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ABSTRACT

This work seeks to demonstrate, through an examin-
ation of the writings of Peter A. Kropotkin and Benjamin
Re. Tucker, that the communist and individualist schools
of anarchlst theory differ less in spirit and in under=
lying commitment than in fthelr prescriptive measures;
that each entails a fundamental break with liberalism
over the notion of equality and ultimately finds ltselfl
more consistently in fthe sociglist than anarchist tra-
dition in political thought. Anarchism entails more
truly a rejection than a projection of bourgeois indi-
vidualism,

Moreover, it will be argued that the one exception
to this is Max Stirner--a man who shared the anawchistst!
disdain for bourgeois social arrangements while adhering
to the bourgeois notion of man. His vision is one of
chaos not tanarchyt.
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ANARCHISM: ITS MEANING AND PLACE

IN POLITICAL THEORY

Since its inception, anarchism has been one of the
least understood and most consistently maligned politicalA
‘cheories.1 Re jected by liberals and soclalists alike, its
meaning has been obscured and anarchism has come in the
public mind to be synonymous with the negativistic and des-
tructive tendencies of nihilism. This conception complsetely
distorts anarchismts basic assumptions, which are positive,
and failsg to recognize that underlying its anti-statist and
anti-authoritarian stance2 is a profound belief in the na-
tural sociality of man, premised upon a fundamental faith
in human rationality and natural order.3 This confusion

and ambigulty surrounding the meaning of the term are not

1Its origin as a modern social and political theory
- is generally attributed to Proudhon, who first referrsd to
himself as an fan=archistf. The position, however, more
rightfully belongs to William Godwin, whose Enquiry Concern-
ing Political Justice was first published in 1793.

2Peter A. Kropotkin, "L'Ordre", in Paroles d'un
- ~
Révolté, p. 99.

3George Woodcock, Anarchism: A History of Liber-
tarian TIdeas and Movements, pp. c2o-23.

1



new but were clearly enunciated by the individualist poet
and author John Henry I-'Iac:l«:aylL towards the end of the last
century. In a poem entitled tdnarchy!, he wrote:

Ever reviled, accursed, ne'sr understood,
Thou art the grisly terror of our age.
"Wreck of all order," cry the multitude, _
"Art thou, and war and murder'!s endless rage."
0, let them cry. To them that ne'er have striven
The truth that lies behind a word to find,
To them the word's right meaning was not given.
They shall continue blind among the blind.
But thou, O word, so clear, so strong, SO purse,
Thou sayest all which I for goal have taken.
I give thee to The future! Thine secure
When each at least unto himself shall waken.
Comes it in sunshine? TIn the tempest's thrill?
I cannot tell=-but it the earth shall see!
I am an Anarchist! Wherefore I will g
Not rule, and also ruled I will not be.

Teetering in the popular mind between insanity and
oriminality,6 tanarchist! has become a term of opprobrium
used by regimes of both the Right and the Left as an ignom-
inious term of reproach. And while political theorists
generally have been more sophisticated than to coneclude that

such an extreme and dangerously pathological phenomenon as

uMackay was also the biographer of Johann Caspar
Schmidt, the extreme individualist author and philosopher
who wrote undei the nom-de~plume Max Stirner. Stirner has
been wldely regarded as an anarchist~-an assertion, the
validity of which, this work hopes to refute. See below,
especially chapter IV.

5John Henry Mackay, "Anarchy'", as quoted in Emma
Goldman, "Anarchism: What It Really Stands For'", in Anar-
chism and Other Essays, p. L7.

6Bertrand Russell, Roads to Freedom: Socialism,
Anarchism and Syndicalism, p. 38.




a Ravachol7 ls a typical exaﬁple of an anarchist, they
too often regard anarchism as a meaningless ethical the-
ory.8

The problem, it will be argued in this work, lies
not in the consistency of the theory itself, but in both
the anarchist movement's failure to look inward and to
engage in discriminating self-criticism, and in its cri-
tics! myopic approach to anarchist theory. It is the
failﬁre of the anarchists themselves to deny the rabidly

bourgeois individualism of an obsessed Stirner, which

has contributed at least in part to the conception of

7Ravach.ol, an infamous and self-proclaimed anar=
chist whose real name was Frangols Konigstein, was guil-
lotined on July 11, 1892, for bombings he had executed in
March of that year. Hardly the characberistic martyr,
Ravachol was an admitted robber=--he had even disinterred
a corpse in search of Jewels and murdered a hermit in an
attempt to take his money. Dying at the age of thirty-
three at the hands of the state, he was compared by a cer=-
tain element in soclety to Christ, and there grew up the
1Cult of Ravachol!, This phenomenon did much to set back
the anarchist cause and was decried by responsible anar-
chists such as Kropotkin and Malatesta, who condemmed
Ravacholts tdangerous buffoonery! and stated clearly that
anarchism aimed at social change and not wanton destruc-
tion. See Roderick Kedward, The Anarchigts: The Men Who
Shocked an Era, pp. L, 21-22.

8Benjamin Barber, Superman and Common Men: TFreedon,
Anarchy, and the Revolution, pp. 15-16, 21=22, 25, and 35~
36; Isaac Kramnick, "On &narchism and the Real World:
William Godwin and Radical England", American Political
Science Review, LXVI, 1 (March, 1972), pp. 114~120; George
Bernard Shaw, The Impossibilities of Anarchism, in The Fa-
bian Socialist Jeries No. 3: gocialism and Individualism,
pPp. 29~62; and E.V. Zenker, Anarchism: A Critlicism and
History of The Anarchigst Theory, p. 315.




anarchism as an asocial and negativistic political doc-

9

trine,”’” and it 1ls theilr sxtraordinary simplicity--a sim-
plicity almost bordering upon naiveté, which has led
many liberal and socialist theorists to ignore or dis-
dain both the movement and its theoretical renderings.

And while much of this criticism is justified,
especially in regard to their political economy, the over=-
all condemnation of the theories as inconsistent is not.
The differing conceptions of human nature and rationality
represent not a logical fallacy but merely a difference
in premise which leads logically to a difference in con-
clusion. Thus, while the removal of the state with its
oppressive laws signifies a genuine liberation for the
anarchist,qo it means little more to the statist than
the degeneration of cilvilization and a return to govern-
ment by the fKilkenny cat plan'.11

Even those soclalists who viewed man's nature as
less entrenched and more malleable, as influenced and

shaped by pre~existing soclo-economic forces and as ulti-

mately perfectible-~~in the sense of developing a genu-

9See below, especially chapter IV,

1OColin Ward, Anarchy in Action, p. 11.

11George Bernard Shaw, An Intelligent Woman'!s Guide
to Socialism and Capitalism, pp. 29-30.




inely commmnitarian sentiment'and hence, in rhetoric at
least, acknowledged the possibility of a genuine democracy
established by the withering away of the state~-rejected
the anarchists, who shared their ultimate vision of the
good society, as dreamers and, even worse, as fdecadent

utopians‘.12

The dissension, which wracked the early

years of the International,13 and the hostility and invec=
tive which emerged from it have done much to obscure and
distort the place of anarchism in the history of political
thought, for, aside from the anarchists themselves, who
have tended to be somewhat uncritical of their owﬁ theory,
the preponderance of literature written on anarchism dur-
ing the ;ast century has come out of the Marxist camp, the
intellectual sincerity of which, on this issue, is question-
able., Dictated by organizational necessity, rather than by
scholarship, the Marxist analysis has been less than fair,

rejecting anarchism out of hand as an unrealistic, utopian

vision which serves the forces of reaction, and when not

12
127-113,

131?‘03:' a study of the socialist~anarchist split in
the International, see Julius Braunthal, History of the In-
ternational: 186&»191@, pp. 120-194; G,D.H. Gole, A His=
FTory of Soclalist Thought. Vol. II. Marxism and Anarchism:
10501090, pp. 17L4~212; George Lichtheim, Marxism: An His-
torical and Critical Study, pp. 100-111, and & Short His-
tory of Socialism, p. 169,

George Plechanoff, Anarchism and Socialism, pp.




downright aristocratic, as cbunter—revolutionary and bour-
geols, inconsistent and com::oacilictor;y'e'HL

It is not, however, only the Marxists who argue
that anarchism differs but in degree from the liberalism
of an Adam Smith, a Thomas Paine, or a Herbert Spencer.15
Bven some of the more serious students of anarchism, per-
sons who have sought to examine the subject as a body of
theory deserving of careful consideration and analysis,
differentiate bétween its communist (more broadly collec-
tivist-commmitarian) and individualist forms, and while
adhering t§ the belief in commmnist anarchism's éenetic
relation to socialism, places inordinate stress upon the

similarities between the individualist school and that

1uSee especially Eleanor Marx Aveling's Preface (pp.
3=6), and Robert Rives LaMonte'!'s Introduction (pp. 7-15)
to Plekhanov's Anarchigm and Socialism; Daniel De Leon,
Socialism versus Anarchism; mric J. Hobsbawm, Revolution=-
aries: Conbtemporary Lssays, pPp. 57-59, and é8; Letter
I'rom Karl HMarx to Ludwlg Kugelmann, in Marx-Engels: Se~
lected Correspondence, pp. 171-172; Karl Marx, Friedrich
Engelsr and Paul Lafargue, "A Plot against the Interna-
tional', in Saul K. Padover (ed.), The Karl Marx Library,
Vol. III, On the First International, pp. 251=-266; Ple-~
chanoff, Anarchism and Socialism; Leon Trotskys, "The Col-
lapse of Terror and of Ifs Party", as quoted in Novak,
"Anarchism and Individual Terrorism", The Canadian Journal
of Economics and Political Science, XX, 2 (May 195L), Dp.
183§hand . Yaroslavsky, History of Ansarchism in Russia,
Pe .

15866 Morris Hillquit, History of Socialism in the
United States, p. 212; George Bernard Shaw, The Ilmpossi-
pllities of Anarchism, in Socialism and Individualism, ppD.
=7=30, 39; and Zenker, Anarchism: A Criticism end History
of the Anarchist Theory, pp. 3-l, and 311.




of classical liberal laissei-faire.16 And although there

is an element of truth in this distinction, care must be
taken to avoid its being overdrawn, for, while commmunist
anarchism cannot be seen as bourgeois in any but the most
roundabout and tactical sense, neither does individualist
anarchism properly belong in the liberal tradition.17
Despite the fact that these two forms of anarchist
theory clearly differ in perspective, the communists ad-
hering to the abstract principle of equality in distribu-
tion,18 and the individualists subscribing to the more
liberal notion of equitability or equivalence in exchange,

i.e. reward in proportion to labour energies expended,

they share in their rejection of contemporary social ar-

16Apr'il Carter, The Political Theory of Anarchism,

pp. 8, and 89; R.B. Fowler, "1Ihe Anarchist Tradition of
Political Thought", Western Political Quarterly, XXV, L
(December, 1972), pp. (42-745; Irving L, Horowitz, The
Anarchists, pp. &7~52; Isaac Kramnick, "On Anarchism and
the Real World: William Godwin and Radical England,
American Political Science Review, LXVI, 1 (March, 1972),
P. 116; George Woodcock, Anarchism: A History of Liber-
arian Ideas and Movements, p. 20, and The Anarchist
Reader, pp. 33-35.

. ]7A number of authors have made this suggestion in
the past. See Fowler, "The Anarchist Tradition of Poli-
tical Thought', Western Political Quarterly, XXV, L (De-
-cember, 1972), p. (L43; and Derry Novak, "The Place of An-
archism in the History of Political Thought', The Review
of Politics, XX, 3 (July, 1958), p. 325.

8This principle, itself, is viewed differently by
different anarchists. See below, p. L3.



rangements and in the clearly elitist bias of liberal
justificatory theory. The ultimate visions of the two
are more similar than they are different.19 Each ad-
vocates the formation of a genuinely democratic socl=-
ety, based upon the notion of voluntarism, and each re-
jects the net transfer of powers which lies at the heart

20 por while it is true that Locke

of liberal theory.
set out from an initial position of freedom and equality
in his classic attempt to justify the liberal state and
the capitalist market economy for which it stands, it is
also true that he came ultimately to defend a class

state, with a differential in rights, based upon what he
deemed to be a clasgss differential in rationali’c;)r.'2Jl

And 1t is this justification of inequality which

19, point made as early as 1889 by Herbert L. Osgood,
one of the first political scientists to deal with anar-
chism in a serious manner. See his "Scientific Anarchism",
Political Science Quarterly, IV, 1 (March, 1889), p. 29,

2OCapitalism, by definition, entails the accumulation

of capital in the hands of one segment of the population
and the alienation of labour on the part of another. The
capitalist acquires through the wage-labour relationship
directive control over the workerts labour energies for

a prescribed period of time and hence sharply limits the
labourerts liberty. For a fuller explanation, see C.B.
Macpherson, The Real World of Democracy, DD. ﬁB—SS.

21John Locke, The Second Treatise of Government, in
Peter Lagslett (ed.), John Locke: Two Treatises of Govern-
ment, especially chapter V; and C.B. Macpherson, The Poli-
tical Theory of Possessive Individualism, pp. 194=262.




clearly distinguishes liberal from anarchist thsory. Be-
hind it lies a different notion of human nature and a com-
pletely different conception of what comprises rational
human activity. The bourgeois notion is essentially aso-
clal and negativistic, and the role of the state is thus
definitional-~for, without it, the Hobbesian war of all
against all would ensue., The anarchist notion, however,
recognizes man's inherent sociality, deems invasive be-
haviour irrational, and rejects the role of the state as
both superfluous and destructive of genuine social tieg=--
fellowship and comradery. As Godwin quotes apprbvingly
from Thomas Paine, "Society and government are different
in themselves, and have different origins. Society is
produced by our wants and government by our wickedness.
Society is in every state a blessing; government even in
its best state but a necessary <—3vi1”.,22 Moreover, re-
garding wickedness not as vice, but folly, the anarchist
rejects the liberal maxim that "That government is best
which governs least", but rather argues with Thoreau that

"That government is best which governs not at all".23

22Wi11iam Godwin, BEnouiry Concerning Political Jus-

tice and Its Influence on Modern Morals and Happiness, ed.
Isaac Krammick, p. 168; and Thomas Paine, Common Sense, in
Richard Emery Roberts (ed.), Selected Writings of Thomas

Paine, p. 9.

23Henry David Thoreau, Civil Disobedience, in Joseph
Wood Xrutch (ed.), Thoreau: ~Walden and Other Jritings,

p. 85,
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And such a society is deemed possible for precisely
the reason that the anarchist ontology differs in essence
from the liberal. While both schools assert that labour
is entitled to its just reward (the exact nature of this
distributive principle differing from one theorist to an=-
other within the anarchist camp) and that men ought to be
free to enter contractual relations with one another, and
that contracts should be lived up to, the nature of these
relations differs considerably. Liberalism entails two
assumptions not held by anarchism: first, the liberal
agsserts that men are by nature unlimited desirers and con-
sumers of material utilities and power over others; and
second, that rational behaviour is acquisitive behaviour.
Through the introduction of these assumptions, the liberal
theorist is able to justify, in all consistency, the ac-
cumulation of capital in the hands of one segment of the
society and the subordination of the remainder (by far
the larger portion of the population) by arguing that all
are materially better off through the establishment of
this unequal arrangement than would any be in a condition

of equal poverty.au On this basig, capital is entitled

2L|rThis argument is used repeatedly throughout liberal
theory. First appearing in Locke, it re-emerges in the
writings of Bentham, J.S. Mill, Spencer, Friedman, Rand,
and Hospers. See below, pp. 13, 72-76.
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to a return, as it is representative of past labour, and
contributes to current well-being.

The anarchists of both schools, however, reject
this, Capital accumulation is deemed immoral by such
widely differing theorists as Godwin and Tolstoy, Warren,

25

Proudhon, and Tucker. Bven to the individualists, la=-

bour alone is entitled to reward, and that paid fairly
(i.e. in proportion to labour), and only once. 2% A1l
else is surplus value, exploitation, gain, usury; illegi-
timate and unjustified. The anarchist rejects the 1li-
beral justificatory claim of more and views the bapital—
ist market as invasive. Furthermore, he contends that
given the choice between méterial prosperity and liberty
the rational individual will always come down on the
gide of 1iberty.2? In his refusal to subvert individual
liberty to the principle of profit maximization, the an-
archist rejects the very mainspring of liberalism--a re-

jection which entails a denial of the bourgeois ontology

and with it of bourgeoilis ethics in favour of the more

25Each of these theorists saw within the liberal
justification of capital, the denial of individual 1li-
berty to others, and each in turn placed a higher valu-
ation upon labour than upon appropriation.

268ee below, p. 82.

27See below, pp. 53-5l, 93, 98-99,
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egalitarian anarchist ethic.

Thus it is that both Kropotkin and Tucker and their
respective schools reject the elitist bias of liberal
theory and remain committed to the ideal of a genuinely
democratic soclety. They move beyond the narrowly de-
fined liberal notion of equality of rights to a more
substantive and clearly socialistic notion of equality,
for the anarchists view liberty and equality not as anti-
podes but as complementary notions. Thelr theories are
both social and democratic, and not in the least elitist
or aristocratic.

topian perhaps, bubt internally consistent, the
anarchigt literature offers a world of unfulfilled dreams,
a wealfh of new visions, Bringing together the liberal
notion of freedom with the democratic assertion of equal~
ity, and the anarchistic assumptions of limited desire
and man's social proclivity to harmonious interaction
with his fellow man within society but outside of the
state, the anarchist theorist is able to avoid the dilemma
of liberal-democratic theory which seeks at one and the
same time to harmonize a democratic moral commitment with

an undemocratic (class-based) economy.28 Thus, while

28C.B. Macpherson, "The Maximization of Democracy",
in Democratic Theory: BEssays in Retrieval, pp. 3-23, and
The Real World of Democracy, especially pp. 35-=55.
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even such democratically oriented liberals as John Stuart
Mill viewed substantive equality as a threat to both 1li-

berty and individual incentive and opportunity,29 the an-
archist theorists genuinely believed that 1ibertj and in-
dividual human development could only occur in an egali-

tarian and non-political community,

Furthermore, adhering to the postulate of individual
liberty and believing with Lord Acton that "Power tends
to corrupt and absolute power corrupts absolutely“,3o the
anarchists have warned repeatedly of the dangers of state
capitalism and the continuation of the net tranéfer of

powers inherent in it.31 Thus, whether realizabld or not,

29John Stuart Mill, Considerations on Representa-
tive Government, pp. 9-95, and Principles of Political
Economy, in J.M. Robson (ed.), Collected Works of John
s%hart;Mill, pp. 763, 782-783, and 795.

30 5ohn Emerich Edward Dahlberg-Acton, "Acton-
Creighton Correspondence', in Gertrude Himmelfarb (ed.),
Essays on Freedom and Power, p. 36l.

31Of speclal interest are Proudhon's Lebtter to Karl
Marx (Lyon, 17 May 1846), in George Woodcock (ed.), The
Anarchist Reader, pp. 138-1L0; Michael Bakunin, Marxism,
Freedom and The State; and Benjamin R. Tucker, State So-
cialism and Anarchism. Following the Russian Revolution
came a number of denunciations within anarchist circles,
not the least of which arose from the communist anar-
chist camp itself. See Alexander Berkman, The Bolshevik
Myth (Diary 1920-22), and Now and After: The ABC of
Communist Anarchism; ILmma Goldman, lMiy Disillusionment in
Russia, and iy Further Disillusionment in Russia. Not
all anarchists shared this early premonition. Herbert
Read, by his own account, clung for a period of time to
the belief that the revolution would work itself out,
but like his fellow anarchists, his hopes also waned
(Anarchy & Order, pp. 89-108),




1

anarchism offers a pervasive criticism of both the liberal

32

and so-called fcommunist! worlds. Its theory, however,
i1s not torn, as some critics have claimed,33 between li-
beral individualism and communitarian values, but rather
views the social and the individual as one~-indivisible
and hence inalienable. Ibts ethics are not bourgeois, butb
anarchist; its liberty, social and non-invasive.

Such is not the case with Stirner. His writing
describes a masgsive and perpetual tension between esach
individual and the society within which he wars--a mal-
ady which he diagnoses as both natural and inevitable.
And, in so doing, he differs not only from the soclal
anarchists Bakunin and Kropotkin, the community oriented
individualist Godwin, and the religious anarchist Tolstoy,
but also from the individualists Warren, Proudhon, and
Tucker, Iach of these theorists sought harmony between
the individual and the community, a position which reached
fruition in the individualist axiom that competition is
co~operation, Unlike the others, however, Stirner ad-

hered to the essentially Hobbesian perspective and an ac-

ceptance of coercion was esgsential to his thesis. Reject-

32pavid E. Apter, "The 01d Anarchism and the New--
Some Comments', Government and Opposition, V (Autum, 1970),
pp. 397-398; Nicholas Walter, about Anarchism, pp. 7-8.

33Kramnick, "on Anarchism and the Real World: William
Godwin and Radical Tngland", American Political Science Re-~

view, LXVI, 1 (March, 1972), p. 128.
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ing all social theory as hypocritical and destructive of
individualism, Stirner, it will be argued, would have
found the anarchists! soclally-oriented notions of indi-
vidual liberty utterly incompatible with his own posses-
sive notion of individualism and would have viewed them
as, at the very least, fraudulent--a phantasm destroy-
ing the individual in the name of an abstract liberty
and humanity.

Furthermore, it will be argued, that given his
dual ontology (his commitment to both a bourgeois and an
anarchist ethic), his theory, if realized, would result
in the most negativistic and chaotic of social arrange-
ments, More liberal than anarchist, Stirnerian theory
finds itself in a dilemma comparable to that of 1iberal-
democratic theory. Seeking a democratic right bto indi-
vidual assdrtion, Stirner remains committed to the bour-
geols essence and hence is unable to extricate himself
from the horrendous portent of a competitive liberal so-
ciety without a regulative state. With Stirner, the
warnings of the critics have come to fruition, for in
the words of Shaw the problem with anarchism lies in the
fact that:

If we were all equally strong and cunning we

should all have an equal chance; but in a

world where there aroc children and old people

and invalids, and where able~bodied adults of
the same age and strength vary greatly in
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greediness and wickedness, it would never do:

we should get tired of it in no time. Even

pirate crews and bands of robbers prefer a

peaceful settled understanding as to the divi-

sion oﬁ their plunder to the Kilkenny cat

plan. ‘ _

And the 'Kilkenny cat plan!' is precisely the fate
of Hobbesian man without his Leviathan, and Stirnerian
man without the state, With it, he is deprived of his
ownness, his individuality. Without it, men will stand
alone and sterile, more like the monuments of Shelley's
Ozymandias than like his kings, slipping in and out of
the Hobbesian war of all against all, as their indivi-
dual egos demand of them. The image i1s not attractive,
nor is it anarchist. It is a vision of bourgeois man
seeking to free himself from the chains of social neces-
sity, or as Marx and Engels so perceptively noted, of

35

the petty-bourgeols seeking to be bourgeois.

3L"Shaw, An Intelligent Womant!s Guide to Socialism
and Cavpitalism, p. 29.

35See below, p. 139.
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PETER A, KROPOTKIN--COMMUNIST ANARCHIST:

A STUDY IN THE ESSENCE OF DEMOCRACY

Of the many schools of anarchist theory, the com=-
munist is the most widely known and best publicized., The
heir of Godwinian individualism and Bakuninist collectiv=-
ism, this school broke with its predecessors in the anar-
chisgt tradition over the question of equality and contended
that the artificially opposed notions of liberty and com=
mmnity were not only compatible but actually inextricably
entwined and mutually requisite for the genuine realization
of either.1 In support of this doctrine, numerous theor-
ists penned voluminous works, not the least of whom was
Prince Peter Alexeivich Xropotkin-~a Russilan aristocrat
turned populist and later acclaimed by his fellow revolu-
tionists as the clearest and most consistent exponent of

. . 2 . .
communist anarchism, An ardent and active revolutionary,

Kropotkin devoted the largest part of his adult life to

Tsee below, pp. 55-65, especially p. 60.

2See Alexander Berkman, The Bolshevik Myth (Diary
1920-1922), p. 73; and, Emma Goldman, Living liy Life, v. I,
pp- 1 68"‘1 69.

17
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writing and speaking on behalf of the anarchist cause.,
The foremost exponent of a movement which terrified the
world,3 Kropotkin remained in the eyes of those who knew
him an honourable and decent man.LL And, while many dis~
agreed bitterly with his doctrine, few attacked the in-
tegrity of the man who so steadfastly espoused it.5 In
the words of George Bernard Shaw, a cenbtralist and ex-
ponent of Fabian socialism and a writer and commentator
renowned for his acerbic tongue, "Kropotkin was amiable

to the point of saintliness."6

3The late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries
were characterized by an overwhelming and irrational fear
of anarchism both as a political movement and as a crim-
inal conspiracy. This fear resulted in such heinous acts
of vrepression as the trials, in America alone, of the Hay-
market conspirators and of Sacco and Vanzetti, and in the
uncongcionable apprehension and deportation of numerous
left-wing radicals from her shores. See Berkman, Now and
Afber: The ABC of Communist Anarchism, p. 68; Emma Gold-
man, Living My Life, v. II, pp. (03-72l., and My Disillu-
sionment in Russia, pp. 1-7.

uGeorg Brandes, ”Tntroductlon”, Memoirs of a Revolu~-
tionist, pp. xxvil-xxxiv; Goldman, Living My Life, v. I,
p. 168169, and v. II, pp. 509~ 510, 770, and 065, and
My D13111u51onment in Russia, p. 35, and Rudolf Rocker,
The London Years, p. 149.

5Even Benjamin R. Tucker, who so bitterly attacked
Kropotkintsg theory from the individualist perspective, re-
frained from making ad hominem attacks against its orig-
inator,

6Hhile harshly critical of anarchism as a doctrine,
Shaw did admire and respect its leading theorist. He wrote
these words in a letter to George Woodcock (Anarchism: A
History of Libertarian Ideas and Movements, p. 185).
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Certainly, Kropotkin's criticism of contemporary
society abounded in moralism and conflicted sharply with
what he viewed the pseudo-scientific amoralism of the day.
Seeing an irresolvable conflict between Christian ethics
and bourgeols morality, Kropotkin sought to retrieve the
notion of community from the abyss of time, without sink-
ing back even further into the morass of metaphysical
superstition.7 He claimed to have found the roots of hu-
man, and more specifically anarchist, morality in the na-
ture of things--a nature which he deemed scientifically
discovered and objectively verified. Through ap@lica~
tion of the scientific method, the truth about man, his
nature and society, could be found and within it lay
the basis of human ethics.8 And the ethic so determined
contrasted sharply with that of existing society and de-
monstrated clearly what Kropotkin had long intuitively

held to be true. From his earliest days Kropotkin had

7Peter Kropotkin, Modern Science and Anarchism, in
Roger N, Baldwin (ed.), Kropotkin's Revolutionary Pamph-
lets, pp. 193-19l.. HenceTorth, all references to thils
worlt will be cited K.R.P.

8Kropotkin writes: '"As science goes deeper into
the life of Nature, it gives to evolutionist ethics a
philosophical certitude, where the transcendental thinker
had only a vague intuition to rely on" (Ethics: Origin
and Development, p. 20). See also Peter Kropotkin, An-
archist Communism: Its Basis and Principles, in Roger N.
Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., p. L7; Kropotkin, liodern Science
and Anarchism, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P, PP. 150,
1556-156, and 179; and Kropotkin, Zthics: Origln and De-~
velooment, pp. 2-3, and 31.
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disliked authority.9 He developed in his youth a dis-
trust of, and even contempt for, those in positions of

power and an overwhelming sense of respect and sympathy

10

for the more kindly and benevolent masses. At first

hoping to achleve social reform through the political
process, he accepted with eagerness an administrative
post in the tsarist regime, soon only to become disap-
pointed and disillusioned by the inflexibility and in-

sincerity of bthe autocratic Russian monarchy. In his

autobi_ography,11

Kropotkin writes:
The years that I spent in Siberia taught

me many lessons which I could hardly have learn-
ed elsewhers, I soon realized the absolute im-
possibility of doing anything really useful for
the mass of the people by means of the adminis-
trative T%ohinery. With this illusion I parted
forever,

Simultaneously, however, this experience reinforced

what had been & long developing faith in the creative

9Peter Kropotkin, Memoirs of a Revolutionist, pp.
1—18%; and Martin Miller, Kropotkin, pp. 22-23, 51, and
83"‘ .

10

Kropotlkin, Memoirs of a Revolutionist, pp. 105-

106,
11The man's modesty and humility are apparent even
in his dislike of the title given this volume, prefer-
ring his own selection, Around One's Life, a selection
the publisher of the Inglish lTanguage edition rejected,
apparently leeling it too neutral. Nicholas Walter,
"Introduction", HMemoirs of a Revolutionist, p. V.

12

Kropotkin, Memoirs of a Revolutionist, p. 215.




21

capacities and decency of the common people of his coun-
try--a faith which came in time %to include all humanity
and marked his writings separate and apart from those of
many in the radical tradition. Thus i1t was that Kropot-
kin came to the realization that whatever reformist and
revolutionary tendencies exist reside in the congtructive
hearts of the masses and not in the petrifying institu-
tions of the state.13 And it is to this creative and con-
structive tendency that anarchism owes its existence, for:

Anarchism . . . owes its origin to the construc-

tive, creative activity of the people, by which

all institutions of common 1life were developed

in the past, and to a protest--a revolt against

the external force which had thrust itself upon

these instituticns; the aim of this protest be-

ing to give new scope to the creative activity

of the people in order that it might work ou Iy
the necessary institutions with fresh vigor.

1BPeter Kropotkin, Anarchism, in Roger N. Baldwin
(ed.), K.R.P., p. 287; Anarchism: Its Philosophy and
Tdeal, In Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pPpe. 133, 135~
136, and 139; Anarchist Commmunism: 1tS Basis and Prin-
ciples, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pp. 62-67;
Expropriation, in Martin A, Miller (ed.), Selected Writ-
ings on Anarchism and Revolution: P,A, Kropotkin, p. 1082;
Law and Authority, in Roger N, Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., D.
197; Hemoirs of a Revolutionist, pp. 213-216; Mutual Aid:
A Pactor of mvolution, pp. 162, and 186; The Russian Re-
volution and the Soviet Government, in Roger N. Baldwin
Ted.), K.®.P., pp. 255-256; The Spirit of Revolt, in
Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., p. 36; and The State: Its
Historic Role, in Martin A, Miller (ed.), Selected Writ-
ings on Anarchism and Revolution: P.A. Kropotkin, p. 262.

