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Anarchism

A HISTORY OF LIBERTARIAN IDEASAND MOVEMENTS

I. Prologue



"Whoever denies authority and fights against @risanarchist,” said Sébastien Faure.
The definition is tempting in its simplicity, buinsplicity is the first thing to guard

against in writing a history of anarchism. Few dioets or movements have been so
confusedly understood in the public mind, and fewehpresented in their own variety of
approach and action so much excuse for confusioat i§ why, before beginning to trace
the actual historical course of anarchism, as arthend a movement, | start with a
chapter of definition. What is anarchism? And wikdt not? These are the questions we
must first consider.

Faure's statement at least marks out the areaighwharchism exists. All anarchists
deny authority; many of them fight against it. Bytno means all who deny authority
and fight against it can reasonably be called dmstc Historically, anarchism is a
doctrine which poses a criticism of existing sogietview of a desirable future society;
and a means of passing from one to the other. Mettgnking revolt does not make an
anarchist, nor does a philosophical or religioysateon of earthly power. Mystics and
stoics seek not anarchy, but another kingdom. Ansint, historically speaking, is
concerned mainly with man in his relation to sogcidés ultimate aim is always social
change; its present attitude is always one of sooredemnation, even though it may
proceed from an individualist view of man's natut@ method is always that of social
rebellion, violent or otherwise.

But even among those who recognize anarchism as a

social-political doctrine, confusion still exis&narchism, nihilism, and terrorism are
often mistakenly equated, and in most dictionanigisbe found at least two definitions

of the anarchist. One presents him as a man wievkslthat government must die
before freedom can live. The other dismisses him m&re promoter of disorder who
offers nothing in place of the order he destroggpdpular thought the latter conception is
far more widely spread. The stereotype of the dmsircs that of the cold-blooded
assassin who attacks with dagger or bomb the sympitirs of established society.
Anarchy, in popular parlance, is malign chaos.

Yet malign chaos is clearly very far from the irttehmen like Tolstoy and Godwin,
Thoreau and Kropotkin, whose social theories h#ivgean described as anarchist. There
is an obvious discrepancy between the stereotypeelaist and the anarchist as we most
often see him in reality; that division is due patd semantic confusions and partly to
historical misunderstandings.

In the derivation of the words "anarchy," "anarahisand "anarchist,” as well as in the
history of their use, we find justifications fortbahe conflicting sets of meanings given
to them.Anarchos the original Greek word, means merely "withoutiler,” and thus
anarchy itself can clearly be used in a generalestio mean either the negative
condition of unruliness or the positive conditidrbeing unruled because rule is
unnecessary for the preservation of order.



It is when we come to the use of the three wordssncial-political context that we
encounter important shifts of meaning. "Anarchyd danarchist” were first used freely
in the political sense during the French Revolutibimen they were terms of negative
criticism, and sometimes of abuse, employed byousrparties to damn their opponents,
and usually those to the Left. The Girondin Briséat example, demanding the
suppression of the Enragés, whom he called an#schisclared in 1793, "it is necessary
to define this anarchy.” He went on to do so:

Laws that are not carried into effect, authoritigthout force and despised, crime
unpunished, property

attacked, the safety of the individual violatedg thorality of the people corrupted, no
constitution, no government, no justice, thesetlaedeatures of anarchy.

Brissot at least attempted a definition. A few gdater, turning upon the Jacobins it had
destroyed, the Directory descended to partisanealleslaring:

By "anarchists" the Directory means these men @a/esith crimes, stained with blood,
and fattened by rapine, enemies of laws they donadte and of all governments in

which they do not govern, who preach liberty aracpce despotism, speak of fraternity
and slaughter their brothers...; tyrants, slavewile adulators of the clever dominator
who can subjugate them, capable in a word of alésses, all basenesses, and all crimes.

Used moderately by Brissot or violently by the Btary, "anarchism" was clearly a
word of condemnation both during and after the EneRevolution; at best it described
those whose policies one considered destructivelmadtrous, at worst it was a term to
be used indiscriminately for the smearing of ongas. And so the Enragés, who
distrusted excessive power, and Robespierre, whetlld, were tarred by the same
invidious brush.

But, like such titles as Christian and Quaker, tahist" was in the end proudly adopted
by one of those against whom it had been usedridaranation. In 1840, PierreJoseph
Proudhon, that stormy, argumentative individualieb prided himself on being a man of
paradox and a provoker of contradiction, publistiedwork that established him as a
pioneer libertarian thinker. It wA&hat Is Property;?in which he gave his own question
the celebrated answer: "Property is theft." Indgame book he became the first man
willingly to claim the title of anarchist.

Undoubtedly Proudhon did this partly in defianaeg @artly in order to exploit the
word's paradoxical qualities. He had recognizedathbiguity of the Greenarchos

and had gone back to it for that very reason emphasize that the criticism of authority
on which he was



about to embark need not necessarily imply an aabyoof disorder. The passages in
which he introduces "anarchist" and "anarchy" asehically important enough to merit
guotation, since they not merely show these woeiisgoused for the first time in a
socially positive sense, but also contain in gdrenjtistification by natural law which
anarchists have in general applied to their argusni®n a nonauthoritarian society.

What is to be the form of government in the futUteasks]. | hear some of my readers
reply: "Why, how can you ask such a question? Yreuearepublican.” A republican!
Yes, but that word specifies nothiriges publicathat is, the public thing. Now, whoever
is interested in public affairs -- no matter undéat form of government, may call
himself a republican. Even kings are republicai¢ell, you are a democrat.” No....
"Then what are you? " | am an anarchist!

Proudhon goes on to suggest that the real lawshighvgociety functions have nothing
to do with authority; they are not imposed from\addout stem from the nature of
society itself. He sees the free emergence of kweh as the goal of social endeavor.

Just as the right of force and the right of artifietreat before the steady advance of
justice, and must finally be extinguished in eqyabko the sovereignty of the will yields
to the sovereignty of reason and must at last $teifioscientific socialism.... As man
seeks justice in equality, so society seeks ordanarchy. Anarchy -- the absence of a
master, of a sovereign -- such is the form of gonemt to which we are every day
approximating.

The seeming paradox of order in anarchy -- hereaddve have the key to the change in
connotation of this whole group of words. Proudhmmceiving a natural law of balance
operating within society, rejects authority as aaray and not a friend of order, and so
throws back at the authoritarians the accusateweled at the anarchists; in the process
he adopts the title he hopes to have cleared otjoiyl

As we shall later see, Proudhon was a voluntarsntién the political world of the
nineteenth century. He sought no followers, indighyarebuffed the suggestion that he
had created a system of any kind, and almost oéftagjoiced in the fact that for most of
his life he accepted the title of anarchist inuaiftisolation. Even his immediate followers
preferred to call themselves mutualists, and it matuntil the later 1870's, after the split
in the First International between the followersvrx and those of Bakunin, that the
latter -- who were also the indirect followers eb&dhon -- began, at first rather
hesitantly, to call themselves anarchists.

It is the general idea put forward by Proudhon8dQ that unites him with the later
anarchists, with Bakunin and Kropotkin, and alsthwertain earlier and later thinkers,
such as Godwin, Stirner, and Tolstoy, who evolvetibavernmental systems without
accepting the name of anarchy; and it is in thisedhat | shall treat anarchism, despite
its many variations: as a system of social thougiimjng at fundamental changes in the



structure of society and particularly -- for thesthe common element uniting all its forms
-- at the replacement of the authoritarian statedije form of nongovernmental co-
operation between free individuals.

But even when one has established the view of hisaincas a definite current of social
philosophy, crystallizing at certain times intoiant there remain misunderstandings
which arise from historical rather than semanticfasion. First, there is the tendency to
identify anarchism with nihilism, and to regaré# a negative philosophy, a philosophy
of destruction simply. The anarchists themselvegartly responsible for the
misunderstanding, since many of them have tendstides the destructive aspects of
their doctrine. The very idea of abolishing authoiinplies a clean sweep of most of the
prominent institutions of a typical modern societgd the strong point in anarchist
writings has always been their incisive criticisfrsoch institutions; in comparison their
plans of reconstruction have been oversimplified @amconvincing.

Yet in the mind of no anarchist thinker has thaide

of destruction ever stood alone. Proudhon useg@hhaseDestruam et Aedificabas the
motto for the attack on industrial Caesarism embdd hisEconomic Contradictioné
1846): "I destroy and | build up." And Michael Bat ended his essay éteaction in
Germanywith a celebrated invocation: "Let us put our tinsthe eternal spirit which
destroys and annihilates only because it is theanchable and eternally creative source
of all life. The passion for destruction is alsoraative passion!"

The tradition has continued into our own generatini936, almost a hundred years

after Bakunin publisheReaction in Germanyhe Spanish anarchist leader Buenaventura
Durutti, standing among the destruction causedbydivil War, boasted to Pierre van
Paassen:

We are not in the least afraid of ruins. We arengao inherit the earth. There is not the
slightest doubt about that. The bourgeoisie mastlaad ruin its own world before it
leaves the stage of history. We carry a new wardde in our hearts. That world is
growing this minute.

The anarchist, then, may accept destruction, biytaspart of the same eternal process
that brings death and renewed life to the worldatfire, and only because he has faith in
the power of free men to build again and builddyatt the rubble of the destroyed past.
It was Shelley, the greatest disciple of Godwinpwgave eloquent expression to this
recurrent anarchist dream of renewal:

The earth's great age begins anew,
The golden years return,

The earth doth like a snake renew
Her winter weeds outworn;



Heaven smiles, and faiths and empires gleam
Like wrecks in a dissolving dream.

It is through the wrecks of empires and faiths thatanarchists have always seen the
glittering towers of their free world arising. Thasion may be naive -- we have not yet
come to the point of judging it in such terms -t bus clearly not a vision of destruction
unmitigated.

Certainly no man capable of such a vision can be di

missed as a nihilist. The nihilist, using the temna general sense, believes in no moral
principle and no natural law; the anarchist belgewvea moral urge powerful enough to
survive the destruction of authority and still @wdhsociety together in the free and
natural bonds of fraternity. Nor is the anarchisitdlist in the narrow historical sense,
since the particular group somewhat inaccuratdlgadaihilists in Russian history were
terrorists who belonged to The People's Will, ayaoized conspiratorial movement
which sought during the later nineteenth centurgdioieve constitutional government --
an unanarchistic aim -- by a program of organizeghssination directed against the
autocratic rulers of Czarist Russia.

This last statement begs a familiar question. #rehists are not nihilists, are they not
terrorists in any case? The association of anarchigh political terrorism is still well
established in the popular mind, but it is not eessary association, nor can it be
historically justified except in a limited degréarchists may be substantially agreed
on their ultimate general aims; on the tactics rddd reach that aim they have shown
singular disagreement, and this is particularlydage with regard to violence. The
Tolstoyans admitted violence under no circumstarGesiwin sought to bring change
through discussion and Proudhon and his followssuigh the peaceful proliferation of
co-operative organizations; Kropotkin acceptedanck, but only reluctantly and
because he felt it occurred inevitably during retiohs and that revolutions were
unavoidable stages in human progress; even Bakilnuagh he fought on many
barricades and extolled the bloodthirstiness ofgegrisings, had also times of doubt,
when he would remark, in the tones of saddenedistea

Bloody revolutions are often necessary, thankautodn stupidity; yet they are always an
evil, a monstrous evil and a great disaster, niyt with regard to the victims, but also for
the sake of the purity and the perfection of thegppse in whose name they take place.

In fact, where anarchists did accept violence & Vaagely because of their adherence to
traditions that stem



from the French, American, and ultimately the Estglievolutions -- traditions of violent
popular action in the name of liberty which theysd with other movements of their
time such as the Jacobins, the Marxists, the Blatgjiand the followers of Mazzini and
Garibaldi. With time -- and particularly as the n@yof the Commune of 1871 began to
fade -- the tradition acquired a romantic aurégitame part of a revolutionary myth and
in many countries had little relation to actualgtiee. There were, indeed, special
situations, particularly in Spain, Italy, and Rassivhere violence had long been endemic
in political life, and here the anarchists, likbet parties, accepted insurrectionism
almost as a routine; but among the celebritiesaféhist history the heroes of violent
action have been far outnumbered by the paladitiseofvord.

Nevertheless, through the shadowy confusion didtts regarding violence and
nonviolence there move unmistakably those darklargfeanarchism, the terrorist
assassins. Outside the special conditions of SpairRussia, they were few in number
and they operated mostly during the 1890's. Thindigon of their victims -- for several
royal personages as well as Presidents of FrartcéharlJnited States were among those
executed by these self-appointed judges of theesriof authority -- gave their acts a
notoriety out of all proportion to their numberaitt no time was a policy of terrorism
adopted by anarchists in general. The terroristsyeashall see, were mostly lonely men
driven by a curious blend of austere idealism gyatalyptic passion, the black aspect of
the same passion that turned other anarchistsPiker Kropotkin and Louise Michel,
into secular saints.

Yet there is no doubt that the assassinationsechaut by men like Ravachol and Emile
Henry and Leon Czolgosz, to name only three oftbst notorious, did enormous harm
to the anarchist cause by implanting in the popuoiigad an identification which lingers
long after its justification has vanished. Whatrsseurious is that other assassinations of
the same period should have been so much moreg &agjbtten than those of the
anarchists. The name of the Russian Social Rewoluti

aries, whose victims were far more numerous, asneageminiscent shudder, and few
people who associate anarchists with daggers deachal machines pause to remember
that only one of the three assassins of Americasi@ents claimed to be an anarchist; of
the others one was a Confederate and the thirsagpiointed Republican.

The lingering prejudice can possibly be explaingdhe disturbance that is created in the
minds of the insecure by any doctrine of logicdtemity. The anarchists attack the
principle of authority which is central to contemn@iy social forms, and in doing so they
arouse a guilty kind of repugnance in ordinary peoihey are rather like lvan
Karamazov crying out in the courtroom, "Who doesdesire his father's death?" The
very ambivalence of the average man's attitudeitioaity makes him distrust those who
speak openly the resentments he feels in seceethas it is in the psychological
condition which Erich Fromm has named "the feareédom" that we may find the
reason why -- against the evidence of history msmy people still identify anarchism



with unmitigated destruction and nihilism and poét terror. What anarchism really is
we shall now begin to consider.

To describe the essential theory of anarchisntigerdike trying to grapple with Proteus,
for the very nature of the libertarian attitudéts-rejection of dogma, its deliberate
avoidance of rigidly systematic theory, and, abaNgts stress on extreme freedom of
choice and on the primacy of the individual judgmercreates immediately the
possibility of a variety of viewpoints inconceivalih a closely dogmatic system.
Anarchism, indeed, is both various and mutable,iarkde historical perspective it
presents the appearance, not of a swelling streammf on to its sea of destiny (an
image that might well be appropriate to Marxismj)t tather of water percolating through
porous ground -- here forming for a time a strondarground current, there gathering
into a swirling pool, trickling through crevicessdppearing from sight, and then re-
emerging where the cracks

in the social structure may offer it a course to. s a doctrine it changes constantly; as
a movement it grows and disintegrates, in congtactiuation, but it never vanishes. It
has existed continuously in Europe since the 18404 its very Protean quality has
allowed it to survive where many more powerful lasts adaptable movements of the
intervening century have disappeared completely.

The peculiar fluidity of anarchism is reflectedt attitude toward organization. By no
means all anarchists reject organization, but rs@e&s to give it an artificial continuity;
the fluid survival of the libertarian attitude ilses what is important. In fact, the basic
ideas of anarchism, with their stress on freedothsontaneity, preclude the possibility
of rigid organization, and particularly of anythiimgthe nature of a party constructed for
the purpose of seizing and holding power. "All Ertwithout exception, in so far as they
seek for power, are varieties of absolutism," gaimudhon, and none of his descendants
has thought otherwise. For the idea of partisaammgtion the anarchists substitute their
mystique of individual and popular impulse, whiahpractice has found its expression in
a succession of loose and impermanent groups arfddgrations of propagandists who
see their duty not to lead the people so much asltghten and give example to them.
Even the anarchist insurrectionaries in Italy apdif carried out their small uprisings
not because they thought revolutions under theitrobwould ensue, but because they
considered such acts to be "propaganda by deededaat showing the people a course
of action that might lead to their liberation. Iraptice, of course, anarchist militants have
often come dangerously near to the authoritariancgt of the revolutionary leader, but
their basic theory has always rejected any suchiposand has sought to eliminate its
necessity by posing the idea of the spontaneogsarf revolutions.

Revolutions [said Bakunin ] are not made, eithemualyviduals or by secret societies.
They come automatically, in a measure; the powéhiofis, the current



of events and facts, produces them. They are logyaping in the depth of the obscure
consciousness of the masses -- then they breaduddenly, not seldom on apparently
slight occasion.

Kropotkin gave the same thought a scientific twisiccordance with the mode of the
later nineteenth century:

Evolution never advances so slowly and evenly asiean asserted. Evolution and
revolution alternate, and the revolutions -- tisathe times of accelerated evolution --
belong to the unity of nature as much as do thegimhen evolution takes place more
slowly.

Both Bakunin's mystical faith in unreasoning mamspulse and Kropotkin's adapted
social Darwinism imply that rigid organization angdid theoretical systems are drags on
progress -- whether revolutionary or evolutionatythe same time they encourage the
flexibility of approach that makes men sensitivetorents of discontent and aspiration.

Hence freedom of interpretation and variety of apph are elements one would
naturally expect to find in the world of the anasthThe congealing elements of
dogmatism and orthodoxy have not been absent evirat world -- for these are matters
of personality as much as of theory -- but in tHatively short run they have always
dissolved in the renewed urge toward change, amumfindered by the power of
personal leaders or sacred texts. Respected asdualis like Kropotkin and Malatesta
and Louise Michel may have been in their time, nointhem wielded or attempted to
wield the same hypnotic influence over a whole nmoeet as either Blanqui or Marx;
and, though anarchism has produced its quota abtebooks -- GodwiRolitical
Justice Kropotkin'sMutual Aid ProudhorGeneral Idea of the Revolutiehnone of
these has been accorded or has seemed to demahe anrthe tabernacle such as the
faithful keep for the canonical texts of Marxism.

Yet, despite the recurrent impulse toward individuma of approach and interpretation,
common circumstances and personal affinities hagleded even among anarchists a
modified tendency to group thinking, and so

it is possible to identify a number of fairly welefined "schools" of anarchist thought.

At one end of the series -- Left or Right accordingne's predilections -- stands
individualist anarchism. Max Stirner, preachingurgent self-assertion and foreseeing a
Union of Egoists drawn together by respect for eatbler's ruthlessness, carries this
trend as far as logical fanaticism will go; Willia@odwin, in his vision of a Thebaid of
free men sharing their means according to the téistaf abstract justice, offers a rather
coldly benevolent variation of the same vision.



The next point along the spectrum of anarchistualéis is Proudhon's mutualism.
Proudhon differs from the true individualist anasty because he sees history in social
form and, despite his fierce defense of individoe¢dom, thinks in terms of association.
"That | may remain free, that | may be subjectdadaw but my own, and that | may
govern myself," he says, "the edifice of societystrhe rebuilt on the idea of Contract.”
He seeks toebuild society, not to abolish it, and he envisages tbddiof the future as a
great federation of communes and workers' co-opesgtbased economically on a
pattern of individuals and small groups possesgingowning) their means of
production, and bound by contracts of exchangenaumdal credit which will assure to
each individual the product of his own labor.

Beyond mutualism we reach the three more famikaieties of anarchist thought --
collectivism, anarchist communism, and anarcho-gaiidm. These all retain some of
the elements of Proudhon's theory -- particulaityféderalism and the emphasis on
workers' associations which led his mutualist felos to establish the first French
sections of the International in 1865. But Bakuaml the collectivists of the later
1860"s, seeking to adapt anarchist attitudesstuceety of growing industry, replaced
Proudhon's insistence on individual possessioméydea of possession by voluntary
institutions, with the right to the enjoyment o hndividual product or its equivalent still
assured to the individual worker. During the Idt®70's, Kropotkin and his fellow
anarchist communists

took the development a logical stage further. Tingyonly envisaged the local commune
and similar associations as the proper guardiatiseaineans of production; they also
attacked the wage system in all its forms, andvesl/the idea -- already put forward by
Sir Thomas More -- of a literal communism that wballow everyone to take, according
to his wishes, from the common storehouses, obdbkes of the slogan: "From each
according to his means, to each according to legs1i& The main difference between the
anarchist communists and the anarcho-syndicaligts,appeared a decade later in the
French trade unions, was that the latter emphasimeckvolutionary trade union both as
an organ of struggle (the general strike its mogemt tactic) and also as a foundation on
which the future free society might be constructed.

Finally, somewhat aside from the curve that runsfanarchist individualism to
anarcho-syndicalism, we come to Tolstoyanism anttié@acifist anarchism that
appeared, mostly in Holland, Britain, and the UthiBtates, before and during the Second
World War. Tolstoy, who associated anarchism wittence, rejected the name, but his
complete opposition to the state and other aut@ait forms brings his ideas clearly
within the orbit of anarchistic thought. His follews and the modern pacifist anarchists,
who accept the label he rejected, have tendedrioetdrate their attention largely on the
creation of libertarian communities -- particulafdyming communities -- within present
society, as a kind of peaceful version of the pgapaa by deed. They divide, however,
over the question of action. Tolstoy preached ngistance and his greatest disciple,
Gandhi, attempted to give practical expressiomiodoctrine. The pacifist anarchists



have accepted the principle of resistance and mxasutionary action, provided it does
not incur violence, which they see as a form of @oand therefore nonanarchist in
nature. This change in attitude has led the paaifiarchists to veer toward the anarcho-
syndicalists, since the latter's concept of theegarstrike as the great revolutionary
weapon made an appeal to those pacifists who

accepted the need for fundamental social changdithutot wish to compromise their
ideal by the use of negative (i.e., violent) means.

The differences between the various anarchist dshttmugh at first sight they appear
considerable, actually lie in two fairly limitedgiens: revolutionary methods (especially
the use of violence) and economic organizationrédbgnize that if anarchist hopes are
fulfilled and political domination is brought to @md, economic relations will become
the main field in which organization is necesséhng; differences we have encountered
between the various schools of thought reflecedifig views of how far co-operative
"administration of things" (to use a Saint-Simongmmase which anarchist writers have
borrowed extensively) can then be applied withartger to individual independence. At
one extreme, the individualists distrust all coapien beyond the barest minimum for
an ascetic life; at the other, the anarchist conmgtsienvisage an extensive network of
interconnecting mutual-aid institutions as a nemgssafeguard for individual interests.

Despite these differences, the various anarchigias are united by a group of common
assumptions which form the kernel of their phildspplrhese begin with a naturalistic
view of society.

All anarchists, | think, would accept the propasitthat man naturally contains within
him all the attributes which make him capable wahlg in freedom and social concord.
They may not believe that man is naturally good,tbey believe very fervently that man
is naturally social. His sociality is expressed;ading to Proudhon, in an immanent
sense of justice, which is wholly human and nattgdlim:

An integral part of a collective existence, maridd®s dignity at the same time in
himself and in others, and thus carries in histbarprinciple of a morality superior to
himself. This principle does not come to him frootside; it is secreted within him, it is
immanent. It constitutes his essence, the essdraiety itself. It is the true form of the
human spirit, a form which takes shape and growsitd perfection only

by the relationship that every day gives birthdoial life. Justice, in other words, exists
in us like love, like notions of beauty, of utiljtgf truth, like all our powers and faculties.

Not merely is man naturally social, the anarchiststend, but the tendency to live in
society emerged with him as he evolved out of thimal world. Society existed before



man, and a society living and growing freely wouldact be a natural society, as
Kropotkin emphasizes iModern Science and Anarchism

The anarchists conceive a society in which allntiitual relations of its members are
regulated, not by laws, not by authorities, whe#ef-imposed or elected, but by mutual
agreements between the members of that societypyaadsum of social customs and
habits -not petrified by law, routine, or superistit but continually developing and
continually readjusted, in accordance with the erewing requirements of a free life,
stimulated by the progress of science, inventiod, the steady growth of higher ideals.
No ruling authorities, then. No government of mgmiman; no crystallization and
immobility, but a continual evolution -- such as gee in Nature.

If man is naturally capable of living in such adr&ociety, if society is in fact a natural
growth, then clearly those who attempt to impose-made laws, or to create what
Godwin called "positive institutions" are the realemies of society, and the anarchist
who rebels against them, even to the extent oémimd and destruction, is not antisocial
after all; according to anarchist reasoning héésregenerator, a responsible individual
striving to adjust the social balance in its ndtdreection.

The emphasis on the natural and prehuman origsocéties has made almost every
anarchist theoretician, from Godwin to the preseséct Rousseau's idea of a Social
Contract. It also makes them reject not merelyati@oritarian communism of Marx,
with its emphasis on a dictatorship of the proiatao impose equality by external force,
but also the various pre-Marxist Utopian socialisindact the very idea of Utopia repels
most anarchists, because it is a rigid mental cocisbn which,

successfully imposed, would prove as stultifyingaag existing state to the free
development of those subjected to it. Moreover plidtés conceived as a perfect society,
and anything perfect has automatically ceased grgivéiven Godwin qualified his rash
claims for the perfectibility of man by protestitigat he did not mean men could be made
perfect, but that they were capable of indefini@iovement, an idea which, he
remarked, "not only does not imply the capacitylfeing brought to perfection, but
stands in express opposition to it."

The general distaste for the rigidity of Utopiamiing has not prevented the anarchists
from adopting some ideas contained within Utopiele.have already seen that the
anarchist communists echoed the suggestions on oaistic distribution put forward by
More in the original Utopia, while certain of Foer's ideas on how to induce men to
work for passion rather than profit have enteregbtieinto anarchist discussions on such
guestions as "What to do with the lazy man?" antddWill do the dirty work?" But the
only complete Utopian vision that has ever appegterally to anarchists iews from
Nowhere in which William Morris, who came remarkably ngarKropotkin in his ideas,
presented a vision -charmingly devoid of any suspiof compulsion -- of the kind of



world that might appear if all the anarchist drearhbuilding harmony on the ruins of
authority had the chance to come true.

One of the most interesting features of Morris&on inNews from Nowheris the

curious feeling it induces in the reader of hayiagsed into a continuum where ordinary
time relationships have ceased; the Middle Agesrafact more real to the inhabitants of
Nowhere than the chronologically much nearer newte century. The idea of progress
as a necessary good has vanished, and all happens,the harsh white light of
perfection, which Morris denies, but in the mellsti¥iness of a long summer afternoon
which ends only for the unfortunate visitor to fb&ure who has to return to Victorian

life and London and the acrimonious debates tha¢ weecking the Socialist League.

The golden sunlight of that long summer afternoon

when time paused on the edge of eternity hauneednhrchists too. Admittedly, like
most nineteenth-century men of the Left, they t@l&ien of Progress. Godwin dreamed
of men improving indefinitely, Kropotkin seduloudigked anarchism with evolution,
and Proudhon actually wrotePhilosophie du Progres. Yet it is only with quaktions
that anarchism can be regarded either as progressivthe ordinary Victorian sense, or
as evolutionary in the commonly understood sensesifing development toward more
complex forms -- in this case social forms.

The Marxists, indeed, have always denied the existef a progressive element in
anarchism, and have even accused anarchists ofiogacy tendencies. From their own
standpoint they are not entirely wrong, for inattitude toward social development
anarchism often seems to float like Mohammed's¢atispended between the
lodestones of an idealized future and an idealfzest. The past the anarchist sees may
not be the golden age of Hesiod and Plato, buigsembles that antique vision; it is a
kind of amalgam of all those societies which havex -- or are supposed to have lived --
by co-operation rather than by organized governmigtcomponents come from all the
world and from all history. The peasant communigiihe Russian mir, the village
organization of the Kabyles in the Atlas Mountathg, free cities of the European
Middle Ages, the communities of the Essenes anekitiye Christians and the
Doukhobors, the sharing of goods implied in the@ws of certain primitive tribes: all
these attract the anarchist theoretician as exasplewhat can be done without the
apparatus of the state, and they draw him nostallyi¢o a contemplation of man as he
may have been in these fragments of a libertarest.prhe accuracy of the
interpretations which Kropotkin in particular madé these early societies may well be
guestioned on the grounds that insufficient accowas taken of the extent to which a
tyranny of custom becomes a substitute for ovehaaity. But here we are less
concerned with the flaws in this view of the phantwith the attitude it represents, an
attitude which not only seeks to establish a carittyn- almost a tradition --



uniting all nonauthoritarian societies, but alsgamels simplicity of life and nearness to
nature as positive virtues.

Here we reach another important difference betvegmchists and Marxists. The

Marxist rejects the primitive as representing gestia social evolution already past; for
him, tribesmen, peasants, small craftsmen, allfgeleith the bourgeoisie and the
aristocracy on the scrap heap of history. Commurestipolitikmay at times demand a
rapprochement with the peasants, as now in th&&st; but the end of such a policy is
always to turn the peasants into proletarians@ldhd. The anarchists, on the other
hand, have placed great hopes in the peasant.éaido the earth, near to nature, and
therefore more "anarchic" in his reactions; Bakueigarded the Jacqueries as rough
models for the spontaneous popular uprising whiah his ideal for the revolution. The
peasant, moreover, is the heir to a long traditibco-operation forced upon him by
historical circumstances; in approving this tengengeasant societies the anarchist
theoreticians tend to forget that, as they becomeermrosperous, peasant societies begin
to show -- like any other developing society sokiaown in history -- differences in

wealth and status that end in the establishmeatotdss hierarchy of rich peasants, poor
peasants, and laborers. It is significant that@mam became a powerful mass movement
among the poor peasants of Andalusia and the Ukrhun failed to gain any appreciable
success among more prosperous peasants; it wageanlgf Durutti and his militia
columns that forced the vine-growers of Cataloaiadopt the collectivist organization
favored by the Spanish anarchists in the earlysyebthe Civil War.

The anarchist's cult of the natural, the spontasgeitne individual, sets him against the
whole highly organized structure of modern indastand statist society, which the
Marxist sees as the prelude to his own Utopia. EBfarts to encompass the industrial
world by such doctrines as anarcho-syndicalism theesn mingled with a revulsion
against that world, leading to a mystic visionlod tvorkers as moral regenerators; even
the syndicalists could not foresee with equanirthity/perpetuation of

anything resembling industrial society as it exatpresent.

Indeed, except for pockets of industrial worker®aris, the Lyons region, Marseilles,
Barcelona, and Milan, the appeal of anarchism haays been strongest among the very
classes that remain outside the general trend tbmachanism and conformity in the
industrial world. A high proportion of celebratedaachists came from the aristocracy or
the country gentry; Bakunin, Kropotkin, Cherkesangd Tolstoy in Russia, Malatesta and
Cafiero in Italy, are typical examples. OthersgliRodwin, Domela Nieuwenhuis, and
Sébastien Faure, were former clergymen or semieaAisnong the rest, members of the
artisan class -- the traditional handcraftsmeravehbeen perhaps the most important;
anarchist militants include an astonishing projporof shoemakers and printers. At
certain times -- the 1890's in France and the $34@ritain and the United States --
intellectuals and artists in rebellion against masdses have been attracted in
considerable numbers. Finally, anarchists haveet#mol welcome as natural rebels the



declassé&lements whom Marx despised most of all becawesefttied nowhere into his
neat pattern of social stratification; as a rethdtanarchist movement has always had its
links with that shadowy world where rebellion meygato criminality, the world of
Balzac's Vautrin and his originals in real life.

These elements unite mainly in their oppositiotheomodern state and the modern
capitalist or communist economy. They represerballion, not necessarily in favor of
the past, but certainly in favor of an ideal ofiindual freedom which belongs outside
the present in which they find themselves. This &ane should make us look cautiously
at anarchist progressivism. What it implies is @ity not progress in terms of society as
it now exists. On the contrary, the anarchist compiates what in some ways is a retreat -
- a retreat along the lines of simplification.

This appears, of course, in his proposals for $oe@nstruction. He seeks to break
down, to get back to the roots, and to base angngtion that may be necessary on --
to use a favorite anarchist phrase -- "the point of

production.” The dissolution of authority and goveent, the decentralization of
responsibility, the replacement of states and ainmionolithic organizations by a
federalism which will allow sovereignty to retumthe intimate primal units of society --
this is what in their various ways the anarchistgehall desired, and such a desire
necessarily implies a policy of simplification. Bué should miss the essence of the
anarchist attitude if we ignored the fact thatuhge toward social simplification arises
not from any desire for the more efficient workiofgsociety, nor even entirely from a
wish to eliminate the organs of authority that d®stndividual freedom, but largely
from a moral conviction of the virtues of a simpliéz.

The deeply moralistic element in anarchism, whickes it much more than a mere
political doctrine, has never been explored adedyaand this is due partly to the
reluctance of the anarchists themselves, who hgeeted conventional moralities, to
stress this aspect of their own philosophy. Newess, the urge to simplicity is part of
an ascetic attitude which permeates anarchist titoligpe anarchist does not merely feel
anger against the wealthy; he feels anger agaiealthitself, and in his eyes the rich
man is as much a victim of his luxury as the poanrof his destitution. To enable all
men to live in luxury, that vision which bedevil®ith American democracy, has never
appealed to the anarchists. Their attitude wasesspd by Proudhon when,Lia Guerre
et la Paix, he pointed out the distinction betwpanperism and poverty. Pauperism is
destitution; poverty is the state in which a maimgdy his work enough for his needs,
and this condition Proudhon praises in lyrical texias the ideal human state, in which
we are most free, in which, being masters of onssg and our appetites, we are best
able to spiritualize our lives.

The sufficiency that will allow men to be freehattis the limit of the anarchist demand
on the material world. That it has not been a metbEoretical limit is emphasized by



the extraordinary accounts Franz Borkenau has givietmose Andalusian villages
which, having chased out authority in the earlyslafthe Spanish

Civil War, set out to create the anarchist Edentedeliberately, they aimed at the
simplification even of the poor life that had bebkairs in the unregenerate past, closing
thecantinas and, in their plans for exchange with neighbogngimunes, deciding that
they had no further need even for such innocentriag as coffee. These men were not
all fanatical apostles of anarchism; most of theenerordinary villagers inspired at a
historic moment by the moral dimensions of a féigt had long given them hope.

Proudhon and the village ascetics of Andalusia midoeen isolated in the movement to
which they both belong. Throughout anarchist literaone finds echoes of their
conception of a society where, once simple needs baen satisfied, men will have the
leisure to cultivate their minds and their sengibg. Kropotkin includes iThe Conquest
of Breada chapter ofiThe Need for Luxurytvhich might seem to negate this contention,
but when we examine it we find that he sees luxooy,as material enjoyment, but as
"the higher delights, the highest within man's reax science, and especially of
scientific discovery; of art, and especially ofigtit creation.” By simplifying existence

so that toil is reduced, the anarchist believesrtan can turn his attention to such noble
activities and achieve the philosophic equilibrismwhich death will cease to have

terror. Again, it is Proudhon who presents theorisnost concisely when, De la

Justice, he remarks that human life enters its &g when it contains love, work, and
"social communion or Justice." "If these conditi@me fulfilled,” he declares, "existence
is full; it is a feast, a song of love, a perpetaathusiasm, an endless hymn to happiness.
At whatever hour the signal may be given, manaslygfor he is always in death, which
means that he is in life and in love."

This digression into the vision of the simplifiéd Will have made it evident that the
anarchist sees progress not in terms of a steachg@se in material wealth and
complexity of living, but rather in terms of thenalzing of society by the abolition of
authority, inequality, and economic exploitatiomd® this has been achieved, we may
return to a condition in which natural processes re

sume their influence over the lives of societied endividuals, and then man can develop
inwardly in accordance with the spirit that raibé@s above the beasts. And thus we see
Proudhon, in th&hilosophie du Progres, insisting that the presewsfcequilibrium is the
inevitable complement to the unending movemeigimniverse. Progress is indefinite,
but it has no end, nor, in the ordinary sense, dbappear to have a goal; it is "an
incessant metamorphosis,” a negation of the Absplthe affirmation of universal
movement and in consequence the negation of alliabie forms and formulae, of all
doctrines of eternity, permanence, or impeccabibfyall permanent order, not excepting
that of the universe, and of every subject or dbgaritual or transcendental, that does



not change." The formula is almost Heraclitearsuggests the flux of never-ending
change rather than the dialectical forward movenwithe Hegelians and the Marxists;
it suggests a world in which history loses allritggdity in the interflow of balancing
forces; it suggests contradiction as a positive prmtuctive element, and equilibrium as
a dynamic condition in a world that changes conyaand never reaches the stiliness of
perfection because imperfection is a cause andaexuence of its everlasting
movement.

But | would misrepresent anarchism as it has apeéan history if | ended this
introductory chapter by leaving the impression ttiegre is anything in the theory which
suggests a passive acceptance of inevitable protegfie anarchist, despite the
scientific determinism that at times has inconsigyefound its way into his teachings, no
specific event is inevitable, and certainly no sfoeevent in human society. For him
history does not move, as it does for the Maraxising the steel lines of dialectical
necessity. It emerges out of struggle, and hunraggle is a product of the exercise of
man's will, based on the spark of free consciousmgthin him, responding to whatever
impulse -- in reason or in nature -provokes thegomial urge to freedom.

It is the consciousness of the need for strugdltheoneed to take practical steps to
achieve the liberation of society, that takes aham into the world of politics.

Here | raise a controversial question, since, altihoanarchists differ in their ideas of the
tactics to be used in achieving social change, #ineynited in regarding themselves as
apolitical or even antipolitical. The bitterest teed between anarchists and Marxists were
fought over the question of whether an egalitasiatiety could be created by workers'
political parties aiming at seizure of the stateehmae. The anarchists have all denied
political action, and have declared that the statst not be taken over, but abolished;
that the social revolution must lead, not to thetatorship of any class, even the
proletariat, but to the abolition of all classes.

Such an attitude can indeed be described as atitipblbut, just as anti-Utopias like
Brave New Worldind1984are part of Utopian literature, so the antipaditof the
anarchist is part of political history, conditionleg the very governmental institutions
against which it fights. The development of anauohran parallel to the development of
the centralized state and for many years, untdigappearance as a numerically
significant movement with the fall of the SpanisépRblic, anarchism was an integral
part of the political pattern of Europe and the Aiges.

The sharp difference between the anarchist corarepfistrategy in a politically
dominated world and that of the movements with Wwhidas competed arises partly
from libertarian individualism and partly from tleenviction we have already observed,
that, in the larger sense at least, means profguaftdct ends. Sharing metaphorically
Christ's contention that one cannot cast out déyilBeelzebub, the anarchists regard all
institutions and parties based on the idea of egong social change by governmental



action and man-made laws as counterrevolutionargrdof of this argument, they point
to the fact that all revolutions carried out byipohal means have ended in dictatorships;
the resort to coercion has transformed them ardyesd the revolutionary ideal. It is for
this reason that the anarchists not only rejedtigal action as such, but also attack
reformism -- the idea that society can be changepidcemeal measures -- and deny the
theory of a transitional period between the caigitatate and the anarchic society.

It may indeed be impossible for society to moveme step to complete freedom, but the
anarchist believes that he should accept no lessasm, and should continue to
struggle and use every weakness of the unfreetgdoieeach his ultimate goal.

The anarchists therefore base their tactics othéary of "direct action,” and claim that
their means are essentially social and economich S&teans embrace a whole varied
range of tactics -- from the general strike andstasce to military service to the
formation of co-operative communities and credibas -- which aim to dissolve the
existing order and either prepare for the sociabigion or make sure that once it has
begun it may not proceed in an authoritarian couBséthe distinction between social-
economic and political means is in fact less cleddfined than the anarchists usually
maintain, since a general strike aimed at a chantiee political structure of society -- or
a dissolution of that structure -is really, as Gkwitz said of war, politics carried on by
other means, and the same applies to the inswonésath advocated at various periods by
the violent anarchists and the assassinationsigeddby the terrorist minority of the
1880's and the 1890's.

But this question of definition should not be alkmhto obscure the fact that a real
difference does exist between anarchist directaisim and the methods of other left-
wing movements. For what unites and characteritéiseavarious tactics advocated by
the anarchists, however they may differ on poifta@ence and nonviolence, mass
action and individual action, is the fact that tlaeg based on direct individual decisions.
The individual takes part voluntarily in a genestalke; of his own free will he becomes a
member of a community, or refuses military servaretakes part in an insurrection. No
coercion or delegation of responsibility occurg thdividual comes or goes, acts or
declines to act, as he sees fit. It is true thatatmarchist image of the revolution does
indeed take most frequently the form of a spontaseising of the people; but the people
are not seen as a mass in the Marxist sense -atkeseen as a collection

of sovereign individuals, each of whom must maleedwn decision to act.

The means of revolutionary action, based on thatspeous will of the individual, is of
course paralleled by the end of the free sociatwhich the administration of social and
economic affairs will be carried out by small loeald functional groups demanding of
the individual the minimum sacrifice of sovereignigcessary for a life that has been



decentralized, debureaucratized, and highly sineglifindividuals, in fact, will federate
themselves into communes and working associatjostsas these will be federated into
regional units, and overriding authorities will teplaced by co-ordinating secretariats. In
this organic network of balancing interests, basethe natural urge of mutual aid, the
artificial patterns of coercion will become unnesaay.

The extreme concern for the sovereignty of indigidthoice not only dominates
anarchist ideas of revolutionary tactics and offtheare structure of society; it also
explains the anarchist rejection of democracy dbaseautocracy. No conception of
anarchism is further from the truth than that whiebards it as an extreme form of
democracy. Democracy advocates the sovereigntyegbéople. Anarchism advocates
the sovereignty of the person. This means thataatioally the anarchists deny many of
the forms and viewpoints of democracy. Parliamenitastitutions are rejected because
they mean that the individual abdicates his sogetgiby handing it over to a
representative; once he has done this, decisiogdmeeached in his name over which
he has no longer any control. This is why anarshisgjard voting as an act that betrays
freedom, both symbolically and actually. "UniverSaiffrage is the Counter-Revolution,"
cried Proudhon, and none of his successors hasdated him.

But the anarchist opposition to democracy goeseaftejan a dispute over forms. It
involves a rejection of the idea of the peopleragatity distinct from the individuals
who compose it; it also involves a denial of popglavernment. On this point Wilde
spoke for the anar-

chists when he said: "There is no necessity toragpthe monarchy from the mob; all
authority is equally bad." Particularly, the anasthejects the right of the majority to
inflict its will on the minority. Right lies not imumbers, but in reason; justice is found
not in the counting of heads but in the freedormenh's hearts. "There is but one power,"
said Godwin, "to which | can yield a heart-felt dience, the decision of my own
understanding, the dictate of my own conscienced Rroudhon was thinking of
democracies as well as of the Emperor Napoleonh#n he proudly declared:

"Whoever puts his hand on me to govern me is arpesand a tyrant; | declare him my
enemy!"

In reality the ideal of anarchism, far from beirgmbcracy carried to its logical end, is
much nearer to aristocracy universalized and mdifirhe spiral of history here has
turned full circle, and where aristocracy -- athighest point in the Rabelaisian vision of
the Abbey of Theleme -- called for the freedom alble men, anarchism has always
declared the nobility of free men. In the ultimatgion of anarchy these free men stand
godlike and kingly, a generation of princes, asli8fidas described them:

The loathsome mask has fallen, the man remaingr®@tess, free, uncircumscribed, but
man Equal, unclassed, tribeless, and nationlesanpgifrom awe, worship, degree, the
king Over himself; just, gentle, wise, but man Radsss? -- no, yet free from guilt or



pain, Which were, for his will made or sufferedrtheNor yet exempt, though ruling
them like slaves, From chance, and death, and nlityabhe clogs of that which else
might oversoar The loftiest star of unascended ére&mnacled deep in the intense
inane.

But that is the anarchist vision of man in a wawlich still lies outside history and
outside time. Now we will turn to the somewhat eliéint picture of anarchism as history
so far contains it.

l.
THE IDEA

2. The Family Tree

Anarchism is a creed inspired and ridden by paradoa thus, while its advocates
theoretically reject tradition, they are nevertlsslgery much concerned with the ancestry
of their doctrine. This concern springs from thédighat anarchism is a manifestation of
natural human urges, and that it is the tendencydate authoritarian institutions which

is the transient aberration. If one accepts thesvyithen anarchism cannot merely be a
phenomenon of the present; the aspect of it weeparen history is merely one
metamorphosis of an element constant in society.tdt tracing this constant but elusive
element that anarchist historians, such as Petgrdtkin, Max Nettlau, and Rudolf
Rocker, have largely devoted themselves.

The family tree which these writers have cultivasedcarefully is indeed a magnificent
growth, and in the shade of its branches one enemisome astonishing forefathers.
Kropotkin was perhaps the most extreme of all therehist genealogists, for he sought
the real origin of his creed not among individdahkers, but among the anonymous
mass of the folk. "Anarchism," he declared, "oragad among the people, and it will
preserve its vitality and creative force so lontyas it remains a movement of the
people.”

In Modern Science and Anarchighis belief is elaborated in historical terms.dfrall
times," Kropotkin claims in this book, "two currerdgf thought and action have been in
conflict in the midst of human societies." These, an the one hand, the "mutual aid"
tendency,



exemplified in tribal custom, village communitiesedieval guilds, and, in fact, all
institutions "developed and worked out, not by $&gion, but by the creative spirit of the
masses," and, on the other hand, the authoritadaent, beginning with the "magi,
shamans, wizards, rain-makers, oracles, and griastscontinuing to include the
recorders of laws and the "chiefs of military bahdk is evident,” Kropotkin concluded
dogmatically, "that anarchy represents the firdheke two currents.... We can therefore
say that from all times there have been anarchrgdsstatists.” Elsewhere Kropotkin
conjectures that the roots of anarchism must bedaon "the remotest Stone-age
antiquity,” and from this highly personal view agpistory he goes on through all the
gamut of rebellious movements to the early Engliatle unions, reaching the eventual
conclusion that "these are the main popular ansirchirrents which we know of in
history."

Parallel with Kropotkin's search for an unnamed iaadticulate anarchism of the people
runs the search of other historians of the moverfwranarchist elements in the thoughts
of philosophers and writers in the past. Lao-Tsgstdpus and Zeno, Etienne de la
Boétie, Fenelon and Diderot are recruited in thayvand the delightful chivalric Utopia
of the Abbey of Theleme admits Rabelais on thengtteof its libertarian motto, "Do
what you will!" Religious movements like the Analtiafs, the Hussites, the Doukhobors,
and the Essenes are claindmasseand the French Tolstoyan Lechartier has by no
means been alone in declaring that "the true fouotdanarchy was Jesus Christ and...the
first anarchist society was that of the apostl€s® recent historians of anarchism, Alain
Sergent and Claude Harmel, have discovered theafigrchist in Jean Meslier, the
eighteenth-century curé of Etrepigny, whose resentragainst the ecclesiastical and
civil authorities of his time festered into a gr@asstament which he left to his rural
parishioners (it was intercepted after his deatthkyChurch authorities and never
reached the farmers for whom it was meant) andhiclwvhe denounced authority of
every kind and advocated a bucolic society based@mdship among

peasant communities. And the American professoedai Preu has just proved to his
own satisfaction that the gist of Godwifslitical Justice-- and by implication of all
anarchist thought -- is to be found in Book IVGilliver's Travelshe is not the first
writer to have recognized in the Tory Dean an dmatdorefather in disguise.

But the roots of this spreading genealogical tredfar too weak for the crown of
branches they are expected to bear. Even a custaty of the writers claimed shows
that what has so often been represented as thistorgtof anarchism is rather a
mythology created to give authority to a movemertt s theories in much the same
way as a primitive clan or tribe creates its totemiyths to give authority to tradition or
taboo. It is supported by the failure to realizatththough rebellion and the desire for
freedom are both ancient elements in human sochety,change their forms in
accordance with changing historical situationsfaf,example, we consider such great
typical rebels of classical antiquity as Brutus &mértacus, we realize that each of these
men strove sincerely for his own idea of libertgt geither Brutus, fighting for the



interests of a patrician oligarchy against theahod# dictatorship, nor Spartacus, seeking
to liberate the slaves so that they could takeggmetheir broken lives in their own
countries, would have shared or understood thécpéat conceptions of economic
equality and classless liberty which the nineteesttury anarchists developed in
reaction against an increasingly centralized anchaeized capitalist state.

In general, the anarchist historians have confasein attitudes which lie at the core of
anarchism -- faith in the essential decency of raasgsire for individual freedom, an
intolerance of domination -- with anarchism as avement and a creed appearing at a
certain time in history and having specific thesyi@ims, and methods. The core attitudes
can certainly be found echoing back through histdrgast to the ancient Greeks. But
anarchism as a developed, articulate, and cledelytifiable trend appears only in the
modem era of conscious social and political revohs.

Its peculiar combination of moral vision with a ieal

criticism of society only begins to emerge in agaptible form after the collapse of the
medieval order. This collapse was to lead on ote & the rise of nationalism and of the
modern centralized state, but on the other to thergence of a revolutionary trend
which early began to develop the authoritarian lédbedtarian currents that matured
during the nineteenth century in the conflict bedw@larxism and anarchism.

Just as the great dissolution of medieval socii bn ecclesiastical, social, and
political forms, which are very difficult to diseartgle, so the movements of revolt
retained until the end of the seventeenth centwwiynéar triple aspect. The extreme
criticisms of society during this period were valagot by humanists, but by
fundamentalist religious dissenters, who attackst the Church and the current
systems of authority and propertyowning on thesdasa literal interpretation of the
Bible. Implied in their demands was the longingdaeturn to the natural justice of the
Garden of Eden. Whether or not the hedge priest Baltl actually recited it, the famous
couplet --

When Adam delved and Eve span, Who was then thiegemn?

-- iIs symptomatic of an urge toward a lost simpjithat still, almost three hundred years
later, echoed in the pamphlets of the Commonwesdtiod.

The demands of the peasants who revolted in Engpatiet fourteenth century and in
Germany during the early sixteenth century weremthiemselves revolutionary. The
malcontents wished for an end to impositions bydbkegy and the lords; they wished
most of all for the final destruction of the montzlinstitution of serfdom. But few of
them went beyond such simple reformist demandsaamalve faith in certain aspects of
feudalism was shown by the trust the English peagaaced in the promises of King
Richard Il even after the slaying of their leadestVWWyler. One can compare their attitude



with that of the illiterate Russians who marchetibé Father Gapon to the Winter
Palace in 1905, in the tragically foolish hope tinaty

would encounter, not the bullets that were actualgaiting them, but the understanding
compassion of the Czar, that symbolic Father iir §tél semifeudal world.

Yet among the leaders of the English and the Gepeasants there did appear the first
signs of the kind of social criticism that was tawlen anarchism. The fragment of John
Ball's speech which Froissart has preserved -alaibate know of the opinions of that
tempestuous man whose presence only half emeesliiie medieval shadows --
attacks both property and authority and implieislabetween them that anticipates the
arguments developed by the nineteenth-century hisésc

Things cannot go well in England, nor ever willtilall goods are held in common, and
until there will be neither serfs nor gentlemerd are shall be equal. For what reason
have they, whom we call lords, got the best oflde® did they deserve it? Why do they
keep us in bondage? If we all descended from aherfand one mother, Adam and Eve,
how can they assert or prove that they are more¢ensahan ourselves? Except perhaps
that they make us work and produce for them todipen

The tone of this speech seems authentic, evee ihitonicler sharpened the details; it
has that peculiar mixture of religious exaltatiow &ocial denunciation with which we
become familiar as the Reformation develops irganore radical forms. But, though
Ball denounces private property and demands egubétdoes not appear to make a
specific rejection of government as such. And ftorg time we see demands for
egalitarian communism emerging within what remansuthoritarian framework. The
first literary presentation of an ideal egalitargotiety, Sir Thomas Moreldtopia (
1513), is governed by a complicatedly elected aitthand imposes extraordinarily
stringent rules on individual behavior. And, thowgjforts have been made to discover
anarchistic elements in the German peasant rdedlthyy Thomas Minzer, and in the
Anabaptist commune of Mlnster, the practice ofélreevements seems in each case to
negate the anti-authoritarian attitudes suggestéae statements of some of their
leaders. Munzer, for instance, de-

nounced authority, but made no concrete suggestorassform of society that might do
without it, and when he attempted to set up hialidemmonwealth at Mulhausen,
nothing resembling an anarchistic society in fasesged. Engels has summed up the
situation very clearly iThe Peasant War in Germany

Communism of all possessions, universal and eaialrlduty, and the abolition of all
authority were proclaimed. In reality Mihlhausemagned a republican imperial city
with a somewhat democratic constitution, with aaserelected by universal suffrage and



under the control of a forum, and with the hastimprovised feeding of the poor. The
social change, which so horrified the Protestanldhet-class contemporaries, in reality
never went beyond a feeble and unconscious atteraptaturely to establish the
bourgeois society of a later period.

As for the Anabaptists, their denunciations of legrauthority were negated by their
theocratic inclinations, and there was little evice of a genuine libertarian trend in the
attempt to impose communism forcibly in Mlnsterirothe expulsion from the city of
those who refused to become Anabaptists, or ipdhniganical iconoclasm which led to
the destruction of manuscripts and musical instnisiA small group of Anabaptist
saints appears to have exercised a rather ruthleglerity during most of the stormy
history of the Miinster commune, and in the endoldreyden became not only the
spiritual leader but also the temporal ruler of ¢itg, claiming to be King of the Earth,
destined to usher in the Fifth Monarchy which wopitdpare the Second Coming of
Christ.

What seems to have been lacking in these movenfemts an anarchist point of view,
was the element of individualism that would haviabeed their egalitarianism. The
shaking free from the medieval tendency to see asaanmember of a community
ordained by God was a slow process, and perhapesiof all among the landworker
and artisan classes -- used to a communitariaarpatf guild and village life -- on whom
the peasant revolts and the Anabaptist movemerd mestly based. Here the

anarchist historiographers fall into the error d@ming that the primitive or medieval
folk community, based on mutual aid and roughlylieaygan by nature, is also
individualistic; most frequently, of course, ittiee reverse, inclined toward a traditional
pattern in which conformity is expected and theegtional resented.

The individualist trend in postmedieval Europe egesrfirst among the cultured classes
of the Italian cities during the Quattrocento;ppaars as a cult of personality which has
nothing to do with ideas of social reform, anceads as often to the pride of the despot
as to the desire for many-sided fulfillment of themanist scholar. But it creates a new
interest in man as an individual rather than aseeermember of the social order; from
the time of Dante it permeates the literature otlsern Europe, and from Chaucer that of
England, until it leads to such individualistieliary forms as the Elizabethan drama, the
biography and autobiography, and, eventually, theeh all based on a steadily
deepening interest in the emotional and psychoébgiature of man defined against,
rather than in, his social background.

Parallel to this secular exaltation of the indiatjuhe later stages of the Reformation
culminate in a religious radicalism which goes b®&ysuch chiliastic sects as the
Anabaptists and which, particularly among the Quakeevelops a personalistic view of
religion, rejecting organized forms, and basingliten the idea of the "inner light," or,



as George Fox called it, "that of God in every rhan,idea resembling Tolstoy's and not
very far from some anarchist conceptions of immanestice.

These secular and religious tendencies all helpgddpel the seventeenth century
toward a deepening consciousness of the valuedofidtual liberty. And it was during
the English Civil War that this trend produced #agliest recognizably anarchistic
movement.

The men who fought the Civil War were -- on bottles -- more thoroughly the heirs of
Renaissance individualism than is commonly recaghithere is perhaps no more
magnificent example of the Baroque cult of persityw#than Milton's Satan. In another
direction the rise of the Independents in oppositmthe Cal-

vinists shows the increasing swing toward an enmplwsthe personal conscience as
director of religious and moral choice, and heraimgn Areopagitica Milton drew a
conclusion that is more libertarian than liberaloBomic and social changes, the rise of
early capitalism and the consolidation of the seprichy, all pointed in the same
direction, and combined to produce the state okex¢ political tension that led through
rebellion to the first modern revolutionary dictaioip -- Cromwell's prototype of the
totalitarian state -- but also to its contradiction

For the very individualism that plunged the middigsses into a political and military
struggle for the creation of a class oligarchyeeiby democratic pronouncements
resulted among the lower classes in the emergdreeoadical movements. The larger
was that of the Levellers, ancestors of the Charéind advocates of universal suffrage.
Though some of them, like Walwyn, suggested comtywiiproperty, their general
demand was for political rather than economic agalnd for a democratic constitution
that would do away with the privileges arrogatethiemselves by the higher officers of
the New Model Army. In curious anticipation of FobnRevolutionary invective, one
Cromwellian pamphleteer stigmatized the Leveller§Qwitzerising anarchists.” But it
was not the Levellers who represented the reabydnistic wing of the English
revolutionary movement in the seventeenth cenfagher, it was the ephemeral group
whose peculiar form of social protest earned tHeemtame of Diggers.

The Levellers were drawn mainly from the lower raiok the New Model Army, who
wanted their share in governing the country theyfoaght to liberate from the rule of
Divine Right Kings. The Diggers, on the other hamdre mostly poor men, victims of
the economic recession that followed the Civil Wand their demands were principally
social and economic. They considered they had tE#hed by those who remained rich,
not only of political rights, but even of the elem&ry right to the means of survival.
Their protest was a cry of hunger, and their legd@errard Winstanley and William
Everard, had both suffered from the troubles



of the time. Winstanley was a former Lancashireamewho had come to London, set
himself up in the cloth trade, and been ruinedngyrecession. "l was beaten out both of
estate and trade, and forced to accept the gooadfifiilends crediting to me, to lead a
country life." Everard was an old soldier of theziCWar who had been cashiered for
spreading Leveller propaganda.

The Diggers began with theory in 1648, and procgédaction in 1649. Winstanley's
early pamphletTruth Lifting Up Its Head Above Scandatstablished the philosophic
basis of the movement as a rationalistic one. @od/instanley's view, was none other
than "the incomprehensible spirit, Reason.” "Witkyes that Reason dwell?" he asks.
"He dwells in every creature, according to the raand being of the creature, but
supremely in man. Therefore man is called a ratiorgature.... This," he continues in an
interesting anticipation of Tolstoy, "is the Kingdmf God within man."

From this almost pantheistic conception of Goda®anent Reason there arises a theory
of conduct which suggests that if man acts in atamoce with his own rational nature he
will fulfill his duty as a social being.

Let reason rule the man and he dares not tresgasssahis fellow creatures, but will do
as he would be done unto. For Reason tells hilmyiméighbour hungry and naked today,
do thou feed him and clothe him, it may be thy dasgorrow and then he will be ready
to help thee.

This is near to literal Christianity, but it is juss near to Kropotkin's view of the
motivation of mutual aid, and in his most radicaiphlet,The New Law of
Righteousnesdinstanley emerges with a series of propositish&h reinforce the
anarchistic elements in his thought.

Equating Christ with "the universal liberty," hegoes with a statement on the corrupting
nature of authority, and here he criticizes noygulitical power, but also the economic
power of the master over his servant and the fahpbbwer of the father over the child
and the husband over the wife.

Every one that gets an authority into his handsryizes over others; as many husbands,
parents, masters, magistrates, that lives afteftébk do carry themselves like oppressing
lords over such as are under them, not knowingttieat wives, children, servants,
subjects are their fellow creatures, and hath aalggyivilege to share with them in the
blessing of liberty.

But the "equal privilege to share in the blessihfiberty” is not an abstract privilege. Its
conquest is linked with the attack on property tsgland here Winstanley is emphatic in
his insistence on the intimate link between ecoranid political power.



And let all men say what they will, so long as sach rulers as call the land theirs,
upholding this particular property of mine and &hithe common people shall never have
their liberty, nor the land be freed from troubleppressions and complainings; by
reason thereof the Creator of all things is corailyyprovoked.

If Winstanley's criticism of society as he seest ithis crucial point in his career ends in a
libertarian rejection of both authority and progeftis vision of the kind of egalitarian
society he would like to create embodies many featof the ideal society envisaged by
the anarchists two centuries later.

When this universal law of equity rises up in evergn and woman, then none shall lay
claim to any creature and say, This is mine, aatlithyours. This is my work, that is
yours. But every one shall put to their handsltéhte earth and bring up cattle, and the
blessing of the earth shall be common to all; waeman hath need of any corn or cattle,
take from the next store-house he meets with. Tétlea# be no buying and selling, no
fairs or markets, but the whole earth shall beraroon treasury for every man, for the
earth is the Lord's.... When a man hath eat, aimét,dand clothes, he hath enough. And
all shall cheerfully put to their hands to makestaéhings that are needful, one helping
another. There shall be none lords over othersgwertyone shall be a lord of himself,
subject to the law of righteousness, reason anityegthich shall dwell and rule in him,
which is the Lord.

Work done in common and its products shared eqguadlyulers, and men living
peacefully with each other according to the prongsiof their own consciences;
commerce abolished and in its place a system af sfmehouses: it all reads like a
primitive sketch for Kropotkin's anarchist-commurseciety, and the sketch is given the
last touch that turns it into a recognizable likeerhen we find Winstanley anticipating
the whole line of libertarian thinkers by condenghpunishment and contending that
crime arises from economic inequality.

For surely this particular property of mine anchéhhath brought in all misery upon
people. For first, it hath occasioned people talstee from another. Secondly, it hath
made laws to hang those that did steal. It tempdple to do an evil action and then kills
them for doing of it. Let all judge if this not laegreat devil.

Winstanley insists that the only way to end soitiplstice is for the people themselves to
act, and he talks with apocalyptic fervor of thkeraf the poor in regenerating the world.
"The Father is now raising up a people to himsetfad the dust that is out of the lowest
and most despised sort of people.... In theseramnad these shall the Law of
Righteousness break forth first." The people shaatd Winstanley contends, by seizing
and working the land, which represents the prin@parce of wealth. He does not think
it necessary to seize forcibly the estates of mem. The poor can settle the commons
and the waste lands (which he estimates occupythiuds of the country) and work them
together. From their example men can learn theesrof communal life, and the earth



become a "common treasury" providing plenty in diee® for all. The best pages e
New Law of Righteousnesse to a level of prophetic fervor.

And when the Lord doth shew unto me the place aann@r, how He will have us that
are called common people to manure and work up@edmmon lands, | will then go
forth and declare it in my action, to eat my breatth the sweat of my brows, without
either

giving or taking hire, looking upon the land asefsemine as anothers.

The Lord did not delaylThe New Law of Righteousnegspeared in January 1649, and
early in April Winstanley and his associates in@dtheir campaign of direct action by
proceeding to St. George's Hill, near Walton-onTasymvhere they began to dig the
waste land and sow it with wheat, parsnips, careostd beans. They numbered in all
between thirty and forty people, and Winstanleytad/the local landworkers to join
them, prophesying that very shortly their numbeosil increase to five thousand. But
the Diggers seem to have aroused little sympatkey emong their poor neighbors, and a
great deal of hostility among the local clergy gttlowners. They were beaten by paid
hooligans and fined by magistrates; their cattleewtiven away, their seedlings torn up,
and their flimsy huts burned down; they were cabletbre General Fairfax, who failed to
intimidate them, and troops of soldiers were semhvestigate them, but were withdrawn
when a number of them showed evident interestariigger doctrine. Through all these
difficult months Winstanley and his followers reéasto be provoked into the violence
which they abhorred. Their pamphlets appeared tiaetae other during 1649, full of
righteous complaint against a world that refuseddmowledge them; they even sent out
apostles into the country, who instigated occupatiof waste lands at several places in
the Home Counties and even as far afield as Gloerstsre.

But even Digger endurance was not proof againslenting persecution. In March 1650
the settlers left St. George's Hill, and abanddhed attempt to win England to agrarian
communism by the power of example. The other celomiere even shorter-lived, and as
a movement the Diggers had disappeared by the fel@50.

For a little while Winstanley continued to spreaslideas, now entirely by literary
means, and in 1652 he aimed at the most unlikelyext of all by addressing to
Cromwell his last and longest workFhe Law of Freedom in a Platform, or True
Magistracy Restored

The relative moderation of this pamphlet suggésds Winstanley's enthusiasm and his
extremity of views had both been sapped by the reipee of St. George's Hill. For,
though he continues to advocate almost completerzoism, he puts forward a political
plan little different from that of the extreme Ldéees, calling for annual Parliaments and



providing for various kinds of officers and ovenseentroducing compulsion to work
and even admitting the death penalty for certaiensles against the communitthe
Law of Freedonaroused little attention, and after publishingvinstanley retreated into
an obscurity so dense that even the place andtlaie death are unknown.

The Digger movement left no heritage to later daama political movements, though it
may have influenced the Quakers, toward whom sdnte supporters were drawn. So
completely was it forgotten, indeed, that even il Godwin, writing hidHistory of the
Commonwealthdoes not appear to have realized how similabilgger doctrine was to
that which he himself developedRwolitical Justice Only at the end of the nineteenth
century was Winstanley's importance as a precafsaodern social ideologies
recognized, and then, on the strength of his conmstiandeas, some of the Marxists tried
to claim him as their ancestor. But there is nagtivrarxian about the peasant paradise
that Winstanley envisions ihhe New Law of Righteousneks communism is entirely
libertarian, and the effort of Winstanley and higerids to follow out its principles on St.
George's Hill stands at the beginning of the ariar¢tadition of direct action.

No incident or movement in either the Americanh@ French Revolution presented so
prophetic a miniature of the anarchist future @&sDiggers created in 1648 and 1649.
During the nineteenth century both the United Stated France were to be rich in
varieties of anarchist thought and deed, but theifiestations of this tendency in the
great eighteenth-century revolutions were impulsind incomplete.

Some writers have seen an anarchistic elemeneidéimocracy of Thomas Jefferson,
but, while he and

many of his followers, notably Joel Barlow, admit@ddwin'sPolitical Justice there is
little evidence in his writings that he acceptedi@m's views in their extremity, or that
he was ever much more than an opponent of excegsiernment. When he made his
famous statement -- "That government is best whalerns least” -- he did not reject
authority. On the contrary, he thought it mightrbade harmless if the people
participated thoroughly in its operation.

The influence over government must be shared artfengeople. If every individual
which composes their mass participates in the atgnauthority, the government will be
safe; because the corrupting of the whole massewileed any private resources of
wealth.

Such passages make it clear that Jefferson loakadystem of universal suffrage in
which the people would as far as possible be tle#gy- a condition as opposed to
anarchist ideas as any other type of authority., Avidle he also spoke of "a little
rebellion, now and then" as "a good thing and aes&ary in the political world as
storms in the physical," he evidently saw this asmective rather than a revolutionary



force. "It prevents the degeneracy of governmedtranurishes a general attention to the
public affairs."

Indeed, all of Jefferson's career, as an exparsiBnésident, as a slave-owning Virginian
gentleman, as a political leader adept at compmménforces the authoritarian
undertone of his writing, and tells strongly agaims claim to a place in the pantheon of
anarchist ancestors.

A more genuine claim can be put for Thomas Paimmse life made him a
personification of the common ideals that linkee British, American, and French
revolutionary movements of the later eighteenthurgn Paine's extreme distrust of
government undoubtedly influenced Godwin, who asged with him during the crucial
years from 1789 to 1792, and his discussions afdtaerits actually became, by
guotation, part of the fabric &folitical Justice Paine was one of those who thought that
government was indeed a necessity, but a

most unpleasant one, brought upon us by the caorupt man's original innocence. At
the very beginning of the American War of Indeperwde in the historic pamphlet
entitedCommon Sensée made a distinction between society and goventthat
brought him close to the viewpoint later establishg Godwin.

Some writers have so confounded society with govent as to leave little or no
distinction between them; whereas they are not diffgrent, but have different origins.
Society is produced by our wants, and governmemunyickedness; the former
promotes our happinepssitivelyby uniting our affections, the latteegativelyby
restraining our vices. The one encourages intesegtine other creates distinctions. The
first is a patron, the last is a punisher.

Society in every state is a blessing, but goverrireean in its best state is but a
necessary evil; in its worst state an intoleralple; dor when we suffer, or are exposed to
the same miseries bygavernmenthich we might expect in a country without
government our calamity is heightened by reflecthrag we furnish the means by which
we suffer. Government, like dress, is the baddesifinnocence; the palaces of kings are
built on the ruins of the bowers of paradise.

Paine's distrust of government was persistent;gddie was probably increased by the
difficulties into which his honesty led him eventlwrevolutionary governments. Sixteen
years later, iMhe Rights of Marhe set in opposition to the claims of governntat
beneficial influence of those natural social urgsch Kropotkin later made the subject
of Mutual Aid

Great part of that order which reigns among manlgmbt the effect of government. It
has its origin in the principles of society and tt&ural constitution of men. It existed
prior to government and would exist if the formalif government was abolished. The



mutual dependence and reciprocal interest whichmaarupon man, and all the parts of

civilized community upon each other, create thaagchain of connection which holds it
together. The landholder, the farmer, the manufactthe merchant, the tradesman, and
every occupation, prospers by the aid which eacéives from the

other, and from the whole. Common interest regal#teir concerns and forms their law;
and the laws which common usage ordains, haveaaagmafluence than the laws of
government.

In the same work Paine speaks, like Godwin, of gowent as a hindrance to "the
natural propensity to society," and asserts the thost perfect civilization is, the less
occasion has it for government, because the mare iloegulate its own affairs and
govern itself." Here we have the point of view that have already seen characterizing
the typical anarchist; he stands in an evil, gonemtdominated present, looking back to
a lost paradise of primitive innocence and forwtard future whose civilized simplicity
will rebuild the Golden Age of liberty. In temperant and ideals Paine came very near
to the anarchists; only his lack of optimism in thmenediately foreseeable future
prevented him from becoming one of them.

The American Revolution's lack of native expressiohanarchism is perhaps due to the
masking of the kind of deep social divisions whiarted the Diggers from the Grandees
in the English Revolution by a common urge towaeg@om from foreign oppression;
these divisions only became really evident durhregriineteenth century.

In the French Revolution, on the other hand, thsitbetween libertarian and
authoritarian trends was evident and at times asdunolent form. Kropotkin devoted
one of his most scholarly bookBhe Great French Revolutipto an interpretation of
popular movements during the stormy years from 1@88e end of the Jacobin rule in
1793. His anarchistic bias led him to overemphattiedibertarian elements, but it also
enabled him to see the events of the Revolutiaeaseopically, thrown into relief by
social and economic causes, rather than as a tneggle between political parties and
personalities.

Certainly we can follow Kropotkin in seeing the egence during this period of some of
the ideas that were eventually to crystallize miteeteenth-century anarchism.
Condorcet, one of the great seminal minds of

the age, who believed in the indefinite progressah toward a classless liberty, already
put forward while he was hiding from the Jacobims idea omutualité which was to be
one of the twin pillars of Proudhon's anarchismgcbeceived the plan of a great mutual-
aid association among all the workers that woulet shem from the perils of those



economic crises during which they were normallyéal to sell their labor at starvation
prices.

The other Proudhonian pillar, federalism, was tigext of much discussion and even
experiment during the Revolution. The Girondinsaawed it as a political expedient.
While the Paris Commune in 1871 was to see in er&depublic the means of saving
Paris from a reactionary France, the Girondins imedjthat it might save France from a
Jacobin Paris. A more genuinely social federalismerged among the various
semispontaneous revolutionary institutions of theef first in the "districts" or "sections"
into which the capital had been divided for eleat@urposes and out of which the
Commune of Paris arose, and later in the netwotlPopular Societies and Fraternal
Societies, as well as Revolutionary Committees,itvitended to take the place of the
sections as the latter became subordinate poltgiggns, dominated by the Jacobins. In
this connection Kropotkin quotes an interestingspge from Sigismond Lacroictes

de la Commune

The state of mind of the districts...displays #ftgelth by a very strong sentiment of
communal unity and by a no less strong tendencertdwelf-government. Paris did not
want to be a federation of sixty republics cutledphazard each in its territory; the
Commune is a unity composed of its united districtBut side by side with this
undisputed principle, another principle is discthsevhich is, that the Commune must
legislate and administer for itself, directly, agaah as possible. Government by
representation must be reduced to a minimum; evieythat the Commune can do
directly must be done by it, without any intermegjavithout any delegation, or else it
may be done by delegates reduced to the role ofdm®mmissioners, acting under the
uninterrupted control of those who

have commissioned them.... The final right of l&ding and administering for the
Commune belongs to the districts -- to the citiz&#he come together in the general
assemblies of the districts.

In such an organization Kropotkin sees an earlyesgon of "the principles of
anarchism," and concludes that these principled their origin, not in theoretic
speculations, but in thdeedsof the Great French Revolution.” But here agaimlievs

his anxiety to prove the folk origins of anarchigmead him into exaggeration. What he
misses is the fact that the "right of legislatingven if it is brought down to the level of
general assemblies, still exists; the peaople. And so we must regard the revolutionary
years as an attempt at direct democracy ratheraghanarchy. Yet, even if it was not
anarchist in any true sense, the Commune wase-itBksuccessor in 1871 -- federalist,
and here it anticipated Proudhon by developingcsitgtthe kind of practical framework
in which he thought an anarchist society might ttgve

But we have to look beyond Condorcet's mutualisthtae federalism of the Commune
to find the real protoanarchists of the French Rewan. Kropotkin was so concerned



with tracing popular manifestations that he negédeinduly the individuals who came
nearest to expressing an anarchistic attitude v events of their times. He paid only
scant attention to Jacques Roux, Jean Varlet,lenBnrages who gathered round them;
yet if there are any anarchist ancestors in thadfr&®evolution, it is among these
courageous intransigents, unsuccessful and hiatlyricbscure as they were, that we
must find them.

The movement of the Enragés appeared during 1 r@3,aam like a sullen ground bass
through the year of the Terror. Like the Digger mionent during the English Civil War,

it emerged at a time of economic recession; teeatgextent it was a response to the
economic distress of the poor people of Paris grhg, but it was also a reaction against
the social distinctions which marked the hardemioger of the ascendant middle class.

The Enragés were not a party in the modern sense.

They had no organization, no agreed common polibgy were a loose group of like-
minded revolutionaries who co-operated in the madimentary manner, yet who were
united in rejection of the Jacobin conception afestauthority, who advocated that the
people act directly, and who saw in communisticneonic measures rather than in
political action a way to end the sufferings of guor. The accusation brought against
Roux by the Jacobins, that he told the people"thadry kind of government must be
proscribed," is in effect true of them all.

Jacques Roux, the most celebrated of the Enragésome of the priests of the
Revolution, a country clergyman who, even beforedaehed Paris in 1790, had been
accused of inciting the peasants of his distridium and pillage the chateaux of
landowners who attempted to enforce their rightseigneurial dues. "The land belongs
to all equally,” he is said to have told his paosiers. He remained a priest after the
Revolution, in which he appears to have seen aatdin of the pure spirit of
Christianity; he once defined its task as "makireprequal between each other as they
are to all eternity before God." But it is diffitwb believe that a man of Roux's
temperament and attitude remained an orthodox Rd&a#molic; his idea of God was
probably not far from Gerrard Winstanley's.

Roux's sincerity made him as poor as the stricte€hristian ascetics, and his
compassion for the workers of the Gravilliers gelam which he lived seems to have
been one of the causes for the extremity of hicaéidm, yet there was a hard fanatical
edge to his character which led him into the ortac¢hat odiously mars his memory.
While Thomas Paine pleaded for the life of LouisIXRoux was among those who were
charged with witnessing the King's execution. Befi@aving the prison, Louis asked if
he could confide his will to him as a priest. Roaglied coldly: "I am here only to lead
you to the scaffold.” Yet the man who gloated omdlestruction of the King as the living
manifestation of authority later protested from e prison cell against



the brutalities which the Terror was inflicting oren and women whose only crime was
the rank into which they were born by chance.

From the beginning Roux was active in the revohdiy life of Paris. He frequented the
Club of the Cordeliers, and in March 1792 hid Manatis own house, an act which did
not save him later from the attacks of the selfestyfriend of the people." He ran
unsuccessfully as candidate for the Convention,exmedtually became a member of the
General Council of the Commune.

