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The problem of definition

e Etymological
— an-arché — against/without rulers
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The problem of definition

e Etymological
— an-arché — against/without rulers
e  Minimalist:
— Anarchy (n) absence of government in a society; political or social
disorder

— Anach(~ist) ~ism (adherent of) doctrine that all
government should be abolished OED, 1983)



Presenter
Presentation Notes
What does government mean?  All social organisation?

... The false idea that all anarchists tend to be anti-social individualists 

The old joke about the impossibility of an anarchist organisation, because they can never agree to sit down at the same time yet alone be seen talking to each other.
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The problem of definition

e Etymological
— an-arché — against/without rulers
e  Minimalist:

— Anarchy (n) absence of government in a society; political or social
disorder

— Anach(~ist) ~ism (adherent of) doctrine that all
government should be abolished (OED, 1983)

e Maximalist:
— an-arché — against domination...

— ...and therefore against exploitation and/or oppression.based on class;
ethnicity, gender, colonialism, sexuality, appearance, ability...


Presenter
Presentation Notes
The problem with all these definitions is that they are negative.  They tell you what anarchism is not, rather than what it is.  So we need to move beyond simply defining it according to its negative content, and somehow arrive at an understanding of its positive content.
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1890s Return to organisational strategies
(Anarcho-Syndicalism and Anarchist Communism
as parallel programs for revolution)

1872
* Hague Congress of the IWMA. \
(Mikhail Bakunin and James Guilliaume expelled by
authoritarian majority at instigation of Karl Marx. HQ 1936 Social
moved to New York. Federalists walk out in protest.)
e St. Imier Congress of anti-authoritarian sections.

revolution in
Spain

1840 Proudhon publishes What is Property? and declares “l am an anarchist.”
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Anarchism as political tendency within socialism
1789 French Revolution i

| |
Anarchism as distinct political and social movement
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Presentation Notes
Anarchism’s beginnings
Begins as a set of ideas within the workers’ movement during the 1840s (Joseph-Pierre Proudhon).
revolutionary socialist/communist in character, however...
...promotes the freedom of all to participate directly in all decision making.
For this reason, anarchism is also known as “libertarian socialism”.
It opposes the centralism and authoritarianism which the socialist movement inherited as part of the the Jacobin tradition.  It’s most important early figure is Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, and many of the ideas we now associate with anarchism were developed by him in the 25 years between 1840 and his death in 1865.�
Becomes a distinct movement clearly separate to �Marxism in 1872 after a split in the first  �International Workingmen’s Association..
All anarchists are socialists, but �not all socialists are anarchists. 
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Anarchism is a revolutionary social
movement.

e Equality
e Freedom

e Working class solidarity

e (Direct) democracy
e Direct action
e Mutual aid

For:

collective self-management

Against:

Capitalism
Party politics
Electing leaders to parliament



Presenter
Presentation Notes
From these historical events we can start derive a picture of some of anarchism’s positive characteristics, its essential values. how they came to be translated into these specifically anarchist principles, and how specifically anarchist modes of organisation can be derived from them.

***

If you are thinking to yourself that Freedom, Equality and Solidarity, sound very similar to liberté, egalité et fraternité fo the French revolution. You are absolutely right.
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The still(!) unfinished business of the French Revolution
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
I’m sure you are all familiar with the idea that the three colours of the French flag have become associated with the three values that the French revolution is supposed to have advanced.  Blue signifying liberty, white signifying equality, and red signifying fraternity. 

The story I’m going to tell you now is a crime story, a who dunn’it.  What happened to the missing value of the French Revolution?  Our story begins with the middle class and the structure of the bourgeois social order.
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The still(!) unfinished business of the French Revolution
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Liberalism: formal (legal) equality (regardless of wealth)


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Ask any liberal what they stand for, and they will tell you they stand for freedom and equality, they may say other things, like individual self-determination...

The great success of the French revolution was doing away with the legal privileges of hereditary title, and ushering in a new period of equality before the law in which the same set of civil rights  applied to everyone regardless of wealth.  Sounds good, but there is a catch.

Universal equality, equality before the law, regardless of wealth, creates a situation where the desire to redistribute the wealth in the name of social justice appears to contravene the newly established condition equality before the law, which can no longer legitimately target specific groups within society, but must apply to them all equally.

