CJustwhat we need as w CIMOVe Mo a new phase of revolt against the
obscenity of captalism: 4 recosery of the ric

hness of our diffirent
traditions of strugole,

with their weavings anc bumpings.™

LIBERTARIAN

SOCIALISM
Politics in Black and Red

Ldited by

Alex Prichard | Ruth Kinna | Saku P

inta | David Berry




xviii  Preface

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

Benedict Anderson, Under Three Flags: Anarchism and the Anti-Colonial Imagination
(London: Verso, 2005); Maia Ramnath, Decolonizing Anarchism: An Antiauthoritarian
History of India’s Liberation Struggle (Oakland: AK Press, 2011).

Murray Bookchin, Post-scarcity Anarchism, 2nd edition (Montreal: Black Rose, 1986).
Subcomandante Marcos, ‘1 Shit on All the Revolutionary Vanguards of This Planet’
(January 2003), accessed 27 January 2017, http://flag.blackened.net/revolt/mexico/
ezln/2003/marcos/eta] AN.html.

Michael Knapp, Anja Flach, and Ercan Ayboga, Revolution in Rojava: Democratic
Autonomy and Women’s Liberation in Syrian Kurdistan (London: Pluto, 2016).

David Graeber, “Why is the world ignoring the revolutionary Kurds in Syria?’, The
Guardian, October 8, 2014, accessed 30 January 2017, https://www.theguardian.
com/commentisfree/2014/oct/08/why-world-ignoring-revolutionary-kurds-syria-
isis.

Knapp et al., Revolution in Rojava.

Jodi Dean, Crowds and Party: How Do Mass Protests Become an Organised Activist
Collective? (London: Verso, 2016).

Nick Srnicek and Alex Williams, Inventing the Future: Postcapitalism and a World
without Work (London: Verso, 2015).

1

Introduction
Ruth Kinna and Alex Prichard

Crowned heads, wealth and privilege ay well tremble should ever again
the Black and Red unite!
Otto Von Bismarck!

This book is about two currents of ideas, anarchism and Marxism. It
examines their complex interrelationship and mutual borrowings in history,
theory and practice and it probes the limits and possibilities of co-operation
by looking at the institutional and social contexts in which both heretical
and orthodox expressions of these movements have operated. In presenting
this collection, we have not attempted to fix the ideological content of either
of these two currents but to show instead how this content has itself been
shaped by a process of engagement, theoretical debate and political activity.
To begin with definitions is to restart the long and wearisome tradition of
demarcating difference and establishing doctrinal purity. This tradition has
dominated in the past and its historical significance can hardly be underes-
timated, and we discuss it by way of introduction in order to contextualise
the aims of the collection. But its practical effect has been to establish exclu-
sive boundaries and to encourage a view that a politics of black and red is
impossible, impractical or dangerous. The essays in this book suggest that
such a politics might well be problematic, but that it nevertheless provides a
welcome counter to sectarianism.

To turn, then, to the context: the history of European revolutionary social-
ism is usually told as a story of factionalism and dispute, and the politics
of black and red - black being the colour of anarchism, and red of com-
munism - is usually understood as dysfunctional and oppositional. The
antagonism at the core of the relationship is often traced back to 1871
when the collapse of the First International appeared to mark the neat divi-
sion of socialism into Bakuninist and Marxist currents. Suggestions that the
significant marker was earlier, in the 1840s, when Proudhon refused collab-
oration with Marx, tend to reinforce the importance of this later split: 1871
cemented the formation of an ideological divide that Marx and Proudhon’s
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mutual suspicion presaged.? Criticisms of Max Stirner, voiced since the
1890s - sometime after Marx and Engels sketched their critique of ‘Saint
Max' in The German Ideology ~ similarly bolstered the view that the political
disputes that divided Marxists and anarchists were grounded in very dif-
ferent, perhaps irreconcilable, philosophical traditions, always latent in the
socialist movement.

A second influential story of the relationship is the account promoted
by Lenin and it consists of the view that the differences between Marxists
and anarchists have been overstated: both groups of socialists are com-
mitted to the realisation of a common end, they disagree only about the
means of transformation. In the 1970s this case was advanced by the
historian Eric Hobsbawm. The rejection of anarchism, he argued, had a num-
ber of dimensions, but its leading idea was that ‘[t]here is no difference
between the ultimate objects of Marxists and anarchists, i.e. a libertarian
communism in which exploitation, classes and the state will have ceased to
exist’.> Hobsbawm attempted to explain the apparent tension between this
theoretical accord and the actual history of the revolutionary socialist move-
ment by showing how revolutionary Marxists — Marx, Engels and Lenin -
combined a rejection of anarchist thought with benevolence towards anar-
chist and anarcho-syndicalist movements. The agreement on ends reflected
the shared practical experience of revolution, but it was also consistent with
a firm denial of anarchist means to that end, and the theory that supported
those means. His explanation implied a clear separation of ideas from prac-
tice in the development of ideology. Although Hobsbawm acknowledged
the imprecision of ‘doctrinal, ideological and programmatic distinctions’ in
rank-and-file movements, contrary to contemporary treatments of ideolog-
ical formation, he failed to see how the ideas of ‘ideologists and political
leaders’, of both Marxist and anarchist varieties, were also shaped by polit-
ical engagements and events - not just theory.* The result was to reinforce
the principle of theoretical division whilst providing a positive account of
Leninism that, for anarchists, was unpersuasive,

Hobsbawm'’s elaboration of the apparent dovetailing of Marxist and anar-
chist positions points to a line of division that many anarchists have wanted
to highlight — a third account of difference. This turns on the relationship
between the means and ends of revolutionary struggle and the anarchist
rejection of the idea that the transition from capitalism to socialism requires
a period of transition in which state power is captured and used as an instru-
ment of change, before ‘withering away’.> For anarchists, the adoption of
such means necessarily compromises the ends of the revolution and it points
to a model of socialist organisation that most have rejected. Although he
passed over the theoretical grounds of the anarchist complaints, Hobsbawm
pinpointed precisely the nature of the concern: Marxists not only accepted
the ‘withering away’ thesis® they also adopted a ‘firm belief in the superior-
ity of centralization to decentralization or federalism and (especially in the
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Leninist version), to a belief in the indispensability of leadership, organiza-
tion and discipline and the inadequacy of any movement based on mere
“spontaneity”’.” From an apparent agreement about the ends of the revolu-
tion, Hobsbawm identified a combined package of ideas that was antithetical
to anarchist thought and which, in parts and in whole, many self-identifying
Marxists also rejected.®

A fourth story of the relationship between Marxism and anarchism relates
to the relative significance of these two currents of thought. One version
of this story focuses on practical activity, the other on emergence and
re-emergence, dominance and subservience. As to the first, the place of
Marxism as the dominant current within socialism is sometimes assumed
without qualification. Indeed, such has been the dominance of Marxism
that recent histories of the Left simply conflate socialism with Marxism and
ignore the anarchists completely.® Others assign anarchism little more than
a footnote in a wider narrative of Marxist infighting and factionalism.!°
A second version of the poor relation thesis centres on the assessment of
the relative intellectual merits of Marxist and anarchist ideas. Anarchism
fares badly here, too. The blunt claim of Murray Bookchin'’s essay ‘The
Communalist Project’ is that anarchism ‘is simply not a social theory’.

Its foremost theorists celebrate its seeming openness to eclecticism
and the liberatory effects of ‘paradox’ or even ‘contradiction,” to use
Proudhonian hyperbole. Accordingly, and without prejudice to the
earnestness of many anarchistic practices, a case can made that many of
the ideas of social and economic reconstruction that in the past have been
advanced in the name of ‘anarchy’ were often drawn from Marxism.!!

Bookchin's evaluation is not untypical. As Graeber and Grubacic note, anar-
chism’s most distinctive contribution to socialism is often identified with
revolutionary commitment. It is the passionate, idealistic heart to Marxism's
sober and realistic head. In a discussion of ‘small-a anarchists’ they note:
‘Marxism ... has tended to be a theoretical or analytical discourse about rev-
olutionary strategy. Anarchism has tended to be an ethical discourse about
revolutionary practice... where Marxism has produced brilliant theories of
praxis, it’s mostly been anarchists who have been working on the praxis
itself.”"* Although there is now talk of an ‘anarchist turn’ in radical political
theory, it is not yet clear that anarchism’s relationship to Marxism has fun-
damentally altered.’® Nor is it clear which Marxism the new Left today are
turning from or which anarchism is it moving towards. The danger of ‘turns’
is that they reinforce existing, often caricatured, assumptions of difference
and ossify identity. The reality is that the terms of debate have evolved and
resist easy pigeon-holing, as the chapters in this volume testify.

The imbalance between Marxism and anarchism is also sometimes
expressed through the language of emergence and re-emergence. In this
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discourse, anarchism is treated as a somewhat juvenile expression of inter-
mittent protest. The year 1968 is often referred to as a moment of rebirth for
anarchism and the new Left.” Likewise, 1999 is a marker for the appearance
of a new anarchistic ‘movement of movements’ and the reappearance of
anarchism, now galvanised by the struggle for global justice.’® At the height
of the Paris événements, Daniel Cohn-Bendit identified both the continuities
and the important critical interchanges that these movements actually
represented. His unusual formulation of ‘Leftism’ was based on an under-
standing of socialism as a continuous theoretical dispute which gave equal
weight to opposing views: ‘Marx against Proudhon, Bakunin against Marx,
Makhno against Bolshevism', and what Cohn-Bendit called the studentwork-
ers’ movement against the ‘transformation and development of the Russian
Revolution into a bureaucratic counter-revolution, sustained and defended
by Communist Parties throughout the world’.’® Moreover, Cohn- Bendit’s
approach pointed to a process of political development based on continu-
ous constructive critique: if Leftism was new, it borrowed from anarchism
- anarchism had not re-emerged, it was merely that new groups were only
just discovering it, Yet Cohn-Bendit’s dialogic approach did not predominate
and the sense that anarchism follows a phoenix-like existence, albeit with a
shorter life-cycle, is still powerful.

The dominance of Marxism over anarchism might be explained in a
number of ways. The tendency to read a utopian prehistory back into sci-
entific socialism and to tie revolutionary socialism tightly to the rise of an
urban, industrialised working-class movement has undoubtedly played a
role in sealing Marxism’s good reputation. The sense that anarchism was
attractive to predominantly rural populations - though itself contestable
- has encouraged a view that it was irrelevant to the modern world and
attractive only to an uneducated and therefore theoretically unsophisti-
cated audience. The inspiration that Marxism has provided for a range of
socialist regimes and political parties also helps explain why anarchism has
often been seen as Marxism’s poor relation. The working assumption of
Donald Sassoon’s seminal study of European socialism was that the only
socialist organisations to alter the trajectory of European society were the
‘traditional socialist parties’ (Communist and Social Democratic) which
emerged from 1889. This blotted all sorts of revolutionary organisations
out of socialist history, especially the anarchists, even though, as Tony
Judt noted, the fringe groups that fell under Sassoon’s radar nevertheless
exerted a significant (albeit unwelcome in his view) influence on socialist
thought. Moreover, as recent research has confirmed, other mass move-
ments - notably the syndicalist - occupied a pivotal place in many parts of
the world.?

The approach to socialism that measures success in terms of a competitive
struggle for power in the state naturally disadvantages anarchism, particu-
larly since no anarchist ideology is likely to find the statist patrons that have
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sustained and nurtured nationalist, Marxist, religious and other ideological
movements. The subordination of anarchism to Marxism in accounts of
socialism also owes something to the way in which political ‘success’ and
‘defeat’ are estimated and understood. The defeat of the anarchist revolution
in Spain in 1939 is sometimes interpreted as a symbol of the collapse of anar-
chism, both in theory and practice. For Hobsbawm it provided further proof
of the ideological bankruptcy of anarchism and the ‘failure’ of the revolution
itself, evidence of the inadequacy of anarchism as a practical goal.”® George
Woodcock’s view was not much different. In Anarchism, Woodcock argued
that the ‘actual anarchist movement. . . stemmed from the organization and
inspiration activities of Michael Bakunin in the 1860s’ and that it ‘ceased to
have any real relevance in the modern world’ after the Spanish defeat.’ The
inability of the anarchists to stand up to Hitler, Stalin, Franco and Mussolini
- practically alone - is judged as a weakness of ideology rather than of ma-
terial capability. Admittedly, in the aftermath of 1968 Woodcock suggested
that this had been an overly pessimistic judgement. However, its implication,
which he accepted, was that anarchism was a mere tendency, a current of
thought that was likely to receive only sporadic expression for it lacked insti-
tutional longevity.

