality, and 22 ethical life’* T arz has a quite differer:
v >w from . egel of the path to " adividuali  arc. community, 't
ae agrees that they are mutually reinforcing. ‘Zveryone at the fina:
stage of socialism engages ir productive activities ‘which confirm
and realize his individuality’, while also being ‘an expression of
social life’. Community both ‘produces man as man’ and ‘is
produced by him’, because individuality and community are
reciprocally dependent.” Thus for Marx, as for Hegel and the
anarchists, a nourishing interplay must draw individuality and
community together, if they are to be complete.

Marx and Hegel, being in the first rank of political theorists,
might be expected to explain more plausibly than the anarchists
just how individuality and community, which tend to clash, can
be made so mutually reinforcing that both are maximized. Vet
what they say about this matter is so deficient that the anarchists’
views are more convincing.

‘egel makes legal government the seedbed in which communal
individuality grows. Now one point which will become clear in
the course of this book, and which has much immediate credi-
bility, is that legal government, being remote, punitive, ana
inflexible, is not very congenial to communal individuality. It is
true that - egel tries to purge his rational state of the attributes
that normally encumber legal government, but this attempt is
futile, since these attributes mark every state.® Marx, who ably
criticizes ~"egel for thinking that communal individuality can

:ach completion under the aegis of legal government, relies or w

. his good society much less. Community and individuality,
communist society, are therefore detter able to develop. Yet evex
1 arx stops short of the anarchist exclusion of legal government
from the stage when individuality and community, now fu
reinforcing, completely merge. ~"he elements of legal governme ..
which communist society retains prevent it from being as hospit-
able as anarchy to communal. ndividuality’s full growth.

hough the comparative paucity of legal government in
1._arx’s good society, and its correlatively greater reliance on non-

4
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1. ~1ch comivaa woaaalts o zlops, v ~osc
set by e veguzness witl - ¢~ ':  Dortrayzd. 1 ar “1 mis -
self to skeic.. ..nts about the siructo.e of t : good socety,” e

~gel gives a tailed descii “tion .« .czit '~ 1ytk g butob ous
how a society must be orgaa ._a so that inar aua ty and com:
munity culminate in a re 1forcing merger, . la. ~ by failing *o
work out in concrete detzi: the conditions for *nis outcoms,
marred his theory with a disconcerting gap.

The anarchists’ theory is free of the faults that blemish ilarx’s
and . egel’s. By banning legal government entirely from their
good society, they rid it altogether of the impediments which i»
the Hegelian state hamper communal individuality severely anc:
which continue to interfere with it under Ifarx’s communism.
£nd by describing their good society concretely, :y protect it
from the indeterminacy which, for achieving communal inai
viduality, is communism’s special defect. 2zcause the anarchists
work out in detail, and with no resort to legal government, how
to create, organize and maintain a regime in which communai
individuality flourishes, it is they who have the most to teacr.
about the value of this project for the debate in olitical theory
over the nature of the best regime.

The arguments treated in this book as representing e gist of
anarchism are drawn from the four authors — Zodw - 7 zrre-
_osep1 Proudhon, I ichael Bakviin and eter . "ropots —
whose contributions to 2 archist theory are universally regarded
as most seminal. These writers, who succeeded each other withic
. e discretely boundea deriod between the :rer:!. :nd ussiar
" evolutions, worked out a coherent set of orig.*a arguments,

mav.ostace Toopoth s tir . . 2nce, to cor. .reke i« anarchi
as a >olitica ~eory, tie  tirgs of more e -~ -aic] ts e
mot » comstdersd. T 1 v IS, Rowever, one  1etzs -1 tu oy
T r .es .es the four fouaders who, jecause h ., argl erts 1a .
affiniti=s wit. ‘neirs, anc. because of I s inf uence o ater r—ar
c usts, may be thought unfa .y exciudzd ‘rom :hz fotowr g
ana ysis, This writer is I ... Ctirner

5
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Comz anz c.. sls. ost siotably Zropet L nave £ 1owledgec.
L wrer as 2 lorebear ut this acknowledgment does not mean
that he must =e “aciuued 11 this book, because 1t proves nothing
about the standiig of nis argument as systematic thought.
Stirner’s argument is anarcilst i its political conc.usions. . €
rejects law and government at least as unconditionally as do the
four anarchists being studied here, and his projected ‘union of
2goists” is in its statelessness as much an anarchist society as those
envisaged by the founding four. But Stirner’s argument differs
from theirs in a way that debases it as a theory: its backing for
these anarchist conclusions is anything but cogent. Stirner opposes
government and supports an anarchist society on the moral basis
of ethical egoism, a principle which enjoins each agent to strive
for nothing but his selfish advantage or amusement, and hence
for that of others only so far as it conduces to his own. The
Stirnerian egoist cares not a jot whether others do what is in their
interest: their service to his interest is his sole concern. ‘No one is
a person to be respected. . .but solely. . .an object in which I take
an interest or else do not, an interesting or uninteresting object, a
usable or unusable person.”” The state is denounced by Stirner
for interfering with ethical =goism; the union of egoists, his
znarchist society, is recommended for allowing it free reign. et
both of these claims about the political implications of ethica!
egoism, which must be true if Stirner’s defense of anarchism is to
be cogent, are surely false. A state is admirably suited to a seeker
of personal advantage, in situations where he controls it, for it is
then a means for making others serve his ends. As for an anarchist
society, since the voluntary cooperation on which it rests requires
zach to strive ‘or others’ acvantage at least somewhat, it :s
hardly the arrangement that ethical egoists should create. . or
c0. ¢ they create . ‘or a stateless society of etl ‘cal =goists, eac::
regardmg the cthe.. as objects io e manipulated and e Hloited,
=ulc. De impos Oy discordant. Sirce Stirmer’s anarchism. is
probably undermined anc: is certairly not supported by the mora’
premise which is supposec to serve as ts foundation, his argum .
lacks the cogency it needs to be incluuec 1= this analytic study of
anarchist thought.®

1 1

o b

coa.of T 5 Zo0rt scouggissie. L to o o
; weyEotack ;s e o oveg s o onn
ctent iz tre . csTousal of sof T Ll 7 an cerst: TLs Ll .

argues for vegarding comint al & - ua sasthe. < 90 it
cal objective. | aviig mace 1ie case for szarc. | as $2€C i
communal ind vicuality, the book moves 01, .  Thapter 2, to
trace out tae .mplications of this ovjective for heir somewha:
variea yet basically similar models of the gooc society. Thaptars
4 and 5 complete the project of anaiyzing the import for anar
chists of their search for communal individuality by zxamining
now it affects their social criticism anc their strategy. T.e
olausible, coherent anarchist theory, =stablishec as authentic
the first five chapters of the book, is subjectea . . the firal char .2rs
to comparison anc: evaluatior. Zhapter 6 compares anarcaisir.
w7t - liberalism and socialism, *he Dolitica Dosit > 5 .. . whick =
:s . 20st frequently identified, anc Znds that, despite ‘tss1  arities
to these close neighbors, it is nevertheless distinct'vs. 1 . tae
seventh, conciuding chapter, azarchism 13 judgea as a mositice |
aeal and as a guide to action against stardardas of 1umare
morality. Ilo such evaluation ca= be corciusive. 7 |z point 2 .
one is to acquit anarchists of u just charges anc 0 ag got e
appealing features of their argument so as to vindicate it z3 ~10ve
*aan intellectually respectable. [* this chavoter is successfui, (.
c..ucisms w ‘ck anarchists level agains: .1e modern state .
she'r rzcommendations for how it should se veplacz_ or al -
WL Je revealec as wo. 1y of . ore vholehearted andoiseme:
- an has generally >een aliowed.

.! ~ough 1e ma - ourposz of this stucy s o dican

1 ¢ lsra as a theory, success 1113 durpose « |s uoen sio
follo' r anarc s as 2 ~racticz " hose “ho arz co - s
argu erts - thissoc .l archist’ 20y .20 . 5 Aaus o
A.  apnea 1g aeed I of course 0 . <o™r . 0 o~ 2e
ol oo, et 2lore et zmpt = €/0 wet Lt g ca L. ..l

e, Tromra ac st e ean s w.aovi rze g it
actior a. east 1 war’y. T rcau s who finc o chm Y lac gty
congeriz , this book, = It succezds, .7 - more elecre For

will help thera act Dy g. .g ther:  zoiet 2z 1 gror 4
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'+ marchists are commonly regarded as extreme libertarians o.© 2
ground that they seek freedom above all else. _t is nal. -ai Zo view

freedom makes it more mmediately plausitle than any o >
value as their overriding airr. Godw 1 praises freedom as “l.ie
most valuable of all human possessions’. roudho: acclaims :: 2z
ais ‘banner and guide’ To Ba’ w in, who once describec ... aselr
as ‘a fanatic lover of _oerty’, ‘tis * »e absolute source anc. co-
ion of all good’. Anc Zropotxia seeks a forra of society w. *~ -
¢ dll leave to the individual ma » complete ara derfect /-eedom’}*

seems ¥ ficult to question 1e cormitment to  ~rty of
. -crists who adm e it as muci: as these.

et the reliance of anarchists on public censurs to control
zehavior . - their good society raises doubts /nether .. .21" goa: s
“erty. in Godwiir’s anarchy ‘the 1spection of every maua over

: conduct of his neighbors. . .would constitute a censorst. - =
.2 most irresistible nature’, whica ‘no indivicual would be
~ardy enough to cefy’; for ‘there is no terror that comes home “c
. 2 azart of vice like the terror of being exhl .tec. to . e uI.:

zye’. . ouc .on ¢ zpends or. cerse ! a staie ) a 1y {0 ‘ast
or ‘1e wi e aforce -* - =zitchoose : | :cou 7
uua Hllowe . ouc ac L laregr aing ‘the coliec. k- toc
=~ * ¢l ar anar- st sociely as “J oz only greatanc ~ | ov o
v oo y.0vecC CTres ¢ ...’ ot izt uctgc G
e 0a g . Lto e W o . zsee T joca atts cCv

ttea” ~ asta, ~fanarc y e st Tace ae o age to say
alouc - a vom2’s presence waat we < of suck acis’.?  low zan
. 2 anarchisis be liberzar ans, determu = .0 secure ireedo. : ove

-~
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aberty ene pub.ac censure

- eles, v 2nthelr sociz scheme . 1 283G " ch o coercive Lak e
o asure? slthough inte 5 ~“ers of anarciusm nave loag - eemec
tk s question crucia , o acceptab.e answer has yet been found.

Severai types of argumert are or can be advanced by anarcnists
to warrant viewing their search for liberty as compatible with
their use of censure. " his chapter finds, after examining these
arguments, that only one of them is valid. But not even this orz is
strong enough to prove the anarchisis consistent libertarians. The
chapter concludes by proposing to look more deeply into the
question of the anarchists’ libertarianism. .. 'hat needs asking,
instead of whether the anarchists are consistent in espousing
censure and liberty, is }i\;hether liberty really is their goal.!” 'his is
the question that the succeeding chapter takes up.

THE CONCEPTUAL ARGUMENT

Political theorists often reconcile freedom and coercion with =2
conceptual argument, which claims, on the basis of what freedor .
means, that it is uncurtailed by some restraint. The will of Goc
the forces of the market and the commands of a revolutionary
vanguard are famous examples of restraints that theorists have
thus reconciled with freedom. In each case they have argued
conceptually, if unconvincingly, that, because freedom as properly
defined is unaffected by the restraint in question, the restraint,
even though confining, leaves freedom uncurtailed.

“he anarchists could use a conceptual argument of this type o
prove that they are libertarians, if they defined freedom so that
public censure did not obstruct it. In that case, the censoria.
restraints :mposec. in their good society, not counting as obstacles
o 1herty, could not consisteatly be cited to impugn it as their
chief goal. 7 ether .2 anarchists can use this conceptual argu-

~nt to vindicate t eir - bertarianism thus depends on how they
defi. = freedorr.

"ike al’ concepts of freedom . 1at apply to agents, the anarch .ts’
i5 a ‘riadic relation of subjects who are free from restraints to
~each objectives.® No anarchist specifies all terms of this triad
completely, but together they give it a thorough descriptior

10
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Cooeolerszosayc oo o0 ooma foriacmiostni. IS
tnei»corc .of Fbarty car e <l ciwated  streating 0 ni W
about (s varous "2 as as compleameniary perts of 2 - agle *vi . .

God 1 and T kuni. ave .ne cleares: of the  archsis
describing the first term of the *riac e sudjeci o1 rescom. For
Hoth of th x 1t is . 1e choices anda actions of individuals tha: Just
be izee ;4. Godwin says, a free man must 20t on'y act freel y; in

own conclusions’, ‘exercise the powers of his understanding’.
Bakunin makes the same point about the subject of liberty wher.
he writes that no one is free ‘unless all his actions are detex
mined. . .by his owr convictions’. And for “roudhon, “one must
think for oneself. . .to be free’.* £ccording to the anarchists, ther,
it is not enough to act ireely; one must also have freedom to
decide.

£.s the foregoing quotations indicate, what makes decisic.... “oee
for anarchists is their origir in rationai deliberatior. Free decisions,
as anarchists conceive of them, are based on arguments anc
evidence that one has personally and systematically evaluatea.
W aking the freedom of decisions depend on their arising from:
rational delineration has implications for the second term of the
triad, which identifies the restraints which leave freedom un-
curtailed.

T ational deliberation is as much of a restraint or action and
choice as more obvious forces, owing to its practical upshot. . /-
ore who deliberates rationally about the future draws concius 5 1s
‘rom his reflections, and these conclusions restrict what he may
choose or do. ITo cne can successfully deliberate withou: e. -
countering these restriction s, because ihiey 2merge unavoidably
from deliberative activity. " his fact shows ithe anarchists whrch

restra. s o azntify as compatible with freedom  _cog . .g
¢ raljonz . deweratior. is res s1cave, ard dedeving T Guspes-
zble for freecom, - znarchists mus: zonclude tha - - rational

restramts .1t a del’berating age.t . nnoses on . 1r seif do ac:
obstruct ais “berty. They raust also accepi tae converse of this
conciusion. Sirce rational dzliberatior: is indispensable for iiberty,
restraints thai «.rectly » nder actior and choice are 7ot the oniy

1T



Liberty and public censure

ope that cvitad ” ecom; restra s 1a. €r 'z .onas TG
gor - oozcily oot

coudhorn is the ‘most systzmatic of the anarchists in compiling
2 ast of the vestraints whica anarchists regard as hindrances to
free deliberation, choice and conduct. T is list ¢« =refore serve
most usefully to complete the description of their triad’s secona
term. [ost lists of obstacles to the freedom of agents refer only to
those that humans deliberately impose or leave in place.’
Zroudhon’s list is more comprehensive. Not only ‘the priest’s
voice’, ‘the prince’s order’; and ‘the crowd’s cries’ obstruct free
action, choice, and deliberation. Liberty, as ‘the spirit of revolt’,
recognizes ‘no law, no argument, no authority, no end, no limit,
no principle, no purpose beyond itself’.° Proudhon is here extend-
ing a theme foreshadowed by Godwin and repeated by the later
anarchists: a free agent is liberated from every hindrance that car.
be removed or lessened, except those arising from his own
deliberations.

The third term in the triad specifies the objectives of liberty:
what agents must be free to choose or do. The anarchists’ descrip-
tion of this term is fixed by what they say about the others.
Taving stated that freedom requires liberation from all but
rational impediments, they cannot put other limits on the goals
free persons may reach. ¥e count as free for anarchists, whatever
we choose or do, provided that our choice and conduct are
rationally based. The agreement of the anarchists about the goal
of freedom gives the third term of their concept the unity it needs
to make their entire view of liberty coherent.

The analysis of freedom provided by the anarchists woulc
warrant viewing them as seeking Lberty above all else, only if it
-mplied that the public censure they prescribe does not coerce.
“uolic censure, for the anarchists,  avolves ‘a promptness to
anqu 3 into and to ‘udge’ your neigubors’ conduct.” " iere £1is
sort of censure is common practice, behavior is co: trollec 1n threz
different +ivays. .t is controlled by penali es, 11 the form of
“areatened or actual rebuke, which compel obedience from fea-.
" is controlled .y internalization, a process through whicl.
censured individuals absorb prevalent standards of conduct.
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ZENSUNSr WS 10 colince . s elg dJors fiat o ot v
the . 7ays. Ilow certaraly the rebul e “v'uch this comm 2.0 2 "su .
poses curtails the ararchists’ sori of frezdom, ccause © ~u e
eve~ fitis mid ara onvate, still, as a nenalty, 1. .5 el de.
tio. . choice aad conduct. 170 doubt the arar- iisis coulc hre
conceptually ruled out censoriai rzbuke as an 1aterferezce w t
liberty by explicitly classifying it as non-coercive, but ey sersibl -
avoided such an arbitrary fiat. °ir comprehensive list of
obstacles to freedom contains no exception in favor of rebuke.
Since the meaning of freedom which the anarchists derive from
their analysis is too broad to reconcile it with censure, they za .

ozly hope to achieve this reconciliation non-conceptually.

THE CRUDE EMPIRICAL AXRGUMINTS

" e anarchists havs two kinds of empirical arguments, crude a
sophisticated, that might reconcile their use of censure with ihe
view that freedom is their chief aim. Both kinds of arguments
attempt to show that though it is conceptually possible for publ ¢
censure to curtail freedom, under anarchy this curtai'ment does
not occur. “he crude empirical arguments claim that anarcr st
censure, in its effects on freedom, is no hindrance at all. " 1e
sophisticated arguments, while conceding that censure interferes
v ‘h freedom somewhat, see it as maximiz g freedom on the
. Mole.

“odwin advances the crude argument in its boldest form by
claiming that anarchist censurz increases freedom. A persoiy’s

edom :s curtailed, “when hz is resirained from acting uson 1e

‘tates of ais uncersta: «.'ng’ . 1a-chist censure does o. 1muose
~ 8 kad of vestraint. . v fluences us ir tire same "y as our

“ ng, * oug ‘reaso . oresented fo . unc it g7,

¢ eip us dehiberatz . ors ratiorally by suggesting argumsats

21d evidence we woulc overlook, f we decided alon=. T =
‘rational restraint of subiic 1spection’, bemng an a1 * o celibera
tior:, far from nivdering freecom, iends it support.®

" us version of the crude argumert is appea. g in its soldness,
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;L@ though not  wrely misguidec, t 7 . to viela Toc .yt
z0 clusio.. .. 1arc ust cepsurs may rationas 3 ds .beratior  b.
ne=d not. .'s »flect or. the rational.ly of ¢ :liberation depencs 01
hovr peopic rarponc. to 't _f they use the a;guments and evic.znce
it presents to help them make decisions, then censure enables
tnem to deliberate more rationally than they could alone. But, as
aoted earlier, anarchist censure does more than offer arguments
and evidence: it also imposes sanctions, ranging from mild stigma
to complete ostracism. In so far as fear of these sanctions inhibits
the deliberative process, or deters adherence to its conclusions, the
public censure prescribed by anarchists can hardly be called ar.
aid to liberty.

Godwin is especially vulnerable to this objection, because he
relies more obviously than most anarchists on censorial sanctions.
/. writer who describes censure under anarchy as ‘a species of
coercion’ which ‘carries despair to the mind’ is in no position to
claim that it is liberating.’ But this claim holds up no better if
ascribed to other anarchists since they all rely somewhat oz
condemnation and rebuke. Tlence if the crude empirical argu-
ment is to serve the anarchists as proof that freedom is their chief
goal, they must give it a more modest form than Godwin does, oy
showing that even though censure need not increase freedom, at
least it leaves it uncurtailed.

Proudhon and Bakunin try to show this by appealing to the
process of internalization, through which the directives issued by
public opinion are absorbed by the individual and become part of
his own frame of mind. They both see that these directives
‘envelop us, penetrate us and regulate all of our movements,
t sughts and actions’.*® Bakunin th aks this process is so powerfu.
hat man is ‘nothing but 1e »roduct of society’.** Proudhon’s

‘ew is more nuancec, sirce he gives more place (1 his socia!
psychology to innate dispositions. 2ut he agrees with _akunir.
{hat conduct is guided to a considerabic extent by internalizec.
airscu es.

roudhon ana -akunir go on to claim that because the direc-
tives issued by anarchist censure are internalized, they leave
participants in anarchy free. “reedom can only be curtailec. by
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perscir he commads’ ' ut ©e : recti s Su y oce U,
being ‘aterraiized from obinion, ‘arz -ot vmposzc oy %t
legislator; . .t :y are immaner . in us, mhere . fh 7 co oLl
the very basis of our being; .ne-ce :nstead of finc 1. tr
them, we should consider them as the reai co. .ilions a . . 2
necessary foundatior of our freedom’.*®* Censure does not resiric:
the freedom of an individual, vecause when he complies = tb t,
his directive is a self-imposed ‘secret comma dment from himseil
to himself’.**

This argument fails, partly because, ke Godwin’s c:aim that
censure rationalizes deliberation, it overlooks the reality of cer-
sorial sanctions. Anarchist censure is not perfectly internalized,
but also controls externally by forcing individuals by means of
rebuke to comply against their will. This censorial rebuks is
obviously a bar to freedom, because 1t obstructs action, choice
and deliberation just as decisively as any other ' ind of sarc
tion. The anarchists could ignore ths _ iterference with liberty
caused by rebuke, if in their good society it was not imposed. 3ut
since it is imposed there, they are unconvincing wh- - they claim
that Hecause their censure is entirely internalized, t is coercion-
less.

ZBut even if the anarchists eschewed rebuke entirely anc -ei .
o:1 nothing but internalized censure, it still would obstruct the
" ~edom. To count as free for anarchists, one must dec’ = what to
do on the basis of one’s owr rationally reached conclusions. £ ny
other basis for choice interferes with liberty by blocking or by-
passing deliberation. ..ow iaternalization, as desci.jec .y
anarciiists, s not a rational process. ersons o :°te a 2
censorial directives unwitt gly absor: them and then use tham
. Gecaide . thout subjecting them o scri.iry.® 1iternal ator,

~us eing a subs. wie for rationas - eiberatio:, av - :na ar ¢
it :s 10t a proccss that anarc ists car: deem coeildnizss. L.le
. eCt #sissue. Dy ter & e ceasuve may de cl- 1posed, it
for anarchists tais docs not prevent them from co = ng For
not Just tne internal origi 1, but also the ratio: i ul, of the ¢ ec
. 7es wwhich determu e choice that  archists must co sides

+
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" aere 1s orz other cruds empirical argument 11 anarchist
theory for the compat..ility of freedom and public censure. This
argument sees the restraint imposed by censurs in a staiz of
anarchy as unavoidable and hence as no more of a coercion tha:
other restraints which cannot be overcome, such as that of
mortality. Bakunin views censure in this light when he describes
it as ‘one of the conditions of social life against which revolt
would be as useless as it would be impossible’.*® The other
anarchists agree (though less emphatically) that, owing to its
inescapability, censure is coercionless.*”

One might admit that, if censure under anarchy is really in-
escapable, it does not interfere with freedom. But why should it
he viewed as beyond escape? Bakunin answers that it is needed
for the survival of the self. ‘4 man is only himself insofar as he is
a product’ of society and ‘has no existence except by virtue of its
laws. Resistance to it would therefore be a ridiculous endeavor, z
revolt against himself, a veritable suicide.”*® Znarchist censure 1s
mescapable for Bakunin because he thinks that anyone who is not
restrained by it will lose his self.

It is true that humans, whose selves are formed through inter-
action, need the restraint of social influence to achieve identity.
But this does not mear: that they must be restrained by censure,
a special kind of social influence, distinguished by being imposed
. eliberately the censurer sets out with full awareness to correct
1s asighbors conduct. @ _liberate restrair: of this sort is not
=eeded to achieve identiy, because the spontaneous woressuies
that members of all societies unintentionaliy 2xert on one another
are sufficient to :nake each aware that ae and all . = others ars
distirct. ¢ irce identity ca - =merge without the help of censure,
aa anarchist society as 1. any other, kuun’s :am that .. is
inescapable is incorrect.

ut even if censure ‘vas neeced to achieve den:ity, ° still
would not he inescapable, unless it was aso needed to preserve
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for - lae se.., the seif once "> ed 0 lorger “edends o .« for ‘ts
existence, as “ts survive: r isolated marooned salo: s is e1oug..
saow. Since aevelopec. individuals ca  mainta’ ident zy wit ~out
submitting to any social influence, they can certai- ; maintai=
without submitting to censure.

These objections to Bakunin’s claim that censure is szyend
escape show that his version of the crude empirical argument for
reconciling it with liberty is no more effective ihar. those the othar
anarchists advance. Sut perhaps empirical arguments which a-e
more sophisticated can srow that censure a d liberty accord.

" +d SOPHISTICATED EMP CAL ARGU.ITITTS

" "1e crude empirical arguments fail secause they refuse to admit
-rat anarchist censure does erfere witk. freedom. ™ enying .ais,
they face the impossible task of explaining away its interferer ze
as rational, internal, or inescapable. The sophisticated empir cal
arguments are stronger than the crude ones because, by ta" 1g
censure’s  terference with ireedom into account, they car pose
2 problem of reconciliation more manageably. ey need a0t
snow that censure leaves | berty uncurtailed, but only that it cur-
talls liberty less than the alternatives do. ° the sophisticatec:
arguments cou 1 show L s, they would not prove anarchists
sertariar.  the usuai sense of s~ 1g freedom above all else.
‘ut “~ey roulc prove them lbertaria: . 1.1 the sense of s "0 v, \g,
whatever “ae 0. :cl e, how the most fresdom ¢~ be atta.a--:
ha ze on maskc ceasurs would stanc revealec as . o dest
ava -~ lezic ‘o “eratior.
T. € anarchisis m= ke wio aitempt to i~ ~ate ~ 1sur> as more
raw g taar ali other :rethods of behaviorz. co troi ' .
strategy is to show only ‘1at . 1smore iibera. 1g aar “agal govarn-

-N€LE, WoC.. . 3y qUile sensidy regara as th= most lausible
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—egal gover nent i3 a method of control marzecw. 37 1e follow-
g featurss tis applied by a smali nuzer of officials, who issue
general, stand 1g rules to all members of society and who eaforcs
these rulss with fited penalties for each type of offense.*® All the
comparabie features of censure, as anarchists conceive of it, are
different from tnose of legar government. Anarchist censure is
applied by all members of society, rather than by a few officials.
[: issues changeable, particular imperatives, not permanent,
general rules. It does not rely on fixed penalties to enforce these
imperatives, but uses flexible sanctions, internalization and
reasoned arguments.”® Fach of the features of legal government
that distinguishes it from the anarchists’ censure is blamed by
them for making it more coercive.

The first of these features is remoteness. Legal government re’ =5
on a small group of officials to control conduct, whereas censor-
ship relies on society at large. Being few in number, government
officials lack the information about the attitudes and circum-
stances of their numerous subjects that is needed to control them
as individuals, and hence must control them as an undifferentiated
group. Censurers, on the other hand, being socially intimate with
one another, can adjust their directives and sanctions to the
situation of each individual so that, while still heing effective,
tney interfere less with conduct.*

Zven if legal government could be intimate, as might be
possible in a small direct democracy, anarchists would still rate it
as less liberating, oartly because it must still control its subjects
with general ruics. Jowever intimate a legal govarnment may be,
it works through laws, which, being general, requi-e a whole class
of persons to behave the same way in a wide range of cases
Censure, on the other hand, using singular imperatives, which
arescribe ‘not according to certziz maxims previously written,
Hut according to the circumstances of each particular cause’, car
Detter protect each subject’s liberty.**" 7 generality of lega  -ules
makes government less liberating than censure by causing it to
control behavior more indiscriminately.
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» effect - 2, unless tioss whors 2 2o s know,  lore cag g1 g
in the activities it regulaies, vhat be 1avior it requucs or fory ds
Jensoriz ' < “ectives, 071 toe other ha=-, oeing appliec. ad hoc, ce .
effectively regulate bzhavior even ‘f they are not known
advance. Zaws must persist lorger thar censorial directives, be-
cause, if they change as often, the public canno’ know what they
say. The greater permanence of laws makes legal governmert
less adjustable than censure to changing circumstances, just as
their greater generality makes it fess adjustable to particular
sizcumstances. “While the directives issued by censure can be easii;
~odified so that they do not become more restrictive as conditior:s
change, those issued by government have ‘a tendency to crysta
lize what should be modified and devzloned day by aay’.?® "y .
permanence of legal directives inhibits them from cianging in

ew situations so as to minimize interference with free conduct at
all times.

""1e same uniformity anc. permanence that make the - “=ctives
issuea. by government more coercive *a:  those of censure also
make its sanctions more coercive. Governmental sanctions ar=
oriform and fixed, jecause, being izgal, they - sose sim [ax
penalties for similar offenses.?* Censorial sanctions can He more
flexible, because they can impose different penalties for similar
offenses, whether committed by different inaviduals, or by the
same idividual at different . mes. . ow the same  aalty is not

seded to eatforce 2 directive ir every case. ~ 1 -t tudes a ¢
circumstances of some .- _viduais ave such thator .7 n .d coercio
1S nezdec .o secure t.,ir compliar = with Mmo1y Ca 3o Al e

Trsame o ot ores o :disobeyer ;s differently situated i1
c..us, ' 1less enforce | Dy severs coercio  Tence govi ™ A
sanctiozs, se g frec a o a form, ~terfere substa - wi
conauct whether rey arz -nud or severe. ' an 0™c... eaforces =
d rective with . 1'. coercion, *he ~c:spreac disooedience = :
a ows impeces free ac o , wrile he - :ctly impades  _: actios

19



Caversy anc public ceast e

ce Goces € Ct '& W | SEVEre 20°rCid s e .
2.7 -~ -hand, ~ot having ‘c uszv form, -7 se thieTs, can
adjust his anp! catioas of reout . so nat they coerce 2aca . ¢
vidual just enmough to securs compnliance. ~: s thus becauss cer

sorial .2buke ca . coerce more zconomically than legal pena..._;
can uat anarchists consider it imore liberating.

The anarchists are on firm ground in claiming that the remote-
ness of its officials and the general, permanent character of its
controls make legal government harsher, and to that extent less
liberating, than censure. But the same features of legal govern-
ment which detract from its power to liberate by making its
restraints on action harsh, contribute to its power to liberate by
making them predictable.

The remoteness of government officials prevents them from
offectively regulating behavior, except with predictable controls.
“Jnpredictable controls would not be effective, because officials
are too distant from their subjects to instruct them continually
and individually about what they must do. The generality and
permanence of legal controls give them just the sort of predict-
ability that remote officials need.

Being general and permanent, legal directives set standing
conditions under which broad classes of action are forbidden or
enjoined. _egal sanctions, also being general and permanent,
=stablish fixed penalties for each type of offense. ence anyone
subject to a legal government can know before he acts what con-
duct "« requires of him and what penalty he will receive from it
for disobedience. He can be sure that his conduct will not be
hindered by his government, so long as he does what it prescribes.

Censure is less predictable, because its lack of generality and
permanence makes it hard to know its requirements in advance
Censurs prescribes different conduct for numerous particular
situations that law treats as the same, and it -events transgres-
sio 5 1ot with settled penalties for each offense put with varying
applications of rebuxe . ence persons subj :t to public censure,
unisure what it will require and uncertain what it will do if they
c sobey, are less safe from the restra nts it imposes on thei. action.
ti1an {rom the restraints imposed on t by law. Eve ' though tne
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7" remoteness, generaliiy anc permanence were a [ z{ istite
guished legal government from censure, *he azarchist case for
rating it as more liberating would be incouclusive. Zut anarchist
censure, unlike legai government, does not rcly on sanctions alonz
to secure compliance with directives; it also uses internalizatio:
and reasoned argument. The anarchists point to both of these
zistinctive methods of enforcemert as attributes that make cex-
sure less coercive.

So far as censure enforces its mandates ‘wi - 1ternalizatioz, :t
‘mpedes conduct less than governme t does. Zanctioned direc:: es
iterfere with conduct, because .. = : threats and penclties i~
an individual’s range of permissible acts. 3ut internai. ¢ ¢ rec-
iives, not being enforced oy threats and penalties, i=ave indi-
viduals free to act just as they please. “"he conduct of a=
- lividual is always restrained, so fav as it is couirolle. .7 sanc-
tions, but it is not restrained at al, so far as t is cortroile” ~ 7

‘nternalization.

'hile this argument shows that » ternaiization, oy leaviig
action unrestrained, is more :!berating for conduct than sanct o -
are, __ dces not sho' 7 that inter 1alizatio 13 more sberat’ g o1 . .
whole. For the advantage of internalizatior over saznctions zc a

serator, arising “om its tolsra: ce for coicuct, is oTset oy te
.. cerferer:ce with =~ ougat. Ca zuo: sdonot  =r” e~ 1 "oug™t,

cause 2y €O”.wO. ‘v.izt T :0T © do, not what ¢ - - :
80, ".C .) Cws a .ec./e from = - of sancticns can .o
1a. he sleases .out wmerteft zacto "=ca =so b
z =so” aA-~c folowsar 2 12 "hu catveds 2oz oo Al 7L
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"_he other mesthoc for = ‘orcing - irectivzs, besides ir+zrnaliza-
iion, that distinguishes censure irom governmeat is reasoned
argument. 3y claiming that censure tends more than government
to win compliance with reasons, anarchists give themselves .’
hope, not offered by their other arguments, of proving their
society libertarian. For it is a sound argument that, so far as
censure differs from legal government by securing obedience with
reasons, it serves freedom better.

The argument rests on the conceptual thesis of the anarchists
examined earlier, which states that the conclusions an agent
draws from his deliberations about the merit of his contemplated
acts do not obstruct his liberty. This thesis allows the anarchists
to argue that so far as censure secures obedience by giving reasons,
it exercises coercionless control, by convincing its subjects to
conclude from their own deliberations that the conduct it de-
mands of them is right.

So far as censure secures obedience with sanctions as severe as
legal government’s, it is no more liberating, because equally
severe sanctions, whether legal or censorial, whether they cause
physical or mental suffering, impede deliberation to the same
sxtent.”® Anyone who complies with a directive from fear of
sanctions is free to deliberate about the merit of the conduct it
prescrives. | e may even conclude that the act is wrong for him
to do. But he does it anyway, because the sanction that controls
him prevents him from following his conclusion by overpowering
. with fear. Since sanctions, though tney allow deliberation,
deprive it of effect, they fail to conirol an agent . rough sown
delit :ratio>s and so cannot be rzgarc ec by anarchists as leaving
im free.

obedience by providing just the sort of restrair; chat a = jertariar
anarchy needs. ' e only situation - 1 ch an agen: wvho is mace
o follow a direct: ve bases his compliance on his own delivera-
tions is where he is conv: ced by those who issue the cirzctive
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of control.

~akw i presents a ciear versio o .03 argument ‘whe he
distinguishes governmen: from censure ox the grouna at ‘its
nature is not to convince but to impose and to force’. The liberty
of a man ‘consists precisely in t*3: he does what is good not
because he is commanded to, but because he uaderstands it,
wants it and loves it’. Government, which coerces its sublects
with commands insteac of convincing them with reasoas, he
therefore denounces as ‘the legal violator of men’s wills, the
permanent negator of their berty’.*® No other anarchist malzec
this argument as forthrightly as 3aru.iia; but they al <o ma .2 i,
as they must, if their reconcidatior. of censure with ireedom is
poss: dly to succeed.?” Zor of ths many arguments they can or do
advance to achieve this reconciliation, only this one . .ts the mark.

lether it is strong enough tc orove atarchy literta n is ar
:ssue that still must be assessed.

THE LIBERTALEIANISHM OF AL 2XEIST CENSURE

""hough only one of the sophisticated arguments supports *~=
clair ' that anarciist censure is more liverating thz izgal govern-
m- ~t, they all bear on *nis claim’s val'dity. . or together they
axnt Ty of Iie fzatures oF . :hist censure (v . rfect 0w
wel + protects Ireedo . These argl :nts reves. . hat s ur
oredictab *ranc tsia* ~fremcew L cought, ¢ wghint  a
-2 01, Zandicap anarc .. CENSUrT as a ;L rator as co. arec
‘0 lega’ gov=r .nent ernce f:canorly qus fyasme zu za. g
if == has the means to o ~°co 2 * =r2 hancicaos. Its greater
aoullly to g @ ceasons for o. sw.ence s Cts most powerful v zans
for overcor ~ nem . it it has other resources. | s mu *=ss
tenas to offset 1ts uzipre: ctabpility. “ts©  ernality, .~ :h makcs ™%
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of thought. __crcz i . tas. of me" g ot mor: .| er.ung tas
governmen: does 1ot rest on ... a. .y to give reasons s lor2. .
a archist cersc -z, by 7 g reasons, offsets that portic ~ of is
disadvantage for ach zviag eedom .1at its milcrzss and te-
azlity do not overcome, the claim that it is more iiberating thaz
legal government is confirmed. 3ut if, despite its greater tendency
o give reasons, anarchist censure still interferes with freedo. .
more, the claim that it is more liberating must be rejected.

These remarks show that a verdict on whether anarchy is more
liberating than legal government requires an assessment of the
axtent to which it uses reasoned argument to control behavior.
The next chapter makes this assessment by tracing out the impl:-
cations for the rationality of anarchist censure of the communai
individuality which, rather than freedom, it will be argued, is the
anarchists’ chief objective. Since the analysis that follows of the
scope of liberty in an anarchist society proceeds from a iresa
understanding of the goai which anarchists seek, anc from a
more accurate view than has previously been available of what
:hey mean by censure, it promises finally to settle the dispute,
hegun by lliam roby, whether anarchists are secret enemizs
of freedom, or loyal {riends.
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" r: perplexing conjunction Iz anarchist tneory =f raise for

freedom and use of an at east somewhat coercive censure 1as
received varied explanations. ~'o embarrassec friends of anarck:
ism, such as George “/oodcock, this conjunction is ar. oversight.
‘£ narchists accept much too uncritice’ y the idea of an activs

public opinion.” They ‘have given sufficient thou .l ¢ _:
danger of. . .the frown of the mar. next door beco: ~* 1g as muc
. “hing to fear as * = sentence of . - judge’. Ha - - looke

more closely | ‘o censure, . ‘oodcock nere 1f es, iy WO C
never have endorsed it, because they woul- ¢ :r 21 = fo « it
too appalling. __enri ¢ soz, more d:tached 1. .ois new !
anarchists, explains their espousai of joih ‘reecom a . pudlic
censure as a quirk. Anarch sts are guilty of a ‘strange gageure’ * -
‘wishing to ma’ tain inc!vidua: autonomy w le also . posing
social discipline’. ; ~d the acerbic M rxist "~orge ekhazov, as
part of his campaign to discre.... anarepi’s, £1¢3 1al . seex g
averty while using censuie wley are ‘ruar v avay wom 1

:asurmountable logical difficulty’.?

These explanations ‘or why anarc. sts =spouse’ . erty o
:oce” e cabls =t least s o2 ocoTit, cug 3,
are w lavitiag, because they mr gz the: togr.oy U Lwerc i as
systematic . oughi. 2" a yof 16 visva d  .cc  ctor 7
~ avchists of praisejor* /A -~ 1seofce su~ -~ o - tized
su.,ort, for ' cannot de wa. wileC nzore’ la.y ¢ 4 . gl

a qurk, or a inistake. [ :fore rescitug to ress Ao el

"
~

~uplanations io. “1e espousz. , 1" a " C its o Ity a

censure, “.ae possibilicy of = Hlaining it thh 7 . e o" T L,

theory deserves tc ~ e 2oveq, :isthe*tssisc 3~ yenthel
2%
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ot " mic 1ot eo ot Wwyaaln vodaalya o L ane cuss
¢ o gomss ar . * au * ies2 goals requurs censure. . - an a.lar:}:_m
socrety, where these goaL. are real'zec, iberty is recessary, to de
sure, >ut so is censure. _ensure ar- libecty, vather than oeing
unrzconcilable opposites, work as complements to merge the
goals of anarchism into a single comple.; salue, which it is apt o

call communal incividuaiiy.

THE NORMATIVE STATUS OF INDIVIDUALITY AND
COMMUNITY IN ANARCHIST THOUGHT

.ndividuality as conceived by anarchists consists of traits of
character that mark a well-developed self. Anarchists disagree
about the marks of individuality and on whether it is generic or
unique. For Godwin and Proudhon individuality is generically
defined as traits of personality, such as rationality and emotional
sensitivity, which are characteristic of all mankind.® Bakunin
shares this generic view of individuality, but he also sometimes
sees it as personally defined, in a way more fully articulated by
Zropotkin, who describes it as ‘the full expansion. . .of what is
original’ in men, ‘an infinite variety of capacities, temperaments
and individual energies’.® The disagreement among anarchists
concerning the particular marks of individuality means they do
-0t all aim for the same specific kind. But since they all believe
+hat individuality, however specified, involves growth of person-
ality, there is no reason why, understood as self-development, it
cannot be their aim.

T > conceptions of community advanced by anarchists are
just as various as their conceptions of individuality. For Godwin
+ne model of & corimunity is a conversatior. ''o1r _ ouc hor- a _ .
3akunin it ‘s a productive enterprise. .ropotk:m’s model of a
community smbraces not only productiv : enterprises, but 2very

"1a of cooperative association. The differences among these
varie¢ moczls of community are “:lling and cannot be ignored.
They provide a basis for the scheme worked out in the next
:hapter for classif j11g anarchism into types. 2ut the differences

the anar- "ists’ conceptions of commuaity :rust not obscure the

2€

Tooleue Yy DL BRY

sioaa X4 oo ttTo ot L. . Y N
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visage among its memoers ars a1 - “hzsa = oo, 1. aesC .l
the members of 2 commu 1ty as engaged : .2 "« A
restrained o3ening 2i e soul | a ‘readiag of eacl o eror s°.F
Zach memoer of a roudhonian conmunity ‘recogn’ es his o v
self .1 that of others’.’  carmot articipate =~ the commur
Bakurin seexs without finding “my personality reflectec as if k3
numerous mirrors in the consciousness. . .of those who surrourc
me’.® £nd the member of ¥ropotkin’s community is immersec.
‘the perception of his oneness with each human being’.” What
these descriptions show about relations in an anarchist community
is that they involve reciprocal awareness. Each member of such
a community knows not only what the others think, but also that
they } ow what he is thinking. Z-wareness in an anarchist com-
munity is reciprocal, because each understands ais fellows as he
understands himself.® Tust as the ueme of self-development
unifies the anarchists’ various conceptions of individuality, so <czg
the theme of reciprocal awareness unify their conceptions o
community. :t is just as impossible to claim 1at azarchists all
seek a particular form of community as th it they a.. see] . part
cular form o dividuality. But since taey share :he belief tha:
community involves reciprocal awareness, community conceived
as such awareness can be their common goal.