So a paradoxical situation emerges in which formal equality before the law actively prevents the establishment of real, concrete equality.  This creates the legal foundation for the bourgeois social order, the order of capitalism, which unites abstract, formal, legal equality in the context of real, concrete social inequality.

And into this situation enters socialism...
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The still(!) unfinished business of the French Revolution
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Socialism: freedom requires formal (legal)
equality plus concrete (economic) equality

Liberalism: formal (legal) equality (regardless of wealth)


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Red, as everybody knows, is the colour of socialism.  It’s a traditional colour of defiance, and solidarity with those alongside whom you struggle, and for these reasons became associated with the socialist tradition during the early 19th century.  It represents the missing value of Fraternity, not just as some nice warm fellow feeling, but as a genuine commitment to common struggle, and an end to the poverty to which the working class. Because it represents solidarity and fraternity, it also stands in for fulfilment of the other two values, freedom and equality, freedom through equality, which are presently not made real, not concrete, and require the value of solidarity to make them so.

So, the legacy of the French revolution is a mixed one.  There is promise of equality, and its incomplete fulfilment within capitalist modernity.  But it is also a mixed legacy in another way.  Because while there has always been strong anti-authoritarian culture within the urban working class, there was also a strong countervailing tendency, a Jacobin tendency, on the left, which extended well into the 19th century, and which expressed itself with the same kind of authoritarianism centralism we’ve come to associate with Marxism and the strategies of Bolshevism which aimed at social levelling and material redistribution through the capture and use of state power.’’

Anarchism from within socialism as an alternative to authoritarian centralism.
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The still(!) unfinished business of the French Revolution

(economic) equality is
incomplete without political

R equality, not just the legal
right to vote, but full
participation in collective
decision making

I —I Anarchism: concrete
1D
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Socialism: freedom requires formal (legal)
equality plus concrete (economic) equality

Liberalism: formal (legal) equality (regardless of wealth)


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Anarchism understands that economic equality alone cannot achieve freedom, and that it is a mistake to think of socialism as being purely economic in character.  To be consistent, socialism needs to be about more than sharing wealth.  It needs to be democratic.  Democracy is to politics what socialism is to economics. 

Anarchism emerges from the concern that a revolution that isn’t democratic cannot result in a free society.  And it is for this reason that anarchists promote the idea of libertarian socialism, against the temptations of authoritarian socialism.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
And so to go back to our timeline, we find that this struggle within socialism for a free, democratic, libertarian socialism against an authoritarian, centralist, Jacobin tendency within socialism occurs at two defining points in the history of anarchism.  In 1840, when Proudhon published an essay called what is property? declared himself an anarchist, and again in 1871.

So the period I’m going to be concentrating on today, is the period represented by the orange circle.  Because the two most important dates in the history of anarchism are 1840, when Pierre-Joseph Proudhon declared himself to be an anarchist.  When he did so, he was staking a decision in a debate about the character of socialism; what was desirable and what was not.  And we’ll talk more about that.

The other key date is 1872.  Because in that year, the struggle that had been going on within the International Working Men’s Association, what is known as the First International, came to a head, when the anti-authoritarian sections – at that time not yet collectively known as anarchists, but as Federalists – walked out of the congress at the Hague after Karl Marx successfully plotted to have Mikhail Bakunin and James Guilliaume expelled, and the secretariat moved from its European base to New York.  The sections that walked out reconvened a week and held a congress at St. Imier in Switzland, an event which marks the transition from anarchism simply being a tendency within the broader socialist tradition to being a distinct political and social movement in its own right.  And from this point on, being a distinct movement, they gradually acquired a distinct name, such that over the next 10 years, they increasingly became known as anarchists, a name that acknowledges their debt to relationship with the ideas of Proudhon.
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Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, What is Property? (1840)

“Property is theft!”

“The synthesis of community and property we call nominate liberty.”
“Liberty is essentially organising: in order to ensure equality between men!
“...society’s highest perfection lies in the unity of order and anarchy.”

)

| am, in the fullest sense of the term, an anarchist.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here are some quotations from Proudhon’s famous pamphlet from 1840: What is property?  To which he answers, property is theft.