Accounts of the relationship between anarchism and Marxism have helped
to define and delimit the focus of critical study: anarchism is linked only to
its nineteenth-century ‘fathers’ and Marxism tied tightly to Bolshevism,
opening the way to charting Marxism'’s rise through the Soviet regime and its
satellites and the emergence of the composite doctrine, Marxism-Leninism,
at the cost of say, Trotskyism, autonomism or other currents of ultra-Left dis-
sent. Interest in party-political success and the analysis of practical activity in
the state only extends this bias. Following the logic of this approach it is easy
to see why the collapse of the Berlin Wall was widely treated as the beginning
of the end for European Marxism and the dawn of ‘a new anarchism’.? Im-
pressions such as these are today widely contested. Notions of ‘the old Left’
resonate in our imagination, while those who discover the antecedents of ‘the
new Left’ find that these antecedents are often the same groups and people
that populated ‘the old Left’ but who were marginalised or forgotten: the dis-
senters and heretics, but also often the acolytes or (self-appointed) vanguard.
This book ought to help give more shape to this ideological morphology, but
so much more remains to be done.

This reading of history leads to a similar delimitation in anarchist his-
torical analysis. The twin claims that anarcho-syndicalism was the most
important current in the anarchist movement and that it had its origins in
Bakunin and his heirs, and can only be traced back to him, is one example.?
An important consequence of the argument is that Proudhon’s influence,
which was particularly strong in France, Spain, Switzerland and Russia, long
before Marx sought his collaboration and for a good period after, is bypassed.
As a result, the republicanism of Pi-y-Margall, the pluralism of G.D.H. Cole
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and Harold Laski, Tolstoy’s anarchism or the French tradition of ‘personal-
isme’ and pluralist syndicalism to give a few examples, appear anomalous in
socialist traditions, and the currents of thought they developed and of which
they were a part are stripped of integral aspects of their substance in efforts to
force them into one or other ‘tradition’ of socialist thinking.?

Reviewing these traditional accounts of anarchism and Marxism here
helps illuminate the subterranean trends in socialist thinking that have
always given the lie to that easy dichotemy and helps us understand the
complexity of the lines of division. Continual reference to the ‘anarchist
core’ of contemporary activist movements, illuminated and developed at
length by David Graeber elsewhere,? belies the explosion of alternative
socialist groups in the post-cold war period that are neither red nor black
but draw on the politics of both. Autonomists, Council Communists, open
Marxists, the Zapatistas, primitivists, nowtopians and post-anarchists all
share space with longer-established groups of anarchists and Marxists,
Trotskyists and Leninists, sometimes within the fuzzy intellectual plurality
of the Climate Camps and the horizontalism of the wider protest move-
ments, often in specific labour struggles or revolutionary moments. The
relationships between the groups that make up this contemporary kalei-
doscope are by no means clear or uncontested.?* Few of their members are
perhaps aware of, and probably more are indifferent to, the equally messy
history of the movements which preceded their own. Yet the leading con-
tention of this book is that they have something to gain from re-engaging
with and reflecting on the past, on the complexity of socialist history and
on the problems which previous generations of activists encountered. The
drive to action and the mythological but ‘tainted history’ shared by anar-
chists and Marxists have ignited a desire for novelty and ingenuity, and a
flourishing of revolutionary vitality. An understanding of the processes of
ideological formation or ossification, of the ways in which ideas translate
into and are transformed by practice, helps reveal the contestability of
claims made about both traditions - about both the permanence of the
past or the shape of the future. There is much to be gained from opening
up this rich seam.

In mining it, this collection has three main aims that have been hinted
at above but are worth stating clearly. The first is to challenge conventional
accounts of socialist interrelations and reopen analysis of the relationship
of Marxism to anarchism. This is to suggest that the ideological boundaries
are far more complex, fluid and porous than these potted histories indicate;
that the diversity of views within broadly anarchist and Marxist groups is
wider than the alignment with key figures allows; and that the conceptual
differences between socialists who identify with different currents of thought
are more interesting and nuanced than the means-end dichctomy suggests.
A second aim is to reconsider the overlaps and tensions between and within
different Marxisms and anarchisms and highlight the plural forms that both
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main currents have taken since the end of the nineteenth century. The aim
here is to begin to map a more contemporary history of the Left.?* The third
aim is to delve into areas of the relatively neglected history of the socialist
movement to show both how socialist ideas have played out at specific times
and in particular locations and how the borrowings and mutual critiques of
well-known activists — Morris, Sorel, C.L.R James, Castoriadis - who refused to
adopt orthodox positions, were importantly shaped through engagement in
particular struggles.

The methodological bias of the collection is towards the history of ideas.*
While the essays are written from a range of different theoretical standpoints
and advance very different normative claims, they do so by contextualising
arguments rather than through appeal to abstract theoretical debate alone.
This volume proceeds from the view that politics without history is direc-
tionless and that attempts to renegotiate an alignment between red and
black would benefit from a sense of historical precedent rather than more
theory.?

This book is not designed as a bridge-building project or as a search for sim-
ilarity, nor is it one that presumes uniformity or homogeneity to be a suitable
platform for future Left-wing strategy.*® Moreover, the essays in this collection
do not pass over the sectarianism of revolutionary socialism, but variously
attempt to pinpoint what the conceptual fault lines are, show why they are
significant, how they might be bridged and/or reflect on the trade-offs and
creative tensions within socialism and the limits to co-operation in context.
In some cases, the argument points to the irreconcilability of socialist ideolo-
gies and to insurmountable philosophical problems in bridging gaps between
different factions. In other cases, spaces for negotiation are identified and
encouraged. Some have found some correspondence between black and red,
others have not, but even where some correspondence has been identified,
the terms are divergent because the contexts are often distinct, or even - less
prosaically - people simply have not understood one another. Studies that
focus on key individuals show how the interplay between anarchist and
Marxist currents has been captured in their writings and can be seen to have
been lived through the lives of these individuals in particular intellectual and
social contexts. Other chapters illustrate how attempts at engagement failed.
Historical analyses of particular social or labour movements also arrive at
stazkly different conclusions, and while some case studies show how groups
and individuals successfully exploited overlaps, others highlight sectarian
collapse.

There are no general lessons here, but a number of important insights can
be gleaned about the ways in which ideas translate into and through different
practices, how revolutionary ambitions have changed over time and how
the experience of struggle has exercised a common influence on activists in
very different geographical and historical locations. In their own ways, each
of these essays presents a realistic and representative platform for debate and
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each contributes to our understandings of ideological division and for-
mation on the Left, and within ideologies more broadly.? In the con-
clusion to this volume, David Berry and Saku Pinta set out what they
understand to be the most productive terms on which red and black have
engaged, and show how ways and means of thinking the past into the
present might be given a particular content. But we leave it to readers to
decide which (indeed, if any) of the versions of socialism presented here
is feasible or attractive and reflect on the future prospects of synthesis or
reconciliation.

No history is ever complete, and no collection of papers that seeks to pro-
vide a snapshot of an epochal series of such disparate debates as this can be
anything more than a beginning. The present collection includes chapters
that collectively span nearly 150 years of socialist wrangling, with all its
practical achievements and huge disappointments. In spite of our best ef-
forts we were unable to source a chapter on historical feminist engagements
with the black and red divide or a feminist perspective on the history of this
split. This was particularly disappointing, given the practical and theoretical
contribution feminist activists on the Left have made to the understanding
of ideological division and its effective negotiation, and to the practical
achievements of women’s groups in the socialist movement. But perhaps it
is telling that the voices of Lucy Parsons, Emma Goldman or groups such
as the Mujeres Libres, and innumerable other women’s movements, do not
feature prominently in the historiography of anarchism or Marxism. As will
become clear, socialism has been recorded predominantly as a man's game
over the past century and it is a shame that this collection has failed to re-
dress this notable imbalance.’®

Alongside this gender imbalance, there is also a geographical one. Dis-
cussion is mainly, though not exclusively, centred on European and North
American subjects and their influence elsewhere. This is another regrettable
limit on the collection.® So, too, is the narrowly ‘political’ focus. Unfortu-
nately, the collection lacks a wider discussion of the cultural and artistic
movements that emerged across and between black and red divides.*? But
despite these glaring lacunae, we are confident that the present volume
provides rich enough material to introduce the broad contours of the red
and black divide, give cause to pause for reflection and kick-start wider dis-
cussions. The essays have been organised to trace a history of engagement
and to give some sense of the chronology of anarchist and Marxist relations.
The volume begins with a robust defence of Marxism and presents an anal-
ysis of anarchism which identifies its theoretical and political weakness in

a model of human nature that is deemed liberal and, therefore, essentially
individualist. Paul Blackledge argues that one of Marx’s great achievements
was to present a historicised conception of nature which, in showing how
human essence is transformed in and through the process of revolutionary
action, also highlighted Marxism's democratic character. Blackledge sees a
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potential for dialogue with some forms of anarchism, but argues that the
commitment to liberal individualism (here identified with Stirner) leaves
anarchists without the practical means of revolutionary organisation and
results in failure to develop a plausible theory of democracy. Until anarchists
accept Marx’s Hegelian conception of history, division will remain. Indeed,
the anarchists’ rejection of this conception not only puts them at odds with
Marxism, it explains why they have characteristically misunderstood and
misrepresented Leninism.

Ruth Kinna’s chapter, which follows, picks up some of these themes.
It examines William Morris's rejection of anarchism as individualist, and
shows how this critique fed into Morris's conception of collective decision-
making. The discussion looks at the ways in which anarchism and individ-
ualism were understood at the end of the nineteenth century in order to
show that Morris’s treatment conjured up a ghoul, an anarchism that was
individualist and hence antithetical to socialism. Morris contributed to the
stigmatisation of a tradition of thinking that was far richer than he was
prepared to give it credit for, and his critique forced him to substantially
revise some of his own democratic principles. It also demonstrated how a
lack of care and clarity in the terms of debate helped narrow the scope for
Co-operation. Morris, like Blackledge, saw little room for negotiating black
and red traditions. In unpicking the relationship between anarchism and
individualism, Kinna argues that there is at least some scope for the reap-
praisal of the terms of this spiit.

Lewis Mates’ chapter provides a powerful and complex counterpoint and
development to the preceding chapters. Through an analysis of the lives
of George Harvey (an industrial unionist) and Will Lawther {(an anarchist
syndicalist) in pre-war Durham, Mates shows how the urge to collective
action and communist ends were led by idealistic and highly motivated
individuals in and around the pit villages during these momentous years.
Influenced by the writings of De Leon, Morris, Kropotkin and Aldred, and
the practical iniquities and challenges they experienced daily, the socialism
that emerged largely eschewed parliamentary action and sought collective
direct action for socialist ends. But there were significant ideological ten-
sions between the purist Lawther and pragmatic Harvey, which were played
out in the course of the miners’ struggle. The struggle for autonomy and
self-management in Durham is a microcosm of wider struggles elsewhere
at that time and bears careful reading precisely for the light it sheds on the
lived attempts to realise communal ends through individual initiative and
revolutionary commitment.