" dividual ty and community, understood as self-dezlopme: it
and ~zciprocal awareness, are not merely possible goals of
anarchism. They, a d .ot freedom, are the goals anarchists real'y
sec - The easiest way to saow this is by trac. g i e .ormative
rzlatic thip .. a  .cr st theory between Wy, com-
e ty, and freedor. T e vrarr praise taat anarc sis [ ve ez
dom ma -2s i seers ¢ 2r c. 2f am _ut exz 1a2.c  of ther
V.. .gSs... ..lrall .y actualy ceaticassubo i~ Freecon
1S D izeC Dy arar<.sts more 28 2 inearsto. T/ U l7é . 0.
mu ty eznasa’ a 3G

“ocwi and .roud-oa erplicitiy suborc ~ate frzzdom to

Giviauality. ‘o Se fres iz a crcumstance of 1 ... value’ ‘or
Seawit, “wiorout the magranimity, ehergy 2na 00 388’ wa o
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means to procure v d  crpstuate Los ver per of mu . 0 ° veccom
aas thz sa.;ne suborcinate place for “ro. dinor, sinze "= w00 vieiwvs k
as an aid to self ¢ zvelonment, ratner t 1a° as ar 1a.. 2122: gooc ‘.
have not maas Lberty my motto, decause . berty is an ~~defir Lt(j:,
absorbing force that may be crushed.” “The functior.l of . berty is
o carry the individual beyond all influences, appetites and la\:\lzz
_..to give him what might be called a supernatural character:
Sakunin and ropotkin are less explicit about the normative
relationship between freedom and individuality, but .they cer-
tainly suggest that freedom is subordinate. Thus Bakunin ,przusef
liberty for enabling man to become ‘his own creator’, anc
Hropotkin portrays it as an historical source of‘ ‘individual
originality’.** Neither says explicitly that individuality has more
value. But by consigning freedom to the status of a means to
individuality, they imply that it has lesser worth. '

Freedom is also subordinated by the anarchists to community.
“hus, although Proudhonian anarchy is to provide ‘all 'Fhe liberty
one could want’, it must also furnish ‘something more important
than liberty: sincere and reciprocal enlightenment’*? Balfu_nm
tikewise warns against giving freedom in an anarchy too 1ig. . 2
place. It must not usurp ‘the superior claim of solidarity, whic 1
and will always remain the greatest source of social goods’.l.3 Anc

“ropotkin follows his predecessors in requiring that ‘the liberty
of the individual’ in a state of anarchy ‘be limited by. . .the
aecessity, which everyone feels, of finding cooperation, susport
and sympathy among his neighbors’.**

Since individuality and commun ty take - :cedence over free-

o 1 as the final destination of the ararc sts, . ey c'r ot .e
cailed libertarians m the usual sense of seel g freec >m a.ove all
eis2.  ile frezcom migat b= ma "nizeu  their good society,
:his cannot be hecause suck. ma nizatio:. . ..e... 1  ‘entio.
“ut wefors * vestigaing  1ether anarchists, - :spite the . non-
iibertar 1 ‘ntentior, mar 1ize liberty nonetheless, ar issue of
" .cernal coherence in their © >ught must . : faced. y committing
‘hemselves equally to ‘nc siduality a . commur L.y, an_archists
ra:se doubts whether their caief aims are consistex:. For, 1ackizg
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u ~t; they ~ 2w 2ach of ‘ae . amms as cedende .c¢ .heot =rfo ts
full achievemznt. Sakw 1, for zvample, * inks that *: ve i-fi e
d rersity of ndividuals is the very cause, . e principal dasis, ~
their solidarity” and that solidaricy serves . turm as ‘the - othe: of
individuality’.** The other anarchists ali more or less explicitly
agree. For all of them communal awareness springs fror
developed individuality, and developed individuality depends in
turn on a close-knit common life, For all of them, community anc
individuality, as they develop, “atensify each other and coalesce.’”
Anarchists do not merely assert that ndividuality and com-
munity are reinforcing; they give reasons for ihis claim. £ ccorc.
ing to Godwin, individual :y, in  : form of mentz1 _«__ tence,
supports community by -awin_ peopie towa -d each other. ¢ is
‘the grand fascination, by which we lay hold of the hearts of our
neighbors’.** An intellectually independent person is more appeal-
‘ng than a persor: with conventional deas, The attraction others
feel for him moves them to ‘earn what heist ig a: .d to reveal
their own states of mind. In a society where 1ndi /idua’ity o
Godwin’s sort is well developed, awareness is thus reciprocal, a 1
community prevails. Bakunin, whose view of individuality is iess
generic than Godwin’s, offers a different reason way it supports
“ommunity. Teveloped ac viduals, for 3akunin, are .istinctive:
each has some characteristic(s) the others lack. This diversity
s the n nto ‘a coliactive v 10le, in ‘whic - 27¢ - zon ..:tes the
~.ters a d has need of them®® | eng varous .  :rsonaiiiy,
«€ve 3L zu. ¢ siduals .2 e. ¢ .nore o o7e anctier to eoticfy the
ncecs tl an do @ dividuals w - milar T2r507; s 'Terbo s
of mutua’ wepencernce sncourage Z:v ' Jec r 12 o ceplers
2ack otker’s characte  arc “wus to = “erience communa: avvars:

$8. .rotd10n arnc wopotl . ma'e the same . € . 0w
dividuality supports commu ., Dy appeaiing to . : attractior
and deperasnce among develo » - dividuals ac reasong ' .y
eir mutual awarersss is sc —tense.?® _ it ropol. 1 also -as a
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~~tions are ‘rociai ;1ciinations ara instincts of so' aarity’ **

ence well-c .. :loped inaividuals, hav ig soclabie ._sires, are
disnosed towaru communal existence. _n the words of 1. .arc
T ayeau, admirec. by 7 dpotkin as ‘unconsciously anarchist’,
such individuals ‘live too much to ..ve alone’. They harbor ‘an
e oHansive force, ever ready to break out of the narrow casing of
the self’.**

The other side of the thesis that individuality and community
are reinforcing is the claim that community supports individuality.
Anarchists offer arguments for this aspect of their thesis too. Cne
such argument, advanced by Kropotkin, is that reciprocal aware-
ness is an element of individuality. Even so strong a personality as
Goethe would have found that community enlarged his self. ‘He
would have lost none of his great personal poetry or philosophy’,
but he would ‘have gained. . .a new aspect of the human genius.
(Consider his joy in discovering mutual reliance!) is whole
peing and individuality having developed in this new direction. . .
another string would have been added to his lyre.”*® If community
would have added to Goethe’s personality, it can certainly add to
selves of less developed persons.

In arguing for community as a support for individuality,
anarchists claim it not only as a constituent of the self, but also as
a cause of the self’s growth. Thus Godwin holds that the reciprocity
of awareness in a community elicits mutual trust, and that this
frust encourages the growth of intellect. Participants mn a com-
munity are confident enough to ‘compare their ideas, suggest
their doubts, cxamine their mutual difficulties’ openly, a of
which Lnprove their understanding.** ~"he reciprocity of aware-
ness among members of a community is also seen by Godw:n
as causing emotional development. ‘ motions are scarcely ever
thrilling and electiical, without someth.. g of social feeling.”*’
such feeling is irtense ir. a community, it encourages emotional life
to flourish.

""he arguments of the anarchists for viewing indiv duality ard
community as reinforcing may suffice to rebut tne objection that
cnese goals must conflict. Sut it is one thing to show the con-

S once
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that the anarchists’ commitment to communzl 1+ L. Uy
requires 1 >m to irtroduze iato p2i. good rocizty = - strenge
amalgam of censure and liberty that it so usua ; thought 2
scandal.

LIBERTY, CENSURE AND INDIVIDJALITY

Though anarchists do not aim for liberty above all else, it is
important to them as a means for reaching the goals they do seel.
Liberty plays an especially important part for anarchists as a
means to individuality. Several of them comment generally or
how liberty fosters individuality, but Godwin best explains its
utility for this purpose.”® ‘e points out that the intellectuz . 1nc e-
pendence associated by all anarchists with individuality requires
freedom, being unachievable unless the thought and action of
individuals are substantially unrestrained. Treedom is alsc
needed to support the emotional element i indivic _z _ty, which
includes the capacity for strong and subtle feelings, ar .. the will
to express them. In an atmosphere of freedom ‘the more delica*s
affections. . .have the time to expand themselves’.>" . "oreover,
we then strongly desire to express these feelings, not only Zecauss
they are powerful, but because our freedom makes their expressior.
safe. ‘“Our thoughts and words’, not “beset or. every side with
penalty and menace’, car e openly communicated.?

“reedom is not the only condition identified >y anarchists as
encouraging ‘ndividuality. They also stress the n ~ for public
censure: to stimulate self-consciousress, to enrich crsc 1y,
and to direct emot.ons into chann«. tha: are streng” 1 ¢ 2
self. Godwin offers the clearest argument for the cla ~, « phe .1y
severai anarchists, that pu._c censurs, by stim. 1" .g sel”
consciousress, encourages individuality. *."’e hav= o r a strong
feeling” for our traits of character, ‘=xcent so fa= rs * h=v ars -or.-
firmed to us py tae suffrage of our neig Jors’, . o one sets out
celiberately to tell me what he thirks of my conauct, T will ave
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cons tof oth "' fn o ngerstanc agss. oo 1g U o judgmen:
of our ow * [ uce . canrot be {ully aware of myself as ar

¢ 71 1ual - ithout being subject to others” :liberate jucgment,
a .« sinrce suc judgment, if unfavorable, amounts to censure,
censure s indispensabie for individuality. Io one can know i a-
seif completely as an individual unless he feels it.

The second ‘way that censure supports individuality for the
anarchists is by providing a rich store of the thoughts and feelings
that are the materials from which the self develops. Persons
subject to public censure encounter ideas and emotions with a
vividness that they would miss in isolation, or even in a society
where spontaneous social influence, rather than censure, prevails.
These ideas and emotions are a mental treasure which they can
draw on to enrich their personalities.*®

The final and most subtle of the anarchists’ arguments for the
claim that censure encourages individuality concerns its effects or.
the emotions. ‘ 1archists are anxious about the harm to seli-
development caused by uncontrolled emotions and believe that
public censure can prevent it. A person unrestrained by socia.
influence cannot be an individual, says Bakunin, because without
its help ‘he cannot subordinate his instincts and the movements of
his sody to the direction of his mind’.** But social influence,
whether spontaneous or deliberately applied as censure, is more
than a restraint upon the passions, keeping them out of reason’s
way. ’ nyone affected by it, according to I ‘oudhon, ‘rids himself
of his primitive savagery’, to be sure. But he also develops his
iadividuality. " “ithout losing his animality, whic > he makes
more delicate anc beautiful, .. .ne rzises himself from a passion-
... den to a :moral condition; . . .1e eniarges his self, = augments
and ealivens his facu aes.’*® [ ocial in "uence and public censui=
are taus viewed Dy anarchists as neiping us o cu vate our ‘ce

1gs. . v help us grow as inc viduals oy veleasi g us {-om the
gr ~ of confining emotiors nich they redirect inio chan s
nourishing to ar: independent se f
y argu’ag that censure as . :l as liberty .5 reedec for mndr
viduality, . z ararchists require their good society to -nake use of
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alol © - cannot stiriulate self-consciousaess > peisens
affects = ithout sometimes rzbul .. g, a~d thus cc: .o = hzacer
ing, their conduc.. I cannot & “1c 7 .hel Mersoiz.t g8 or c. i Aie
their emotions without coercively »ermeatirg their mi: -~ . c=

censure must issue penalties and t 2 internalized ir: order to nro-
mote the anarchists’ kind of irdividuality, it is bound to dim sk
their kind of freedom. Censure curtails freedom _.. a state of
anarchy in order to make individuality flourish.

LIBERTY, TENSURE AND CO INITY

...1arckists argue that censurs must curtail liverty ot ozly *c
ma: ‘mize individuality, out also to :maximize comr rity. T :
way that censure supports community, in their view, is oy spe~
ing the opportunity to enter other minds. . .2ciproca: awareness
cannot occur among people who conceal their sentime s, ecause
guarded minds are closed to public vier = 3ut since censurzs
involves the frank disclosure of opinions, those “who engage
gain at least the chance for the access to one another’s conscious-
ness on which the possibility of reciprocal consciousness denends.>
But even among people who express their sentiments, reciprocal
awareness may be lacking, pecause .aey = oress them partially,
or imprecisely, or because others misinterpret what they say. ‘n
none of trese cases is their awareness mutual, ':cause othzss
u .derstand t. em differes tly from ! 1e way taey ur. astanc  lem-
se ves. . ccuracy in tie disclosurs and  erpretz uc . of alougits
ard fzeings is thus crucia: to _ 2 ararcasts for . .zme. | - -

commuiitaria. ceal. vllc cersure.. > : veans 7 dly L. t0
secure these . 1ds of accuracy.
Cince oersons ‘who e sure onc 7 ¢ €r . p S . .. 0D 3

wil1 unuasua: candor, .rey are remarkably :ule to rote s
crepancies petween their own words ana thougits ™ eir awvare-
ness of these ciscrepancies no: o0 -« helps co ect then 1t also
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aamnte - a differesce o - :nwinat ore thinks ars what one saye
. by e.oeraie deceptior, wiich calls for ‘great mastery ©1 the
arts of ambiguiiy and evasion, anc. such a perfect command of
countenance as shall prevent 1t from being an irder to our reai
sentiments’.** Guch deception is always difficult. in a society
which practices censure it is virtually impossible, secause each
member of such a society is under others’ constant scrutiny. I{or 1s
it likely that, in such a society, expressions of opinion will be
misread. Since each can rely on others to communicate accur-
ately, there is small need to interpret what they say. The conf-
dence engendered among persons who treat each other honestly
encourages community by making generally available an accurate
expression of each individual’s sentiments.

£s for how liberty contributes to community, anarchists see it
as both an indirect support, encouraging traits of character which
in turn aid mutual awareness, and as a direct support. Rationality
is perhaps the most salient of the character traits beneficial to
community which anarchists, using the usual liberal arguments
for free expression, see as nurtured by freedom. Their argument
for how liberty directly supports community is less familiar. [Nc
matter how forthright I may wish to be, I cannot enter into
relations of mutual awareness if my thought or (communicative)
action is too restrained. For, to the extent that they are impeded,
T am kept from knowing others’ sentiments or expressing my own.
Understanding this, anarchists value free expression not only as
aiding rationality, but also on the ground, too often overlooked,
.aat it onens the way to communal relations. .. wareness tends to
grow -mors mutuat -aen peon. : enjoy liberty to taink z d
sneak.*

But while anarchists see . at freedom e.ps attair community,
they also see that freedom, in order to help attain it, must e
iimitea by censur Jor if sensure is to support communit; . 7
opeaing minds 21¢ preventing deceit, it must ¥ terfere scmewhat
w th freedom of zxpression. Thus the anarchists’ serplz g
espousal of both censuve anc freeCom is explained as muca by
their desire for community as by 1eir desire “or individuality.
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Cice it is recognizec. (hat the anarchists’ chief aim is €ol . UNé.
individuality, the previously unsettlea issue, whether anzrciy or
legal government is more liberating, car. e resolved. Zov .ae fac:
that anarchists aim for communal individuality does moie tha:
explain why their good society makes use of censure: it aiso
suggests how to measure, more accurately thar. before, now iuch
this censure curtails freedom. “n a full-fledged anarchist society,
where communal individuality is complete, the censure needed
to prevent misbehavior allows :nore freedom than legal gover:
ment does, because individuality and community ooth reduce the
need for censure that is coercive. Tt will be rememberec hat of
the three ways in whicn ararchist censure controls behavior, only
its sanctions and internalization coerce. INow the censure imposea
in an anarchist society, while working partially through sanctions
and internalizatior, can work for thiz most part throug = .ne ron-
coercive giving of reasons, because the individuality and com
munity that characterize such a society make control by rationai
censure unusually effective.

Al the anarchists deferd some version of tne taesis that a
developed indiviaual 1s more a“1erzdle to reasoned argume*
and more cooperative, than a person whose indivtduality is weak.
Godwin, for whom individuality consists mair 'y i ‘exercising
the powers of. . .uraerstanding’, must . :lieve ¢ at 't oneas us to
the sway oi reaso *° " Yhat is less obvious is his belel t 2.+ du
=iduality fosters cooperation. /. developed 1d 1~ uzi nas ‘a
geaerous consciousness of [Mis] independence’ 'V ¢k, :ar from
isolating aim, leads him ic 1c 2ntify with others® " : later arar
cnists accept “rodwin's pomnt about wmdiviauar iy © ¢ rat:onal,
but do not stress 1t, neing more concerned tc zlaborate .us h: ot
that individuality stimulates cooperatior. ~rouchon, for .~stznce,
dwells on how a person’s concern for others aeepens as . e grows
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more  ¢./dua. .1 € Lty .2 ‘feeligtl it cverilo .. tece |
and thougr iaturate anc immane @  ~U’ Jerscla: .y, seems to
envelop it along witn the personalities of all men’.*® Zropotku .
oniy elaborates on " roucdhon when he descr bes the strong : ~c’
vmual as ‘overflowirg with emotional anc inteilectusi erergy’.

" your self 1s well developed, ‘you will spread your iatelligence,
your love, your energy of action broadcast among others’.** _hus
anarchist individuals, being unusually rational and cooperative,
can be more readily controlled without coercion than persons
whose individuality is weak.

The reciprocal awareness among the members of an anarchy,
as well as their individuality, explains why reasoned argument so
effectively controls their conduct. Where community is lacking,
control must be more coercive because it is then more difficult to
concert action voluntarily. Each person, unaware of others’ senti-
ments or of what they think of him, regards his neighbors with a
distrust that provokes deception and kindles hatred.** But where
awareness is reciprocal, ‘hatred would perish from a failure in its
principal ingredient, the duplicity and impenetrableness of human
actions’.*! Reciprocity of consciousness elicits reciprocity of trust,
which tends to develop into reciprocal benevolence.*? ™ ie confi-
dence and kindliness among members of an anarchist community
encourage the same cooperative relations as their individuality.
Being psychologically in touch with one another, participants iz
anarchy can regulate their conduct less with sanctions or internal-
ization and more with reasons, than persons unconnected by
communal ties.

--aving examined the implications of the an .rchists’ objectives
for the amount anc. type of censure in {neir reg me, we can settle
the issue _eft open in the previous chapter of whether anarchy or
legal government is more liberating. © = conclusioz of that chax-
ter was that anarchy is more “berating, 'f ‘ts censure is ratoral
znough to compensate for the main sources of its greater coercior::
the unpredictability of its sanctions ad the interference of its
internalization with thought. ITow the burden of the ana.ysis
presented in this ctanter is that the communal i+dividual ty
wiich pervades ararcay 4’ minishes the zeed to control hehavior
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markedly freer thar legal government, whose rerrotz officials
coerce more narshly with general, permanent laws.

"“his conclusion might be contested on the grou~d that legzl
government is perfectly compatibls with individuality and com-
munity. Since these are the attributes that make anarchy more
libertarian, a legal government that has them must be just as free.

+f communal individuality under legal government could be as
great as under anarchy, the claim that anarchy is more liberating
might be false. But legal government suffers {rom disabilities
which arrest communal individuality’s growtl. For one thing, it
uses physical sanctions which, so far as they arouse more hostil’ty
and resentment than the psychologica. sanctions use- .y anarchy,
impede the development of communal individuality more.*® The
characterizing traits of legal government compound the difficulty
of developing communal . ndgividuality in its jurisd ~tion. = =
remoteness of its officials anc . 1e permanence anc: generality of its
controls cause it to treat its sub ects as abstract strangers. Cuck.
treatment is the very opposite of the nersonal {rienciy trzatmeit
under which communa. ndividuality best grows.

But it woula be unfair to rest the case for the greater ‘reecor:
-I an anarcay on a comparison oetweer. a fully dzveloped anar-
chist society anc a deficient legal government. If the anarchist is
cliowec. ar dea. set* 3 in which to test the coerciv--ess of

ceno. 3, the.. law rnust | o put to ‘ae tast © ¢ equa .y weil-
“evelomec. ega. society, ‘here strorg inaiv luality, harmoriocs
commuiia. ty ard great ane apility to rzaso: aiso vz 7 [ 1s

Secause commul . laG Wladly IS S coiawiete ' an 1dzal
anarcay that I' ca reiy on rzascnec argume - tc e -are 1
sor. of coercive ler-a.. ''on ala repuke [ .7 cou.. Zo.le
law,  a sim ‘ary .dea. legal soc ety, replace p .ysizal cczrcio
th reason°cl argumert to a senilar 2xtent?

. 1e corirol =rercised b, legal governinen: was 2o ' c. ~a2ly
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note, *>ma et aad geaera. perhaps it could qo this. ts
ramotentss can corte’ ~ y be aporeciably u mu ~hzd by increasicg

: yroporiioa of officials to subjects and by bringir.g both groups
mto close contact 3ut since even officials who are intimate with
Jelr supjects must, in a iegal government, controi '/ith saws,
t ey are simply unable to enter very far into particularizec. face-
to-face discussion with their subjects concerning the merit of
specific acts. Legal government, to the extent that it gives reasons
for obedience, addresses them to the merit of following its fixed,
general rules. It argues that its dissenting subject, even if he
deems a particular legally prescribed act harmful, should do it
nonetheless, because of the value derived from its general per-
formance. Since legal government is prevented by the inescapable
generality and permanence of its controls from taking as much
advantage as anarchy can of the potential offered by communal
:ndividuality for diminishing coercion through the giving of
specific reasons, we must conclude that even when the two arc
compared on equally ideal grounds, anarchist society must be
deemed more free.

“hough the standard interpretation of the anarchists as liber-
tarians is mistaken, it properly calls attention to the importance of
freedom in their model of a good society. ’here this interpretation
goes wrong is in explaining freedom’s importance for the anar-
chists as arising from its status as their chief value. The analysis of

aarchist theory presented in this chapter shows how to make
viewing it as libertarian acceptable. Though anarchists provide
more freedom in their good society than legal government (the
most Dron 1s ag alternativz) nrovides, they do not set out to do so.
‘7 ey provide t, 10t as a pre-eminent good, but as a concomitant
of the communal individuality that is their first concern. So long as
" eedom 1s recogl. .2d as Jeing, for anarchists, a valued by-product
of their searcn ‘or commu:el ind.viduality, there *c no karm in
escr1 .. g them as ! bertarians. For their libertarianism ihen
stands forth in its true light, as a libertarntanism not of diect
itertion, but of oblique effect. - hose who have followed
.Jiliam Zroby i denouncing anarchists as freedom’s secret
snemies have beer misguic :d, but not %ecause freedom ‘s the
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"Tais chapter 2as prov . a general analysis of ho 7 2wa ¢ sic
thi~™ :adividuality and communrity ars reiatec ' 2 have founa
thel. arguments persuasive for t.. > claim ~al n an say
reinforcing merger of tnese values ma: mizes freecom. 2ut o
generai analysis car cstablish concreteiy how commurity a
individuality merge for anarchists, because each anarchist woula
merge them somewhat differently. ‘ence the concreteness of
anarchist theory, which, it will be rememberec, is where it exceeds
Iviarx’s in promise, can only be appreciated through investigating
the particular anarchists’ diverse conceptions of this merger.
Since each anarchist’s concentior is a modulated applicat’o of a
general theory which all share, e zm * g these conceptiors wih
furtaer clarify ae struct. -e of ‘aewr thougat. Learn g ho
anarchists differ  ieir plans for commural | ~diviaua 7 w1
o :2 more accuraie grasp ol (.. z..l.re project.
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The anarchists’ case for freedom would be flimsy if their way of
maximizing individuality and community was only abstract. But
they do more than show why abstract individuality and com-
munity are reinforcing. Each seeks a concrete individuality and
community with mutual relations of a distinct type. Each traces
the character of these relations, rejoicing in those that unite
individuality and community, worrying about those that cause
them to conflict. Finally, to relieve this worry, each anarchist
introduces a mediating agent, a cohesive social attitude, to bind
individuality and community firmly so that conflict between
them is decreased. The elements of anarchy that most affect how
we'l it nurtures freedom are thus the characters of its individuality,
of its community and of the attitude it uses to encourage their
accord.

'“here is disagreement among anarchists about the kind of
:ndividuality and community a well-ordered society creates. for
the early anarchists, above ail Godwin, community involves
mainly rational awareness, and individuality has generic traits.
Tor later anarchists, especially Tiropotkin, communal ies are
more emotionai, and 1maividuality lies less in what a person shares

t] others t «. 15 what makes nim unique. / 10.1g with these
st “ts m the anarchists’ conception of individuaiity and community
go cananges ir: the attitud= *hey use to make individuality and
communiiy coalesce. Zod. in rehcs on sincerity: roudhon and
_akunir. on respect, opot "~ uses mutual berevolence. "hesc
differences among anarchists give “aer visions of a gooc society
distinctive character. Godwin’s anarchy, °vith its gener ¢ inci-
/iduality, rational community and mediat ~g sincerity, is like a
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ywigh “w zaac ey osa .o 10
.10 favor sO. " " 12: w0z va *cular, ~ otwo -~ 7 7 of
vidus . - anc commua T w. vy dac. .o Tts L
respect, a:»a~c °y resembles lifz 2among coiiaborators .~ 3 cus

t e enterprise. “ropotk n’s a. .rchy, w' ch uses muita ..revo
lence to mediate betweer a highly wersoral rciviava .y ar " 2
community marked by strong affective * s, is - e an 23 2ncec.
group of friendly neighoors.

7 1ough characterizing anarchy as conversation, enter e or
neighborhood gives only a rough classification of types, it captures
enough of the diversity within anarchism to make its expository
use worthwhile. Seeing the types of anarcny as like one or zrother
of these social patterns brings out salient differences, while con-
firming that all take the same idzal of communal iad:viduality as
their lodestar.

GODWIN: £N RCE7 AS CONVERSATION

An individual, for Godwin, must e mentally inde 2ndent, . the
sense that he grounds his beliefs and actions o liis own assessme:it
of their merits. _f others determine his acts or opinions for hirm,
he is not an individual, because then his mind and theirs arz
indistinguishable. “Tollowing the train of his disquisitions anc.
zxercising the power of his understanding’ makes a man ar
it cividual by differentiating a2im mentally from other peopie.”
" ke mark of .he Codwinian individual is thus generic reasor
One finds individuality by sharing with others the capacity of =
Auman species for :ndependent thought.

Two misconceptions about Zouw:nia - - aliiy must -z
set aside before its relation to communiiy ca1 .. actur ter-
assessed. .for one thing, Joc /i 3 emphatically -a*oraa’ i 4 -

duality seems io De onposec to emotions. " 1ot o_ .7 -0l “cdwia
exclude emotions from the marks o incv. .ag 'y, he alse s=es
‘hem as a tareat. "o maintain :rdv duality r2qu “2r ~~)rasse
feelings. ..e must resist the des .z to ‘Iindulgz i the g. tficatiors
and cultivate the feelings of ‘mar * ..., resigning ourse. =s ‘wholly
“0 sympatay and :mitation’, we vecome intellectuaily ~penae=t.®
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2 Zooanpos 10st by to 2maolo 1 L5 1ot absoiu - Jitaout “taz
genuine emotions oi . leart’ vz ars ‘tae:n . siadows o ren,
. ¢ .destitute of substance and soul’® _ . emotiosiess Derson,

though logically able to be an individual, . »l: not decome one.
Jeelings “which =ncourage independent thinking are thus valuec
aids o indiviauality. Godwir: wanis to direct emotions, not
expunge them.

There is also some anparent basis in Codwin’s individuality for
seeing it as endangered oy community. The best evidence for this
view is his attack on cooperation ‘for imprisoning. . .the operation
of our own mind’. How can Godwin think community aids indi-
viduals when he calls even the cooperation among actors and
musicians ‘absurd and vicious’ ?* Once one grasps that he attacks
cooperation so far as it weakens individuals, and not as being
bound to weaken them, his view of its effect on individuality is
revealed to be nuanced. Concerts and dramas threaten individuais
pecause they require ‘formal repetition of other men’s ideas’.’
But cooperation encouraging to mental independence deserves
praise. The opposition to community that Godwin’s ndividuality
provokes also leads to giving community qualified support.

The kind of community that Godwin sanctions occurs among
participants in conversation. He admits that conversation, as a
species of cooperation, involves ‘one or the other party always
yielding to have his ideas guided by the other’.® But conversers,
unlike actors or musicians, suffer no interference when they
cooperate with the independence of their minds. .1 fact, conver-
sation serves individuality because the remarks of other parties,
rather than imprisoning one’s thoughts and feelings, help them
grow. * Jonversation accustoms us to hear a variety of sentiments,
obliges us to exercise patierce and attention, and givss frzedom
and elasticity to our disquisitions.”” Not only zoes cozversation
encourage mental ind. sendence: by expos 1g us to ew ideas, it
gives that ~d~pendence wider scope.

"o expiain Jetter how conversation serves inc ./idauals, “ oGwir.
likens it to a mirror. jusi as a mirror 2¢lps me know my paysica’
identity, so conversation helps me know my mental self. ' ™ rough
his reactions to my statements, a.. .2:erlocutor reflecis them, so
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grasp Of my 2 oressec op.. ons clpsme ciic ool
increase the 1dependence of my thoug 2

5y comparing conversation to 2 :n ror, Joc .. . clai..es 28
thesis that 1t <reates indivicuals, but he also <a 5 ™1 * hesis 1mito
doubt. For the figure of a mirror is most ussd by ana.ysts to
account for social emulatior.. ./ ien ousseau explained conflict
and conformity as avising from our cesire to shine in others’ eyes,
he equipped social theory with a nelpful tool, perhaps used most
aptly by C. ™. Cooley, in his discussion of the ‘looking-glass self’.
Cooley sees even more clearly than ‘2ousseau that a man’s socially
reflected image, far from helping him become an independent
thinker, makes him a copy of those with whom he interacts. The
character of social men is so ‘largely caught up from the persons
they are with’ that they aiways ‘share the judgements of the other
mind’.® © ow can Godwin think conversatior. favors indiviauality,
when, as a form of irteraction, it creates a social self ?

It is in answering this questior: that Godwin calls attentior "o
the individualizing aspects of sinczrity, which for him consists i
‘telling every man the truth, regardless of the dictates of .7orlc y
prudence and custom’.’® * e readily admits the harm for mental
independence of conversation that is insincere. Cince an insincere
converser hides his sentiments, he cannot serve others as a mirror
1. which to reflect anc clarify their ideas. __e serves them as a
mirror, to be sure, but one which, iike Tooley’s, is apt to refiect
sociz: expectations and sc aiscourages the development of inde-
pendent thought. To make matters worse, insincerity is contagious.

Then ore coiverser hides 1is sentiments, so do the rest. Zrd
wnen none are zandid, all :zcefit of conversat'on for 1 hiv__lual
15 fost . zserve, deceitfulness a d an artful & .1 sition 0" ourse. es
take from the huma:n Torra its sow ar.a leave us “~e unz ~1. 1 ec
sembia~ce of nat ma:. might have beer, of what he wo. ¢ have
oeen, . cre ot every .mpulse of the m» ¢ * us f.oiteu - 1C
destroyec .’**

Jy tracang ine harm of conversaiion for seli-d v eiopment o
insincerity, rather taan to the <haracter of interactic . Codwir.
avoids concluding witk: sociologists like Cooley that conversatior.
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wsi cron - esell Coloag as my interlocuiosis  aeotiv - To
“/m argues, he ca~not hzlp me be an 1d.v cual or i
my thoughts from someone wvho may mock taem secretly. sut e
speaks sincerzly, - have no need to hide my sentiments from fear.
~ will zxpress trem fully, thereby achieving mental indeper.dence,
because his sincere response to my statements helps me more
than a dishonest response does to evaluate them for myself.**
The sincerity of Godwinian conversation not only helps it
create individuals, it also helps tie these individuals together. Al
couversation is to some degree communal because participants,
having close, egalitarian relations, must be somewhat conscious of
one another’s minds. But where sincerity is lacking, notes Godwin,
obstacles to mutual awareness arise. Insincerity, by fostering deceit
among conversers, makes each eye iihe other ‘as if he expected to
receive from him a secret wound’.*® By arousing uncertainty about
how others view their thoughts, it produces ‘zeal for proselytism
and impatience of contradiction’.’* And by masking character it
breeds permissiveness and calumny. ‘The basest hypocrite passes
through life with applause; and the purest character is loaded
with unmerited aspersions.’*® Sincere conversers, on the other
nand, being free of the suspicion, fear and hatred that insincerity
=xcites, and hence less separated by practices like proselytism or
libel, are better able to unite as a community. Furthermore, they
seek communal contacts, for candor and forthrightness elicit their
attention and make them eager to know one another’s minds.*®
““ow sincerity unites conversers in community is neatly
captured by the figure of a mirror. One mark of a community is
awareness that the other members . .1ow my thoughts. T ily if
“hey reflect my tninking car. ~ have this awareness, for otherwise
lack the evidence on which it must be based. Now si1cerity, by
making individuals t-ansparent, might seem to keep = >m frem
reflecting acything whatever, including other minds. ~*oi how car
a traasparent surface pe a mirror? Sut what sincerity aoes, says
“odwin, ‘s strip off the socia mask ‘which obstructs communica-
tior. so as to expose rational dentity, the only k*- . one ca - ==ly
or. to reflect another self. "t is thus precisely because sincerity
males us transparent on . e surface that it lays bare the inner
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" e mert of Toc v:1’s reliarce ou sincere conversatio
which an partcipants disclose their true dzliefs, to med'ate e
tweer: community and indiv..laality turas on the arswers to three
questions: s sincerity achievable? s 't =ffective as a mediato:?
_z it a valuabie social trait?

The most radical argument for rejecting Godwin’s sinceriy as
unachievable, made familiar by the French moralists, claims that
the self-watching it requires is self-defeating. Godwin’s sincerity
is a consciously willed condition, reached by waiching anc
changing one’s state of mind. Now this sort of deliberate seif-
observation ' nterferes with the cardor it is intended to achieve.
" "he sentiments of one who tries to be sincere are disingenuous
because they are transformed by being watche.. : ato ‘a cerezra.
invention, a kinc of posturing’.*”

"_his objection to sincerity counts heaviiy against those versions
which emphasize ingenuous emotions. But Goa 7 s versior. :s
raore rational. Sincerity for him requires full disclosurs of
opinions and beliefs, so far as they result from rationa. ." :libera
tion; but emotions, being significant above all as deliberative aids,
may sometimes be legitimately concealed.'® Tne very self-watca:

_ which complicates the search for emot onal sincerity thus
helps achieve the more rational Godwi~ian xind. For i > self-
watching harms the spontaneity of feelings, it helps give a
veasoned grounding to beliefs.

Godwi._ carnot so casily 2scapz other argu vents for ca. 1g
¢ 1cerity unreacia..c . .aich €1y e poss .y of canc

ougat. -evnaps the most interesting of therz argu=ats Ho’~ts tc
.o 2ffect of sincer: iy or. shadowy o~ tentative i. eas.  2ac OF

sclosing "deas =whica are uacertal., siacerity u torts tiem =
makirg them seem *oo firm and definitz. “t s se e atng
because it exposes secrei thoughts to too muc 1 lig, ~ *°

"o this objectior -~ odwir. can respona r ‘1€ came * ¢ s as to

> first ore: by Do’ _ng out how I'mitec. "is sincenty is . scopz
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_ ot all our thoughts need e reveale . for us wo share Coo nria .
s1 serity. . hat  rec. res 1s disclosure of catim~nl be fs. C.nce
sincerity for Todw n applies to rational »defiefs, ./nosz ciar.
serm:ts thewr accurate disclosurs, ratner than to tentaiive or
secret thoughts, which when disclosed become distorted, it is
aarrow 2rough i1 scope to be achievable.

/. final ground for calling sincerity unreachabie, more modest
than the foregoing, claims not that it is self-defeating but that,
owing to discrepancies between thought and expression, it cannot
be entirely achieved. No method of communication transmits even
rational beliefs with perfect accuracy, since they are too numerous
for all to be expressed. Furthermore, our gestures, speech and
writing use standardized conventions, which schematize com-
municated thought. Rational beliefs defy exposure, because our
power to express them is too weak.

"hile admitting the force of this objection, Godwin regards it
as innocuous, so far as his reliance on sincerity to mediate be-
tween individuals and their community is concerned. Such
mediation is accomplished best by that sincerity which supports
reciprocal awareness and independent thought the most. Perfect
sincerity, which for Godwin means disclosing all rational beliefs,
is not well suited for such mediating, since individuality and
community are sometimes damaged by too much disclosure of
aven reasoned thought. If I withhold or temper my reasoned
finding that an interlocutor is a fool, I diminish my sincerity but
help reach the end it is meant to serve. ‘Sincerity is only a means.’
“"he man who thinks only how to preserve his sincerity is a
glaringly imperfect character.’® Since Godwin does a0t seek
complete sincerity, he cau easily accept tie argument that it ‘must
be ncomplete.

Tven ¢ sincerity 1s reachable to the e ‘ent U at Sodwr  1owes,
it still svould fail to serve aim as a mediator ua zss it hel s create
communally related indivic -als. © 1ougat w examiners of
cerity have usually d 1ied tiat it can do this. .. stzsche was not
the last to warn against sincerity as intrusive to the self. e sees
self-development as a secret process, involving ‘delicate decisiors’.
4Lu individual is ‘a concealed one, “v:0 instinct -ely uses speech
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wrap oursetves gracefully :n _ : mantle of ou- . alienable . **®

T iese themes ave now standard among ovservers of sinceri ’
=/ho routinely note how masks protect anc snape tnzse “ **

i sincerity harms individuals, it indirectly harms Gody r.ian
community which has individuals for components. But writers on
sincerity also fiad it harms community by directly biocking
mutual awareness. Zndré Gide, for instance, thinks sincerity “ca:
only concern those who havz nothing to say’. Sincere ones, says
Gide, are so absorbed by introspection that they can’t com-
municate.”® Ceorge Simmel sees sincerity as imped’ng mutus.
awareness by making others less attractive. " ortions eve.. of the
persons closest to us must de offered us ir *»e form » " ~C stu ct-
zaiess and unclar:ty, in order for their attractivezess to keep .. tne
same high “evel.”?®

o meet these objections ‘o his reliance on ¢ -cerity as z
mediator, Godwix can appea. again to the rational charactzr of
the individuality and community 2e uses sincerity to help rzach
_t is our ability to develop and share delicate emo ons, transier
perceptions, elusive ‘ntimations that is most threatenec by sta:
frankness. Sincerity is less harmful to the more solid a . per-

anent — pecause rationally grounded — sentiments that Geine
and unite Godwinian individuals. I7evertheless, since-ity migh*

nausibly be charged with harm. g eve:. T'oc ~ s ce miava

.. div daality, were -t not for the co  ersationa. cortext . e,
it occurs. Tae objections ‘o si~cerity just corside - a *akz ac
Lonroconte D e eust g soc . or':r  1th its omague  Jes
soaality, " tere viceew ‘comp e 0 2 1€s8 Wou € L 70u “ter
asunderstanaing, 2ov [ *o iorg. °, lrm. >:d tolera e ‘o
difterences’. I might even .e ‘the greatest . .cat to cv
social | fe’.*" Suc the close, egaiitarian <ornectiors among par

cipants i conversatior. dis el “1e mustrust that mmz es azl .arg

communal individuality tt.oug. frank disclosurz wffct’ - The
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"The final questior. which affects the merit of sincere conversa-
tion, as Godwir uses it, is its value as a social trait. F.‘OI“‘SI‘H_.CC.‘-T'IFY,
though attainabie and an effective mediator between 1n<11ﬂv1duahty
and community, still might cause outweighing harm. %‘16 h.arm
that sincerity can be most plausibly charged with causing is to
privacy. When sincerity is practiced, privacy declines, because
the barriers between myself and others, which keep th'em from
observing me, are breached. To the extent, then, that privacy has
value, sincerity is suspect.

Statements can be found in Godwin which suggest he answers
this objection by denying that privacy has worth. F or.he berates
‘the solitary anchorite’ as parasitical, and his ideal society would
be one whose member ‘had no hopes in concealment [an(%] saw
at every turn that the eye of the world was upon him’.*® But
Godwin does not oppose all forms of privacy, just those based on
indifference or reserve. If I escape observation because others are
uncaring, or because I hide my thoughts, Godwin dOf:s think
privacy lacks value. But if my privacy results from solitude or
discretion, as when I withdraw from Interaction or ‘count on
others not to probe or spy, then for Godwin my privacy has
worth.*

By drawing this distinction, Godwin enables himself to assure
candor, while also protecting private life. /. conversationalists,
the members of his anarchy are open and sincere because they
care about each other and disclose their beliefs. But t}_ley aléo
nave a private life, being discreet ir: conversation and at h.omﬂe ir
solitude. The sincerity of frank disclosure is thus limitec in
Sodwin’s anarchy by barriers of discretion and islands of seclusion
0 save privacy. o

Sodwinian sincerity emerges from this survey of onjections 22
cefensible in the role assigned to it. ! 2ing Iimited in scope l?y its
rationai character, in range of application »y its conversational
context, and in operation by its respect for privacy, it'is an appro-
priate mediator between :he commensurately limited se:f-
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PROUDHON AND BAKUN..
ANARCHY AS A PRODUCTIVE ENTERPRISE

The close agreement between Zroudhon and Bakunin concerining
individuality, community and how to mediate between them
;ustifies considering their plans for anarchy together. Certainiy
their plans have differences, but Bakunin, an avowed disciple of
~“roudhon, agrees with him on basic points of social structure.

E ationality marks developed ‘dividuals as much for roudhon
and Bakunin as for Godwin.®® |, /here they differ from their pre-
decessor in their view of individuality is in finding other signs of
the developed self. Emotional vitality, which merely aids self-
development for Godwin, is one such sign.** Znother is t. -
capacity for productive work, in which “roudhon and sakunin
see such individualizing qualities as ‘bodily strength, manua!
dexterity, mental quickness, intellectual energy, pride in having
overcome difficulties, mastered nature, acquired knowledge,
gained independence’.®

3By identifying three aspects of individuality rather than one, as
Godwin had, Proudhon and Bakunin give their vision of self-
development more richness, but they also make it harder to
achieve. ¥or it is surely harder to be rational, » notional and
productive, tnar. to be rationa’ alone e way they meet tms
froblem is 3y arguing that productive work aids rationality,
Yeing its ina_ or source. " wrough making ... 1gs, we i=st heliofs
ana discover facts. =ace one  .iose ‘ndividuality is roductive
.S more apt to ergage in r=asoneu wnought.®®

" o show that the emot:onal element of individuality can be
achieved together with its oroductive and rational elements,
~roudhon and Bakuair use a diffecent argument. . ather than
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"9 noton~ .y as arsing fromr 0 : 0 . O. €i aspects ol
. ivicuality, they clava that, though its source 1s -ue dendent, it
.1as to develop, for individuality as a . 10le to be complete. "~ 1€
-ninc. is troubled’, writes “roudhon, ¥ any one faculty tries to
usurp power.” ‘The opposition of faculties, their mutual reaction,
is the source of mental equilibrium.”®* Unless emotions have the
sirength to counter the mind’s rational and productive tendencies,
none will reach complete development. The individuality sought
by Proudhon and Bakunin thus differs from the kind that Godwin
seeks, not only in having several elements, but in requiring that
these elements be balanced.

Proudhon and Bakunin reject Godwin’s rational community
for the same reason as they reject his rational individuality. A
sharing of considered beliefs among intimate conversers is too
narrow a form of mutual awareness for these later anarchists who
seek community, like individuality, not only in the realm of intel-
lect, but also in emotional and productive life. To achieve a wider
and more varied consciousness, Proudhon and Bakunin envision
anarchist society as composed of numerous productive enterprises,
equal in power but diverse in kind, distinguished by their differ-
entiated functions, related by negotiated bargains, and unitec oy
reciprocal dependence.®®

A society organized as Proudhon and Bakunin wish would do
something to create the multi-faceted individuality and com-
munity they use it to help reach. Being composed of enterprises
which supply goods and services, it would foster awareness among
its members of their concerns as producers, while developing
their capacities for productive work.*® >. also would support
rational individuality and community, to the extent that the
productive activity it required encouraged the expression of
independent thought. Only the emotional aspect of the . i
viduality and community ~roudhon and Bakurin seek would e
unlikely, in their society, to be nourished much. Some sharea
=motional warmth could be expected from the team-work and
cooperation occurring there, Hut fesiings develop ~sst .1 the
intimate surroundings which -roudno=’s and >.akvin’s large,
functionally differentiated society lacks.
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growtil of the rato-a a1 Jro._.ci . :aspecso: . - S0°2
¢ aunmdy ¢ ¢ Gouwinl had sccured rationa. ©od i ality
and commur’ ; pertly oy making socizty smal: zn¢ rie e, sc
that .:s closely relatec. .aembe s acizved mutual frust. Suc 1 trust,
and .ae -ationaiity it engencers, is harder to establish . . Touc
hon’s or Bakunin’s anarchy because its members, divicec by tazir
roles and ranks in complicated enterprises, anc. separated from
participation in other enterprises by the rivalry that bargairing
evokes, find it difficult to gain one another’s confidence. Nor can
productive consciousness and ability easily flourish iz such enter-
prises, even though they are devoted to productive work. For the
divided labor and managerial supervision they need for their
success make activity in them so routine and servile that it does
not foster productive power or awareness much.

Proudhon and Bakunin try to win support = *heir society for
the rational and productive elements of commu _ty and self
partly by the way they organize education. Both see educatior. as
an immunizer, which protects aspiring producers from the divia-

7 and debilitating effects of work, through the methods of what
‘roudhon calls polytechnical apprenticeship. " 1ese methods
consist first in “having the neophyte producer carry out the entire
series of industrial operations, moving from the simplest to the
most difficult, however specialized’, and second, in ‘aaving him
derive from these operations the principles that apply to each of
them’.*" Laucation thus organized serves individuality by mak.ng
work more comprehensible. Since each producer who receives a
polytechnical education learns the underlying theory of his work
and 10ws from oractical zxperience how his jo - relates to *ie
rest, he sees the noint of doing it, grasps its place 11 ¢ larger waole
and finds that far from sapping his rational ar . productive
oowers, it gi-2s thern aad:: strength. _s ecuciton also
strengthens .ms 1nvolvement i.. productive and ra.ona com-
mun: 'y oy solidifyiag contacts with fellow wo-¥~rs.  oducers
wvho have taker. turns perfor ning others’ work, a «  no share n
understanding of its basic principles, are so close y attuned ir z :t.
tuae ana outiook tnat tney arz ot rauch separated oy functior

Hi



/arieties of anarciiy

or ©oroararchy, 2802 aced labor ar L ranag.
control, ‘social communion [and] auman sohdac. ty arz 2ot va »
woras® oecausz pro..acers are held together .7 the miemory of
2arly struggles [and] the unity of their work’.*®

"he trouble withk pclytecinical eaucation is its temporary
benefits. Tnce completed, it no longer directly helps producers to
relate as reciprocally conscious individuals, o extend its benefits
to workers who have completed this initiation Froudhon and
Bakunin propose to organize an anarchist economy so that pro-
ducers in every industry, no matter how experienced, continue to
work in turn at all the jobs their industry creates. Workers would
also be encouraged to develop their skills and increase their
knowledge by taking jobs in different industries. The only pro-
ducers who would devote themselves to a single kind of work
would be those who, on the basis of long experience, found that
the positions they preferred to fill were fixed.?®

The main difference between Proudhon’s and Bakunin’s way
of developing community and self is in how they would organize
the family. Bakunin seeks diverse and open families; Proudhon
wants them to be uniform and enclosed. To give diversity and
openness to children’s family life Bakunin would weaken the hold
of parents by forbidding the inheritance of wealth and would
bring them under non-parental influence by charging society with
their education.** Domestic openness and diversity would be
provided for adults partly by leaving sexual unions untrammelled,
‘neither violence, nor passion, nor rights previously surrendered’
justifying regulation, and partly by making the care of children
Yy their parents optional.**

""he family Proud ton favors is more enclosec. than 3akunin’s,
being organized as a permanent, monogamous iousehold, i
which inheritaace is allowed. Its dominant figure is the father,
who directs the lives of his children and his wife. T“he mother,
‘fatally subordinate’ io aer nusband, is chargea with child-care
ard housework. Children, as the householc's passive members,
owe ‘familial piety’ and unqualified obedience to botn parerts.*

3akunin’s envisioneu family is less of a remedy than “roud-
hon’s for the iradequacies of their wroductive scheme as =
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fam! ; is unsuite¢ for removing these nadequacies because ‘:
offers nothing more thau do his =conomic a~ . eduzatiorz’ = ars
to overcome them. Encouraging the samne mobility, o’ ersity and.
rivalry in the domestic sphere as it encourages in productive iife,
his family, resembling an industrial enterprise, is no richer in
warmth or trust,

?roudhon’s family is better at providing warmth ana confi-
dence because its members, holding fixed positions in a hierarchy,
are less troubled by the uncertainties that 3aku~ ~’s vareq,
egalitarian domestic life provokes. Zmotional aw .reness I d
reciprocal trust are furthe: strengthened 1 ?roudhon’s family 5y
ties of devotion and love. The fathe: certainly controls his =wife
and children, but to sustain and protect them, whether he profits
thereby or not.** "he mother shows her familial devotior: by
caring for the household and giving emotional support. < e, 10
more than the father, considers the merits or achievements of
needy relatives in deciding how to ve of help This ‘siste~ of
¢ arity’ gives her husband and children more .han they c=serve
—cfeated or condemsed, it is at her Hreast that (they] find conso-
:ahoq and forgiveness.** 't s thus tne ascriptive character of
domestic roles and ihe confidence and devotion it car e expectec
to evoke taat make Troudhon’s family more suita vz the

akan s for developiag ite zmotio.ial and ratio:  aspects of
cc mun’; and self . roducers © both .ueorists’ anar;:ny are
stym e <0 about .. > same =xtent ‘n their searc . ‘or self-de .op.
Tuent anc mwutua. awareness. Dut while  akua a's proc neere 1 L
:_‘\o‘ mire ‘0 turn for their misng diviauality anc cos - ur.ty,
~rouanor’s can turn to their fa  les T vere,  a stab.e, o ng
atmosphere, quite dizvent fr..» the vola.ale compie .y o pro-
Gucdve life, they finc some, at zast, of their neede: ‘rust anc
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"Te cducatio 'ul anc  Custrt ! orgzaiatio  pal Crou )
an- oakur nbac | = - - foriified o, “roudhor’s vz y of orgar.__. ag
famin.s, gives msufficient helo to iadividuals anc commurity, as
both anarchists admit For producers remain at least somewhat
=stranged and stuated by supervisec, diviacd work and sep-
arated by the conflict that bargaining among enterprises excites.
"o rid anarchy for good of these nagging defects, *roudhon
and Sakunin suggest connecting its members with bonds of
respect.