What you’ll notice from these quotes is that he is experimenting with language.  Each statement on its own seems to be paradoxical.  But read together, a logic emerges, and it becomes apparent that Proudhon is trying to upset the way we normally think when we use these words.

There is a real sense in which he is attempting not just to think with language and using language, but to think past language and through language, and to not get trapped by those ideologies supported by common expressions and turns of phrase.

The circle-a symbol, the internationally recognisable symbol of anarchism is made up of an “A” an “O”, and so represents the unity of anarchy and order.

And I want to assert very strongly that anarchism does advance a vision of social order; that that vision is collectivist, rather that individualistic; that it is anti-authoritarian; and that it is pre-eminently democratic.

It is this relationship between anarchism and a vision of a genuinely democratic social order that will form the crux of the rest of this presentation., and I’m going to argue that anarchism attempts to put this vision into practice, not just as some utopian dream of a future society, but in the way we organise in the here and now.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
So now that I’ve talked a bit about the context of anarchism’s historical emergence, what I want to talk about is this method of organising, and how the principles of association and organisation cascade out from the fundamental values of anarchism and socialism.

This slide maps out the key concepts of anarchism. I’m going to keep returning to this slide, working from top to bottom.  I’ll start by briefly explaining the top two rows.  And then we will come back to fill in the rest of the picture.
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So, here are the top two rows from the previous slide, and beneath it we have the red and black flag of anarcho-syndicalism.  The flag itself is a very good starting point for this discussion,  because the two colours represent the two sets of values listed above it.

Firstly the red, as we have already discussed, represents the top three values – Liberty, Equality and Fraternity, or better still, Solidarity, which is the missing value in the bourgeois social order.  And we’ve talked about how Liberalism claims to stand for Freedom and Equality, but it conceives these in purely formal terms, such that presently they are not made real – not concrete – and require the value of solidarity to make them so.  And I’ve talked about how this is the aim of socialism.

Yet anarchists do not just want to create socialism, they desire libertarian socialism.  The black half of the flag represents three specifically anarchist values: Direct Action, Free Association and Mutual Aid.  These three values, these specifically anarchist values, are not only types of activity, they represent transformed versions of the top three values, the values of socialism made manifest through action.

I don’t have time to talk about each of them, and I think Free Association and Mutual Aid don’t require much explanation.  I think they are self explanatory, and you are all able to see why, together, they would be important to anyone hoping to achieve libertarian socialism  However. it is worthwhile  unpacking a little  what “direct” means in “direct action”.  
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Presentation Notes
Direct, here, means unmediated, but it also stands for spontaneity, but not spontaneous in the sense of just making things up on the spur of the moment or without much thought, but spontaneity in the sense of coming out of the resources of the self, like when we talk about something which demonstrates spontaneous movement, in that it is able to move itself without external compulsion.  This idea of spontaneity is linked with the concept of autonomy...
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
...which I’ll add here to the top of the slide in blue typeface above Liberty and Freedom.  I like the word autonomy when discussing these things more than liberty  and freedom, which are more abstract and into which people tend to project and overlay with different interpretations.  The concept of autonomy is more concrete, and I think, more useful.  It comes to us from the Ancient Greek and combines the words Auto (meaning self) and Nomos (meaning law), and it denotes the act of giving the law to oneself.

What I like about it is that it implies a deliberate act.  Again it is not spontaneous in terms of being unreflective and spur of the moment, but is spontaneous in that is arises out of the resources of the self.  Anarchist are people who believe in taking the initative to act, and so end injustice whenever they see it.  

However the real reason I’d like to introduce the term Autonomy here is that it has both individual and collective aspects...
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...and it is this idea – the idea that Autonomy can be both individual and collective – that takes us one step further on our path toward understanding how anarchist organisation is possible – because the collective aspect of autonomy is democracy. If a decision-making process affects more than one person, then one’s individual autonomy can only be affirmed by, and expressed through, active participation in the deliberations by which those decisions are made.