In Chapter 4, Renzo Llorente reopens the question of ideological division
through a reappraisal of George Sorel. Llorente’s main concern, however, is
to classify Sorel as an anarcho-Marxist: someone in whom certain key fea-
tures of both traditions were united and around whom both black and red
might be able to unite. Llorente shows how Sorel’s direct engagement with
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the writings of Marx, Proudhon and Bakunin did not lead to theoretical
paradox but to hybridisation. In some respects, Llorente shows us that anar-
chist means can lead to communist ends. Sorel distinguished between the
violence perpetrated by the state, individual acts of violence and the revolu-
tionary violence of the working classes — the latter essentially a synonym for
strikes. He claimed that it was through the marshalling of forces for the gen-
eral strike that the working class was educated both in its own agency and
revolutionary potential. Democratic participation in the organisation of the
general strike was the direct means to empowerment. The links to Lenin,
Kropotkin and Bakunin are clear - the question raised is whether they are
convincing enough to help us move beyond black and red, towards some
sort of viable synthesis.

The cross-currents of socialist thought are further probed in Carl Levy’s
analysis of Gramsci, a figure who, perhaps more than any other either before
or after him, is identified with the fusion of anarchism and Marxism. Levy's
chapter brings this out to good effect, but contests this view. In Gramsci we
see the eschewal of orthodoxy and the turn to small{er)-scale voluntarism
as the motor of progressive counter-hegemonic blocs ~ the role of the intel-
lectual and moral vanguard notwithstanding. But his thought was shaped
by his early engagement with Croce and by involvement in the complex
politics of the Italian Left. His relationship with the anarchists reflected the
depth of his disagreements with other activists and was not an indication
of deep empathy with anarchist ideas. Indeed, his criticisms of Malatesta
and other anarchist intellectuals ran alongside an appreciation of Leninism,
only to be replaced by councillism once the orthodoxies of Second and Third
International Marxism came to prominence.

Saku Pinta’s chapter takes the historical narrative of the volume to the
onset of the Second World War. While the First World War proved disas-
trous for the anarchist movement as a whole, the Second World War and the
defeat of the Spanish anarchists killed off what was left of a mass anarchist
revolutionary movement, at least in Europe.*> What came later, as the fol-
lowing chapters show, is a far stronger Leninist form of libertarianism than
the anarchist-flavoured synthesis that preceded it. In this respect, the per-
spectives of the Council Communists on the Spanish revolution provide an
important historical marker in the twentieth-century history of anarchism
and Marxism, while at the same time showing that even in the so-called
death throes of anarchism alternative hybrids of libertarian socialism were
already well established.

Christian Hogsbjerg's chapter covers the unique life experiences of the
Trinidadian socialist C.L.R. James. As the complementary chapters of Berry
and Cornell show, James’ connections with anarchist, syndicalist and black
civil rights activists make him a hugely significant figure in the history of the
Left. James' criticism of Trotsky also presents us with a glimpse into the per-
sonal and political that shaped this ‘bohemian freelancer’. Hagsbjerg argues
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that despite an early flirtation with Kropotkin’s work on the French Revolu-
tion, James was no anarchist and his criticism of the direction of the Soviet
state and later his break with official Trotskyism are no more indication of
this than his appreciation of Kropotkin’s work. James was an anti-anarchist
who, despite drawing on and developing the ideas of many around him,
remained a committed Marxist. His intellectual legacy lies in autonomism.

David Berry examines the work of Daniel Guérin, a friend of James. His
essay considers Guérin’s attempt to synthesise anarchism and Marxism, an
attempt which sprang from a desire for ‘total revolution’, a dissatisfaction
with the economic reductionism and authoritarianism of Trotskyism, and
from the inspirational works of Bakunin and Proudhon. The way in which
Guérin appropriated anarchism after his break with Trotskyism is remark-
able precisely because it mirrored the path taken by James, Gramsci and
others. And yet Guérin was far more open in his admiration for Proudhon,
Stirner and Bakunin and seemed remarkably more open to engagement
with their ideas in finding an audience for his own synthesis of anarchism
and Marxism. Berry argues that Guérin's importance lies in his practical
engagement with French movements and in his eschewal of abstract the-
ory. He identifies his legacy in the emergence of the new Left in France and
elsewhere, highlighted during the events of May ‘68 and beyond.

Benoit Challand provides an analysis of one of the key intellectual
markers in the pre-'68 French revolutionary Left: the group of writers
that coalesced around the publication Socialisme ou Barbarie, in particu-
lar Cornelius Castoriadis. The life and times of these characters provides
an excellent case study of the role of authoritarian personalities in the
formation and trajectory of intellectual movements and the failure of rev-
olutionary socialist movements to bridge the divide between anarchism and
Marxism - anarchism here identified with Council Communism. The Coun-
cil Communist tradition and the particular brand of Trotskyism outlined by
Lefort and Castoriadis were both productive and suggestive, but ultimately
the factionalism and the contrast between the libertarian politics of ‘S ou B’
and the authoritarianism of the group’s leader proved too much for the
smooth running of the group. This factionalism is probably the lived experi-
ence of day-to-day socialism for innumerable activists. What every expulsion
and every act of intellectual dissidence shows, of course, is that ‘red’ and
‘black’” have been, and still are, deeply and passionately contested concepts.

Jean-Christophe Angaut’s essay examines the politics of the Situationist
International (SI). While he acknowledges the important influence that the
SI exercised on the events in 1968, his analysis is designed to reveal the
significance of the critiques that Guy Debord and others levelled against
anarchist anti-authoritarians and Marxist anti-capitalists. His intellectually
and socially contextualised analysis draws out the Hegelianism of the SI.
The SI's view, he argues, was that the unity of revolutionary theory was
to be found in an original critical relation of both black and red with
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Hegelian thought - a current from which Bakunin, Marx, Engels and Stirner
all emerged. Their attempt to go beyond the subsequent separation (outlined
in different ways by Blackledge and Kinna), brings us back to a point of unity.
Angaut’s point is not to endorse the unity and totality that the SI found, but to
return to this starting point. Historical versions of Marxism and anarchism are
both redundant, he argues. Today, ‘black and red’ means ‘the multiplicity of real
social alternatives, avoiding hierarchy and the rule of the commodity’ (p. 441).

Andrew Cornell takes us back over the Atlantic to a contemporaneous rev-
olutionary movement and shows us how today’s anarchist tactics influenced,
morphed into and then once again developed out of the tactics of the black
civil rights activists between the late 1930s and the mid-1970s. Anarchists
went into the US penitentiary system as conscientious objectors, campaigned
against racial separation while inside and also hetped radicalise the future
leaders of the civil rights movement - their fellow inmates. Once outside,
the anarchist-inspired black civil rights movement in the USA evolved fur-
ther through encounters with the doctrines of Marxist national liberation
ideology - particularly the writings of C.L.R. James and the johnson Forest
Tendency - and erupted through both violent and nonviolent civil disobe-
dience, direct action and ‘black bloc’ tactics. The latter were to feed back into
the radical undercurrents of anarchist politics in the run up to mass protests
surrounding Seattle in 1999,

As Toby Boraman makes clear, Australasian revolutionary socialists were
at the fringes of the global movement but in many respects the experiences
of the main characters in his micro-drama are familiar to us all. Boraman’s
case study sheds light on a neglected area of anarchist research. It shows us
the typical rather than the extraordinary, the everyday rather than the high
politics of revolution, and is enlightening for precisely that reason. Boraman
examines how ideas translated in the Australasian context; how situationists,
Council Communists and class struggle anarchists intermingled; and how
their acolytes fell out with one another and struggled together for social
change and self-expression. He draws on this analysis to reflect on the splits
between carnival anarchists and class warriors as an example of a division
between the ideologically pure and the pragmatists of life. Many wili recog-
nise some aspect of Boraman'’s detailed picture and doubtless agree that with
the collapse brought about by factional disputes it is likely that the moniker
‘libertarian socialism’ - understood here as ‘a many-sided struggle to change
not only work, but also everyday life’ - will supersede those that went before
(p. 470).

Bates brings our collection up to date with the most recent and perhaps the
most famous rearticulation of contemporary socialist politics: Michael Hardt
and Antonio Negri's work. Their writings are controversial and, as he shows,
open to a wide variety of interpretations. Bates explains these disagreements
by discussing their self-identification as communists, their reinterpretation of
Leninism and vocal rejection of anarchism. His analysis also shows the com-
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plex historical processes and intellectual lineages that shaped their ideas, both
opening up our understanding of them as well as asking a range of difficult
Questions about the political efficacy of a politics founded on multitude, a
rejection of class conflict and a celebration of ‘foundationlessness’. Hardt and
Negri are without doubt original; the questions Bates raises are in relation to
what, and at what cost?

Pinta and Berry’s conclusion draws on some of the cross-currents of socialist
thinking expressed in these chapters and identifies the most powerful areas of
convergence in the gap between social democracy and Bolshevism on the one
hand, and anarchist individualism on the other. Their analysis treats liber-
tarian socialism as a form of anti-parliamentary, democratic, antibureaucratic
grass roots socialist organisation, strongly linked to workingclass activism.
Locating libertarian socialism in a grey area between anarchist and Marxist
extremes, they argue that the multiple experiences of historical convergence
remain inspirational and that, through these examples, the hope of socialist
transformation survives. The potential for revolutionary change continues to
rest on the possibility of convergence rooted in social struggles, because it is
here tha‘aﬁ’mities are forged and mutual dialogue takes place.

To bring this introduction to a close, it is important to emphasise that this
book is simply a collection of reflections on the antecedents and emergent
hybrids of contemporary socialist thought. Many will recognise the pictures
painted here and many others will disagree with particular inflections, inter-
pretations and biases. This would be to engage with precisely the historical re-
covery and rearticulation this book seeks to defend and would be a necessary
first step towards developing alternatives. Ideas do not spring ready-formed
from our minds, but emerge out of the confluence of quiet reflection and the
tumult of social struggle. That is what these chapters show and they undoubt-
edly suggest that political agency and tdeological morphology are born of and
live through specific times and places. The past might not hold lessons, but
a better appreciation of history provides a counterweight to presentism, ex-
pands the terms of political praxis and checks political myopia. In this respect,
this book is for those who seek to realise new possibilities from within the
shell of the old.
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Freedom and Democracy: Marxism,
Anarchism and the Problem
of Human Nature

Paul Blackledge

Introduction

In this paper 1 argue that anarchist! criticisms of Marx’s ‘statism’ inherit
themes from liberalism that serve as a brake on the democratic aspirations
of anarchist practice. While superficially attractive, especially when deployed
to explain the character of both Stalinism and social democracy, this liberal
element of anarchist theory prevents anarchist practice developing from a
mode of resistance to capitalism to become an adequate strategic alterna-
tive to it. Further, [ argue that classical Marxism offers tools by which to
overcome this problem and suggest that Marx is best understood not as the
statist other to libertarian socialism, but as the most coherent exponent of
human emancipation. I conclude that anarchists would do well to re-engage
with his critique of liberalism to help move beyond the politics of perpetual
opposition.

The overlap between anarchism and liberalism is evident, for instance, in
the parallels between Bakunin’s suggestion that ‘power corrupts the best’?
and Lord Acton’s famous aphorism that ‘all power tends to corrupt and
absolute power corrupts absolutely’.* Underlying Acton’s claim is a highly
contentious concept of human nature which undermines not only the asser-
tion of papal infallibility — Acton’s specific target - but also the democratic
aspirations of the socialist movement. Acton was a liberal Roman Catholic
whose comments on power are perhaps best understood as a particularly
pithy expression of the political implications of the Christian conception of
original sin as secularised through the liberal idea of egoistic individualism.
To accept that power corrupts implies something like this model of human
essence. One implication of this idea is liberalism’s contradictory view of
social organisation and thus the state as simultaneously alien and essential:
‘a necessary evil’ in Tom Paine’s felicitous phrase.! For the socialist move-
ment the implications of this idea were drawn out most forcefully by Robert

Michels. He insisted that an ‘iron law of oligarchy’ followed from humanity’s
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The Search for a Libertarian |
Communism: Daniel Guérin and the
‘Synthesis’ of Marxism and
Anarchism

David Berry

I have a horror of sects, of compartmentalisation, of peaple who are sep-
arated by virtually nothing and who nevertheless face each other as if
across an abyss.,

Daniel Guérin’

Concerned that his reinterpretation of the French Revolution, La Lutte de
classes sous la Premiére République (1946), had been misunderstood, Daniel
Guérin wrote to the socialist Marceau Pivert in 1947 that the book was to be
seen as ‘an introduction to a synthesis of anarchism and Marxism-Leninism
[ would like to write one day’.? This paper aims to analyse exactly what
Guérin meant by this ‘synthesis’, and how and why he came to be convinced
of its necessity.

