form of socialism (a “petit bourgeois” form of socialism, to use the
typical insulting Marxist phrase). Thus support for “private property”
need not mean support for capitalism (as shown, for example, by
the Individualist Anarchists). To claim otherwise is to ignore the
essential insight of socialism and totally distort the socialist case
against capitalism.

To summarise, from an anarchist (and Marxist) perspective cap-
italism is not defined by “property” as such. Rather, it is defined
by private property, property which is turned into a means of ex-
ploiting the labour of those who use it. For most anarchists, this is
done by means of wage labour and abolished by means of workers’
associations and self-management (see next section for a discussion
of individualist anarchism and wage labour). To use Proudhon’s ter-
minology, there is a fundamental difference between property and
possession.

Secondly, and more importantly, what the Individualist Anarchists
meant by “private property” (or “property”) was distinctly different
than what is meant by supporters of capitalism. Basically, the “liber-
tarian” right exploit, for their own ends, the confusion generated by
the use of the word “property” by the likes of Tucker to describe a sit-
uation of “possession.” Proudhon recognised this danger. He argued
that “it is proper to call different things by different names, if we keep
the name ‘property’ for the former [individual possession], we must
call the latter [the domain of property] robbery, repine, brigandage. If,
on the contrary, we reserve the name ‘property’ for the latter, we must
designate the former by the term possession or some other equivalent;
otherwise we should be troubled with an unpleasant synonym.” [What
is Property?, p. 373] Unfortunately Tucker, who translated this work,
did not heed Proudhon’s words of wisdom and called possession in
an anarchist society by the word “property” (but then, neither did
Proudhon in the latter part of his life!)

Looking at Tucker’s arguments, it is clear that the last thing Tucker
supported was capitalist property rights. For example, he argued
that “property, in the sense of individual possession, is liberty” and con-
trasted this with capitalist property. [Instead of a Book, p. 394] That
his ideas on “property” were somewhat different than that associated
with right-“libertarian” thinkers is most clearly seen with regards
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than not, just the word rather than what the word describes). This is
a strange position for someone seeking liberty to take, as liberty is a
product of social interaction (i.e. the relations we have and create
with others) and not a product of things (property is not freedom as
freedom is a relationship between people, not things). They confuse
property with possession (and vice versa).

In pre-capitalist social environments, when property is directly
owned by the producer, capitalist defences of private property can
be used against it. Even John Locke’s arguments in favour of private
property could be used against capitalism. As Murray Bookchin
makes clear regarding pre-capitalist society:

“Unknown in the 1640s, the non-bourgeois aspects of Locke’s the-
ories were very much in the air a century and a half later . ..
[In an artisan/peasant society] a Lockean argument could be used
as effectively against the merchants ... to whom the farmers
were indebted, as it could against the King [or the State]. Nor did
the small proprietors of America ever quite lose sight of the view
that attempts to seize their farmsteads and possessions for unpaid
debts were a violation of their ‘natural rights,” and from the 1770s
until as late as the 1930s they took up arms to keep merchants and
bankers from dispossessing them from land they or their ancestors
had wrestled from ‘nature’ by virtue of their own labour. The
notion that property was sacred was thus highly elastic: it could
be used as effectively by pre-capitalist strata to hold on to their
property as it could by capitalists strata to expand their holdings.”
[The Third Revolution, vol. 1, pp. 187-8]

The individualist anarchists inherited this perspective on property
and sought means of ending the transformation of American soci-
ety from one where labour-property predominated into one where
capitalist private property (and so exploitation) predominated. Thus
their opposition to state interference in the economy as the capital-
ists were using the state to advance this process (see section F.8.5).

So artisan and co-operative property is not capitalist. It does not
generate relationships of exploitation and domination as the worker
owns and controls their own means of production. It is, in effect, a
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organised in guilds.” Capitalism, he argued, was based on capitalists
owning “social means of production only workable by a collectivity
of men”and so they “appropriated . .. the product of the labour of
others.” Both, it should be noted, had also made this same distinc-
tion in the Communist Manifesto, stating that “the distinguishing
feature of Communism is not the abolition of property generally, but
the abolition of bourgeois property.” Artisan and peasant property
is “a form that preceded the bourgeois form” which there “is no need
to abolish” as “the development of industry has to a great extent al-
ready destroyed it.” This means that communism “derives no man of
the power to appropriate the products of society; all that it does is to
deprive him of the power to subjugate the labour of others by means
of such appropriation.” [Marx and Engels, Selected Works, p. 412, p.
413, p. 414, p. 47 and p. 49]