Participation is the critical concept here. Collective autonomy requires participating directly in deliberating on the issues of the day, rather than voting for representatives that would deliberate in your absence.  For this reason the type of democracy I’m referring to is direct democracy.  But you will notice that I’ve put the word “direct” in brackets.  I’ve done this because, I really don’t like the common distinction people make between direct democracy and representative democracy.  I don’t like it because it is a false distinction.  Representative democracy is not actually a form of democracy.  Democracy is where the people, the demos, have a direct grasp on power. Kratos in demokratos means precisely this: to grasp, and to have a grasp means to be present.  If a smaller class of representatives hold deliberative power in the absence of the demos, whom they are supposed to represent, then the people are actually absent from the picture, and we can no longer speak of democracy in this situation. What goes on in state parliaments, is rule by the few, or what the greeks called “oligarchy”, oligos meaning few, and arche meaning rule, but which is taken from the word “origin”, in the sense that a ruler is the origin of the laws.

So, I don’t like qualifying democracy as direct or otherwise, because direct democracy is democracy. It is the only form of democracy. And what is called, representative democracy, is actually a form of oligarchy, which should not be confused with democracy.

But democracy, direct democracy, isn’t necessarily a straightforward thing. I don’t want to suggest that democracy is always easy.  Democracy is a form of politics.  It therefore involves agon and contest; it often involves compromise, and, of course, if you can’t convince other people of your arguments or point of view, you’re not going to achieve what you want.  This is no surprise to anyone.  And so while as an anarchist, democracy – direct democracy – is something to which I am fully committed, it is important to understand it fully and be realistic about it.
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Collectivism must solve two important problems...

1. Scope
— The collective cannot decide together on everything

e Needs a common understanding of what issues are common and
what counts as individual choice

D public sphere // private sphere
2. Size

— There are physical and technological limits to the
size of any assembly


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Part of being realistic about democracy is to acknowledge its limits.  The limits of direct democratic organisation are twofold: the first is a problem of scope, and the second is a problem of size.

Firstly, what I mean by the problem of democracy’s scope, is really a question about efficiency, and the number of questions a democratic assembly can decide upon in any set period of time.  Regardless of who it is, no collective can decide on everything. Nor would it be beneficial for a collective to do so.  There is always the need to develop an understanding of what issues are common and require collective deliberation, and what should be left up to individual choice.  Ultimately this means coming to an agreed understanding about where to place the boundary between the private sphere and the public sphere.  Even then, the need to respond in a timely manner to events in a changing world, may mean it is not always possible to assemble everyone in the same place at the same time.  Plus, lets face it, meetings are often boring, and while they are important, we don’t want to spend all our lives in meetings.

The other problem is size, in that there are physical limits to how many people can assemble in the same place at the same time before a meeting becomes unmanageable.  Of course, there are organisational and technological responses that can assist in tackling this problem, but in the end they merely push the size of participants up, without actually solving the underlying problem, which persists nonetheless.

Luckily, anarchists do have answers to these problems...
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Anarchism’s answer to problems of scope and size that democracy faces involves the two concepts: delegation and federation. 

Delegation means entrusting some decision-making power to a member of your group, usually for a specific project or responsibility, and it solves the issue of how much of the group’s time and attention needs to be spent detail and minor decisions.  Essentially it creates efficiency through division of labour.

Federation  solves the problem of wider coordination through the practice of free association between groups on the basis of affinity or need, but in a way that formalises these relationships under conditions of mutual reciprocity. 

Together federal organisation and the sending of delegates to periodically held federal congresses allows for coordination to extend beyond the local level.

However, it is here that we risk running into a problem. Without being very specific about what we mean by federation and delegation, we risk recreating the same centralist and authoritarian structures that anarchism is intended to avoid, whereby elected individuals consolidate themselves in positions of power, and the federal assembly becomes a ruling clique.

We therefore need two further sets of principles that qualify how delegation and federation can work without abandoning our libertarian ideals.
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Lets, start with the idea of delegation. Traditionally, anarchists have solved the problem of delegation by subjecting it to three principles: rotation, limited mandate and immediate recall.