It was not until the end of 1792 that Roux begasthow the extremity of views he had
evolved while working among the shoemakers andecages of Gravilliers, who were

his closest associates. The failure of the Rewvantuto fulfill the demands he had made on
it during its first year was weighing on his mirahd he delivered a speech at this time in
which he gave a first hint of anarchistic tendesdig declaring that "senatorial
despotism is as terrible as the scepter of kingaulee it chains the people without their
knowing it and brutalizes and subjugates them g ey themselves are supposed to
have made." During the unruly weeks that followmsten petitioners appeared at the bar
of the Convention with demands for the control bégs, and the poor people of
Gravilliers rioted against profiteering shopkeep&sux defended them, and may even
have played some part in inciting them.

During March 1793 Roux was joined by the young hetronary orator Jean Varlet. Like
Roux, Varlet was an educated man. He came of gaodyf, had studied at the College
d'Harcourt, and at the time of the Revolution hadagest private income as well as a
post in the civil service. The Revolution filledmiwith the kind of enthusiasm that can
turn to bitterness when it is frustrated. He becarpepular orator, and then, in March
1793, emerged as a leader of the earliest attackseoGirondins. But, just as behind
Roux's agitation over prices lay the idea of commanership, so behind Varlet's attack
on the most conservative group in the Conventigralgeneral condemnation of the idea
of government by representation.

Though there is no evidence that Varlet and Roukdmdlaborated beforehand -- and
even some evidence of mutual jealousy between tinspopular agitators -- by June
1793 they were together in a new agitation overctig of living, and Jacques Roux
made a series of speeches in which he not onlywteea the class structure which the
Revolution had allowed to survive -"What is libenyhen one class of men starve
another?" -- but also suggested that the law pt®&@loitation, which prospers "in its
shadow." Because he did not trust legislators,@meahded that the condemnation of
profiteering be written into the constitution inchua way as to be safe from meddling
governments.



Through 1793 the agitation of the Enragés continliedy were joined by Theophile
Leclerc from Lyons and by the beautiful and taldraetress Claire Lacombe with her
organization of womeri,a Société des Républicaines Révolutionnaéshe same

time, the hostility of the Jacobins narrowed arothre, particularly when their voices
were raised against the state-operated Terror.cb@s$pierre the antigovernmental
implications of the Enrageés' speeches and of gpdiemeral journals ( Rowe
Publicisteand Leclerd.'Ami du Peuplewere as evident as they seem to us today; he had
no intention of tolerating their agitation indefigly. Roux and Varlet were arrested.
Claire Lacombe's society was suppressed, despitat@st demonstration of six thousand
angry women. Roux, called before the Revolutiorfarlgunal and realizing that his death
was inevitable, cheated the guillotine by painfbmmitting suicide. "I do not complain
of the tribunal,” he said before he died. "It heted according to the law. But | have
acted according to my liberty.” To die placing lityeabove law is the death of an
anarchist.

Yet it was reserved for Varlet, who survived therdg to state explicitly the anarchistic
conclusions that are to be drawn from the moveroktite Enrageés. After Robespierre
had fallen and the surviving Enragés had rejoioest his passing, Varlet witnessed the
subsequent tyranny of the Directory, and in angepuiblished what we must regard as
the earliest anarchist manifesto in continental

Europe. Appropriately, it was entitl&kplosion the title page bore an engraving
showing clouds of smoke and flame billowing aroanourning classical structure, and
above the engraving an epigraph: "Let revolutiorgoyernment perish, rather than a
principle.”

Surveying the years of the Revolution, Varlet dexda

Despotism has passed from the palace of the kintigetcircle of a committee. It is
neither the royal robes, nor the scepter, nor tbec that makes kings hated, but
ambition and tyranny. In my country there has didgn a change in dress.

Why, he goes on to ask, should a revolutionary gowent have in this way become as
much a tyranny as the rule of a king? Partly, lggests, because the intoxication of
power makes men wish to see it remain forevereir thwn hands. But there is more to
the matter than the mere weakness of men; thereastradiction within the very
institution of government.

What a social monstrosity, what a masterpiece aftivéevellianism, this revolutionary
government is in fact. For any reasoning being,gsoment and Revolution are
incompatible, at least unless the people wishesmstitute the organs of power in
permanent insurrection against themselves, whitboisbsurd to believe.



Here, at the very end of their movement, the lagh® Enragés makes clear its
implications. It is interesting to observe how tbrthese early French libertarians
brought themselves to the open rejection of governinkEven in comparison with
Winstanley, their lack of a developed program digslophy is remarkable. But their

time was short -- a few packed months of acticand they worked too near the center of
the revolution they had helped to make for thesasito crystallize sharply in such a
period. Winstanley had been able to stand on tige eflevents and to formulate his
theories as far as his knowledge would allow, daah to proceed to action with a
philosophy to inspire him in his deeds.

Yet the French Revolution was not so unproductivariarchist thought as this account
may have made it

appear. In the same year as Jean Varlet publiseé&tkplosion William Godwin in
England published the first great treatise on this ef governmentPolitical Justice
And it is doubtful indeed iPolitical Justicewould even have been conceived if the
French Revolution had not happened when it did.

3. The Man of Reason

Like Tolstoy and Stirner, William Godwin is onetbk great libertarian thinkers who
stand outside the historical anarchist movemetii@hineteenth century, yet, by their
very isolation from it, demonstrate the extent tdah it sprang from the spirit of the age.
He had little direct influence on that movement] amny of its leaders, whose theories
so closely resembled his own, were unaware ofxkeneto which he had anticipated
them. Proudhon knew Godwin by name, but his sirgflerence to him ileconomic
Contradictions( 1846), in which he dismissed him as a "commUmthe same school
as Robert Owen, suggests that he was not familtarhis work. There is no evidence
that Bakunin knew even as much about him as Praydklbile it was not until
comparatively late in Kropotkin's life, after hig/o theories were fully formed, that the
latter encountereRolitical Justiceand realized the deep affinity between his own
thought and Godwin's. After Kropotkin, Godwin be@racognized by the more
intellectual anarchists as one of their predecsssuoit his influence, which was potent,
has lain mostly elsewhere.

Godwin never called himself an anarchist; for hemdrchy" retained the negative
meaning given to it by the polemicists of the FleRevolutionary period. It meant,
whenever he referred to it, the disorder that tedudbm the breakdown of government
without the general acceptance of a "consistentagebsted view of political justice.”
Like subsequent libertarian thinkers, Godwin saviedy as a naturally developing
phenomenon



which can operate in complete freedom from govempi®it he did not share the faith
of his successors in the spontaneous instinctseofintutored people. In this sense he
remained a man of the Enlightenment; educationhsseal key to liberation, and he
feared that without it man's "ungoverned passioiioften not stop at equality but incite
them to grasp at power."

Yet so rooted was his conviction of the life-degiing propensities of authority, that he
would not wholly condemn even an anarchy conceinetegative terms. Extreme
disorder, for this believer in an ordered life unttee aegis of impartial reason, was
infinitely more to be desired than extreme subation.

Anarchy is transitory, but despotism tends towgrelsnanence. Anarchy awakens mind,
diffuses energy and enterprise through the commuthibugh it does not effect this in
the best manner.... But in despotism mind is trachphto an equality of the most odious
sort. Everything that promises greatness is dastinéall under the exterminating hand
of suspicion and envy.

In the positive sense in which anarchism is noweustwod, Godwin stands at the head of
the tradition, for the arguments he put forward 7193 with the publication of his

Enquiry Concerning Political Justicembraced all the essential features of an anaichis
doctrine. He rejected any social system dependegbwernment. He put forward his
own conception of a simplified and decentralizedety with a dwindling minimum of
authority, based on a voluntary sharing of matey@ads. And he suggested his own
means of proceeding toward it by means of a prapagdivorced from any kind of
political party or political aim. Essentially, thi®ctrine, which thrilled the Romantic
poets from Coleridge to Shelley, and for a briegigueduring the 1790's became a kind
of secular gospel for English radicals, was theesamthat which Proudhon proclaimed
during the revolutionary 1840's. Godwin anticipatieel whole of nineteenth-century
anarchism when he summarized in his resoundingizatil

language the hope that lay at the core of his ohectr

With what delight must every well-informed frienflraankind look forward to the
dissolution of political government, of that bretegine which has been the only
perennial cause of the vices of mankind, and whashmischiefs of various sorts
incorporated with its substance, and no othervadstremoved than by its utter
annihilation!

In Godwin one can see, more clearly than in labartarian writers, the various currents
that came together to produce the anarchist péwiew. The French Revolution
certainly gave Godwin the immediate impulse to @iblitical Justice and provided the
audience ready to receive it with an enthusiasnchvhiill astonishes us when we look



back on those years in which, as Hazlitt said iof#guoted passage of recollection,
William Godwin "blazed in the firmament of reputati” But the ideas put forward in
Political Justicehad been established in Godwin's mind long befoed-rench
Revolution.

As early as 1784, when his passion for educatiororamore conventional lines, he
planned to set up a private school, and publishadiaus little prospectus entitlekh
Account of the Seminary That Will Be Opened on Myprtkde Fourth Day of August at
Epsom in SurreyFor reasons which are evident when one reattgstschool prospectus
did not attract a single pupil, but it has its gl@mong the more curious early examples
of anarchistic literature. Godwin devoted veryditspace to the kind of practical details
parents expect to find, and was much more concesiteécputting forward his theories
on the nature of society and the general functfaedacation. As a resuln Account of
the Seminaryeads in places like a preliminary exercise ingtguments regarding
government which Godwin was to extendPolitical Justiceand in the proposals on free
education that he was to elaborat@ire Enquirer( 1797). The following paragraph
clearly reveals the direction which his thought kecen five years before the outbreak of
the French Revolution:

The state of society is incontestably artificile fpower of one man over another must be
always derived from convention or from conquestpbfure we are equal. The necessary
consequence is, that government must always degsrdthe opinion of the governed.
Let the most oppressed people under heaven onogeliaeir mode of thinking, and

they are free.... Government is very limited ingtsver of making men either virtuous or
happy; it is only in the infancy of society that@n do any thing considerable; in its
maturity it can only direct a few of our outwardians. But our moral dispositions and
character depend very much, perhaps entirely, edaoation.

Here the key ideas éfolitical Justicealready exist in embryo. A natural, egalitarian
society is opposed to an artificial governmentaiety. The power of thought is stressed.
Education is given a peculiar importance becausgoafwin's idea that human character
is determined by environment rather than heredity, that human faults are imparted by
bad training. (Elsewhere in the same prospectusmarks: "The vices of the young
spring not from nature, who is equally the kind &ameless mother of all her children;
they derive from the defects of education.”) Antijler Godwin had not yet reached the
logical destination of deciding that governmerpasitively evil, he is already prepared
to argue that it contains little that is positivglyod.

The language and even the framing of ideasnrAccount of the Seminamave a French
ring, reminiscent of the writers -- Helvétius, diblach, and Rousseau -whom Godwin
had been reading since 1781. But it would be witoragssume that Godwin was ever a
mere disciple of the French social philosopherthefeighteenth century; to the
utilitarianism of Helvétius and d'Holbach (and afrBham as well, for that matter), he
opposed the view of man as part of a system ofemsal moral order and maintained that



immutable truths must be the criteria of our adtido the social contract of Rousseau he
opposed the idea of a society living according twahlaw, and to Rousseau's idea of
education as a process of imposing a certain qast the pupil's mind he opposed

an interplay between master and student which wenddurage the mind of the child to
develop according to its natural bent. "The geytliee of the preceptor should be
confounded as much as possible with the eterna tdwature and necessity."

In fact, Godwin shows, perhaps more than any othger of his time, the modification
of French eighteenthcentury liberal thought byrémical elements in English Dissent.
He belonged to a family of dissenting ministerss Bliandfather and one of his uncles
had been famous preachers; his father was thequnesio but strict pastor of a series of
rural Independent congregations. Godwin himselfrsgtbearly a tendency to follow the
family profession. His favorite childhood game wilas preaching of heartrending
sermons by which he hoped to convert his schoolfe! Later, like Hazlitt, he attended
Hoxton Academy, the best of those excellent cofiegkich the Dissenters founded
during the eighteenth century when their beligfsdgbarred them from the universities.
He emerged with his intention of following the nstry unchanged, and from 1778 to
1783 he presided, with a growing conviction of utaility, over a succession of small
nonconformist chapels in East Anglia and the Horoarflies. At Beaconsfield he finally
decided that he had lost whatever vocation he niighe had in the beginning, and set
off to London to live as a writer. To the end of hfe he continued to dress and to look
like a nonconformist minister.

Godwin's abandonment of the ministry was precegdudconversion -- through the
arguments of Joseph Priestley -- from his orig@alvinism to the doctrines of Socinius,
who denied the divinity of Christ and held that fwail of man was born pure -- a belief
that accorded with Godwin's later idea of the ihfsa kind ofabula rasaon which
experience writes its story. But it was not uniil’8, the very year before the beginning
of Political Justice that he finally abandoned any kind of Christighiéf and, under the
influence of his close friend Thomas Holcroft, b®esan avowed atheist, a position
which he only modified so far as to retreat inteague pantheism that dominated his
later life.

But, though the 1780's show Godwin progressivegdsging the actual dogmas of his
youthful religion, we should not assume that hedskiso the intellectual influence of the
dissenting tradition. His individualism, his disttwf the state, his stress on sincerity as a
rule for the conduct of human relations, were etjuared in his youth among the
Independents and were eventually to become the pnostinent pillars of the anarchistic
vision he constructed iRolitical Justice But there is one particular influence to which
students of Godwin have in the past paid too liided.



When he was eleven, Godwin's parents withdrew homm fthe last of a succession of
rural schools and sent him to Norwich to becomestile pupil of Samuel Newton, pastor
of the Independent congregation. Newton was orieasfe men, curiously combining
political radicalism and religious bigotry, whosegence has been one of the distinctive
features of English left-wing movements since tinal @/ar. He was a supporter of John
Wilkes; he was also a disciple of Robert Sanderttanlinen-draper apostle of a small
fundamentalist sect which had been expelled bytiesbyterians for opposition to any
form of church government and had eventually becattazhed to the Independents. The
Sandemanians remained Calvinists at heart; tharegaion of election was so rigorous,
Godwin claimed, that "after Calvin had damned nyfréhe in a hundred of mankind,”
Sandeman had "contrived a scheme for damning nimiagyin a hundred of the

followers of Calvin."

To this creed Godwin was early converted, and heneed faithful to it from his early
teens until his middle twenties, for he tells ust the came out of Hoxton at the age of
twenty-three with his Sandemanian beliefs unchamgetonly began to abandon them
some time afterward. In fact, he never wholly stiedinfluence of this radical sect, and a
glance at some of their basic beliefs and pracsoggests that many aspects$ofitical
Justicewere little more than Sandemanianism secularized.

Sandeman held that the Bible contained all thativeagssary for salvation; here, of
course, Godwin parted from him, but he agreed wigimy of the conclusions

drawn from this belief. The Sandemanians denied/#fidity of church government;
Godwin denied the validity of all government. Thagintained that the religious man
had no business with the state; Godwin maintaihedsame for the moral man. They
established an organization of independent congoea with no ordained ministers;
Godwin envisaged a network of independent parishigsput rulers, as the ideal basic
structure for a libertarian society. Finally, then8emanians believed in community of
property as a desirable ideal and taught that $ suaful to save money, since a surplus
should be distributed to those who needed it; pieaps to have been a practice in
Sandemanian congregations for poor members tofdposied by their relatively better-
off co-religionists. Once again there is a closalba with the Godwinian system, which
envisages a community of goods to be shared acaptdineed, which lays specific
stress on the moral evils of "accumulated propearyd which maintains, not so much
that a poor man has a right to be supported byethawe fortunate, but rather that the
latter have a positive duty to support him.

Sandeman's doctrine was only one among the malugirdes that contributed to the
eventual form oPolitical Justice Yet it clearly contains the first sources of soohéhe
most important elements in Godwin's system; it dismonstrates that Godwin was
familiar since boyhood with one form or anothetlod anti-authoritarian and
communistic ideas he later developed. He becanamarchistic thinker by no sudden
conversion, but by a gradual process of drawinddbeal conclusions from concepts



with which his receptive mind had long been familla this sense the French social
philosophers, and even such English writers as lobke and Thomas Paine, were not
so much giving him new ideas as providing the reti@arguments and the logical
framework in which he could develop the individsaiithat reached him by way of the
Dissenting tradition. Of Dissent in its radicalffohe retains almost all but the religious
element -- the sense that all we do is a prepar&dioa Heavenly Kingdom.

Political Justiceis in fact linked with religion only

in terms of its discarded origins. In itself it pemts a characteristically anarchistic
combination of the political and the moral, criticig forms of governmental
organization but also achieving a solution basetherchanging of personal opinion and
the reformation of personal conduct. And thus Godayppears as the earliest important
social writer to pose consciously within his ownriwthe extreme implications of that
postReformation world in which, as F. W. Maitlaradds "for the first time the Absolute
State faced the Absolute Individual.”

Thus, springing from the stem of English Dissentiured by two decades of assiduous
reading in the Greek classics and in English aradfr literature from the late
seventeenth century onwaRblitical Justicefinally bore fruit in the energizing sunlight
with which the French Revolution first rose upoa iWestern world.

In the early phase of the Revolution, when bloodskas slight and the factional
struggle had not yet culminated in the Terror, Giodsenthusiasm was almost
unalloyed.

My heart beat high with great swelling sentimeritkiberty [he later recollected, in
words reminiscent of Wordsworth's confession].d head with great satisfaction the
writings of Rousseau, Helvétius and others, thetipogular authors of France. |
observed in them a system more general and sinfpliysophical than in the majority of
English writers on political subjects, and | coalat refrain from conceiving sanguine
hopes of a revolution of which such writings haéréhe precursors.

Yet he continued, as he remarked, to disapprovemob government and violence," and
to desire "such political changes only as showd fpurely from the clear light of the
understanding and the erect and generous feelirnbse deart.”

But, as we have seen, it was not the French Rewalitself that made Godwin a
libertarian; he merely saw it as an event by wihishalready developing ideas might be
realized; and this fact largely explains the stasiifess with which, in the days after
1797 when political reaction



reigned in England and most of the former frientithe revolution became its enemies,
he maintained his radical beliefs. His ideas haghlmnceived independently of events

in France, and when the Revolution declined intderice and dictatorship, this did not
force him to abandon any of his basic beliefs;l@dontrary, it offered a support to his
original contention that political changes aretfasis unless they emerge from changes in
moral attitudes.

While the French Revolution produced an appropichteate, there is some doubt as to
the precise impulse which started Godwin on théingriof Political Justice He himself
claimed that the original conception "proceede deeling of the imperfections and
errors of Montesquieu, and a desire of supplyitesa faulty work" than the French
writer'sL'Esprit des LoisOn the other hand, it has generally been thowgtitput any
actual confirmation in Godwin's own words, tRatlitical Justicewas meant as a
comprehensive answer to BurkBsflections on the French Revoluti@odwin was
certainly conscious of the need for Burke to beaaned, since he served on a small
committee which arranged for the publication ofrfe&Rights of Manan avowed reply
to theReflectionsBut this tells us nothing about his own intensiam writing Political
Justice and the most we can fairly assume is that aelésirefute Burke may have been
one among a number of motives that set Godwin td&wo

Once begun, the whole conceptiorPaliitical Justicedeveloped in the process of
writing, and, like most of the great seminal woikshe world's literature, it took on a
life of its own which carried it far beyond Godwvérdriginal intent. Indeed, the logically
developed structure of anarchist thought that neewss to distinguish the book only
appeared as the theme was gradually worked obieiprocess of writing. Godwin was
conscious of this, particularly since the chaptéiBolitical Justicewere printed as soon
as they were written, a process which did not alaw to eliminate the inevitable
contradictions that appeared as his opinions meture

The ideas of the author became more perspicacimigigested as his enquiries
advanced [he explained in an apologetic preface]did not enter upon the work without
being aware that government by its very nature tavants the improvement of
individual mind; but he understood the full meanaighis proposition more completely
as he proceeded, and saw more distinctly into #tere of the remedy.

Political Justiceappeared in February 1793. Already the politieaktion had begun, and
the government was persecuting radicals who haghathized with the French
Revolution. Barely two months before, Paine hachissmtenced to death for publishing
The Rights of Marhe had already crossed to France, thanks toanilBlake's timely
warning that the officers of the crown were searghor him. Godwin had to expect that
he too might suffer for a book as directRaditical Justice but moral cowardice was not
one of his faults, and his preface embodies a chlaflenge to the enemies of literary
freedom.



It is to be tried, whether a project is formeddappressing the activity of mind and
putting an end to the disquisitions of science pReing the event in a personal view the
author has formed his resolution. Whatever contlisctountrymen may pursue, they

will not be able to shake his tranquillity. The gilie is most bound to discharge is the
assisting the progress of truth; and if he suffieainy respect for such a proceeding, there
is certainly no vicissitude that can befall himttban ever bring along with it a more
satisfactory consolation.

Such philosophy in the face of possible persecutias perhaps another gift of his
Dissenting heritage; some at least among Godwiitesdors must have faced similar
moments of risk for the sake of their nonconformitythe eventPolitical Justicewent
unprosecuted. A famous tale runs that when theilmbigsof proceeding against it was
discussed in the Cabinet, Pitt brushed it asidle thié remark that a book that sold at
three

guineas would have little influence. How far Pisismwrong we shall see later.

In the account oPolitical Justicethat follows | shall concentrate as far as possil the
aspects that establish Godwin at the beginningefnarchist intellectual tradition. The
astonishing completeness with which the book grdieis the various facets of the
libertarian point of view -- so that it still renms one of the most thorough expositions of
anarchistic beliefs -- will explain the space | dievat this point to a single memorable
treatise.

It is impossible to begin a satisfactory discus@bGodwinian anarchism without
considering the idea of Necessity which pervadssriasterpiece. Necessity, as Godwin
saw it, was really the immutable and impersonal imgp¥orce of the universe which
expresses itself through natural laws and detemsntime actions of human beings.
Necessitarian beliefs of various kinds have nohheeommon among anarchists, for
many of Godwin's successors accepted the sciedéferminism of the nineteenth-
century evolutionists. Indeed, the general anartdislency to rely on natural law and to
imagine a return to an existence based on itstd&taads by a paradoxical logic toward
determinist conclusions which, of course, clash wrery obvious way with the belief in
the freedom of individual action.

It is clear fromPolitical Justicethat Godwin's own idea of Necessity was by no reean
uncomplicated by such contradictions. A Necessitaviewpoint came easily to a former
Calvinist, and was also comforting for a man whagled for philosophic detachment,
who preferred to pity people as victims of circuamgte rather than as willful
transgressors. But, while his intellectual heritagd his own nature impelled Godwin
toward Necessitarianism, he was quite evidentlyrawéthe difficulties that assail any
attempt to wed anarchism and determinism. If Negesgists, and is the law of nature,
how are we to explain that the human situation vgerfar astray that artificial systems of
authority have replaced natural social organizatfodow, on the other hand, if



government is inevitable -- as all things that exisist be to a complete Necessitarian --
can we condemn it realistically? Finally,

how can personal freedom and responsible choiceytiech all the anarchists, Godwin
included, have struggled, have any meaning in ad&tarian world? Can one in fact be
a political libertarian and a philosophic Necesgia at the same time?

Anarchists have tried to solve this problem in gets of ways. Few have taken what one
might have thought the logical step of acceptiregahsurdist or existentialist view of an
undetermined world where natural law does not eksist of them seem to have elected
for an attitude which relegates determination tace limited aspects of life. Natural
determination cannot be avoided. We grow old aedwle must recognize our physical
and perhaps even our moral weaknesses. Once wetaoly accept such limitations we
are free within them, and then it is only the aabi@ that can enslave us. The greatest
kingdom of the avoidable and the artificial is humsaciety, and this precisely is the
realm where freedom is possible, since it is tiaddmenhere will can operate effectively.
Men, in other words, cannot deny their physicatwen their psychological
determination, just as they cannot deny naturast#ss; on the other hand, they can deny
slavery to human institutions and to other humandse

In practice Godwin, like these later anarchistespnted a compromise between
determination and freedom which is not always evideénen one listens to his
invocations of Necessity as if it were some blim&chanical, and all-ruling goddess. No
one has better explained this aspect of Godwintgght than Dr. F. E. L. Priestley in his
introduction to the 1946 facsimile editionblitical Justice Priestley suggests that
Godwin places so much emphasis on Necessity bedallseving Hume, Hartley, and
d'Holbach, he conceives of free will as meaningriptete irresponsibility of behaviour,
the ability 'to will or choose without motive, ar be able to prevent motives from acting
upon the will.™ To such a conception, Dr. Priegti@poses, as more truly representing
the idea of liberty, Locke's definition of freeddas determination by the ‘last result of
our own minds'...with its logical difficulty of ade but determined will." What Godwin

is anxious to avoid, he suggests, is making "tHeimdependent of the idea of
understanding,” and there is nothing in his appbeceof the idea of Necessity that would
contradict a limited but genuine freedom of thd ad defined by Locke.

Of the two sorts of determinism, that in which thimd is determined by past experience,
and that in which it is determined by a judgmenthef future [Dr. Priestley continues],
the latter is of greater fundamental importanc€oalwin's scheme. At the same time, his
eagerness to construct an exact science of mgra#ised on predictability of behaviour,
discovery of general principles, and control ofqass, leads him towards the more
empirical form. The distinction he draws betweefumtary and involuntary actions



suggests that involuntary behaviour exhibits onmeamecessity, that dictated by past
experience, while voluntary actions are alwaysmgteed by a judgment, and proceed
"upon the apprehended truth of some propositiohis $econd type of determinism,
rational and teleological, is hard to distinguistni what is usually considered free will.
In fact, Godwin's whole doctrine is essentially #ane as the Thomist doctrine of free
will as outlined by Professor Taylor; we are usphlbsed in our choice of actions by the
factors upon which the various sciences lay stiagsywe can on occasion eliminate this
bias and impartially weigh the merits of alternaivin making the estimate of their
various merits, the will is determined solely bg Superior goodness of the alternative
chosen. This ability to be determined solely bydbed is all that the advocate of free
will can fairly claim. Upon this view, Godwin mukeé classed with the upholders of free
will.

Dr. Priestle y's view is confirmed by Godwin lavaitings, particularlyThoughts on
Man ( 1831), the last volume of essays published dunmis life. Man's actions, he
contends there, are indeed involved in a neces$ain of cause and effect, but the
human will is emergent from this process and in takes its place in the series of
causes; man's actions become voluntary -- and plygation free -- in so far as he can
alter the direction of the chain, even if he canemdreak it asunder.

Will, and a confidence in its efficiency, "travérbugh, nor quit us till we die." It is this
which inspires us with invincible perseverence habic energies, while without it we
should be the most inert and soulless of blockssttadows of what history records and
poetry immortalises, and not men.

Free will is an integral part of the science of nazd may be said to constitute its most
important chapter.... But, though the doctrinehaf hecessity of human actions can never
form the rule of our intercourse with others, ithstill have its use. It will moderate our
excesses, and point out to us that middle pathdgjpent which the soundest philosophy
inculcates.... We shall view with pity, even wigngpathy, the men whose frailties we
behold, or by whom crimes are perpetrated, satishat they are parts of one great
machine, and, like ourselves, are driven forwardhigyulses over which they have no

real control.

Godwin, in other words, accepts in his old ageabsential division in the Necessitarian
attitude -- that, though philosophically one mag se alternative to determination, in
practice one acts as if men were free. He admitis"the can never divest ourselves of
the delusive sense of the liberty of human acticersd that "it is not desirable that we
should do so." In other words, he grants the cditt@n between a universe dominated
by immutable law and man's sense of his own free@mth he pragmatically welcomes
the contradiction, thus creating one of those stateequilibrium between opposing
conditions or ideas that delighted many of hisridwéan successors, particularly, of
course, Proudhon.



It is within this chosen region of suspense betwbemecessary and the voluntary that
Godwin builds the structure &folitical Justice He begins with the assumption that "the
happiness of the human species is the most desiodipct for human science to pursue,”
and of all forms of happiness he gives pride ofgla the "intellectual and moral.” The
most potent enemy of such happiness he detecesrioneous and corrupt government,”
and so his book has really a double purposeaihisquiry into the political functioning

of society, but

it will also be, Godwin hopes, "an advantageousalelof moral improvement...from the
perusal of which no man should rise without beitngrgythened in habits of sincerity,
fortitude and justice." From a melancholy consitleraof the historical record of
governments, of their endless wars abroad, of nidemic poverty and periodical
repression they produce at home, Godwin concluds while the evils of political life
may possibly never be ended, the faintest hopepdacing that "history of crimes" by a
society of "true freedom and perfect equity” is thdollowing. But the confidence with
which he proceeds suggests that Godwin, at ledstamoontide of his career, was far
from believing himself the spokesman of a forloapé.

He begins with four basic propositions. First, keros that "the moral characters of men
are the result of their perceptions,” and thathegigood nor bad is born into us. If this is
the case, the elimination of harmful external fegtan also eliminate criminal
tendencies from the characters of human beingsit Buhot merely a question of acting
upon people by changing their environments. We haasvaken their minds as well, for
voluntary actions originate in judgments of goodnesdesirability, and are therefore
acts of reason. As such, they can be changed iopahpersuasion, and even the power
of environment can often be countered by the progkrencing of opinion.

This brings Godwin to his second basic proposit@hall the means of "operating upon
mind," the most potent is government. Here is aiaant shift fromAn Account of the
Seminaryin which he had given education the advantagend¥eexplains that "political
institution is peculiarly strong in that very pointwhich the efficacy of education was
deficient, the extent of its operation.” It is omys power of "positive institutions,”
Godwin claims, that keeps error so long alive mworld, for, like all anarchists, he
believes that, left to itself, the human mind widiturally tend to detect error and to
approach steadily nearer to truth.

Injustice therefore by its very nature is littlédd for a durable existence. But
government "lays its hand upon

the spring that is in society and puts a stopstonivtion.” It gives substance and
permanence to our errors. It reverses the genuopepsities of mind, and instead of
suffering us to look forward, teaches us to lookKweard for perfection. It prompts us to



seek the public welfare, not in innovation and iay@ment, but in a timid reverence for
the decisions of our ancestors, as if it were tteine of mind always to degenerate and
never to advance.

Godwin's third proposition is really a corollarytbe second; government is as bad in
practice as it is in principle. In demonstratings{the concentrates mostly on the vast
economic differences between the classes of hisegiiteenth-century world. Both
legislation and the operation of laws work in fawbthe rich, and, indeed, it is in the
nature of political institutions, by giving powendprivilege to individuals, "greatly to
enhance the imagined excellence of wealth." Godvés one of the first to describe
clearly the intimate link between property and powhich has made the anarchists
enemies of capitalism as well as of the state.

The fourth basic proposition is the celebratecestaint on the perfectibility of man.
"Perfectibility is one of the most unequivocal draeristics of the human species, so that
the political as well as the intellectual stateman may be presumed to be in a course of
progressive improvement.” Godwin reinforces thikllstatement by a comparison
between the primitive and the civilized states ahmand maintains, with a naiveté
worthy of the early Ruskin, that even in the artoastant improvement has been
evident. Subsequently, as we have seen in an rechibpter, he was to deny any such
Utopian intent and to maintain that he meant meiely man was capable of indefinite
improvement. And even here his progressivism diffesm the customary Victorian type
in that it is primarily moral, and envisages agitisicipal goal an inner change in the
individual that will take him to the condition o&tural justice from which his subjection
to political institutions had diverted him.

It is on Justice that Godwin lays the stress dsdgins to develop from his four basic
statements a discussion of

the principles of society. Society, he maintaingjinated in men's consciousness of the
need for mutual assistance, and its moving prieciph moral principle -- is Justice,
which Godwin defines as "a rule of conduct origingtin the connection of one
percipient being with another.” Justice demandswheado everything in our power to
assist other individuals according to their need\&orth; it sees our persons and our
property as things we hold in trust for mankindafh bound,"” Godwin declares, "to
employ my talents, my understanding, my strengthrag time for the production of the
greatest quantity of general good." Yet we shogdre of setting up the general good,
or society itself, as something above or outsidéviduals. It is always what is good and
just between individuals that is good and justsfociety. For "society is nothing more
than an aggregation of individuals. Its claims dates must be the aggregate of their
claims and duties, the one no more precarious ehittay than the other.” The purpose
of society is to do for its members "everythingttban contribute to their welfare. But
the nature of their welfare is defined by the ratirmind. That will most contribute to it
which enlarges the understanding, supplies incites® virtue, fills us with a generous



conscience of our independence and carefully remmadmatever can impede our
exertions."

Society, in other words, is best employed whessistis man to be a moral being. But
here we come to another direction of relationskiman's links with society are a kind of
horizontal pattern of magnified connections betwieelividuals, his relationship to
morality is a vertical one. For, Godwin insists,

Morality is, if anything can be, fixed and immutaepand there must surely be some
strange deception that should induce us to giantaction eternally and unchangeably
wrong the epithets of rectitude, duty and virtue.

The difficulty arises when we come to consider hoan, bounded by the limits of his
perception, is to establish the vertical relatiopstith those absolute truths

that constitute ideal morality. Clearly, duty carlyodemand that we serve the general
good according to the full extent of our capacit@a the other hand, neither incapacity
nor ignorance can give the quality of justice tauajust act. And so, while men cannot
expect to be absolutely virtuous, they should endieto form "virtuous dispositions."
But a virtuous disposition cannot be imposed,; it oaly be cultivated by each man
within himself. It "is principally generated by thi@controlled exercise of private
judgment and the rigid conformity of every manhe tictates of his conscience."”

If we insist on this autonomy of the individual grdent, then we follow the path of the
radical Dissenters to a declaration of the morabkéty of men. Physically and mentally
men may be unequal, though Godwin believes thdt differences are exaggerated, but
morally all men are equal because of their esdantiapendence. Justice must be
applied to them in equal measure, and opporturatiesencouragement should be given
without discrimination.

Man has duties to truth and to morality, whichnsagpect of truth. But has he rights? No
man, Godwin answers, has the right "to act anytburngvirtue and to utter anything but
truth." What he does have, strictly speaking, arerights, but claims on the assistance of
his fellows under reciprocal justice. Many thingsrononly regarded as rights, such as
freedom of conscience or speech, should be sowglteatause men have a right to them
but because they are essential for the attainnfenbwal truth.

Society and government have neither claims notsigrhey exist only for the
convenience of individuals. And here Godwin contethe perennial confusion between
justice and human law. The first, he argues, iethan immutable moral truths, the
second on the fallible decisions of political ihgions. Man must recognize what is right
by his own understanding, and here it is evidenoteauthority, that should move him. It
follows from this reasoning that governments haveight to our obedience. Reason,
exercised independently in the discovery of



justice, is the only true role of conduct. If evengn listened to its voice, there would be
a society of unconstrained concord.

But it may be granted that in the present imperdéate of human judgment these
principles cannot always be applied. Crime occamsl, though punishment is in its

nature unjust, restraint may be unavoidable. Yet are what they are, Godwin insists,
because of the environment that has shaped thehmyamust therefore abolish the

social causes that make restraint necessary. "ddevibuld reconcile a perfect freedom in
this respect with the interest of the whole, oughtropose at the same time the means of
extirpating selfishness and vice."

In considering the question of necessary restr&@atwin asks in what manner the
supersession of private judgment for the sake bfipgood may, where necessary, be
carried out. And this in turn leads him "to asdartae foundation of political
government.” He begins with three hypotheses conyramtvanced. The first two -that
government originates in the right of might and ihariginates in divine right -- he
dismisses as alien to the concept of an immutaisiece. The third hypothesis is that of
the social contract, deriving from Locke and Roassand commonly held by radicals in
the eighteenth century. Godwin departs emphati¢adiy the men of his age on this
point, and anticipates the anarchists of the nemtecentury by dismissing the social
contract also as a basis for political justiceseléks to bind one generation by the
promises of another. It negates the obligationaghandividual to exercise his private
judgment on what is right. It is based on the fatlas idea that we must fulfill our
promises, whereas we should make no promises, &tudlperform acts only because they
are just.

Godwin hastens to add that an emphasis on theadyipvate judgment does not
preclude common action. Indeed, when measuresthaéveadopted for the general
good, they must be deliberated in common, and tkaaelose resemblance between the
exercise of private judgment and common delibenatigroperly carried out. Both are
"means of discovering right and wrong, and of com-

paring particular propositions with the standarfisternal truth." But they are no more
than this, and neither an individual nor a delibieeabody has the authority to make

laws. The only just law is the law of Reason: "ldecrees are irrevocable and uniform.
The functions of society extend, not to the makimg,to the interpreting of law; it

cannot decree, it can only declare that which titane of things has already decreed....”
Thus the authority of the community is strictly exve, and is confined to "the public
support of justice.” Where it assures this, evegsonable man must co-operate; where it
does not, every reasonable man must resist itsidasi



With the idea of resistance we come to the begmoirthe long anarchist controversy on
ends and means. Godwin stands with Tolstoy, amaa textent with Proudhon, among
those who place moral persuasion and passiveaesestbove violent and active
resistance. He does not actually deny active egist But he counsels extreme caution
in its use. Force is no substitute for reason,iendse by people who seek to establish
justice does not make it any better. It should néesused without the prospect of
success, and even then only "where time can byeanmbe gained, and the
consequences instantly to ensue are unquestiofehly Violence, then, is the last,
desperate resort of just men.

The appropriate form of resistance, which shouldttempted in every instance, is the
spreading of truth, the "censuring in the most iexpinanner every proceeding that |
perceive to be adverse to the true interests okmdr The revolutions we should desire
are those which proceed by changing human opiraadgispositions; used with
sincerity and persistence, reason will accomplisthat violence can only attempt with
the most dubious chance of success.

But persuasion must as far as possible be diretiratividual. Godwin distrusts political
associations, which seek to persuade by the weighimbers rather than by propagating
the truth. The only associations he admits areetlcosated in an emergency to resist
encroachments on freedom, but these should berdespas soon as the need for them
has ended, lest they ossify into in-

stitutions. The method Godwin suggests is the ftionaof loose discussion groups of
people awakened to the pursuit of truth; these tregantually form a universal
movement, acting potently for the improvement alfividuals and "the amelioration of
political institutions.” But any attempt to creaeniformity of thought in such groups
should be avoided. "Human beings should meet tegetht to enforce but to enquire.
Truth disclaims the alliance of marshalled numbidsg.such means social change may
be gradual and tranquil. But this does not meaessarily that "the revolution is at an
immeasurable distance.” "The kingdom of truth con@swith ostentation,” and its
growth may produce great results when these asé éapected.

Such extreme faith in the power of unaided reas@imost peculiar to Godwin's
century. We find few even among anarchists in theteenth century maintaining it
quite so trustfully. But in his opposition to higldrganized political parties and his
insistence on small, loosely formed groups, coahgscaturally into a wider movement,
Godwin was sketching out the first plan of all tdtrms of anarchist organization.

Having laid the moral foundations of his argumé&ugdwin proceeds to discuss what he
calls "the practical details of political institati,” and here he deals in turn with four
aspects of political life: general administrationgovernment; education; crime and law;
and the regulation of property. His discussion@fegnment begins with an
uncompromising statement of clear opposition:



Above all, we should not forget that governmeransevil, an usurpation upon the private
judgment and individual conscience of mankind; #rad, however we may be obliged to
admit it as a necessary evil for the present,hbles us, as the friends of reason and the
human species, to admit as little of it as poss#uhel carefully to observe whether, in
consequence of the gradual illumination of the humand, that little may not hereafter
be diminished.

Thus, in his examination of the various forms ofgmment which he distinguishes --
monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy -- Godwireeksg, not the greatest good,

but the least evil. His objections to monarchy andtocracy do not depart materially
from criticisms of these forms of government voitgdother eighteenth-century
thinkers. It is in discussing democracy that heriginal and characteristically
anarchistic.

Democracy clearly is the form of government undberclv we have the best prospect of
advancing to something better, and, as Godwin ptesein his ideal definition, it has
already within it the seeds of a better societis Ta system of government according to
which every member of society is considered as @ ama nothing else. So far as
positive regulation is concerned, if indeed that wdth any propriety be termed
regulation which is the mere recognition of theest of all principles, every man is
regarded as equal.” In history there have beeersitdnly approximations to this ideal,
yet even imperfect and turbulent democracies haea Infinitely superior in their
achievements to monarchies and aristocracies.

Democracy restores to man a consciousness of his,va

teaches him by the removal of authority and opjwes® listen only to the dictates of
reason, gives him confidence to treat other mensatllow beings, and induces him to
regard them no longer as enemies against whom tipde his guard, but as brethren
whom it becomes him to assist.

Yet so far democracy has never produced a condifititue social justice. This failure,
Godwin suggests, stems partly from the lack of@ sknse of the power of truth and the
value of sincerity; it is this which makes demo@gaccling to the support of institutional
forms, which makes them loath to accept with Godavirconfidence the proposition that
"the contest between truth and falsehood is offitse unequal for the former to stand in
need of support from any political ally.” For tmesason we have the lingering not only of
religious fictions, but also of political myths, twiall this implies in the division of men
between an enlightened elite and an ignorant subgste. Here Godwin stands far apart
from Plato, with his theory of the "noble falsehdod



Why divide men into two classes [he asks], one lottvis to think and reason for the
whole, and the other to take the conclusions af gwperiors on trust? This distinction is
not founded in the nature of things; there is nthsanherent difference between man and
man as it thinks proper to suppose. The reasonslioald convince us that virtue is
better than vice are neither complicated nor abstrand the less they be tampered with
by the injudicious interference of political instibns, the more will they come home to
the understanding and approve themselves to thgrjedt of every man.

Turning to the actual functioning of democratic gounent, Godwin advocates the
simplification and the decentralization of all famf administration. Great, complex,
centralized states are harmful and unnecessatiiéagood of mankind. As they dissolve,
localized forms of administration should take th@ace, in which the disadvantages of
government may immediately be mitigated by a distied scope for ambition. "Sobriety
and equity are the obvious characteristics of &dincircle.” An enlightened localism of
this kind, Godwin thinks, would not lead to narrparochialism; on the contrary, it
would turn the world into a single great republicihich men could move and discuss
freely without the impediment of national barriers.

In the local units of society -- the "parishes'Gdwin calls these ancestors of the
"communes" of later anarchists -- legislation wordckely be needed; the whole
community would participate as far as possibledmiistration, and officials -- where
they existed -- would be concerned with providinfprmation and attending to concerns
of practical detail. The only form of parish orgaation really necessary would be some
kind of jury to deal with offenses against justared to arbitrate in controversies.

In exceptional emergencies it might indeed be resrggo go beyond the parishes and to
call a general assembly. But Godwin sees greatetang such bodies, and in his
warnings anticipates the antiparliamentary toneattaristic of the anarchist tradition.
Under the best circum-

stances assemblies present grave disadvantagasadtiens are based on the fictitious
unanimity of majority decisions. Even more sinistethe real unanimity which arises
when delegates form themselves into parties anepatice shackling of individual
thought. As for the practice of voting, Godwin daels with great moral indignation that
"the deciding upon truth by the casting up of nurabes an "intolerable insult upon all
reason and justice." For these various reasongnagtssemblies, even while they are
still necessary, should be used "as sparinglyasdbke will admit.”

At first, in the extreme democracy which Godwin isages, both assemblies and juries
may have to issue commands. But the need for fmises not "out of man's nature, but
out of the institutions by which he has alreadyrbearupted.” When these institutions
are reduced to a dwindling remnant, men will pregr® the condition in which it will be
necessary merely to invite them to refrain fromrarprejudicially to their fellows. And
in the end we shall reach a society where wisdambestransmitted without the



intervention of any institution, the society of mmbmen living in just relations -- or, as
we may say in modern phraseology, the society of ponarchy.

All this depends on our attitude to education, @m&lto this aspect of political life that
Godwin now proceeds. He begins with a discussidmowf the vital process of forming
just opinions may be carried out. Society is undjedl by its very nature for this
function, for its acts are conditioned by the mdrowompose it, the vicious as well as
the virtuous, the just as well as the unjust, amés therefore no claim to moral
superiority. Society's only advantage lies in iigharity. But we do not make a man
virtuous by command, and in using force we do pastiarm by inhibiting sincere
human intercourse and limiting freedom.

Godwin contends that in all these respects thelsmaial group has the advantage over
the extensive political institution. But the way tiaéks of the operations of such groups
arouses one's deepest misgivings. In circles sfkinid, he says, "opinion would be all
sufficient; the inspec-

tion of every man over the conduct of his neighBpwhen unstained by caprice, would
constitute a censorship of the most irresistibkeimea But the force of this censorship
would depend upon its freedom, not following theipwee dictates of law, but the
spontaneous decisions of the understanding.” Evilwih's assurance that such a
process would be free and spontaneous does natlgmrase the distasteful picture of a
future where mutual inspection and censorship lvélthe order of the day and public
opinion will reign triumphant. Perhaps this passegdkects the influence on Godwin's
mind of a Puritan childhood, during which his owatians were so far censored --
without any corporal punishment -- that he was keblby his father for caressing the cat
on a Sunday. But the image he creates recurs vgtjuigting frequency as we pass on
through anarchist history.

In this connection, George Orwell once wrote amgssm Swift (a writer, incidentally,
much admired by Godwin), in which he pointed ouatt iim the anarchistic society of the
Houyhnhnms irGulliver's Travels "exhortation” was as powerful as compulsion ig an
other society. Orwell continued:

This illustrates very well the totalitarian tendgmehich is implicit in the anarchist or
pacifist vision of Society. In a Society where #hés no law, and in theory no
compulsion, the only arbiter of behaviour is puldgnion. But public opinion, because
of the tremendous urge to conformity in gregariansnals, is less tolerant than any
system of law. When human beings are governedhmou“shalt not," the individual can
practice a certain amount of eccentricity; wherythiee supposedly governed by "love"
and "reason," he is under continuous pressure ke mian behave and think in exactly
the same way as everyone does.



There is a good deal of truth in what Orwell say&n if his way of saying it is
characteristically dogmatic. The anarchists acoapth too uncritically the idea of an
active public opinion as an easy way out of théojgnm of dealing with antisocial
tendencies. Few of them have given sufficient thbag the danger of a moral tyranny
replacing a physical one, and the frown of the mext

door becoming as much a thing to fear as the seateithe judge. And some of them
have undoubtedly been positively attracted by dea iof radiating moral authority;
anarchism has had its Pharisees like every othgement for human regeneration.

However, while Godwin places an unwise stress ervitiues of mutual censorship, his
criticism of state interference in the cultivatiohopinion is acute enough, and when he
comes to discuss the application of such intertedyy the foundation of state
educational systems, he points to dangers which baly become more obvious during
a century of experience. Here a long quotation sgasiified, since in developing a
point of view held fairly consistently by his Disgeg forebears, Godwin at the same
time sketches out an attitude that recurs amongraschist successors, most of whom
have taken the problems of education just as s&siode comes to the core of the
problem when he indicates the dangerous uses whvgavernments may put education
once its control falls into their hands.

The project of a national education ought unifortalyoe discouraged on account of its
obvious alliance with national government. Thiarmsalliance of a more formidable
nature than the old and much contested allianchwfch and state. Before we put so
powerful a machine under the direction of so ambiguan agent, it behooves us to
consider well what it is that we do. Government wdt fail to employ it to strengthen its
hands and perpetuate its institutions. If we ca@vldn suppose the agents of government
not to propose to themselves an object which velapt to appear in their eyes not
merely innocent but meritorious, the evil would tfee less happen. Their view as
institutors of a system of education will not filbe analagous to their views in their
political capacity; the data on which their condaststatesmen is vindicated will be the
data upon which their instructions are founded ttot true that our youth ought to be
instructed to venerate the commonwealth, howeveelnt; they should be instructed to
venerate truth, and the constitution only so fait asrresponded with their independent
deductions of truth. Had the scheme of a natiodatation

been adopted when despotism was most triumphastdt to be believed that it could
have for ever stifled the voice of truth. But itwd have been the most formidable and
profound contrivance for that purpose that imagamatan suggest. Still, in the countries
where liberty chiefly prevails, it is reasonably® assumed that there are important
errors, and a national education has the mosttdeadency to perpetuate those errors
and to form all minds upon one model.



The practice of totalitarian states in our own tiegves no reason to suggest that
Godwin in any way exaggerated the perils of edoodtlling into the hands of political
leaders. For him the small, independent schodd, tlile small discussion group, remained
the desirable unit, and individual instruction was best of all.

The last book oPolitical Justice in which Godwin examines the institution of prage

is the most celebrated section of his masterple®eguse of its supposed anticipations of
socialist economics. But only in his exposure ef ¢ffects of private property and in his
insistence on the close relationship between ptpa@d systems of government does
Godwin really anticipate socialism, if we use thaird in its present connotation of state
ownership. His positive suggestions about chanyése property system are uniformly
anarchistic.

Godwin begins by remarking that the abolition dfe'system of coercion and
punishment is intimately connected with the circtanse of property's being placed on
an equitable basis." Hence every man is "entidedar as the general stock will suffice,
not only to the means of being, but of well-beingut this claim to an equitable share of
the common property presupposes a duty to assdutiesaare of the common tasks.

Justice directs that each man, unless perhaps émpeyed more beneficially to the
public, should contribute to the cultivation of t@mmon harvest, of which each man
consumes a share. This reciprocity...is of the esgence of justice.

In Godwin's roughly sketched picture of the funeimy of a propertyless society one
sees the same agrarian vision as runs through Mdrestanley, Morris, and

Kropotkin -- the vision of men working togetherthre fields and then taking, according
to their own estimates of their just needs, froem¢bmmon barns and storehouses,
without any mechanism of currency or exchangegkmhange is "of all practices the
most pernicious." Like later anarchist writers, @auenvisages a drastic simplification
of life, for luxury is a corrupting condition -weust pity the rich as much as the poor --
and work is necessary for human happiness. Thésdaation is that in which a man has
"independence of mind, which makes us feel thatsatisfactions are not at the mercy
either of men or of fortune, and activity of mirtde cheerfulness that arises from
industry properly employed about objects of whici jpdgment acknowledges the
intrinsic value."

"Accumulated property" -- Godwin's pre-Marxist pbeaor what we call capitalism -- is
hostile to the qualitative enrichment of life. By perpetuation of economic inequality it
"treads the powers of thought in the dust, extisiges the sparks of genius, and reduces
the great mass of mankind to be immersed in saalids.” Against its baleful reign
Godwin paints the idyllic picture of his own UtopMith luxury brought to an end,



the necessity for the greater part of the manwhistry of mankind would be superseded;
and the rest, being amicably shared among alld¢heesand vigorous members of the
community, would be burthensome to none. Every mamd have a frugal yet
wholesome diet: every man would go forth to thatlerate exercise of his corporal
functions that would give hilarity to the spiritspne would be made torpid with fatigue,
but all would have leisure to cultivate the kindlyd philanthropical affections of the soul
and to let loose his faculties in the search ddliattual improvement.... Genius...would
be freed from those apprehensions that perpetreadbll us to the thought of personal
emolument, and of consequence would expatiateyfeeabng sentiments of generosity
and public good.

Such a system, Godwin contends, would also remwetincipal causes of crime,
which arises mainly from "one man's possessingpimdance that of which another man
is destitute.” Envy and selfishness would vanisim@lwith

anxiety and insecurity; corruption would disapp@ad the principal incentive to war
would be removed. "Each man would be united taonkighbour in love and mutual
kindness a thousand times more than now; but eachwould think and judge for
himself."

As Godwin continues, he fills out the details of Bgalitarian Arcadia. He anticipates
Veblen by remarking that property is usually desimeot for its own sake, but for the
distinction it confers; in an egalitarian socidtgwever, men will seek distinction in the
service of the public good. He also goes into @ ldisquisition on the length of the
desirable working day, and presents the ratherisimg estimate that, in a life without
luxury, it may well be reduced to half an hour!

In reaching his conclusions he is assisted by plgtic glance at the industrial
developments of the future, which also prompts tarsuggest a way in which excessive
cooperation may be avoided. For, like Proudhon&tivder, and unlike Bakunin and
Kropotkin, Godwin was led by his individualism tgeofound distrust of any kind of
collaboration that might harden into institutiof@m. In this connection he indulges in
some delightful absurdities, doubting whether a wlaindependent judgment can play in
an orchestra or act in a play, but he does makeat point that a free man should not
be tied more than he can help to the convenienoghefs. And he sees in technological
progress a possible means of providing the indadigith greater independence.

At present, to pull down a tree, to cut a canahdwigate a vessel requires the labour of
many. Will it always require the labour of many? &dhwe look at the complicated
machines of human contrivance, various sorts dsmof weaving engines, of steam
engines, are we not astonished at the compendilabotr they produce? Who shall say
where this species of improvement must stop?..cbhelusion of the progress which has
here been sketched is something like a final dogke necessity of human labour.



Standing at the beginning of the Industrial ReviolutGodwin has the same kind of
wondering vision as H. G.

Wells at the beginning of the Technological Reviolut Science, he even ventures to
suggest, may yet discover the secret of immortality

In spite of his distrust of co-operation, Godwirids from seeing liberated humanity
living in mutual isolation and suspicion. On thetrary, he envisages the possibility of
specialization in the various crafts, which wowddd to a man's following the task for
which he had the greatest aptitude, and distrilgutia surplus products to whoever may
need them, receiving what he himself needs of dthegs from the surplus produced by
his neighbors, but always on the basis of freeiligion, not of exchange. It is evident
that, despite his speculations on the future ofmmery, Godwin's ideal society is based
on the economics of handcrafts and cultivation.

But above all, intercourse between men remainsssacg for the maturing of thought
and the building of character by means of frankveosation and the exchange of ideas.
Such intercourse, of course, precludes possessigemal relationships, and it is for this
reason that Godwin makes his celebrated condenmatimarriage, which endeavors to
give permanence to a past choice and which is, onerg"the worst of properties.” Men
and women will live as equals in friendship, anel pinopagation of the species "will be
regulated by the dictates of reason and duty."ohlhildren, they too

"Up to now history has not entirely followed Godwimlsion. The effect of industrial
development has been in the main to tighten theihet-operation by increasing the
division of labor. Moreover, Godwin's view ignortde fact that complex machinery,
even if it can be operated by one man, must be rbgpadeany men. However, it is
worth remarking that some of the more imaginativaern writers on social and
economic relations, such as Lewis Mumford, havegested that the eventual resul
technological progress may well be a breakup ofitbaolithic structures of
contemporary industry, accompanied by geographkliea¢ntalization, a dissolution «
the metropolis, and a return to an organic sog@ioin which the individual will
develop more freely than in the recent past. ¥ tappens, Godwin may well be
vindicated in his long view of the machine as aidior.

must be liberated from the domination of parents@achers. "No creature in human
form will be expected to learn anything but becauselesires it and has some
conception of its utility and value."

This is Godwin's sketch of the world of universahbvolence, toward which justice
marches, and which it behoves every man of wisdoadvance by his teaching. In a



tone of majestic rhetoric and in a mood of calmficteamce in the powers of reason,
Political Justicedraws to its end. In it, as Sir Alexander Grey $aisl, " Godwin sums

up, as no one else does, the sum and substannarchsm, and thus embodies a whole
tradition.” More astonishingly, he embodies it grepically. Political Justicewas to
remain for half a century an isolated work. Godwimself wrote nothing else like it,
though his first novelCaleb Williams a pursuit story of almost Kafkaesque power, in
which an innocent man is hunted by all the ho$titees of society, has a claim to be
considered an anarchist parable. But aitgieb Williamshad appeared in 1794 its author
began to recede into the shadows of Grub Streétherater novels, his painstaking
biographies, and his bad plays (which he perversatgidered the best of all his works)
belong to the history of minor English literature.

Nor did he leave any movement of social protestrisehim to link in recognizable form
with that which grew up in the 1860's from the seEBroudhon's thoughRolitical
Justicewas immensely popular for a few years after itslipation, until the political sky
became clouded over by war between Britain andluéeoary France. The year when
Godwin's brief and idyllic marriage with Mary Wdltsecraft came to a tragic end, 1797,
marked the turning point. The popular vogué?ofitical Justiceended abruptly.
Coleridge and Wordsworth and Southey, fair-wea@Gedwinians all, recanted quickly,
and their fleeting adherence to the principleRalitical Justicemerits no more than a
mention in a history of anarchism. The circles ofking men, who clubbed their
threepences to buy copiesRijlitical Justicefor reading and discussion, disappeared
with the rest of the radical movement in the daaksdat the end of the century. Godwin

himself, clouded in calumny, reduced to lifelondebtedness, and writing mostly for the
means of sustenance, maintained his views with pkagnfortitude, supported by the
regard of men like Hazlitt and Lamb and Coleridgbo departed as a disciple and
returned as a friend. Though Godwin twice reviBetitical Justicefor new editions, he
never, despite the sensational accusations ofratitee De Quincey, withdrew or
mitigated the anarchistic conclusions he had driamthe first edition.

It was, in fact, not in the years of what Hazljitlg called "a sultry and unwholesome
popularity” that Godwin wielded his most importamtuence, but in the period when his
public reputation had sunk to its lowest ebb. IA1L& was with astonishment that
Shelley found the author &olitical Justiceto be still alive. There followed a
relationship scarred by the sensational facts efl&}is elopement with Godwin's
daughter, and Godwin's endless borrowing from 8kiebut also marked by the
consolidation of a Godwinian strain in Shelley'sseawhich even the Platonism of the
poet's final phase never completely displaced. @nlevel at leasQueen Mab, The
Revolt of IslamandPrometheus Unbounare all transmutations into verse of the creed
of Political Justice and everHellas could not have been what it is without the
Godwinian influence. Other writers -- H. N. Bradsfl and Frank Lea in particular --
have traced the poet's intellectual debt to theopbpher, which more than cancels out
the philosopher's financial debt to the poet. Hieieenough to say that, through



Shelley's Godwinism, anarchism first appears &&mé of world literature. And, though
Shelley must perhaps cede to Tolstoy the honoemifgithe greatest of anarchist writers,
he remains the greatest of anarchist poets.

A less obvious influence leads from Godwin to tmglish labor movement. It is likely
that many of the working men who had ré&adlitical Justicein the 1790's remained
Godwinians at heart, while at least three influgrearly socialists came under Godwin's
sway in his later years. One was Robert Owen, wignwkhim personally. Owen was no
anarchist, but he absorbed Godwin's distrust afipal movements, and through him a
liber-

tarian element was transmitted to the early tradens and particularly to the Grand
National Consolidated. Francis Place, another aéevighter for the right of workers to
combine, was also a disciple of Godwin and at ane tindertook the thankless task of
trying to disentangle his financial affairs. WilieThompson, the early socialist
economist, developed his ideas on property larfyety Book VIII of Political Justice

and it may have been through Thompson, who ceytaifllenced the economic theories
of Karl Marx, that the frail anarchistic phantomokwn as "the withering away of the
state" came to haunt the imagination of that mo8taitarian of socialists.

When English socialism revived during the 188@'tgak on a peculiarly libertarian tone,
and echoes of Godwin appear in the works of mants déading exponents. Morris
News from Nowhereeads like a medievalized adaptation of the Go@wittopia, and,
as Dr. F. E. L. Priestley has pointed out, Oscdd®&/The Soul of Man Under Socialism
is "a thorough rehearsal of Godwin's whole systéBerhard Shaw picked a Godwinian
theme for development BBack to Methuselgrand H. G. Wells, itMen Like Gods
brought the ideal Godwinian society into line witie speculations of Edwardian
scientists.

In recent years, since the Second World War, Englisters have returned to Godwin
with greatly renewed interest. John Middleton Mukigrbert Read, and Charles Morgan
have all pointed out how timely his criticism ofd%itive institutions" appears in a state-
ridden world, and critics like Angus Wilson, Waltsiten, and Roy Fuller have
recognized in his pioneer novel of crime and puy&aleb Williams a remarkable
anticipation of the anxieties that haunt a greal décontemporary fiction. A century

and a quarter after his death in 1836, Godwin isensecurely established than at any
time since 1797 as a landmark not merely in theldgment of political thought, but
also in the history of English literature.

Yet the irony remains that the influenceRaflitical Justice the most complete early
exposition of anarchist



ideas, should have been diffused in English liteeatind in the English socialist
movement, but should have been absent from thelisamovement itself until very

late in its history. For Stirner and Proudhon dota&e up where Godwin left off; each of
them begins anew on his own road to freedom.

4. The Egoist

The pervasiveness of anarchistic ways of thinkinthe age that followed the French
Revolution, and which established both the capttalystem of production and the
modern centralized state, is shown strikingly ia Wariety of points from which writers

in many countries started independently on theirrjeys to similar libertarian
destinations. Godwin, as we have seen, came t@jbetion of government by way of

the English Dissenting tradition, modified by thefich Enlightenment. Josiah Warren in
the United States and Pierre-Joseph Proudhon inc€&liadependently reached anarchism
during the 1840's largely by criticizing Utopiarcgdist doctrines, particularly those of
Charles Fourier and Robert Owen. And during theesdatade in Germany Max Stirner,
in his single important worklhe Ego and His Owrproceeded from Hegelianism to its
almost complete inversion in a doctrine that demikdbsolutes and all institutions, and
based itself solely on the "ownness" of the hunmalividual. It is true that Stirner had
studied Proudhon's earlier works but -- like Praardhimself in dismissing Godwin -- he
failed to see the similarity between his own cos@uos and those implied in the writings
of the French anarchist. His arguments, and theme individualism to which they led
him, can therefore reasonably be regarded as tlep@ndent outgrowth of a general
tendency of the age.

At first sight Stirner's doctrine seems strikindijferent from that of other anarchist
thinkers. These tend, like Godwin, to conceive salvgolute moral criterion

to which man must subordinate his desires in timeenaf justice and reason, or, like
Kropotkin, to pose some innate urge which, oncéaity is brought to an end, will
induce men to co-operate naturally in a societyegoed by invisible laws of mutual aid.
Stirner, on the other hand, draws near to nihiksmd existentialism in his denial of all
natural laws and of a common humanity; he sets fasthis ideal the egoist, the man who
realizes himself in conflict with the collectivignd with other individuals, who does not
shrink from the use of any means in "the war oheagainst all,” who judges everything
ruthlessly from the viewpoint of his own well-bejrajnd who, having proclaimed his
"ownness," may then enter with like-minded indiatkiinto a "union of egoists,"

without rules or regulations, for the arrangemdmnmhatters of common convenience.

There is no need to point out the resemblance leet\Béirner's egoist and the superman
of Nietzsche; Nietzsche himself regarded Stirnesresof the unrecognized seminal
minds of the nineteenth century. Yet there are efémin Stirner's thought that bring him



clearly into the anarchist tradition and which hgixeen him a considerable influence in
libertarian circles during the present century.misch as any of the more typical
anarchist thinkers, he criticizes existing socfetyits authoritarian and anti-individual
character; he poses a desirable condition thatcare about only with the overthrow of
governmental institutions; he calls for equalityvibeen egoists even if he sees it in terms
of the tension created by a balance of might; anduggests -- however vaguely --
insurrectionary means by which the change in spciah be brought about. At the same
time, there have been few anarchists so extrerSéimer in their worship of force, or so
joyful in their view of life as a perpetual and amoconflict of wills.

Yet a curious insight into the character of theoedtextremists is presented when we
come to observe this fanatic of individualism, vétarmed even some of the anarchists,
such as Kropotkin, by the ferocity of his teachirfgar the great egoist, the poet of
everlasting conflict, who praised crime and exaltedder, was in real life,

when he publishedhe Ego and His Owim 1843, a mildmannered and long-suffering
teacher in Madame Gropius's Berlin academy for gdadies. He was called Johann
Caspar Schmidt. Theom-de-plumevhich he substituted for such a commonplace name
was derived from the extraordinary developmentiefdreheadStirneis the German

word for brow, and Max Stirner might reasonablytta@slated as Max the Highbrow.

Just as Schmidt assumed a new name to publistobis bo he appeared to create a new
personality to write it, or at least to call up sowiolent, unfamiliar self that was
submerged in his daily existence. For in the unkialyekless, and ill-ordered career of
the timid hmidt there was nothing at all of theshigtanding egoist of Max Stirner's
passionate dream; the contrast between the mahismbrk seems to provide us with a
classic example of the power of literature as apemmsatory daydream.

The known facts of Schmidt's life, pieced togethih difficulty by the individualist

poet John Henry Mackay in the 1890's, are scardypathetic. He was a Bavarian, born
in 1806 in Bayreuth, then an obscure town untoudhetthe fame that Wagner and
Richter were later to bring it. His parents werempdis father died when he was young,
and his mother's second marriage led to a periegaatiering in northern Germany,
broken by intermittent sickness. Later, when thmiliareturned to Bayreuth, Johann
Caspar followed his studies at the local gymnasiaumd, then he embarked on a long,
interrupted, and undistinguished university career.

From 1826 to 1828 he studied philosophy at the &lsity of Berlin, where he attended
the lectures of Hegel, the first intellectual hagainst whom he was later to react
decisively. There followed a single semester aarfgen, and a registration at
Konigsberg, where he did not attend a single lectioeing called to Kulm to look after
his mother, who was now sinking into insanity. Othlyee years afterward, in 1832,
could he return to the University of Berlin, whenwentually he passed narrowly the
examination for a certificate to teach in Prusggmnasia.



For a year and a half Schmidt worked as an unpaid

training teacher at theerlin Konigliche Realschulat the end of which time the
Prussian government refused to appoint him toaisal post. He did not protest; indeed,
this period of his life was characterized by agesd apathy that seemed to prevent any
serious effort to overcome his misfortunes. Andrthsfortunes continued. Despite his
lack of employment, Schmidt married his landladi@gsghter in 1837; she died a few
months later in childbirth. Then he resumed thk tdscaring for his mad mother, and
waited almost two years before he was finally taieras a teacher in Madame Gropius's
school, where he remained, and taught well, far figars.

These were the least unlucky years of Stirnegs fife years during which he associated
with some of the most vital intelligences of Germaand, under their stimulation,
emerged from the stagnation of his life to wiitee Ego and His Owra book which,
whatever its faults, can never be accused of lgckirce and fire.

The environment that summoned these unexpectedigsidtom the hitherto
unproductive mind of Johann Caspar Schmidt was élippVeinstube on
Friedrichstrasse where, during the early 1840 Yibung Hegelians of Berlin would
gather to discuss and amend and eventually rdfeteeachings of the Master. They
called themselveBie Freien-- the Free Ones -- and formed a kind of irregdktating
society under the leadership of the brothers BambEdgar Bauer. Marx and Engels,
and the poets Herwegh and Hoffman von Fallerslelvere occasional visitors. The
debates were brilliant, extravagant, and noisyitig dignitaries were treated with
disrespect, and one evening Arnold Ruge, who hbliseself up as a kind of high priest
among the Left Hegelians, became involved in &bdispute with the Berlin group,
which Engels celebrated in a pencil sketch. Théckkieas survived. Ruge, portly and
pompous, is shouting angrily at the Berliners amangglter of overturned chairs and
trampled papers, while outside the fray a lonajuife, highbrowed, bespectacled,
negligently smoking a cigarette, looks on ironigalt is Stirner, caught in the silent,
detached role he played in the com-

pany of the Free Ones, the role of the criticaljiamlistener, on good terms with all and
the friend of none.

Only in one way did the armor of detachment brgata and that was after the arrival
from Mecklenburg of a pretty, brilliant, and supeilly emancipated young woman
named Marie Dahnhardt, who frequented Hippel's Walre and was accepted by the
Free Ones as a good comrade who could drain herastd smoke her cigar with the best
of them. Stirner saw in Marie a hope of the hapgsriee had so far missed in life, and in
1843 they were married; the ceremony, which toak@lin Stirner's apartment, was
bohemianly chaotic, for the pastor arrived to find bridegroom and witnesses playing



cards in their shirtsleeves, the bride came latber everyday clothes, and, since no one
had remembered to buy wedding rings, the cerem@syocsmpleted with the copper
rings from Bruno Bauer's purse. It was during ih& f/ear of the marriage th@ihe Ego
and His Ownappeared.

This was not Stirner's first published work; KarbM had already printed in the
Rheinische Zeitungn essay on educational methods. But it was thk that brought
Stirner fame, brief and scandalous. In its pagesdbenerely advocated an egoism and
an amorality repugnant to most nineteenth-centunds) he also attacked the whole
spectrum of contemporary thought. Not only Heget,dlso Feuerbach, Marx, and
Proudhon -- already an avowed anarchist -- weeetejl. The habitués of Hippel's
Weinstube -- and especially Bruno Bauer -- weradeomed with the rest. Stirner set out
to demolish not merely all religious beliefs, blgoaevery political or social or
philosophical doctrine that seemed to him, by ppsinything outside the individual,
whether an absolute principle, or a party, or ewxepllective abstraction like Man, to
start the religious process all over again. Byrthiery extremity his arguments provoked
such celebrities as Feuerbach and Moses Hesslyomggint.

But Stirner's success was as insubstantial as ohtisose that proceed from notoriety.
His book faded quickly from the public attentiondat was only fifty years later, after
the vogue for Nietzsche had prepared the readethdault of unlimited self-will, that a

popular revival ofThe Ego and His Owtook place. During the 1890's and the
Edwardian era it was read widely, both within amts@e anarchist circles; there was
something in the book's undisciplined vigor thgbegled particularly to the rebellious
autodidacts of that time, the stalwarts of the Meits' Institutes. As late as the 1940's |
encountered a group of anarchist working men irs@la for whom it was still a belated
gospel.

This vogue, however, took place long after Stisndéath, and for him ephemeral success
was followed by renewed misfortune. He left Madaarepius's school; though the cause
of his departure is not known, it was very probale to the discovery that the mild

Herr Schmidt had for alter ego the terrible Herrr&r who recommended rebellion and
gloried in violence. To earn a living, he begareaes of translations of French and
English economists, and actually published sewariaimes of J.-B. Say and Adam

Smith; it was an unremuneratively arduous task and,desperate attempt to make some
easy money, he invested what was left of his widelsry in a dairy, which in its turn
failed from his lack of business experience. By7L8%rie Dahnhardt had endured
enough of Stimer's ineffectual dealings with |ded she departed, first to England and
later to Australia. Long afterward, in London dyyithe 1890's, John Henry Mackay
visited her and found that the memory of those deysa century ago still rankled; she
would not talk of Stirner except to say that he Was'y sly" and impossibly egotistical.



Left alone, Stimer sank gradually into poverty atdcurity, living in a series of poor
lodgings, earning some kind of miserable livingdoganging deals between small
businessmen, and publishinglatory of Reactionvhose pedestrian dullness bears the
mark of Johann Caspar Schmidt rather than thata{ Stimer. Twice he was imprisoned
for debt, and the last years of his life, untildied in 1856, were spent mostly in evading
his numerous creditors.

It was the career of a man whose proneness tadailaarly sprang from something
more personal than mere ill luck, from some flawwdf that gave his one con-

siderable book, seen against the gray backgrouha dife, the aspect of a violent effort
to break free from a natural and suffocating apatlme apathy closed again over Johann
Caspar Schmidt the man and finally engulfed himx8&rner the writer survived by the
sheer desperation which gave his protest its pacuigor.

What strikes one at once abdute Ego and His Owis its passionate anti-
intellectualism. In contrast to Godwin's stresgeason, Stirner speaks for the will and
the instincts, and he seeks to cut through alsthectures of myth and philosophy, all the
artificial constructions of human thought, to theneental self. He denies the reality of
such abstract and generalized concepts as Man amaity; the human individual is
the only thing of which we have certain knowledamed each individual is unique. It is
this uniqueness that every man must cultivategtieeis the only law, and no obligations
exist to any code, creed or conception outsideights do not exist; there is only the
might of the embattled ego. As for such Godwinianaepts as duty and immutable
moral laws, Stirner denies them completely. His ewwads and desires provide the sole
rule of conduct for the selfrealized individual.

Even freedom, the great goal of most anarchist® iStirner's view, surpassed by
uniqueness or "ownness." Freedom he sees as dioarafibeingrid of certain things,
but he points out that the very nature of life nsaibsolute freedom an impossibility.

One becomes free from much, not from everythingahaly one may be free in spite of
the condition of slavery, although, too, it is aganly from some things, not from
everything; but from the whip, the domineering temgetc., of the master one does not
as a slave beconfiee "Freedom lives only in the realm of dreams!" Owss\, on the
contrary, is my whole being and existence, itnsyself. | am free from what | and of,
owner of what | have in mgoweror what Icontrol. My ownl am at all times and under
all circumstances, if I know how to possess myaetf do not throw myself away on
others. To be free is something that | cannot twill, because | cannot make it,



cannot create it; | can only wish it and aspireamdg it, for it remains an ideal, a spook.
The fetters of reality cut the sharpest welts inflagh every moment. Buy ownl
remain.

Yet in his fight for "ownness" Stirner finds hims&ced with the same enemy as the
anarchist in his fight for freedom -- the state.

We two, the state and |, are enemies. |, the edmase not at heart the welfare of this
"human society." | sacrifice nothing to it, | onlilize it: but to be able to utilize it
completely | must transform it rather into my prdgeand my creature -- i.e., | must
annihilate it and form in its place the Union ofdisys.

The state, whether despotic or democratic, is ggaton of individual will. It is based

on the worship of collective man; moreover, itsyvgystems of legislation and law
enforcement result in a stabilization, a freezihgaiion and opinion, which the man who
wishes to possess himself in uniqueness cannoatelerherefore the struggle between
the egoist and the state is inevitable.

For the state it is indispensable that nobody lea@wvn will; if one had, the state would
have to exclude, lock up, or banish him; if all hemky would do away with the state.
The state is not thinkable without lordship and/gede; for the state must will to be the
lord of all that it embraces, and this will is eallthe "will of the State."... Thawn will in
me is the state's destroyer; it is therefore brddethe state as "selfwill." Own will and
the state are powers in deadly hostility, betwebitivno "eternal peace" is possible.

In the vacuum left by the annihilated state arteesworld of the egoists, a world Stirner
alarmingly characterizes by the liberal use of swrohds adorce andpowerandmight,
words most anarchists use only in a pejorativeesefisese, as | have already remarked,
Stirner opposes taght.

I do not demand any right; therefore | need nobgeze any either. What | can get by
force | get by force and what | do not get by fortave no right to, nor do | give myself
airs; or consolation, with talk of my

imprescriptible right.... Entitled or unentitledthat does not concern me; if | am only
powerful, | am empowered of myself, and need neémpowering or entitling.

The accession of each man to his power, whichigueness implies, does not however
suggest for Stirner a reign of universal rapaaitgt perpetual slaughter, nor does it mean
the wielding of power over others. Each man defdrnydf®rce his own uniqueness, but
having attained the self-realization of true egoisrdoes not need to be burdened with
more possessions than he requires, and he receghegeto rule over others would
destroy his own independence.



He who, to hold his own, must count on the abseheeéll in others is a thing made by
these others, as the master is a thing made Isetivant. If submissiveness ceased, it
would be all over with lordship.

In Stirner's world there will be neither masters servants, but only egoists, and the very
fact of the withdrawal of each man into his unigegnwill prevent rather than foster
conflict.

As unique you have nothing in common with the otlrgy longer, and therefore nothing
divisive or hostile either; you are not seekindpéoin the right against him beforehard
party, and are standing with him neither "on theugd of right" nor on any other
common ground. The opposition vanishes in cometerance or singleness. This
might be regarded as the new point in common @vaparity, but here the parity
consists precisely in the disparity.

Egoism does not deny union between individualseéakl it may well foster genuine and
spontaneous union. For "the individual is uniqus,as a member of a party. He unites
freely and separates again." Stirner, who despigepractical and always prefers
aphorism to argument, does not go into very mudaildgbout the form of social
organization that the Union of Egoists might praeluadeed, anything static enough to
be defined by a word like "organization" lies odesthe Stirnerite perspective, and he
clearly opposesociety as

well as the state, because he sees it as an fizgtitased on a collective conception of
Man, on the subordination of the individual to tifeole. To society all he opposes is a
union based on the free coming together of egaiktsuse their "intercourse” or
"commercium” for their own advantages and abantias soon as it seeks to serve them.