It must however be noted from the outset that Guérin had no pretensions
to being a theorist: he saw himself first and foremost as an activist and sec-
ond as a historian.* Indeed, from the day in 1930 when he abandoned the
poetry and novels of his youth, all his research and writings were concerned
more or less directly with his political commitments. His developing cri-
tique of Marxism and his later interest in the relationship between Marxism
and anarchism were motivated by his own direct experience of and active
participation in revolutionary struggles on a number of fronts.

Although, in some of his autobiographical writings, Guérin had a ten-
dency to divide his life into more or less distinct ‘phases’, and despite the
fact that his political or ideological trajectory may seem to some to be rather
protean, I would argue that there was in fact an underlying ideological con-
sistency - even if changing circumstances meant that his ‘organisational
options’ (as he put it) changed in different periods of his life. A historical
materialist all his life, he remained attached to a revolutionary socialism
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with a strong ethical or moral core. Although it was many years before he
found an organisation which lived up to his expectations, he was always
at heart a libertarian communist, developing an increasingly strong belief
in the need for a ‘total revolution’ which would attach as much impor-
tance to issues of race, gender and sexuality as to workplace-based conflict.
Whether specifically in his commitment to a libertarian communism, to
anti-colonialism or to sexual liberation, or more generally in his emphasis
on what today would be called intersectionality, Guérin was undoubtedly
ahead of his time.

Early influences

Despite coming from the ‘grande bourgeoisie’ - a background which he
would come to reject - Guérin owed much to the influence of his branch
of the family: humanist, liberal and cultured, both his parents had been pas-
sionately pro-Dreyfus, both were influenced by Tolstoy’s ethical and social
ideas, and his father’s library contained the Communist Manifesto as well
as works by Benoit Malon, Proudhon and Kropotkin.* The young Daniel
seems to have been particularly influenced by his father’s pacifism, and was
also deeply affected by his own reading of Tolstoy's Diaries and Resurrection.
In the context of the increasingly polarised debates of the interwar period
between the far-Right and far-Left ("Maurras versus Marx'), he identified with
the "Marxist extreme Left’ from a relatively early age.> His later ‘discovery’ of
the Parisian working class and of the concrete realities of their everyday exis-
tence (to a large extent through his homosexual relationships with young
workers) reinforced a profound ‘workerism’ which would stay with him for
the rest of his life.

The bankruptcy of Stalinism and of social democracy

This workerism would lead him in 1930-31 to join the syndicalists grouped
around the veteran revolutionary Pierre Monatte: typically, Guérin’s first
real active involvement was in the campaign for the reunification of the
two major syndicalist confederations, the Confédération Générale du Tra-
vail (General Labour Confederation) and the Confédération Générale du
Travail Unitaire (United Genera! Labour Confederation). His workerism was
also responsible for a strong attraction towards the French Communist Party
(PCF), far more ‘proletarian’ than the Socialist Party (the Section Francaise de
VInternationale Ouvriere, SF1IO), despite his ‘visceral anti-Stalinism’ and what
he saw as the Party’s ‘crass ideological excesses, its inability to win over
the majority of workers, and its mechanical submission to the Kremlin’s
orders’.” Yet Guérin was no more impressed with the SFIO, which he
found petty-bourgeois, narrow-minded, dogmatically anti-communist, and
obsessed with electioneering:
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The tragedy for many militants of our generation was our repugnance at
having to opt for one or the other of the two main organisations which
claimed, wrongly, to represent the working class. Stalinism and social
democracy both repelled us, each in its own way. Yet those workers who
were active politically were in one of these two parties. The smaller, intez-
mediate groups and the extremist sects seemed to us to be doomed to
impotence and marginalisation. The SFIO, despite the social conformism
of its leadership, at least had the advantage over the Communist Party
of enjoying a certain degree of internal democracy, and to some extent
allowed revolutionaries to express themselves; whereas the monolithic
automatism of stalinism forbade any critics from opening their mouths
and made it very difficult for them even to stay in the party.?

Hence his decision to rejoin the SFIO in 1935, shortly before the creation by
Marceau Pivert of the Gauche révolutionnaire (Revolutionary Left) tendency
within the party, of which he would become a leading member. Guérin was
attracted by Pivert's ‘Luxemburgist’, libertarian and syndicalist tendencies.’
He was consistently on the revolutionary wing of the Gauche révolutionnaire
and of its successor the Parti socialiste ouvrier et paysan (PSOP, Workers’
and Peasants’ Socialist Party, created when the Gauche révolutionnaire was
expelled from the SFIO in 1938), and, in the Popular Front period, he drew
a clear distinction between what he called the ‘Popular Front no. 1’ - an
electoral alliance between social democracy, Stalinism, and bourgeois liber-
alism - and the ‘Popular Front no. 2’ - the powerful, extra-parliamentary,
working-class movement, which came into conflict with the more moderate
{and more bourgeois) Popular Front government.'® He viewed the ‘entryism’
of the French Trotskyists in these years as a welcome counterbalance to the
reformism of the majority of the Socialist Party.!!

Indeed, in the 1930s, Guérin agreed with Trotsky’s position on many
issues: on the nature of fascism and how to stop it; on war and revolution-
ary proletarian internationalism; on opposition to the collusion between
'social-patriotism’ (that is, mainstream social democracy) and ’‘national-
communism’ (that is, the PCF) as well as any pact with the bourgeois
Radicals; and on the need to fight actively for the liberation of Europe’s
colonies. As Guérin comments after recounting in glowing terms his sole
meeting with Trotsky in Barbizon in 1933: ‘On a theoretical level as well as
on the level of political practice, Trotsky would remain, for many of us, both
a stimulus to action and a teacher.’'?

Ultimately, Guérin’s experience of the labour movement and of the Left in
the 1930s — as well as his research on the nature and origins of fascism and
Nazism® - led him to reject both social democracy and Stalinism as effec-
tive strategies for defeating fascism and preventing war. Indeed, the left —
‘divided, ossified, negative, and narrow-minded’ in Guérin’s words — bore its
share of responsibility and had made tragic errors.!* The SFIO was criticised
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by Guérin for its electoralism and for allowing its hands to be tied by the
Partiradical-socialiste, ‘a bourgeois party whose corruption and bankruptcy
were in large part responsible for the fascist explosion’; for its incompre-
hension of the nature of the capitalist state, which led to the impotence of
Léon Blum’s 1936 Popular Front government; for its failure to take fascism
seriously (and to aid the Spanish Republicans), despite the warnings, until
it was too late; and for its obsessive rivalry with the PCE. The PCF was equal-
ly harshly criticised by Guérin - for what seemed to him to be its blind
obedience to the Comintern, the criminal stupidity of the Comintern’s
‘third period’ and for its counter-revolutionary strategy both in Spain and
in France.?

As for Trotsky, Guérin disagreed with him over the creation of the Fourth
Internationat in 1938, which seemed to him premature and divisive. More
generally, Guérin was critical of what he saw as Trotsky’s tendency continual-
ly to transpose the experiences of the Russian Bolsheviks onto contemporary
events in the West, and of his ‘authoritarian rigidness’. Trotskyism, Guérin
argued, represented ‘the ideology of the infallible leader who, in an author-
itarian fashion, directs the policy of a fraction or of a party’'* What Guérin
wanted to see was ‘the full development of the spontaneity of the working
class’7 Writing in 1963, Guérin would conclude with regard to such disputes
over revolutionary tactics:

The revolutionary organisation which was lacking in June 1936 was not,
in my opinion, an authoritarian leadership emanating from a small group
or sect, but an organ for the coordination of the workers’ councils, grow-
ing directly out of the occupied workplaces. The mistake of the Gauche
Révolutionnaire was not so much that it was unable, because of its lack of
preparation, to transform itself into a revolutionary party on the Leninist
or Trotskyist model, but that it was unable [. . . ] to help the working class
to find for itself its own form of power structure to confront the fraud that
was the Popular Front no.1,1

So as Guérin summarised the state of the Left in the 1930s: ‘Everything made
the renewal of the concepts and methods of struggle employed by the French
left both indispensable and urgent.’?

The break from Trotskyism

Despite Guérin’s reservations about Trotskyism, his analysis of the nature
of the Vichy regime was very similar to that put forward by the Fourth
International, and he was also impressed with Trotsky’s manifesto of May
1940, ‘La guerre impérialiste et la révolution prolétarienne mondiale’, in-
cluding it in a collection of Trotsky’s writings on the Second World War
he would edit in 1970.2° He worked with the Trotskyists in the resistance,
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not least because they remained true to their internationalism and to their
class politics, rejecting, for instance, what Guerin saw as the PCF’s dema-
gogic nationalism.?

However, an extended study tour of the USA in 1946-1949, which includ-
ed visits to branches or prominent militants of the Socialist Workers’ Party
and the breakaway Workers’ Party, represented a turning point in Guérin’s
‘Trotskyism’. In a 1948 letter to Marceau Pivert, he commented on his unhap-
piness with the Trotskyists’ tendency to ‘repeat mechanically old formulae
without rethinking them, relying lazily and uncritically on the (undeniably
admirable) writings of Trotsky’ Looking back 30 years later, he would con-
clude: ‘It was thanks to the American Trotskyists, despite their undeniable
commitment, that I ceased forever believing in the virtues of revolutionary
parties built on authoritarian, Leninist lines.’23

The ‘Mother of us all’

Unlike many on the Left associated with postwar ideological renewal, most
of whom would focus on a revision or reinterpretation of Marxism, often ata
philosophical level, Guérin the historian began with a return to what he saw
as the source of revolutionary theory and praxis: in 1946, he published his
study of class struggle in the First French Republic (1793-1797).2¢ The aim of
the book was to ‘draw lessons from the greatest, longest and deepest revolu-
tionary experience France has ever known, lessons which would help regen-
erate the revolutionary, libertarian socialism of today’, and to ‘extract some
ideas which would be applicable to our time and of direct use to the contem-
porary reader who has yet to fully digest the lessons of another revolution:
the Russian Revolution’,2s Applying the concepts of permanent revolution
and combined and uneven development, inspired by Trotsky’s History of the
Russian Revelution, Guérin argued that the beginnings of a conflict of class
interest could already be detected within the revolutionary camp between
an ‘embryonic’ proletariat - the bras nus (manual workers), represented by
the Enragés — and the bourgeoisie - represented by Robespierre and the Jaco-
bin leadership. For Guérin, the French Revolution thus represented not only
the birth of bourgeois parliamentary democracy, but also the emergence of
‘anew type of democracy’, a form of working-class direct democracy as seen,
however imperfectly, in the ‘sections’ (local popular assemblies), precursors
of the Commune of 1871 and the Soviets of 1905 and 1917. In the second
edition of the work, he would add ‘the Commune of May 1968’ to that ge-
nealogy.

Guérin emphasised the political ambivalence of the bourgeois Jacobin
leadership which ‘hesitated continually between the solidarity uniting it
with the popular classes against the aristocracy and that uniting all the
wealthy, property-owning classes against those who owned little or noth-
ing’. ** The essential lesson to be drawn from the French Revolution was
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thus the conflict of class interest between the bourgeoisie and the working
classes. Bourgeois, social democratic and Stalinist interpretations of the
Revolution ~ like those of Jean Jaurés, Albert Mathiez and so many others —
which tended to maintain the ‘cult of Robespierre’ and to reinforce the
labour movement’s dependence on bourgeois democracy, were thus to be
rejected.”