1uKropotkin, Modern Science and Anarchism, in Roger
N. Baldwin (ed.), XK.R.P., p. 1L9.
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Possessed by the desire for regeneration and
growth, the common people stand, by definition, apart
from and opposed to the repressive and often brutalizing

apparatus of the state. Xropotkin asserts:

The higher administration of Siberia was
influenced by excellent intentions, and I can
only repeat that, everything considered, it
was far better, far more enlightened, and far
more interested in the welfare of the country
than the administration of any other province
of Russia. But it was an administration,--a
branch of the tree which had its root at St.
Petersburg, and that was quite sufficient to
paralyze all its excellent intentions, and to
make it interfere with all beginnings of lo-
cal spontaneous life and progress. Whatever
was started for the good of the country by lo-
cal men was looked at with distrust, and was
immediately paralyzed by hosts of difficulties
which came, not so much from the bad intentions
of men,--men, as a rule, are better than insti-
tutions,--but simply because they belonged to
a pyramidal, centralized administration. The
very fact of its being a government which had
its source in a distant capital caused it to
look upon everything from the point of view of
a functionary of the government who thinks,
first of all, about what his superiors will say,
and how this or that will appear in the admin-
istrative machinery, and not of the interests
of the country.

e« o o« Then I began to understand not on-
1y men and human character, but also the inner
springs of the life of human society. The con-
structive work of the unlknown masses, which so
seldom finds any mention in books, and the im-
portance of that constructive work in the
growth of forms of society, fully appeared be-
fore my eyes. « o o The part which the unknown
masses play in the accomplishment of all impor-
tant historical events, and even in war, became
evident to me from direct observation, and I
came to hold ideas similar to those which Tol-
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stoy expresses concerning the leaders and the 5
masses in his monumental work, "War and Peacell,

And it was, moreover, out of this faith in the es-
gential rationallty and socilality of the common man,16
and disdain for the conservatizing and bureaucratizing
tendencies of the state, that Kropotkin and his succes-
sors in the communist anarchist tradition came to reject
all power relations as unnatural and unjust and to pos-
tulate a society of the future free from such oppressive
and dehumanizing structures.17 Thus, while the liberal
reformers of past centuries had fought againét seeming-
ly interminable odds to establish a government of laws
and not of men, these anarchists, although sharing their
detestation of the traditional hiserarchy--both secular .
and religious--which had characterized both the status
or customary socleties of medieval times and the heredi-

tarily class-based societies of the classical world, re-

T temoirs of a Revolutionist, pp. 213-21l, and 215-

216,

16'I‘he concepts of rationality and sociality were
for Kropotkin inseparable. Man was by nature, in his
estimation, both rational and social, Moreover, ration-
al behaviour necegsarily entailled altruistic acts of co-
operation and rmutual aid. See below, pp. 38-39, 45, 55-65.

171noluded in this group are his contemporaries DEr-
rico Malatesta, Alexander Berkman, and Emma Goldman,
along with his successors Herbert Read, Nicholas Walter,
and the publishers of Freedom (the first issue of which
came out in October of 1886).
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jected with equal fervour the complete amorality and im=-
personalization of human relations which accompanied the
development of the liberal natlon-state. C
The liberal state had, in its bid for equalitby
(meaning equality in the liberal sense of freedom to en-
ter the market and not in the communist sense of actual
equality of condition), not merely destroyed traditional
privilege but sought to weed out all institutions in

19

which rubual aid had formerly had expression., Hence,

Kropotkin concludes that whereas in medieval towns guild
members automatically helped one another,eo and in bar-

barian society the individual took it upon himself to

21

prevent harm to others, "under the theory of the all-

protecting State the bystander need not intrude: it is-

t.”22

the policeman'!s business to interfere, or no Fur-

thermore, he contends that this sense of uncaring and

1 popotirin, Commmnist Anarchism: Tts Basis and
Principles, in Roger N, Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., DP. {3
The Gonquest of Bread, p. 187.

19Kropotkin, Mutual Aid: A Factor of Evolution,
p. 226; The State: 1ts Historic nole, in Hartin A, Mil-
ler (ed.), Selected Writinpgs on aAnarchism and Revolution:
P.A. Kropotkin, pp. 235-259,

20

See below, pp. 63-6l.

21See below, pp. 63-6l.

22

Kropotkin, Mutual Aid: A Factor of Evolution,
p. 228,
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alienation were not limited to the political and socio-
economic realms but extended into moral relations as
well for, whereas among the Hottentots "it would be sgcan-
dalous to eat without having loudly called out thrice
whether there is not somebody wanting to share the food,
all that a respectable citizen has to do now is to pay
the poor tax and to let the starving starve."23
Kropotkints objectlion to the role of the state
extended beyond that of the political radical to tsar-
lst and feudal oppression and came to centre primarily
upon what he deemed the inequitable and unjust economi.c
relations of the capitalist m.a;r*lce’c,,aL and the liberal
theorists! attempts to elevate to a moral level the no-
tion of benign negleotzsuma notion which the altruistic’
Kropotkin, committed to the principle of social or an-

26

archist individualism and not bourgeois individuwalism,

231pid.

EuAnarchism: Its Philosophy and Ideal, in Roger N.
Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., DPDe. 126=127; Anarchist Communism:
Its Bagis and Principles, in Roger N, Baldwin (ed.),
K.R.P., D. (2; The Conquest of Bread, pp. U1-5L; and
xpropriation, in Martin A, Miller (ed.), Selected Writ-
ings on Anarchism and Revolution: P,A, Kropotkin, pp.
T62-T6l.,

25Kropotkin, Modern Science and Anarchism, in Roger
N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.FP., p. 182; and Hutual aid: A Fac-
tor of Evolution, D. 227.

263ee below, pp. 39-40, Ll-L5.
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found highly repugnant and totally indefensible.
Differing from the liberal in his conception of

human nature,27 Kropotkin was able, in all consistency,

to reject the role of the state and to postulate a new

and more human society premised upon the principles of

28

voluntarigm and mubtual aid. In so arguing, Kropotkin,

like a number of nineteenth century democratic theor-

ists,29 returned at least in part to a pre-liberal con=-

30

ception of man. Seeing in each individual an infinite

27See below, pp. 30-3lL, 55-65.

28Anarohism, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., D«
28l.; Anarchism: Its Philosophy and Ideal, in roger N.
Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pp. 123=12l; Anarchist Communism:
Its Basis and Principles, in Roger N, Baldwin (ed.), )
KX.R.P., pp. 50-53, 638=69; The Conguest of Bread, pp. -
95; and Modern Science and Anarchism, in aoger N. Bald-
win (ed.), K.R.P., DP. 159, 104~185.

29Both John Stuart Mill and Karl Marx expressed
feelings of revulsion at the limited and one~dimensional
notion of man which pervades liberal society and theory.
See J.5. Mill, "Essay on Bentham'", in Mary Warnock (ed.),
Utilitarianism, pp. 99~105, Considerations on Representa-
tive Government, p. 51, and Principles of Political BCO-
nomy, in J.li. Robson (ed.), Collected Works ol John Stu-
art Mill, III, pp. 75l, 775; Karl Marx, sconomic and Phil-
osophical Manuscripts, in T,.B. Bottomore (ed.), RArl Marx:
Barly Writings, pp. (2, 122; and Karl Marx and Frederilck
Engels, The Gorman Ideology, ed. C.J. Arthur, p. 105,

30The notion of man as a being conscious of energles
to be developed and viewing rational behaviour as behav-
iour engaged in such development was deeply rooted in the
Western humanist tradition and, in fact, dominated Western
philosophy from the time of Aristotle until the develop-
ment of the market society in the seventeenth century.
See C.B. Macpherson, "The Maximization of Democracy", in
Democratic Theory: Hssays in Rebtrieval, especially p. 5.
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range of capacities to be developed,31 and viewlng men
2

as inherently equal,B“ Kropotkin asserts that it 1s the

ultimate moral right of each individual to use and ex-

ert these latent capacities and to develop them into

33

manifest powers. What is more, he contends that it is

only through such self-motivated and self-directed ac-

3L

tivity that each mant's individuality can be realized,

31Kropotkin, Anarchism, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.),
K.R.P., pp. 28L~285; Anarchism: Its Philosophy and I-
deal, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), R.R.P., DP. l1e3~-124,
TLT; Anarchist Communism: Its Basis and Principles, in
Roger N, Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pp. [0=-71; Anarchist Mor-
ality, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pp. 105, 113;
The Conguest of Bread, pp. 12, 16I, 1796-199; Bthics:
Origin and Development, p. 25; Memoirs of a Revolution-
1st, Pp. 396~399; and Modern Science and Anarchism, in
noger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., De 157,

3‘?This assumption clearly differs from that held
by the ancients. It was not until the French Revolution
that equality came to be held along with liberty and
fraternity as an ideal of social life (Bthics: Origin
and Development, pp. 101-108). See also Anarchist Com-
munism: Its Basis and Principles, in Roger N. Baldwin
(ed.), K.R.P., PP. 52-53; Anarchist Morality, in Roger N.
Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pp. 99-109; mthics: Origin and
Development, pp. (L-75, 93, 312; and Modern Science and
Anarchism, in Roger N, Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., ppe 1067~
168, 176=177.

33Anarohist Communism: Its Basis and Principles,
in Roger ¥, Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pp. LG-l9; The Con-

auest of Bread, p. 16l; and HModeérn Science and Anarchisn,
in Rroger . Baldwin (ed.), K.,2.P., Pe 157

3L"The Conguest of Bread, pp. 126-127, 196-197;
Fields, IFactories, and wWorkshops, pp. 3-l; and Prisons
and Thelr [loral Influence on Prilsoners, in Roger N. Bald-
win (ed.), K.3ePe, Pe 223
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and the creative and regenerating spirit restored to a
faltering and stagnating civilization.35

Creativity and ingenuity are the products of the
complete man, the whole man, the integrated man, and not
of the incomplete, one-dimensional, and partialized be=-

36

ing of bourgeois soclety. Ags progress and improvement

are reliant upon the inventive spirit,37 so, too, is the
. . - 8
inventive spirit the product of total human development.3
It emerges from the union of the practical and the ab-

stract, the manual and the mental, deriving its stimulus

from human need and 1ts means from human experience and

BSThe Conquest of Bread, pp. 19, 130-131; Ethics:

Origin and Development, pp. 27~-28; Bxpropriation, in
Martin A, Miller (ed.), Selected Writings on Anarchism
and Revolution: P,A. Kropotkin, pp., 20(-209; The Spirit
of Hevolt, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., DPP. 35-37;
and The State: Tts Historic Role, in Martin A, Miller
(ed.), Selected Writings on Anarchism and Revolution:
P.A. Kropotkin, pp. 259, 262, 26lL.,

36Kropotkin, Anarchism, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.),
K.R.P., pp. 285-286; Anarchist Morality, in Roger N.
Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., ppe. 81, 10, 106, 109-111, 113;
The Conauest of Bread, pp. 124-127, 165; and Memoirs of
a nevolutionist, pp. 398-1400.

3Tkropotikin, Anarchism: TIbts Philosophy and Ideal,
in Roger M. Baldwin (ed.), h.i.P., DP. 10-T4l; Anar-
chist Morality, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., P. 96;
and Hodern Science and Anarchism, in Roger N, Baldwin
(ede), K.R.P., pp. 100-185,

38Kropotkin, The Conquest of Bread, pp. 196—1?9;
Fields, Pactories, and Worksnops, p. o15; and Memoirs of
a Revolutionist, pp. 399-100,
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39

capacity. It is only from the total man, fully formed
and developed, that great ideas come-~ideas with practi-
cal implications and social benefits,uo and it is, he
contends, btowards the creation of guch ideas, such men,
and such social relations as allow and even encourage
this development that our notions of morality and ethics
ought to be directedeu1
Thus, bthe aim of communist anarchism is the forma-
tion of a soclety which allows each individual the great-
est possible degree of individual expression consistent
with the equal liberty of oi;her's,h’2 and this, for Kropot-
kin and his followers, necessarily entails the destruc-

L3

tion of all power relations--political and economic,

39Kropotkin, An Appeal to the Young, in Roger N.
Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., p. 282; The Gonquest of Bread,
pr. 197-199; Expropriation, in Martin A, Miller (ed.),
Selected Writings on Anarchism and Revolution: P.A.
Kropotkin, p. 196; and Flelds, Factories, and Workshops,

pp‘ 3—11-“;.-2‘1 50
110

mAnarchist Gommunism: TIts Basis and Principles,
in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., p. L7; athics: Ori-
gin and Development, pp. 5, 12, 26; and Modern sScience
?g$ ?Egrohlsm, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), R.R.P., DP.

Kropotkin, The Conquest of Bread, p. 198.

] uzKropotkin, Anarchist Morality, in Roger N. Bald-
win (ed.), K,R.P., DP. 105; and Hodern Science and Anar-

g et

chism, in Roger M. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., De 157«

uBIt is upon this point that the communist anar-
chists differ not only from the statist liberal and so-
cialist schools but also from the collectivists within
their own ranks. See below, pp. L3=l.
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While Kropotkints theory is genuinely a product of the
nineteenth century with its unabiding faith in science
and progress,uu it repregents a radical shift away from
the liberal theories contemporaneous with it. For while
Kropotkin asserted, as did Lockeug and even Hobbesbr6 be-
fore him, that men should treat others as they would
like to be treated themselves,L!7 Kropotkints interpreta-
tion of the meaning of these words differs profoundly
from that given by Locke., Viewing men as unlimited de=-
sirers and consumers of material goods and power over
others, Locke and his successors in the liberal tradi-
tion had been able Lo move from an initial position of
freedom and equality (i.e. his equal rights postulate)
to the'justification of a clasgs-based state (i.g. a so-
clety which denied equality of rights). Taking this na-
tural and avaricious proclivity to material acquisition
as man's defining characteristic and holding it above

all others as the determining factor of human behaviour,

lLLLSee Richard DeHaan, "Kropotkin, Marx and Dewey",
Anarchy, V, 9 (September 1965), ». 273.

usLocke, The Second Treatise of Govermment, in
Peter Laslett {ed.), Jonn Locke: Two Treatises of Govern-

ment, pp. 309-311,
.6

Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, p. 183,

u7Kropotkin, Anarchist Morality, in Roger N. Baldwin
(ed. ), K.R.P., pp. 52, 97, 98.
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the liberal theorists had transformed the Aristotelian

concept of man into Homo sconomicus, and had dismissed

as ancillary the developmental portions of the human
ontology,48 In so doing, these theorists were able To
morally justify the subversion of personal liberty to
the material maximizing claims of the capitalist eco-
Nnomy .

Kropotkin, however, would not. Finding the stan-
dards of morality in contemporary society highly repug-
nant, Kropotkin sought out and found its basis not merely
in the hypocritical stance of a sociebty which précticed
the philosophy of unadulterated egoism while paying lip-

. . « s gt as 9
service to the altruistic values of Chrlstlzamlty,lJr but

MBKarl Polanyi, The Great Transformation: The Poli-
tical and Economic Origins of Our Time, pp. 111-116; and
TOur Obsolete Markel Mentality", in George Dalton (ed.),
Primitive, Archaic and Modern Kconomies: HKEssays of Karl
Polanyi, pp. 63-65,

ugBy the term !'Christianity'! Kropotkin, like Tols-
toy, means the teachings of Christ in their altruistic
and messianic form, and not the rigidly systematized
dogma of the bureaucratic church hierarchy. TUnlike Tol-~
stoy, however, Kropotkin rejects even Christian al truism
as inhibitive of individual character formation. See
especially Kropotkints Letter to Nettlau, in Martin A.
Miller (ed.), Selected Writings on Anarchism and Revolu-
tion: P.A, Kropoltkin, p. 296, See also Kropotkin, aAn-
arcnism: 1bs DPhilosophy and Ideal, in Roger N. Baldwin
(6de), Ketel., PP« 130=139; Anarchist Communism: Its
Basis and Princivnles, in Roger H., Saldwin (ed.), K.R.P.,
P. 50; sthics: Origin and Development, pp. 119-12T, TL7-
1485 and Teo Tolstoy, The kingdom o:r God is within You.
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more importantly in the liberal justificatory theory it-
self. Liberal theory had, in its repudiation of previous
hierarchical and class~based moralities, quickly grasped
hold of the utilitarian notion and rejected all other
theories as wnscientific and untruve. Assuming men's ac-
tions to be governed by reason, the utilitarians had
concluded that men were but bundles of energy pulled to-
wards some objects by the attraction of pleasure and re-
pelled by others in the atbempt to avoid pain, and, upon
this simple and rational basis, it was argued that all
lhunan behaviour could be understood and explained awaygso
And while Kropotkin accepts in part atAleast the ration-
ale behind this theory and shares with the utilitarians
in their rejection of transcendental ethics and divine
theology, he disdains their failure to distinguish be-
tween levels of satisfaction. While he does not doubt
that men, in their conscious acts, seek to maximize
pleasure and to minimize pain, he contends that the util-
itarian is wrong when he suggests that all actions and

all satisfactions are indifferent;s1 rather, like John

5OThis theory was better as a tool for explaining
than predicting behaviour since it has the advantage of
a self-fulfilling prophecy. Any act can be explained as
having been rightly or wrongly viewed as providing man
with the most satisfaction. See Kropotkin, Anarchist
Morality, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., Dp. OL-0O0.

51 1bid., p. 88,
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Stuart Mill, who revolted against the crass materialism
of his teacher and predecessor Jeremy Bentham,52 Kropot-
kin maintains that there are higher and lower pleasures,
virtuous and vicious acts.SB And the difference between
these acts lies not in divine inspiration or in metaphys-
ical speculation, as the liberal theorists suggest, but
in the nature of things, or so Kropotkin claims, for an-
imals and primitive men quite clearly recognize this
differentiation without having read the dicta of Moses
and of the Church Fathers and without having_been exposed
to the categorical imperative of Kant.sh Menfs actions
are governed not by what is good for the individual per
se, but rather by what 1s fair and good for the whole

55

race; and by this criterion, what is good is that

which is useful to society as a whole, and what is bad is

52Mlll "Essay on Bentham", in Mary Warnock (ed.),
Utllltarlanlsm, pPpe. 99=105,

53Anarchist Morality, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.),
K.RePey, Do U0,

5LLIbidt., pp. 89~91.

SS'l‘hls entails a misuse of the word race, but one
which might be viewed ag deliberate in so far as Kropot-
kin intends this conception to broaden with each progres=-
sive step in the evolutlonary process. At first it per-
tains only to a narrowly defined group such as the ex~-
tended family or clan, In time, however, these feelings
of sociality (or mutual aid) are extended to include a
whole society and ultimately the entire species. See
Ethics: Origin and Development, pp. 29=31.
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that which is harmful to it.
Thus, questioning the valldity of the conventional
scientiflc world view, and repelled by the amorallty gen-
erated by the market, Kropotkin set out to dismantle both
The inequitable capitalist state, which allows for the
pervetuation of this inequality, and the market morality
which pervades and depersonalizes social relations.
hin capitalism he sees the embodiment of inequal-
ity and even inequlty (the latter being for Kropotkin the

)7)'

lesser principle of the two Placing its priorities
upon greed rather than need,58 efficiency in produotion
rather than human develcpment,59 the capitalist market
has relieved the individual of his right to engage in in-
dependent decislon-making and btransformed him into a

60

slave, Little better than a serf, in fact in some ways

Sékronobkln, Anarchist Morality, in Roger N. Bald-
win (ed.), K.R.P., DDe 91=07.

57Anarchist Comrmuinism: Its Basis and Principles, in
Roger N. Balawin {ed.), K.3.F., pp. 00~0T1, Th~75; Anarchist
Horality, in Roger W, Baldwin (ed.), K.R. P., PD. 106—!07
T09; ané The Conquest of Bread, pp. 1836=187.

58.

59

Iropotkin, The Conquest of Bread, pp. L6-LL7, 53.

Krovotizin, Fields, Factories, and Workshops, pp.

3=lt.

60Unable to utilize his cavacities, man becomes wi=-
thered, starved, and depraved, and loses whatever indi-
vidual sense of creativity and originality he previously
had., He becomes, in effect, an appendage to the machine,



35

worse off since, in theory at least, the feudal lord had
61

an obligation to his property, the worker is used and
exploited, his product being largely taken from him to
support his employer and the superstructure of the state
which holds him in perpetual submission.62 Both poli-
tically and economically he is the producer of his own
oppression.

Working long hours for minimal subsistence in a
competitive milieu he is necessarily alienated from his
fellow men. Treated as a commodity and deemed substi-
tutible, he loses all sense of identity save that of a
worker, a wage-slave, & drudge.63 His purpose in life
is to survive and nothing more. Torn by a tension-
ridden'society, he must either struggle to climb to the
top through endless competition with others (a competi-

tion which requires his using and abusing others) or

61Kropotk1n, The Great French Revolution, pp. 577-
582; Memoirs of a Revolutionist, pp. 136-139; and The
Russian Revolutlionary rarty, pp. 137=-140.

62Kropotk1n, The Conquest of Bread, pp. L7-L49, 53~
5ly, 119, 162; Ethics: Origin and Development, p. 273
E@proprlatlon, in Martin A, Miller (ed.), Selected Writ-
ings on Anarchism and Revolution: P.A, Kropotkin, p.
179; Law and Authority, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R. P.,
pp. 210-2771; and Revolutionary Government, in Roger
BaldWin (ed ), I{ R Po, ppe 236"2M

63Kropotkin, The Conquest of Bread, pp. 60, 198~

199.
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sink with resignation, defeated, to the depths of apa=-
thy, Stale, flabt, and monotonous, the life of the aver-
age worker is, argues Kropotkin, a prosaic life, marked
by boredom and routine. Reduced by the division of la~-
bour, that hallmark of market rationalism, to the manu-
facture of the eighteenth part of a pin, the worker can
see no purpose to his work and no future for his life.éu
Locked into an economic strait-~jacket and subject to
both the political constraints of the administrative
bureaucracy and the impersonal controls of the market,
the individual experiences a profound feeling of help—
lessness and powerlessness.65

Unable to engage in genuinely free decisilon=-making
since he'must work in order to fulfill his basic subsis=’

tence needs,66 the worker, under the mythology of free

6uKropotkin, Anarchist Communism: Its Basis and
Principles, in Roger N, Baldwin (ed.), Re.ReLes Pe [0; and
The Conquest of Bread, pp. 126=127, 165, 197=193.

65Kropotkin, Anarchist Communism: Its Basis and
Principles, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), Re.R.P., DP. 4O, 55,
70; Anarchism: Its Philosophy and Ideal, in Roger N,
Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pp. 13L-T35; and Ethics: Origin
and Development, pp. 25=26,.

66Kropotkin, Anarchism: Its Philosophy and Tdedl,
in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., p. 1LT; The Conquest
of Bread, pp. 121-12l; BEthics: Origin and Development,
P. 313 and Modern Science and Anarchism, 1in Roger N.
Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., DPpe 152~153,
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contract,67 is forced to stagnate and wither away. Re=-
quired by nature to put his subsistence needs before his
thuman! needs (i.e. developmental needs), he is reduced
to satisfying another's happiness--to a means rather
than an end68—-and, unused, unexercised, unfulfilled,

69

his potentialities dissipate and his faculties diminish,
Deprived of leisure and enslaved in unrewarding toil,7o
the men (and women) of bourgeois socilety are prevented

from engaging in the higher arts and sciences and hence
precluded from any genuine form of individuation, 1.e.

the development of the higher faculties=~morél, intel~

71

lectual, and artistic.

67Kropotkin writes: "For the worker who must sell
his labor, it is impossible to remain free" ("Letter to
Nettlau", in Martin A, Miller (ed.), Selected Writings
on Anarchism and Revolution: P.A. Kropotkin, p. 305).
See also Anarchist Communism: 1ts Basis and Principles,
in Roger N, Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., DPDe 55s 09=11.

68Kropotkin, Modern Science and Anarchism, in Roger
N. BaldWin (edo )’ KoR.Pe [ ppe 16?"'1 6811

69Kropotkin, Anarchist Morality, in Roger N. Bald-
Win (ed.)’ I{uR‘PQ, pp- 60“8‘1’ 1110

70Kropotkin, Modern Science and Anarchism, Iin Roger
N. BaldWin (Gde), KQROP.’ ppn 167"'1 650

71Kropotkin, Anarchist Communigm: TIts Basis and
Principles, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., Pp. 49,
65-67; Anarchist Morality, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.),
K.R.P., Pp. 110~-113; An Appeal to the Young, in Roger
N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pp. 20l-065; The Conquest of
Bread, pp. 12, 126; and Ethics: Origin and Develop-
m pp. 19"'20’ 25“26, 105.
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Moreover, Kropotkin contends that under such cir-
cumstances even the owners of the means of production
cannot really be free. Ever afraid of losing thelr pos-
itions of wealth and privilege and falling into the ranks
of the working class, or wofse, the employers of labour
must also engage in a ceaseless struggle. Governed by
false needs,72 they strive endlessly for material goods,
thereby developing only the lesser and more vulgar side
of their personalities,73 and, in the course of this de=
velopment, precluding, both for themselves and for their
fellow men, the cultivation of the higher faculties.
Competition, in this crass and materialistic sense,ﬂL
leads; not to growth and development, but to conflict
and disharmony, and ultimately to the dissolution of so-

ciety,75 It is only when the 1life of each individual,

72The need for unlimited quantities of material goods
is, within bourgeois society, a genuine need. It is arti=-
ficial only in the sense in which bourgeois society is ar-
tificial. It is not a primordial need.

T3kropotkin, Anarchism: Tts Philosophy and Ideal, in
Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., p. 147,

7uKropotkin distinguishes between two types of comps-
tition and conflict. The materialistic one he views des-
tructive and regressive; the conflict of ideas he sees as
creative and progressive. See Anarchism: Its Philosophy
and Tdeal, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.ReP., PDe 139-113

. 75Kropotkin, Anarchist Communism: TIts Basis and
Principles, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), R.R.P.s PP. 08-119;
and The State: Its Historic Role, in Martin A. Miller
(ed.7, Selected Writings on Anarchism and Revolution:
P.A. Xropotkin, pp. 262-06l,
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his personal aspirations and'desires, is in accord with
that of others, and the interests of all, that genuine
freedom exists and individuation can occur.76 Masters
are as entrapped by the system as are its slaves;77 the
characters of all men perverted--human nature depraved.78
Thus, Kropotkin concludes that the liberal assertions of
freedom and equality are, at best, illusory, and, at
worst, immora1.79

Setting out from a similar equality of rights pos-
ition, Kropotkin and Locke arrive at conclusions which
are diametrically opposed. Each is an individuaiist,
but their respective notions of individualism differ
radically. For Locke and Bentham, the term was strictly
non-developmental, asserting only the individual's right
to own himself and the goods he had acquired through the
application of himself, It entailed, at most, the right

76Kropotkin, Anarchist Morality, in Roger N. Baldwin
(ed.,),5 K.R.P., P 965 and Efhics: Origin and Development,
p. 105,

TTxpopoticin, "Letter to Nettlau", in Martin A, Mil-
ler (ed.), Selected Writings on Anarchism and Revolution:
P.A, Kropotkin, p. 290; and Modern Science and Anarchlsm,
in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., p. 160,

78K‘ropotkin, Anarchism, in Roger N, Baldwin (ed.),
K.R.P., p. 2853 and Anarchist Morality, in Roger N. Bald-
win (ed.), X.R.P,, PpP. 104, 106,

9Modern Science and Anarchism, in Roger N. Baldwin
(edQ)’ K.I{AP.’ pp. 167"1680
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80 For Kropotkin, how-

to life, liberty, and property.
ever, the term meant much more, and, in fact, demanded
the rejection of the very principle for which bourgeois
individualism stood. It required a complete rejection
of private property, and, more specifically, a denial

81 The vight

of the capitalist market and wage labour.
to life, and, even more, the right to a 'free! life==
i.8. a thuman'! life--were, according to KrOpotkin, nec-
egsarily abrogated by the individual commitment to pri-
vate ownership of the means of production.
Furthermore, Kropotkin contends that the liberal
theorists have failed not merely to provide for the max-
imum development of individuality on a universal basig=-
the only form Kropotkin and his school accept as morally
justifiableazm-but they also fail to meet the precondi-
83

tlons of the lesser principle of justice or equity.

80Looke, The Second Treatise of Government, in Peter
Laslett (ed.), John Locke: 1Awo Treatises ol Government,
P. 311.

81
82

See above, Pp. 3l-37.
See above, pp. 27, and 29.

83Anarchist Communism: Its Basis and Principles, in
Roger N, Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pp. 48, 5l~55; Anarchism:
Its Philosophy and Ideal, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P.,
PPe. 126-127; The Conquest of Bread, pp. L2-l3, 49, 51=52;
Expropriation, in Martin A. Miller (ed.), Selected Writ-
ings on Anarchism and Revolution: P.A. Kropotkin, pp. 162,
1ol Law and Authority, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P.,
p. 207; and Modern Science and Anarchism, in Roger N. Bald-
win (ed.), XK.R.P., PP. 188, 193,
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They fail to guarantee each the return of his own, and
hence to meet the standards of individualism J’.'bsel’l.f.,&L
And this problem, as in the case of the previous one,
lies not in the abuses of capitalism but in its intrin-
sic nature.85 If each man wag to receive his just re-
turn (i.e. the full product of his labour), there would
be no profit, and, without profit, no incentive. Capi-
talism is, by definition, an inequitable system. It
does not exist to secure well~being for all, and to ex-
pect this is to expect from it something it cannot pos~
sibly deliver.86 Kropotkin writes:

It is absolutely impossible that mercan=-
tile production should be carried on in the
interest of all, To desire it would be to ex=-
pect the capitalist to go beyond his province
and to fulfil duties that he cammot fulfil
without ceasing to be what he ls=-a priv%ye
manufacturer seeking his own enrichment.

Modifications and reforms may alleviate some of the
suffering, he asserts, but cammot end the inequity of

88

its distributive principle nor return man to himself,

8LL?K:c'opotk.in, The Conquest of Bread, p. 117; BEthics:
Origin and Development, p. 27; and Law and Authority, in
Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.Pe, Do 212,

85Kropotkin, Anarchism: Its Philosophy and Ideal,
in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., De 1283

86

Kropotkin, The Gongquest of Bread, p. 117.