You bring into a union your whole power, your congree, ananake yourself counin

a society you aremployedwith your working power; in the former you livgastically,

in the latter humanly, i.e., religiously, as a "niEmin the body of the Lord"; to a society
you owe what you have, and are in duty bound tar&,possessed by "social duties”; a
union you utilize, and give it up undutifully andfaithfully when you see no way to use
it further. If a society is more than you, thersimore to you than yourself; a union is
only your instrument, or the sword with which ydagpen and increase your natural
force; the union exists for you and through yoe, $bciety conversely lays claim to you
for itself and exists even without you; in shohne society isacred the union youown,
the society consumg®u, you consume the union.

If the world of Stirnerite egoists, that free irdeurse of unique beings each embattled in
his power, could ever be achieved in real lifenight take on a shape rather similar to
the underground Utopia which Bulwer Lytton descsibeThe Coming Ragevhere

every individual possesses power in the form oftisadly energy calledil. A kind of
equilibrium based on mutual respect has been éstiall and brotherhood paradoxically



emerges from the danger of mutual destructionhabgovernments have been rendered
unnecessary and have withered away in the fadasotihion of the powerful.

But the world in which the Union of Egoists williga cannot be won without a struggle.
While the state remains, Stirner contends, thestgaust fight against it with all the
means in his power, and the idea of this constamggle carried on outside all
conceptions of morality leads him to a rhapsodazification of crime.

In crime the egoist has hitherto asserted himselfraocked at the sacred; the break with
the sacred, or rather of the sacred, may beconmerged revolution never returns, but a
mighty, reckless, shameless, conscienceless, primd, does it not rumble in distant
thunders, and do you not see how the sky growsierddy silent and gloomy?

Stirner may have had no direct influence on theigrand reckless criminals whose
presence darkened the anarchist movement in the ¢@intries during the 1880's and
the 1890's, but he often anticipates them remaykablhe also anticipates the later
anarchist idea of the spontaneous rising of th@lpems a gathering of rebellious
individuals rather than a mass insurrection.

At the same time, Stirner attacks the socialiststae communists for their belief that the
property question can be settled amicably. Fordebeinecessary. Each man, Stirner
declares, must have and take what he requireghenohvolves "the war of each against
all,” for "the poor become free and proprietorsyomhen theyrise." Here Stirner makes

a distinction, fundamental to his point of viewtween revolution and rebellion. Like
Albert Camus in our own generation, he denies rgiai and exalts rebellion, and his
reasons are linked closely to his conception oviddal uniqueness.

Revolution and rebellion must not be looked uposya®wnymous. The former consists in
an overturning of conditions, of the establisheddition orstatus the state or society,
and is accordingly political or socialact. The latter has indeed for its unavoidable
consequence a transformation of circumstancesjogs not start from that but from
men's discontent with themselves; it is not an a@rneng, but a rising of individuals, a
getting up, without regard for the consequencesgiang from it. The Revolution aims
at new arrangements; rebellion leads us no lomgket burselves be arranged, but to
arrange ourselves, and sets no glittering hopémetitutions.” It is not a fight against
the established, since, if it prospers, the esthbtl collapses of itself.... Now, as my
object is not the overthrow of an established oldgmy elevation above it, my purpose
and deed are not political and

social, but egoistic. The revolution commands anmake arrangements; rebellion
demands that ormése or exalt oneself



From Godwin, who placed his faith in immutable mdasvs, and saw rational discussion
as the best means to change the condition of ra&tjrmer, who exalted the amoral
individual and called for egoistic and self-assertiebellion, the way may seem long, yet
it ends for both in a society of proud individuaach secure in his integrity and co-
operating with other individuals only in so farias convenient to him. Working in
isolation, and separated from the main historitrglesn of anarchism, one of them
developed the logical and the other the passia@telusion of anarchistic thought, and
it is significant that two such different thinkesisould have found their journeys meeting
in the same destination.

It is true thafThe Ego and His Owremains a highly personal book, a product of 8tien
discontent, crying extravagantly against everythirag in life bore down upon and
destroyed his will. Yet when one has taken all ihis account and has endured the
appalling verbosity with which the substance ofili#nt essay has been inflated into the
most tedious of all the libertarian classics, mhains the expression of a point of view
that belongs clearly to one end of the varied spatbf anarchist theory.

Of anarchist theory -- but not of the anarchist eraent; for, like Godwin, Stirner was
not to be discovered by libertarian writers unfieaanarchism had taken on definite
shape as a creed of the times. Even then, hiemfki affected only a few small marginal
groups of individualists. It is as the approprigteinely rhapsodist of the uniqueness of
every human being that Stirner claims his pladg&énhistory of anarchism.

5. The Man of Paradox

"My conscience is mine, my justice is mine, andfregdom is a sovereign freedom,”
said Pierre-Joseph Proudhon. No individualist +-eaw@n Stirner -- was more lonely in
the extremity of his thought than this self-taughilosopher who became angry at the
suggestion that he had constructed any systeneagjdvho passionately avoided the
encouragement of any party or sect to supportikiss; and who proudly displayed the
fluctuations and contradictions of his thought @sience of its vitality. "Such men," said
his friend Alexander Herzen, "stand much too firmiytheir own feet to be dominated
by anything or to allow themselves to be caugtsrin net.”

But Proudhon was a connoisseur of paradoxfemnadoof antinomial thinking, and
among all the oppositions he delighted to disptalyis thought none is more striking

than that which made this arch-individualist at $hene time a mystagogue of the people.
Proudhon, of course, has not been the only Frenchonstand lonely in his pride and to
claim nevertheless that he speaks for his peogldarhistory. We have only to consider
the statements of De Gaulle in our own generabaed¢ognize a curious affinity between
the nationalist General-President and the primtenfthe Jura who became the first of the
anarchists. Where De Gaulle identifies himself viitance, Proudhon identifies himself
with the Revolution and the People ("a collectivan infallible and divine being," as he
calls it when he is not dismissing it as an ignorabble). "I regard myself,"



he declared proudly in 1848, "as the most comm@rpeession of the Revolution.” And
during the same period he confided to the secrébjsaliary: "The representative of the
people -- that am I. For | alone am right."

The double picture of Proudhon that often comasstirom the contradictions within his
writings is no misleading clue either to his sigrahce in the history of social and
political thought or to the nature of his contriout to that thought. For Proudhon, who
valued individual freedom so much that he distrdiste very word "association,"
became the direct ancestor of the organized arsanclovement, which gave his beliefs
collective expression and force, and the actuatenas some of the men who created it.
From him the French workers who helped to foundlbernational, and many leaders of
the Commune of 1871, and most of the syndicalifitants of the French trade unions
between 1890 and 1910, were all to take the greartiof their ideas; as Elie Halévy
once remarked, he -- and not Marx -- was "theiresgdirer of French socialism," or, at
least, of French socialism as it existed up tol®&0's. He was not the only lonely social
philosopher to become the forerunner of mass momtsrkat would rise after his death -
- Marx, of course, was another -- but he was alroedtinly the only avowed
individualist to whom this has happened.

But Proudhon's post-mortem influence sprang inffach a sociological strain in his
thought which distinguished him sharply from Stitriéwe define Stirner as an egoistic
individualist, we must regard Proudhon as a socdiVidualist. To S tirner the

individual is all, and society his enemy. To Proollthe individual is both the starting
point and the ultimate goal of our endeavors, buatety provides the matrix -- the serial
order as he would call it -- within which each nsgpérsonality must find its function and
fulfillment. In one of his earlier work®e la Création de I'Ordre dans I'Humanifé
1843), he emphasizes that individual men cannetdiv their own, and that there is no
such thing in nature as an isolated being. Allgeirand all men, exist within appropriate
relationships, or serial groups, and so society,

and all its true organs down to the family, is pdrthe natural and universal order. The
relationship between man and society is thus @ateliequilibrium, and society must not
become a monolithic totality in which individuaffiégrences are melted and merged into
uniformity. Yet at the same time it can never beetyea collection of individuals. Out of
it emerges a collective force and a collective absar which are distinct from those of its
members. This idea of the emergent collective foroesonsciousness brings Proudhon
into the central stream of anarchism consideremlagzctrine which sees individual
freedom rooted deeply in the natural processesfonhich society itself evolves.

Proudhon, of course, was more than an anarchigtetieian. His vigorous prose aroused
the admiration of Baudelaire and Flaubert, drewdgmg praise from Victor Hugo --
who disliked him personally -- and led his mostical biographer, Arthur Desjardins, to



admit in the end that "this plebeian sculpts hisapls with a profound art, the art of the
great classicists. He, no less than Moliére, shbaice belonged to thcadémie
Francaise."The complexity of Proudhon's personality and akltempted the great
critic Sainte-Beuve to write his first biographydaturned the painter Gustave Courbet
into his enthusiastic and lifelong disciple. Higyocative discussions of social and
philosophical problems projected his influenceldayond the circle of anarchist thought
or the boundaries of France; it can be seen invtiide Russiamarodniktradition, it
inspired the Spanish federalist leader Pi y Margadl the Italian nationalist hero Carlo
Pisacane, and it led Tolstoy not merely to borrbevtitle of his greatest novel from
Proudhon'da Guerre et la Paix, but also to incorporate in Mé&ad Peace many
Proudhonian views on the nature of war and histdiye breadth of his thought, the
vigor of his writing, and the penetrative influertee wielded out of his solitude combine
to make Proudhon one of the great nineteenthcerurgpeans, whose importance has
rarely been fully appreciated in English-speakiogictries. In sheer greatness of texture
only Tolstoy among the anarchists exceeds him.

Perhaps the reason for Proudhon's relative neigléatgland and North America is the
peculiarly Gallic nature of his genius, which makeen his writing difficult to translate
in such a way that more than a suggestion ofriéngth and style are retained. For this
convinced internationalist, this hater of states fiantiers, was also a passionate
regionalist, a true patriot who loved his land &sdraditions and was never happy in
exile even among people who, like the Belgianskepgos own tongue. He could reject
the French state, like all other states, as aitiéias being, without intelligence, without
passion, without morality," but with equal sincetiie could apostrophize France itself in
the most lyrical of terms:

O my land, my French land, the land of those whg $e eternal revolution! Land of
liberty, for despite your bondages, in no placesarth, either in Europe or in America, is
the mind, which is the entire man, so free as am goil! Land that | love with all that
accumulated love which a growing son has for hishero...

Yet he could say also -- and here his sinceriperhaps deepest of all -- "if | were forced
to choose between the two | should be man enougaddfice my country to justice.”

Justice, indeed, was Proudhon's ruling passiorsubgect of his greatest bodRe la
Justice dans la Révolution et dans I'Eglisethat word was expressed and contained all
he strove to attain, all he hoped for man and doregy.

Justice is the central star which governs socthty/pole around which the political world
revolves, the principle and regulator of all trastgms. Nothing takes place between men
save in the name of right, nothing without the iceton of justice.

The idea of an immanent justice is as central tuémnon's anarchism as that of an
immutable system of reason is to Godwin's. But wiverseek for the sources of this



passion which made Proudhon not only a seekerjafiece but also that very different
thing, a just man,

we have to turn again to his French origins. F@& #&s impossible to imagine Proudhon
out of the French revolutionary tradition as itaghink of Godwin detached from the
heritage of English Dissent or Stirner from the @éphere of German romantic
philosophy. Again we see how the common preoccopsaidf the age produced similar
results from different beginnings.

By birth Proudhon was a man of the people. Hisdiattas a small craftsman -- a cooper
and later a most unsuccessful brewer and taverekeepnd his mother was a cook, but
both were of Franc-Comtois peasant stock. Prouaesnable to boast of his "rustic
blood" and in later years to recollect with idylelight the hard times when the family
would go back to the land and he would run as a-gaar-old cowherd over the
limestone crags of the Jura. Forty years afterwasd man of the cities, he wrote with
moving simplicity on the frugal merits of a peaskfietenjoyed in freedom.

In my father's house we breakfasted on maize pygridt mid-day we ate potatoes; in the
evening bacon soup, and that every day of the wad.despite the economists who
praise the English diet, we, with that vegetareeding, were fat and strong. Do you
know why? Because we breathed the air of our fialdslived from the produce of our
own cultivation.

The ideal of the free peasant life was to becomsigaping element in Proudhon's social
and political thought. But, though he had the ingduthat might have made a good
farmer, circumstances prepared a different de$tinitim. He was born in 1809, and in
childhood lived through the distress that affliceastern France at the end of the
Napoleonic wars. Later he went on a scholarshthedCollege in Besancon; despite the
humiliation of being a poor boy in sabots amongahants' sons, he developed a taste
for learning, but had to abandon his education mpdeted because his father's passion
for litigation had plunged the family into destitut.

The trade he chose was printing, and so he entieeeénks of those craftsmen from
whom anarchism has traditionally drawn many ofntsst dedicated recruits.

Among those working men he found a sense of corshagevhich he had never
encountered in the snobbish atmosphere of the gglEnd he took a pride in mastering
his trade. "I still remember with delight,” he sédg after he had left the printing shop,
"the great day when my composing stick became fthra symbol and instrument of my
freedom.”



There were other ways in which the printing shog wa&ongenial place for a youth with
a great capacity for self-education. Besancon wanter of theology, and as he
proofread the effusive apologetics of the locatgye Proudhon found himself slowly
converted to atheism by the ineptitude of theieds€ of Christianity. But he also
absorbed much genuine religious scholarship, tahighgelf Hebrew in his spare time,
and encountered one of the men who later helpstdpe his social theories -- the
eccentric socialist and fellow Bisontin, Charlesifter. Proudhon supervised the printing
of Fourier's masterpiecee Nouveau Monde Industriel et Sociétaire, thatasxtinary
amalgam of sound social reasoning and fantasy, hadgcollected later, "for six weeks

| was the captive of this bizarre genius." FinaBrpudhon's apprenticeship came to an
end, and, after a period of wandering as a journasgrprinter, he was rash enough to set
up his own business in Besancon. It declined ilow $ailure; one of Proudhon's
partners committed suicide in desperation, and ke l&ft with a debt which for the
remaining three decades of his life he struggleslisonessfully to repay.

But hard work and poverty were not the whole ofudifmon’'s existence even at this
period. While he struggled with his printing présswrote his first published work; it
was an Essai de Grammaire Générale, a rather nphv®logical brochure which

gained him some repute among the intellectualeefrancheComté and earned him the
Suard pension, awarded every three years by thariges Academy to a young scholar
of outstanding promise. In his submission to thedamicians he made a celebrated
dedication, an oath to his fellows in poverty whsdunded the note for the rest of his
life:

Born and brought up in the working class, stilldmging to it, today and forever, by
heart, by nature, by habit, and above all by thraroanity of interests and wishes, the
greatest joy of the candidate, if he gains youespwill be to have attracted in his person
your just solicitude for that interesting portiohsociety, to have been judged worthy of
being its first representative before you, andd@ble to work henceforward without
relaxation, through philosophy and science, ant afitthe energy of his will and the
powers of his mind, for the complete liberatiorhf brothers and companions.

Soon he began to express these sentiments in aaxylieit and disturbing manner. His
pension took him to Paris, and there, observinglibeontent among the Parisian
workers and already moving on the edge of socialigtrevolutionary groups, he began
to formulate the ideas that had already taken sHapky in his mind. They first appeared
in a form as unexpected as Godwiis Account of the Seminaiffhe Besancon
Academy offered a prize for an essay on the Cdielraf Sunday. Proudhon competed,
but, as Sainte-Beuve justly remarked, what he ptedewvas a thesis in which the subject
had become "hardly more than a pretext for intrgtpbis system of ideas, still obscure
and half-concealed.”

In De la Célébration du DimancHeroudhon does indeed express his approval of the
institution of a day of rest, and devotes muchisfdssay to an idyllic description of the



peaceful rural life; it reads like the nostalgieam of a man who already feels himself an
exile from such innocent pleasures. But the realtpaf his essay appears when he
discusses Moses, the institutor of such a benéiostom, not merely as a religious
leader, but also as the father of social reformekimines the teachings of the patriarch,
and by disputing the translation of the Eighth Candment, which he interprets as
meaning, not "Thou shalt not steal,” but "Thou shat lay anything aside for thyself,"

he mounts a clear attack on the institution of prop and supports it with a categorical
assertion that "equality of conditions is...the afhsociety.” Finally, he declares that
"property is the last of the false

gods." He attacks "cumulative proprietors" and"#»loiters of the proletariat,” and
ends on the challenging note of an imaginary dizéag which the poor cry out in
defiance: "Proprietors, defend yourselves!" Alread@youdhon had evolved the social
attitude he would maintain throughout his life, dvadl laid down in rough outline the
main elements of his thought: his egalitarianisis theory of the evil of accumulated
property, his sense of a natural, immanent justice.

If Proudhon used the oblique approacibmla Célébration du Dimanchée turned to
the direct attack two years later in the work thvatught him into the harsh and sudden
light of notoriety. As the first book of a selfedued manWhat Is Property®vas in

every way remarkable, full of fire and paradox, andtaining so many original insights,
that Karl Marx, afterward Proudhon's bitterest epegalled it a "penetrating work™
when he discussed it in tiNeue Rheinische Zeitupngnd later, inThe Holy Family
described it as "the first decisive, vigorous, aontific examination" of property.

What Is Propertybegins with a paragraph of Proudhonian challehgeltas ensnared
many an impatient reader into a wrong judgmenhefliook's intent:

If | were asked to answer the question: "Whatasety?" and | should answer in one
word, "Murder!," my meaning would be understoodmte. No further argument would
be needed to show that the power to take from ahisathought, his will, his personality,
is a power of life and death, and that to enslarea is to kill him. Why, then, to this
other question: "What is property?" may | not likesvanswer, "Theft"?

"Property is Theft!" was to become one of the gpeditical catchwords of the nineteenth
century and to hang like a symbolic albatross enptbpular image of Proudhon. But
Proudhon, as he made clear even in this first waicknot mean literally what he said.
His boldness of expression was intended as a fésharking emphasis, and what he
wished to be understood byopertywas, as he later explained, "the sum of its abuses
He was de-



nouncing the property of the man who uses it td@kfhe labor of others without any
effort of his own. For "possession,” the right ahan to effective control over his
dwelling and the land and tools he needed to wodklae, Proudhon had only approval;
in fact, he regarded it as a necessary keystohleanfy, and his main criticism of the
communists was that they wished to destroy it.

These aspects of his theory of property becameesli@alater works, but even What Is
Property?a distinction between kinds of property is eviddite man who works has an
absolute right over what he produces, but not twemeans of production. "The right to
products is exclusive jus in re the right to means is commonjus ad reni' This is so,
not merely because raw materials are provided hyr@abut also because of the heritage
of installations and techniques which is the realrse of human wealth and because of
the collaboration that makes each man's contribilg@much more effective than if he
worked in solitude.

Now this reproductive leaven -- this eternal geffriife, this preparation of the land and
manufacture of implements for production -- congéis the debt of the capitalist to the
producer, which he never pays; and it is this ftéeik denial which causes the poverty
of the laborer, the luxury of idleness, and thejuradity of conditions. This it is, above all
things, which has been fitly named the exploitabbman by man.

Hence, property is incompatible with justice, sint@ractice it brings about the
exclusion of the majority of producers from thejual rights to the fruits of social work.

But if property in the means of production destregsality, and offends justice, we must
consider an alternative, not merely to propertglitdut also to the social organization
that is based upon it. Will it be communism, Praaurdlsks, thinking of the Utopian
systems of Cabet, Owen, and similar thinkers? Buatraunism fails to recognize that,
though man is a social being and seeks equalitg/dteloves independence. Property, in
fact, springs from man's desire to free himselfrfithe slavery

of communism, which is the primitive form of assdmn. But property, in its turn, goes
to the extreme, and "violates equality by the sgbitexclusion and increase,"” and
supports the acquisition of power by the privilegeidority. In other words, it leads to
unjust authority, and this brings us to the questiblegitimate authority, if such exists.

Here Proudhon makes his historic proclamation af@mst faith, which | have already
guoted in the opening pages of this book. He goas explain it by tracing the genesis
of authority in the tendency of social animals anichitive man always to seek a leader.
As man develops reasoning powers, he turns themsalimmediately upon authority,
and so emerge protest, disobedience, and finddillren. Rebellion is canalized by the
appearance of political science and the realizatiahthe laws by which society
functions are not matters for the opinion of ruléngt exist in the nature of things. At this
point the idea of anarchy, the government whiaigovernment, appears.



Communism denies independence, property destrayaigg but in "anarchy" or
"liberty" Proudhon -- at this time under the infhoe of Hegelian ideas imperfectly
transmitted through articles in French reviewsnd$ a synthesis that eliminates the
deficiencies of both, leading to a society wherneadity, justice, independence, and the
recognition of individual merits can all flourish & world of producers bound together
by a system of free contacts.

By rejecting government and the nonworking proprighhy advocating economic
equality and free contractual relationships betwiadependent worker§yhat Is
Property?contains the basic elements from which all lategrtarian and decentralist
doctrines have been built. But it contains theranrundeveloped form. Throughout his
book Proudhon seems to discuss property in a yoaigteasants and small craftsmen,
and pays little attention to industries that carbetarried on by single "possessors.” He
is, in fact, arguing from the world he knew -- ttigy of Besancon, still untouched by the
railways, a place of artisan workshops in a lanchotintain

farmers. Very soon, when he moved to industrialrisyafter the final collapse of his
printing business, Proudhon was to widen considgtab view of nineteenth-century
social and economic problems.

Before he left Besancon, where he had returne®4i hfter the expiry of the Suard
pension, he wrote two other memoirs on properteply to critics of the first. These add
little to his basic contentions, though a significaew note of militancy appears in the
second, entitledvertissement aux Propriétairel® true anarchist manner Proudhon here
declares that the workers alone can renovate gociet

Workers, laborers, men of the people, whoever yay be, the initiative of reform is
yours. It is you who will accomplish that synthesisocial composition which will be
the masterpiece of creation, and you alone camagiesh it.... And you, men of power,
angry magistrates, cowardly proprietors, have ydast understood me?...Do not
provoke the outbreaks of our despair, for evemifrnysoldiers and policemen succeed in
suppressing us, you will not be able to stand dprbeour last resource. It is neither
regicide, nor assassination, nor poisoning, nayrgrsor refusal to work, nor emigration,
nor insurrection, nor suicide; it is something meneible than all that, and more
efficacious, something which is seen but cannaguoken of.

In a letter to Ackermann, the Alsatian poet, Praardbonfided that what he meant by this
final threat was a revival of something like ther@an Fehmgericht, the secret popular
tribunals which dealt summarily with petty tyraiishe Middle Ages. But to his readers
the threat remained all the more sensational beaafuits vagueness. It was sensational
enough, indeed, to induce LouisPhilippe's goverrirteetake swift action, and Proudhon
was indicted for various crimes against public siguHe was fortunate; a jury of his
fellow townsmen decided that his ideas were very far them to follow, and
conscientiously refused to convict the writer fdyaok they did not understand.



In Lyons Proudhon became managing clerk -- and

apparently a very efficient one -- to a water-tgaors firm run by an old schoolfellow,
Antoine Gauthier. His work kept him closely in tbueith the commercial life of this
growing center of the French industrial revolutiand he used his spare time to broaden
his knowledge of the rebellious tendencies amoed-tlench workers during the years of
ferment that preceded the Revolution of 1848. Lywas an ideal city for such a study.
Throughout the nineteenth century its factory woskeere extremely receptive to
revolutionary doctrines. When Proudhon arrived843 the followers of Cabet, Fourier,
and SaintSimon were all very active in the cityd ancertain romantic color was given to
its radical life by the presence of the Peruvianifest-socialist Flora Tristan, who
claimed to be descended from Montezuma and whadinlfecame the grandmother of
the painter Gauguin. The largest group among tktdegevorkers was the secret society
of the Mutualists, led by veteran insurrectionavig® had taken part in the risings of
1831 and 1834. It was with this group that Proudéstablished his closest ties; the fact
that they consisted entirely of manual workershwiod admixture of middle-class
intellectuals, appealed to his own sense of idieatibn with the poorest class, and he
seems to have seen in their activities a vindioatiohis idea that out of the people could
arise the movement to reform society. Moreover Miualists -- whose very name
Proudhon later adopted to describe his own teaslohthe reorganization of society by
means of free contractual association -- appehave shared his view of the primacy of
economic change, in contradiction to the Jacobiphesis on political revolution, which
was later adopted by the authoritarian socialists.

Proudhon's association with the Lyons Mutualists tie only occasion on which he
actually became involved in an underground orgdiozaHis letters and diaries suggest
that he established close contacts with workeaigg not only in Lyons but also in "the
neighboring towns and villages for fifty miles aral)* and saw himself as a man of
standing among them and a mediator between theusasiocialist sects.

At this time a great deal of attention was beingegiin Lyons to the idea of a widespread
association of workers; Flora Tristan wrote a bookhe subject, and it recurs constantly
in Proudhon's journals during the mid-1840's. Thegerences anticipate in a significant
way the attitude of the French Proudhonian delegat¢he First International in the
1860's and look forward also to the later anarghmahgalist view of a social change
achieved through economic or industrial action.€Bbcial revolution," he notes, "is
seriously compromised if it comes through a pdditi@volution.” And he adds that "the
new socialist movement will begin by...the war e wworkshops." Unlike Marx, he
hopes that this war may be carried on without wvibtevolution, "invading all through

the force of principle." Like Winstanley and Godwire relies on the power of reason
and example, and even envisages the proprietang bespossessed "at their solicitation
and without indemnity." About the actual naturele workers' associations, which he



also calls "progressive societies," he is vaguehblappears to see them partly as
educational, intended to give the proletariat @ tansciousness of the economic realities
that underlie the social situation, and partlywasctional, actual cells of the new order,
organized on a "collective and limited liabilityasis, for the purpose of regulating a
mutualist exchange of goods and services, a netthatkwill embrace all the industrial
centers. The possibilities of the idea fill him kvthe kind of irrational optimism that was
still possible in the sociological Terra Incogrtit@t nineteenth-century radicals were
exploring. With an overconfidence characteristi¢hef time as well as the man, he
estimated those already ripe for association irLgfens region at a hundred thousand.
"By 1860," he added, "the globe will be overrureirery direction by the association."

But at this period it was not merely in Lyons tRabudhon found stimulating contacts.
His work gave him many opportunities to visit Pavwhere he made the acquaintance of
men who were to play important parts in his owa &hd also in the future of European
socialism

and anarchism. The Russians Alexander Herzen aolkadi Bakunin became his close
friends in 1844, and remained so until the endisfife, both of them falling under the
influence of his personality and his ideas. He ailscountered, in an ambiance of
metaphysical discussion, many of the German Leffdians who had exiled themselves
to Paris. They included Arnold Ruge and Karl Gridwth of whom helped to introduce
his works to German readers, and also Karl Mane fieeting between Marx and
Proudhon was historically important because it sbthe first signs of the
irreconcilable conflict between authoritarian stisia and anarchism that was to reach
its climax twenty-five years later in the heartloé First International.

| have already remarked on Marx's first favoralelgction to Proudhon's work. Their
early meetings appear to have consolidated a gopcession, largely because Proudhon
was the only one among the leading French sodadisthe time willing to pay serious
attention to Marx and his fellow Left Hegelians. iMa&learly regarded him as a possible
convert to his own schemes for an internationabligionary organization, but evidently
did not take into account the fact that Proudhos a@t in the least interested in an
association for political propaganda of the kindnpled by the German socialists, but
envisaged instead an association for the encourgesh economic action and co-
operation.

How far their various aims were discussed in Rares the winter of 1844-5 is
unrecorded. What we do know is that after Marx @xgselled from France to Belgium in
1845 he still regarded Proudhon as a possiblelmidor, and on May 5, 1846, wrote a
letter asking for his co-operation in the estalstisht of a "sustained correspondence”
among socialists of various countries to discusgarsaof common interest:

In that manner, differences of opinion can be bhbug light; one can achieve an
exchange of ideas and an impatrtial criticism. It ae a step forward for the socialist



movement in its "literary" expression, a step tahsinaking off the limitations of
"nationality." And

at the moment of action it is certainly of greaportance for each of us to be informed
on the state of affairs abroad as well as at home.

Proudhon reacted cautiously. He expressed hiswilkss to participate in the
correspondence Marx suggested, but made a senesasations which already reveal
the important differences that were to divide himrenand more deeply from
authoritarian socialism.

First, although my ideas in the matter of orgamiratind realization are at this moment
more or less settled, at least as regards prirgsipleelieve it is my duty, as it is the duty
of all socialists, to maintain for some time yeg ttritical or dubitive form; in short, |
make profession in public of an almost absolutenenac antidogmatism.

| applaud with all my heart your thought of bringito light all opinions; let us give the
world the example of a learned and farsighted #éolee, but let us not, because we are at
the head of a movement, make ourselves the leaflareew intolerance, let us not pose
as the apostles of a new religion, even if it eréigion of logic, the religion of reason.
Let us gather together and encourage all protiestss brand all exclusiveness, all
mysticism; let us never regard a question as exbduand when we have used our last
argument, let us begin again, if necessary, witly@nce and irony. On that condition, |
will gladly enter into your association. Otherwisao!

| have also some observations to make on this plofgour letterat the moment of

action Perhaps you retain the opinion that no reforat jgresent possible without a
coup-de-mainwithout what was formerly called a revolution aadeally nothing but a
shock. That opinion, which | understand, which ¢@se and would willingly discuss,
having myself shared it for a long time, my mosterg studies have made me completely
abandon. | believe we have no need of it in ordeucceed; and that consequently we
should not put forwardevolutionary actioras a means of social reform, because that
pretended means would simply be an appeal to ftwabitrariness, in brief, a
contradiction. | myself put the problem in this w&y bring about the return to society,

by an economic combinatipn

of the wealth which was withdrawn from society Impther economic combination.

With this letter, which clearly opposes the anastldeal of economic action to the
Marxist emphasis on political action, all direchtact between Marx and Proudhon came
to an end. Marx did not reply, and he is said teehiaeen disappointed by Proudhon's
attitude. However, it was more than disappointntieat he showed in his next public



reference to Proudhon, which occurred after therdg@ublished in the autumn of 1846
his System of Economic Contradictions: or, The Philbgogt PovertyMarx chose this
occasion for a complete reversal of his past atitio Proudhon by publishifithe
Poverty of Philosophythis was a pretended critique of Proudhon's hwloich
degenerated into a tissue of abusive misrepregamiaghowing a complete failure to
understand the originality and plasticity of thotighderlying the apparent disorder of
Proudhon's arguments. The dialogue between thattmrs showed not merely a
complete divergence of theoretical outlook, bubatnd perhaps this was more
important -- an irreconcilable opposition of perslities.

In Economic ContradictionBroudhon was in fact using what in his letter tarkhe had
called "the critical or dubitive form." It is trudat the title page bore the epigraph
Destruam et Aedificabo, but Proudhon destroyed¢aigr effect than he built up, and
by the end of the book he more or less admittetkieaconstructive side of his approach
to society would have to be discussed later. Heamaserned basically with illuminating
the way in which, in society as it exists, all ggadsibilities turn to evil conclusions.

The essential contradiction of our ideas, beindizeal by work and expressed in society
with a gigantic power, makes all things happerhia teverse way to that in which they
should, and gives society the aspect of a tapsstn the wrong way round, or a hide
turned inside out.... The nonproducer should obey, by a bitter irony it is the
nonproducer who commands. Credit, according toetiyenology of its name and its
theoretical definition, should be the pro-

vider of work; in practice it oppresses and kitldFroperty, in the spirit of its finest
prerogative, is the making available of the eaatid in the exercise of the same
prerogative it becomes the denial of the earth.

In the same way communism, which takes fratermtyits principle, ends by destroying
it and establishing monopoly. In fact, unbalanceshapoly is the end which all solutions
attempted up to the present have reached. Herpayneives that Proudhon is really
seeking a kind of equilibrium in which economic tradictions will not be eliminated --
for they cannot be -- but brought into a dynamiagaggpn. This dynamic equation he
finds in mutualism, a concept that includes suchiliar Proudhonian elements as the
dissolution of government, the equalization of @by, and the freedom of credit.

Proudhon worked much anger out of his system itinglEconomic Contradictionsn
particular, he shocked the respectable with amedigious declaration as scandalous in
its way as "Property is Theft!" He examined theaidé Providence, and came to the
conclusion that, far from the state of the worldfamning the existence of a benevolent
deity, it leads one irresistibly to the conclusembodied in the aphorism: "God is Evil."
Man, Proudhon urges, becomes what he is by oppbgimgelf to all in the universe that
is nonhuman; but this nonhuman all is -- in thewa# the theologians at least --



governed by God. If God exists, then, he must l#pposition to man, and since the only
good we can know is human good, God must, by Pramudh logic, be evil.

| affirm that God, if there is a God, bears no neBknce to the effigies which the
philosophers and the priests have made of himhaieither thinks nor acts according
to the law of analysis, foresight and progresscWiis the distinctive characteristic of
man; that, on the contrary, he seems to follownaerise and retrograde path; that
intelligence, liberty, personality, are constitutgerwise in God than in us; and that this
originality of nature...makes of God a being whessentially anticivilized, antiliberal,
antihuman.

If this is true, then the conquest of tyranny andgrty and falsehood lies in opposition to
God. "We reach

knowledge in spite of him. Every step forward M&@&ory in which we overcome the
Divine."

Here Proudhon presents as emphatically as any otliee later anarchists a rebellion
against the idea of a ruling God which is the umdatole corollary of the fight against
earthly government. However, the rejection of ascendental deity, and the
accompanying anticlericalism, do not preclude &tude in some ways religious. And
Proudhon was never a true atheist. He dislikedtheist's absolute dogmatism as much
as that of the priest, and regarded the idea of-Geden if it had been created by man
himself -- as existing and therefore to be oppo&stl and Man in fact represented for
Proudhon the ultimate contradiction, the Manichpales of his cosmos in whose
struggle lay the secret of social salvation. Inchésy for 1846 there appear two
significant notes. The first says: "God and maithee is more than the other; they are
two incomplete realities, which have no fullnes&xitence.” The second adds: "God is
necessary to reason but rejected by reason.” Poousths not a denier of the idea of
God; he was its adversary. And here it is worth leaszing the persistence of the idea of
conflict in Proudhon's thoughts; he lived for theiggle more than for the victory, and in
this most of the anarchists have resembled hinm@gt he sees a possible truce between
the contradictory forces in the universe and irietgcbut stress and tension are
inevitable and desirable. It would therefore be uwsvise in judging a work like
Economic Contradictiont forget that Proudhon was a deliberately antesyatic

thinker who distrusted static conclusions and farawers. The dynamic society was
always his ideal, the society kept in movement épptual change and kept alive by
perpetual criticism.

A great leap in the process of perpetual changesaainen the Orléanist monarchy was
overthrown in the February Revolution of 1848. Bisttime Proudhon had left his post
in Lyons to follow a free-lance writing career iarB3. His reputation among the radical
working men of the capital was already so high thatanuary 1848 Engels wrote to
Marx complaining of the "Proud-



honistery" rampant among the members of the Comshiueiague in Paris, while in the
last months of 1847 he was negotiating with a grafugpympathizers to take over the
direction of a journal that would continue the ttimsh of the short-lived_e Peuple,
edited briefly in 1848 by a journalist named Rilmas who, like Proudhon, had moved
on the edge of socialist circles without becomilogely involved in any particular sect.

Proudhon had foreseen the February Revolution;dek diso realized that it would be
dominated by sentimental liberals and Jacobins ¥att thoughts for the radical
reconstruction of society. During the days of th&urrection he was stimulated by the
example of the rebels and took part in the bload#terming of the Tuileries, helped to
build barricades, and composed placards for theohationary junta in a commandeered
printing shop. But when he returned to his hot@imoand began to write down his
impressions for the benefit of friends outsideddgital, he came to the conclusion that,
as he put it, "they have made a revolution withdeas." Victory had come from the
weakness of the monarchy rather than the strenigtineoRevolution. "It is necessary to
give a direction to the movement and already liskxst beneath the waves of
discussion.”

He set himself to provide the ideas which seeméacking, and in doing so he initiated
the process by which, over the next two decadeschism ceased to be a merely
theoretical trend, detached from immediate eveand,turned instead toward
propaganda and action aiming at social change withiforeseeable future. His activities
during the revolutionary year of 1848 and the réaary year of 1849 were centered
mainly on three ventures: the series of perioditeginning with the first issue of Le
Représentant du Peuple on February 7, 1848; thengit to create a People's Bank and
a system of mutualist exchange; and the sole wksilhing affray which he made into
parliamentary activity when a by-election in Jurg2& took him into the Constituent
Assembly.

"What is the Producer? Nothing...What should he Be€rything!" It was with this
banner heading that Le Représentant du Peupleestai$ course as the first

regularly published anarchist periodicaProudhon maintained and even flaunted his
independence of party and clique, and took hisdsésnan independent critic whose aim
was to show the true ends of the revolution ancethers of the revolutionaries. He was
supported by a small but devoted group of assagiatany of them printing workers like
himself, and in this respece Représentant du Peuet something of a precedent, for
the most enduring type of anarchist organizatianihdact been the small functional
group devoted to a specific task of propagandandfiat of publication.

It was the independence loé Représentant du Peuple, reinforced by Proudhon's
astringent style, that made his paper an immediatzess.



Of all the newspapers [commented the Comtesse dlitigdher History of 1848 ], the
only one that was produced with a quite extraordynariginality and talent was Le
Représentant du Peuple.... From the depth of hisathe [ Proudhon ] agitated public
opinion more strongly, more deeply than was donthbymen who mingled most with the
multitudes.... His unexpected and striking manriespeaking... excited the curiosity of
the public to the highest degree.

One of the constant themes of Proudhon's artialesd 1848 was that "the proletariat
must emancipate itself without the help of the guwent.” He coupled this with a
denunciation of the myth of universal suffrage @maacea for all social ills, and
pointed out that political democracy without ecomoohanges could easily result in
retrogression rather than progress. Nowadays, whierhave learned a great deal about
the mass appeal of right-wing movements of thediaiype, such a contention does not
seem extraordinary, but in April 1848, in the higle of revolutionary optimism,
Proudhon was almost alone in anticipating the ditwathat would follow within a year
when democracy would be submerged by the electibouis-Napoleon as Prince-
President by the

"The first anarchist periodical of any kind may wellve been a sheet called
Porvenir, which Proudhon's Spanish disciple RametadSagra published briefly
Galicia in 1845.

very means of universal suffrage which the Repuidid set up for its own defense.

This insight makes all the more puzzling Proudhowa willingness to be elected to the
Constituent Assembly. He had already put forwasdcaindidature in April and failed to
win election by a small margin; in June he wastekkby 77,000 votes with the support,
among others, of the poet Charles Baudelaire, Wao &dited a small newspaper called
La Tribune Nationalelt has been suggested that Proudhon's aim inrggelection was
the hope that as a legislator he might win somd kirofficial support for the People's
Bank; he had already solicited in vain the helphefsocialist minister Louis Blanc.
However that may be, his experience was almost ihetedy disillusioning. He
conscientiously carried out his task as a legis|attending from morning till night at the
various committees and bureaux even when the Adgetsblf was not in session. But
he found that this work had the effect of isolatimign from the currents of real life. "As
soon as | set foot in the parliamentary Sinai,tdeollected a year later lres
Confessions d'un Révolutionnaire. "l ceased talteuch with the masses; because |
was absorbed by my legislative work, | entirelyt Kight of the current of events." It was
soon clear to Proudhon that, with his anarchishiedries, he was completely out of place
in the Assembly. Certainly the experience hardémedistrust of political methods, and
helped to create the antiparliamentarianism thatked his last years and was inherited
by the anarchist movement in general.



At the same time, it must be said that he did eatain long in the ignorance he
lamented, and that his position within the Assermsblyn became as much that of angry
independence as it was already in the world ofpalism. When the barricades were
raised by the discontented workers in the lattet pdJune 1848, Proudhon at first
suspected, like his colleagues, the work of Bortggiaagitators wishing to undermine the
Republic. But he set out to find the truth for heifisand took advantage of his
representative's insignia to visit the areas whkeefighting was in progress. The
conclusion he reached

was that the uprising had been fundamentally sstial nature, that "its first and
determining cause is the social question, the boggs, work, ideas." He realized that a
new element had entered into revolutionary histati this first uprising of the working
class as distinct from the bourgeois revolutiormrand he understood now that, in their
different ways, he and the men who fought at thee harricades had gone beyond the
mere political revolutionism of the Jacobins andenvseeking solutions to the economic
injustices evident in the society of their time.

Once he realized this, Proudhon did not hesitatkefend the insurrectionaries. As the
repression continued, and the firing squads wegkaced by the tribunals with their
innumerable sentences of transportation, he felhded to express his sympathy with the
victims; he did so with characteristic emphasiseénReprésentant du PeupéJuly 6:

Four months of unemployment were suddenly conventedacasus belliinto an
insurrection against the government of the Reputiliere is the whole truth of these
funereal days.... The French worker asks for wyok, offer him alms, and he rebels, he
shoots at you.... | glory in belonging to that mtaace, inaccessible to dishonor!

Paris was now under an emergency dictatorship asttmied by Cavaignac, the general
who had suppressed the June revolt, and such astaté&iment immediately drew his
attention to Proudhon Two days latee, Représentant du Peuplas suspended for an
article in which, with a view to easing the worseneconomic crisis, Proudhon
suggested that at the next quarter day, the goverhshould decree a third reduction in
all payments falling due. To make matters worsthéeyes of Cavaignac, he came near
to inciting mutiny by a direct call to the Natior@uard to "ask for work, credit and bread
from your pretended protectors."

Proudhon was not the man to remain muzzled whéeethemained any means of making
his voice heard. With his newspaper silenced, heéentiae Constituent Assembly

his forum. He presented there a specific motioh ¢heditors should be asked to
surrender a third of what was owed them over tist {h@ee years, half to be returned to
tenants, debtors, etc., to re-establish their posif and the rest to go to the state as a



fund to restore the standard of living which hats&xd before the Revolution. It was in
fact, though not in form, a proposal for interlauiitaxation and subsidy of a kind
familiar enough in our own time, but the memberghef Finance Committee before
whom it came for examination were hostile to ititiyabecause even in its present form
they regarded it as an attack on property, andydagtause they suspected that in
Proudhon's mind the suggestion had wider implicatihan were immediately apparent.

These implications became evident when Proudhohgbhubefended his proposal in the
Assembly on July 31. For all his eloquence in ptiret was no orator, and his speech was,
as the British Ambassador remarked, "irremediably’ @nd very badly delivered. Yet it
contained enough provocative material to raisetiger of those colleagues who had
gone there with the idea of merely laughing atexisavagances. He defined his aim as
the reduction of property to possession by theiabolof revenues, and he went on to
say that the "liquidation of the old society" woldd "stormy or amicable, according to
the passions and the good or bad faith of thegmttHe put forward his proposal as a
first step, remarking that the proprietors showdcchlled upon "to contribute, for their
part, to the revolutionary work, proprietors benegponsible for the consequences of
their refusals.”

When his colleagues shouted for an explanationyd®ron proceeded to make another of
his historic definitions. "It means that in the ead refusal we ourselves shall proceed to
the liquidation without you." When his hearers gleduagain, "Whom do you mean by
you?" he replied: "When | used these two pronoyons,andwe, it is evident that | was
identifying myselfwith the proletariat, angouwith the bourgeois class."It is the social
war!" shouted the angry conservatives. They were

not content with rejecting Proudhon's propositibimney also brought in a special
resolution declaring that it "is an odious attaoktlee principles of public morality, that it
violates property, that it encourages scandalaites appeal to the most odious
passions.” 691 votes were cast for the resoluthmhZa-- including Proudhon's -- against.

Proudhon now stood in virtual isolation among tlkeéraary revolutionaries. He had not
merely acknowledged the existence of a struggledsst classes, but he had also for the
first time suggested that in such a struggle tleamsts must take sides with the workers
as a class and not merely as a vague entity cdlecpeople.” It is significant that when
Le Représentant du Peugppeared again on August 31, the heading on diné¢ flage

had been enlarged by the words: "What is the dagifteEverything! What should he be?
Nothing!"

Proudhon's speech to the National Assembly madedm® anathema to the upper
classes, but it increased his reputation greatigregythe workers, and the circulation of
his paper increased to 40,000 copies, a phenorfigned for the relatively small Paris of
the 1840's. But the authorities did not allow hinekploit his success undisturbed; a few
days after its reappeararioe Représentant du Peuplas finally suppressed. Proudhon



and his friends had foreseen the possibility. Tinepediately collected funds for a new
paper, and in the middle of Novemltexr Peuplébegan to appear.

Meanwhile, Proudhon was maturing his plans forRbeple's Bank. This was to be an
institution for fostering the exchange of produsttween workers, based on labor
checks, and for providing credit with a nominaki@st rate to cover the cost of
administration. Proudhon believed it possible &ate by these means a network of
independent craftsmen and peasants and of assosiati workers who would contract
out of the capitalist system and eventually achigkat Proudhon always hoped -despite
the frequent violence of his expression -- wouldilpeeaceful transformation of society.

But, though it was incorporated on January 31, 1848 quickly gathered 27,000
members, the Bank never

came into operation, owing to the hazards of Proadhournalistic career. In Janudwy
Peuplecarried two articles, one signed by Proudhon hilndenouncing Louis-
Napoleon, who had been elected President in Deagwieeing the instrument and
personification of reaction and of conspiring telewe the people. When charges of
sedition were brought against Proudhon, the Assgerithusiastically waived his
parliamentary immunity by a large majority, andweess sentenced to three years'
imprisonment and a fine of three thousand franesappealed the conviction and
immediately fled, disguised in blue spectacles atatge muffler; over the Belgian
frontier he assumed the name of Dupuis and trigghss himself off as a vacationing
magistrate. For a couple of weeks he wandered msstately through the country, and
then returned secretly to Paris, where he liquititie People's Bank for fear it should
fall into the wrong hands, and continued to ééitPeuplerom hiding. Eventually he
was seen by a police informer and arrested agdiéeston a June evening in the Place
de Lafayette.

The three years of Proudhon's imprisonment in 8B#élagie, in the Conciergerie, and in
the fortress of Doullens, were, ironically, sometd best years of his life. French
political prisoners in that happy age underwentld oonfinement. Proudhon was well-
housed and well-fed; he could write, study, an@irexhis friends; he was even allowed,
for the greater part of his term, to go out of pni®nce a week to look after his affairs.
During this period he wrote three books, two of ethivere among his best, continued to
edit his successive newspapers, and was evenaalarty and start the propagation of a
family. The restriction of movement was largely oterbalanced by the lack of
distraction, and there is no doubt that duringehg=ars Proudhon's life gained in
richness and productivity. In fact, when it wasealded and he was about to depart from
SaintPélagie in the summer of 1852, he wrote vatisfaction:

What have | lost? If | made the balance with exad8, | would say, nothing. | know ten
times more than | knew three years ago, and | kihéewn times better;



I know positively what | have gained, and trulyd dot know what | have lost.

What Proudhon did lose -- and the rest of hisHéeregretted it -- was his vocation as a
journalist.Le Peuplecame to an end in the collapse of the insurre@gminst Louis-
Napoleon on June 13, 1849. Proudhon did not supipeinsurrection, which he realized
was ill-timed and ill-planned, but the friends hedHeft in charge ofe Peuplewere led

by their enthusiasm to take an active part, ara r@sult the paper was suspended and its
premises were wrecked by the National Guard.

But Proudhon was not willing without an effort toaemdon his journalism, and on
September 30, his third papkg Voix du Peuple, began its career, generoushnoed

by his friend and admirer Alexander Herzen. La \WhixPeuple was even more popular
than its predecessors, for imprisonment seemedlyneréave given a new gloss to
Proudhon's reputation; on the days when he wroezisp articles, between fifty and sixty
thousand copies would sell, so quickly that, acowydo Herzen, "often on the following
day copies were being sold for a franc instead sda."

The career of La Voix du Peuple was as stormy @setlof its forerunners. It was
constantly being suspended and fined, while Prondtimself was prosecuted for an
article in which he accurately prophesied Louis-Higon's coup d'état a year before it
happened; he escaped a greatly lengthened termmisonment only on technical
grounds. La Voix du Peuple was finally suppressdday 1850. By this time Herzen's
fund was almost gone, and no other willing benefiacvuld be found. Nevertheless,
Proudhon soon began to publish a fourth paper, agailled Le Peuple, which, for lack
of money, appeared only irregularly. He tried tstrain his flights of indignation, but
this did not prevent the first issue from beingedias it came off the press, and Le
Peuple was finally destroyed by a new stamp duliguolitical literature, which
reduced circulation sharply and left the paper withresources to meet a last fine of
6,000 francs, imposed on October 14, 1850, forgakk"provo-

cation to civil war." In this way, after more thamo years, the first sustained experiment
in anarchist journalism came to an end.

Proudhon regretted his forced withdrawal from jalism, but he did not allow it to
prevent him from putting forward his ideas, andtihee saved from periodicals he used
for writing books. Of the three which he wrote ahgyrhis imprisonment two at least
remain important in anarchist history.

Les Confessions d'un Révolutionnaire, which appkard 850, analyzes the events of
1848 from an anarchistic point of view, and contethe conclusion that the
revolutionary tradition will not be fulfilled untiihe true principle of the Revolution is
accepted -- "no more government of man by man,dansof the accumulation of



capital.” Les Confessions d'un Révolutionnairenifaict most interesting for its
unorthodox view of a particular historical everdr fts sharp analysis of the various
political trends of the time, and for the autobiaghical passages which, despite the title,
are brought in merely to reinforce Proudhon's thetaral arguments.

The General Idea of the Revolution in the 19th Ggntwhich followed in July 1851, is
considerably less brilliant in style than Les Casiens, but it is more important as a
stage in the progress of anarchist thought, forehenore than in any other of his works,
Proudhon presents the positive examination of $pewich he had promised five years
before as a constructive supplement to Economidr@dictions.

The General Idea of the Revolution begins withudysbf the revolutionary process,
which Proudhon presents as a necessary phenomara®mvelopment that can be
avoided no more than such natural events as deadhbath and growth.

A revolution is a force against which no power jmvor human, can prevail, and whose
nature it is to grow by the very resistance it angers.... The more you repress it, the
more you increase its rebound and render its adtigsistible, so that it is precisely the
same for the triumph of an idea whether it is peused, harassed, beaten down from the
start, or whether it

grows and develops unobstructed. Like the Nemdgltsecancients, whom neither
prayers nor threats could move, the revolution ades, with sombre and predestined
tread, over the flowers strewn by its friends, tiylo the blood of its defenders, over the
bodies of its enemies.

Such a view of revolution fits into the anarchishception of society as part of the world
of nature, governed by the necessary forces wigigtesent the realm of destiny within
whose boundaries man has to work and achievededgldm. Later, adopting Darwinian
formulas, Kropotkin would express the idea morerstgiically, presenting revolutions as
leaps or mutations in an evolutionary processthrigeneral conception did not change.

Shifting focus to his own age, Proudhon arguesdhatvolution is necessary in the
nineteenth century because the French Revolutidir®® only half accomplished its
task. The men who carried it out were concernetl patitical changes only, and paid no
attention to the economic changes demanded byethth @f feudalism.

The Republic should have established Societypmigiht only of establishing
Government.... Therefore, while the problem propmahin '89 seemed to be officially
solved, fundamentally there was a change only iregonental metaphysics, in what
Napoleon calleddeology... In place of this governmental, feudal and taui}f rule,
imitated from that of former kings, the new edifafeindustrial institutions must be built.



That edifice can be built, Proudhon contends, bgimeef Association, but he is careful
to point out that by this he does not mean a rgidtopian organization. Association,
considered as an end in itself, is dangerous &dtmn, but considered as a means to a
greater end, the liberation of individual men,ahde beneficial. There is already an
anticipation of the syndicalist attitude in Proudisostatement that the associations
should be valued only in so far as they tend tal#ish "the social republic.”

The importance of their work lies not in their gathion interests, but in their denial of
the rule of capitalists, usurers, and governmemits;h the first revolution left
undisturbed. Afterwards, when they have conqudregblitical lie...the groups of
workers should take over the great departmentsdafstry which are their natural
inheritance.

The great task of the associations will be to opgoghe idea of government the idea of
contract.

The idea of contract excludes that of governmeietween contracting parties there is
necessarily a real personal interest for each;mlmagains with the aim of securing his
liberty and his revenue at the same time. Betweseming and governed, on the other
hand, no matter how the system of representatiaiel@gation of the governmental
function is arranged, therengcessarilyan alienation of part of the liberty and means of
the citizen.

It is in the generalization of this principle ofrtoact, in the turning of society into a
network of voluntary understandings between freleviduals, that Proudhon sees the
new order of economic as distinct from politicajanization. When that order is
achieved, there will no longer be any need for gowveent and, returning to his old
serialist doctrine, Proudhon concludes that thedrte series beginning in authority is
anarchy.

But he does not leave the argument in these getegnas. Instead, he presents the
nearest thing we have to a Proudhonian Utopiagtcklof the arrangements of society as
they may take shape when the idea of contractrhasghed. Already the elements of
decentralization and federalism and direct workastrol which characterize later
anarchist and syndicalist visions are there. Ope aeclear progression from the
Godwinian Utopia, brought about by the experierfiddaose fifty years at the beginning

of which Godwin lived in a mostly agrarian societyd at the end of which Proudhon
lived in a world that was becoming steadily indiatiThis is the sketch of the free
society as Proudhon presents it to us.

In place of laws, we will put contracts; no morevsavoted by the majority or even
unanimously. Each citi-



zen, each town, each industrial union will makeoiisy laws. In place of political powers
we will put economic forces.... In place of stamgdarmies, we will put industrial
associations. In place of police we will put idenof interests. In place of political
centralization, we will put economic centralization

Law courts will be replaced by arbitration, natibbareaucracies will be replaced by
decentralized direct administration, and large stdal or transport undertakings will be
managed by associations of workers; educationbgiltontrolled by parents and
teachers, and academic training will be replacetht®grated education with
"instruction...inseparable from apprenticeship, sacieéntific education...inseparable from
professional education.” In this way, Proudhon ends, a social unity will be attained,
compared with which the so-called order of govenntalesocieties will appear for what

it is -- "nothing but chaos, serving as a basisfutless tyranny."

The General Idea of the Revolutioan be regarded as the central work of Proudhon's
career. Here the constructive hints of his ead@yks are brought together into the
semblance of a system, and here too are sketchattititipal ideas his later works
develop. Like all of Proudhon's books -- and like triting of most other anarchists -- it
is strongest on the attack. In contrast with hargileritical insight into the errors of
authoritarian revolutionary doctrines, there ig#ner fuzzy optimism about Proudhon's
faith in the power of reason and in man's propgnesitietect and choose his own good. It
is true that his main point -- that the cure fotiabills cannot be found on a political
level and must be sought in the economic root®oiesy -- has been reinforced
historically by the consistent failure of politibaominated societies to establish social
and economic justice. But even Proudhon's anardestendants soon ceased to claim
that the solution could be quite so simple a matt@ontractual arrangement as he
suggests in his more hopeful flights.

Release from prison, which for most men means &rgement of life, brought
Proudhon into a world of

unexpected frustrations. Within the walls of Saidékagie, in a select company of rebels,
he had not realized how much the atmosphere oftEraad changed since the
establishment of the Empire. He emerged to findskifmmarked by the extremity of his
ideas. He even found it hard to earn a living;r@me frightened away publishers,
editors, employers, even prospective landlords. vwhdn a Belgian publisher eventually
brought out an innocuous pamphlet calRdlosophie du Progrégn which Proudhon
developed his idea of a universe "in incessant metphosis"), the police forbade its
importation into France.

But the hard years seemed to be drawing to anreh858, when Proudhon succeeded in
persuading a Paris publisher to bring out his m@stsive and his greatest wolle la
Justice dans la Révolution et dans I'Eglise. Déustice had begun as a reply to a
scandalous personal attack by a dubious Catholmagst who wrote under the name



Eugéne de Mirecourt, but it grew into a vast treatcomparing transcendental justice,
the justice of the Church, with immanent justibe, true justice that finds its lodging in
the human conscience and is the real moving fortieeoRevolution.

De la Justice is an extraordinary book, full of mdgent prose and curious learning, of
original speculation and fascinatingly fresh passag@f childhood recollections. The
General Idea of the Revolutioprovides the best summary of Proudhon's social
proposals, De la Justice is the best compendiuhsahdividuality, a book rich in
knowledge, in argument, above all in idiosyncrdsif,of apparent contradiction, but in
the end projecting an image of personality thabiagrapher of Proudhon has been able
to rival. Yet so far as the history of anarchisbuight is concerned it remains a secondary
book, since what it actually does is to take tt@adadeas Proudhon had already
discussed and rearrange them in a larger philosoftsame. For immanent Justice,
transmuted into terms of human action, is nothilsg ¢han Equality, and Equality -- as
Proudhon had already argued -- is to be attainedHh®ypractice of mutualist association
and the economic reorganization of society.

De la Justiceas the first work of importance to appear undeuBhon's signature since
1852, aroused a lively interest; six thousand copiere sold almost immediately, but
less than a week after publication all the unsolgies were seized, and Proudhon was
brought before the courts charged with a formidaklges of offenses against public
morality, against religion, and against the state.the second time he was unlucky in his
judges, and received a sentence of three yeargsompent and a fine of three thousand
francs. Once again he appealed and, proudly proiigihis reluctance to escape,
departed for Belgium without delay.

This time he assumed the name Durfort and posadasfessor of mathematics.
However, a reassuring interview with the Brusselgcp led him to use his own name
again and establish his family in Belgium. He setifiown to writd.a Guerre et la Paix,
a provocative work on the sublimation of warlikgourtses into creative social urges. He
also became aware of a reawakening of interestandeas among Russian intellectuals
and French working men. Tolstoy called, and a Rumssificer brought greetings from
Tomsk, where Bakunin was in exile; deputationsarkers arrived from Rouen and
Paris to ask his advice on their activities. Higfrds even began to talk of the
appearance of a Proudhonian party. Proudhon, howesautiously denied any such
development, and a letter he wrote to Alfred Danmnechoes curiously back to Godwin
in its emphasis on discussion and philosophic itigason in opposition to partisan
activity; the anarchist frame of mind, even in #tesence of an evident historical link, is
surprisingly repetitive in its manifestations.

As for our concluding from this isolated fact théséence of a Proudhonian party, since
you use the term, | believe that would be expaosinmgelves to a great illusion [he
protested]. The people can be of a Blanquist, Maaaj or Garibaldian party, that is to
say of a party where one believes, where one carsspvhere one fights; they are never



of a party where one reasons and thinks. | haveseao believe, it is true, that since the
coup d'état the public which from time

to time shows me its good will has increased ratthan diminished; there is hardly a
week that does not give me proofs of this. But #iid¢ of readers does not form a party;
they are people who ask me for books, for ideagjikcussion, for philosophic
investigation, and who, for the most part, wouldradion me tomorrow with contempt if |
spoke to them of creating a party and forming thedwes, under my initiative, into a
secret society.

In fact, Proudhon exaggerated the detachment gidsgion at this time. Far from being
a mere man of theory, during the final period af life he became more and more
involved in social issues, and in his last fourrgda wrote at substantial length on such
topical questions as literary copyright, realisnarhas exemplified in Courbet's painting,
federalism, abstention from voting, and, aboveth#, ability of the working class to
conduct its own affairs.

There was a certain reciprocity in the situatiéf®roudhon became more anxious than at
any time since 1848 to take part in current eventgas largely because the world had
become more interested in Proudhon. In the ea®®'$8he political atmosphere in
France began to change rapidly; for the first teimee 1848 the workers were showing
their discontent, while Napoleon lll, sensing tlievgng insecurity of his regime, tried to
gain a wider basis of popular support by mean®otessions to them. Open association
again became possible, and the craft workers tdelraage of the relaxation of controls
to establish trade unions and producers' co-opesatiThey remembered also how
Proudhon almost alone among the leading socidieisaken the defense of the
insurgents in June 1848, and the very isolationhich he had lived since the beginning
of the Empire increased his prestige. Thus, whé@neudhon wished it or not, a
movement based on his ideas of association andaiereedit began to emerge. But,
though there were Proudhonians, and enough of tbetominate the French working-
class movement by the middle of the 1860's, thexe mever a Proudhonian party. Until
the rise of Marxism more than twenty years

later, French socialism was to remain nonpartieahe strict sense, and here the
influence of Proudhon was decisive.

Yet, although during his Belgian exile Proudhondme aware of his growing popularity
among the French workers, it was not until he retdrto France in the autumn of 1862
that the problems of working-class action begatiaiminate his mind. During the last
months of his exile he was more concerned withgthesstion of nationalism, which had
been given a renewed topicality by Italy's rapidgsess toward unification.



Nationalism was perhaps the most dynamic heritdgigeoFrench Revolution, and in this
sense 1848 had carried on the tradition of 1788pma aims were equated with
democratic aspirations, and in the eyes of mosilugionaries, whether Jacobins or
socialists, the liberation of fatherlands was agadrtant as the liberation of individuals or
classes. Between 1848 and the Commune, Garibaldviazzini became the great heroes
of European democracy; even Bakunin, before ha inarchist phase, was a kind of
Slav nationalist.

But Proudhon, despite his love of the French peaptethe French land, was never a true
nationalist. His closest emotional loyalty was gioeal one, to his native Franche-
Comté, which he more than once remarked might berbaf if it joined the Swiss
Confederation. For him the unity of Frenchmen waisanpolitical one, and ifthe

General Idea of the Revolutidre stated clearly his desire for the ending oibnal
frontiers, with all the divisions they imply. He svane of the few men of 1848 to realize
the reactionary aspects of nationalism, and a aeleddr he was even more distrustful of
the uncritical support given by his fellow radictdsnationalist movements, and
particularly to those in Poland and Italy.la Guerre et la Paix, whose main theme is
that "the end of militarism is the mission of theeteenth century,” he already touched
on the question of nationalism, and as soon ad®tiok was finished he began an
epistolary campaign against the nationalists, whasltranged him from his old friend
Herzen, whom he reproached for lending himself "to

all these [nationalist] intrigues, which represeeaither political liberty nor economic
right nor social reform."”

It was the situation in Italy that led him to gie®ser consideration to the problems of
nationalism. Mazzini, Garibaldi, and the majorifytle Italian revolutionaries wished to
construct a centralized state out of the liberati@t seemed within their grasp; most
members of the Left in France supported them. Rroagdwith a prophetic eye, saw that
a strong Italian state might lead both to inte@aésarism and to disruption in
international politics. On the other hand, Italyitasas, split into many small political
units, seemed to him the ideal country for the igpgibn of his own solution of a federal
union of autonomous regions with no central govesminto impede social progress and
no nationalist ambitions to endanger European paadeinity.

The articles he wrote on this question arousedhdistility of Belgian patriots, who
demonstrated noisily outside his house, with tisaltehat he finally took advantage of a
Bonapartist political amnesty to return to Frar@ece back in Paris, he set to work on a
book that would summarize his views on nationalesmd put forward the federalist
alternative Du Principe Fédératif, which appeared in 1863, wag of his most chaotic
works, written hastily at a time when his healthsvadéready failing; much of it was
devoted to topical wrangles with nationalist crijdut basically his intention was to
carry his idea of anarchy from the field of econosnd industrial relations to world
society in general. Federation, in fact, he savaasage on the way to final anarchy,



which at this time he admitted might lie centuaégad; at the basis of both he saw
"public order resting directly on the liberty andrescience of the citizen.” In his view the
federal principle should operate from the simplestl of society. The organization of
administration should begin locally and as near tlrect control of the people as
possible; individuals should start the processdaefating into communes and
associations. Above that primary level the confaberganization would become less an
organ of administration

than of co-ordination between local units. Thusrtagon would be replaced by a
geographical confederation of regions, and Europeldvbecome a confederation of
confederations, in which the interest of the snsalpgovince would have as much
expression as that of the largest, and in whichfédirs would be settled by mutual
agreement, contract, and arbitration. In term$efavolution of anarchist ided3u
Principe Fédératifis one of the most important of Proudhon's boskse it presents the
first intensive libertarian development of the idddederal organization as a practical
alternative to political nationalism.

The rest of Proudhon's life was dominated by hiaramess of the rising discontent of the
French workers and by his desire to give that dissat an articulate expression.
Already, when the Bonapartist government held alastin May 1863, he became the
active center of an abstentionist movement, artk iflid not yet go to the anarchist
extremity of completely rejecting parliamentariamiand voting, he declared that
universal suffrage was "nothing" unless it weredeollary of the federal principle.”

Not all the workers who followed Proudhon in hisigeal federalist and mutualist ideas
agreed with his counsel of abstention from parliatagy action. Three mutualist workers
stood unsuccessfully as candidates in 1863, ange#s®ning behind their action was
shown in 1864 when the group who had sponsored ibmued the famouganifestoof

the Sixty, one of the key documents of French digaia Except for one schoolmaster,
the signatories were all manual workers; two ofithelenri Tolain and Charles
Limousin, were to become leaders of the Proudhofaietion in the First International.

The Manifestoargued that, despite the theoretical equalityldfranchmen since 1789,
the conditions of a capitalist world militate caansly against the workers. This situation
is perpetuated by the existing parliamentary systenwhich the deputies, instead of
speaking for all their constituents, represent amigrests in which they themselves are
involved. Therefore it is necessary for the

workers to be represented by men of their own chdss will formulate "with
moderation, but with firmness, our hopes, desaasd, rights."



Though he disagreed with tManifestoof the Sixty, Proudhon recognized its
importance; he discussed it at great length withesof the signatories and also with
workingmen who asked his opinion of it. To a graufrouen he declared that some way
must be found for the workers to be represented¢dmtended that this could not be
done within society as it was constituted. Existiagties and political institutions were

all designed to serve the propertied classes,f@d/brkers must recognize this situation;
unwillingly Proudhon granted the inevitability dfet bitter social conflict that was to
dominate France in the years after his death.

| say to you with all the energy and sadness oheart: Separate yourselves from those
who have cut themselves off from you.... It is kparation that you will win; no
representatives, no candidates.

The salvation of the workers, in other words, s tdisk of the workers themselves. The
anarchists who followed Proudhon were to hold cxiestly to this point of view.

These discussions of tianifestoof the Sixty became the pretext for Proudhon's las
book,De la Capacité Politique des Classes Ouvriegswhich he worked persistently
through his last illness. "Despite the gods, despiterything,” he cried, "l will have the
last word"; he considered the book so important hleadictated the last passages on his
deathbed to Gustave Chaudey. He was right, inghsesthat more than any other of his
books,De la Capaciténfluenced the development of the labor movemerirance and
indirectly, through syndicalism, the developmenapérchism throughout Europe and the
Americas. It gave, moreover, the final touch todharchist vision he had spent his life
formulating.

In this book Proudhon elaborates his own statermeb®48, that "the proletariat must
emancipate itself,” by celebrating the entry of wwrkers as an independent force in the
field of politics. "To possess political capacitih@ declares, "is to have thensciousness
of oneself as a

member of the collectivity, to affirm thdeathat results from this consciousness, and to
pursue itgealization Whoever unites these three conditions is cagalke maintains
that theManifestoof the Sixty, despite its errors, shows the Frgmadhetariat beginning
to fulfill these conditions. It is conscious thtt life and needs make it a separate group
with its own place in society and its own missiarsocial evolution. Th&leaemerging
from this consciousness is that of mutuality, whigiming at the organization of society
on anegalitarianbasis, gives the working class a progressive cterarherealization
comes through federalism. Federalism will guarattiegpeople true sovereignty, since
power will rise from below and rest on "natural gps” united in co-ordinating bodies to
implement the general will. The sensitivity of teigstem will be assured by the
immediate revocability of any delegation. The "matgroups” will be identical with the
working units of society, and so the political staiill disappear and be replaced by a



network of social and economic administration. Ahgrin its positive sense will be
achieved.

Before this last testament was published Proudiexsh, ¢h January 1865; he had lived
long enough to hear with joy the news of the fongdf the First International, largely
through the initiative of his own followers. A gtgaocession followed his funeral to the
cemetery of Passy, in which veterans of '48 minglgl thousands of anonymous Paris
working men -- the men who in a few years wouldigkting in defense of the
Commune. It was a symbolic meeting of two genenatiaf revolutionaries, and it
underlined Proudhon's peculiar importance as aitianal figure. He demonstrated in
his life and his ideas the change in the libertaatitude from the detached and idealistic
point of view that Godwin represented to the clos®lvement in the social struggle that
became most manifest in Bakunin and his succeséfrite Proudhon himself developed
from the theorist of an agrarian world into theenprreter of an industrial society, the
experiences of the working people in Latin coustieere making them increasingly
receptive to a doctrine that seemed to offer a ewyof the disillusioning im-

passe of a political democracy governed by propestyers. It was out of this
rapprochement of the ideas of the revolutionarytaedcascent wishes of a wide section
of the working class that anarchism as a movemaestfimally to emerge in the late
1860's. Proudhon did not create the anarchist mememthough he shares credit with
Godwin for creating anarchism -- and he might hayected many of its later
manifestations, but without his preparatory workatild hardly have arisen under the
captaincy of his most spectacular and most hetatiseiple, Michael Bakunin.

6. The Destructive Urge

Of all the anarchists, Michael Bakunin most comsily lived and looked the part. With
Godwin and Stirner and Proudhon there always seetingsion between the logical or
passionate extremes of thought and the realitiesibf life. These men of terror, as their
contemporaries saw them, would emerge from thediss and become transformed into
the pedantic ex-clergyman, the browbeaten teadhgrung ladies, the former artisan --
proud of his fine printing -- who turns out to benadel family father. This does not
mean that any of them was fundamentally inconsisbeath Godwin and Proudhon
showed exemplary courage in defying authority wierir consciences called them to do
so, but their urge to rebellion seemed almost cetapl fulfilled by their literary activity,
and in action their unconventionality rarely exaegthe milder degrees of eccentricity.

Bakunin, on the other hand, was monumentally eciceat rebel who in almost every act
seemed to express the most forceful aspects oftaynafe was the first of a long line of
aristocrats to join the anarchist cause, and hemest an inherited grace of manner
which he combined with an expansive Russian bond@md an instinctive defiance of



every bourgeois convention. Physically, he wasmgigaand the massive unkemptness of
his appearance would impress an audience everebedédoegan to win its sympathies
with his persuasive oratory. All his appetites #withe sole exception of the sexual -
were enormous; he talked the nights through, he eeanivorously, he drank brandy like
wine, he smoked

1,600 cigars in a single month of imprisonmentax&@y, and he ate so voraciously that
a sympathetic Austrian jail commandant felt mowedltot him double rations. He had
virtually no sense of property or material security a whole generation he lived on the
gifts and loans of friends and admirers, gave aggaisly as he received, and took
literally no thought for the morrow. He was intgéint, learned, yet naive; spontaneous,
kind, yet cunning; loyal to the last degree, yetrsprudent that he constantly led his
friends into unnecessary danger. Insurrectionadycamspirator, organizer and
propagandist, he was an energumen of revolutiogattyusiasm. He could inspire other
men freely with his ideals and lead them willingbyaction on the barricades or in the
conference hall.

Yet there were times when all this vast and res@esivity took on the appearance of a
great game of prolonged childhood, and times alsennBakunin's extremities of act and
speech produced passages of pure comedy that nimalseém the caricature rather than
the example of an anarchist. One catches glimpgsasnoparading the streets of a Swiss
city unconvincingly disguised as an Anglican clergn; naively posting ciphered letters
with the code enclosed in the same envelope; dghilaiffing chance acquaintances with
tales of enormous and totally imaginary secret @smat his command. It is hard always
to deny the justice of the portrait that E. H. Qaaced so ironically in the only English
biography of Bakunin.

But Bakunin remains too solid a figure to be disatsas a mere eccentric. If he was a
fool, he was one of Blake's fools who attain wisdmyrpersisting in folly, and there was
enough greatness in him -- and also enough appttepgss to his time -- to make him
one of the most influential men in the general hettonary tradition as well as in the
particular history of anarchism. He became so byfdilures as much as by his triumphs,
and his failures were many.

He failed, to begin, where most of the great anatslinave succeeded -- as a writer.
Though he scribbled copiously, he did not leavagls completed book to trans-

mit his ideas to posterity. He had, as he once telthio Herzen, no sense of literary
architecture, and also little staying power, sa Wiaatever he wrote soon lost its original
direction and was usually abandoned. His best sss@&yshort pieces produced for
special occasions, with all the weaknesses of &bfiterature. Nor are the ideas one can
cull from his writings very original, except whea talks of the organization of



revolutions; otherwise he says little that is neticed in some way from Hegel or Marx,
from Comte or Proudhon.

His admirers, admitting the thinness of his litgrand theoretical claims, have usually
countered with the contention that Bakunin waslyeaginificant as a man of action. Yet
even his actions, dramatic as they were, often s@egularly ineffectual. He was
involved in more pointless plots and more forloaopés than most other revolutionaries
in an age peculiarly given to such ventures. Heedrtoo late for the active phase of the
only successful uprising of his life, the FebruRegvolution of 1848 in Paris; the five
other insurrections, spread over the map of Eunop&hich he took a leading part, were
all either heroic disasters or comic fiascos. Té@ et societies he loved to invent were
stillborn or expired early from internal dissengoAnd at the end of it all he died a
lonely man, out of the struggle to which he hadaded his life and deserted by his own
anarchist followers.

But in compensation for his weaknesses, Bakuninthadirtues of dedication and
insight, and these led to his important achieveméti¢ saw, more clearly than even
Proudhon, that by the 1860's the time had come aharchist theories could be used as
the means for activating the discontent of workimgn and peasants in the Latin
countries. This realization led him into the Firgernational, and there he clearly
perceived the authoritarian implications of Mandetialism. It was in the conflict
between Bakunin and Marx within the Internatiotnattthe irreconcilable differences
between the libertarian and the authoritarian cptices of socialism were first
developed, and in this struggle the faction thdtuBan led gradually shaped itself into
the nucleus of the historic anarchist movement. yidags of his

connection with the International are those to WiBakunin owes his lasting
significance; without them he would have been nyettet most colorful of a host of
eccentric revolutionaries who filled the exile aastof Switzerland and England during
the middle decades of the nineteenth century.

Like so many of the anarchists, Bakunin was byhtartd upbringing a man of the
country. He was born in 1814 on the estate of Pké&ino in the Russian province of
Tver, where his father, Alexander Bakunin, was#ioas liberal of the eighteenth-
century school, a man of scholarship, and an amatet; he had been in Paris during
the French Revolution, and had taken his DoctarbEhilosophy at Padua. His wife,
Varvara, was a member of the influential Muraviamtily; three of her cousins, whom
Michael Bakunin knew as a boy, were involved in¢adiest of Russian revolutions, the
Decembrist mutiny of the constitutionalists in 18Z&e family was large; the ten
children formed a closely knit and affectionateugrpso that in his years of exile
Bakunin would look back on the happiness of hisdtltod with the kind of romantic
nostalgia which one finds so often in the memoirRwassian aristocrats born in the early
nineteenth century.



Life at Premukhino was almost Spartanly simple, buice Alexander Bakunin was a
disciple of Rousseau, the education of his childvas well cared for, and in those early
years Michael learned the languages -- French amthé&h, English and Italian -- which
were later so useful in his career as an internaticevolutionary. At that time it was
almost obligatory for a Russian gentleman to sprdast part of his life either in the
army or the bureaucracy, and Michael, as the ektgstwas sent to the Artillery School
in St. Petersburg. He was a reluctant studenthédinally received his commission and
was sent to serve on garrison duty in the remdteuanian countryside. Boredom,
resentment of discipline, and a suddenly awakeoeg d6f books made him discontented
with military life, and the next year he went hommeglingered convincingly, and
managed to get himself discharged. A couple of hlgter he was in Moscow,

where he met Nicholas Stankevich, the first ofrtten who were to help him on his path
to revolution.