La Lutte de classes sous la Pemiére République has been described by Eric
Hobsbawm as ‘a curious combination of libertarian and Trotskyist ideas — not
without a dash of Rosa Luxemburg’.2® It not only shocked many academic
historians of the Revolution - especially those with more or less close links to
the PCF (Georges Lefebvre, and especially Albert Soboul and Georges Rudé) -
but also those politicians who, in Guérin’s words, ‘have been responsible
for perverting and undermining true proletarian socialism’.?® The ensuing
debate lasted for many years.*® The political significance was that the Rev-
olutionary Terror had been used as a parallel to justify Bolshevik repression
of democratic freedoms and repression of more Leftist movements. Stalin
had been compared to Robespietre. The Jacobin tradition of patriotism and
national unity in defence of the bourgeois democratic Republic has been
one of the characteristics of the dominant tendencies within the French
Left, and therefore central to the political mythologies of the Popular Front
and the Resistance. Guérin, as Ian Birchall has put it, ‘was polemicizing
against the notion of a Resistance uniting all classes against the foreign
invader’.®

What is more, the PCF had been carmpaigning since 1945 for unity at the
top with the SFIO, and in the 1956 elections called for the re-establishment
of a Popular Front government. At a time when fascism in the form of
Poujadism looked as if it might once more be a real threat, Guérin argued
that what was needed was a ‘genuine’ Popular Front, that is, a grass roots
social movement rather than a governmental alliance, a truly popular move-
ment centred on the working classes that would bring together the labour
movement and all socialists who rejected both the pro-American SFIO and
the pro-Soviet PCF: ‘Only a combative Popular Front, which dares to attack
big business, will be able to halt our middle classes on the slope which leads
to fascism and to their destruction.’

The developing critique of Leninism

Guérin’s friend and translator, C.L.R. James wrote in 1958 of Guérin’s
reinterpretation of the French Revolution:

It is impregnated with the experience and study of the greatest event of
our time: the development and then degeneration of the Russian Revo-
lution, and is animated implicitly by one central concern: how can the
revolutionary masses avoid the dreadful pitfalls of bureaucratisation and
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the resurgence of a new oppreésive state power, and instead establish a
system of direct democracy?*?

In an important essay of 1959, ‘La Révolution déjacobinisée’, Guérin argued
that the ‘Jacobin’ traits in Marxism and particularly in Leninism were the
result of an incomplete understanding on Marx and Engels’ part of the
class nature of the Jacobin dictatorship, to be distinguished according to
Guérin from the democratically controlled ‘contrainte révolutionnaire’ (‘tevo-
lutionary coercion’) exercised by the popular sections.** Thus by applying a
historical materialist analysis to the experiences of the French revolution-
ary movement, Guérin came to argue, essentially, that ‘authentic’ socialism
arose spontaneously out of working-class struggle, that it was fundamen-
tally libertarian, and that authoritarian conceptions of party organisation
and revolutionary strategy had their origins in bourgeois or even aristocratic
modes of thought.

Guérin insisted that Marx and Engels envisaged the ‘dictatorship of the
proletariat’ as being exercised by the working class as a whole, rather than
by an avant-garde, but that they did not adequately differentiate their
interpretation from that of the Blanquists. This made possible Lenin’s later
authoritarian conceptions: ‘Lenin, who saw himself as both a “Jacobin” and
a “Marxist,” invented the idea of the dictatorship of a party substituting itself
for the working class and acting by proxy in its name.’3* This, for Guérin, was
where it all started to go badly wrong:

The double experience of the French and Russian Revolutions has taught
us that this is where we touch upon the central mechanism whereby
direct democracy, the self-government of the people, is transformed, grad-
ually, by the introduction of the revolutionary ‘dictatorship’, into the
reconstitution of an apparatus for the oppression of the people.’

Guérin’s critique clearly had its sources both in his reinterpretation of
the Revolution and in the conditions of his time. La Révolution frangaise et
nous was informed by Guérin’s critique of social-democratic and Stalinist
strategies before, during, and after the war. ‘La révolution déjacobinisée’ was
written at a significant historic moment for socialists in France: after the
artificial national unity of the immediate postwar years had given way to
profound social and political conflict; as Guy Mollet’s SFIO became increas-
ingly identifted with the defence of the bourgeois status quo and the Western
camp in the cold war; as the immensely powerful postwar PCF reeled under
the effects of Hungary and the Khrushchev revelations; and as the unpopular
and politically unstable Fourth Republic collapsed in the face of a threat-
ened military coup. It was this situation which made renewal of the Left
so necessary. In 1959, Guérin also picked up on the results of a survey of
the attitudes of French youth towards politics, which indicated to him two
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things: first, that what alienated the younger generation from ‘socialism’ was
‘bureaucrats and purges, and second, that, as one respondent put it, ‘French
youth are becoming more and more anarchist’37 Ever the optimist, Guérin
declared:

[T]he time has come for the French left to begin again from zero, to rethink
its problems from their very foundations. [ . .. ] The necessary synthesis of
the ideas of equality and liberty [ . . . ] can and must only be sought within
the framework of socialist thought [ . . . |. The failure of both reformism
and stalinism imposes on us the urgent duty to find a way of reconciling
(proletarian) democracy with socialism, freedom with Revolution.3®

From Trotskyism to New Left to anarchism

What Guérin would thus do which was quite remarkable in post-Liberation
France was endeavour to separate Marxism from Bolshevism - his continued
friendly and supportive relations with Trotskyists notwithstanding - and it is
noteworthy that he had contact in this period with a number of prominent
non-orthodox Marxists. After 1945, especially, he was involved (centrally
or more peripherally) in a number of circles or networks, and according to
the sociologist Michel Crozier (who regarded Guérin as a mentor) Guérin
self-identified in the late 1940s and early 1950s - ‘the golden age of the left
intelligentsia’ - as an ‘independent Marxist’>

C.L.R. James has already been mentioned. He and Guérin appear to have
met in the 1930s; they became good friends, Guérin visited him while in the
USA in 1949, and they corresponded over many years. James even translated
La Lutte de classes into English, and described the book as ‘one of the most
important modern textbooks in [. . . ] the study of Marxism’ and ‘one of the
great theoretical landmarks of our movement’.*

Similarly, Guérin had first met Karl Korsch in Berlin in 1932, and visited
him in his exile in Cambridge (Massachusetts) in 1947, where according to
Guérin they spent many hours together.” The two would collaborate a decade
later in their bibliographical researches on the relationship between Marx and
Bakunin.®* Also during his time in the USA, Guérin became friendly with a
group of refugee Germans in Washington, D.C., dissident Marxists, ‘as hos-
pitable as they were brilliant’, connected with the socalled Frankfurt School:
Franz Neumann, Otto Kirchheimer and Herbert Marcuse.®

In France, Guérin already knew the leading figures in the Socialisme ou
Barbarie group from their days in the Parti Communiste Internationaliste to-
gether: Guérin’s papers contain a number of texts produced by the socalled
Chaulieu-Montal Tendency in the late 1940s.* It is interesting to note that
the Socialisme ou Barbarie group's theses on the Russian Revolution feature

David Berry 195

in the list of theories and authors discovered by the Algerian nationalist and
revolutionary, Mohammed Harbi, thanks to his first meeting with Guérin
(at a meeting of the PCI discussion group, the ‘Cercle Lénine’) in 1953.45 In
1965 Guérin took part, with Castoriadis, Lefort and Edgar Morin, in a forum
on ‘Marxism Today’ organised by Socialisme ou Barbarie (whose work Morin
would describe a few years later as itself representing ‘an original synthesis of
Marxism and anarchism’46). Guérin also contributed to Morin's Arguments
(1956-1962), an important journal launched in response to the events of
1956 with a view to a ‘reconsideration not only of Stalinist Marxism, but
of the Marxist way of thinking,¥” and he had been centrally involved with
the French ‘Titoists” around Clara Malraux and the review Contemporains
(1950-1951).#

In short, Guérin was at the heart of the Left-intellectual ferment which
characterised these years. He had an address book, as his daughter Anne re-
cently put it,* as fat as a dictionary and he shared many of the theoretical
preoccupations of many leading Marxists in the 20 years or so following the
Second World Waz, be it the party-form, bureaucracy, alienation or sexual
repression.

In the mid- to late 1950s, like other former or ‘critical’ Trotskyists, as well
as ex-members of the FCL (the Libertarian Communist Federation, banned
in 1956},* Guérin belonged - though ‘without much conviction’ - to a series
of Left-socialist organisations: the Nouvelle Gauche, the Union de la Gauche
Socialiste, and, briefly, the Parti Socialiste Unifié.! But it was also around 1956
that Guérin ‘discovered’ anarchism. Looking back on a 1930 boat trip to
Vietnam and the small library he had taken with him, Guérin comment-
ed that of all the authors he had studied - Marx, Proudhon, Georges Sorel,
Hubert Lagardelle, Fernand Pelloutier, Lenin, Trotsky, Gandhi, and oth-
ers - ‘Marx had, without a doubt, been preponderant.’s2 But having become
increasingly critical of Leninism, Guérin discovered the collected works of
Bakunin, a ‘revelation’ which rendered him forever ‘allergic to all versions of
authoritarian socialism, whether Jacobin, Marxist, Leninist, or Trotskyist’.5
The discovery of Bakunin coincided with the appearance of the Hungarian
workers’ committees in 1956. Guérin was thus provoked into studying the
councilist tradition.> It was also during the 1950s that Guérin, moving on
from his study of the French Revolution, had begun to research the conflicts
within the First International and more generally the relationship between
Marxism and anarchism.

Guérin would describe the following ten years or so (that is, the mid
1950s to the mid 1960s) - which saw the publication notably of the popular
anthology Ni Dieu ni Maitre and of I'Anarchisme, which sold like hot cakes at
the Sorbonne in May 1968 - as his ‘classical anarchist phase’ss He became
especially interested in Proudhon, whom he admired as the first theorist
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of aufogestion, or worker self-management; Bakunin, representative of
revolutionary, working-class anarchism, close to Marxism, Guérin insisted,
yet remarkably prescient about the dangers of statist communism; and Max
Stirner, appreciated as a precursor of 1968 because of his determination to
attack bourgeois prejudice and puritanism.

Guérin and anarchism

Guérin had had no contact with the anarchist movement before the Second
World War, other than to read E. Armand'’s individualist anarchist organ L'en
dehors.” According to Georges Fontenis, a leading figure in the postwar anar-
chist movement, Guérin began to have direct contact with the Anarchist
Federation (FA) in 1945, when the second edition of Fascism and Big Busi-
ness was published. Le Libertaire reviewed Guérin’s books favourably, and he
was invited to galas of the FA and (from 1953) of the FCL to do book sign-
ings. He got to know leading anarchist militants and would drop in at the
FCL's offices in Paris. Fontenis described him as being ‘an active sympathiser’
at that point.*® His new-found sympathies were sufficiently well known for
the US embassy in Paris to refuse him a visa to visit his wife and daughter
in 1950 on the grounds that he was both a Trotskyist and an anarchist.*’
The ideological stance of the FCL (‘libertarian Marxism”) and its position
on the Algerian war (‘critical support’ for the nationalist movement in the
context of the struggle against French bourgeois imperialism) proved doubly
attractive to the anti-colonialist Guérin.®® In part for these reasons, 1954 (the
beginning of the Algerian war of independence) represented the beginning
of a relationship, notably with Fontenis (leading light of the FCL), which as
we shall see would ultimately take Guérin into the ranks of the ‘libertarian
communist’ movement.