87 pia.
88Ibid., pp. 60, 88,



Thus, Kropotkin concludes that both justice and
morality require the dismantling of this inequitable and
oppressive apparatus and its replacement by conditions
of freedom and equality.89 Such conditions, however,
must extend beyond the mere principle of equity (i.e.
that principle which, consistent with the individualism
from which it springs, demands the return to each of the
full product of his labour and the destruction of ex-
ploitation) and encompass the higher ideal of equality.go
The visionary ideal of Kropotkints theory transcends not
merely the injustices of capitalism, which he deéms eX=
ploitative and immiserating, but also the degradation
and povgrty, both material and moral, of a society

founded upon the notion of guid pro quo. To return to

the relations of the past--relations in which each man
worked alone to produce that which he could exchange for
equal value in the open market--would entail a regres-
sion to conditions of scarcity, and an extension, rather

than a shortening, of the work day and hence, a diminu-

_ 28§9Anarchism, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), KeRoP.,
Do .

9OK:c'opotkin, Anarchist Communism: Its Basis and
Principles, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.)s K.RePes DPe 00=
671; Anarchist Morality, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P.,
PP TGBZTU§T—TH§"§BEE%ést of Bread, pp. 186=187; and
Ethics: Origin and Dsvelopment, pp. 29-30.
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tion of leisure time.
And while collectivism might overcome these pro-
ductive shortcomings, it, too, is unable to rise above
the moral limitations and sterility of the individualist
schemes, Men, being unequal in their capacities and in
their levels of productivity, would receive unequal re-
muneration and thereby be denied an equal opportunity
to engage in activitles conducive to individual self=
realization. Moreover, given the complexity and inter-
dependence of productive relations in contemporary so=
ciety, Kropotkin questions the possibility and feasibil-
ity of determining the exact contribution of any one in-

92

dividual to the productive process, and suggests that
a society based upon such a principle would become to=-
tally absorbed by the notions of calculability and
meagsurability--notions which he views as antagonistic to

both society and morality°93 Of his own society, Kro-

91Kropotk1n, Anarchism: TIts Philosophy and Ideal,
in Roger N. Baldwin (ed. ), K.R.P., p. 126; Modern Solonce

and Anarchism, in Roger N BaTdmin (ed.), K.R.P., po T72.

92Anarchlst Communism: Its Basis and Principles,
in Roger N. Baldwin {ed.), K.R.P., PP. 5({=59; The Con-
quest of Bread, pp. 88-90, ﬁ?S-ﬁ89, and Modern 3cience
?$g ?ggrdhlsm, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., DD

93Anarchlst Cormmnism: Its Basis and Principles,
in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pPD. 60-61, (L; Anar-
chist Morality, in Roger N. Ba Tdwin (ed.), K.R.P., DPe
106-109; and The Conquest of Bread, pp. 186=




potkin writes:
If middle-class sociebty is decaying, if we

have got into a blind alley from which we can-

not emerge without attacking past institutions

with torch and hatchet, it is precisely because

we have given too much to counting. It is be=-

cause we have let ourselves be influenced into

giving only to receive. It is because we have

aimed at turning society into a commercial com-

pany based on debit and credit.®

If sociebty is to survive, it must transcend the un-
Just and inequitable relations of the capitalist market
and the narrowly egoistic and humanity destroying forces
of an essentially sterile bourgeois morality, and return
to first principles,,95 It must recognize the essential
equality of men, their social needs, duties and obliga=-
tions, and explicitly reject the notion of subverting
the rights of one to add to the fulfilment of another.

It must adopt "the ethic of a socliety of equals, who are

completely free",96 and with it the libertarian concep=

tion of democratic individualism--a principle which, by

9LL'I’he Conquest of Bread, p. 187.

95Kropotkin, Anarchism: Tts Philosophy and Ideal,
in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.FP., pp. 139=1113; and The
State: Its Historic Role, In Martin A. Miller (ed.),
Selected Writings on Anarchism and Revolution: P.A. Kro=~
potkin, pp. 262-26lL.

96K‘ropotkin, "Letter to Nettlau", in Martin A, Mil-
ler (ed.), Selected Writings on Anarchism and Revolution:
P.A. Kropotkin, p. 299.
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definition, stands opposed to the exploitative and dehu~-
manizing tendencies of its elitist or bourgeois form=-
that individualism which takes as its goal "the greatest
.individual development possiBle through practicing the
highest communist sociability in what concerns both its
primordial needs and its relationships with others in
general",97 i.6. communist individualism.

This return, moreover, is not a dream but real.98
It is possible and, Kropotkin suggests, probable,99 but

100

its means nmust be social and not political. Only

M1bid., pe 297.

98K‘ropotkin, Anarchism: Its Philosophy and Ideal,
in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., p. 126; and The Con-.
quest of Bread, pp. 51, 5l..

99Furthermore, Kropotkin contends that bourgeois so-

ciety is doomed to failure. Given its immorality and in-
herent contradictions, its demise is inevitable. See An-
archism: Its Philosophy and Ideal, in Roger N. Baldwin
(ede)y K.R.P.y, pPo 129; Anarchist Cormmumnism: Its Basis
and Principles, in RogeT N. Baldwin (ed.), KeReP., DPe LO=-
7, 59-6T, Th; The Conquest of Bread, pp. 62-63; and Words
of a Rebel, in Roger N. Baldwinm (6@, ), K.R.Pe, Pe T6.

1OOAnaI-chism: Its Philosophy and Ideal, in Roger N.
Baldwin (6d.), K.R.P., pp. 120, 137-138, Th0-1Ll; Law and
Authority, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.,), K.R.P., p. 2T2; "Let-
ter to Brandes", in Martin A. Miller (ed.), Selected Writ-
ings on Anarchism and Revolution: P.A. Kropotkin, p. 320;
Modern Science and Anarchism, in Roger N, Baldwin (ed.),
K.R.P., pp. 159=T65, T70-172, 189-191; Revolutionary Go-
vernment, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., PPe. 230=-242,
2I9-250; and The State: Its Historic Role, in Martin A.
Miller (ed.), Selected Writings on Anarchism and Revolu-
tion: P,A. Kropotkin, pp. 211, 261=262.
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through direct action on the part of the people as in-

1017 for any

dividuals can genuine democracy be attained,
new authority, even if deemed temporary or provisional,
will cling to its new status just as did the monarchs

and absolute rulers of the past. The common man, the man
for whom the revolution is fought and by whom it is won,
will, under such circumstances, be relegated once again
to the position of serf or societal drudge, supporting,
with his labour and his life, a superstructure which ex-~

ploits and dehumanizes him.102

Such has been the case
with all previous revolutions and must inevitably be the
result of any future revolution which does not embrace
the equalitarian prineciples of anarchism.1o3
Hence, Kropotkin dlsassoclates himself from the
gtate socialists~~be they utopian or scientific--and

views thelr position as ill-informed, unscientific and

101Kropotkin, The Commune of Paris, in Martin A, Mil-
ler (ed.), Selected Writings on Anarchism and Revolution:
P.A. Kropotkin, pp. 128-129; The Conguest of Bread, pp.
59~60; Revolutionary Government, in Hoger N. Balwin (ed.)
KeR.P., pp. 2L.7-208; and The Spirit of Revollt, in Roger N.
m&ﬁin (edo), KoRnPo, ppn 38"14.3.

1OZKropotkin, Anarchigm: TIts Philosophy and Ideal,
in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pPpP. 136=137; The Com-
mne of Paris, in Martin A. Miller (ed.), Selected Writ-
ings on Anarchism and Revolution: P.A. Kropotkin, p. 1243
The Great French Revolution, pp. ((s 9(s 150=173, 195~225,
23, 29T, 356, 397; and Revolutionary Government, in Roger
N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., Dp. 238=239, 22=2l3.

1O3K:E'opotkin, Modern Science and Anarchism, in Roger
N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., DPD. 154~158, 187.
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dangerously c:ounter«-revo].u“i::‘Lo'naz';sr.1OLL Repelled by the
administrative and bureaucratic mechanisms required for
the allocation of work and resources in such a society,
and asserting that "it is futile to speak of liberty as
long as economic slavery exists",1oS Kropotkin contends
that the transference of economic control from one group
in society to another does not by itself end slavery but
merely alters its form. To the individual worker, ex-
ploited and oppressed, it matters little who the dicta-
tor and tyrant is, and the danger with state capitalism
is the ever greater vigilance and more efficient control
that a centralized bureaucracy may exercise, in contrast
to the more complicated and chaotic arrangements of a
less~stfeamlined and private competitive market--arrange=-
ments in which the left hand knows not what the right

hand is doing.m6

1OLLThe Commune of Paris, in Martin A. Miller (ed.),

Selected Writings on Anarchism and Revolution: P,A. Kro-
otkin, pp. 129=132: The Conquest of Bread, p. 193; "Con-
versation with Lenin', in Martin A. Miller (ed.), Selec-
ted Writings on Anarchism and Revolution: P.A. Kropotkin,
PP. 326=331; Modern Science and Anarchism, in Roger N.
Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pPp. 170-171, 186; and The Russian
Revolution and The Soviet Government, in Roger N. Baldwin
(éda)’ I{oRoP., pp. 25}4‘“‘2550

1OSAnarchism: Its Philosophy and Ideal, in Roger N.
BaldWin (Bd. 7’ I{oR.P.’ po 12}-;-.

1OéKZr'opotkin, Anarchism, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.),
K.R.Pey, DPo 286; Anarchlst Communism: Its Basis and Prin-
ciples, in Roger W, Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., Pe 50; and
Modern Science and Anarchism, in Roger N, Baldwin (ed.),
K.BePoy pe 171
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The alienation and dehumanization, however, stem-
ming from the direction and control of onets labour by
another, does not distinguish between the private indi-
vidual and the state as capitalist, entrepreneur, owner
and exploiter., The failure of Marxism, argues Kropot-
kin echoing Bakunin,1o7 lies in its incomprehension of
the intricacy of the political-economic power relation-
ship-~a relationship which goes two ways. It is not on-
ly economic powér which buys political clout, but poli=-
tical authority can also seek to strengthen and consoli-
date its position through the acquisition of economic
power,108 The problem lies not merely in the fact that
power rgsts disproportionately in the hands of the bour-
geoisie, but that it exists at all.

The evil of the present system is there-
fore not that the fsurplus value! of produce
tion goes to the capitalist, as Rodbertus and

Marx said, thus narrowing the Socialist con=-
ception and the genersal view of the capitalist

1075am Dolgoff (ed.), Bakunin on Anarchy, pp. 283-28l,
325=333., See also Marxism, Freedom and the State~-~a high-
1y prophetic work, 1f at times an oversimplified and ex-
tremely prejudicial account of Marxian doctrine.

108This tendency to seek to extend our personal powers
when once in a position of authority and command is not
perverse but natural. Even the best of us, Kropotkin as-
serts, are not without our faults and would be corrupted
by the exercise of power. Thus, he concludes that it is
not ?he anarchist, but the statist, who is possessed by
utopian dreams and an unrealistic view of human nature.
See Anarchism: Tts Philosovhy and Ideal, in Roger N. Bald-
win (ed.), K.R.P., PP. 135=136,
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system; the surplus value iggelf is but a con-
sequence of deeper causes. |

While Kropotkin shares with the communists a com=
mitment to the notion of commmnal property, he totally
disavows the role of the state, He conbtends that while
at one stage in our history it may have performed a ne=
cessary though iniquitous function, its utter incompat-
ibility with the notion of equality precludes its con=-
tinued existence in any society which claims to be a

110

democracye. In a sociebty void of dominatlon, exploi=-

tation and servitude, its raison dfetre would cease, for:

The state is an institution which was de-
veloped for the very purpose of establishing
monopolies in favor of the slave and serf own-~
ers, the landed proprietors, canonic and laic,
the merchant guilds and the money-lenders, the
kings, the military commanders, the noblemen,
and finally, in the nineteenth cenbury, the
industrial capitalist, whom the State supplied
with fhands! driven away from the land. Con=
sequently the State would be, to say the least,
a useless institution, once these monopoliles
ceased to exist. Life would be simplified,
once the mechanism created for the exploitation

of the poor by the rich would have been done
away with,111

109Kropotkin, The Conquest of Bread, p. 119.

110In so far as economic power brings with it politi-
cal influence and clout, and political power seeks end=-
lessly to perpetuate itself, the only genuinely free so-
ciety is one in which all individuals function on a com-
pletely equal basisg~~and such a society is anarchy. An-
archism and democracy are synonymous.

111K'ropotkin, Modern Science and Anarchism, in Roger
NQ BaldWil'l (ed‘)’ KSR.P.’ pg 1669
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The changes, both political and economic, if they are to

112

be permanent, must go hand in hand. To the state so-

cialist Kropotkin says:

tYou cannot modify the existing conditions of
property without deeply modifying at the same
time the political organization. You rmust
limit the powers of government and renounce
parliamentary rule. To each new economic

phase of life corresponds a new political serf-
dom. Representative government corresponds to
capital=-rule. But in a society where the dis=-
tinction between capitalist and laborer has
disappeared, there is no need of such a govern=-
ment; it would be an anachronism, a nuisance.,
Free workers would require a free organization,
and this cannot have any other basis than free
agreement and free cooperation, without sacri-
ficing the autonomy of the individual to the
all pervading interference of the State. The

nomcapit%}gst system implies the no-government
systenm,t

And since commnism--the soclo-economic basis of the fu-
ture-~is unrealizable without the advent of anarchy,11u'
Kropotkin declares that "the first duty of the revolu-

tion will be to make a bonfire of all existing laws as

112K’ropotkin, Anarchist Communism: Its Basis and
Principles, in Roger N. Baldwin (6d.), RKeRePes DDe LO=53;
The Conquest of Bread, pp. 11.8-150; Law and Authority, in
Roger N, Baldwin (ed.,), K.R.P., Do 212; and Modern Science
%%%>Anarchism, in Roger W, Baldwin (ed.), ppe 157=170,

11BAnarchist Cormmmunism: Its Basis and Principles, in
Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pPe. 52.

11uKropotkin, Modern Science and Anarchism, in Roger
No BaldWin (edo), K&R.P., Po 1850
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it will of all titles of property".115 The failure to

do this was the failure of the Paris Gommune,116 but the

anarchists have learned from past experiences:

So long as socialism was understood in
its wide, generic, and true sense-~as an ef=-
fort to abolish the exploitation of labor by
capital-=the anarchists were marching hand-
in=hand with the socialists of that time.
But they were compelled to separate from them
when the socialists began to say there is no
possibility of abolishing capitalist exploita=~
tion within the lifetime of our generation:
that during that phase of economic evolution
which we are now living through we have only
to mitigate the exploitatlion, and to impose
upon the capitalists certain legal limitations.

Contrarily to this tendency of the present-
day socialists, we maintain that already now,
without waiting for the coming of new phases
and forms of the capitalist exploitation of la-
bor, we must work for its abolition. We must,
already now, tend to transfer all that is need-
ed for production--the soil, the mines, the
factories, the means of communication, and the
means of existence, too-=from the hands of the
individual capitalist into those of t?s Cc o=
munities of producers and consumers, |

Thus, the anarchist vision entails no state with its pet-

rifying laws and self-interested authorities, but rather

115Law and Authority, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.),
K.R.Pey Do 212 :

116Kropotkin, Anarchist Communism: Its Basis and
Principles, in Roger N, Baldwin (ed.), Ke.RePes DPe 51-52;
The Commmune of Paris, in Martin A. Miller (ed.), Selected
Writings on Anarchilsm and Revolution: P,A., Kropotkin,
pPPe 119=132; Modern Scilence and Anarchism, in Roger N.
Baldwin (ed.), K.Re.Pes; PP. 163=16l; and Revolutionary
Government, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pe 240,

117K’ropotkin, Modern Science and Anarchism, in Roger
N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., ppe. 169-170.
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a socliebty governed by mubual agreements, social custon

and habit, flexible and developing=--always open to new

118

ideas, debate and social change. Only with the adop-

tion of the principles of decentralization and fair
agreement will society reconstitute itself on a truly
moral and human basis‘119
And this end, while once impossible is no longer
80, With the development of industry and technology,
mankind is able to produce far more than is needed to

120

sustain all in comfort, and this, if properly organ-

1188uch a society need not be so tolerant as Kropot-
kin imagines. Custom and habit are often more dictator- -
ial and tyrannous than law, and consensus more binding
and prohibitive of dlssent than legalistic authority.
The commnity may wink at the legal offender, but tends to
regard the transgressor of the moral code as a dangerous
pervert. Some of the most intolerant and confining soci-
eties have been religious and utopian communities founded
upon the principles of tolerance and consensus. See George
Orwell, "Politics vs. Literature: An BExamination of Gul-
liver's Travels", in Sonia Orwell and Ian Angus (eds.),
The Collected Essays, Journalism, and Letters of George
Orwell, 1V, 252-253. Tor an examination of the authoritar-
Tan Tendency in utopian writings, see Marie Louise Berneri,
Journey throught Utopla.

]19Kropotkin, Anarchist Communism: Its Basis and
Principles, in Rogeér N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., PD. 50-53;
and Hodern Science and Anarchism, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.),
I(nRoPo, ppo 164"1850

1ZOKI"opotkin's views on this became somewhat modi-
fied in the period following the Russian Revolution, and
he came to see the firgt need of the revolubtion as being
one of increasing production (although he remained ever
loyal to the notion of individual liberty). See Words of
a_Rebel, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pp. 76=78.
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ized, with a minimum of labour from eacho121

Thus, Kro-
potkin concludes that the problem in contemporary soci-
ety lies not in its productive capacity, but in its fail-
ure to examine priorities adequately, to determine needs,
and to gear production to meet these needs.122 It lies
not in overproduction, as many liberal economists suggest,
but in underconsumption,123 for in such an inequitable
and chaotic set of economic arrangements it 1s inevitable
that industry will be directed not by the needs of the
people but by the luxurious cravings of the very rich for
these lead to greater pr'oi‘:i.1:e12}“L |

And while logic would have it that the methods of
the fdismal science! be inverted so thét the needs of s0-

ciety be first determined and then solutions sought for

121 gropotikin, Anarchism: Ibs Philosophy and Ideal,
in Roger N, Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P.; DPPe 129~130; and Anar-
chist Communism: Its Basis and Principles, in Roger .
Baldwin (ed.)}, K.R.P., P. (T,

122) nerchism: Tts Philosophy and Ideal, in Roger N,
Baldwin (ed.), EK.R.Po, PP. 128~130; and Expropriation, in
Martin A, Miller ({ Hoj, Selected Writings on Anarchism
and Revolution: P.A. Kropotkin, pp. 17Z2=173.

123K‘ropotkin writes: '"What economists call over=-
production is but a production that is above the purchas-
ing power of the worker, who is reduced to poverty by
capital and State'" (Anarchism: Its Philosophy and Ideal,
in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., DPPe 127=128).

12lLAnarchism: Its Philosophy and Ideal, in Roger N.
Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pp. 127-128; and The Conquest of
Bread, p. 8. This has been a classic anarchist critic-
Ism of society. See William Godwin, Enquiry Concerning
Political Justice, ed. Isaac Krammick, pp. LLO-41.7.
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them,125 Kropotkin refuses to allow for even the parti-
al subversion of individual liberty in the name of pro-
fit maximization and productive efficiency, and it is
largely for this reason that he rejects the mainstream
of soclalist, as well as, liberal political economy.126
Work activity is for neither theory entirely free. It
is not individually decided upon and freely entered.
Bourgeois rationalism and efficiency require specializa-
tion and the division of labour, and these same fetishes,
Kropotkin contends, are venerated by the majority of so-
cialiast theorists as well. Fallen victim to the same
horrible principle=-"so noxious to society, so brutaliz-
ing to the individua1"127~—socialist political economy
"still follows in the old grooves, and in most cases re-

peats the same mistakes"@128

125Kropotkin, Anarchist Communism: Tts Basgis and
Principles, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.Pas PDe 55,
60; The Conquest of Bread, pp. 186-191; and Fields, Fac-
tories and Workshops, 3-L, 218.

1261116 it is true that Kropotkin attributed &
greater role to the state in the alienative process (a
term he himself never used) than did Marx, it would be
wrong to underestimate the similarities of their two
theories. See Martin A, Miller, Kropotkin, p. 302, n. 2.

127K'ropotkin, The Conguest of Bread, p. 198.

128K‘ropotkin, Modern Science and Anarchism, in

Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R«P., DP. 179-180.
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Anarchism, in contrast, explicitly rejects all
power relations. Its proponents accept only voluntarism
in economic and social affairs, and view liberal poli=-
tical economy as a study in perversity.129 Thus, Kro-
potkin sets out consciously and deliberately to dispell
the myths of the liberal state and to replace its elit-
ist bourgeois ontology with the more democratic assump-
tions of comrmnist anarchism.130 Rejecting the notion
of man as an unlimited desirer of materiasl goods and
power over others, Kropotkin asserts that the natural
condition of men is not the Hobbesian war of each against
all, but one of mutual co~operation and sociality (i.e.

mutual aid),131

The liberal conception of man as an
acquisitive and competitive being had long obscured the
most definitive of man's characteristics and the most
progressive of his attitudes-=his tendency to engage in
co=operative and supportative activities, activities

which were almed at the benefit of all and the derogation

129Kropotkin, Anarchism: Its Philosophy and Ideal,
in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.)}, K.R.,P., p. 126; Anarchist Com-
mmism: Its Basis and Principles, in Roger N. Baldwin
Ted.), K.R.P., p. 69; The Conquest of Bread, pp. 52, 198,
210; and MNodern Science and Anarchism, in Roger N. Bald-
win (ed.), R.R.P., DDe 179=180.

130589 above, pp. 27, 29.

131This is a theme which pervades the writings of
Kropotkin and can be found in almost every article, pam-
phlet and book written by him. See especially Mutual Aid:
A Factor of Evolution.
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132 The laws of middle=class socilology proceed=-

of none.
ed not from science but from mystique,133 scientific ob-
servation revealing not that ruthlesgs internecine strife
of bourgeois political economy.13u

Moreover, Kropotkin contends that this failure to
recognize the fallacy of bourgeois thought is not en=-
tirely accidental. Political economy has limited itself
to stating the facts concerning existing social relations,
and then justifying them in the interest of the dominant
classe135 A pseudo-science, it is the scienqe of the
possessing classes and stands diametrically opposed to
the findings of naturalistic observatipn,136 Its concep=
tion of human nature bears no relation to reality.

In fact, Kropotkin argues, impartial study and ob-

servation of the animal kingdom demonstrates conclusively

132599 abOVG; PP lLUx-LI-S-

133Kropotk1n, Anarchigm: Its Philosophy and Ideal,
in Roger N, Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., p. 135; The Conquest
of Bread, p. 1.9; Modern Science and Anarchism, in Roger
¥. Baldwin (eds), K.RoP., DPP. 106, 153, 183; and Mutual
Aid: A Factor of Evoiution, pp. 77=T78.

1Bl’L’Kropotkln, Modern Science and Anarchism, in Roger
N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., p. 168,

1BSKropotkin, The Congquest of Bread, p. 197.

136Kropo-‘bkin views his work as truly scientific. He
writes: "In anarchism there is no room for those pseudo=-
scientific laws with which the German metaphysicians of
the first thirty years of the nineteenth century had to
content themselves. Anarchism does not recognize any meth-
od other than the natural-scientific. . .'"(Modern Science
and Anarchism, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., DPe 192
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the adaptive advantage of the mutual aid tendencyc137
Warfare and sbruggle in the world of the lower animals

are not, as Huxley argued,138

the key determinants of
progressive evolution, for relations within a given spe-
cies are most generally based upon the prineciple of ma~-
tual aid;139 this holding for even carnivores and mem=
bers of the rapacious species.1uo A predominant fact of
nature,1u1 mitual aid has enabled the physiologically
less well adapted animals, of which man is certainly one,

to survive and prosper against the odds, in the midst of

greater and more independently ferocious beasts.1u2 More-

137Anarchist Cormunism: Its Basis and Principles, in
Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., Pe (L3 Anarchist Morality,
in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.7, K.R.P., pPpP. 95, 97; Bthica:
Origin and Development, p. TL2; and Mutual Ald: A Factor
of Lvolution, pp. 1-75.

138386 Thomas H. Huxley, "Bvolution and Ethiecs", in
Julian Huxley (ed.), Touchstone for Ethics: 1893-19L3,
Ppe. 67=9lL; and "The Struggle for Lxistence in Human So-
ciety", in Ashley Montagu (ed.), Mutual Aid: A Tactor of
Evolution, Appendix B, pp. 329-34T.

139K’ropotkin, Anarchigt Morality, in Roger N. Baldwin
(ed.), XK.R.P., DPpP. 96-97; Kbhics : Origin and Development,
pe 13 and Tutual Aid: A Factor of Lvolubion, pps iX-X.

_ 1uoKropotkin, Anarchism: Its Philogophy and Ideal,
in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pp. 130~-133; and Anar-
chist Communigm: Its Basis and Principles, in Roger N.
Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., ppe. L7, 59, 61.

1LL1Kropotkin, Ethics: Origin and Development, p. 1lL.

142Kropotkin, Anarchist Morality, in Roger N. Baldwin
(ed.), XK.R.P., p. 97; and Hubual Aid: A Factor of Evolu-
tion, pp. 110=-111.
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over, the individualist condeption is false both in its
application to the animal kingdom and its attribution to
men., A product of the imagination and not of science,1u3
Kropotkin contends:

The idea dominated the eighteenth century,
a period in which very little was known about
the origins of man; and one must add that in
the hands of the encyclopedists and of Rousseau,
the idea of the tsocial contractt! became a wea-
pon with which to fight against the divine right
of kings. Nevertheless, in spite of the services
it may have rendered in the past, this theory
mist be seen to be false.

The fact is that all animalg, with the ex-
ception of some carnivores and birds of prey and
some species which are becoming extinct, live in
socleties. In the struggle for life, the gregar-
ious species have an advantage over those that
are not. In every animal classification they
are at the top of the ladder, and there cannot
be the slightest doubt that the first beings
with human attributes were already living in
societies, Man did not create society; soclety
existed before man,

We now also know--and it has been convincing-
ly demonstrated by anthropology--that the point
of departure for mankind was not the family but
the clan, the tribe,l
145

Anterior to man and an essential attribute of him,

143Kropotkin, Anarchist Morality, in Roger N. Baldwin
(ede), K.R.P., Pp. 00~87T; and Modern Science and Anarchism,
in Roger W. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., PP. 173=1TL-

Thiqne state: Tts Historic Role, in Martin A. Miller
(ed.), Selected Writings on Anarchism and Revolubtion:

1u5Kropotkin, Anarchist Morality, in Roger N. Baldwin
(ed.), XK.R.P., p. 98; and mutual Aid: A Factor of Evolu~
tion, pp. Le2-60,
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society is viewed by even the most primitive peoples as

a fact of nature. The isolated man of poiitical philos=

106

ophy comes only as an oddity to the primitive mind.
He is not a product of the simple and the natural, but of
the unnatural and grotesquely civilized.

To a primitive man isolated lif'e seems sO
strange, so much out of the usual course of na-
ture, that when he sees a tiger, a badger, a
shew-mouse leading a solitary existence, or

even when he notices a tree that stands alone,
far from the forest, he creates a legend to ex-
plain this strange occurrsnce. He makes no le=
gends to explain 1life in societies, but he has
one for every case of golitude. The hermit, if
he is not a sage who has temporarily withdrawn
from the world to ponder over its destinies,

or a wizard, is in most cases an outcast ban=-
ished for some grave transgression against the
code of social life. He has done something so
contrary to the ordinary run of life that they
have thrown him out of society. Very often he
is a sorcerer, who has the command of all sorts
of evil powers, and has something to do with

the pestilential corpses which spread contag-
ion in the world. Thig is why he prowls about
at night, pursuing his wicked designs under the
cover of darkness. All other beings live in so-
cieties, and human thought runs in this chamnel.
Social life--that is, we, not I=--is the normal
form of life. It is 13Te itself. Therefore,
"We! must have been the habitual trend of thought
with the primitive man, a !'category! of his mind,
as Kant might have said.ll7

1u6The use of the term tprimitivet! does not in the
least suggest that Kropotkin deemed such men as having a
prelogical mentality, but rather that as yet uncivilized
beings have not experienced the individualistic ethos of
bourgeois gsocieby and find it, when they do experience it,
both unnatural and distasteful.

1 . .
u7Kropotk1n, Ethics: Origin and Development, p. 60.




60

And so, argues Kropotkin, in opposition to the theorists
of bourgeois individusalism, it is in the tribal identifi-
cation wherein lies the bagis of human morality. The no-
tions of sociality and mutual aid preceded those of indi-
viduality and self-assertion,148 and "Even now the psych-
ology of the lower savages scarcely knows any tindividual!
or 'personalityf. The dominant conception in their minds
is the tribe, with its hard-and-fast rules, superstitions,
taboog, habits, and interests. In that constant, ever-
present identification of the unit with the whole, lies
the origin of all ethics. . . 119 Thus, social life is
a condition inseparable from human nature, and included
in this social spirit is a "readiness to curb wilfulness
for the sake of supporting social life"150m—a congidera-
tion which Kropotkin believes to be logical, and not in

the least a violation of one's individual 1iberty.151

48154,
W97p1q.
1501b1d., pe T5.

151Slnce man's nature is social, the requirements of
soclal life cannot be viewed as limitations upon mant's
liberty. Absolute freedom, i.e. freedom which is purely
selfnregardlng, has no basis in anarchist thought. It
is a product of the abstract, the metaphysical, the 1mag—
ination. It is not real. oolldarlty, not isolation, is
the root of genuine liberty. See Kropotkin, Anarchist
Morality, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., p.
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The conflicting arguments of liberal theory ars,
Kropotkin maintains, merely the product of hereditary
prejudices and unsound education which preaches the bene-
ficence of the state152 and fails to recognize in it
tthat brute machine! which Godwin so eloquently attacked
in the name of simplicity, sincerity and equality.153
It is not the anarchist notion of nature which 1s dis=-
torted, but the bourgeois one==-basbardized by a social
and economic arrangement which requires & conception of
man pitted against every other man, in "a perpetuall and
restlesse desire of Power after power, that ceaseth one=-
ly in Death".15u FPurthermore, Kropotkin asserts that
contemporary science does not confirm the Hobbesian no-
tion of things, but rather substantiates, to a consider-
able degree, the anarchist claims. It was nobt, he con-
tends, the scilentist Darwin, but the vulgarizer Huxley
who referred to the natural condition of man in purely
Hobbesian terms, and while he conceded that Hobbes'ts for-

mulations were understandable, given the condition of

15‘2The Conquest of Bread, p. 145.

l—l
153566 William Godwin, Bnguiry Concerning Political
Justice, and Its Influence on Modern Morals and Happil-
ness.