It was the period when the young intellectuals né§ta were beginning to respond to the
influences that percolated through the barrierseosorship from western Europe.
Literary romanticism, German metaphysics, Frendsthought -- all found their
converts in the circles of Moscow and St. Peterglhiterati. Around Stankevich gathered
the disciples of Hegel; around Herzen those wheaviescinated by the socialistic
doctrines of Fourier, SaintSimon, and Proudhon.udakfollowed Stankevich, and when
the latter left Russia he became by sheer forgerdonality the leader of the Moscow
Hegelians. In Russia his Hegelianism remained didk@and authoritarian, and, in spite
of his recurrent rebellions against family authgrite remained surprisingly loyal to the
Czarist regime. He was already on friendly, borrgyierms with Herzen, but there is no
evidence that at this time he was in any way imfaggl by the socialistic ideas of the
future editor ofThe Bell

It is this indifference to radical ideas during Mescow years that gives Bakunin's
change of attitude after he left Russia in 1840ditaenatic quality of an emotional
conversion. Already he had experienced an intem®@intic malaise, a sense of spiritual
claustrophobia that afflicted many Russians intinie, and by 1839 he felt that his very
existence as a thinking being depended on gairdogss to sources of knowledge cut off
from him by the circumstances of Czarist society.dhnot remain a moment longer," he
cried out in frustration to his sisters, and inimagination Berlin became a philosophical
Mecca. In the first of many such letters, he adketzen for a substantial loan to pay for
his escape. "l expect from this journey a rebint a spiritual baptism," he told him. "I
sense so many deep and great possibilities witlggethand up to now | have realized so
little." Herzen provided the loan and accompaniedliorrower to the wharf on the Neva
from which he sailed.

For almost two years in Germany Bakunin remainedethithusiastically searching
student, exploring the intellectual circles andltb@emian society of Berlin; his closest
com-



panion was Ivan Turgenev, who later enshrined hiffiterature as the model for Rudin,
the hero of his first novel. Bakunin still had aeadc ambitions and he saw himself as a
future professor of philosophy at Moscow University

But the change that heralded his expected rebiathalready taking place within him. He
moved uneasily from philosopher to philosopher thtright with increasing repugnance
of leaving the mental freedom of Europe for theliettual darkness of Russia. He began
to find even Berlin irksome, and toward the end®41 he made a trip to Dresden which
unexpectedly became a turning point in his life,there he met the unlikely man who
began his conversion.

Arnold Ruge has already appeared as a rather pampimor actor in the lives of
Proudhon and Stirner. He was one of the leadinghgdtegelians, who had turned
Hegel's doctrine against the Master by their cldimas the dialectical method could be
used to prove that everything is in flux and tihatréfore revolution is more real than
reaction. Bakunin immediately immersed himselfhia tvritings of these unorthodox
philosophers, and completed his conversion to dleeakrevolutionary ideal by reading
Lorenz von Steirsocialism and Communism in Contemporary Framd@ch appeared
in 1841. The doctrines of Fourier and ProudhongctviBakunin had ignored when
Herzen was propagating them in Moscow, now seemeffér, as he recollected in later
years, "a new world into which | plunged with detardor of a delirious thirst.”

He celebrated his conversion by writing and pulrighn Ruge'©eutsche Jahrblcher
under thenom de plumdules Elysard, his first and one of his most ingaressays,
Reaction in GermanyFor the most part it is a typical Young Hegelstempt to present
Hegel's doctrine as basically one of revolutiort,there is a true Bakuninist feeling in

the apocalyptic tone and the emphasis on destruasdhe necessary prelude to creation.
Revolution in the present is negative, Bakunin @ssbut when it triumphs it will
automatically become positive;

a tone of religious exaltation comes into his vasene describes this desired end to the
revolutionary process. "There will be a qualitatixensformation, a new living, life-
giving revelation, a new heaven and a new eargouag and mighty world in which all
our present dissonances will be resolved into embaious whole." He ends with the
peroration that has become the most familiar ofuBak quotations:

Let us put our trust in the eternal spirit whiclsdeys and annihilates only because it is
the unsearchable and eternally creative sourck kifeaThe urge to destroy is also a
creative urge.

Bakunin does not yet appear as an anarchist, foekeno developed social vision to
support his instinctive rebellion against whateigegstablished and seems permanent.



Yet in Reaction in Germanlge makes his first statement of perpetual reaoid places
an emphasis on the destructive element in the uéwohry process that will color all his
changing viewpoints until it becomes one of thalieg elements in his own version of
anarchism.

This was a time of succeeding influences. In Zuaglear later Bakunin met the German
communist Wilhelm Weitling. Weitling, like Proudhpwas a self-taught working man, a
tailor who had been involved in one of Blanqui'si§tan uprisings during the 1830's, and
was now forming secret societies among Swiss wgrkien who would listen to his
preaching of a revolution carried out with meralesolence and leading paradoxically to
an idyllic Utopian world. Weitling was the first tant revolutionary Bakunin had
encountered, and it was his example that turnegidbag Russian from a theoretical into
a practical rebel. More than that, Weitling had phease which seemed to answer the
social problem so simply that it lodged in Bakusimind like a potent seed. "The perfect
society has no government, but only an administnatho laws, but only obligations, no
punishments, but means of correction.” Weitling walsis own way a primitive

anarchist, inconsistently mingling Proudhonism vattaste for conspiratorial
organization which

he had acquired from Blanqui. It was a combinaBakunin himself was to repeat on a
far more dramatic scale than Weitling ever attained

To some extent Bakunin seems to have become invaiv@/eitling's secret activities,
and this initiation into practical revolutionismdaene also an initiation into exile. When
Weitling was arrested and expelled from SwitzerlBatunin's name appeared
compromisingly in his papers; it was mentioned palyplin a report on communist
activities issued by the Zurich cantonal authasitiEhe Russian embassy notified St.
Petersburg, and Bakunin was summoned home to edpilconduct. He refused, and
was condemneth absentiato indefinite exile with hard labor in Siberia.

His road now led almost inevitably to Paris, whieas still, despite the Orléans regime,
the Rome of revolutionary idealists. There he matnyncelebrated rebels; Marx and
Lelewel, George Sand and Pierre Leroux, Cabet amdelhnais, and, most important and
congenial, Proudhon. With Proudhon, who differemhrfrother French socialists in his
Jurassian bluntness and his openness of mind, Batalked the nights away, unraveling
Hegelian intricacies over endless glasses of w@jrathese discussions which lasted till
the dawn his amorphous revolutionism receivediigs $haping. "Proudhon is the master
of us all," he was to declare long afterward whenrhantle of leading anarchist had
fallen on his own shoulders, and, despite thetfadthe disagreed with Proudhon on vital
points of revolutionary action and rejected bothdefense of individual possession and
his ideas of mutual banking, he never ceased &rddgm as an authentic revolutionary
and the best of all socialist philosophers.



Yet in the years that followed immediately it wat the Proudhonian doctrine, or even
socialism in a general sense that dominated Balauaativities. Rather it was a concern
for the fate of his fellow Slavs, still subjectedthe autocrats of Russia, Austria, and
Turkey. His attention turned first toward the Polgho in the mid-nineteenth century
peculiarly symbolized for the democrats of westeunope the plight of subjected
nationalities -and this in spite of the fact thet adherence of the

Polish nationalists to democratic principles wassay the least, suspect. In 1846 there
were small risings in the parts of Poland occugdPrussia and Austria; their
suppression caused a wave of sympathy that cadakdnin on its crest. In November
1847 he made his first public speech at a Parigutrattended by 1,500 Polish refugees.
He chose as his theme the alliance of Poland anti¢lal" Russia, as distinct from

"official Russia," and for the first time he enusteid the key theme of the middle period
of his life -- the union in rebellion of the Slaegples and the consequent regeneration of
Europe.

The reconciliation of Russia and Poland is a graase [he declared]. It means the
liberation of sixty million souls, the liberatior all the Slav peoples who groan under a
foreign yoke. It means, in a word, the fall, theitrievable fall, of despotism in Europe.

A few days later, on the complaint of the Russiarbassador, Bakunin was deported to
Belgium. But little more than two months afterwél returned, as the Citizen King fled
in the opposite direction from the February ReviolutBakunin walked over the border
and reached Paris as soon as the disrupted raslysigm would allow him. He lodged
among the working-class National Guard who occughedbarracks in the rue Tournon,
and spent his days and a large part of his nighasfever of excitement and activity.

| breathed through all my senses and through alpargs the intoxication of the
revolutionary atmosphere [he recollected latehaforced tranquillity of a prison cell].

It was a holiday without beginning and without ehglaw everyone and | saw no one, for
each individual was lost in the same innumerabteveandering crowd. | spoke to all |
met without remembering either my own words or éhokothers, for my attention was
absorbed at every step by new events and objedtsyannexpected news.

But Bakunin's was an exaltation that fed on actaord there was no action. In Paris the
revolutionary wave was already beginning to ebli.nage was in the general European
air. One kingdom had fallen; the rest were

threatened. Only the Russian Empire still reignetlaubled, and it was natural that
Bakunin should think of carrying the sacred firdnt® own country. Russia's weak spot
was Poland, and it was here that Bakunin decidethio his activities. He borrowed



2,000 francs from the French Provisional Governmamd set off on what was to
become a sensational odyssey.

His first destination was the Grand Duchy of Pogethe Prussian-dominated sector of
Poland. The Prussian police intercepted him iniBeaind pointedly suggested he might
do better in Breslau, where the Polish refugee®gathering in the hope of provoking
risings in Austrian and Russian Poland. But Breslas a disappointment. The Poles
were disorganized and divided; the only feeling #eemed to unite them was a distrust
of Bakunin, about whom the Czarist agents wereasjing a rumor that he was one of
their own spies. Then the news reached him thaC#eeh National Committee was
assembling a Slav Congress. As he set off for Rraga hopes of a revolutionary union
of the oppressed Slav peoples rose again, onlg submerged in the intrigues of the
actual assembly. The southern Slavs looked to §tZtissia as their savior from the
Turks; many of the Czechs and Croats nursed the bbpeplacing the Germans as the
master race of the Hapsburg Empire. Only a tinygrof delegates showed any
sympathy for Bakunin's pan-Slavist revolutionismitating Weitling, he tried to form
them into a secret society.

But if Bakunin found few comrades in the Congréssfound many in the uprising that
broke out on its last day, when some Prague stadamt workers raised the barricades in
the name of Czech freedom. The Bakunin legend tsréadn -- doubtless apocryphally --
with having started the rising by firing at Austrimoops from the windows of the Blue
Star Hotel; he was certainly in his element whenfighting actually began, giving
military advice to the insurgents and fighting lre ranks at the barricades. The rebels
held out for five days; at the end Bakunin slippreugh the Austrian ranks and found
his way to the Duchy of Anhalt, an island of lidesa

in a Germany fast retreating into reaction afterftrst enthusiasm of 1848.

In Anhalt Bakunin wrote higppeal to the Slayshe major document of his nationalistic
period. He called for the destruction of the AustrEmpire, for a great federation of all
Slavs. He prophesied a messianic role for the Rogseople, and saw his fatherland as
the key to the worldwide destruction of oppressiow, indeed, one sees a bitter irony
in his half-fulfilled prophecy that "the star ofviution will rise high and independent
above Moscow from a sea of blood and fire, and twith into the lodestar to lead a
liberated humanity."

Already for Bakunin nationalist revolutions hadeimtationalist implications, and he went
further on the path toward anarchism by declarirag such movements could only
succeed if they incorporated the social revolutlarthe most significant passage of the
Appealwe find a strong influence of Proudhon, but &iBroudhonianism impregnated
with Bakunin's personal mystique of destruction.



Two great questions were posed from the first a@diybe spring [ 1848 ]; the social
guestion and that of the independence of all nafittre emancipation of peoples
internally and externally at once. It was not a fadividuals, nor was it a party, but the
admirable instinct of the masses which raised theeejuestions above all others and
demanded their prompt solution. The whole worldarstbod that liberty was only a lie
where the great majority of the population is conded to lead a poverty-stricken
existence and where, deprived of education, ofiteiand of bread, it is destined to serve
as a stepping stone for the powerful and the fitlis the social revolution presented
itself as a natural and necessary consequence @bliftical revolution. At the same time,
it was felt that while there is a single persecutation in Europe the complete and
decisive triumph of democracy will be possible neveh... We must first of all purify our
atmosphere and transform completely the surrousdmghich we live, for they corrupt
our instincts and our wills, they constrict our ieand our intelligences.

Therefore the social question appears first chgallhe overthrow of society.

Such ideas of the primacy of the social revolutibe, indivisibility of liberty (with its
implied rejection of Stirner's individualism), theed for a complete breakdown of
society in order to start anew, were to be incaxfeat into Bakunin's later anarchist
doctrine of the 1860's, as were certain other dspdd¢heAppeal to the Slaysuch as the
emphasis on the revolutionary role of the peasamdsthe rejection of parliamentary
democracy. Here, however, we reach dubious grainde in 1848 Bakunin had not
developed his later conceptions of libertarian oigtion; his rejection of the bourgeois
state at this time was not incompatible with the&on of a revolutionary dictatorship
which haunts the whole of his pan-Slavic period hasafterward confessed, he thought
during 1848 of a secret organization of conspisatanich would continue after the
revolution and would constitute "the revolutionaigrarchy"; as late as 1860 he was still
talking to Herzen of "an iron dictatorship aiminglae emancipation of the Slavs."

However, it was not the liberation of the Slavd {i@voked the most epic passage of
Bakunin's early manhood; it was, ironically, théethse of the Germans, whom he
regarded as conservators of the spirit of reactioiMarch 1849 the people of Dresden
rose in support of the Frankfurt constitution fdederated democratic Germany, which
had been rejected by the King of Saxony. Bakunppkaed to be in the city, engaged in
attempts to foment unrest in Bohemia. He had ngosyhy for the bourgeois democratic
aims of the Saxon insurgents; they were neithersStar social revolutionaries. But their
enemies, the kings of Saxony and Prussia, wererf@sies too, and when Richard
Wagner persuaded him to visit the rebel headqusniicould not resist the impulse to
take part in the struggle, just because it wasuggte. He fought and organized with
disinterested enthusiasm, and he was capturedth#telefeat of the revolution when he
was retreating with a few other survivors to Chammwhere he had hoped to carry on
the rebellion.



Now began a long pilgrimage of agony. The Saxois kem in prison for a year and
condemned him to death. After a tardy reprievey thended him over to the Austrians,
who kept him another eleven months, chained mosteofime to a dungeon wall in the
fortress of OlmUtz; again he was condemned to degphnieved, and handed over, this
time to the Russians. In his own country there m@teven the pretense of a trial; he had
been sentenced years ago, and he disappeared wWiahwoality into the Peter-and-Paul
fortress.

For six years Bakunin remained in prison. His tdelhout from scurvy; he became
bloated and unkempt. His only contact with the iokgtsvorld happened on the rare
occasions when members of his family were alloveedgit him; solitude and inaction

ate deeply into the spirit of this active and grems man, but they neither broke his will
nor destroyed his mind. "Prison has been good &l tre said in one note which he
passed secretly to his sister Tatiana. "It hasngiae leisure and the habit of reflection, it
has, so to speak, consolidated my spirit. Butst¢taanged none of my old sentiments; on
the contrary, it has made them more ardent, maselate than ever, and henceforward
all that remains to me of life can be summed upnie word: liberty."

It is the sentiment of this secret letter, cleapyinging from Bakunin's heart, that we
must remember in considering the one piece of ngitie was allowed to produce during
his imprisonment, the celebrat€dnfessiorwhich he wrote at the request of the Czar
and which was found in the archives of the politpalice after the Russian Revolution.
A confession from Bakunin to the Czar, humbly begdiorgiveness for his sins against
the autocracy! It became the delight of Bakuninsneies, and aroused consternation
among his admirers.

Yet a glance at the circumstances and aCirefessiontself goes very far to excuse
Bakunin. It must be remembered that, unlike thesRusrevolutionaries of later
generations who performed acts of heroic resistanttee prisons and fortresses of
Russia, Bakunin had no sense of belonging to a mexmehe must not betray. So far as
he knew, he stood alone, the only revolutionargtexgy

in Russia -- and existing, moreover, unknown toca@ybut his jailers and their masters.
As for theConfessionit is by no means the abject document which thar doubtless
expected and which Bakunin perhaps intended tewasta cunning deception aimed at
securing the transfer to Siberia which he desivaeth of it is a vivid description of his
activities, impressions, and plans during the retiohary years of 1848 and 1849. He
asks to be pardoned for these, but he negatepdisges by passages in which he
maintains that Russia is a land of greater oppyagbian any other in Europe and in
which he defiantly refuses to name his accompilicgsvolutionary activity. Nicholas
read theConfessiorwith great interest and sent it on to the Czackwitith the remark
that it was worth reading and "very curious andrirgive.” But he understood, more
clearly than those who have self-righteously conaearBakunin, the defiant passages
which revealed that the sinner had not repentéusiteart. He decided to leave Bakunin



rotting in his cell, and it was not until 1857, aafextraordinary efforts on the part of the
prisoner's highly placed relatives, that Alexandiénally agreed to offer him the
alternative of exile.

The four years in Siberia were almost happy in canmspn with those in prison. Bakunin
was readily accepted in the societies of Tomskldadsk, where political exiles formed
an unofficial intellectual aristocracy. He marr@gretty, empty-headed Polish girl; he
tried to persuade the Governor, his cousin Muraiswrski, to become the dictator of a
revolutionary Russia; and he never for a day altbtie idea of escape to pass out of his
mind. To this end he gained employment as a metshagent; this allowed him to
travel, and at last, in 1861, when the Governor véptaced Muraviev turned out to be
another family connection, he got permission to enakourney down the Amur. A series
of lucky coincidences and clever deceptions endhiedio board an American ship off
Nikolayevsk; from that point he was free, returnuig Japan, San Francisco, and New
York to London, and bursting in on Herzen's Padindnome full of enthusiasm for the
revolutionary cause. While his

rebellion into a single pan-Slavist movement warsuccessful, and were broken off by
the Polish insurrection of 1863.

As an old hero of the barricades, Bakunin felt ttetould not absent himself from the
scene of action, and he doubtless had Garibaldisessful invasion of Sicily in mind
when he decided to join an expedition of two hudd?eles which had chartered a
British ship to take them from Stockholm to Lithiearwhere they hoped to raise the
people and form a rebel force to attack the Russiaty on the flank. The plan was
guixotic enough in any case; given the personaldied the monstrous indiscretions of
Bakunin and his Polish associates it became arludicfiasco which ended when the
British captain, fearful of Russian cruisers, lashtlee mutually accusatory legion back in
Sweden. It brought an end to Bakunin's illusionsuabhe Polish nationalists and a rapid
fading of his pan-Slavist enthusiasms. At the enti863 he left London for Italy and the
last phase of his career.

In Italy Bakunin found his second home. The easygaimercurial Italian temperament
appealed to him, and he moved into a society wiegiienal loyalties and a love of
conspiracy congenially flourished. The waters inchithe prepared to fish were troubled
by growing discontent, not merely with the Savoynauehy, but also with the republican
nationalist movement that centered around MazZimé discontent was most
demonstrative among the intellectuals, but it ctéld the abiding, inarticulate resentment
of the Italian poor, to whom political liberatiomdh brought very little relief. The time
had come when a social revolutionary appeal mighwva wide response from almost
every class in Italy, and over the remaining yedithe 1860's Bakunin was to exploit
these opportunities, and to found in Italy theearbanizations out of which the
anarchist movement evolved.



He settled first in Florence, where letters of raogendation from Garibaldi gave him
entry into republican circles. His house quicklg@&me a gathering place for
revolutionaries of all countries, from among whoenfbunded his first secret
Brotherhood, which has remained a historically hedsiorganization. Bakunin
apparently
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conceived it as an order of disciplined militanévated to propagating the social
revolution; an Italian teacher named Gubernatis) élonged to it for a short period,
estimated the membership at thirty. Even at thie tBakunin seems to have had



ambitions to create an international movementtHergreat French geographer Elisée
Reclus attended one of the Florentine meetingdatadclaimed that as early as the
autumn of 1864 he and Bakunin were making planardnternational Brotherhood.

What happened to the Florentine Brotherhood icleatrly known, though Gubernatis
claimed that it was dissolved before Bakunin leé tity for Naples in the early summer
of 1865. In the South he found a more responsive@mment, and several of the Italians
whose acquaintance he made at this time -- Giuseapelli, Saverio Friscia, and
Alberto Tucci -- were eventually to become devdBadtuninist propagandists. Here his
International Brotherhood was founded; by the sunwh&866 it had recruited a
following and achieved a certain complexity of argation, at least on paper. Its various
documents, particularly teevolutionary Catechismvhich Bakunin wrote for its
members, suggest that he and his followers weredgdke final steps toward an
anarchist viewpoint. The Brotherhood opposed aitihdhe state, and religion; it stood
for federalism and communal autonomy; it accepteibdism on the grounds that labor
"must be the unique base of human right and theao@ organization of the state”; it
declared that the social revolution could not beeed by peaceful means.

In its organization, however, the International Beshood planned a hierarchical
structure and laid a most unlibertarian emphasigmt@nnal discipline. At the summit of
the hierarchy would stand the International Fanaly aristocracy of tried militants from
all countries who would make plans for revolutidhe rank and file of the Brotherhood
would belong to the National Families, whose membesuld owe unconditional
obedience to the national juntas.

To assess the actual scope of the Brotherhoodase h

to balance Bakunin's optimism and love of mysttimawith the external evidence.
Writing to Herzen in July 1866, Bakunin boasted:

At present we have adherents in Sweden, Norwaymaek England, Belgium, France,
Spain, and Italy. We also have some Polish friemitkwe even count some Russians
among us. The majority of the Mazzinian organizaiof southern Italy, of the Falanga
Sacra, have come over to us. In southern Italye@alby, the lower classes are coming to
usen masseand it is not the raw material we lack so muckhaseducated and

intelligent men who act honestly and who are capabhbiving a form to this raw
material.

In fact, most of the support Bakunin claimed appé¢ahave been imaginary. One finds
no evidence elsewhere of mass desertions from #ezidian ranks, and the only active
sections of the International Brotherhood that loamdentified are two small Sicilian
groups and the Central Committee of Bakunin andri@ads in Naples. As for the non-
Italian adherents, apart from a few Russians aiglPeefugees in Naples, Elisée Reclus



remains the only one who can be identified with eestainty in 1866, though Emil Vogt
and Caesar de Paepe were recruited in 1867.

Later on | intend to discuss how these scanty lmeggs of the International Brotherhood
led to the vigorous Italian anarchist movementef1870's. Here | am concerned with
Bakunin's own career and in that connection therihattional Brotherhood is important
because it prompted him, through the writing oftedocuments as ttieevolutionary
Catechismto clarify the final stages of his progress taivgenuine anarchism; it also
gave him practical experience in building an orgation, and brought him into contact
with some of the men who became his active assxciatthe great struggle within the
International.

It was not, however, the International that nekiaated Bakunin's attention, but a
Congress to be held in Geneva during September W8@&r the auspices of an
international committee of liberals, to discuss"thaintenance of liberty, justice, and
peace" in a Europe menaced by

conflict between Prussia and Imperial France. Ton@evolutionary character of the
enterprise was suggested by the very names giotssers, who included John Bright
and John Stuart Mill, but to Bakunin it seemedrtovile an excellent chance to bring his
campaign out of the underground darkness of coaigpial groups and into the open
arena of public discussion.

Bakunin's exploits in 1848, his imprisonment, lesape from Siberia, had made him a
legendary figure in western Europe, and his appearat the Congress for Peace and
Freedom -- his first public appearance since tlagr conference eighteen years before
-- aroused the most active interest. He was eldotédtk executive committee, and as he
walked up to take his place on the platform -- ansbling, prematurely aged man,
dressed carelessly and none too cleanly -- Gaiibtiloble forward to embrace him, and
the six thousand delegates, shouting his name foanto row, rose spontaneously to
applaud this seasoned hero of the cause of freedom.

The warmth of this welcome was soon tempered, $dat@inin's views on almost every
subject were too extreme for the liberal majorityi® Congress. He developed the
federalist viewpoint in an almost orthodoxly Proadlan manner, but aroused
considerable opposition because he could not r@sisstructionist tone.

Universal peace will be impossible [he declared]lofig as the present centralized states
exist. We must desire their destruction in ordet,tbn the ruins of these forced unions
organized from above by right of authority and aoesf, there may arise free unions
organized from below by the free federations of sames into provinces, of provinces
into nations, and of nations into the United StatelSurope.



However, enough of the first-day glamour remaimethe minds of the delegates to elect
Bakunin to the central committee of the League Wil Congress founded, and he
dominated this smaller body as it prepared itsntsgor the second Congress in 1868.
For the benefit of his colleagues he composed &thiasis, which was later published
under the title oFederalism, Socialism and Anti-Theologisthe section dealing with
federalism was

again based on Proudhon's ideas, and Proudhopaatép dominated the section on
socialism, which emphasized the class structummonfemporary society and the
irreconcilability of the interests of capitalistsdaworkers. Bakunin defined his socialist
attitude in the following terms:

What we demand is the proclamation anew of thiatgsanciple of the French
Revolution: that every man must have the materidlrmoral means to develop all his
humanity, a principle which, according to us, iv®translated into the following
problem: To organize society in such a fashion évaty individual, man or woman,
coming into life, shall find as nearly as possitpial means for the development of his
or her different faculties and for their utilizatiby his or her labor; to organize a society
which, rendering for every individual, whoever hayte, the exploitation of anybody
else impossible, permits each to participate imedogealth -- which, in reality, is never
produced otherwise than by laboo#ly in so far as he has contributed to produdsyit
his own labor

The final clause, which I have italicized, indicatbat here too Bakunin stands with
Proudhon. Unlike the anarchist communists of th8013 he believed not in the maxim
"From each according to his means, to each acaptdihisneeds' but in the radically
different formula, "From each according to his nedan each according to his deeds."
The ancient curse of Adam -"In the sweat of thyefakalt thou eat bread" -- still lay
upon the world of Bakunin's vision; the saintlyiopsm of the Kropotkins and the
Malatestas was needed to remove it.

Yet, while Bakunin was not in Kropotkinian terms@nmunist, he differed from
Proudhon in taking association, which Proudhondm@pted unwillingly as a means of
dealing with large-scale industry, and turninghtbia central principle of economic
organization. The group of workers, the collecyivtakes the place of the individual
worker as the basic unit of social organizationti/akunin the main stream of
anarchism parts from individualism, even in itsigated Proudhonian form; later, during
the sessions of the International, the collectivist

followers of Bakunin were to oppose the mutualidiofvers of Proudhon -- the other
heirs of anarchy -- over the question of propeng possession.



Bakunin did not convert the League's central cotemito his full program, but he did
persuade them to accept a remarkably radical re@mdation to the Berne Congress of
September 1868, demanding economic equality antidithpattacking authority in both
Church and State. But the Congress itself rejetttedecommendation by a majority
which made it clear that Bakunin could achievéelithrough the League in the direction
of promoting social revolution. At the end of ther@ress he and seventeen of his
associates formally withdrew from the organizatiaswell as his three close Italian
supporters, Fanelli, Tucci, and Friscia, they ideld several other men who later played
important parts in anarchist history, notably Eis&clus, the Russian Zhukovsky, and
the Lyons weaver Albert Richard. They were a sutistbproportion of the hundred
delegates who represented the already moribunduee@amd from among them Bakunin
recruited the nucleus of his next organization.

This was the celebrated International Alliance o€i&l Democracy. The Alliance did not
at once supersede the International Brotherhoodhwdurvived as a kind of shadow
organization of Bakunin's intimates until its dikgimn in 1869, but it did take over on an
international scale the function of an open propadgaorganization allotted to the
National Families in the original plan of the Brethood. A loosening of the hierarchical
principle appeared in the plan of organizatiore liter anarchist federations, the
Alliance was to consist of more or less autonongrosips united in each country by
National Bureaux. The program also was more explianarchistic than that of the
International Brotherhood, and in some respedhoatved the influence of the
International Working Men's Association, of whicakinin had become an individual
member two months before he left the League foc®eaad Freedom. Federalism was
stressed more strongly than before -- the progmhactfor the complete breakdown of
national states and their replacement

by a worldwide "union of free associations, agtigtd! and industrial” -- and the
economic and social aims of the Alliance are sumuopedoncisely in the following
paragraph:

It [the Alliance] desires above all the definitigad entire abolition of classes and the
political, economic, and social equalization of thve sexes, and, to arrive at this end, it
demands first of all the abolition of the rightioheritance, so that in the future each
man's enjoyment shall be equal to his productiod,so that, in conformity with the
decision taken by the most recent congress of weikeBrussels, the land and the
instruments of work, like all other capital, mayut@ized only by the agricultural and
industrial workers.

Until the advent of the anarchist communists thés wo remain, broadly speaking, the
program of the anarchist movement.

How far Bakunin thought the Social-Democratic Allia might have a life of its own,
and how far he planned it as the Trojan horsewlatd allow him to lead an army of



anarchists into the heart of the Internationas ihow difficult to determine. However, in
view of the efforts that were made to establistanoggof the Alliance in various countries,
and its success in comparison with Bakunin's easliganizations, it seems very unlikely
that he regarded it merely as a temporary frordmigation. Fanelli went off to Spain in
November 1868 and founded branches in BarcelondVimallid. Other sections were
formed in Lyons, Marseilles, Naples, and SicilyeTgrincipal section, however, was in
Geneva, where the Central Bureau also functionedgnthe personal leadership of
Bakunin. Thus the Alliance was spread extremelylytover the Latin countries, but,
unlike the Brotherhoods, it did have a real lifgdred Bakunin's immediate personal
circle. All the evidence suggests that its formatieas taken very seriously by Bakunin
and his most important associates, and that thpgdtor its continued existence as an
anarchistic body enjoying a certain autonomy witihie First International, and acting as
a kind of radical ginger group, a dedicated legbtpropa-

gandists, apostles, and, finally, organizers," akugin called them.

It was with this in mind that the Alliance formakpught admission as a body into the
International. John Becker, a German socialist dud been a Garibaldian colonel, was
chosen to transmit the request, perhaps because Miao had by now established
control over the General Council of the Internagilon London, was known to respect
him. In the rather naive hope of helping matterpénsonal contact, Bakunin -- who had
discussed the prospects of the International wiginxMin London as early as 1864 -- now
sent him a curious letter in which an evident dewoto the cause of the working class
was combined with rather clumsy flattery.

Since bidding a solemn and public farewell to tbarigeois at the Berne Congress [he
said], | have known no other company, no other eydHan that of the workers. My
country is now the International, of which you aree of the principal founders. You see
then, dear friend, that | am your disciple and draube one.

Marx was neither impressed nor convinced. As a éorpan-Slavist, as an admirer of
Proudhon, and as the propounder of a theory oftapenus revolution based largely on
the peasants and tdeclassélements in urban society, Bakunin was triply gaspo

him, even though the central Marxist-Bakuninistftiots over political action and the
state had not yet defined themselves. And a manrésnt on personal power than Marx
might have been alarmed by the kind of organizatipalatinate within the International
demanded by the Alliance. Local branches of theaAde were to become branches of
the International, but also to retain their linkshaBakunin's Central Bureau in Geneva,
and the Alliance's delegates to the Internatiorexievio hold their own separate
gatherings at the same time and place as the lbogisr

Before such a prospect the German Marxists, thechrBlanquists, and the English
trade unionists on the General Council closed raaukd the application of the Alliance



was rejected on the grounds that a second interretorganization, either within or
outside the International Workingmen's Associatmmuyld only encourage faction and
intrigue. The decision was reasonable enough; theimny was that it should be
inspired by the one man in the international s@tiahovement who was Bakunin's
superior in the fomenting of faction and intrigue.

Bakunin bowed to the decision of the General Cduifibie Alliance was publicly
dissolved (though how far it continued to exiss@tret is still an unsettled question), and
the absorption of its branches, transformed intbices of the International, followed in
the spring of 1869. Only the Geneva section reththe title of the SocialDemocratic
Alliance, which it changed later to that of SectionPropaganda; it entered the
International with one hundred and four memberd,ramained separate from the
existing Geneva section of the International.

The dissolution of the Alliance made little redffelience to the influence Bakunin was
able to wield once he had established a footholtiwihe larger organization. The
Spanish and Italian sections did not change th&iudes with their titles; within the
International they remained devoted to Bakunin lasdantipolitical, collectivist
anarchism. Bakunin's influence was also stron@uttern France and Belgium, and in
1869 he gained a considerable following in Féelération Romandéehe group of thirty
sections which made French-speaking Switzerlancobttee most fruitful regions of
Internationalist activity.

In theFédération Romandeis most faithful adherents were the watchmakétseoJura
villages, who combined their craft work with farrgiand came from the same mountain
peasant stock as Proudhon. They were largely edjy a young schoolmaster, James
Guillaume, whom Bakunin had met at the first Cosgref the League for Peace and
Freedom in 1867. Within thieédération Romanda split quickly developed between the
Geneva working men, who had been led into the Macamp by a Russian refugee,
Nicholas Utin, and the men of the Jura. The Bakishmountaineers eventually broke
away and formed a separ&édération Jurasiennevhich throughout the 1870's became
a center of libertarian

thought and the real heart of the anarchist movéchaing its early years.

Even before the foundation of thara Federatiorfirst battle had been fought between
Bakunin and the Marxists at the Basel Congreshefriternational in September 1869.
This Congress marked a change in the power balaiticm the International. For the

first four years of the organization's life the tahconflict had been between the
Proudhonian mutualists on the one hand and theduysteous body of their opponents --
communists, Blanquists, English trade unionistsver whom Marx had consolidated his
influence through the General Council. The mutisikgere anarchists of a kind, opposed



to political revolutionism, and they combined aide$o keep all bourgeois elements out
of the International with an insistent propaganafaniutual banking and co-operative
societies as the basis for social reorganizatiomas Proudhonism without Proudhon, for
none of the Mutualist leaders -- Tolain, Friboucgnousin -- had inherited the
revolutionary vision or the personal dynamism @fittmaster. Already, at the Brussels
Congress of 1868, the mutualists had been defedied they opposed collectivization,
and at the Basle Congress they were in a clearritynsince even some of the French
delegates were now opposed to their idea of indalilpossession.” Marx's struggle
against the mutualists was virtually ended by 1868 he rejoiced only to face
immediately a more formidable of the Protean foaohanarchism.

The convinced Bakuninists were only a relativel\aBgroup among the seventy-five
delegates who attended the Basel Congress. Bakimself represented Naples; he was
supported by seven Swiss, two Lyonnais, two Spdsjand one Italian, while the Paris
bookbinder Eugéne Varlin, the Belgian De Paepe,aafailv other delegates were
sympathetic toward him without being his actuatitikes. It was by the force of his
personality and the power of his oratory, rathantby numbers, that Bakunin dominated
the conference, and succeeded in defeating the pfahe Marxists. As so often
happens, the particular issue on which the defedt place

had little real bearing on the fundamental diffeesbetween the libertarian and the
authoritarian socialists. It was a question ofdbelition of the right of inheritance,
which Bakunin demanded as a first step to socidlemonomic equalization; the attitude
of Marx, who did not attend the conference, seemerk revolutionary, but was in fact
more reformist than Bakunin's, since he wishedingtless than the complete
socialization of the means of production -- but wélng to accept higher death duties
as a transitional measure. Bakunin won an apparetotry, since his proposal gained 32
votes against 23, while Marx's gained only 16 agfa, but in practice the result was a
draw, since abstentions counted as negative vatkthas Bakunin's proposal, on which
13 delegates abstained, failed to receive the atesoiajority necessary for inclusion in
the program of the International.

From this point the struggle between Bakunin andxX\¢eadily and inevitably
deepened. In part it was a struggle for organinaticontrol, in which Bakunin
marshaled the Internationalists of the Latin caestagainst Marx and the General
Council and sought to break their power. But it &s® a conflict of personalities and
principles.

In some respects Marx and Bakunin were alike. Baith drunk deep of the heady spring
of Hegelianism, and their intoxications were life¢p Both were autocratic by nature, and
lovers of intrigue. Both, despite their faults, weaincerely devoted to the liberation of
the oppressed and the poor. But in other waysdifégred widely. Bakunin had an
expansive generosity of spirit and an opennessirod mehich were both lacking in Marx,
who was vain, vindictive, and insufferably pedankichis daily life Bakunin was a



mixture of the bohemian and the aristocrat, whe@se @f manner enabled him to cross
all the barriers of class, while Marx remained tineegenerate bourgeois, incapable of
establishing genuine personal contact with actkairgles of the proletariat he hoped to
convert. Undoubtedly, as a human being, Bakuninthvasnore admirable; the
attractiveness of his personality and his powenwiitive insight often gave

him the advantage over Marx, despite the factithtgrms of learning and intellectual
ability the latter was his superior.

The differences in personality projected themselnakfferences of principle. Marx was
an authoritarian, Bakunin a libertarian; Marx waseatralist, Bakunin a federalist; Marx
advocated political action for the workers and pkahto conquer the state; Bakunin
opposed political action and sought to destroysthge. Marx stood for what we now call
nationalization of the means of production; Bakustimod for workers' control. The
conflict really centered, as it has done ever sbhetereen anarchists and Marxists, on the
guestion of the transitional period between exgstnd future social orders. The Marxists
paid tribute to the anarchist ideal by agreeing the ultimate end of socialism and
communism must be the withering away of the staiethey contended that during the
period of transition the state must remain in thvenf of a dictatorship of the proletariat.
Bakunin, who had now abandoned his ideas of reiwiaty dictatorship, demanded the
abolition of the state at the earliest possible mwtneven at the risk of temporary chaos,
which he regarded as less dangerous than theferswhich no form of government
could escape.

Where such divergences of aims and principles mitediwith such differences of
personality, conflicts are inevitable, and it was long before the rivalry within the
International developed into an organizational wahout quarter. But before we come
to its final battles we must turn aside to constder significant episodes in Bakunin's
life shortly after his moral triumph at the Baselr@ress. Each in its way was a moral
defeat.

The first began with the arrival in Geneva durihg early spring of 1869 of Sergei
Nechayev, a student from Moscow University who faached a revolutionary circle,
talked blood and fire, and fled when he heard thiee@ were on his track. Later
Nechayev was to enter world literature as the nalgof Peter Verkhovensky ifhe
Possessednd, though Dostoevsky's portrait is a caricatureeh does insufficient
justice to Nechayev's genuine courage, it doeddatdy accurately the young

revolutionary's most evident characteristics --riiiglistic fanaticism, his lack of any
personal warmth or compassion, his calculated dmoraand his tendency to look at all
men and women as tools to be used in the cau$e oévolution, magically identified, of
course, with himself. Nechayev was no anarchisiterahe was a believer in



revolutionary dictatorship who carried nihilismtteat repulsive extreme where the end
justifies every means, where the individual is iedalong with everything else in
society, and where the authoritarian will of thedast becomes the only justification for
his actions. This, moreover, was no mere theolgtizsition; Nechayev actually used his
theories to justify the murder, theft, and blackmdiich he himself practiced. He
appears in the history of anarchism only by vi@iais malign influence on Bakunin.

The fascination that Nechayev wielded over Bakuaminds one of other disastrous
relationships between men of widely differing agesnbaud and Verlaine, or Lord
Alfred Douglas and Oscar Wilde. There certainlynse¢o have been a touch of
submerged homosexuality; indeed, it is hard to &nyg other explanation for the
temporary submissiveness of the usually autocBatlanin to this sinister youth.
Overtly, however, the friendship was between twy welf-conscious revolutionaries,
each of whom tried to enhance his importance bgaeagant bluffing. Nechayev told
Bakunin -- and seems to have convinced this vetef&ussian prisons -- that he had
escaped from the Peter-and-Paul fortress and wadelbegate of a revolutionary
committee which controlled a network of conspiragyending throughout Russia.
Bakunin in turn accepted Nechayev into the WorlgdRationary Alliance (a phantasmic
organization to which no other reference existshgesnt No. 2771 of the Russian
section. Having formed a tacit alliance of two Mast spuriougpparats Bakunin and
Nechayev went into partnership in the preparatiditerature for distribution in Russia.
Nechayev was probably the more active of the twbab least one of the seven
pamphlets printed bore Bakunin's signature; it arst#tledSome Words to Our Young
Brothers in Russia

The more sensational pamphléi®w the Revolutionary Question Presents Itaatf
Principles of Revolutionwere not signed at all; both extolled indiscriat# destruction
in the name of the revolution and preached thetseation of the means by the end.
"We recognize no other activity but the work oferxtination,” say®rinciples of
Revolution "but we admit that the forms in which this adiwwill show itself will be
extremely varied -- poison, the knife, the rope,"et

Even more extreme was a manuscript in cipher,ledfRevolutionary Catechisnfiound

in Nechayev's possession when he was finally addsy the Swiss authorities in 1870. It
set out the duties of the ideal revolutionary, wimgst lose his individuality and become a
kind of monk of righteous extermination, a ninetiecentury descendant of the
Hashishim.

The revolutionary is a man under vow [says@atechisn]. He ought to occupy himself
entirely with one exclusive interest, with one tgbtiand one passion: the Revolution....
He has only one aim, one science: destructioretw8en him and society there is war to
the death, incessant, irreconcilable.... He musienadlist of those who are condemned to
death, and expedite their sentence according torthex of their relative iniquities.



TheRevolutionary Catechisiand its related pamphlets occupy as controveasial
position in Bakunin's later life as ti@onfessionn his earlier manhood. The Marxists
have done their best to father on him all thesedtlursty documents; the anarchists
have done their best to shift the blame on to NgehaAnd the lack of direct evidence
makes it impossible even now to solve the probRBakunin probably helped to write at
least some of the unsigned pamphlets, which coetdmgies of bandits like Stenka
Razin that read remarkably like passages in higearitings. On the other hand, the
references to "poison, the knife, the ropePimciples of Revolutiosuggest a pettier
mind than his, which rejoiced in contemplating dedtion in its more cataclysmic forms.
TheRevolutionary Catechistialls into a quite different category, since itsnaever
printed and may

well have been composed by Nechayev himself wheethened to Russia in August
1869 to set up his new revolutionary organizatiime People's Justice. The title is the
same as that of the document which Bakunin wratéhi® International Brotherhood in
1865, but this is no evidence of his authorship.

Yet Bakunin allowedPrinciples of Revolutioto be printed without any protest, which
suggests at least his tacit approval. We havedjrebserved his predilection for the
more Gothic aspects of conspiracy. While all wevkrod his life suggests that in action
he was the kindest of men, his imagination -- sHdpethe romanticism of the Russian
1840's -- was always ready to be stirred by melodte dreams of blood and fire, and
he was beset -- like most professional revoluti@sar by the temptation to see his
mission as a holy war in which evil must be destbio purify the world and make way
for the heavenly kingdom. That he was not totatig\verted to Nechayev's tactics is
shown by the disgust he displayed when Nechayearbepgput them into action.
Bakunin may have been as devoid of middle-classalitpias Alfred Doolittle, but he
retained an aristocratic concern for good manrersyould rebuke the young men of the
Jura villages for using bad language in front ohven, and there seems no doubt that,
while in theory he may have found Nechayev's prajsodelightfully horrific, in practice
he saw them as merely caddish.

Nechayev, however, had all the single-mindednesiseoéarnest fanatic, and for him
there was no division between idea and consequetaséng returned to Russia and set
up his secret society, he proceeded cold-bloodediyurder a student named Ivanov,
whom he suspected of informing on him, and as galjoleft his associates to face the
consequences of the crime. Back in Switzerlandutieer compromised Bakunin by an
act of stupid blackmail. In order to relieve hisspdy, Bakunin had taken one of his rare
decisions to earn money by actual work, but he e€lacsingularly unsympathetic task, the
translation oDas Kapitalfor a Russian publisher. He received an advantiereé

hundred rubles, but found Marx's turgid prose hexagoing than he



had anticipated, and unthinkingly agreed that Ngehahould arrange to release him
from his contract. Nechayev -- apparently withoakBnin's knowledge -- wrote a letter
to Lyubavin, the publisher's agent in Switzerlahteatening him with the vengeance of
the People's Justice if he troubled Bakunin anghérr The letter found its way into the
hands of Marx, who used it eventually for his owmgmses. Meanwhile, having milked
the Russians in Switzerland of every franc he ceuldact, Nechayev fled to London
with a suitcase of confidential documents stolemfiBakunin. Disillusioned at last,
Bakunin repudiated him, and spent days writingehstof warning to his friends.

Throughout Bakunin's career runs the idea of acpanticularly revolutionary action --
as a purifying and regenerative force. It is sosfoeiety and for the individual; in many
variations Bakunin echoes Proudhon's ciofbleu let us revolutionize! It is the only
good thing, the only reality in life!" The revolatis in which he took part inspired him
with an almost mystical exaltation, as is evideanT his remarks in th€onfessioron

his mood during 1848; the interludes of action fhatctuated his later life seem to have
been sought not only as means to ends, but alexpasiences in themselves, capable of
raising him from the everyday life, which "corrugtsr instinct and our will, and
constricts our heart and our intelligence." Revohary action, in other words, was a
personal liberation, and even a kind of cathassimpral purging. It is in this light that we
must observe the last revolutionary acts of hes His own statements at the time of his
participation in the Bologna rising of 1873 leaw®edoubt that he regarded this as a
means of atonement for errors he had committed;-athdugh here we have no direct
evidence -- it seems likely that he welcomed therlsyrising of September 1870 as a
means of shedding the sense of humiliation hermetbafter his encounter with
Nechayev. He had made a mistake. Now he would nedlei@ action.

The Franco-Prussian War had already stirred higfgedeeply. His satisfaction at the
defeats inflicted

on Napoleon Ill was balanced by his fear of an Ingb&ermany, but he also saw
another possibility -- that the national war migbkttransformed into a revolutionary war
of the French people against both the invadingdtans and their own discredited rulers.
It might even begin the world revolution. To clgrifis ideas, he wrote a letter of 30,000
words to an unknown Frenchman (said to be GaspiartBone of his followers in
Lyons); James Guillaume printed it under the titdters to a Frenchmaafter he had
broken it into six sections and edited it so effitly that it became the clearest and most
consistent of Bakunin's works.

France as a state is finished [ Bakunin declai®idé can no longer save herself by
regular administrative means. Now the natural Featiee France of the people, must
enter on the scene of history, must save its oeedom and that of all Europe by an
immense, spontaneous, and entirely popular uptisiaigide all official organization, all
governmental centralization. In sweeping from isderritories the armies of the King



of Prussia, France will at the same time set flieth@ peoples of Europe and accomplish
the social revolution.

But Bakunin was not content merely to call uponFhench people in a general way to
unloose what he called "an elemental, mighty, pasdely energetic, anarchistic,
destructive, unrestrained uprising." He decidedddis best to foment it in the cities of
the Rhone Valley, the region still unthreatenedhgyPrussian armies, and he wrote to
his adherents in Lyons, calling upon them to acttie salvation of European socialism.
When they invited him to join them he immediatetgepted. "I have made up my mind
to shift my old bones thither, to play what willgably be my last game," he told a
friend of whom he asked a loan for the journey.

In Lyons the republic had been proclaimed immedtiaéer the defeat of Sedan. A
Committee of Public Safety was set up, and a nurobtire factories were turned into
national workshops, in imitation of the disastrpuscedent of 1848. It was a parody
recapitulation of French revolutionary history, andarried so little con-

viction that by the time Bakunin arrived on Septemb5, the Committee of Public
Safety had already handed over its power to arteglenunicipal council.

Bakunin and his adherents set out to give a maneigely revolutionary turn to the
situation. They began by creating a CommitteetierSalvation of France; apart from
Bakunin, and Ozerof and Lankiewicz, who had accongehhim, it included a strong
local anarchist contingent ( Richard, Blanc andi®&bm Lyons, and Bastelica from
Marseilles), but the majority of its members werederates who recoiled before
Bakunin's talk of violent insurrection.

However, the Bakuninists received unexpected sumang to the shortsightedness of
the municipal councilors, who decided to reducenftbree to two-and-a-half francs a
day the wages of the employees in the national s\ums. At a great indignation
meeting on September 24, presided over by a ptastamed Eugéne Saignes,
resolutions were passed calling for a forced levyt® rich and for the democratization
of the army by the election of officers. Bakunirddns Committee immediately wished
themselves into power and followed up the meeting proclamation that declared the
abolition of the state and its replacement by @#fatlion of communes, the establishment
of "the justice of the people"” in place of existicmurts, and the suspension of taxes and
mortgages. It ended by calling on other French wtersend their delegates to Lyons for
an immediate Revolutionary Convention for the SgwhFrance.

It is a measure of the actual support Bakunin eegap Lyons that the authorities did not
consider such an obviously seditious proclamatiorthy of action. When violence did
break out, it was because the councilors, overdentiof their security, actually carried
through their plan to reduce wages. The workersahstnated on September 28, and the
members of the Committee for the Salvation of Feamthom Bakunin had in vain tried



to talk into armed action, took part in the martd¢isn. The municipal council was
discreetly absent, and the Committee broke intdHibiel de Ville with the assistance of
the crowd and formed itself into a provisional adis

tration. At last Lyons seemed to be in the poweBakunin and his followers, and they
settled down with some embarrassment to decide thiegitshould do with the city.

Before they had reached any decision, the NatiGuard from the bourgeois quarters
converged on the Hotel de Ville, drove the crowalfrits vicinity, and recaptured the
building. The Committee fled, with the exceptionBafkunin, who was imprisoned in the
cellars of the Hotel de Ville, and eventually resgipy the local anarchists. He escaped
to Marseilles, where he spent three weeks hiding Bastelica until a friendly Italian
ship's captain smuggled him to Genoa.

The venture that had begun with so much hope efodgbkunin in disgust and despair.
On September 19 he had written from Lyons to sayhlbk expected "an early triumph"
for the revolution. At the end of it all, as he ImdMarseilles, he decided that France was
lost and that the alliance of Prussia and Russiadueign in Europe for decades.
"Good-by to all our dreams of approaching libenatio

But two other struggles awaited Bakunin before las finally to lay down his arms in
the exhaustion of premature old age. One was hérpo with Mazzini, which played a
great part in the sudden growth of the Italian ehigt movement after 1870. The other
was the last fight within the International, whichd become inevitable as a result of his
moral victory at the Basel Congress.

The annual Congress of the International had rkettglace in 1870 owing to the
outbreak of the Paris Commune, and in 1871 the G&e@®uncil called only a special
conference in London. One delegate was able taciftem Spain and none from ltaly,
while a technical excuse -- that they had splityafram the Fédération Romande -- was
used to avoid inviting Bakunin's Swiss support&tais only a tiny minority of anarchists
was present, and the General Council's resolupassed almost unanimously. Most of
them were clearly directed against Bakunin anddiliswers. The need for the workers
to form political parties was provocatively affircheéAn ominous resolution warned
sections or

branches against "designating themselves by ségiaratmes...or forming separatist
bodies." And, as an oblique thrust at Bakunin,dheference publicly disavowed the
activities of Nechayev.

The intentions of the Marxists were so obvious thatSwiss Bakuninists immediately
called a special conference in the small town of\8ler in the Jura. The only delegates



who did not belong to the Jura Federation werefomeign refugees from Geneva, the
Russian Nicholas Zhukovsky and the Frenchman Jelesde, later to become one of
the leaders of French socialism, but at this timament anarchist. Bakunin was not
present. The main outcome of this conference wasatmous Sonvillier Circular, which
demanded an end to centralization within the Irg@omal and its reconstitution as a "free
federation of autonomous groups.” Thus the centraflict between authoritarians and
libertarians within the International was clearfided on an organizational level, and
the Circular gained support not only in Italy argh®, but also in Belgium among the
libertarian socialist followers of Caesar de Paepe.

One of the demands of the Sonvillier meeting was &hplenary congress of the
International should be held without delay. The &ahCouncil found it impossible to
deny this, but, by choosing another northern ditye Hague, as the place of meeting, it
again created difficulties for the Latin represémts and prevented Bakunin from
attending, since he did not dare cross either Gelwn&rench territory.

The Hague Congress took place in September 187 iMd only attended in person,
but also did his best to pack the gathering withfbilowers; as G. D. H. Cole has
observed, at least five of the delegates formieg\larxist majority "represented non-
existent movements or nearly so." Yet he wasfsiikd by a formidable opposition, not
merely from the Swiss and Spanish Bakuninists kadutch and Belgian libertarian
socialists, but also from the British trade unitgisho, while they supported Bakunin in
nothing else, were disturbed by the excessive ted® centralization within the
International and agreed that the powers of thee@n

Council should be curbed. Indeed, Marx's victorylddave been most doubtful if the
Italian sections of the International, meeting imRi shortly beforehand, had not
decided to boycott the Congress and break officglaimmediately with the General
Council. This left Marx with some forty supporteirs;luding the French Blanquist
refugees, against less than thirty opponents abwaikinds.

The Congress began with what had now become axeoutite in favor of political action
by the workers, and defeated a Bakuninist propmsebnvert the General Council into a
correspondence bureau. It then appointed a conandtavestigate Marx's allegations
that the Bakuninist Alliance was still clandestinattive. It was at this point that Marx
astonished even his own followers by bringing faidva sensational proposal that the
General Council should be moved from London to Nexk, where it would be safe
from the Bakuninists and the Blanquists, whom lyaréed as at best dangerous allies.
The motion passed, mainly because the Bakunimetignger interested in the General
Council, abstained; Marx, as it turned out, hatk#ikthe International in order to keep it
out of other hands, for in New York the General Gmulanguished and quickly died
from sheer inaction.



The most scandalous proceedings of the Hague Cssgrere left until the end. Marx
had submitted to the investigating committee ndy enidence collected by his son-in-
law Paul Lafargue on the continued functioninghegf Alliance in Spain under Bakunin's
instructions, but also Nechayev's letter to Lyuhaom the translation ddas Kapital. The
committee submitted a vague report on the questidime Alliance, which it could not
prove to be still in existence, but found that "&aik has used fraudulent means for the
purpose of appropriating all or part of another femwealth -- which constitutes fraud --
and further, in order to avoid fulfilling his engagents, has by himself or through his
agents had recourse to menaces." Finally, it recemaed the expulsion not only of
Bakunin, but also of his Swiss followers, Jamedl&une and Adhemar Schwitzguébel,
the last two on the grounds that they still belahgethe Alliance,

whose continued existence it had already declasetf unable to prove. The confusions
in the report did not trouble the Marxist majorifyhey voted heavily for the expulsion of
Bakunin and Guillaume; Schwitzguébel escaped bgreow margin. On this undignified

note the Congress ended; the International as ewlever met again.

How far the Alliance had in fact continued is jasthard to establish now as it was for
the investigating committee of the Hague Congrasswve shall see, a Spanish Alliance
of Social Democracy seems to have been formed68 8 1870, while as late as 1877 a
meeting of members of the Alliance, attended byptkin, Malatesta, and Paul Brousse,
took place in the Jura. Since the organization doardly have been abandoned and
then restarted, it does seem likely that Bakunifagh maintained a secret organization of
close followers after the open Alliance had beasalved. Nevertheless, the existence of
such a body was not proved at the Hague Congnedgha expulsion of Bakunin was
based on conjecture. As for the questioa$ Kapital the Congress's decision on this
point represents an extraordinary intrusion of geors morality into an organization
avowedly opposed to property in all its forms; figtmore, since the committee did not
even attempt to establish that Bakunin was awaMeghayeV's letter, they really
condemned him for that frequent peccadillo of wsite taking advances for works they
do not complete.

At the time of the Hague Congress Bakunin was inchy attempting to gain support
among the Russian refugees in rivalry to the pgpldader, Peter Lavrov. The Spanish
delegates from The Hague and a group of Italiasrs fRimini joined him there, and,

after a few days of discussion, they all went oS&mt-Imier in the Jura, where, in
conjunction with Swiss and French delegates, tledg & Congress of the anarchist rump
of the International. The decisions reached aH&gue Congress were repudiated, and a
free union of federations of the International \wasclaimed.

With the anti-authoritarian International that steed from this meeting Bakunin had no
direct connection. In-



deed, from 1872 onward his activity narrowed witl tapid decline of his health. He
maintained some interest in the activities of tlhusdRan revolutionaries in exile, and,
after settling in the Ticino in 1873, he re-estsiidid his links with the Italian movement
and particularly with Carlo Cafiero, a wealthy yguaristocrat who had recently
abandoned his riches for the cause of the revelufibere were times, indeed, when
Bakunin's old fire flickered in resentment or ersilasm, but in general his outlook on his
own life and on the world was pessimistic. He saamense difficulties ahead for the
revolutionary movement as a result of the defegh@fCommune and the rise of Prussia,
and he felt too old and too sick to face them. @esj Marx's calumnies had hurt him
deeply, and there is no doubt of the sincerity wittich he wrote to thdournal de
Geneveon September 26, 1873, protesting against the Xislaalsifications,” and
announcing his own retirement from revolutionafg.li

Let other and younger men take up the work. Foreffiysfeel neither the strength nor,
perhaps, the confidence which are required to gmling Sisyphus's stone against the
triumphant forces of reaction-. Henceforth | stalble no man's repose; and | ask, in
my turn, to be left in peace.

But in the myth Sisyphus could not leave his stamel in life Bakunin could not leave
his past. The revolutionary cause still clung tm hiput without glory -- with, indeed,
only added shame and bitterness. While the youagchist movement began to grow
strong away from his tutelage, he himself becamelugd in bitter financial wrangles
over his irresponsible mismanagement of the foriuhieh Carlo Cafiero entrusted to
him for the revolutionary cause. The quarrel owerilla in Ticino which he bought
with this money to serve as a shelter for his glel and as a center for Italian
conspirators caused an almost complete breachhwat8wiss and Italian followers. It
also led him, in the hope of salving his uneasysc@nce, to join the Bologna anarchist
insurrection of August 1874. On his way into Ithky wrote a letter of farewell from the
Pass of Splugen to

his censorious friends, explaining his acts, comdagmhimself for his weakness. "And
now, my friends," he ended, "it only remains for to&lie.” But even the glory of dying
quixotically was denied him. The Bologna rising dint fail; it never even began. The
elaborate plans for storming the city gates anddaating the streets miscarried, the few
rebels who reached the gathering points outsideithelispersed for fear of the alerted
police, and within the city Bakunin waited in vaomtake part in the assault on the
arsenal. His friends dissuaded him from suicidd, lzaving shaved his abundant beard,
disguised him as an aged priest and sent him offf avbasket of eggs on his arm to
Verona, whence he eventually reached Switzerland.

It was the last and most futile adventure of tredevan of the barricades. After two
further years of physical decline and failing fidships, Bakunin died on July 1, 1876, in
the hospital of Berne. The men who gathered ardismdrave, Reclus and Guillaume,
Schwitzguébel and Zhukovsky, were already turnimeganarchist movement -- his last



and only successful creation -- into a network thigin a decade would have spread
over the world and would bring a terror into thends of rulers that might have delighted
the generous and Gothic mind of Michael Bakunie,ittost dramatic and perhaps the
greatest of those vanished aurochs of the politiaat, the romantic revolutionaries.

7. TheExplorer

In the spring of 1872, when Bakunin was in Locannesing the humiliation of his
failure at Lyons, another disaffected Russian @cigtt was traveling in Switzerland. He
was a young but distinguished geographer of vadilsdyal inclinations; he was also an
hereditary prince, and his name was Peter Kropokiopotkin spent much of his visit
among the Russian refugees of Zurich and Genestaning to the arguments of the
various revolutionary sects. Then he went for atgberiod into the Jura, where he met
James Guillaume and joined the still undividedriméional as a supporter of the
Bakuninist faction. Yet, though he was within edgstance of Locarno, Kropotkin did
not meet Bakunin. The reasons for this omissiorobseure, but the disinclination
appears to have been on Bakunin's side; he mayhaedl feared from this unknown
Russian another experience like that which he bedntly undergone with Nechayev. In
the summer of the same year Kropotkin went badRussia. He returned to Switzerland
in 1877, a seasoned revolutionary propagandisthegoserved his time in the Peter-and-
Paul fortress and had been the hero of a senskéiscape. By this time Bakunin was
dead, and Kropotkin quickly took his place as #wling exponent of anarchism.

There is an appropriateness in the fact that Bakand Kropotkin never met, for, despite
their obvious similarities of background and beltbey were very different in character
and in achievement. Kropotkin was a lifelong bediem the inevitability and desirability
of revolution,

yet he was never a practicing revolutionary ingame sense as Bakunin. He did not
fight at a single barricade, he preferred the dpemm of discussion to the romantic
darkness of conspiracy, and, though he might atiraihecessity of violence, he was
temperamentally opposed to its use. The destrueisien of blood and fire that so
luridly illuminated Bakunin's thoughts did not attt him; it was the positive,
constructive aspect of anarchism, the crystal misiban earthly paradise regained, that
appealed to him, and to its elaboration he broagitientific training and an invincible
optimism.

In contrast to Bakunin's bohemian energy, Kroposkiowed an extraordinary mildness
of nature and outlook. No one has ever thoughtstdbing Bakunin as a saint, but
those who knew Kropotkin often spoke of him in thiems of sanctification which in our
own age have been reserved for men like GandhBahdeitzer. "Personally Kropotkin
was amiable to the point of saintliness," Bernandv$once wrote to me, "and with his



red full beard and lovable expression might havenkeeshepherd from the Delectable
Mountains." Writers as varied as Oscar Wilde, Adetiox Ford, and Herbert Read have
given similar descriptions of Kropotkin.

To this secular saintliness he added a power gfr@i thought that made him respected
throughout the Western world as a scientist anatabkphilosopher, and while, like
Bakunin, he lived out the best decades of higriifexile, it was an honored rather than a
hunted banishment. In the eyes of the English, wéi@ his willing hosts for more than
thirty years, he represented all that was gootlérRussian fight for liberation from
Czarist autocracy, and in so far as anarchism ¢arbe considered a serious and
idealistic theory of social change rather thanesedrof class violence and indiscriminate
destruction, Kropotkin was principally responsifide the change.

Yet, though Bakunin and Kropotkin were so differantharacter and represented such
different aspects of anarchism, the differences/den them were not fundamental. The
destruction of the unjust world of inequality armlygrnment was implicit in both their
attitudes, as was the vision of a new, peacefatefnal world rising

phoenixlike from the ashes of the old. The diffeeswere of emphasis, dictated by
historical circumstances as much as by person&élunin was a man of the early
nineteenth century, a conspiratorial romantic iaficed by Carbonarist traditions and by
German idealist philosophy; however emphaticallyriight declare himself a materialist
and try to adapt his ideas to the scientific pregrgsm of the Darwinian age, it was still
a semimystical vision of salvation through desinrcterived from the Hegelian 1840's
that dominated his development from a revolutiomatjonalist into an anarchist
internationalist. Kropotkin, on the other hand, veasn into the mid-nineteenth century
and absorbed its many-sided evolutionism into #rg fabric of his thought, so that to
him the conception of revolution as natural procgas inevitably more sympathetic than
the Bakuninist conception of revolution as apocsdyp

The visions of the two men, which we must thus réges complementary rather than
contradictory, reflect the change in historicataimstances from Bakunin's last phase,
when the anarchist movement was just emerging faeawilight of secret societies and
minute insurrections, to Kropotkin's day, whenpitead to almost every country of the
Old and New Worlds and became for a time the mudktantial working-class

movement in the Latin world. Kropotkin played aadde part in that expansion, but it
was a different part from Bakunin's. Unlike Bakuyrtie had no passion for creating
organizations, and other anarchists of his timeh®s Errico Malatesta and Fernand
Pelloutier, were far more active in marshaling nfaiewings and creating an anarchist
elite of dedicated militants and propagandists.gétkin was most important, even to the
libertarian cause, as a personality and a writethat was noble, all that was "sweetness
and light" in anarchism seemed to be projectetiémtanifest goodness of his nature,
while in writing he defined the ideal and relatetbithe scientific knowledge of his age
with a simple clarity that even Godwin did not elq&uch nobility and such simplicity



had, if not their faults, at least their limitat®when Kropotkin came to look at the real
world through his

spectacles of universal benevolence; Bakunin'glsj even if they were not based on
good scientific reasoning, were often more shrewedfistic than Kropotkin's optimistic
rationalizations.

Kropotkin was born during the 1840's, when the mwiethe preceding generation --
Herzen and Turgenev and Bakunin -- were alreadgmamqcing the intoxication of the
Western ideas that finally detached them from thetive land. In the Moscow mansion
and in the great Kaluga country house where hetdpgchildhood there stirred only the
slightest ripples of that great disturbance of mairtdis family was rich and powerful and
ancient; his ancestors had been princes of Smokmdklaimed to be descended from
the ancient royal house of Rurik which ruled Muscbefore the Romanovs. His father
was a retired general, a military martinet after tieart of the reigning Czar Nicholas I.

Perhaps, in view of Alexander Kropotkin's charadtewas fortunate that he neglected
his children and left them for the most part to dltention of the house serfs and, later, of
a succession of tutors. It was from his childhoodtact with the serfs, fellow sufferers
from the capricious tyranny of his parents, thabgatkin, like Turgenev before him, first
perceived a common humanity between the rich amd¢htimble, and learned, as he
himself remarked, "what treasuries of goodnessesiound in the hearts of the Russian
peasants.” A French tutor who had served in the@famy of Napoleon introduced

him to the Gallic conception of equality, and a §las tutor -- one of those wandering
students who appear so often in nineteenth-cefusgian novels -provided him with
the books that nurtured his opening mind, the ssoof Gogol, the poems of Pushkin and
Nekrasov, the radical journalism of Chernyshevstkyas under the influence of this
tutor, N. P. Smirnov, that Kropotkin first turnealwriting, editing at the age of twelve a
handwritten literary review to which he and histbhey Alexander were the only
contributors.

Meanwhile, as the son of a high-ranking officerppotkin was expected to make his
career in the service of the Emperor. By chancenite was a child, he attracted

the attention of Nicholas | at a reception giverttiy Moscow nobility to the visiting
Czar. Nicholas ordered that the boy should be Etah the Corps of Pages, the most
exclusive military school in Czarist Russia, fromang whose students the personal
attendants of the Imperial family were chosen. Ki&jm became the school's most
brilliant student, and eventually Sergeant of tleepS, which meant that for a year he
was the personal page of the new Czar Alexand#®Yith such a position his future
seemed assured; he could expect to become a yemegad, and by middle age the
governor of a province.



But when he left the Corps in 1862 Kropotkin's slbad been through a series of
changes that made it impossible for him to acdeptareer his teachers and his parents
expected of him. His attitude toward both the caumd the Czar had always been
ambivalent. He was superficially fascinated bye¢hegance and refinement of the setting
in which he moved as a page. "To be an actor int@awemonies,” he commented long
afterward, "in attendance upon the chief personagésed something more than the
mere interest of curiosity for a boy of my age."” tBa other hand, there was an innate
puritanism in Kropotkin's character which made imink from the profligacy of court
life, while he was disgusted by the intrigues fomer and position which he withessed
from his position close to the Emperor. Toward@zar his attitude was equally divided.
For having freed the serfs in 1861 he regardedaidgr as a hero, and he admired him
also for his devotion to the duties of his offie¢the same time he was disappointed with
the retrogressive tendency which became evidemsipolicy shortly after the
emancipation of the peasants and which was torettteibrutal suppression of the Polish
rising in 1863.

Besides, there were two strong positive influertbes drew Kropotkin away from any
thought of an official career. His liberal instindtad matured, partly through his
introduction to Herzen's first magazifide Polar Starand partly in resistance to the
petty tyrannies of the officers in the Corps of @agAt the same time his

interest in the sciences was developing into apgassion. It was the privilege of
members of the Corps of Pages to pick their owmregts; commissions would be
found for them regardless of vacancies. Most otitns chose the Guards, but
Kropotkin decided that he wanted three things ntioa@ honors and prestige: to escape
from the mephitic atmosphere of St. Petersburfpltow his scientific studies, and to
play his part in the great reforms which he stilpbd would follow the emancipation of
the serfs. He came to the conclusion that the taeepvhich would give him all these
things was Siberia. The Eastern regions annexd&hkynin's cousin, Muraviev-
Amurski, were still largely unexplored, and offerggportunities in plenty for an
apprentice scientist.

Besides, | reasoned, there is in Siberia an immielskfor the application of the great
reforms which have been made or are coming; th&evemust be few there, and | shall
find a field of action to my tastes.

He accordingly applied for a commission in the rawl despised regiment of Mounted
Cossacks of the Amur. The authorities were surgrigad his family was indignant, but
the luck of attracting the Grand Duke Michael'gatibn by his resourcefulness in
helping to put out a fire that threatened the CofBages recruited this powerful man on
his side and enabled him to overcome the oppositidris choice. "Go -- one can be
useful anywhere," said Alexander Il to him; it whe last Kropotkin ever saw of this
tragic monarch, already starting on the fatal pattard reaction that would lead to his
death at the hands of The People's Will in 1881.



In Siberia Kropotkin found the atmosphere far muoopeful than in St. Petersburg.
Reform was still taken seriously there, and the €er-General, Korsakov, who had
turned a blind eye to Bakunin's preparations foaps, welcomed Kropotkin with the
remark that he very much liked to have men of Bbepinions about him. He appointed
him aide-de-camp to the Governor of Transbaik&aneral Kukel, and Kukel in turn
gave him the task of investigating the penal syste8iberia. Kropotkin attacked this
task with energy and enthusiasm;

he watched the chained processions of convictspiregrover the steppes and inspected
the rotting lockups in which they slept on theiearmarches from European Russia; he
visited the hard-labor prisons, which "all answelietally to the well-known description
of Dostoevsky in hiBuried Alive" and the gold mines, where the convicts workeidyn
water up to their waists, and, most terrible of hlé salt mines where the Polish rebels
died of tuberculosis and scurvy.

More than anything he had experienced before, timspections aroused in Kropotkin a
horror at the effects of autocratic government,hmustill hoped that the tide of reform
had really set in, and went ahead with his workhenprison report and with other
projects of a similar kind. But he became disillud when he realized before very long
how indifference in St. Petersburg and corruptioSiberia conspired to frustrate his
efforts. Yet, at the same time, he was impressedhat he saw of the success of co-
operative colonization by the Doukhobors and otiteups of peasant exiles in Siberia.

| began [he says] to appreciate the difference éetvacting on the principle of
command and discipline and acting on the prinagbleommon understanding....
Although | did not then formulate my observationgarms of party struggles, | may say
now that | lost in Siberia whatever faith in stdiscipline | had cherished before. | was
prepared to become an anarchist.

But several years were to pass before Kropotkitént anarchism became evident. As he
grew increasingly despondent about the possitofitgchieving reforms, he turned first

to science and welcomed the chance to make a sémaploratory journeys through
eastern Siberia and the frontier regions of Maniehtitere, in the company of Cossack
soldiers and native hunters, he found a simplepuapted life whose charm

undoubtedly influenced the cult of the primitiveiainruns through the writings of his
later life. He went usually unarmed, trusting te thatural peacefulness of simple people,
and he was never in danger from human hostilitywéet also without elaborate
equipment, learning quickly

how little is needed for life "outside the enchaht@cle of conventional civilization."



It is on the fifty thousand miles of travel in thar East which Kropotkin carried out
during his service in Siberia that his reputatieraggeographer is mostly based. Professor
Avakumovi: and | have already described the journeys themselere it is enough to
say that, besides exploring large areas of theri@itb&ighlands hitherto untraversed by
civilized travelers, Kropotkin also elaborated rthe basis of his observations -- a
theory of the structure of the Eastern Asian maanthains and plateaus which
revolutionized geographers' conceptions of Euragragraphy. He also made
considerable contributions to our knowledge ofdlaeial age and of the great
desiccation of Eastern Asia which led to the westweanderings of the people of the
steppes and, by a chain reaction, to the barbariasions of Europe and of the ancient
kingdoms of the East. Among geographers Kropotkistill remembered as a scientist
who contributed much to our knowledge of the eartlructure and its history.

But, like everything else that happened to hinhet time, Kropotkin's explorations, by
providing him with long periods of solitary thougbtought him nearer to the point
where he would sacrifice even his scientific warkvhat seemed a higher cause. Many
influences had been strengthening his tendencydialsrebellion since he reached
Siberia. He had mingled with the best of the paditiexiles, and had been influenced
particularly by the poet M. L. Mikhailov, who wasrg to Siberia in 1861 for his populist
writings and died there of consumption in 1865%vdis Mikhailov who introduced
Kropotkin to anarchist ideas by encouraging himetad Proudhon; as a result of studying
the poet's annotated copyBéonomic Contradictionsvhich he bought after Mikhailov's
death, Kropotkin began to regard himself as a $istiéle had taken the first step on the
road to the mountains of the Jura.

In 1866 an incident occurred that crystallized all

"George Woodcock and Ivan AvakuméyThe Anarchist Princé London, 1950).

Kropotkin's half-formulated indignation against #ngtocracy he still served. A rebellion
broke out among the Polish exiles who were buildingad around Lake Baikal; they
disarmed their guards, and set off southward vghquixotic plan of crossing the
mountains into Mongolia and eventually reaching@imnese coast, where they hoped to
find transport to western Europe. They were intetea by the Cossacks, and five of
them were eventually executed. In disgust Kropo#kid his brother Alexander resigned
from the Czarist army. They returned St. Petershuhgre Peter enrolled as a student at
the University and, since his father refused tald@m any money, earned enough from
casual secretarial work for the Russian GeograpBigeaiety to live in the Spartan way
he had learned to appreciate during his exploratidrfriend who knew him at this

period describes him as established in "a simplkers’ lodging, a room where four
people could hardly find space ... furnished witalae of white wood, a wicker
armchair, and a great drawing bench on which hewgd the charts of the rivers and
mountains of our Siberian steppes.”



For several years Kropotkin's academic studiesggodraphical tasks took up most of
his attention, but a guilty sense of the conditiohthe poor gnawed at his conscience,
until in 1871, when he was investigating the gledeposits in Finland, he received a
telegram inviting him to take up the secretarysifithe Russian Geographical Society. It
was the kind of opportunity which only a few montiefore he would have accepted
gladly. Now he felt that the offer forced him to keaa choice over which he had too long
wavered. Science, for all its remoter benefits eamkind, appeared almost a luxury at a
time when he was so conscious of the urgent nekdlpohis fellows.

What right had | to these higher joys when all mume was nothing but misery and
struggle for a moldy piece of bread; when whatspésbould spend to enable me to live
in that world of higher emotions must needs bendkam the very mouths of those who
grew the wheat and had not bread enough for thddren?

It is the cry one hears from many a guilty noblero&Kropotkin's generation, and it led
him to decide that, for the time being at least,chity lay elsewhere than in scientific
research. His break with science was in fact natosoplete as it seemed at this time, but
from now onward social idealism was to remain tbmohant factor in his life, and
science was to become the servant rather thargtred ef his revolutionary aims.

At first he did not know how his decision would diglsim to act. He was moved initially
by a rather vague urge to "go to the people,” asawy young Russians were doing
during the 1870's, and to try to educate them aditst step to a better life. Already, as a
youth in the Corps of Pages, he had taken parpiarato provide schools staffed by
volunteer teachers for the newly liberated setti$ his efforts and those of his friends
had been brought to an end by the suspicion witlelwthe Czarist authorities regarded
any effort to enlighten the people. Now he realitteat anything so public as the
foundation of a school would merely invite suppr@ssbut he went nevertheless to the
family estate in Tambov, ready, in the true popudgsrit, to do anything "no matter how
small it might be, if only it would help to raiskeet intellectual level and the well-being of
the peasants.” He found, less painfully than tlmkernarodnikswho were attacked and
even handed over to the police by the villagery tredl gone to help, that the time for a
frapprochemenbetween Russian peasants and intellectuals hagehobme. He decided
therefore to visit western Europe, where, in anogiphere of intellectual freedom, he
might be able to order his ideas and see morelglider course he should take.