Rotation of delegates and office bearers does not just mean limiting the time an individual people can act in a certain role, in order to prevent any person or group entrenching themselves in positions of personal power at the expense of their comrades. It also relates to how delegates are selected. While it is possible to seek nominations and to vote, and this does sometimes happen, this is generally avoided, especially at the local level.  Instead we simply take it in turns, so that, over time, responsibility for important jobs gets shared around.  What it also means is that it is necessary for people with skills and experiences to teach their comrades what is required and how to do it, and to help build their confidence that they too can act as a delegate, especially when it comes to representing the group at congress. It is very important for more experienced members to share their knowledge, because sooner or later your comrades are going to be representing you.  We see this as part of cultivating active participation within the group which is mode of direct action.

Limited mandate requires that the responsibilities associated with particular roles are defined by the group, and that they have limits that are agreed by the group.  Sometimes this can be difficult, especially if contingencies arise which have not been discussed and agreed on by the group.  Of course, experience can help in anticipating what issues mandated delegates might encounter in their roles, but again this experience should inform the group’s discussions about what the mandate entails.  It is not always necessary that the most experienced people should always be the delegates.

Immediate recall simply means that delegates are always accountable to their groups, and the group has the power to countermand decisions made by a delegate, should that delegate exceed his mandate, and indeed, replace him immediately, should they lack confidence the delegate is performing his mandated role diligently.

So that is how delegation works within anarchist organisations. But we are not going to be able to create a libertarian society if we can’t work together on a wider basis, and for that we need federation.
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Federation  is in many ways the crowning principle of anarchist organising. As I think I mentioned earlier, at the time of the first International Working Mens’ Association, during the 1860s and 1870s, those whom we would today think of as anarchists, were known simply as federalists. They didn’t begin to call themselves anarchists until the early 1880s.

Federalism is premised on the idea that sovereignty cannot be separated from local assemblies. While free association into federations facilitates communication, cooperation and coordination, responsibility for decision making always stays at the level of local assemblies. This is what is meant by bottom-up organising.  While proposals for initiatives might be put forward in the agenda for federal congress, these proposals originate at the local level, and after the agenda is circulated are debated at the local level, with the votes of member sections (not of individuals) being communicated and tallied at congress.  To allow time for this to occur, the call for items and the circulation of agendas for regional and national congresses needs to allow time for debate to take place, and the mandates that of when we actually meet.  And of course the IWA is much larger, and the agenda for its congress, which take place every three years, is circulated six months beforehand.

I’ve also listed: local ratification of federal processes. The decisions of federal congress are binding upon member sections, but this also needs to be balanced against the idea of local sovereignty. This seems to be a contradiction. However, what I would say to this, is that the two principles (local sovereignty and being bound by federal commitments) need to find a balance. The solidarity and cooperation that federation requires starts to break down if member sections actively go against those decisions made at congress that they disagree with.  For this reason, while member sections need to read the minutes and receive report backs from their delegates before ratifying them, what they are ratifying is that the procedures of congress were conducted in a manner that was right and proper, consistent with the federal statutes, which is to say that the process was correct.

Delegation and federation are two principles that need to be thought of as acting together at the same time.  An example of this is that the IWA has no permanent secretariat separate from its sections.  Rather, the responsibilities of the secretariat are rotated between sections that are capable of taking on the responsibility.

Also, in anarchist organisations, the secretariat is not itself a decision-making body.  Its primary responsibility is to ensure official lines of communication between the member sections are facilitated in an open and transparent manner. It might also be delegated with certain responsibilities for coordinating initiatives that require ongoing  cooperation between member sections, but its primary role is to act as a point through which all official, properly-mandated communications are relayed back out to member sections.  While at first glance this might seem overly bureaucratic, actually it is extremely important, because federation requires being able to know what communications between member sections are subject to proper mandates.

As well as full collective participation in decision making, federation requires this sort of function to ensure that its activities remain transparent to everyone.  This, I think, is the great benefit of federation as an organisational principle.  We do all sorts of things in out daily lives that involve communicating, cooperating and organising with other people.  Inevitably, when we do this, we create networks, which may be formal or informal.  It is unavoidable, and its come to be facilitated by internet based technologies.  We use this stuff everyday, and I meet lots of people, including some anarchists, who think that formalising their political relationships into federated structures isn’t useful, and may even be redundant in this day and age.  I think they are seriously mistaken.  Networks are ubiquitous, they arise spontaneously and, yes, are useful, but they are not transparent.  The market is an example. The reason why capitalism is such a fucked up situation, why the sort of parasitic bullshit that capitalism facilitates is able to occur, and why capitalism is prone to the crises that afflict it, is due to the fact that the market is a complex network, and will never be transparent to itself.  Federation is a mode of organising that allows for extended participation on the basis of equality, and this equality is assured by structures that guarantee its transparency to all who participate in them.  A genuine democracy that extends beyond the local level cannot take any other form.  That is why whatever other political militancy we are engaged in, we cannot create a path to revolution without participating in, and through practicing being a part of, federal modes of organising.