To respect another, for both writers, is to cherish him for what
he, as an individual, is — an emotional, productive creature,
responsible for his acts because able to choose them according
to reasons. Thus conceived, respect has attitudinal and practical
requirements. As an attitude, it enjoins care for the other
person’s sentiments and choices, empathizing with them, accept-
ing them as one’s own. /s a practice, it calls for helping the
other develop his thoughts and feelings, make his decisions and
perform his chosen acts.*®

" .espect so understood provides the mediation between self-
development and mutual awareness that Proudhon and Bakunin
need, for by requiring care anc. nurture for what others think,
feel and make, it supports the rational, emotional and productive
clements in communal individuality. ! “ention of some ways
Zroudhon and Bakunin think respect gives this support will help
clarify how it serves them as a mediator.

Two threats to communal individuality which respect easily
defeats are force and fraud. ’hen I coerce another or tell him
lies, © weaken his identity and his consciousness of others as
having raiional, emotional aad creative capabiuues by man nu-
lating or :gnoring ais power io think, fzel or procuce.*” ! .ce
respect requires <ase for attributes of ndividuality . »at force anc
fraud negaie, these cannot occur among its »ractiliorers. =
only way to affect another that accords m fuli respec: is, after
considering his slans and sentiments from his pownt of vizw, to
offer arguments and evidence which convince him they ars
wrong. Such treatment is unquai fiedly respectful, .zcause, while
vecogmizing the capacitics of tnose i affects to think, feel and
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T ooudho Al Taite 1 can oe c.itic e¢ 01 oposu e
mediate Detwes~ incw aua .y ~MdG ccmmurity watoo eoest, for
though respect is a more effectve mead'alor Ue Coc na ..
sincerity, acd thougi its value as a sociai ~a s ess ~pe *c
doubt, -t is no less difficult ‘0 achizve. Zve _1 . -ouchor’s or
Sakunin's anarchy, producers wou  be oaffled . trying ‘c
respect each other, because respect’s rzquirements often are
ambivalent. To respect another, « must help him perform ais
chosen act. sut what if his act is one which, because it narms
rational, emotional, or crea‘ive capabilities, is disrespectfu:?
" .espect urges me to reaso * with him, hoping to change his minc,
but if my arguments are unavailing, however _ treat him involvss
disrespect. For whether _ help or hincer his attempt to ca:ry ou:
his action, - diminise the capabiuties for whicl:. respect en oirs
support.

To the charge that the sincerity he sougit could ot oe
achieved in full, Codwin had replied that since the individuality
and community betwees which it had to mediate were limiteq,
it could be incomplete. “roudhon anc ‘akunin cannot g - such
a reply to the charge that complete respect iies beyc d reach,
because their more complex individuality and commt ~ity nzea
mediation by a widely disseminatec and fully appliec respect
Since respect is both more eeded and less attainable ir. ™ 'roud-
kor’s or .Jakunir’s anarchy than sincerity is 1 Godw’-’s, “*eirs
‘s harder to establish. But the point at issue here is unaffectea by
this drawback. "~ 1ugh Zrouchor. and Balkunin would have diffi-
culty estab.ishing anarchy w 1 rer~-:t, respect is an approprate
mediator detwee the :adisicuality anc commu iy ..y Sk
"1 anarcay:s more ~2mplcatea ¢ . Zocr sa v er
ack wve, dut .. lis 1%s oru - Is a conesive atiitude t.. . cc v
munally urites de cloped selves. routio0’s aal  aku ' %
ararcay is thus fu idamentaliy likes Toc vin’s, Decauss ~ orga
11g prulciple s 7 e sams,
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ore tian nis prececessors, opot’ ~ <onsciousiy zriends *ae
anarchist tradition, oy scrutinizing and developing its zarlier
forms. Tae part of his revisionary effort is criticisr of respect,
both in its own right anc as a mediator.

Iespect had seemed a worthy attitude to Proudhon and
Bakunin, vecause it fostered mutual consideration without what
“roudhon called ‘solidarité génante’.** Respect puts an upper
limit on the help that one must give. For I may go so far in
helping you to think, choose or act that your dependence on
me impairs your capabilities. Since respect is breached by exces-
sive intervention, I must be careful not to give you too much
help.*

‘hile acknowledging the value of an attitude of respect,
ropotkin finds it too niggardly to serve as a mediating attitude
for anarchy. ‘Something grander, more lovely, more vigorous. . -
must perpetually find a place in life.”® The fear of harming
capabilities which a respectful person feels makes his intervention
too inhibited. Anarchy requires outgoing relationships. It needs
‘large natures, overflowing with tenderness, with intelligence, with
good will, and using their feeling, their intellect, their active force
in the service of the human race without asking anything :n
return’. In short, it needs benevolence.®*

Since Proudhon used benevolence to unite members of the
family, one might suppose that ™ ropotkin, developing the anar-
chist tradition, extends domestic devotion to society at large. This
belief is incorrect, because for Kropotkin and Proudhon benzvo-
.ence is different. . :nevolence for Proudhon is owed oniy to
persons ‘who, as members of a family, are social intimates.
Zropotkin thinks it is owed to anyone iv need, ever corap.ete
strangers.”® Zropotk n’s cenevolence is also more egalitariar a d
mutual. ~hereas deaevolence ‘n  roudhon’s famiiy is owed oy
parents io ciildren, who are not cxpectec to be benevolent _ .
turny, 1t is owed ir. .7 ropotkin’s society by each to all. ITo 1 t of
the ‘charity which bears a character of aspiration from above’ is
found n the benevo.ence  opotkir seeks.”  _s is markza y a
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“ropotkin chooses beaevolence  .her thar rospect as *
mediat ag attituae of anarchy not just dec ase k= finas 1ii
generous, bui because he th 1l's its generos..y better fiic it "o
nurture his kind of se  “here is more to (ropotkin’s in"u «iduality
than reasoning, zmotions and productive force. [t also inclua:s
‘inventive spirit’, ‘the full...expansion of what is original’ ir
man, ‘ar infinite variety of capacities, temperaments a:.d ind:-
vidual energies’.® The search for this sort of creative individuality
is a dangerous adventure, which respectful (or sincere} trcatment
gives me little help to face. But if the treatment I receive from
others is inspired by benevolence, my chance to become a creative
individual grows. I can then rely on others to help me whern in
need, just because I am their fellow and regardless of defeats.
7 nowing they will support me should fail in my quest gives me
courage to seek uniqueness and creaiivity in the face 2ven of great
risk. Guyeau, notes ; “ropotkir, had posed the ult'mate »robier:
of creative originality by his reminder that ‘sometimes to flower is
to die’.*® Anarchist senevolence solves even this grave proolem oy
making the risk of the creative quest acceptable. Z. cruel end inay
await the seeker of individuality, but he is prepared by .Zropot-
kin’s anarchy even for death. ‘2f he must die like the flower tnat
blooms, never mind. The sap rises, if sap there be.”*

Community, iike individuality, has distinctive traits Tor
7 ropotkin, which make achieving it through benevolerice appro-
priate. “roudhon and 3akuvnr: gave anarchist community an
emotional dimension and w = 1ed it io include produzt’ = work
.“ronoikin further erlarges the anarchist concept.or. o com-
m. 'ty by bringing more activities and a new fee .g 1our s
scope

I =ciprocal aarercss among mermroers of Tropa .. . . chy
occurs at every d1asc of life 1 consumi, g as well as -odu ting
2Conomic goocs, M nor--economic activu s suck as ‘st s, =, oy-
ment, amusemets’, anc n ‘tae narrow circtz of home and
frierds’.®" "t is thus more nervasive n his society th: 11 his - -
aecessors’.  :ciprocal awareness for -Zropotl” 1s also 1_zner thar

o
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210C UCtive consciousness w €’ mentic » = Teeurg of col arity
they deem suspect. Since *he awareness that . ow you aaves anc

that you ! 1ow T crperience often arises 1 . “ropo.s'm’s anarchy
from: a sense of “what any being feels when it is made to suffer’,’®
it includes the sympathy for others’ plight that Proudhon and
Sakunin mistrust and that the fragmented production they make
the source of reciprocai smotion does little to promote.

It is easy to see why an attitude of benevolence is a source of
reciprocal solidarity. A benevolent person gives overt sympathy
to anyone he encounters who needs help. Hence each member of
a society in which benevolence is practiced cares for the others,
knows they care for him and knows they know he cares. Benevo-
lence is also an appropriate supporting attitude for the pervasive
community Kropotkin seeks. Unlike sincerity, which is limited iz
application to intimate contexts such as conversation, or respect,
which for Proudhon and 3akunin mainly affects treatment in pro-
ductive life, benevolence, with its bearing on all activities, helps
make all of social life communal.

it is partly because Xropotkin’s community is so rich and
pervasive that his anarchy can be likened to an extended neigh-
borhood. Zelations in small neighborhoods are apt to be benevo-
lent and solidaristic in just the way Kropotkin envisages for
anarchy. . "hat he can therefore be conceived as doing is extend-
ing the neighborly relations which arise in contiguous smaii
groups to the context of society at large. This interpretation of
<ropotkin’s enterprise is confirmed by his view of anarchy’s social
structure. Zor, like his predecessors, he thinks communaal ¢
vi. uality unreachaole 17 based on'y or 2 meaciating attitude, and
tries tc organize society so that it gives communal ind duality
structural support. he sociai arrangement, cailed an agrc-
industriai commune, “hat he relies on for to s purpose zomd’ es
zlemerts of ear er schemes of anarchist orga .zatior with ne
‘eatures designec io overcome their chortcomisge ¢ = ‘hic..
‘make soc.al relations 21ghborly.

The agro-industrial commune provides the same comorzhensive
2Cucation anc. tiae same occup .. 0.2al mobility as Prouc.ion’s and
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ness caw. be markcaly increaseq Crouu ov ~ d o v
judged the:r ecucational aac occupation zrrangemsais 0 . :
nowerful, i insufficient, as a social basis for their commu: &'

idividuality. Kropotkin, striving for a communai *~ - due’ ty
more clusive, because at once more particular and more sohi ur-
istic, cannot rely as much on occupatioral mobiity and sducatio:
for its achievement.

To provide the greater warmth and trust that his aeighborly
communal individuality demands, .ropotkin returns to Codwiz’s
use of intimacy. But whereas Godwin had conceived of intimacy
as occurring within the ‘small and friendly circles’ of a simple
anarchy, Xropotkin extends it to a society that is larger ana 1__ore
complex. The meir way he does this is by requiring that ali
activ. es, but especially production, be car ed out iz small,
internally unspecialized ur ts. . 1 more ' timate re.ations .
such units and tneir less differentiated roles make them superior
as a basis for solidaristic trust to the large, imperson and inter-
nally specialized units of “vhich Z“roudhon’s anc ~akur 1’s anarchy

is composed.

"Jo encourage the individual uniqueness, w27 is *he otier
distinctive aspect of his ideal, “ropotkin puts eve~ riors stress
than his immediate oredecessors ' ad on social diversity 1tis ..
aighest development of voluntary associatio ' in all its aspects,
ail possible degrees, for all imaginanle aims, ever changing, ever
‘modified associations which. . . constantly assume new forms’ " at
=nables the members of “ropot! s anarchy to becomes: agu - *°
Jor among the variec « ... 11 7.opotkin’s good soc.ety, za
finds { 10se that help aim to ¢ :velop 2 unique self.

Zne must deupt that benevoleace, vz [ the content of
orte ded rcighborhood, covid mediate acceptably .. ee >
o~ t.cularistic indivicuais anc the solidaristic commus 7« ~at arz
the crucial zlements of _‘ropotkin's ideal. o 2 s pre-

ecessors’, the goa of ropotkin’s ararchy is discorc 21 Cor flict
botweer: his unique ndividuals and tiaelr embracing community

s morz intense, and less controliable, th » tas cor flict . tweer.
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the . ¢ vdvas a . oco by € e 1 EL3ts comicer . . ow
carn . ‘ropo. ir s socia order, however well contrivzd, “eep his
seckers of ur queness, cver though _:nevolent, from rer ¢"1g
communal ses?  Ow can it prevent these ties from sty nieing the
creaiive quest? 3o boic is -Zropotkin i defining the anarchist
project that he seems seriously to dimin... its prospects for suc-
cess.

The truth of this charge and its bearing on the merit of
“ropotkin’s anarchism are crucial evaluative questions which the
concluding chapter of this book takes up. But whatever the verdict
on Kropotkin’s boldness in discordantly defining his ideal, it has
clear significance for the theoretical unity of anarchism. '"hough
Zropotkin’s ideal is more strife-ridden than his predecessors’ it is
the same ideal of communal individuality. Its elements may
clash more markedly and be harder to achieve together, but they
cannot be achieved apart.

Xropotkin’s way of realizing his aspirations is further evidence
of anarchism’s deep unity. Committed like his predecessors to
self-development and mutual awareness, and believing in the
interdependence of these goals, he too tries to reconcile them wita
a mediating attitude and encourages this attitude with structura:
support. That Kropotkin should try to realize his discordant ideal
in so unpromising a2 way may seem surprising. But it testifies once
again to the unity of anarchist thought. For if even Zropotkin
chooses attitudinal mediation as the path to communal indi-
viduality, then not only this path’s destination, but the path itself
must be one of anarchism’s distinctive traits.
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~tis as critics of established institutions that anarchists reccive the
most acclaim. Zvei. commentators who condemr: their vision of
future society iind in their attack on the present one a certain
appeal. For no matter how misguided the anarchists may be as
visionaries, they point to defects in the existing order v."ich tena
to be overlooked.*

.Jhile the depth and penet ation of the anarchists’ criticism
have long beer. acknowledged, its coherence has remaiaed 1n
coubt. For if liberty is regarded as the goal they are seeking, their
choice of what to criticize is bound to seem confused. ¢ .rarchists
whose chief goal was liberty would subject everything that curtails
it to unlimited attack. et they refrain from utterly condemning
features of the existing system such as authority and punishment,
which interfere with liberty, and sven incorporate versions of
these coercive institutions 1to their model of an ideal regime.
" he thesis which serves as the main theme of t*is study, ascrining
communal individuality to anarchists as their ultimate goal, serves
to aispel the impressior. of incohersnce in their criticism by giving
all of t - r objections to evisting institutions a justified ace. " he
auances and qualifications in thet aitack on the cstabl aec. order,
which otherwise seem aser-ant, are revzaled as =i ¢’ 1ed Dy thels
chief value, once ite true character is recog.nzed. Seerng & anar-
chists as seckers of communa individuality brings out thew
theory’s conzrence not ounly as a plar: for social recoastructior,
pus aiso as = work of criticism.

£lthough zaci: of the airarchists whose tiiought we are ~xamiii-
ing criticizes aspects of the ewisting social systen: that the others
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spa @) lour agree .t Tstitutions vsualy  en for graciec as

tegral merts of mocern society dzserve to be attackec | .ega!
governmer.t 15, of course, the institution they most categorically
concemn. “heir oppositior. to autnority, punishment and sociai
inequality, while more limited, is just as intense. “hey ail also
f1d fault with industrial technology, though here their con-
demnation is remarkably nuanced. t is by analyzing their
objections to these five institutions that the structure of their social
criticism can most easily be revealed, for the anarchists use
similar arguments, similarly qualified, to denounce all objects of
their collective wrath.

LAW, GOVERNMENT AND UNANIMQUS DIRECT
DEMOCRACY

Since the anarchists’ view of legal government was examined in
detail when it was compared with their view of censure no
more is needed here as an account of their objections than a brief
sketch. This section is less concerned to describe these objections
than to clarify how far they extend. V/hat it seeks to establish is
whether anarchists call for the abolition of legal government no
matter what its type, or whether, as some have thought, there is
one type they accept.

It is of course as a hindrance to self-development and mutual
awareness that anarchists condemn legal government. ne
generality and permanence of its controls, the remoteness of its
officials and its use of physical coercion as its method of enforce-
ment combine, say anarc] ists, to engender a distrust, resentme:t
and ‘mpersonality that stifie individuals and break communal
ties. Vet = obert 2aul  olff has argued that anarchists must
accept one type of .egal government as consistent -with their
conception of a good society. This is unanimous dirzct dzmo-
zracy.?

1 & unanimous direct democracy everyoae deliberates aad
votes on legislative proposals, and only those approved by every-
one have force of law. Tne main reasor - olff thinks anarchisis
must support this fiorm of government is because it dispenses with
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ou: an action  hica  : personally approves. e . cem of a.
¢ .~>=s for tne .aws they must obey males saactioning u ~ ™1 A t2
phys.ca. force unnecessary.

Even ii anarchists erdorsea government, provia=: it ¢i
physically coerce, they still woula _eject uzianimous direct demo-
cracy, because such a government, despite what Tolff says,
resorts on occasion to physical force. £ person who turns against
enacted legislatior. is no iess forced to comply with it by a unani-
mous direct democracy than by other governments. © 1e fact that
he once voted for a law he now opposes and that he cax: repeal it
when it comes up for review does not exempt aim from coercior:
for the period, however short, =~ "e it remains ir. =ffect. I'lor arz
persons unable to get their legistative proposals enacted exempt
from coercior, since tney are forcec: Dy their gove~ ment to do
without the 1aws they want.

3ut let us suppose that a unanimous direct democracy can
dispense with physical force. Zver tner 1t can nave no slacz in a
complete anarchy, for it has other features oe.des physical
coercion that anarchists contest.

C e is . e deliberation througl: whica the citizens of a unan:-
mous direct democracy decide what iaws to enact. It may seem
surorising that the anarcnists, who so prize personai aeuperation,
snould oppose the collective deliberations of a unanimous direct
democracy ~hey reach this conciusion by condem-ung the speciai
«mnd of deliberation that occurs u der such 2 governmeat as
:acx ng ir rationality and ience 1 worth,

.t a unanmmous direct aemocracy all citizens - lberatc as
:quals n the legisiat. e assembply. . rchusts argue that the great
si7< of an assembly in whice sveryo @ oarticipater . to forth-
s1ight comnmunication, 1mvites rhetoricar mandering, a . cieves
citizens of mersoni. cesponsio lity ‘or ther decisions ‘. of - a.c
orevent the indeper-2nt scrutiay of zrguments zna evidence or.
wh:ch rational deliberatior. rests. As Godwin comviaiis, ‘L.
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fe;anous ur form Ly of oprmo. 18 oroduce. . vth no mMar
sgoouses irom conviction, but * hich carres 2ll mer alorg wiu 2
resistless tice.”®

1 embership i a ura umous direct democracy could of course
se limitec. so that the rationality of deliberaiior _1 the iegislative
assembly was not impaired by sxcessive size. Jut anarchists con-
tend that deliberation, even in a unanimous direct democracy
that is very small, remains pernicious. The fact that deliberation
among legislators cannot always continue until a consensus is
reached, but must often terminate with a vote, is enough to rob it
of rationality. .7here voting is used to end deliberation, says
Godwin, ‘the orator no longer enquires after permanent convic-
tion, but transitory effect. “Ze seeks rather to take advantage of
our prejudices than to enlighten our judgment. That which might
otherwise have been a scene of patient and beneficent enquiry, is
changed into wrangling, tumult and precipitation.”

Pequiring the vote which enacts legislation to be unanimous
further diminishes deliberative rationality by discouraging dissent.
Godwin points out that where, to use Proudhon’s words, ‘the
assembly deliberates and votes like a single man’, ‘the happy
varieties of sentiment, which so eminently contribute to intel-
lectual acuteness, are lost’.” The deliberating citizens, sensing the
need to legislate, tend much more than in a majoritarian demo-
cracy to vote for whatever proposal seems most apt to win.

Tor must it be forgotten that the point of deliberation in a
unanimous direct democracy is to legislate. ““ence unanimous
direct democracy suffers from the same defects, except perhaps
ohysical coercion, as anarchists find in law. To anarchists, the
equality of participation in a unanimous direct democracy is only
dangerous, for it cannot rid the law wnich the assembly enacts of
permanence, or generality /na it poses a danger of its own. £5
legislators, the assemble. c’tizens must view oroposals dis-
intersstedly, from the impartial standpoint of the social whole.
'“hey must, in Todwin's words, ‘sink the personai cxistence of
ardividuals in the existence of the community [and] make littie
account of the particular mer: of whom the society consists’.® /.n
assembly composed of citizens as anoymous as these is ceriaialy
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10t an individualized o 1ty %o - .
together, dut not so as fo advance Lo ser cvelo . . £ .
easily degenerates into whai 3akurin calls "2 sa~ " o v g
men, . . ~here the =2al wi ls of mdividuals a = an -uilec - t1at
abstraction called the publ ¢ wili’, " 'Le diffusion + any cemo-
cracy, but especially in a unanimous d ~~t one, of a homogeniz:
ing spurt ‘restrains, mutilates and kills the humanity of its suojects
so thai In ceasing to be men they become nothing more tnar.
citizens’.”

There is one main objection to the conclusion to which this
analysis points, that anarchists would abolish lega: government of
2very type. Some ararchists support the use of legal government
where the conditions are lacking for anarchism’s success. “n suck:
situations, they argue, legal government may be a nzcessary saiz-
guard for domestic peace. . loreover, .” it takes the form of 2
decentralized participative democracy, it may even advance the
cause of anarchy through its educational effects. sut the support
of anarchists for legal government = adverse situations does not
impugn the conclusion being defended nere, which states only
that in a mature anarchy legal government has no olace.  nce
zven unanimous direct democracy, which is the onz form of
government that anarchists might conceivably accept, recelves
their harsh strictures as repugnani to their ultimate ideal, taey
must certainly be regardec, despite the provisiona: support they
give to legal government, as denying it any place whatever ir. aw.
anarchist society that is complete.

AUTHO TY

£.narchists are ofte. ‘hought to “10ld “1c .1the goou soclely ¢
one ought to exercise autiority.® Zn this vie v, th~ur 9mpos: 1w0n 6
authority s just as categorical as thew odposition to © .2 state .18
noi only legal authority that receives their conc >mnation. 1ey
would apolish authority of every sort. "“here are statemznis ¢y the
anarchists that mat ¢ th n sounc “ike authority’s varelenting foes,
but the textual evidence is ambiguous enough to justify giviag
their attitude a close look Jo anarchists reject author:ty altogetnar,
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or arz th: Zsoi1: - Istacysupport? | f liey do subport sorrs, or.
what grounc w.oes w.eir sacking rest?

£uthority can pe e.ercised over belief as weli as coaduct, and
In the private realm of groups and families, as well as 1 the
public, social realm of life. Analysis of the anarchists as critics of
authority must focus on their view of its application to public
conduct. Concentrating on this narrow issue brings out what is
distinctive in their attitude toward authority, which is anything
but original so far as it applies to belief or private conduct.®

Authority, as applied to conduct, is a way to secure compliance
with a directive, distinguished by the ground on which the
directive is obeyed. ¥You exercise authority over my conduct if
you issue me a directive, and I follow it because I believe that
something about you, not the directive, makes compliance the
proper course. This something about you that elicits my com-
pliance is something I attribute either to your position or to your
person. I may submit to your authority because I think your
position (say as president) makes you an appropriate issuer of
directives, or because I think you are personally equipped (per-
haps by advanced training) to direct my acts with special compe-
tence.*®

Although anarchists accept personal qualities as sometimes
entitling an issuer of directives to authority over private conduct,
they deny that it ever entitles him to authority over conduct in
the public sphere. " e all lack the competence to do many private
things and may oe entitled in such cases to follow the direction of
experts.’’ But since public conduct lies ‘equally within the
province of every human understanding’, the persoral qualities
of those who carect it give them no right to be obeyed. In acting
publicly, ‘. am a deserter from the requisitions of duty, if = do
not assiduousiy =xert my ‘acult.es, or if _ be found to act contrary
to the conclusions they dictate, from deference to ..1e opinions of
another.”*

" "hough anarchists spurn personal qualities as a warrant for
public authority, this does not mean that they would abolisa
public authority altogether. “or they hold that under anarchy
one still should sometimes obey issuers of directives that apply to
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subiiz I~ out of rzgm for thewr Dotwc~ -0 2l o
sencve this faces several objeciions, whic “aove o L Be L2
beforz ’t car. be effectively sustained

./hat neec. o e <onsiderea firs: ars statem: ts .7 :ne z av
chists which mock claims to public authority conferrec. y pos
tion. ~he clearest such statement 15 Godwir’s, where 1 e asks why
one shou.d obey another "because he happens to e born te
certain privileges; or because a concurrence of circumstances. . .
has procured for sim a share in the legislative or executive govern.
ment of our country? Let him content himself with the obedience
that is the result of force.”*® Though this statement certainly
condemns authority conferred by inherited or governmental posi-
tion, it gives no basis for condemning positional authority alto-
gether. That anarchists endorse authority in a state of anarchy,
where its position can have different attributes, remains possible.

lore troublesome as evidence against calling the anarchists
supporters of positional authority is their repeatec. denunciatiox.
of authority in general. They must of course rule out autiority
conferred by position if they rule out authority of every typ=. Tnis
objection can be best allayed by noting that the anarchists’ use of
the term ‘authority’ is ambiguous. “hey often use t .1 thz way
described above, to designate a way to secure obedience base” on
an obeyer’s belief about the one he obeys. But they also use
‘authority’ in a different sense to mean obedience procured by
the rightful threat or use of physical force. "o say that whe~ ~ 3y
denounce authority they are always using it in the latter sense
might seem reckless, but this contention is wel! supportec. by tie
texts.** Since what anarchists are denouncirg when they attacl
authority is legitimate physical coercion, (lat " ey give pe..C . .
authority a nlace in anarchy remaias nossiole.

““here is one morz ground to do -t that anarcaists 2ml —ce
posiiional authority — 1ts .. compatpiity witt action basec ou
reasonec. argument. Z.ctio*, to be commendab.e for a -archists,
must rest on argumerits and 2videace that the del - .a. g ager:
judges for himself. " "1e conviction of a mar’s " .di .dual uncer-
stancing is the only legitimate principle impos:ng on *u 1 the duty
of adopting any species of conauct.”*® _nough a arch:sts <o not
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systemaiically ask rwow authority aff_ ... the vat onal oasis of

actior, this 2 2ct is =asy to describe.

.. heaever an authority 1ssues a directive to a subject who
concludes from his own assessment of arguments and svidence
that the act the authority prescribes for him is wrong, the authority
prevents him from following his conclusion. For a subject cannot
obey an authority and aiso follow his own conclusion, when the
courses prescribed by the authority and his conclusion conflict,
Since all authority sometimes keeps its subjects from following
their rationally based conclusions about the merit of the action it
prescribes, and since anarchists think the basis of one’s action
should be one’s own rational assessment of its merits, it would
seem that they must exclude positional authority, as much as
personal, from regulating public conduct under anarchy.

The weak point in this argument is its assumption that for
anarchists the value of reasoned argument is always overriding. :f
anarchists believed this, then they would indeed lack any norma-
tive basis in their theory to justify authority. But they do not
believe it. As earlier chapters of this study show, the value of
reasoned argument, while great for anarchists, is less than ulti-
mate. _t is a means to, and a part of, communal individuality,
but 1s not itself supreme. Hence the fact that authority sometimes
prevents action from resting on reasons leaves open the issue
whether it has a place in anarchy. To resolve that issue the rela-
tions among authority, communal individuality and reasoned
argument must be explored.

.n deciding on the scope of reasoned argument, the anarchists
are guided by their commitment to communal individuality.
"“hey support reasoned argument so far as they taink it serves
communal individuality, and they reject it so far as they think it
causes communal individuality narm. The most obvious way
reasoned argument harms communal individuality is by endanges-
ing social peace, as when it proves unablz to ward off physical
conflict. ... have seen alreaay that anarchists acmit the frailty of
reason and in cases of danger encorsc controlling misbehavior
with rebuke. ~ 'hat must now be added is that rebuke in a state
of anarchy is a last resort. /-gainst the insufficiency of reason and

68

a LY

- 7

fote talizalion {0 coratC. sbehaziop autio oyt ot o
firsi a.fense, 1:puke nlays the ole of a baci > .ty 0 ..
inflictea vhen obedience to auihority fails. “ w7 ouc 102 andg
Bakuniz zall on ‘opinior.” and ‘public spint’, not only to cottrol
misbehavior ¢ cctiy, but as means to enforce authority’s decrees.*
“todwin is more specific about how authority forestalls rzbute.

'hen reason fails in a state of anarchy, most participants ‘readily
yield to the expostulations of authority’. But sometimes ar
authority’s title to obedience is challenged. :f the challeagers dis-
obey the authority, then and only ther are they rebuked. *Jneasy
under the unequivocal disapprobation anrd observant eye of public
judgment’, they are ‘inevitably obliged. . .either to reform or to
emigrate.”*’

The anarchists use authority, rather than rebuke, as the first
defense against dangerous misconduct n order to protect com-
munal individuality. Since rebuke, as the most coercive of cer:
sure’s three aspects, can cause communal individuality much
damage, it is important to anarchists that its use be minimizea. _f
it was the first defense against misconduct, it would have to be
invoked whenever reasoned argument or internalization provec
ineffective. But as a back-up to authority, it need be invokea only
o the few occasions when authority fails. ¢ ., for the harm causec
to communal individuality by authority, anarchists argue that if
the authority is positional and properly restrained, this harm 1s
slight.

T quiring authority to be positional ratker tnan -ersona!
diminishes the harm 1t causes communa! individuality by giving
vational deliberation a wider scope. ‘hen . obey a personal
authority,  refrain from evaluating the mer't of the action .
orescribes. el sving that some versonal qual..y, such as gpacial
waowleage or wnsight, gives nim the competence I iach to droct
my conduct, [ Joey him wiinout :nquiring whetr :r what 2 p ds
me :o do is right "his inquiry s azlow=c by posit ona a. 10rity;
for my obz=ciznce to such ar authority doss not de © - o1 1wy
assumn g it e correctness of his prescribed acl. Z0ace | :heve that
- ought to obey him because .ie occupies an eatitirg position,
whatever thz merit of s circctivas, . am free 0 assess them
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oy s0 ong as  follow them | my verdict is acverse 1S
obvious, from this comparison, hat positiona. auihority allows
rational deliberatior more scope than personal authority does.
Znd since rationa: deliberation is an intimate part of the anaschist
:deal of communal individuality, it is also obvious that by requir-
ing authority to be conferred by positior the anarchists give their
ideal significant support.

~Zven though positional authority does less damage to com-
munal individuality than personal authority does, it still does
damage. For even it requires subjects to do what they judge
wrong. o alleviate the threat to their ideal that even positional
authority presents, anarchists place restraints on it, designed so
that it interferes as little with deliberation as is consistent with the
need to maintain domestic peace. The restraints anarchists sug-
gest for doing this specify who may fill positions of authority and
how authority must be exercised.

it 1s usually by holding a specially designated office that one
gains title to positional authority. Anarchists oppose giving
authority to holders of special office. Thus Proudhon would
‘eliminate the last shadow of authority from judges’, and Bakunin
rejects ‘all privileged, licensed, official authority’. ~.ather than
being confined to holders of designated offices, authority in an
anarchy is, in Godwin’s words, ‘exercised by every individual
over the actions of another’. All members of society must have a
;ight to wield authority before its directives can deserve to be
obeyed.*

To defend the legitimacy of authority exercised by all, anar-
chists rzly o the comparison with legal government which they
also use to aefend censure. Tre.ders of authority who hold desig-
natec. positions are like government officials iiz being too few to

10w t. . detaills of tneir sadjects’ situations. . ence they must
ireat them as an uandifferentrated group. Such treatment must
oftzn seem mistaken to the subjecis, who, more familiar with their
situations, are apt to conclude that circumstaices unknown to the
authorities make it wrong to act as they direct ~iut if everybody

-vielders, bemg the same peonle as uts subjects, but in different
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gen ca. e Yo ta fi0 ueny ~ v »
it “owledge, ey cat oo g ot.ar racioe T :
del « ratiors of therr sunjects o closer accord.

~ndes rzquiring that autaor iy - astaie of anarcky oz sharec
by zveryone, azarchists aiso rasis: that 1is directi, 2s . o 2or lrete,
not vouad by or embpodied in generai ruies, ou: fle ole anc
specific.”® "_™Meir argument for concrete authority borrows age
from their comparison between censure aac legal government.
Authority which issues general directives, like government whick
issues general laws, impedes deliberation, even if its wieiders are
very numerous, because generai directives, applying to broad
classes of action, and hence unable to adjust much to soecific
circumstances, are often opposed by subjects for failing to take
these circumstances into account. Ar authority whose directives
are varticular, being more able to consider individual situations,
can petter avoic. contradicting the d-liberations of ts subjec's
about the merit of its orescribec acts.

Two conclusions are unmistakable from the analysis r this
section. _t is clear, for one thing, tnat, contrary to prevalent
opinion and to what may ne their own denials, anarchists give
public authority a place u their good society. “he authority they
favor is extraordinarily limited, to be sure, but it is ¢« . authoiity,
tor it is a way to control behavior based on the subject’s betief
that something about the issuer of a directive gives h:r a rignt
to pe obeyed. T e other noteworthy conclusion emerging from
“his analysis is that the anarchists’ commitment to communai
individuality easily explains both why they denounce most forms
of authority and why 1ey endorse toeir own distinctive oy de
£ware *hat authority obstructs rational dcliberation, they fzar &
as a threat to .l.ar rdeal  Jnwilly g ic rely ow reasonec argur (1.
alone as a pehavioral cortro  they refuse wo - spense wit.
avthority a ogether _t i3 as an atlempt to resolve . : d'lemre
posec. Dy .hese consiaerations ' ai anarchists endors: . lunited
authonty © s sectior nas uescribed



The anarchists as eritics
PUNIS L ENT

one uses no. . lg dut the aparchists’ explicit judgmenis as
evidence of thewr attitude toward punishment, one must conclude
hat they cond mn 1t vnequivocally, for they denounce it with
extraordinaiy force. Codwin, for instance, »roclaims that ‘punish-
:1ent can at 10 time. . .make part of any political system that is
built on the principles of reason’, and roudhon calls for the
‘complete abolition of the supposed right to punish, which is
nothing but the emphatic violation of an individual’s dignity’.*
This section argues for counting anarchists as punishment’s sup-
porters, despite statements like the foregoing in which they sound
like unrelenting foes. Anarchists harshly oppose most forms of
punishment, but they give a place in anarchy to one special kind.
Their attacks on punishment are misread if taken as signs of utter
condemnation.

There are three standard ways of justifying punishment: as
cetribution for the offender, as a means of reform by weakening
his desire to misbehave, or, through the fear evoked by his suffer-
ing, to deter him from repeating, and others from committing,
crimes. Godwin, who may here be taken as spokesman for all
anarchists, opposes each of these justifications of punishment for
warranting too many bad effects. 2etribution is easily disposed
of in this way since it fails to consider effects at all. Punishment is
justified by retributivists because it is deserved, regardless of its
consequences, which thus may cause considerable harm. Argu-
ments for deterrence and reform, being based on consequences,
need more elaborate rebuttal. Godwin weighs the likely effects of
punishing for these reasons and finds that on balance they are bad.

_tis* = physical coercion imposed by punisnment that ~odwin
sees as the source of its worst effects. Being coercive, punishment
arouses izar in those it thieatens. " ey are apt to do as they are
tolc. because they dread he suffering that might result from dis-
ooedience, vat ver taa ' cecause they think what they are tola to
do is right. Obeying for this izason seems disastrous to Zfodwin,
as to all anarchists, for whom the basis of self-development and
communal solidarity lies 1n independent thought. ¢ Cocrcion first
annihilates the understanding of the subject on “which it is
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No matter how severc the dad effzcts of pumshmert may
they cannot by themselves defeat the case for veform anc deter-
rence, which claims that the bad effects are outweighed by the
good. Thus Codwin must show not only that punishment .. costly,
but that its reformative and deterrent benefits are less valuable or
less certain than they seem. The main benefit of reformative
punishment is to weaken the desire to misbehave by evoking
contrition and remorse. Godwin argues that the coercion punish-
ment Imposes prevents it from achieving this result. It ‘cannot
convince, cannot conciliate, but on the contrary alienates the
mind of him against whom it is employed’.** ¥ar from weakening
¢ ainal inclinations, punishment strengthens them, Sy ma.’ 1g
its victims resentful, not contrite. = eformative punishment thus
fails to achieve its intended benefit because those subjec: to it
become more anti-social than they were before. A similar argu-
ment is applied by Godwin to deterrent punishment, which ‘s
intended to reduce misconduct by overpowering criminal impulses
with fear. Deterrent punishment can certainly make its victim
more fearful of committing crime, but since it also arouses ! 1s
hostility, it does not make him iess likely to misbehave. . Tor does
the example of his punishment frightex others into eschewing
crime, The spectacle of his suffering only mak=s them indignar.t,
and more inclined to misbehave.?

By vigorously denouncing retributior, deterrence and reform,
the anarchists certa. ily give thc appearance of being utterly
opposed to wuaishment. . ow can they su dor: i, whe. “hey
oppose the three mair. arguments denloyec on its behalf 7 ™. oy
dc so by relying or. a different argument, ‘wh'ck jus “es  ouks
as purishment to prevent offenders fror. commitiig furt. =
zrimes ** Zven under anarchy there rematis some c anger of m.s
conduct, which autnority sanctioned by repuke drevents ~ -ough
anarchists do not call this rebu : pumshmert, 1t is easy to show
that they should.

Following com:mon usage, anarciists concelve of Jumt 1mzr? as
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= r, 2aa type of suffzrag Torore  _ag, it muc: .e: mposea for
a misdeed "“he Du.ong o0 death of a man ' afectew wita 2
sesillertial « sease’ does not fal: “within the import of the word
sunishr 21 ** because the victim of such treatment has done -0
wrong.”” furthermore, the suffering called punishment must be
imposed by an authority. “hat 1s why anarchists refuse to count
as punishment acts of vengeance or of force applied in self-
defense.”® Though no anarchist gives punishment an explicit
definition, the evidence just presented shows how for them it is
implicitly defined. Anarchists, like most thoughtful writers on
penal matters, define punishment as suffering imposed by an
authority on an offender for his offense.

This definition gives the basis to establish that anarchists must
classify the rebuke which occurs in their good society as punish-
ment. Authorities in a state of anarchy are certainly the only
persons who impose rebuke; for since, as the previous section
indicated, no one in an anarchy lacks authority, any member
who imposes rebuke must have it. It is equally obvious that under
anarchy rebuke falls only on offenders for their offenses, because
an anarchist authority may only rebuke a disobedient subject for
a wrong he has done. Since the rebuke anarchists favor has the
characteristics they quite sensibly identify as punishment’s defin-
ing traits, calling it punishment seems a judgment they are forced
to make.

“hey give two main arguments for refusing to make this judg-
ment. Codwin refuses to make it by claiming that because rebuke
controls without resort to ‘whips and chains’, it lacks the defining
characteristic of punishment which consists in causing suffering.?’
"-he fiaw in this argument is 1.5 assumption that the only kind of
suffering 1s physical. Since the suffering rebuke causes, though
purely mental, still is suffering, ine anarc - sts, by justifying 1t, are
justifying Hunishment.

.roudhon argues for denying that rebuke is pumshment y
claiming that under anarchy an obdurate offencer, the onty type
who deserves rebuke, is not a auman, but an animal: e aas
faller to the level of a brute with 2 human face.’*® 7o punishmert
befalls such an offenc.~r 0 matter how severe his rebuke, because
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stop committing crimes, ut roudhon believes that tae obdurate
criminal acts voluntarily. " his ‘izrocious soul” has ‘slaced h:mself
outside the law’ and car: obey it if he tries.” dis animality anses
not from irresponsibility but from viciousness. By tracing his
animality to this source, Proudhon removes the ground for deny-
ing he is punished when rebuked. ‘or while it is impossible to
pumsh offenders whose involuntary behavior makes them animals,
there is no logical bar o punishing offenders whose animality
comes from being vicious. The suffering rebuke causes such
offenders, being imposed on them by an authority for thei:
voluntarily committed crimes, must be accounted punishment by
anarchists.

.. becomes easy to understand how anarchists just Jy punish-
ment once one sees that they are backing it when they acdvocate
rebuke. The punishment anarchists favor is distinguished from ait
others by both its method and its aim; and it is on proof that
what distinguishes it from other sorts makes it superior that their
justification rests. Znarchist punishment is distinctive in methoa
because it works entirely through rebuke and not at all through
physical force. This gives it the advantages, describec. in prior
chapters, that anarchists {find in rebuke, of which the most cruciai
in the present context are its comparative mildness and its lesser
cendency to illicit resentment. .. narchist punishment is distinctive
n aim becausc it is ‘mposed for none of the three stanaara
reasons, but only to prevent offenders from v zpeating (__o1r _. mes.

nnosing it for this purnose avoids much cruelty justifiec oy the
staudard aims  'ztributior. calls for purishment, eve~  i¢ -l de
harm. eterrence requires savagery, if it w. r.ghten .. victim
or other nossiole off ziaers into refrai 1g fiora <rime " :terrence
and rzform both warrant causing the 1 1mocent to suffe. = 1er as
an example or as laerapy. “he f cedom of preve on froin : 1ese
shortcomings makes it markedly less offensive as i~ 'm of
sunishment.
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+ anarchists resort to punishment of 2 limited kind, despite
Serous MisgivLlgs, 1 aa aitempt o rasolve a dilemma much like
the one that leads them io endorse a limited authority., Jawilling
to rely on authority as a last resort to prevent misconduct, even
under anarchy, where criminal inclinations would, in Godwin’s
words, ‘be almost unknown’, they insist on giving authority a
penal sanction.*® ‘earful of the threat posed by this sanction to
the integrity of their ideal, they hem it in with limitations designed
to make its interference with communal individuality minimal.
Thus punishment, like authority, far from being at odds with
anarchy, is one of its integral parts.

SOCIAL INEQUALITY

AR

~hough anarchists are sometimes called radical egalitarians,
against all differences of treatment, this view of them is even less
persuasive than the view that they utterly reject authority and
punishment.* /narchist responses to the scourge of inequality are
various, ranging from Godwin’s plea for little more than equai
opportunity to - “ropotkin’s scheme to redistribute advantages
according to basic need. But since even Kropotkin’s egalitarianism
allows differences in benefits, it, no less than the others, is less than
radical. This section makes sense of anarchist views on inequality
of wealth and prestige by showing how their similarities and
differences derive from a shared ideal. The anarchists’ commit-
ment to communal individuality confines their attacks on in-
equality to a limited range; differences in this commitment,
along with special circumstances, explain why, within this range,
each of their attacks has a separate place.

Couwin’s objections to social anc economic inequality are so
cmphatic, that if one considersd nothing else, one might think his
egalitarianism radical. -1e regards the evils of lega! government
as ‘imoecil and impotent’ compared to the zvi's of unequally
distr:buted prestige and -wvealth.*® The latter not only obstruct
communal individuality, but are a main cause of ‘egal govern.-
ment. ‘or they so disrupt men’s character and mutual relations
that legal government must be imposed as a cohesive force. Social
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ncqual =0 for Coa st thus stands Go wly conde . "G IO
Smpal Lg communar ndividuahty by imaking o .o .2ssay (o
endure a state and for impairing commuiz. 1 waliy 1its

own rigiat. _t 1s by examining ts account of the latter, - _rect
impairment, that the main lines of his attack on inecuez .ty ars
easiest to grasp.