It was natural that he should go first to Switzedawhich had become the Mecca of
radical Russians in the same way as the spas amloligg towns of Germany had
attracted their more conventional compatriots. Kt&m ;settled first in Zurich, where
several hundred Russians, both men and women,suiglging at the University or
devoting themselves to expatriate politics on e sf Bakunin or of his populist rival,
Peter Lavrov. Alexander Kropotkin was a friend aaogporter



of Lavrov, but this did not affect Peter's intentto consider carefully the many socialist
and revolutionary trends he encountered duringetteasiting weeks of discussion
among the Russians of Zurich. He met Bakunin'splsdlichael Sazhin, better known
as Armand Ross, and he assembled all the booksomadism he could find and all the
pamphlets and fugitive newspapers that were bai¢jghed by the sections of the
International throughout Europe. In the procesbdmame convinced that among the
workers of western Europe there existed the vengciousness of their own identity and
their own power which he hoped to awaken amongé#asants of his own country.

The more | read the more | saw that there was befa a new world, unknown to me,
and totally unknown to the learned makers of sogicll theories -- a world that | could
know only by living in the Workingmen's Associatiand by meeting the workers in
their everyday life.

He left Zurich for Geneva, a more active centethefinternational, and there he became
aware of the divisions that had arisen within tresdciation. For five weeks he mingled
with the Geneva Marxist group. But the politicalccdations that moved Nicholas Utin,
the leading Russian Marxist in Geneva, soon irked Bnd he then sought out
Zhukovsky, at this time the leading Bakuninisthe tity. It was Zhukovsky who sent
him on the trip into the Jura that became Kropdskioad to Damascus.

The first man he met in the Jura was James Guikaworking in his little printing shop
in Neuchatel; from there he went on to Sonvillighere he sought out Schwitzguébel,
and made the acquaintance of the mountain watchmakdking with them in their little
family workshops and attending the meetings invihages when the peasant craftsmen
came tramping down from the hills to discuss thareimst doctrine that seemed to offer
them a chance of establishing social justice wigtaining their treasured independence.

It is hard to imagine a situation more likely tgpapl to Kropotkin. The enthusiasm that
pervaded the Jura

villages during the early 1870's confirmed all Hupes he had conceived when he read
the pamphlets of the International in Zurich. Tharahist theories he heard expounded
by Guillaume and Schwitzguébel and discussed félgvby the watchmakers "appealed
strongly to my mind," he tells us,

but the egalitarian relations which | found in thea mountains; the independence of
thought and expression which | saw developing @wtlerkers and their unlimited
devotion to the cause appealed even more stroaghytfeelings; and when | came away
from the mountains, after a week's stay with th&chraakers, my views upon socialism
were settled; | was an anarchist.

In its rapidity and its emotional nature, Kropotkiexperience had all the elements of a
conversion; it set the pattern of his thought Fa test of his life.



It was only with difficulty that Guillaume dissuadi&ropotkin from staying in
Switzerland and himself adopting the craftsmafeés His duty, Guillaume austerely
reminded him, lay in Russia, and Kropotkin agreégabn after his return to St.
Petersburg he took up active propaganda as a merhthex Chaikovsky Circle, the most
celebrated of thaearodnikgroups of the 1870's.

The Chaikovsky Circle has little place in the higtof anarchism except as the setting in
which Kropotkin began to develop his ideas of achod organization. Its members at
this time had no thought of terrorist activity droonspiring to overthrow the Czar by
force; they set out to be propagandists, to wriig ublish pamphlets, to import illegal
literature from western Europe, and to carry ongleat task of educating the people.
Most of them were moderate constitutionalists waifleaning toward social democracy;
Kropotkin was the only anarchist among them, asddeas had little influence on the
Circle as a whole. Indeed, when a quarrel brokebetiween the followers of Bakunin
and those of Lavrov over the control of the Russitanary in Zurich, the Chaikovtsi took
the side of the Lavrovists.

Nevertheless, it was at this time that Kropotkimoter

his first anarchist essay. This was a pamphletledtthould We Occupy Ourselves with
Examining the Ideals of a Future Socfene secret report of the Czarist police asserts
that the pamphlet was actually published, but mutg@d copy exists, and only a
manuscript was produced when it was quoted as ee&d® the famous Trial of the
Hundred and Ninety-three, which marked the endhefgeaceful phase of Russian
populism in 1878.

What this pamphlet shows is that, despite his a@ssociation with a group who did not
share his attitude, Kropotkin was already working the anarchism he was later to
propagate. In some ways his attitude at this tiras mearer to both Proudhon and
Bakunin than it became in his mature years. ThHeeéntce of Proudhon appears in a
suggestion that labor checks should be substiforeshoney, and in the recommendation
that consumers' and producers' co-operatives sh@uddunded even under the Czarist
system, at least as a form of propaganda. His adyoaf the possession of the land and
factories by workers' associations seems, howewach nearer to Bakuninist
collectivism than to mutualism, and there is asngetrace of the communistic form of
distribution which afterward became so particula$gociated with the name of
Kropotkin.

At the same time he explicitly opposes Nechayeasohthe idea of revolution by
conspiratorial means. Revolutionaries cannot makelutions, he claims; they can only
link and guide the efforts that originate amongdrssatisfied people themselves. He
rejects the state, contends that manual work shHmeileégarded as a universal duty, and
launches an argument characteristic of his latarsyghen he advocates a form of
education in which intellectual training will berabined with apprenticeship to a craft.



For two years Kropotkin took part in the activit@fsthe Chaikovsky Circle, using his
geographical work as a cover for the agitation Wliie carried on, disguised as the
peasant Borodin, in the working-class quarterstoP8tersburg. In 1874 he was arrested
and imprisoned in the Peter-and-Paul fortress.rAfte years his health broke down, and
he was transferred to the prison block

of the St. Petersburg military hospital. It wasfrbere -- and not from the fortress as has
so often been said -that he made his celebrateghesdescribed with great vividness in
his Memoirs of a Revolutionisin August 1876 he reached England, and early the
following year he traveled on to Switzerland anckpd up the connections made more
than four years ago with the members of the Judafédion.

This time he was quickly accepted into the innecles of the anarchist movement,
doubtless on the strength of his activities in Rudde began to write for tHulletin of
the Jura Federation and for other more fugitive@nsat sheets, and in August 1877 he
attended what may well have been the last meefititecsecret Alliance, and was elected
secretary of an international correspondence buméech it was proposed to set up in
Switzerland. Later in the same year he went aggd&ddfor the Russiagmigrégroups to
the last Congress of the Saint-Imier Internati@alerviers in Belgium, and then
continued to the International Socialist Congres&hent with the futile hope of
reuniting the socialist movement. But he fled poéetely, under the impression that the
Belgian police intended to arrest him, and retuieeBingland, where for a time he
contented himself with studying in the British Muse It was now that he began to
develop a conception of anarchism as a moral piplog rather than as a mere program
of social change.

| gradually began to realize that anarchism reprtss@ore than a mere mode of action
and a mere conception of a free society; thatpais of a philosophy, natural and social,
which must be developed in a quite different wayrfrthe metaphysical or dialectical
methods which have been employed in sciences dealth men. | saw it must be
treated by the same methods as natural sciencesthe solid basis of induction applied
to human institutions.

But such speculations had to wait, for Kropotkil fiee urge toward agitational activity
much too strongly to settle down to the kind o€liarian scholarship that

dominated his later years, and before 1877 wak®tiad left the Reading Room of the
British Museum to collaborate with Andrea Costa dakks Guesde in founding the small
groups that were to form the nucleus of an anaramsement in Paris. In April Costa
was arrested, and Kropotkin fled to Switzerland rghexcept for short trips abroad, he
remained until 1880.



Now began his most active period as an agitatoragmablicist. He was disappointed to
find on his return that the enthusiasm of the Jvachmakers which had inspired him so
much in 1872 was almost spent; Guillaume had wawdrinto an inactivity that was to
last for twenty years, the Jura Federation wasensiitly away, and itBulletin, long the
semiofficial organ of pure Bakuninism, had ceasedppear. In Geneva, on the other
hand, anarchist activity had revived, largely tlglothe presence of a number of
energetic Russian and French exiles, and with dtigedatter, the young doctor Paul
Brousse, Kropotkin collaborated in editibg\vant-Garde which was printed principally
to be smuggled over the border in the hope of fogjehe growth of anarchism in
France.

At the end of 1878 Avant-Gardewas suppressed by the Swiss authorities and Beouss
was imprisoned; to fill the gap left by the papéisappearance, Kropotkin now founded
Le Révoltédestined to become the most influential anargiager since the
disappearance of Proudhohé&s Peuplan 1850. At first he did almost all the writing
himself, besides spending a great deal of his imkecture tours in an effort to
reactivate the International in the small townsuacbLake Leman and in the Jura. He
was becoming conscious -- possibly under the infteeof the Italian anarchists, who
were already propounding the theory of "propagdnddeed" -- that the time had come
for the anarchist movement to pass beyond theatatiscussion.

What practical things can one do? [he wrote tdiesd Paul Robin ]. Unfortunately the
International has been until now and is at preparticularly only a study association. It
has no practical field of activity. Where can thesfound?

The search for practical fields of activity domiggthis work folLe Révoltéwhich he
endeavored to make "moderate in tone but revolatioim substance,” and in which he
set out to discuss in a simple way the historiocal @conomic questions which he felt
should interest the more intelligent workers. Heterin a vivid journalistic manner,

clear yet without the least trace of condescensind,the vigor of.e Révoltgin
comparison with the dull sheets so far publishethieyanarchists, quickly made it
popular among the radically minded workers not anl$witzerland but also in southern
France, where it helped to stimulate the revivarmdrchism, which had languished since
the failure of Bakunin's Lyons revolt in 1870.

Kropotkin continued to edlte Révolténtil, after attending the London International
Anarchist Congress of July 1881, he was expellech fBwitzerland because of pressure
exerted by the Russian ambassador, and settlée iittte French town of Thonon on the
southern shore of Lake Leman. Even then he corditmerite regularly for the paper.

Kropotkin's early articles ihe Révoltévere concerned mostly with current issues,
treated with an optimism that saw in every strikdm@ad riot a hopeful omen of the
disintegration of the great national states whielséw as the particular enemies of peace
and social justice. For many years, indeed, heagdea Europe-wide revolution in the



immediate future; in this he was not exceptional His expectations were shared not
only by most of his fellow anarchists, but alsorbgny of his Marxist opponents.

Soon he began to write less topical articles,azitig contemporary society and its
institutions from the point of view of a libertamigociologist, and attempting to pose
concrete anarchist alternatives. Two of his ealmoks,Paroles d'un RévolténdThe
Conquest of Bregdvere actually composed of articles contributedadrévolteand its
Parisian successdra Révolteas were many of his pamphlets which in later year
circulated across the world. Some of these, sué&masppeal to the Young,
Revolutionary GovernmerandThe Spirit ofRevolt

Revolt, have retained much of their appeal andsgltgorinted and distributed by
anarchist groups in Europe and Latin America.

It is from these articles that one can date Krojpgknfluence as the last of the great
anarchist theoreticians; even his later books, sgtdhutual Aid, Fields, Factories and
Workshopsand the posthumously publishEthics were largely designed to provide
scientific and philosophic support for the generaiceptions that emerged from his
period of militant journalism and agitation duritige 1880's. For this reason it is
appropriate to pause in the biographical narraive consider the more important
aspects of his developing ideas.

The desire to link theory with practice is evidenalmost all Kropotkin's contributions
to Le RévoltéHe is considering the revolution, not in the adgptic form of a vast
inferno of destruction which so often haunted Bakuhut as a concrete event in which
the rebellious workers must be aware of the corsaeps of their actions, so that revolt
will not end in the establishment of new organp@iver that will halt the natural
development of a free society. His theme is theesasnProudhon's in 1848. Revolutions
cannot be made with words alone; a knowledge oh#deessary action and a will toward
it must also exist.

If on the morrow of the revolution [he saysTihe Spirit of Revolf, the masses of the
people have only phrases at their service, if theeyot recognize, by clear and blinding
facts, that the situation has been transformelldéw advantage, if the overthrow ends
only in a change of persons and formulae, nothilignave been achieved.... In order
that the revolution should be something more thewoia, in order that the reaction
should not lead us back tomorrow to the situatibyesterday, the conquest of today
must be worth the trouble of defending; the pooyesfterday must not be poor today.

In other words, the revolution must immediatelywergwo things: first, the frustration
of any attempt to create that self-defeating angnealrevolutionary government," and
secondly, a substantial advance toward



social equality. Gradualism is fatal, for all aggeaf social and economic life are so
closely interconnected that nothing less than aptetm and immediate transformation of
society will provide an effective guarantee agamsttrogression of the kind that has
followed every past revolution.

When these days shall come -- and it is for yolasten their coming -- when a whole
region, when great towns with their suburbs shadke off their rulers, our work is clear;
all equipment must return to the community, thdalaneans held by individuals must
be restored to their true owners, everybody, sbgaeh may have his full share in
consumption, that production may continue in eveng that is necessary and useful,
and that social life, far from being interruptedaynbe resumed with the greatest energy.

When Kropotkin says that everything must returthes<community, he does not mean
this in a vague and general way; he means spdbjiftbat it must be taken over by the
communeThis is a term familiar enough to the French, mhee was primarily
addressing; it describes the local unit of admiatgin that is nearest to the people and
their concerns, but it also carries the revolutigra@nnotations of the Paris Communes
of 1793 and 1871. But Kropotkin extends the ideahim the commune is not an agency
of local government, or even an expression of jgalifederalism, as the two great
Communes were. It is a voluntary association th#eas all social interests, represented
by the groups of individuals directly concernedhathem; by union with other
communes it produces a network of co-operationréfaices the state.

Economically the commune will find expression ie free availability of goods and
services to all who need them, and here, in thishersis omeedrather tharwork as the
criterion of distribution, we come to the point thiifferentiates Kropotkin from Bakunin
the collectivist and Proudhon the mutualist, bdtivbom envisaged systems of
distribution directly related to the individual vkar's labor time. Kropotkin, in other
words, is an anarchist

communist; for him the wage system, in any ofasfs, even if it is administered by
Banks of the People or by workers' associatiorsuiin labor checks, is merely another
form of compulsion. In a voluntary society it haslanger any place.

The whole theory of anarchist communism is devedqueaticularly inThe Conquest of
Bread which was published in Paris as late as 1892ighdhe articles that composed it
had been written during the preceding decade. Hew@vmust be emphasized that
anarchist communism was not new even when Kropotkis writing about it in the
pages ot.e RévolteandLa Révolte. He was its great apostle and popularizet it is
doubtful if he was its actual inventor.

The feature that distinguishes anarchist commuifiism other libertarian doctrines is
the idea of free distribution, which is older thamarchism itself. Sir Thomas More
advocated it in the sixteenth and Winstanley inséaneenteenth century; it was a feature



of Campanella's City of the Sun, and even in tredguisteries imagined by Fourier the
rare individuals who could not be charmed into fimgdwork attractive would still have
their right as human beings to receive the mearwiofj from the community.

Indeed, it seems likely that Fourier's idea was ohthe sources of anarchist
communism. Proudhon had condemned the Phalansseecause of the regimentation
that seemed to be involved in their socialist comities, but Elisée Reclus was an active
Phalansterian before he associated with Bakunithéearly days of the International
Brotherhood, and it seems likely that he brouglintate of Fourier's ideas with him when
he became one of the leaders of French anarchigheii870's.

The earliest publication that links anarchism amsenunism in any way is a small
pamphlet by Francois Dumartheray, a Geneva artis&o later helped Kropotkin to
produce Le Révolté. It is entitled Aux Travailleidanuels Partisans de L'Action
Politique, and was published in Geneva during 18#@his time Kropotkin had only just
left Russia, and he did not reach Geneva until Babr 1877, so that Dumartheray can
hardly have been

influenced by him. Elisée Reclus, on the other haras in Geneva at the time, and may
very well have converted Dumartheray, who doesappear to have been a man of
highly original mind.

In any event, whether the idea originated with Redr with Dumartheray himself, once
afoot it spread rapidly. Cherkesov, the Georgiangarwho was active among the
anarchists in Switzerland during the 1870's, daad by 1877, within a year of Bakunin's
death, everybody in Swiss libertarian circles hackpted the idea of anarchist
communism without being willing to use the namee Ttalians, in contact with trends in
Switzerland through Cafiero, Malatesta, and othiitants who occasionally found it
wise to cross the border into Ticino, were alscaaaing by 1877 in the same direction.
The final step of accepting the title anarchist ommist was taken both in Switzerland
and Italy during 1880, when, as Kropotkin told Gauime long afterward, he, Reclus, and
Cafiero persuaded the Congress of the Jura Fedletatiaccept free communism as its
economic doctrine. The remaining active sectiothefanarchist movement at this time,
in Spain, did not take the same decision, and neadaintil 1939 under the influence of
Bakunin's collectivist ideas.

The Jura Congress of 1880 was in fact the firsasion on which Kropotkin publicly
discussed anarchist communism. Under his revolatiopseudonym of Levashov, he
presented a report entitl@the Anarchist Idea from the Point of View of Ita&ical
Realization, later published in Le Révolté, whianf this point became the organ of the
anarchist-communist viewpoint. The report stredbecheed for the revolution, when it
came, to be based on the local communes, whichoveauty out all the necessary
expropriations and collectivize the means of prdidunc It did not specifically mention
the communist method of distribution, but in theegih that accompanied it Kropotkin



made quite clear that he regarded communism -hensense of free distribution and the
abolition of any form of wage system -- as the ltebat should follow immediately from
the collectivization of the means of production.

In The Conquest of Breadhose component articles were actually writtetheamid-
1880's, a few years after those collecteBanoles d'un Révolt&ropotkin brings a more
reflective attitude to his presentation of anarcbnmunism. A corresponding shift in
emphasis occurs. The discussion of revolutionartydsis not absent, but it is no longer
preponderant, and Kropotkin's attention is divetéedely to a discussion of the scientific
and historical reasons that may lead us to acbegbassibility of a life of "well-being for
all." It is not a Utopia, in the sense of projegtihe image of an ideal world presented to
the last detail, for, like all the anarchists, Kotjpn accepted the view that society,
especially after the social revolution, will newsase growing and changing, and that
any exhaustive plans for its future are absurdrenthful attempts by those who live in
an unhappy present to dictate how others may tiveehappier future. What he really
does is to take a series of the major social problthat afflict us now and consider
tentatively how they may be worked out in a worldene production is for use and not
for profit and where science is devoted to congidemeans by which the needs of all
may be reconciled and satisfied.

The Conquest of Breaeally sets out from the assumption, deriving fiéroudhon, that
the heritage of humanity is a collective one inathit is impossible to measure the
contribution of any individual; this being so, theritage must be enjoyed collectively.

All things are for all men, since all men have neéthem, since all men have worked in
the measure of their strength to produce themgsara it is not possible to evaluate
everyone's part in the production of the world'sal¥e... If the man and the woman bear
their fair share of the work, they have a righttteir fair share of all that is produced by
all, and that share is enough to secure their beltg.

It follows that inequality and private property mbsth be abolished, but in the place of
capitalist individualism there should appear natnietive state ownership as
contemplated by the authoritarian socialists begsiem

of voluntary co-operation, which, as Kropotkin psiout, has been found practical by
governments themselves in such matters as inten@postal and railway agreements.
There is no logical reason, he suggests, why saktmtary agreements should not be
extended to embrace all the functions of a comfaitaociety.

The injustices and economic crises of capitalisatged, Kropotkin argues, not from
overproduction, but from underconsumption, and fthendiversion of labor into
unproductive tasks. If luxuries were no longer e, if all the energy misdirected into



bureaucratic and military activities were divertedsocially useful tasks, then there
would be no problem in providing plenty for all. flct, taking a line of thought already
followed by Godwin, he suggests that if all men keat with their hands as well as their
brains, "five hours a day from the age of twentyveenty-five to forty-five or fifty" it
would assure the physical comfort of all. Havinmbkelf experienced the joy of creative
activity as a scientist, he realizes that leisaras necessary as bread for the burgeoning
of the human spirit.

Man is not a being whose exclusive purpose inidifeating, drinking, and providing a
shelter for himself. As soon as his material waméssatisfied, other needs, which,
generally speaking, may be described as of artiamiagture, will thrust themselves
forward. These needs are of the greatest variety, vary in each and every individual,
and the more society is civilized, the more willividuality be developed, and the more
will desires be varied.

Accordingly, just as man's working life will be @igized by co-operative working
associations, so his leisure will be enriched bgst proliferation of mutualinterest
societies, like the present learned societiesrdadhing out into a great population of
fervent amateurs. All artists and scientists wilfact become amateurs in both senses of
that ambivalent word, since all of them, Kropotlsrconfident, will wish to carry on

their manual work and through it broaden the exgmexé they bring to their artistic or
intellectual pursuits.

From Fourier, Kropotkin takes up the argument for

"attractive work," which to him, as to his lateiefnd William Morris, becomes one of the
clues to the success of a free society. In a degpiteorld there is no doubt that the
majority of people find their work distasteful amduld be glad to escape from it. But
this does not mean, Kropotkin argues, that matsrally idle; on the contrary, he
prefers to be occupied and finds satisfaction inkwtieat is done freely and under
pleasant circumstances. Division of labor and laatbfy conditions lie at the base of the
boredom and frustration that workers now endurtiigbe can be replaced by pleasant
and healthy surroundings, and by varied work wigjiefes the producer a sense of the
usefulness of his task, then work will lose itsadigeable character, and its attractiveness
will be reinforced by the moral satisfaction of kving oneself a free man working for
the general good. Kropotkin suggests that heresigfecient answer to those who bring
up the argument that in an anarchist-communistdyevhere each man can take freely
from the storehouse whatever he needs, there avibbmger be any incentive for men to
work. The best incentive is not the threat of want,the consciousness of useful
achievement.

Here he shows a characteristic anarchist relianaaan's natural leaning toward social
responsibility. Society, unlike government, is &mal phenomenon, and so -- he
suggests -- when all artificial restrictions haeeb removed, we may expect men to act



socially, since that is in accordance with thetunas. He fails to take into account the
fact that when men have been conditioned into dégrece the fear of responsibility
becomes a psychological disease that does nottinligappear as soon as its causes are
removed.

Indeed, he himself reluctantly admits that someiasandividuals may resist the
attractions work can provide in a free society. Awedle he claims that society has a right
to exert moral pressure, so that into the Edemegfdom conjured up ifhe Conquest of
Breadthere enters the serpent of public opinion whictvé)l detected as one of the
inhabitants of the anarchist paradise. One

listens unquietly to the exhortation which at ghisnt Kropotkin addresses to the useless
man.

If you are absolutely incapable of producing anmyghiiseful, or if you refuse to do it,
then live like an isolated man or like an invalidwe are rich enough to give you the
necessities of life we shall be delighted to glvent to you.... You are a man, and you
have a right to live. But as you wish to live undpecial conditions, and leave the ranks,
it is more than probable that you will suffer foim your daily relations with other
citizens. You will be looked upon as a ghost ofrfigeois society, unless friends of yours,
discovering you to be a talent, kindly free younfrall moral obligations by doing all the
necessary work for you.

A free society where the outsiders, those who atéin the ranks," are subjected to the
moral condemnation of their neighbors may seemcseifradictory. Yet Godwin
propounded the same idea a hundred years befopotkin, and it is not out of keeping
with the strain of puritanism which disturbinglyctes throughout the libertarian
tradition; like all theoretical extremists, the estast suffers acutely from the temptations
of selfrighteousness.

The discussion of Kropotkin's anarchist-commurdstis has taken us ahead of the actual
course of his life, and | return to the point atethhe settled in the French Savoy after
having been expelled from Switzerland. He staydd ariew weeks at Thonon, and then
went on to England, addressing anarchist grougisei.yons region on his way north.

He seems to have contemplated settling in Englaumtche found few signs there of the
socialist upsurge that began later in the decadteatier almost a year in London he
found its apathetic atmosphere unendurable. Inli2ecth882 he returned to Thonon,
where at least he was near his old Geneva comrades.

He arrived inopportunely. During his months in Eangl there had been a surge of unrest
in central France, climaxed by a series of riots dynamite explosions at



Monceau-les-Mines in the Massif Central. These s/eere linked in the minds of the
French authorities with the growth of anarchismsaathern France. Kropotkin had lost
touch with the French movement during his residendengland, but his connection with
Le Révolteéthe principal libertarian periodical, and hisemtational reputation as a
revolutionary theoretician, as well as the fact tha return to France happened to
coincide with a new outbreak of violence, were eausnough for the police to consider
him too dangerous to remain at liberty. When a dognof anarchists was carried out at
the end of 1882, his arrest marked the culminaticthe campaign. On January 3, 1883,
he and fifty-three other anarchists appeared befard.yons Police Correctional Court;
fourteen men who had gone into hiding were alstu@texd in the indictment. Since there
was no evidence to suggest that any of the prisdmet been implicated in the recent
acts of violence, the prosecution invoked a lawiregjdhe International that had been
passed after the Commune, and charged that theextetere active in a forbidden
organization.

The defendants did their best to turn the eveptant opportunity to expound their views.
Kropotkin drafted the statement of principles taahithey all subscribed. It denounced
governments and capitalism; demanded equality faswordial condition of freedom”
and "the substitution, in human relationships, ea contract, perpetually revisable, for
administration and legal tutelage, for imposedigisee"; and ended in ironic defiance:
"scoundrels that we are, we demand bread forallalf equally independence and
justice." He also made his own speech, telling hod why he became a revolutionary
and calling on his judges not to perpetuate clas®t, but to join with all just men in
establishing a society where the absence of wantdvemove the causes of strife.

His eloquence had no influence on the court; it m@seven intended for that purpose.
Even though the prosecutor was forced to admitttieatnternational no longer existed,
the prisoners were still found guilty of belongitegit. Kropotkin and three other leading
anarchist propagandists were each condemned tgdames' imprison-

ment. They were sent to the prison of Clairvauthmold Abbey of St. Bernard, where
they were given the privileged treatment of pdditiprisoners. Kropotkin's time was

filled with the many occupations of a resourcefull @ersatile man. He conducted classes
among his fellow prisoners in languages, cosmograpiysics, and geometry; he
experimented with intensive cultivation in the priggarden; he wrote articles on Russia
for The Nineteenth Centuand on geography fdra Revue Socialiste, as well as
contributions to the Encyclopaedia Britannica andalisée Reclus's monumental
Géographie Universelle.

The variety of highly respectable publications tate ready to accept Kropotkin's work
from a French prison illustrates not merely theesttof his recognition as a serious
scholar, but also the widespread disapproval ofthia and imprisonment. Georges
Clemenceau brought a motion for amnesty befor€ti@mber of Deputies; it gathered
more than a hundred votes. Moderate French papleesthe Journal des Economistes



condemned the sentence, the French Academy ot8sieffered to send Kropotkin any
books he needed, and Ernest Renan put his libriattyeaprisoner's disposal. When
Victor Hugo submitted to the President of Frangaestion from British men of learning
and letters, it bore some of the most distinguistetes of Victorian England:
Swinburne and Morris, Watts-Dunton and Burne-Johesjie Stephen and Frederic
Harrison, Sidney Colvin and Patrick Geddes, JohnlMoand James Runciman and
Alfred Russell Wallace, as well as fifteen professd the major universities and the
leading officials of the British Museum.

None of these manifestations of sympathy and groéesany immediate effect, and
Kropotkin went through a period of grave illnessrr malaria -- endemic in the
Clairvaux region -- and recurrent scurvy. Afterghand after the French Premier, De
Freycinet, had admitted Russian pressure by dedigttiat "diplomatic reasons stood in
the way of Kropotkin's release,” popular indignatiinally forced the President to
pardon him and the other anarchist prisoners.

After serving three years of his sentence, Kropotki

was released on January 15, 1886; in March 188énued in England for the fourth
time. It was to become his home for more thanythjgars, and his arrival there marked
the end of his active life as an explorer and altdionary, which had lasted a quarter of
a century from the time of his arrival in Sibeflias true that he participated in the
English anarchist movement, helping to found th@opéecal Freedomand the Freedom
Group, which has remained the only durable anaronggnization in Britain; he also
went on occasional lecture tours in England anchgoe two occasions, in North
America, and he took part in the foundation of enbar of Russian exile periodicals. But
these activities were sporadic, and he never agggnmed the role of militant leader
which he had occupied during his editorshif.efRévoltéRather he tended to retire into
the life of the scholarly theoretician, combiningansideration of the wider, sociological
aspects of anarchism with a return to his formardiic interests. For long periods he
lived in the seclusion of distant suburbs, wherelilgvated gardens that were the envy
of his neighbors and kept open house at weekenalstacession of visitors, including
not only fellow geographers and anarchist comraolgsalso English radicals and
intellectuals of many types, from Bernard Shaw éonTMann, from Frank Harris to Ford
Madox Ford. To the anarchists he became the grephptic savant of the movement, to
be asked for advice and articles, to be welcomeehwie made a rare appearance at a
public meeting or at a reunion in one of the retiohary clubs which then dotted Soho
and Whitechapel. To the educated British publievas an honored symbol of Russian
resistance to autocracy. His articleg'ime Timesnd in scientific periodicals were read
with respect, while his autobiograpiyiemoirs of a Revolutionisand his discussion of
co-operation as a factor in evolutidutual Aid were quickly accepted as classics in
their own fields.



At the same time Kropotkin's own attitude was siomlodified. More and more he
stressed the evolutionary aspect of social chaetgjng it to peaceful developments in
society rather than to abrupt revolutionary up-

heavals; less and less he advocated violent methadsas early as 1891 he suggested in
one of his speeches that anarchism might comehthyipening of public opinion and

with the least possible amount of disturbance.'sHiféered genuine anxiety over the
actions of anarchist assassins during this pehedlid not wish to condemn them, since
he felt their impulses were honest and understdadabt he could not approve of their
methods.

There were several reasons for these changes pokia's attitude. Failing health
demanded a more tranquil existence, and this btdaghe surface his natural benignity.
He turned toward evolution because it was in higlgenature to prefer it, but also
because of the renewal of his scientific interestgch led him to react against the
apocalyptic romanticism of Bakunin. He recognizeal tis earlier agitational activities
had not brought the rapid results he had expeatatiperceiving the constant setbacks
experienced by the revolutionary movement, he becsterndily less confident of victory
in the comparatively near future. But perhaps tlestnmportant single influence on his
changing views was his contact with the Englishast movement. He was the close
friend of William Morris,” he knew and esteemed many of the Fabians and afotine
founders of the Independent Labour Party, sucheasHardie, and though he and H. M.
Hyndman, the Marxist leader of the Social Democrg#@deration, were in constant
disagreement, there remained a great deal of parssspect between them. Kropotkin
was impressed by the mutual tolerance that extstédeen the various sections of the
British labor movement. He recognized that Brisitialism had a greater libertarian
element than its continental Marxist counterpantg] he was influenced, perhaps only
half consciously, by the hope of proceeding toviaedideal goal gradually and
reasonably, which permeated the English laborticadiTo a great extent these aspects
of English socialism derived from the submergetugrice

"It is significant that he never supported the grofipiolent anarchists who made life
within the Socialist League so difficult for Morris

of William Godwin and his disciples; significantliy,was at this time that Kropotkin
himself discovered Godwin and recognized him asrarestor.

These changes in attitude did not mean that Krapatkany way abandoned his earlier
ideals. To the end of his life he remained conuihokthe evils of capitalism and
government, of the need for a change that woultsfoem the whole of society and
create a free communism in place of a system ddednzolitically by the state and



economically by the wage system. However friendlynimy have been to the English
socialists, he never compromised on the basic ssthat divided him from them. But he
did present a very different aspect of anarchissmfthat suggested by the violent acts of
the propagandists of the deed who were beginniogéoate in Latin Europe; and if in
France and England anarchism appeared to many ammasts, such as the Fabian
Edward Pease, "a consistent and almost sublimein@£tthis was, as Pease further
remarks, because of the "outstanding ability aritchpeachable character” of Kropotkin
and his associates. Kropotkin's benign preseneegpéatform speaker, the sweet
reasonableness which in his writings replaceduhaihations of Bakunin and the willful
paradoxolatry of Proudhon, and the talent for amfitglthat made him as easily at home
in the country houses of aristocrats as in theatercottages of Durham miners, all
contributed to this transformation of the imagenérchism. It began to appear not as a
creed in which radical criticism was the most intpot element, as with Proudhon, or
where the destruction of the old society was careid the one urgent task -- with the
new world taking care of itself -- as with Bakunibut rather as a doctrine which, without
being Utopian in the restrictive manner of Cabet tre later Phalansterians,
nevertheless presented a concrete and feasibieatlte to existing society.

Kropotkin's major contributions to general anarttheory end with the publication in
1902 ofMutual Aid and in 1903 of a long pamphlet entitfBde StateHis later books,
Ideals and Realities in Russian Literatufde Great French Revolutipand the
posthumously pub-

lishedEthics are peripheral works, irradiated by a libertasagirit, but not directly
aimed at presenting the anarchist-communist case.

Mutual Aidwas Kropotkin's contribution to a controversy thatl its remoter origins in
the work which marked the real beginning of theoadtanarchism, GodwinRolitical
Justice Godwin's conception of universal benevolence maslissimilar to Kropotkin's
idea of mutual aid, and on it he based his cordastthat if men behaved rationally, did
their due share of socially useful work, eliminateaisteful activities, and exploited
scientific discoveries for the general benefit,callild enjoy well-being and still have
leisure for developing their spiritual selves. Tasemblance of these arguments to those
developed imThe Conquest of Bread evident.

In reply to Godwin, T. R. Malthus brought forwardi798 his celebrated theory that
there is a natural tendency for population to iaseein a higher ratio than the available
supply of food, and that the balance is only presgby such phenomena as disease,
famine, war, and the general struggle for life imah the weak are eliminated. Godwin's
suggestions, if put into practice, would merelyetghe natural limitation of population,
and would thus be self-defeating, since populattonld again increase more rapidly
than available supplies of food, and famine woektare the natural balance; hence all
talk of a fundamental improvement in human condgics merely chimerical.



Hazlitt and Godwin both replied to Malthus, but dactrine remained an enduring
presence in Victorian thought, and it received sepport in the biological field when
Darwin emphasized competition and the "strugglesfastence” as dominant elements in
the process by which natural selection preserwasdble variations and eliminates
unfavorable ones. Though in his later years Daagknowledged that co-operation
within species should not be ignored as a factewviriution, the idea of conflict

remained a much stronger element in his concepfidine evolutionary process, and it
was emphasized by the neo-Darwinians, such as Theteary Huxley with his view of
the animal world as a perpetual "gladia-

tor's show" and of the life of primitive man ascaritinuous free fight." Strife, according
to Huxley, was not merely desirable as a conditibprogress; it was also inevitable.

Superficially this attitude may seem to have muctbdmmon with those aspects of
anarchist thought which stress the idea of struggleecessary for the attainment of a
free society. But the anarchists maintain thatggjielis necessary only in order to
eliminate the negatively competitive aspects of&xg society. If competition exists at

all in the future they envisage, it will be transfed into socially useful emulation. But
the continued existence of the kind of perpetuaigsiile posed by the neo-Darwinians
would be fatal to a co-operative society. Thuseitdime necessary for libertarian thinkers
to provide an effective reply to the arguments @fithlus and Huxley; Kropotkin
undertook this irMutual Aid

His interest in the co-operative aspects of evolutlated from the years of his Siberian
explorations. Observing the animal life of the wiédjions he traversed, he had
discovered less evidence of struggle than of cadjer between individuals of the same
species. His conversion to anarchism sharpeneddteigst in animal sociability, and in
April 1882 he contributed an article k@ Révoltén which he discussed Darwinism and
foreshadowed his own theory of mutual aid by coditegn that "solidarity and communal
work -- these strengthen the species in the fighttfe maintenance of their existence
against adverse powers of nature.” A little latdrile in prison at Clairvaux, he was
impressed by a lecture the scientist Kessler haehgh Moscow, arguing the importance
of co-operation as a factor in evolution. But itsnuxley's paper omhe Struggle for
Existence and Its Bearing upon Maublished in 1888, that prompted Kropotkin to
attempt a reply, and in 1890 he began to publiskhm Nineteenth Centutiie series of
essays that eventually formbtutual Aid

He begins this book by suggesting that throughtm&itanimal world, from the insects up
to the highest mammals, "species that live soljtar in small families are relatively
few, and their numbers are limited." Often they



belong to dwindling species or live as they do bseaof artificial conditions created by
human destruction of the balance of nature. Muiidhlin fact, appears to be the rule
among the more successful species, as Kropotkiwsby an impressive series of
observations made by himself and other scientsid,he suggests that it is in fact the
most important element in their evolution.

Life in societies enables the feeblest animalsfebblest birds, and the feeblest
mammals to resist, or to protect themselves froemtlost terrible birds and beasts of
prey; it permits longevity; it enables the sped¢@sear its progeny with the least waste of
energy and to maintain its numbers albeit a veoswdlirth-rate; it enables the gregarious
animals to migrate in search of new abodes. Theggtwhile fully admitting that force,
swiftness, protective colors, cunningness, and eme to hunger and cold, which are
mentioned by Darwin and Wallace, are so many deslinaking the individual or the
species the fittest under certain circumstancesnaiatain that undeany circumstances
sociability is the greatest advantage in the steufy life. Those species which willingly
abandon it are doomed to decay; while those animlaish know best how to combine
have the greatest chance of survival and of futhietution, although they may be
inferior to others ireachof the faculties enumerated by Darwin and Wallasegpt the
intellectual faculty.

The intellectual faculty, Kropotkin suggests, isnieently social,” since it is nurtured by
language, imitation, and accumulated experienceebieer, the very fact of living in
society tends to develop -- in however rudimentafgrm -- "that collective sense of
justice growing to become a habit" which is thepmessence of social life.

The struggle for existence is indeed important,dsua struggle against adverse
circumstances rather than between individuals @stime species. Where it does exist
within a species, it is injurious rather than ottise, since it dissipates the advantages
gained by sociability. Far from thriving on compietn, Kropotkin suggests, natural
selection seeks out the means by which it can beled.

Such considerations apply equally to men. Kropotkinnters Huxley's Rousseauish
vision of primeval man

engaged in a continual free fight for existencénwibservations of actual primitive
societies which suggest that man may always haed in tribes or clans in which the

law as we know it is replaced by customs and taleossiring co-operation and mutual
aid. Man is and always has been, Kropotkin conteadscial species. He sees mutual
aid reaching its apogee in the rich communal Ilffthe medieval cities, and shows that
even the appearance of coercive institutions sa¢hestate has not eliminated voluntary
co-operation, which remains the most importantdiaict the intercourse of men and
women, considered as individuals. The urge to &diiais the foundation of every

creed of social ethics, and if it did not conditmost all our daily acts toward our



fellow men, the most highly organized state cowdtprevent the disintegration of
society.

I have necessarily oversimplified a complex andavgled book which, with the
exception oMemoirs of a Revolutionistemains Kropotkin's most effective work.
Despite the coloring optimism, his evidence is ye#lsented and the facts are well
argued; very little that biology or sociology hasce discovered about the behavior of
men and animals substantially disproves Kropotkiatsclusions.

Mutual Aidcreates, of course, no departure in libertarianght. It represents rather the
classic statement of the idea common to most aisschhat society is a natural
phenomenon, existing anterior to the appearanoeaof and that man is naturally
adapted to observe its laws without the need fdicaal regulations. The major flaw of
Mutual Aidis that it does not acknowledge the tyranniesust@m and habit as it does
those of government and regulation. Once againp#tion shows that he is willing to
accept moral compulsion, whether it is the rulewdtom in a primitive tribe or that of
public opinion in an anarchist society, without aitimy how far this force also negates
the freedom of the individual. A taboo-ridden natof the primitive Congo had in reality
far less freedom of action than a citizen of thglgnd in which Kropotkin himself lived
with such slight interference. A stateless societyther words, may be

very far from a free society so far as the persbweas$ of its members are concerned.
This possibility Kropotkin was never willing to ceider seriously.

The later years of Kropotkin's life declined inlichiealth, and in 1914 the First World
War abruptly separated him from the majority of fleifow anarchists. Following the
antimilitarist tradition, the anarchist movemen&ashole opposed the war, though a
number of its leaders, including Cherkesov and &raupported Kropotkin's stand in
favor of the Allies.

Kropotkin's own attitude showed a return to theitran of thenarodniksamong whom
he had first become a revolutionary. The earliesdan radicals saw Germany, and
particularly Prussia, as an enemy of their ownlgl€ghey felt that the worst elements of
Czarism were derived from Prussian autocracy, egadn by the German empress,
Catherine the Great, and by Nicholas I, who admitgtker military methods so much
that he introduced them into his own administratiarhis panSlavist days Bakunin
abandoned his earlier worship of Germany as theskaomd of philosophy, and his
distrust grew into hatred during the Franco-PrusSi&ar. Since that time, in Kropotkin's
view, the German Empire had been consolidated aew &erman socialism had taken
on a universally authoritarian character. He beltethat Germany and the Germans
desired war in order to dominate Europe, and thetht & domination would set back the
cause of freedom immeasurably. In these circumstahe fell into the habit of
identifying -- against his own theories -- statehwweoples, and where Bakunin had
talked of a popular war against the Prussians,raivea would destroy all states,



Kropotkin argued himself into the position in whicl supported England and France, as
states, against the German state.

The break with the anarchists was probably the moisappy event of Kropotkin's life. It
looked as though he was drawing near the lonelynagldncholy end of an active career
when the news arrived in March 1917 that the Ragséopple had revolted and the
autocracy had come to an end. Kropotkin was dedijhtlis own people had freed
themselves from tyranny, and his last

days might after all be dedicated to the servicki®hative land. In the summer of 1917
he left England and arrived at the Finland StatiRetrograd, where he was welcomed
by Kerensky, a regiment of Guards, and militarydsaplaying théMarseillaise."

Absent were the Russian anarchists, most of whqmsed the war.

Forty years abroad had put Kropotkin out of toudtin\Russian realities. He did not
realize how far the February Revolution had beetivated by the warweariness of a
people involved in a conflict they hardly understpand he immediately began -- as if it
were the most urgent task of all -- exhorting thes§ans to pursue the war against
Germany with a vigor the Germanophile Czar had he®ble to summon up. He refused
any part in the government, yet because of his@tifigr continuation of the war his
name became associated with the discredited regfitderensky, while from the Left -
whether anarchist, social revolutionary, or Bolskevhe was cut off because the
supporters of all these trends opposed the waaeoepted Lenin's policy of
revolutionary defeatism. Consequently, Kropotkinkseapidly into insignificance in the
changing political scene, and all the influencenfmderation that he might have wielded
in Russia was wasted.

The events of the October Revolution followed imsavays the pattern anticipated by
the anarchist theoreticians, including Kropotkimbelf. The peasants seized the land and
the workers the factories, so that the decreeshghathe Bolsheviks made these facts
legal merely recognized accomplished situationsstMb the anarchists actually took

part in the October rising, seeking within it thespibilities of a genuine libertarian
revolution. Yet Kropotkin was prophetically rightven he said to Atabekian, one of the
few old comrades with whom he maintained contattiattime, "this buries the
Revolution."

In the long run the Bolshevik seizure of power igchKropotkin with the Russian
anarchists, since it effectively removed the maianse of their differences, the issue of
the war. Moreover, the movement as a whole was fwoad to oppose the Bolshevik
regime not only because of its dictatorial natbrg,also because the an-



archists were among the first dissidents to enthegersecutions of the Cheka.
Kropotkin was too internationally celebrated todobjected to any direct persecution,
but he protested as much as he could against theecof events. He met Lenin on more
than one occasion to criticize his policies, an8lavember 1920 he wrote a letter to him
courageously attacking the practice of taking hgesaBut perhaps the most important
document of this final period was the "Letter te iWorkers of the World" which he
handed to Margaret Bondfield on her visit to Russia

In this letter, which was published widely in thestern European press, Kropotkin
sharply dissociated himself from those who thowgjltestroying the Bolsheviks by
external force, and called on all progressive etgma Western countries to bring an
end to the blockade and the war of interventionictviwvould merely reinforce the
dictatorship and make more difficult the task afgd Russians who were working for a
genuine social reconstruction. He next put forw@sdown anarchist vision of a Russia
based on the federal union of free communes, caied regions. Then he exhorted the
people of other lands to learn from the errordhefRussian Revolution. Some aspects of
that revolution he praised, particularly its grsi@ps toward economic equality and the
original idea of Soviets as institutions that wolddd to the direct participation of the
producers in the administration of their own fietdsvork. But he remarked that once
they came under the control of a political dictahip, the Soviets were reduced to the
passive role of instruments of authority.

The immense constructive work that is required feo8ocial Revolution [he argued]
cannot be accomplished by a central governmenty gvehad to guide it in its work
something more substantial than a few socialistaaradchist booklets. It requires the
knowledge, the brains, and the willing collaboratal a mass of local and specialized
forces, which alone can cope with the diversitgodnomic problems in their local
aspects. To sweep away that collaboration andigd to the genius of party dictators is
to destroy all the independent

nuclei, such as trade unions and the local didixibico-operative organizations, turning
them into the bureaucratic organs of the partys &&ing done now. But this is the way
not to accomplish the Revolution; the way to renderéalization impossible.

Yet Kropotkin retained enough optimism to foreseeaentual worldwide revival of
socialism, and he called on the workers to set ngvalnternational, divorced from
political parties and based on freely organizeddgnanions aiming at the liberation of
production from "its present enslavement to cagital

These were courageous words at the time of the Bfar and the deepening Bolshevik
Terror, and Kropotkin's last years were among bldest in their stoical dedication to his
fundamental ideals. But his words had no influemcevents, either in the outside world
or in Russia itself. Even for the anarchists hdado nothing, since most of them were
either in prison or exile, or fighting their owntbla in Makhno's revolutionary army of



the Ukraine. Conscious of his loneliness, of thieifa of his present hopes for Russia,

but still mentally active and working constantly lois last bookEthics Kropotkin

declined slowly into feebleness and died on Felyr8Bal921. A procession five miles

long followed his coffin through the streets of Mow; it was the last great
demonstration of the lovers of freedom againsBbksheviks, and the black banners of
the anarchist groups bore in scarlet letters thesage, "Where there is authority there is
no freedom." In such dramatic fashion did the ¢dghe great anarchist theoreticians pass
into history.

Kropotkin himself might have claimed -- though heuld have done so in all humility --
that his contribution to the anarchist traditionsvilae application of the scientific
approach to its practical problems. But his irrepiiele optimism, his exaggerated respect
for the nineteenth-century cult of evolution, higiional faith in the men of the people,
deprived him of true scientific objectivity. His@q@ach, as he sometimes recognized,
was as much intuitive as intellectual, and his cassppnate emotion always overcame
his cold reasoning. | would

suggest that his real contribution was rather tirednization of anarchism, the constant
relating of theory to details of actual living, whigave the doctrine a concreteness and a
relevance to everyday existence that it rarely shiomthe writings of Godwin, Proudhon,
or Bakunin. But his concreteness of approach wadiated by the quality of personality;
Kropotkin believed fervently in human solidarityda@ise everything in his nature
attracted him to the idea. He was a man of unintpaae honesty, kind and conscious of
the needs of others, generous and hospitable, g@ama and uncomfortably devoted to
sincerity. His well-balanced goodness, indeed, sesmost too bland and blameless in
our modern age, when the assumption is easily rtedegenius must spring from
frustration and saintliness from some deep Dostdansstain; yet that goodness was
real, and to it we owe the particular benignityKobpotkin's view of human nature and,
less directly, that complexly organized yet simpigited vision of an earthly and
agnostic City of God with which he crowned the réimbedifice of anarchist thought.

8. The Prophet

Stefan Zweig once described Tolstoy as "the mostipaate anarchist and anti-
collectivist of our times." One may dispute therertity of this statement, but a
consideration of Tolstoy's thought and teachingrdyuthe last thirty years of his life, and
of the tendencies lightly concealed in the greaetowritten before the period of his
conversion, leaves little doubt of its generalhrdtolstoy did not call himself an
anarchist, because he applied the name to thosewsghed to change society by violent
means; he preferred to think of himself as a lit€faistian. Nevertheless, he was not
entirely unpleased when, in 1900, the German sclraal Eltzbacher wrote a pioneer
survey of the various trends of anarchist thougltiacluded Tolstoy's ideas among



them, demonstrating that, while he repudiated wicde his basic doctrine -- and
particularly his categorical rejection of the statel of property -- fitted clearly into the
general anarchist pattern.

Tolstoy's links with anarchists of other types wiene but important. In 1857 he read
some unspecified work of Proudhon (probaligat Is Property), and the notes he was
stimulated to write at this time suggest that thenEh anarchist had already influenced
him profoundly. "Nationalism is the one single bathe growth of freedom," he
commented. And even more significantly he added: gdvernments are in equal
measure good and evil. The best ideal is anar&erly in 1862, on a trip to western
Europe, he went out of his way to visit ProudhoBrnssels. They talked of education --
much on

Tolstoy's mind at this period -- and Tolstoy laterollected that Proudhon was "the only
man who understood in our time the significancpudilic education and of the printing
press.” They also talked of Proudhon's bd@gkGuerre et la Paix, which was on the
point of completion when Tolstoy called; therdtitel doubt that Tolstoy took much more
than the title of his greatest novel from this tie@a on the roots and evolution of war in
the social psyche rather than in the decisionsabitipal and military leaders.

Bakunin's pan-destructionism clearly did not appearl olstoy, yet these two rebellious
but autocratic barins had more in common than eittfehem might have cared to admit.
For Tolstoy was an iconoclast and a destroyer sixdwn way, longing to see an end --
even if it must be achieved by moral and pacifiamse- to the whole artificial world of
high society and high politics. But for Kropotkimhom he never met, Tolstoy had the
greatest personal respect. Romain Rolland has suggested that, in this prince who
had given up his wealth and his social positiontfe cause of the people, Tolstoy saw a
living example of the renunciations he had achiewag in his thought and his writings.
Certainly Tolstoy admired Kropotkin's Memoirs dRavolutionist, and, like Lewis
Mumford in our own day, he recognized the greagioality and practicality of Fields,
Factories and Workshops, which he thought mighotreca manual for the reform of
Russian agriculture. His disciple Vladimir Chertk@xiled in England, served as an
intermediary through whom Tolstoy and Kropotkirabished contact, and one
exchange of messages is particularly interestimistdy rather shrewdly came to the
conclusion that Kropotkin's defense of violence wefisctant and contrary to his real
nature.

His arguments in favor of violence [he remarkedteertkov ] do not seem to me the
expression of his opinions, but only of his figedit the banner under which he has
served so honestly all his life.

Kropotkin, who in turn had the greatest respectTolstoy and described him as "the
most touchingly loved



man in the world," was evidently troubled by thgroon, and he remarked to Chertkov:

In order to understand how much | sympathize withitleas of Tolstoy, it is sufficient to
say that | have written a whole volume to demonstiiaat life is created, not by the
struggle for existence, but by mutual aid.

What Kropotkin meant by "mutual aid" was not veay from what Tolstoy meant by
"love," and when we examine the development of tdgls social thought and compare it
with that of the other anarchists we realize hawly his doctrine fits into the libertarian
tradition.

Tolstoy's anarchism, like his rational Christianityas developed by a series of climactic
experiences. His years as an officer in the Cawscaswontact with mountain tribesmen
and Cossacks living in their traditional manneugtat him the virtues of simple societies
close to nature and far from urban corruption;|l#ssons he drew from his experience
were very close to those which Kropotkin drew frsimilar encounters in Siberia. His
presence at the siege of Sebastopol, during three@n War, prepared him for his later
pacifism. But perhaps the decisive experience istdy's life was a public execution by
guillotine which he witnessed in Paris during 185fe cold, inhuman efficiency of the
operation aroused in him a horror far greater #ranof the scenes of war had done, and
the guillotine became for him a frightful symboltbe state that used it. From that day he
began to speak politically -- or antipoliticallyirthe voice of an anarchist:

The modern state [he wrote to his friend Botkia hothing but a conspiracy to exploit,
but most of all to demoralize its citizens.... denstand moral and religious laws, not
compulsory for everyone, but leading forward anahpising a more harmonious future; |
feel the laws of art, which always bring happin&as. political laws seem to me such
prodigious lies, that | fail to see how one amdmgnt can be better or worse than any of
the others.... Henceforth | shall never serve awegiment anywhere.

During the rest of his life Tolstoy elaborated ticctrine in many forms and at much
greater length, but the core of it remained theesaand one can draw from the writings
of his last decade statements that resemble clagedy he had said forty years before
when the memory of the guillotine haunted his dreamd outraged his humanity.

| regard all governments [he said at the very dridlife], not only the Russian
government, as intricate institutions, sanctifigdradition and custom, for the purpose
of committing by force and with impunity the mostolting crimes. And | think that the
efforts of those who wish to improve our sociat I§hould be directed towards the
liberation of themselves fromational governments, whose evil, and above all, whose
futility, is in our time becoming more and more apmt.



To recognize the continuity of the anarchisticistra Tolstoy from his early manhood
down to his death is important, since there israipnt view of Tolstoy which sees him
as two different and even mutually antagonistiogei The period of terrible doubts and
spiritual agonies which accompanied the completioAnna Kareninaand which was
largely recorded in its final chapters, the pemddch Tolstoy regarded as his time of
conversion, is seen as a great watershed dividsmbifén On one side lies the land of
vibrant sunlight and dewdrenched forests that lygdda the great novels. On the other
side lies the desert of spiritual effort in whicbl3toy, like a latter-day John the Baptist,
seeks the locusts of moralism and the wild honegpaitual joy. On one side stands the
artist and on the other side the combined saintaadchist, and one picks one's own
particular Tolstoy according to one's taste.

It seems to me that this view, which | once held defended, is a false one; that it
ignores the many threads which unite the laterthackarlier Tolstoy. The features that
we see change, as a man's features change withiwadbe face is always the same,
played over by longings

for justice and love, and held always by the lurthe natural world in all its beauty. The
artist and the anarchist both live in that facehay lived together throughout Tolstoy's
life.

For there was, to begin, no time when Tolstoy yealandoned the art of literature. Even
at his most propagandist moments he was neveofriém desire to seek artistic
expression, and to the end of his life his mind Wiof plans and ideas for novels and
stories and plays, as his diaries for the 188@s1&90' attest; many were started and
abandoned, but some at least came to fruitionatesds 1904 Tolstoy finished one of his
finest novellasHadji Murad, in an acute state of mingled delight at his asmeent and
guilt at his self-indulgence. The best of his lateks -- stories likdMaster and Marand
The Death of Ivan Ilyick- show no real falling off in his peculiar powerrender life

into art and yet retain its freshness untarniskiéaiat does happen is a failure of the
power to carry through longer works on a consigydngh artistic level, for the one

novel Tolstoy wrote during this perioBesurrectionthough it is superb in parts, does
not succeed as a whole. It has often been suggestethe failure oResurrectioris due

to the preponderance of Tolstoy's moralism atttms; | would suggest that, though the
moralism does preponderate, the primary failuamnigrtistic one, a failure of form and
feeling due to emotional catastrophes. | have aealyhat failure elsewhere; here | wish
to emphasize the fact that until the very end Dglistever lost interest in literature as
such, and that until within a decade of his deathwvhs writing works that would be a
credit to any writer in his seventies.

Tolstoy's conversion did not, then, destroy hinamartist. Nor did it bring him into

being as a Christian anarchist reformer of the eévddr it was no new thing for Tolstoy
to turn away from literary work to other absorbaxgivities. Most of his mature life he
distrusted any suggestion that literature was anrertself. He disagreed strongly with



Turgenev on this point, and a good twenty yearsriedifis conversion, in the 1850, he
was arguing that a man's main activities in lifeidd

be outside literature. At times, even in this eanieriod, he talked of giving up writing
altogether. He did not do so, any more than herdidter life, but for long periods his
efforts to become a good farmer, or to improveceditions of his peasants, or to
relieve the victims of famine, or to evolve a preggive system of education, seemed to
him more urgent than writing. In such efforts hgptiayed a concern for action and a
practical ability that mirrored the extreme conergtss of his literary vision. Even in the
midst of his work orAnna Kareninaduring the mid-1870's he became so involved in his
educational experiments that he temporarily abaedadne novel, and impatiently
remarked to one of his relatives: "I cannot teasefiyaway from living creatures to
bother about imaginary ones." His teaching, incidiyy was highly libertarian in
character, and the kind of free collaboration betwkachers and pupils which he tried
to attain in practice resembled closely the mettambi®cated by William Godwin in that
pioneer work of anarchistic educational thedrnye Enquirer

It must be remembered that Tolstoy's consistenttahce to accept an all-consuming
literary discipline and his inclination to regatetactual profession of man of letters as a
kind of prostitution, did not spring entirely fromoral scruples. It originated largely

from an aristocratic view of literature as oneled accomplishments of a gentleman. The
sense ohoblesse obligavas strong in Tolstoy. Even his radicalism, likattof the two
other great Russian anarchists, Bakunin and Krapotkas based on a traditional
relationship between aristocrat and peasant. Adletlof them wished to invert the
relationship, but it remained nonetheless an ingmvrélement in their thought and action.

What | have been seeking to show is that in Tolgteytension between the writer and
the reformer was always present and usually stiradlboth sides of his life; it only
became destructive at the very end, when hisiartiepulses were in decay. In his most
fertile years as a novelist, his literary talemid &is sense of moral purpose supported
each other instead of falling into conflict. Higlesr novels --War and PeaceAnna
Karening

evenThe Cossacks have the effortless didacticism which so oftbaracterizes great
literature, and they present his views on the subjinat concern him passionately with
as little violation of artistic proportion as onads in Milton's justification of the ways of
God to man irParadise LostNone of these works is deliberately propagandigte

same way aResurrectionand it would be stretching too many points td tem

anarchist novels in any full sense. Yet they revaapowerfully as any of Tolstoy's
tractarian writings, a whole series of attitudesolitwe have seen to be characteristically
anarchistic.



There is, to begin, the naturalism -- moral as waslliterary -- which pervades all these
works, with a sense that man is best, or at lests¢ih if he rejects the more artificial
manifestations of civilization and lives in an angarelationship with the world of
nature, himself a natural being. Such an existenoelated to the concept of "real life" of
which Tolstoy makes so muchWar and Peace

Life meanwhile -- real life, with its essentialenests of health and sickness, toil and rest,
and its intellectual interests in thought, sciemqaestry, music, love, friendship, hatred,
and passions -- went on as usual, independentinadfpart from political friendship or
enmity with Napoleon Bonaparte and from all schenfagconstruction.

Tolstoy, in all his early novels, sees life as lgaimore "real” the closer it is lived to
nature. Olenin, the hero @he Cossackslwells as an officer in a village of halfsavage
peasants in the wilds of the Caucasus, and hisééens to him at this point infinitely
more meaningful than that of his former friendSinPetersburg.

O, how paltry and pitiable you all seem to me [h@es to one of them in a letter which
he does not send off because he fears it will eatrilerstood]. You do not know what
happiness is, you do not know what life is. One tasste life in all its natural beauty;
must see and understand what | have every dayeéefpreyes -- the eternal, inaccessible
snow on the mountain-peaks and a woman endowedalithe dignity

and pristine beauty in which the first woman mustéhcome from the hand of the
Creator -- and then it will be quite clear whichusf you or I, is ruining himself, which of
us is living truly, which falsely.... Happinesdbising with Nature, seeing Nature, and
discoursing with her.

What is expressed almost naivelyTine Cossackis elaborated with far more artistry and
depth inWar and PeacandAnna KareninaA life closer to nature, Tolstoy suggests
time and again, brings us nearer to truth thafeblbund by elaborate bonds of law and
fashion. This is indicated with a deliberate soem@phasis inna KareninaThere the
division is maintained throughout the novel betwtemn and country, between artificial
urban civilization, which always tends toward eaihd natural rural life, which always
tends toward good if it is left to follow its owmursesAnna Kareninadominated by the
city and corrupted by its unnatural standards,asatly and at last physically destroyed.
Levin, a man of the country, goes through manystieé love and faith, but finally
succeeds in his marriage and at the end of a loyaeps of spiritual travail gains
enlightenment.

But, as Levin realizes, it is the peasant -- thea wfahe people -- who is nearest to nature
and, by the simplicity of his life, nearest to bruAlready inWar and Peac¢his theme of
the natural man is introduced in the characteratoR Karataev, the peasant soldier
whom Pierre meets among his fellow prisoners wreeis larrested by the French in
Moscow. Karataev is for Pierre"an unfathomablenoad, eternal personification of the



spirit of simplicity and truth,” and he is so besaune lives naturally and without
conscious intellectualism. "His words and actidos/ér from him as evenly, inevitably,
and spontaneously as fragrance exhales from aflo®@nilarly, Levin's conversion in
Anna Kareninas precipitated when he hears of a peasant, alswd Platon, who lives
"for his soul, rightly, in God's way."

Linked with this search for the natural life is tinge toward universal brotherhood
which runs through all the novels and which prggectiream Tolstoy had shared with his
brothers early in childhood, when they believed

that their own close circle could be extended imdefly into the fraternity of all

mankind. InThe Cossack®Ilenin longs for comradeship with the primitivénabitants of
the Caucasus, the same vision haunts PieM¢ainand Peaceand is linked with
Tolstoy's Christianity ilAnna Kareninavhen Levin tells himself: "I do not so much
unite myself as am united, whether | will or nottwdther men in one body of believers."

If so many of the general attitudes of Tolstoy'seis -the naturalism, the populism, the
dream of universal brotherhood, the distrust ofrtty¢h of progress -parallel those of the
anarchist tradition, one finds also many specibiertarian ideas suggested in them. The
rough egalitarianism of the Cossacks is contratstélde hierarchical structure of the
Russian army; the cult of leadership is delibeyat¢tiacked inNVar and Peacethe moral
flaws of a centralized political system and théafzies of patriotism are exposedAnna
Karenina

When we turn from the suggestions in Tolstoy's totethe explicit statements in his
tractarian works, we find that his anarchism isekternal aspect, expressed in behavior,
of his Christianity. The lack of any real conflltween the two is due to the fact that his
is a religion without mysticism, a religion withoewen faith, for, like Winstanley, he
bases his beliefs on reason and submits them teshef truth. Christ is for him the
teacher, not God incarnate; his doctrine is "reatseff,” and what distinguishes man in
the animal world is his power to live by that reaso

Here is a humanized religion; we seek the Kingdé@ad not without, but within
ourselves. And for this reason Tolstoy presentatatude that belongs clearly in the
realm of anarchist thought; his idea of the immam@ngdom of God is related to
Proudhon's idea of an immanent justice, and hisejation of religion as dependent on
reason draws him into close relationship with @tdwin and Winstanley. And even in
his religious phase he does not reject the natwwdll; he envisages life after death, if it
exists, as taking place in a realm that is littteee¢han nature transfigured. This he made
clear in the moving letter he wrote to his wifeidgrthe 1890's when



he happened to ride one evening through the wdwds$had once belonged to his friend
Turgenev, now long dead.

In Tolstoy's world of reason and nature, time sloan, as it does in the long summer
afternoon of freedom dreamed of by William Mor®sogress is rejected as an ideal;
freedom, brotherhood, and the cultivation of mamisal nature are more important, and
to these progress must be subordinated. It isttateTolstoy, like Morris, protests
against an interpretation of his doctrines whiakspnts him as the opponent of all
progress; imhe Slavery of Our Timee claims only to oppose progress that is achieved
at the expense of human liberty and human lives.

Truly enlightened people [he says] will always a&gi@ go back to riding on horses and
using pack-horses, or even to tilling the earthhwiticks and with their own hands, rather
than to travel on railways which regularly crushuember of people, as is done in
Chicago, merely because the proprietors of thevegilfind it more profitable to
compensate the families of those killed, than tidithe line so that it will not kill

people. The motto for truly enlightened peopleasfiat cultura, pereat justicia butfiat
justicia, pereat cultura

But culture, useful culture, will not be destroyedt is not for nothing that mankind, in
their slavery, have achieved such great progresechmical matters. If only it is
understood that we must not sacrifice the liveswfbrother-men for our own pleasure,
it will be possible to apply technical improvemewntshout destroying men's lives.

Despite such protests, however, Tolstoy did ndk logvard a more abundant life in
physical terms. For him, as for the peasant anstsbi Andalusia, the moral ideal was
the simple and ascetic life, where a man would aslittle as possible on the labor of
others. The resemblance to Proudhon is signifiCEmlistoy must have read with approval
that philosopher's lyrical praises of the gloriésglignified poverty. It is the hatred of
luxury, the desire that culture should serve ménerathan be served by them,

that explains his apparently eccentric rejectiothefworks of art that appeal to "the
Happy Few"; for him true art became that which camioated its message to all men
and gave them hope.

Central to Tolstoy's social doctrine is his rejectof the state, but equally important is
his denial of property. Indeed, he sees the twiatasdependent. Property is a
domination by some men over others, and the sxdésdéo guarantee the perpetuation of
property relationships. Therefore both must beiabet, so that men may live freely and
without domination, in the state of community andtoal peace which is the true
Kingdom of God on Earth. To the objections thatgbsitive functions of society cannot
exist without government, Tolstoy replies in tenmasiniscent of Kropotkin's arguments
in Mutual AidandThe Conquest of Bread



Why think that nonofficial people could not arrartgeir life for themselves, as well as
government people can arrange it not for themsddué$or others?

We see, on the contrary, that in the most diveratars people in our times arrange their
own lives incomparably better than those who gotleem arrange things for them.
Without the least help from government, and oftespite of the interference of
government, people organize all sorts of sociakutadings -- workmen's unions, co-
operative societies, railway companiadgels, and syndicates. If collections for public
works are needed, why should we suppose that &epl@ could not, without violence,
voluntarily collect the necessary means and cauntyaaything that is now carried out by
means of taxes, if only the undertakings in quesdice really useful for everybody? Why
suppose that there cannot be tribunals withouewnicg? Trial, by people trusted by the
disputants, has always existed and will exist, meets no violence.... And in the same
way there is no reason to suppose that people camtjdy common agreement, decide
how the land is to be apportioned for use.

Tolstoy is as reluctant as other anarchists taterggopias, to sketch out the plan of the
society that might exist if men were no longer sgbjo governments.

The details of a new order of life cannot be kndws. We must shape them ourselves.
Life consists solely in the search for the unkn@md in our work of harmonizing our
actions with the new truth.

Yet he does envisage a society where the stateaanand property will all be abolished,
and where co-operative production will take thégcp; the distribution of the product of
work in such a society will follow a communistidmiple, so that men will receive all
they need, but -- for their own sakes as well assdkes of others -no superfluity.

To attain this society Tolstoy -- like Godwin amda great extent like Proudhon --
advocates a moral rather than a political revotutf political revolution, he suggests,
fights the state and property from without; a meeafolution works within the evil
society and wears at its very foundations. Tolstogs make a distinction between the
violence of a government, which is wholly evil besa it is deliberate and works by the
perversion of reason, and the violence of an apgople, which is only partly evil
because it arises from ignorance. Yet the onlycéffe way he sees of changing society
is by reason, and, ultimately, by persuasion araangte. The man who wishes to abolish
the state must cease to co-operate with it, refubtry service, police service, jury
service, the payment of taxes. The refusal to olbegther words, is Tolstoy's great
weapon.

| think | have said enough to show that in its atiaés Tolstoy's social teaching is a true
anarchism, condemning the authoritarian order dtiexg society, proposing a new
libertarian order, and suggesting the means bywitimay be attained. Since his



religion is a natural and rational one, and seekKingdom in the reign of justice and
love on this earth, it does not transcend his dmstrdoctrine but is complementary to it.

Tolstoy's influence has been vast and many-sidedu3ands of Russians and non-
Russians became his passionate disciples, andddurmistoyan colonies, based on
communal economies and ascetic living, both in Ruesd abroad. | have never
encountered a comprehensive record

of these communities, but all I have been ableacetfailed in a relatively short period,
either from the personal incompatibility of the fp@pants or from the lack of practical
agricultural experience. Nevertheless, an actiMstdgan movement continued to exist
in Russia until the early 1920's, when it was sapped by the Bolsheviks. Outside
Russia, Tolstoy certainly influenced the anarcpatifists in Holland, Britain, and the
United States. Many British pacifists during the&w® World War participated in neo-
Tolstoyan communities, few of which survived thel e hostilities. Perhaps the most
impressive example of Tolstoyan influence in thetemporary Western world is --
ironically in view of Tolstoy's distrust of orga®id churches -- the Roman Catholic
group associated in the United States Witle Catholic Workeand particularly with that
saintly representative of Christian anarchism intoue, Dorothy Day.

But the most important single Tolstoyan convert wadoubtedly Mahatma Gandhi.
Gandhi's achievement of awakening the Indian peapieleading them through an
almost bloodless national revolution against faneigle lies only on the periphery of our
subject, but at this point it is worth rememberihgt Gandhi was influenced by several
of the great libertarian thinkers. His nonviolezthinique was developed largely under
the influence of Thoreau as well as of Tolstoy, hadvas encouraged in his idea of a
country of village communes by an assiduous readiriyopotkin.

In Russia itself Tolstoy's influence went far begidhe narrower circles of his disciples,
who often embarrassed him by the odd extremityeif toehavior. It was rather as the
passionately unofficial and unorthodox conscierfdeussia than as the leader of a
movement that Tolstoy stood out during the last i@oades of his life. Taking
advantage of the worldwide prestige that made hlmpst alone among Russians,
exempt from persecution of a direct kind, he timd again denounced the Czarist
government for its offenses against rational mtyrand Christian teachings. He spoke
without fear, and he never let himself be silené&ebels of every kind felt that they were
not alone in the great police state of Russia while

Tolstoy was there to speak as his sense of justmesd him, and his relentless criticism
undoubtedly played its part in undermining the fdations of the Romanov empire
during the fateful years from 1905 to 1917. Heraimdpe was teaching a lesson dear to



anarchists: that the moral strength of a single wilam insists on being free is greater
than that of a multitude of silent slaves.

.
THE MOVEMENT

9. International Endeavors

Humanity is one, subjected to the same conditiod,al men are equal. But all men are
different, and in his inner heart every man isaatfan island. Anarchists have been
especially conscious of this duality of universamand particular man, and much of
their thought has been devoted to seeking a balagteesen the claims of general human
solidarity and those of the free individual. Intuarlar they have sought to reconcile
internationalist ideals -- the idea of a world waiti frontiers or barriers of race -- with a
stubborn insistence on local autonomy and perspwitaneity. And even among
themselves they have not often been able to actieveeconciliation. For almost a
century they have tried to create an effective @orlganization of anarchists; their
efforts have been frustrated by an intolerancengffarm of centralism and a tendency to
retreat into the local group, which are both enaged by the nature of anarchist activity.
Since the anarchists do not seek electoral vigptieere is no need to create elaborate
organizations similar to those of political partiesr is there any need to frame general
programs of action; most anarchist groups havachldeen dedicated to individually
motivated propaganda -- either of the word or thedd-- and in activity of this kind the
lightest of contacts between towns and regionscanatries is usually sufficient.
Significantly, only in the marginal field of anaisyndicalism, which is based on mass
trade-union formations rather than on small propdgagroups, have local and individual
interests been sufficiently subordinated to allbe treation of a durable

and relatively efficient form of libertarian intextional organization.

Since this largely unsuccessful search for an effeanternational organization raises so
clearly the central libertarian problem of a reabatton of human solidarity with



personal freedom, it seems appropriate to consigi@rchism as an international
movement before discussing its record in individt@lntries. The approach is further
justified by the fact that the anarchist movemeatmits earliest appearance within the
First International and the cosmopolitan brothedsfmunded by Bakunin, and only later
separated into national movements which each tegeaial character from the
circumstances in which it was developed.

The history of anarchist internationalism fallsoifive periods. From the participation of
the Proudhonian mutualists in the discussionslébto the foundation of the First
International, down to the break with the Marxist®er the Hague Congress of 1872, the
anarchists -whether they followed Proudhon or Bakanwere seeking to fulfill their
internationalist aspirations in collaboration watbcialists of other kinds. From 1872 to
the famous "Black International” Congress of 188&y tried to create a purely anarchist
International, and this urge continued weakly tigtoa series of abortive congresses
during the 1880's and the early 1890's. In theltbariod, from 1889 to 1896, the
anarchists concentrated on an attempt to gaintanfpm the Socialist Second
International. Their final ejection from the Lond8ocialist Congress of 1896 initiated a
further period, reaching its climax at the Amstendaongress of 1907, during which an
organization restricted to convinced anarchists evac® again sought; this period came
to an end with the outbreak of the First World Wat914. The last period, from 1919 to
1939, was dominated by the relative success ddinlaecho-syndicalists who, after
several false starts, finally created at Berlid®23 their own organization of libertarian
trade unions, the International Workingmen's Asatian, which still survives in
Stockholm almost forty years after its foundation.

During the 1840's, as | have shown, Proudhon was al

ready speculating on the prospects of an intematiassociation of producers, and it is
thus appropriate that his followers should havggiaa decisive part in the negotiations
that led to the foundation of the First InternaibThese negotiations began when
Napoleon lll, as part of his policy of courting theench workers, encouraged a
delegation of artisans to visit the London Inteioval Exhibition of 1862. Among them
were several of the mutualists who later signedMhaifesto of the Sixty, and who on
this occasion started conversations with Engliaberunionists and with the German
expatriates clustered around Karl Marx. In thediwihg year, 1863, three of the same
group -- Tolain, Limousin, and Perrachon -- werdiago England at the invitation of the
London Trades Council. Their ostensible purposetowaske part in a meeting in support
of Polish freedom, held at St. James's Hall on 28lybut once again there were
conversations on the possibilities of internatiaorganization. Finally, in September
1864, a delegation of French socialists arrivedandon with the aim of co-operating in
the actual foundation of an association. All thiedates were Parisian artisans. Three of
them, Tolain, Limousin, and Fribourg, were moréesss orthodox Proudhonians; the
fourth, Eugene Varlin, was a nearanarchist of agrokind, who, while rejecting
authoritarian socialism, held collectivist viewmdar to those of Bakunin. The French



delegates attended the great meeting held at 3tingeHall on September 28, and it was
they who put forward the resolution proposing thenidation of the International
Workingmen's Association.

Tolain, Limousin, and Fribourg were chosen as Hrazarrespondents for the
International, and the bureau they set up in Reasthe real center of anarchist
organization in that country; in this sense it Wl discussed more fully when | deal with
the movement in France. So far as the Internatiamal whole was concerned, the task of
implementing the St. Martin's Hall resolution wa#t ko a Central Committee of twenty-
one members, entrusted with the task of drawingulgs and a constitution, and, since
London seemed the safest place for such a bodyeiate, the control fell into the hands
of English

trade unionists and foreign refugees, includingXV&rd his German followers, a few
French Blanquists, and the Mazzinian Major Wolffidsituation, which continued after
the Central Committee was replaced by the Geneyah€ll at the Geneva Congress of
1866, meant that the anarchists, whether of Praudhar Bakuninist persuasion, never
had any foothold in the executive center of thernmational, and were restricted to
deploying their strength at the various congresses#hat they could only influence
comparatively general fields of policy.

The consequences of this division of control ditllierome immediately evident. The
Geneva Congress -the first plenary gathering ofrite¥national -- was preceded by an
interim conference in London, at which reportshef working-class movements in
various countries were exchanged, and a few geresalutions on such uncontroversial
subjects as the Polish question and the lamenitafilence of the Russian autocracy on
European affairs were passed. The general atmasph#ris gathering was cordial,
though Marx went out of his way to slander Proudpowately to Tolain and Fribourg in
the hope of leading these two influential delegatéshis own camp. He was
unsuccessful; the French remained determinedlyaantioritarian, as did the only
Belgian delegate, Caesar de Paepe.

At the Geneva Congress the line of division betwlidsnrtarians and authoritarians
within the International was already beginningttow sharply. The French delegates,
who constituted almost a third of the Congresseweostly Proudhonians, though
collectivists like Benoit Malon and Eugéne Varliena present, as also were Albert
Richard of Marseilles -- soon to become a devotakiuBinist -- and, among the Swiss
representatives, James Guillaume and Adhemar Saweébel, the later leaders of
anarchism in the Jura. But Bakunin was not yet emb@ of the International, and it was
the mutualists who at this point maintained thagldfte against the authoritarians in favor
of a strictly working-class program based on asgmr and mutual credit, in the spirit of
Proudhon's suggestionshe la Capacité Politique des Classes Ouvriéres.