We quote Marx and Engels simply because as authorities on so-
cialism go, they are ones that right-“libertarians” (or Marxists, for
that matter) cannot ignore or dismiss. Needless to say, they are
presenting an identical analysis to that of Proudhon in What is Prop-
erty? and, significantly, Godwin in his Political Justice (although, of
course, the conclusions drawn from this common critique of capital-
ism were radically different in the case of Proudhon). This is, it must
be stressed, simply Proudhon’s distinction between property and
possession (see section B.3.1). The former is theft and despotism, the
latter is liberty. In other words, for genuine anarchists, “property”
is a social relation and that a key element of anarchist thinking
(both social and individualist) was the need to redefine that relation
in accord with standards of liberty and justice.

So what right-“libertarians” do when they point out that the in-
dividualist anarchists supported property is to misunderstand the
socialist critique of capitalism. They, to paraphrase Marx, confuse
two very different kinds of “property,” one of which rests on the
labour of the producers themselves and the other on the exploitation
of the labour of others. They do not analyse the social relationships
between people which the property in question generates and, in-
stead, concentrate on things (i.e. property). Thus, rather than being
interested in people and the relationships they create between them-
selves, the right-“libertarian” focuses on property (and, more often
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On the first issue, it is important to note that there are many
different kinds of private property. If quoting Karl Marx is not too
out of place:

“Political economy confuses, on principle, two very different kinds
of private property, one of which rests on the labour of the producer
himself, and the other on the exploitation of the labour of others.
It forgets that the latter is not only the direct antithesis of the
former, but grows on the former’s tomb and nowhere else.

“In Western Europe, the homeland of political economy, the process
of primitive accumulation is more of less accomplished . . .

“It is otherwise in the colonies. There the capitalist regime con-
stantly comes up against the obstacle presented by the producer,
who, as owner of his own conditions of labour, employs that labour
to enrich himself instead of the capitalist. The contradiction of
these two diametrically opposed economic systems has its practi-
cal manifestation here in the struggle between them.” [Capital,
vol. 1, p. 931]

So, under capitalism, “property turns out to be the right, on the part
of the capitalist, to appropriate the unpaid labour of others, or its prod-
uct, and the impossibility, on the part of the worker, of appropriating
his own product.” In other words, property is not viewed as being
identical with capitalism. “The historical conditions of [Capital’s] ex-
istence are by no means given with the mere circulation of money and
commodities. It arises only when the owner of the means of production
and subsistence finds the free worker available on the market, as the
seller of his own labour-power.” Thus wage-labour, for Marx, is the
necessary pre-condition for capitalism, not “private property” as
such as “the means of production and subsistence, while they remain
the property of the immediate producer, are not capital. They only
become capital under circumstances in which they serve at the same
time as means of exploitation of, and domination over, the worker.”
[Op. Cit., p. 730, p. 264 and p. 938]

For Engels, “[b]efore capitalistic production”industry was “based
upon the private property of the labourers in their means of produc-
tion”, i.e., “the agriculture of the small peasant”and “the handicrafts
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all anarchists oppose the “free market” by definition as all anarchists
oppose the capitalist “free market” And, just as correctly, “anarcho”-
capitalists would oppose the individualist anarchist “free market,”
arguing that it would be no such thing as it would be restrictive of
property rights (capitalist property rights of course). For example,
the question of resource use in an individualist society is totally
different than in a capitalist “free market” as landlordism would
not exist. This is a restriction on capitalist property rights and a
violation of a capitalist “free market.” So an individualist “free market”
would not be considered so by right-wing “libertarians” due to the
substantial differences in the rights on which it would be based (with
no right to capitalist private property being the most important).

All this means that to go on and on about individualist anarchism
and it support for a free market simply misses the point. No one
denies that individualist anarchists were (and are) in favour of a
“free market” but this did not mean they were not socialists nor that
they wanted the same kind of “free market” desired by “anarcho”-
capitalism or that has existed under capitalism. Of course, whether
their economic system would actually result in the abolition of ex-
ploitation and oppression is another matter and it is on this issue
which social anarchists disagree with individualist anarchism not
whether they are socialists or not.

G.1.2 What about their support of “private
property’?