-edictably, he finds the narm done to character dy econoin:ic
inequality to lie in discouragement of rational independence. ~ e
poor, in an economically stratified society, even if they live com-
fortably, are burdened by a servility and by a compulsion to work,
both of which ‘benumb their understandings’.*® * he rich fare no
better. Their rational capacities are sapped either by ‘vanity and
ostentation’, by ‘dissipation and indolence’ or by ‘restless ambi
tion’.** Unequal prestige compounds the damage caused by
unequal wealth. £ society with ranks engenders defererce aad
arrogance against which reason’s counsel is unable to compete.*

Godwin also shows how iaequality shatters the conversa:ional
relations which are for him the substance of community. ‘7 ¢
spirit of oppression, the spirit of servility, and the spirit of fraud’,
which are ‘the immediate growth’ of economic differences, are
ample to disrupt men’s unity as equals who honestly share their
considered thoughts. The members of a society with economic
differences too often harm their neighbors in order to get more
wealth.*® /s for differences of rank, these, by making esteera
depend on the prestige of one’s position, create the same disruptive
struggle in social interaction as differences of wealth creatz
economic life.

Resides opposing economic inequaiity for narming commural
mdividuality, Godwin also condemns it as unjust. "o allosv
differences of income or wealth, zven without noverty sto gra .
‘a natent for taking away from others the means of a happy and
respectable 21 istence’. t involves saying to the advantagec , ‘you
shal; 1ave the essence of a hundred times more fooc 1an you
can =at and a hundrea iimzs more cloinhes taan you can wea:’ *
. ere we see a theme in “"odwin that his successors stress more:
benefits must be allocated ir proportion to need.

7ot though “odwin cenounces inequality witi remarkable
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vigor, ~e draws dack from urging an equa - st1 yuiior of prestige
and wea'.n © he treatmeni to wl - - 1en are ertitled is o he
measured by their merits.” ““he tning really to be desired s the
removing as much as possible of arbitrary distinctions, and leaving
to talents and virtue the field of exertion unrimpaired.’® 7ar from
packing radica! equality, T'odwin here urges that benefits be
distributed unequaily, according to desert. --lerarchy, he implies,
Is perfectly acceptable, so long as its advantages are earned. ~he
only equality he here seems to support is the equal opportunity to
excel.

The disparity between Godwin’s attack on unequal treatment
and his support for inequality proportionate to desert is explained
by his beliefs about private property and distributive justice. Fe
sees each of these as requiring an abatement of the radical egali-
tarianism that his attack on inequality would otherwise suggest.

Godwin believes that the rational individuality which equality
helps produce is also much encouraged by private ownership.
Rational individuals need a wide area of action in which to carry
out their own decisions. The area of their discretionary action can
be extended, and its boundaries secured, by making them
property owners, conceived as allowed to use their holdings as
they alone decide.* There is nothing in Godwin’s commitment
to private ownership that requires him to reject complete eco-
nomic cquality. Zqual wealth can coexist with private property,
if each individual has the same amount. But Godwin believes
that wealth is in fact always unequally distributed where private
property is held.*” Tt is this empirical belief that prevents him
from pursuing the =galitarian possibility that private ownership
allows.

s conception of distributive justice also prevents him from
pursuing it. Sodwin’s conception of distributive justice is a mixed
one, which recognizes the claims of both productive contribution
and basic reed. The claim of need, we notec earlier. favors
(though it does not mandate) radica. egalitarianism by forbidc’ ng
treatment that unequally meets the needs of life. sources n a
socicty governed by the claim of neec are distributec unequally
to ve sure, but since the basic needs of individuals are similar,
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more than thes- basic needs %o, a society whici. rewards co s
bution rot oniy allocates r2sources less equally the = a soci:ty
which rewards need, it also allocates persona’ o efits less
equally. “hus Godwin’s acceptance of productivz contrib-  on as
a legitimate claim of justice helps — along witn his se. efs about
the effects on rational individuality of private ownership — to
explain why his opposition to inequality is iess radical thar his
denunciations make it seem.

The ambivalence of Godwin about the merit of equality is
expressed in his view of its place in anarchy. . e provides the
equality that he thinks communal individuality and the claim of
need demand by establishing & floor of basic goods. Zach member
of his anarchy, regardless of desert, receives a sufficient and equa.
supply of life’s necessities.*” The -equality that he t  «<s piivate
ownership and the claim of contribution require is providec zy
the unequal distribution of luxuries and prestige. ~ 1ice the claim
of need is satisfied, the members of his anarchy receive economic
benefits proportionate to ‘the produce of [their] own i dustry’,
while esteem is meted out to them for ‘the acquisition of talent, or
“he practice of virtue, or the cultivation of some species of 1.
genuity, or the display of some generous and expansive serti-
ment’.*

Sodwm’s successors a ¢ torn by the same conflicting considera.
tions :r their criticism of inequality. 3ut, committed to more
solidaristic conceptions of communs individuality, owr ershi .
and aistaoutive justice, and having cesigned more egalitas
institutions; they come closer io supporting ra...~-1 equality.

" he objections ic unecual wealth aac prestige as sars to com-
munal mawidaa 1y, w ch Godw'™ was the first anarchist tc
raise, ¢ 7e 2 eated oy all three of nis succassors, /1 212 laey o Tz
from h'mis  gradually ndd.ng anarchism of its a1 + :gal *a..az,
meritocraiic clements. “rouchon rstains some cons'-  able corn-
mitment to orivate ownership anc the claim of coniribution, bu:
these commitments are efaced in 3aku i.s wo = and gore
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almose cadr:ly from  opote' + " Rug, wwhorsas _akunn, qad
stdl sacked Hrivaie ownersh: > of goods used for corsumiption,
though not production, and aad proposed as the princinle of
cconomic distribution payment according to the number of hours
worked, “Zropotkir would have hoth consumption and production
goods owned by the public and wants income to be distributed
almost purely according to the claim of need.

/s one argument for rejecting the claim of contribution and
accepting that of need Kropotkin cites the technical difficulty of
measuring how much any specific individual contributes to the
value of economic goods. He takes the example of a coal mine
and asks who among those involved in its operation adds most to
the value of the coal. The miner, the engineer, the owner and
many others, including those who built the railroads and machines
that serve the mine, all contribute something to its final product,
but it is impossible to say how much. ‘One thing remains, to put
the needs above the works.’**

Te uses a similar technical argument to undermine the claim
to private ownership. The distinction between instruments of
production and articles of consumption is impossible to draw.
“or the worker, a room, properly heated and lighted, is as much
an instrument of production as the tool or the machine.’  is food
“is just as much a part of production as the fuel burnt by the
steam engine’. " is clothes ‘are as necessary to him as the hammer
and the anvil’** “Tence property arrangements which make
ownership of the means of production public, while leaving
articles of consumption in private hands, cannot be established.
3oth kinds of property must be either publicly or privately owned.
“aced with these alternatives, ~“iopotkin has no doubt which
anarchists will select. Exclusively private ownership is too civisive;
aence completely public ownershiy must be th  choice.

Jehind his technical objections to private ownership and to
naying producers according to their contribution lies llfopotki:’s
more fundamental argument that these practices harm com-
munal iadividuality. Zven if particular contributions could e
measured, even if private ownership of consumption but not
production goods cou.q be arranged, 'opotkin would stili rejact
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ment for contr:oution and p* aiz owviership - ucourage S0
acquisition, the ‘irs: by rawa.a.ng it, the seconc by assu ng ..
acquier exclus.ve use of whatevsr e obta . T 1ese practices
also =ncourage = ook-keeping mentality, according to wl 1ca o2
gives . order ¢o get. Cociety becomes ‘a commercial company
based on debit and credit’,*® Acquirers who insist on equivalent
exchange are unlikely to develop into benevolent, emotionally
sensitive individuals, united by empathetic ties. Only by ‘pro-
ducing and consuming without counting each iadividual’s contri-
bution’ and by ‘proclaiming the right of all to wealth — whatever
share they may have taken in producing it’, can the communal
individuality .Zropotkin seeks be reached.*”

Thy do his predecessors, most notably Zodwin, disagree”?
r._ainly because their conceptions of :ndividuality and community
are different. "heir conceptions of individuality, being moxe
rationalistic than “ropotkin’s, are more congenial to the separate-
ness engendered by private property and by contribution as the
crizerion for pay. An independent th™ ker needs more protection
[ om others than does a singular, emotionally developed self, for
w 10m others’ acts are more apt to be ercouragements than incur-
sions. The concept of community shared by Zropotkir’s pre-
decessors, being less solidaristic than his, helps further to explain
why they disagree with him on the merit of the contribution
standard ana pi'vate property. The earlier anarchists are
suspicious of solidarity as a danger to self-developmeni Tor
_ ~opotkin, however, solidarity is one of the self’s parts. _ence
the sympathetic ties that so frighten his predecessors, a . rhich
they use the contributior. staindard anc orivate propesty tc com-
Dat, are for him essential to commut. ty. "Jier s1.ag sol darity .1 this
light, ' “ropoikin car not only do -vithout the contr.butioii
standarc and private property but must consider them abnorrent.

ssides hav: ag 2 »asis 1 theory for his more rad:cal egalitariaz-
ism, - "ropotki* aiso has one i1 projected praciice . - plan for
anarchy - *he agro-inaustrial commune — differs from earlier
plans by building all tae activities that normally occur » a large,
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inqustrias society into aumerous, ¢ sewse, bul smaila o n ccally
u. eclal ..d anits .n a so o 7 so orgen ec, venefts car oo
inore equally distributed than i ore composec. of the more 1atar-
nally specialized, -arger and more umform uriis srvisaged =/
. woudhon or 3akunin,

Yet, though “ropotiin’s criticism of inequality is more sweep-
ing than that of other anarchists, not even his is radicaliy egali-
tarian. ~ adical egalitarianism, it will be recalled, is the thesis that
everyone should be treated alike. There are at least two reasons
why Kropotkin must reject it. His commitment to need as the
criterion of distribution, while favoring movement toward radical
egalitarianism, prevents him from accepting it completely, be-
cause needs cannot be satisfied without treating people differently.
To satisfy the need for health, for instance, one must give more
medical attention to the sick than to the well. The other reason
why Xropotkin must reject radical egalitarianism stems from his
conception of communal individuality. His conception, even
more than that of the other anarchists, emphasizes a particularity
which cannot possibly be achieved by treating everyone alike.
“ather, it calls for individualized treatment, aimed at bringing
out what in each person is singular.

Since even Kropotkin is kept by the fundamental principle of
anarchism from radically condemning inequality, there must be
a more accurate way to characterize his opposition. Calling
““ropotkin, or any anarchist, a radical egalitarian is profoundly
misleading, because it obscures a distinction in anarchist tueory
that is of great importance. Treating everyone alike ends two
kinds of inequality which anarchists appraise differently. |t not
only eliminates the inequalities of rank, which all of them deplors,
but wipes out the diversity that they r=garc. as indispensable.
~ at gives anarchist criticism of social inequality its special
Interest is that it focuses on hierarchy, aot differsnce.*® Zacr
anarchist attempts, within I'mits set by his preconceptions, tc
aiminish inequalities of rank while increasing those of .nc. The
nazards of this project erplair. why anarchist criticism of in-
equality is somewhat tentative. Since a richly differentiated
society cannot be entirely free of ranks, it is 10 wonder that
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““zchrology, for tae aasrcaists, consists of tixz orga~ ~ation ar.c
machinery that transformec the productive process ia their time.
As mocern industry deveioped, they gresw more aware of how t
undermined the social and psychological prerequisites for corn
munal individuality. But even Godwin, who wrote when the
industrial revolution was just starting, saw the maiz ways it
threatens the advent of anarchy.

Fe, no less than his successors, believed that the division of
labor, which was adopted by modern industry at an early stage,
disrupts the intimate, fluid relations on which communal ind
viduality so largely rests. Tze was also alarmec oy mechansization,
which, following on the heels of divided labor, separated skillec.
from unskilled workers, made unskilled labor even mors routire,
and put further barriers between ever more fragmented kinds o1
skillec . rork. Industrial technology is also feared by anarchists as
a cause of social hierarchy. Besides dividing © ‘oducers by “aeir
occupations, it widens disparities of prestige and wealth 'roud-
aon’s image of industrial society, which well captures its in
zquality, is accepted by all anarchists. Such a society is like ‘a
column of soldiers, who begin marching at the same time, to ths
rzgular beat of a drum, but who gradually lose the equal spacing
between their ranks. They all advance, but the distance between

a2 head annd the foot of taeir column continuously grows; and :*
's a necessary effect of this movement taat there are laggards ar
strays.’*?

3ut what most concern znarchists aoout technology arz iis
Dsychological =ffects. _ >th the occupational fragmentation =i

“he irequality “hat industrial technology oromotes ars nlamec by
anarchists for causiag inisincerity, disrzspect a 1d malevoler ce, -
exact opposites to an .rchy’s ‘mediaiing attituces. " .1 o Wausting
monotony of so much incustria iabor s also fearsd by zrarchists
as psychologically aangerous. Arm:es of unsk lea sor 213, Wi o
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the later anarchists also dread its politica coffects “rouchen’s
apprehensior. was that the managerial authorities the new teci-
nology was creating would use their expertise to dominate their
subordinates in the workplace. Bakunin anticipated something
more ominous: that as technology became more complicated aad
more difficult to understand, and as each industry grew more
dependent for its efficiency on its relations with the rest, technical
managers would gain such political ascendency that everyone
would fall under their control. What threatened was nothing less
than ‘the reign of scientific intelligence, which is the most aristo-
cratic, despotic, arrogant and contemptuous of all regimes. A new
class, a new hierarchy of real and fraudulent experts will arise:
and the world will be divided into a minority, dominating in the
name of science, and a vast majority, reduced to ignorance.’®

Cne might expect that since industrial technology so frightens
anarchists, they would condemn it absolutely and in their good
society would give it the smallest possible place. But they are far
from being Luddites. Rather than campaigning to destroy tech-
nology, they seek to harness it, so that as it develops, it gives to
communal individuality increasing support. Their verdict on
technology as compared to the other institutions they qualifiedly
ccademn is thus more positive. ~ 7hereas they resign themselves to
some authority, punishment and hierarchy as necessary eviis,
they welcome industrial technology as an unruly but promising
servant. 't is only untrammelled technology that they deem
virulent; appropriately controlled technology is for ".em a growv-
ing source of hope.

ach anarchist has a somewhat different plar. for exploiting
technology. “"he most instructive 1s _"ropotkin’s, because it uses
nis predecessors’ main deviccs as well as new ones of his owr
Gesign to harness the more coriplex technology of the late nine-
teenth century.

s starting point is Godwin’s proposa; io divide productiorn
Letween a subsistence sector, to which averyone devotes the same
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without causing wndividuality or community harir ~ ™ cannot

He harmed by wouk in the (wury sector, because 1t 5 satisfying
and voluntary. 1lor car taey be harmed by work : the su.-
sistence sector, which Codw:  thought swould take only a .
hour to complete ana which all would share equally, “ropotk .
huttresses these claims of Godwin’s by saying more about how the
divided economy they both favor should be arranged.

—uxuries, for “fropotkiil, are not only produced voluntarily,
they are also for the most part produced by their consumers. £.
person wanting a luxury is not to be supplied with it by someone
zlse, but is to join with others who desire it so that together they
can produce it for themselves. " his cooperative method of pro-
ducing luxuries is seen by "ropotkin as fostering incividuality by
enabling each producer to acquire diverse tastes and skills, and as
iostering community by enabling those who share these tasies and
skills to cultivate them in concert.®?

Since : “ropotkin, with much actual experience of .adustric.
production behinc him, believes tiat subsistence work must taxe
about five hours per day, rather than the half hour Godw . haa
expected, he cannot depend as much on its ‘nsignificance to
prevent it from harming communal individuality. To overcome
the :hreat to the anarchist ideal that five hours of daily routine
labor pose, hie relies partiy on :ne comprehensive education ar-
occupational mobility introduced into the anarchist tradition py
Zroudhor. ¢ repeats roudhoir’s reasons why tinsse practices
alleviate ot only the psycnologicai a id sociar aammage ~wusea Dy

idust. 2. “echnology. out aiso 1ts politicai damage. . anageria!
tes] o*zlars . 20 ararchist 2conomy, awarz, becrvo-= of cc -
hensive sducatio 1, taat everyornz can ( o their job, anc secause . .
occ. pationai mobi .y, tnat thew joo s temporary, h: v : aeithe:
t1e avility nor *1e desire to use their Dositiors zs means o “2cano-
logical dom ratio

3esides < g bis predecessors’ arguments for comprehersive
2cucation and varied work, Zropoly n acas a ew ore, drawr
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from nis assessment of produc ~ 1 = <545 ta gy - evzlops,
he says, the =ficiency of moncioncus, speciali : labor decines.
"Dlumanity perceives that there Is no advantage ior the -om-
munity in riveting a human being for all his life to a given snot,
i 2 workshop or mine; 110 gain in depriving him of suci work as
would bring him into free intercourse with nature, make of aim
a conscious part of the grand whole, a partner in the highest
enjoyments of science and art, of free work and creation.’®®
Zducating producers comprehensively and giving them varied
work have always served efficiency by encouraging technical
innovation. Not even learned scientists can innovate more fruit-
fully than knowledgeable workers. Until recently, Xropotkin
admits, the advantage for innovation of a broad education and
unspecialized work was outweighed by the efficiency of special-
ized training and divided, routine work. But technical trends have
finally tipped the balance in favor of more integrated production
Zlectric power, hand-held machine tools and mechanical farm
implements are the most telling of the innovations he cites as
enabling an advanced industrial economy to operate efficiently,
though run by comprehensively educated producers, doing varied,
unspecialized work.*

¥ropotkin does more than show the growing practicality of the
anarchist plan for harnessing technology: he adds provisions to
make technology a still better servant. Tne is the organizatior. of
industry into small productive units, for the more intimate rela-
tions in small workplaces and the less specialized nature of their
jobs make them superior as supports for self-development and
mutual awareness to impersonal, monotonous production in large
factories. /.nother new provision of ropotkin’s plan is the uniting
of industry with agriculture. 5. nging farm anc factory together,
so that producers can spend time in each, gives them a more
varied choice of jobs than they would 21joy without mobiiity of
occupations between the industria and agricultural sectors.”® ~ he
last of "“ropotkin’s new provisions is sconomic self-sufficiency.
"’he members of his anarchy themselvss produce the goods tha:
they consume. 'z devotes great ingenuity to showing how con-
temporary technical deveiopmerts make sel’-sufficiency easy to
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~t is tempt 1g to corciude frora * = foregcing analysis ~at
ararchists rely so much on technology as to warra .. _-cluc -g
them among its veneratoys, This conclusion overlooks e cualifi
cations in their support. Nineteenth-century venerators of tech-
nology, whether _ arxists or free-enterprisers, trusted in its
untrammelled growth.’® Anarchists, in contrast, counted on tech-
aology only if it was controlled stringently. 3y repudiating most
organizational aspects of industrial technology, while exploiting
its mechanical aspects, anarchists offered a vision of its future
that in the nineteenth century ‘was already engaging. In light of
the disappointment with free technical development . iat s so
widely felt today, the anarchist course between .uddite contempt
anc scientistic celebratior has even more appeal. For how, except
5y limiting technology, while also working for its selective growta,
can communal individuality ir an industrial society possioly be
‘nereased ?

THE CC I_.. ENCE OF ANAERCHIST CRITICISM

This caanter nas coafirmed the longstanding appreciation of the
anarchists as unusually severe critics of moderr. society. ~heir
utter condemnation of government and law is endorsed by no one
e se. | [or have .oeorists gone further than the anarchists in subject-

g avthority, punishment and inequality to attac  © i something

-e emerges from: the an-lysis 11 this chapter besides reaffirmatior:
of a ve. known truth. Ly tracing the anarchists’ social criticism
0 iis source 1 their commitment to communal @ ¢ i aity,
this analysis T as out to rest the coukts about its cohe 1ce  1ich
are rompted by its failure to concomn categorically ¢ restric “ve
mstitutio = 7 be qualifications ir favo: of autkor _y, pu shmen:
aad nequaiity *vhich anarchists introduce into theiw socia. criti-
aism stand forth not as symptoms of confusion, but as faitaiu
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from his assessment of produci 21 ~ ¢~ /s tscr .ology .2velops,
re says, the eflicicacy of ‘nonotonous, sper = ..ed labor decl les.
" Aumanity perceives ihat there 1s no advantage for the com-
munity in riveting a human being for all his life to a given spot,
Ir a workshop or mine; no gain in depriving him of suci work as
would bring him into free intercourse with nature, make of him
a conscious part of the grand whole, a partner in the highest
enjoyments of science and art, of free work and creation.’s®
-iducating producers comprehensively and giving them varied
work have always served efficiency by encouraging technical
innovation. Not even learned scientists can innovate more fruit-
fully than knowledgeable workers. Until recently, Kropotkin
admits, the advantage for innovation of a broad education and
unspecialized work was outweighed by the efficiency of special-
1zed training and divided, routine work. But technical trends have
finally tipped the balance in favor of more integrated production.
Electric power, hand-held machine tools and mechanical farm
implements are the most telling of the innovations he cites as
enabling an advanced industrial economy to operate efficiently,
though run by comprehensively educated producers, doing varied,
unspecialized work.*

“ropotkin does more than show the growing practicality of the
anarchist plan for harnessing technology: he adds provisions to
make technology a still better servant. One is the organization of
industry into small productive units, for the more intimate rela-
tions in small workplaces and the less specialized nature of their
jobs make them superior as supports for self-development and
mutual awareness to impersonal, monotonous production in large
factories. ¢ snother new provision of “ropotkin’s plan is the uniting
of industry with agriculture. Bringing farm and factory together,
so that producers can spend time in each, gives them a mors
varied choice of jobs than they would erjoy without mobility of
occupations between the industria aad agriculturai sectos.?® "he
last of ropotkin’s new provisions is economic self-sufficiercy.
"The members of his anarchy themselves roduce tae goods that
they consume. e devotes great ‘ngenuity to showing how con-
temporary technical developments make self-suffciency easy ‘o
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t is tempt ~g to conclude from the foregoing -~ -~alysis that
anarchists rely so much on technology as to warrant -~ g
them among :ts vererators. " his conclusion overlooks e qualifi-
cations in their support. Nineteenth-century venerators of tech-
nology, whether I.arxists or free-enterprisers, trusted in its
untrammelled growth.’® Anarchists, i1 contrast, counted on tech-
nology only if it was controlled stringently. By repudiating most
organizational aspects of industrial technology, while exploiting
its mechanical aspects, anarchists offered a vision of its future
that in the nineteenth century was already engaging. ' n light of
the disappointment with free technical development ¢hat is so
widely felt today, the anarchist course betwee . _uddite contempt
and scientistic celebration has even more appeal. For how, excep:
by limiting technology, while also working for its selective growth,
can communal dividuality in an "»dustrial society possibly be

increased ?

£
1

THE COHERENCE OF ANAXRCHIST CRITICISM

This chapter has confirmed the longstanding appreciation of the
anarchists as unusuaily severe critics of moaern society "heir
utter condemnation of government and law is endorse: 5y no ore
else. . "or have . 1corists gone further than the anarchists in subiect-
1g authority, punishment anu  equality to attac™  uc something
else emerges ‘rom the analysis1 tais chapter besides reaffirmatior.
of a well- 10w teuth Ty trac 1g the anarchists’ social crit zism
to :ts source ir ‘-ewr commitment to communal @ - -idua ‘ty,
" 1s analysis has put to rest the coubts avout its Zoherence which
are prompted oy its faiiure to cordsmn categorical. *al r -trictive
_titutions. ' 'he qualifications 11 favo: of authol__,, pu . 1mer
and inequality which anarchists int-ocuce into their social critt
cism stand forth not as symptoms of confusior, vut as faiinfu:
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-..oressions of ~ :i-.nought. © ad th= ansvc sts fa s to nake
‘hese qual ucatiors they would __ave beer ‘ncorsistent, for 1ad
tney given fuil weat to their critical mpulses, by categorically
denouncing everything they abior, they vould have disregarded
the imperatives of their chief vaiue. ' “heir commitinent to com-
munal individuality thus not only explaias why, to be consistent,
anarchists qualify their social criticisms, but also accounts for why
their criticism, while severe, is not extravagant. " 'he goai of anar-
chism, being composed of norms whose merger is precarious,
enjoins a social criticism thai has nuance and balance.
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Efforts to ascribe a distinctive strategy to anarchists, though ofter.
made, cannot succeed, because their strategies are too diverse to
have a common character. Claims that all anarchists are reckless
terrorists, or saintly pacifists, or messianic ‘primitive rebels’ vadely
miss the mark.* These descriptions do fit some anarchists, at scme
stages of their careers, but as applied to anarchist strategy 2
general they are inaccurate. Cven the most cautious and plausible
Jescription of anarchist strategy — as eschewing ‘political action’ —
does not fit all cases, not cven all of those under study aere.?
“roudhon put his trust in the thoroughly political Louis ~apoleon.
Bakunin, who relied, as a means to anarchy, on the eliminatior of
:nheritance, thought it might be legally anolished through “a series
of gradual changes, amicably agreed to by the worke:s and tae
bourgeoisie’ *

Impressed oy the differences  anarchist strategy, some com
mentators, instead of ignoring tem, ma'e them t.ie basis for
classifying anarchism .nto types. "_n examming the basic forms of
anarchism’, writes Irving ‘orowitz, ‘what is at stake is not so
mauch alternati @ models of the gooc society as 1Lsti :tive strate
gles for getting the,»”* 77 goes on o distinguis ~ <*g 1 *yves of
anarc 1 sm, zach supposedly marked off by stratzgic ¢ .- _rzaces.
The  adequacy of his classification is casy o see. . lost of iis

types, such as utilitariar, neasant a 1c. collectsv s* -~ ~ caisn®, ~vre
me 'ked off from :1e otrers not Jy the. strategy . o oy their
method, 1sp ation, or source of support. ~ 1’y . «0 of ta= “ypes
meontionsc — conspiratorial ana oacifist anarc -~ — are sty ~*-
gically disurci -t iIs Dossible “o0 come <loser = ». . c¢ro ity to
classifying anarchists by o« el strategies, out 1 ° dlect  nc
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saore T lely o succeed (1ar wat o7 ov g e 1€ sirategies
are ar' bas‘cally the same . 1arce st strategy is too diverse to e
called L .fied, but its diversities canao: be used ‘o classify it
because they are too unsystemaiic.

The thesis guiding this study of the anarchists, that communal
individuality is their chief goal, provides a point of vantage from
which the character of their strategy can be more accurately
perceived. Seen from this vantage, the anarchists’ strategy has no
importance for the unity and classification of their thought. These
are determined by the similarities and differences in their ideals of
communal individuality. Strategy, as the means to these ideals, is
subordinate to them and to empirical judgments about how, in
the face of great adversity, they may most efficiently be reached.
For the anarchists, therefore, strategy, being an attempt to achieve
communal individuality in a hostile world, poses this grave
dilemma: to find a path to communal individuality that eschews
the fraud and physical coercion which, though effective means of
social action, communal individuality forbids. The anarchists we
are studying do not give this dilemma the same response. "his
chapter follows them in their unavailing searci for a solution.

GODWIN: ‘TRUSTii{G TO REASON ALONE’?

No anarchist is more resolved than Godwin to use reasoned
argument among independent thinkers as the means to reach
communal individuality. His commitment to intelligent, sincere
conversation as the essence of a good society enjoins him to rely
on argurient, for unless the aspirants for his kind of anarchy
pecome forthright and rational as they buiid it, the society they
~reate, having unreasonable, dishonest members, “will not be
anarchic. _":t though Godvvin sees that reasoned argument must
be his strategy, he doudts whether, to reach .us radica® anc
fiercely resisted goal, it has sufficiert strength. is work or
sirategy attempts to meet tais douk: by showing the ineffective-
n=ss as means to anarchy of non-rational tactics, and the power of
rationality to direct history’s course. 3ut misgivings rem=in,
ywhich prompt him to endorse methods Zor reaching anarchy that
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T'he strategy Sodwi v most despises 's the one ¥ ost i ~imical to
reason: the strategy of using physical force. Force wr:spires ¢
tudes as detrimental to the orocess of attaining anarchy as to ts
maintenance. The imposers of force ‘become obdurate, unrelent
ing and inhuman’. Its victims ‘are flied witk indignatior and
revenge’. ‘Distrust is propagated irom man to man, and the
dearest ties of human society are dissolved.”® Using force as a
means to anarchy only puts it further beyond reach.

Godwin also opposes strategies more compatible with reason
than force of which the most significant is organization. Organiza-
tion, he thinks, ‘has a more powerful tendency than perhaps
any other circumstance in human affairs, to render the m.
quiescent’.” The members of an organization are strongly dis-
posed to follow the opinions of their group. By doing so, they may
serve their group’s purpose, but they also lose their menta. ince
pendence. This loss, while irrelevant for many purposes, is disas
trous for that of reaching anarchy, since anarchy is a cond! on of
utmost mental independence. . narchists cannot organize, decause
organizing takes from their ob,ective one of its essential traits.

In order to vindicate a strategy of reason, Godwin must co
more than prove that as means to anarchy non-rational measures
fail. e must show, against serious objections, that reasonec.
arguments are effective. Godwin oelieves that reasoned arguments
are a sure means to anarchy, because of their great power to
convince. So firmly can they convince people of anarchy’s
supreme worth that 11 “will work unstintingly Jor its assu-ec
achievement. This beiizf faces metaetiical, vsychological anc
socio-political objections, to all of »... 1ct. T sdwir. »as responses

""he weak poirt in Godwin’s oeuef, so far as concerns mzia-
ethics, is its contention that ev i mice and reaso 5 ace logically
sufficient to establi_ 1 anarchy’s supreme wor. :.ucrintions 5°
supreme worth, be ag ultimate evaluations, depend for their
validity not only on undeniable evidence and reasons, but or.
contestable choices. Thus even if [ accept the case for anarchy as
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~- g - agrzement " .r facis anc logic, . I ot regard
anarchy as of ¥ ghest wor.l Jor . woay stil consisten.dy choose to
set suprame value or: something else.

.0 Godwin this objectior: has no weight, bzcause i:: metaethics
he is a cognitivist. Jltimate evaluations for hirm, far from - wolv-
ing choices, depend on nothing but facts. To establish values we
examine the structure of the world and ‘declare that which the
nature of things has already decreed’.® "here is no room from
this metaethical perspective to doubt the possibility of rationally
assured agreement on ultimate worth. Everyone can be convinced
to accept the same value as supreme, because its identity depends
solely on facts that everyone can know. As an account of how
ultimate value is identified, Godwin’s metaethic is too unquali-
fiedly cognitivist to be acceptable. But even if it were acceptable,
this would do little to vindicate his strategy, whose heavy reliance
on reason also faces non-metaethical objections.

Godwin’s strategy is suspect psychologically for giving the
motive of rational conviction decisive weight. Knowiedge is not
compelling: one need not do what one knows is right. To answer
this objection, Godwin shows the weakness of non-rational
motives. The fact that people successfully resist their sensual or
short-sighted impulses shows how ‘slight and inadequate’ they
are. That these impulses can be ‘conquered or restrained. . .by the
due exercise of understanding’, is proved daily by experience.’

"=t after doing his best to show the psychological force of reason,
Godwin still doubts it can always prevail, An adverse “iece of
evidence that must be faced is that of people who fail to follow
their convictions. ~ o save his psychology from being dismissed as
smpirically unfounded, Godwin makes this claim: If - fai: to do
an action which . delieve is right, my failure proves that my belief
lacks a rationa: foundation. " Ten the understancing ciearly
perceives rectitude, propriety and cligibility to belong to a certain
concuct, -.that conduct will iafallibly be adopted.™® “:nce
svhat is shown by my failure to do something . selieve rigit is not
that my inclinations overpower my convictions, sut either that
my convictions do not cnjoin the act, or else that they counse
against doing it.
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“h-r source, Jesia huy we soriet mes maks nistaizs on thess
matters, out to say we always co 5 unplausiie. Seme neople
have settlec, systematicaily backed corvictions, or which “hey
usually act. 't is more credible to selieve such persons whez they
report failing to follow their corvictions than to -iarge them
witly misunderstanding what their convictions say. And since
belief in failure to follow rationally held convictions often is el
founded, Godwin’s claim that such convictions always qetermine
conduct fails.

~he final objection to Todwin’s strategic use of reason points
to his own analysis of how corrupt and hamperng institutions
‘poison our minds, before we can resist, or so much as suspect
their malignity’. The “disparity of ranks’ ir. all =xistiag societizs
inspires ‘coldness, irresoluteness, timidity and cautior’.* "he
impersonality and coerciveriess of exusting legal governments make
subjects devious, servile and unthinking. — ow can Toc vin choose
reason as his strategy, when he sees it as oostructed Dy the very
_stitutions it is supposea to overthrow ?

e answers with an account of the growth of natura: science.
¢ itherto it seems as if svery instrument of ~1enace or influe ~2
has been employed to counteract [science].” But it has made
progress nonetheless. “or the mind of man cannot ‘choose false
hood ana reiect truth, when evidence is fairly presente ’*% 5incs
adversities have not kept reasoned argument from causing sciea-
tific progress, they cannot keep it from causing social progress
“ither. ‘Shall we secome clear-sighted and penetraiing . 1 all otaer
subjects, "without . 1creasiig our p jetration or. w o sa ect of
man?’*®

e ..alogy w' 1 1atural sciznce gives hope ..at ‘0 reac.ig
anarchy reasoned argume - v'll soon be =ffective, s .02 its past
anc continuing irapotence. . ow imperfect were ST g3 of
. science, deforz it atte’a @ wie precision of the > .er: contury 2’
“Bolitica: knowledge is [now] in *s infarcy.” .ence its acvances
are bound to e slow. 3ut siace progress in natural scicnce
acceleratzd, as 1is growirg number of findings became better
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st ~'s 2 ana morz w..ly krowa we con sipect progress
Lowarc auarchy to be faster, as stronger reasons L. '., favor are
adduced ** No matter that anarcay now has ‘ew partisans, whose
arguments are usually dismissed; the eariy partisans of science
met a similar fate. :f the system of independence and equality be
tae truth, it may be expected hourly to gain converts. "he more
1t is discussed, the more will it be understood, and its value
cherished and felt,’*®

So doubtful is Godwin of reaching anarchy through argument
that ke draws on his shaky analogy with science for evidence of
more than reason’s persuasive force. This analogy, he thinks,
shows the obstacles to the growth of reason as being not impedi-
ments to anarchy, but preconditions, and even helps. Progress in
natural science meets obstacles in the form of ‘extravagant sallies
of mind’ which ‘an uninformed and timid spectator’ might think
would lead to ‘nothing but destruction’. ‘But he would be dis-
appointed.” These extravagances ‘are the prelude of the highest
wisdom. . .The dreams of Ptolemy were destined to precede the
discoveries of Newton.’'* Social progress meets analogous
obstacles, the most serious being legal government and unequal
wealth. The former, though utterly expunged from a mature
anarchy, prepares for it by assuring the peaceful setting in which
a still nascent reason can grow.!” As for unequal wealth, it too
while no part of future anarchist society, is a needed preparationj

< was the spectacle of inequality that first excited the grossness
of barbarians to [the] persevering exertior.” on which an advance.i
economy like that of anarchy rests.’® The obstacles to anarchy
thus need cause no dismay, for even the most serious are objective
pre-conditions, whic.. must develop before the arguments for
anarchy can take effect,

To clinch his case for reason, whici he proper.y sees caniot bz
vindi?ated by reference to the analogy with science alone, Godwii
Zescribes wue process through which he expects arguments for
anarchy to prevail. "he thesis informing his account of this
orocess is that the main determinant of practice is belief. ~ ’her.
ever the political opinions of a community, or any portion of a
community, are changed, the institutions are affected also.”*®
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ta¢ 3 envisages ‘s that tne v 1 dividuals wwho appzr tc
be convinced anarc ¥ its wi. serve as ‘guides arnd 1 istructors’ o
everyone <lse.”* "hrough tae same ‘candid and unreservec con-
versation’ that is the orgamzing oriaciple of an establisied
anarchy, they will ‘extensively commur icate the trutas .tk
which they are acquainted’. “"hese truths, jeing forthrightly
transmitted in an intimate setting, will be so cogent to their
hearers that they ‘will be instigated to impart their acquisitions to

still other hearers’, Thus the ‘circle of instruction will perpetually

increase’.*

Though Godwin relies on reasonea argument as the impetus
for the first steps toward anarchy, he does not contend that every-
one, or even a majority, must emrace anarciism before sociai
reconstruction begins. Rational beliefs are certa 1ly tre main
shapers of practice for Godwin, but zne is not bii. d .o tie effects
of practice on these beliefs. =2 would therefore accompany e
later diffusion of anarchist convictions with a gradual, voluntary
decentralization of power and equalization of ranks, czsigned to
irspire belief in anarchy to spread further. National governments
would first give way to a loose confederation of small ‘parishes’
governed by democratically elected ‘jurtes’. At later stages these
juries would lose first their :ight to puaish physically ana then
their right to legislate. ~ ~aliy, they would be ‘laid aside as un-
=ecessary’. Thus would convictions and practices advance recipro-
cally and oy degrees to their final culmination: ‘one of the most
memoraple stages of human mprovement, . . " dissolut o0 of
nolitical goverament, of .. at brute 2ngine .. .c.. has beer tae
or,y perenn.al cause o7 t. 2 v ces 0" mankira #

ecause he gives such great responsi .1ty for vzac’ g anarcny
to a few cnlighte ec : ¢ .siduals, Godwia aas “een accused of
“zlitist disdain’. * Jorvi cec of bis superioriiy of intellect’, e and
his few part:sans a' :gedly - nace themsewves ‘above . 2 mediocrz,
.1e petty, the base, the du.l and 11e Zeceived’.®® 7 s charge,
which males Godwin sound +*" e a contemptuous manipuiator of
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the hasscs, vlreoresentc h o view of (helr taicllecl =7 capec.lios
‘v of now tielr allegiance shouic ~ = wor " iile Gow v does
“n’ : most people lack rational, ‘ndependent judgment, he also
th nks that they Wil someday have it ** _gnorance and 1rratio..
a ty are temporary conditions, whicn reasoned argument, aided
by the graduai reform of . astitutions, caa overcome. litist
manipulation is therefore no part of Godwin’s strategy. T is
partisans are not to create an anarchist society behind the masses’
backs, but are to start the process through which rational indi-
viduals choose anarchy as the regime they create. Godwin’s
anarchy, as he carefully points out, does not result from ‘the
over-earnest persuasion of a few enlightened thinkers, but is pro-
cuced by the serious and deliberate conviction of the public at
large’.”®

Though Godwin does not compromise the rationality of nis
strategy with manipulative fraud, he does compromise it with
force and organization. “"hile selieving fervently in the effective-
ness of argument, he still acknowledges situations where it might
fail. What of a crisis, such as a war or revolution, which turns the
anarchists anc their critics into hostile foes? o argue indepen-
dzntly ‘in the moment of convuision’ might be suicidal; the
anarchists may have to organize ‘something in the nature of
association’ in order to survive.?* And what of a situation where
*he anarchists, now a vast majority, face a few incorrigible
opponents? ‘n this circumstance, says Godwin, they may use
physical coercion, partly because a complete anarchy might
otherwise never be established, but mainly because coercion will
not actually have to be imposed. Since their ‘adversaries will be
too few and too feeble to be able to entertain 2 serious thought of
resistance’, they will be compclled to accept anarcay by the mere
threat of force.””

By endorsing force and orgunization as siraiegies, albcit ir

"“tely situations, Godwin shows his failure to solve tne dilemma
of anarchist strategy by trusting to reasor. alone. 't would be
presumptuous, however, to conclude from his fa'lure that the
dilemma is insoluble. 2srhaps anarchy could e reached without
fraud or coercion through & different path than Soc s/nian
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PROUDHr . w/ TING FCi THE REVOL TIO.I
_2cause —roudhon’s conception of communal raviduality g~ s
more stress to cooperative wors and less to rational indepenciznce
than Godwin’s, it admits a wider range of strategies. “roudhon is
able, without inconsistency, to endorse organization, and car .n
good conscience advocate forms of persuasion not purely rational.
But though his conception of communal individuality gives him
more strategic leeway than Codwin, he succeeds no Detter in
solving their shared dilemma. s untainted strategies are no
more eflective than Godwin’s reason; his effective ones ars no
purer than the physical coercion Godwin chose.

>roudhon does not think, any more than Godwin, that anarchny
can be established at any time. ” ather, he too believes, thouga
for somewhat different reasons :han Godw -, that government
and inequality must first prepare the way for anarchy througn
their effects. Inequality serves to stimulate exertion. "7 the
aroperty owner had tired of appropriating, the Hroletaran woulc.
have tired of producing.”*® Covernment engenders self-restraint.
"t was ‘by means of its tribunals and armies’, that governm-~-t
‘gave to the sense of right, so weak among the first mer, the oniy
sanctions intelligible to fierce characters’** -Only when govern-
nent and inequality complete their -reparatory work (a time
which Proudhon thought had occurred just recently) can ihe
search for a strategy to achieve anarchy profitably begin.

£t the start of his career roudhon was as commill.. a5
“odwin to a strategy of reasoned argument. = s expl  tly rejeciec
not only coercive tacics, but imperfectly ratiora ones. ‘Stinu
late, warr, inlorm, instruct, Hui do not laculcate’, ne presc.med.”
“nculcation had to be avoided. ot only because anarchist «deals
forbade it, but because reaso ed argument was cer. 1 10 succeed.
“ce his principles haa ween disseminated, _roudhon ther
believed, they world surzly be appliec.  rherever . discourse
15 read or made now ', he wrote 1 his first important hook,
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~ 1. vhereas Joc vir sspousec. a stratzgy ot -eason for | se
lifz, Froudnon quic ly saw it 1 adzequacies ~ ety ade -
strength of anarchys opponents, less sangu > about the corne. -
Iing force of rational conviction, anc. more doubtful, owing to
intervening failures, of history’s progressive course, he soor
despaired of reasoned argument and vegan to seek ar equally
pure but more effective substituze.

-lis search led first to a scheme for free credit, a ‘People’s
3ank’, lending without interest to anyone who could put money
to a productive use. Such a bank, Proudhon believed, would pave
the way for anarchy by enabling producers who lacked capital to
start their own enterprises. These enterprises, being independer:
of the established social order, would form an ever growing
network of alternative institutions for the nascent anarchist
society.

As a strategy for anarchists, the _ sople’s 3ank has no advan.
tage over reasoned argument. "o be sure, it is as morally legiti-
mate, because it makes no use of force or fraud. C. -y ‘holders of
government bonds, usurers, . . .and big property owners’ would
fina the Bank unprofitable, and they would be too weak to stop its
growth. As it developed, they would be convinced, ‘by a serse of
tne inevitable and concern for their interests to voluntarily change
the employment of their capital, unless they preferred to rua the
risk of consuming it unproductively and enduring swift and to*a-
ruin’.** 't would thus be through their uncoerced aad unmanipu-
lated decisions that their resistance would be overcome.

"Though free credit and reasoned argumert are zqually iurs,
‘hey are also equally neffeciive. ~he opposiion to anarc 1y s
much too strorg o quell 1y the .. icemenis of frea ~~adit . s
even :if lroudhon was right to think his  ank sould sway ali
opporents, e would stlll have bee - wrong “o sxpect it to ach evs
anarchy. The San = even “with everyore’s support, wou:a stiil -z
a mere mor etary device, o ‘solvent o’ ail aut wority’ castined te
‘shift the aus of civilization’*® “* 15 because he espected such
remarxable results from a rather i1 1al ins“itution: that roudnoz
has rightly acquired the reputation of a mo= zycer
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“ailare, dur. g the revolt ‘oii of (848, of Lis . 100 wa .-
.. 2ople’s ank prom sted hin: to reassess his s.  .2g - prossec

vy e militance of his opponents, aad appallec vy o e fut ity (?f
the tactics he had just espousec, ‘roudaor iurnzc to ouis
LTapoleon, the emerging dictator wvho, on 2 = :cember 1857, wac}
overthrown the Second ™ epublic in a coup d’étai '™ e Gecord
of Zecember is the signai for a forwara march ¢ tae road tc
revolution’, proclaimed [ roudhon, and ‘Zouis L{apoleon is .s
general.”®* Though Bonaparte was no anarchist, anarchists must
work with him, because his plans for social renovation, whatever
:heir intended purpose, would have the effect of bringing anarchy
closer. .
it is hard to imagine a strategy more repugiant to anarchist
principles than collaboration with Bonaparte. Even if fBonapartf,
nad been a scrupulous official, 2roudhon should have abhorred
aim. 3ut he was corrupt and arbitrary, a wielder of naked force.
Ior can rroudhon’s collaborationism pe pardoaea as effective,
since Bonaparte, whose leftist sympathies were nominal, did not
and could not have been ¢ pected to advance the cause of
anarchy. Collaboration with :jonaparte, oeing both forbidder. >y
anarchist ideals and useless for realizing them, was for “roudhon
the worst possible tactic. .
“Taving found the paths of reason, free credit and collaboratior
to be dead ends, Proudhon for a while gave up the search for a
legitimate, effective strategy. Consoling himself with confidence
that history in the long run was on his side, he took up a stance of
wha: he aptly callea "atter te révolutionnaire’.f There. was no
way for anarcaists to makc .. < ".goorant, im;?ulsn.c najort.;y
recognize the truth, sense its depth, :ts necessity, iis supremacy,
and frecly accept it’. .e" anarchy would st sorr = cay ¢
achievea. ‘The conversion of societies 1s never suac .. t s
assured, but one ‘must know how to wait for it.”**  zi 1g di « not
mean complete passivity; Jroudhon wor .a .a.d ¢ ‘serous
long-term studies addressed to the future anc. avotier genera.
tion’.*" 3ut for about ten years he set the dilemma a1 anarchis:

strategy aside
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av from t : estapushea social orcer and found =i zrapryonic
anarcaist mstitutions. ‘Since the ola wosld rejects us . :re s
nothing to do dut ‘scparate ourselves from it radically’.*® Jnitec
n their own organizations, the anarchists would demonstrate the
meriis of their theory ana gradually win ihe vast majority to
their cause.

oust why “‘rouchon thought withdrawal an appropriate
strategy we will never know, because he died without working
out its details. Certainly, it is morally legitimate, but that it is
effective is less clear. Even if a majority were moved by a tactic
of withdrawal to become anarchists, the problem would remain
of dealing with the unconvinced minority. Proudhon suggests
two methods. Occasionally he reverts to the banirupt reliance on
reasoned argument.*® More often he urges the use of force. First
anarchists must ‘instill their ideas in the majority; haviag dore
this, they must capture political power by demanding control of
its sovereign authority’.*

“rouchon’s tactic of -withdrawal may well come c:oser than
any other he rccommendea to solving the anarchists’ strategic
dilemma, since it probably can go furthest toward reaching
anarchy without coercion or fraud. 3ut it is incapable, by itseif,
of achieving anarchy, as ~‘roudhon, by recognizing that it coulc
not sway everyone, admits. fzence an anarchist strategy both pure
and effective hac still not been discoverea, ever a’'ter 2rouchon’s
extensive search.