In accordance with this attitude, the mutualistsgét to restrict the membership of the
International to actual manual workers; they westedted as a result of strong
opposition from the British trade unionists. Thegrevalso defeated when they opposed a
Marxist resolution which, under the guise of apjmgvegislation to protect labor, subtly
introduced the concept of the "workers' state,teiih claimed that "by compelling the
adoption of such laws, the working class will nobsolidate the ruling powers, but, on
the contrary, will be turning that power which tgpaesent used against it into its own
instrument.” On the other hand, they gained onemiictory by persuading the
Congress to pass a resolution for the establishofentmutual credit bank, as well as
securing approval for the promotion of produceosbperative societies as a vital part of
the general struggle for workers' freedom.

A pronounced shift soon became apparent in thenbalaf power within the

International. At Lausanne in 1867 the mutualistéserperceptibly weaker, largely
because of the spread of the collectivist viewpuwirirance. This resulted in Tolain and
his followers compromising over resolutions callfiog state intervention in education

and -- more important -- for the public ownershighee means of transport and exchange.
The deliberately ambiguous wording of the lattesotetion made it acceptable both to
those who wished for state ownership and to thdse preferred control by associations
of workers. Yet the mutualists once again won allssnacess by obtaining the
postponement of the question of public ownershifhefland, to which they preferred
peasant possession, until the next congress.

The mutualists were still a force to be reckoneth\at the Brussels Congress of
September 1868, yet this gathering in the end ndaalkeear shift toward a policy of
economic collectivism. The Proudhonian oppositmsdcialization of the land was now
unavailing, since the Belgian collectivists, led@gesar de Paepe, controlled more than
half the votes, and a resolution calling for puloivenership of mines, transport, and land
was passed by a large majority. On the other hiwednutualists

gained a last triumph when Belgian support enatileth once again to pass a resolution
approving the foundation of mutual credit banks.

The Brussels Congress established a socializedsgoas the future aim of the
European working-class movement. It did not deteenthe vital question whether that
socialization should be carried out by authoritaa libertarian means, but it seems
clear that the spirit of the gathering tended mlttter direction, and the stage was now
set for the second wave of Proudhon's followersse¢hwho accepted collectivism but
retained all the Master's hatred of authority,gpear on the scene. They presented
themselves at the Basel Congress of 1869 undéeddership of Bakunin. Bakunin, like
Proudhon, had long dreamed of an internationalrozg#ion for the emancipation of the
working class, and | have traced the attempts haerdaring the period before he entered
the International, theoretically as an individuamber but really as the leader of



movements in Italy, Spain, the Jura, and southeande, all of which were formed
largely under his influence.

It is unnecessary to repeat the accounts of theweand Hague Congresses of the
International in which the issues between Marx Bakunin were fought out and the
organization itself split apart into the dying Mateump centered around the New York
General Council and the anti-authoritarian majociptered around the Bakuninist Jura
Federation. But it is desirable to consider somieffactors underlying the final
emergence of a predominantly anarchist Internakions872.

The conflict between Bakunin and Marx was the dtarencounter of two historically
important individuals, and for this reason oneemspted to interpret events in the epic
terms of personal combat. But such an interpretatamnot explain entirely either the
considerable following which Bakunin gathered dgrims struggle with Marx or the fact
that such a substantial proportion of the Inteoreti -- certainly representing the greater
part of its actual membership -- finally entered Bakuninist camp.

In fact, the schism was not merely between condnce

Marxists and convinced Bakuninists. When the deégaf the Jura Federation and a few
Geneva expatriates met at Sonvillier in Novembéil1&t the conference that marks the
real beginning of the attempt to form an anardmigrnational, the circular they issued
received the support of the Bakuninist federatiminSpain and Italy but also of the
Belgian followers of Caesar de Paepe, who stodivaglbetween anarchism and social
democracy, while it aroused interest in Holland &Endland. The appeal it made was not
due to the anarchist viewpoint of those who framgout to the fact that it echoed a
growing discontent, even among Marx's former fokosy with the way in which he
sought to bring the centralized authority of then€al Council under his own control.
Whether the threat was regarded as one of perdartatorship or of organizational
rigidity, it was repugnant not only to the anarthisut also to men reared in the
democratic traditions of labor movements in Britaimd in the Low Countries. This was
why they responded favorably to the key paragrdgheoSonvillier Circular, which

stated with a moderation rare in nineteenth-cergoryalist polemics the libertarian ideal
of a decentralized working-class organization.

We do not wish to charge the General Council wét Imtentions. The persons who
compose it are the victims of a fatal necessityylWwanted, in all good faith, and in
order that their particular doctrines might triumphintroduce the authoritarian spirit
into the International; circumstances have seeméalvior such a tendency, and we
regard it as perfectly natural that this schoolpgéideal ishe conquest of political
power by the working classhould believe that the International, afterréeent course
of events, must change its erstwhile organizatiwhtze transformed into a hierarchical
organization guided and governed by an executiveilidugh we may recognize that
such tendencies and facts exist, we must nevesthétght against them in the name of



the social revolution for which we are working, amidose program is expressed in the
words, "Emancipation of the workers by the workbemselves," independently of all
guiding authority, even though such authority sdoul

have been consented to and appointed by the watiemsselves. We demand that the
principle of the autonomy of the sections shouldipkeld in the International, just as it
has been heretofore recognized as the basis &smaciation; we demand that the
General Council, whose functions have been temgdeyd¢dde administrative resolutions
of the Basel Congress, should return to its nofomattion, which is to act as a
correspondence and statistical bureau.... Thenatenal, that germ of the human
society of the future, must be...a faithful repr¢agon of our principles of freedom and
of federation; it must reject any principle whiclayrtend towards authoritarianism and
dictatorship.

The men of Sonvillier considered that they werentzaning the original aims of the
International, and it was in this spirit that, afilee great schism of The Hague, the Saint-
Imier Congress came together in 1872. There wdegdees from Spain, Italy, and the
Jura; they included many of the great names ofchstrhistory -Bakunin, Cafiero,
Malatesta, Costa, Fanelli, Guillaume, Schwitzguébelo Communard refugees, Camet
and Pindy, represented France, and another, Guisédrancais, represented two sections
in the United States. The Saint-Imier Congresseeaserned mostly with the
establishment of the new International, or ratherits members contended, with the
reformation of the old. For the Bakuninists alwaggarded their International as the true
heir of the organization set up in 1864, and caditiveir congresses from the First
(Geneva) Congress of 1866.

There was some justification for this point of viesince it soon became clear that the
Marxist rump, with its headquarters in New Yorkdhatained hardly any support among
the rank-and-file membership of the Internatioftalone attempt at a Congress, at
Geneva in 1873, was, as the Bolshevik historiakl&feadmitted, "a pitiful affair,"
attended almost entirely by Swiss and German ekil&witzerland. "The game was up,”
as Marx exclaimed when he heard of it.

The Saint-Imier International, on the other harathgred at its 1873 Congress (also in
Geneva) a fair num-

ber of delegates, not only from Spain, Italy, amel dura, but also from France, Holland,
Belgium, and Britain, including -- the most surprigcatch of all -- Marx's former
lieutenant Eccarius. How many actual adherenthefriternational these delegates
represented is as hard to suggest as it is to&stithe numerical support of the
International at any period of its existence. Siflquotes estimates that place the
adherents of the united organization in 1870 ak bgyfive or even seven million, but he



rightly dismisses these figures as "pure inventidaitly reliable estimates of the
membership of the Spanish Federation, one of tiges, place it at 60,000 in 1872, and
on this basis one can assume that the total mempekthe International before the
Hague Congress was probably less than a millioth tlaaxt even at its height in 1873 the
Saint-Imier International had considerably fewehex@nts, many of whom must have
been no more than inactive card-carriers. Nevesiselone can safely assume that from
1872 to 1877 the Bakuninists commanded a folloviamgyreater than the Marxists.

The diminished International did not immediatelygineto take on a specifically anarchist
character. The Congress at Saint-Imier was condenustly with questions of
organization, and its decisions were acceptabertmge of anti-Marxists as far apart as
conservative English trade unionists and extrenaecdiist insurrectionists. It proclaimed
the autonomy of sections and federations, and dehelegislative competence of
congresses, which should confine themselves taeggprg "the aspirations, the needs
and the ideas of the proletariat in various loibr countries, so that they may be
harmonized or unified.” It set up "a friendly péat solidarity and mutual defense™
directed against the threat of centralism.

Only one resolution at Saint-Imier was specificaharchist, and that repudiated the
emphasis laid on political action at preceding ceages since the Lausanne gathering of
1867. "The aspirations of the proletariat,” it ntained in characteristically Bakuninist
tones, "can have no other aim than the creati@natbsolutely free economic
organization and federation based on work and éguwaid wholly independent of any
political govern-

ment, and...such an organization can only comeheaiog through the spontaneous
action of the proletariat itself, through its trextecieties, and through self-governing
communes.” And it clearly attacked the Marxistamsof a working-class state by
declaring that "no political organization can bgtaimg but the organization of rule in
the interests of a class and to the detrimentefhtasses, and...the proletariat, should it
seize power, would become a ruling, an exploitikgs" On the basis of these
contentions, the Congress passed an antipoligsalution, declaring that "the
destruction of every kind of political power is tfiest task of the proletariat.”

The anarchist intent of such a resolution is clgat there was enough moderation in its
expression to make it acceptable both to the Belgrad Dutch collectivists and to the
English trade unionists, who retained the distafigtolitical methods they had inherited
from the Owenite past. The Belgian Federation, tvhiad a considerable mass following
in the Walloon mining and weaving towns, declareéavor of the Saint-Imier
International in December 1872, and in January 18#®8Marxist General Council in
New York issued a statement suspending the Jurar&oh, which provided a
convenient excuse for the Italian, Spanish, Belgaad Dutch federations officially to
sever connections with it. At the end of JanuagyBhitish Federation held its congress,
where some of Marx's old supporters in the Ger@oaincil, notably Hales, Eccarius,



and Hermann Jung, denounced the dictatorial ateofgheir former leader. In the end
the delegates resolved that the Hague Congressdeaillegally constituted, and that its
resolutions conflicted with the rules of the Assdicin. However, with British caution,
they did not specifically adhere to the Saint-Inirgernational, yet sent their delegates to
its Geneva Congress in 1873.

This was the largest congress of the anti-authr@itdnternational, though only thirty-
two delegates from seven countries actually atnidales and Eccarius came from
England, Farga-Pellicer from Spain, Pindy and Bseusom France, Costa from lItaly,
and Guillaume and Schwitzguébel from Switzerlahdds a controversial

gathering, in which the differences between anatstand nonanarchists were quickly
made clear. The first important discussion conagthe question of the General Council.
There was no doubt about its abolition; this waeddon enthusiastic unanimity. But
when the question arose of establishing some bibaty for centralized administration,
there were sharp divergences of opinion. Ironicatlwas Paul Brousse and Andrea
Costa, later to become leaders of socialist palipparties in France and Italy, who
maintained the extreme anarchist attitude of opygpany continuing central organization
whatever. The English trade unionist, John Haleflyfattacked their point of view, and
his comments immediately revealed the wide divergewithin the anti-Marxist ranks.

Anarchism [he declared] is tantamount to individkral and individualism is the
foundation of the extant form of society, the fona desire to overthrow. Anarchism is
incompatible with collectivism.... Anarchism is tlaev of death; collectivism is the law
of life.

The Belgian and Jura delegates formed a bridgedsetuhe two extremes, and procured
a compromise decision to establish a federal bundach would have no executive
authority and would be concerned only with collegtstatistics and maintaining an
international correspondence. To avoid any chahcertrol being established by a local
group, as had happened in the case of the Geneualo in London, it was decided that
the operation of the federal bureau should beeshi#ach year to the country where the
next International Congress would be held. Butesithe International was proscribed in
France after the Paris Commune and led a stormyniSpain and Italy during the
1870's, subsequent congresses were in fact hgtdroBwitzerland and Belgium, and
this meant that in reality the fate of the antikaitarian International was bound up very
closely with developments within the Belgian andaJederations.

Disagreements arose also over the question ofahergl strike, which the Belgians,
anticipating the anarchosyndicalists of a laterade¢ defended as the principal means of
inaugurating the social revolution. The Dutch



and the Italians supported their argument, buBttitssh opposed, on the grounds that the
necessary preparation for a general strike woulklentampractical in a critical situation.
The Jura delegation again followed the middle oeudgclaring, in the words of James
Guillaume, that a general strike was "the only lafdtrike competent to bring about the
complete emancipation of the workers," but thatpgasial strike should not be despised
as an effective weapon during the prerevolutiossages of the struggle. No effective
general view emerged from all this discussion, thieddelegates contented themselves
with a weak compromise resolution:

The congress, considering that in the present sfatee organization of the International
no complete solution of the question of the genstréte is possible, urgently
recommends the workers to undertake internatiosadetunion organization and to
engage in active socialist propaganda.

Thus the first two congresses of the Saint-Imiéermational were singularly barren in
original thought or discussion, and showed a teaglemward middle-of-theroad
compromise which disappointed the sections of theement anxious for spectacular
action. The results began to appear when the mexgress met in Brussels during
September 1874. On this occasion a German delegatioeared for the first time; its
two members were Lassallians, a fact which at Igjaestks for the lack of partisan
rigidity in the reformed International. On the atlrand, the Italian anarchists refused to
participate. They had formed an Italian Social Rettonary Committee which, having
organized the abortive Bologna rising, was nowelriunderground by governmental
persecutions. Their message to the Congress p@ntdatat since circumstances had
forced them into conspiratorial ways of actionwds patently absurd for them to take
part in an open congress; in their present moogluhderstandably seemed to prefer the
excitement of insurrectionary dreams to the dudtdssions that had occupied the
congresses since 1872.

At Brussels it became clear that the only real bloetsveen the national groups was their
opposition to the centralizing tactics of Marx ahd now defunct General Council, and
that the old division between libertarians and attarians had in fact been carried over
into the new organization. There was no agreemeisuich important questions as
political action, the dictatorship of the proletdrithe destiny of the state, and the
possibility of a transitional period before theaattment of a society based on communal
organization. The German delegates and Eccaripgegenting Britain, stood for state
socialism; the delegates from Spain and the Juth,seme of the Belgians, maintained a
purist anarchism. De Paepe, the leading figure gntiom Belgians, took an intermediate
position which prefigured his later shift towardtst socialism; it was his report on "the
organization of the public services" that brougia issue into the open and occupied
most of the discussion during the Brussels Congress

De Paepe submitted a plan derived largely from éron's federalism; it envisaged a
society organized in a network of communes, fed@ratof communes, and finally a



worldwide federation of federations. The communesild deal with all matters of local
interest, the world federation with general co-natiion between regional organizations
and with such matters of world interest as sciengikploration and "the irrigation of the
Sahara." During his report De Paepe used the wsiade” somewhat ambiguously to
define his idea of supracommunal organization:

Against the liberal conception of the police statepose the notion of the state which is
not based on armed force, but whose function &ltecate the younger members of the
population and to centralize such public activiagscan be better performed by the state
than by the Commune.

Such vagueness of phraseology might have passediceshhad not De Paepe at one
point expressed a conditional support of the ideatoansitional "collective dicta-

torship." In a passage which the anarchists regaadeparticularly offensive he argued:

In view of the political trend of the working classcertain lands, and notably in Britain
and Germany, a political trend whose impetus istitutional today but may be
revolutionary tomorrow, one which does not aim\arthrowing the extant state
organized from above downwards, but at seizingsthte and utilizing its gigantic
centralized power for the purpose of emancipatiregproletariat...we may well ask
ourselves whether the reconstitution of societynughe foundation of the industrial
group, the organization of the state from below agas, instead of being the starting
point and the signal of the social revolution, ntight prove to be its more or less remote
result.... We are led to enquire whether, befoeegitouping of the workers by industry is
adequately advanced, circumstances may not commpg@lroletariat of the large towns to
establish a collective dictatorship over the réshe population, and this for a

sufficiently long period to sweep away whatevertables there may be to the
emancipation of the working class. Should this legpjit seems obvious that one of the
first things which such a collective dictatorshipwid have to do would be to lay hands
on all the public services, to expropriate for plublic benefit the railway companies, the
great engineering works -- to declare that allrthessessions, machinery, buildings, and
land, had become state property, had passed ible mwnership.

The Jura delegates protested in the name of asanchind even some of the Belgians
opposed De Paepe; Verrycken in particular maintaihat to put the workers in the
saddle of authority instead of the bourgeoisie Waapresent no gain of any kind. But
De Paepe stood his ground, and in doing so he limglmvhat the discussion was
making clear in any case: that the schism withendld International had not silenced the
basic dialogue on revolutionary strategy. "Theraliives of workers' state and anarchy
still confront one another," he insisted. It wagdait recognition of this difference, which
the Marxists had left as an apple of discord inviiey center of the Saint-Imier
International, that the Congress decided



to take no vote at all on the question of publiwviees in a future society. It was referred
back for discussion in the following year.

On political action, which again raised its conegmial head, there was more unanimity.
Only Eccarius and the Lassallians argued that thr&avs should engage in constitutional
and parliamentary activity. The Belgians unitedwitie Jurassians and the Spaniards in
denying completely the usefulness of working-claadicipation in parliamentary
activities. Yet again the decision was based onpromise. "It must be left to each
federation and to the social democratic party cheauntry to decide upon its own line
of political behavior." In its fervent attemptsreach decisions that offended nobody the
Brussels Congress had merely accentuated thedatigisvithin the International and
hastened the decay that was already appearing.

It is true that geographically and in other wayes litternational still seemed to be
growing during 1875 and 1876. Its influence waswvieg strongly in France and around
Lake Leman, and it claimed new groups of adherientatin America, Portugal,
Alexandria, and Greece. But it was losing to parkatary socialism such influential ex-
Communards as Jules Guesde and Benoit Malon, haé&ength in the countries
bordering the North Sea was dwindling sharply. Nogress at all met in 1875. There
was talk of organizing one in Paris during thespof 1876, but this did not materialize,
and the next plenary gathering took place at Beaward the end of October 1876, more
than two years after the Brussels Congress.

To Berne the Italians returned, with Malatesta @aflero at their head, while the
Spaniards, French, and Swiss were reasonably eyiegs there was even for the first
time a German Swiss delegate. But no one came Bmatain, and the Belgians and
Dutch between them sent only a single delegatd?@spe, who brought cold comfort to
the Congress by stressing the extent to which tir&eavs in the Low Countries were
being influenced by German and English examplesraimdating into a north European
social-democratic pattern which began to

differentiate itself sharply from the anarchistattern of the Alpine and Mediterranean
regions.

The Italians enlivened the proceedings with pasd®epeeches in favor of "propaganda
by deed,"” but on the whole the Geneva Congressawaare than usually lifeless
gathering. The more aggressive authoritarians happeéd away, while De Paepe was
willing to make terminological compromises with tBakuninists which did not really
mean an abandonment of the position on the worket® he had defended at Brussels.

By now it was becoming apparent that the Intermati@s at present constituted had little
practical reason for existence, and De Paepe enzedabe situation by proposing that



in the following year a Universal Socialist Congratiould be called in the hope of
reuniting the European labor movement. The Spasiapgposed the proposal, but
abstained from voting, as did the Italians, whadtbeside them on the extreme
anarchist left. De Paepe cast the Belgian and Dugtds for the proposal and was
supported by the French and Jura delegates, whipigctthe moderate anarchist center.

The Universal Socialist Congress actually took @lacGhent from September 9 to 16,
1877. Immediately beforehand the Saint-Imier Irdgional held its own Congress, from
September 6 to 8, in the industrial town of Versjevhere the Walloon weavers were
strongly anarchist. It was to be the last Congoéske International; it was also the only
one that could be called completely anarchist ith lmomposition and decisions.

Many of the important anarchist leaders were pres@opotkin, under the name
Levashov, represented the expatriate Russian gr&aps Brousse led the French
delegation and Gonzales Morago the Spanish. Goikatepresented the French-
speaking and Wemer the Germanspeaking Swiss. Adbrista carried mandates from
groups in Greece and Alexandria, as well as fragntddians. And Costa's handsome
mistress, Anna Kulichov, later to play an importpatt in founding the Italian Socialist
Party, was present in a somewhat shadowy roledategate with a consultative voice. In
addition, an-

archist groups in Germany, Mexico, Uruguay, andeiitina were represented. The most
significant absentee was De Paepe, who after ghynéeoiding the meeting at Verviers,
took part in the Universal Socialist Congress a¢@hwo days later.

The decisions of the Verviers Congress were thd musquivocally anarchist the
International had ever adopted. Much of the disomssentered around the distribution
of the product of labor, and, although no defisibaclusion was reached, it was clear
that the general feeling was turning toward the@rat-communist idea of sharing the
pool of goods on the basis of need. The task déciVizing property -- the delegates
decided -- must be undertaken by groups of wonkétsout intervention from above. All
political parties -- even if they called themselgesialist -- must be combatted, since all
of them were reactionary in their reliance on powmed in their failure to recognize that
the true divisions in society run, not on politidalit on economic lines. Finally, on the
guestion of trade unions, the delegates at Ver@adopted a resolution that strikingly
anticipated the demands of the anarchosyndicaligtsty years later. Trade unions were
inadequate where they aimed merely at increasirggsvar reducing hours; they should
work toward the destruction of the wage systemthadaking over the control of
production.

The Verviers Congress at least gave a deceptiveaagpce of vigor and unity. The
Ghent Congress, far from producing socialist soligamerely betrayed the hopes of its
Belgian sponsors by emphasizing the differencesdmt the anarchists and their rivals.
Only eleven anarchists went on from Verviers to @hehile most of the remaining



thirty-one delegates were authoritarians, ranginognfWilhelm Liebknecht to De Paepe
and his followers. Only one issue brought univeaggieement; unanimously -- with
Andrea Costa alone abstaining -- the Congressairoetl the desirability of founding an
international federation of trade unions and passexbolution calling on all workers
who had not already done so to organize themseidestrially. But on such issues as

state ownership of the means of production and wgdkass political activity the
anarchists voted in a compact minority againstéisé of the Congress.

The divisions between the delegates were too deeplavious to be ignored by the most
optimistic advocates of socialist unity, and thisswecognized when the key resolution
for a pact of solidarity between the participatimgvements was defeated. There was to
be no new comprehensive International, and thearneilability of the two factions was
underlined when the social democrats held a seweting the same evening to which
the anarchists were not invited. There a limitedlaoity pact was in fact worked out,

and arrangements were made for establishing aatdr@adquarters in Ghent.

Before dispersing, the Congress as a whole hadhdaboughts on the question of
solidarity, and decided at least to establish a&3pondence and Statistics Office for
Working-class Socialists, to be situated permageattVerviers. In fact, neither this

office nor the social-democratic headquarters iei@hvas established, and the Universal
Socialist Congress did little more than establiishihe minds of Continental socialists at
least, the idea that it was impossible to work wiit# anarchists.

Meanwhile, the Saint-Imier International itselfidiegrated rapidly, and this happened at
a time when the Spanish and Italian movements wiggrous, when the movement in
France was reawakening, and when a great extewsistbeing given to anarchist ideas
by the establishment of federations in severalnLAtnherican countries. The
International’s collapse stemmed mainly from thet flaat since the schism in 1872 it had
swung on the axis of Belgium and the Jura, theregions where political conditions
allowed sustained and open activity. The numegdalige movements in Spain and Italy
and the active nuclei in France all suffered frasmernmental persecutions which made
it difficult for them even to maintain their ownganizations and which encouraged the
kind of separatism shown in the refusal of thedted to be represented at the Brussels
Congress of 1874. Any change in the situation ilyiBen or the Jura was therefore
bound to affect the International as a whole. And

we have seen already how De Paepe with the majfritye Belgian socialists had
moved away toward social democracy. By the endB@61he Association was
dependent on the Jura Federation for its contiexéxtence. But in the Jura also the
situation had been changing from the days of earrchist enthusiasm which Kropotkin
had witnessed in 1872. Economic conditions had &wd, and peasant craftsmen were



much more dependent on the watch manufacturersaifen years before. This led to
greater caution, and the diminished vitality of fluea Federation was shown when its
Bulletin, which for a period had been the leading anarghishal, ceased publication in
March 1878. Even some of the most active militdellsaway from the movement. James
Guillaume, the close disciple of Bakunin, who hagthe most active inspirer of the
Jura Federation and one of the key members ofdh-8nier International, was
disillusioned by the failure of the various congesto achieve any positive results; he
departed to Paris in the spring of 1878 and thetiged into political inactivity, to emerge
after more than two decades as an advocate ofcafimn. Of the important native
leaders only Schwitzguébel remained active, andatecongresses in the Jura, held in
1879 and 1880, were dominated by foreign leadenspétkin, Reclus, and Cafiero, who
used the occasion to hammer out their theories dwaythe danger of hostile police
forces. Soon afterward the once influential Jurdefation faded from the scene as an
active organization.

Even before then the Saint-Imier International &lgbed quietly into inactivity. It was
never formally dissolved, but no congress was daféer 1877. However, the idea of
international organization was not lost, and in@8& Belgian anarchist groups, which
had reorganized themselves after the defectionedP&epe and still maintained some
strength among the Walloon miners, held a congreBsussels where the idea of
reconstituting the International was discussed. Bélgians made contact with anarchists
in other countries, and gained support for theanpdf a congress aimed at constituting a
wholly libertarian organization. London was choserthe place

of meeting, and a committee was established thetle Gustave Brocher as chairman
and Malatesta as an active member.

When the Congress met on July 14, 1881, in the dalms of a tavern in Charrington
Street, some forty-five delegates appeared, clgjriarrepresent sixty federations and
fifty-nine individual groups, with a total membeiglof 50,000. Many of the
organizations had only a phantom existence, aisdikely that the estimated
membership was exaggerated. Nevertheless, it watharing formidable enough to
cause alarm in European governmental circles; titeslB Ambassador in Paris, for
instance, reported that the French Minister of igoréffairs had expressed concern that
the British government should have allowed suchtheaging to take place upon its soil.
Despite the absence of such stalwarts of formegramses as Guillaume, Cafiero (who
was ill in Italy), and Costa and Brousse, who hadegover to parliamentary socialism,
its delegates included a fair array of the celeatraiames of anarchism. Malatesta and
Merlino, Kropotkin and Nicholas Chaikovsky, Louikchel and Emile Pouget,
represented their various countries; among thei§ingelegates were Joseph Lane and
Frank Kitz, later to play important parts in theeshist faction of the Socialist League;
Dr. Edward Nathan-Ganz represented the Mexicanrggde of Workers, and an elderly
New England lady, Miss M. P. Le Comte, came on Wetidhe Boston Revolutionists.
Among the French delegates was at least one EpigeSerreaux, who edited the



"anarchist” journalLa Révolution Socialeith money provided by the Paris Prefect of
Police, and some of the other delegates were stegpetbeingagents provocateurs
Kropotkin later claimed that there were at leagt of these as well as Serreaux, but this
seems an exaggeration.

The variety of attitudes that characterized anatshn the later nineteenth century was
already evident at the London Congress. Some thongbrms of conspiratorial activity;
others, like Kropotkin, held that a revolutionargvement must always spring from a
broad upsurge among the people. The idea of propaday deed, and

the various aspects of revolutionary violence, canfer copious discussion. There
seems to have been agreement on the general imétyitaf violence (for the pacifist
current had not yet entered the anarchist movemeunitjts more extreme forms aroused
considerable argument. The terrorist phase of amarchad not yet begun, but the
Congress was held shortly after the assassinatidtegander Il by The People's Will,
and this event had its influence on the discussibhs advocates of extreme violence
were impelled by various motives. Serreaux, th&cpagent, was naturally among the
most voluble on this subject. On the other haneketlis no reason to doubt the sincerity
of Dr. Nathan-Ganz from Mexico, who was obsessedl thie idea of "chemistry” as a
weapon in the class struggle and with the neegdoamilitary organization. He even
suggested a "military academy" for anarchists,keqm on interrupting the proceedings
to draw attention to the need for "education inngtséry."

Kropotkin sought to bring a more realistic tonele assembly. In particular, speaking as
a scientist, he deprecated the light talk he habadit the use of chemistry. Yet, despite
the moderating influence of such men, there isoubtithat increasing governmental
hostility in many countries was tempting the angtshto think in terms of underground
organization and spectacular deeds, and in thsestiie 1881 Congress opened a period,
extending into the 1890's, when anarchists in getemed away from the idea of large
working-class movements toward that of secret ggmfplirect actionists. In the minds

of most of the delegates there was indecision ash&ther they wished to create an open
organization like the defunct International or antlestine organization like Bakunin's
International Brotherhood. Even Kropotkin, at leasprivate conversation, advocated
parallel public and secret movements.

In the end it was resolved to form a new open hagonal, to set up a permanent
Correspondence Bureau, and to call a congressnddrothe following year, while a
blanket policy resolution looked forward to a perif great revolutionary struggles and
called for the develop-

ment of unconstitutional methods, the establishroémtidespread secret presses, the
encouragement of propaganda by deed (with a fryemalll to "the technical and



chemical sciences"), and agitation among the baakwaal workers, where the
anarchists rightly realized they could make a naffective appeal than the authoritarian
socialists.

In practical terms, the Congress achieved vefg lifthe "Black International” it founded
was long to remain a terrifying specter in the msinflgovernments, but it was no more
than a specter, and its phantom presence seeraséadrifluenced the working-class
movement only in the United States. As an orgaiurat never functioned; the
correspondence bureau did not come into activeéesxds, and the proposed London
Congress of 1882 did not meet.

It was not, indeed, until 1907 that the next rae&trinational congress of anarchists took
place. During the intervening quarter of a centhgre were a few gatherings that are
sometimes mentioned as international congresses)lmf them were either abortive or
limited in scope. A congress of the latter kind vaa&l in Geneva in 1882. Apart from a
single Italian delegate, those who attended wermather from France or the Jura; great
stress was laid on the absolute autonomy of gringke application of the means that
seem to us most efficacious," and the spirit ofgatnering was indicated when the
delegate from Cette drew unanimous applause bygris speech with the words, "We
are united because we are divided."

In fact, this was a time when anarchists inclir@slard extreme separatism. A proposal
to hold an international congress in Barcelonarauii884 failed because it met
indifference in most countries and positive hastiln France. In 1887 a similar proposal
for a congress in Paris came to nothing, but ir©188 the occasion of the International
Exhibition in that city, a small conference didfatt take place in thEaubourg du
Temple attended by a dozen delegates from England, Gsrn$pain, and Italy, together
with representatives of the French groups. Thisezence appears to have been

run on the strictest anarchist principles; no ngsohs were passed, no votes were taken,
no plans for organization were considered, andrteetings seem to have been devoted
merely to a prolix exchange of views on mattertopfcal importance. In 1892 the
French police reported that a group of Paris anmstsvas planning the establishment of
an international correspondence bureau, but nceagel of this appears elsewhere, and
the whole plan may have been created in the mirath @fgent short of interesting facts to
report. The following year the anarchists of Chwagnounced a forthcoming congress,
and the editors dfa Révolten Paris called on the European movements togakiein it;
however, no delegates crossed the Atlantic, anddhgress itself was evidently a very
slight affair. According to Emma Goldman, it wasibad by the Chicago police and took
place secretly in a room of the town hall, into gththe dozen delegates were smuggled
by a friendly clerk.

These rather pitiful efforts are the only specificanarchist international congresses |
have been able to trace from 1881 to the end afiteteenth century. Their meagerness



is at least in part due to the fact that betwee89lhd 1896 there was a persistent effort
on the part of the anarchists to infiltrate thegresses of the Second International, which
the social democrats were then in the processtabkshing.

The Second International came into being in 1888mtwo rival socialist congresses
were held in Paris. One of them was organized bydhowers of Jules Guesde; to this
came the Marxists from the rest of Europe. Therotlas organized by the possibilist
followers of Paul Brousse, now striving with higrfeer fellow anarchist Guesde for
control of parliamentary socialism in France. Tharahists, with admirable impartiality,
infiltrated both gatherings. To the Guesdists wgélastien Faure, Domela Nieuwenhuis
(leader of the resurrected anarchist movemenoifahid), and the Englishman Frank
Kitz; to the possibilist gathering went the Itali@averio Merlino and the French
carpenter-orator Joseph Tortelier, celebrated aslaocate of the general strike. In both
gatherings the anarchists vigorously put their pofn

view; the wider rivalry between the two congregsehaps explains why no concerted
attempt was made to expel them.

When the socialists united in the Brussels Congr€4891, however, the presence of the
anarchists became one of the major issues. They a&iberately not invited, but they
appeared, and were dealt with in a very confusedhera Dr. Merlino, the Italian who
had already distinguished himself by spirited intptions in 1889, rather surprisingly
gained admittance, but on the second day was a=pbytthe Belgian police; the
anarchists afterward accused the Marxists of infiegnon him. The Congress itself
expelled the Spanish anarchists on the secondodashe Belgian anarchists had been
kept out from the beginning. Finally, Domela Nieunlvais was allowed to remain, and
tried in vain to bring up for discussion such thoquestions as parliamentarism and
universal suffrage. Nieuwenhuis, who really bedangacifist trend in the anarchist
movement (for Tolstoy and his followers always rerad outside organized anarchism
and were somewhat hostile to it), also brought &daa strong resolution in favor of a
general strike in the event of war, but was defébtethe Marxist majority.

At the Zurich Congress of the Second Internatiamal893 the anarchists appeared in
force, seeking admission on the ground that theywere socialists and heirs of the First
International. The German Marxist Bebel led thaakttagainst them. Bebel was addicted
to the verbal abuse frequent among the followeddarix, and he shouted, amid the
indignant cries of his opponents: "They have neifftegram nor principles, if it is not

the common aim of combatting the social democréignvthey consider greater enemies
than the bourgeoisie. We can have no relationsitipttvem.” The anarchists were
expelled by force, loudly protesting. The old Galtlan Amilcare Cipriani spoke out
against the brutal intolerance of the Marxists tirah resigned his mandate. Next a
French resolution was passed, declaring that dwge socialists who admitted the
necessity of political action should be admitteduture to the congresses of the Second
International. After their expulsion the anarchists



to the number of sixty, held their own impromptungeess, and later a public meeting
attended by a few hundred people, but it was lititee than a manifestation of mutual
solidarity.La Révoltecommented, in words that might have been usethadst any
other anarchist international gathering:

There was much speaking and much peroration, butovet see that this gathering has
produced any practical result. A congress is n@ravised in twenty-four hours; and
then, what is the good of crying from the roofttipst one will do this, that and the other
thing? That kind of expenditure of spittle shou&lléft to the social democrats.

The last battle over admission to the Second Iateynal was fought at London in 1896;
it was also the bitterest. This time the anarchisse strongly entrenched in the French
and Dutch delegations, and many of their leadedschane to London with the intention
of holding a parallel congress in the event ofrte&pected expulsion from that of the
Second International. They included Kropotkin, Me&ta, Nieuwenhuis, Landauer,
Pietro Gori, Louise Michel, Elisée Reclus, and Jéaave, as well as a strong syndicalist
group from France headed by the anarchist leadehe @evolutionary wing of the
Confédération Générale du Travd.G.T.), such as Pelloutier, Tortelier, Pouget a
Delesalle.

The dispute over the anarchists made the Londomi@es the most stormy of all the
gatherings of the Second International. Apart ftbmFrench syndicalists, who were
admitted by an inconsistent ruling which exemptadé-union delegates from admitting
the need for political action, there were more ttiarty anarchist delegates. The German
chairman, Paul Singer, tried to close the quesiiadmissions without allowing the
anarchists to speak. Keir Hardie, leader of thepethdent Labour Party, who was deputy
chairman that day, protested that both sides shmeilgiven a full hearing before the vote
was taken. Gustav Landauer, Malatesta, and Nieuwgmh spoke at length, and the last
effectively summarized their contentions when hd:sa

This Congress has been called as a general Sb€aligress. The invitations said
nothing about anarchists and social democrats. $peke only of socialists and trade
unions. Nobody can deny that people like Kropo#da Reclus and the whole anarchist-
communist movement stand on the socialist basteelf are excluded, the purpose of the
Congress has been misrepresented.

The decision on the admission of the anarchistsdetsyed by a quarrel within the
French delegation over this very issue, which toast of the Congress's second day. By
a majority of fifty-seven to fifty-five the Frendiad voted in private caucus against
exclusion of the anarchists. But, rather than acaepajority decision so distasteful to
themselves, the French Marxists, led by Millerashetided to withdraw, and asked the
Congress to authorize two French delegations, wé&bhits own vote. Such a proposal



was contrary to the general procedure of the Setdrdational, which gave each
country a single vote, and was supported by then@erMarxists only because it
happened to serve their interests. Both Bernarav@inal the Belgian socialist
Vandervelde attacked the motion, and it was onlyi@d because the Germans had the
support of a number of tiny delegations such asdlad Poland, Bulgaria, and Rumania.

The anarchists were finally expelled on the seatmd on a motion that again
specifically exempted trade-union delegates: a&ldblegations eventually voted for
expulsion except the French syndicalist faction gaedDutch. However, many anarchists
were left as trade-union delegates to carry omisggute during the verification of
mandates, so that in the end little time was tftdebating the issues that the Congress
had met to discuss. Despite the exclusion of tlaechists, anarchism had in fact
dominated the London Congress of the Second Iniernsd.

What the anarchists themselves lost in being exgéhey gained in publicity and in the
sympathy of the more liberal-minded socialists.yThad planned an evening meeting in
the Holborn Town Hall on July 28, and their expaoitson that day made the gathering a
great success.

As well as all the anarchist leaders, Keir Hardid #om Mann appeared on the platform
to make speeches asserting the rights of mingrdied William Morris, now nearing his
death, sent a message to say that only sicknessreel him from adding his own voice
to the chorus of protest. But the real triumphhaf &narchists remained their success in
turning the Congress of the Second Internatiortal anbattleground over the issue of
libertarian versus authoritarian socialism. Notyasid they effectively present
themselves as champions of minority rights; they @irovoked the German Marxists
into demonstrating a dictatorial intolerance whigds a factor in preventing the British
labor movement from following the Marxist directiondicated by such leaders as H. M.
Hyndman.

Clearly, after the London Congress, there coulddéurther question of unity between
the two opposing wings of the socialist movemehe $ocial democrats recognized it by
passing a resolution which, in directing policy fesuing invitations to future congresses,
for the first time specifically stated, "Anarchistdll be excluded." The anarchists
recognized it by making no further attempts to ohevéhe Second International.

Yet it was not until 1907, after plans for a corsgrén Paris had been frustrated by the
police in 1900, that they finally assembled to phawew their own International. During
the intervening period, perhaps in reaction todiganizational complexity of the
syndicalist wing of the movement, the purist anatshhad tended to stress the pattern of
individual militant groups acting autonomouslystach an extent that in France
(admittedly an extreme example) there was not emgrkind of national federation

during the early years of the twentieth centuryisTact did not mean that national and
international links were lacking, but they were nbthe organizational kind. Anarchist



literature passed freely from country to countng she works of men like Bakunin,
Kropotkin, and Malatesta were translated into manguages. In addition to this
exchange of ideas and propaganda there was atststant intercourse between
anarchist militants, owing largely to the fact that

the life of the dedicated revolutionary often fatdem to go into temporary exile or even
seek an entirely new home abroad. Errico Malatagitated and conspired not only in
Italy, but also in France, England, Spain, the In¢yvtihe United States, and Argentina,
and there were many like him. In this way, anataisups frequently had the
opportunity to entertain foreign intellectuals adtors and to hear their opinions, while
ties of personal friendship or shared experieneated a kind of shadow circle of
leaders, even less substantial than the mysteintermational organization that loomed
in the background of Henry James mind when he wrb&ePrincess Casamassintat
perhaps as influential in its own way. Anarchisnswaernational in theory and to a
great extent in practice even if it was only sparaldly so in organizational terms.

Though the majority of anarchists in 1907 weredddund in the Latin countries, the
initiative for the Amsterdam Congress was takethgyBelgian and Dutch groups. It met
from August 24 to 31, and was the largest gathenfrits kind ever held, attended by
some eighty delegates from almost every Europeantog as well as from the United
States, Latin America, and Japan. Its proceedirege dominated by Malatesta, not
merely because of his prestige as an associatakafrh and a veteran of insurrection
and conspiracy in many lands, but also becauseafymamic personality and flowery
eloquence. The other delegates included many younge and women who had brought
fresh vigor into the movement in recent years, agckEmma Goldman, Rudolf Rocker,
the Italian intellectual Luigi Fabbri, the Russilexander Schapiro, Tom Keell (editor
of Freedon), the Dutch syndicalist Christian Cornelissen, Bielre Monatte, a young
and capable militant from the revolutionary wingloé French C.G.T.

Owing to the mental caliber of those who attendgtihis was one of the liveliest
anarchist congresses, and it took place in an giin@we of confidence, largely because of
the impetus given to the spread of anarchistichiegs through the extension of
revolutionary syn-

dicalism from France to Spain, Italy, Latin Ametiead the Germanic countries of the
North, where vigorous anarcho-syndicalist minositeisted in Germany, Sweden, and
Holland.

The syndicalist issue was dramatized by a greatddietween Malatesta and Monatte
which emphasized the presence of two clearly ifiabte currents of anarchist opinion at
this period. Monatte saw the revolutionary tradenras the means and end of
revolutionary action. Through unions the workersldaarry on their struggle against



capitalism and precipitate its final end by thelemhial general strike; then the unions
could become the basic structure of the new sqaigtgre the solidarity of the workers
would find concrete form through industrial orgatian.

Despite his idealistic devotion to the anarchistsea Malatesta had too practical a mind
to ignore the weapon which syndicalist forms of@actimight place in its hands. But he
insisted that syndicalism could be regarded onlg agans, and an imperfect means at
that, since it was based on a rigid class conceticociety which ignored the fact that
the interests of the workers varied so much thatn&times workers are economically
and morally much nearer to the bourgeoisie thahd@roletariat." Furthermore,
immersion in union affairs and a simple faith ie treneral strike was not only
unrealistic; it also led revolutionary militantsneglect other means of struggle, and
particularly to ignore the fact that the great dationary task would not be for the
workers to stop working but, as Kropotkin had pethout, for them to "continue
working on their own account.” The extreme syndsts) in Malatesta's view, were
seeking an illusory economic solidarity insteadoéal moral solidarity; they placed the
interests of a single class above the true anardaal of a revolution which sought "the
complete liberation of all humanity, at presentlaved, from the triple economic,
political and moral point of view."

The two other issues, antimilitarism and the orgation of the anarchist movement,
occupied the attention of the Congress. Its det¢sgaentified the struggle against

war with the struggle against an authoritarianetyciand the resolution that eventually
emerged combined both concepts.

The anarchists urge their comrades and all memiagpo liberty, to struggle according
to circumstances and their own temperaments, aradl Ioyeans -- individual revolt,
isolated or collective refusal of service, passind active disobedience and the military
strike -- for the radical destruction of the instrents of domination. They express the
hope that all the peoples concerned will replyrtg declaration of war by insurrection
and consider that anarchists should give the exampl

It was a bold-sounding but vague resolution, asdyree of the delegates was quick to
suggest, it did not provide what was really needaaoncrete program of propaganda
and antimilitarist action.” But, given the anar¢l@mphasis on autonomous action and
distrust of any kind of centralized decision thagim be interpreted as binding on groups
and individuals, a concrete program was the vengthn International Congress could
not provide.

Organization at this time was a crucial issue endharchist movement. Many militants,
particularly among the French, had stayed away tteCongress because of their
opposition to any organization more elaborate tharoose local group, and yet there
was still a considerable debate on the questidrowffar organization should be carried.



Eventually the Congress came to the conclusioejected by many critics within the
movement -- that "the ideas of anarchy and orgéoizafar from being incompatible, as
has sometimes been pretended, in fact complemdntiaminate each other.” As a
practical manifestation of this belief, the assexdldnarchists decided to establish yet
another International, and to set up a bureau,hi¢lwMalatesta, Rocker, and Schapiro
were members, charged with "creating internatiamalrchist archives" and maintaining
relationships with the anarchists of various caestrThe bureau was to work in London,
and to arrange a further International Congre4900.

In fact a familiar pattern was repeated. The 1968-C

gress never took place, and the new Internati@ushlbrief, sickly existence. Its Bureau
started to publish a monthly bulletin of informattjdout this ceased to appear early in
1909 with the twelfth number, after complainingtttepathy has overcome all those who
clamoured most loudly at the Congress on the neetthé Anarchist International.” By
1911 the Bureau -- and the International with hae ceased its activities.

By 1914 the pendulum had again swung away fronffer@ince, and a project for a new
International Congress in London was set on foahleyJewish groups of the East End,
but war broke out before it could take place. Witk war came not only the isolation of
national movements by hostile frontiers and thenspcution by belligerent governments
in the interests of security, but also the schisier the question of supporting the Allies
which | have already discussed in relation to Ki&po For these various reasons the
anarchist movements, except in neutral Spain, ezddrgm the war greatly weakened,
and the Amsterdam Congress remained their lastriaapiainternational meeting until the
end of the period | am discussing in the presenkbo

Yet a moderately successful and, for the first fimdurable anti-authoritarian
International did emerge during the early 192@snfthe anarcho-syndicalist wing of the
movement. In the early period of syndicalism tharahists, in France and Italy
especially, were mingled with reformist trade unstsin the same federations. These
bodies first sought unity within the Trade Unioteimational, founded in Amsterdam in
1905. Here for some years the anarcho-syndicétistsed a perpetually uneasy left
wing, and by 1911 the desire to break away fronréfi@mist majority of the
Amsterdam International reached the point wherg began to consider seriously
forming an independent organization. The idea hdddt been circulating since the
anarchist Congress of 1907, when Christian Corsmtisounded 8ulletin International
du Mouvement Syndicaliste, which served as a n&fagschanging opinions and
information between the revolutionary syndicalgttions in the various European and
American countries.



At the end of 1913 an International Syndicalist @@ss in London was attended by
delegates from twelve countries in Europe and SAutkrica. The war intervened before
the organization it sought to found could get unday, and by 1918 the syndicalist urge
toward international organization was temporarilyeded by the Russian Revolution.
After October 1917 the Bolsheviks assiduously wathedanarcho-syndicalists in those
countries where they represented a majority oféwelutionary movements, and at the
founding congress of the Comintern, in July 19R@ré¢ appeared representatives from
almost all the anarcho-syndicalist organizationEwfope, as well as the American
LW.W.

It was clear from the start of this Congress thatdyndicalists were unhappy with the
rigidly partisan form which the Bolsheviks intendedmpose on the Comintern, and the
Russian leaders therefore decided that it miglgasger to accommodate them in a
separate organization of revolutionary trade unid¥igh this intent, after a year of
preparation, a congress met in Moscow during JARA1o found the Red International
of Labor Unions, better known as the Profinterne Bharcho-syndicalists, who had held
a brief international meeting in Berlin during Detdger 1920 to discuss their attitude to
the Profintern, agreed to take part in it provitddzecame completely independent of
political parties and aimed at reconstructing dydiy means of the "economic
organization of the producing classes.” This effortreate a syndicalist policy for a
communist body was frustrated by the fact thatRtaintern Congress was effectively
dominated by the Bolshevik-controlled Central Alli@ of Russian Trade Unions.

The immediate result was a split in the anarcha®gatist ranks. The smaller
organizations of northern Europe -- Germany, SweHetland, and Norway -- seceded
immediately, but the larger Spanish, Italian, anehEh organizations remained for a
while in the hope of forming an effective minori9n the initiative of the German Freie
Arbeiter Union, the seceding groups held a confaen Dusseldorf during October
1921 and decided to call a general Revolutionand&alist Congress in

Berlin late in the following year. In the meantintiee Italian and Spanish organizations
left the Profintern during 1922, and the anarchisig of the French C.G.T.U. split away,
leaving the larger part of that organization in @@nmunist camp. Thus, though many
individual syndicalists were converted to Communigsmost of the western European
anarcho-syndicalist organizations had broken tivdis with Moscow by the time the
Berlin Congress met on December 22, 1922.

This Congress was attended by delegates from tveelvetries, representing
organizations claiming rather more than a millioemibers. The most important were the
Unione Sindicale Italiana, with 500,000 members; Federacion Obrera Regional
Argentina, with 200,000 members; the Portuguesdeédi@nacdo General de Trabalho,
with 150,000 members; and the German Freie Arbeitgon, with 120,000 members.
There were smaller organizations from Chile, Derknliorway, Mexico, Holland, and
Sweden, whose Sveriges Arbetares Central, themiclgimore than 30,000 members,



has remained the most durable of all syndicaliging1 The French Comité de Defense
Syndicaliste Révolutionnaire represented 100,0@0co-syndicalists who had broken
away from the Pro fintern, and 30,000 Paris buddiorkers sent a separate delegation.
Finally, there were the representatives of theeeixRussian anarcho-syndicalists.

The major decision of the Congress was to set uptamational of Revolutionary
Syndicalists and to emphasize its continuity with &narchist past by taking the old
name of International Workingmen's Association. @iekegates also adopted a lengthy
document calledThe Principles of Revolutionary Syndicalismhose ten paragraphs
restated succinctly the basic principles of revohary unionism, rejected nationalism,
militarism, and political activity, and, by statitige goal of syndicalist endeavor to be
free communism, at least bowed dutifully to theeotturrent of anarchist thought and its
dead leader, Kropotkin.

During the 1920's the new International expandetsicierably. The Spanish C.N.T.
entered with almost a million members in 1923, amall federations in Poland,

Bulgaria, and Japan also joined. In Latin Americ2oatinental Workingmen's
Association was founded in 1928, made up of syiidiaanions in Argentina, Mexico,
Brazil, Costa Rica, Paraguay, Bolivia, Guatemata, druguay, with its headquarters
first in Buenos Aires and later in Montevideo. Thrganization entered the International
Workingmen's Association as its American division.

At its height, the International Workingmen's Asstion counted more than three
million members, but it must be remembered thatdyneans all of them were
convinced anarchists, and that the membershipsmé ©f the constituent organizations,
such as the Spanish C.N.T., fluctuated greatlyraoeg to economic and political
circumstances. Furthermore, the spread of dictaifpduring the years between the wars
soon began to wear away at the syndicalist moverttemés the largest organizations
that became the earliest victims. The Unione Saddittaliana collapsed with the advent
of Fascism; it was followed into extinction by tRertuguese, Argentinian, and German
movements, and eventually, in 1939, the largegiruaf all, the C.N.T., was reduced to a
remnant of exiles by Franco's victory in the Cidar.

These political misadventures made the life ofithernational Workingmen's
Association precarious in the extreme. From it)ftation in 1922 the center remained
for a decade in Berlin, where the principal orgational work was carried out by
Germans, Swedes, and Dutch, led by Rudolf Rockemfny years the leading figure in
the IWMA. When the threat of Nazi dictatorship grstrong in 1932, the International
Bureau was moved to Amsterdam and it remained thatie1936. In that year
syndicalism assumed a dramatic role with the oatbo# the Spanish Civil War, and the
Bureau moved to Madrid, where, at the center ottdlict, it played an important part
in putting the anarchist case to labor movementgher countries. Finally, in 1939, it



made its last move to Stockholm, where it has regthever since, sheltered and
supported by the still active Sveriges Arbetaresttae

The reason the anarcho-syndicalist Internationsiduavived, even as a shadow of its
earlier self, while the international organizatiafipurist anarchists have all

led short, ineffectual lives -- or have even failegurvive the congresses that founded
them -- can be found at least partly in the natdirgyndicalist organizations. Their most
militant members may be devoted libertarians, bostnof the rank and file will be
workers seeking the best kind of life they can fireale and now, and for this reason even
the revolutionary syndicate has to share with @dirtrade unions a stability and even --
though this may be overtly denied -- a central@abf structure which is never
encountered among purely anarchist groups devotptbpaganda by word or deed.

The anarchist purist, whether he is an intellectaalirect actionist, or a secular prophet,
is an individualist working with other individualgs the syndicalist militant -- even when
he calls himself an anarcho-syndicalist -- is agaaizer working with the masses. In his
own way he develops an organizational outlook, tareimakes him more capable of
carrying out fairly elaborate plans and of keepngomplex association working over a
long period. There were men of this kind, as wél se®, in both the French C.G.T. and
the Spanish C.N.T. In the case of the Internatid¥atkingmen'’s Association, the
German, Swedish, and Dutch intellectuals who rarotiganization were men who
combined libertarian ideals with a respect foradincy derived from their own
Germanic cultures.

Looking back over the history of the anarchistin&ionals, it seems evident that
logically pure anarchism goes against its own matvhen it attempts to create elaborate
international or even national organizations, whieled a measure of rigidity and
centralization to survive. The loose and flexibfienéty group is the natural unit of
anarchism. Nor does it seem to need anything mab®rate to become international in
character, since anarchist ideas were able todfaeaver the earth -- in the days when
they were historically appropriate -- by an invisibetwork of personal contacts and
intellectual influences. The anarchist Internatleradl failed, principally because they
were unnecessary.

But syndicalism, even in its revolutionary formgeds relatively stable organizations and
succeeds in creating

them precisely because it moves in a world thahlg partly governed by anarchist
ideals, because it has to consider and make congeemwith the day-to-day situation of
labor, because it has to maintain the allegianceaxfses of working men who are only
remotely conscious of the final aim of anarchisiine Telative success and the eventual



durability of the second International Workingmef&sociation is therefore no true
triumph of anarchism; it is rather a monument fieaod when some anarchists learned
to compromise deeply with the actualities of a @neschist world.

10. Anarchism in France

In England, with Winstanley and Godwin, anarchigmst fappeared as a recognizable
social doctrine. In Spain it attained its largasterical support. In Russia it produced,
with Kropotkin, Bakunin, and Tolstoy, its most digfuished group of theoreticians. Yet
for many reasons it is France that deserves pfigéaoe among the countries that have
contributed to the anarchist tradition. This is marely because it is the country of
Proudhon, from whom most varieties of anarchismvdteeir ultimate inspiration, or
because Proudhon's mutualist disciples in the Fitstnational created the prototype of
an organized anarchist movement. It is also becauseance the various implications of
anarchism were explored with a passion and a lbgideemity rare elsewhere. In France
the only form of anarchism that gained real magpst -- anarcho-syndicalism -- was
first developed; in France the contradictory trefiéxtreme individualism was carried to
its grim conclusions by a series of dedicated a#ssisyet in France anarchism, as a
doctrine of almost spiritual intensity, also cautite imagination of poets and painters to
such an extent that its links with Symbolism andtRmpressionism form one of the
most interesting aspects of tHig-de-sieécleworld in which it reached its fertile and
sensational apogee.

As | have shown, the early stirrings of French ehism can be found among the Enragés
of 1793 and among the mutualist workingmen of Lyaith whom Proudhon mingled
during the 1840's. In 1848 anarchism was pecul@sociated with Proudhon, and in a
sense Proudhon and the

disciples who helped him witke Représentant du Peugad the People's Bank --
Darimon, Duchéne, Langlois, Ramon de la Sagratabéshed the primitive form of the
anarchist functional group, dedicated not to paditpartisanship but to the tasks of
propaganda and economic organization.

Of Proudhon's own significance and of the way inclwthe consistently personified the
anarchist viewpoint during the dark Bonapartistsdgm 1849 to his death in 1865, |
have already written sufficiently, but before | betp discuss the broadening of
anarchism into a distinct movement through thevas of his followers, it is desirable
to consider three lesser-known men who duringehity period made independent
contributions to the anarchist tradition in France.

Most of the revolutionaries who turned toward ahem as a consequence of 1848 did
so by virtue of hindsight, but one man at leastependently of Proudhon, made his



defense of the libertarian attitude during the Ya&faRevolutions itself. "Anarchy is
order: government is civil war." It was under thisgan, as willfully paradoxical as any
of Proudhon's, that Anselme Bellegarrigue madédohed, obscure appearance in
anarchist history. Bellegarrigue appears to haes lzeman of some education, but little
is known of his life before the very eve of 1848;drrived back in Paris on February 23
from a journey in the United States, where he hatlfPnesident Polk on a Mississippi
steamer and had developed an admiration for the mdividualistic aspects of
American democracy. According to his own accouatwas as little impressed as
Proudhon by the revolution that broke out on hist fmorning back in Paris. A young
National Guardsman outside the Hé6tel de Ville beéisd him that this time the workers
would not be robbed of their victory. "They havéled you already of your victory,"”
replied Bellegarrigue. "Have you not named a gowemt?"

Bellegarrigue appears to have left Paris very stwrater in the year he published from
Toulouse the first of his works that has survivegamphlet entitledu Fait! Au Fait!
Interprétation de I'ldée Démocratiquthe epigraph, in English, reads: "A people is
always governed too

much." During 1849 Bellegarrigue was writing agglattacking the Republic in a
Toulouse newspapédra Civilization but by early 1850 he had moved to the littleag
of Mézy, close to Paris, where, with a number @nfds who had formed an Association
of Free Thinkers, he attempted to set up a commydeioted to libertarian propaganda
and natural living. Their apparently harmless atiéig soon attracted the attention of the
police; one of their members, Jules Cledat, wassted, and the community then
dispersed.

Bellegarrigue returned to Paris, where he now mdraamonthly journal devoted to his
ideas. The first number @fAnarchie: Journal de I'Ordrappeared in April 1850; it was
the first periodical actually to adopt the anarthdbel, and Bellegarrigue combined the
functions of editor, manager, and sole contribuwing to lack of funds, only two
issues oL'Anarchieappeared, and though Bellegarrigue later plannedlraanach de
I'Anarchiethis does not seem to have been published. Stadtdgward this elusive
libertarian pioneer disappeared into the deptisath America, where he is said to have
been a teacher in Honduras and even -- brieflgmeskind of government official in El
Salvador, before he died -- as he was born -tiat@and place unknown.

Bellegarrigue stood near to Stirner at the indigidgt end of the anarchist spectrum. He
dissociated himself from all the political revolutaries of 1848, and even Proudhon,
whom he resembled in many of his ideas and frommvhe derived more than he was
inclined to admit, he treated with little respagpfanting merely that "sometimes he steps
out of the old routine to cast a few illuminatiamns general interests."

At times Bellegarrigue spoke in the words of satips egoism. "I deny everything; |
affirm only myself.... | am, that is a positive fadll the rest is abstract and falls into



Mathematical X, into the unknown.... There can besarth no interest superior to mine,
no interest to which | owe even the partial saceifof my interests.” Yet in apparent
contradiction, Bellegarrigue adhered to the ceranalrchist tradition in his idea of
society as necessary and natural and as havingtarglial existence

which resists all destructions and all disorgamest.” The expression of society
Bellegarrigue finds in the commune, which is notaificial construction, but a
"fundamental organism," and which, provided rutbmsot interfere, can be relied on to
reconcile the interests of the individuals who cosw®it. It is in all men's interests to
observe "the rules of providential harmony," andthis reason all governments, armies,
and bureaucracies must be suppressed. This taglbmuaarried out neither by political
parties, which will always seek to dominate, nowvimtent revolution, which needs
leaders like any other military operation. The deppnce enlightened, must act for
itself.

It will make its own revolution, by the sole strén@f right, the force of inertidhe
refusal to co-operaté=rom the refusal to co-operate stems the abmuyafithe laws that
legalize murder, and the proclamation of equity.

This conception of revolution by civil disobediersigggests that in America
Bellegarrigue may have made contact with at ldsstdeas of Thoreau, and there is
much that anticipates American individualist anahin Bellegarrigue's stress on
possession as a guarantee of freedom, thoughftbaicse he shared with Proudhon. His
picture of the progression of the free individulages him clearly outside the collectivist
or communist trend in anarchism.

He works and therefore he speculates; he specuaatetherefore he gains; he gains and
therefore he possesses; he possesses and théeferizee By possession he sets
himself up in an opposition of principle to thetstdor the logic of the state rigorously
excludes individual possession

A different current of anarchism is representedh®ytwo other men of the 1850's who
merit our attention. Unlike Proudhon and Belleggure, both Ernest Coeurderoy and
Joseph Déjacque were physically involved in thek&ion of 1848. As young men in
their twenties, they took active parts in the Fabyuising, and Déjacque at least fought
on the barricades of the workers' insur-

rection during June 1848. He was imprisoned, deaszd in time to take part, like
Coeurderoy, in the insurrection of June 13, 184%mthe Republicans of the Mountain
rose belatedly against the Presidency of Louis Mapo Coeurderoy fled to Switzerland
and was condemned in his absence to transport@&acque escaped with a slight



sentence, but two years later he also fled, todakeavy punishment for having written
revolutionary verses; he was condemned in his @esentwo years' imprisonment.

Coeurderoy spent the rest of his life in exiley@lang restlessly from country to country -
- Spain, Belgium, Italy, Switzerland -- and dyimggoverty near Geneva in 1862.
Déjacque traveled farther; he reached New Yorl8dland spent seven years in that
city and in New Orleans. In 1861 he returned tonEeaand he appears to have died
some time during the 1860's, though the accounitssadeath are vague and
contradictory; according to one, he died mad indl&gcording to another he committed
suicide in 1867, and according to a third he fooodsolation in religion and died
peacefully at an unspecified time. The very dobht attends his passing out of life
suggests the obscurity in which his final yearsenAeted. Not merely are there
remarkable parallels between the lives of Coeusdarul Déjacque, but their writings
also reveal the same kind of somber desperatidagperation that must have been
widespread among the disillusioned exiles of theo8é Empire.

Coeurderoy, who was a physician and an intellectsidest known for a philosophizing
autobiography entitledours d'Exil, which he published in Brussels durl@%4, but he
also wrote during the same decade a number of poénvorks, including Révolution
dans I'Homme et dans la Societé, the bitterly kahHurrah! ou la Révolution par les
Cosaques, and a Letter to Alexander Herzen, whiesssiinfluenced him considerably.

The progression of Coeurderoy seems to have ledrbimJacobinism, through
Blanquism, to a final rejection in exile of all tpelitical and authoritarian revolutionary
groups. He signalized his break with them by pbabiig in 1852 a pamphlet attacking,
among other venerated ex-

patriates, Mazzini, Ledru-Rollin, Cabet, and Pidreeoux. He significantly omitted
Proudhon from those he so emphatically rejected.

Coeurderoy was not a very clear or specific writés. style was romantically lush and he
was given to wordy passages of rhapsodical proptddie same time, he harbored a
passion for destruction as extraordinary as Baksinite believed that a new barbarism
might be necessary before society could be regesterde longed to set the torch to the
old world, beginning with his own father's house.

Disorder is salvation, it is order [he cried]. Wiatyou fear from the uprising of all the
peoples, from the unleashing of all the instinttan the clash of all the
doctrines?...Anarchist revolutionaries, we can tadge only in the human deluge, we
can take hope only in chaos, we have no recourtsa peneral war.

The idea of the liberating general war, of the ersal uprising of the peoples, haunted
Coeurderoy; nowhere else does the apocalypticgtrtaanarchism reach quite the same
intensity as in the prophetic passageblofrah! ou la Révolution par les Cosaques



where destructionism and Satanism are combinediarting vision of man rising
upward and asserting his dignity through the paxmaddly revivifying processes of war:

Forward! Forward! War is Redemption! God desirgthié God of the criminals, of the
oppressed, of the rebels, of the poor, of all thvaise are tormented, the Satanic God
whose body is of brimstone, whose wings are ofdivd whose sandals are of bronze!
The God of courage and of insurrection who unlesgihe furies in our hearts -- our God!
No more isolated conspiracies, no more chatterarggs, no more secret societies! All
that is nothing and can achieve nothing! Standgm, stand up, people, stand up, all
who are not satisfied! Stand up for right, welldggiand life! Stand up, and in a few days
you will be millions. Forward in great human oceanggreat masses of brass and iron, to
the vast music of ideas! Money will no longer awaaghinst a world that rises up! Forward
from pole to pole, forward, all peoples from th&ng to the setting

of the sun! Let the globe tremble under your f€ettward! War is life! The war against
evil is a good war!

It is the vision of the world revolution in the ig@of Armageddon, yet beneath all its
violence of phrase lurk ideas advocated more splbgrKropotkin and even Proudhon:
that political methods are unavailing, that thetdtion of the people is their own task,
that no power could stand against a humanity resibdnd united in the war against
injustice and social evil.

Coeurderoy set himself against conspiracy andebeessociety, features of his own
Blanquist past, and in this sense his advocacyabénce does not really anticipate the
attitude of those who came forward in the 1870israpagandists of the deed. He did not
see the deed as an isolated provocative or prepgiait; he saw it as an apocalyptic
fact, part of a cumulative and irresistible procalkberation through destruction.

In Déjacque, on the other hand, we meet the traesdor of the theorists of propaganda
by deed, and of the ascetic assassins of the 18@'sve meet also a man to whom the
paradox of a natural order arising out of disomlas as provocative as it had been for
Proudhon. Like Proudhon, Déjacque was a manualeverkan upholsterer -- and like
him he had an original mind, a natural power otiwg, and a considerable self-taught
erudition. He called himself a "social poet,” andblshed two volumes of heavily
didactic verse -LazaréenneandLes Pyrénées Nivelées. In New York, from 1858 to
1861, he edited an anarchist paper entitled Le itdee, Journal du Mouvement Social,
" in whose pages he printed as a serial his visioe® anarchist Utopia, entitled
L'Humanisphére. And he expounded his "war on gafilon by criminal means” in a
treatise entitled La Question Révolutionnaire, iahicas written in 1852 among the
peaceful gardeners of Jersey and read to a unarsigalisapprov-

"Sébastien Faure, who foundeel Libertairein 1895, is often credited with having



invented the wordibertarian as a convenient synonym fanarchist However,
Déjacque's use of the word as early as 1858 sugthedtit may have had a long
currency before Faure adopted it.

ing audience at the Society of the Universal RepublNew York before eventually
being published in that city during 1854.

Déjacque's advocacy of violence was so extreme asibarrass even the anarchists in a
later generation, for when Jean Grave came torepgkHumanisphéren 1899 he
eliminated many passages that might have beempmeted as incitements to criminal
acts. Unlike Coeurderoy, Déjacque retained the adeanspiratorial and secret action as
a means of destroying the old society in order &dk@nway for the new. He envisaged a
campaign for the final abolition of religion andperty, the family and the state, which
would be carried out by small anarchist groupsheamntaining three or four direct-
actionists who would be willing to use steel angspo and fire to hasten the destruction
of the old order. Clearly, despite his avowed adtion for Proudhon, Déjacque went far
beyond him, attacking institutions -- like the fé&yn+ which Proudhon considered sacred
nuclei of a free society, and recommending meanshwProudhon, though he never
declared himself a pacifist, would have considesgaignant because of their amorality.
In his conviction that all moral constraints mustrelaxed in the cause of the revolution,
Déjacque anticipated Nechayev, but he did not addéephayev's concept of hierarchical
discipline as necessary for the revolutionary mosmm

Déjacque balanced a passion for destruction withcarally strong passion for order,
which he developed i'HumanisphéreFor reasons | have already discussed, anarchists
rarely construct Utopias, but Déjacque's humanisgdlevorld, which he imagined

might have evolved by the year 2858, stands irtrtreeUtopian tradition and in some
remarkable ways anticipates the vision of the itwhich H. G. Wells projected Men

Like Gods

Man holding in his hand the scepter of scienceqd$2§jacque ] has henceforward the
power which formerly one attributed to the godsth@ good old times of the
hallucinations of ignorance, and according to hitlve makes rain and good weather
and commands the seasons.

As a result of these godlike powers, humanisphlemza makes the desert blossom and
brings eternal spring to the poles; he has chadribkeheat of volcanoes and
domesticated the beasts of prey, so that lionstdlgren's pets. In this kind of futurist
fantasy one soon begins to see the influence afi€&oand when we come to Déjacque's
actual proposals for social organization the Pretaran influence is evident; it is
Fourier modified by his opposite, Proudhon.



In Déjacque’'s world of the future, the great medtiges of the nineteenth century will
disappear, and on their sites will rise enormousumtental meeting halls, called
cyclideons, each capable of holding a million pepphd conceived by Déjacque as
"altars of the social cult, anarchic churches ajgitn humanity.” There, in the total
liberty of discussion, "the free and great voicehaf public” will be heard; there the
solemn ceremonials of the libertarian world andrést universal exhibitions -- an idea
which haunted nineteenth-century anarchists as rasichdid mid-Victorian liberal
princes -- will take place in grandiloquent splendo

At the same time the actual working lives of thegde will be decentralized into
humanispheres, which bear a strong resemblanceuidefs phalansteries, without their
hierarchical organization. Each will contain fiviesix thousand people, housed in a great
building of twelve wings radiating like enormouarsish. Though the physical form of
the humanispherical community is so rigidly seiteyauthor, the life within it will be
conducted on the principles of complete freedonthabmembers will be allowed to
exchange apartments and to change their work wieernlegy desire, since labor will be
organized on Fourier's principle of attraction. Tamily will be abolished, love will be
free, and children will be lodged separately anmeéddor by those whose instincts of
maternity or paternity are well developed. Workshapd stores will be integrated into
the star pattern of the humanisphere, and in theecavill be the assembly hall, the place
for dealing with "questions of social organizatloin, which the seemingly rigid physical
pattern of

the humanisphere will be counterbalanced by itledtual liberty.

In this parliament of anarchy, each is his ownespntative and the peer of his
associates. Oh, it is very different from what heappamong the civilized; one does not
perorate, one does not debate, one does not vajaes not legislate, but all, young
and old, men and women, confer in common on thdsiekthe humanisphere. It is each
individual's own initiative that grants or refuses speech, according as he believes it
useful to speak or otherwise.... Neither the mgjoror the minority ever makes the law.
If a proposition can gather enough workers to puto operation, whether they be in the
majority or the minority, it is carried out, so pas it accords with the will of those who
support it. And usually it happens that the mayorélies to the minority, or the minority
to the majority...each yielding to the attractidriinding himself united with the rest.

Natural solidarity, in other words, becomes thdingiand activating force of the
humanisphere, as it is in the world seen by alt@nsts. It is true that an administrative
bureau will exist in each humanisphere, but "itly @uthority is thebook of statistics."
Just as each individual will be his own masterverg respect, so each humanisphere
will be autonomous, and the only relation existi@gween the various communities will
be economic, based on the exchange of productshBugxchange will be free in nature,
deriving from universal benevolence and keepingeemunt of obligations.



Exchange takes place naturally and not arbitrarijaus one humanisphere may give
more one day and receive less; it matters littleces tomorrow it will doubtless receive
more and give less.

Here, mingled with so much that derives obviouslynfFourier and from Proudhon, we
have a clear anticipation of the ideas of econoonganization elaborated by Kropotkin
in The Conquest of Bread; since Jean Grave repdtid.'Humanisphére it is possible
that his friend Kropotkin was aware of Déjacquéeds.

| have dwelt at some length on Bellegarrigue, Cdetay, and Déjacque in order to show
the variety of thought among French anarchists eleimg that early period of the
1850's. But none of these men exercised any apimeanfluence, either direct or
deferred, and when anarchism began to gain impzetamFrance during the 1860's it
was at first mutualist in character, deriving alinastirely from the ideas Proudhon
elaborated during his last monthdde la Capacité Politique des Classes Ouvriéres
Although some of the mutualist leaders, such asif@nd Limousin, departed from
Proudhon's abstentionist attitude toward politigappearing as candidates in elections,
the movement was generally nonpolitical in charaatel sought to permeate the
workers' associations of various kinds that wegirbeng to emerge as a result of
Napoleon llI's policy of trying to woo the suppoftthe lower classes. Mutualism not
only became a dominant influence in many of thegarazations, particularly where
they had a co-operative orientation; its advocaltes began, in various directions, to
revive libertarian journalism.

Some of the most active propagandists were frieh@soudhon, like Darimon, who
advocated popular banking lia Presse, and Langlois, who wrote in Rive Gautties,
organ of the younger republican intellectuals. Bure typical of the current trend was
the desire of the Proudhonian working men to eshliheir own journals; in June 1865
La Tribune Ouvriére appeared, announced by itsoeglias "a kind of thermometer of the
intellectual development of the laboring classés.the four numbers dfa Tribune
Ouvriérethe most active contributors were the craftsmeeadly involved in the creation
of the International, particularly Tolain and Limsin. They avoided direct political
attacks on the government, and concentrated a glealton criticizing bourgeois
conceptions of art and science from the point efwiaid down by Proudhon in Du
Principe de I'Art, but their evident anticlericatiswas distasteful to the government and
their review was soon suppressed. Its editors gtampted to publish a journal in
Brussels for importation into France. However, finst number of La PresseOuvriere

Ouvriére was seized by the customs officers, dmajgh one issue of its succesda,
Fourmi, was allowed to pass the frontier, the policeesisa warning that any further
numbers would be seized. Opposed as they werandestine activity, the mutualists



accepted the situation and began to contributel@stto a friendly republican paper,
L'Avenir Nationale.

Workers' association and mutual credit were theguaas which the mutualists put
forward in L'Avenir Nationale, as they did in theoavedly Proudhonian and socialist
paper, Le Courrier Francais, which the poet Vermastablished shortly afterward.
Vermorel himself was a thorny, uncompromising jalist, and in the pages of Le
Courrier Francgais some of the Proudhonian fire 848 and 1849 returned to Parisian
journalism. Duchéne and Tolain, Jules Guesde anal Pafargue, all wrote in its pages,
whose vigorous criticism of government and finarscadike upheld Vermorel's claim to
have raised once again the banner of socialismtarthve provided its first avowed and
authentic organ since the disappearance of Le Redfd fate was not unlike that of
Proudhon's papers. Crippled by persecutions, fines, libel suits, it came to an end in
1868.

In the meantime, however, a considerable workirgsmovement, largely dominated by
Proudhonian ideas, was coming into existence assalt of the activities of the
International. The beginnings of the Associatiofriance had been slow. Tolain,
Fribourg, and Limousin were named as French coroesjents at the inaugural London
Congress of 1864, but it was only nine months JaterJuly 8, 1865, that they opened the
Paris bureau of the International. Support wasikst fscanty, largely because the
Blanquists, fearing that the International wouldadr away much of their own following
among the Paris workers, accused the organizatidreog a tool of the Bonapartists, a
suggestion given at least a certain color by Jer@uoraparte's interest in the workers'
delegation to the London exhibition of 1862. Evalyiin an effort to dissipate
suspicion, the members of the commission callechandred and fifty militant Parisian
workers to a secret meeting. Here they insistetherworking-class character

of their organization, on their desire to recr@itraany republicans as possible, on their
intention to avoid political action. Their effortas successful; a new and enlarged
commission, including some of the former criticgsrappointed, and the International
began to spread into the provinces, so that byeSdpr 1865 the French delegates to the
London Conference could report correspondents onkyMarseilles, Rouen, Nantes,

and a number of smaller cities.

Nevertheless, the actual membership of the Intenmatin France long remained scanty.
At the time of the Geneva Congress in 1866 it apgpEahave been less than five
hundred. Yet, barely four years later, on the dwh® Franco-Prussian War, the
International was claiming a membership of 245,@0Brance. There are several reasons
for this rapid growth. The workers who were orgamgzhemselves in trade associations
long remained aloof from the International, largeécause at first its leaders were
thought to disapprove of strikes. Then, early i67,8he bronzeworkers went on strike,
and the International decided to support them.ifaieossed to London to collect funds,
and his success so impressed the employers thyaagneed to the strikers' demands. As



a result one workers' association after anotheedaio the International, which
continued during this period of labor unrest tastissorkers whenever they came out on
strike.

As soon as the International began to show actofityis kind, the tolerance which the
Imperial government at first extended came to ah &he excuse for the first official
proceedings against the organization was the gaation of its members in Republican
demonstrations during November 1867. On Decembdiofin and his colleagues of

the Paris commission were arraigned on chargeslohging to an unauthorized
organization with more than twenty members. In Mat868 they were fined, and the
Association was dissolved. It continued to grovgémisecrecy. Before the condemnation
of the first commission, a second commission heshdly been elected, on March 8,
1868; Eugéne Varlin and Benoit Malon were its lagdnembers. Within a few months,

they too were arrested because Varlin had organieedollection of funds to support a
strike of buildingworkers in Geneva; this time ttenvicted men were imprisoned for
three months each, and the International was ogai@ aissolved. It still operated,
however, and even prospered from a third triathsd at the beginning of the Franco-
Prussian War the legally nonexistent French feamratas numerically the strongest in
the whole International.