15&bebes, Leviathan, p. 161.
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the sciences of his days, that ﬁhey would reappear at a
later period and stand opposed to the findings of contem-
porary naturalistic observation was, to him, unfathom-

able.155 And while Kropotkin was undoubtedly generous
156

in his evaluation of Darwin, he was correct in his as-

sertion that Darwinism was at best ambivalent and not the

blanket liberal apologla presented by Huxley and Spen=-
158

cer157 in the guise of a science,. Certainly, studies

155Ethics: Origin and Development, p. 152.

156Darwin's work was in no sense pure science. Both
he and Wallace stumbled upon the notion of evelution
through natural selection while reading Malthus's classic
work, An Bgsay on the Principle of Population, a work
which 1tself was wrltten 1n reactlion to the anarchistic
principles espoused by Godwin in his essay entitled "On
Avarice and Profusion”. See Charles Darwin, The Origin of
Species, pP. 533 Richard Hofstadbter, Social Darwinism in
American Thought, pp. 308-39; and Alfred Russel wWallace,
Social Environment and Moral Progress, p. 153.

157Contr'ary to popular opinion, Spencerism is not the
reflection of biological Darwinism in the social arena.
. In fact, Spencer had arrived at many of the conclusions so
often attributed to Darwin much earlier, and had by 1850
(the date of publication of his Social Statics) consolie-
dated most of the ideas he was sald to have taken from
Darwin nine years before the publication of The Origin of
Sgecies, a fact which suggests that Darwinism might more
fittingly be referred to as bilological Spencerism, rather
than the more common appropriation of the term social Dare
winists to refer to Spencerians. See Marvin Harris, The
Rise of Anthropological Theory, p. 126; George W. Stocking,
Jr., Race, Culture, and Evolution, p. 122; and Robert L.
Carneiro (ed.), Herbert Spencer: The Evolution of Sociol-
ofY, P. 1.

158

po 201 °

Hof'stadter, Social Darwinism in American Thought,
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in contemporary biology and anthropology tend to confirm
the Kropotkinian analysis,159 for, if there was in the
writings of Darwin, solace for rugged individualists, so,
too, was there much of comfort for the progressive ele=-

16O—--men who adhered to the notions of

161

ments in society
social solidarity and fraternity.
Having laid to rest the bourgeois contention that
some men are by nature invasive beings governed by an
unbridled egoism and hence necessarily engaged in ir-
rational and asocial behaviour, Kropotkin goes on to pos-
tulate a new ethic==a scientific ethic==one Based upon
the true nature of man and not contrived to explain and
justify the dehumanizing and brutalizing relations of
existing society. Men have, he contends, an inborn need

for solidaribty, for unity, for belonging=-a need which

159Ashley Montagu writes: "The fact is that Kropotkin
had a much more accurate conception of the nature of com=
petition as a process of evolution than most nineteenth
century biologists"(Darwin: Competition and Cooperation,
pp. L41-li2). See also Theodosius Dobzhansky, Mankind Kvolv-
ing: The Fvolution of the Human Species, pPp. 133-13lL;
George Gaylord Simpson, Life of The Past: An Introduction
to Paleontology, pp. 11L0-150, and The Meaning of Evolution,
PD. 221-222, 268, 299~300,

160Darwin, The Descent of Man, chapter II, especially

Pe 472, n. 5.

161Marx considered Darwin's work to be one of the
seminal workg of the century, and considered it fortun-
ate that The Origin of Species appeared in the same year
as his Critique of Political Economy. See Joln Hewetson,
"Mutual Aid and Soclal Evoiution", Anarchy, V, 9 (Septem-
ber 1965), p. 258,
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has exhibited itself repeatedly in the mutual aid ten~

162 and has

63

dency of animals from the smallest ant on up,

characterized the tribal life of primitive man,1 much

of the philosophy of the ancients,164 the village com=
165

mmes and gullds of the middle ages, and exists even
in contemporary society in those voluntary and self-=help
organizations such as lifeboat associations and public

libraries. ©®

Viewing man's nature as social, and work
as a physiological necessity,167 Kropotkin transcends
the Malthusian obsession with scarcity, and seeks to pro=-

vide what he deems a scientific and objective'basis for

162Anarchist Morality, in Roger N. Baldwin (ed.),
K,R.P.,Spp. 96-97; and Mutual Aid: A Factor of Evolution,
ppo 1"7 °

163Ethics: Origin and Development, pp. 51-52, 59-60,
6ly, 71=73; Mutual Aid: A Factor of Lvolution, pp. 76=11l;
and The State: I[ts Historic Role, in Martin A. Miller (ed.),
Selected Writings on Anarchism and Revolution: P.A. Kro~
potkin, pp. 215-218.

1614‘Mode:ﬂn Science and Anarchism, in Roger N, Baldwin
(ed.), K.R.P., pp. 159-T60.

105y tual Aid: A Factor of Bvolution, pp. 153-222; and
The State: 1ts Historic Role, in Martin A. Miller (ed.),
Selected Writings on Anarchism and Revolution: P.A. Xro-

potiin, pp. 227=235.

'66Anarchist Communism: Its Basis and Principles, in
Roger N, Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., pp. 60, 65-67; The Conquest
of Bread, pp. 63=6l; and Mutual Aid: A Factor of kvolution,
pp. 223-292.

167Anarchist Communism: Its Basis and Principles, in
Roger N. Baldwin (ed.), K.R.P., p. 713 The Congquest of
Bread, pp. 160-161; and The Great French Revolution, p. 57L.
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a new morality. In so doing heAhas rejected not merely
liberal political and economic arrangements, but also
bourgeois morality, and replaced it with a very differ=
ent and genuinely democratic anarchist ethic=-an ethic
which demonstrates by far the greater relation between
anarchism and soclalism, and its basis more clearly as

a repudiation of; rather than extension of, liberalisn,
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BENJAMIN R, TUCKER: A STUDY IN

INDIVIDUALIST ANARCHISHM

While communist and collectivist forms of anarchist
thought, throughout the past century, held the spotlight, en-
gaging as 1ts adherents were in a number of the most bitterly
fought and vituperative debates which plagued the early years
of the International, another group which claimed the right
to call itself anarchist, and even socialist, whilé pointedly
anti—communist,1 emerged and died on American soil. Its roots
lay not in the metaphysical notion of equality, but in the
individual., Its backward-looking, individualist orientation
gave way in the early years of this century to despair among
its adherents. Some joined the communist anarchists, and
others the socialists, while many merely retreated into their
own private catacombs, in the forlorn hope of emerging once

i s . 2
again in a less oppressive day.

1The word ‘cormunist! ig generally used in individual~-
ist anarchist literature to describe what is viewed as an
authoritarian or paternalistic state socialism as opposed to
the notion of libertarian socialism.

2Charles A, Madison, "Benjamin R, Tucker: Individual-
ist and Anarchist", The Wew England Quarterly, XVI (3September

191L3), p. L6k,

66
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Unlike his comrades who finally gave way to the ap-
parently ever-advancing and overpowering forces of capitalism,
coprporatism, and collectivism, Benjamin Ricketson Tucker, the
movement'!s leading spokesman, never abandoned his fundamental
commitment to the cause of individualist anarchism, and fell
in his old age into a deep and realistic pessimism. "“He felt
himself", writes Madison, "in the grip of irresistible forces:
a strident monopolistic capitalism, a madly aggressive nation-
alism, and a worldwide soclal goose-stepping were brutally

HB

stifling individual liberty. What had previously seemed a
stralght-forward and viable plan for the reassertion of indi-
vidual liberty, now appeared even to Tuqker-—the tgcientific
anarchist‘g--the vision of a utopian dreamer. In a postscript
to a book of his writings edited by Clarence Lee Swartz,5
Tucker wrote: "Today the way is not so clear. The four mono-
polies, unhindered, have made possible the modern development
of the trust, and the trust is now a monster which, I fear,

even the freest banking, could it be instituted, would be

3Ibid., p. L6T.

, uHerbert L. Osgood, "Scientific Anarchism", Politi-
cal Science Quarterly, IV, 1 (HMarch 1889), p. 1.

5The book, entitled Individual Liberty: Selections
From the Writings of Benjamin R. Tucker, was first published
in Now York by Vanguard Press in 1926, It was largely an
abridgement of the author's own Instead of a Book, although
it does include a few brief pleces which appeared in Liberty
after 1893,
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unable to destroy.”6 A change in his mood was also intimat-
ed in a letter to Joseph Ishill, written in January of 1935.
He there stated: "I put the Anarchist case as a goal that
humanity moves towards., But the exact routes? Ah! It is
not easy to map them! "
The goal, however, remained for him ever the same,
and this was the creation of a genuinely co-operative soci-
ety founded upon the principles of individual liberty and

equality=-=a position which, it will be argued in the remain-

der of this chapter, distinguishes Tucker from liberals and

6In Rudolf Rocker, Pioneers of American Freedomn:
Origin of Liberal and Radical Thought in America, p. 137.

T1pid., p. 136.

8Tucker's continuing, though disillusioned, commit-
ment to the cause of individualist anarchism is demonstrated
in his treatment of Victor S, Yarros, a long time friend and
associate, as an object of disdain. Yarros had, during the
early decades of this century, come to recognize the appar-
ent inevitability of growth in the economy and compromised
his individualism with the forces of collectivism. And while
Yarros's concessions were minimal (support for child labour
laws, old age pensions, social insurance, and the like),
Tucker's response was vitriolic., Of this one time individu-
alist anarchist turned 'independent radical! he wrote: "It
remains only to add that Victor Yarros, who now parades in
the role of a mere observer, was for many years my most ac-
tive participant in Anarchigtic propagandism,--a fact which
he is now careful to conceal., I once admired him; I now
despise him" (In William O, Reichert, Partisans of Freedom:
A Study in American Anarchism, p. 178). See also Victor S,
Yarros, "Philosophical Anarchism: Its Rise, Decline, and
Belipse', American Journal of Soclology, XLI, L. (January
1936), pp. [[70-L83; and, "Philosophical Anarchism (1880~
1910)", Journal of Social Philosophy, VI (April 1941), pp.
251 ~262,
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anarchocapltalists and clearly places him outside the right
wing tradition in American thought. Those theorists who
have mistakenly or deliberately claimed Tucker as one of the

9

forefathers of contemporary American conservatism’ have, in
many cases, read their own essentially liberal assumptions
into his thought and have not recognized its specifically non-
exploitative and co=-operative character, Nor should Tucker
be confused In any sense with those liberal reformers who
seek a return to a form of nineteenth cenbury competitive
capitalism,1o for his criticisms were directed not merely a-
gainst the monopolies and the trusts which characterize the
oligopolistic market, but against capitalism itself,

Part of the difficulty, however, may lie with Tucker,
for, despite his repeated assertions of equal liberty (be it
from a specifically individualistic and not communistic per-

)JllI as his primary and inalienable postulate, he re-

spective
peatedly confuses the issue by degrading the !noble savage'

type of mythology and contending, in a manner reminiscent of

9Dr. HMurray Rothbard has included Tucker in the Arno
Pross/llew York Times Collection entitled "The Right Wing In-
dividualist Tradition In America'. Also, a number of critics
and anthologists of anarchist thought have suggested the sim-
ilarity between Tuckerian anarchism and bourgeois individu-
alism,

1OSuch notable liberals as Hilbton Friedman, Ayn Rand,
and Friedrich Hayek.

11See above, pp. 7-8, l1-l2.
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Proudhon, that private property is compatible with production
on a large scale without the exploitation of labour.12 FMur-
thermore, he adds to the confusion by asserting that "the la-

13

borer can do nothing without capital", and contends that
men would be fools to sacrifice all the comforts of civiliza-
tion and return to a poverty~stricken state of ba:c*barism.JlLL

" These assertions, coupled with his refusal to engage in any
form of power politics=-viewing as he did all forms of govern-

15

mental legislation as invasion ~“--have perhaps led some to
conclude that Tuckerian anarchism is but little more than a

slightly modified form of classical laissez~falre liberalism,

This is clearly not the case,

Tucker did not intend for his position to be taken as
in any wéy a justification for the existing capitalist market
economy, but rather intended to demonstrate that the problem
for existing social arrangements lay not only in the inequi-
table distribution of land but also in the ineguitable dis-
tribution of capital. His solution differed considerably from

that proferred by those who eilther claim for themselves or

2 - A -
, L Benjamin R. Tucker, Instead of a Book: By a Man Too
Busy to Write One: A Frapmentary Sxposition of Philosophical
Anarchism, p. 395.

31p1d., p. 321.
W1pia., pp. 321-322,

"5>1154., pp. 23, and 61.
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are claimed by others to be his legitimate heirs. It lay not,
as does Rand's, in the restoration of nineteenth century t!com-
petitive! capitalism, an economy which Tucker even then did
not see as competitive,16 but rather in the establishment of
an equitable society in which industry would be stimulated
through optimun land utilization and the granting of free cap-
- ital through a scheme of free banking. Having once received
access bo land and capital, workers, according to Tucker, will
"be independent of their employers, and then the labor prob-
lem will be solved.,"17 This solution rests not merely in the
liberal reformer'!s bid to end oligopoly, but iﬂ the absolute
dissolution of capital as a monopolistic property. His ulti-
mate goal is a classless sociebty, a society in which all men
(and womeh)18 are capitalists and labourers simultaneously.19
Thus, while Tucker's cormitment to the free market
as a precondition to the realization of his libertarian be-
liefs presages Hayek's thesis that government intervention

in the economy cannot but lead to a most dismal and repressive

161pid., pp. 9, 200-208, 397-L01, LOL-4O7, and 493-

L9l
"1pia., p. 321.

18Tucker views women as equal to men and looks forward
to a day "when every individual, whether man or woman, shall
be self-supporting, and when each shall have an independent
home of his or her own' (Ibid., p. 15).

19125§-: pp. LO3-L0L.
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.

20 . . . ) .
serfdom, his equally significant commitment to the notion
of equality precludes an accevtance of certain fundamental
assertions of classical liberalism. While 1t may be argued

that the classical liberal or traditional laissez-faire the-

orist held as his initial postulate the natural freedom and
equality of men, it is also incontrovertible that he justi-
fied the individual's alienation of hig liberty by justify=-

ing profit maximization. As Locke clearly moved from an ini-

G

tial position of equality and freedom to an ultimate justifi-

cation of the capitalist market economy,21

so, too, did Smith,
Bentham, Spencer, Hayek, Friedman, and Rand come to justify a
state of affairs based upon inequality through the overriding

assertion of man's natural and avaricious proclivity to unlim-

ited material acquisition, and with it the maximization of

20mmis position is held by a number of liberal theorists,

Hayek being by no means the first. Herbert Spencer gave voilce
to such a theory in an article entitled "The Coming Slavery",
in which he wrote that "All socialism involves slavery', adding
that
If, without option, he has to labour for the society,
and reccives from the general stock such portion as
the socleoty awards him, he becomes a slave to the so-
ciety. Socialistic arrangements necessitate an en-
slavement of this kind; and towards such an enslave-
ment many recent measures, and still nore the neasures
advocated, are carrying us.
Hayeltts student and disciple Milton Friedman also views equal-
ity and freedom as necessarily antagonistic. See lMilton rried-
man, Capitalism and Freedon; Friedrich Hayel:, The Road to Serf-~
dom; and Herbert Spencer, The Man versus the State, especially
pp. 100-1017.

21See above, pp. 7-=9.
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POWETr 0ovVer others.22

Having taken this position, and having assumed man to
be in essence an infinite degirer and consumer of material u-
tilities and power over others, bthe liberal theorist is left
with little alternative but to establish a strong and secure
government strictly limited in duty to the protection of indi-
vidual property.23 "Be it or be it not true", writes Spencer,
"that Man is shapen in iniquity and conceived in sin, it is
unquestionably true that Government is begotben of aggression
and by aggression.”gu The need for government, argues Fried-
man, lies in man's imperfectibility for freedoﬁs necessarily
conflicte25 And according to Rand, capitalism is incompatible
with anarchism, for men, by nature, require government.26

Since every man is a self-owner, a self-possessor, a decision-

22See Adam Smith, The Wealth of Nations; Jeremy Ben-
tham, An Introduction to the Principles of korals and Legisla-
tion, in The Utililtarians, pp. 5-393; Spencer, The lMan versus
the State; Hayek, The RNoad to Serfdom; Friedman, Capitalism
and rFreedom; Ayn Rand, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal; and,
Ayn land and Hathaniel Branden, The Virtue of Selfishness:
A Hew Concent of Egoism,

A 23Given these acouisitive and avaricious tendencies,

nen would find themselves, without government, in a continual
and perpetual struggle. There would be little industry, little
improvement, and little production., Thus, government is re-~
quired to enhance the condition of man.

2l
25

pencer, The lMan versus the State, p. 112.

Friedman, Capitalism and Freedom, pp. 25-26,.
3 s &

6 . . .
Rand, Capitalism: The Unlmoim Ideal, p. 125.
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naker, rmotivated by desire and engaged in a ceaseless battle

o) .
for limited or scarce“7 cormodities=-~-gelfish and hence ra-

- . 28 . . .

tlonal and even virtuous, according to Rand and Branden--

g an 4008 : - S e - R BN 29

government 1s required as a mediator, moderator, and arbitor,
As private property is introduced as the essential

precondition of liberty, and the freely competitive market

ts

i.!-

-as

ot

leximizer and guarantor, so capital accumulation is
justified by contemporary liberals and conservatives just as
it was in the seventeenth century by John Locke, and in the
elghteenth century by Adam Smith. Rand, continuing the tra-
dition, declares: |

When great industrialists made fortunes on a
free market (i.e., without the use of force, with-
out government assistance or interference), they
created new wealth-~they did not take it from
those who had not created, If you doubt it, take .
a look at the 'total social productf--and the
standard of living--of those countries where such
men are not permitted to exist.3

So, too, contends Murray Rothbard.

27The context of scarcity need bear little relation
to the actual material conditions of society. Given the as-
sumption of unlimited desire, the liberal theorist cannot but
envisage man as perpetually in a state of scarcity. See
Macpherson, Democratic Theory: IDgsays in Retrieval, pp. 17-

19, 63-70, and The iieal .Jorld of Democracy, pp. 01-0l.
28

Rand and Branden, The Virtue of Selfishness, pp. vii-

29 . . .
‘Priedman, Capitalism and Freedonm, pp. 25-26.

30,

and, Canitalism: The Unknown Ideal, p. 125.
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The free market . . . transmutes the jungle's
destructive competition for meager subsistence in-
to a peaceful cooperative competition in the ser-
vice of one's self and others. In the jungle, some
gain only at the expense of others. On the market,
everyone gains. It is the market--the contractual
soclety=-=that wrests order out of chaos, that sub-
dues nature and eradicates the jungle, that per-
mits the 'weak! to live productively, or out of
gifts from production, and in a regal style com=
pared to the life of the !strong'! in the Jjungle.
Furthermore, the market, by raising the living
standards, permits man the lelsure to cultivate
the very qualities of civilization that distinguish
him from the brutes.

It is an assertion like this which leads the !'libertariant
Hospers to conclude that if General Motors has monopoly power,
it is only because it deserves it°32 He conteﬁds that the
freedom to grow, to engulf, and to corner the market is an esg-
sential attribute of the free market. Without it, business
would deﬁeriorate, enterprise dissolve, and the economy stag-
nate. Were it not for the incentive of profit, more particu-
larly pure profit, the sconomy would come to a standstill,33

and with it, democracy would c:r'11.111.‘t3:Le,3LL Hospers concludes:

31Murray Rothbard, Power and Market: Government and
the Economy, p. 168.

32John Hospers, Libertarianism: A Political Philosgo-
phy for Tomorrow, p. 172.

331pid., p. 173.

3LL*I’he word tdemocracy! is used by these theorists as a
synonym for liberalism. They do not mean by it a society in
which there is any genuine equality, but rather one in which
the capitalist market is allowed to operate free from govern-
mental interference.
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Capitalism is the economic system of free-
dom to produce and freedom to trade the products
of one's labor on the free open market. Freedom
of production and trade is the essence of the
capitalistic system. Equally important is the
freedom of individuals to keep the fruits of
their labor; if people were free to produce and
trade, but not free to keep what they had earned,
there would be no incentive to produce and the
system of economic liberty (capitalism) would
not function.3

Capitalism is 'economic democracy!, the consumer is 'king'Bé—-
or so, at any rate, goes the 1ibefa1 myth.

And it is as a myth that Tucker views it. Always
calling himself a socialist--while condemning any suggestion
of communal or social ownership--Tucker accepté the initial
assertions of the liberal theorists, i.e., individual sgelf-
ownership and the assumption of equality inherent in it.37
He, howeﬁer, rejects the notion of unlimited desire which
stands behind the liberal acceptance of inequality in socio-
economic relations and hence he can, in all consistency, re-
ject the government which upholds or helps to create this un-
just, inequitable, and power-laden state of affairs. In a

calm and logical manner, Tucker makes a carefully deliberated

and persuasively argued case for individualist anarchism as

35

Hospers, Libertarianism, p. 10L.

361p14., pp. 10L-105,

3TTmplicit in the notion of self-ownership is the as-
sumption that all men are equal at least in so far as each
has sole rights over himself (at the beginning).
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the true meaning of democracy. Socialism (meaning libertar-
ian socialism and not authoritarisn or state socialism) is
right, he argues, in rejecting the social and economic ine=-
qualities in contemporary society, which make a mockery of
its democratic claims. Furthermore, he contends that these
political assertions are but a veil for the coerciveness of
the interests which manipulate and utilize the state and
that these interests could not retain their artificial posi-
tion of supremacy were it not for the power they have accumu-
lated in the name of the statse. Rent,38 interest, and pro=-
Lif==that 'trinity of usuryt--require the state to ensure
their continued existence, for the state is both their crea-
tor and perpetuator.39 The socialists, moreover, are wrong
in their attribution of this unjust state of affairs to com~
petition, for "It is not competition, but monopoly, that de-
prives labor of its product."uo And, it is the state, ar-

gues Tucker, which gives the four monopolies--land, money and

38When Tucker speaks of the abolition of rent, he means
monopolistic rent ("that paid by tenant to landlord'") and not
-economic rent ("that advantage enjoyed by the occupant of su-
perior land"). The first is man~-made and, he argues, can be
rectified. The second 1s a fact of nature and, unfortunately,
mist be lived with. The first is a blatant denial of liberty .
and must, he concludes, be destroyed. (See Tucker, Instead of

a Book, p. 300; and "Why I Am an Anarchist", in Libertarian
Broadsides, No. I, p. 37.

39Tucker, Instead of a Book, p. 6.

uoTucker,v"Why I Am an Anarchist", p. 37.
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banking, trade, and patents and copyrights~-the capability of
creating all the evils of socleby, surplus wealth being 'the

culprit! and the recipient !the usurer'.u1

Anyone, argues
Tucker, who engages in exchange for more than an equivalent
of the labour value inherent in the product is a usurer,hz
including any man who accepts a penny for which he has not
himself directly worlced..LLB Wages, inheritance, gifts, and

gambling aside, every process whereby men gein wealth rests

upon a monopoly,uu and vice is the effect and not the cause

unucker, Instead of a Book, p. 6. Tucker'!s rejection
of usury was not new but continued a long tradition in moral
and ethical theory. Classical and medieval theorists had long
criticized it. Aristotle had written in the fourth century
B.C. that retail trade (trade engaged in for gain) "is Justly
censured, because the gain in which it results is not natur-
ally made [from plants and animals], but is made at the ex-
pense of other men. The trade of the petty usurer [the 0X-
treme example of that form of the art of acquisition which is
connected with retail trade ] is hated most, and with most rea-
son: 1t makes a profit from currency itself, instead of mak-
ing it from the process [i.e. of exchange| which currency was
meant to serve. Currency came into existence merely as a
means of exchange; usury tries to make it increase [as though
it were an end in itself]. . . . of all modes of acquisition,
usury is the most unmnatural." See Aristotle, The Politics,
pp. 28-29, Tucker's criticisms of usury are very similar to
those of Aristotle. See below, pp. 81, 92,

M2A usurer is a man who lives off the labour of others.
An idler, he merely collects the surplus value of the labour
of others (be this in the form of feudal taxation, rent, in-
terest, or profit). See Tucker, Instead of a Book, pp. 177-
178, 396, and 398,

W31pid., p. 178.

huTucker, "Why I Am an Anarchist", p. 37.
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of poverty.,L"5 Its cause lies deeply embedded in monopoly, and
not, as many sociallsts contend, in private property. Proper-
Ty limited to use and occupancy is, according to Tucker, nei-
ther the cause of manifold suffering nor of existing and debil-
itating power relations. It is not property per se which is
evil, but monopolistic control of property--for this alone en-
tails a denial of libe:et‘y.,h'6 The problem lies not in the right
of possesgion, but in the right of unlimited possessicm.,h'7
It is on this point that Tucker and the individualist
anarchists clearly distinguish themselves from both the so-
cialist (including commmist anarchist) and liﬁeral theorists.,
They differ from the former in their defence of even a limited
right to private property and in their utter rejection of
commnal bwnership and equal dis‘cr'ibution.L"8 In éthos, how=

ever, they are far closer to the socialists than to the tra-

ditional supporters of laisgsez-faire, men who uphold privilege

and justify the existence of monopoly powergug Thus, Tucker

uSTucker, Instead of a Book, p. 58.
4o1p14, » PP. 395-396.

u7In taking this position, Tucker followed Proudhon who
had distinguished between possession and property, the former
being legitimate possession of a product by its producer, the
latter illegitimate but legally privileged wealth (i.s. the
power of usury). See Tucker, Instead of a Book, pp. 391-392,
and Pierre~Joseph Proudhon, What Is Property?, pp. 271-2Tl.

uBSee below, DPp. 93-9l;, 96-98.
u9Tucker,'Instead of a Book, pp. 292, 370~37L4, and LO3-

Lo,
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contends that 'free! trade, if 1t is to be free, must be com=-
pletely free and not the half-way arrangement that so=-called
free=-traders support. They are not, he argues, genuine ex=-

ponents of the doctrine of laissez=-faire for they support,

without question, the greatest and most oppressive monopoly

of all=--the money monopoly, upon which all other monopolies

' hinge,SO Of the Manchester school he writes:

They agree and insist that it is nothing less
than tyranny for the government to clip a large
slice out of the foreign product which any one
chooses to import, but are unable to detect any
violation of freedom in the exclusive license
given by the government to a conspiracy of note-
shaving corporations called national banks,
which are enabled by this monopoly to clip any-
where from three to fifteen per cent out of the
credit which the people are compelled to buy of
them. Such ffree trade' as this is the most
pa1§$ble sham to any one who really loocks into
it.

In so arguing, Tucker contends, that the spokesmen

for the Manchester school are engaging in justificatory theory,

52

and merely defending the status gquo. A truly free market 1is

not the end of these 'so-~called! laissez~falre economists, but

their most bitter opponent and enemy. The market does not and
cannot exist so long as the state guarantess the security of

the banking and money monopoly and precludes the freedom to

501pid., pp. 292-296.
511bid., p. 292.

521p14., p. 86.
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take possesgion of unoccupied _].and.53 Such abnegation of in-
dividual liberty prevents the realizatlion of economic demo-
cracy, and makes the state's role as coercer and denier of
freedom essential for the protection of that elite which pros-
pers from the advantages accrued from their privileged posi-
tion of monopolis‘csoslIr "Those who would have the usurer re-
warded for rendering a service always find it convenient to
forget that the usurer!s victims would not need his service
were it not that the laws made at his bidding prevent then

HSS SO,

from serving themselves.

56

too, does he condemn phil-
anthropy, and quotes with approval the following,inscrip~
tion:

"This hospital a pious person built, 57
But first he made the poor wherewith to fill't."

Tucker holds that such vast accumulations of money
were not the natural product of economic processes but of
58

privilege, for labour is the only true measure of price.

In taking this position, Tucker follows in the tradition of

53219_':59«, p. 85,

Shrpia., pp. L5k, and L60-461,
55;9;@., pP. 292.

1bid., pp. 483-L87.

57;9;9., p. 26,

SB;Qig., pp. 5, and 200.
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59

Warren”* and Proudhon, and not that of Ricardo and Smith. Un-
like the latter who contend that past labour too is entitled
to its Just reward, and that all factors of production contri-
bute to the process and hence should be compensated, Tucker
and his associates argue that labour alone is entitled to re=-
ward and that fairly and only once.éo Capital is dead matter

61

. and a return on it is usury, pure and simple.

59Josiah Warren is a relatively obscure, but most in-
teresting, character in the history of American economic and
political theory. Originally an Owenite, this New England
Puritan became one of the progenitors of philosophical anar-
chism. He concluded that the major problems encountered by
his mentor'!s communal experiment at New Harmony lay in its
paternalistic and socialistic nature, for what'!s everybody's
business is nobody's business. Warren did not, however, give
up the idea of a socliebty free from exploitation and oppres-
sion, and through practical experimentation came up with the
notion of a community founded upon the twin principles of
tindividual sovereignty! and t'cost the limit of price!, from
which issued his notion of equitable commerce. See Josiah
Warren, Equitable Commerce, and True Civilization: An TIm~
mediate Necessity and the Last Ground of Hope for Mankind.
See also, William Ballie, Josiah Warren, the First American
Anarchigt, and "Josiah Warren", in George B. Lockwood (ed.},
The New Harmony Movement, pp. 29~306; Bowman N. Hall, "The
Economic Ideas of Josiah Warren, First American Anarchist!,
History of Political Economy, VI (197L), pp. 95-108; James J.
Martin, Men Against the State: The Expositors of Individu-
alist Anarchism in America, 1827-1908, pp. 11~-108; John
Humphrey Noyes, Strange Cults & Utopias of 19th Century Ameri-
- ca, pp. 98-101; and, Eunice M. Schuster, "Native American
Anarchism", in Smith College Studies in History, XVII (Octo-
ber~July 1931~=32), pp. 93-105,

60

61Ibid., pp. 184-185. Tucker, like Warren and Proudhon
before him, refuted the notion of the productivity of capital
and argued in favour of a 'no-profit! theory of political e-
conomy. See, pp. 183-187, 300, and 302,

Tucker, Instead of a Book, pp. 18L, and 187.
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Thus, he contends that capltalists are not democrats
but elitists, and that the state they so blatantly Justify is
a class=based state.