In 1959, Guérin published a collection of articles titled Jeunesse du
socialisme libertaire. This represented both a continuation of the critique of
Leninism begun during the war, and Guérin’s first analysis of the nineteenth-
century anarchist tradition. Significantly, a copy of this collection has been
found with a handwritten dedication to Maximilien Rubel, ‘to whom this lit-
tle book owes so much’.6! A few years later, in 1965, he would publish both
Anarchism. From Theory to Practice and the two volume anthology No Gods
No Masters. The purpose was to ‘rehabilitate’ anarchism which ‘suffered from
an undeserved disrepute’, and the anthology represented the ‘dossier of evi-
dence’ against some common misconceptions or misrepresentations: first,
the claim that ‘it has no place in the modern world, a world characterised
by centralisation, by large political and economic entities’; second, that it
is ‘essentially individualistic, particularistic, hostile to any form of organisa-
tion. It leads to fragmentation, to the egocentric withdrawal of small local
units of administration and production. It is incapable of centralizing or of
planning. 1t is nostalgic for the “golden age”. [...] It suffers from a childish
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optimism; its “idealism” takes no account of the solid realities of the material
infrastructure’; and third, that anarchism is synonymous with terrorism and
assassination.® '

Although, as we have seen, he referred to his ‘classical anarchist’ phase,
and despite his assertion that the basics of anarchist doctrine were relatively
homogeneous, elsewhere he was very clear that both books focused on a par-
ticular kind of anarchism. To begin with, ‘[t|he fundamental aspect of these
doctrines’ was, for Guérin, that ‘[a]narchy, is indeed, above all, synonymous
with socialistn. The anarchist is, first and foremost, a socialist whose aim is
to put an end to the exploitation of man by man. Anarchism is no more
than one of the branches of socialist thought [...]. For Adolph Fischer, one
of the Chicago martyrs, ‘every anarchist is a socialist, but every socialist is
not necessarily an anarchist’.®3

In Pour un marxisme libertaire (1969), Guérin described himself as com-
ing from the school of ‘anti-Stalinist Marxism’, but as having for some
time been in the habit of ‘delving into the treasury of libertarian thought.
Anarchism, he insisted, was still relevant and still very much alive, ‘pro-
vided that it is first divested of a great deal of childishness, utopianism
and romanticism’.#* He went on to comment that because of this open-
ness towards the contribution of anarchism, his book, Anarchism, had been
misunderstood by some, and that it did not mean that he had become an
‘ecumenical’ anarchist, to use Georges Fontenis’ term.® In Anarchisme et
marxisme {written in 1973), Guérin emphasised that his book on anarchism
had focused on ‘social, constructive, collectivist or communist anarchism’
because this was the kind of anarchism which had most in common with
Marxism.®

The reason Guérin gave for focusing on this kind of anarchism, as opposed
to individualist anarchism, was that it was entirely relevant to the problems
faced by contemporary revolutionaries: ‘[I]ibertarian visions of the future
[...] invite serious consideration. It is clear that they fulfil to a very large
extent the needs of our times, and that they can contribute to the building
of our future.’s’

But is this really ‘classical anarchism’, as Guérin put it, given the
insistence on ‘constructive anarchism, which depends on organisation, on
self-discipline, on integration, on federalist and noncoercive centralisation’;
the emphasis on experiments in workers’ control in Algeria, Yugoslavia and
Cuba; the openness to the idea that such states could be seen as socialist
and capable of reform in a libertarian direction?®® This was not the conclu-
sion of English anarchist Nicolas Walter, whose review of Ni dieu ni maitre
and L’Anarchisme, though sceptical about the attention paid to Gramsci,
Yugoslavia or Algeria, concluded that these two books were ‘the expression
of an original and exciting view of anarchism’.%

So Guérin’s take on anarchism represented an original departure, and it
is worth picking up on two taboos mentioned by Patrice Spadoni — who



198 Daniel Guérin and the Search for a Libertarian Commumism

worked alongside Guérin in different libertarian communist groups in the
1970s and 1980s - when commenting on Guérin’s ‘non-dogmatism’:

The young libertarian communists that we were [-..]turned pale with
shock when he sang the praises of a Proudhon, of whom he was saying ‘yes
and no’ while we said ‘no and no’; then we would go white with horror,
when he started quoting a Stirner whom we loathed - without having re-
allyread him... 7

Proudhon and the fundamental importance of self-management

Proudhon had already ceased to be an ideological reference for any section of
the French anarchist movement by at least the time of the Great War, except
for a small minority of individualists opposed to any kind of collective owner-
ship of the means of production. Most anarchists referred to either Kropotkin
or Bakunin. This was partly because of the perceived ambiguities in Proud-
hon's own writings regarding property, and partly because of the increasingly
reactionary positions adopted by some of his ‘mutualist’ followers after his
death in 1865.

The fact that Proudhon is so central to Guérin’s ‘rehabilitation’ of anar-
chism is thus surprising and tells us something about what he was trying
to do and how it is he came to study anarchism in such depth: whereas
Proudhon had already for many years been commonly referred to as the
‘father of anarchy’, Guérin refers to him as the ‘father of self-management’.
This is the crux of the matter: Guérin was looking for a way to guarantee
that in any future revolution, control of the workplace, of the economy and
of society as a whole would remain at the base, that spontaneous forms of
democracy - like the soviets, in the beginning - would not be hijacked by
any centralised power.” Marx, Guérin insisted, hardly mentioned workers’
control or seif-management at all, whereas Proudhon paid it a great deal of
attention.” Workers’ control was, for Guérin, ‘without any doubt the most
original creation of anarchism, and goesright to the heart of contemporary
realities’.” Proudhon had been one of the first to try to answer the question
raised by other social reformers of the early nineteenth century. As Guérin
put it: ‘Who should manage the economy? Private capitalism? The State?
Workers’ organisations? In other words, there were — and still are - three
options: free enterprise, nationalisation or socialisation (that is, Self-man-
agement).”™ From 1848 onwards, Proudhon had argued passionately for the
third option, something which set him apart from most other socialists of
the time, who, like Louis Blanc, argued for one form or another of State
control (if only on a transitional basis). Unlike Marx, Engels and others,
Guérin argued, Proudhon saw workers’ control as a concrete problem to be
raised now, rather than relegated to some distant future. As a consequence,
he thought and wrote in detail about how it might function: ‘Almost all
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the issues which have caused such problems for present-day experiments
in self-management were already foreseen and described in Proudhon’s
writings.’s

Stirner the ‘father of anarchism’?

As for Stirner - generally anathema to the non-individualist wing of the anar-
chist movement - the answer lies in what Guérin perceived to be Stirner’s la-
tent homosexuality, his concern with sexual liberation and his determination
to attack bourgeois prejudice and puritanism: Stirner was ‘a precursor of May
'68’ and ‘the voice of all those who throw down a challenge to normality’. ~It
was Guérin’s personal experience of the endemic homophobia in the labour
movement and many Marxists’ exclusive concern with class that accounts in
large part for his sympathy with Stirner.

So to the extent that Guérin insists that every anarchist is an individu-
alist - at the same time as being a ‘social’ anarchist (anarchiste socictaire) -
to the extent that he approves of Stirner’s emphasis on the uniqueness of
each individual, it is because he admires the determination to resist social
conformism and moral prejudice. Guérin certainly had no truck with the
precious ‘freedom of the individual’ which was the stock mantra of those
anarchists who rejected any attempt to produce a more ideologically and or-
ganisationally coherent revolutionary movement or who wished to ground
their action in a realistic {or in Guérin’s words ‘scientific’) analysis of social
conditions.

For a ‘synthesis’ of Marxism and anarchism

So having called himself a ‘libertarian socialist’ in the late 1950s before
going through an ‘anarchist phase’ in the 1960s, by 1968 Guérin was ad-
vocating ‘libertarian Marxism’, a term he would later change to ‘libertarian
communism’ in order not to alienate some of his new anarchist friends
(though the content remained the same). In 1969, with Fontenis and oth-
ers Guérin launched the Mouvemnent communiste libertaire (MCL), which
attempted to bring together various groups such as supporters of Denis
Berger’s Voie communiste, former members of the FCL and individuals such
as Gabriel Cohn-Bendit who had been associated with Socialisme ou Barba-
rie.” Guérin was responsible for the organisation’s paper, Guerre de classes
(Class War). In 1971, the MCL merged with another group to become the
Organisation communiste libertaire (OCL). In 1980, after complex debates,
notably over the question of trade union activity, Guérin - who rejected
ultra-Left forms of ‘spontanéisme’ which condemned trade unionism as
counter-revolutionary - would ultimately join the Union des travailleurs
communistes libertaires (UTCL), created in 1978. He would remain a member
until his death in 1988.7
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Looking back on those years, Fontenis would write: ‘For us fthe FCL], as for
Gueérin, “libertarian Marxism” was never to be seen as a fusion or a marriage,
but as a living synthesis very different from the sum of its parts.”®® How
should we interpret this?

Guérin was always keen to emphasise the commonalities in Marxism and
anarchism, and underscored the fact that, in his view at least, they shared
the same roots and the same objectives. Having said that, and despite the
fact that Rubel seems to have influenced Guérin, Guérin’s study of Marx
led him to suggest that those such as Rubel who saw Marx as a libertarian
were exaggerating and/or being too selective.’! Reviewing the ambivalent
but predeminantly hostile relations between Marx and Engels, on the one
hand, and Stirner, Proudhon and Bakunin, on the other hand, Guérin con-
cluded that the disagreements between them were based to a great extent on
misunderstanding and exaggeration on both sides: ‘Each of the two move-
ments needs the theoretical and practical contribution of the other’, Guérin
argued, and this is why he saw the expulsion of the Bakuninists from the
International Working Men’s Association congress at The Hague in 1872 as
‘a disastrous event for the working class’.82

‘Libertarian communism’ was for Guérin an attempt to ‘revivify every-
thing that was constructive in anarchism'’s contribution in the past’. We have
noted that his Anarchism focused on ‘social, constructive, collectivist, or
communist anarchism’.®* Guérin was more critical of ‘traditional’ anar-
chism, with what he saw as its knee-jerk rejection of organisation and
simplistic, Manichean approach to the question of the ‘state’ in modern,
industrial and increasingly internationalised societies. He became inter-
ested particularly in militants such as the Spanish anarchist Diego Abad
de Santillan, whose ideas on ‘integrated’ economic self-management con-
trasted with what Guérin insisted was the naive and backward-looking
libertarian communism’ of the Spanish CNT advocated at its 1936 Saragossa
conference.* Such a policy seemed to Guérin to take no account of the
nature of modern consumer societies and the need for economic planning
and co-ordination at national and transnational level. In this connection,
Guérin also became interested in the ideas of the Belgian collectivist socialist
César de Paepe — who had argued against the anarchists of the Jura Fed-
eration in favour of what he called an ‘an-archic state’ — on the national
and transnational organisation of public services within a libertarian frame-
work.3’

On the other hand, Guérin’s libertarian Marxism or communism did not
reject those aspects of Marxism which still seemed to Guérin valid and
useful: (i} the notion of alienation, which Guérin saw as being in accor-
dance with the anarchist emphasis on the freedom of the individual; (ii) the
insistence that the workers shall be emancipated by the workers them-
selves; (iil} the analysis of capitalist society; and (iv) the historical materialist
dialectic, which for Guérin remained:
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one of the guiding threads enabling us to understand the past
and the present, on condition that the method not be applied rigidly,
mechanically, or as an excuse not to fight on the false pretext that the
material conditions for a revolution are absent, as the Stalinists claimed
was the case in France in 1936, 1945 and 1968. Historical material-
ism must never be reduced to a determinism; the door must always
be open to individual will and to the revolutionary spontaneity of the
masses.5¢

Indeed, following his focus on anarchism in the 1960s, Guérin returned
in the 1970s to his earlier researches on Marxism, and in his new quest
for a synthesis of the two ideologies he found a fruitful source in Rosa
Luxemburg. She was for Guérin the only German social democrat who had
stayed true to what he called ‘original’ Marxism, and in 1971 he published
an anthology of her critical writings on the pre-1914 SFIO, as well as a study
of the notion of spontaneity in her work.?’ The following year he took part
in a debate with Gilbert Badia, Michael Lowy, Madeleine Rebérioux, Denis
Vidal-Naquet and others on the contemporary relevance of Luxemburg’s
ideas.’® Guérin saw no significant difference between her conception of rev-
olutionary working-class spontaneity and the anarchist one, nor -between
her conception of the ‘mass strike’ and the syndicalist idea of the ‘gen-
eral strike’. Her criticisms of Lenin in 1904 and of the Bolshevik Party
in the spring of 1918 (regarding the democratic freedoms of the working
class) seemed to him very anarchistic, as did her conception of a social-
ism propelled from below by workers’ councils. She was, he argued, ‘one
of the links between anarchism and authentic Marxism’, and for this rea-
son she played an important role in the development of Guérin’s thinking
about convergences between certain forms of Marxism and certain forms of
anarchism.%

Guérin was convinced that a libertarian communism which represented
such a synthesis of the best of Marxism and the best of anarchism would be
much more attractive to progressive workers than ‘degenerate, authoritarian
Marxism or old, outdated, and fossilised anarchism’.*® But he was adamant
that he was not a theorist, that libertarian communism was, as yet, only an
‘approximation’, not a fixed dogma:

It cannot, it seems to me, be defined on paper, in absolute terms. It can-
not be an endless raking over of the past, but must rather be a rallying
point for the future. The only thing of which I am convinced is that the
future social revolution will have nothing to do with either Muscovite
despotism or anamic social-democracy; that it will not be authori-
tarian, but libertarian and rooted in self-management, or, if you like,
councilist.®

J—
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Conclusion

To what extent, then, can we say that Guérin succeeded in producing a
‘synthesis’? Assessments by fellow revolutionaries have varied. Guérin him-
self used to complain that many militants were so attached to ideological
pigeonholing and that quasi-tribal loyalties were so strong that his pur-
pose was frequently misunderstood, with many who identified as anarchists
criticising him for having ‘become a Marxist’, and vice versa.”? Yet Guérin
was clear that there have been many Marxisms and many anarchisms,
and he also insisted that his understanding of ‘libertarian communism’
‘transcended’ both anarchism and Marxism.”