The accession of Varlin and Malon to positionsnifience was indicative of deep
changes in the orientation of the French Intermatfidoeginning in the early days of
1868. It remained inspired by anarchistic ideas the recruitment of large bodies of
organized workers shifted the emphasis from mumato collectivism. In addition, the
influence of Bakunin and his Alliance was now begig to operate in France. Elie and
Elisée Reclus had been closely associated with idalgince 1864. During the
immediately following years a number of other proemt French militants joined his
Alliance, including Benoit Malon, Albert Richard byons, and Bastelica of Marseilles,
while Varlin, as a result of his activities in Geagestablished enduring contacts with the
Jura Federation. Through these men, and many Ikseam militants, particularly in the
South, the ideas of Bakunin began to permeate kimgeclass movement which by 1869
was already beginning to establish Federated Chanalbérade associations closely
anticipating the Bourses de Travail developed feyatharcho-syndicalists twenty years
later. A considerable ideological influence on thesents in France was wielded by
L'Egalité, which was published in Geneva but primarily inted for distribution in
France. This journal had been started originallgrasrgan of the Bakuninist Alliance,
but later it became the first mouthpiece of thediarian trend within the International,
and among its contributors were the men who by 18&6& shaping the attitudes of the
movement in France -Reclus, Malon, Varlin, and Ridnh

At the same time, by no means all the French dolists within the International were
personal disciples of Bakunin. Varlin, despitelliks with the Jura and Geneva



anarchists, seems to have moved independently dowsicollectivist position. Pure
Bakuninism was influential only in the Rhone Valleynd it was the presence of groups
of personal adherents in the towns in the Midi tedtBakunin, in September 1870, to
play his only direct part in the history of Freraarchism, when he traveled to Lyons to
take part in the communalist rising that was dteofirst French insurrection in which
anarchists played a notable part. | have alreadgrdeed that rather comic fiasco, whose
main significance in the present context is itgsiltation of the unpreparedness of the
Bakuninists in the Midi for any serious action. lrsgrs the most surprising aspect of the
Lyons rising is that it did not discredit anarchignthe Rhone Valley; indeed, the fact
that the anarchists were the only people who ettemated serious revolutionary action
in the region at this period may have told in tii@iuor. Certainly, when the doctrine re-
emerged in France after the proscriptions thab¥edid the Paris Commune, it was in
Lyons that it made its first successful appeal.

Meanwhile, in the Paris Commune of 1871, the irdeamalists played a considerable
and courageous part. During the Franco-Prussianthéarattitude had been confused;
Tolain and his associates had published a statevagnkly proclaiming the international
solidarity of the workers, and early in August 1830me of the internationalists in Paris
had hatched an abortive plot to capture the P&8laigbon and proclaim the Social
Republic, but the antimilitarism that in later ddea became a predominant anarchist
attitude did not appear in any clear form. Everirduthe Commune the French sections
of the International were not wholly united in theuipport, for Tolain and some of the
other mutualists remained aloof. Nevertheless,tal® contribution to the activities of
the Commune and particularly to the organizatiopudilic services was made by
members of various anarchist factions, includirgrttutualists Courbet, Longuet, and
Vermorel, the libertarian collectivists Varlin, Mad, and Lefrangais, and the Bakuninists
Elie and Elisée Reclus and Louise Michel. Yet tloenGune really stands on its own as
an episode in revolutionary history. Neither the

Blanquists nor the anarchists, much less the Marxisin claim it as their own. In a
larger sense it may be true that the Commune fougiher the banner of Proudhonian
federalism; there were sentences in its Manifestbé French People of April 19, 1871,
that might have been written by Proudhon himself:

The absolute autonomy of the Commune extended tbealocalities of France, assuring
to each its integral rights and to every Frenchtharfull exercise of his aptitudes, as a
man, a citizen, and a worker. The autonomy of taem@une will have for its limits only
the equal autonomy of all other communes adhedrbé contract; their associations
must assure the liberty of France.

Yet even the mutualists and collectivists withia @ommune made little effort to put
their ideas into practice during the period in whikey shared control of Paris; they were



content with doing their best to carry on existiublic services and with a few reformist
measures for the improvement of working conditidriee most that can be said is that
they often showed that working men can be efficarinistrators.

In terms of anarchist history the aftereffectshef Commune were perhaps more
important than the rising itself. The immediateutesf its defeat was the suppression of
all socialist activities and the passing of a sfieaw in March 1872 banning the
International as a subversive organization. Thiamhéhat for more than a decade all
socialist or anarchist activity in France was idegnd had to be carried on secretly. The
other important result was a mass flight of all leeding Internationalists who were not -
- like Varlin -- summarily shot by the Versailleeops or -- like Louise Michel --
transported to the penal settlements. Many of tegpatriates settled just over the border
in the French-speaking cantons of Switzerlandghieey formed an important element in
the Saint-Imier International and sought to crealb@se from which propaganda could be
directed into France.

In France itself it was in the southeastern regm@arest to Switzerland and therefore
most open to the influence of the Jura Federatimhtbe Communard exiles, that

anarchist activity first began to appear afterrtt@nths of repression that followed the
Commune. The earliest organizations were smalksgcoups which toward the end of
1872 began to re-establish connections with theuBialksts over the frontier, to hold
secret meetings in Lyons and Saint-Etienne, amahport literature from Geneva. In the
autumn of 1872 a small secret congress of locatants was held in Saint-Etienne. Its
participants all adhered to the Saint-Imier Intéioral, and its resolutions, in favor of
autonomous groups and abstention from parliameatztiyities, were anarchistic in
tone. Shortly afterward a group of Bakuninist refeg from southern France established
a propaganda committee in Barcelona and in thenbegg of June 1873 published the
first number ofLa Solidarité Révolutionnaire, which ran for tesuges and had a
considerable influence on the nascent groups oMtat and particularly on the first
important post-Commune anarchist congress in Frahe& on the night of August 15 in
the unlit basement of a Lyons tavern.

The thirty delegates were all collectivists, ftrotigh the mutualists re-emerged later in
the 1870's and even retained some influence itrdge unions until the later 1880's, the
two libertarian currents were from this time sharplistinct. While the collectivists
became steadily more extreme in their revolutiontbi®m mutualists, following the
example of Tolain, who had now made his compronaisdsntered the ranks of
respectability as a Senator of the Third Repulllecame steadily more reformist, so that
it was no longer possible to regard them as repnéag even an approximately
anarchistic point of view.

The Lyons Congress was concerned largely with orgdional questions, and it showed
that the anti-authoritarians -- who did not yet opecall themselves anarchists -- were



planning the re-creation of a national movemenm8&8aroups in the region had already
accepted Bakunin's advice -- transmitted throu@aat-Etienne worker named Gillet --
to reorganize in the traditional conspiratorial petn of groups of five, but it is doubtful

if this kind of segmentation was ever thoroughlyied out, and there

was a compensating urge toward a more sweepingdbfederal organization. This the
secret congress in Lyons attempted to achieveatlitenomy of groups was reaffirmed,
but at the same time a regional council for eadteamce was created, and similar
councils were planned for the North, the Cented, thie South. The regional council of
the East actually came into being, largely throtighenergy of Gillet, and sent its
delegates to the Geneva Congress of the Saint-International.

The hopes of re-establishing the InternationalramEe were thwarted toward the end of
1873 by a series of arrests of active propagandistsh led to the Lyons Plot trial of
April 1874. Twenty-nine Bakuninists were accuseglotting against the state, and there
seems no doubt that some at least of them, suGlilasand Camille Camet, an old
associate of Bakunin in the Lyons Commune, had toecreate an insurrectional
organization to take advantage of the confusionrthight follow a widely expected
attempt to restore the monarchy. However, the exieevas insufficient to support the
prosecution's case, and the accused were finatigeaaned for affiliating themselves
with the forbidden International and for concealgapons; Camet at the time of his
arrest was wellarmed with a loaded revolver, agkrahd a dagger. All but three of the
accused were imprisoned, and the Internationakecktasfunction in France even as a
secret organization.

It was several years before an identifiable anataghbvement appeared again on French
soil; when it did the anti-authoritarians were noder the dominant force in French
socialism. Politically oriented movements had arisethe meantime, and ironically their
most important leaders were drawn from the anarcaigks. The first to split away was
Jules Guesde, who in November 1877 founded a siciaekly which bore the old
Bakuninist title L'Egalité, but tended toward the Marxism that was to doneitia¢ Parti
Ouvrier which Guesde founded in 1882. The anti-atihrian rival ofL'Egalité was

Paul Brousse's'Avant-Garde, which began to appear during Audugt7 at Chaux-de-
Fonds in the Swiss Jura. At this period Brousse oveessof the most uncompromising of

the French anarchists in exile; the first issubisfpaper appeared under the slogan,
"Collectivism; Anarchy; Free Federation,"” and dedeththe complete destruction of the
state and its replacement by a society based dnacvand "the free formation of human
groups around each need, each interest, and #néefileration of these groups.”
However, after the suppressionLoAvant-Gardeat the end of 1878 and his own brief
imprisonment, Brousse quickly shifted ground unéltoo entered the socialist ranks and
became the leader of a dissident faction withinRlagi Ouvrier which advocated the



most unanarchistic doctrine of possibilism and $®agway to socialism through factory
legislation and municipal government.

But before this extraordinary volte-face Brousse heen one of the most active
promoters of the revival of French anarchism. Haerred to France secretly in the early
part of 1877 to re-establish contacts with the lsyomlitants, and started a series of
gatherings in the Swiss frontier village of PeBypme fifty Frenchmen crossed the border
clandestinely for the first of these meetings;raét a special congress at Chaux-de-
Fonds, in August 1877, the delegates of twelve ggaathered to refound the French
Federation of the International, with a programegting the principle of propaganda by
deed already upheld by the Italian and Spanishréidas. The International itself was
by now moribund, but the gatherings of 1877 attleaticated a resurgence of anarchist
sentiment in the Rhone Valley. The next year, lgrgeving to the activities of Kropotkin
and Andrea Costa, the first Parisian groups begappear, though their growth suffered
a setback when Costa and a number of his assowiatesarrested.

It was not until 1881 that the anarchist movemepgsated itself clearly from the general
socialist trend in France. Until that time the Gilists, the mutualists, and the collectivist
anarchists -- now turning toward anarchist communisall participated in the series of
National Labor Congresses which were held durieddtter half of the 1870's in the
hope of creating a unified workers' movement; dh/Blanquists, headed by Edouard
Vaillant, kept aloof. The first and second of thesagresses,

in Paris ( 1876) and Lyons ( 1878), were largelgnohmted by mutualist moderates. By
the time the third Congress was held at Marseiid879 a considerable change was
evident in the general political climate of Frantes reactionary tendencies of the early
Third Republic were diminishing, and various leffagg movements began to emerge into
the open. At the 1879 Congress the new atmosphaeseeflected in the triumph of
collectivism over mutualism; the socialists and dnarchists voted together in favor of
the public ownership of the means of productioreyftlisagreed, however, on the
guestion of parliamentary activity, and the Guesdigtory on this point preluded the
breaking of the uneasy unity between the varioasdas.

Later in 1879 the Chamber of Deputies voted a gém@mennesty for those who had taken
part in the Commune. The exiles returned from thentries where they had taken
refuge; the prisoners came back from New Caledamnibwere welcomed by enthusiastic
crowds at the stations. This influx of dedicateditamts invigorated the various socialist
factions; it also sharpened their differences efwgoint. At regional congresses in
Marseilles and Lyons, during July 1880, the anatamajorities carried resolutions
rejecting political activity, while in Paris the thoritarian socialists were victorious. The
real splintering of the movement began at the Malihabor Congress of 1880 in Le
Havre, where the mutualists split away completelfotm their own short-lived Union
des Chambres Syndicalistes. The anarchists remanethe irreconcilable differences
over tactics which emerged during the Le Havre Cesgymade further collaboration



between them and the socialists difficult. The lferésis occured in May 1881 over a
relatively minor point of procedure at the Regio@ahgress of the Center in Paris. The
nine participating anarchist organizations asked delegates should identify their
groups without revealing personal names. The Gaeswijority refused to accept this
condition, and the anarchists withdrew to holdrtiogin Revolutionary-Socialist
Congress from May 25 to 29; it was attended by stomeehundred militants who voted
in favor of propaganda by deed and the abolitioproperty

-- even collective property -- and against paratipn in political action. Similar schisms
followed in the provinces, and the separate idgwfithe anarchist movement in France
was further emphasized by the participation of mgmoyps and of a number of
important French anarchist leaders in the "Blagkrimational" Congress of 1881.

1881 can thus be taken as the year in which aapand avowedly anarchist movement
began its independent career in France. The asingglgth of this movement in its early
stages is hard to estimate. In terms of groupsr@mbers alike it appears to have been
far smaller than its repute in France during th@Ql8might suggest. The anarchists
themselves often made extravagant claims; in 1®882nstance, the delegates who
attended the International Congress in Geneva spo&®00 militants in the city of

Lyons alone and another 2,000 in the surroundiggre For other reasons, the
conservative newspapers also tended to exaggeratehsst strength; in 1883Univers
estimated that there were 5,000 active membeiseafniovement in Paris. However, the
evidence recently gleaned by Jean Maitron fromidential police reports and more
sober anarchist estimatesuggests that in 1882 there were about forty gramhe

whole country, with an active membership of appmagely 2,500. Lyons and Paris were
the most active centers, with 500 militants ealshré were strong groups in Bordeaux,
Marseilles, and Saint-Etienne. During the next dedhe growth in numerical strength
was not great; a police estimate at the end of 18@¢ a total of just over 4,500 activists,
but this appears to have been based partly orutteesption lists of anarchist journals,
and subscribers were not necessarily active arsschine poet Stéphane Mallarmé
subscribed regularly to libertarian papers, buttfust elastic imagination does not allow
one to consider him an anarchist militant.

On the basis of these figures it seems reasonalalesume that during the 1880's there
were about fifty anarchist groups in France witheative membership aver-
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aging 3,000 and a fringe of sympathizers whosagtheis suggested by the fact that at
the end of the decade the two leading Paris arsdrnchirnalsl.e RévoltéandLe Pére
Peinard, sold between them more than 10,000 caaies week.



Between the groups there were few organizationékli After a number of futile attempts
at regional, national, and international organizai in 1881 and 1882, the trend toward
group autonomy became progressively stronger, andational organization of French
anarchists came into active existence until theahtbae First World War. But
organizational disunity does not necessarily meamlsence of either solidarity or
communication; in practice there was a real unityeling in the French movement and
a constant intellectual intercourse between groampg individuals, encouraged by the
emergence of journals that circulated nationallydy the presence of a number of
prominent propagandists who enjoyed the prestigegtithe power, commonly accorded
to political leaders. Elisée Reclus, the internatily famous geographer; Louise Michel,
the heroine of the Commune and veteran of the mEtdéments; Jean Grave, the
shoemaker turned tireless editor and propagandstastien Faure, the former Jesuit
seminarist who became a leading libertarian philgser and educationalist; Emile
Pouget, editor of the fearless Pére Peinard andrlatdevoted interpreter of anarcho-
syndicalism: these men and women were nationaldgun the France of the fin-de-
siécle, and their activity as writers and tourirggiurers gave the anarchist movement far
more importance, in the eyes of workers and inteligls alike, than its numerical
strength might lead one to expect.

Moreover, it must be remembered that the Frenchicmsts deliberately restricted their
groups to men and women willing to take part inuleg propaganda by speech, writing,
or the deed. After the collapse of the Internatidhay no longer tried to establish the
large card-carrying memberships at which politigarties usually aim. Their real
influence -- as against their numerical strengthvas to be shown before the end of the
century by their ability to dominate for at leastiacade

the largest working-class movement of pre- 1914¢eathe revolutionary-syndicalist
movement that reached its height in the golden déjise C.G.T. They attained this
position of influence not because of their numbleu$ because of their passionate
devotion to ideals that seemed to coincide withitihgings and the experience of the
French workers in that age when the insolent dyspfavealth went hand in hand with
dire poverty, when arrogant corruption and nak@degsion tempted the minds of the
poor to desperate dreams of an idyllic equalitgiaétd through social revolution.

But before the syndicalist phase of French anamclisgan to open, there was a clearly
defined period of somewhat different character begfan with the separation of the
anarchists from the main socialist movement in 1881 ended with the Trial of the
Thirty in 1894. It was above all a period of draimgestures and the cult of romantic
violence, and it came to a climax in the seriesesfsational terroristic acts that marked
the beginning of the 1890's. By no means all anstsht this period were terrorists; in
fact only a tiny minority were implicated in actsviolence. But the idea of violence
wielded an extraordinary fascination even over¢helose gentler spirits shrank from its
practice.



Several influences contributed to this attitudel®77 Paul Brousse, whose part in the
resurrection of anarchism after the Commune we hiready noted, became converted
to the idea of propaganda by deed already evolydteltalian Internationalists, and in
the following year Andrea Costa -- one of the legdeéxponents of this trend in Italy --
propagated his point of view in Paris. The Bakustitendencies of the anarchists in the
Rhone Valley made them naturally sympathetic tadlea of conspiratorial violence, and
the passionate discussions of the London IntemaltiGongress of 1881 on the questions
of insurrection and terrorism encouraged the teagleBeparation from other currents of
the socialist movement undoubtedly removed certaderating influences, and at the
same time encouraged the development of thosefeatyres of theory and tactics which
differentiated the anarchists from the Marxists andualists.

Finally, there was the sinister influence of thei$®Rrefect of Police, Louis Andrieux,
and his creature Serreaux, a Belgian agent prozocathose real name was Egide
Spilleux.

Serreaux made contact with the Paris groups ddi@89 and drew attention to himself
by his eloquent defense of violence. Shortly dfisrappearance, he began to talk of
founding an anarchist journal, and offered 3,0@@ds for the bond demanded by law
and a subsidy of 1,500 francs a month for six m®sthas to assure the establishment of
the paper. The money really came from Andrieux,3®rreaux claimed that it was the
gift of an elderly London lady who was sympathéti¢che anarchist cause. He took care
to find an accomplice who would act the part oflteaevolent heiress, and she
maintained the role well enough to hoodwink onéhefleading French anarchists, Emile
Gautier, who went over to visit her. Jean Grave BligEe Reclus, whom Serreaux first
approached, were both suspicious of his story,eae Wropotkin and Malatesta, but the
desire to have a magazine of their own lulled tiwgmings of most of the Paris
comrades, and on September 12, 1880, a weeklygbwas launched under the title of
La Révolution Sociale.

La Révolution Sociale was the first anarchist jalno appear in France since the
suppression of the Commune, and the movement hsla was enthusiastic, as was the
real founder, Andrieux, who in his memoirs remarkd@a give the anarchists a journal
was to set up a telephone line between the cortspiahcentre and the office of the
Prefect of Police.” But the role of Serreaux wasmerely to spy; it was also to provoke,
and the columns of La Révolution Sociale, to wiielutier, Merlino, Cafiero, and

Louise Michel all contributed, maintained a violeahe as well as -- with calculated
indiscretion -- publishing names and even addres$esarchist groups and their
leading members. The suspicions of the more astuteades were soon aroused, but La
Révolution Sociale continued for more than a yaad came to an end in September
1881 only because Andrieux left the Prefecture.

Not until 1885 did a regular anarchist periodicajan



appear in Paris, whdre Révoltéwhich Jean Grave had gone to Geneva to edit883,18
was transferred to the French capital, where itinard to appear -- changing its title in
1887 toLa Révolte- until the wave of police repressions that ledt$ disappearance in
March 1894.

In the interval between 1881 and 1885 the centanafchist journalism shifted to the
militant city of Lyons, with its close links witthé anarchists of Geneva and northern
Italy and its traditional loyalty to the Bakunintsadition. There, early in 1882, appeared
the first number oLe Droit Social. Its publishers were men of extdinary enthusiasm
and tenacity, and of an outspoken militancy whishtioually involved their paper in
trouble with the authorities. Le Droit Social digggared under the burden of fines in
July 1882; less than three weeks later its sucaegd6tandard Révolutionnaire, was
being published, and for more than two years tleeassion of papers with different
titles but the same policy and the same contritsutmntinued, until, on June 22, 1884,
the last number of Le Droit Anarchique appearedvds the ninth in the succession of
Lyonnais anarchist papers; the seventh had beded;alith defiant humor, L'Hydre
Anarchiste. The editors of this eventful dynastyyoins papers claimed that on an
average seven thousand copies were distributed,eumh making allowances for the
customary exaggerations, there is no doubt thaitith the Geneva Le Révolté as their
only rival -- Le Droit Social and its successoray#d an extremely important part in
shaping French anarchism during the early 1880's.

There remains one anarchist paper of the decadelwioi my mind reflects more
eloquently than any of those | have mentioned piré sf the period of propaganda by
deed. This ite Pére Peinardwhose first number appeared on February 24, 1889,
under the very lively editorship of Emile Pougetepresented a new direction in
anarchist journalism. In the hands of Kropotkin gachve Le Révolté had spoken in the
language of the educated, simplified and pruneacafiemic affectation, but uncorrupted
by the vernacular. Pouget revolted against middssllanguage as well as against
middle-class morality and middle-class politicsgdateliberately encouraged his

writers to use the argot of the outer boulevardsrédver, in his exhortations to his
readers --l&s bons bougrés- he lost no opportunity to recommend decisind a
dramatic action. The result was a humorous, unpt&lie, scurrilous, irascible paper
which is still entertaining for its vigor and ectecity, while Grave's solemn
lucubrations irLe Révoltéxact an effort from even the most earnest mork=®archer.

The violent spirit of the times was manifested iany other ways. It appeared in the
names adopted by anarchist groups -- La Panthd?ared, La Haine of Bordeaux, Les
Terribles of La Ciotat. It appeared in the songstem by the anarchist chansonniers, of
which"La Dynamite"by Marie Constant, one of the numerous revolutipshoemakers
of the time, was among the most popular:



Nos peres ont jadis dansé
Au son du canon du passé;
Maintenant la danse tragique
Veut une plus forte musique:
Dynamitons, dynamitons

There were many who did not merely talk of dynamitdeed, given the amount of
violent oral and written propaganda that begamtareate from anarchist sources in
France after the London Congress of 1881, andritieisiasm aroused by the populist
assassination of the Czar Alexander Il in 188ik #urprising that the wave of terrorism
mounted so slowly to its peak at the beginninghef1890's.

The first widely publicized act of violence duritigs period was an attempt to blow up a
statue of Thiers at Saint-Germain in June 188Xiesthe Prefect Andrieux admitted a
previous knowledge of the plan and did nothingrevpnt it, this act may well have been
planned by him and Serreaux and it cannot therdfenegarded as a genuine anarchist
deed of propaganda. A few months later the firsassination was attempted by a French
anarchist. Emile Florian, a young unemployed weavamped from Reims to Paris with
the intention of shooting the republican leademBetta. Failing to get near his intended
victim, Florian decided to kill the first bour-

geois he met, and on October 20 he shot and sfiglmtinded a certain Dr. Meymatr,
afterward trying to kill himself. His attempt is partant only because it established a
pattern; all the terrorist acts by French anarshistre to be acts of individuals or at most
of minute circles of three or four people, prompbgdoersonal and not by group
decisions. In this sense the practice of terrorisiFrance differed markedly from that in
Russia, where almost all the political assassinatwere performed by groups organized
in the Social Revolutionary Party.

The first actual assassination did not take plat# tne spring of 1884, when a gardener
named Louis Chaves, a convinced advocate of proplagay deed who had been sacked
from his work at a convent in Marseilles, decidedatke his revenge by what seemed to
him a pioneer act of propaganda. He accepted hiseswnction as inevitable, and wrote
to L'Hydre Anarchiste letter of explanation which he calculated waardve after his
death.

You start with one to reach a hundred, as the gayoes. So | would like the glory of
being the first to start. It is not with words @aper that we shall change existing
conditions. The last advice | have for true anatshifor active anarchists, is to arm
themselves according to my example with a goodlvevpa good dagger, and a box of
matches....

He then returned to the convent and killed the Mo®&uperior. When the police came to
arrest him, he shot at them without warning and dliem their bullets.



Chaves became a nine days' wonder for the anapapstrs, which praised his heroism
and held up his act as an example. One paper @ared a subscription for a revolver to
avenge him, but nobody came forward to use it,ambst eight years were to elapse
before another anarchist assassin succeeded atténspt.

It was direct action of a different kind that iretmeantime led to some of the most
dramatic incidents in the history of French anawchiThe series of events began in the
mining town of Monceales-Mines, which was dominated by a particularly ragd
company with whose

management the local representatives of churclstate co-operated willingly. An
organization known as the Black Band began to searding letters to managers and
government officials; in August 1882 the memberthefBand proceeded to a series of
antireligious acts, first overthrowing roadsidesses and then, on the night of August 15,
gathering in considerable numbers to pillage arrd lwchapel and a religious school in a
nearby village, after which they sounded the toesid began to march on Monceau, but
dispersed before reaching the town. The authowditésd quickly, and arrested
twentythree men, who were brought to trial in ana@phere of excitement and
apprehension; the court was guarded by companiieganitry and gendarmes. The
evidence produced at the trial suggests that taekBBand, whose membership was
estimated at eight hundred, was a working-claserist organization of the primitive

kind that appears when the desperation of half-sedcand halfstarved workers is
confronted by ruthless and unimaginative represdisrmembers met at night in the
forests, and neophytes were initiated in elabaratemonies accompanied by macabre
oaths.

In spite of the prosecution’s efforts to implicdte anarchists in the Moncefes-Mines
incidents, no facts were offered which suggestatlttitey had any hand in them. On the
contrary, the Lyons anarchists were surprised @ngirang when they heard of the
miners' exploits and immediately sent their repnestéves into the region. There is no
doubt, however, that members of local anarchistggdook part in a later series of
dynamitings directed at churches and managersekaliging 1883 and 1884, though it
was also shown at the trials connected with thepksions that at least one of them was
engineered by a police agent with the object oflicaing suspected terrorists.

The events at Moncedas-Mines might soon have been forgotten if the French
government had not conceived the idea that thesases of outrages were signs of a
widely laid insurrectional plot on the part of thkeeady extinct Saint-Imier International.
Acting on this assumption, the police began inrtiiédle of October a series



of arrests in Paris and southeastern France, addrarary 8, 1883, sixty-five prominent
anarchists were brought to trial at Lyons; as waslPeter Kropotkin and Emile Gautier,
almost all the leading militants of eastern Fraweee among them.

The atmosphere in which the Lyons trial took plaees made particularly tense by the
explosion, shortly after the arrests began, ofralboplaced in the restaurant of the
ThéatreBellecour at Lyons, a place already denouncdgiDroitSocialas a rendezvous
of "the fine flower of the bourgeoisie" which shdude destroyed as the first act of the
Revolution; only an employee of the restaurant kiesd. The crime was never
satisfactorily solved, although at the end of 1883&narchist journalist named Cyvoct
was condemned on highly circumstantial evidengeetwal servitude on Devil's Island.
The anarchists consistently denied any connectitdntive affair and proclaimed
Cyvoct's innocence. Remembering how eager they todrail as heroes other terrorists
of the period, one is tempted to accept their demiad to suspect that, like at least one of
the dynamitings at Moncedeas-Mines, the outrage may indeed have been police-
inspired. It could not have happened at a more @oiewnt time -- during the actual trial
of the members of the Black Band and at the beggaf the widespread arrests of
anarchist leaders.

| have already discussed in my chapter on Kropdtienmain features of the Lyons trial.
Accused of belonging to the forbidden Internatioiabpotkin, Gautier, and some of the
other defendants proved effectively that the Irdéamal no longer existed, but this did
not prevent their being given sentences which skaskearly the French government's
intention to behead the anarchist movement beta@eew too strong. Kropotkin and
Gautier, the two intellectuals of national impodanand Bernard and Bordat, the leaders
of the strong Lyons movement, were sentenced &y@ars each. Liégon, Ricard, and
Martin, the most active militants in Villefranch®aint-Etienne, and Vienne respectively,
were sentenced to four years each.

The same governmental eagerness to manipulategusti the sake of political
expediency was evident in the

other celebrated anarchist trial of 1883, that@filse Michel and Emile Pouget. During
the 1880's, before the anarchists began to erdesrtfanized labor movement in large
numbers, they tended to concentrate on the monesigga groups in society, and
particularly, in Paris, on the unemployed, whomythacouraged to protest against their
condition by illegal actions. On March 9, 1883,aen-air meeting of the unemployed
near the Invalides was broken up by the police,aralit five hundred of the
demonstrators, led by Louise Michel and Pouget, was carrying a black flag, marched
off in the direction of the Boulevard Saint-Germdmthe rue des Canettes the
demonstrators, shouting "Bread, work, or lead!lagiéd a baker's shop. Two other shops
were similarly plundered and the bread they coethufistributed to the marchers. Then,
having allowed the procession to get as far a®thee Maubert, the police attacked
them. Pouget chivalrously put up a fight to alloauise Michel to escape, but she was



arrested and in due course appeared in court. 3$ewas complicated by the fact that
leaflets were found in Pouget's room addresseddlliers who have decided to aid the
Revolution," calling on them to burn their barrackidl their officers, and join the

insurgent people in their fight against the politee leaflets had been printed in Geneva,
but Pouget had assumed the task of distributing tine-rance. Louise Michel was, with
very little proof, accused of inciting the pillagéthe bakers' shops. She was sentenced to
six years' solitary confinement and Pouget to eyglatrs.

At this point the French government must have catudgted itself on the stretching of
justice which had put away for a long period thestraxtive and intelligent anarchists in
France. But public opinion was disturbed by thal @nd the sentences, and eventually
forced the granting of an amnesty which freed Lelschel and Pouget as well as the
condemned of the Lyons trial. Far from harmingdharchist movement, the Lyons and
Paris trials increased its prestige among botwitr&ers and large sections of the
educated classes.

Indeed, by the end of the 1880's the place of &imsarc

among the complex pattern of urges toward libenaftiom social, moral, and artistic
bonds which characterized the-de-sieclen France, was recognized by both
intellectuals and artists. The first group of ah@tstudents was formed in Paris in 1890,
and from that year onward many writers and pairttegan to identify themselves with
anarchism, which became something of a fashioitaraly-artistic circles, as it was to
become in London, New York, and San Franciscoenlt®40's. The visiting celebrity
Oscar Wilde, answering a questionnaire which thal®ist reviewL'Hermitage
submitted to various writers in 1893, remarked thrate he had been politically a
supporter of tyrants, but that now he was an amstrdhe spoke for very many of his
French colleagues, as one can see from the angalmsals and the near-anarchist
literary reviews.

Among the painters, Camille Pissaro and his sondouwere both intimately involved in
the anarchist movement, and regularly contributesvohgs and lithographs te Pere
Peinardand toLes Temps Nouveauke journal Jean Grave founded in 1895 dfter
Révoltehad ceased publication. Grave, in fact, attratidds pages many of the
important experimental painters and the more vigsaricaturists of the 1890's; not
only the two Pissaros, but also Paul Signac, Vandgea, Felix Vallotton, Steinlen, Caran
d'Ache, and Van Rysselberghe provided illustrationd.es Temps Nouveauxhile a

few years later Vlaminck and other Fauve paintemsé@l anarchism a congenial doctrine.

As for the writers, many of the characteristic figgiof the nineties hovered like splendid
and fascinated insects around the dangerous fl&mm@aochism. Octave Mirbeau,
Richepin, Laurent Tailhade, Bernard Lazare, and Rdam all contributed thes Temps
Nouveauxwhile the Symbolist poet Stuart Merrill was orfé¢le "angels" who helped
the journal out of its periodical financial crisé$.1892 another leading Symbolist,



Francis VieléGriffin, turned his reviewes Entretiens Politiques et Littérairdato an
organ of literary anarchism; his contributors irt#d Paul Valéry, Henri de Regnier,
Remy de Gourmont, and Stéphane Mallarmé. The moleny

anarchist reviewl,.'Endehors a kind of intellectuaPére Peinardun by a flamboyant
eccentric who called himself Xo d'Axa but whosd reame was Galland, published the
work of such writers as Emile Verhaeren and Sain®aix. In one way or another
almost every important Symbolist writer was linkeith anarchism in its literary aspects.

What attracted the writers and painters to anamnchvas clearly not the prosaic daily
activity of the groups. It was perhaps not even@pally the idea of anarchy itself, but
rather a spirit of daring and inquiry which Mallggraxpressed sensitively when he gave
evidence on behalf of an anarchist friend at thal Bf the Thirty in 1894, and described
him as "a fine spirit, curious about everythingtisanew.” It was the anarchist
cultivation of independence of mind and of freedafnaction and experience for its own
sake that appealed to the artists and intellect@amificantly, when the terrorists carried
out their sensational series of attempts and asséisss during 1892 and 1893, the
libertarian intelligentsia, far from deserting attasm, saw in these acts of isolated
protest great expressions of individuality. Thegoadaw, with theifin-de-sieclethirst for
the varieties of experience, a terrible but intimgusensationalism in the lives of the
assassins. Perhaps most of all, they recognizeeléh@ent of perverted mysticism which
formed part of the terrorist attitude, and whiclulP&dam identified when he referred to
Ravachol, the most formidable of all the assassiside Renovateur du Sacrifice
Essentiel

The series of terrorist acts which Ravachol ingghin March 1892 form the most
dramatic and controversial passage in the histbRrench anarchism. It lasted for only a
brief period -- from March 1892 to June 1894 -buting that time there were eleven
dynamite explosions in Paris in which nine peopégenkilled; the Serbian minister was
severely wounded by an anarchist shoemaker, arfdrdsedent of the Republic was
killed by the dagger of an assassin. As a resuhede acts, four of the assassins were
executed, repressive laws were passed againstuterva@ry groups, and the anarchist
movement

faced and survived its worst crisis, to emerge ghdrand renewed at the end.

As | have shown, the terrorism of the 1890's hazhlpgepared by a decade in which
French anarchists had talked much of violence witlsbowing any great inclination to
turn their talk into action. So long after the etyanis not easy to decide why in 1892 a
number of young men should appear at the same teselved to act violently and
willing to sacrifice themselves for what they coweel to be justice. Unlike their
medieval namesakes, these assassins belongeatdarand worked in no disciplined



group. They acted on their own initiatives, cargyindividualism to a Stirnerite extreme.
Society looked upon them as criminals; they reghtlemselves as judges and
executioners. Many of their fellow anarchists appkd them, even raised them to the
status of martyrs, but for the most part decliredhrtitate them. And in this reluctance to
imitate they were right from their anarchist padhtview, since killing is the supreme
form of power, and the terrorist who kills on hisroresponsibility is surely the most
irresponsible of tyrants. The act of assassinatidact completes a circle that unites
anarchism with its opposite. One may perhaps beethby the sincere intentions of
these men and the darkness of their fates, butdeeds remain as negative as any other
murder. Nevertheless, their shadows walk darklydeeany historian of anarchism; he
cannot dismiss them as intruders on the road. Byitt of tragedy alone they demand
their place.

The terroristic acts of 1892 and 1894 follow a eus chain of cause and effect which
began in an apparently insignificant incident o dlitskirts of Paris. On May 1, 1891, a
group of anarchists attempted to hold a demonstrai the suburb of Levallois. The
police dispersed them and set off in pursuit ofl@aelers, whom they caught in a Clichy
wineshop. The anarchists were armed, and a guhfélbwed in which one of them was
wounded. The wounded man and two others were caunghibrought to trial, where the
prosecutor Bulot demanded the death penalty; ttyeajicquitted the wounded man

and, on the instigation of the President of ther€d&enoit, sentenced the two others to
long terms of imprisonment.

This case, which aroused comparatively little comine the anarchist press, stirred
deeply the anger of a dyer named Koenigstein, wiiot wnder the name Ravachol.
Ravachol had been converted to anarchism as a godthargely through his extreme
poverty, had slipped into the margin of the crinhumaderworld. It was a time when the
justification of robbery was being lengthily deldhta anarchist circles. Men of high
principle and exemplary life, like Elisée Reclusié&ebastien Faure, were so carried
away by their convictions on the immorality of peoty that they were ready to condone
any kind of theft on purely theoretical groundd)ess, like Jean Grave, saw in the
practice of crime a corruption that would make raafitted for the high ideals of a free
society. Ravachol was one of those who put theritbeof Reclus and Faure into
practice, and his life is perhaps an object lessdhe truth of Grave's arguments. He
began with petty thefts, and went on to liquor sgiingy and counterfeiting, in neither of
which he was very successful. During this time Y@\eed a primitive philosophy which
naively combined a defense of violence in the priaséth an idyllic vision of future
brotherhood. He expressed it thus in one of thgsbte would chant to the
accompaniment of his own accordion:

Pour établir I'Egalitéll faut le cceur plein de cod¢Reduire les bourgeois en
poussiere;Alors au lieu d'avoir la guerre,Nous awsda Fraternité



Soon he decided to leave the unprofitable waystf/grime for large-scale robbery,
and during the early summer of 1891 he committemlunsavory crimes which only
came to light some time afterward and which in rayall into the category of
propaganda by deed. One was the rifling of the tofitheComtesse de la Rochetaill
Terrenoirein search of rings and jewels; he found nothingadfie, and a month later he
was

involved in the one murder that was conclusivelyved against him. The victim was
Jacques Brunel, a nonagenarian miser known asdhaitiof Chambles, who had lived
on alms for fifty years and was reputed to haveiandated a considerable fortune.
Rumor, which in such cases often lies, was trud@Hermit; when Ravachol and his
accomplices killed the old man they took fifteenubland francs away with them. In the
following year, brought to trial for the murder,\R&hol declared that his motives were
not wholly selfish:

If I killed, it was first of all to satisfy my peosal needs, then to come to the aid of the
anarchist cause, for we work for the happinest@piople.

How much he gave to the cause is not known, hstdaertain that he used part of his
gains to maintain the families of the men imprigbireconnection with the Clichy affair.
Meanwhile, four of his accomplices in the murdethe Hermit of Chambles were
rounded up and imprisoned for their parts in tHaiafRavachol was arrested, but
escaped, and the police showed a singular laaktefdst in tracking him down. This led
to rumors that he was an informer, and a writdrarRévoltéescribed him as "nothing
more than a new edition of the agent Serreaux whuodrly published.a Révolution
Socialeof sad memory for Monsieur Andrieux.”

A desire to remove this stigma may have been otleeofotives that now led Ravachol
into a series of crimes which could not be intetguieeither as acts of a police agent or as
being committed for personal gain. The victims hese were those who had played the
most prominent part in the prosecution of the rmyolived in the Clichy incident. On
March 11, 1881, he blew up the house of PresidenbB. Sixteen days later, on March
27, he blew up the house of the prosecutor, Bdohody was harmed in either
explosion. Two days later Ravachol was arrestedr afdramatic struggle, in a restaurant
where one of the waiters had recognized him araiméd the police.

On April 26, in a heavily guarded courtroom, Rav@akias sentenced to hard labor for
life. Two months later

he appeared at Montbrison to face trial for killthg Hermit of Chambles. He was now
being tried for his life, but in the court he shalxeecalmness which astonished all those



who saw him. He greeted the sentence of deathanstiout of Vive I'Anarchié¢" and
walked to the guillotine singing an anticlericahgo

Ravachol was in the tradition of the heroic brigad courage was undeniable. Even
his idealism and his sense of mission seem to bhega sincerely held. He really
believed that his terrible acts would lead to ald@rhere such horrors need never again
be done by men to men. He saw himself as the rsiv@ttave Mirbeau described him --
"the peal of thunder to which succeeds the joyuolight and of peaceful skies." Poverty
and the experience of injustice done to himself @hérs had bitten deeply into his mind,
and he acted for ends which he thought were jugthB forgot how far the means can
warp the end, how the contempt for individual liveeven for the life of a worthless old
man like the Hermit of Chambles -- can lead to eont for life as a whole. He was
tragically mistaken, and he paid stoically for mstakes.

As Ravachol stood before his judges at Montbribensaid these words: "I have made a
sacrifice of my person. If | still fight, it is fdhe anarchist idea. Whether | am
condemned matters little to me. | know that | shallavenged.” The process of
vengeance had begun when he spoke these wordsd&gauafter his first dynamiting, a
bomb exploded mysteriously outside the Lobau b&sat Paris. Then, the day before he
was sentenced on his first trial, another bomixggaan the restaurant where he had been
arrested, killed the proprietor and a customer. il 1894 was the perpetrator of these
acts arrested in London and brought to trial imEea He was Théodule Meunier, a
cabinetmaker, and he represented a quite difféypetof terrorist from Ravachol. A
young man of exemplary life, an excellent and seb@ker, he was also, as his former
comrade Charles Malato described him, "the mosarkable type of revolutionary
illuminist, an ascetic and a visionary, as passm®irahis search for the ideal society as
Saint-Just, and as merciless in seeking

his way towards it." The natural violence that ®atgn Ravachol was not a part of
Meunier's nature, but the cold rationality that eted him was just as destructive.
Meunier escaped the guillotine, but during the lgagrs he endured in the penal colony
he never repented the killing of innocent personstiich his act had led. "I only did
what | had to do," he told Jean Grave more thamtyvwgears later. "If | could start over
again, | would do the same thing."

After the execution of Ravachol there was a lulse¥eral months in the terrorist
campaign. Then, on November 8, 1892, a bomb wagl@m a mining company's
offices in the Avenue de I'Opéra. Four policememnendled when it exploded in the
police station of the rue des Bons-Enfants. Thasssis was not immediately discovered,
and more than another year went by before thertstfever suddenly reached its climax
in a whole series of sensational acts.

They began on November 13, 1893, when another haw®er, and fanatical workman,
Léauthier, inspired by the thought that "I shall be striking an innocent if | strike the



first bourgeois | meet," attacked the Serbian Merisvith a cobbler's knife and gravely
wounded him. And four weeks later, on December@uste Vaillant threw a bomb
from the gallery of the Chamber of Deputies andcitifear in the hearts of the French
rulers.

Unlike Meunier and Léauthier, Vaillant was an anediiohemian, bred in poverty,
shifting restlessly from occupation to occupatioecoming converted to socialism and
then to anarchism, and finally emigrating to thg@éatine, where for three years he tried
to work a concession of land in Chaco provincefafled and returned to France in
March 1893. There he tried to get the kind of witkt would bring comfort to his
companion and his daughter, and was distresselgelyyaverty in which they were forced
to live. This preyed so much on his mind that at ke decided to commit a symbolic
deed that would be "the cry of a whole class wigiemands its rights and will soon add
acts to words." The obvious mental torture thatied to plan and carry

out his attempt makes him one of the more sympatbéthe terrorists; here at least was
a mind working in passion, moved by devotion artg fiir human beings who were near
his heart, and confusedly believing that one ggeature might awaken men from the
nightmare of injustice.

But the fear his attempt aroused left no room for @r for understanding. Nobody had
died from this act, but he was condemned to déatgs the first time since the
beginning of the century that such a sentence kad passed on a man who had not
actually killed another. But, despite a petitiorcalated by one of the wounded deputies,
the President, Sadi Carnot, refused to sign a pardo

Vaillant went to the scaffold as courageously agdghol, crying out: "Long live
Anarchy! My death shall be avenged!" And avengeuais, terribly and repeatedly. A
week after his execution a bomb was thrown intoGh& Terminus at the Gare St.
Lazare. Twenty people were wounded; one of themh. die

The bomb-thrower, who was arrested immediately, angsung man named Emile

Henry, the son of a famous Communard; later heessefd with pride that he had planted
the bomb which exploded in the police station eftihe des Bons-Enfants. Henry was
perhaps the most remarkable -- and certainly th&t fiecocious -- of the French

terrorists. He had an extraordinary intelligencd eonsiderable literary ability, but he
had sacrificed the possibility of a good careait@¢wote himself to anarchist propaganda.
At first he had opposed the theory of propaganddd®sd, but Ravachol's execution had a
great effect on him, and afterward he turned futlle to become a defender of the
violent acts which "waken the masses...and shom the vulnerable side of the
bourgeoisie.” With the implacable logic that reglapassion in a cold mind, Henry
followed his new course to its extremity, and tefremity led him to the indiscriminate
attack on people certainly innocent of the injietibe hated. His only regret, he said
afterward, was that the explosion had not claimedenwictims.



Henry's crime sent a shudder of fear through France

and it shocked the anarchists themselves intolaagan of the destination to which
their decade of violent dreams had brought therhe"dct of Henry," said the militant
Charles Malato, "has struck anarchy most of alh& €vent had a similar sobering effect
on the literary anarchists. Laurent Tailhade hahsa beautiful gesture” in Vaillant's
attempt; Victor Barracund had seen Ravachol asnthdf violent Christ"; but there were
few, who, after Henry's horrifying act, did not edine admirable words with which
Octave Mirbeau dissociated essential anarchism thendeeds that were done in its
name:

A mortal enemy of anarchy could have acted no b#tsn this Emile Henry when he
threw his inexplicable bomb into the midst of pdatand anonymous persons come to a
café to drink a glass of beer before going homgeth... Emile Henry says, affirms,
claims that he is an anarchist. It is possibles # fashion nowadays among criminals to
use it for their justification when they have cadiout a good coup.... Every party has its
criminals and its fools, because every party lamin.

The lesson was not lost. From the explosion inda& Terminus one can date the
beginning of a new trend in French anarchism tow#nd assumption of more realistic
responsibilities in the world of its time. But thea of terror had not quite ended. A group
of three explosions shortly after the arrest of ijeanded when a Belgian anarchist,
Pauwels, blew himself up in the Madeleine. On Agran explosion in a restaurant -the
last of the bomb outrages -- ironically injured #amirer of Vaillant, Laurent Tailhade.
But the final vengeance for which Vaillant had edllvas still to come, and it brought a
dramatic finale to the years of violence. On Jua@sident Carnot arrived in Lyons on
a state visit. On the same day the Italian anar8aato Caserio arrived from Cette; at
nine o'clock in the evening he mingled with thevmidhat pressed around the President
and stabbed him in the liver, shoutingjve la RévolutiohVive I'Anarchi¢" in what had
become a ritual manner. Carnot died from his wolingas an act of primitive justice.
Carnot had shown no mercy for Vaillant, and

Caserio, the blood revenger, showed no mercy far But for those who seek something
beyond the law of vendetta it was merely the l&st geries of heroic and useless
sacrificial acts which neither furthered the caofanarchism nor lessened the weight of
injustice borne by nineteenth-century man.

To this realization the anarchists came, assisgagtid struggle for life which the
movement had to undergo as the indirect resuh@terrorist campaign. In the panic
following Vaillant's attempt, the Chamber of Degtpassed a series of measures which
gained infamy in French political history les lois scélératesThe first made it a crime

not merely to incite to criminal acts, but everapmlogize for them. The second



concerned "associations of malefactors," and défihem by intent rather than by action.
Finally, after the death of Carnot, a third lawidade acts of anarchist propaganda "by
any means whatever."

A rigorous use of these laws could at the leaselthiven the anarchist movement
completely underground. And this was what the gowvent hoped to do. Its first target
was the anarchist press. On February 21, 1189#ere Peinardvas forced out of
publication. Less than three weeks ldtarRévolteceased to appear. Many anarchist
intellectuals were arrested, and on August 6 sdntieecbest known were brought before
the courts in the Trial of the Thirty.

The prosecution arranged the Trial of the Thirtyhva self-defeating Machiavellianism.
Among the defendants it placed a celebrated gatifegalist anarchists" led by a
Mexican named Ortiz; in plainer terms, they wergf@ssional burglars who handed part
of their profits to the cause. By putting nineteezil-known anarchist theoreticians in the
dock beside these latter-day Robin Hoods, the putigg hoped to confuse the issue
before the jury, and to present men like Jean GaadeSébastien Faure, Paul Reclus and
Emile Pouget, as the actual accomplices of crirsinBhe trial lasted for a week, and,
despite the evident bias of the judges, the linkikvthe prosecution sought to establish
were easily disproved. In the end only Ortiz and t¥ his companions were

imprisoned. The verdict acquitting the actual ahestdeaders spelled the end, not only
of the terrorist epoch, but also of the reactidmaidl produced.

The essential vitality of French anarchism andttlughness of its roots in the nineteenth-
century political terrain were shown by the rapiditith which the movement climbed

out of the depths of 1894, when its press was ogtl; its leaders were standing trial,
and its structure of autonomous groups was almaaptetely dispersed, toward the
highest point of its influence, which came in thstlyears of the nineteenth and the early
years of the twentieth century. The period from11881894 had been a time of

isolation, when the anarchists wandered in a wildes of marginal social groups and
sought the way to a millennium in desperate actherone hand and idyllic visions on
the other. The period from 1894 to 1914 saw aftrugquilibrium between the visionary
and the practical, accompanied by a tendency tererpnt, not only in ways of
embarrassing the existing system of authoritydi& in means of training men and
women for a fuller, freer life, and even in orgatians that might be regarded as
fragmentary sketches of the future. Anarcho-syrdica as well as the movement to
establish anarchist-communist colonies in the Frexoeintryside (which resulted in the
creation of many communities that lasted into t88Qls), and the movement of
libertarian education (which led to the formatidrsome famous progressive schools,
includingFaure's La Rucheand the Universités Populaires with their everdogrses

for adults), all showed anarchism seeking condtredolutions.



It is, of course, true that there were other fiatlactivity in which only resistance to
established authority was involved. This was sti@aarly with the Ligue
Antimilitariste and other war-resisting organizasan which the anarchists formed the
most active element. Finally, the end of the téstara and the imprisonment of the
celebrated Ortiz did not bring an end to illegadistivities. On the fringe of the
movement, and particularly in the individualisttiao which became relatively strong
after 1900 and began to publish its own sectaragpep

L'Anarchie( 1905-14), there were groups and individuals Vivex largely by crime.
Among them were some of the most original as wea@ne of the most tragic figures in
anarchist history. The gang led by Marius Jacobiaipd successfully for five years,
from 1900 to 1905, carrying out hundreds of roldeand priding itself on robbing only
the unproductive. But there was also the much more sinister Bonangf neo-
Stirnerite individualists, who in 1913 embarkedeooareer of large-scale banditry; most
of its members died in gun battles with the polBet these were exceptions, running
contrary to the generally constructivist tendenoieanarchism during the two decades
after 1894.

Since | have no space to deal fully with all theagations of French anarchist activity in
its most fertile age, | will restrict myself to sething about the organization and press of
the movement, and rather more about anarcho-syisicand its relationship to the
anarchist movement in the narrower sense. For, then1890's onward we are in fact
concerned with two parallel and interconnectingrfeof libertarian doctrine -- or
perhaps even with three if one considers the iddadists, who bitterly opposed the
syndicalist trend and even rejected the anarchisincunism that had preceded it. The
anarchist movement itself remained an organizaifqgeropagandists -- of the word now
rather than of the deed -- adhering for the mosttparopotkin's free communist
doctrine, and organized, as before, in autonomougpg. The distrust of organizational
unity persisted almost to the eve of the First \Wd¥ar. It was only in 1908, under the
stimulus of the Amsterdam International Congres$3df7, that the trend began to
change, and the first efforts at regional orgaioraivere made in northern and central
France. Later, in 1911, a CommunistAnarchist Aiamvas created, weakly supported
by individual members, but from this eventually egssl a National Congress, held in
Paris during August 1913, which created a natiotevwtédération Communiste

"Once Jacob was burgling a house when he realiztdt thelonged to the writer Pierre
Loti; he left without taking anything.

Révolutionnaire Anarchiste. The FCRA's short lifeswerminated by the outbreak of the
First World War, but its successors, under varigarsies, have maintained a precarious
peacetime existence in France down to the present.



The numerical strength of the movement during Wentieth century is hard to

determine owing to the lack of any attempt to kesqords of membership. Sixty groups
took part in the Congress of August 1913, but stheee was opposition to the Congress,
other groups certainly existed. So far as indivisaae concerned, one anarchist leader of
the time, A. Hamon, estimated the adherents ofchian at the turn of the century at
60,000 "or perhaps 100,000," a statement whosewagyeness makes it suspect. Jean
Maitron, in criticizing Hamon, produced figures whisuggested that in the Paris groups
there were just over 500 militants, as there hahlteenty years before, and from such
evidence he contends that the movement in Fransenwéarger in the 1900's than it had
been in the 1880's. However, when one takes irtouat the multiple forms of anarchist
activity which had developed outside the actuappganda groups, and when one
remembers the number of convinced anarchists wirkeslovithin the syndicates, it
seems certain that the active adherents of vakimais were considerably more
numerous than the 3,000 French militants of thedE38hough even the smaller of
Hamon's figures seems far too generous.

Anarchist influence was exerted most powerfullyinigithe decades after 1894 through

its press and through active participation in theé unions. The anarchist press rose
enriched from the persecutions of 1894. Pouget, dwfled to England to avoid the

Trial of the Thirty, continued to publidke Pere Peinardn exile; after his return to

France in 1895 he foundéa Sociale but the next year he resumed the former titld, an
Le Pére Peinaratontinued until 1900, when Pouget abandonedatdier to edit the

daily paper of th&€onfédération Générale du Travaihich revived the old

Proudhonian title oLa Voix du PeupleMeanwhile Jean Grave, conscious that a new era
had begun in anarchist activities, came

back to journalism with the appropriately titil€Edmps Nouveauxvhich was not merely a
replacement ofa Révoltesince it took a fresh direction by supportingnfirthe
beginning the developing trend of anarchosyndinaliSinally, in December 1895,
Sébastien Faure established the most durable thfealiationally distributed anarchist
paperslLe Libertaire which continued to appear, with interruptionsssiby two world
wars, until the late 1950's.

During this period there were also efforts to eemtarchist dailies but, with the

exception olLa Voix du Peuplewhich was a trade-union journal and only partly
anarchist in its orientation, none of them washagy successful. The most important
wasLe Journal du Peupldounded by Sébastien Faure during the heydayeobreyfus
agitation; it printed articles by left-wing socsts as well as by anarchists, and followed a
sharply anticlerical line, but it was never a fingth success and disappeared after ten
months of publication in December 1899. Two yeatsrlFaure founded in Lyons a
second anarchist dailie Quotidienwhich ran for almost three hundred numbers, until
it also failed for lack of adequate support. Chgaolutside the trade unions, the following
of the anarchists was not wide enough to suppgtharg more frequent than weekly



periodicals; even these were always in debt anddhd subsidized by supporting
groups.

It was through the increasing participation of teanarchists in the trade-union
movement during the 1890's that the doctrine ofdmasyndicalism developed; during
the following years it spread beyond France angelgrreplaced anarchist communism
as the dominant libertarian attitude, not onlyhia tatin countries, but also in Germany,
Holland, and Scandinavia.

Neither the basic approach of anarcho-syndicalisnthre forms of action advocated by
its supporters was entirely new. In England of1880's, under the theoretical influence
of Robert Owen, the Grand National Consolidatedi&saJnion had not merely set out
to press the demands of the workers for betteriiond under capitalism; it had also
envisaged the establishment of a

socialized society by means of a movement divofaad political activity. And the
method which the Owenite unionists favored for gimg an end to capitalism and
ushering in the new world was the Grand Nationdiddg of the Working Class -- an
early version of the general strike, conceived aainbcated by the English
restaurantkeeper William Benbow in 1833. Even i@nEe the syndicalist emphasis on
the need for working men to achieve their own kiten dated back to Proudhobs la
Capacité Politique des Classes Ouvriéréarlin and the French Bakuninists had also
recognized before the Paris Commune the role ofrétae unions in the social struggle,
and the general strike had been supported by théviawxist collectivists within the
International, particularly as a means of war-tesise. What was original in anarcho-
syndicalism was its adaptation of these elementn the past to the circumstances of the
industrial world of the late nineteenth centuryd @s creation of a theory that made the
trade union the center of the class struggle asalthle nucleus of the new society. The
emphasis on the syndicate rather than the commautiedasic social unit, and on
industrial action as opposed to conspiratoriahsuirectional action, were the two points
on which the anarcho-syndicalists principally diée from the anarchist communists and
the collectivists.

The trade-union movement began to re-form in Frafiee the legislation of 1884 which
allowed working-class associations for the defefssconomic interests. Almost
immediately the anarchists began to enter the meéeng; among the first of them was
the carpenter Joseph Tortelier, a celebrated oaatbia great advocate of the general
strike as the means to the social revolution.

It was some time, however, before a clearly revohary trend began to appear in the
unions. Their first general organization, the Fatlén Nationale des Syndicats, was
created in 1886; it was a reformist body controldgdhe socialists of Guesde's Parti
Ouvrier. Two years later an anarchist tendency bhég@merge. Encouraged by the



government of Waldeck-Rousseau, which hoped to gaeral peace by courting the
workers, the

unions of Paris founded in 1888 a Bourse de Trawailabor exchange, to compete with
thebureaux de placemenperated in the interests of the employers. It ngzed that the
activities of the Bourses de Travail might modethtemilitancy of the workers; the
reverse happened. The local groupings of uniomaddrby the Bourses appealed to
anarchist decentralism and offered a means of apgdse centralizing tendencies of the
Guesdists within the Fédération Nationale des Syatsli Moreover, the anarchists hoped
that the Bourses would result in union controlheff supply of labor and thus establish a
useful instrument of economic power.

The movement spread rapidly, Bourses de Travaéwet up in many provincial towns,
and the anarchists quickly established control tivemost important. By 1892 there
were enough to form a Fédération des Bourses dail,revhich also the anarchists
effectively infiltrated; in 1894 Fernand Pelloutlcame assistant secretary of the
federation, and in 1895 he rose to the positiogevferal secretary, while another
anarchist, Paul Delesalle, was made his assifafiautier was a brilliant young
journalist who had started as a Radical and mowet the Guesdists; disillusioned by
his experience of political parties, he decided thdustrial action, culminating in the
general strike, was the best protection for thekens in existing conditions and also their
best way toward the eventual social revolutioms #n exaggeration to sayas G. D. H.
Cole has said -- that "Pelloutier founded syndsrall' but it is at least true that his
idealistic and pure-hearted enthusiasm made hifirstsand most important leader. The
anarchists in general brought with them into theiBes de Travail their hatred of the
state and their extreme antimilitarism, represepgaticularly by Georges Yvetot, who
succeeded Pelloutier in the secretaryship of tHergion after the latter's premature
death in 1901.

Meanwhile the anarchists had also begun to peedtnatrival Fédération Nationale des
Syndicats. In alliance with the Blanquists andréhwelutionary socialist group led by
Jean Allemane, they managed to unseat the Guefdistsheir control of the F.N.S.
Collaboration be-

tween the two organizations now became possibteaaa joint Congress at Nantes in
1894 a large majority of the delegates resolvet'tha ultimate revolutionary means is
the general strike," and established a special dtdeencontrolled by the revolutionary
factions, to transmit this millennial idea to thenkers.

An actual amalgamation of the two federations ditltake place immediately (though it
had already been urged at a joint congress in 1888ly because the militants of the
Bourses de Travail were reluctant to abandon thegentralized form of organization. As



a consequence, it was not until 1902 that the sahidt movement in France was finally
united. A first step toward unification was madel895 when thé&édération Nationale
des Syndicatsansformed itself into th€onfédération Générale de Travdiy

providing a structure of two sections -one of nagicsyndicates and the other of local
federations -- it hoped to attract tBeurses de Travaihto affiliation, but Pelloutier and
his followers entered the Confederation for a femnths and withdrew. Meanwhile, in
1898, the C.G.T. planned a dress rehearsal oféhergl strike, in support of a projected
walkout of the railwaymen who, as public servantste excepted from the provisions of
the Trade Union Act which legalized strikes; thiwaymen, however, were intimidated
by the threats of the government, and the greagr@xental general strike ended in a
fiasco which discredited the moderates within th&.T., who had allowed the plans for
the strike to reach the authorities. This enalidedanarchists to strengthen their influence
within the Confederation, and by 1902 the attitudiethe two organizations were
sufficiently close for a union to be achieved.He enlarged C.G.T., a former Blanquist,
Victor Griffuelhes, became secretary-general, batanarchists Yvetot and Delesalle
headed the section Bburses de Travaivhile Pouget headed the section of national
federations and also editéd Voix du Peuple

In the years from 1902 to 1908 the anarchists ete peak of their influence among
the French workers. The C.G.T., of course, was mawempletely anarchist
organization. A large minority of its members rensal

reformist in attitude, while among the revolutiopanajority the anarchists competed
with Blanquists, Allemanists, and a new generatibfpure” syndicalists, of whom
Pierre Monatte was typical, who saw in the militaatie union the only means and the
only end of revolutionary activity. Nor did the CIG as a whole represent a majority
among the workers of France; the anarchosyndidakstreticians rather welcomed this
fact, since they felt that a relatively small orgamtion of dedicated militants could
activate the indifferent masses in a critical ditrg and in the meantime would not lose
their potency by immersion in a mass of inactivelazarriers. The Bakuninist
conception of a revolutionary elite played a coasadble part in anarcho-syndicalist
theory.

During the first decade of the twentieth century @ G.T. set the pace for labor action,
and turned this into a tense period of strikesptead®, police violence, and syndicalist
attempts to undermine the morale of the armed $oeerhaps not very much was
achieved materially in the improvement of workirgnditions, but this did not seem
important to the anarcho-syndicalists; they wisttedreate an atmosphere of struggle, in
which class enmities would sharpen and the wonkerdd learn from experience the
need for a revolutionary solution to the socialljbeo.

In this context of intense strife the revolutionagyndicalists worked out their theories.
Beginning with the conception of a society dividedween producers and parasites, they
saw the syndicates as a union of struggle on thteopthe producers, a union



strengthened by the fact that it bound men by tmeist fundamental bonds -- the bonds
of common work and common economic interests. énndustrial struggle alone the
worker actually confronts his nearest enemy, thpétakst; in that struggle alone can he
practice "direct action," action not perverted biermediaries. In the eyes of the
revolutionary syndicalist, action can be violenptinerwise. It can take the form of
sabotage, of boycott, of the strike. Its highestnfes the general strike, which the
anarchosyndicalists regard as the means of ovearithgmot merely capitalism, but also
the state, and of ushering in

the libertarian millennium. This was a teaching tleenforced the anarchist's traditional
rejection of political action, since the syndicaézmed to provide a practical alternative
to the political party; it also left undiminishedhatred of the state, the church, and the
army, all of which stood in the background as sufgpe of the direct enemy, the
capitalist.

Such a doctrine attracted not only the militantkeos, but also the intellectuals they
distrusted. Among these the most imaginative wasr@&s Sorel. Sorel, whose ideas
were most fully developed in higeflections on Violengdad no direct connection with
the syndicalist movement, and he was repudiatatsitigeoreticians, Pelloutier, Pouget,
Pataud, and Yvetot. He was an engineer by profesgim had become interested in
Marx and then in Bergson, and who tried to comlitireeideas of these very different
philosophers with the practical experience of thadgcalist movement in order to create
his own theory of social development. Accordinghis theory, the class struggle was
valuable because it contributed to the health agaoir\of society, and should be pursued
with violence because -- says Sorel in words teatrsto foreshadow writers like
Malraux and Sartre -- violent action provides exteemoments "when we make an effort
to create a new man within ourselves” and "takes@ssion of ourselves.” These
moments, for Sorel, are the true freedom; he Idokso world that goes beyond them.
And so, while he praises the conception of the gerstrike, he does so not because he
thinks it will ever achieve its millenarian aim,tthecause the idea of its success is an
invaluable "social myth" for sustaining the entfassn of the workers and maintaining
their willingness to take part in the struggle high is everlasting. There are elements of
Sorel that certainly remind one of Proudhon, whavatimired, but he never claimed to
be an anarchist, and his place in anarchist hissopgripheral. For his ideas could have
led him to the right as easily as to the left; mdlehe later became involved in monarchist
and anti-Semitic movements, and eventually foungtlhe among the prophets of Italian
Fascism.

The influence of anarcho-syndicalism reached iigtte

in France round about 1906, with the celebratedt€haf Amiens, which announced the
complete autonomy of the syndicalist movement aardet! all political allegiances,



whether to the right or the left. It began to deelround about 1908. This was partly due
to a series of disastrous strikes which led tartiisonment of the principal
revolutionary-syndicalist leaders -- Griffuelhesuget, Yvetot, and others -- and to their
replacement by the "pure"” syndicalist group led_bgn Jouhaux, which moved steadily
toward the right. As a result, the national uniamich always had an inclination toward
the reformism of the British trade-union movemenédually attained more power

within the Confederation; the anarchists remainetl entrenched within thBourses de
Travail, but their influence over the policy of the C.Gak.a whole declined rapidly from
1909 to 1914, their grasp on key positions weakeaed the organization ceased to bear
their peculiar stamp.

During the anarcho-syndicalist heyday, the striatharchist propaganda groups
continued their work, and the relationship betwtese two currents of the movement
was often strained. From the start the individéalgere opposed to any participation in
trade unions. At the opposite extreme, Jean Gragd emps Nouveauxere in general
sympathetic to the syndicalists.lle LibertaireSébastien Faure maintained for several
years an opposition based on a purist concepti@amafchist communism, but later
shifted to benevolent neutrality. As time went ol ghe younger syndicalists began to
think in terms of a revolution only through industractivity, many of the anarchists
outside the syndicates became disturbed by thervisdia future dominated by
monolithic syndicates, and the debate between Estiaiand Pierre Monatte at the
Amsterdam International Congress of 1907 underlaméddference of viewpoint that
increased as a type of revolutionary syndicalisgabeo evolve whose exponents found
it no longer necessary to declare in any way thié#giance to anarchism.

For anarchist communism and anarcho-syndicaliske ailn France, the First World War
precipitated a decline that had already begun aéyears before. The loudly pro-

claimed antimilitarism of both anarchists and sgatists produced no spectacular effects
when the testing of war came upon them. Most oftiechists of military age went to

the colors without resistance, and many of theidés, including Jean Grave, Charles
Malato, and Paul Reclus, declared their suppatti@fAllies. It is true that Sébastien

Faure and E. Armand, the leading individualistpdttheir ground in opposition, but the
disunity within the movement hastened its decliftee anarchist papers ceased to appear;
the anarchist groups were dissolved; no effectiaeoground movement came into
existence.

When the war was over, the Russian Revolution, thighconcreteness of its
achievement, became an equally disintegrativeenite. Within the C.G.T. it created
vast divisions of opinion. The Communists and #etutionary syndicalists at first
entered into alliance and formeantre Syndicaliste Révolutionnairgthin the
Confederation, of which the anarchists, led byréi&esnard, gained temporary control.
In 1921 the Centre split away to form a rival origation, the C.G.T. Unitaire. Again the
anarcho-syndicalists at first seemed to have tipemipand, and they succeeded in



provoking, in various parts of France, a strike sraent whose failure discredited them
and enabled the Communists to seize control o€tieT.U. at its Saint-Etienne
Congress in 1922. Shortly afterward the C.G.T.lthgd the Profintern, and a further
split ensued, as the anarchists broke away to éoFaderal Union of Autonomous
Syndicates, which allied itself to the Internatibvorkingmen's Association recently
founded in Berlin, and in 1925 became the C.&yndicaliste Révolutionnairdhe
C.G.T.S.R. survived until 1939, but it was neverenihan a small sectarian movement,
and from 1923 onward anarcho-syndicalism playethsignificant part in French
working-class activity.

The decline in the anarchist movement itself wamilitancy rather than in numbers.
Anarchist journals and groups revived after 1918 ,tbe revolutionary glamour which
anarchism in its various forms had almost monopdlim the years from 1880 to 1910
faded in the light of the Russian Revolution, arahgnof the younger activists

deserted to the Communist Party, while no new lesaoestature emerged, and many of
the survivors of the prewar elite were discredligdheir support of the war. French
anarchism took no new directions. It merely follaweith diminished vigor the paths
laid down in the fruitful years after 1894. Witretdecline in importance of the artisan
class which had contributed so greatly to its rankbe past, it seemed out of tune with
the mood of French workers, yet it was kept alargely by the fascination which the
logic of extreme doctrines holds for certain typé&renchmen of all classes.

Yet, if the native libertarian movement becamerallaf living fossil during the years
between 1918 and 1939, Paris and parts of souBrarncte remained notable anarchist
centers because of the willingness of most Freonelemments during the 1920's and the
1930's to give asylum to political refugees. Wayeavave, as the totalitarian nightmare
struck Europe, the foreign anarchists convergeBrance. First they came from Russia,
then from Italy and Germany, and finally from Spaintil, by 1939, there were probably
more foreign than native anarchists on French Bleittor Makhno and Alexander
Berkman died there; Camillo Berneri, the last & ¢neat Italian anarchists, lived there
until his sense of duty called him to a death iaiSpBut these were only transients,
waiting -- usually in vain -- for the day when fane would call them back to the struggle
in their own countries. They had very little infhee on the French movement, and their
presence did nothing to halt the decline that ladecfrom the withering of its roots in
popular life.

I1. Anarchismin Italy

The tendency of anarchist movements to take on thaaacteristics has been
particularly evident in Italy, where the revolutamy attitude developed during the
Risorgimento was one of the shaping influencedherlibertarian movement. The first



anarchist militants in the country were former Mammns or Garibaldians; under the
Savoy monarchy anarchism continued for long peribdsame kind of clandestine life
as the republican movements of the earlier ninéteeentury, and the traditions of
conspiracy, insurrection, and dramatic deeds deeeldy the Carbonari helped to
determine anarchist ways of action. Even the lavganization of the movement
resembled that which the Carbonari assumed undseq@sion, and the typical
libertarian heroes, such as Errico Malatesta anmtb@afiero, lived in the flamboyant
manner of Garibaldi and Pisacane.

But if the movement of national liberation influexltalian anarchism -- and through it,
as we shall see, anarchist methods in other cegntrithe ideas of foreign anarchists in
their turn influenced the general development gbhationary movements in Italy. Even
before the arrival of Bakunin in 1864 the idea®afudhon were already having their
effect on Italian republican thought, particulatiyough the writings and preachings of
that Don Quixote of the Risorgimento, Carlo Pisad@uke of San Giovanni.

Pisacane had played a distinguished part as a yoangn the Revolution of 1848, when
he was Chief of Staff in Mazzini's Army of the Ramf@epublic. In 1857 he

anticipated Garibaldi's Sicilian adventure, butwitore tragic results, by sailing from
Genoa with a small army of republicans in the s&amCagliari and landing on the
coast of Calabria. The local insurgents he had @erpealid not rally to him, and he was
defeated by the Bourbon forces, himself dying uthenbattlefield.

Pisacane became one of the hero-martyrs of thedrisento, but it was only after his
death, with the publication in Paris of his coleztessays (under the title Saggi) that his
libertarian ideas became known widely. During tearg of exile between 1848 and the
fatal Calabrian adventure he had read deeply indhron and Fourier, and had entered
into polemical discussions with Mazzini on the mataf the forthcoming Italian
revolution. Pisacane's attitude was not unlike ¢fi&@akunin during his panSlavist phase;
he looked for a national revolution by means obeia revolution. The peasants must be
aroused before the nation could be free, and thitklonly be done by offering them
economic liberation, liberation from the yoke oéithimmediate tyrants, the landlords.
For this reason Pisacane became a Proudhonianisiotie@ demanded, like Proudhon,
that every man have "the fruit of his own labormgudeed” and that "all other property be
not only abolished but denounced as theft." Pisagafact went beyond Proudhon in the
direction of collectivism, since he wanted indwatglants to become collective property
and the land to be cultivated by the communes ¢h suway that the people should share
equally in the produce of agriculture.

Not only did Pisacane accept Proudhon's basic ecigribeory. He also adopted his
ideas on government, and saw the ultimate aimeofekiolution not as the centralized
state of the Jacobins and the Blanquists, buthesdily just and secure form of
government; the anarchy of Proudhon." He demanuedgimplification of social



institutions, and further declared that "sociepnstituted in its real and necessary
relationships, excludes every idea of governmeéuit'perhaps the most striking link
between Italian anarchism and the earlier traditiointhe Risorgimento is to be found in
Pisacane's advocacy of what later became knowmegsropaganda of the deed.

The propaganda of the idea is a chimera [he wrtiteds result from deeds, not the latter
from the former, and the people will not be freeewlthey are educated, but will be
educated when they are free. The only work a citzan do for the good of the country
is that of co-operating with the material revolatitherefore, conspiracies, plots,
attempts, etc., are that series of deeds by wiadty proceeds toward her goal.

It would be easy to write the history of anarchisnitaly as a record of the effort to carry
out these injunctions. Pisacane left no movemehinblehim. Nevertheless, he had a
great influence on the younger republicans, batbuthh his personal associates and
posthumously through his writings, and that infleehelped to prepare the friendly
reception Bakunin encountered when he reachedrideri@ 1864. It is significant that
among both the Florentine Brotherhood and the mattgsnal Brotherhood later founded
in Naples there were several old comrades of Pigaca

The influence of Proudhon also permeated Italyherhore direct form of mutualism; the
first socialist journal founded in Italyl, Proletario, edited by the Florentine Nicolo lo
Savio , was Proudhonian in inspiration. Howeverjrakrance, the mutualists in Italy
tended toward moderation and conservatism, and ffaet in the development of
anarchism there is negligible. The Italian anar¢hisovement virtually begins with
Bakunin's arrival.

I have shown already how in Florence Bakunin fypalbandoned his early pan-Slavism
and adopted anarchism as his revolutionary doctraga consequence, the birth of
anarchism in Italy coincided with the birth of timernational anarchist movement in its
rudimentary prototype, the Florentine Brotherhobtave also told what little is known
of that short-lived organization, and | have debed its successor, the International
Brotherhood, as an event in Bakunin's life anchminternational development of
anarchism. Here | shall discuss the InternationedtBerhood in so far as it can be
regarded as an Italian movement.

In the constitutional documents drawn up by Bakunin

and his immediate associates, the Italian secfidimeoBrotherhood was variously called
La Societa per La Rivoluzione Democratica SocéddLa Societa dei Legionari della
Rivoluzione Sociale Italiand here is no reason to suppose that these weagagep
organizations; Bakunin's passion for high-soundithgs is enough to explain the
duplication. The high command of the society seenigve coincided roughly with



Bakunin's Central Committee of the InternationadtBerhood in Naples. Several
members of this caucus of initiated militants wiater to play considerable parts in
anarchist history. Giuseppe Fanelli, a veteran8d8] was actually a deputy of the Italian
parliament, but he fell so far under Bakunin's ksihelt later he went on a strange but
successful mission to convert the Spanish massasairehism. Saverio Friscia, a Sicilian
homeopathic physician, was also a member of thenBbeaof Deputies, but more
important to the International Brotherhood as aykthird degree Freemason with great
influence in the lodges of southern ItalyCarlo Gambuzzi, a Neapolitan lawyer, was to
become a close personal friend of Bakunin anddherlof his wife Antonia, as well as
remaining for many years an active leader of thkalt anarchist movement. The last
important member of this early elite was Albertac@iyianother young Neapolitan
lawyer.

The size of the movement which these men led id ttaestimate, largely because of the
pretentiousness of its paper organization. AndtaCentral Committee was created, and
the whole country was optimistically divided integions, in each of which the members
would be controlled by a general staff appointedigyCentral Committee; at this stage
the Bakuninists, while accepting generally anatahideas of organization for society
after the revolution, had not yet shaken free ftbenauthoritarian forms of conspiratorial
tradition within their own organization. Howeverseems clear that the only parts of
Italy where branches of the Brotherhood becameecti

"Bakunin himself, like Proudhon, was a Freemasatudy has yet to be made of the
links between Continental Freemasonry and the eawdychist movement.

were the city of Naples and the towns of Palerntb $¢iacca in Sicily; no reliable
figures for the membership of any of these growpst gbut they were probably small. In
addition, a few of Bakunin's old associates in &hwe may have adhered as individual
members to the Brotherhood, but there is no tréeeRborentine branch. Even the
sections that existed seem to have languishedassasoBakunin left Naples for Geneva
in August 1867, and it is safe to assume thatrberhational Brotherhood, which was
not formally dissolved until 1869, became in Itadg, elsewhere, a skeleton organization
of Bakunin's immediate associates.

