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ANARCHISM (from the Gr. "an" and "archos", contrary to authority), the name given to a principle or theory of life 
and conduct under which society is conceived without government - harmony in such a society being obtained, not by 
submission to law, or by obedience to any authority, but by free agreements concluded between the various groups, 
territorial and professional, freely constituted for the sake of production and consumption, as also for the satisfaction of 
the infinite variety of needs and aspirations of a civilized being. In a society developed on these lines, the voluntary 
associations which already now begin to cover all the fields of human activity would take a still greater extension so as 
to substitute themselves for the state in all its functions.

They would represent an interwoven network, composed of an infinite variety of groups and federations of all sizes and 
degrees, local, regional, national and international temporary or more or less permanent - for all possible purposes: 
production, consumption and exchange, communications, sanitary arrangements, education, mutual protection, defence 
of the territory, and so on; and, on the other side, for the satisfaction of an ever-increasing number of scientific, artistic, 
literary and sociable needs...

If, it is contended, society were organized on these principles, man would... be enabled to obtain the full development of 
all his faculties, intellectual, artistic and moral, without being hampered by overwork for the monopolists, or by the 
servility and inertia of mind of the great number. He would thus be able to reach full "individualization", which is not 
possible either under the present system of "individualism", or under any system of state socialism in the so-called 
"Volkstaat" (popular state)...

As to their economical conceptions, the anarchists, in common with all socialists, of whom they constitute the left wing, 
maintain that the now prevailing system of private ownership in land, and our capitalist production for the sake of 
profits, represent a monopoly which runs against both the principles of justice and the dictates of utility. They are the 
main obstacle which prevents the successes of modern technics from being brought into the service of all, so as to 
produce general well-being. The anarchists consider the wage-system and capitalist production altogether as an obstacle 
to progress.

But they point out also that the state was, and continues to be, the chief instrument for permitting the few to monopolize 
the land, and the capitalists to appropriate for themselves a quite disproportionate share of the yearly accumulated 
surplus of production. Consequently, while combating the present monopolization of land, and capitalism altogether, 
the anarchists combat with the same energy the state, as the main support of that system. Not this or that special form, 
but the state altogether, whether it be a monarchy or even a republic...

The anarchists consider... that to hand over to the state all the main sources of economical life - the land, the mines, the 
railways, banking, insurance, and so on - as also the management of all the main branches of industry, in addition to all 
the functions already accumulated in its hands (education, state-supported religions, defence of the territory, etc.), 
would mean to create a new instrument of tyranny... True progress lies in the direction of decentralization, both 
"territorial" and "functional", in the development of the spirit of local and personal initiative, and of free federation from 
the simple to the compound, in lieu of the present hierarchy from the centre to the periphery...

In virtue of the above principles the anarchists refuse to be party to the present state organization and to support it by 
infusing fresh blood into it. They do not seek to constitute, and invite the working men not to constitute, political parties 
in the parliaments. Accordingly, since the foundation of the International Working Men's Association in 1864-1866, 
they have endeavoured to promote their ideas directly amongst the labour organizations and to induce those unions to a 
direct struggle against capital, without placing their faith in parliamentary legislation...

Proudhon was the first to use, in 1840 ("Qu'est-ce que la propriete'" first memoir), the name of anarchy with application 
to the no government state of society... Proudhon repudiated, as is known, all schemes of communism, according to 
which mankind would be driven into communistic monasteries or barracks, as also all the schemes of state or state-
aided socialism which were advocated by Louis Blanc and the collectivists. When he proclaimed in his first memoir on 
property that 'Property is theft', he meant only property in its present, Roman-law, sense of 'right of use and abuse'; in 
property-rights, on the other hand, understood in the limited sense of "possession", he saw the best protection against 
the encroachments of the state.

At the same time he did not want violently to dispossess the present owners of land, dwelling-houses, mines, factories 
and so on. He preferred to attain the same end by rendering capital incapable of earning interest; and this he proposed to 
obtain by means of a national bank, based on the mutual confidence of all those who are engaged in production, who 
would agree to exchange among themselves their produces at cost-value, by means of labour cheques representing the 
hours of labour required to produce every given commodity. Under such a system, which Proudhon described as 
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'Mutuellisme', all the exchanges of services would be strictly equivalent.

Besides, such a bank would be enabled to lend money without interest, levying only something like I per cent, or even 
less, for covering the cost of administration. Everyone being thus enabled to borrow the money that would be required 
to buy a house, nobody would agree to pay any more a yearly rent for the use of it. A general 'social liquidation' would 
thus be rendered easy, without violent expropriation. The same applied to mines, railways, factories and so on. 

In a society of this type the state would be useless. The chief relations between citizens would be based on free 
agreement and regulated by mere account keeping. The contests might be settled by arbitration. A penetrating criticism 
of the state and all possible forms of government, and a deep insight into all economic problems, were well-known 
characteristics of Proudhon's work...