During the rebellion, when all of us, ex-
cept the much abused !copperheads!, temporarily
lost control of our reasoning faculties (we dare
say that even the editor of the Nation at that
time forgot himself and became sentimental for
once), we got very angry with Carlyle for patly
putting the American Iliad in a nutshell and epi-
grammatically establishing the substantial simi=
larity between the condition of slave labor at
the South and that of so=called 'free! labor at the
North., ZEngland'!'s blunt old sham=hater was an-
swered with much boisterous declamation about
'freedom of contract!, and his attention was
proudly called to the fact that the laborer of
the North could follow his own sweet will, leav-
ing his employer when he saw fit, attaching him-
self to any other willing to hire him, or, if he
preferred, setting up in business for himself and
employing others. He was at liberty, it was loud-
ly proclaimed by our abolitionists and free~traders,
to work when he pleased, and no man could say him
nay. What are we to think, then, when the chief
newspaper exponent of the !freedom of contract!
philosophy deliberately sacrifices the only answer
that it could make to Carlylefs indictment by pro-
posing the introduction of a military discipline
into industry, which, in assimilating the laborer
to the soldier, would make him--~what the soldier
is=~a slave? Think? Simply this,=-~that the hypo-
critical thieves and tyrants who for years have
been endeavoring to make their victims believe them-
selves freemen see that the game is nearly up, and
that the time is fast approaching when they must
take by the horns the bull of outraged industry,
which, maddened by the discovery of its hitherto
invisgible chainsg, is making frantic efforts to burst
them it knows not how. It is a point gained. An
enemy in the open field is less formidable than one
in ambush. When the capitalists shall be forced to
show their true colors, the labggers will then know
against whom they are fighting.

621p34., p. L60.
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The battle lines are drawn, for "The whole industrial and com~-
mercial world is in a state of internecine war, in which the
proletaires are massed on one side and the proprietors on the
other.”63

The so~called laisgez=fairists, Tucker contends, are

not unbiased sclentists as they proclaim, but proponents of
an inequitable theory and supporters of an exploitative and

dehumaniZing regime., Thus, he has this to say of Herbert

Spencer:

Mr., Spencer convicts legislators of undeniable

and enormous sins in meddling with and curtailing
and destroying the people'!s rights. Their sins

are sinsg of commission. But Mr. Spencer's gin of
omission is quite as grave. He is one of those
persons who are making a wholesale onslaught on
Socialism as the incarnation of the doctrine of
State ommipotence carrisd to its highest power.

And I am not sure that he is quite honest in this.,
I begin to be a little suspicious of him. It seems
ag if he had forgotten the teachings of his esarlier
writings, and had become a champion of the capital-
igtic class. It will be noticed that in these
later articles, amid his multitudinous illustrations
(of which he is a prodigal as ever) of the evilg of
legislation, he in every instance cites some law
passed, ostensibly at least, to protect labor, al-
leviate suffering, or promote the people's welfare.
He demonstrates beyond dispute the lamentable fall-
ure in this direction. But never once does he call
attention to the far more deadly and deep=-seated
evils growing out of the innumerable laws creating
privilege and sustaining monopoly. You must not
protect the weak against the strong, he seems to
say, but freely supply all the weapons needed by
the strong to oppress the weak, He is greatly
shocked that the rich should be directly taxed to
support the poor, but that the poor should be in-
directly taxed and bled to make the rich richer

631p14,
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does not outrage his delicate sensibilities in
the least. Poverty is increased by the poor laws,
says Mr., Spencer., Granted; but what about the
rich laws that caused and still cause the poverty
to which the poor laws add? That is by far the
more important questiog' yet Mr. Spencer tries to
blink it out of sight.Cl

Furthermore, Tucker applauds the position taken by Stephen
65

Pearl Andrews, in a speech given before the Manhattan Li~-

beral Club, that

Mr. Spencer is not the radical laissez faire
philosopher which he pretends to be:; that the
only true believers in laigsez faire are the
Anarchigts; that individualism must be supple-
mented by the doctrines of equity and courtesy;
and that, while State Socialism is just ag dan-
gerous and tyrannical as Mr., Spencer pictures
it, "there is a higher and nobler form of So=
cialism which is not only not slavery, but which
is our only means of gesoue from all sorts and
degrees of slavery,"6 :

Tuckerts critique of the proponents of laissez-
faire would hold equally, to-day, for the writings of such

defenders of the capitalist system as Ayn Rand and Milton

®h1pia., p. 370,

6SStephen Pearl Andrews was the leading student and
disciple of Josiah Warren., His Science and Society (New
York, 1852) is generally considered to be the fullest and
clearest statement of the former'!'s ideas. See Martin, len
Against the State, pp. 65-72; Schuster, Native American An-
archism, pp. 106=111; and, Harvey Wish, "Stephen Pearl An-
drews, American Pioneer Sociologist'", Social Forces, XIX,

L (May 1941), pp. L77-482, especially pp. L78-479.

66Tucker, Instead of a Book, pp. 370-371.
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Friedman.67 These theorists, especially Rand, look back with
longing to the good old days of the nineteenth century--days
which spawned the radical criticlsms of a Marx, a Proudhon,
and a Warren, besides the scorn of even such liberal theorists
as John Stuart Mill and T.H. Green. None was more critical,
however, than Tucker and his school of American individualist
- anarchists. "No other radical group", writes James J. Martin,
"denounced the prevailing system more vigorously than the

n68

spokesmen for individualist anarchism. While they adhered
strictly to the concept of private property (viewing it as a
precondition of liberty), the right which included use and

disposal was to be strictly limited. Ownership of land was to

67In fact, a simllar criticism has been levelled at
them by the new right-wing !'libertariant'! school headed by Mur-
ray Rothbard, and including such bourgeois radicals as Morris
and Linda Tannehill and Jarret B. Wollstein. These theorists
call themselves anarchocapitalists and clearly distinguish
thelr position in socio-political thought from the unrelentent
and pessimistic conservatism of the Buckleys, the more radi-
cal, but essentially nineteenth century liberalism of the
Rands and the Friedmans, and even from that group of 'liber-
tarians', such as Hospers, who remain in the final analysis
governmentalists. The prime stress of all these authors has
been placed upon the question of government and taxation as
invasion. None of these twentieth century theorists, however,
has even considered the possibility of retreating into the
co=operative world of Warren's !equitable commerce! or that
of Tucker's Proudhonian~inspired mutualism. In so stressing
the political and legalistic elements, none has attacked, as
did the individualist anarchists, the fundamental question
of the net transfer of powers, and its implicit critique of
surplus valus.

68Martin, Men Against the State, p. 7.
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be restricted to occupancy and use,

70

and capital was To be
freely avallable to all. Tucker necessarily viewed the
acquisition of property as limited, labour providing the on-
1y legitimate title to it.'!

Claiming his position to be gcientific and value
free,72 Tucker, unlike his predecessors in the anarchist tra-
- dition,73 based this limitation of property rights upon what
he considered to be pragmatic and amoral considerations, the
bagis of his ethical theory being originally utility and la-
ter the more extreme egoism of James L. 1’1:3.11{6:?.'”L Tucker!s

15

brand of egoism, however, demanded equal liberty

76

as fully

as did Godwints ideal !'justice! and Warren's natural rights,

69Tucker, Instead of a Book, pp. 12, 61, 178, 300, and

3L6.
O1pid., pp. 273-27l, 281-282, and 321.
M1pid., pp. L00-L01,
"21p3id., pp. 2, W1-L2, 6L, 132, 210212, and 350.

73Godwin, Warren, and Proudhon had each subscribed to
the highly moralistic principle of equality. Tucker retains
the commitment (see n. 75), but rejects the moralism (see n.

72).
7uSee James L. Walker, The Philosophy of Egoism.

75Tucker, Instead of a Book, pp. 35, LW1-h2, 6l-65,
350, and L57-458.

76William Godwin, Enquiry Concerning Political Jus-
tice and Its Influence on Morals and Happiness, ed. F.E.L.
Priestley, v. I, pp. 125-140.
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a postulate not asserted by the classical liberal theorists

T He

and both asserted and denied by liberal democrats.
writes:

I regard liberty as the chief essential to mant's
happiness, and therefore as the most important
thing in the world, and I certainly want as much
of it as I can get. But I cannot see that it
concerns me much whether the aggregate amount of
liberty enjoyed by all individuals added together
is at its maximum or a little below 1t, if I, as
one individual, am to have little or none of this
aggregate, If, however, I am to have as much
liberty as others, and if others are to have as
much as I, then, feeling secure in what we have,
it will behoove us all undoubtedly to try to at-
tain the maximum of libgrty compatible with this
condition of equality.’ _

Hssential to the understanding of philosophical or

79

scientific anarchism'”’ is its egalitarian thrust, if not
complete ‘adoption of the principle of equality.BO Setting
out from individualist premises, these theorists subscribed
to a principle of equity or justice-~-a principle which they
viewed ag more liberal than the cormmunistic assertion of

absolute and blanket equality, and hence more acceptable to

both the peculiarly !progressive! American social and intel-

77See ¥Macpherson, Democratic Theory, especially pp.

1"760
78Tucker, Instead of a Book, pp. WL1-I2.

79The words 'philosophical! and t‘scientific! are of-
ten used synonymously with tindividualistt!. It should not
be assumed, however, that the latter has exclusive claim to
its usage.

8OSee above, pp. 78-82.
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lectual climate and to what was taken to be the genuine and
universal nature of man~-previously misunderstood or ignored
by church and state, but now fully revealed in its 'scienti-
fict! and etermal form., In btaking this position, however,
these men, disdainful of power relations, avoided the pit-
fall of their comrades in the call for "Liberty, Fraternity,
Equality". The French Revolubion--that great battle for hu-
man rights=-~had been aborted in the reaction of the day.

The liberals had turned their backs on the revolution and
sought in its wake to re-establish a class system. Its mas-~
tery was no less strong than its predecessor's, Iﬁs rule,

81

more brutal and certainly more mystified. For Tucker, as

for Warren and Proudhon, the cenbral problem facing contem-

81Proudhon had expressed his disappointment in the
following poignant passage:
¢ « o the society which the Revolution of 189
should have created, does not yet exist., That
which for sixby years we have had, is but a
superficial, factitious order, hardly conceal-
ing the most frightful chaos and demoralization,
e o o« The result is that competition, as Rossi,
Blangqui, and a host of others have recognized,
instead of democratizing industry, ailding the
workman, guaranteeing the honesty of trade, has
ended in building up a mercantile and land aris-
toecracy, a thousand times more rapacious than
the old aristocracy of the nobility. Through
competition all the profits of production go to
capital; the consumer, without suspecting the
frauds of commerce, 1s fleeced by the speculator,
and the condition of the workers is made more and
more precarious. (Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, General
Idea of the Revolubion in the Nineteenth Century, pp. L5,
Br0=571 .
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porary society was the inordinate accumulation of wealth and
hence power in the hands of a few, and the denial of free
access and equal liberty to the remainder of soclety. Tucker
applauds, on this point especially, the argumentation of his
two mentors., He writes:

The Manchester men were accused of being incon-
sistent. They believed in liberty to compete
with the laborer in order to reduce hls wages,
but not in liberty to compete with the capital-
ist in order to reduce his usury. Laissez faire
was very good sauce for the goose, labor, but
very poor sauce for the gander, capital. But
how to correct this inconsistency, how to serve
this gander with this sauce, how to put capital
at the service of business men and laborers at82
cost, or free of usury,--that was the problen.

Liberal economics merely explalned the status quo

it did not set out to change it. While>Warren and Proudhon
argued that it was unscrupulous and immora1,83 Tucker, in
his t'scientific! and pragmatic egoism, contended that it
was unviable and inevitably seli‘—dest:r*uc:tive.8LL The point
on which all three agree is that the problem lies not in

85

property itself, but in the right to unlimited acquisition,

82Tucker, Instead of a Book, p. 10.

) 83Both theorists repeatedly refer to the existing state
of affairs as 'cannibalistic! and disclaim its failure to meet
the equal opportunity demands of either natural rights theory
éin)the case of Warren) or social justice (in that of Proud-

on).

8uTucker, Instead of a Book, p. 132.

85Proudhon, What Is Property?, especially v. I; Tucker,

Instead of a Book, pp. 395-396, 5l ; and Warren, Equitable
Commerce, and True Civilization.
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a right which totally ignores man's social nature and hence

86

his equal claim to a full and human life.

o « o nature furnishes man immense forces with
which to work in the shape of land and capital,
that in a state of freedom these forces benefit
each individual to the extent that he avails
himself of them, and that any man or class get-
ting a monopoly of either or both will put all
other men in subjection and live in luxury on
the products of their labor. But to justify a
monopoly of either of these forces by the exis-
tence of the force itself, or to argue that with-
out a monopoly of it any individual could get an
income by lending it instead of by working with
it, is equally absurd whether the argument be
resorted to in the case of land or in the case
of capital, in the case of rent or in the case
of interest.07 '

Thus, Warren, Proudhon, and Tucker seem to agree that
one of the aims of anarchism is to democratize liberalism and
allow the fullest degree of freedom possible to every ind;vi-
dual. They contend that monopolistic control of resourcses
(meaning control in excess of that limited by occupancy and
use) is as much an act of invasion as theft and taxation.88
Tucker asserts:

It is not enough, however true, to say that, "if

a man has labor to sell, he must find some one
with money to buy it; it is necessary to add the

86See above, pp. 77-80.

87Tucker, Instead of a Book, p. 205.

88Proudhon, in his ruch quoted assertion that 'Pro-
perty is theft!'!, was in no sense condemming private ap-
propriation, but rather denying the right to monopolistic
control, (Proudhon, What Is Property?, pp. 38-39). See al-
so Tucker, Instead of a Book, pp. L, 127, 309-312, 342, 391~
392, and L.00-L0T.
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rmch more important truth that, if a man has la-
bor to sell, he has a right to a free market in
which to sell it,=-~a market in which no one shall
be prevented by restrictive laws from honestly ob-
taining the money to buy it. If the man with la-
bhor to sell has not this free market, then his a-
bility is violagsd and his property virtually
taken from him,

And a genuinely free market is a co=-operative market for,
"where freedom prevails, competition and co-operation are

identical,"?°

The state of war, which characterizes contem-
porary economic relations, is not brought about by the free
market but is the result of the invasiveness of capitale91
"Competition means war only when it is in some way restrict-
ed, either in scope or intensity,=-~that is, when it is not
perfectly free competition; for then its benefits are won
by one class at the expense of another, instead of by all at

92 Complete freedom, Tucker

the expense of naturets forces.
argues, necessarily entails a postulate against invasion--
invasion being not liberty but 1icence.93 It demands the

destruction of usury, for "Usury is the serpent gnawing at

labor's vitals, and only liberty can detach and kill it.”gh

89Tucker, Instead of a Book, p. U5h.

P1bid., p. 405,
1bia., pe 4Sh.
%21pid., pe LOT.
931bid., pp. 42, and LO7.
Mryia., p. 178,
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It is only with the adoption of the principle of liberty (a
principle which requires free land, free money, and free
trade) that rent, interest, and profit will disappear and
with them all class differentiations and distinctions.95
Men (and women, too) would then enter all relations on a
free and voluntary basis, and refuse to work for less than

9  Gapitalist greed would

© the full value of their labour,
succumb to what Tucker‘viewed the greater ends of mutualism
for, given the choice between wealth and liberty, rational
men will always favour the 1atter°97
Political reform, an enlarged state, pélliative
98

measures, are not the answer., Any form of economic demo=
cracy founded upon compulsion is btotally unacceptable. The
purpose of equality is to assure liberty and not to estab-
lish a new and wholesale servitude., Individualist anarchism
is an attempt to establish a genuine economic democracy and
at the same time provide for a maximum of individual free-
dome99
Having rejected the inequality of rights produced

by the net transfer of powers inherent in the capitalist

95Ibid., po. 398, and L75.

9 1pia.

97See below, pp. 98-99,
98Tucker, Ingtead of a Book, pp. 178-179.

99Ibid., pp. 83-85,
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100 Tucker and his school found the commun-

market economy,
ist alternative to liberal political economy, equally if

not more, objectionable, The communist alternative, in
their view, did not end this transfer, but merely replaced
the individual recipient with the state, and hence perpetu-
ated the diminution of the individual in the name of a myth-
 ilcal or metaphysical entity, whose influence was more per=

101

nicious, more deadly, because more unified. The !'Beast

of Commmnism! was in no sense a lesser monster than that of

property.102

It had failed, in its condemnation of capital-
istic or monopolistic property rights, to distinguish be-
tween usury, or theft, and that which may be legitimately
called possession, and hence justified. Condemning the
former, Tucker writes, in support of the latter, that anar-
chist property is "that which secures each in the possession
of his own products, or of such products of others as he may
have obtained unconditionally without the use of fraud or
force, and in the realization of all titles to such products

which [he ] may hold by virbtue of free contract with others."1o3

1OOCapitalism, by definition, entails the accumulation
of capital in the hands of one segment of the population and
the alienation of labour on the part of another. The capital-~
ist acquires through the wage=~labour relationship the direc-
tive control over the worker's labour energies for a prescribed
period of time and hence sharply limits the labourer's liberty.

101 myckor, Tnstead of a Book, pp. 7-8, 61-67, and 378~

379.

1021p34., pp. L29-133.

1031p14.,, p. 61.
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Re jecting the legitimacy of surplus value1ou and viewing
labour as the only acceptable title to property,105 Tucker
spurned capitalist property rights while allowing for liber-
ty in production and exchange, a liberty which Tucker and

his predecessors viewed as essential to the development of

the individual as an independent and self-reliant being.1o6

' Anything less, he contends, results in a servile character
and demoralized species, and a soclety of such degenerated
beings could not but be paternalistic and authoritarian in
its structure.107 Thus, Tucker concludes that the only

stable society is one founded upon the twin notions of 1i-

berty and equality, for it alone is a truly contractual so-

clety, a co-operative society.108

The complaint of Archistic Socialists that the
Anarchists are bourgeois is true to this extent
and no further--that, great as is their detesta-
tion for a bourgeois society, they prefer its
partial liberty to the complete slavery of State
Socialism, For one, I certainly can look with
more pleasure--no, with less pain~-upon the pre-
sent seething, surging struggle, in which some

10h1p14,, pp. 177-178, and 1.95-196.

1051p31 4
., pp. L=6, 127, 200, 203-205, 307, LO3-LOl,
and ).4.93-)4.?9 : ’ ) » ’ )

106Ibid., pp. b1, 98, and 333.

1O7Subjeot to this atbtack were all utopian socialist
schemes, the 'scientific! writings of Marx and De Leon, and
guch reformist platforms as single-~taxism and Greenbacker-
ism.

1O8Tucker', Instead of a Book, pp. 35, Lh~l8, and 342.
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are up and some are down, some falling and
some rising, some rich and many poor, but
none completely fettered or altogether hope-
less of a better future, than I could upon
Mr. Thaddeus Wakeman's ideal, uniform, and
miserable comwggity of teamy, placid, and
slavish oxen.

In Tucker's view there are only two methods of dis-
tribution consistent with equality of liberty, and these
are distribution by a free market in accordance with the na-
tural and impersonal operation of economic law, l.e., anar-

chism, and distribution by a centralized authority in ac-

110

cordance with statute law, i.e., state socilalism. He

has this to say about state socialism:

o « o in 1ts worst and most probable form, it
is the exploitation of labor by officialdom,
and at its best it 1is a regime of spiritless
equality secured at the expense of liberty and
progress; the former is a regime of liberty
and progress, with as close an approximation

to equality as is compatible therewith., And
this 1s all the equality that we ought to have,
A greater equality than is compatible with 1i-
berty is undesirable. The moment we invade
liberty to secure equality we enter upon a
road which knows no stopping=~place short of

the annihilation of all that is best in the hu-
man race, If absolute equality is the ideal;
if no man must have the slightest advantage
over another,--then the man who achieves great-
er results through superiority of muscle or
skill or brain must not be allowed to snjoy
them. All that he produces in excess of that

1Og'l‘uclcer, "Why I Am an Anarchist", p. 36.

11O’I‘ucker, Instead of a Book, pp. L-16.
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which the weakest and stupidest produce must

be taken from him and distributed among his
fellows. The economic rent, not of land only,
but of strength and skill and intellect and
superiority of every kind, must be confiscated.
And a beautiful world it would be when absoclute
equality had been thus achievedl! W?? would
live in it? Certainly no freeman, |

The ultimate end of state socialism could be no o=
ther than the annihilation of the species. In an almost
prophetic manner, Tucker writes:

Whatever, then, the State Socialists may
claim or disclaim, their system, if adepted, is
doomed to end in a State religion, to the expense
of which all must contribute, and at the altar of
which all must kneel; a State school of medicine,
by whose practitioners the sick must invariably
be treated; a State system of instruction, which
will do away with all private schools, academies,
and colleges; a State nursery, in which all chil-
dren must be brought up in common at the public
expense; and, finally, a State family, with an
attempt at stirpiculture, or scientific breeding,
in which no man and woman will be allowed to have
children if the State prohibits them, and no man
and woman can refuse to have children if the State
orders them., Thus will Authority achieve its ac-
me and Monopoly be carried to its highest power.112

"Such is the ideal," he concludes, "of the logical State So-
cialist, such the goal which lies at the end of the road
that Karl Marx took."113 However, unfair this is as a depic-

-tion of Marx's theory, the fact remains that Tucker saw

111Ibid., p. 347.

M21,34., pp. 8-9.

M31p14., p. o



98

within state socialism the germs of tobtalitarianism. He ro-
cognized an implicit, if not explicit, threat to individual
liberty and human initiative within state ownership and or-
g;a‘nizaﬁcion,1“L and while he argued that wealth and liberty
are both preconditions of happiness,115 he concluded that
between the two there is little room for comparison, Liberty,
he contends, must always take precedence over material pros=
perity.116

It would be but a poor apology for happiness

that either factor alone would give, if it

could not produce nor be accompanied by the

other; but on the whols, much liberty and

little wealth would be preferable to much -

wealth and little liberty.117

Eguality is the lesser of the two conditions when
compared with liberty. Disparity, Tucker asserts, is "a
comparatively trivial consideration, certainly never to be
weighed for a moment in the same scale with 1ibertye”118
His postulate of equality is aimed solely at the maximiza-
tion of liberty, and at the pragmatic consideration that

equality of liberty is the only condition under which so=-

cial stability, and hence human happiness, can flourish.

11“@9;9., pp. 23, and 65-6T7.

"51bid., p. l1.

"01psa., pp. LO-43, 333, and 350.
117‘I‘ucker, "Wwhy I Am an Anarchist", p. 36.

118Tucker, Insead of a Book, p. 333.
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His conclusion is that while

Liberty will ultimately make all men rich; 1t
will not make all men equally rich. Authority
may (and may not) make all men equally rich in
purse; it certainly will make them equa11¥ Boor
in all that makes life best worth living. '

The solution for Tucker lies not in some abstract

notion of equality which will destroy initiative and irrep-

arably damage the individual sense of responsibility,120

but in the creation of a genuinely free market. While re-
taining incentive and freedom of choice in production and
exchange, it would destroy all economic power relations and
hence provide the ideal milieu for rational and independent
decision-making., It stands between the abuses of communism
and property, asserting the equality—posﬁulate of the one
and the liberty-postulate of the other. Tucker approvingly
repeats what Proudhon had wriﬁten years earlier.

Communism is inequality, but not as pro=-
perty is. Property is the exploitation of the
weak by the strong. Communism is the exploita-
tion of the strong by the weak. In property,
inequality of conditiong is the result of force,
under whatever name it be disguised: physical
and mental force; force of events, chance, for-
tune; force of accumulated property, etc. In
communism, inequality springs from placing
mediocrity on a level with excellence. This
damaging equation is repellent to the conscience,
and causes merit to complain; for although it
may be the duty of the strong to aid the weak,

%p14., p. 348.

1201pi4,, pp. 23, and 65-67.
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they prefer to do it out of generosity,--

they never will endure a comparison. Give

them equal opportunities of labour, and e~

qual wages, but never allow their jealously

to be awakened by mutual suspicion of un-
faithfulness in the performance of the com-

mon task.12l

Unlike state soclalism, and the less threatening
voluntary communism of Kropotkin and his school,122 indivi=
dualist anarchism retains the virtues of independence and
responsibility, while simultaneously rejecting the inequal-
ity of wealth and net transfer of power inherent in the
capitalist market economy and liberal society.123 Like the
communist anarchists, the individualists reject the notion
of coercion and appeal to a society of free and equal beings.
Unlike the communists, however, they view complete or absol-
ute equality asg incompatible with liberty and appeal instead
to the more individualistic principle of equity behind which
lies an ideal or moralistic notion of just distribution, a

notion which is ultimately no less abstract than that of

121Proudh,on, What Is Property?, p. 250, quoted in
Tucker, Instead of a Book, p. 392.

122Tucker clearly viewed Kropotkin's brand of commun-
ist anarchism as a less oppressive and more humane theory
than he did the writings of such socialists as Marx and
Lassalle. Nonetheless, he completely rejected their claim
to the title tanarchist!, arguing that it was totally in-
conceivable that any person who rejected the notion of free-
dom in production and exchange could be an anarchist. See
Instead of a Book, pp. 386-393, and LO7-LO8.

123588 above, pp. 93=9l.
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absolute and total equality. Despite repeated protestations
to the contrary,qau Tucker!s pragmatism and egoism give way,
in the final analysis, to a moral perspective not unlike
that of Godwin, Warren, and Proudhon. While claiming that

his philosophy is founded upon a value-free utilitarianism,125

126

or egoism void of ethical considerations and based solely

127

- upon force, the language he uses and the conclusions at
which he arrives differ 1little from those of his predecessors,
for his conclusion also demands an assertion of equal liberty.
Whether men are not to invade others because such an action is
deemed immoral or merely impractical is not of the essence as
far as political theory is concerned. What is of significance

is that invasive behaviour is irrational behaviour, i.e., Dbe-

haviour of a type that enlightened individuals simply would

1EL'LTucker, Instead of a Book, pp. 24, 132, and 211.

1251114,

126Tucker~ writes, for example, "So far as inherent right
is concerned, might is its only measure. Any man, be his name
Bill Sykes or Alexander Romanoff, and any set of men, whether
the Chinese highbinders or the Congress of the United States,
have the right, if they have the power, to kill or coerce o=
ther men and té make the entire world subservient to their.
ends. Society'!s right to enslave the individual and the indi-
vidualts right to enslave soclety are unequal only because
their powers are unequal" (Instead of a Book, Dp. 2l1).

127Throughout his writings Tucker, as Proudhon, uses
highly moralistic words, such as fusury!, fsin!, t!'cannibal-
istie!, 'unjust', and 'inequitable!--words which put to ques-
tion his amoral claims,
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not deliberately engage in. Such; for Tucker, has been the
educational value of history:

The history of humanity has been largely one
long and gradual discovery of the fact the in-
dividual is the gainer by soclety exactly in
proportion as society is free, and of the law
that the condition of a permanent and harmon-
ious soclety is the greatest amount of indi-
vidual liberty compatible with equality of
liberty. The average man of each new genera=-
tion has said to himself more clearly and con-
sciously than his predecessor: '"My neighbor
is not my enemy, but my friend, and I am his,
if we would but mutually recognize the fact.
We help each other to a better, fuller, hap-
pler living; and this service might be greatly
increased if we would cease to restrict, hanm-
per, and oppress each other. Why can we not
agree to let each live his own life, neither
of us transgressing the limit that separates
our individualities?" It is by this reason-
ing that mankind is approaching the real so=
cial contract, which is not, as Rousseau
thought, the origin of soclety, but rather

the outcome of a:ilong social experience, the
fruit of its follies and disasters. It is
obvious that this contract, this social law,
developed to its perfection, excludes all ag-
gression, all violation of e%%ality of liberty,
all invasion of every kind.l

29

Such, as we shall see,1 is not the view of Stirner, another

writer who has been regarded as an individualist anarchilst,.

128Tucker, Instead of a Book, pp. 24-25.

129886 below, especially chapter IV,
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ANARCHISM RECONSIDERED: THE NEGATIVISM
OF MAX STIRNER~~A STUDY IN SCHIZOID ONTOLOGY

Having sought, in the foregoing chapters, to demon-
strate the fundamental assumptions of anarchist theory in
both its individualist and communist forms, it 1s now nec-
essary to examine in greater detail the non-political and,
more specifically, nihilistic writings of the man most com~-
monly and somewhat uncomfortably regarded as the most ex-
treme of the individualist anarchilsts, Max Stirnera1 At

times revered for his emotion~packed plea for individual

1Born Johann Kaspar Schmidt, in Bayreuth, Germany,
on October 25, 1806, this man had, by the time of his death
only fifty years later, written one of the most powerful and
fanatically gripping statements of individualism known to
man. Der Binzige und sein Eigenthum, which was published in
English under the somewhat ambiguous title The Ego and His
Own (a more accurate translation being '"The Individual and
His Property"), had a meteoric impact upon the philosophical
scene in Europe towards the middle of the last century and
gave rise to one of the longest and most vituperative attacks
aver written by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, who devoted
by far the largest portion of The German Ideology to a line
by line refutation of this most unusual and ominous work,
FFor the twentieth century continuation of this battle see
Sidney Hook, From Hegel to Marx, pp. 165-185, Towards the
Understanding of Karl Marx: A Revolutionary Interpretation,
pp. 05 and 131, and Herbert Read, "Hax Stirner™, in The
Tenth Muse: HEssays in Criticism, pp. 74-82.

103
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self-assertion,2 at others feared énd disdained for his con-
donation and even exaltation of crime and murder,3 Stirner is
most typically viewed by anarchists and historians of anar=-
chist thought as a figure to be modified and explained away.u
His glorification of the individual appealed to them artis-
tically, romantically, and emotionally. His complete rejec-
tion of fthe other! proved a source of immediate and continued
embarassment. The fact that he has found his way into the
anarchist tradition gt all is an accident of history and not
a deliberate attempt on his part to identify himself with the
movement, for it did not as yet exist as such, and if it had,
Stirner, without doubt, would have regarded it as the epitome
of that very idealism he set out so deliberately and con-
sciously to destroy.5 Anarchists would most assuredly have
been numbered among the possessed--the concepts of freedom

and equality, the two ideals shown in the previous chapters

2This response was not limited to the American indi-
vidualist anarchists, such as Benjamin R. Tucker and James L.
Walker, but was echoed by the communist anarchist Emma Goldman.

3Interestingly, it was the communist anarchists Peter
Kropotkin and Errico Malatesta who gave strongest expression
to these sentiments.

uThis has taken two forms: one, the reinterpreta-
tion of Stirner to fit the anarchist mould; and, two, the
downplaying of Stirner's significance, as in James Jollts
statement (The Anarchists, p. 172) that "Stirner was not a
very important thinker nor a very interesting one."