Walter, apparently struggling to characterise his politics, described Guérin
as ‘a veteran socialist who became an anarchist’ and as ‘a Marxist writer
of a more or less Trotskyist variety’ who had gone on to attempt a synthesis
between Marxism and anarchism before finally turning to ‘a syndicalist form
of anarchism’.

George Woodcock, in a review of Noam Chomsky’s introduction to the
English edition of Guérin’s Anarchism, insisted that ‘neither is an anarchist
by any known criterion; they are both left-wing Marxists’ - their failing hav-
ing been to focus too narrowly on the economic, on workers’ control, on
an ‘obsolete’, ‘anarcho-syndicalist’ perspective.’® Such a judgement is clearly
based on a particular and not uncontentious conception of anarchism.

The opposite conclusion was drawn by another anarchist, Miguel Chueca,
who has argued that if we lock at all the major issues dividing anarchists
from Marxists, then ‘the ‘synthesis’ results, in all cases, in a choice in favour
of the anarchist position’.”® Chueca seems to have based his conclusion on
an essentialist view of anarchism and of Marxism, and on an identification
of Marxism with Leninism. He also disregards some significant issues, such
as Guérin’s insistence on the historical materialist dialectic and the need for
centralised (albeit ‘non-coercive’) economic planning.

Writing from a sympathetic but not uncritical, Trotskyist perspective,
lan Birchall suggests that ultimately Guérin’s greatest achievement was his
practice as a militant:

Guérin’s greatness lay in his role as a mediator rather than as a synthe-
sist. Over six decades he had a record of willingness to cooperate with any
section of the French Left that shared his fundamental goals of proletarian
self-emancipation, colonial liberation and sexual freedom. He was a vig-
orous polemicist, but saw no fragment of the left, however obscure, as
beneath his attention. [...] He was also typically generous, never seeking
to malign his opponents, however profoundly he disagreed with them.
[...] He was always willing to challenge orthodoxy, whether Marxist or
anarchist. [...] Yet behind the varying formulations one consistent prin-
ciple remained: ‘The Revolution of our age will be made from below — or
not at all.’"”
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Others have embraced Guérin’s theoretical contribution and it is clear that
his ideas on a ‘libertarian Marxism’ or ‘libertarian communism’ were enor-
mously influential from the 1960s onwards, and many today (notably, but
not only, those in France close to the organisation Alternative libertaire®) see
in him a precursor and are admiring of his theoretical and practical contri-
bution to the search for a libertarian communism - albeit as a contribution
which needed further development in the context of the social struggles of
the 1980s and beyond. Indeed Guérin was the first to accept that he had not
yet seen the ‘definitive crystalisation of such an unconventional and diffi-
cult synthesis’, which would ‘emerge from social struggles’ with ‘innovative
forms which nobody today can claim to predict’®®:

1t would be pointless today to try to paper over the cracks in the more
or less crumbling and rotting edifice of socialist doctrines, to plug away
at patching together some of those fragments of traditional Marxism and
anarchism which are still useful, to launch oneself into demonstrations
of Marxian or Bakuninian erudition, to attempt to trace, merely on paper,
ingenious syntheses or tortuous reconciliations. [...] To call oneself a lib-
ertarian communist today, does not mean looking backwards, but towards
the future. The libertarian communist is not an exegete, but a militant.*®
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There is something that has amazed and even shocked me for a long
time. There is a tragicomical paradox in the spectacle of people who
claim to be revolutionary, who wish to overthrow the world and at
the same time try to cling at all costs to a reference system, who
would feel lost if the author or the system which guarantees the
truth of what they believe, were to be taken away from them. How
is it possible not to see that these people place themselves by their
own volition in a position of mental subjection to a work which
is already there, which has mastered a truth which henceforth can
only be interpreted, refined, patched up?

Cornelius Castoriadis’

It is difficult to imagine the ‘Black and Red’ conference (in which this volume
originated) having been conceived of, were it not for the epochal events of
the 1980s and 1990s and the subsequent depolarisation of global politics,
the generalised ideological crisis of the Left and the increased ‘illegibility’ of
many sociai struggles since then, the emergence of movements of resistance
to globalised capital such as zapatismo (seen by some as ‘post-ideological’?)
and the blossoming of the worldwide ‘movement of movements’ and the
associated Social Forums.? The corollary of this seems to have been not only
a renewed interest in the history and theory of anarchisms (in Europe and
North America, at least), but also a new willingness to revisit the essential-
ist tribalism that has arguably always (but especially since the Comintern’s
‘Bolshevisation’ of the mid-1920s) characterised the Left. Many would con-
cur with John Holloway’s remark that ‘One thing that is new and exciting
about the re-articulation of ideas is that the old divisions between anarchism
and Marxism are being eroded.”* These re-examinations of how anarchist
and communist theories and practices interact — and how some of the old
divisions within the radical Left milieu might be overcome — have acquired
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a renewed sense of urgency following the 2008 economic and financial crisis
and the search for a new emancipatory politics. David Harvey, in a recent
discussion of the changing nature of present-day anticapitalist movements,
stated:

Contemporary attempts to revive the communist hypothesis typically
abjure state control and look to other forms of collective social organ-
isation [...] . Horizontally networked, as opposed to hierarchically com-
manded, systems of coordination between autonomously organised and
self-governing collectives of producers and consumers are envisaged as
lying at the core of a new form of communism . [...JAll manner of
small-scale experiments around the world can be found in which such
economic and political forms are being constructed. In this there is a
convergence of some sort between the Marxist and anarchist traditions
that harks back to the broadly collaborative situation between them in
the 1860s in Europe before their break-up into warring camps after the
Paris Commune in 1871 and the blow-up between Karl Marx and one of
the leading radicals of the time, the anarchist Michael Bakunin, in 1872.3

The reference to the hoary old story of Marx versus Bakunin might seem tire-
some, but interestingly echoes the theme of a conference held in Paris a few
years ago - organised largely by militants associated with the Trotskyist Ligue
Communiste Révolutionnaire, the libertarian communist Alternative Libertaire
and syndicalists from the SUD (Solidaires Unitaires Démocratiques) unions -
which took as its starting point a return to the history of the First Interna-
tional. The point, however, was not to rehearse the divergences and conflicts,
Or to attempt to apportion blame - all of which has been done quite enough
already by both ‘sides’. It was to hold up the story of the International
Working Men’s Association as ‘an interesting example for the future’, ‘a
democratic, multiple, diverse, internattonalist movement’ in which both
Marxists and anarchists (among others) participated, and where ‘it was pos-
sible for distinct, if not opposed, political options to converge in reflection
and in action over several years, playing a major role in the first great mod-
ern proletarian revolution. An International where libertarians and Marxists
were able - despite conflicts - to work together and engage in common
actions.’®

The purpose of this collection of papers has been similarly to provide a
back-story, as it were, to these developments: to rediscover the lost histo-
ries of a libertarian socialist tradition — an ideological current effectively
blurring the boundaries between anarchist and Marxist variants of revolu-
tionary socialist thought — and to open up debate about the development
of socialist ideologies by re-examining the relationship between Marxism
and anarchism - or rather between Marxisms and anarchisms — emphasising
the complexities and the convergences, but also engaging with the very real
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divergences not only between Marxism and anarchism, but also between
different Marxisms and between different anarchisms.

Indeed, as was noted in the introduction to this volume and has been
made abundantly clear by more than one contribution, one of the standard
features of established socialist and labour historiography has been to reduce
the complexity of multiple anarchisms and multiple Marxisms. The result
has been an ahistorical portrayal of ‘anarchism’ that routinely lumps indi-
vidualists together with advocates of collective social action, and an equally
ahistorical and reductionist ‘Marxism’ that fails to differentiate between sep-
arate trends in this tradition, often assumed to be Leninist, similarly to the
way in which ‘communism’ is often equated with Stalinism by antisocial-
ists or anticommunists. Articles and books which draw a bold, unbroken
and unproblematic line between ‘authoritarian’ and ‘anti-authoritarian’
socialisms are legion.’

One of the conclusions that may be drawn from the examinations of revo-
lutionary socialist theory and history offered in this volume, is that any such
schematic division of the Left along anarchist and Marxist lines is highly
problematic, and furthermore, that if we are to accept a dividing line in
the socialist tradition between ‘libertarian’ and ‘authoritarian’ currents, then
this does not neatly correspond to anarchist and Marxist ideological des-
ignations. In addition to the fact that multiple anarchisms and Marxisms
throughout the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries have been, and
continue to be, internally divided on a variety of strategic and theoretical
matters, it is equally clear that those currents on both ‘sides’ of the anarchist-
Marxist ‘divide’ most concerned with working-class self-organisation have
displayed a remarkable degree of commonality, as have, ironically perhaps,
variants of both traditions that have routinely been viewed as diametrically
opposed. One could argue, for example, that there is a similarity between
the ‘substitutionism’ of anarchist ‘illegalists’ or proponents of ‘propaganda
by the deed’ - substituting the exemplary actions of activists as the spark
which will ignite spontaneous mass revolt — with the leadership role assigned
by some Leninists to an avant-garde party composed of enlightened profes-
sional revolutionaries substituted for a similarly conceived mass of followers.
Victor Serge, more than any other historical revolutionary figure, perhaps
best exemplifies this unusual convergence of perspectives, shifting from a
vocal and active advocate of individualist anarchism to, at a later stage,
a member of the Russian Communist Party (employed as a journalist, edi-
tor, and translator with the Communist International) - ending his political
trajectory as a Trotskyist and an anti-Stalinist socialist critic of the Soviet
Union. Historically, it has proved quite possible to make the rather short
conceptual leap from a Stirnerite or Nietzschean idea of a ruthless egoist
or overman — and associated negative or paternalistic attitudes towards the
‘mass’ or ‘herd’ - to the embrace of a powerful political elite.® Conversely,
the evolutionary approach typically identified with the reformist tendencies

Saku Pinta and David Berry 297

in social democracy - focused on gradual and piecemeal changes to the exist-
ing system - have certain parallels with ‘liberal’ anarchisms which similarly
advocate the construction of various counter institutions and lifestyles as a
moral rebellion against the state and capital.

Tensions and debates, common to both anarchists and Marxists, sur-
rounding appropriate forms of organisation have frequently arisen, although
often employing different political vocabulary. The ‘party’ as interpreted by
anti-parliamentary Marxists - as an organisation uniting the most politi-
cally advanced and conscious elements of the working class - has parallels
with, for example, the General Union of Anarchists as elaborated by the
platformist-Makhnovists; similarly, there are parallels between the outright
rejection of these political formations - in favour of looser groupings or
strictly autonomous labour combinations - both by Marxists such as Otto
Rihle as well as by anarchists such as Voline.? (Indeed it is perhaps worth
mentioning here that before the term ‘party’ acquired its modern mean-
ing, and in particular prior to its association with Bolshevik conceptions,
anarchist-communists such as Errico Malatesta and Peter Kropotkin spoke of
forming anarchist ‘parties’, and the term ‘vanguard’ — adopted as the name
of one US anarchist-communist journal’® - was embraced by anarchists.)