On the other side, individualist anarchism found, also in Germany, its fullest expression in Max Stirner (Kaspar 
Schmidt)...

Stirner... advocated, not only a complete revolt against the state and against the servitude which authoritarian 
communism would impose upon men, but also the full liberation of the individual from all social and moral bonds - the 
rehabilitation of the 'I', the supremacy of the individual, complete 'amoralism', and the 'association of the egotists'. The 
final conclusion of that sort of individual anarchism... that the aim of all superior civilization is, not to permit "all" 
members of the community to develop in a normal way, but to permit certain better endowed individuals 'fully to 
develop', even at the cost of the happiness and the very existence of the mass of mankind. It is thus a return towards the 
most common individualism, advocated by all the would-be superior minorities... This is why this direction of thought, 
notwithstanding its undoubtedly correct and useful advocacy of the full development of each individuality, finds a 
hearing only in limited artistic and literary circles. 

Bakunin soon became the leading spirit... for the development of the principles of anarchism... He demanded the 
complete abolition of the state, which -- he wrote -- is a product of religion, belongs to a lower state of civilization, 
represents the negation of liberty, and spoils even that which it undertakes to do for the sake of general well-being. The 
state was an historically necessary evil, but its complete extinction will be, sooner or later, equally necessary. 
Repudiating all legislation, even when issuing from universal suffrage, Bakunin claimed for each nation, each region 
and each commune, full autonomy, so long as it is not a menace to its neighbours, and full independence for the 
individual, adding that one becomes really free only when, and in proportion as, all others are free. Free federations of 
the communes would constitute free nations. 

As to his economical conceptions, Bakunin described himself... as a 'collectivist anarchist' - to express a state of things 
in which all necessaries for production are owned in common by the labour groups and the free communes, while the 
ways of retribution of labour, communist or otherwise, would be settled by each group for itself. Social revolution, the 
near approach of which was foretold at that time by all socialists, would be the means of bringing into life the new 
conditions...

A prominent position among the individualist anarchists in America has been occupied by Benjamin R. Tucker, whose 
journal "Liberty" was started in 1881 and whose conceptions are a combination of those of Proudhon with those of 
Herbert Spencer. Starting from the statement that anarchists are egotists, strictly speaking, and that every group of 
individuals, be it a secret league of a few persons, or the Congress of the United States, has the right to oppress all 
mankind, provided it has the power to do so, that equal liberty for all and absolute equality ought to be the law, and 
'mind every one your own business' is the unique moral law of anarchism, Tucker goes on to prove that a general and 
thorough application of these principles would be beneficial and would offer no danger, because the powers of every 
individual would be limited by the exercise of the equal rights of all others.

He further indicated (following H. Spencer) the difference which exists between the encroachment on somebody's rights 
and resistance to such an encroachment; between domination and defence: the former being equally condemnable, 
whether it be encroachment of a criminal upon an individual, or the encroachment of one upon all others, or of all others 
upon one; while resistance to encroachment is defensible and necessary. For their self-defence, both the citizen and the 
group have the right to any violence, including capital punishment. Violence is also justified for enforcing the duty of 
keeping an agreement. Tucker thus follows Spencer, and, like him, opens (in the present writer's opinion) the way for 
reconstituting under the heading of 'defence' all the functions of the state. His criticism of the present state is very 
searching, and his defence of the rights of the individual very powerful. As regards his economical views B.R. Tucker 
follows Proudhon.

The individualist anarchism of the American Proudhonians finds, however, but little sympathy amongst the working 
masses... The great bulk of the anarchist working men prefer the anarchist-communist ideas which have gradually 
evolved out of the anarchist collectivism of the International Working Men's Association.... A number of anarchists of 
this direction have joined the so-called syndicalist movement- the French name for the non-political labour movement, 
devoted to direct struggle with capitalism, which has lately become so prominent in Europe. 

2



As one of the anarchist-communist direction, the present writer for many years endeavoured to develop the following 
ideas: to show the intimate, logical connection which exists between the modern philosophy of natural sciences and 
anarchism; to put anarchism on a scientific basis by the study of the tendencies that are apparent now in society and 
may indicate its further evolution; and to work out the basis of anarchist ethics. As regards the substance of anarchism 
itself, it was Kropotkin's aim to prove that communism at least partial - has more chances of being established than 
collectivism, especially in communes taking the lead, and that free, or anarchist-communism is the only form of 
communism that has any chance of being accepted in civilized societies; communism and anarchy are therefore two 
terms of evolution which complete each other, the one rendering the other possible and acceptable.

He has tried, moreover, to indicate how, during a revolutionary period, a large city - if its inhabitants have accepted the 
idea could organize itself on the lines of free communism; the city guaranteeing to every inhabitant dwelling, food and 
clothing to an extent corresponding to the comfort now available to the middle classes only, in exchange for a half-
day's, or five-hours' work; and how all those things which would be considered as luxuries might be obtained by 
everyone if he joins for the other half of the day all sorts of free associations pursuing all possible aims - educational, 
literary, scientific, artistic, sports and so on...