SSee below, pp. 116-117.
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to be the keystones of anarchist theory in both forms being
regarded by Stirner as the ultimate spooks, subordinating the
individual to unreal and unattainable ideals.6

Stirner's placement in the anarchist tradition appears
to have been the work of non-anarchists and artistically ori-
ented libertarian elements rather than that of the classical
anarchists themselves.7 It was Marx and his followers, in
fact, who most consistently applied the term tanarchist! to
his writings-~-a fterm they used uncritically and with much
abandon for 1ts opprobrious effect rather than critical in-
tent. Not until the end of the last century, after Nietzsche
had paved the way for the solipsistic blisgs of desultory ego-
ism, did the German individualist poet ané author John Henry
Mackay refurbish the self-assertive ego in a panegyric of its
auth,or,8 That some anarchists got caught up in the ethos of
its individualism run rampant is scarcely surprising, but it
should not be taken as a blanket acceptance by them of all of
Stirner's egoistic teachings. Emma Goldmants pralse of Stir-

9

ner's appeal to direct action’ and criticism of Christianity,

6Stirner, The Ego and His Own, pp. 98-151.

7R.W.K. Paterson, The Nihilistic Egoist: Max Stirner,

p. 127.

8The only biography of Stirner is written by Mackay.
Published in Germany in 1898, Max Stirner: sein Leben und
gein Werke has not been translated into fnglish.

9Goldman, "Anarchism: What It Really Stands For",
in Anarchism and Other Kssays, p. 61.
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10 should be taken no

"with its perniclous slave morality",
more seriously than her assertion of Nietzschet!s affinity

to anarchism, for she regarded it as nothing more than that.
She writes: "Hietzsche was not a social theorist, but a poet
and innovator. His aristocracy was neither of birth nor of
vurse; it was of the spirit., In that respect Niebtzsche was
an anarchist, and all true anarchists were aristocrats."11
It was in this artistic or romantic sense that some anarchists
greeted Stirner's work with warmth and feeling. Recognizing

12 they have unconscious-

a Peer Gyntian quality in his writing,
1y or deliberately, as the case might be, ignored tﬁe anar-
chical elements which conflict irreconcilably with the funda-
mental anarchistic assumptions of their own thought. Essen-
tially tolerant--a position Stirner would have himself scorn-
ed~=-anarchigts have inevitably refrained from engaging in any
form of purge, a fact which makes a trulsm of John Wakeman's

statement that there are as many anarchisms as there are an-

a:r'chists.ll3 To argue, however, that one i1s an anarchist

1OEmma Goldman, "The Failure of Christianity", in
Alix Kates Shulman (ed.), Red Emma Speakg: Selected Writings
& Speeches, p. 186,

11

Goldman, Living My Life, v. I, p. 194.

12 rames Huneker, "Max Stirner", in Egoists: A Book of
Supvermen, ». 351; Joll, The Anarchists, p. 172.

1BAlbert Fried and Ronald Sanders, Socialist Thought:
A Documentary History, p. 328,
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merely because one declares so is ﬁo render the term mean-
ingless. Certainly, to engage in the sort of endless hair-
splitting, which has traditionally characterized small rev-
olutionary organizations remote from power, would not in
the least add credence to the anarchist position, but I
think that it can be credibly argued, as has been demon-
strated in the preceding chapters, that the concepts of equal-
ity and liberty may be taken as a defining characteristic of
both schools of anarchist T'JhLough‘l:.“]r
The fact that Stirner, unlike the other anarchists
discussed, does not subscribe to this crucial principle but
explicitly rejects it15 must lead one to the conclusion that
he is not an anarchist. Moreover, given his initial assump-
tions it is impossible for him to arrive at other than non-
anarchistic conclusions. TUnequivocably opposed to the feudal
notion of divine and social hierarchy,16 and a believer in

neither the principle of communistic equality17 nor that of

1uThis is not to suggest that the postulates of equal-
ity and liberty are the sole definitional criteria for anar-
chism. Such is clearly not the case; if 1t were so, the the-
ories of Rousseau and Marx would have to be included in a
multitude of others so labelled. XEqual liberty is a neces-
sary but not a sufficient criterion.

15506 below, pp. 115-118.

16Stirner, The Ego and His Own, pp. 67-97.

see below, pp. 120-122.
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18 Stirner completely rejected

individualist equitability,
the notion of a paradisaiacal utopia free from conflict and
ruthless struggle.19 His 'Union of Egoists! ought not be
so conceived, and it is highly questionable, as Shatz points
out, whether such individuals could enjoy any genuine form
of couoperation.go

A number of authors, however, take the opposite posi-

tion. Woodcock, for instance, contends that while the dis-

tance from Godwints Political Justice to Stirner's solipsism

and amorality may seem great "it ends for both in a society
of proud individuals, each gsecure in his integrity and co-

operating with other individuals only in so far as it is con-

nel

venient to him. Furthermore, Woodcock argues that the

withdrawal of each man into his unigueness would prevent

22 Runkle essentially agrees

rather than foster conflict.
with this interpretation and adds that a society of egoists

would not be a bad place at 31123-—a position which even

18366 below, pp. 122-123.

19Stirner, The Bgo and His Own, pp. 328-329.

2OMarshali S. Shatz, The Essential Works of Anarchism,
p. L2,

21‘:Ioodcook, Anarchism, p. 105,

22

Tbid., p. 102.

23terald Runkle, Anarchism: 01d and New, p. 6l.
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Stirner himself does not ‘ruake.,alr It is Huneker, however,

who carries this train of thought to its ultimate conclusion,
one which Stirner would have most certainly rejected as ex-
hibitive of t!'sickly altruism!, when he writes that Stirner
desires us to learn to love and respect ourselves so that we
may learn to respect our brothers.25

In each of these cases the respective authors have

read into The Ego and His Own assumptions which are not jus-

tified and which Stirner has himself implicitly, if not ex-
plicitly, denied. Moreover, in a number of instances, they
have selected one strain of his thought, only to neglect the
other side of his schizoid ontology. In so doing, they have
missed the significance of his integrative approach to the
human personality and his ceaseless attempt to transcend the
dilemma proffered by Christian dualism and to reconcile two
separate and necessarily antagonistic world views.

The irreconcilability of these two visions (the one,
democratic and consistent with the anarchist world view; the
other, bourgeois and antagonistic to it) suggests that Stirn-
erlan theory lies more properly in the nihilist than the an-~

26

archist tradition., While such an argument is not new™> and

2LLSee below, pp. 139-110.
25

268ee Paterson, The Nihilistic Egoist: Max Stirner.

Huneker, Egoists: A Book of Supermen, p. 361.
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many have commented on the nihilistic tinge to Stirner!s pre-

27

sumed !'anarchism!, its significance lies not merely in the
assertion of Stirnerian nihilism, but rather in Stirner's
partial rejection of anarchist ethics in favour of the unre-
stricted egoism of bourgeois man. And it is at this level
of ontology that the works of even his bilographer, Mackay,
and those of Stirner disagree, for Mackay saw in anarchism
that slender thread of moral sense in man which binds him
to his fellow men in a stable and brotherly community.28 It
was bthe anarchistic philosophy of the Bostonian individual-
ists which had its appeal for lMackay and not the'nihilistic
tendencies of Stirner's thought.29
While both the Proudhon-inspired énarchists and the
egoistic Stirmer rejected the liberal state and the capital~

ist market economy for which it stood, they did so for dif-

ferent reasons, the former in the name of that maximum

27Atindranath Bose, A History of Anarchism, p. 173;
G¢.D.H. Cole, A History of Socialist Thougnt, 1., P. L47; E.
Lampert, Sons against Fathers: Studies in Russian Radical-
ism and Revolution, p. 311f; David lcILellan, The Young Hegel-
Tans and Karl Marxz, pp. 117-136; and Woodcock, Anarchism, D.
5. e question of Stirnerts influence on NieTzsche has
long been debated. See James A, Martint's Introduction to
The Ego and His Own, p. xvi.

28See above, p. 2; John Henry Mackay, "An Individual-
ist Attack: Communists Cannot Be Anarchists", in Leonard I.
Krimerman and Lewis Perry (eds.), Patterns of Anarchy, pp. 20-
21.

29586 below, pp. 139-140.
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individual liberty consistent with-equality of liberty, and
Stirner in that of blanket and unrestricted egoism. In sub-
scribing to this latter proposition, Stirner inevitably
found himself, at least at times, at odds with the anarchist
ethic which is by definition democratic. With the anarchists
he rejected the state, the church, and capital; alone, he
rejected tthe othert.

Turning in revulsion from the Chrigtian concepts of
hierarchy and order, Stirner saw in their place the equally
tyrannical and even more horrible liberal state, for under
the guise of freedom and equality the liberal state had set
out to destroy individuality. All the more terrifying be-
cause the more obsequious, the fliberalf state, this wolf in
sheepts clothing, sought the destruction of egoism., Regard-
ing all equally as 1ts enemies, it lacked the wealknesses
which permeate personal rule and made more totalitarian its
despotic grasp. The relation between individual and levia-
than Stirner viewed as necessarily antagonistic, and in tak-
ing this position he differs little from Kropotkin, Berkman,
and Walter, as well as from Warren, Proudhon, and Tucker,
Each of these viewed the state as an oppressive and coercive
apparatus standing in opposition to the individual members
of society and supporting the unequal and inequitable dis-
tributive mechanisms of rent, interest, and profit. As

Stirner sees it, between the state and the self-possessing
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individual there is nothing but a t'deadly hostility!, for
30

every state, by its very nature, is a desgpotisn, and every

ego is from its birth a struggling self—owner.31

The egoist, in Stirnert!s view, 1s always regarded by
the state as a crimina132 or an un—man.33

The unbridled ego=-~and this we originally

are, and in our secret inward parts we re-

main so always-~is the never-ceasing crim-

inal in the State. The man whom his bold-

ness, his will, his inconsiderateness and

fearlessness lead is surrounded with spies

by the State, by the people. . « . Only he

whe renounces his ego, who practices 'self~3u

renunciation,! is acceptable to the people.
He who does not is condemmed as evil, sinful and immoral, and
is placed in prison or, under the kindly custody of the new,
humane and benevolent altruists, is declared insane and placed

L-I

for ttreabtment! in a lunatic asylum3)~-for the un-man "is a
man who does not correspond to the concept man, as the inhu-

man is something humen which is not conformed to the concept

3OStirner, The Ego and His Own, p. 196,

3N 1pid., p. 200,

321pia,

331pid., p. 179.

3)‘LIbid., p. 200,

35Ibid,, p. 177. Stirner shows prophetic insight in-
to this problem., See Thomas Szasz, Law, Liberty and Psychi-
atry: An Inguiry into the Social Uses of lMental Health Prac-

tices, and The Liyth of Mental Illness: Foundatlons of a
Theory of Personal Conduct.
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36

of the human', and curative measures are necessary to re-

store to him his humanity=--which ig sociebtyt!s reason not his,
his reason being regarded by it as unreason.37 This attempt
to heal anti~social tendencies is regarded by Stirner as

merely the reverse side of punishment, for neither crime nor

disease is a label the egoist would apply,38 since in "crime"

he has merely asserted himself and mocked the sacred.39

e « o in the State the unbridled I-~-I, as I
belong to myself alone--cannot come to my ful-
filment and realization. Every ego is from
birth a criminal to begin with against the
people, the State, Hence it is that it does
really keep watch over all; it sees in each one
an-=-egoist, and it is afraid of the egoist. It
presumes the worst about each one, and takes
care, police~care, that 'no harm happens to th 0
State,! mne guid respublica detrimenti capiat.

Neither sinful nor divine, neither ill nor human, the
egoist is merely what he is-~himself. Recognizing the legiti=~
macy of no power outside himself, the self-conscious owner
and creator of the universe submits willingly to none. The
common weal is no concern of his~-merely the furthest extrem-
ity of self-renunciation and denial.b;l The ‘'othert is to him

but a countervailing force, engaged with him in a ceaseless

36Stirner, The Ego and His Own, pe. 177,

3?£Q§§°, p. 205,
3?;919., p. 2h0.
39;919., p. 2L,
uo;gig., p. 200,

WMypig,, p. 213,
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battle of wills, to be overcome and-used, an object to be

made one'!s property and hence to enhance one'!s power and en-
joyment. The state, the people, and the common weal demand
the death of egoism, Morality is threatened by it, justice
extinguished by it, and freedom and equality mocked by it,

for egoism merely expresses in cold and honest words what has
always been known by intelligent and aggressive men-~that be-
neath the hypocritical veil of altruism and morality it is
might alone that makes right, and that the appeal to a higher
authority, be it a god or a moral precept, is marely an elab=
orate ploy by the wielders of power to keep the unenlightened
masses in subjection., In like measure, liberal freedom is but
a myth, a dangerous one to our egoism at that, because "the
craving for freedom as for something abstract, worthy of every
praise, deprived us of ownness: it created selfndenial.“uz
Furthermore, negative freesdom, that paltry ffreedom from!
which the liberal state so graciously grants, is a dispensa-
tion, and hence the modern state differs only in degree from
the feudal fiefdom. Thus, while the state boldly declares

L3

that men are not property but proprietorsL ~=g Trevolutionary
statement when considered against the feudal conception, in
which no individual human being was regarded as proprietor

of anything, especially not of himself--it allows this free-~

ugIbid., p. 156,

U31pia., p. 263.
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dom only in those narrowly restricted areas which do not con-

flict with the interests of the bourgeoisie. Beyond these

Ly

limits any manifestation of egoism is viewed as subversive.
The failure of the ego to recognize an authority may result
in the confiscation of its property, i.e., of its life or
1ibertyzlLS

The State has nothing to be more afraid
of than the value of me, and nothing must it
more carefully guard against than every oc-
cagion that offers itself to me for realizing
value from myself. I am the deadly enemy of
the State, which always hovers between the
alternatives, it or I. Therefore it strictly
insists not only on not letting me have a
standing, but also on keeping down what is
mine. In the State there is no property, no
property ﬂg the individual, but only State
property. -

Stirner, moreover, contends that there is not and cannot be
perfect freedom:u7 being an ideal, it cannot become realityeu8
The ego, and it alone, is real, and 1t seeks enjoyment not

in abstraction but in the ownership of itself. Freedom is

but a spook, a ghost, an ideal before which the possessed

Witpia., p. 255.

uSStirner uses the term property in much the same way
ags doeg Locke., For both theorists the term entails more than
mere possession or estate. It also includes life and liberty.

uéstirner, The Ego and His Ouwn, 255.

471bid., pp. 307-308.

W1pia,, p. 362.
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prostrate themselves, deny and renoﬁnce themselves. They
give to freedom all and make themselves nothing, as the early
Chrigtians gave fully to God and were nothing themselves,ug
but freedom is useless, if it brings nothing with it. More-~
over, it is the enemy of our only possession: our ownness,
our individuality.

To Stirner, it is property (meaning ownership) and not

liberty, or equality, or jJustice, which is essential to the

50

realization of the ego, for the egolst!s aim is enjoyment,
and to enjoy life is to consume ite51 Such is the natural and
universal expression of egoism, and it applies to no authority.

My intercourse with the world, what does
it aim at? I want to have the enjoyment of it,
therefore it must be my property, and therefore
I want to win it. T do not want the liberty of
men, nor their equality; I want only my power
over them, I want to make them my property, ma-
terial for enjoyment. And, if I do not succeed
in that, well, then I call even the power over
life and death, which Church and State reserved
to themgelves--mine., «  « my sabtisfaction de-
cides about my relation to men, and that I do
not renounce, from any access of humility, even
the power over 1life and death.

One cannot enjoy what one does not have, This, Stirner argues,
is the mistake of all altruists, be they Christian or commun=-

ist. In their endless search for the 'true! 1life, the 'blessed!

M9£9iga, Pe. 59.
501pid., p. 319.
51;23@., p. 320,
5?;9;9., p. 318.
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life, the 'good! life, the 'human! 1life, they fail to live
their own 1ives.53 In paying homage to a ghost, the humanist
shares in the piety of the re:LJ‘.g:‘LonistsLL and cannot realize
his individuality, his ownness, for "Not till I am certain
of myself, and no longer seeking for myself, am I really ny
property“,55 but to gain possession of oneself, and use and
enjoy oneself, one must first exorcise the ghostly ideal and
return the individual to himself.56
Liberalism, accordlng to Stirner, is the most decep-
tive myth of all., In btranscending the old feudal hierarchy
with its specific or caste interests the liberal.did not free
man but rather intensified his subjugation, for the interests
of all mean to Stirner the interests of néne. Thus, the des~
truction of personal power in favour of impersonal power bene-
fits the socially debtermined concept 'man' at the expenss of
the aetual individual, The state alone gained and declared

the egoism, which necessarlly weakened it, illegal and im-~

moral.57 In the name of reason-~the t!right reasont, that is,

531pid., p. 320,

Shpia,, p. 185,

5559;9., p. 320,

S6rpia,

57Herein lies the egalitarian thrust of Stirner's
argument for, while Stirner views the state as the instrument

of power-seeking egos, he contends that if all men were fully
developed ogoists, the state could not continue to exist.
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the state'!s reason~--a 'natural! order was created and moral
behaviour dictated by it. This reason, however, did not,
according to Stirner, exist objectively and lie in wait of
discovery. Rather, it was created by the state for its own
benefit and was adopted and worshipped by men as a god. Thus,
the liberals were no less idealistic than their predecessors,
but had merely exchanged man for God and ethics for theology.
The result was the same: as reason triumphed, the individual
succumbed, The state's existence depended upon the moral
fibre of its individual citizens-~upon thelr willingness to
gacrifice their ownness, their individuality, théir only real

58

and eternal possession” =~=for the guarantes of a mythical
freedom and an artificial equality. -

At the root of liberal theory, however, argued Stirner,
lay a fundamental contradiction, for it postulated one set of
social relations and proposed another-~it demanded one set of
conditions and created another., While the state had been
transformed from its highly personal and hierarchical form of
feudal times to the impersonal and supposedly arbitrary gov-
erning force of the liberal age, its task of guaranteeing and
protecting property remained the same, and hence its declara-

tlons of political freedom and equality have been rendered

almost meaningless by the strait-jacket which the unequal

l—l
JBStirner, The Ego and His Own, p. 158.
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digtribution of property rights entails. While the bourgeois
revolution replaced the feudal notion of cenbtralized distri-
bution by the liberal conception of competition, thereby
transforming a customary or status-oriented soclety with its

rigidly determined duties and obligations into the free-for~

59

all of a crap game, the state protected the initial winnings

of the players, thereby promoting an overwhelming disparity

60

in wealth and resources. This, Stirner believes, is the

fundamental contradiction in political liberalism.

Ho who is satisfied with what he is and has
finds this state of things profitable; but he
who would like to be and have more looks around
for this 'more!, and finds it in the power of
other persons. Here he comes upon a contra-
diction; as a person no onse is inferior to
another, and yet one person has what another
has not but would like to have. So, he con-
cludes, the one person is more than the other,
after all, for the former has what he needs,
the latter has not; thg former is a rich man,
the latter a poor man, 1

Furthermore, Stirner contends that while such disparity ex-
igted algo under the preceding regime it wasg given holy sanc-
tion and promised to all who abided by its rule a heavenly

equality.62 The liberal, however, had removed God from his

591pid., p. 121.

601pia., p. 117.
61

62

Ibhid.

Ibid., p. 120.
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throne and replaced him with '™Man'!, and a secular god demanded
secular and immediate rewards--rewards which were not forth-
coming in any manner which could be perceived as equal or
equitable. HNeither the demands of the individual's vulgar

63

nor those of his newly found hnmanisméu were to be

65

egolism
met in the majority of cases by this inequitable regime.
The game would continue, but with loaded dice,
Accurately perceiving the injustices of liberal pol-
itical theory and recognizing the vacuous nature of negative
freedom, a group of critics emerged who have contended that
as freedom is nothing without power--a right beiﬁg merely
a claim without the might necegsary to enforce it-=so the
power relations in soclety must be equalized in order to be
justified.' Stirner vigorously rejects this conclusion, al-
though it stems from a critique with which he heartily agrees.
Stirner is very much aware that the liberal state is a class

state, "forever intent on getting benefit from me, exploiting

me, turning me to account, using me up, even if the use it

gets from me consists only in my supplying a proles (prole-

63By ivulgar egoism! is meant the empirical egoism
in contemporary bourgeois society as distinct from Stirner's
philosophical egoism. See below, p. 13l.

6“This is not to suggest that humanism was new, but
rather that Stirner viewed it as such. Actually this may be
found in the pre=-liberal works of theorists as far back as
Aristotle with his conception of man as a developing being.
See Macpherson, "The Maximization of Democracy", in Democra-
tic Theory: #&ssays in Retrieval, pp. L-5.

658tirner, The Ego and His Own, pp. 119=120.
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tariat)", and that "it wants me to be !'its creature'”,66 but
he is even more conscious of the dangers of communism and
views its spectre with horror. As political liberalism sought
to exbtend freedom by destroying individuality and transforming
&1l men into citizens of the state with equal rights, duties
and obligations, social liberalism seeks to end the abuses of
individual liberty by depriving all of economic liberty., Un-
der this scheme, argues Stirner, men live not for themselves
but for others. Hven the limited and somewhat deceptive
choice which existed under political liberalism is crushed
and man 1lg forced to conform to tright! reason. -Thevliberty
which exists is not the individual's but society's, and all
men become the property of soclety. The cult of god has been
replaced bj the cult of soclety and of altruism which knows.
only self-denia1.67 Thus, Stirner contends that Lor thé indi-~
vidual there lies no less restraint in collective wealth than
in the unequal distribution of individual wealth, and conse-
quently of power, in the class~based liberal state; in each
case the individual is viewed not as a self~owner and, hence,
is not free to make his own decisions. "Communism," writes
Sfirner, "by the abolition of all personal property, only
presées me back still more into dependence on another, to wit,

on the generality or collectivity; and, loudly as it always

66
67

Ibid., p. 25[.

Ibid., p. 257,
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attacks the 'State!, what it intends 1s itself again a State,
a status, a condition hindering my free movement, a sovereign
power over me.”68 Thus, while Stirner sees within contempor-
ary social arrangements conditions which are unjust or ine-
gquitable even at the starting gate,69 he finds !still more
horrible! the force which commmunism places in the hands of

70

the collectivity

71

~=a collectivibty, which is full of police

sentiments,

72

seeing in egoism the seeds of its own destruc-
tion. He concludeg that "All attempts to enact rational
laws about property have put out from the bay of love into
a desolate sea of regulations."73

Ho less ardent is Stirner in his rejection of the mo-
ral principle of equitability. He denies the workability and
desirability of any scheme based on a moral principle of dis-
tribution in proportion to labour energies expended. He ex-
plicitly and repeatedly condemns as blatant idealism and re-
ligiosity any political economy founded upon an objective

criterion, and it is here that Stirner differs even from the

individualist anarchists, who subscribed to the labour theory

681bid.

69A situation which has become even more so since
Stirnerts time,

7OStirner, The Bgo and His Own, p. 257.

" 1vid., p. 200,
21hid,
"31pid., p. 257.
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of value not merely as an em@irical statement of fact but

7h

also as a normative exchange principle. Warren, Proud-

hon, and Tucker had rejected the notion of exchange pre-
mised upon use value as botally immoral and expil.civ‘sausive,?5
but Stirner denies the legitimacy of such a criticism as
the utmost of moralism and hence as a retreat into the
realm of religiosity. Stirner views such a principle as
exhibiting that sickly sentimentalism and altruilsm which
have characterized the Christian era, reaching its epi=-
tome in the totalitarian humanism of Bauer, Feuerbach, and

76 The War=

ultimately in the early writings of Karl Marx.
renite principle has its roots in a fundamental communi-
tarian objectivism which, according to Stirner, stands di-
ametrically opposed to his own principle of egoistic sub=
jeetivism, a principle which he views as amoral, truly
tgcientifict, and bereft of value. In taking this posi-
tion, Stirnerts theory shares more with the mechanism and
pragmatism of the power theorists, Machiavelli and Hobbes,

than with the highly moralistic and humanistic writings of

the anarchists.

7uSee above, pp. 78, 81=82,
75

76Marx is not mentioned in The Ego and His Own, but
certainly the extent of his and Engelsts criticism of
Stirner is suggestive of the seriousness with which they
viewed Stirner's attacks on the communist and humanist

traditions. See McLellan, The Young Hegelians and Karl
Marx, p. 131,

See above, pp. 78~82.
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Accepting completely the relativistic position of to-
tal moral and epistemological subjectivism,77 Stirner toltally
rejects the 'other!, save as a countervailing power to be
reckoned with in calculating the positive and negative aspects
of any given action. He writes in the most unambiguous lan-
guage and one reminiscent of Hobbes:

I decide whether it is the right thing
in me; there is no right outside me. If 1T
is right for me, it is right. Possibly this
may not suffice to make 1t right for the rest;
that is Their care, not mine: let them defend
themselves. And if for the whole world some-
thing were not right, but it were right for me,
that is, I wanted it, then I would ask nothing
about the whole world. So every one does who
knows how to value himself, every one in the
degree that he is an egoist; for might goes78
before right, and that--with perfect right.

The individual exists only for himself-=the other is to him
but an object, something to be used.79 He has no rights ein
cept what he can secure through his own powers, i.e., his
competence.Bo And competence, for Stirner, 1s nothing more
than property, which means

Nothing but what is in my power! To what

property am I entitled? To every property

to which I--empower myself. I give myselfl
the right of property in taking property

77Stirner, The Lgo and His Own, pp. 353-35k4.

®Ipia., p. 190,
91pid., p. 297.

8011,54., pp. 266-267.
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to myself, or giving myself the ?roprietor’s
power, full power, empowerment,S

Overcome by the amoralism and sclentism of competitive
market relations, Stirner concludes:

Lot us therefore not aspire to com=-
munity, but to one=gidedness. Let us not
seek the most comprehensive commune, 'hu-
man society,! but let us seek in others on-
ly means and organs which we may use as our
property! As we do not see our equals in
the tree, the beast, so the presupposition
that others are our equals springs from a
hypocrisy. No one is my equal, but I re=-
gard him, equally with all other beings, as
my property. In opposition to this I am
told that I should be a man among !'fellow-
men' (Judenfrage, p. 60); I should frespect!
the fellowman in them. For me no one is a
person to be respected, not even the fellow=-
man, but solely, like other beings, an object
in which I take an interest or else do no%,
an interesting or uninteregting object, a
usable or unusable person. 2

Missing are the Kantian overtones of individualist anarchism,
with its fervently moral perspective.83 Unlike this school,
which rejects not property rights per se but specifically
capitalist property rights--those which carry with them a net
transfer of power and hence preclude ell individuals from re-
ceiving their equitable and just reward--Stirner explicitly
denies the validity of all such rights, capitalist and petit-

bourgeois. Thus, for Stirner, poverty is not the result of

—

81

821pia., p. 311.

Tbid., p. 256,

83See above, pp. 87-91.
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exploitation and theft as the individualists argue, for rob-
bery presupposes the existence of rights of property, the
validity of which he unequivocably cilenies,&F Its root lies
rather in the weakness and illusions of the masses. The
poor suffer not because they are locked into an exploitative
situation and condemned by it to a life of misery and servi-
tude, but because they are stupid and have failed to recog-
nize the deception in the myths of the profitting classes.
Lacking egoism and self-valuation, they are little more than
cowardly and foolish givers of presénts.85 "Why'", asks
Stirner, ". . . put the fault on others as if they were rob-
bing us, while we ourselves do bear the fault in leaving the
others unrobbed? The poor are Lo blame for there being rich
men."86 Clearly, this is not the position of a Warren, a
Proudhon, or a Tucker, much less that of a Kropotkin, a Berk-
man, or a Walter.

Thus, it may be argued, as R.W.K. Paterson does, that
Stirnerts position on property is totally at variance with the

anarchigt tradition and may, indeed, be seen as irreconcilable

BuIbid., p. 315,

85Ibid., pp. 259, and 315. This position is akin to
that of the existentialists. See John Carroll, Break-Out
from the Crystal Palace: The anarcho-psychological critique:
Stirner, Hietwzsche, Dostoevsky, pp. 39-1J.

86

Stirner, The Ego and His Own, p. 315.
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with it. In Paterson's words,

¢« « o Stirnerts denial of property rights

is superficially so acceptable to anarchists
only because they misunderstand it or wil=-
fully ignore the conclusions drawn from it.
Stirner is not in the least desirous of abol-
ishing property rights in order to restore to
humanity the fruits of the earth and of human
labour, unjustly distrained by the institu-
tion of private property. In fact, The Unique
Onets whole effort is exclusively directed to
increasing and enjoying his own private !pro-
pertyf, and if he denies the exlstence of
property frights! this is only because he e~
quates t!'property! with the operative power

to control and enjoy the thing possessed:
tthe property question is solved only by the
war of all agalinst all'. . . . When the an-
archist denies property rights, he does so
because he deplores the misery and degrada- -
tion caused by economic inequality and ex~
ploitation. When Stirner denies property
rights, on the other hand, he is merely an-
nouncing that his cupidity will not permit
itself to be curbed by any foolish scrgples
about legal titles or moral ownership.

Despite Stirnerts many explicit and often repeated denuncia-
tions of all rights and his loudly proclaimed commitment %o
the amorality and supposedly value-free ethics, which the
capitalist market propitiates in the name of profit maximiza-
tion, he simultaneously remains committed to the moral per-
spective of the independent commodity producer.88 The huck=-

ster spirit,B9 which Huneker characterized as "Pragmatism

87Paterson, The Nihilistic igoist: Max Stirner, pp.
135-136.

88See below, pp. 130-131.

39
p. LL69.

LKarl Marx and Frederick Engels, The German Ideology,
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. 0] < . . . .
with a vengeance”,9 stands side by side with, and yet in op=-

position to, the moral and ethical principles of tequitable

N

commerce! to which Stirner also adheres. The two images
entall two separate sets of ontological assumptions regarding
the human essence,92 the realization of which demands two dif-
ferent and mutually exclusive setls of social arrangements.93
The bourgeols egoist in Stirner appreciates and desires scarce
and expensive commodities,9LL and finds his being in owning95
and his desgsires anﬁagonisﬁic to, or in conflict with, those of

96

his fellow men. Since owning 1s all, his essence, and the

materials he desires are scarce, he finds himself necessarily

90
91

o

9LThese two images, which run concurrently through
Stirner's work, will henceforth be referred to as bourgeois
and anarchist respectively. The first is that of an unlimited
degirer and consumer of material utilities and power over o-
thers, who willingly subverts the notion of equal liberty to
that of profit maximization and, setting out from individualist
assumptlons, necessarily finds himself in conflict with his
fellow men. The second is that of the limited desirer, who
places a higher value on individual freedom than on material
acquisition,

Huneker, Bgoists: A Book of Supermen, p. 36l..