Debates surrounding the ‘transitional period’ — describing, or speculating,
how a society might undergo the transformation from capitalism to commu-
nism and what (if any) intermediate steps are to be deemed necessary in this
process — have proved to be another traditional dividing point between some
anarchists and Marxists, raising further matters of contention — crucially, the
role of the state in social change (and the nature of that state). Again, this
matter is not always so clear cut. One variation of the ‘transition period’, the
‘two stage’ theory most closely associated with the Social Democratic parties
of the Second International as well as with Stalinist orthodoxy, suggests that
societies (above all economically ‘underdeveloped’ societies) would first have
to pass through a capitalist stage of economic development in order to build
the industrial and technological foundations necessary to support a socialist
economy - ‘socialist’ meaning yet another transitional stage of state owner-
ship of productive assets prior to the emergence of full-blown communism.!*
Although couched in Marxist terminology the stagist strategy, the emphasis
which it placed on the state as a key instrument for social change, and its
political consequences were not accepted by all Marxists. Moreover, while it
is true that Marx himself remained rather vague or ambiguous about how
he envisaged the process of a revolutionary transformation (at least up to
the Paris Commune in 1871), the familiar accusation of a thoroughly ‘deter-
minist’ and ‘teleological’ Marx has also been contested.’? Another variation
on the ‘transitional pericd’ theme, the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’, is
often understood to mean an authoritarian and centralised state controlled
by a political elite. Anarchists have criticised this political form as totalitar-
ian and as tending towards a permanent (rather than transitional) existence,
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and claimed that the results of this transitional period were foreseen by Ba-
kunin in his warnings of Marx’s ‘red bureaucracy’. Instead, anarchists have
posed the alternative of an immediate dissolution of the state following a
revolutionary upheaval. However, the interpretation of the ‘dictatorship of
the proletariat’ as the armed suppression of bourgeois counter-revolution
under the direction of democratic workers’ councils, embraced by councilists
and other anti-state Marxist groupings, also finds (controversial) paraliels in
anarchist praxis in the militias of revolutionary Ukraine and Spain.

These theoretical or practical convergences, if routinely ignored or unac-
knowledged, are unsurprising when considering the variety of interpretations
and geographic spread of these ideas and practices since the mid-nineteenth
century. However, convergences are all the more notable when considering
those currents, such as the ones primarily discussed in this volume, associat-
ed with working-class movements. If one were to exclude from consideration,
on the one hand, individualist, anti-organisational, market-oriented or
non-socialist currents from the broad anarchist tradition, and on the other,
reformist, electoralist or state-centric approaches most often associated with
the two dominant expressions of Marxism in the twentieth century {social
democracy and Bolshevism), the grey area between these positions - what
has sometimes been referred to as ‘libertarian socialism’ or ‘libertarian com-
munism’ (despite the lack of any universally accepted usage of these terms)
- display a number of common commitments and considerations: the role
assigned to the working class as the social grouping most clearly associated
with carrying out the task of human liberation; an anti-parliamentary dispo-
sition, rejecting the formal political democracy (as opposed to, and distinct
from, economic democracy) of bourgeois parliaments or participation in
electoral activity as effective methods for advancing social change; work-
ing-class self-activity and direct action as both a method for circumventing
mediating bureaucracies, argued to stifle initiative and channel grievances
into acceptable areas, and as a way to forge solidarities and create a sense of
collective workers’ power.

Few sustained or conscious instances of such an alliance - the merger of an
anarchistic insistence on non-hierarchical organisation and antiauthoritarian
praxis and a Marxist critique of alienation and capitalist social retations - are
evident through the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The ‘revolu-
tionary industrial unionism’ of the Industrial Workers of the World (IWW)
- distinct from, but with more than a passing family resemblance to, revolu-
tionary syndicalism - is one prominent example.” Indeed for union organiser
and labour historian Fred Thompson, the IWW represented a working-class
‘Marxism in overalls’’ Small wonder, then, that the [WW has served as a ma-
jor reference point for multiple anarchist and Marxist currents.®

Syndicalism early on, itself a fairly heterogeneous form of working-class
radicalism, was viewed by many as a synthesis of anarchist and Marxist
perspectives through the avowal of class struggle combined with a rejec-
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tion of electoralism (see Lewis Mates’ contribution to this volume). French
‘anarcho-Marxist’ syndicalist Georges Sorel was but one theorist who, as
Renzo Llorente points out, acknowledged an intellectual debt to both Marx
and the anarchists. The Hungarian revolutionary Ervin Szabd (1877-1918)
would be another example. However, as syndicalism began to adopt a more
consciously anarchist political orientation in the 1920s, theorists such as
Rudolf Rocker began to distance themselves from Marxist contributions to
syndicalist theory (and for their open acceptance of Marxist categories and
terminology, the IWW was excluded by Rocker from the anarcho-syndicalist
tradition).*

‘The revolutionary syndicalism of the early twentieth century,’ writes
historian Vadim Damier, ‘was not born in the heads of theoreticians,’ but
rather developed through ‘the practice of the workers’ movement which
sought its own doctrine ~ above all, the practice of direct action’ and only
subseguently was it theorised.” Similarly, periods of revolutionary up-
heaval and collective action, more than philosophical speculation, have
contributed to the forging of common perspectives between self-identi-
fied revolutionary anarchists and Marxists in the years following the First
World War. Specifically, the workers’ council, as a directly democratic
social form prefiguring postcapitalist economic and social arrangements
emerging from actual workers’ struggles, became a central organisational
concept through the interwar period (and beyond). The workers’ councils
were embraced by revolutionary Marxists (ranging from the ideas of Rosa
Luxemburg and the Dutch-German council communists to the defenders
of the [talian factory occupations like Antonio Gramsci); anarchists such as
the Ukrainian Makhnovschina or the positions adopted by the Friends of
Durruti group in the Spanish Revolution and Civil War in 1937; as well as
more variegated political constellations, for example, the Kronstadt naval
mutineers in 1921 and their demands for democracy in the soviets against
single-party rule. In the late 1940s, council communist theorist Anton
Pannekoek came to the view that the workers’ council form had effectively
synthesised anarchist notions of liberty and spontaneity with Marxist con-
ceptions of class struggle and working-class organisation, and as a result,
had transcended the limitations of both pre-war ‘classical anarchism’ and
‘orthodox Marxism’.'®

Also drawing inspiration from workers’ councils, in the postwar era, were
groups of activists such as Socialisme ou Barbarie and the situationists in
France, the Facing Reality group in the USA, Solidarity in the UK, and others
who saw the continued relevance of this social form in its re-emergence in
the Hungarian workers’ struggle in 1956." Indeed, for some the Hungarian
workers’ councils - like the 1905 soviets and the soviets or workers’ coun-
cils thrown up during and immediately after the First World War - were a
revelation and it is clear from a number of the contributions to this volume
how important they were in the development of new thinking among
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revolutionaries. This was not only important with regard to the develop-
ment of non-Leninist Marxism, but also for many on the radical Left who
were committed to creating something new and innovative beyond standard
divisions. An editorial written by the Aberdeen Solidarity group expressed
this desire to overcome sectarian divisions, stating that ‘It is often said by
Solidarists that Marxists call us anarchists and anarchists call us Marxists.
This paradox is a result of the inability of traditional revolutionaries to
understand anything which falls outwith their own outdated categories.’

The recovery of the workers’ councils paved the way for a renewed
interest in self-management or aufogestion in the 1960s and 1970s and
beyond. For many this was connected to an analysis of post-1945 tech-
nocratic modernisation, managerialism, bureaucratisation: self-management
thus acquired heightened importance, implying the need to abolish not just
capitalist property relations but also the bureaucratic/manager ‘class’ — what
Michael Albert and Robin Hahnel would later call ‘co-ordinatorism’.?! The
critique of the domination of economic and political life by ‘bureaucratism’
became a major focus of both anarchists and Marxists, and was directed
by many at both modern capitalism/state capitalism and Leninist organisa-
tional conceptions. This was often connected, as we can see in the papers by
Jean-Christophe Angaut, Toby Boraman and Benoit Challand, to a reflection
on alienation in modern capitalist society, and a new focus on the quality
of everyday life. Modern capitalism was to be analysed as a total social, cul-
tural and even aesthetic system - a system that had extended its dominance
beyond the immediate ‘point of production’. As Guérin remarked (in 1969)
when quizzed by a journalist about the simultaneous appearance of two of
his books, one on libertarian Marxism and the other on the sexual revolu-
tion: ‘The libertarian critique of the bourgeois regime is not possible without
a critique of bourgeois mores. The revolution cannot be simply political.
It must be, at the same time, both cultural and sexual and thus transform
every aspect of life and of society. [...] The revolt of the spring of 68 rejected
all the faces of subjugation.’?

If there are many examples of convergence and overlap, there are also
clearly a number of tensions which go beyond reciprocated complaints of
caricatural misrepresentation. An important one - perhaps the fundamental
one - is the question of the limits to individual freedom, a point discussed
here by Paul Blackledge, and also raised by Ruth Kinna in the context of
Morris’ criticism of the anarchists, who for him were all individualists. This
has historically been a matter of debate and even a source of conflict between
anarchists, too, with the platformists notably arguing that the insistence on
the absolute freedom of the individual so beloved of many anarchists was
incompatible with the effectiveness of a revolutionary movement. (Indeed
Matthew Wilson has recently argued convincingly that an unacknowledged
problem in contemporary anarchism is that the concept of freedom is inade-
quately worked out.?*) Like Paul Thomas before him, Blackledge argues that
this represents a fundamental philosophical divide between Marxism and
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anarchism - even social anarchism.?* He nevertheless concedes that there
was greater convergence between Marx and Bakunin than there had been
between Marx and Proudhon - Donald Clark Hodges, as Renzo Llorente
points out, described Bakunin as ‘the first anarcho-Marxist'*® - and it is surely
clear from a number of contributions to this volume that some Marxist cur-
rents’ views have been entirely compatible with the anarchist critique of
hierarchy, centralisation and authoritarian organisation.

Another issue which has continued to be much debated - although as
much between anarchists as between anarchists and Marxists — has been the
question of the historic agent of change. C. Wright Mills and others associ-
ated with the New Left were critical of what seemed to them to be the ‘labour
metaphysic’ of European revolutionaries, condemning it as ‘a legacy from
Victorian Marxism’ which had become ‘unrealistic’ in the light of economic,
social and cultural change.? For such activists, the modern radicals were the
intelligentsia, in particular the young intelligentsia. Although some anar-
chists, especially individualists, have always been drawn to social marginals,
the so-called ‘lumpenproletariat’, to déclassé bohemians — the ‘outsider’ as
the title of E. Armand’s individualist organ I’en dehors had it - anarchist
communists and syndicalists have tended to be just as oriented towards the
working class and organised labour as Marxists. As is made clear in con-
tributions to this collection, redefinitions of the working class prompted
both by social change and by shifts in analytical frames have represented
an area of (qualified) convergence between social anarchists, syndicalists
and Marxists in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries. Andrew Cornell,
emphasising the importance of the conditions that produce convergence
(often movements of opposition to racism, colonialism and war), points out
the impact of the US civil rights movement in breaking down some anat-
chists’ attachment to a focus on class and state. The same can of course be
said of second-wave feminism.

Can the often violent history of Left sectarianism be overcome in the
interests of the common objective of realising an emancipatory society in
which ‘the free development of each is the condition for the free develop-
ment of all'’? Perhaps the answer to this question lies less in the activities
and mutual recriminations of groupuscules and revolutionary formulae con-
cocted in sterile theoretical laboratories, and more in relating to, learning
and drawing inspiration from social struggles. History, it might be said, is a
good teacher but a poor master in that we can only draw lessons from our
collective experiences but should be wary of colouring our expectations of
the future too neatly with past events.
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