The notion that because the Individualist Anarchists supported
“private property” they supported capitalism is distinctly wrong.
This is for two reasons. Firstly, private property is not the distinctive
aspect of capitalism — exploitation of wage labour is. Secondly,
and more importantly, what the Individualist Anarchists meant by
“private property” (or “property”) was distinctly different than what
is meant by theorists on the “libertarian”-right or what is commonly
accepted as “private property” under capitalism. Thus support of
private property does not indicate a support for capitalism.
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The short answer is, no, it is not. While a diverse tendency, the
individualist anarchists were opposed to the exploitation of labour,
all forms of non-labour income (such as profits, interest and rent)
as well as capitalist property rights (particularly in land). While
aiming for a free market system, they considered laissez-faire capi-
talism to be based on various kinds of state enforced class monopoly
which ensured that labour was subjected to rule, domination and
exploitation by capital. As such it is deeply anti-capitalist and many
individualist anarchists, including its leading figure Benjamin Tucker,
explicitly called themselves socialists (indeed, Tucker often referred
to his theory as “Anarchistic-Socialism”).

So, in this section of our anarchist FAQ we indicate why the indi-
vidualist anarchists cannot be classified as “ancestors” of the bogus
libertarians of the “anarcho”-capitalist school. Rather, they must be
classified as libertarian socialists due to their opposition to exploita-
tion, critique of capitalist property rights and concern for equality,
albeit being on the liberal wing of anarchist thought. Moreover,
while all wanted to have an economy in which all incomes were
based on labour, many also opposed wage labour, i.e. the situation
where one person sells their labour to another rather than the prod-
uct of that labour (a position which, we argue, their ideas logically
imply). So while some of their ideas do overlap with those of the
“anarcho”-capitalist school they are not capitalistic, no more than the
overlap between their ideas and anarcho-communism makes them
communistic.

In this context, the creation of “anarcho”-capitalism may be re-
garded as yet another tactic by capitalists to reinforce the public’s
perception that there are no viable alternatives to capitalism, i.e. by
claiming that “even anarchism implies capitalism.” In order to jus-
tify this claim, they have searched the history of anarchism in an
effort to find some thread in the movement that can be used for this
purpose. They think that with the individualist anarchists they have
found such a thread. However, such an appropriation requires the
systematic ignoring or dismissal of key aspects of individualist-an-
archism (which, of course, the right-“libertarian” does). Somewhat
ironically, this attempt by right-“libertarians” to exclude individu-
alist anarchism from socialism parallels an earlier attempt by state

put it, the most “potent” of the “factors and forces [which] tended to
undermine and discredit that movement” was “the amazing growth of
trusts and syndicates, of holding companies and huge corporations, of
chain banks and chain stores.” This “gradually and insidiously shook
the faith of many in the efficacy of mutual banks, co-operative associa-
tions of producers and consumers, and the competition of little fellows.
Proudhon’s plan for a bank of the people to make industrial loans
without interest to workers’ co-operatives, or other members, seemed
remote and inapplicable to an age of mass production, mechanisation,
continental and international markets.” [ “Philosophical Anarchism: Its
Rise, Decline, and Eclipse”, pp. 470-483, The American Journal of
Sociology, vol. 41, no. 4, p. 481]

If the individualist anarchists shared the “anarcho”-capitalist posi-
tion or even shared a common definition of “free markets” then the
“power of the trusts” would simply not be an issue. This is because
“anarcho”-capitalism does not acknowledge the existence of such
power, as, by definition, it does not exist in capitalism (although
as noted in section F.1 Rothbard himself proved critics of this as-
sertion right). Tucker’s comments, therefore, indicate well how far
individualist anarchism actually is from “anarcho”-capitalism. The
“anarcho”-capitalist desires free markets no matter their result or
the concentration of wealth existing at their introduction. As can
be seen, Tucker saw the existence of concentrations of wealth as a
problem and a hindrance towards anarchy. Thus Tucker was well
aware of the dangers to individual liberty of inequalities of wealth
and the economic power they produce. Equally, if Tucker supported
the “free market” above all else then he would not have argued this
point. Clearly, then, Tucker’s support for the “free market” cannot
be abstracted from his fundamental principles nor can it be equated
with a “free market” based on capitalist property rights and massive
inequalities in wealth (and so economic power). Thus individualist
anarchist support for the free market does not mean support for a
capitalist “free market.”