And so there you have it.  The system of principles, or at least how I understand the system of  principles that underpin anarchism as a political system, and therefore, anarcho-syndicalist forms of union organisation: Federation, delegation, direct democracy.
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Another attempts at defining anarchism...

“Freedom without socialism is inequality and injustice. Socialism
without freedom is brutality and slavery.”

— Mikhail Bakunin (1867)

Anarchy is autonomy, individual and collective.

Anarchism is a revolutionary social movement that aims to
achieve this social vision by extending democracy(direct;
participatory democracy) to every institution of society.
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The state is a hierarchical and bureaucratic apparatus of power that exists over and separate to the people it governs.  To create institutions that have a direct democratic character, and to extend direct democracy to every institution of society; this is the destruction of the state.  And I cannot stress this point strongly enough.  Anarchism is not just about negation: negating power and destroying the state.  We have a social vision with a truly positive content, and that content is demonstrated by anarchist methods of organisation.

Up on the screen I’ve got other attempts at defining anarchism and what is at stake.

The first a quotation from Mikhail Bakunin, from an address that he delivered that first congress of the League for Peace and Freedom which was held in Geneva in September 1867.  I’m sure most of you know it very well.  It sums up beautifully what is at stake within the anarchist project.
Freedom without socialism is inequality and injustice. Socialism without freedom is brutality and slavery

The two statements below express what I personally think is at state in an anarchism:

Anarchy is autonomy, individual and collective.

Anarchism is a revolutionary social movement that aims to achieve this social vision by extending democracy (direct, participatory democracy) to every institution of society.
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The following slides not part of the presentation
but might bee useful.
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Anarchism and autonomy

e Anarchists understand the relationship between the individual and the
collective differently to other socialists.

e Anarchists don’t subordinate the individual to the needs of the collective.

 Autonomy [auto, self; nomos, law] is the act of giving the law to oneself.

e Key insight: individual autonomy and collective autonomy
are mutually reinforcing, rather than these two values
being in completion with each other.
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Anarchism is libertarian socialism
Balancing individual autonomy and collective autonomy means...
* Direct democracy, not representative demeeraey parliamentarianism.

e universal and equal participation in collective decision making (not the
election of leaders/representatives

Tyee  Bamples

Monarchy [mono one, arché rule] Dictatorship, Feudalism

Oligarchy [oligos, few; arché rule] Aristocracy, Representative parliamentarianism
(i.e. representative democracy)
Also: Capitalism, Authoritarian communism

Democracy [demos, people; kratos, power]  Anarchism, libertarian socialism


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Anarchism revives and is consistent with the original idea of democracy from ancient Athens.
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State communism
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Anarchism 101

Political collectivism

* Preserves individual autonomy through equal, shared and direct
participation in collective decision making processes

O

S

e Individual autonomy collective autonomy
e (Direct) democracy is collective autonomy’s institutional form
e Members must be equal and remain equal
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Anarchism 101

Collectivism must solve two important problems...

1. Scope
— The collective cannot decide together on everything

e Needs a common understanding of what issues are common and
what counts as individual choice

D public sphere // private sphere
2. Size

— There are physical and technological limits to the
size of any assembly


Presenter
Presentation Notes
 (Anarcho-capitalists are NOT anarchists.  They are neo-liberal lunatics).


Anarchism 101

Two problems: scope and size
e The authoritarian solution to these problems are wealth and power

e Theresultis centralism and hierarchy. ®

. . . . (N N
* Liberalism and state communism: Same same, but different? o @ @ @

— Market capitalism vs state capitalism.

e  Anarchism is not just economic socialism but
political socialism. What is shared is not just wealth but
participation in decision making.
. | %o
— This is what makes it truly @ @
revolutionary! @ @
Y o o


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Remember:  It’s the structure that is important
Revolution from below: those in power, whatever mask they wear, will seek to suppress genuine revoltion.
We must emancipate ourselves, no one can do it for us.