BAKUNIN. TJdE PERILS OF FORCE AWD *..UC

"hough .aku 121 .o. hon agree so m ¢t . e concepts
or sommupal .ndd duality “hat their viaons of ararcay have
herc beer: considerzd *o ne -ssentially the saiie, or raatters of
strategy they are far apact. sakunin, .in fact, 1s more . ke . “ropot-
kin than like Zroudhor in kis straiegy, and . roudhon is more
like Coawin than ‘ke sakunu. Zor waereas - roudhon startza
out irustmg o reason aiad only during temporary lapses or w. 1
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e paradorica. differences betiveen the straicgies of akuwn
and coudhor. can ~ : nartially Laplained as a resporse to .-
illusion and despair. .'s inventivz and ceterminec. aitempts 0
progress towards anarcily met repeatec failure, 2ven in revo-
jutionary situations when prospects were best, anarchists oecame
doubtful of ever achieving success. 't is thus hardly surprising
that Bakunin, who did not begin writing on anarchism until 1864,
should have been less repelled than his more innocent predeces-
sors by moral compromise. But there is a deeper reason, in his
strategic premises, for Bakunin’s greater reliance on coercion and
deceit. Godwir and 2roudhon had supposed that for the most
part coercior. and deceit wers iliegitimate and ineffective.
/mnarchists, they thought, must eschew these nractices not only
secause they were imocrmissible, but also because they could not
~each the end being sought 3akunin’s strategy is based on a
-ontrary supposition. [e believes that force and frauc, though
illegitimate when viewed apart from their results, are still required
in the many cases where they are needed o win victory >akunir’s
strategic thir ing is largely an attempt to show how and wher.
ntrinsically immoral tactics are the ones anarchists must choose

1 ost of the impure tactics “akunin recommended :vere for
revolutionary action, but one, the abolition of the right to inherit
come-producing property, could be enacted by the state. ““herz
s, of course, no conflict between anarchist morality znd the
apbolitior of ‘nheritance provided the abolitio: s voluntary. .t
smce Sakuu 1 - ~visagec 't as compelled by lega government, it 1s
atacicthata arcr . ideals forbid.

“aat ku un recommended “was that the statc gradualyl ¢
anc. =ventuaily repeal ‘aws proiectng irheritaice, . .asfer the
nroperty accumulatzc .y deceased owers to anarch st procuctit =
~nterprises, aiic. take wie financia cesponsibiiity 3.l el 1ad rosted
on parents for the education and upbr iging of caldien. Zon-
irary to the conventio al swiscom, the right to 1er't property
-yas not needed as 2n mcentive ‘o work. £ rersior tc .vork arose
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. s hong ‘ces. 3 b ootaliliag and compr .ory’, . oan
aa.clist society t woula be a ja ¢ nsed.  esices deing a sa’e
strategy, the legal abolition of ‘nhzrnitatce was sure. _nherited

zalth ‘perpetuated irequality, the privileges of the few and the
s.avery of the many’. 't therefore ‘sufficec to anolisin the right of
in. :ritance in oraer to abolish the juridical family and the state’ *?

"ais project for leading the state to suicide through its own
legal enactments has a certain dramatic appeal, but its success is
uot 0 be expected. Marx put his finger on its foolishness. “The
whole thing rests on a superannuated idealism, which considers
the actual jurisprudence as the basis of our economical state,
instead of seeing that our economical state is the basis and source
of our jurisprudence!’*® Fortunately, though Bakunin never
stopped riding his jurisprudential hobby horse, he worked out
more serious strategies for revolutionary action. ¥ollowing Godwin
and Proudhon, he deemed most people irrational and ignorant.

e followed them further in finding the source of this ignorance
and irrationality in the inequality, legality and coercion of the
established regime. And he also agreed that anarchy must be
founded on nothing less than the majority’s enlightened choice.*

"2t though he agreed with his predecessors on all these points, he
went much further than Proudhon toward recommending force
and deceit as methods for enlightening the masses.

"“he premise on which his support for force and deceit rests is a
belief in enlightenment through action. Proudhon, and especially
Sodwin, had sought enlightenment mainly through -easoned
argument. ¥or Bakunin, who believed that ‘doctrine kills life’,
=nlightenment could be found only through practical experience.*
. smajority would aever ve conviaced by reasons to vezome
anarchists, dut their allegianc: could be won by immersing taem
‘n a concerted, and perhaps violent, struggle against the state.
" akunir’s schemes for this immersion were tiec. closely to the
‘Juctuating political situation; they :ncludec the ncitemen: by
soavinced anarchists of i~dustrial strikes, peasant jacqueries and

*he same strategic claim. Struggie against the state ‘is aiways
favorak’'e "o the awakening of the people’s initiative ara “o their
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Iif=. .and, by forcing them to <onsider the various pretensions of
+ 2 princes or parties wiich compste for the right to o ress and
exploit them, leads them to awareness, if rot reflectize, at least
instinctive, of this profourd truth: the rights of any governmenc:
are as void as those of al. the others, and the intentions are
equally bad.*®

-t is obvious that the strategy Bakunin here sspouses ofter
involves what is for anarchists the illegitimate use of force. Not z 1
of the anarchists’ struggles would require physical cocrcion, anc.
3akunin was anxious to mit its scope. . e flatly rejected system-
adc terror and, perhaps wistfully, promised that ‘there will be no
=zed to destroy men’.*” But ais avowal of the need ‘to be ruthless
with positions and things’ and the unavoidable coercion of his
called-for civil war leave nc doubt that anarchists, i tieir
“sakuninist struggles, would sometimes cornpa® odponents with
ohysical force.*®

" "hether Bakunin’s strategy also involves fraud is a more
vexed question, whose answer depends on what he envisages as
appening when anarchists immerse the masses in struggle. If the
anarchists disclosed the full aim of this immersion, they could not
oe 2t all guilty of fraud. “f they liec: to the masses about the air
‘hey were seeking, they would be blatant practitioners of deceit.
Tut 3akunin avoids both of these clear alternatives by recom-
anited in ar. active organization, arz to concea. .2eir membership
“rom those they are trying to immerse " e e-plaining e
¢ ort-range pu pose of their =ffort, whici 1s to satisfy particula:,
immediate grievances, their long-range ourpose, to change
soc - radically, is not *o be revealed.*® Gince the ~~- =s, though
aot entirely ‘oolec. about ¢ .2 intendec purposz of 1 struggle,
~rould e deliberately misled about :ts chie® aim, one must cor:
¢ _de that despite 2akuan’s aiterapis at honesty "~ is stil an
espouser o: fraud.

Though Pakun ~’s strategy is quite markedly imperfect, it
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“grvuomore ar ~uately solve the anarc sts’ 4 mma than
t. ¢ ourer strategies of his orcaecessors. £ sacrifice of derfection
is ot the same as a beirayal of anarchist ideais. . f mmperfect

:ans could c2get anarchy without causing too much suffering
or .oss of Iile, they would be a more faithful expression of its
principles than pure but ineffective measures. The central issue in
zvaluating Sakunin’s strategy is thus whether, by giving up
perfection, his strategy gains enough effectiveness to justify its
impurity.

:n making this evaluation it is important to recognize that
Bakunin gives up moral purity with caution. He is especially
careful to protect relations within anarchist organizations from
corruption. These organizations, being the nuclei for the good
society, must be free of existing society’s coercion, deceit and
associated depravities. ‘Otherwise, one would wind up with a
political dictatorship, that is to say, with a reconstituted state,
together with its privileges, its inequalities and all of its oppres-
sions.” To escape this fate, Bakunin insists on organizing an open
anarchist movement, in small, autonomous units, without central
leadership. ‘e thus incorporates in his theory what is perhaps
Godwin’s crucial strategic insight: the members of an anarchy
must grow apt for their new life, not after it is instituted, but
while they build it.

It is in defining the relations between anarchists and the un-
swayed masses that Bakunin’s resistance to moral compromise

eserts inim, as we have seen, and it is the value of the limited
though significant impurities he admits to these relations that now
must be assessed. . f Godwin was right that [orce and fraud in-
variably ‘confound the process of reaso~ -* 3akunin’s reliance
or .aem could be dismissed summarily. .ut Godwin goes too far
w1 his objection to force and fraud by claiming that they always
aamage . eason. Occasionally they supnort it, as wien used oy
careful ec icators to stimulate the minds of the urthinking. f
force or deception has a modest scope, aims at tae immediate
growth of rationality, and nas secured it .a the past, it inay be an
appropriate strategy for amnarchists, 3ut “akunin’s coeccive,
aeceptively incited struggle iacks all of these attributes. Its scope
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througl & precarous chair of causes; tiscwes a .« o vence
There is * 1us N0 reascn to expect ihat it would .:ac 0 anarclt.;
Since the success of the struggle Fakunin 2nvisaged s Ot to be
expected, he saciificed erfection to 10 aval -

KROPOTKIW® N SEARCH OF STRATEGIC B. LANCE

“ith the lessons of decades of failure to instruct him, anc a
synthetic ideal of communal individuality for guidance, “Zropot-
kin is better situated to solve the dilemma of anarchist strateg
than his predecessors. e does indeed avoid several of their most
damaging pitfalls and bring a fresh perspective to his search. =le
even comes closer than the other anarchists to finding tactics both
legitimate and sure. ~is failure to find them calls less for explana-
tion than for answering the question to which the analysis in this
chapter points of why a solution to the anarchists’ dilemma is so
difficult.

Zropotkin’s strategy, like Bakunin’s, calls for enlightenmert
tarough action, but owing mainly to a different supposition about
the extent of rationality, it is less morally impure. . e is at one
with Bakunin in rejecting anarchism’s early confidence in the
potential capacity of the masses to reason. It is naive, he agrees,
to expect the enormous growth of mental powers that Godwin,
especially, had foreseen. 3ut he differs from Bakunin on a point
crucial for strategy by nis greater confidence in popular reason’s
actuality. ~'rogress in science has not, as Godwin thought,

iepended solely or. the glorious discoveries of a [ew geniuses like
. swton. . rests as ~ell on the modest innovations of numcrous
ypscurz workers. iistory ihus shows that ordinary people, far
“om beng ignoraat, are as grzat a source of progress as 1°
‘atellectual 2lite.” _

elieving 1n the present capacity o most peole for clear
t1cking, “ropotk.a proposes to trzat them more fort wightly
{han had akumin. 't offends the auman spirit to immerse it 11
a destructive struggle uniess : has a conception — F only rudi-
mentary — of what wili replace thz world it 1s trying to destroy’
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tv steal of moarig e arposzof e rafiory t ¢ archists
1w . a - ~te |, iay out ard discur ~uaspects ol [ ] goal’.
o .0 less wouic be to 1w nulatz, ana istory shows that
“~anipulators invariably etray the peopiec 7 'nity of action
comes .ot through guilz, ‘but through ..z ur ;of a 1s and the
mutua. confidence which never fa1 to deveiop "wher a great
number of persons have consciously embraced a common ideal’.**
. ‘ropotkin is also more wary than Bakunin of force. No anar-
chist, not even Godwin, entirely rejected physicai coercion, and
in his early years . ropotkin sometimes even advanced a limited
defense of terror.”® But his mature strategy has no place for the
Bakuninist hope of achieving anarchy through coercion applied
by persons blind to its point. Cnce again confidence in the present
existence of rationality leads Zropotkin to strategic circumspec-
tion. Since most people are already tolerably apt thinkers, disclos-
:11g the real reasons why they should use force only makes its
zxercise more effective. Violent struggle is acceptable, but the
strugglers must never be ‘cast into the unknown without the
support of a definite, clearly formulated idea to serve them as a
springboard’.*®

“lropotkin agrees with his predecessors in considering the
nistorical development of government and inequality as a neces-
sary preparation for achieving anarchy. Xepresentative govern-
ment, for example, ‘has rendered service in the struggle against
autocracy’. ‘By its debates it has awakened pupLc interest in
public questions.” But now 't ‘s at oest ‘am anachronism, a
auisance’.’” Since government and inequality have now com-
pleted their preparative service, the iime kas come fo: anarchists
te ~eplace  -~em.

Since 7 ropotkin sees eriightermen: as ar g from bot.
practice a d theory, ne nroposes o reach ararcov throug’ oth
actior. a~ . though*. Foliowing “he early anz = sts, ke opts for
vzasoned arguedt, out ne a:so takel ‘rom: t. 2 later anarcaists a
oreference for active struggle. “ncet e requis te mistorical zond’-

: ons have been reached, therz must be ‘impiacable criticism’ of
“the acceptec ideas of the constitutior of il.e state’. ™ s criticism
must go on everywiere — 2ot just among ¢h= learned — * - draw-

106

70900

- _room as L Cr e vie W g ok porose. T -
goilversatio % Tui wIsCu..0n among - 1?.12 : - ::,
Godwin was a st “icient {actic, “copotkit £ was ln?.d’ umi 1.‘7 '
> adds significantly to ararcnist strat=gy oy showiag e ew way
imulate subversivz acts .
N fE]u(])lurage, devotior, the spirit of sacriﬁc‘e, ar: as .contagl?hu.s i;s
cowardice, submission and panic.’ < TMEC i this conv.-.-g.tug;,
which the emphasis on emotion in "is idea. _of communal 1n‘ L']'F
viduality suggests, Kropotkin urges e’mar;hlsts on to hactsthecs)e
illegal protest, of revolt, of vengeance . _..hat ma.tter t a‘t1 )
heroic deeds will not succeed at once. The anarchists are on&;ﬁ y
sentinels, who enter the battle long before _the masses are’ .s?fh-
ciently roused’. ‘=he people secretly appla_tud their c:)urage ; ‘the
revolutionary whirlwing. . .revives slugglsh he:arts . Ij]mo?onil.
contagion, though it passes thr0}1gh pem‘ods of .1r.1<:u‘?at10n.ft ,150 9u
stoppable ; soon many will be ss_nzed b?/ the spirit o r%vo .
Will they form a majority ? Xropotkin thought so at fst. —a %
he thought tney would be ‘a respectably :fl,ur,n[grous mlr‘lorlty 10
cities and villages scattered over the countrY. %% But ;Je1therd1 1€
morality nor the zffectiveness of his str.ategy is much ~af‘fecte bo};
whether, as a proportion of ..ie popula.tlon, tI'le a‘narchlsts fl_um i -
fifty-one percent. _"men they predominate s1gn1ﬁcantl§/., .dop(])g
kin would have them carry out a thorough expropriation. };
describing it in detail, he wor_ks out an aspect of ‘ anarcnllzs
strategy previously neglected: the steps to take after strugg
haﬁ‘;r:;iltll?i;x is not precise about how fa_r angx‘chist§ should go
toward abolishing legal governmcnt durm'gl tr = period of ?fe-
“oliective ruie-making, wers’ ps rsung

liminary cxpropriatio pr s

on the preferences of aajorities, wvould apparertly - o
providec t vsas carriec out :a 1oc§u warkplaces 2. r.h,.,r:tfs. ~ CL
a1y ru.es snactza oy these agencies, ither than )e;ngf;n om;:e

1ysically, would from “he start be er-.forced by means o he‘.nsu‘rhC
“Tropotkin taus carl €s forwarc a taeme 111troduéeij; .0 Lh
anarchist iradition 2y Goawin. ";houg?rn mn mature énarc tz
‘egal government raust be tota1.1y abohs}}ed’, it Tna}f cont%quses
exist, .1 ax atteruatea form, durirg anarchy’s p naratory Hhases.
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0ugii “.opot s somewiai vague abou’ the process for
“ariydlg out ararchist © >-opriation, he is snecific about the
c'na_ng:s It ‘nvolves e wams against confusing expropriation
with confiscation, with impoverishing the rich oy dividing up
their wealth. 1To one would be deprivec of articles of personal
consumption, nor would capital be affected — 2xCept so far as it
enabled ‘any man...to appropriate the product of another’s
toil”.* The seizure of property would nevertheless be extensive,
"“he insurgent anarchists must, through a rapid and complete
takeover making no use of the nation state, assure everyone a
reliable supply of life’s necessities. [arehouses, factories, dwell-
ings and farms all must be seized, inventoried and redistributed so
as to satisfy needs and eliminate exploiters.*? Expropriation would
thus be eminently constructive. in seizing property the anarchists
would at the same time reorganize the social infrastructure. _lere
the abstract call of Proudhon and 3akumin to builc the new
society by demolishing the state receives a plausible, concrete
meaning.* in JTropotkin’s expropriation destruction and creation
appear reconciled.

Yet the possibility of conflict remains. Tow ca~ one be sure
that even Xropotkin’s anarchists, though hard :o tempt, would
have the discipline, while expropriating, to resist taking personal
possession of their seized wealth? Or, even if they resisted greed,
would they be wise enough immediately to create a working
anarchy? These are among the more embarrassing of the evalua-
“Ive questions ~ropotkin’s strategy must face.

The truth is that despite his intrepid efforts to avoid both
unnecessarily immoral tactics of 2akunin’s sort and insufficiently
vigorous tactics such as Godwin's, “ropotkis .. 1l {ails io find a
S'Lrategy both sure and legitimate. s strategy, sirin ec to essen-
a8, sejects aecention aitogetiner anc accepts coercion for just
two purposes: to inspire the contag.cn of insuirectiona , feeling
and to carry out the seizure of accumulated producive wealth.
"“he defects ir this strategy are by now aimost ‘0o famiiiar. Its
avoidance of ceception makes it iiedective: its accepiance of
coercion makes it :llegitimate, without givng ‘t © : means of
success.

r08
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17 spectacle of Joc in stumbling o the - yooar v
throug, . rzaso. - juffic e 1t to duseradit “Tropot  'swu.u v :joTitofn

of fraud. Surely anarchists, to be successiul, must lolc 7 <w
part way ir. sometimes, like ordirary polwisians, - ng less 2
fully candid. .sy utterly rejecting deceptive tactics, “ropotkir
greatly burdens his coercive ores. “eeligs of daring wou'c have
to be farfetchecly contagious to spread as mucn n resnonse tc
displays of force as "‘ropotkin needs them to. (/.nd what of the
destructive feelings that displays of force might spread?) ~he
mass of expropriators would have to be improbably skilled anc
selfless to reorder society without leaders, without a unitary legal
system and wita no preconceived plan. ¥ropotkin, to be sure,
tries to answer these objections, ana not always by invoking
popular rationality and good sense. Sometimes he uses an argu-
ment borrowed from radical democrats about the educative
effects of drect local participation.®* Sometimes he defends the
“ 'iscomfort ana confusion’ that wouid follow expropriation as
be 1g, ‘for the mass of the people’, stil "an: mprovement on {1er
former condition. 3esides, n times of .evolution one car dire
contentedly enough on a it of bread and cheese while zagerly
discussing events.”® 1s it unfair to see u~ this recourse to asceticism
an admissior: by “ropotkin of strategic failure? . opearing as it
does in the most confident of his mature works, it surely betrays
uncertainty about the chance of his strategy’s success. . “.opotk -
did come closer than any of his pradecessors to finding an =ffec-
tive, leg..imate strategy. 3ut the soundness of the doubts he
harbored about whether he had found one would 9e foolish ic
cortest.

TIZE JTILIT 7 O AN. (CGHIST STR: TLGY

“aue Truera onds fis syimodachetic account of o.o:oar archists’
as . constructive theries” with a confession ' eiawo:as cetiveern
{_.e masses ard the conscious muinority constitute a problem “o
waic 1 no fuli solution has peen founc by the . .ar.usis or even by
the a~ rchists, and one o~ which it seems that the last wora has
not yet bcen said. ™ Cuerin’s oartial ackaowledgment 5! ic
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an~ < aists’ strategic fa wme s well © 0 ported by 4 < mcence
prese La: 1 this chapter. Hut this 2. _2cr.r cates s 2 ~ooo for
1, consiGeraw.y more drastic portrayal of the anarchis.s™ sirategic
-1 ght. "t is not only the problem of ths=ir relations to anconvinced
outsiders taat they fail o solve. lae probiems of 10w to organize
internaily and how, united with the masses, to proceec irom old
to new also paffle them. L'Tor are these problems whose soiutions
will, as Guerii impiies, be fourd in the future. _f the last word
about them has not peen said yet, this must ve because there is
none.

Part of the reason why anarchist strategy faiis lies in the
radicalism of its objective. Any theorist whose objective is as
sweeping, abstractly defined and strongly opposed as the anar-
chists” will find his choice of means treacherous and unreliable.
o reach a vast, vague end in the teeth of opposition calls for
energetic, wide-ranging measures. Such measures are surz to have
numerous unexpected consequences and may nave nonz of the
intended ones. Hence the goal sought will not be reached, or, if it
is, it will be undermined by destructive side effects.®” Rapid,
wholesale change can certainly be warranted ‘n situations where
it is the alternative to great misery. 3ut as a means of achieving
radical aspirations it is very nearly doomed to fail.

If the vastness of the change needec to reach anarchy maxss its
achievement difficult, the special character of <he needed change
makes achieving t virtually impossible. “he communal indi-
viduality that must fiourish under anarchy 1ivolves personal
raits, such as honesty and sympathy, and socia: traits, such as
frust anc. cooperation, which, neec ~g a stasle peaceful ¢ mate,
are put i1 special jeopardy by energetic measures, 2t anarchists
‘must use such measures, ualess 1ey are wiliag ‘o abandc  hope.
“The gemial humareness of 12'r aspiratiors :nus burae=s arzr-
c. Lts with an esseciady 1.lcactable versio  of the . :mma 11
which al radicals 2re caug 1t.

"hat anarchist stratzgy is a failure canzot de trovec . eyond
al: doubt. Though no anarchist has yet fo. d an auspicious
strategy, anc thougn the oostazles to finaing one are immense,
the bare »ossibility of succzss — for zvzn tae lzast promisi 1g — still
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o “mctics b o1g  perceni onocent 57007
ceriar . @rchist srategy s : ucged 2
the approm. 1ie measure o° .ts propable success.
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The ideas of anarchists, when compared with those of socialists or
iiberals, are often found to be essentially the same. Oscar Jasz,
for instance, sees ‘the fundamental element of anarchism’ as ‘the
extension of classical liberalism from the economic to all other
fields’, while Zaniel Guerin, followed by IMoam Chomsky, finds
that ‘the anarchist is primarily a socialist’ * This chapter shows,
by subjecting these claims about the ideological place of anar-
chism to scrutiny, that neither can be effectively sustained.
Anarchism is revealed as occupying its own distinct position in
the spectrum of political ideas.

The elements of anarchist theory which will be found o set it
apart from its close neighoors are its fundamental value and its
view of the workings of the state. What separates anarchism
from liberalism is its commitment to the value of community,

’hat separates it from socialism 1s its ascription to the state’s
inherent attributes, such as its impersonality, of the most signifi-
cant effects. Ilow socialists share the anarchists’ commitment to
community, while liberals share their ascription of the state’s
offects to its inherent attributes. ience :t 1s these two elements of
anarchism ir: combination that mark 1t as unique. ~ ere it not for
the ararchists’ commitment {o commun:ty, they would nave to be
placed ir tae Iberal camo . 'zre . not for their “elief "1 the
cauvsal efficacy of the state’s iaaereni atiributes, tnsy “would have
to be accounted socialists. 3ut since anarchists arc soth com-
munitariar. in values and zmphastzers of what 1s inherert in the
workings of the state, their theory differs fundamszntaily from
both of those with whick. it is most frequently confused.
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h~ ma  pt posc  compar g o rchi o soCE STAC
ar BTALLM 15 70 clanfy tsstracer @ as systematic thougai. . argu
merts stand out more Holdiy, wher. distinguisnac rom {hose of
kinc rec. theories. sut there is also a practical value to ..us com-
parison. Go long as anarchism is thought squivasent at root to
socialism or 1 beralism, d:fferent at most in being purer. what 1s
ai stake in choosing to be an anarchist i1s musperceived. Since a
variant of familiar socialist or iiberal beliefs seems all one must
accept, the choice of anarchism appears quite trivial. But when
anarchism is recognized as a separate theory, making bold,
distinctive claims, the decision to be an anarchist stands revealed
as daring.

ANARCHISM, LIBERALISM AND COMMUNITY

Of writers who think anarchists should be viewec as liberals,

illiam 7. ocking is more zlaborate than most in dacking his
claims with reasons. The main point of agreement belweer:
anarchists and liberals for ocking is on tae overriding value of
freedom understood as the absence of coercion by the state. For
anarchists as for liberals ‘liberty. . .is the chief of all politica:
goods’. £s for their dispute about whether the state should be
abolished, ocking sees it as stemming from differences in psycho-
logy and thus of minor importance when compared to ther
agreement on first values. 1 _berals ‘think that the self-seeking and
deceitful elements 1n 1iuman nature will remain statistically about
as they are’, while anarchists ‘believe in a moral progress such
that the social casing of coercion may eventually be discarded’.”
Both take the same position on the most basic 1ssue in political
theory — the nature of intrinsic value — and it is only differences
on secondary, psychologica. matters that lead to their dramatic,
yet superficial cisagreement on the wisdom of abolishing the
ste’ ..

““he main trouble v th this argument for se ng anarchists as
liberals 1s that it inisconstrucs the posivon of noth groups on which
values are uitimate. ocking snares thz misconception of anar
chists as commitied above all to frcedom from the state, whica
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wWeas d 7 oue .. DAL it § @ d repsaceC Jy the Lew /hal their
c1 goa'is commural iac viaualit;  That ust 52 adcec rere
15 that {reedom i3 not even the chisf goal for 1 liberals.

1 any . oerals do, of course, smbrace it “ant, jor instance,
called freeaom ‘he one sole and origiral right that belongs to
zvery human being by virtue of his humanity’. Znd he means
nothing complicated or paradoxical by freedom, in this context,
at any rate. it is ‘independence from the constraint of another’s
will’.? Equally frank expressions of commitment to freedom thus
defined can be found in the writings of other leading liberals,
such as Benjamin Constant.*

But these statements do not prove that for all liberals such
freedom has supreme intrinsic worth. For utilitarian liberals,
including Bentham, and perhaps Mill, its value is instrumental.®
"hese theorists set value on freedom only as a means to happiness
and not as an end in itself. Should freedom conflict with happi-
ness, utilitarian liberals are bound logically to ovpose it, and if
happiness is increased by state coercion they must give such
coercion their support.

The claim that anarchists are liberals is thus easily refuted, so
far as it presumes that freedom from state coercion is the chief
good for both groups. But this refutation is not invincible. _iberals
and anarchists do agree in opposing coercive government. ~hough
the normative basis for this agreement s not the shared commit-
ment to freedom alleged by writers such as Hocking, this does not
mecan that liberals and anarchists oase their opposition on differ-
ent norms. Y/hile not sharing the supreme value usually ascribed
to them, they still might share one, which serves “or both as the
asis for their opposition o the state.

Tne vaiue used by liberals as a basis for objeciing to state
coercion is autonomy, wmderstooa as acting irom no =mpirical
motive, out for the sake of duty. ' ant objected to state oercion
or this ground when e noted that the mcentive to comply with
‘juridical legislation, . . being different from tie idea of auty
itself, must derive from pathological grounds determ'ning the
will, that is, from inclinatiors’.® Since an action, to e autonomous
in the Zantia sense, must be aone for duty’s sake, anc. since fear
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- s casy to show “hat roae of the a.iarchists w2 s..e cors: .. ing
use .antian autoromy as the normativ . basis for their opposition
to state coercion Godwin, axunin and Zropote.1 do not,
because they are determ..usts who deny the possibility of choice
uncaused by inclinations.” "hough . udhon seems 0 admit this
possibility, he does not eievate it to the status of supreme gooc. 't
neea not have even instrumental worth, since he prizes right but
empirically determined choices more highly than choices tnat are
wrong but empirically undetermined.

Another value to which liberals appeal in their objections to
state coercion is utility. it is on this basis that Bentham writes:
‘All punishment is itself an 2vil’, because ‘it tends to subiract
from. . .happiness’.® Punishment, the most typical form of state
coercion, definitionally causes .ts victims to suffer pain. Jtility
mandates the maximization of satisfaction. Fence, if utility is the
supreme value, then punishment, and the state that inflicis it,
stand at least presumptively condem=ed.

TTere is enough ambiguity in the attituce of some anarchists
toward the principle of utility to make calling them utilitariars
seem plausible. Godwin is especially easy to treat in this way,
since he repeatedly praises satisfaction as the supreme good. As for
%1s seemingly contrary words of praise for other goods, particularly
community and individuality, these need not be read as ascrip-
t ons of supreme value, but may be construed as empirical state-
ments about how tiie most satisfaction can be achieved Zodwin
can ther: pe said to approve of these otaer goods as means to
vuiity rather than as equal to it ‘n wortn.”

't is possible o give a similar interpreiation of @ ropotkin,
whose agreement with the utilitarians is shown <learly by his way
of framing the quesiion to be soived by anarchr  n: ¢+ "at forms
of social iifc assurz o a givea sociely, and then to mankind
generaily, ithe greatest amount of happiness?’™® ‘o doubt, he,
like Godwir:, approves of gooas otner than satisfaction. Sut his
approval for these goods may be seen as instrumental, arising from
the’r richness as utility’s source.
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Taung Toopc’ Loasubseriber to vt vaockr s o viwle
because ne goes out of ris way to condsrin that aoctriaz as
iramza by its fourders __: faults . sntham for ‘the incomplete-
ness of bis ethics® and 1 ..l for the absence from his theory of ‘the
prirc ole of justice’.’  ’hat . “ropotkn is here ailuau g to is the
commonplace among critics of utilitarianism that an action which
ma. mizes satisfactior may still be wrong. Since we condemn
actions which utility tells us to approve, utility cannot always e
of overriding worth,

-t is harder to show the error in calling Godwin a utilitarian.
~-Is praise for the principle of utility is nowhere counterweighed
by criticism, and he takes pains to reconcile this praise empirically
with his avowals of support for rival goods. Yet one cannot avoid
suspecting that his attempt at reconciliation fails. Fis claims
about the effectiveness of community and individuality as a
means to happiness are much exaggerated. ~ suid he ever stop
approving them in cases where it seemed likely that their oppo-
sites, such as deceit or servile deference, would advance utility
more? Though Godwin’s utilitarianism is formally consistent, its
empirical contestability casts its plausibility into doubt.

But Godwin’s utilitarianism, even if authentic, is insufficient
evidence that anarchists agree with liberals in using the greatest
happiness principle to criticize the state. Though Bakunin is
silent on the merit of utilitarianism, Proudhon denounces it even
more emphatically than "ropotkin does. ‘It cannot be said that
everything. . .useful. . is just; in case of conflict tie choice is
indisputable, justice is entitled to command.”*?* Proudhon is here
making . "ropotkin’s familiar point utility may saaction wrongful
acts. .:ut he goes seyond this commonpiace, wiit his character-
istic rigor, when he prociaims: ¢ _ight aad nterest are :wo “hings
as radically distinc: as d.oauchery ana marriage.™® £ more
thoroughgoing rerunciation of utilitaria - morality is diffcult o
onceive.

" 'here is one other value to which liberals appeai in . r
objections to state coerciol wiich seems more promising than
autonomy or utility as a mark of normative agreemeat vsith
anarchism. "Thais value is individuality of the  ad prizea by

116

 AAYCRIST, | 2YALS. T ANC 0. LN

~

o Ssara .ca.ol. . £l epagih tco T go.cTD
eat vhac it deo “ates «~e character of ituers - ea al
whzn it Su~ “ces opinior, prevents self-regardmg action, or be =vo-
lently interferes by giving too muc! . heln. Ctate coercion is for I .1l
a menace ‘o the :ndividuality, unaerstood as energetic personality,
that he prizes as the supreme clement iz huma 1 worth.

“ndividuality, of course, as we have seen i~ Chapter 3, also
has :ntrinsic value for the anarchists. . _ier Codwin calls it ‘the
very essence of human excellence’, he sounds like . iil's
anticipator.,”* ‘#hen Zropotkin demands its ‘most complete
development” he sounds iike . jill’s disciple.”® Texts of Proudhon
and Bakunin also could be cited to show that in setting inherent
value on individuality and in appealing to it in their arguments
against the state, all four anarchists agree with = ill — the quintes-
sential liberal. © 1is agreement would scem to give the basis, which

ocking failed to find, for claxmirg anarchists as liberals. "hough
freedom cannot e citea as the value used sy both groups to
condemn coercive government, individuality can be. /.nd since
anarchists and liberals share this basic value, their theories, orc
might argue, must be regardec as at root the same.

The main trouble with tiis attempt to save lockig’s thesis s
that it overlooks the difference in normative status assigned by
the two groups to community. Anarchists do not prize individu-
ality simpliciter: communal :ndividuality is their goal. Ther
project, we haave learned, ;5 “o organize society so as to maximize
indviduality and commu ity seen as equal, interdependent
values. _iberals give community a lower status. For some it is an
interference with the satisfactior, frcedom or ndividuality tiey
most rize. “or others :t is normativeiy irrelevant. hic ing of
socie*; as a dovice to protect int~ sic values, they regard it a5 an
1 trument and ars 1w ifferent to the reciprocity of awarznes:
among its members ca lea community.*® “The vo v 2f community,
-whica for anarchists 1s mheovent, 5 thus for liverals | strume .:al
at most. " his disagreement .. stweer. the two groups  normat.ve
starticg point 18 decisive evidance for the conclusion defendza
here. . narchists, far from oeing an especially aardy breec of
[inerais, arc an entirely different race.
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ccommiirent of sra.co’ L, loco 1 78 sig. Gcant as
mors than 2 mark reuirg wem apart from L derals 't a so ro-
vidss ar. explanation, more convincing than . usual, for their
rusagreement with liberals on the wisdom of abolshing the state.
e standard expianation for this disagreement, menrtionzd above,
re.tes on alleged differences between the two groups on the pos-
sibilities of human nature. ""he weakness of this explanation is
zhat they actually agree closely on these possibilities. "hus, their
difference in first values is extremely fortunate for explaining
why they disagree about whether the state should be abolished.
if both groups proceeded from the same first values, their dis-
agreement on this issue would be much harder to explain.

Liberal psychologies all lack two antithetical assumptions about
human nature that are often found in political theory. On the
one hand, they do not consider any vicious motive such as the
desire to oppress or cause suffering to be irremediably and univer-
sally dominant. Nor do they concede the possibility that a benevo-
lent motive might achieve this status. .. thin the limits set by
these omissions, liberals adopt a variety of psychologies ranging
from _.ocke’s relatively benign one to Bentham’s hedonism, and
including intermediate positions such as Tant’s ‘asocial soc
ability’.*™ But here the subject is not differences among liberal
nsychologies, but similarities. Anarchists agree with liberals in
upholding what is common to the liberal outlook, since they too
deny both that malevolence is always dominant everywhere and
that the universally dominant motive can be benevolence.

- uman nature as described by Proudhon lies clearly within
the boundaries of liberal psychology. He explicitly rejects the
same two hypotheses about motivation as the liverals, wiile in his
own psychology, man, suspended betweer. these c.ireres, ‘may
be defined with 2qual justice as either a pugracious animai or a
sociable one’.** 2akuirin holds a similariy liveral »iew concerniag
the motivational weight of kinaness as comparec with malice.
w»lan, for Bakunin, has ". »o opposed instincts, egoism ani . soc
ability’, neither of which predom:nates, ‘or ‘he is both more
ferocious in ais egoism than the most ferocious beasts anc more

sociable than bees arc arts’.*®
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psycaologies as libera! " he prob .1, of course, | £ 0 . .
sess'm:sm of these theorists about tihe future of malevolence, dut
.0 their optimism about the pos..biiities of wman <irdness. .t is
not .ara to show, however, thai the repuiations of - "oc vin a ¢
“"vopotkin as naive believers in benevolence are caricatures.*

£s part of his campaign against psychological =goism Sodw.u
soes insist on the force of kindly motives. I{or can it be denie..
that ne expects them to become stronger, more imvartial and
more widespread in the future, as social conditions are improved.
But these claims do not amount to the thesis, ‘requently ascribed
to him, that benevolence can pecome universally predominant.
Dfter:, he says the opposite. £. late work, T houghts on Man, calls
‘the love of power’ a motive whica ‘ncver entirely quits us’. 't
portrays man as ‘a creature of mingled substance’. * 1d it warns
solemnly against the ‘fcw mer .n every community that are sons
of riot and »lunder’.* Lest these professions of doubt on the
prospects of benevolence be thought symptoms of Godwin’s ola
age, it should be noted that they also appear in the carlier and
more optimistic Political Fustice. Godwin there advances the
doctrine of perfectibility, which for him includes progress in
_-nevolence. But he is careful to delineate the limits io perfect-
ibility, of which the most important is intractable human nature.
So ‘shut in on ali sides’ is man by the ‘limicec nature of the
aumar. faculties’ that it woulc: be pretence for him to ‘lay claim
to absolute perfection’.”* Cince we will never be perfect, benevo-
lence will not always be our strongest motive. Thus, not even in
us most optimistic work did Godwin’s [aith iz human Findness
surnass the L serals’.

. "~opotkin’s position on tue future of benevolence is much the
same. "2 too stresses -he actual force of motives suzh s lovz aia
“syotion. 2 too <laims qat under anarchy t zse mot s w2
stronger and more widespread. . »ut no more than Cocwin does ~e
regarG them as poteatially predominan. .r. his cescr ption of
anarchy not everyone is k adly. " Certain among us’ vill still 32
governed by ‘anti-social instrcts’.*® Frovotkin, ke Godw
sees more potentiajities for oenevolence than T roudhon or
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“hkunm vt his confidence .o1o1s chight ougo to . = along
svith Codwir’s as conclusive sviderce tnat i *az2ir 2st:mates of
human nature anarchists ana liberais agree.

" he agrecement between anarchists arc uberals 1 psychology
makes the main problem of tneir Holitics the same. 5y cenying
that malevolence is neradicable, bota ruie out autocracy as a
mode of organization. ~or only if viciousness must be widespread
and rampant is autocracy needed to safeguard peace. 3y Genying
the possibility of universal benevolence, they also rule out as un-
workable modes of organization which exert no cohesive force.
Tor only if kindliness is the overriding motive, can an utterly
spontaneous society exist. Thus the problem of politics for anar-
chists and liberals alike is to describe a pattern of social relations
that, without being autocratic, provides the required cohesive
force.

There are two ways to solve this problem.?* The first, the choice
of liberals, is to accept, and limit, the coercive state. Z.narchists
choose the second solution, familiar from earlier chapters of this
bock: they reject the state entirely and rely insteac on public

tive starting point that explains the differerce ir how they solve
their common problem. Both groups regara the legal form and
coercive sanctions, which are inherent in the state, as causing its
most 1mportant effects. 3ut whereas the anarchists’ commitment
to community leads them to evaluate these effects so negatively
that they reject all states, even the most iimited, and turn instead
to public censure, liberals are led by their indifference to com-
munity to a more positive evaluation, which sncourages them to
reject censure and to admit the need for a 1 a'tea state.

Liberals, in their denunciatior of the state, ofter szem as
adamant as anarchists. ut some of * 12e:r more vivid zviticism is
deceptive bluster. . aine, for insiancz, sounds anarchisticaliy out-
raged as he berates ‘the greedy hanc of government, torusting
itself into every corner and crzvice of inc ustry, and grasping tne
spoil of the multitude’.*” 3ut hus objection herz, 1...2 many raised
by liberals, 1s to a remediable e:-cess, anc thus no sign o cate-
gorical nostility. ~ zing cirected at avoiaabie siortcomings, rataher
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have at least two whch, se..\g ¢ =d at . ¢ stze’s "1 21,
attributzs, arz basic. " "he first of ti=se cr lcisms is  -~ntham’s,
already mentiored, that purishment causes pan . " 1is s an
objection to ar. unavoidable ciefect inherent - all goverrments,
since 2one can refrain from ounishing altogether. The otaer
liberal objection to an inherent attribute of the state is Xant’s,
also sncountered before, that, owing to its unavoidanle coercion,
the incentive to obey a government may be fear of punishment.
Since an autonomous actior: is done for the sake of duty, obedi-
ence to a government ofter: lacks morai worth.

But though liberals object to some consequences of the state’s
coercion, they are preventeda by their indifference to the value of
corrmunity from assailing it wi.1 the anarchists’ sort of al-out
criticism, State coercion, ior thz anarchist, is more than painful,
more {han immoral. (f is a poison which, by contaminating socia.
relations with distrust, resentment and remote impersonality,
causes coramuiity’s dissorutior _. zre then is oxe way the differ-
ence between anarchists-.anc liberals :n fundamenta. values
explains their disagreement aoout abolishing tae state. " he
anarchists’ commitment to the value of community gives them ar
emplacement, unavailable to liberals, from which to atcack the
effects of state coercior. more forcefuily.

"t is not only because therr criticism of staie coercion is mi.der
that liberals disagree with anarchists about its adolition. They
also disagree secause they outweigh their criticism w th reverence
for anotner of che staie’s inhereat attrivutes, the o = of lavr. 50

=1y likerals arz the comsequences of law’s fam aar ‘raits —
.5 general../, stabr ity a 1. ::ieraality — that the bac =ffects of
state coercio are oversaadowec 1 fheir 2yer, v 2 »  has these
legal merits. “he gererality of iaw guai.s age so practices
I1serals loatae, sach as discm nination against sccertrics an<
exploiiation. by officials. _aw’s stabiiity gives 1t a orec "ta "y
esteemed oy libera:s as a source both of aependence and satis:
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faction. Znd ~zy prize law’s exterrality Zor the protectior
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z Ffox_:'.‘s 28« st governmente’ ~ rference L. L1 v e states of
_ This out” v of .o liberai defense of law and ‘hus the state
t"xou‘ghA sketchy, is sufficient for explaining why anarchists do noé
vse it ~or this purpose, the cracial point about ihis defease Is its
logical dependence or. liberal values. "t is the liberals’ commit-
ment to freedom, autonomy, individuality and utility that makes
them find the effects of law desirable enough to outweigh the
harm caused by state coercion. o anarchists, on the other hand
with their commitment to community, veneration of legalit};
seems outrageous. As the comparison worked out early in this
book between the anarchists’ views of law and censure showed
from their communitarian perspective law, far from redeeminé
coercion, only makes it more repulsive. Being general, law ignor(;s
Fhe individual diversities from which anarchist community draws
-ts strength. Being permanent, it is too rigid as a regulator of
communal ties. /nd being external, it is blind to community’s
very substance: the knowledge shared by all its members of the
others’ minds. Their commitment to community thus accounts for
the anarchists’ disagreement with liberals over the state’s abolition
by explaining not only why they attack the state more narshly
but also why they reject liberal arguments for state coercior;
redeemed by legal probity.

There is one other reason why liberals disagree with anarchists
about abolishing the state: they oppose using public censure as
the state’s replacement. The degree to which the liberals oppose
censure varies, depending on their attitude toward utilitariz;nism.
"entham, as a consistent utilitarian, finds no ' _nerent fauit in
censure, but he finds no 1aherent merit in + eitrer. “is value lies
largely 1 its offectiveness as a pehavioral corirol, conceraing
which he has grave doubts. “hat is why he includes .. in his I'st
of sanctions — cz iirg it the mora or popular sanctior: — but ralizs
OF 1t very 1ttle 13 sis proposals ‘o eform.? Ton-uilitarian
hb:jrals oppose censc ¢ forthrightly, as 2z unavoidable “hreat o
Fhe{r first values. . i, ‘nterpretec as assigring - __viduality
Intrinsic worth, is tae des: knowr example of a "iberal who rejectis
censure categoricaily. 3ut Constant does so too, vher. ae =ro-
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Since censure unavoiaably obctructs self-dovelopment, it is as
impermisstole for Constant as for . .iil.