During these early years the association betwe&nra and his Italian followers was
close. Fanelli, Friscia, and Tucci all accomparhigd into the League for Peace and
Freedom and later resigned with him to become fmgnhchembers of the International
Alliance of Social Democracy. Fanelli, Gambuzzic@iyand Friscia, with Raffaele

Mileti of Calabria and Giuseppe Manzoni of Florenfoemed the nucleus of the National
Committee of the Alliance. Again, it is difficuld tsay what strength the Alliance attained
in Italy, since early in 1869 the organization wiéssolved, and its branches
automatically became sections of the Internatidaikingmen's Association. The



Italian militants had opposed this move, but it frasn this time -- the early months of
1869 -- that an influential anarchist movement Inetgaarise in Italy.

At first it was restricted to the Mezzogiorno, ghé most active branch was in Naples,
under the leadership of Gambuzzi and the tailoiaBteCaporosso. Many local artisans
joined it, and at the Basel Congress of the Intéwnal, in September 1869, Caporosso
reported a membership of six hundred. Two monttes,léhe Naples section founded the
first Italian anarchist journal, Eguaglianza, edited by the ex-priest Micheland&fatuti,
whose ideas seem to have anticipated those devklaige by Georges Sorel, since he
maintained that strikes were useful only becausg tleveloped the spirit of solidarity
among the workers.

After three months L'Eguaglianza was suppressdtidpolice, but the Neapolitan
section continued to flourish.

Indeed, after intervening in a leather workerskstit expanded so rapidly that early in
1870 the local police reported a membership of@,@her branches appeared in the
Campania and Sicily, but it was still some timedoefthe movement spread to the rest of
Italy. In fact, police persecutions, the imprisomtef Gambuzzi and Caporosso, and the
discovery ofagents provocateuramong the members of the Naples section resuitad i
decline even in the South.

In the middle of 1871, however, a new group of taiilts appeared, different in character
from those veterans of earlier struggles who had gathered around Bakunin. The
leaders among them, Carlo Cafiero, Errico Malatestid Carmelo Palladino, were all
young men in their early twenties, the educated sdrsouthern Italian landowners; all
of them came from regions where peasant povertyandemic ( Cafiero and Palladino
from Apulia and Malatesta for Capua in the Campguieey were in fact the Italian
equivalents of the conscience-stricken Russianemodh who in the same decade felt the
burning urge to "go to the people.” Their sensmjoistice done to the poor and the
defenseless made them intolerant of the pietikt@alism of Mazzini, and -- with
Garibaldi aging and reluctant to become involvedimgn the struggle -- Bakunin was
the leader to whom they turned, though Cafieroeftiroriefly with Engels and Marx. The
triumvirate of Cafiero, Malatesta, and Palladincorstructed the section of the
International in the Mezzogiorno, but their worlopeeded slowly, hampered by further
police persecution, and might have come to liftdazzini had not decided on a course
of action that played into the hands of Bakunin gade him the opportunity to intervene
massively in Italian left-wing politics.

In his old age Mazzini had become steadily moreseorative and more distrustful of the
activist elements within the Italian republican rament. He was disturbed by the
growing influence of socialism in Europe, and hd hlkeady denounced the Paris
Commune for its godlessness and its denial ofried®nalism. Now he turned against



the International, and attacked it similarlyLia Roma del Popolo. Many of his own
followers, who had

admired the heroism of the Communards and knewsthrae of the best of them were
Internationalists, were repelled by his attituded ane of the left-wing republican
journals,ll Gazzetino Rossof Milan, published on July 24, 1871, a sharpydmm
Bakunin, entitledThe Reply of an Internationalist to Giuseppe MazBakunin accused
the veteran leader of "turning his back on the eafghe proletariat” at a time when it
had suffered the horrors of the last days of them@ane. Immediately after completing
this article, Bakunin, who realized that at thismamt the influence of anarchism in Italy
was in the balance, set to work on a much longeayesentitledviazzini's Political
Theology and the Internationalhich appeared in the autumn of 1871.

The immediate effect of these polemics was a spoéatternationalist organization,
which now began to break out of the Mezzogiorno iatalits later strongholds in
Tuscany, Romagna, and the Marches. On October fi8r€gave Engels a list of towns
in which Internationalist activity had begun; thagluded, besides the old southern
centers, Florence, Parma, Ravenna, Pisa, TurignyiRome, and Bologna. How many
of these towns had active sections at this tinsehard to tell, but when the Jura
Federation issued its Sonvillier Circular agaihgt General Council in November 1871,
branches in Bologna, Milan, and Turin supporteadohg with those in southern lItaly.

About this time, however, a rapid change beganuBakhad circulated at a Mazzinian
congress of workers in November 1871 a fresh pastghnititiedCircular to My Italian
Friends which induced some of the delegates to withdramfthe congress rather than
condone Mazzini's attitude. In the following mordhmovement ofFascio Operaio
(Workers' Unions) appeared in central Italy; thisvement was from the beginning
socialistically inclined, and in February 1872 ahgaing of its members from Ravenna,
Lugo, and Forli allied themselves to the Internaaip adopting the anarchist demand for
autonomous communes. In the following month thetén Romagna sections of the
Fascio called together in Bologna the first anatcpathering that was really national in
scope, since there were also delegates from Naples,

Genoa, Mantua, and Mirandola. The congress wasrdded by a group of young
Romagnols, headed by Andrea Costa, a student iqiyy who had been led into the
International by his enthusiasm for the Paris Comenand who was to join Malatesta
and Cafiero among the moving spirits of Italianrah&m during the greater part of the
1870's.

The Bologna Congress destroyed any hope the Manxiay have had of establishing
their influence, for the present at least, in tasaent Italian socialist movement. On the
guestion of political action which divided Marx aBdkunin its delegates voted against



participation in elections and stated pointedIyt thay authoritarian government is the
work of the privileged to the detriment of the disérited classes.” They also declared in
favor of a general insurrection aimed at the sotubf the social problem.
Organizationally, the Congress resulted in the afion of a Federation of the Bologna
Region, which shelved any decisions in the Marx«Bak struggle by deciding to remain
autonomous and to treat the General Council andufree Federation equally as
corresponding bureaus. Marx and Engels, who baligvat whoever was not with them
was against them, decided that the Italians hathasked themselves as pure
Bakuninists"; as time quickly showed, they were woing.

The Romagna now became the center of anarchiganal, largely because of Costa's
energetic organizational work. In the rest of Italgny sections of the International were
formed, but there was little regional coordinatiercept in Umbria, and it was only the
initiative of the Romagnols and of Fanelli in Nagplanxiously prodded by Bakunin --
who wished to consolidate his forces for the stleigy the International -- that brought
the anarchists of the country together in a natiooagress. This congress, which met at
Rimini on August 4, 1872, was of historic importansince it not merely established the
anti-authoritarian tendency of socialism in Itaby &lmost a decade, but also decided
indirectly the fate of the International as a whole

Twenty-one sections were represented, and theitdison showed the geographical
shifts that were taking

place in anarchist influence. The once-dominantadgiorno sent delegates for only two
sections; in this region of poverty-stricken peasamarchism had been unable to make
any advances outside the larger towns. ExceptrferRoman section, the rest of the
delegates came from the north-central provinc&omagna, Tuscany, Umbria, and
Emilia. Milan, whose delegate, Vincenzo Pezza, Wasving to recent imprisonment,
sent a message couched in fervently anti-MarxisigeBoth generations of militants
were represented among the delegates -- Fanellrasecla from the old republican left,
and Costa, Cafiero, and Malatesta from the youggeeration.

The Congress established the Italian Federatidneointernational as a simple network
of autonomous sections, whose only common organgdiae correspondence and
statistical bureaus. The customary anarchist résakiagainst political action were
passed unanimously, and then, in its third dayCibegress moved on to the question of
its relations to the General Council and its adfii¢tio the Hague Congress. Bakunin and
his followers in the Spanish and Jura federati@tsurged the Italians to send as many
delegates as possible to The Hague, but, led bfyaheoratory of Cafiero and Costa, the
Italians passed a drastic comprehensive resolutiamich they broke off "all solidarity
with the General Council in London," refused toramkledge the Hague Congress, and
called upon all Internationalists who shared tbeiposition to authoritarian methods to
send representatives to a separate anti-authantaangress in Neuchatel. Thus the



Italian Federation, the last to be founded in ifeedf the old International, was the first
to begin the breakaway which all the anarchistswimetheir hearts was inevitable.

The ltalians kept to their resolution not to suppbe Hague Congress. Carlo Cafiero
went there, but only as an observer; when he retutimrough Switzerland he met four
other delegates from Italy and participated inGmagress at Saint-Imier which
confirmed the breach with the Marxist sectionshef international.

The militancy displayed by the Italian anarchidttha Rimini Congress did not diminish
during the following

months. They not only severed their connectionk tieé Marxists; they also refused any
alliances with the left-wing republicans, and daihew nearer to a consistently
Bakuninist attitude. This implied not merely anigtence on libertarian forms of social
and economic organization; it meant also the dewcithat, as one clandestine journal
declared, "today propaganda is no longer enough;w® must organize ourselves for
the struggle.” Clearly, the insurrectional struggkes meant. As its attitude became more
extreme, the anarchist movement in Italy also gsganger, and when the second
national congress took place in Bologna in March3l8ts fifty-three delegates
represented one hundred fifty sections, seven tamesany as had been represented
seven months before at the first congress.

This rapid growth of the Federation was observethbytalian government with
concern; the Minister of the Interior sent instroies to the provincial authorities to
destroy the International in their regions. Thagmlaided the Bologna Congress and
arrested Cafiero, Costa, and Malatesta, but thaireng delegates merely shifted the
meeting place and carried on their deliberationt) suitably defiant resolutions
attacking the persecution to which they had beéjested. Apart from the reaffirmation
of general principles, the most important resolutopted by the 1873 Congress was
one calling for propaganda work among the peasantse hope of tapping that great
reservoir of "fourteen million peasants in Lombaedayl the southern provinces who are
in agony because of fever and hunger and anxi@vsdjt the hour of emancipation.” The
attempt to carry out this hope and spur the peagargction was to have a great
influence on future anarchist activity.

In nineteenth-century Italy there was nothing diglttable or even fearful about police
persecution. The sufferings of the heroes of tle@igimento had made it almost a badge
of worth and the efforts of the government to stampthe International merely brought
new recruits to its sections, so that by the emdynths of 1874, which was to be one of
the dramatic years of Italian anarchism, the pddicd the anarchists -- preparing separate



estimates -- came to roughly the same conclusi@at;the membership of the
International had grown to more than 30,000. Moegpawing largely to the activities of
Costa, who was in constant contact with Bakuniis, sinall army of anarchists was at
last united by an organizational network which @ped through ten regional federations,
extending into every district of Italy and everoifBardinia.

It was at this time that the Italian anarchistsidied to shift the center of their activities
from the congress halls to the open field of retiohary struggle. Not until 1876 did
Cafiero and Malatesta actually emerge as missiesafi the Propaganda by Deed,
carrying it as a new gospel to the rest of therirgg@onal anarchist movement. In that
year Malatesta declared in tBelletin of the Jura Federation: "The Italian Federation
believes that thasurrectionary deeddestined to affirm socialist principles by acss,
the most efficacious means of propaganda.” Pickeloltheoreticians in France and
Spain, this Italian viewpoint dominated Europeaarahist activities during the 1880's.
But as a matter of practical tactics it emergediftbe circumstances of the Italian
movement as early as 1873.

The anarchists had now gained a considerable pogpugort, but -- remembering

Italian revolutionary traditions -- they realizéwhat they could only sustain their position

if they dramatically rivaled the feats of the Galitians and the Mazzinians. "Violent
action,” said Andrea Costa in recollection of theags, "was considered...a necessity...to
pose the problem, to show the new ideal aboveltheres.” The winter of 1873-4 was
one of distress and unrest, and its strikes anddmnutemonstrations gave the anarchists
an opportunity to demonstrate their directaction@ma small scale. But this was not
enough; a deliberately planned program of actios meeded, and for this purpose the
militant leaders of the Federation revived Bakunoid idea of a secret inner
organization to initiate insurrectionary action.cacdingly, toward the end of 1873 they
established, as a shadow group within the Intesnatj an Italian Committee for the
Social Revolution, which acted entirely by clandesmeans. Its purpose was to provoke
a group of well-planned risings

in carefully selected parts of Italy, which it wagped might set going by chain reaction a
whole series of regional insurrections in which $eetions of the International would
guide the mass uprisings toward a general socralugon.

The Committee for the Social Revolution plannecktorate action for the summer of
1874. On the night of August 7-8, the anarchisthefRomagna would seize Bologna,
and the news of their success would be the sigmaldings in Rome, Florence, Palermo,
and Leghorn, and also in the country districts ptita and Sicily, after which it was
hoped that the conflagration might spread acradg &nd the "social liquidation” be
accomplished. It was a fearsome project, but thlwpeance of the Internationalists was
far from equal to their intentions. Through infomsiehe police gained a fair knowledge
of their plans, and before the day of the greatgithey arrested Andrea Costa, the key
organizer of the insurrection. The conspiracy heenbscotched: it had not been



destroyed, and on the morning of August 7 a proatam of the Italian Committee for
the Social Revolution appeared in towns and cthesughout Italy, calling on the
workers "to fight to the death for the abolitionesfery privilege and the complete
emancipation of mankind."

The plans for the Bologna insurrection were elatgor& thousand Bolognese would
gather at two points outside the city, where theyld be joined by three thousand
insurgents from other cities of the Romagna. Thigedrforce would march in two
columns into the city, where Bakunin was waitingdim them; one column would attack
the arsenal -- two sergeants had already promisttddw open the gates -- and then
distribute the arms to the other insurgents, whihéhmeantime would have raised
barricades out of materials already collected gtdants.

The Bolognese rebels gathered in considerable nsibeat of the forces from other
cities who had promised to gather at Imola, leas tiwo hundred arrived out of the
expected three thousand. These set off for Boldaumiathey were intercepted on the way
by carabinieri and

troops, and those who escaped arrest fled intbitlse The Bolognese, having waited in
vain for the supporting column, buried their armshe fields and dispersed. The
projected risings in other Italian cities were fraged by the action of the alerted police,
and only in Apulia did Malatesta quixotically raitee standard of revolt even when his
hopes were clearly doomed to disappointment. Tisesevry humor in his own
description of the event which shows the qualityhi§ man who was soon to become the
real leader of Italian anarchism and to remainosdn&lf a century.

Several hundred confederates had promised to Gastel del Monte. | arrived there, but
of all those who had sworn to come, we found weevagrly six in number. It does not
matter, the case of arms is opened; it is fullldfrouzzle-loadersyon fa nientewe arm
ourselves and declare war on the Italian army. dVglit the campaign for several days,
seeking to involve the peasants on our side, biltowt getting any response. The second
day, we had a fight with eight carabinieri, whaé@lron us and imagined that we were
very numerous. Three days later we saw that we sigreunded by soldiers; there was
but one thing to do. We buried the guns and dedidelisperse. | hid myself in a hay
wagon and thus succeeded in getting out of theetarane.

Malatesta was actually arrested at Pesaro on hisyadh toward Switzerland, and

joined the other anarchist leaders in prison. Tina fesult of the great plan for social
liquidation was that the International in Italy wagpled for many months. Most of its
active militants were behind bars or in exile séstions were dispersed, and its press was
suppressed. On the other hand, the insurgents \yoeaadeal of popular sympathy, not
because they were anarchists, but because theyefiad the government of Victor
Emmanuel, and the consistent acquittal by resplecjales of these men who were
obviously guilty before the law, became a cumukapwpular gesture against a regime



that had done little to improve economic and soeidk. By June 1876 all the insurgents
had been found "not guilty" and set free; their

main suffering had been from the law's delay, wiiept some of them almost two years
in prison without trial. Reinvigorated by the prgpada success of the trials, with their
interminable revolutionary orations -- Andrea Caaltane stayed in the witness box for
three days -and by the return of the most activgamis to public life, the International
began in 1876 to rebuild its organization. Regidaderations were reconstructed and
held conferences in Bologna, in Florence, in Jesmolested by the police. The anarchist
press revived with the appearancél ®fuovo Risveglion Leghorn andl Martello in
Fabriano. Finally, a national congress was caltedate October in Florence. This time
the police again moved into action, fearing -- m@tending to fear -- that the real aim of
the congress would be to plan another series adings. Andrea Costa and other
delegates were arrested at the station as thexgdiin Florence, while the congress
meeting hall was occupied by the police. But alnfiftst delegates still remained at
liberty, and the congress finally took place in@a among the foothills of the
Apennines, with the rain falling steadily throughthe day.

Cafiero and Malatesta dominated the congress, addruheir influence the delegates
adopted an intransigently insurrectional and afitipal program. More important,
theoretically at least, was a resolution which sbdwhe Italians moving away from
Bakuninist collectivism toward anarchist communism:

Each must do for society all that his abilitie®allhim to do, and he has the right to
demand from society the satisfaction of all hisdsgén the measure conceded by the
state of production and social capacities.

But, whatever their thoughts on such economic duestthe dreams of the revolutionary
deed which would act like the stone precipitatingagalanche still haunted the minds of
the anarchist leaders. Despite the failure of thali&n rising in 1874, Cafiero and
Malatesta remained convinced that there was confibeishaterial in the hearts of the
southern Italian peasants, and in the summer of 1&fer elaborate preparations, they
set up their headquarters

in the mountain village of San Lupo, near Benevamthhe Campania. They had
recruited the Russian revolutionary Stepniak, ded a mountain guide named Salvatore
Farina, who turned out in the end to be a polige Bis activities led to the arrival of the
carabinieri before the conspirators' plans had red{wand, after a brisk gun battle in
which one of the police was mortally wounded, twesik anarchists loaded their
equipment on mules and set off into the Apennifies days later, on the morning of
August 8 -- it was a Sunday -- the little troop @sled into the village of Letino

carrying their red-and-black flags. In the preseoicthe assembled peasants, Cafiero



deposed King Victor Emmanuel, and his companiotensaly burned the local tax
records. The villagers applauded the latter act,Father Fortini, the priest of Letino,
welcomed the anarchists as "true apostles serteblydrd to preach his divine law." The
muskets of the militia were distributed, and Cafiekhorted the people to make use of
them and assure their own liberty. Then, guide&&ther Fortini, the anarchist band set
off for the next village of Gallo, where Father Taumini came out to welcome them, and
went from house to house, shouting to the peopiear’' nothing. They are honest folk.
There has been a change in the government andithing of the register.” In Gallo the
insurgents not only burned the tax records, but afgpropriated the cash in the
collector's safe and smashed the meter that asiséstax on flour at the local mill. All
this delighted the peasants; it was good pracéicibn that might save them a few lire in
taxes owing to the confusion that would result. Beither the men of Letino nor the men
of Gallo were inclined to take up arms for the @audhey remarked very reasonably that,
while they were grateful to the insurgents for wiiaty had done, their parishes could not
defend themselves against the whole of Italy. "Tiwow the soldiers will come and
everybody will be shot." Their prophesies werelgarbrrect. A battalion and a half of
infantry, two squadrons of cavalry, and two comparaf Bersaglieri were deployed
against the tiny band of insurgents, who took cagrgn to the mountains. They were
drenched with rain, walked into snowdrifts, and

eventually got lost in the fog. Finally they toakuge in a peasant house, and there they
were surrounded and captured, too exhausted to argkeffective resistance. Their
comic little attempt was prophetic of the fate naechist efforts to reach the Italian
peasantry; unlike the landworkers of southern Sghose of southern Italy were
impervious to libertarian messianism, and anarchisitaly was to remain for the most
part a movement of the smaller cities.

The Benevento rising set going another cycle okegowental repression --
imprisonments, bannings of papers and organizatfotiswed by the customary
acquittals of internationalist prisoners by jurestile to the Savoy monarchy. By the
end of the year the legally suppressed Interndtiwaa reorganizing itself and in April
1878 a secret congress in Pisa decided on a "densuarection” on a national scale,
"without heeding the sacrifices, since the dayoisfar distant when the armed proletariat
will bring about the downfall of whatever remairfdee bourgeoisie, throne, and altar.”
A series of local congresses dutifully approvedglaa, but the failures of Bologna and
Apulia and Benevento had sapped the enthusiasweoftbe most militant
insurrectionists, and the plans for a country-wiglelution never got beyond the talking
stage.

Instead, perhaps as a result of collective frustnatndividual acts of violence began. On
November 17, 1878, as the new King Umberto wadrdgithrough the streets of Naples,
a cook named Giovanni Passanante jumped on hiagamnd tried to stab him with a
knife engraved with the words, "Long live the imational republic.” There was no
evidence linking Passanante with any anarchistmgrout popular opinion -- perhaps not



unjustifiably -- saw a connection between his act the exhortations which had
appeared recently in the libertarian papers tordgsall kings, emperors, presidents of
republics, priests of all religions,” as "true emesrof the people.” On the day
immediately following Passanante's attempt a borab thrown into a monarchist parade
in Florence and four people were killed; two dagtel another bomb exploded in the
midst of a crowd in Pisa, without any fatal

result. There is a strong possibility that the bamBlorence may have been thrown by
anagent provocateuit is certain that the Pisan bomb was thrown ibyaaarchist.

These acts became the excuse for an even greasecpeon of the International. By the
end of 1878 every anarchist militant of standingether or not suspected of complicity
in the terrorist acts, was either in prison orxiles and the government attempted to
persuade the courts to consider the Internatiamalsaociation of malefactors, which
would automatically justify the detention of its mieers. This attempt failed, since the
courts realized that the International itself coudd be held responsible for the acts of
individuals who -- like Passanante -- might notretselong to it, but the result of the
relentless pressure which the police maintainethduhe winter of 1878 and the spring
of 1879 was the final breakup of the Internaticasbn organization.

Its failure to revive was due largely to the fdwttthe dynamic young leaders who had
guided the movement through the years between a8@1.877 were no longer active in
Italy. Cafiero and Malatesta were both in exiles tormer presiding over the group of
expatriates who gathered in Lugano, and the ledtgging through Europe and the
Levant in search of revolutionary adventure. Evemenserious than their absence was
the defection of Costa. In 1877 Costa went to éisedongress of the Saint-Imier
International at Verviers, and there he followedcollaboration with Paul Brousse, a
consistently extremist line. Shortly afterwardPiaris, he was arrested and imprisoned
for two years for activities in connection with trevival of the anarchist movement
there. In 1879, while still in prison, he announbésiabandonment of anarchism, and
wrote a letter, which the moderate socialist Bignpublished inll Plebe of Milan,
announcing that he now believed in political actibhough it is impossible to trace the
mental evolution by which Costa reached his chamggalpoint, it is significant that
already in 1877 he had turned so far against iestianism that he tried to persuade
Cafiero and Malatesta to give up their plans fer Benevento rising. Costa was to turn
his great eloquence

and his popularity in the Romagna to the causeadigmentary socialism; in 1882 he
was elected to the Chamber of Deputies, and ddin@dollowing years he played a
leading part in creating the Socialist Party iryita



All of Costa's close associates among the anarehistdenounced him. But one at least
of them, Cafiero, eventually followed him into apass/; in March 1882 he unexpectedly
issued a statement in Milan calling upon the Itabaarchists to adopt social democracy,
and shortly afterward he supported the candidafiparliamentary socialists. However,
his former friends found a charitable explanationGafiero's defection when, in the
spring of 1883, he was found wandering naked irthe outside Florence; he never
recovered his sanity, and died in 1892 in a mdraaie, haunted by the thought that the
windows of his room might be giving him more thas jast share of sunlight.

Costa's defection was the result of personal ctiowis, but it coincided with a general
shift toward parliamentary socialism among the woskin Italy; from 1878 onward the
anarchists became a dwindling minority. It is ttiat in December 1880, when a
socialist congress of delegates from fifteen narth&lian cities met in the Ticinese
town of Chiasso, the anarchist refugees from Lugssnoired a victory for their point of
view. Cafiero, as chairman of the congress, adeacaloquently the policy of political
abstention, and the anarchists received a newanddable recruit in the person of
Amilcare Cipriani, an ever-young veteran of thedRigmento who had fought with
Garibaldi at Aspromonte and had just returned fiew Caledonia, where he had been
transported for his part in the Paris Commune as @ipriani who drafted a declaration
to which the great majority of the congress adhededlaring that only an armed
insurrection offered any hope for the Italian warkiclass. But this declaration was
principally the work of exiles who were already meing to lose sight of the realities of
Italy in the dawning 1880's, and its ineffectualitgs shown by its scanty outcome in real
action.

The exiles in Lugano actually set up a new Revohary Committee and -- if the police
reports can be trusted --

planned an uprising in the Romagna for the nexhgpn which Italian anarchists would
be assisted by a legion of Russian political exaled French ex-Communards, led by
Cipriani. It is certain that Cafiero and Cipriamossed the border and went secretly to
Rome in January 1881, but Cipriani was arrestdiimmini and Cafiero returned over the
border.

By this time anarchist activity in Italy had in fadeclined to the sporadic functioning of
local groups, with little regional and no natiopaganization remaining. At the
International Congress of 1881 only two Italianedgites were present, Malatesta and
Saverio Merlino, a young lawyer who had been Malate schoolfellow and had been
brought into the movement through his intereshandase of the Benevento insurgents.
Malatesta represented one regional federationgfhitiscany, and about sixteen
individual groups, mostly in the Mezzogiorno, Piea) and the Romagna, were also
represented. But neither Malatesta nor Merlino Inedoshdates from groups in such
former anarchist strongholds as Bologna, Rome, i@rMOn the other hand, Malatesta
represented expatriate groups in Constantinopleséilées, Geneva, and Alexandria.



Here already emerges a pattern that was to chaeactealian anarchism for at least a
quarter of a century. There were many individuarahists in Italy during this period,
and they continued to form local groups, but, gatitough police persecution and partly
through a distrust of organization, they rarelynfed federations like those of the 1870's.
A deceptive appearance of rich activity was givegnhe number of anarchist journals
which appeared. For the six years from 1883 to 1&89nstance, Max Nettlau, that
indefatigable bibliographer, lists thirteen citissvhich such papers were published; all
of these journals, however, were ephemeral, somvgwg only for a single issue and
the longest-lived lasting no more than a few monfiosa great extent anarchism in Italy
was how maintained by the phenomenal activity f@vaindividuals, among whom
Merlino and Malatesta were particularly promineuatidg the 1880's and 1890's. The
groups that existed were constantly disappearidgchanging their membership not only
because of govern-

mental suppression, but also because the anarshestsd the urge of so many other
Italians at this period to emigrate where there thiaschance of a better living.

What distinguished the Italians from anarchiststbier countries is the extent to which,
in emigrating, they became the missionaries of tidelas. Men and women like
Malatesta, Merlino, Pietro Gori, Camillo Bernerdams daughter, Marie Louise Berneri,
exerted a continuing influence on internationalrehiat thought and activity down to the
middle of the present century. Throughout the LéWaa first anarchist groups were
Italian, while in Latin America and the United Ststthe Italian immigrants played a
very great part in spreading anarchist ideas duhedl890's, and published more
expatriate journals than all the other nationaligeoput together.

Furthermore, though the Italian anarchist leadsrd, particularly Malatesta, were
opposed to deeds of individual terrorism, Italigsassins acquired a dubious fame
during the later years of the nineteenth centuryte relentlessness with which they
acted as self-appointed executioners of headstd# st many parts of Europe. Caserio's
assassination of the French president, Sadi Cam»894, was only the first of a series
of spectacular political murders carried out byidtes. In 1897 Michele Angiolillo
traveled to Spain and shot the reactionary prim@star, Antonio Canovas. In 1898
Luigi Luccheni carried out one of the most abomlaads all political assassinations by
stabbing the tragic and gentle Empress Elizabe#kusfria in Geneva. And in 1900 King
Umberto of Italy, who had already escaped two gitenwas finally shot by Gaetano
Bresci as he was attending a country fete in MoSeaerio, Angiolillo, and Luccheni all
appear to have been obsessional fanatics who antdtir own initiative from a desire
to strike at the symbolic figureheads of the systémjustice and authority they
detested; Bresci, on the other hand, seems tolleethe chosen agent of an anarchist
group in Paterson, New Jersey.



But though the acts of these assassins helpede¢cagiarchism its bad name and
provided excuses for continued persecution of tbeament in general by the Italian
government, they were by no means typical of the

movement during the 1880's and 1890's. There wler ttalian anarchists who traveled
abroad in the hope of setting up Utopian colonibgwwould show by experiment the
possibility of living in voluntary communism. Theost famous was the Cecilia Colony
in Brazil. A number of anarchists left Italy in Frelry 1890 to take up land granted to
them by the Brazilian government in accordance watipolicy of encouraging
immigration. A successful beginning was made dutimggfirst year, and by the spring of
1891 some two hundred people were living and warkithe colony. But it lasted only
four years; by the middle of 1894 the last of ismibers had departed. Its failure was due
to a number of causes; undoubtedly the unsuitglafithe land allocated to the colonists
was one of them, but even more important werertbeeasingly bitter differences of
opinion which arose over every conceivable poirdaifon and organization, and which
in the end divided the community -- as so many oteenmunities have been divided --
into irreconcilable factions.

The majority of the Italian anarchists, howeverreweeither individualist assassins nor
community-minded Utopians; at this period, whethdtaly or abroad, they combined
agitation with a precarious economic existence,thactareer of Malatesta during these
years, while exceptional in its dramatic adventsrass, seems almost to epitomize the
character of the movement after the collapse ofritegnational at the end of the 1880's.

Malatesta, who -- despite the legends that quickygtallized around him -- was in no
way connected with the Tyrant of Rimini, came af #outhern Italian landowning class.
As a medical student at the University of Naplesjdined in the student republican
movement and was expelled for taking part in dermatisns. Soon afterward he became
an anarchist, and from his conversion he decidetibordinate all his other interests to
the revolutionary cause. He learned the electrieiitade, and when his parents left him
property in Capua he got rid of it immediately byiigg the houses to the tenants.

Malatesta's activities in Italy during the 187@ich we have already described, were
punctuated by his earliest

expeditions abroad. After being acquitted in cotinacwith the Apulian uprising in

1874, he wandered for two years around the Meditean, conspiring in Spain and
trying vainly to reach Bosnia in order to take parthe revolt against the Turks which
broke out in 1875. He was back in Italy to lead Bemevento insurrection of 1877, but
after his acquittal in connection with this affag set off again on his wanderings, which
took him from Alexandria through Syria and TurkeyGreece, hunted by the police and
founding Italian anarchist groups in almost evesyrdry he entered. After a brief



interlude in Rumania he traveled for a while in Brench-speaking countries, and in
Paris challenged the renegade anarchist Jules &uealleady a leading parliamentary
socialist -to a duel which never took place. Finatle reached London in time for the
International Congress of 1881. There he encoutht€ediero, and collaborated with him
in the short-livednsurrezione probably the first expatriate Italian anarchatrpal to
appear outside Switzerland.

Malatesta did not return to Italy until 1883, wHesand Merlino tried to reorganize the
International so as to counter the growing inflleen€ Costa and his political
propaganda. Under their influence the groups in &dftorence, and Naples were
strengthened, and Malatesta founded a joutreaQuestione Sociale, devoted

particularly to attacking the Socialist Party. Shoafterward he and Merlino were
arrested; they were tried at Rome in February E&#received sentences of three years'
imprisonment for belonging to a forbidden orgari@atwhile fifty-eight Florentines

who signed a statement in support of them werengilvety months each. The sentences
were appealed, and eventually, a year later, reluocghe meantime the prisoners were
free, and carried on their propaganda activitig tire cholera epidemic of 1885 broke
out in Naples. Then Malatesta and his friends imatety set out for the stricken city,
where they worked with a complete disregard foirtben safety until the end of the
epidemic. The Italian government is said to haveretl Malatesta a medal, but it did not
think of wiping out his sentence, and accordingdyamd many of his Florentine
comrades escaped to Argentina

before the time came for surrendering themselvélse¢@ourt. The Malatesta legend tells
how, being watched constantly by the police, heliatself nailed into a case which was
supposed to contain a sewing machine, and in thiswas carried on board the ship of a
friendly captain.

In Buenos Aires Malatestaund the beginnings of a movement inspired bgrett

Mattei, an emigrant from Leghorn who in 1884 fouthdieeCircolo
ComunistaanarchicoMalatesta opened a mechanical workshop and redta

Questione Sociajavith a missionary intent typical of him, he mata bilingual
Spanish-Italian journal. When funds ran short, Medta and a group of his comrades set
off on a prospecting expedition in the wilds of&ginia. They actually found gold in one
of the rivers, but were almost immediately dispesed by a company which had bribed
the government officials to transfer the concession

Malatesta returned to Europe in the summer of 1B@&3settled in Nice, whence he
hoped to influence affairs in his own country bylighing a magazinéssociazongo

be distributed clandestinely in Italy. The Frenciige soon began to pry into his
activities, and he left for the more tolerant atpteere of London, where he rented a
house in Fulham, installed a printing press, asdmead publication cAssociazongethe
journal expired when Malatesta fell ill of pneumam@ind one of his comrades ran away
with the editorial funds.



Meanwhile, in Italy there had been new outbreaksnoést, particularly through the May
Day celebrations of 1890. These disturbances, sdreem incited by republicans and
anarchists, and others evidently spontaneous popaations against economic distress,
helped to bring about a perceptible revival of ahest influence, and in January 1891
some eighty-six delegates, claiming to represerdgra¢é hundred groups from all parts of
Italy, assembled at Capulago in the Ticino. Malkatesid Cipriani were the leading
speakers of this gathering, which decided to foamdnarchist-Socialist-Revolutionary
Party to unite all the scattered libertarian orgations and points of view into an
insurrectionary movement opposed to

government of any kind, either on the right or be keft. The division between the two
left-wing trends was finally established when theialists, meeting shortly afterward, in
Genoa, decided to form a new united party from Wwiine anarchists would be formally
excluded.

After the Congress, Malatesta went secretly irdatyJtwhere he spent some time
organizing groups in the Carrara region; there avagong anarchist tradition among the
marble workers which lasted down to the 1950'sufRétg to Switzerland, he was
arrested at Lugano; the Italians demanded hisdititra, but the Swiss refused, and in
September 1891 Malatesta returned to London. Tlhenimg year he was in Spain, and
in 1894 he was back in Italy. In 1896 he took jpathe stormy sessions of the London
Congress of the Second International, where thechisés were finally expelled from the
ranks of world socialism, and the next year herretd again to Italy and settled in
Ancona. There he began to publish another newspapeérmained such a wide influence
among the factory and harbor workers that the aitié® soon became anxious about his
presence; an excuse was found for arresting hinsanténcing him to six months in
prison for agitational activities. Perhaps it wasaeell for his own safety that he
happened to be still in confinement during the Mays of 1898, when severe rioting
broke out in the Mezzogiorno and spread to FloremzEMilan; in the cities there was
fighting in the streets, and demonstrators weré¢ dban by the government forces. It
was in revenge for the severe repressions of tas that Bresci later killed King
Umberto.

As a result of the tense atmosphere which follotixed1898 rising, Malatesta was not
released at the end of his prison term, but inste&h a number of other leaders of the
movement, was sent to exile for five years on #tend of Lampedusa. He did not stay
there long. One stormy day he and three of his ade® seized a boat and put out to sea
in defiance of the high waves. They were lucky gtoto be picked up by a ship on its
way to Malta, whence Malatesta sailed to the Un8&ates. There his life once again
took a sensational turn, which this time almosuigtd it to an end. He became involved



in a dispute with the individualist anarchists atétson, who insisted that anarchism
implied no organization at all, and that every maust act solely on his impulses. At
last, in one noisy debate, the individual impulsa certain Ciancabilla directed him to
shoot Malatesta, who was badly wounded but obstina¢fused to name his assailant.
Ciancabilla fled to California, and Malatesta ewetity recovered; in 1900 he set sail for
London, which by now had become his favorite plafcexile.

He did not return to Italy until 1913, and spentstnaf the intervening time running a
small electrician's workshop and trying to influeraffairs at home by writing for
periodicals and publishing pamphlets which haddewveirculation in Italy, where his
influence, even from exile, remained strong, patédy in the South and in Tuscany and
Romagna.

Even in London, where he played a very slight pathe anarchist movement centered
around Kropotkin anéfreedom Malatesta could not keep clear of trouble. Hapsd
narrowly being implicated in the famous Sidney 8t fair, since one of the gang of
Latvian terrorists involved in that strange battéel been a mechanic in his workshop.
Two years later, in 1912, he was imprisoned fcgllibecause he had quite accurately
described a certain Belleli as a police spy; he alss sentenced to deportation, and only
the energetic representations which Kropotkin ntadikohn Burns, then a minister in
CampbellBannerman's government, prevented the tnaterbeing enforced.

During Malatesta's absence the Italian anarchistement remained a minority, and not
always an active one, in comparison with the pardiatary socialists. Nevertheless, its
influence was maintained partly by recurrent ecoicalistress and partly by the violent
methods habitually used by the government in sigsomg strikes and demonstrations,
which led many of the workers in times of strifeb® guided by anarchist counsels of
direct action. For this reason the movement fluetigreatly in the number of its
adherents. Certain places, like Carrara, Forli,d,udncona, and Leghorn, consistently
remained anarchist strongholds, and the movemesngemrerally influential

in Tuscany, the Romagna, and the Naples regiorg\®rywhere groups tended to be
impermanent because of police persecution, anchptteto create a national organization
failed because of a stress on local autonomy wihiehtalians shared with the French.
The AnarchistSocialist-Revolutionary Party foundethe 1890's came to nothing, and a
general anarchist congress held in Rome in 190¥eruhe influence of the Amsterdam
International Congress of the same year, led teffextive national organization. Some
of the anarchist intellectuals, led by Luigi Fablattempted to create a progressive
education movement centered around Fabbri joudralersita Populare, and in this

field they had a limited influence.

As in France, it was syndicalism that brought ab@uéal revival of the libertarian trend
in early twentiethcentury Italy, and this explathe stress which Malatesta placed on the
relationship between anarchist communism and syfidio at the Amsterdam Congress.



In the early years of the century two groups emeiigehe Italian trade unions -- the
federalists, who advocated strong national uni@mgl the cameralists, who stressed
local solidarity through Chambers of Labor simikarthe French Bourses de Travail. At
first the two trends worked side by side, but dispwguickly arose over the question of
the general strike, which the cameralists (lateb&zome the syndicalists) supported. A
National Secretariat of Resistance was formed 041 @nd the syndicalists gained
control of this, but in 1906, when a national coegg of trade unions was called together
to consider setting up a General Confederationaidr (C.G.L.), in imitation of the
French C.G.T., they were in a minority. The Confatien was controlled from the start
by the socialist moderates, against whom in 19@%tmdicalists set up a Committee of
Resistance Societies based on Chambers of Labdioaablunions. Many anarchist
communists joined this organization, which gainedrgyth and prestige through the
adherence of the railway workers. Shortly afterfaisnation the syndicalists led a
general strike in Milan and a strike of agriculturgorkers in Tuscany which led to
serious fighting between the police and the stekéhe

failure of these strikes temporarily weakened ghredgalists, and in 1909 they held a
Congress of Syndicalist Resistance in Bolognand#é by delegates of local Chambers
of Labor and of the railway workers, at which tlugcided to join the reformist C.G.L.
for the purpose of infiltrating it. The tactic wiaeffective, and in 1911 the railway
workers left the C.G.L., followed by many of theadmbers of Labor and local
syndicates. Finally, in November 1912, the synditaheld a congress at Modena to
consider founding their own organization. The dateg represented 100,000 workers, of
whom the railwaymen, agricultural laborers, buitfimorkers, and metal workers formed
the largest groups. Their resolutions showed tlemgtinfluence of French anarcho-
syndicalism; they supported methods of direct actind stated that "a general strike of
all workers in all branches of production is théyomay to bring about the definite
expropriation of the bourgeois classes.” Finalg, €Congress established the Unione
Sindicale Italiana as an open rival of the C.Gt&.ihfluence grew rapidly, and, although
a minority of the U.S.1. which supported the Allim®ke away during the war, by 1919 it
claimed a membership of 500,000, largely amongritiestrial workers of Turin and
Milan. It even developed its own group of intelless, of whom Arturo Labriola was the
most important; his ideas were largely derived fi@etloutier, with a tinge of Sorelian
mysticism.

Meanwhile, in 1913, Malatesta returned to Italyhia hope of reviving the orthodox
anarchist movement so as to counter the growirigente of the syndicalists. Once
again, he started a weekly newspaper in Anconagarréed on his propaganda in spite
of constant police interference, until, in June4,9iopular discontent suddenly flared up
in the Adriatic region owing to the police shootidgwn a number of unemployed
demonstrators. Under the leadership of Malategenaral strike was immediately called
in Ancona, and it spread rapidly through the Ronaagmd the Marches, involving both
rural and urban workers, and then into other pafrtgaly. During the "Red Week" that



followed, the railway services were largely atansistill, and serious fighting broke out
in

many of the towns and also in the country distrittsthe anarchists it seemed the
beginning of what Malatesta called afterward "aqeof civil strife, at the end of which
we would have seen our ideal shining victorioushot a few days the nationwide
movement, under the leadership of the anarchistsr@nUnione Sindicale Italiana,
seemed on the verge of overthrowing the monarctuedd, it was not the power of the
government so much as the defection of the modé&de unionists that brought the
movement to an end; after a brief period of hasmathe C.G.L. ordered its members
back to work, and the strike collapsed.

The end of the First World War saw a new resurgefcevolutionary hopes in Italy,
encouraged by the example of the Russian Revoluiitiren Malatesta returned at the
end of 1919 from London, where he had spent theyears in renewed exile, he was
welcomed as a popular hero, and in 1920 he foumdstilan the first Italian anarchist
daily, Umanita Novaln that year a wave of strikes ran through Italyd in August,
largely under the influence of the Unione Sindidédiana, led by Armando Borghi, the
metal workers of Milan and Turin occupied the faigt®. Once again it seemed the
beginning of a revolutionary era, the chance oémegation. "If we let this favorable
moment pass,” said Malatesta, "we shall later pity t®ars of blood for the fear we have
instilled in the bourgeoisie.” But the pattern bbthed in the Red Week of 1914 was
repeated. The C.G.L. counseled moderation, the everiave up the factories in
exchange for vague promises of reform, and witiHfewaweeks there were mass arrests
of strike leaders and of anarchist and syndicalitants, including Malatesta and
Borghi, who were held for ten months without ti&fore they were eventually acquitted
in 1922.

At this point, encouraged by the disillusionmerattfollowed the breakdown of the
general strike, the terrorist individualists whallgways -- despite Malatesta's influence
-- survived as a small minority among Italian ah#sts, intervened frightfully and
tragically. On the night of March 23, 1921, a graiphem went to work in Milan,
placing bombs in a theater, a power station, and a

hotel. In the theater twenty-one people were kidlad many more were injured. The
deed did immense harm to the reputation of thechists, among the workers as well as
with other classes, and, besides leading to fudhests, it provided the Fascists with a
justification for their campaign against the Lafidavith an excuse for counterviolence.
They raided and destroyed the officedofianita Novaand by threats and persecutions
prevented its reappearance in Milan.



Italy was already on the downward slope towardatiiecship, and the anarchists were as
paralyzed by their own lack of decision as the &@ts and the Communists. Malatesta
restartedJmanita Novan Rome, but it survived only for a few monthstilMussolini
took power. Then, as the Fascist terror spreadnaltchist organizations, as well as the
Unione Sindicale Italiana, were suppressed ruthye$he militants either fled abroad or
disappeared into prisons and penal settlementy. Kalatesta was left, watched by the
police but unharmed until his death, at eighty-tima]l932. Perhaps there was after all
some sincerity in the expressions of respect wthielrenegade revolutionary Mussolini
had often made toward him; perhaps it was merealiytits exploits had made him, like
Tolstoy in Russia, too much a name in the worldrste be easily shuffled into oblivion.
He remained the symbol in Italy of a movement titaerwise lived out the Fascist terror
in exile. The expatriate groups, particularly ie thmericas, kept Italian anarchism alive
until after 1944, when it could revive again inatwn country where, though its influence
is far slighter than in the past, it has becomesthengest of the minute libertarian
movements that survive into the world of the 1960's

12. Anarchism in Spain

In relation to the rest of Europe, Spain has alwssen an isolated land, geographically,
economically, historically; a land at once conseéwesand revolutionary, living by
tradition and given to temperamental extremitielssnal whose people are violent and
generous, independent and morally rigorous; avamele most men live -- as well as
they can live -- by the soil, and where to be geanot to lose dignity. In the harsh face
of this land and in the proud spirits of its inftabts anarchism found the most congenial
of all its homes, and for fifty years, until lonfiex it had ceased to be an important
movement anywhere else in the world, it gave tarbaa idea that stirred the
imagination of the poor and a cause that coungeddherents in hundreds of thousands
among the factory workers of Barcelona and therkaiscof Madrid, and above all among
the peasants of Andalusia and Aragon, of LevandeGaticia. In these favorable
circumstances anarchism developed a moral intensitgh made it overleap the merely
social and political until, in many parts of Spatassumed the spiritually liberating form
of a new religion. Spanish anarchists differedmetely in numbers, but also in nature
from anarchists in the rest of Europe.

Yet their doctrine came from the same spring, datexl the same prophets -- Proudhon
first, and then Bakunin, with Kropotkin as a lesgortant third. Proudhon's appeal came
early, for in 1845 his disciple Ramon de la Sagifsom Max Nettlau has described as
the first Spanish anarchist, founded in Corufiauanal calledEIPorvenir

Porvenir, quickly suppressed by the authoritiedcivhas a fair title to be regarded as the
first of all anarchist journals, antedating Proudlinoore durablée Représentant du
Peupleby three years. Ramon de la Sagra was in Pariisgitire 1848 Revolution, when



he took part in Proudhon's activities, particulalg People's Bank, but his influence in
Spain was relatively small, and he died in exile.

Nevertheless, the movement which we now think @panish anarchism, with its
extremism and its millenarian passion, was precégaghat Max Nettlau has called "a
federalist apprenticeship,” a time when Proudhimfigsence in its moderate form played
an important part in Spanish political history. Tgrencipal inspirer of Spanish

federalism, and the most devoted of Proudhoniastig®) was a Madrid bank official
named Pi y Margall; significantly, he was a Catddgrbirth, and therefore predisposed to
reject political centralization. Pi came into prowemce at the time of the abortive Spanish
Revolution of 1854, when he published his firstlkhda Reaccion y la Revolucion. He
did not advocate pure anarchism; indeed, politigdle stood perhaps nearer to Jefferson
than to Proudhon, since he envisaged the creati@mgmvernment that would proceed in
a revolutionary direction by gradual reforms: | dhdivide and subdivide power; | shall
make it changeable and go on destroying it." Atehé of the perspective lay eventual
anarchy, but Pi, unlike the true anarchists, waliimg to contemplate the assumption of
power in order to dismantle the structure of power.

Later Pi became the principal translator of Proudfeworks into Spanish, beginning
with Du Principe Fédératif, and following later WwiSolution du Probléme Social, De la
Capacité Politique des Classes Ouvriéres, and 8ysties Contradictions économiques.
By the time the last of these appeared, in 1876gn of Proudhon's works were
available in Spanish to provide an effective introtion to the most significant aspects of
his thought. These translations were to have aqunod and lasting effect on the
development of Spanish anarchism after 1870, Hor&d¢hat time Proudhonian ideas, as
interpreted by

Pi, already provided much of the inspiration foe federalist movement which sprang up
in the early 1860's. Federalism, of course, wasdgneans entirely the creation of
external ideological influences; it arose from tteglitional Spanish emphasis on
regionalism, from the cult of thgatria chicg and from the resentment of Castilian
domination by Catalonia, Galicia, and Aragon. Dgrihe Revolution of 1873, the
federalists, led by Pi y Margall, were to have theief hour of glory, but by that time a
later and tougher strain of anarchism, derived fBakunin, had already entered Spain.

Piy Margall's adaptation of Proudhonian federaleggpealed mostly to the lower middle
class, particularly outside Castile, who in theeté®nth century provided the main
strength of Spanish revolutionary movements. Bakahanarchism made its immediate
appeal to the artisans, particularly in Barcelona Badrid, and here again a favorable
climate already existed. Ever since the collapgbd@fevolutionary movement in 1854
there had been demonstrative discontenamong bb#mn @nd rural workers. 1855 saw a
general strike in Barcelona and other Catalan tp@@61 a series of risings among the
Andalusian landworkers, 1866 a serious riot in Nthcand 1867, the year before the



Bakuninists appeared, a widespread movement dfingarrection which spread through
Catalonia, Aragon, and Valencia.

Parallel with these outbursts of unorganized angerking-class organizations of
various kinds had been springing up ever sinceettaions were legalized in 1839. The
weavers of Barcelona began to associate in 184Dtremal unsuccessfully to establish a
federation of trade unions in the city. There waren attempts to form socialist groups.
In 1846 Fernando Garrido, a disciple of Fouriegnfded in Madrid a socialist journéla
Atraccién, and during the 1860's he became a feéradwmocate of co-operation.
Considerably to the left of Garrido was Antonio @uswho began to publish El Obrero
in Barcelona during 1864, and in 1865 called togeth congress of forty workers'
associations to create a federation of cooperatitred862 Spanish delegates to the
London Exhi-

bition appear to have taken part in the earliestudisions that preceded the founding of
the First International, while in 1865 the Parisdau of the Association announced that
it was in correspondence with "Spanish democr&isdlly, at the Brussels Congress of
the International in 1868, the first Spanish delega Catalan metal worker, appeared
under the name Sarro Magallan; his real name wédatsal y Anglosa, and he
represented the Workers' Association of Catalondéhthelegion Iberica del Trabajo
Marsal provided a link between two stages of thekimg-class movement in Spain,
since in 1870 he was to appear at the founding f@ssgf the Spanish Federation of the
International.

But the real beginning of the anarchist moveme@8pain was touched off by the
revolution of September 1868, which drove Queehdba into exile. This seemed to
Bakunin a golden opportunity for establishing theetnational -- under his own rather
than Marx's aegis -- across the Pyrenees. Accdgdihg organized a missionary
campaign of considerable dimensions. Elie Reclls,&e's anthropologist brother, and
at least two of Bakunin's Marseilles disciples, Bisa and Charles Alerini, went to
Spain on Bakunin's behalf during the last month%8&8, but Spanish anarchist
traditions have correctly given most of the créditestablishing their movement to
Giuseppe Fanelli, who arrived in Barcelona, alnpestniless, in October 1868.
Curiously enough, considering Barcelona's lateutamon as the center of Spanish
anarchism, Fanelli was unable to make any contaetge, and he went on to Madrid,
where Fernando Garrido passed him on to some yalegalist printers who had
already encountered libertarian ideas throughtiRirsslations of Proudhon, but had not
even heard of the International. Gonzales Mordgs sble member of the group who
knew a little French and could therefore commumi@ath Fanelli, arranged a meeting
which can only be described as pentecostal. Sepkthé young men present that
evening were to become lifelong leaders of ananclsSpain, and one of them,
Anselmo Lorenzo, has left an eloquent descriptioth® occasion.



Fanelli was a tall man with a kind and grave exgims a thick black beard, and large
black expressive eyes which flashed like lightrangook on the appearance of kindly
compassion according to the sentiments that dogdriam. His voice had a metallic
tone and was susceptible to all the inflectiongaypate to what he was saying, passing
rapidly from accents of anger and menace agairstty and exploiters to take on those
of suffering, regret, and consolation, when he spafkthe pains of the exploited, either
as one who without suffering them himself undemdsahem, or as one who through his
altruistic feelings delights in presenting an ultezolutionary ideal of peace and
fraternity. He spoke in French and Italian, butaseld understand his expressive
mimicry and follow his speech.

In that extraordinary hour of communication over barriers of language, Spanish
anarchism began. Most of Fanelli's audience wengexted immediately to the
Bakuninist doctrine, and a few days later on higrreto Barcelona Fanelli repeated his
missionary feat. In the few weeks he stayed iniSpailearned hardly a word of Spanish,
but he succeeded at meeting after meeting in cingeghose who had no other
language. Neither before nor since did Fanelli seaeh extraordinary missionary
powers, and the only explanation for his successeaound in the supposition that at
this time of social disturbance, when the workerd #the younger intellectuals found Pi y
Margall's federalism too mild and gradual for theapatient wishes, Bakunin's
anarchism -- which contained but went beyond trsécb@doctrines of federalism -- was
the very creed for which they had been waiting.

A considerable movement grew rapidly from thesellsbeginnings. Internationalist
newspapers began to appdaa Federacionn Barcelona an&olidaridadin Madrid.
Sections of the International were formed in And&uin Valencia, in the north of
Spain, and by the beginning of 1870 the Spanishlmeship of the association had
already reached 15,000. Two Spanish delegate&par Sentifion and the printer
Rafael Farga-Pellicer, attended the Basel Congretb®e International in 1869, and
formed part of Bakunin's majority in that succeb§fst round

of his struggle with Marx. While they were theregkanin enrolled them in his skeleton
International Brotherhood, and at his suggestiey founded on their return a Spanish
Alliance of Social Democracy. This seems to hawentee separate organization from the
old Alliance, and it formed a secret core of irgianilitants within the Spanish
Federation of the International.

The Federation itself was founded at a general assdheld in Barcelona during June
1870. Ninety delegates represented a hundred tipadviirkers' societies with 40,000
members, but some of these were trade unions wisidmot yet affiliated themselves
officially with the International, and the actualmber of internationalists was probably
round about 20,000. The statutes of the Jura Fedensere adopted for Spain, and the
Congress left no doubt at all of its Bakuninistieas. It is true that shortly afterward a
split occurred owing to the activities of Paul Ligfae, whom Marx had sent to Madrid in



the hope of weaning the Spaniards from their Bakghloyalties, but only a tiny
minority joined the authoritarian sections, and 8panish working-class movement as a
whole remained oriented toward anarchism.

Meanwhile Amadeus of the House of Savoy had acddp&crown of Spain, and in the
early months of his reign the International notyantreased its membership but also led
a number of successful strikes in Barcelona. Ssdeesught repression; the police began
to arrest internationalist leaders, and the RegiGoancil migrated to Lisbon, where
they set up a section that became the first nudéasarchist activity in Portugal. They
remained there for three months, living communaiig awaiting a suitable time to
return to Spain. The persecution of the Internaliovas soon relaxed, and in September
the leaders were back for a Congress in Valendigghwereated an elaborate structure of
local federations and decided to establish uniongdrticular industries within the larger
framework of the International. In the followingnigry, disturbed by these signs of
renewed activity, the government officially dissedvthe International, on the grounds
that it was an organization with affiliations oulsiSpain. The Association ignored the

edict, and, during the spring of 1872, Anselmo bbaewent on an apostolic journey
through the Andalusian countryside, where he bégaonvert the small peasants and
landless laborers who were later to form such gomant element in the Spanish
anarchist movement.

Meanwhile the Spanish Federation had taken upggipn in the dispute within the
International. Anselmo Lorenzo had gone as a dedagathe London Conference of
1871, and shortly afterward the Spanish internatists gave their approval to the
Sonwvillier Circular. At the Hague Congress theiledates were among the Bakuninist
minority, and later took an active part at Saintdmn founding the anti-authoritarian
International. Finally, in December 1872, a gen@&wahgress in Cérdoba unanimously
approved the actions of the Saint-Imier Congrasd,aecepted within Spain the same
kind of decentralized organization as had beerbbskeed for the International, the local
sections being regarded as autonomous and therReé@ouncil devolving into a bureau
of correspondence and statistics. However, thenaireed a kind of shadow organization
of leading militants which, though it had no oféitexistence, virtually controlled the
policy of the International.

By June 1873, when King Amadeus decided to abatitmoneasy Spanish throne and a
new republic was proclaimed, the strength of therhrational had again grown
considerably, and for the first time the majorifyite members, now 50,000 strong, came
from the rural districts of the South. In the nepublic the federalist line of Proudhon's
descendants played an important part. It was Paygill who moved in the Cortes that
Spain should become a federal republic and whorbedts President, pledged to lead
the country toward a decentralized administratiowlich the regions would become
largely autonomous cantons, in which the powehefG@hurch would be sharply curbed,
and in which peasant communities would take oveuticultivated lands of the great



latifundias of the South. But Pi's presidency wastsand unhappy, for the republic
quickly broke down, partly because of the upristh@arlist reactionaries in the North,
and partly because the federalist enthusiasts in

the South decided to take their independence fortgd even before it had been
legalized. Most of the large cities of Andalusialdvante -- Seville, Granada,

Valencia, Cadiz, Malaga, and Cartagena -- decltwemiselves free cantons. Committees
of Public Safety were set up; the churches wergedl@nd the rich taxed. Pi y Margall
resigned in unhappy protest when the provisionakgument in Madrid decided to send
its troops into the South. The risings collapseidkiy everywhere but in Cartagena,
where the federalist extremists from the wholeaoegjathered, and withstood a siege that
lasted for almost five months.

The anarchists played only a minor part in thiglls&ruggle of their federalist cousins.
The International as an organization abstained fragnaction, having passed a
resolution condemning all political activity, budividual members were free to follow
their own inclinations, and some of them joined ¢hatonalist risings and even served
on the Committees of Public Safety. However, theremsts did become involved in
certain independent activities, slight but propheduring the events of 1873. They
provoked a number of small Andalusian village sinbut the principal Internationalist
exploit of the period was the miniature revolutiorthe papermaking town of Alcoy,

near Valencia. Alcoy was an early Internationatsbnghold, largely owing to the
activities of an anarchist schoolteacher, Albamads soon as the republic was declared,
the paperworkers came out on strike in favor ofeight-hour day, which was part of the
industrial program of the federalist government.id/the workers were demonstrating
outside the town hall the police opened fire omthand a general battle followed, which
lasted all night and into the following day. Led¢arding to legend, by Albarracin on a
white horse, the workers gained control of the taifter killing a dozen policemen. They
shot the mayor, whom they held responsible fotistathe fighting, set fire to some
factories and wealthy houses, and, in a last ggaesutburst, paraded the heads of their
dead enemies through the streets in triumph.

Violence of the kind that happened at Alcoy was not

new in Spain. It had happened often in connectidh popular uprisings, and was mild

in comparison with the cruelties committed by theliSts of Navarre against liberals

who fell into their clutches. Moreover, the verglation of the Alcoy incident shows

how far the International as a whole was at tlmetfrom a general policy of violence.

But it aroused an outcry that was due not so mathe familiar presence of violence, as
to the idea that popular unrest, which hitherto baen sporadic and undirected, was now
being canalized by a powerful revolutionary orgatian. And there is no doubt that,
despite its general inaction in 1873, and despedury unleashed against it after the



Alcoy episode, the International gained in influeramd membership alike as a result of
the general tension of the early months of thelbBpuThe Spanish delegates to the
Geneva Congress of the Saint-Imier Internationdl3n3 actually asserted that they
represented 300,000 members; this was undoubtegityss exaggeration, and more
reliable estimates place the real membership i3 B8 between 50,000 and 60,000.

This steady growth of the International attractaadrd it the hostility of all the
reactionary forces in Spain, and when the armyesleiontrol of the country in January
1874, and dissolved the Cortes in preparationfferéstoration of the Bourbon
monarchy, one of its first actions was to supptibesSpanish Federation. This time the
intentions of the authorities were supported bgnogs action; local sections, trade-union
branches, workers' discussion groups, all wereedégul, and five hundred active
militants were imprisoned, while many more wenbiekile. The ban on working-class
organizations lasted for seven years, but the aisscsurreptitiously continued their
activities with a fair amount of success. Only & faonths after the official suppression
of the International, in June 1874, a secret caagyveas attended by delegates from more
than four hundred sections in all parts of Spaitme®©congresses followed, and
underground newspapers were distributed widelytjquéarly in Andalusia, where
anarchism survived as a mass movement during ts wé clandestinity. In the towns
the

trade unions were unable to function, and onlysttedeton elites remained, meeting
furtively and achieving very little. But in the aotny districts of the South this was the
time when peasant anarchism, with its peculiar sdigious enthusiasm, first began to
evolve into a movement which was to remain powarflAndalusia for more than half a
century. Its character has been well describeddnal@ Brenan, who, at the end of this
period, lived in southern Spain and closely obsgthe village anarchists in action:

The character of the rural anarchism that grewnupe south of Spain differed...from
that developed in the large cities of the NortthéTdea," as it was called, was carried
from village to village by anarchist "apostles.'the farm laborers' gafianias or barracks,
in isolated cottages by the light of odndiles the apostles spoke on liberty and equality
and justice to rapt listeners. Small circles wereed in towns and villages which
started night schools where many learned to readged on anti-religious propaganda
and often practiced vegetarianism and teetotalisran tobacco and coffee were banned
by some, and one of these old apostles whom | knaimtained that, when the age of
liberty came in, men would live on unfired foodewn by their own hands. But the chief
characteristic of Andalusian anarchism was itseaiilenarianism. Every new
movement or strike was thought to herald the imitedioming of a new age of plenty,
when all -- even the Civil Guard and the landownekgould be free and happy. How
this would happen no one could say. Beyond theuseiaf the land (not even that in
some places) and the burning of the parish chtineine were no positive proposals.



Naively millenarian though it may have been, thrgdlalusian peasant revolutionism was
no perversion of the anarchist doctrine. Indeedsiown pure and primitive way it
exposed certain elements in anarchism which mgbisticated advocates have tended
to gloss over; the moralistic element in particugard that mental shift into a timeless
world, out of progress and freed from material taatipns, which seems the necessary
leap of faith for the true black anarchist.

In 1878 a new and more violent era in Spanish &mrcbegan when a young
Tarragonese cooper, Juan Oliva Moncasi, attemptkill King Alfonso XII. Mass

arrests of anarchists and trade union militanteyad, and during the next two years
there were retaliatory strikes in Catalonia andiflurning in Andalusia, to which the
government replied with further repressions. Thaouis circle continued until 1881,
when a liberal ministry decided to break it by lkezjag working-class organizations once
again. The International came into the open andathately dissolved itself, to arise a
few months afterward out of its own ashes undentw name of Federation of Workers
of the Spanish Region. It quickly regained a mersiiprclose to that at the time of its
dissolution in 1874, but from the beginning the &mtion was ridden by regional
differences between the Catalans, who wished toerdrate on trade-union activities,
and the more fanatical Andalusian peasants, pé&tlguhe vineyard workers from Jerez,
who favored an emphasis on violent action. TheBerdnces came to a head at the
Seville Congress in 1882, where a group who cdlethselvet.os Desheredadadhe
Disinherited) broke away to form their own terrbwsganization. The teachings of the
Desheredados were denounced by the rest of thehastarat the Federation's Valencia
Congress in 1883, but this merely resulted in tisre@ever carried out -- against the lives
of Farga-Pellicer and other leaders of the Fedmraif Workers.

It is hard to determine how far the Desheredadakbyrput their teachings of violence

into practice, but it is certain that their indigainate advocacy of assassination was
extremely useful to the Civil Guard in the mystesaffair ofLa Mano NegrgThe

Black Hand), which in 1883 served as an excuséhtemporary destruction of the
anarchist movement in Andalusia. A tavernkeepenfeovillage near Jerez, suspected of
being a police informer, was murdered by some efidcal peasants. The Civil Guard
commander investigating the killing claimed to hascovered evidence that it was the
work of a great secret society callea@ Mano Negravhich was plotting the slaughter of
all landowners and bailiffs in

Andalusia. The police immediately set about amegséill the active anarchists they could
find; informers andgents provocateurffourished, and torture was used freely to extract
confessions. In the end the majority of the prissneere released, but a hundred were
brought to trial, and fourteen were condemned tildeseven of them eventually being
garotted in the square of Jerez. The truth abhau¥lano Negrahas never been
satisfactorily established, but most of the im@duitivestigators who have studied the



case have doubted the existence of any large-sogdaization. It is likely that there

were small terrorist groups in the Jerez areah®bsame primitive kind as the Black

Band of Monceau-les-Mines, and that some of théehBreslados were connected with
them, but only three murders -- of informers -- &proved, and it seems improbable that
all the men executed or sent to prison were inwbinehese killings.

Whether it existed or not, the police udedMano Negraas the excuse for a widespread
attempt to root out anarchism from Andalusia. fRertime being at least, they were
largely successful. The remnants of the Federatene forced underground in most of
the South, and the membership of the clandesticteose was pared down to the
dedicated remnant of convinced militants. Of th@B80 Andalusian members which the
Federation could count in 1882, barely 3,000 weftdfter the Mano Negra affair had
run its course.

At the same time, but for other reasons, the Fédaraas breaking up in Catalonia.
While the anarchists in Italy, Switzerland, andrfée@had moved on from Bakuninist
collectivism to anarchist communism in the late@8,/the Spaniards did not become
acutely aware of the conflict between the two does until the mid1880's, when
Kropotkin's writings were first translated into $h. But it was not merely a struggle
between two views of the way of distributing theqhucts of labor; the issue was
complicated by differing attitudes toward groupamation. The anarchist communists
who now began to appear in Barcelona adopted #ve now current in France and Italy,
that it was necessary to organize in groups congisiclusively of dedicated

anarchist propagandists of word and deed. Theatndists, retaining the attitude of the
old International, thought in terms of large wokerganizations which would have a
leavening elite of convinced anarchists but wowtidemand complete conversion from
the mass of the membership.

By 1888 the two factions in Catalonia had recoghitreir differences to the extent of
setting up separate organizations. The trade urfiavnsed the Pact of Solidarity and
Resistance, and the purist militants created arrchingt Organization of the Spanish
Region, some of whose members belonged to thedP&dlidarity, so that the division
was never clearly defined. This dual organizatiblbertarian unionists and anarchist
militants continued in Spain down to the end of1880's; despite their differences, the
two tendencies constantly interacted upon eachrcdhne indeed, would probably not
have survived apart.

As in France, the early 1890's in Spain were charaed by a sudden upsurge of
insurrection, bomb throwings, and assassinatioady h 1892 the country districts
sprang to life again in one of those periodicagssrof enthusiasm characteristic of
Andalusian anarchism. Four thousand peasants, amitiedcythes and shouting "Long
Live Anarchy!," marched into Jerez and killed a fempopular shopkeepers. After a
night of sporadic fighting between the insurgemd the Civil Guard, a force of cavalry



arrived and the rebellion was quickly crushed. Fafithe peasant leaders were executed
and many others were sentenced to long terms afsopment; the nature of Spanish
justice at that period is shown by the fact thabagthe latter was a man actually in jail
at Cadiz for another political offense when theagdook place.

At about the same time as the Jerez rising, thensnin Barcelona called a general strike
for an eight-hour day, and a series of bombingschvhad begun with an attempt to blow
up the Fomento building in 1891, grew to epidenmapprtions, without at first causing
any great damage to either property or personseSdrthe bombs were undoubtedly
thrown or planted by anarchists,

among whom a small group of Italians was partidylactive, but others were the work
of agents employed by the police or by the empyassociation, whose hired gunmen
at this time began an intermittent guerrilla wath# streets with militant anarchists. By
1893 the violence assumed a more deadly form. Aga@unarchist named Pallas, who
had been with Malatesta on his prospecting expaditi Patagonia, threw a bomb at
Martinez Campos, Captain-General of Barcelona. liésed, but this did not prevent his
being court-martialed and executed. In revengefrigisd Santiago Salvador threw a
bomb into the Liceo Theater and killed twenty peoflhe horror aroused by this
frightful act was used by the government to justiifg creation of a special antianarchist
police force, called the Brigada Social, and atsmotind up indiscriminately as many
anarchist leaders as could be found. A numberevhfmanifestly innocent, were
executed at the same time as the real culprita8alv

Such actions on the part of the authorities leantantensification of the wave of violence
in Barcelona. Bombings and shootings increasedimber, and the police replied with
further arrests and a liberal use of torture toasttconfessions. Then, in June 1896, a
bomb was thrown from an upper window on to the @sr@hristi procession as it passed
through the streets of Barcelona. The perpetrdtthi® act was never found, but one fact
that attracted notice was that the bomb was notthrat the head of the procession,
where all the officials hated by the anarchistsahad, but at the tail of the procession,
where it merely killed working men and women. Tapublicans as well as the
anarchists accused the Clericals of perpetratiagthrage, but General Weyler, the new
Captain-General of Barcelona (later to become mmisrfor his cruelties in Cuba), used
it as an excuse for a general roundup of opporwdrite regime and the Church --
anarchists, republicans, socialists, freethinkamsl, Catalan separatists -- until some four
hundred prisoners were herded into the cells angelns of Montjuich prison, outside
Barcelona, where the thugs of the Brigada Socigjested them to such appalling

tortures that several prisoners died before they egached trial. Some eighty-seven
were finally indicted, but by this time the newstloé Montjuich tortures had passed over
the Pyrenees and aroused a storm of internatiootdgt, so that the court sentenced only



twentysix of them, eight to death and the resbtglterms of imprisonment. In the end
five were executed, but none of them was proveahinconvincing way to have been
connected with the bombing of June 1896. Evenitltg-ene acquitted men were
pursued vindictively by the government of Canovasy decided to transport them to the
deadly climate of the African colony of Rio d'Otdke Sadi Carnot, Canovas reaped the
consequences of his inhumanity; in the Pyreneaenmgt place of Santa Aguada he was
shot by Michele Angiolillo, an Italian anarchist whad traveled from London with the
specific intention of avenging the horrors of Mamth.

During the 1890's Spanish anarchism shared witimineement in France not only its
terrorism, but also its attractiveness for intdllats and artists. It was in 1896 that the
most important anarchist theoretical journal ini8plea Revista Blancavas founded,

and to its pages university teachers, engineeofegsional men of letters, and even some
former army officers contributed. While Spanishrah&m never drew to itself so many
distinguished writers and painters as the moveimelRtance, it could include among its
sympathizers not only -- for a time at least -- ybeng Pablo Picasso, but also the great
novelist Pio Baroja, who wrote at least one bdtlkora Roja derived from his direct
association with the anarchists. Another manifestatf anarchist intellectualism was

the growth of the movement to create libertaridrosts. Owing to the accident of his
manifestly unjust execution in 1909, which | sltaficuss later in more detail, Francisco
Ferrer was to become by right of martyrdom the roektbrated advocate of this
movement. However, Ferrer's Escuela Moderna wasay@ of many experiments in
Catalonia and the villages of Andalusia aimed paldrly at bringing literacy to adult
peasants and industrial workers. For purposesafgmanda, Ferrer's personal reputation
as an educationalist was in-

flated out of all proportion by the anarchists aftess death; he was in fact a rather dully
orthodox rationalist, with a narrow unimaginativenth and the few writings he left
show little in the way of an original conceptionefucation. Yet to rebel at all against
the Church domination of education in Spain ofl&te nineteenth century was perhaps
enough to expect of any man, as Ferrer's fate ovalsdw.

Even more important than the educational movemasttive trade-union revival of the
turn of the century, when the example of Frencloltgionary syndicalism gave a new
life to the collectivist wing of Spanish anarchishie conception of the general strike,
refurbished by French theoreticians into the supregwolutionary strategy, appealed
immediately to Spanish millenarianism. A striketlodé metal workers in Barcelona in
1902 actually developed into a city-wide genenakst its failure brought about the
collapse of the most recent attempt to re-creaelth International -- the new Federation
of Workers of the Spanish Region which had beended in 1900. Shortly afterward the
movement spread to the rural districts, particylarlthe provinces of Cadiz and Seville,
where the strikes were accompanied by demandsdimisaion of the great estates. All of
them failed, because the laborers lived on the efigearvation even when they were
working, and had no resources for a sustained gigugioreover, with their narrow view



of thepatria chica the village community, they rarely looked beyaheir own horizons,
and so, instead of a coordinated movement thattmaigleast have had some effect in
improving their conditions, they indulged in a ssrof sporadic and isolated outbreaks
which the Civil Guard suppressed individually wittdifficulty.

Meanwhile the success of the C.G.T. in Franceglgngnder the inspiration of anarchists
who had gained influential positions in its hietarccontinued to impress the workers of
Barcelona, and in 1907 the libertarian unions dba{aia came together in a specifically
syndicalist federation known &vlidaridad Obrerawhich quickly spread through the
rest of Catalonia and held its first congress eari908.

The new movement took action on a dramatic scalellyn1909, when the Spanish army
suffered a heavy reverse in one of its perenniaswdth the Riffs in Morocco, and the
government decided to call up the reservists o&lBata. It is hard not to see a
provocative intent in the fact that only men frdmstviolently separatist province were
included in the order. The anarchists, socialetsl syndicalists agreed on joint action,
andSolidaridad Obreracalled a general strike. During the "Tragic Wettdt followed
there was heavy street fighting in Barcelona;aktthe police and troops five days to
establish control. Nearly two hundred workers welled in the streets alone, and -- in
an outburst of the anticlerical passion that hatiytattends popular uprisings in Spain --
more than fifty churches and convents were burmeldsanumber of monks were killed.
The conservative government reacted in the cusgpmanner with mass arrests, tortures
in Montjuich, and summary executions, includingt thiaFrancisco Ferrer. Ferrer was
actually in England during the Tragic Week, buwas nevertheless court-martialed and
shot on a faked charge of having fomented thegighs after the Montjuich atrocities of
1896, there were great protests abroad; Ferrenieaa international martyr, and even
in Spain the cry of disgust at the methods usethéywuthorities forced the conservative
premier Maura to resign and brought into powerlitieral government of Canalejas.

The Tragic Week and its aftermath impressed on iSpdibertarians the need for a
stronger fighting organization, and in October 18diresentatives of trade unions from
all over Spain gathered in Seville for a histowngress. Only the socialist unions
already federated in the U.G.T. remained aloofgiteat majority of the remaining
unions sent their representatives, and it was dddio form a new organization, the
famous Confederacion Nacional del Trabajo, bettemin as C.N.T.

The C.N.T. was formed under the inspiration offhench C.G.T., but in the process of
development it came to differ from it in a numbérmoportant ways. First, it fell
immediately and remained always under the full cdrdf anarchist leaders. It is true
that many nonanarchist



workers joined it, and even some socialists, beitehwas never a time when they gained
any effective share of the leadership. Moreover dbal organization of the C.G.T. -- the
local Bourses de Travail and the national crafonsiwelded together into an elaborate
confederational structure -- was not at first it@th The C.N.T. tended rather to base
itself on the locabindicatos Unicgswhich would bring together the workers of allftsa
in one factory or even in one town. Thus the urgnd the locality tended to be
identified, in accordance with the traditional ariast stress on the commune as the basic
social unit, and th&indicatos Unicosvere linked loosely in the regional and finally in
the national federation. Anything in the form gbermanent bureaucracy was so
carefully avoided that the C.N.T. had only one pafctial; the rest of this enormous
organization was maintained by workers delegatethéy comrades. This was possible
because the C.N.T. never adopted the benefit gdcettion of the ordinary trade union,
and did not even maintain strike funds; the inst#ecsolidarity among workers was
looked on as sufficient protection in a struggleéckimever saw the millennium as far
distant. From the beginning the anarchists regatide.N.T. as a revolutionary
weapon, but it is in the nature of mass organipatio develop their own inertia, and the
C.N.T. inits turn was to reveal the reformist tterand the tendency to see the syndical
organization as the revolution embodied (meam$end) which led the French C.G.T.
far away from pure anarcho-syndicalism.

The enthusiasm generated by the founding of theTCINd to an immediate revival of
anarchism in the rural areas of Andalusia andw@wee of strikes elsewhere. A
spectacular general strike in Saragossa developedmn armed uprising. Other strikes
broke out in Seville and Bilbao, where the socialisrkers of the U.G.T. made common
cause with the anarcho-syndicalists. At Cullerarnéalencia, the striking workers
declared the town a commune independent of Spairgadure which in later years was
to be imitated by village insurrectionaries in marayts of the southern provinces.
Canalejas replied to these manifestations of remasmarchism by

banning the C.N.T., and in 1912, when the railwapns went on strike, he forced the
workers back by mobilizing them under military laBut the C.N.T. continued to

flourish as an underground organization, and 