Anarchism 101

Anarchism’s history


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Well, we might look to the history of anarchism, to provide some objective moments about which we can agree, and which are not subject to the vagaries of our subjective inclinations.

The problem is that the historians themselves don’t agree.  So, in to help us get our bearings, so to help us get our bearings, I’m going to provide a very, very short and schematic overview... <click>...of anarchism’s historiography, which is the history of writing anarchism’s history.




Anarchism 101

Anarchism’s histoery historiography

(the history of writing anarchism’s history)


Presenter
Presentation Notes
<click>...of anarchism’s historiography, which is the history of writing anarchism’s history.

<pause>
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Anarchism’s historiography

Paul Elzbacher, Anarchism, Exponents of the Anarchist Philosophy (1900)

 William Godwin [1793] - benevolence, education, indiv. rationality & common good
e Max Stirner [1844] — rational, anti-authoritarian and possessive ego-centrism

* P-J Proudhon [1840-65] — libertarian socialism (collectivism © mutualism)

e Mikhail Bakunin [1871] - libertarian socialism (collectivism)

e Pétr Kropotkin [1892] - libertarian socialism (anarchist communism)

e Benjamin Tucker [1881] — anti-governmental

e Leo Tolstoy [1890s] — Christianity = anti-authoritarian pacifism


Presenter
Presentation Notes
<Intro Paul Elzbacher’s approach...>

This attempt to distill anarchism’s character by making reference to key figures is partly reflected in Ch.1 of Rudolf Rocker’s short six-chapter book Anarcho-Syndicalism: Theory and Practice (1936), and large copied wholesale in Part 1 of George Wookcock’s longer and more biographically orientated  Anarchism: A History of Libertarian Ideas and Movements (1962).  What Rocker and Woodcock do differently is give equal or greater focus on the history of the labour movement, and the place of anarchists within it.  Both devote half of their books to political history, rather than philosophical ideas. And, notably, both Rocker and Woodcock relegate Tucker to being a minor figure. Woodcock does not give him his own chapter, and Rocker doesn’t mention him at all.


Paul Elzbacher, Anarchism,

Exponents of the Anarchist
Philosophy (1900)

Anarchism 101

Rudolf Rocker, Anarcho- George Wookcock

Syndicalism: Theory and Anarchism: A History of

Practice (1936) Libertarian Ideas and
Movements (1962).

e  William Godwin e  William Godwin *  William Godwin

e Max Stirner e Max Stirner * Max Stirner

e P-JProudhon e P-JProudhon e P-JProudhon

e Mikhail Bakunin e Mikhail Bakunin e Mikhail Bakunin

e Peter Kropotkin e Peter Kropotkin e Peter Kropotkin

e Benjamin Tucker R o tat o Zopiorain—oekor

e Leo Tolstoy * Leo Tolstoy e Leo Tolstoy
9/170 pg book e 220/500 pg book

4 chs: history of movement e
2 chs: AS aims and methods

% summary and bio,
% history of movement


Presenter
Presentation Notes
<Intro Paul Elzbacher’s approach...>

This attempt to distill anarchism’s character by making reference to key figures is partly reflected in Ch.1 of Rudolf Rocker’s short six-chapter book Anarcho-Syndicalism: Theory and Practice (1936), and large copied wholesale in Part 1 of George Wookcock’s longer and more biographically orientated  Anarchism: A History of Libertarian Ideas and Movements (1962).  What Rocker and Woodcock do differently is give equal or greater focus on the history of the labour movement, and the place of anarchists within it.  Both devote half of their books to political history, rather than philosophical ideas. And, notably, both Rocker and Woodcock relegate Tucker to being a minor figure. Woodcock does not give him his own chapter, and Rocker doesn’t mention him at all.
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Anarchism’s historiography
Peter Marshall, Demanding the Impossible: A History of Anarchism (1993)