See below, pp. 129-131,

: 93The fulfilment of the bourgeois essence requires the
subversion of the principle of squal liberty to that of profit
maximization. See Locke, The Second Treatise of Government,
especially ch, V. In contraslt, the anarchlst ethlc rejects
any such subversion and remains committed to the principles

of eguality and liberty.

9ustirner, The mgo and His Own, p. 155.

951pid., pp. 157-158.

%I}z:i_@.-, pp. 9, 178-179, 257.
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engaged in an endless war of every man against every other
man,97 a view which closely parallels the traditional Hobbes-
ian view of the individual governed by "a perpetuall and
restless desire of Power after power, that ceaseth onely in
Death“.98 This is not, however, to suggest that Stirner's
egoism is in any way limited to, or synonymous with, that
crassly materialistic or vulgar egoism which traversed the
pages of Locke on route from Hobbes to Bentham, but rather
to gtate that at least half of Stirnerian man is a bourgeois
man. The other half of Stirnerfs schizoid ontology rejects
the social and ethical implications of this visién and re~
places its tension-ridden and conflict=oriented notion of

99 with the more anarchistic notion of

social interaction
voluntary éo-operation.

It is upon this notion that Stirner!s argumentation
for the formation of 'unions of egoists! 1s based, for, ac-
cording to this view, the state having been once dissolved,
all indlviduals would be free and equal, autonomous, and able

to enter and leave relations with others as they pleased.qoo

T1pid., pp. 210-319.
98Hobbes, Leviathan, p. 161.

2% position which could not be otherwise given Stir-
ner's statement that "In society the human demand at most
can be satisfied, while the egoistic must always come short!
(The Ego and His Own, p. 210).

100

Ibido 3 pp. 306-308.
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Freed once and for all from their ragamuffian status, their

means of life would be their ow»m“yl

and they would be genu-
inely free to move about in accordance with the principle
of enlightened self-interest or, to put it better, egoistic

interest.102

This, as Stirner sees it, would be possible

for the reason that the egoist would not see it as in his
long=-term interest to violate the desires of individuals or
groups of individuals stronger than himself.103 His strength
would then become the strength of the group with which he was
affiliated, and the mightier the group, the mightier the in-
dividual. The purpose of this union, according to Stirner,
is to secure for the individual his property, and thus his

0L

individuality. Within the group, the ovrinciple of con-

tractuality would be held sacred.105 Furthermore, Stirner
holds that the enforcement of contracts would not in any way
violate hig theoretical position, membership in the unions

106

being completely voluntary. By entering the union of his

107 1p14., p. 307.

1ozThe Stirnerian notion of enlightened self-interest
differs considerably from the Benthamite, since it stems
from a highly ambiguous ontology. Unlike the latter, which
seeks man's essence in the unlimited pursuit of material
goods and power over others, the former finds it in the ab-
stract ego 'in agreement with itself!. See below, pp. 134=135.

1O3Stirner, The Ego and His Own, pp. 311-313.

10h1p54,, p. 2.

1051414, , pp. 307-308.
1067114, , pp. 311-313.
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choice, the individual will necessarily have to sacrifice

107 in exchange for others which

he deems more beneficial and more attainable.108 This, ac~

certain tphantom! freedoms

cording to Stirner, does not entail a loss but a net gain,
109

for all that is given up is the ideal freedom, and "as

regards the sacrificing, surely I !'sacrifice! only that
which does not stand in my power, that is, I !sacrifice!

nothing at all"¢110 The distinction between the union and

the state rests not with liberty but with ownership.111

Stirner concludes that

in reference to liberty, State and union are
subject to no essential difference: The lat-~
ter can just as little come into existences,

or continue in existence, without libertyfs
being limited in all sorts of ways, as the
State is compatible with unmeasured liberty.
Limitation of liberty is inevitable everywhere,
for one cannot get rid of everything; one can-
not fly like a bird merely because one would
like to fly so, for one does not get free from
his own weight; one cannot live under water as
long as he likes, like a fish, because one can-
not do without air and cannot get free from
this indispensable necessity; and the like.

As religion, and most decidedly Christianity,
tormented man with the demand to realize the

1071pid., pp. 160-161,
108;§igo, pp. 306-308.
1091pi4., p. 160.
M01pia,, p. 313.

"M 1pid., pp. 306-308,
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umnatural and self-contradictory, so it is to
be looked upon only as the true logical out-
come of that religious overstraining and over-
wroughtness that finally liberty itself, ab-
solute liberty, was exalted into an ideal, and
thus the nonsense of the impossible to come
glaringly to the light.==The union will as=
suredly offer a greater measure of liberty, as
well as (and especially because by it one es-
capes all the coercion peculiar to State and
goclety life) admit of being considered as

ta new liberty!; but nevertheless it will still
contain enough of unfreedom and involuntariness.
For its object is not this--liberty (which on
the contrar¥ it sacrifices to ownness), but on=-
1y owmness. 12

Thus, the primary distinction between the union and
the state rests with one's ability to opt out and tq seek
one's alliances elsewhere. The need for such alliances, how-
ever, is not questioned. The multiplied force of one ego-
ist is required to fend off the multiplied force of other
egoists, and the situation of the lone egoist would be pre-
carious, to say the 1east.113 Finally, Stirner concludes
that despite his many suggestions of the invasiveness of man,
the human being governed by his natural impulses would be no
more erratic thah are other an'11nals;.1ﬂL "No sheep, no dog,
exerts 1tself to become a !'proper sheep, a proper dog'!; no
beast has its essence appear to it as a task, as a concept

that it has to realize. It realizes itself in living it~

112Ibido, ppe 307"'3080

1 31pi4., p. 313.
TMhtpid., pp. 330-332.



133

gelf out, in dissolving itself, passing away. It does not

ask to be or to become anything other than it is."115 So,

too, should it be with men, because every man can say, "I

am a ftrue man! from the start”.116 Men can only be what

17

they are. They cannot become what they are not:1

Yes, 'if men were what they should be,
could be, if all men were rational, all loved
each other as brothers,! then it would be a
paradisaical life.=-All right, men are as
they should be, can be, What should they be?
Surely not more than they can bel And what
can they be? Not more, again, than they=-
can, than they have the competence, the force,
to be. But this they really are, because
what they are not they are incapable of be-
ing; for to be capable means--really to bs.
One is not capable for anything that one
really is not; one is not capable of anything
that one does not really d?fB Could a man
blinded by a cataract see?

This passage contains one of the most strongly worded

justifications for the status quo ever penned, and yet it ap-

pears in the heart of a work regarded by some as the most

revolutionary ever written.119 The plea of The Ego and His

Own, however, is not merely one for things to remain as they

are, but for men to recognize their individual competences

"51pid., pp. 331-332.

M61p54., p. 327.

117Stirner's position here is very much akin to that
of Hobbes.

118Stirner, The Ego and His Own, pp. 328-329,

19 7ames Muneker wrote: "It is dangerous in every
sense of the word-~to socialism, to politicieans, to hypo-
crisy" (Egoists: A Book of Supermen, p. 371).




134

and to assert them. This, as Stirner claims, is meant nei-

ther as a call to dubty nor as a moralistiec theory of develop-

120 And yet,

ment, but as an empirical statement of fact,
beneath this claim lies a fundamental contradiction, for men
are not, as Stirner contends, as they ought to be. Stirner's
egoism transcends both the vulgar egoism of the bourgeois
mind and the altruism of Christianity. Both are religious
ideals which rob the individual of his will., The avaricious
Aman is as much a victim of marmon as the Christian is of

121

God, Where the forces of realism and humanism meet,

there emerges a new and transcendent egoism9122

egoism in
agreement with itself, self=-conscious egoism6123 Thus, out
of this opposition arose the negation of ﬁhe negation=~the
abstract ;1;9124 The egoist is governed by neither the

spirit nor the flesh, but is of the spirit and of the i‘lesh.125

1203tirner argues that one need not tell a man to use
his force==-1t is not a task but a fact~-he always does so.
He writes: '"To use his force is not man's calling and task,
but is his act, real and extant at all times, Force is on-
ly a simple word for manifestation of force" (The Ego and
His Own, p. 327).

121

Ibid., p. 60,

122Max Stirner, The False Principle of Our Education,
or Humanism and Realism, pp. 11-28.

1233¢irner, The Ego and His Own, pp. 272, and 258.

12L'LStirner does not conceive of it as such, See be~
low, pp. 135-136,

125

Stirner, The Ego and His Own, p. 333.
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He fights his carnal desires with the spirit and his spiri-
tual cravings with the flesh, remaining forever the dualist--
not creator but only mediator. "What the Christian does in
one direction," writes Marx, "Saint Max does in both. He
is the chretien tcomposé!, he once again reveals himself as
the perfect Christian,“126

Stirner's creative activity amounts to little more
than rationality, and this, according to Marx,

in the good resolution to understand himselfl,

and indeed to understand himself wholly or to

be rational, to understand himself as a 'com=

plete, whole being!, as a being different

from this momentary being'!, and even in direct

contradiction to the kind of being he is tmo-

mentarilyt.12

Yet, this true egoist, this abstract 'I!, is an ideal
unattainable by the great majority of individuals, for they
are not now rational and, consequently, argues Stirner trans-
fixed by his own logic, it is doubtful that they ever can be.128
Men are not in any sense equal and certainly not in their ra-
tionality. Stirner himself had precluded any such possibil-
ity: '

e o o the born shallow=pates indisputably form

the most numerous clasgss of men. And why, in-
deed, should not the same distinctions show

126Marx and Engelg, The German Ideology, p. 28lL.

127114,

1ZBStirner, The Ego and His Own, p. 329.
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themselves in the human species that are

unmistakable in every species of beasts?

The more gifted and the less gifted are

to be found everywhers.12

The abolition of the state, however, requires this
belief in social rationality. For, unless all men turn e~
qually into themselves and seek fulfilment in themselves,
there would, given Stirner!s negativistic and bourgeois as=
sumptions, ensue a universal reign of rapacity and slaughter.
Recognizing this, and desirous of his own independence, the
egolist, according to Stirner, would be neither master nor

130 This assertion entails in itself a reversion to

slave.
that very illogicality which he criticizes so harshly in the
religionists, i1.e., the belief that because something is think-

able it is possible and it ought o be. S|

Only that which
is, according to Stirner's own logic, can be, and philosophi-
cal egoism is just that--philosophical egoism and it there-
fore cannot exist in reality. Thus, Stirner, in effect,
lapses into the very form of religiosity and ideological
fallacy for which he criticizes the writings of Bauer and

Feuerbach, He has attempted to abstract the individusal from

that whole myriad of socio~economic, cultural, and historical

1291p14., p. 328.

————e

1307p54., p. 305.

13 1pi4., p. 330,
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factors which provide the material basis of his experience,
and set forth the true, empirical or scientific individual,
devoid of all social and environmental ties. In so doing,
he has attempted the impossible and has read into the uni-
versal nature of man highly particularistic attributes,
characteristic of man in particular societies at particular
times., If this were all, Stirner's work, like that of
Hobbes, would stand ags a consistent statement of the social
relations amongst one type of men, in one type of society,

132

at one point in history. Stirner, however, was not so
fortunate, for he held two totally different and.mutually
exclusive world views, the resultant interaction of which
could not but lead to a collision of the most violent and
negativistic sort.133

Thus, while numerous anarchists and historians of
anarchist thought have viewed Stirner's theory as an ac-
ceptable statement of some of their most fundamental bheliefs,

others have expressed equally grave doubts about its desir-

ability, let alone feasibility. The critics are equally

132A most convincing case for the specifically bour-

geois nature of Hobbesian man has been made by C.B. Macpher-
son. See "Hobbes's Bourgeois Man", in Democratic Theory:
Essays in Retrieval, pp. 238-250, The Political Theory oi
Possessive Individualism: Hobbes to Locke, and Macpherson's
Introduction to Hobbes's Leviathan, ppe. 9-63.

133566 above, pp. 127-129.
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divided. Ranging from Huneker's extreme assessment of The

Ego and His Oun as "the most revolutionary work ever writ-

ten”13u to Marx and Engels's assertion that despite his
rousing rhetoric Stirner was but the theorist of the petit-

135

bourgeois in disguise are fleeting and rapidly contrast-

ing images. On the one hand, there are dark and gruesome
reflections of Stirner'!s call to self-consciousness and ego-
istic realization, and hence to self-assertion and to force,136
which, given his narrow and exclusionist conception of owner-
ship,J‘B7 canmot but lead to the Hobbesian war of all against
all. On the other hand, intermittent glimpses may be caught
of a sgelf-contained and self-dissolving egoist who stands
undaunted and alone, much like the monument of Shelley!s
Ozymandias,138 The visiong, which themselves differ con-
siderably, are the products of separate and mutually exclu-

sive sets of soclial arrangements, and in them lies the key

1BLLHIuneker, Egoists: A Book of Supermen, p. 350.

135Marx and Engels, The German Ideology, Pe 289,

136genker is clearly misinformed about Stirner when he
writes: "That the theory of Anarchism is not merely a sysg-
tematic incitement to robbery and murder. . o . Proudhon

and Stirner, the men who have laid down the basis of the new
doctrine, never once preached force'" (Anarchism, p. 306).

137,

See above, pp. 128-129.
138Percy Blythe Shelley, "Ozymandias", in Newell F.
Ford (ed.,), The Poetical Works of Shelley, p. 366.
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to the confusion and ambiguity which pervades Stirner's
thought.139 Its essence lies not in the subordination of
the one to the other, but in the negation of each. As
Marx and BEngels pubt it, "His sole service=-=-rendered against
his will and without his knowledge-~was that he expressed
the aspiration of the German petty bourgeois of today whose
aim it is to become bourgeoise"1uo

Stirner does not, as Plekhanov and Hbok,Thﬂ for ex=-
ample, suggest, merely drop the one onbtology in favour of
the other, Sidney Hook holds that

In preaching a moral philosophy upon the basis
of egolism, Stirner is really coming to the de-
fence of the petty-bourgeois proprietor who sees
what he produces, interprets the whole process
of production on the basis of its local charac-
ter, and regards both the development of large
industry and the organization of workmen as a
conspiracy to deprive him of the legitimate
fruits of his labour. Despite its Bohemian
flavour, Stirnerts thought reveals that pains-
taking and touchy sensitiveness to what belongs
solely and exclusively to the individual which
1s generally associated with the peasant pro=-
prietor or shopkeeper.,]

It is not the critics so much as Stirner who saw most clear~

ly the terror in his words. He himself recognized, at least

13%e6e above, pp. 127-129.
1h0Marx and Engels, The German Ideology, pP. L62.

1A1P1echanoff, Anarchism and Socialism, pp. 50-51;
and Hook, From Hegel to Marx, pp. 1803-10b.

1h2Hook, From Hegel to Marx, pp. 183-18l.
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in part, that in the conflict of his visions lay the poten-
tial holocaust. The underlying ethos.of the work is for=-
bidding, as can be seen in the following words of Stirner:

Do I write out of love to men? No, I write
because I want to procure for my thoughts an
existence in the world; and, even if I fore-
saw that these thoughts would deprive you of
vour rest and your peace, and even if I saw
the bloodiest wars and the fall of many gen-
erations springing up from this seed of
thought=~I would nevertheless scatter it.

Do with it what you will and can, that is
your affair and does not trouble me. You
will perhaps have only trouble, combat, and
death from it, very few will draw joy from
it, If your weal lay at my heart, I should
act as the church did in withholding the
Bible from the laity, or Christian govern-
ments, which make it a sacred duty for them-

selves to '?rotect the common people from
bad books!,143

Out of Stirmer'ts theory emerges the abstract 'It=-
a specles whose existence Stirner has explicitly precludede1uu
Stirner has re-~entered the void.“”5 It is the bliss of
desultory egoism of which he writes., His bourgeols ontology
demands a state; his anarchistic ethic precludes it, Taken

together, Stirnerfs ego is dissolved in the nihilistic flight

of the abstract 117,

1u38tirner, The Epo and His Own, p. 296.

1hhSee above, p. 13l.

1u58tirner, The Epo and His Own, pp. 339~340.
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CONCLUSION:
ANARCHISM AS A REJECTION
OF BOURGEOILS INDIVIDUALISM

It has been the intention of this work to demon-
strate through an examination of the writings of Kropotkin
and Tucker, the leading theoreticians and proponents of
communist anarchism and individualist anarchism respec-
tively, that these two schools differ less in spirit and
underlying commitment than in their suggested prescriptive
measures, and that esach represents a complete and decis-
ive breask with the prevailing liberal tradition. Thus,
while each theorist views man ag an individual, neither
views him as a discrete and atomic entity, necessarily
engaged in hostile and antagonistic relations with his
fellow men. For neither theorist is man's basic nature
competitive and invasive. XZach, in his own separate and
mutually exclusive way, rejects the Hobbesian vision of
man--a vision which pervades classical liberalism and
precludes the jettisoning of capitalist property rights
from its contemporary liberal-democratic form. For this

reason anarchism, be it in its communist or individualist

%
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form, is able, in all consistency, to postulate the posi~-
tive doctrine of a free society premised upon the prin-
ciples of voluntarism and mutual aid, and does not find
itself in the dilemma of liberal-democratic theory, which
postulates one set of ontological assumptions regarding
the preconditions for human development and fulfilment
and then finds itself hopelessly entangled in another set
of such assumptions=-assumptions which require a totally
different and mutually exclusive set of soclal arrange-~
ments from the first. Prescriptive and not merely des-
criptive, anarchist theory is able to transcend the un=-
democratic restrictions of the capitalist market, an end
which a justificatory theory cannot even attempt to
achieve. What others (i.e., liberals and socialists)
take to be irresponsibility on the part of the anarchist
stems from his distinctive assumptions of unparallelled
optimism about the human essence.

When viewed in this light, it may be seen that anar-
chism is not a negative doctrine. Iven in his criticism
of contemporary society, the anarchist seeks not the des-
truction of all social relatlons but merely those which
preclude the individual from engaging on an equal basis
with his fellow human beings in those activities which
distinguish him from other animals and define his human-

ness. Both schools argue that ultimately capitalist
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greed will succumb to the gréater forces of mutualism,
for, given the choice, rational men will always choose
liberty over wealth., And it is upon this postulate that
these anarchist theorists clearly differ from the liber-
als with whom they share in a fundamental commitment to
the postulate of equality of right. Thus, while Locke
moved from an initial position of equality and freedom
to the justification of a class-based state, Kropotkin
and Tucker both reject the notion of subverting indivi-
dual liberty to material gain. For each theorist the 1li-
beral conception of man's natural and avaricious‘procliv-
ity to unlimited material acquisition and power over
others is both unfounded and repugnant. The Hobbesian
war of all against all is, for neither theorist, the na-
tural condition of man.

Rational behaviour is, for each, co=-operative be-~
haviour. It is consensual behaviour. And consensus,
each argues, requires the postulate of equality in addi-
tion to that of liberty. It demands a recognition of
the other, of his rights, and of one's own duties and
obligations. And while the moral basis for this recog-
nitlon differed considerably from one theorist to an-
other~-~-gsome subscribing to natural rights theory, others
to social idealism, and still others to pragmatic ego-

ism~~all of the anarchists mentioned in this work ac-
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cepted such a recognition and viewed it not merely as a
moral perspective but as the basis of rational human ac-
tivity. To do otherwise was to engage in abnormal or
deviant behaviour, behaviour which was socially unaccept-
able and condemmed by the community. Such invasive or
criminal behaviour was, for both Kropotkin and Tucker,
epitomized by the exploitative capitalist market, an
econonmy which had transformed free men into wage-slaves,
Thus, while these two theorists adhered to very
different conceptions of the ideal society, Kropotkin
rejecting the morality of the market with its notion of

quid pro guo and arguing that need and productive capa-

cities are totally unrelated, and Tucker, committed to a

genuine policy of laissez~faire, believing that in the

end competition would be the great leveller, each man re-
jected the notion of individual capital accuwmlation and
the perpetuation of a class~-based state--a fact which
makes ludicrous the claim that anarchism differs but in
degree from the liberal writings of an Adam Smith, or a
Thomas Paine, or even a Herbert Spencer. While anar-
chism sets oﬁt from assumptions shared with bourgeois in-
dividualism (i.e., that each man is an individual selfl-
owner and has the right to enter contractual relations
with other men), it clearly rejects the elitist bias of

liberal theory with its justification of the class state
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and remains committed to its initially democratic assump-
tions.

Having thus demonstrated the internal consistency
and democratic claims of the two theories under considera~-
tion, it has been argued that Stirnerian theory is incon~-
sistent, subscribing not to an anarchist morality solely,
but adhering simulbaneously to both an anarchist and a
bourgeois ethic-~-two ethics which lead to two separate
and mutually exclusive sets of social arrangements, stem=-
ming as they do from two different sets of ontological
assumptions regarding the human essence .and two totally
different notions of human rationality. For while 1li=-
beralism is, without doubt, one of the ideological pro=-
genitors of anarchism, it is not the sole one. Social-
ism, too, has its claims. The anarchists themselves re-
cognized this and viewed themselves not as liberals but
as libertarian socialists. If socialists rejected this,
their reasons were organizational or tactical rather than
theoretical, for the anarchists like their socialist
progenitors accepted the notion of equallty as a precon-
dition of liberty and rejected as invasive all class dif=-
ferentials in wealth and power.

Stirner, in contrast, recognized no such principle.
The notion of equality in any form was repugnant to him,

for it threatened the very essence of his subjective ego-
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ism. And yet it was the acceptance of this principle
which allowed for the possibility of an anarchist soci-
ety, or, in the words of G.D.H, Cole, "The Anarchists

e« o o Wore anarchists because they did not believe in an
anarchical world", Anarchy is order,2 and that order
is based on the recognition of tthe othert. He (or she)
is an individual with equal rights, equal duties, and
equal obligations. For Stirner, however, t!the other! is
but an object to be used--to be made one'!s property.
Otherwise, he is a threat to one's own ego, for men are
necessarily opposed to one another. Unlike the limited
Tuckerian notion of egoism, the Stirnerian knows no
bounds, it is total and unadulterated. In a tone strange-
ly reminiscent of Hobbesg, Stirner contends that all rela-
tiong, if stripped of their hypocritical altruism, are
relations of war. Unlimited and unending, men's desires
are totally subjective. There is no distinction between
liberty and licence, for liberty short of licence is no
liberty at all. It is but a phantom, a spook which
steals onefs ownness in the name of a greater humanity,
and must be destroyed.

Yet, as it has been argued in the preceding chap-

1As quoted in Irving Loulis Horowitz (ed.), The An-
archists, pe. 9.

2Herbert Read, Anarchy & Order: Essays in Politics,

pp. 35-58.
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ters, it is this distinction; this recognition of equality
of right, and its essential predominance over all other
congiderations, which distinguishes anarchism from all
other schools of political theory and makes it prescrip=-
tive message the most democratic of all theories., Sel=-
dom, it has been argued, has bthere been a school of
thought which stressed so forcefully the notion of t'soli-
darity! and !'fraternity?!. Individual happiness and so-
cial wellbeing are ingeparable to both schools of anar-
chist theory. Gide and Rigt sum up the case well when
they write: ‘

Hobbes's society, or Stirner's, where the hand

of every one is against his brother, fill the

anarchists with horror. To their mind that is

a faithful picture of society as it exists to-

day. In reality, however, man is a social be-

ing. The individmal and society are correla-
tive: 1t is impossible to ima%ine the one
without thinking of the other,

The distinction between the two=--the Stirnerian
and the anarchist ftheories--~rests, however, much more
deeply than this. It lies in the basically possessive
nature of Stirnerian theory, which, like Hobbesian in-

dividualism, tends to view men as individual entities,

or more correctly, as atomic units, engaged in constant

3Charles Gide and Charles Rist, A History of Econonic
Doctrine from the Time of the Physiocrats To the Present
Day, pe. 025.
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warfare and collisions, seeking to satiate their entirely
subjective and at times infinite, and hence insatiable,
desires, Since these ends are not merely in the field
of human development and self-realization, but often re-
quire the accurmulation of material goods and power over
others, Stirnerian man finds himself hopelessly embroil-
ed in the Hobbesian war of all against all, and in a
milieu of perpetual scarcity in relation to unlimited
desires, his only pleasure lies in the solitary exalta-
tion of subjective egoism. It is more truly anarchy (in
the sense of chaos), not anarchism. ‘

Thus, Stirnerian theory differs qualitatively from
that of the anarchists under consideration in this work.
It has accepted a bourgeois morality while rejecting the
soclal arrangements essential for stable intercourse in
such a bourgeois society. Stirnerian man shares more
with Hobbes's restless, acquisitive, and generally con-
temptible, being than with Ibsent's irresponsible Peer
Gynt. Neither, however, is the common man of classical
anarchist theory--the man whose natural rationality dic-
tates the recognition of the other and the acceptance of

the postulates of equality and liberty.



149

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Selected Works of Peter Kropotkin

This list does not include all of the works written by
Peter Kropotkin, but only those of direct use in the
preparatlion of this paper.

Kropotkin, Peter. "Must We Occupy Ourselves with an Exam-
ination of the Ideal of a Future System?", in Selected
Writings on Anarchism and Revolubtion: P.A. Kropotkin,
Bdited by Martin A, Miller. Cambridge: The M.I.T.
Press, 1970, ppe U7=116. This article was first pub-
lished in 1873. -

~~~~~~~~ . FPrisons and Their Moral Influence on Prisoners,
in Kropotkints Revolubtionary Pamphlets. Edited by
Roger N. Baldwin. New York: Dover Publications, 1970,
Pp. 220-235. The contents of this pamphlet were first
presented in the form of a speech in Paris on December

20, 1877.

-------- « An Appeal to the Young, in Kropotkin's Revolu-
tionary Pamphle®fs. Edited by RogeTr N. bBaldwin, New
York: Dover Publications, 1970, pp. 261-282. This
article first appeared in Le Révolté in 1880.

~~~~~~~~ . The Gommune of Paris, in Selected Writings on
Anarchism and Revolution:  P.A, Kropotkin. Bdited by
Martin A. Miller. Cambridge: The M.l.%r. Press, 1970,
pp. 119-132, This article first appeared in Le R6-
volte in 1880,

~~~~~~~~ o The Spirit of Revolt, in Kropotkin's Revolu~
tionary Pamphlets, HEdited by Roger N. Baldwin, New
York: Dover Publications, 1970, pp. 35-l1t3. This
¥ggk first appeared as an article in Le Revolts in
0.

~~~~~~~~~ . "The Russian Revolutionary Party", in Selected
Writings on Anarchism and Revolution: P.A, Kropotkin.
Edited by Martin A, Miller. Cambridge: The M.I.T.
Press, 1970, pp. 135-158. This article was first pub-
lished in 1882,




150

~~~~~~~~ . "LtOordre®, in Paroles d'un Révolté. Edited,
with notes and introduction by Ellsée Reclus. Paris:
Flammarion, 1885, pp. 97=10L.

~~~~~~~~ . "La Situation®, in Paroles dtun Révolté. Ed-
ited, with notes and introduction by Elisce Reclus.
Paris: Flammarion, 1885, pp. 1=8.

~~~~~~~~ . "Theorie et Pratique®™, in Paroles dfun Revolts.
Bdited, with notes and introduction by Elisee Reclus.
Paris: Flammarion, 1885, pp. 307=31l.

———————— . "Tous Socialistes!™, in Paroles d!un Révolte.
Edited, with notes and introduction by Elisee Reclus.
Paris: Flammarion, 1885, pp. 267-273.

~~~~~~~~ . Law and Authority, in Kropotkin's Revolubtion=-
ary Pamphlets. mdited by Roger N, Baldwin. New York:
Dover Publications, 1970, ppe. 196-218. This work was
first published in 1886 by Freedom Press. ’

~~~~~~~~ . Anarchist Communism: Its Basis and Principles,
in Kropotkin's Revolutionary Pamphlets. Kdited by
Roger N, Balawin. =Hew York: Dover Publications, 1970,
ppe 16=78. This article was first published in 1887.

———————— e JIn Rugsian and French Prisons. Introduction by
Paul Avrich. DNew York: Schocken Books, 1971. This
work was first published in 1887.

me======, The Wage System, in The Hssential Kropotkin.
Edited by Bmile Capouya and Keitha Tompkins. New York:

Liveright, 1975, pp. 94-107, This pamphlet was first
published by Freedom Press in 1889,

~~~~~~~~ . Revolutionary Govermment, in Kropotkin's Revolu-
tionary Pamphlets. kdited by Roger N. Baldwin. New
York: Pover Publications, 1970, pp. 237-250, This
work was first published in 1892,

o e e o e . Anarchism: TIts Philosophy and Ideal, in Kropot-
kints Revolutionary Pamphlets. Edited by Roger N.
Baldwin. New York: Dover Publications, 1970, pp. 115~
;%%é This pamphlet was first published in French in

mmememwe,  The State: Its Historic Role, in Selected Writ-
ings on aAnarchism and Revolufion: P.,A, Kropotkin.
hdited by Martin A, Miller, Cambridge: The M.I.T.

Press, 1970 gp. 211=26l., This article was first pub-
1ished in 1895.




151

emmmmeme,  Memoirs of a Revolutionist. Introduction by
Georg Brandes and Nicholas Walfer. New York: Dover
Publications, 1971. This work was first published in
1899 by Houghton, Mifflin & Company.

-------- . MLetter to Nettlau (March 5, 1902)", in Selec=
ted Writings on Anarchism and Revolution: P.A., Kro-
potkin., Rdited by Martin A. Miller. Gambridge: The
M,I.T. Press, 1970, pp. 293-307.

~~~~~~~~ . Anarchism, in Kropotkin's Revolutionary Pam-
phlets., Bdited by Roger N. Baidwin. New York: Dover
Pablications, 1970, pp. 284~300. This article was
first written in 1905 for the eleventh edition of The
Encyclopedia Britannica.

aaaaaaaa . "The Revolubtion in Russia®™, in Selected Writ-
ings on Anarchism and Revolution: P.A. Rropotkin,
Edited by Martin A, Miller. Cambridge: The M.I,.T.
Press, 1970, pp. 267=-290. This article was first pub-
lished in December of 1905,

aaaaaaaa « The Conquest of Bread. Edited and introduction
by Paul AvVrich., London: Penguin Books, 1972 [1906].