. —archists, of course, sharz tite concera of Iiberals fo: the
development of individuality. .2t tney tae issue “wita them by
espousing censure, despite their recognitior. that ior seli-develop:
ment it is a threat. *ere too the explanation for tne disagreement
between the two groups is the difference in their fundamental
values. Liberals reject censure, because the dearth of reciprocal
awareness in the legal state means that admonishment by neigi-
bors there can only cramp the self. But the bonds of community n
the stateless environment of the anarchists make censure’s effect
on :ndiviGuality more benign. Censure under anarchy is remark-
able, we have learned, for the extent to which, owing iargely to
the communal context in which it operates, it nurtures human
faculties by controlling behavior with reasons. It is because
anarchists affirm the worth of communal understanding that they
are able, unlike liberals, to give censure their sup»ort. For com-
munai understanding provides them with a safeguard, unavail-
able to liberals, with which to check censure’s destructive ten-
ceacies, Thus their aifference in normative starting points is as
sound as explanation for why anarchists disagree with liberals by
praising pubiic censurs as for why they disagree with them by
condemning coercion ana law. The anarchists’ communitariaz
cominitment and 1ts rejection oy the liberals are the grounds to
which all aspects of their disagreement about whether the state
should bz abolished must finally be traced

"“he account advancasd nere of thz deep ¢ Jerence be zen
anarciusm and  beralism clarifies what is at stake 12 choosing
setween them. . 18 not uncommon ‘or I derals vi0 ofter sco
their =iationship to anarchistr * lockimg’sterms ' Mz ezsy
sympathy with anarchism as morally appealing ott empi 1:ally
unsound. The allegiance o iibera. values they ~~< 1 anarc 'ism
makes it seem congenial. But its unfortunats ~aivety conce ~u g
: uman naiure marks it with 2n uracceptabie extravagasce hus
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i -l iveat anarch ALY DOYL et v ~er o B30 L0, as a
1avred Hut nobie version of 1= tru.h 2 T re is a ¢ ou ~le mistz e
dehird such treatmant, we now can ses, for the basic values c;f
anar(_:'msm and liberalism differ, while their views of numan nature
ars 'i;f.lﬁ same. ence the choice between them turns 1ot on dis-
avowing an outlandish psychology, but or: embracing a distinctive
norm. "his choice cannot pe easy, since che norms of liberals and
taose of anarchists have a powerful but opposite appeal.

ANARCHISM, SOCIALISM AND THE STATE AS CAUSE

The .boundary between anarchism and socialism cannot lie on the
tfirfam of values, because communal individuality is the over-
ndu%g goal for both. Zccentric minor socialists such as Cabet can
be cited, for whom community eclipses individuality as a source
of °worth, but an individualized community is the goal of the
main socialist tradition, as exemplified by its profound, influential
members, above all Marx.?® Hence though an analysis of values
has set anarchists apart from liberals, they must be marked off
from socialists on some other ground. The point in their theories
that sets anarchists and socialists apart most fundamentally is one
on which anarchists and liberals agree: the importance as a source
of consequences of the state’s inherent attributes.

Laving traced the anarchists’ abhorrence of law and govern-
ment to their distinctive normative commitment, we must pe
startled to find that socialists, though sharing this commitment
nevertheless endorse the state, not only as a means to build thé
gooc society, but as one of that society’s integral parts. ~ 1at
socialists rely on :he state tactically, whether sy seizing 1% vith
f?rce or claiming it wiiz votes, is a longstanding commonplace.?®
~hat they also ncorporate ‘t :nto their good society is more
cortestable, =spscially 1 light o 1at 1 2 . anc. Ingels say
_a_)out‘ its ultimate disappearance, "=t it is easy to show taat the
h-arxist good society, =ven at its hig iest siage, ' cluces elemerts
ot legal government vshich are bannec. Jvom mature anarchy. |

" arr and ingels, in their remarks bout the staie’s futuve, do
a0t say that it wili disappear eatirely; rather, they :'.nen;ion
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alore are dustined to d': 0w ** . cludew among e i Lo -
as a ‘government of persons’ an. as ar. istruxr ~ t of ‘class:ui
or ‘special repressive force’.**  'hat . ars ard . 1gels inea >
designate 9y the last two of these phrases is fairly clear: no forze
will be used by officials in the ultimate phase of socialism to
weaker or eliminate opponents. “or in the ultimate phase of
socialism, since there will be no more <classes, there w/ill be no
opponents for officials to repress. As for the disappearance of a
‘government of persons’, this must be seen in the light of its
replacement, ‘the administration of things’. "Thus considered, 1:
means an end to the legal regulation of behavior, except when
needec to protect efficiency. he members of the classless society
:vill be so cooperative that legal government will not have to
orevent crime.

Besides enumerating the attributes of the state that will become
outmoded, = larx and Zngels also mention some that w1l remain.
Zlections, for ezample, though they will ‘completely iose their
political character’, will still occur under socialism. Znd though
the officials chosen at these elections will perform1 no ‘govemn
mental functions’, ‘general functions’ such as supervising the
economy will continue to be their task.”® Thus I rx and ingels
are at one with the mainstream of the socialist tradition in giving
the state permanence. For the regulative institutions whicii they

1clude ir socialist society, despite the withering or transcenc =nce
they undergo, retain eaough traces of legal authority to cualify
as a state.**

"’he disagreement between anarchists and socialists concarnng
the abolition of the siate is both a ground for suspe~ting that their
theori~; differ and a source of puzzlement : 1archists and
socialists are Doth committe to communa. ndi icuvslity <~ only
anarchists usz this sharec <ommitment o justily (1o state’s
sliminatio . /hat 1s it about socialism that pravents iis aaherenis
from drawing out from tine normative starting noiat they share
with. ararchists the anarchists’ 2xtreme anti-state conclusion?
answer to ... s question w:ll clearly delineate thz line that separates
their theories.
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-~ 3818 .0 .1 spreas. veverence for egalits a ¢ socia iste
“vich could se: 3, as 't woes for 1 derals, 2o ~ plai “ae . liking for
the state. Some soc.alists, especially those 1ta e sionist or
~abian sympathies, do srow a libera: appreciation ‘o1 *hz lav’s
olessings. But neutrasity or ~difference “oward the iaw as such is
socialism’s usual stance. For most socialists lega™ institutions draw
their vaiue 20t from their intrinsic character, but from the society
that shapes tnem and from the interests that :hey serve, Nor can
the liking of socialists for the state be explained by their view of
numan nature, since their pessimism about the future of benevo-
lence is no greater than the anarchists’. Marx, of course, thought
history was ‘nothing but a continuous transformation 5f human
nature’.*® The place to look for an explanation of their differ-
ences concerning the abolition of the state is their anaiysis of its
significance compared to the economy as a social cause.

4l anarchists take note of a point much emphasizec by sociai
1sts — how economic relations affect our lives for ill or g00G:
Yropotkin, writing in a period that was obsessed by economics,
goes further than his predecessors in tracing personal degradation
and social mistrust to the baneful effects of a disordered economy,
«which he sees as causing damage not only directiy, but also in-
directly, through being a source of legal government. | “ropotkin
also works out more fully how the future economy will cause
communal individuality to grow. But even Godwin’s analysis of
the economy’s causal role includes the gist of , “ropotkin’s points.
“Zhe spirit of oppression, the spirit of servility, and the spirit of
fraud, these are the immediate growth of the established adminis-
trztion of property.” ‘The unequal distributior of propeity’ is
also ‘one of the original sources of government’. £r _ an egaii-
tarian economy wou:cd hzly to create a situat:c in waich “each
mar woulc be united to his 2eighbor,  iove an. = 21 ‘1d-

ess. . .out caca man wouid *“nk a- | u- ge for .1insel?’.3 Tee
1s nothing 1 these affirmations w1l . whic . 2 socia, =t we=c. dis.
agree.

“here anarcﬁi_lists anc soc - wts Dar: company is 0 | he cause”
role of the state. - luch of neir disagreement or. this su. ect is 7o
more than a matter of degree or emvhasis. Thus,
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o OUDs recog..” the e.ecic of gove. 1 ...l L.l Lol
ons, ararchists mnsist or them : are®” 7 T v < Sow sce al
goverizy :nit, despite - 2ng affected py *' e economy, acts some
what * dependently fror ‘t, anarchists st more strongly on
“ais independerce.®® iut thers is o2 question regarc 1g the statz
as cause on which anaichists and socialists completely . 1sagree
whether the state’s irnerent nature ‘s a source of its effects. / 1 ~f
:he state’s effects are seea by socialisis as arising from its parti-
cular, changeable attributes, mainly, ir the Viarxist case, its class
character. Each government, for the Marxist, gets its most
causally significant attributes from the relations of production
which it reflects. Anarchists, on the other hana, while they cer-
tainly appreciate how the vparticular effects of each state are
snaped by its changeaole attributes, also empnasize, in contra-
distinction to the socialists, how its legality and coerciveness,
which are inherent in its nature, corstantly cause more serious
effects. = "us Codwir. implores us ever to ‘forget, that govern-
ment is, abstractly taken, an evil, an usurpation upon the 2rivate
judgment and individual conscience of mankind’. 3akunir. main-
tains that “despotism lies less in the form of the state or of nower
than in their very principle’ £3d Proudhon gives « 1e anarchist
analysis of the state as cause practical application in exniaining
his vote against one of rance’s most democratic cors:itutions:
~ voted against the Tonstitutior, decause it is a Zonstitution.’*
Jor the anarchist, then, it makes no difference, so far as concerns
ts more important effects, who runs the state, how t is organ-
ized, or what it does. "t debases and estranges its subjects regard-
less of these cortingencies, just because it is a state.
.Jita this unierstanc . g of the basic difference b :twecn anar-
ciists aad socialists to rely on, new meaning ca  Je g1 n to thewr
weil-lnown tacticar disputes. “"he daramatic clashes Detween
= .archists anc socialists, wwhich arose within the First ntz 1ational
and have continuer. wherever aiarchists have be . politically
significant, are conventionaily see as clashzs over the bearing of
crrcumstances o the effectiveness of the state as a means ‘or
reaching a mutually accepted goa:. "his interpretation is in-
acequate on at least wo scores.
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Coror Lo1g Loclan that Lo goat of anarchists and soctalists
5ader cal can or y be accepied wi o stricter qualificaiions t an
arz norma .y :mpoosed _: Is often saia that the goal snared by

socialists aird anarchists 1s a self-regulating, classless socety,
bereft of government and law. Socialists, to be sure, see this goal
as an ultimate end, while {or anarchists it is an immediate objec-
tive, but its status as their shared goal can hardly be impugned by
the fact that they plan to reach it on different schedules. This
standard way of claiming that anarchists and socialists share goals
fails because it ignores the disagreement between them just
analyzed concerning the permanence of the state. Socialists and
anarchists cannot possibly have the same goal, understood as a
vision of the good society, because socialists give law and govern-
ment a permanent place even in their good society’s final stage.
But though the claim that anarchists and socialists share goals is
unacceptable in its standard version, properly qualified it holds
up. Provided they are regarded not as a vision of a good society,
but as values which a good society must express, the goals of
anarchists and socialists are certainiy identical, since communal
individuality is the regulative value for both groups.

"he other score on which the usual interpretation of the clash
on tactics between anarchists and socialists must be questioned is
its contention that the clash is over the issue of how the state’s
suitability as an instrument is affected by circumstances. - hen
socialists ely on the state tactically, they do so, in this view, out
of the belief that circumstances make it a helpfui means for
achieving victory. /inarchists arrive at their tactical opposition to
the state by the same sort of reasoning. 3ut their reading of the
-1 cumstances wiich socialists see as making the state a handy
coaveyance leads tnem to see 1t as a vehicle for reaching not lag
but defeat. ~ nere is evidence 1n the writiags of both groups to
support this way of understanding their clash on tactics.

Socialists, with insignificant exccptions, agree thai ore way to
win controi of the state, in the right circumstances, is by taking
. tle to it 1n an election. 1 arx, for iastance, thinks that if . :re is
universal suffrage, 17 capitalism is well-developed, if agricuiiure
1s inaustrialized, if taere 1S no strong authoritarian trad:tion,
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car. then be wor.*® . 1arcr sts reject this strategy Jy € .. y1 L at
the crrcurnstances which socialists T auspicious gi e electiors
even scanty dromise. T e mass of voters: . pressnt society are so
ignorant, so deferential, d so resigned that therc is no hope ot
attracting the support of a majority.**
1e other way suggestec. by socialists for “vinning controt of the

state 1s some sort of forceful seizure. Their projects for this seizure
(and hence their views about its needed circumstances) vary,
ranging from Blanqui’s schemes for conspiracy by a small group
to ] rx’s hints at an open, oroadly based insurrection. Circum-
stances which socialists see as affecting the success of a forceful
seizure pertain to such matters as the strength of the established
government, the dispositior of the underlying populatio: arc tas
capacities of the insurrectionary leadership. t is main.y <oncern-
ing the last of these that anarchists and socialists part company.
Socialists velieve that insurrectionary leaders, whether because of
their exemplary character, their dependence on their followers,
or their loyalty to their class, may have enough resolve selflessly
to buila the good society once they have won power. £ narchists
deny this on the ground that the temptations of power are 00
great. Not even the most dedicated revolutionary can be trustsd
to build the good society, if he occupies a public office.*?

It should be ciear from this comparison that the usual account
of the clash between anarchists and socialists on tactics, which
traces it to their different assessments of attendant circumstances,
provides a workable explanation of their dispute. But <his
¢ olanatior: 1s superficiai, secause it makes no reference to t1r
.ceper cil'erence octweer. them, Srought out earler in .hi
section, concerning the causai efficacy of tioe state’s ins wrent
attributes 'tven if they endorsed the socialists’ favorable r ac
ing of circumstances, anarchists would not accept eir tac.ca.
reliance on the siaie, because, rio matter now favoraple thz
circumstances 11 which it is used, the state for anarchists rer 1
a .v oloch. "'t is only by recognizing the bearing or: their famutar
tactica. disputes of thzir disagreemerit concerning the state as

i29



" .6 place of anarchisiz:

tavge .nat Lao l.eorlica sign Doavce of these d..puiss czn be
adpreciate” " bey ars then re <aleu as more * ar wrangles over
-~ % em .a.cal assessment of coatingencies, for they arz rooted in
a cifference antecedert to such -vrangles abou: whether con-
tngencizs can cver bz decisive, in judging tie state’s =ffects.

"he error of those ‘who claim that anarchists are socialists at
heart stems from blindness toward their disagreement about the
causa: efficacy of the state qua state. A typical version of this
claim is advanced by Woam Chomsky. Anarchism is not to be
identified with socialism simpliciter, since many socialists rely on
legal government. But there are also socialists (Chomsky cites
Linton Pannekoek and Villiam Paul) who are at one with
anarchists in finding the state antipathetic. "t is as part of this
‘libertarian wing of socialism’ that Zhomsky thinks anarchism
should be classed.*®

“f the antipathy to legai goverament of council communists,
syndicalists and similar representatives of socialism’s iibertarian
wing came irom alarm about the effects of the state’s inherent
attributes, Chomsky’s claim that anarchism is a type of socialism
vould be correct. But even the most libertarian of the socialists is
alarmed mainly by effects of the statc’s changeable characteristics,
such as its organization or policies. ~his difference ir the causal
perspective from which they view the state puts socialists, however
libertariai, a great distance away from anarchists. /hat iiber
{arian socialists find fault with in their criticism of the presen:
state 1s not its impersonality or coercion, but its use by minorities
to subjugate the many. /hat they fear in the state envisaged by 2
.ess libertariar socialism is not the oerpetuation of an unredecm-
able nstitution, but its co “tinued use as ar. oppressivs irst-ument
by a sureaucracy or a vanguard party. .. ¢ what tney project as
a successor 0 the = sting state 1s 10t a society freed of lega
government, dut a socicty organized, u Chorsky’s words, ‘or
cruly democratic lines, with democratic conirol in the workplace
and ir the community’.**

"-hz same conclusion emerges from this comparison at every
poi~t. ~abertarian socialists, mainly Hecause of ' err obliviorn to
the state’s permanent effects, are not anarchusts, but cemocrats.
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traiive committees” ** /.rarchists, to de suare, rega .. . .mocracy
as more progressive than other forms of goverrmert, some go so
far as to give 1t a significant place in tneir strategy. u® zven a
democracy purged of ali bourgeols zlements — impeccs .ly
participatory, thoroughiy decer.tralized, genuinely industria  ~ro-
ceeding entirely from the bottom up — produces the effzcts for
which the anarchists condemn the state. ience any theory such as
libertarian socialism which, far from excluding democratic insti-
tutions from its vision of the good society, regards tiem as .
dispensable, cannot possibly be called anarchist.

"~ 'e must thus conclude that even between anarchists and
socialists whose affinities are closest, there is a clear divicing lire.
Zor the disagreement about the significance of the state as cause,
which underlies their dispute about the future of democracy,
overshadows the affinity arising from their sharad antipathy to
particular states. “"hen libertarian socialists denounce the present
state as a tool of capitalism, call for workers’ councils, or attack
clitism and bureaucracy, they may sounc like anarchists, but -n
its relevant causal presunpositions the theory they demer . or. for
reaching these conclusions is no form of anarchism at ¢

If the usual view of the relationship between anarchism and
socialism were acceptable, choosing between them ‘woula e a
matter of empirical judgment. Cae need only decide . 1cn
group, in assessing the state’s zffectiveness in variec. circum-
stances, makes the more reliable predictions. 1. .:ters suc. as “ae
anarchists’ tendency to undercsiimate the educative effects of
democracy and tie socialists’ tendercy to une -~ “2siiimate a2
corrupting =ffocts of power would nave to ne . n.ed ./ ien
all the differences betweer *h= two groups whic. affice 2e
reliabiiity of ¢heiwr prea ctions had beer weighec “oge v, 17
balance on whichk the choice between taem depenc s | ould 22

struck.
But the view nrasented here of where anarchism a - . social'sm

disagree shows :hat the choice jetwee them rests on anot]
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0™ ¢cton. T oce we - of polucs has 2 c ~t cerustture for
the o 7c groups, at least so fara.i: . comooszc Jf staizs. Socralists
think that the state’s significance 25 a source oi politica. effects
arises from its contingent attr.sutes and from tne causal nexus i
which these aitriputes e t. .“or anarchists, the state’s poiitical
significance lies elsewhere — in its independent, self-cor:tained,
unchangeabie existence. Fence the choice between anarchism and
socialism depends not on an empirical comparison, but on an
ontological inquiry, not on the weighing of probabilities, at which
socialists may be shrewder, but on the elucidation of conjectures,
at which neither side is obviously better.

THE SINGULARITY OF ANARCHISM

""ae allegiance of the anarchists to botir communal : ndividuality
and to viewing the state as an inherent cause not only makes
their theory singular by distinguishing it from its close neighbors,
but also accounts for its most noticeable peculiarities. <n studying
the anarchists we have continually found their commitment to
communal individuality revealing. "“heir reliance on public
censure, their search for mediation between individuals and
groups, their radical social criticism and their fruitless quest for
an effective strategy have all been illuminated when seen as
shaped by the requirements of their guiding value. ‘et since
socialists as well as anarchists affirm this value, it cannot by itself
account for what is distinctive about anarchism Communal .ndi-
viduality as affected by anarchism’s conception of the stat= as ar
inherent cause is what lies at the root of its peculiarities. Conceiv-
ing of the staie as a malevolent god, crawing its power from its
inner resources, anarc lsts, at al. phasss of their theorizirg, must
fight not only for their gui. g waiue, but against "aeir . orta.
enemy 't is because they strive for 2 commuaal dividualicy
dzvow: of legal goveraiment taat anarchists rezcin sucn pecvliar
conclusions about tactics and soc a: siructare _ess novel op. ons
are unavailable, being foreclosed by their conception of the causa:
efficacy of the state.  =nce the singularity of anarckist taeory
lies not oaly in 1ts defining a:tribuies, but aiso in the contours
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+ion — this is the anarchist’s daring choice.
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/:ccurate understanding has been the main purpose of the
previous chapters of this book, which have sought to elucidate
the arguments of the anarchists faithfully and in detail. But
accurate understanding is not this study’s only purpose; another
1s evaluation. ow consistent is the case for anarchism? 1at is
its plausibility, if not its truth ? £ina what is the moral value of its
moael of an ideal social order ?

Fortunately, the foregoing znalysis makes it 1 necessary to
answer these questions from scratch. For though this analysis has
been expository, it has done more thar describe. ~ 1e process of
sstablishing what anarchists are saying has includec :valuation of
cheir arguments with regard to both consistency anu plausibility.
"= have found the anarchists to be unexpectedly consistent, with
the sovereign value of communal individuality lending their argu-
ments a marked unity. The plausibility of their arguments has
also been substantiated. e anarchists, we have discoverec,
zvince a certain realism about the obstacles posec by human
nature, social conditions and the power of their adversaries to
tie success of their project. Since two of the =valuative questions
whch need o be addressed nave aiready :ceivec dirsct atten-
tion, the assessment of the ararchists m ! . conciuc ag <hante:
wili be devoted ma 1ly to e question, hick so {ar has |
shignted, of the vaiue oi .ueir sociel mode! as a modz:. of 2t 2 _es:
vagiime.

< 1e gist of anarchy has been identifiec .r tiis book 25 a socizty
which, by virtue of :ts statclessness and s ine.1al structure,
provides utmost communal individuality and {reec om. ¢ archy
:nay therefore be considerec. as a possible alternativz o *he
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ANARCHY AS A CO. ?LETE ACHIEVEMEMNT

ITo ideal society attains perfection, because the merits of eaci
- acur a moral price. Zven the most attractive requires the sacrifice
or apbridgment of some values, because they are incompatible or
uneasy with it. £. society like ousseau’s, for example, which
achieves equal political participatior, can secure neither ine
material abundance of r.. arx’s gooc society, nor :he inteilectuality
of lato’s. "o cGesignate a model of the good soclety as the one
which, if realized, swould be morally best thus requives a choice
among competing values.
fppreciation of how choice among values enters into the
2ndorsement of social ideals ieads easily to despair about wnether
agreement on the nature of the good society can e reached.
Since the choice of values on which such agreement rests is in-
sluctably contestable, it may seem howneless to expect consensus
corcerning which moaei of the good society is best = ™y shou:d
any advocate change I's choice, when 1t rests as muck as all the
sthers on an incorrigiple moral preference? . nd 1l the basis for
designating any model of the good society as morally best is
1 corrigible, arguments for or against so designating anarcay a<c
rc 1tiess. L ~ce beliefs apoui tire nature of the good society aic
see; . tc e contestable, it ;nay se=r. tnat the task o valua ngan
A€ ea. anarc.1y must be 202:adon
1s zonclusion should »e r ~~ted, since ths vau ~ of a social
‘dea. aepends sig uficartiy o considerations v.1.c1 v 2 ooty g
0o do wit~ moral preference. T"ae of those cc. s.urailoas is
attairability. £. mode: of & good society with pat -uy u -attan-
acle characterist s, such as costless methods of sroduction ox
epathic minus, s ireligible for the status of raorally best,
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~cause g~ e  cactcal acvice oy ot g or usio wo " for
aavaniages that car ot possi. ' e woi, 1t d rects activity ' to a
dath that must be Iruitless. ; 1otier way of showing why un-
atta'nable models of the goou society lack mora; value is to con-
sicer what woula rappen if they ad it. The way would ther be
open for the most inventive dreamer to claim, validly, that since
e aad equipped his model with the greatest number of good
though unattainable features, it deserved designatior as morally
est.

-f anarchy is, as some have claimed, a condition plainly beyond
reach, it is no more eligible for selection as the best regime than
any other unachievable social system. There are two main argu-
ments for calling anarchy unreachable. One denies the slightest
possibility of success for the strategy that must prepare the way
for it. The other, focusing on anarchy as a finished structure,
views its achievement as precluded by incompatibilities among
its elements. Ample evidence has been assembled in this book to
meet these arguments.

The prospects for anarchist strategy have certainly been re-
vealed in the course of this analysis as slight. The dilemma ir
which anarchists are caught by their need to produce sweeping
changes without deceit or force has thus far prevented all of their
strategies from being effective. /et past failure to devise measures
that can set the stage for anarchy is not proof that such measures
*z beyonc ceach forever. Cne or more of the conditions that have
for so long stymied anarchist endeavor might some day relent.
Nor can one entirely dismiss the promise of creative innovation.
Anarchy would be disqualified for consideration as the ideally
best social order only i’ the strategy needed to attain it facec
per nanent defeat Zut eve after fullest weight has been given to
its ristoric failure, the possibility that anarchist strategy wili be
successfus remains. The argument that strategic unatia nability
2xcludes anarchy from consideratior as iie .deally “est regime
must therefore be rejectea as unpersuasive.

" Jough a strategy that prepares for anarcriy must be accousted
possible, anarchy would siill 10t qualify as a model of the good
society if the mair att~butes of itz completed structurs could ot
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accompan:iea by equa'ity of status. Vet 17 e normal (21 Jency of
veopie to evaluate caca other means that diffe  res of -i1d
encourage differences of rank ° 1c ceasure which o ararchy’s
distinctive method of coatrol 15 supposed to occur among persons
‘vho are opea and forthright. "7et the threat of rebuke, which
anarchist censure poses, orompts all but the bravest to hide from
surveillance by being secretive. 3ut of the many points of {riction
which trouble a complete anarchy, the most dangerous to ts
integrity is the friction, previously analyzed in detail, between 1its
members’ individuality and their communal ties. Anarchist indi-
viduality and community are patently discordant. -ndividuality,
especially if conceived in ropotkin’s way as creative uniqueness,
but also if conceived generically, as -ational independence, is a
trait that renders the self separate. Ceveloped individuals, in al:
their anarchist delineations, tend to becorne detached by :rtue of
cheir self-assertion from their fellow humans. _ust as individuality
fragments community, so community makes it hard for ind:.
viduality to grow. The reciprocal awareness which constitutes
*he communal bond of anarchy is a significantly repressive force,
which, through pressures toward conformity, saps personal i=de-
nendence. [f anarchy is not to be pre-emptorily disqualified as a
possible model of the good society, it must be shown to be att: -

able despite its internal frictions.

One of the arguments sometimes used to show the inner har-
mony of anarchy is lame and facile. Anarchy, according to this
argument, has remarkably accordant attributes. ~hey only appear
at odds because they are illegitimately viewed as having to exist
under t e state’s u .i0spitaole coaditions. ..1versity will of course
undermi: e equality wherever the state, through ts :mpersonality,
cenders ite subjzcts znvious and grasping. Censt - will of
course discourage openncss anc. honesty wherever st .jects have
to h'de their selvss from the state’s remote presence < v uality
aad community riu of course bz enemies where t™- e is a state to
homogenrize susjects and cut off the wellsprings of reciprocal
awarzness at the! - -ndividual source. 2ut since ‘ne state- osea
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20nG wos which = er the at*. sutes .“ 2 archy  compatible
ars ansent from: the setting  which complete anarchy occurs,
the claim that anarchy’s internal 1compaiibilities make it un-
attainaslz must e rejectzc as resting or. a contextual mis-
Laxe.

"“he weakness of this argument iies in its assumption that the
sufficiznt condition for rendering the attributes of anarchy com-
patible :s statelessness. ver. though the state’s presence is an
obvious source of the conflicts among the attributes of anarchy,
these conflicts may plausibly be suspected of being overdeter-
mined by a team of cooperating causes. To vindicate their social
ideal as harmonious enough to be achievable, anarchists must
therefore do more than trace its internal incompatibilities to the
state’s effects; they must also show that in a stateless condition
these incompatibilities would not arise from other causes. Anar-
chist theory contains material to demonstrate this point.

£narchists show an appreciation, with which they are too
seldom credited, for the insufficiency of mere statelessness as a
setting for their system. Statelessness must in their view be pre-
ceded and accompanied by conditions which combat the numer-
ous causes of anarchy’s internal friction that statelessness cannot
defeat alone. hen legal government and social hierarchy have
completed their civilizing missions, when economic advances
aave ended the need for abject poverty and for the most servile
‘ndustrial routines, when anarchist endeavor has weakeaed the
destructive tendencies of habit, fear and envy, and has strength-
ened more cooperative, sympathetic, reasonable dispositions, then
and only then will statelessness, now operating in a context which
campens anarchy’s internal frictions, be a source of harmony. _f
the anaichists claimed that statelessness alone resolved such con-
flicts 111 tieir socia’ “10del as thoss between divessity and equality,
censure anc  honesty, or individue ty ana community, then
anarchy woula have to be judged ‘oo discordant to qualify for
consu eration as the best regime, ut since state.essness is Hut one
of the forces on which anarchists vely to give harmony ‘o their
system, and since their varous remedies for discord, taken to-
gether, are not opvious.y ineffective, anarchy remains eligible,
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The case for acknowledging anarchy as attainar le ....m e .is
internal discords, rests on more ithar. the impossibiliy of alto-
gether denying its capacity o form a conerent structurz. 2esid=s
offering this minimal defense of their mociel’s .ner unity, anar
chists also deploy a bolder argument. Since no complete anarchy
has ever been established, the compatibility of its atimbutes can.
not be tested by direct experience. But the question of their
compatibility is not entirely beyond indirect empirical assessment.
Iumerous social arrangements which resemble anarchy har-
moniously combine attributes whose compatibility in a state of
anarchy is suspect. ./e have already encountered some of these
arrangements, when we examined the circles of conversers, pro-
ducers ana neighbors used by the various anarchists to exemplify
:heir society’s structure. ".ropotkin, in his descriptions of primitive
societies, village communes, medievai cities ana contemporary
organizations for voluntary aid, such as the Znglish _ife-Soat
£ssociation, furnishes additional examples of harmonious rela-
dons in settings that resemble anarchy.® in all of these settings
individuality and community, to take only anarchy’s most
troublingly discordant attributes, not only coexist, but give each
other varying degrees of mutual support. n the _ife-Boat . so-
ciation, for example, which consists of volunteers who savz ship-
vrecked survivors, reciprocal awareaess of pursuing a dGaring
purpose strengthens each member’s indepena mt resolve, while
the adroitness and determination of the iadividual members
strengthens the ties of community which unite them. A narchy is,
of course, so much morz complex, sncompassing anc. siateless
than these quasi-anarchist arrangemerts that taer success .
reconciling anarchy’s discordant elements is ro proo. .aat 2narc -y
can reconcile them. _ut their asility to do so makes the coher r.cz
of anarchy plausiole e1ough so that raalms about its qual ‘ica-
tions as an idezl social moael “vhick arise from concers abotr* *-
internal frict:ons must be cast off as uareasonaole.

""he merit of a completec anarchy, now ¢l gible ior consicera:
tion by virtue of ‘ts having been proved attains® :, turzs o the
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ba ~ncz e exn s morally objectiona .l .5 ora ywanezde
feature. lio detir . vestrr g of thsbala e+ cumay weloe
impossiole to achieve, w 1. e attemptea herz. . 'hat will be offered
are remarks aimed at highlighting the moval ceficiencies and
attractions of the anarchist ideal These remarks, tnougr ‘1con-
clusive, will dispe' misconczptions about anarchy’s worth and
open the way to more clearly appreciating its merit as a social
mocel.

t must be recognized, to begin with, that anarchy suffers from
neither of two moral shortcomings which are frequently ascribed
to it. its members exhibit none of that socially destructive selfish-
ness which led Edward Hyndman to denounce it as ‘individual-
ism gone wild’. Nor are its members smothered in oppressive peer
group pressures, such as have prompted a recent commentator to
liken anarchy to ‘an adolescent gang’.* Cur understanding of
how individuality and community are reinforcing under anarchy
compels us to acknowledge 1ts freedom from these defects. I"leither
a shattering individualism nor a stifling communitarianism con-
taminates an ideal anarchy, because its individualizing and
communalizing tendencies fructify sach other so as to prevent
destructive excess.

Znarchy does, of course, have genuine defects, but some are
not particularly objectionable or severe. These ' 1clude its in-
complete provision for privacy, for emotional self-expression ard
for meeting claims of distributive justice.

""he opportunity to act and think without surveillance oy
unchosen others which we call privacy is greater in some modeis
of the good society (such as . 5. . il’s), and oerhaps zven in
some actual societies, than under anarchy. .5 was discover=d
when examiring Godwin’s conversatiornal anarchy, :ts meombers
arz unable, except by retreating into solitude and w7 count g on
“helr interlocutors’ discretion, to escape deing oovszrved. . the
‘nore comple:: societ.es of the later anarchists opportuni.. :s for
srivacy are no doubt greater. Eut anarchy :n a’l :ts variants

nains a system waere privacy, since it involvzs soc "1 .ad fer:
~~ ze and personal concealment, is hardly salient.

".'o appreciate how far anarchy s moraily deficient for ilmi . 1g
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two quite different neecs: 1t 1s Dot a rzfugs from "acursions vy
the malevolent or insensitive aad a place of seclus.on for maer
growth or restoratior. .Tow the members of an anarchy, owirg o
their mutual awareness, their honest sympathy aad therr com:
mitment to controlling behavior “vith reasons, are neither tne
sanctimonious “ecksniffs, nor the barefacec. prigs, and certainly
ot the domineering zealots against whom the refuge of privacy
is urgent. As for privacy as seclusion, there is no reason to doubt
that under anarchy it is available. Certainly Godwin, who devotes
much attention to this subject, praises solitude. £nd anarchist
individuals have a discrete sensitivity to their neighbors” moods.
Since seclusion, which is the type of privacy needed in an anarchy,
is the type that anarchy provides, its lack of the orivacy tha:
serves as a refuge is not a defect to regard as grave.

7o less marked than anarchy’s ceficiency as a Jrovider o:
arivacy is its deficiency as a seting for emotional self-expression.
“ts shortcomings as a facilitator of emotions must not be exag-
gerated. Zven Godwin, for whom feelings are no part of irdi-
viduality, grants thai they contribute to its growth. “ixpressions of
smotion are therefore by no means absent from Godwiniar
a1archy, but being ancillary to its nature, they have an insecuie
nresence. he later anarchists, by endowing t.zir conceptions of
individuality wiih emotional attributes, give feeiings ir: their gooa
society a safer place. 1 [“ropotkin’s anarchy, the display of
~motions remains limited, because reasoned argument — which

“ropotkin, followmng carlier anarchists, makes the first cefense
against misconduct — is jeopardized not only by displays of
destructive feelings such as selfisiness, fear or envy, which == an
anarchy ‘would diminish, but also by the display of lzss harmiul
and morz permansnt =motions /Jarm, triumph, 4 Oair w-
patience, indec. almost tne whole gamut of human fee ags,
though surely they woulc continue to be 5.1 cec under
anarchy, would someciunes havz to be repressec "h~ - frzquert

¢pression would certainly be normal, but since not even the
‘nfluence of a full-fledgeu ararchy can eatirely prevent zmotional
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o st frora disruptng the practicz of controliiig de rnvior

‘b i2asonec arguments, or the process o rationa del baration
on ‘which this practice rests, the v -limited aisplay of feelings in
an aiarcihy Is vnallowable. . ’nat thus emerges at the root of
anarchy’s deficiency as a setting for emotiona: self-erpression is
its remarkably tsnacious devotion o sovereign reason.

-/hether the rationality that anarchy provides is worth: the
price of a somewhat limited emotional self-expression is a ques-
tion which will be addressed later in this chapter. The point that
now needs making is that anarchy, in order to achieve utmost
communal individuality and freedom, must pay this price. It
remained for those recent sympathizers with anarchism who have
been most touched by disillusionment with rationality to give up
the conviction of anarchy’s devisers that reliance on the giving of
reasons is the wellspring of its moral worth. 3elieviag the old
ararchists to have neen too optimistic in their estimates of human
reasonableness, finding emotional attributes of the self more at
the center of individuality than rational attributes, and having
witnessed too much use of reason for evil ends to trust the
reasoner any longer, a motley assortment of contemporary writers
and activists claims to have devised a new form of anarchy in
which the avowedly non-rational display of emotions, especially
by evanescent leaders performing spectacular gestures, replaces
reason as the chief regulating force.® The society envisaged by
this group of authors, being stateless, ana directed toward attain-
ing communal individuality, can certainly be called a type of
anarchy. But it is an anarchy with lcss of the freedom that is one
of classical anarchy’s chief attactions. ' "he remarkable amount
of freedom ir. the anarchy studied in this book arises from: a
marked absence of hindrances, inciuding emotionai h’adrances,
to c.eliberation, choice and conduct. - roceec ng frox t e scarcely
deria. e premise according to which freedom is undiminiske- by
the rationally baseu conclusions which a deliberating agent
~caches about the merit of his contemplated acts, = fourders of
anarchism devised 2 mode: of the gooc. socisty whick protacts
taese conclusions, and nznce “reedom, from every sort of threat.
"here must be less ‘reedom ir the mode. of the good society
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freedom of classical anarchy 1s simply unobt :able sthout . .
limits on emotionai self-expression that non rationa’ ararc sts
reject.

"he partial shortcoming of anarchy that remains o : cor
sidered is its slighting in its pattern of economic distr-butior. of
some established claims of justice. “he anarchists, we aave ws
covered, increasingly choose need over productive contributior: zs
the distributive claim the good society must meet. ~his cioice,
despite its certain merit, has the drawback of denying recognitioxn
to other worthy claims. .vtembers of an anarchy with extra-
ordinary talents or abilitics receive less material advantage thar.
other ideal societies provide them, and, under conditions of
scarcity, not enough to exploit their endowments fully, 1lor are
benefits bestowed to tae same extent as in some other ide:
societies on persons who show unusual diligence or daring. . =
cause anarchy is so devoted to satisfying the claim of need, it must
neglect these rival claims of justice.

The imoral defect incurrcé by anarchy from this aeglect i3
mitigated by how it organizes production and by how its members
view productive work. Cne good reason for honoring claims of
contribution, ability oi effort is to increase well-being (perha:ns
above all of the least favored) througn eliciting plentiful and
=fficient production. The prospect of receiving economic benefit
“or adding to the supply of goods, for exercising natural taleats
and for hard or dangerous work is normally a stimulus to proc.uc-
aviy. iewec from this angle, tiie merit of claims to remuaera-
-on that rival “hat of reed lies not ir -heir intrinsic fitur.gness Hui
v .aer at ity as ‘ncent ves . ow conc ons i a. ideal 2aarchy
are suc1 tuat sounteous, 2fiiciert »roduction occurs vithor  hess
nceatr es. ' .n2 mutual unc.rstaad. g among narticipants ..
araichy tneir desire to deve.op their nativc “al ts, the satis-
faction tniey finc i their oiten voluntary, varied work, ana “heir
ability, owing to vpolytechnical education ana occupation:.
mobility, to understaad the productive p ocess as a ~wvhole, 2re
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some of the r2as01s 0 t ° wanzcessary i an enars) s to L stri-
oue zconomuc oenefits according {o claims .° cont bution,
abity or effort Cne car nevertheless argee plausibiy that taough
“orC tions unuer anarchy assure ample oroa ctivity, even 1£ Jese
clarus are slighted, they should be honored anyway, as ciaims to
Jusi desert. “he claim that seems 10st to deserve recognition on
this basis 1s (conscientious) effort. That producers who are
aspecially brave or diligent should e rewarded economically,
whether or not rewarding them is generally advantageous, is an
intuitively appealing proposition, which serves as a defensible
ground for deeming anarchy’s neglect of effort in its pattern of
distribution to be a real, though far from overwhelming, moral
defect.

If its incomplete recognition of privacy, emotional self-expres-
sion and the claims of distributive justice were anarchy’s only
shortcomings, there would probably be wide agreement that it is
the model of the good society which, if realized, would be morally
vest. But anarchy also suffers from a fourth deficiency, which is
complete and more open to objection. This is its repudiation of
active citizenship. A vision of the citizen as an equal participant
‘n the process of self-government is a recurrent theme in political
theory, most eloquently articulated in modern times by *ousseau.
The citizens of lousseau’s direct democracy, who subordinate
their personal interests to the good of the whole, who eschew the
distractions of activity in partial groups, and whose chief business
is io deliberate and vote on laws, are figures who, despite their
awesome virtues, have no place in a mature anarchy. We have
already discovered, in examining the anarchists’ criticism of
unanimous cirect democracy, that a mair reason they ob zct to
such a goverrment is for its homoge,*~*~ 3 public spurit. _ arti-
cipants ‘r. a unanimous direct denocracy rievs .:gulative ro-
vosals with an aloof disinterest that anarchists r= .ct for being
repugiant to deveioped individuazlity. 1Tow . = L0 noge ng
pu lic spirit which anarchists rejeci 1 a una:aimous d ract damo-
cracy, far from being peculiar to that bizaire form of governraent,
must b2 a part of any which iacludes an active citizer:y. For
uriess citizens who participate in tic iegislative process as squals
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faws tney =nact wil be so suorts ghted. a « o' “at sowsz.
peacc vl pe € angered. /.ccord 1g fo th: a archists, tae:,
active citizenship, ir. al! its forms, wiough not wvichout attractions,
stil! musi be excludec from their mnodel of the gooa socizty zs
injurious to the independern:, particularized sort of 1nd.v dual tha:
it :s a main purpose of that society to promote.

.t might be thought that the exclusion by thc anarchists of
active citizenship from any place in their good society rests on a
mistaken understanding of its relationship to individuality. _*
being an individual and being a citizer. were compatible, then
anarchy, contrary to the belief of its espousers, could enjoy the
benefits of both.

One of the best reasons for accepting the anarchists’ view of
citizenship at odds with individuality is its acceptance by citizen-
ship’s proponents. ~ousseau, for instance, acknowledges that in
nis society of equai citizens individuality must e repressed. © 1e
individual man “is the unit, the whole, dependent only 01 him -
self’. Ivian as citizen ‘is but the numerator of a fraction, whose
value depends on the denominator;. .ie no longer regards him-
self as one, dut as part of the whole, and is only conscious of tie
common life’. Since individuality subverts commitment to the
public, ‘you must take your choice between man and the citizen,
you cannot train both’.* The contradiction between man as indi-
vidual and as citizen, which ~ousseau drew so starkly, has re
mained a ciief preoccupation of political theorists who admire
active citizenship. l..ost have tried through some means such as
pluralism or functional representation to reduce the force of the
co tradiction, but none have denied that i1t ezasts.  ichael . Talzer,
for :nstance, enc. |15 anguished discussion of citizensh ., L1 =
plea for kibitzers, not so mucin decause he finds tiver ~ likea \12 ac
“iecause they narrow the ir zvitable gap betieen ‘the world of t e
ineet1 g’ and the world of ‘the téie-a-t€e’® .. 1ce proponents o
citizenship wouid surely smbrace full individual azveloprrent, if
they thought 1t “was safz, their refusal to do so is strong evidence
of its incompatibility with <itizenship anc nence that e d:fsct
anarchy suffers owing to its lack of citizens 1s beyona zscape.
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. vew's vud fonof actve oty - s more 21 '0us T ar
8 0% shortcomli‘;gs, N0t €ty secause It 1s total, “vhereas they
are partial, but also because t is more morally offensive. © e ideal
of the sell-governing citizer. has legitimate appeal . an the
citizen, . 10 obeys his ow laws, is one versior of man at iis very
vesi: self-airecting, public spiritec, controlling his own destiny.
That anarchy is seriously deficient for excluding citizens is a
conclusio: that only those who find citizenship worthless can
reject.

Yet in an anarchist society the lack of citizens is less disturbing
than it is in other societies, because the communal individuality
prevailing in an anarchy affords one of the chief advantages of
citizenship. Pousseau condemned existing society as strongly as
the anarchists, and for similar reasons. Both saw it as composed
of competitive, self-centered role-players, utterly bereft of mutual
understanding. Citizenship was F.ousseau’s hope for ending this
estrangement and for providing a more communal =xistence.
Jentering their lives around deliberation in the public forum,
where each gives his disinterested opinion on proposed legislation
and is respectfully attended to by all the rest, ‘lousseauist citizens
develop a strong mutual awareness. “hey do lack individuality,
but this is the price they pay for their community. "t is because
they are so limited as particular individuals that the communal
sond among these deliberating citizens is intense.

Anarchists, of course, are as determired as 2ousseau ‘o create
community where now there is estrangement. Ju:i whereas
Rousseau, because he confined community to life in the forum,
suppressca individuality as a disruptive 11fluence, the anarchists,
pecause they suffuse community througt ali of .fe, “velcomc
“ndividuality as a cohesive force. | :rsonal particulariiy anc
irdependence, .nstead of dividing the members of an anarcuy,
make them :nore apt for thr variegated communa; existence.
-y "1creasiag their appeal for one another, and their dependence
(3“ OI-".C anotier for = satisfaction of veeds, tndividualicy itensi-
Jdes their mutual awaresess. Tt is thus because anarchy provides
community =ven though it lacks <itizens “hat k2 ofensiveness of
ikis lack is iessened. But it nevertheless remains a mora: defect.
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“te assets as ‘w=li as its shortcomings need esssssment. 12 ¢f s
chizf assets, the conjomnt provision of ampi. & a ._.cuality .c
community, certainly has great meiit, though . aruly enough io
maxe anarcny’s status as the pest regime urcontroversial, .. hat 1s
most cruciai to assessing the moral ivorth of anarchy is its .roblem
atic exaltation of a freedom that is rationally based.