It would be impossible to represent here, in a short sketch, the penetration of anarchist ideas into modern literature... 
J.S. Mill's "Liberty", Spencer's "Individual versus the State", Marc Guyau's "Morality without Obligation or Sanction"... 
Richard Wagner's "Art and Revolution", the works of Nietzsche, Emerson, W. Lloyd Garrison, Thoreau, Alexander 
Herzen, Edward Carpenter and so on; and in the domain of fiction, the dramas of Ibsen, the poetry of Walt Whitman, 
Tolstoy's "War and Peace", Zola's "Paris" and "Le Travail"... are full of ideas which show how closely anarchism is 
interwoven with the work that is going on in modern thought in the same direction of enfranchisement of man from the 
bonds of the state as well as from those of capitalism.

KROPOTKIN: FROM "ANARCHISM: ITS PHILOSOPHY 
AND IDEAL"

To begin with, if man, since his origin, has always lived in societies, the State is but one of the forms of social life, quite 
recent as far as regards European societies. Men lived thousands of years before the first States were constituted; Greece 
and Rome existed for centuries before the Macedonian and Roman Empires were built up, and for us modern Europeans 
the centralized States date but from the sixteenth century. It was only then, after the defeat of the free mediæval 
Communes had been completed that the mutual insurance company between military, judicial, landlord, and capitalist 
authority which we call "State," could be fully established.

It was only in the sixteenth century that a mortal blow was dealt to ideas of local independence, to free union and 
organization, to federation of all degrees among sovereign groups, possessing all functions now seized upon by the 
State. It was only then that the alliance between Church and the nascent power of Royalty put an end to an organization, 
based on the principle of federation, which had existed from the ninth to the fifteenth century, and which had produced 
in Europe the great period of free cities of the middle ages, whose character has been so well understood in France by 
Sismondi and Augustin Thierry-two historians unfortunately too little read now-a-days.

We know well the means by which this association of the lord, priest, merchant, judge, soldier, and king founded its 
domination. It was by the annihilation of all free unions: of village communities, guilds, trades unions, fraternities, and 
mediæval cities. It was by confiscating the land of the communes and the riches of the guilds; it was by the absolute and 
ferocious prohibition of all kinds of free agreement between men; it was by massacre, the wheel, the gibbet, the sword, 
and the fire that Church and State established their domination, and that they succeeded henceforth to reign over an 
incoherent agglomeration of subjects, who had no direct union more among themselves.

It is now hardly thirty or forty years ago that we began to reconquer, by struggle, by revolt, the first steps of the right of 
association, that was freely practised by the artisans and the tillers of the soil through the whole of the middle ages.

And, already now, Europe is covered by thousands of voluntary associations for study and teaching, for industry, 
commerce, science, art, literature, exploitation, resistance to exploitation, amusement, serious work, gratification and 
self-denial, for all that makes up the life of an active and thinking being. We see these societies rising in all nooks and 
corners of all domains: political, economic, artistic, intellectual. Some are as shortlived as roses, some hold their own 
since several decades, and all strive-while maintaining the independence of each group, circle, branch, or section-to 
federate, to unite, across frontiers as well as among each nation; to cover all the life of civilized men with a net, meshes 
of which are intersected and interwoven. Their numbers can already be reckoned by tens of thousands, they comprise 
millions of adherents-although less than fifty years have elapsed since Church and State began to tolerate a few of them-
very few, indeed.
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These societies already begin to encroach everywhere on the functions of the State, and strive to substitute free action of 
volunteers for that of a centralized State. In England we see arise insurance companies against theft; societies for coast 
defense, volunteer societies for land defense, which the State endeavors to get under its thumb, thereby making them 
instruments of domination, although their original aim was to do without the State. Were it not for Church and State, 
free societies would have already conquered the whole of the immense domain of education. And, in spite of all 
difficulties, they begin to invade this domain as well, and make their influence already felt.

And when we mark the progress already accomplished in that direction, in spite of and against the State, which tries by 
all means to maintain its supremacy of recent origin; when we see how voluntary societies invade everything and are 
only impeded in their development by the State, we are forced to recognize a powerful tendency, a latent force in 
modern society. And we ask ourselves this question: If, five, ten, or twenty years hence-it matters little-the workers 
succeed by revolt in destroying the said mutual insurance society of landlords, bankers, priests, judges, and soldiers; if 
the people become masters of their destiny for a few months, and lay hands on the riches they have created, and which 
belong to them by right-will they really begin to reconstitute that blood-sucker, the State? Or will they not rather try to 
organize from the simple to the complex, according to mutual agreement and to the infinitely varied, ever-changing 
needs of each locality, in order to secure the possession of those riches for themselves, to mutually guarantee one 
another's life, and to produce what will be found necessary for life?

Will they follow the dominant tendency of the century, towards decentralization, home rule and free agreement; or will 
they march contrary to this tendency and strive to reconstitute demolished authority?...
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