In summary, the “free market” as sought by (say) Tucker would
not be classed as a “free market” by right-wing “libertarians.” So the
term “free market” (and, of course, “socialism”) can mean different
things to different people. As such, it would be correct to state that
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earlier “the denial of competition had not effected the enormous con-
centration of wealth that now so gravely threatens social order” and so
while a policy of mutual banking might have stopped and reversed
the process of accumulation in the past, the way now was “not so
clear.” This was because the tremendous capitalisation of industry
now made the money monopoly a convenience, but no longer a
necessity. Admitted Tucker, the “trust is now a monster which . . .
even the freest competition, could it be instituted, would be unable to
destroy”as “concentrated capital” could set aside a sacrifice fund to
bankrupt smaller competitors and continue the process of expansion
of reserves. Thus the growth of economic power, producing as it does
natural barriers to entry from the process of capitalist production
and accumulation, had resulted in a situation where individualist
anarchist solutions could no longer reform capitalism away. The cen-
tralisation of capital had “passed for the moment beyond their reach.”
The problem of the trusts, he argued, “must be grappled with for a
time solely by forces political or revolutionary,” i.e., through confisca-
tion either through the machinery of government “or in denial of it.”
Until this “great levelling” occurred, all individualist anarchists could
do was to spread their ideas as those trying to “hasten it by joining
in the propaganda of State Socialism or revolution make a sad mistake
indeed.” [quoted by James J. Martin, Op. Cit., pp. 273—-4]

In other words, the economic power of “concentrated capital” and
“enormous concentration of wealth”placed an insurmountable obstacle
to the realisation of anarchy. Which means that the abolition of usury
and relative equality were considered ends rather than side effects
for Tucker and if free competition could not achieve these then such
a society would not be anarchist. If economic inequality was large
enough, it meant anarchism was impossible as the rule of capital
could be maintained by economic power alone without the need
for extensive state intervention (this was, of course, the position of
revolutionary anarchists like Bakunin, Most and Kropotkin in the
1870s and onwards whom Tucker dismissed as not being anarchists).

Victor Yarros is another example, an individualist anarchist and
associate of Tucker, who by the 1920s had abandoned anarchism
for social democracy, in part because he had become convinced that
economic privilege could not be fought by economic means. As he
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socialists to do the same. Tucker furiously refuted such attempts in
an article entitled “Socialism and the Lexicographers”, arguing that
“the Anarchistic Socialists are not to be stripped of one half of their title
by the mere dictum of the last lexicographer.” [Instead of a Book, p.
365]

Nevertheless, in the individualists we find anarchism coming clos-
est to “classical” liberalism and being influenced by the ideas of
Herbert Spencer, a forefather of “libertarian” capitalism (of the min-
imal state variety). As Kropotkin summarised, their ideas were “a
combination of those of Proudhon with those of Herbert Spencer.” [An-
archism, p. 296] What the “anarcho”-capitalist is trying to is to
ignore Proudhon’s influence (i.e. the socialist aspect of their theo-
ries) which just leaves Spencer, who was a right-wing liberal. To re-
duce individualist anarchism so is to destroy what makes it a unique
political theory and movement. While both Kropotkin and Tucker
praised Spencer as a synthetic philosopher and social scientist, they
were both painfully aware of the limitations in his socio-political
ideas. Tucker considered his attacks on all forms of socialism (in-
cluding Proudhon) as authoritarian as being, at best, misinformed or,
at worse, dishonest. He also recognised the apologetic and limited
nature of his attacks on state intervention, noting that “amid his
multitudinous illustrations . . . of the evils of legislation, he in every
instance cites some law passed ostensibly at least to protect labour, alle-
viating suffering, or promote the people’s welfare. But never once does
he call attention to the far more deadly and deep-seated evils growing
out of the innumerable laws creating privilege and sustaining monop-
oly.” Unsurprisingly, he considered Spencer as a “champion of the
capitalistic class.” [quoted by James J. Martin, Men Against the State,
p- 240] As we will discuss in section G.3, it is likely that he would
have drawn the same conclusion about “anarcho”-capitalism.

This does not mean that the majority thread within the anarchist
movement is uncritical of individualist anarchism. Far from it! Social
anarchists have argued that this influence of non-anarchist ideas
means that while its “criticism of the State is very searching, and [its]
defence of the rights of the individual very powerful,” like Spencer it
“opens . .. the way for reconstituting under the heading of ‘defence’ all
the functions of the State.” [Kropotkin, Op. Cit., p. 297] This flows,



social anarchists argue, from the impact of liberal principles and
led some individualist anarchists like Benjamin Tucker to support
contract theory in the name of freedom, without being aware of
the authoritarian social relationships that could be implied by it, as
can be seen under capitalism (other individualist anarchists were
more aware of this contradiction as we will see). Therefore, social
anarchists tend to think of individualist anarchism as an inconsistent
form of anarchism, one which could become consistent by simply
logically applying its own principles (see section G.4). On their part,
many individualist anarchists simply denied that social anarchists
where anarchists, a position other anarchists refute (see section G.2).
As such, this section can also be considered, in part, as a continuation
of the discussion begun in section A.3.