No one in the history of political theory has advanced a more
exigent concept of freedom than the anarchists, because none nas
vequired that agents, to count as free, be as unhindered by
restraints. For anarchists, it will be recalled, a completely free
agent is liberated in both action and choice from every removable
hindrance, except for those arising from his rational deliberation.
~f the anarchists said no more apout tie restralnts chat count as
non-coercive than iaat tney are ratiorally based, their concent of
liberty would not ve particularly exigent. . .any political taeorists
who are far from being libertarians have conceived of freedom as
a matter of rational conirol. . hat gives the freedom of the anar-
<hists its speciai exigence is their insistence that tre dcliverative
orocess whose conclusions are non-coercive must be rational ___ -
more than minimal sense. "This process must be rational ir the
sense of systematic and critical, to be sure. _n weighing the argu-

ients and evidence which sear on waether to perform an act,
the deliberat. ig agent must use standaras which he has judged
acceptable by methodical examination and which he applies
consistentty to nis relevantly similar conduct. 3ut deliberation,
for aaarchists, ‘nust bz ration:1 .2 a stronger sc 1se th i this n
order for its conclusions {0 Je coercio *less.  must e ‘horoughly
pariicuia:” in raving for i“s ‘ocus taz advantages and cisadvan-
tages aitachec o the performance of a s ngle act. * wlter celiber-
ating, - choose i6 (0 an act pecause t s of a typs whose generz .
performance _ der2vz to have gooa corsequences, or because it is
enjoinec by a iule .. deem "nv.olabie, or because some person or
organizatioxx 'whosz judgmen: . respect prascribcs :t, anarchists
regard my Zeliseration as non-rational. “or _ have fallec to
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zoasicer = articu o circumstances of tre 2o= T o only
-l .lor ¢ oat is rational 2aoug’s to make me frse rvo.ves
attenc ing o a.. the concrete details =~ at bear on my ac.’s merit,
and especially to the consequences for the particular irdividuals
who would be touched by its effects.® Zven in aa anarchy, where
access to such details is casy, such particularizec deliberation is
hard, relentless work. It s the dependence of anarchist freedom
on suck a demanding ratonality that raises questions abous the
value of 1ts contribution to anarchy’s moral wortk.

T Hubts concerning the value of anarchist freedom are bound to
grow more urgent when one appreciates that the rationality on
which it depends is purely procedural. It specifies only tne man-
ner in which the members of an anarchy must choose their acts
and says nothing about the attributes their acts must have. - act
rationally, in an anarchy, no matter what - do, just so long as
systematic, critical, particularized deliberation is the means - use
to choose my conduct. The anarchist view of rationality as a
matter of nothing but procedure calls the worth of the freedom
which depends on it into question by making that freedom con-
sistent with performing abominable acts. “he only restraints that
do not curtail anarchist freedom are imposed by the conclusions
arawn by individuals from their rationa} deliberations. Since the
rationality of these deliberations is procedural, they can warrant
any act. Zreedom in an anarchy, owing to its dependence on a
procedural rationality, thus serves as a license for misconduct.
. ow can anarchy possibiy be the ¢ :al social model, when its
freedom, besides demanding burdensome particularized delibera-
tion, allows wrong-doing? T'o make the case for anarchy as the
best regime 1n face of the stiff price 11 1aborious deliperation ara
.} opportunides o mu. :have that its rationally cemaading,
behaviorally permissive freedom =zra<ts, what must pe show1 s
that, desp te these arawbacks, anarchy is imbued Dy its {reec.om
with suffici :nt value to tip the mora” balancs fa s favor.

One benefit of anarcnist freedom that must 10 pe overlookec
in an overall assessment of its value 1s its service to communal
lndividuality. The anarcaists, w= have discoversd, prize {reedom:
mainly as a support for the communal indiviauaiity thai is their
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\at anarchists sncourage Mutual awareness anc self-daveloy. -
nent. tellectia. 1adepende “ce anc  oithrigat com:municatioz
are ieading atti’butes of lner goa' 'nat anarciusts € :pect “n

atmosphere of their kina of liberty to nurture " he gerv.ce anz”
chist freeom renders to commura. ind duality surely heins

offset its moral drawbacks. a

he limit anarchists place on the scope of liberty adds 10 its
moral vaiue by restricting how far it licenses wrongful acts. .‘re€
dom in an anarchy, though remarkably =xtensive, :neverthelessﬂ 18
ncomplete, because decisions and conduct gov?rned by q:he
agent’s rationally based conclusions sometimes are ].mpCC.ICd. The
frailty of reasoned argument does not cscape the anz?rchlsts,_.who
enlist internalization, positional authority and censorial reb(uxe as
supplementary means of regulation. _f an act, though rationally
ba;sed, would cause serious harm, coercion from one or more of
these three sources deprives participants in anarchy of the fr(?edom
to choose or do t Tt is true . 1at those who apply this coercion do
so on the hasis of a deliberative rationality that is just as pro-
-edural as that of the agent whose freedom ‘hey curtail. eing 10
more equipped than he is with standards for judging the.attI:mutes
of conduct, they enjoy an equally generous license for mlsbnenaylor
and relieve the agent of his objectionably permissive ireedom
through using an objectionabiy permissive freedor.r} of the'r ow:L.
“ence the limit anarchists place or: the scope of liberty certainly
does not rid it of moral license, for while it somewhat diminishes
opportunities for misconduct, it leaves substantial freeaom o
misbehave -.
wough the dependence of anarchist ‘reedom '3r.oc.3dufa1
‘ationality . =aders t distressingly permussive, Mo dug .. GEPEnc
on. substalnt rationality, so as to cure this dzf=zt, would pnng
another, v wich, from :ne anarchist Derspeciive, ... /OIse. £.nar-
cnists nrize iheir frecdom Ddecause its I'beration o1 action anc
choice frora every aindrance crcept for those “wvhica the agent
himse!f deems rig it hel s communal indi duality to grow. How
substantive rationz sty ¢ ffers from procequral by identifytag acts
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1008108 Or g them ac . ational., freedom - zperdel t on
suosiaatl 2 rationalicy thus allows more intarference © ith choice
aad act ox than a frzedom depe 1dent 01 procedura; rat'onality
does. _ :ing more vestrictive, it is ‘ess conducive than z freecom
depeadent on mrocedural rationality to the realizatior of the
anarchists” fina. goal.

" emarning doubts about the merit of the anarchists choice, as
a chief attribute of the good society, of such a rationally aemand-
ing, behaviorally permissive freedom can be allayed, though
not eliminated, by considering the conditions serving as a back-
ground where this freedom is enjoyed. 't is unlikely that the
members of an anarchy, even though they have freedom to cause
harm, actually will cause it, because they deliberate under condi-
tions which discourage them from choosing harmfui acts. The
equality of power, prestige and wealth among the nembers of an
anarchy, as well as their close interdependence, tend to put
harming others at odds with interest. The sincerity, respect, or
benevolence that is anarchy’s dominant social attitude tends to
put such harm at odds with irclinatior. Conditions it an anarchy
thus provide a context in which the exercise o freedor Hased, or
procedural rationality is rather safe.”

« ore might be said about why anarchist freedom is iess
objectionable than appears at first glance, but there is no denying
that it suffers from grave defects Tven some who accurately
appreciate its virtues, and who avoid exaggerating its faults, will
legitimately deem the exigency and permissiveness of the freedom
sought by anarchists inordinate enough o make their model of
tie good society unfit for the status of the best regimz. _u: those
of us who,  our reflecti-s moments, =xalt the versozal particu-
larity of the dellberation or. which a warchist freecom rssts, anc
who fiac  ts dependence on a subsiantively urlimitec. rationality
insp ring, will hardly be considersd ou‘lancish .. we adva c= th
th sis that of all the idzal social mmodels anarchy is the best. “Zvery
modz! of the good society has crawbacks, and anarchy, sspecialiy
owing to its deniai of a place %o citi. certainly has its sharz.

ut anarchy is also wei endowec with assets. _ts remarkable
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"o vindicate the choice of anarchy as tne idcal social ora -, moxrs
must be consicered thaa its merit once achieved. “hougn a statz
of perfect anarchy cannot be deemec. unreachable, the chance'of
reaching it must be accounted slight. ~he unlikelihood of attair
ng anarchy would diminish its value markedly, if its value
esided only in its completed structure, for the value of a good
lessens as the probability of achieving it declines. There is, hoYv--
2ver, hope of vindicating anarchy as the ideal social order, despite
its unlikelihood as a complete achizvement, because it a:so draw§
‘ts value from another source. /. rarchy serves no: only as a moc.zi
for a completeiy new socizty, but also as a staadard for judging
oresent society, and as a guide for moviag from old ‘o ne s
Since the value of anarchy as standard and guide is separate
from its value as a finished model, 2ver though ."is model w...
oropably never be realized, anarchy may st.l. be the good soc’ety
with the greatest moral worth.
"There is a well-known and »sersistent objectio. o the value as
standard and guide of an :deal like anarchy, wiic: s e::ige?.t,
:mprobable, and morally appealing. Such an ideal is viswed oy
ma. 7 as sirgularly cangerous or the ground that its practi.cal use
causes grave, uncompersated harm. . ing dramatically different
‘rom the zstablished social order, an idea’ like anarchy calls o=
those who rely on t for guidance ‘0 take steps wii siqcs e
nciude supstan:.al sufferir.g, coercior. ara :ce’, arz bot1 1 .-
erenily veoreh 1siole and © morai coaflice  ith . e1 :al for
whose salz they are carriec out " 1 harm causec 7 1252
‘measurss xnght be justified, I they realizec the 1 .2al "';OW:Z,J -
which “hey poiat, vecause the moral excellerce of uat c2al rigu
De grez - aough o outw2’gh ar 1arm caused oy the s:2ps aeedea
tc achieve it " rat makes the prace :a: use of the 1deal a dhorre
accordirg to this argument, is *he Linprobabilizy o .s atta’™ ~ens
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e e =al, being u kely to oz rzalze | o L 1most ce ‘ainly
ot ,wld the :nefits for whose sake :t calls fo. hacm, its oractical
use is cruel aac reckless. /' n exigent, improbable social ic :al, even
though, like ararchy, it 1s morally appealing, must be rejected as
a cutical standard and oractical guide as a sel. defeating source
of evil.®
"This abstract argument against ideals which are exigent,
mprobable ana appealing is most tellingly appiied to the ideal
sought during the Russian Revolution. The spectacle of Marx’s
vision of the good society being debased by terror and repression
as its admirers struggled vainly to achieve it leads understandably
to the view that exigent, improbable, appealing ideals should
always be renounced. That this conclusion follows even in the
Qussian case is doubtful, since devotion to their ideal may not
have been the reason why the ™ .ussian revolutionaries caused such
hardship. s.dverse circumstances or a misreading by the revo-
lutionaries of their ideal’s practical significance are zqually
plausible explanations. But however strong this argument may be
against other social ideals, that of the anarchists has attributes
which greatly blunt its force. The forthright rationality, versonal
independence and communal solidarity that characterize a com-
plete anarchy constrain efforts to achieve it so as to make them
benign. It is because the anarchists appreciate how the develop-
ment of these characteristics depends or. what nappens during
the preparatory period that they require favorable attitudes and
circumstances to prevail before struggle for iheir gooc society
begins, that they minimize the place of coercion and fraud in the
waging of this struggle, and that they i-sist on advancing mainly
tirough the force of argument anc e. ample. .\l of these con-
straints on anarchist practice protect ihose who engage ir: 't from
causing uncorinensated narm, by nelping to Jrevan: them from
nflicting the inordinate suffering that so often accompa ues un-
trammeled struggle. ' "hus the ideal of anarchy, because it con-
strains efforts to rebuiid society so as to protect them from eXCESS,
though exigezt, 1.nproosabie and morally appealing, »romises to
serve practice safely.
Those ‘whom history has taught to fea: po.. deals may still
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to reacii it, . > which -omuse io male these wo o ¢ -
too li .2ly to be abandoned .1 tie ..;at of struggle “° 1e spir.. of
revolt’, which energizes anarchist  deavor for ~ropotk | asan
equivalent for his predocessors. - 1L of the ararchists env. on
workers for .rer 1dea. as en.ausiastic, bold and steadfast. ~“he
ideal they are seeking, while not unquestionably beyond the.r
grasp, 1s 2ot likely to be reached. "..">uld it be surprising if these
devoted workers, troubled by frustration, impatience and despair,
betrayed their ideal by renouncing the limits it sets on practice as
intolerable ? No matter that this betrayal makes their ideal per-
manently unreachable. ~n the heat of stiuggle, energy is concer:
trated on immediate efforts, and fine perceptions about future
consequences are lost.

Txamples which might be read as accrediting this sceaar’o can
be found in the history of Spanish anarchism. Zart of -what
wcited the anarchist pistoleros during the civil war to erecute
summarily so many innocents may have been a response to the
difficulty of realizing an exigent ideal. Astounded by the diffe
ence between their ow=n society and the one they sought, dis-
heartened by setbacks, and overwhelmed by the obstacles their
oroject faced, the pistoleros may have succumbed to the desperate
hope, tempting to aryone in their plight, that "1 a sufficiently
convulsive upheava: tieir ideal woul- prevail miraculously. Tere,
as in the case of tne .ussian " evolution, olaming the harm
causea by atiempts to recounstruct society on the -oldiess of the
ideal being sought is speculative and coniectural. - .amerous other
plausible svmlanations, ranging from fascinatior .+ 1 the cult of
death to 1e imperat.ves of tota. war, have been offerec. for thz

Zhanish aarchisis’ excesses. -0 hold the exigency and nprob-
abuity of weir icical responsisle for the uncomp satec damage
causec. by *heir stiempts o rebuilia socicty 1s thus ou? of the
question. 1-evertheless, taker as a warning, the 2 stract argumeitt
against usiag erigent ‘deas for guidarce rateir some Ho | for it
nas to pe aa:nittec *hat pursuing such an ideal. :ve1 whe , " €
anarchy, it carries limits, 1sks causing damage .aat ‘woulc ot
occur if the ‘ceal nad een rerounczd.

c
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elore acce  1g the argument for renunciatior, cie  eds to
~ecog.  ~ that a- ng -witkou: the guwdancs of e geni @ eals also
ca es risks. Tiere s e various conclusions concerning political
act 'ty that som=o! : who vefuses to oe guic 2d ty 2zigent ideals
raght reach. . e might becoms zomr niace: t, bz2levrg all refor-
mative endeavor dangerous; he might use I Is rerunc ation as an
zxzcuse for indolence, for refraining from efforts to improve society
while continuing to denounce :t as reprehensible; or he might opt
for a cautious incrementalism. The first two conclusions can be
summarily dismissed for condoning blatant suffering. Incremen-
talism, which can alleviate existing misery, needs closer considera-
tion as a guide to action free of the dangers that bedevil exigence.

“"he incrementalist is like the complacent and indolent re-
rouncers of bold ideals in accepting the established social system
as a whole. . .Mere he differs is in striving to improve the existing
system through cautious modification ard reforms. I eliorative
activity that proceeds tarough small, oredictable, reversible
adjustments, and that has the lessening of felt misery as its aim,
he supports fervently. What the incrementalist opposes are efforts,
which the use of exigent ideals as guides suggests, aimec at in-
creasing future welfare through replacing the establisheu social
system with an entirely new one. Such efforts are denouncec by
the incrementalist, for reasons just examined, as dangerous sources
of uncompensated suffering; but he is movec. by his appreciation
of how the established system causes misery to proceed gradually,
+7ithout the help of an ideal social nodel, towarc dding it of the
traits widely perceived as most harmful.’

" "hile incrementalism must surely be pref ..cd to complacency
or indolence as a guide to action, it is not obviously ~ =ferablz to
a . deal like anarciiy, which, though e:gent, . edges actior. n its
service -witn coastraints. ©or racremental sm, beczuse it esc’ sws
rzference to exigent laeals, igrores cr toizrates objectiorable
fatures of estap isned sociai systems w 1ch dracice guide. oy
such ideals contests. Ziny erigent social ~oc 3 idertifies v ~der-
lying sources of misery 11 the =xisi - g soelety w'iich may not ..icit
much alarm, and swhich, being inherznt in i.s nature, carno: be
zlir -atec. uniess 1e “vho.e society is dlacec. 7 -z ararchist
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soc 1 model, to 22 v g L w vt C f T
fully 2cquaintes, rdentifies ... iere .l . lurss of 2 oo sty
such as law anc 1icrarchy, a- 4 taprootsof itsm  .0€r8” iU wew
esiranged existence ' “he inc ementalist, becauss re roompis 2
exisiing social system and tiies to improve 1t only Jy Tniorg
its most immediate sources of fe't misery, leavzs undisturbed the
inherent, underlying evils to “which ar exigent ideal .i'.: anarchy
calls attentior. ~hus, tiough incrementalism offers con “orting
proteciion against fanatical excess, its repudiation of iceals as
guides to action is a burdensome source of dread. Jor incremental-
ists are condemned to live with the daily apprehensior. that
promising opportunities to augment human welfare are deing
missed.

“ven though incrementalism leaves possibilities for human
welfare unfulfilleG, as a practical guide it is still preferable to
social iceals whose unlimitec. exigence makes using tiem for
guidance likely to wrez serious uncompensated harm. 5ut
anarchy, we have ciscovered, owing to the constraints it >uts ¢
efforts to rebuild society, is an ideal which can be pursued vithout
much: risk of havoc. ' "hat those who seek anarchy 1. | 'gnore tae
constraints it sets on action is of course a remote * anger, du: Ore
worth accepting, if its practical guidance leads to appreciably
greater benefits than can be secured through incrementalism. "he
practical value of anarchy thus depends not only, or even mzirly,
on the danger of using it for guidaacs, but also on how muc.
adantage its use as a guide can Sring. “

"“he first practical use to which an ideal like anarchy car ce
fruitfully put is as a standard for judging an astab ishec. socia.
sysiem. #narchy, when usec to judge modsr ¢ dustra. socie*l':
raises deep objections io many of its most gercra.y ACCEpLec.
aits.  atier ra.re -a g al of these objections, : siacu
suffice at this stag= of araly. © to recall the most . ...ac > — “n0se
cirecied aga it legality. judged aga'rst the staad - o7 ar. iaea.
anarchy, moderi society appears seriotsly def=ctive for co ol o7
hehavior by reans of law, whose generality, perma :nce . .1¢
physical coercior. make it im>ossible ‘or community of | ‘-
viduality o devslop fuliy, l=t alors to merge. “he dra. _cai effec:

155



Tvaluating snarchiss:

C. . a ayass oace fa Sothuztom2 e. . (along
wuoose  malour cetsentizl att oatesou 3octing so ety) the target
of re ertless aitacl .

> 2 umus ‘wb ch anarchy, usea as 2 stancarc, 4 recés against
“he ruiz of law s expressed not just 1~ hostiie ceclarations, but
alsc more creatively in concrete ¢ ticism. e founders of anar-
chism, starting with Godwir, all maishalled cvidence, drawn
from history and their owr: experience, of how .aw serves those
who are ascendent to keep their inferiors in tow, of how its
permanence and generality cause crude, misguided behavioral
regulation, and of how the predictability, which is law’s redeem-
ing asset, remains in fact a will-o’-the-wisp. Though iaw promises
to bring certainty, what it actually amounts to, says Godwin, is
‘a labyrinth without end, . . .a mass of contradictions taat cannot
be untangled’.’® This genre of concrete criticism of lega: institu-
tions, inaugurated by the founders, nas been much claborated in
recert times by empirically orientec. opservers wiao 1ave studied
law from the anarchists’ critical perspective. ..ester . [azor, for
example, ascribes tie numerous cases of lega’ oppression, in-
eptitude and caprice that ne nas collected in his essay on ‘Zis-
respect for ._aw’ to ‘the limits of rules as means of accomplishing
change and as an expression of the character of socia relations’.*
"“he concrete criticism of established institutions, which arises
from judging them against the ana “.aist ideal, gives more impetus
to efforts tc :build society than criticism which, however vigor-
ous, remains abstract. Tor outrage against an abstraction ke
legality gains strength and focus when the abstraction s seen as
causing specific evils. 5u. if the anarchist idea served practically
2s 110 more tnar. a ciitical staridara, :t coulc ~ot casily be nroved
“nore seneficia. in its cear g on efforts o rebu 1’ society than
sacreme: al sm. Joncreie ¢. .cism, Dy :tself; has diagnostic -ra.ue,
but it - ~0re likely “o yield advantagz °f accomrpanied oy ¢ ~lan
of action. Torivnatzly, anarciy, . :its . actical use, se-ves ot
0 iy as a stana.rd r juag g the Ills of estab ished socisty wut
zlso as a guide %o their cure. "t is tne guidance anzarchy gives o
social ~econstruction that is mos: ¢ r1a - for assessiag its sa.ue as
appliza to- actice.

/C..1Cal stanacra ai @ ¥iack . gri ¢
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'y a~dgu g them “vih conse ur . ssomer ual el Sl
_ecause es> struggles have as their strategiz » -+~ substi. .
Tur fledgec. auarchy Jor [ : irdushia .2d natoi-siact. 1oz
‘ounding anavchists justifiec the ac ions they recom. 2nc 2. ac
¢he nost iikely, among : rose falling =within permiss.bl= 1 nits, to
achizve this substitution. 5o long as anarchists c.zcice what 0 o
by reference to the effectiveness of their efforts for repiaci | *fe
modern state, they will be temptec to disregarc. the constrairts
-which limit their activity and promise to make it safe. "o replace
the modern state with a full-fledged anarchy is so difficult that
anarchists for whom this is the chief practical concern must finc
the conditions, scruples and timetables that constrain taeir efforts
hard to support. " 1e obvious way to give action guided oy ine
anarchist idea’ “lie safety it nieeds to be more beneficiai than actior.
guidec by incrementalism s to set the strategic aim of replacing
" e nation-state by ararchy aside. ~or wher this replacement
~eases to be the anarchist’s 1ain concern, ne wiil pe -es¢ prone to
view the constraints his ideal sets on dractice as fetters.

pere are other reasons, besides safety, for giving up the strate-
gic aim of replaciag the state “with anarchy. “o-ons2 thing, *kis
move, whiie not madc explicitly by any fourcer, was certainly
saggested hy some of them. Godswir, | . his wiew of progress to
ward rationality as unending, and roudhon, in .is plea for
withdrawal by anarchists into taeir own separate orgari: .oms,
both mplied that the main concern in deciding on present actiox
saoulc not be whether the contemplated course will oest serve to
replace the state with anaichy 1 ny of the most t-ough:ful
raceat anaschists, more desponuent w1a1 their foi.. cars about” .2
prospects for cestroying, aissoiviag or otaerwise =l 2. fag -
“ust alized nadion-states, let alone replacing tasm . th erarcily,
aic more “eariul of t 2 urre emec suffer g to'’ .c ailempts
to do .. . mugat lzad, have pursued m *hewr “viitings, as vl ns "
their activi s, the fourders’ it mat ons about >ffcits - ecte . at
achicving somethirg iess “han a fuliy anarchist society o3 t @
scaie of exnting states " hese receat ertensions of tae anar hist
tradition, designea to g = it safe purchase on tae Drasent soc al
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WO e oroducer ma ¢ g o3 cf oLl of how
ana:cer, s of .ave nave beer using .. :r soc1  mocal o guide
Jartiar anarc. “7ation withn the 2at.oni-state 1s “hus ~equired
-efore the practica: valus of the anarchist model can be assessed
accurately.

£. quotation from  arl Landauer, chosen by Colin ' "ard as the
mo:to for Anarchy, his journal which, ir the 1g6os, championed
Partial anarchist endeavors, aptly captures their underlying
inspiration. “The state is a condition, a certain relationship be-
“tween. human beings, a mode of behavior; we destroy it by
pehaving differently.”*> Anarchists who have approached action
from Landauer’s angle have carried out two types of changes
both of which achieve some measure of immediate anarchizationj
"The first rearranges some particularly significant social activity
while leaving the structure of other activities undisturbed. The,
second rearranges all of ihe social activities occurring in a arti-
cular place, but makes no direct atiempt {o rearrange them else-
where. —

The first type of change is well illustrated 0y “he accorrplish-
ments of anarchists concerned with educatior, who have used
their ideal sociz’ model for guidance - estadlishing schools with
as many features of a complete anarchy as can feasiniy be“i-n:
corporated into an organization like a school, which is aot an
- dependent social system. "he Ferrer .. ‘odern School of 1ew

ork, which functioned with many changes frors 1911 to Igcé
exemplifies how anarchists have de..ved benefits from using e r,'
model to guide the restructuring of education. ““Jery young
children’ in the _.odern School, as descriizec Jy one of ;ts
organizers, leara “aearly all the zaajor parts of a .rrc >ology ”
_*hroug}.l the desire that so maay of * :m have ‘o m e -rs’
..Ed‘ucatio.n: as practiced 1. ke Jaders School, “Lus ‘comh ;eé
Taung o t o= serses and of “he « nd, . .1 of 120 2nd skill ~°
na.u.?.’; just as *hey are combinec ©  a comp ete ararc ly- "he
1.-oderr Zchoo: also follows the a%acchist mo "3 . | 1ts 4, 101reNncs
of legality "~ ": de away wita al zoercive isc P eanda. e
rules anc parannernaliz of sur - disCm e e zase  desk 01; ;‘.e
teacher, ..e rigid rows of seats ‘or :he cr ldren, ang the Jd=a 1a“
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>ery ciass swould 2o vLw.oaccoc L . 00 Lo
codzs®  aally, the  odern Gchool diaws from ¢ mal -

anarchy its emphasis Ir the classroom o unrest. v 3¢ discuss D

of ‘problems suggested oy the ~ aren,. .4~z s Oof T oe -
greatesi ai. ‘n developing the children as scparais, th g
individuals and as memoers of the socia: on1 “** " e steps anar
chists have oeen taking to restructure sducatior. -2 yie ¢ 2d

advantages, without wreaking uncompensaied harm. of the scrt
that struggles to replace the state with anarchy threater. At the
very least, anarchist education has saved some children from the
inflexible discipline common in our schools, which often teaches
that learning is something to resent. | ore positively, anarciist
education has surely, though o an unmeasurabie extent, aided
*he growth of indepesndent rationality and voluntary coopera-
doz.

Z:nother social activity that has denefitec from peirg partially
reorganized. along lices indicate¢ oy the anarchist 1deal is work.
£narchists who have been more concerned swith restructuring
productive activity within the state’s jurisdictior. so taat it
resembles what wou.d occur under anarchy, than in using *he
workplace as a weapon ir. tae struggle to replace the state, favor a
self-management which, witair: the realm of the :nc vidual enter-
orise, is thoroughgoing. “r the en:erprises plarnec or sstablished
by these anarcnists, internal decisions are r :ade by neither owrers,
nor investors, nor managers, nor technic.ans, nor union officials,
out consensua ly by al producers. ~ he practice of self--nanage-
ment is ambiguous, because, depending or: 10w far it goes, it has
contrary effects. ~” producers maxs decisions or. no :matteis s¥cept
-wmediate cond: s of work, ‘he effect s oftcn to increase
+ ficiercy, job satisfactior. aad orofits. /i er. self-maiagement is

+ended upwaid to more significant matters — person 21, market
:ng, Invastment and tkc like — an- ~7hen 1% 5 -~ =naec sutwarc t2

«2cisions that affect t e whole 2conomy, e effect ma we, thougi
tius is ‘more speculative, to ercourage producers, bot - u szlf-
managed . te.nrises ana o :nose wita 4 ich laey « eal, to furtrar
restructure “heir activiiies along anarc st Lines. ue anarchists’
-ecogaition of this aminguity ‘v the practice of self-rranagemart
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3 77 Cof Lol reasen ..y they raquire L s tacrotg. - .l
Chen wetermin .oor ) buuG as many features of ar. da. ¢ &rCuy
;~to procuct 2 eatarprisss as is consistant  ti. *heir - iai- ng

under the jurisdict o of the state .. at e, wplains ot . ly the
thorouginess of the self nanagement they acdvocate, but vity it
has distinctive features. Jn his essay on ‘A Self Employec Society’
Colin . "arq, we <ing {rom the evidence of congeniai, taough
aon-anarchist ezamples, and of =xplicitly anarchist plans, describes
the shape that an anarchist, though state-bound, self-manage-
ment should take.'* Voting and rule-making are de-emphasized in
favor of open-ended discussion aiming toward consensus and the
continuous process of ‘one or two people thinking out and irying
new things’. Consensual decisions are not enforced by designated
supervisors, but by peers. " "here are no fixed roles; workers ‘de-
ploy themselves, depending on the requirements of tae ongoing
group task’. inally, _..come is distributec equally among all
members of the productive unit. “hough enterprises organized
like these are not intenced, and coutd not be expected, to anar-
chize society completely, nevertheless, because they have so many
anarchist features, they offer mmucn of the advantage of a com
Dlete anarchy.

3esides restructuring particular activities on iines irdicated by
their social model, anarc.iists intent on immediate, though partiai,
progress also use theiir model to guide the reorganization of ail
activity withiz a circumscribed place, usuaily a farmiazid. Severai
ural seitlements organized on anarchist principles were estab-
lishec in France at the beginning of this century, when the
anarchist movem=at had been partially discreditec. oy an epic :mic
of bomo-throwiag arc 'was hreatenec. 'vi .. being apsorbed by
syndica‘ism. 2spording to s situatiol , 2 faw  ~nch anarcnists
turned away from efiorts {c repiace the state 2 fouadec az
associatior whose purpose was o gaiier ~membess, donations erd
sympathy so as to eraolz a gtz tc o€ acquir~:. _or ssti Jns.. 3 an
anarcmist commu 1z

The story of the Colony o Vaui, fornaed oy this associatior
i 1903, parallels that of mary simila~ eadeavors.  ‘aving -entec
a house anc about s acres of land on favorabie teims from a
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ohysical force . ecessities were ta cn, as 1zedec, Iron 2Cmmu
stores, or, i case oi shortage, distrioutza equa.'s .. 0y procu .. '
surplus was also equally distributec. Zollective dzcis-ons “wers
‘made consensuaily, except for those concer.ng Lae admission of
~ew members, which were made by unanimous vote ~ 1 case of
strife that was ‘a real danger to the general weace’, offenders were
‘invited’ to leave. 4t first, the commune “rospered, increasing in
a few months to twenty-one members anc. successfully nroducing
food and clothes. Tespite the need to change their site, the
colonists continued to live and work together for three years, after
which disputes over aileged high-handecness by the lead:ng
founder causea them tc disband.*®

“here are also numerous cases 1__ the Jnited States ¢ anarchist
settlements, startiag in the mid-rineteenith century v 'th ~osiai
./arren’s experimenta’ villages. One of the imost arr bitious 2nc.
longest-lived of these settlements was the Ferrer Colony of Stziton,
ITew ersey, established in 1914 5y the sponsors of tre yrevously
mentionec . odern School of _.ew .Jork. " "he Steltor Jolony 1
its heyday in *he 1g20s hadg eighty or so families as permaner:
residents, as many as :00 boarding students in its elementary
schoo:, and an additional summer ->opulation of severz | .aur dred
"t foliowed the usuai anarchist pattern oi unenforced consessual
decision-making, and the ¢ was a great deal of .hared cultural
and =ducational activity, Dut in its economic arrangemenrts :t
arfferec; from ;e French szttl. ments in tnat memkbars ownec  aew
owr. nouses and small plots ol land, or. " . ch sorac farmed, wht 2
most comreuted o wor, in 12w York City. Thoug - nlague Oy
grow' 1g controve .y ‘1 the :goos zoout W cthes o smpaas -z
educatior. or socias action, and - che 1g30s wet~ :n 10se 10
vemainec anarchists anc those who jc 1ed “he Jom st cause,
ine Steltor Jolony, cespite compromises j0t 1 I 1.5 schoo and |
its way of lif | cor’ 1ued for over tairty years to offer many of t e
advantages of anarcny.’®

Certain of {1e communes tha. zie lanamarks o, 't & Americaz

16:



Tvoluatiag anarcius .

corniz cuiture T 3 1960s have aiso deer. le..ec .wougn less
con dacingly, as at . 2ast umpiicitly guiced by the anar< ust social
modzl. The szttlers of Sola s ountal - Farm, which iastec darely
through the summer of 1967, followed the advice of the im-
seccably anarchist Wiurray Bookchia et many of them were
mmoved more by yearnings for rustic simplicity or ky oriental
mysticism than by the intention to go as far as possibie, on .aeir
small Vermont farm, toward building anarchy.’” “"he very few
‘Testern communes which have been called anarchist by their
founders or observers are even more remote in their inspiration
from the anarchist ideal; and since some lasted longer than Cold
Mountain, it can be shown that they diverge markedly from
anarchy in their practice. Consider the case of Lou Gottlieb’s
wlorningstar ~.anch. Though anarchist in its avoidance of hier-
archy, legality and physical coercion, Morningstar lacked the
replacements for these practices which the ideal of anarchy
suggests. Gottlieb, believing that ‘the land selects the people’,
disliked collective decision making, no matter how consensual,
resisted attempts to screen new settlers, and, in various ways,
worked less for community than separation. No wonder that
. .orningstar was so beset by self-centered, destructive transients.
Secause, like most counter-culture communes which professed to
follow the anarchist model, it tended to disregard that model’s
rational and solidaristic elements, it could achieve scarcely a
semblance of the communal individuality to which a correct
application of the anarchist model points.*® Since the disappoint-
ing record of Morningstar cannot be blamed on deficiencies in the
anarchist social model, neither its failure nor that of similar
counter-cultural experiments impugns anarchy’s value as a guide
0 action. The lesson of such failures is not to give up attempts to
vartially anarchize society, but, . 1 making these attempts, to ta' e
as one’s guide an accurate conception of the aaarchist moc zi.
Since settlements and institutions rebuilt accoraing to this model
provide marked oenefits without destructive havoc, it seems that
petween tile alternatives of anarchy and incrementalism as guices
to action, anarchy should be the choice.
"o those who reject incrementalism for preclud ng the replace-

162

L6 wCaLSIERC TG Me wraciicel g

t of em snbe soce 7)o t2mm, us1 g a vy T

€ Ot to reconstruct SOC.2ty Ay cee M Just asl IC LA F L. o
the partial =fforts that anarcaoy as 2 guide suggssis =zire oot
anpreciz oly dolder or more sweeping than those suggesiec .y
~crementz” s, both, it may e argued, cut off . opportur ties
“or augreenting numar: “velfare *hat ansz when an entire sociai
system is replaced. i is true that the partial changes carriec ouc
uader the guidance of the anarchist model have & cautious
quality reminiscent of those an incrementalist would unaertake.
But whereas the incrementalist, being committed to the estab-
lished social system, rejects measures which might jeopardize its
continued existence, and confines himself to remedies for pressing,
immediate evils, the anarchist, though his efforts aim to partially
anarchize, not overthrow, the existing social order, finds effects of
his efforts that tend to undermine that order anything but adverse.
3elieving that human welfare would be increasec greatly
anarchy replaced the state, he welcomes the help his partia
efforts give to this replacement, even though achieving ic 1s no*
their point. Should the changes carried out under the guidance of
his model in schools, workplaces, rural settlements and the liks
accumulate, as is possible, so as to completely dissolve tze state,
the anarchist would be delighted. Anarchy used as a guide 0 =
partial reconstruction of society, far from evoking fear, as does
“icrementalism, taat possibilities for wellbeing are going un-
fulfilled, offers the safety which is incrementalism’s strong point
" /hile keeping prospects ‘or augmenting human welfare througn
systemic transformation alive.*

"“hus ‘e worth of anarchy as a model of thz best regime must
be - eemed outstand.ng, :udged from a practical, as well as from
a theoretcal, point of view.. - a coraplete achiev~ 1~ t anarchy
.5 rot just possible, dut offers senefits vnavailable ‘rom its rivals.
£s a practicai standarc. and guide, anarchy points the way to
action that comun es safety, immediate advantage and the
promise of systemic change. Since the advice of the i~ :mentalist
to disown exigent ideals has been and no doubt always “will = : too
severe to follow, tne choice among such ideals s one . af simply
must be faced, ~nhough 10 arguments can show that anarchy — or
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eal social 10cz — i ndisputably pust, 1oL argume s
20 ~ co i this chapter snow at least that in controversy avout
the nature of the good socicty anarchy must receive a leading
lace.

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF ANARCHISM TFOR
POLITICAL THOUGHT

T ecent books on anarchism all conclude with observations on its
continuing vitality. Even before the Paris rebellion of May 1968,
when students put anarchist theory to work in their struggles
against their university and the state that lay behind it, com-
mentators were cautioning against inferring from the rout of the
anarchists in the Spanish Civil *¥ar that their theory was dead.
~hough none saw much hope for anarchism as an organized
movement, working to replace, or even modify, the state, even
the most gloomy believed that as ‘an austere personal and social
code’ it would continue to capture the attention of receptive
minds.?* What this meant was that at least a few people could
always be expected to take bearings from the anarchist tradition
on how to lead their personal, aesthetic and immediate social
iives. After 1968, observers began announcing with dread,
triumph or amazement that the anarchist movement, transfigured
by contact with the New Left, had revived.?> These announce-
ments of revival, because they now seem as exaggerated as the
preceding reports of death, point up the hazard, which it would
be foolish to defy, of forecasting anarchism’s prospects. But the
continued vitality of anarchism as both idea and movement
prompts other less ensnaring questions, wiuch ca: oe answered
clearly with the aid of the analysis preserted m this book. '‘™hat
's the explanatior: for anarchism’s longevity? . nc what is its
significance for pol:tical thought?

The longevity of anarchism, despite its failure to win viciories,
or =ver to secure a mass following, is all the more striking whea
one remembers now littie, as a doctrine, 1t has changed. 7 1e
evisers of liberalism, conservatism and socialism, who often quu =
drastically modifiea the ideas they inaerited “~ order to keep
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supnorters, . e 1o anarchist cou..l.. darts. - T L
of the founders stil! ‘ntermitientiy revives sugges 1 . .istre .3t
l'zs less than ‘s usual with political doctrizes s 1~ 3pper @
interests. —his sugg=siior Is >orne out 2y the fact L izl anazc..sm
has won backing ‘rom persons whose places > society, oe g
markealy divergent, could aot al: have beer. expected to suppor*
it, if its suitability as a medium for satisfying interests .7as the
main source of :is appeal. There have, of course, >een attemnpts to
paint anarchism as an idcology in the service of a particuiar class.
3ut writers who make these attempts disagree whether it 1s
peasants, artisans, small businessmen or rural landless workers
whose interests anarchism represents. And no wonder they dis-
agree, for anarchism has at times drawn backing from all of these
groups, as well as from 1dustrial workers.” ""he secret of anar-
~hism’s endurance, these remarks suggest, should be sought :ss in.
the support it gives to mutable class interests thai iz its ab ty o
satisfy aspirations that are more universal and enduring. “he
plack flag of anarchy, we cannot but believe, now waves above at
least a corner of every human heart.

“n seeking to intensify and finally to merge the 1dividuz anc.
communal sides of life, the anarchists were following the course of
nuch nineteenth-century political theory, exemplified, as @
aoted in the introduction, by Hegel and 1 .ari. ", 'hat must ow
be added is that these seckers on the plane of theory of 2 lusec.
communal individuality wcre "esponc"'ng to coneerns which, less
serfectly articulated, were widespread in their culture and are
aven more pervasive in ours. To exhihit strong personality with-
out losing touch mﬂ" others, to unite with .ne "vhole w. 1out
sinking 11to it, to “ve - society both warmly : receptive to self-
evpression and gratifyingly unitary — these for us are oress ng
aspiratiors. aless one rests content with denoun i “aese
asp1rat1ons as s2lf-contradictory or worse, though i1ey are ccriiral
to our culturc, ‘he way that anmchlsts sropose to satisfy them

must scem fillec; with promise.?® =7 the various paths mapped 5y
pol..ical theorists towarc combmmg the fullest incu /ic ual develop—
ment with the greatest communal ur ty, that of the anarchists s
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Introduction

Highpoints in this reassessment of anarchism as a theory are ~ obert
Paul Wolff, In Defense of Anarchism (New York, 1976) and . .pril
Carter, The Political Theory of Anarchism (London, 1971).

‘William Proby, Philosophy and Barbarism (Zondon, 1798), p. 22.
Benjamin Barber, Superman and Common sien (New “ork, 1972),
pp. 25, 22; Isaac Kramnick, ‘On Anarchism and the Rea! "World.
‘Nilliam Godwin and Radical England’, American Political Science
Review, 66 (March 1972), p. 116.

G. W. F. Hegel, The Philosophy of Right (Oxford, 1958), pp. i6o-1,
164, 156.

Karl Marx, Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844 (lvios-
cow, 1961}, pp. 108, 105. Ellen Wood has convincingly worked out
Marx’s views on the reciprocal relations between individuality and
community: Mind and Politics (Berkeley, 1972), pp. 123, 141-52.
Patrick Riley, ‘Hegel on Consent and Social-Contract Theory: Does
he “Cancel and Preserve™ the Till?°, Western Political Quarterly, 26
(March 1973), especially pp. 156-61.

Max Stirner, The Ego and .is Own, trans. Uteven 7. Byington (Ifew
“Jork, 1963), p. 311.

""he most recent anu convincing discussions of Stimer’s relationship
to anarchism are to be found in R. "N. K. Paterson, The Nihilistic
Egoist: Max Stirner (Oxford, 1971), ch. VI, and John Clark, Max
Stirner’s Egoism (London, 1976), ch. V. Both Paterson anc l.ark
find a logical gap between Stirner’s egoistic moral premise and his
anarchist conclusions. " heir dispute is over the issuec whether his
egoism or his anarchism is more characteristic of his thought and
hence whether he should be called an anarchist. ’t should be added
that though as a theorist of anarchism Stirner is a disaster he may
still deserve his recognized place in the history of anarchist ideas.

1. Liberty and public censure in anarchist thought

“Villiam  Godwin, Enquiry Concerning Political Justice, 3 vols.
(Toronto, 1946), -1, 331; Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, Correspondance,
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14 vols. (Fasis, 1874-5), -7 375; .+ lchaei P~Tumin, Tuwvres, S vois.
(Far -, 1895-1913), /, 248, 156, cf. , 204; ’eter .opotki , Tepo-
lutionary Pamphlets (New York, 1968), p. 113. £ u translauons from
French texts are my own, unless otherwise indicated, For contemporary
claims that anarchists are libertarians see, for instance, Gerald Tlu ikle,
Anarchism, Old and New (ITew ork, 1972), p. 165, or Derry  ovak,
‘. he Place of Anarchism in the Tistory of Political “hought’, The
Review of Politics, 20 (July 1958), p. 317.

Godwin, Political Justice, 3%, 221, 199, 274; Proudhon, Le la [ustice
dans la Révolution et dans PEglise, 4 vols. (Paris, 1930-5), 1, 315;
Bakunin, (Euvres, 711, 69n; Kropotkin, Pamphlets, p- 143.

Gerald G. MacCallum, Jr, ‘Negative and Positive Freedom’, The
Philosophical Review, 76 (July 1967), pp. 312-34; cf. John Rawls,
4 Theory of Justice (Cambridge, Mass., 1972), p- 202.

Godwin, Political Justice, 1, 168, 1I, 500; Bakunin, (Euvres, V, 318,
cf. I, 105, 281; Proudhon, Justice, 11, 77, cf. Proudhon, De la capacité
politiqgue des classes ouvriéres (Paris, 1924), p. 190; Kropotkin,
Pamphlets, p. 124.

For typical analysis along these lines see K. .. Scott, ‘Liberty, License
and Not Being Free’, Political Studies, 4 (June 1956), pp. 176-85, or
D. M. White, ‘Negative Liberty’, Ethics, 80 (£pril 1970), pp. 185—
204.

Proudhon, Justice, I7, 424.

Godwin, Political Justice, I1, 496.

Ibid., 77, 434, 366—7, 505.

Ibid., ', 340, 199.

Bakunin, Fuwvres, 111, 49.

Ibid.,”, 284.

Ibid., ' 49.

Ibid., IV, 249,

Proudhon, Justice, 7, 325,

Bakunin, Euwres, ., 284, 295; Godwin, Political Justice, =, 64-5,
3, 499.

Bakunin, (Euvres, V, 159.

Godwin, Political Justice, T, 500; Zroudhon, Philosophie du progrés
(Paris, 1946), p. 67; Kropotkin, "a science moderne et Panarchie
(Paris, 1913), p. 160.

Bakunin, (Buovres, -1I, 214, cf. T, 295, 298, 7, 126, "' 88,

These are the traits normally singled out as typica. of a legal system.
SE 1. T AL Hart, The Concept of Law (London, 1961), pp. 22-5.
Bakunin, Euores, -, 288; Godwin, 2olitical Tustice, ”, 201 inter aiia.
“odwin, Political Justice, _, 352-3.

1bid., 11, 294; cf 247, 399-400; Bakunin, Euvres, _ ', 261. The
anarchists’ esteem for particularity in the control of behavior m-1t not
be cxaggerated. Though general ruies must not be followed bl.ndly,
they have their place as presumptive guides, akin to the 1 ‘litarian’s
rules of thumb. It is ‘incumbent on us, when called into action, to
estimate the nature of the particular case, that we may asce:rtain
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vuere tne urgency of specic: circumstances «§ sucii at (0 suparsece
ules toat are generall + obligato.,” (. ‘olitical “ustice, ™ 347).
“ropotkin, Famphlets, p. 200; ¢f. Todwin, -olitical justice, . , 257,
4'03. P . .
“he penalties need not of course be identical, since some discoetion .n
sentencing is allowed in even the least flexible legal system.
Sec ch. 4, p. 74, for a discussion of the insignificance of the diffe'f'—
ences between legal and censorial sanctions, so far as concerns their
effects on satisfaction.
Bakunin, (Fuvres, 1, 288.
Godwin, Political Justice, I1, 334, 375; Kropotkin, Pamphlets, pp. 157,
167; Kropotkin, Science moderne, pp. 160-1.

2. The goal of anarchism: communal individuality

George - 'oodcock, Anarchism (New York, 1962), pp. 84-5; Henri

Arvon, J'anarchisme (Paris, 1968), p. 77; George Plekhanov, Anar-

chism and Socialism (Minneapolis, N.D.), pp. 51-2. )

Godwin, Enquiry Concerning Political Justice (Toronto, 1946), "2,

500; Proudhon, De la Justice dans la Révolution et dans I'Eglise

(Paris, 1930-5), I , 253.