* Ancient, Classical, Medieval and e Josiah Warren, Lysander Spooner,
Early-Modern libertarians Benjamin Tucker

e William Godwin e Adin Ballou, John Humphrey Noyes,

e Max Stirner Voltairine de Cleyre, Alexander

* Pierre-Joseph Proudhon Berkman

e Mikhail Bakunin * Emma Goldman

. Peter Kropotkin e Gustav Landauer, Johann Most,

Rudolf Rocker

e Elisée Reclus ,
e Mohandras Gandhi

...and many more.

e Errico Malatesta
 Leo Tolstoy


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Peter Marshall takes the approach started by Paul Elzbacher, and adopts the expanded approach adopted by George Woodcock, only to expands it further, into a massive 820 page book,   He basically argues that libertarian ideas are as old as time, starting with ancient, classical and early modern forerunners to anarchism, arguing that an anarchist sensibility emerged amongst the Taoists of ancient China, and can be found in both Buddhism and the philosophy of the Anceint Greece.

The book has its good points. Marshall surveys all sorts of people about whom it is good to know stuff, and in that sense it is a great map to the intellectual terrain in which anarchism is situated, however the expansiveness .  And there are some things about which I will personally state, that he is dead wrong.  He does not understand the significance of anceint greece.  Nonetheless it is a useful book to dip in and out of.
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Anarchism’s historiography

David Morland, Demanding the Schmidt & van der Walt, Black Flame: the
Impossible? Human Nature and Politics in | Revolutionary Class Politics of Anarchism
Nineteenth-Century Social Anarchism and Syndicalism (2009)
(1997) e Critiques Elzbacher’s original selection
e Critiqgues “most representative authors” as unrepresentative of the movement
il = odwi il -~ odwi
o— Mo SHraer o— Mo SHraer
e Pierre-Joseph Proudhon e Pierre-Joseph Proudhon(?)
*  Mikhail Bakunin Mikhail Bakunin
e Peter Kropotkin * Peter Kropotkin
Beniamin Tucl Beniamin Tul

oo Telshey oo Telshey



Presenter
Presentation Notes
A couple of other people that have misgivings about the approach taken in Peter Marshall’s book are two South African gentlemen:  Michael Schmidt and Lucien van der Walt.  They argue that what anarchism, as a social and political movement, is, is different to the picture of anarchism one receives reading academic accounts of anarchism; that by focusing on texts in the library, academic scholars of anarchist philosophy have unwittingly entered into an idealist error. Where the likes of Peter Marshall see anarchism being a generously broad and hetrogeneous school of thought, they argue for a much narrower conception of what anarchism is, arguing that that different figures have influenced the movement to different extents, and that some of the thinkers aggregated under the banner of anarchism by Paul Elzbacker and Peter Marshall have not effected the historical movement at all.  Of the seven people that Paul Elzbacher took as emblematic of anarchism as a popular movement, the argue that only Mikhail Bakunin and Peter Kropotkin  are truely exemplary, and that, for all the importance of Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, the diversity of his writings make claiming him as characteristic of the movement as a whole somewhat problematic.
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Anarchism’s historiography
Schmidt & van der Walt, Black Flame (2009) contra Peter Marshall:

\neient Classical, Medievatand Ear BeniaminTuc

Mederntibertarians « Adin Ballou, John Humphrey Noyes,
s Lo Geewnia Voltairine de Cleyre, Alexander Berkman
o M Stiraer e  Emma Goldman
e Pierre-Joseph Proudhon e Gustav Landauer, Johann Most, Rudolf
e Mikhail Bakunin Rocker
« Peter Kropotkin —Mehandras-Ganehi
e Elisée Reclus ...and many more.

e Errico Malatesta

s« leoTolstoy
s lesisbiarrenbissrsor Seearos


Presenter
Presentation Notes
And of those given prominence by Marshall, only about 2/3 are retained by Schmidt and van der Walt as being important to, or genuinely reflective of anarchism as a movement expressing the revolutionary hopes of the popular classes.

At the end of the day, what is at stake is a debate about how broadly  anarchism should be defined, whether it encompasses any anti-authoritarian, anti-governmental perspective, including libertarian individualism, or whether its opposition to authority needs to be coupled with an opposition to capitalism, a commitment to revolutionary class struggle, and whether its embracing socialist collectivism means individualism must be repudiated.
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