Few thinkers are completely consistent. Given Tucker’s adamant
anti-statism and anti-capitalism, it is likely that had he realised the
authoritarian social relationships which contract theory tends to pro-
duce (and justify) when involving employing labour, he would have
modified his views in such a way as to eliminate the contradiction
(particularly as contracts involving wage labour directly contradicts
his support for “occupancy and use”). It is understandable why he
failed to do so, however, given the social context in which he lived
and agitated. In Tucker’s America, self-employment was still a pos-
sibility on a wide scale (in fact, for much of the nineteenth century
it was the dominant form of economic activity). His reforms were
aimed at making it easier for workers to gain access to both land and
machinery, so allowing wage workers to become independent farm-
ers or artisans. Unsurprisingly, therefore, he viewed individualist
anarchism as a society of workers, not one of capitalists and workers.
Moreover, as we will argue in section G.4.1, his love for freedom and
opposition to usury logically implies artisan and co-operative labour
— people selling the products of their labour, as opposed to the labour
itself — which itself implies self-management in production (and so-
ciety in general), not authoritarianism within the workplace (this
was the conclusion of Proudhon as well as Kropotkin). Nevertheless,
it is this inconsistency — the non-anarchist aspect of individualist
anarchism — which right “libertarians” like Murray Rothbard select
and concentrate on, ignoring the anti-capitalist context in which

“but of course all that God stuff is just absurd.” You cannot have it
both ways. And, of course, the “anarcho”-capitalist support for non-
labour based economics allow them to side-step (and so ignore) much
of what anarchists — communists, collectivists, individualists, mutu-
alists and syndicalists alike — consider authoritarian and coercive
about “actually existing” capitalism. But the difference in economic
analysis is critical. No matter what they are called, it is pretty clear
that individualist anarchist standards for the freedom of markets
are far more demanding than those associated with even the freest
capitalist market system.

This is best seen from the development of individualist anarchism
in the 20th century. As historian Charles A. Madison noted, it “began
to dwindle rapidly after 1900. Some of its former adherents joined the
more aggressive communistic faction . .. many others began to favour
the rising socialist movement as the only effective weapon against
billion-dollar corporations.” [ “Benjamin R. Tucker: Individualist and
Anarchist,” pp. 444—67, The New England Quarterly, Vol. 16, No.
3, pp. p- 464] Other historians have noted the same. “By 1908,”
argued Eunice Minette Schuster “the industrial system had fastened its
claws into American soil” and while the “Individualist Anarchists had
attempted to destroy monopoly, privilege, and inequality, originating
in the lack of opportunity”the “superior force of the system which they
opposed . .. overwhelmed” them. Tucker left America in 1908 and
those who remained “embraced either Anarchist-Communism as the
result of governmental violence against the labourers and their cause, or
abandoned the cause entirely.” [Native American Anarchism, p. 158,
pp. 159-60 and p. 156] While individualist anarchism did not entirely
disappear with the ending of Liberty, social anarchism became the
dominant trend in America as it had elsewhere in the world.

As we note in section G.4, the apparent impossibility of mutual
banking to eliminate corporations by economic competition was one
of the reasons Voltairine de Cleyre pointed to for rejecting individ-
ualist anarchism in favour of communist-anarchism. This problem
was recognised by Tucker himself thirty years after Liberty had been
founded. In the postscript to a 1911 edition of his famous essay “State
Socialism and Anarchism”, he argued that when he wrote it 25 years
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analysis that would be considered symptoms of economic unfreedom
under most socialist driven analyses.

This can be seen if you look closely at the case of Tucker’s com-
ments that anarchism was simply “consistent Manchesterianism.” If
this is done then a simple example of this potential confusion can
be found. Tucker argued that anarchists “accused” the Manchester
men “of being inconsistent,” that while being in favour of laissez faire
for “the labourer in order to reduce his wages” they did not believe “in
liberty to compete with the capitalist in order to reduce his usury.” [The
Individualist Anarchists, p. 83] To be consistent in this case is to be
something other — and more demanding in terms of what is accepted
as “freedom” — than the average Manchesterian (i.e. a supporter
of “free market” capitalism). By “consistent Manchesterism”, Tucker
meant a laissez-faire system in which class monopolies did not exist,
where capitalist private property in land and intellectual property
did not exist. In other words, a free market purged of its capitalist
aspects. Partisans of the capitalist theory see things differently, of
course, feeling justified in calling many things “free” that anarchists
would not accept, and seeing “constraint” in what the anarchists
simply thought of as “consistency.” This explains both his criticism
of capitalism and state socialism:

“The complaint of the Archist Socialists that the Anarchists are
bourgeois is true to this extent and no further — that, great as
is their detestation for a bourgeois society, they prefer its partial
liberty to the complete slavery of State Socialism.” [ “Why I am an
Anarchist”, pp. 132-6, Man!, M. Graham (ed.), p. 136]

It should be clear that a “free market” will look somewhat differ-
ent depending on your economic presuppositions. Ironically, this is
something “anarcho”-capitalists implicitly acknowledge when they
admit they do not agree with the likes of Spooner and Tucker on
many of their key premises and conclusions (but that does not stop
them claiming — despite all that — that their ideas are a modern
version of individualist anarchism!). Moreover, the “anarcho”-cap-
italist simply dismisses all the reasoning that got Tucker there —
that is like trying to justify a law citing Leviticus but then saying
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this aspect of individualist thought exists within. As David Wieck
pointed out:

“Out of the history of anarchist thought and action Rothbard has
pulled forth a single thread, the thread of individualism, and
defines that individualism in a way alien even to the spirit of
a Max Stirner or a Benjamin Tucker, whose heritage I presume
he would claim — to say nothing of how alien is his way to the
spirit of Godwin, Proudhon, Bakunin, Kropotkin, Malatesta, and
the historically anonymous persons who through their thoughts
and action have tried to give anarchism a living meaning. Out of
this thread Rothbard manufactures one more bourgeois ideology.”
[Anarchist Justice, pp. 227-228]

It is with this in mind that we discuss the ideas of people like
Tucker. As this section of the FAQ will indicate, even at its most
liberal, individualist, extreme anarchism was fundamentally anti-
capitalist. Any concepts which “anarcho”-capitalism imports from
the individualist tradition ignore both the theoretical underpinnings
of their ideas as well as the social context of self-employment and
artisan production within which those concepts arose, thus turning
them into something radically different from what was intended by
their originators. As we discuss in section G.1.4 the social context in
which individualist anarchism developed is essential to understand-
ing both its politics and its limitations ( “Anarchism in America is not
a foreign importation but a product of the social conditions of this
country and its historical traditions,” although it is “true that Ameri-
can anarchism was also influenced later by European ideas.” [Rudolf
Rocker, Pioneers of American Freedom, p. 163]).

Saying that, it would be a mistake to suggest (as some writers
have) that individualist anarchism can be viewed purely in Amer-
ican terms. While understanding the nature of American society
and economy at the time is essential to understanding individualist
anarchism, it would be false to imply that only individualist anar-
chism was the product of America conditions and subscribed to by
Americans while social anarchism was imported from Europe by
immigrants. After all, Albert and Lucy Parsons were both native-



born Americans who became communist-anarchists while Emma
Goldman and Alexander Berkman only become anarchists once they
had arrived in America. Native-born Voltairine de Cleyre moved
from individualist to communist anarchism. Josiah Warren may
have been born in Boston, but he developed his anarchism after his
experiences in a experimental community set up by Welsh socialist
Robert Owen (who, in turn, was inspired by William Godwin’s ideas).
While Warren and Proudhon may have developed their ideas inde-
pendently, American libertarians became aware of Proudhon and
other European socialists as radical journals had correspondents in
France during the 1848 revolution and partial translations of radical
writings from Europe appeared as quickly as they could be trans-
mitted and translated. Individualist anarchists like William Greene
and Tucker were heavily influenced by the ideas of Proudhon and so
imported aspects of European anarchism into American individual-
ist anarchism while the likes of the French individualist E. Armand
brought aspects of American anarchism into the European move-
ment. Similarly, both Spooner and Greene had been members of the
First International while individualist anarchists Joseph Labadie and
Dyer Lum where organisers of the Knights of Labor union along
with Albert and Lucy Parsons. Lum later joined the anarcho-commu-
nist inspired International Working People’s Association (IWPA)
and edited its English language paper (the Alarm) when Parson was
imprisoned awaiting execution. All forms of anarchism were, in
other words, a combination of European and American influences,
both in terms of ideas and in terms of social experiences and strug-
gles, even organisations.