Tlropotkin, Revolutionary 2amphlets (New York, 1968), pp. 141, 123.
Godwin, Thoughts on Man (New York, 1969), p. 310.

Proudhon, Justice, I, 414.

Bakunin, (Euvres (Paris, 1895-1913), 7/, 321—2.

Kropotkin, Mutual Aid (1Tew York, 1925), p. 222.

Cf. Robert Paul Wolff, . he Poverty of Liberalism (Boston, 1968),
5p. 180-5.

Sodwin, Political Justice, %, 258—9. ‘

Proudhon, Correspondance (Paris, 1874—5), - I, 30: (30 Zecember
1861); Proudhon, Justice, 1, 411.

Bakunin, Euores, 111, 353; lropotkin, : amphlets, pp. 139, 167.

Proudhon, De la capacité politique des classes ouvriéres (Paris, 1924),
. 155.

%aki?lin, Euvres, V, 149; cf. V. 187, where Bakunin says that inde-

pendence which endangers solida_ity is undesirable.

7 opotkin, .Famphlets, p. 63. Evidence tha: anarchists subordinaie

freedom to individuality and community does not prove unmistakably

that the latter are their coequal overriding ajms. They might rank
others still higher. But since they do not say they do, since freedoin

is so often presumed to e their chief goal, and s.nce they consider

individuality and community to have greater wortya, . is rcasonable
to say that they give them first place.

" he problem of resolving the conflict, so troubling to anarchists,
petween the claims of individuality and community is a version of
the general problem in moral philosophy of how to relate the claims
of the self to the claims of others. The anarchists’ posiiion on how to
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reconcite individuality and community might herefore be an alier-
naiwve to more familiar views such as utilitarianism or . antianism of
how the conflict between self and others should be resolved.
“ixamined from this perspective, which is not that of this book,
anarchism might have value as a theory of ethics.

Bakunin, Fuwres, V, 150, 159; cf. 7, 385,

“odwin, Political Justice, ™ 486; Proudhon, justice, -, 3045, 421,
<L, 253, IV, 302, Capacité, p. 222; Kropotkin, Pamphlets, pp. 5, 96,
141; Fropotkin, Selected Writings on Anarchism and Revolution, ed.
Martin Miller (Cambridge, Mass., 1970), p. 297.

Godwin, Political Justice, 1, 356.

Bakunin, GBuvres, V, 150; cf. Proudhon, Justice, IV, 264.

Proudhon, Justice, II1, 253; Kropotkin, Selected Writings, p. 297,
Kropotkin, La science moderne et Panarchie (Paris, 1913), p. 332.
Mare Guyeau, Esquisse d'une morale sans obligation ni sanction
(Paris, 1893), pp. 96, g8. See Kropotkin, Pamphlets, p. 108, for
Kropotkin’s judgment on Guyeau.

Derry Novak, ‘Une lettre inédite de Pierre Kropotkine & Max
Nettlau’, International Review of Social History, g (1964), p. 274.
Godwin, Political Justice, '1, 295; cf., 1, 505,

Ibid., 1, 311; cf. Kropotkin, Pamphlets, p. g6.

Bakunin, Buvres, 277, 235, 253, IV, 248; Proudhon, [ustice, 7, 253;
Godwin, Political Justice, 11, 40g.

Godwin, Political Justice, 11, 486.

Ibid., 11, 216.

Ibid., 1, 329-30; cf. Proudhon, Justice, Z%/, 366; Bakunin, GEuvres,
181, 277, V, 321. I would still have some self-image since, as indicated
earlier (cf. ch. 1, p. 16), spontaneous social pressure, not deliberate
censure, suffices to create a self.

Proudhon, ‘Cours d’économie politique’, I~12(4) unpublished manu-
script. Reference to the page number is assigned to the manuscript by
Pierre Haubtmann in his unpublished thesis ‘La philosophic sociale
de Pierre-Joseph Proudhon’ (Faculté des lettres et des sciences
humaines de Paris, 1961); Bakunin, Euvres, 7, 290.

Bakunin, Euvres, 1, 278.

Proudhon, ‘Cours’, I~7(6). It must be admitted that this part of their
argument fails to show that individuality is best supported by deliber-
ate censure as contrasted with spontaneous social pressure.

Codwin, Political Justice, . , 273~4; opotkin, Pamphlets, p. 137.
Codwin, Folitical Justice, 1, 340.

ibid., I, 497.

Ibid., 1., 500.

ibid., Z, 137,

Proudhon, Justice, , 175, cf. 1, 316, 395, 423, | 77, 264.
-sropotkin, Pamphlets, p. 10q.

Godwin, Political Justice, T, 333; Kropotkin, Pamphlets, p. 140.
Godwin, Political Justice, *, 335,
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3. Zarieties of anarchy

Godwin, wnquiry Concerning Political Justice (Toronto, 1'94.6), S,
500; cf. [, 232, 236; _I, 215, 497; Sodwin, The Enquirer (..ow York,
1965), p. 77. , _

Godwin, Political Justice, I, 5o0; cf. Godwin, T he Enquirer, p. 344.
Godwin, Political Justice, 11, 280.

Ibid., 1%, 504. For a restatement of the view that Godwin_ has no Place
‘within the philosophy of the anarchist community’ see . . A. Nisbet,
The Social Philosophers (New York, 1973), pp. 365-6.

Godwin, Political Justice, 11, 504.

Ibid., 11, 505.

Ibid., -, 295; cf. Godwin, T"houghts on ian (New York, 1969)‘, p. 310
and Godwin, The Enquirer, pp. vii—viii, where Godwin describes the
liberating effects of his own conversations. . .
Godwin, The Enquirer, p. 343; cf. 7von Belaval, “e souci de
sincérité (Paris, 1944), pp. 127-9.

Charles Horton Cooley, uman Nature and the Social Srder (New
“York, 1902), pp. 178, 153. Tooley admits that character_ need not
depend immediately on interaction, but he denies that it cepends on
reasoned thought (pp. 205-7).

Godwin, Political Justice, 1, 328,

Ibid., 1, 335.

Ibid., 1, 327-8, 332, 336.

Ibid., 7, 333.

Ibid., 7, 330.

Ibid., 1, 330.

Tbid., 1, 296, 356. . L )
Stuart Hampshire, ‘Sincerity and Single—Mmdedness_, n Weed_o.m of
Mind and Other Essays (Princeton, 1971), p. 234; cf. jean Starobinski,
j.-]. Rousseau, La transparence et I'obstacle (Paris, 1971), pp. 237-8,
Belaval, Sincérité, pp. 55, 63. N o
Sodwin, Political Justice, ©, 280, 294, 333—4. 340, ~ ddwin, The
Enquirer, p. 344.

Belaval, Sincérité, pp. 1345, 177. B

toid., p. 144, Starobi ski, J.-/. :Rousseau, p. 188, “reorge San'tayan.a,
‘The Comic wv.ask’ w1 Soliloguies on cEngland and ater Soliloquies
(ITe v or: 1922), P. ©35. o N
“oawin, ' "he Enquirer, pp. 341, 349; cf Godwin, Thoughts on v an,
pp. 301—4; “odwin, Political fustice,” 348-9. ‘

1Tietzsche, seyond “ood and Zvil (Chicago, 1955), section 40.
Santayana, Soliloquies, p. 133. ' .
Relaval, Sincérité, ». 165; Lionei "rilling, Sincerity and Authenticity
(Cambridge, Mass., 1972), p. 1:9; Paul /. Zreund, ‘Privacy: Cac
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Toncept or lany’, in . oland “ennock and ,ohn 7
(2ds.), Privacy (»'ew 7oik, 1971), p 195; John 2. uilber, ™
Tig Leaves’, ibid., p. 233.

Duoted in Belaval, Sincérité, p. 120.

Zurt 4. Tolff (ed.), The Sociology of Georg Simmel (. ew Yok,
1964), p- 329.

Freund, ‘Privacy’, p. 195; Alan £. Westin, Privacy and Freedom
(New York, 1967), p. 37.

Codwin, Political Justice, -, 352, 11, 275.

Ibid., 11, 505-6: To ‘the most perfect man. . .society is not a necessary
of life but a luxury. . .He will resort with scarcely inferior eagerness to
solitude; and will find in it the highest complacence and the purest
delight.” For evidence that Godwin values discretion as contrasted
with reserve see Godwin, The Enquirer, p. 127.

Proudhon, De la Justice dans la Révolution et dans I'Eglise (Paris,
1930-5), 111, 253; Bakunin, (Buvres (Paris, 1895-1913), I, 101, 105.
Bakunin, Fuvres, I, 221.

Proudhon, Justice, IT1, 88; cf. Bakunin, (Fuvres, I, 109-10, V, 204.
Proudhon, Justice, 117, 6g—70; Bakunin, (Euvres, I, 109.

Proudhon, Justice, I , 256; cf. I, 436.

For a detailed analysis of Proudhon’s anarchist society see Alan
Ritter, The Political Thought of Pierre-Joseph Proudhon (Princeton,
1969), pp. 126-34; a good text describing Bakunin’s social vision is in
Luvres, 11, 297.

Proudhon, Justice, I1I, 87-8; Bakunin, ‘Revolutionary Catechism’, in
Sam Dolgofl (ed.), Bakunin on Anarchy (New York, 1971), pp. 89~
93-

?roudhon, Justice, III, 86; for Bakunin’s description of ‘integral
education’, which is very close to Proudhon’s polytechnical apprentice-
ship, see (Euwvres, V, 136, 145, 156—7.

Proudhon, Justice, I | 87-8.

Ibid., 777, 92—3. Though this description of an anarchist economy is
based solely on what Proudhon writes, Bakunin agrees with it. He is
less specific in his economic plans, but what he says, such as that no
one may devote himself exclusively to manual or mental work
(Buvres, V, 126-8, 1, 360), shows that he encourages communal indi-
viduality with the same practice of occupational mobility used by
?roudhon.

Bakunin, ‘Revolutionary Catechism’, in Zolgoff, Bakunin on Anarchy,
P- 95-

Ibid., p. 94, cf. (Buvres, -, 317.

Proudhon, Justice, 7, 271, 283.

Ibid., " V, g202.

Ibid., IV, 274.

""hat Proudhon finds much communal individuality in the family is
shown by where he puts the figure of a mirror. It is a mother or wife
who, ‘transparent and luminous, serves man as the mirror. . .in which
to contemplate his character’ ([ustice, IV, 266, 268). Bakunin follows
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Godwin 'n finding that members of society, not the iy, best wefleci
the self ((Buvres, 7, 321). ) )
Proudhon, justice, I, 301, 418; Bakunin, Euovres, ., 117, 7, 209;
cf. R. S. Downie and Elizabeth Telfer, Respect for Persons (2w
“Zork, 1970), especially ch. 1, and Bernard Villiams, “The .dea .of
Gquality’, reprinted in “fugo A. Bedau (ed.), Justice and Equality
(ew York, 1971), especially pp. 123—4.

Proudhon, Justice, I, 419. ' .
Proudhon, Idée générale de la révolution au dix-neuviéme siécle
(Paris, 1923), p. 189.

Proudhon, Justice, 1, 417; cf. Downie and Telfer, Respect, pp. 21, 25.
Kropotkin, Revolutionary Pamphlets (New York, 1968), p. 107; ct.
p. 105 for Kropotkin’s acknowledgment of the value of respect.
Ibid., p. 107; cf. Derry Novak, “Une lettre inédite de Pierre Kropot-
kine & Max Nettlau’, International Review of Social History, 9 (1964),
p. 272.

Kropotkin, Mutual Aid (New “York, 1925), . 205.

Ibid., p. 211.

Kropotkin, Pamphlets, pp. 109, 141, 123.

Ibid., p .109.

Ibid., p. 109. _
Ibid., pp. 139, 140, 108. .t is important to note tha}t though Kropotkm
envisages community as occurring in both domestic and social life, he
does not want it to be the same in both. He wams not to ‘take the
family as a model for relations in larger, less intimate groups. ‘Com-
munisme et anarchie’, in La science moderne et lanarchie (Pars,
1913), p. 144, cf. p- 153.

Kropotkin, Pamphlets, p. 95.

Ibid., pp. 123—4.

4. The anarchists as critics of established institutions

See. for instance, ~erald Runkle, Anarchism: Old and New (New
“ork, 1972), p. 168; james joll, The Anarchists (_:ondon, 1964),
p. 278; “eorge Woodcock, Anarchism (New York, 1962), p. 469.
Dobert Jaul Wolff, 'n Defense of Anarchism (rlew York, 1976), pp.
20-7. "he conflation of anarchism and radical democracy is common;
for an elaborate example see Richard ' DeGeorge, ‘Anarchism and
Authority’, in ,. Roland Pennock and yohn Chapman (Fds_._?, Anar-
chism: Nomos XIX (New ork, 1978), pp. 91—110. ‘n his “Zeply tc
Peiman’ Wolff takes back his claim that anarchism and unanimous
direct democracy are compatible (In Defense of Anarchism, p 88).
Sodwin, Enquiry Joncerning Political justice (Toronto, 1946). ., 297.
Zbid., 11, 204. o
Peoudhon, Du principe fédératif (Paris, 1959), D. 344; Zodwin,
Political Justice, I, 297.

Jodwin, Political Justice, 1T, 145.

Bakunin, Euvres (Paris, 1895-1913), IV, 476, ct. I, 156.
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See, for .nstance, .J. T, ..andcock, ~ “he ‘unctior and Matuce or
Authority 1o Society’, Philosophy, 28 (¢ pni 1953), P. 101.
Proudhon, for instance, takes a patriarchal stand reminiscent of
Filmer on the issue of domestic authority, while Godwin and Bakunin
follow Plato in defending the authority of experts over private action
and belief. Godwin, Political Justice, 1, 236; *roudhon, De la iustice
dans la Révolution et dans PEglise, TV, 322; Bakunin, Buores, 1., 55.
For evidence that anarchists accept this understanding of authority
see Godwin, Political Justice, I, 121; Proudhon, Justice, 71, 312;
Kropotkin, Revolutionary Pamphlets (New York, 1968), n. 217.
Sodwin, Political Justice, I, 227, 234; Bakunin, Buvres, 111, 55,
Godwin, Political Justice, I, 235; cf. I, 215 and Kropotkin, Pamphlets,
pp. 58-9.

Godwin, Political Justice, 1, 284-5.

Ibid., 1, 121, 212; Proudhon, Justice, i1, 226, 310; Bakunin, Buovres,
IIT, 49-54; Kropotkin, Pamphlets, 147, 217.

Godwin, Political [ustice, I, 181; cf. Bakunin, Euvres, V, 313;
Proudhon, Justice, I, 326, IV, 350; Kropotkin, Pamphlets, pp. 167,
285,

Proudhon, Justice, i1, 218; Bakunin, (Euvres, 111, 6gn.

Godwin, Political Justice, “i, 211, 340.

Proudhon, Justice, II, 218, 262; Bakunin, Fuvres, 111, 6o; Godwin,
Political Justice, 1I, 496. A situation where everybody has public
authority over everybody else is difficult to grasp. What happens, for
instance, if two members of an anarchy issue contradictory directives?
Which one has the right to be obeyed? The anarchists evade answer-
ing this question. Perhaps all that can be said is that since directives
in an anarchy are only issued to correct serious misconduct, which is
infrequent, and obvious to all, conflicts among directives are unlikely.
Sodwin, Political Justice, 11, 294, 399~400.

+bid., 11, 363, Proudhon, Justice, IV, 373.

Sodwin, Political Justice, 11, 334.

Thid., 11, 340-1.

Ibid., 11, 945.

Ibid., 11, 379. For more detail on this point see Alan Ritter, ‘Godwin,
Proudhon and the Anarchist Justification of Punishment’, Politicai
Theory, 3 (February 1975), p. 83.

Godwin, Political Justice, I, 322; cf. Proudhon, dée générale de ia
révolution au dix-neuvidéme siécle (Paris, 1923), Dp. 31i—12, ustice,
iV, 371,

Godwin, Political Justice, . | 349 on vengeance, 7, 322, 334, 365~6 on
self-defensc; Proudhon, Idée générale, P. §11 on veageance.

Godwin, Poliitical Justice, 11, 19q.

Proudhoun, Justice, {7, 377.

Ibid.

Godwin, Political ustice, (1, 361, cf, II, 340.

“Vsiters who call anarchists radical egalitarians include <saiah “erlin,
‘Zquality as an Ideal’, in Frederick 4. Clafson (ec.), ustice and
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Social Policy (Englewood Tiiffs, 1961, v, -, ent e
-ppenhcim,  galitarianism as a  escripuve -ionce | £ giicnn
Chilosophical Quarterly, 7 (£ipril 1970), p. 144
Codwin, Political Justice,” ", 453.
Ibid., "1, 430, 454, 461.
Ibid.. T, 460, 465.
Ibid., 7, 23.
Ibid., 2, 463.
Ibid., 1 | 429.
Ibid., I, 147.
Ibid., 71, 422, 450.
Ibid., 11, 93. . o
For a developed argument that the criterion of need is egalitarian
see Gregory Vlastos, ‘ justice and Equality’, in Richard B. Brant (ed.),
Social Justice (Englewood Cliffs, M.]., 1962), pp. 42-3.
Godwin, Political Justice, 1T, 423—4; cf. 1, 448.
Ibid., 11, 433, 428.
Kropotkin, The Conguest of Bread (New York, 1969), pp. 230-1,

cf. p. 8.
Ibid., pp. 63—4.
Ibid., p. 233.

Kropotkin, ‘Communisme et anarchie’, in Science moderne, p. 166;
Kropotkin, The Conquest of Bread, p. 227. ¥or a more thorough
analysis of Kropotkin on justice see David ..iller, Social [ustice
(Oxford, 1976), pp. 209-52. . _

‘Equality does not imply the leveling of individual differences, nor
that individuals should be made physically, morally or menta'lly
identical. Diversity in capacities and powers, .. .far from being a so.c1a!
evil, constitutes on the contrary, the abundance of humanity.’
Bakunin, ‘Revolutionary Catechism’, in Dolgoff (ed.), Bakunin on
Anarchy, pp. 87-8. ’
Proudhon, Systéme de contradictions économiques, 2 vols. (Paris,
1923), ¥, 191.

Bakunin, (Fuvres, IV, 477.

Kropotkin, The Conquest of Bread, pp. 127, 136—9. . '
Ibid., p. 153. Kropotkin would not confine consumption of a.ll luxuries
to their producers; some, such as books, though cooperatively pro-
duced by everyone, from author to pressman, who helped create thc_m,
would be available to all. Kropotkin does not say how to distinguish
between luxuries which should be opea to gencral consumption and
luxuries which shoulc be consumed by iheir producrrs only.
Kropotkin, Fields, Factories and Workshops (Iew * otk, 1909), vp.
3—4; cf. pp. v—vi.

Ibid., pp. 161, 178, 180.

Ibid. (enlarged edn, 17ew Jork, 1968), pp. 358-60. o
“ndustrial technology should only be controlled, according o Marxisis,
when it becomes a fetter, after capitalism has ceased to be progres:
sive. To control it before then, as anarchists suggest, would only delay

75



O~ DU W

TI
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23
24

v Gies 0 piges 89—

the adveat of the socialist revolution by arresting tie deveioprient of
productive forces ]

5. Anarchist strategy: the dilemma of means and ends

i\:ian'y writers have equated anarchist strategy with terrorism, e.g.
Zeorge Plekhanov, dnarchism and Soctalism; a valanced discu,ssion
cif this matter is Derry Novak, ‘Anarchism and Individual Terrorism’
.:,anadzan Journal of Political Science, 20 (May 1954), Pp- 176—84.?
“or a ‘gflllery of outlandish stereotypes’ see T.eonard Krimmerman
an.d L(.E.WJS Perry (eds.), Patterns of Anarchy (New York, 1966), pp.
xvi—xvii. In 2 single paragraph David Apter manages to ascribe all
these strategies and more to the anarchists: “The Old Anarchism and
the New — Some Comments ", Government and Opposition, 5 (Autumn
1970), P. 397. E. J. Hobsbawm calls anarchists revolutionary volun-
tarists both in Primitive Rebels (New York, 19509) p. 83, and in
Revolutionaries (New York, 1973), p. 86. ’ ’

Gogq examples of the interpretation of anarchist strategy as non-
political may be found in George Woodcock, Anarchism (New York
}962), P- 31, and Isaac Kramnick, ‘On Anarchism and the Reai
Wgrld: William Godwin and Radical England’, American Political
Science Review, 66 (March 1972), p. 128.

Bak.um'n, CEuvres (Paris, 1895-1913), V, 208,

érv:ing L. Horqwitz (ed.), The Anarchists (New York, 1964), p. 2g.
Ibc;d:v?,gl;::'quzry Concerning Political Justice (Toronto, 1946), =, 27g.
Ibid., 1, 28q.

Ibid., 1, 221.

Ibid., 1, 78, 83.

Ibid., 1, 6g.

Ibid., 1, 49.

Ibid., 11, 225,

Ibid., 11, 2434,

Ibid., I, 273.

Ibid., 1, 256.

Ibid., 11, 243.

Ibid., " | 372.
Ibid.,:  491-0.
Ibid., 1, 278, cf. 71, 549.
Tbid., I, 104,
Ibid., 1, 296.
Tbid., 11, 209~12; for more detail on these steps toward Jodwinian
anarchy see John ®. Giark, The Philosophical Anarchism of .illiam
Sodwin (Princeton, 1977), pp. 191—4. N
;Kramnick, ‘Anarchism and the " eal Norld’, pp. 126, 114.

The true reason why the mass of mankind has so ofte;l been the dupe
of 'knaves, has been the mysterious anc complicated. nature of *Ee
social system. Once annihilate the quackery of government, and *;he

6

25
26
27
28

29

30

31
32

33
34

36
37

39
40
47

42
43

44
45
46
47

48
49
50
51
52

.. otes to pages 05—:0Z
most homebred anderstanc ng mught e sirong cnougn to  etect e
actifices of the state juggler that woulc misler = Tocw -
volitical ,ustice, 12, 208, cf. 11, i36—;
hid., 21, 477.
Ibid., 7, 298.
Ibid., 1, 274.
Proudhon, Systéme de contradictions économiques (Pa-is, 1923),
403.
Proudhon, Idée générale de la révolution au dix-neuvidme siécle (Pars,
1923), p. 374
Proudhon, Les carnets, 4 vols. (Paris, 1960-74), III, 45. For the more
detailed analysis of Proudhon’s strategy on which this account is based
see Ritter, The Political Thought of Proudhon, ch. %77,
Proudhon, Qu’est-ce que la propriété? (Paris, 1926), p. 345.
Proudhon, Mélanges, g vols. (Paris, 1868~70), 111, 123; Proudhon,
La révolution sociale démontrée par le coup d'état du deux décembre
(Paris, 1936), p. 206.
Proudhon, Carnets, 111, 248; Proudhon, Mélanges, -1, 1.
Proudhon, La révolution sociale, p. 177.
Proudhon, De la justice dans la Révolution et dans Eglhse (FParis,
1930-5), 1%/, 468.
1bid., IV, 489.
Proudhon, Correspondance (Paris, 1874-5), ZX, 71.
Proudhon, De la capacité politique des classes ouvriéres (Paris, 1924),

p. 236.

ibid., p.74.

Ibid., p. 240; cf. p. 101.

‘Has there ever been a single example, at any time in any place, of a
privileged, dominant class making concessions freely, spontaneously,
without being forced to by coercion and fear?’ Bakunin, Fuwvres, */7,

359-6o0. _
‘Rapport de la commission sur lz question dc I’héritage’, Rakunin,

Euvres, J, 199-210.

Marx, Engels and Lenin, dnarchism and Anarcho-Syndicalism (New
“Tork, 1972), pp. 45-6.

Jakunin, {Fuvres, I, 173, 206, 27, 46, 335.

7bid., 111, 64 note.

Cbid., | 423.

.bid., II, to1; Arthur Tehning (ed.), Michael Bakunin, Selected
Vritings (I'ew ork, 1973), p. 168. Cf. Saniel Guerin (ed.), Ni Dieu
ni maltre (Lausanne, N.D.), p. 202.

" £ ning, Selected Vritings, p. 169.

siakunin, Buvres VI, 70-2.

Toid., 7, 260.

Godwin, Political Justice, 7, 274.

Kropotkin, Fields, Factories and 7/ orkshops (ilew York, 1913), pp.

394—402.
Zropotkin, Paroles d'un révolté (Paris, 1885), pp. 308—0, 310; cf.
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__‘ropotkin, Zevolutionary Pam i lets (Llew Tork, 1968), p. 156.

¥ .ropotkin, Pamphlets, p. i85 2f wartin s I'./Iillc_f; -’uropotkin
(Chicago, 1976), p. 191, . Lopotkin rejected ‘a va..guard elice «vhich
would operate either before or after the revolution®.

For a good account of ¥iopotkin’s early anarchism, see Miller
Kropotkin, pp. 146, 174-5. ,
Kropotkin, Paroles, p. 122.

Kropotkin, Pamphlets, pp. 51, 68.

Ibid., p. 35.

{bz’d., Pp. 35—43. seuotation from this essay falls to capture its force.
<t should be read in its entirety.

Ibid., p. 188.

Kropotkin, The Conquest of Bread (New York, 1969), p. 57.

For a detailed scenario see Kropotkin, The Conguest of Bread,
chs. 4-7. ’
Proudhon’s epigraph for his Systéme de contradictions économiques
was ‘Destruam et Aedificabo’. Bakunin insisted throughout his life
that ‘the passion for destruction is a creative passion, too’. Lehning
Selected Writings, p. 58. ) :
Kropotkin, The Conquest of Bread, pp. 109—10.

Ibid., p. 8o.

Daniel Guerin, Anarchism (New York, 1970), p. 38.

I'Tor a fine elaboration of these points see George Xateb, Utopia and
its Enemies (Glencoe, Ill., 1963), pp. 44-6.

6. The place of anarchism in the spectrum of political ideas
Oscar Jaszi, ‘Anarchism’, in The Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences
2 (New York, 1937), p. 52; Daniel Guerin, Anarchism (New ‘f-.’ork’
‘1371(1)), p- II-IQ’ISIf Noam Chomsky’s introduction, p. xv. ’
illiam H. Hocking, Man and the State (New Zave

i g e (New Zaven, 1926), pp. 97,
mmanuel Kant, The Metaphysical Elements of justice, ed. john
_add (Indianapolis, 1965), pp. 434- ’ o
}’)cnjamin Constant, (Euvres (Paris, 1957), p. 1232.

Mill’s. case is difficult. For discussion of the normative status of free-
dom in his theory see Robert Paul Wolff, The Poverty of Liberalism
(B.os‘ton, 1968), pp. 19—20; Albert . Levi, ‘The Value of Freedom:
r_.111‘.5 “Liberty” (1859-1959)°, reprinted in Peter ladclif (ed.)
lamats of Liberty (Belmont, Calif., 1966}, pp. 6-18; L., McCIoskey’
- ill’s Liberalism’, reprinted in Isaac Kramnick (ed.),uEmays n thei
History of Political Thought (New York, 1969), p. 373.

Kant, Metaphysical Elements of Justice, p. fg. .

Godwin. ‘The man who is acquainted with all the circumstances
LII’IdCI: which a living or intelligent being is placed upon any give’n
occasion is qualified to predict the conduct he will hold with as much
certainty as he can predict any of the phenomena of inanimate
nature.” Enquiry Concerning Political Justice (Toronto, 1946), I, 363
Bakunin: Man ‘is irrevocably chained to the natural and éocia’l :,vorlci
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0! which he is a product zad .n whic ke eveiyu 1 thao .is,
after having been an effect, and conti. Lag to be one, | e hecome”
curn a velative cause of relativeiy new products .  wvres (Pa. .
1895-1913), 211, 253. Kropotkin: *fnarchism is a world-concept based
upon a mechanical explanation of ali phenomena, embracing the
whole of nature — that is, includmng in it the life of human societies.’
Revolutionary Pamphlets (New 7ork, 1968), p. 150.
Jeremy Bentham, Introduction to the Principles of iviorals ane
“egislation (New York, 1948), p. 170.

7or the argument that Godwin is a utilitarian see — __. lvionro,
Sodwin’s Moral Philosophy (London, 1953), pp. 14-20, and [ohn P.
Clark, The Philosophical Anarchism of William Godwin (Princeton,
N.j., 1977), pp. 93-126. J. B. Priestley’s case against calling Godwin
a utilitarian is unconvincing. See his edition of Political justice
(Toronto, 1946), IT1, 15-16.

XKropotkin, Pamphlets, p. 153.

Kropotkin, Ethics (New York, 1924), pp. 239, 241.

?roudhon, De la Justice dans la Révolution et dans PEglise (Paris,
1930-5), 111, 544; cf. T, g10.

1bid., . 1, 444.

Sodwin, Political Justice, I7, 500.

Kropotkin, Pamphlets, p. 123.

See Wolff, The Poverty of Liberalism, pp. 183~5, and, for a more
nuanced view, Gerald F. Gaus and John W. Chapman, ‘Anarchism
and Politica Philosophy: An Iatroduction’, in J. Roland Pennock and
John W. Chapman (eds.), Anarchism (New York, 1978), p. x-
“"Nolff overstates a good case. There are signs of devotion to cor-
munity among some liberals, but they are faint and leave little mark
on the practices of liberal society. Certainly, liberals do not seei
communal individuality above all else. For evidence of Mill’s concern
for community see On Liberty (Indianapolis, 1956), p. 76.

~mmanuel Kant, The Philosophy of Kant, ed. Carl J. Friedrich (iTew
fork, 1949), p. 120. For some astute remarks on Locke’s psychology,
see Gordon J. Schochet, “The Family and the Crigins of the State in
Locke’s Political Philosophy’, in John Yolton (ed.), John Locke:
Problems and Perspectives (Cambridge, “ingland, 1968), pp. 95-6-
2roudhon, Justice, T, 416; cf. La guerre et la paiz (aris, 1927), PpP-
118-21.

Bakunin, Fuvres, 1, 137.

;. John Clark aptly demonstrates. Sec¢ . nat is #narchisw.?’ an
Tennock and Chapman (eds.), Anarchism, pp. 1517

Jodwin, “houghts on Man (Mew “fork, 1969), pp. 97, 12, 112.
Codwin, ’olitical Justice, T, 94; cf. Political Justice, ~ 184; -, 533,
and Monro, Godwin’s ioral Shilosophy, pp. 167, 172-82. Charles
Frankel in The Case For Modern Man (Boston, 1959), pp. 102-6,
snows the sobriety of Jondorcet’s doctrine of perfectibility. Much of
what is there sa.a of Jondorce also applies to Sodwin.

X ropotkin, Pamphlets, p. 218; cf. p. 106 where Yropotkin says that
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even m an anzrchy 1t may be a man’s ‘hent of character’ io decetve
ais friends.

Bertrand de Jouvenel discusses them in Sovereignty (Chicago, 1957),
pp. 130-5.

Thomas Paine, The Selected Works of Tom Paine and Zitizen Tom
Paine, ed. Joward Fast (New York, 1943), p. 9o.

it is true that he relied more heavily on the moral sanction in his pages
on indirect legislation, but he never published them and it is unclear
how seriously he took them. On this question see Mary P. Mack,
Jeremy Bentham: An Odyssey of Ideas (New York, 1963), pp. 170-3.
Benjamin Constant, Cours de politique constitutionelle, ed. Edouard
Laboulaye (Paris, 1861), 11, 554.

Cf. James M. Buchanan, ‘A Contractarian Perspective on Anarchy’,
in Pennock and Chapman (eds.), Anarchism, p. 29. ‘I have often
described myself as a philosophical anarchist. In my conceptualized
ideal society individuals with well defined and mutually respected
rights coexist and cooperate as they desire without formal political
structure. My practical ideal, however, moves one stage down from
this and is based on the presumption that individuals could not attain
the behavioral standards required for such anarchy to function accept-
ably. In general recognition of thjs frailty in human nature, persons
would agree to enact laws, and to provide means of enforcement, so
as to achieve the closest approximation that is possible to the ideally
free society.’

This is the place to acknowledge the existence in America of
anarchists, beginning with Josiah Warren, culminating with Benjamin
Tucker, and exemplified at present by figures such as David Friedman
or Murray Rothbard, who, unlike the anarchists being studied in
this book, must be classified as liberals. These anarchists — often
denominated individnalists — differ from the founders in sceing a
conflict between individuality and community and in resolving the
conflict by giving individuality precedence. The friendly criticism of
anarchists advanced by writers like Buchanan, though misguided if
seen as aimed at the founders, is on target as applied to these indi-
vidualists. It is indeed naive to claim that individuality can flourish
without the bonds of either community or the state,

On Marx as a secker of communal individuality sec above, Intro-
duction,

Nhich doesn’t apply to socialism before 1848. Cf. G. =. E.. Tole,
A Tistory of Socialist Thought, vol. T (London, 1959), pp. 131, 313.
Avineri illuminatingly equates Marx’s use of ‘political’ here with
‘partial’. Shlomo Avineri, The Social and Political Thought of Xarl
Marx (Cambridge, England, 1968), p. 212.

Marx, Zngels and Lenin, Anarchism and Anarcho-Syndicalism (Ilew
York, 1972), pp. 168, 150.

Ibid., p. 150.

Other interpreters of iarxism who agree that a state remains in the
highest stage of socialism include Zichard Adamiak, ¢ “he "Nithering

180

35

37
38

39

40
41

42

Jlotes to pages 126—¢

tway of the Tiate: A T econsideration’, ]qurn/:l of 'olztzc_y,rlg,i
( "ebruary 1970), pp. 9—18;  “hio Pamm, ‘7,_1<. in . ,esellscnaﬁs‘-ﬂ
ordnung nach der " 1eoric von Marx und “ngels’, in .ung Fetsch 61
(ed.), sMarxismusstudien, vol, I (T_‘fubingen, 1957), pp- 77—119,dsu
especially p. 102; John Plamenatz, Man and Soczet-y, 2 vgls. (London,
1963), II, 393: ~ arx and Engels... ‘r'nade a Fhstmctlon be.twele;n
government and administration, predicting the.dlsappearance.m the
classless society of only the first. Though they did not. . .m.ake it clear
just what this distinction amounts to, they scem to have mcludec,i in
administration some of the activities usually called governmental.
Misére de la philosophie, ed. Henri Mougin (Paris, 1961), p. 153.
Godwin, Political Justice, 11, 463, 443, 466.
Proudhon, [ustice, III, 194; Bakunin, Fuvres, II, 108, IV, 407,
V, 312; Kropotkin, Pamphlets, p. 166. _
C;gsid’er thi}: critiéism bl))/ Bakunin of Marx. Marx ‘says that “hardship
produces political slavery — the State”, but does not allow fpr t‘he
converse: “Political slavery — the State —.reproduces and maintains
hardship as a condition of its existence”’. Arthur Lehning (ed.),
Michael Bakunin: Selected Writings (New York, 1973), p. 256
Though the state, for Marx, has more causal independence tha.n
Bakunin allows, it is still far more dependent on the economy than it
is for Bakunin, or any anarchist.
l(;cfgwin, Polit’z'cal ]u);tz'ce, 11, 2; Bakunin, (Euvres, 11, 327; Proudhon,
Confessions d’un révolutionnaire (Paris, 1929), p. 215.
Avineri, Social and Political Thought of Ma.rx., pp. 202-20. .
For instance, ‘Universal suffrage, so long as it is cxerFlsed ina s.oc1et§
where the people, the working masses, are cconom}Cally dorainate
by a minority, .. .can never produce anything but illusory electlogs,
which are anti-democratic and absolutely opp.osed to the needs,
instincts and real will of the population.” (Bakunin, (Buvres, 11, 311)
Bakunin, being for once more careful. than the other. ana.rchlsts,
excepts the people of Britain and the United States frorr} his strlFturfes.
in these countries, ‘the freedom of the masses and their capacity for
political action have reached the highest level (?f developme.nt kno.wn
to history’. (IV, 449) Yet their enlighter}ment is for Bakunin no sq};}r;
that the support of the British or American masses sl_muld be soug]
in an clection. ‘Their political consciousnes.s, ha\_/mg reach<"d its
zenith, and having produccd all of its fruits, is obw_ously tending }E(j
become transformec into the anti-political consciousness of the
archists.” (IV, 4571 ) o
'le"nhqf:rc?ésr:ﬂicg bétj-vSee)n anarchists and socialists on thxs. point is no-
where better exemplified than in one of Marx’s marglnal notes on
Bakunin’s Statism and Anarchy. Bakunin had.complamed that t_he
officials of the statc envisioned by the Marxists would not build
socialism, for they would be ‘ex-workers, who, once the): becorl?.e
rulers or representatives of the people, cease to be workers’. Tobt is
Marx replied, ‘No more than a manufacturer today_c_eases to e'l’a
capitalist when he becomes a member of the municipal council’.
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enry - ayer (ed), ‘ml .ilais ivargini: 1Totes on Dakunn.s
“Statizin and . 1archy ) mtudes de darxologie, x ( ctooe * 1959),
PP. 112-13. /s slightly diffe ent version is included in . larx, Zngels,
enin, Anarchism and Anarcho-Syndicalism, pp. 147-52.
Hloam Chomsky, ‘Introduction’ to Guerin, Anarchism, p. «ii.
Zbid., p. xvii. £11 aspects of this contrast are based on Chorasky’s
remarks,
Ibid., p. xv.

7. Evaluating anarchism

Kropotkin, ‘The State: Tts Historical Role’, in Miller (ed.), Selected
Writings on Anarchism and Revolution (Cambridge, Mass., 1970),
Mutual Adid (New York, 1925), chs. 3-8, Revolutionary Pamphlets
(New York, 1968), pp. 65-6. For recent work by an anthropologist
who reaches conclusions similar to Kropotkin’s about the anarchistic
quality of some primitive societies see Pierre Clastres, Society Against
fhe State (New York, 1977); and for a recent report on the Royal
National Life-Boat Institution see The New York Times (23 April
1978). The coxswain of the Dover lifehoat is quoted as saying, ‘This
job is much too important to let the Government get its hands on it.’
Edward Hyndman, The Historical Basis of Socialism in England
(London, 1883), p. 425. Donald Meclntosh, ‘The Dimensions of
Anarchy’] in Pennock and Chapman (cds.), Anarchism (New York,
1978), p. 263,

Roel Van Duyn, Message of a Wise Kabouter (London, 196g), pp.
48-9; Laurence Veysey, The Communal Experience (New York, 1973),
pp. 427-9. Lyman Tower Sargent, ‘Social Decision Making in
Anarchism and Minimalism® (unpublished paper presented at the
Fifth Plenary Meeting of AMINTAPHIL, November 1976), pp. 17-18.
J.-J. Rousseau, Emile, trans. Barbara Foxley (London, 1911), p. 7.
Michael Walzer, Obligations: Essays on Disobedience, War and
litizenship (Cambridge, Mass., 1970), pp. 238, 231.

It must not be forgotten that the anarchists, in laying out these
requirements for freedom, are concerned with action in the public
sphere. They acknowledge that in acting privately, as when T build
my own house, it is not irrational to follow rules or experts without
verifying the merit of the particular actions they prescribe. . or must
it be forgotten that in the rational deliberation of the anarchists
general rules must be consulted as presumptive guides.

In laying out the conditions which serve as a backgrounc to the
exercise of freedom, the anarchists can be viewed as doing for liberty
what is more often done for justice. Just as the theory of justice
identifies the background conditions which best assure that e;ltirely
procedural adjudication will yield a just verdict, so anarchist theory
identifies the background conditions which make it most likely that
an entireiy procedural liberty will yield good conduct.

The locus classicus for the objection is Karl Popper, The Open
Society and Its Enemies (INew York, 1962), vol. 1, ch, 9; see also his
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cssay, ‘Utopia and Violence’, 11 Zonjectures and __fuiaiions |
“ork, 1963), pp. 355-64. _ - ) o
Incrementalism as a decision proccdure is carcic., laid out by
Roberi Dahl and Charles Lindblorn in Politics, fconomics and
Welfare (New York, 1953), pp. 82~6. )
Godwin, Enquiry Concerning Political fustice (7 oronto, 1946), -..
402. “he last part of Kropothin’s ‘Law aud fwuthori |, in Pamphlets,
pp. 206-8, fills out this analysis.

Lester iiazor, ‘Disrespect for Law’, in Pennock and Chapman (eds.),
Anarchism, pp. 143—59. Sec also thec suggestive essay by Stanley
Diamond, ‘The Rule of Law ¥ersus the Order of Custom’, in Robert
Paul Wolff (ed.), The Rule of Law (New York, 1971), pp. 115—44.
It is important not to confuse these empirical studies of law, which
criticize it from an anarchist perspective, with empirical criticism from
a socialist viewpoint, a good example of which is Richard Quinney,
Critique of Legal Order (Boston, 1973). Quinney makes no attempt to
blame the suffering he documents as caused by the American legal
system on law as such; the culprit for him is the capitalist economy.
He says only that “there is no need for a legal order, as known under
capitalism, in the social relations of a socialist society’, p. 191 (my
emphasis).

Quoted in David Stafford, ‘Anarchists in Britain Today’, Government
and Opposition, 5 (Autumn 1970), p. 488.

Bayard Boyeson, ‘The Modern School’, in Perry and Krimmerman,
Patterns of Anarchy (New York, 1966), pp. 417-20. For a description
of the school in a less anarchist phase, from 1920 to 1925, after it had
been transferred to Stelton, . ew Jersey, sce Veysey, The Communal
Experience, pp. 141-8. For contemporary developments in anarchist
education, including details about specific schools, see George
Dennison, The Lives of Children (cw York, 1969), £llen Graubard,
Free the Children (New York, 1972), and Joel Spring, 4 Primer of
Libertarian Education (New York, 1975). -
Colin Vard, Anarchy in Action (New York, 1973), pp. 95-109. Fo:
analysis of the value and effects of self-management see Gerry
Hunnius, & David Garson and John Case (eds.), Workers’ Control
(New “ork, 1973), and Carole Pateman, Participation and Cemocratic
Theory (Cambridge, ngland, 1970), ch. IV, ‘Participation and
“Democracy” in “ndustry’.

Charles Gide, Communist and Cooperative Colonies 'London, 1930),
pp- 157-63. Another anarchist communc founded in ‘rance during
this period, and just touched upon in Tide’s survey, was more
ihoroughly described in a conwemporary newspaper account. ©
Aiglemont Colony, established in 1903 »y Fortuné .enry, an anarchist
who had spent thirteen years in prisou for his earlic -, less circumspect
activities, followed a similar trajectory to the Colony of Vaux.
According to Henry, at Ziglemont ‘the only signal everyone obeys 1s
the dinner gong’. No one commands. ‘Each evening, we decide what
work to do the next day; but the next day each of us does his work
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just as he pleases” The newspaper coivespondent veportec . or.
- glemont that there were indeed no fixed rules or routines govermning
work, yet the seiilers were producing inore than enough to live on.
“he Aiglemont Tolony fell apart, like the one at Vaux, when its
founder was called a dictator and invited to leave. Le Temps,
11 and 13 June 1905.

Zaurence Veysey, on whose somewhat querulous account of Stelton
these remarks are based, though he concludes that the Colony’s
record was ‘mixed and inconclusive’, nevertheless is moved to add
that ‘to have fought the outside world for so long to a kind of draw
is itself impressive’. The Communal Experience, p. 177.

Veysey, The Communal Experience, pp. 185-8; Richard Fairfield,
Communes U.S.A. (Baltimore, 1972), pp. 39-52.

Keith Melville, Communes in the Counter Culture (New York, 1972),
pp. 126—9; Fairfield, Communes, pp. 241-67.

Using anarchy as a guide to partial reconstruction certainly does not
assure beneficial transformation, or even make it probable. The
withdrawal of anarchists into separate institutions might consolidate,
rather than undermine, the established social order.

Joll, The Anarchists (London, 1964), p. 279, Woodcock, Anarchism
(New York, 1962), p. 475.

Karl Wittfogel responded with dread in ‘Marxism, Anarchism, and the
New Left’ (unpublished paper presented at the annual meeting of the
American Political Science Association, September 196g). For a
triumphant response see Guerin, Anarchism (New York, 1970), ‘Post-
script: May, 1968°, pp. 155—9, and for responses which express varied
degrees of amazement see James Joll, ‘Anarchism -~ A Living
Tradition’, Government and Opposition, 5 (Autumn 1970), pp. 541-54,
and Gerald Runkel, Anarchism: Old and New (New York, 1972),
pp. 175—220.

Pre-eminently, the members of the Spanish CN'T. For the view that
anarchism represents artisanal interests see Pierre Ansert, Naissance
de Panarchisme (Paris, 1970); for an interpretation emphasizing its
appeal to landless rural workers see Hobsbawm, Primitive Rebels
(New York, 1959), pp. 74-92; Aimé Berthod stresses the affinities
between Proudhon’s anarchism and peasant interests in Proudhon ¢t
la propriété (Paris, 1910); the association of anarchism with ‘petty
bourgcois’ interests is, of course, a Marxist hobbyhorse.

John CThapman and Gerald Gaus decry this aspiration as self-
contradictory in their provocative essay, ‘Anarchism and “olitical
Philosophy: An Tntroduction’, in Pennock and Chapman (eds.),
Anarchism, p. xi. " "hey also cite Eric Voegelin for denouncing ‘i as
‘the pneumatic diseasc’, p. xlili. ‘n ch. 1 of his Jegel (Cambridge,
England, 1975), Charles Taylor gives a magisterial account of our
preoccupation with individuality and comiaunity in the context of the
development of pre-Hegelian German philosophy and culture.
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