~~~~~~~~ . IHileldsg, Factories and Workshops or Industry
combined with Agriculture and Brain Work with Manual
Work, London: Swan Sonnenschein & CO., 1906,

-------- . Anarchist Morality, in Kropotkin's Revolution=-
ary Pamphlets., Ldited by Roger N. Baldwin. New York:
Dover Publications, 1970, pp. 80-113. This pamphlet
wag first published by PFreedom Press in 1909,

mmmmmema,  EXpropriastion, in Selected Writings on Anar-
chism and Revolution: P,A, Kropotkin., Edited by
Martin A, Hiller. Cambridge: The M.I.T. Press,
3370, PP. 161=209. This work was first published in
09.

======== « The Great French Revolution: 1789-1793. Trans-
- lated by N.F. Dryhurst; foreward by George Woodcock
and Ivan Avakumovic, New York: Schocken Books, 1971.
This volume was first published in 1909.

~~~~~~~~ . The Terror in Russia: An Appeal to the British
Nation, London: Methuen & Company, 1909, This work
was lssued by the Parliamentary Russian Committese.




152

-------- . Modern Science and Anarchism, in Kropotkinfts
Revolutionary Pamphlets, &dited by Roger N. Baldwin,
New York: Dover Publications, 1970, pp. 146~ 19u
This work was first published in 1912

======== . Mutual Aid: A Factor of Evolution. Introduc-~
tion by Ashley Montagu. Boston: Extending Horizons
Books; Nnede, 191k,

-------- . "Letter to Brandes", in Selected Writings on
Anarchism and Revolution: P.A, Kropotkin. Edited
by Hartin A, Miller. Cambridge: The M.I.T. Press,
1970, pp. 319-322, This letter was first published
in L'Humanité on October 10, 1919.

~~~~~~~ -, "Conversation with Lenin", as recorded by
Vliadimir Bonch=Bruevich, in Selected Writings on An-
archism and Revolution: P.A, Kropotkin. Edited by
Martin A, Niller. Cambridge: The M.l.T. Press,
1970, pp. 325=332. This meeting occurred in the
spring of 1919,

~~~~~~~~ . "Letter to Lenin (March li, 1920)", in Selected
Erltlngs on Anarchism and Revolution: P.A. Kfopofklno
kdited by Martin A, Miller. Cambridge: The M.I.T
Press, 1970, pp. 335"‘3370

======== . "The Russian Revolution and the Soviet Govern-
ment", in Kropotkints Revolubtionary Pamphlets. REdited
by Roger N. Baldwin. New York: Dover Publications,
1970, pp. 252=-259, This work, otherwise known as the
"Letter to the Workers of Uestern Burope' was written
in 1919 and sent to Georg Brandes. It was first pub-

%;ghed in English in the Labour Leader of July 22,
0

———————— . "Letter to Lenin (December 21, 1920)", in Se=
lected Writings on Anarchism and Revolutlon' P.A,
Kropotkin. Hdited by Martin A, Miller. Cambridge:
The M.l.T. Press, 1970, pp. 338»339.

et . Ethics: Origin and Development. Translated
by Louis S. Friedland and Joseph R. Piroshnikoff. New
York: The Dial Press, 192l.




153

Works on, or Pertaining to, Peter Kropotkin

Avrich, Paul., The Russian Anarchists. Princeton: Prince-
ton University Press, 1967.

Baldwin, Roger N. (ed.). XKropotkinfs Revolutionary Pam-
phlets. DNew York: Dover Publicatlons, 19/0.

Capouya, ﬁmile, and Keitha Tompkins (eds.). The Essential
Kropotkin. New York: Liveright, 1975.

De Haan, Richard. "Kropotkin, Marx and Dewey", Anarchy,
V, O (September, 1965), 271-28l.

Hare, Richard, Portraits of Russian Personalities between
Reform and Revolution. London: Oxford University

Press, 1959, pp. 340-355.

Hewetson, John. "Mutual Aid and Social Evolution", An-
archy, V, 9 (September, 1965), 257-270.

Masaryk, Thomas, The Spirit of Russia. Vol. II. London:
George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1919, ppe. 378-390.

Miller, Martin A, (ed.). Selected Writings on Anarchism
and Revolution: P.,A. Kropotkin, Cambridge: The M,I.T.
YPress, 1970,

~~~~~~~~ o K‘rogotkine Chicago: The University of Chicago
(0.

Nisbet, Robert. The Social Philosophers: Community &
Conflict in Western Thought. New York: Thomas Y.
Crowell Company, 1973, pp. 372=382.

Nomad, Max, Political Heretics: TPFrom Plato to Mao Tse=~
Tung. Ann Arbor: Ann Arbor Paperbacks, 1963, pp.
202-207.

Read, Herbert (ed.). Kropotkin: Selections from his
Writings. London: I'reedom Press, 1942,

Woodcock, George, and Ivan Avakumovic¢, The Anarchist
Prince: A Biographical Study of Peter Kropotkin.
New York: Schocken Books, 1971 19507,




15l

Selected Works of Benjamin R. Tucker

Tucker, Benjamin R. "Why I Am an Anarchist®, in State So-
cialism and Anarchism and Other Essays, 1n The Liber-
tarian bBroadsides Series, No. L. Jntroduction by James
Jde. Martin. Colorado Springs: Ralph Myles Publisher,
1972, pp. 35-37 [1892].

-------- . Instead of a Bookz>by a. Man too Busy to Write
One: A Fragmentary bBxposition of philosophical Anar-
chism, New York: Arno Press & The New York Times,
1972, This work was first published in 1893,

———————— . "The Attitude of Anarchism Toward Industrial
Combinations", in State Socialism and Anarchism and
Other Bssays, in The Libertarian Broadsides Series,
Nos 4. Introduction by James dJ. Martin. Golorado
Springs: Ralph Myles Publisher, 1972, pps 27-3l.
This work was first published in 1899,

———————— o Individual Liberty: Selections from the Writ-
ings of Benjamin R. Tucker. =ndited by Giarence Lee
swartz, New York: Vanguard Press, 1926.

Works on, or Pertaining to, Benjamin R. Tucker

Madison, Charles A, "Benjamin R. Tucker: Individualist
and Anarchlst“, The New England Quarterly, XVI (Sep~
tember, 1911.3), LI-IET.

Martin, James J. Men against the State: The Expositors
of Individualist Anarchism in America, 1827=1900.

Colorado Sprlngs Ralph Myles Publisher, 1970 [first
published in 19)3]

Osgood, Herbert L. "Scientific Anarchism", Political
Science Quarterly, IV, 1 (March, 1889) T=35,

Reichert, William 0. Partisans of Freedom: A Study in
American Anarchism, Bowllng (Green: DBowling Green
University Popular Press, 1976,

Schuster, Bunice M, "Native American Anarchism: A Study
of Left-Wing American Individualigm", Smith College
Studies in History, XVII (October, 193T-July, 193
5~197.,




155

Yarros, Victor S. "Philosophical Anarchism: Its Rise,
Decline, and Eclipse", American Journal of Sociology,
XuI, L (January, 1936), L70-LB3.

———————— . "Philosophical Anarchism (1880-1910)", Journal
of Social Philosophy, VI (April, 1941), 254-262.

The Works of Max Stirner

Stirner, Max., The False Principle of Our Education, or
Humanism and Readlism, in IThe Libertarian Broadsides
Series, No. 1. JTranslated by Robert H. DBeebe; ed-
1ted and introduced by James J. Martin. Colorado
Springs: Ralph Myles Publisher, 1967. This pamphlet
was first published in the form of four articles in
the Rheinische Zeitung between the 10th and the 19th
of April, 1dl2. '

======== . The Bepo and His Own: The Case of the Indivi-
dual against Authority. Translated by Steven T.
Byington; edifed and introduced by James J. Martin.
New York: Libertarian Book Club, 1963. This work
was first published in German in 18llL, although it
carries the date of 1845,

Works on, or Pertaining to, Max Stirner

Adler, Max. "Max Stirner", Encyclopaedia of the Social
Sciences. HREdited by Edwin R.A. Seligman., New York:
MacmiTlan Company, 193l, Vol. 1l, 393-394.

Carroll, John. Break-Out from the Crystal Palace: The
anarcho-psychological critigue: STirner, Nietzsche,
Dostoyevsky. London: Routledge and Kegan Faul,
197}.!., Ppe T5“86, B.nd. 13“."‘1 LI.S-

Hook, gJidney. Towards the Understanding of Karl Marx: A
Revolutionary Interprefation. London: Victor Gollancz
Ltd., 1933.

———————— . PFrom Hegel to Marx. Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan Press, 1950, pp. 165-185.




156

Huneker, James. Bgoists: A Book of Supermen. New York:
Charles Scribnerfts Sons, 1909, pp. 350=37(2.

Kuczynski, Jurgen. "Max Stirner", International Encyclo-
pedia of the Sccial Sciences. =dlted by David L.
II1Is. New York: GCrowell, Collier & Macmillan, 1968,
Vol. 15, 271-272.

Marx, Karl, and Frederick Engels. The German Ideology.
Edited and translated by S. Ryazanskaya. Moscow:
Progress Publishers, 1968,

McLellan, David. The Young Hegelians and Karl Marx,
London: Macmillan, 1969, pp. 117=1306.

Paterson, RW.K. The Nihilistic Egolst: Max Stirner,
Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1971.

Read, Herbert., The Tenth Muge: Essays in Criticlsm,
London: Roubledge and Kegan raul, 1957s DDe (L4~02.

Selected Works of Anarchism

The following list includes only those works of classical
anarchism used in the preparation of this paper. It is by
no means a complete listing of anarchist publications.

Andrews, Stephen Pearl, The Science of Society. (No. I.
The True Constitution of Govermment in The Sovereignty
of the Indilividual as the Final Development of Protes-
Tantism, Democracy, and Soclalism)., New York, 1852,

———————— « The Science of Society. (No. 2. Cost the
Limit of Price: A Scientific Measure of Honesty in
ITrade as one of the Fundamental Principles in the
Solution of the Soclal Problem), New York, 10852,

Bakunin, Michael. God and the State. Introduction by
F?gé %vriche New York: Dover Publications, 1970
21

~~~~~~~~ . Marxism, Freedom and the 3tate. Edited and
?r;nslated by K.J. Kenafick., London: Freedom Press,
950.




157

wmma=m==, The Political Philosophy of Bakunin. Edited
by G.P. Maximoif. London: Gollier-Macmillan Limited,

1953,

-------- . "Rousseau's Theory of the State", in Bakunin
on Anarchy: Selected Works by the Activist Founder
of World Anarchism. REdited by Sem Dolgoffs New York:
Vintage Books, 1971, pp. 128=~147.

Berkmen, Alexander. Prison Memoirs of an Anarchist. New
York: Mother Earth Publishing Association, 1912.

B . The Bolshevik Myth (Diary 1920=22). London:
Hutchinson & Co., 1925.

======== ., Now and After: The ABC of Commmnist Anarchisn.
New York: The Freile Arbeiter Stimme, 1937.

Godwin, William., Enguiry Concerning Political Justice,
and Tts Influence on Modern Morals and Happiness. &Bd-
ited and Introduction by Isaac Krammick. Harmondsworth:
Pelican Books, 1976 [1793].

~~~~~~~~ « BEnquiry Concerning Political Justice, and Ifs
Influence on Modern Morals and Happiness,., mdited by
P om. L, Priestley. I Vol, Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1946,

~~~~~~~~ . "Of Avarice and Profusion", in The Enquirer:
Reflectlons on Education, Manners, and Literature.
New York: Garland Publishing, 19/1s PP. 108=10L.

———————— . "Of Beggars", in The Enquirer: Reflections on
Education, Manners, and Literature. New York: Gar-
land Publishing, 19717, pp. 185~200.

~~~~~~~~ . "Of Riches and Poverty", in The Enquirer: Re-
flections on Education, Mamners, and Literafture. New
York: Garland Publishing, 1971, pp. 161-107.

Goldman, Emma. "Anarchism: What It Really Stands For",
in Anarchism and Other Essays. Introduction by
Richard Drimnon., New York: Dover Publications, 1969

[(19N7], pp. L4L7-67.

~~~~~~~~ . "The Failure of Christianity", Red Emma Speaks:
Selected Writings & Speeches. Bdited by Alix Kates
Shulman, Toronto: Random House, 1972, pp. 186=19l.




158

~~~~~~~~ . Living My Life. 2 Vol. New York: Dover Pub-
lications, 1970 L[1931].
~~~~~~~~ o My Disillusionment in Russia. New York:

Doubleday, Page & Gompany, 1923.

======== . My Purther Disillusionment in Russia. New
York: Doubleday, Page & Company, 192l

Malatesta, Errico. Anarchy. Translation and introduction

%7 Vernon Richards, London: Freedom Press, 1974
1891 .

Most, Johann. Beast and Monster: Two Essays on Anarchigm
by Johann Most (The Beast of Property and The Social
Mongter), Tuscon: The Match, 1973

Proudhon, Plerre-Joseph. What Is Property? Translated
b¥8ﬁenjamin R. Tucker. London: William Reeves, n.d.
0 .

======== . General Idea of the Revolution in the Nineteenth

Century. Translated by John Beverley Robinson. London:
Freedom Press, 1923.

Réclus, Elisée. Bvolution and Revolution. Loadon: W.
Reeves, n.de.

Tolstoy, Leo. Address to the Working Class. Translated
by V. Tchertkolf. In Leo TolsToy: His Life and Work

(Freedom Anarchist Pamphiets, No., 6J. London: Free-
dom PI‘GSS, nede, _p_pe 6"'59

-------- « The Kingdom of God is within You. Translated
b1 Lgﬁ Wiener. New York: The Noonday Press, 1961
905] .

Walker, James L. [The Philosophy of Egoism, in The Li~
bertarian Broadsides series, No. 3. Introduction by
Henry Repogle and foreward by James J. Martin. Col-
orado Springs: Ralph Myles Publisher, 1972 [1905].

Warren, Josiah. REquitable Commerce., New York: B. Frank-
lin, 1967 [18527.

———————— o True Civilization: An Immediate Necessity
and the Last Ground of Hope for Mankind. New York:
B. Franklin, 1967 [18637].




159

General Works on, or Pertaining to, Anarchism

Apter, David B. "The 0ld Anarchism and the New-~Some
Corments", Government and Opposition, V (Aubumm,

1970), 397-409.

Apter, David E., and James Joll. Anarchism Today. Lon-
don: The Macmillan Press, 1971.

Bailie, William. "Joslah Warren", in The New Harmony
- Movement. Edited by George B. Loeckwood. New York:
Kigustus M. Kelley, 1970, pp. 291.-306,

--------- . dJosiah Warren, the First American Anarchist.
Boston, 1906,

Barber, Benjamin R. Superman and Common Men: Freedom,
Anarchy, and the Revolution. New York: Praeger,
19771, :

Bose, Atindranath. A History of Anarchism. Calcutta:
The World Press Private Ltd., 1967

Carter, April. The Political Theory of Anarchism. New
York: Harper & Row, 1971.

Gole, G.D,H. A History of Socialist Thought. Vol. I.
The Forerunners: 1/39=1850, London: Macmillan &
Coes, 1953,

~~~~~~~~ . A History of Socialist Thought. Vol. II.
Marxism and Anarchism: 1850=-T890., London: Mac-
millan & Co., 1953,

~~~~~~~~ . A Short History of The British Working-class
Movement: 1789~19L7. London: George Allen & Unwin
Ltd., 1940,

De Leon, Daniel. Socialism vergus Anarchism. New York:
New York Labor News, 1972 [19017.

DelLeon, David. "The American as Anarchist: Social Cri-
ticism in the 1960s", American Quarterly, XXV (De-
cember, 1973), 516~537.

Drinnon, Richard. Rebel in Paradise: A Biography of
Erma Goldman, Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1961.




160

Eltzbacher, Paul. Anarchigm, REdited by James J. Martin
and translated by Steven T. Byington. New York:
Libertarian Book Club, 1960 [1908].

Forman, James D, Anarchism: Political Innocence or So=
cial Violence? WNew York: Dell Publishing Company,
19(5.

Fowler, R.B. "The Anarchist Tradition of Political
Thought", The Western Political Quarterly, XXV, L
(December, 1972), (38~(52.

Fried, Albert, and Ronald Saunders. Socialist Thought:
A Documentary History. New York: Doubleday & Co.,

19060,

Goehlert, Robert. M"Anarchism: A Bibliography of Arti-
cles==1900~1975", Political Theory, IV, 1 (February,
1976), 113-128. ,

Gray, Alexander. The Socialist Tradition: Moses to
Lenin. London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1940,

Guérin, Daniel. Anarchism: From Theory to Practise.
Translated by Mary Klopper. New York: Monthly Re-
view Press, 1970.

Hall, Bowman N. "The Economic Ideas of Joslah Warren,
Pirst American Anarchist", History of Political
Economy, VI (1974), 95-10@.

Hoffman, Robert (ed.). Anarchism. New York: Atherton
Press, 1970,

Horowitz, Irving Louls (ed.). The Anarchigts. New York:
Dell Publishing Company, 196l.

Hymans, Edward. The Millennium Postponed: Sociallsm from
Sir Thomas More To Mao Tse-~tung., London: Secker &
Warburg, 1973,

Jaszi, Oscar. "Anarchism", Encyclopaedia of the Social
Sciences. Edited by Edwin H.A, Seligman, New York:
Macmillan, 1930, Vol. II, L6-53.

Joll, James. The Anarchists. Boston: Little, Brown and
Company, 196l




161

Kedward, Roderick. The Anarchists: The Men who Shocked
an Hra., New York: American Heritage Press, 1971.

Kpamnick, Isaac. "On Anarchism and the Real World: Wil-
liam Godwin and Radical BEngland", American Political
Science Review, LXVI, 1 (March, 1972), Tl -120.

Krimerman, Leonard I., and Lewis Perry (eds.). Patterns
of Anarchy. New York: Doubleday & Company, 1966,

Mackay, John Henry., "“An Individualist Attack: Commun=~
ists Cannot Be Anarchists", in Patterns of Anarchy.
Edited by Leonard I. Krimerman and Lewls Perry. Hew
York: Doubleday & Company, 1966, pp. 16=33.

Marx, Karl. The Poverty of Philosophy. New York: In-
ternational Publishers, 1935 L1071«

Novak, Derry. "Anarchism and Individual Terrorism®, The
Canadian Journal of Economics and Political Science,
X, 2 (May, 195l.), 170=104.

===== ==w, "The Place of Anarchism in the History of
Political Thought", The Review of Politics, XX, 3
(July, 1958), 307-329.

HNoyes, John Humphrey. Strange Cults & Utoplas of 19th
Century America., New York: Dover Publications,
1968,

Plechanoff, George. Anarchism and Socialism. Trans-
lated by Bleanor Marx Aveling and introduction by
Robert Rives LaMonte, Chicago: Charles H. Kerr &
Company, 1912.

Read, Herbert. Anarchy & Order: IBssays in Politics.
Introduction by Howard Zimn. Boston: Beacon Press,

1971,

———————— . "Pragmatic Anarchism", Encounter, XXXII, 1
(January, 1968), 5L-61.

Reichert, William 0. "Anarchism, Freedom and Power!,
Bthics, LXXIX (January, 1969), 139-149.

~~~~~~~~ . "Toward a New Understanding of Anarchism",
The Wegtern Political Quarterly, XX, L. (December,
19677, 856-865,




162

Rocker, Rudolf. Anarcho=-Syndicalism, in Anarchism. Ed-
ited by Paul Eltzbacher. Wew York: The Libertarian
Book CGlub, 1960, pp. 227-268.

———————— . The London Years, London: R. Anscombe, 1956.

i 2 e « Pioneers of American Freedom: Origin of Li=-
beral and Hadical Thought in America. Los Angeles:
nocker Publications Committee, T9.9.

Runkle, Gerald. Anarchism: 0ld and New. New York:
Delacorte Press, 1972.

Russell, Bertrand. Roads to Freedom: Socialism, Anar-
chism and Syndicalism. London: Unwin Books, 1966.

Shatz, Marshall S. (ed.). The Essential Works of Anar-
chism. New York: Bantam Books, 1971.

Shaw, George Bernard. The Tmposgibilities of Anarchism,
in Socialism and Individualism (The IFablan Socialist
Eeries No. 3). London: A.G. Fifield, 1908, pp. 28~

e

mmmmmmma, The Tntelligent Womanfs Guide to Socialism
and Capitalism., New York: Brentanots Publishers,
1928,

Vizetelly, Ernest Alfred. The Anarchists: Their Faith
and Their Record. New York: Kraus Reprint Go.,
T972.

Walter, Nicholas. Aboult Anarchism. London: Freedom
Press, 1969.

-------- o MAnarchism in Print: VYesterday and Today--A
Bibliographic Note", Government and Opposition, V
(Auturm, 1970), 523-5I0.

Ward, Colin. Anarchy in Action. New York: Harper &
ROW, 1 9730

Wish, Harvey. "Stephen Pearl Andrews, American Pioneer
Sociologist", Social Forces, XIX, L. (May, 1941),
L77-482., :

Wolff, Robert Paul. In Defence of Anarchism. New York:
Harper & Row, 1970,




163

Woodcock, George. Anarchism: A History of Libertarian
Ideas and Movements. UNew York: The World Publishing
Company, 190<.

———————— (ed.). The Anarchist Reader. Glasgow: William
Collins Sons & COe, 1977

-------- . Pierre-Jogeph Proudhon: His Life and Work,
New York: Schocken Books, 1972.

Yaroslavsky, E. History of Anarchism in Russia. New
York: International Publishers, 1937.

Zenker, E.V. Anarchism: A Criticism and History of the
Anarchist Theory. London: G.P. Putnam's Sons, 1997.

GENERAL REFERENCES

Included in this list are those works cited in this paper,
but not included in the foregoing lists.

Acton, John Emerich Edward Dahlberg. "Acton-Creighton
Correspondence', Essays on Freedom and Power. Rdited
by Gertrude Himmelfarb. Glencoe: The HFree Press,
1949, pp. 357-373.

Aristotle. The Politics. Edited and translated by

Erggst Barker. London: Oxford University Press,
1950.

Bellamy, Edward. Looking Backward: 2000-~1887. New York:
Doubleday & Company, n.d. 71080 .

Bentham, Jeremy. An Introduction to the Principles of
Morals and Legislation, in The Utilitarians. New
York: Anchor Press, 1973 [1789], pp. 1~-390.

Berneri, Marie Louise, Journey through Utopia. London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1950.

Braunthal, Julius. History of the International: 186l-
191L. Translated by Henry Collins and Kenneth Mit-
chell. London: Thomas Nelson Ltd.,, 1966.

Burnham, James. The Managerial Revolution. New York:
The John Day Company, 19[7.




16);

Carneiro, Robert L. (ed.). Herbert Spencer: The Evolution
of Sociology. GChicago: The University of Chilcago
Press, 1967.

Darwin, Charles. The Origin of S@ecies and The Descent of
Man. New York: The Modern Library, 1936.

Djilas, Milovan. Anatomy of a Moral: The Political Es-
says of Milovan Djilas. Edited by Abraham Rothberg.,
New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1957.

~~~~~~~~ . The New Class: An Analysis of the Communist
System. New York: Irederick A. Praeger, 1957.

———————— ¢ The Unperfect Society: Beyond the New Class.
Translated by Dorian Cooke. New York: Harcourt,
Brace & World, 1969.

Dobzhansky, Theodosius. Mankind Evolving: The Evolution
of the Human Species. New Haven: Yale University
Fress, 19062,

Friedman, Milton. Capitalism and Preedom. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1962.

Gide, Charles, and Charles Rist. A History of Economic
Doctrines from the Time of the Physiocrats to the
Present Day. Translated by R. Richards and Ernest F.
2$g.6 %ondon: George G, Harrap & Company, 1968, pp.

~636,

Harris, Marvin. The Rise of Anthropological Theory: A
History of Theories of Culture. New York: Thomas Y.
Crowell, T960.

Hayek, Friedrich. The Road to Serfdom. Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 19l

Hillguit, Morris. History of Socialism in the United States.
New York: Russell & Russell, 1965.

Himmelfarb, Gertrude. Darwin and the Darwinian Revolution.
London: Chatto.and Windus, 1959,

-------- . Victorian Minds. New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
1968, pp. 31L4~332.

Hobbes, Thomas. Leviathan. =Bdited and intrdduction by
C.B. Macpherson, Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1968.




165

Hobsbawnm, Eric J. Revolutionaries: Contemporary Essays.
London: Weildenfeld and Nicholson, 1973.

’Hbfstadter, Richard, Social Darwinism in American
Thought. Boston:  DBeacon Press, 1955

Hospers, John. Libertarianism: A Political Philosophy
for Tomorrow., Los Angeles: Nash Publishing, 1971.

Huxley, Thomas H. "Evolution and Ethics", in Touchstone
for Bthics: 1893-19L3., REdited by Julian Huxley.
New York: Harper & Brothers, 1947, pp. 67=-9l.

o o e e . "The Struggle for Existence in Human Society",
in Peter Kropotkin, Mutual Aid: A Factor of Evolu-
tion. Introduction by Ashley Monftagu. Boston: BEx-
Tending Horizons Press, 1970, pp. 329~3L1.

Ibse?, Henrik. Peer Gynt. Harmondsworth: Penguin Books,
970. '

Lampert, E. Sons against Pathers: Studies in Russian
Radicalism and Revolution, Oxiord: Clarendon Press,
1965,

Lichtheim, George. Marxism: An Historical and Critical
Study. London: Rouftledge & Kegan Paul, 196l.

~~~~~~~~ . A Short History of Socialism. New York:
Praeger Publishers, 1970,

Locke, John. The Second Treatise of Government, in John
Locke: Two Treatises of Govermment, hdited by Pefer
TLasTett. New Jork: Cambridge University Press, 1963,

pp. 305-L477.

Macpherson, C.B. The Political Theory of Possessive Indi-
vidualisgm: Hobbes To Locke. London: Oxford Univer=-
81ty Press, 19062,

= o o s m e . The Real World of Democracy, Toronto: The
Hunter Rose Company, 1965,

———————— . Democratic Theory: Essays in Retrieval. Ox-
ford: Clarendon Press, 1973,

Malthus, Thomas Robert. An Essay on the Principle of
Population. Edited by Anthony Flew., Harmondsworth:
Penguin Books, 1970,




166

Marx, Karl, A Contribution to the Critique of Political
BEconomy. Trenslated by S.W. Ryazanskaya and edited
v Maurice Dobb. Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1970.

======== . Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, in
Karl Marx: Barly Writings. Translated and edited
by T.B. Botftomore. Toronto: McGraw~Hill Book Gom=-
pany, 196, pp. 63=19.

======== s and Frederick Engels. The German Ideology.
Edited by C.J, Arthur. New York: International
Publishers, 1970.

mmmmanme=s, "Letter from Karl Marx to Ludwig Kugelmann", in
Marx=Engels: Selected Correspondence. Translated by
I. Lasker and edited by S.W. Ryazanskaya. Moscow:
Progress Publishers, 1975, pp. 171=172.

o o e om om ; Friedrich Engels, and Paul Lafargue., "A Plot
against the International", in Saul K. Padover (ed.),
The Karl Marx Library, Vol. IIT, On the First Inter-
national., New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company,

TO73, ppe. 251266,

Mill, John Stuart. Considerations on Representative Gov-
ernment. Edited by Currin V., Shields, Indianapolis:
The Bobbs=Merrill Company, 1958,

~~~~~~~~ . "Essay on Bentham", in Utilitarianism. Edited
by Mary Warnock. London: William Collins Sons &
Company, 1962.

———————— . Principles of Political Economy, in Collected
Works of Jomhn stuart Mill. Rdited by J.M, Robson,
Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1965.

Montagu, Ashley. Darwin: Competition and Cooperabion.
New York: Henry Schuman, 1952,

More, Thomas. Uftopia. Edited and introduction by Edward
Surtz, New Haven: Yale University Press, 196l.

Orwell, George. The Collected EBssays, Journalism and

Letters of George Orwell, Vol, I, In Front of Your
Nose: T1945-50, Ldited by Sonia Orwell and lan Angus,

Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1968.

Paine, Thomas. Selected Writings of Thomas Paine, Edi=
ted by Richard Emery Roberts. New York: &Lverybody's
Vacation Publishing Company, 1945,




167

Polanyi, Karl., The Great Transformation: The Political
and Economic Originsg of Our Time. Boston: DBeacon
Press, 1951

-------- . "Oour Obsolete Market Morality", in Primitive,
Archaic and Modern Bconomies: Rssays of Karl Polanyl.
Hdited by George Dalton. DBoston: Beacon Press, 1900.

Rand, Ayn. Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal., New York:
Signet Books, 1966,

====== ==, and Nathaniel Branden. The Virtue of Selfish-
ness: A New Concept of Egoism. New York: Signet
Books, 196l.,

Rothbard, Murray. Power and Market: Government and the
Economy. Menlo Park: Institute Ior Humane Studies,

Shelley, Percy Bysshe. Ozymandias, in The Poetical Works
of Shelley., Edited by Newell F. Ford. Boston:
Houghton MAfflin Company, 1975, p. 366.

nnnnnn ==, Prometheus Unbound, in John Xeats and Percy
Bysshe Shelley: Complete Poetical Works. New York:
The Hodern Library, N.de, DPPs ccb=2T3e :

Simpson, George Gaylord. Life of the Pagt: An Introduc~-
tion to Paleonftology. New Haven: Yale Universivty
Press, T9bl.

======== « The Meaning of Evolution. New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1967.

Spencer, Herbert., The Man versus the State. Edited by
Donald Macrae., Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1969.

cmmmmees, Soclal Statics. New York: D. Appleton and
CGompany, 1092,

Smith, Adam, The Wealth of Nations. Edited by Andrew
Skinmner. Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1970.

Stocking, George W., Jr. Race, Culture, and Evolution:
Essays in the History of Anthropology. New Xork:
The IFree Press, 1960,

Szasz, Thomas S. Law, Liberty and Psychiatry: An In-
quiry into the Social Uses of Mental Health Prac-
tices, New York: Macmillan, 1968,




168

-------- . The Myth of Mental Illness: Foundations of a
Theory of Personal Conduct. New York: Harper & Row,
1967,

Tannehill, Morris, and Linda Teamnehill. The Market for
Liberty, in Society without Government. New York:
ATno Press & The New York Times, 1972, PPe. 1=169.

Thoreau, Henry David. Civil Disobedience, in Thoreau:
Walden and Qther Writings., Bdited and introduction
by Joseph Wood Krutch., New York: Bantam Books,
1962, pp. 85=10l.

Wallace, Alfred Russel. Social Environment and Moral
Progress. New York: Cassell and Company, 1913.

Wollstein, Jarret B., Society without Coercion: A New
Concept of Social Organization, in Society without
Government., New York: Arno Press & The New York
Times, 19(2s; PPe 1=U45, '