While red-baiting and cries of “Un-American” may incline some
to stress the “native-born” aspect of individualist anarchism (par-
ticularly those seeking to appropriate that tendency for their own
ends), both wings of the US movement had native-born and for-
eign members, aspects and influences (and, as Rocker noted, the “so-
called white civilisation of [the American] continent is the work of
European immigrants.” [Op. Cit., p. 163]). While both sides tended
to denounce and attack the other (particularly after the Haymarket
events), they had more in common than the likes of Benjamin Tucker
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incorporate the economic theories arising within other branches of indi-
vidualist thought, theories such as marginal utility. Unable to embrace

statism, the stagnant movement failed to adequately comprehend the

logical alternative to the state — a free market.”[ “Benjamin Tucker, Lib-
erty, and Individualist Anarchism”, pp. 421-434, The Independent

Review, vol. II, No. 3, p. 433] Therefore, rather than being a source

of commonality, individualist anarchism and “anarcho”-capitalism

actually differ quite considerably on what counts as a genuinely free

market.

So it should be remembered that “anarcho”-capitalists at best agree
with Tucker, Spooner, et al on fairly vague notions like the “free
market” They do not bother to find out what the individualist anar-
chists meant by that term. Indeed, the “anarcho”-capitalist embrace
of different economic theories means that they actually reject the
reasoning that leads up to these nominal “agreements”” It is the “an-
archo”-capitalists who, by rejecting the underlying economics of the
mutualists, are forced to take any “agreements” out of context. It
also means that when faced with obviously anti-capitalist arguments
and conclusions of the individualist anarchists, the “anarcho”-capi-
talist cannot explain them and are reduced to arguing that the anti-
capitalist concepts and opinions expressed by the likes of Tucker
are somehow “out of context” In contrast, the anarchist can explain
these so-called “out of context” concepts by placing them into the
context of the ideas of the individualist anarchists and the society
which shaped them.

The “anarcho’-capitalist usually admits that they totally disagree
with many of the essential premises and conclusions of the individu-
alist anarchist analyses (see next section). The most basic difference
is that the individualist anarchists rooted their ideas in the labour
theory of value while the “anarcho”-capitalists favour mainstream
marginalist theory. It does not take much thought to realise that ad-
vocates of socialist theories and those of capitalist ones will naturally
develop differing notions of what is and what should be happening
within a given economic system. One difference that has in fact
arisen is that the notion of what constitutes a “free market” has
differed according to the theory of value applied. Many things can
be attributed to the workings of a “free” market under a capitalist
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against the landlord and a violation of “free market” principles. Such
a system of “occupancy and use” would involve massive violations
of what is considered normal in a capitalist “free market.” Equally, a
market system which was based on capitalist property rights in land
would not be considered as genuinely free by the likes of Tucker.

This can be seen from Tucker’s debates with supporters of lais-
sez-faire capitalism such as Auberon Herbert (who, as discussed in
section F.7.2, was an English minimal statist and sometimes called
a forerunner of “anarcho”-capitalism). Tucker quoted an English
critic of Herbert, who noted that “When we come to the question of
the ethical basis of property, Mr. Herbert refers us to ‘the open market’.
But this is an evasion. The question is not whether we should be able
to sell or acquire ‘in the open market’ anything which we rightfully
possess, but how we come into rightful possession.” [Liberty, no. 172, p.
7] Tucker rejected the idea “that a man should be allowed a title to as
much of the earth as he, in the course of his life, with the aid of all the
workmen that he can employ, may succeed in covering with buildings.
It is occupancy and use that Anarchism regards as the basis of land
ownership, . .. A man cannot be allowed, merely by putting labour, to
the limit of his capacity and beyond the limit of his person use, into
material of which there is a limited supply and the use of which is essen-
tial to the existence of other men, to withhold that material from other
men’s use; and any contract based upon or involving such withholding
is as lacking in sanctity or legitimacy as a contract to deliver stolen
goods.” [Op. Cit., no. 331, p. 4]

In other words, an individualist anarchist would consider an “an-
archo”-capitalist “free market” as nothing of the kind and vice versa.
For the former, the individualist anarchist position on “property”
would be considered as forms of regulation and restrictions on pri-
vate property and so the “free market.” The individualist anarchist
would consider the “anarcho”-capitalist “free market” as another sys-
tem of legally maintained privilege, with the free market distorted
in favour of the wealthy. That capitalist property rights were being
maintained by private police would not stop that regime being unfree.
This can be seen when “anarcho”-capitalist Wendy McElroy states
that “radical individualism hindered itself . . . Perhaps most destruc-
tively, individualism clung to the labour theory of value and refused to
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and Johann Most would have been prepared to admit and each ten-
dency, in its own way, reflected aspects of American society and the

drastic transformation it was going through at the time. Moreover,
it was changes in American society which lead to the steady rise of
social anarchism and its eclipse of individualist anarchism from the

1880s onwards. While there has been a tendency to stress individu-
alist tendency in accounts of American anarchism due to its unique

characteristics, only those “without a background in anarchist history”
would think “that the individualist anarchists were the larger segment
of the anarchist movement in the U.S. at the time. Nothing could be

farther from the truth. The collectivist branch of anarchism was much

stronger among radicals and workers during the late nineteenth century

and early twentieth century than the individualist brand. Before the

Civil War, the opposite would be true.” [Greg Hall, Social Anarchism,
no. 30, pp. 90-91]

By the 1880s, social anarchism had probably exceeded the size of
the “home-grown” individualists in the United States. The IWPA had
some five thousand members at its peak with perhaps three times
as many supporters. [Paul Avrich, The Haymarket Tragedy, p. 83]
Its journals had an aggregate circulation of over 30,000. [George
Woodcock, Anarchism, p. 395] In contrast, the leading individualist
newspaper Liberty “probably never had more than 600 to 1000 sub-
scribers, but it was undoubtedly read by more than that.” [Charles
H. Hamilton, “Introduction”, p. 1-19, Benjamin R. Tucker and the
Champions of Liberty, Coughlin, Hamilton and Sullivan (eds.), p.
10] The repression after Haymarket took its toll and the progress
of social anarchism was hindered for a decade. However, “[b]y the
turn of the century, the anarchist movement in America had become
predominantly communist in orientation.” [Paul Avrich, Anarchist
Voices, p. 5] As an added irony for those who stress the individualist
nature of anarchism in America while dismissing social anarchism
as a foreign import, the first American newspaper to use the name
“An-archist” was published in Boston in 1881 by anarchists within
the social revolutionary branch of the movement. [Paul Avrich, The
Haymarket Tragedy, p. 57] Equally ironic, given the appropriation
of the term by the American right, the first anarchist journal to use
the term “libertarian” (La Libertaire, Journal du Mouvement Social)
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was published in New York between 1858 and 1861 by French com-
munist-anarchist Joseph Déjacque. [Max Nettlau, A Short History
of Anarchism, pp. 75-6]

All this is not to suggest that individualist anarchism does not
have American roots nor that many of its ideas and visions were
not significantly shaped by American social conditions and devel-
opments. Far from it! It is simply to stress that it did not develop
in complete isolation of European anarchism during the latter half
of the nineteenth century and that the social anarchism which over-
took by the end of that century was also a product of American
conditions (in this case, the transformation of a pre-capitalist society
into a capitalist one). In other words, the rise of communist anar-
chism and the decline of individualist anarchism by the end of the
nineteenth century reflected American society just as much as the
development of the latter in the first place. Thus the rise of capital-
ism in America meant the rise of an anarchism more suitable to the
social conditions and social relationships produced by that change.
Unsurprisingly, therefore, individualist anarchism remains the mi-
nority trend in American anarchism to this day with such comrades
as Joe Peacott (see his pamphlet Individualism Reconsidered), Kevin
Carson (see his book Studies in Mutualist Political Economy) and
Shawn Wilbur (who has painstakingly placed many rare early indi-
vidualist and mutualist anarchist works onto the internet) keeping
its ideas alive.

So like social anarchism, individualist anarchism developed as a
response to the rise of capitalism and the transformation of Ameri-
can society this produced. As one academic put it, the “early anar-
chists, though staunchly individualistic, did not entertain a penchant
for ... capitalism. Rather, they saw themselves as socialists opposed
to the state socialism of Karl Marx. The individualist anarchists saw
no contradiction between their individualist stance and their rejection
of capitalism.” She stresses that they were “fervent anti-capitalists”
and thought that “workers created value through their labour, a value
appropriated by owners of businesses . . . The individualist anarchists
blamed capitalism for creating inhumane working conditions and for
increasing inequalities of wealth. Their self-avowed ‘socialism’ was
rooted in their firm belief in equality, material as well as legal.” This,
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There is another fallacy at the heart of the claim that markets and
socialism do not go together, namely that all markets are capitalist
markets. So another part of the problem is that the same word often
means different things to different people. Both Kropotkin and Lenin
said they were “communists” and aimed for “communism” However,
it does not mean that the society Kropotkin aimed for was the same
as that desired by Lenin. Kropotkin’s communism was decentralised,
created and run from the bottom-up while Lenin’s was fundamen-
tally centralised and top-down. Similarly, both Tucker and the Social-
Democrat (and leading Marxist) Karl Kautsky called themselves a “so-
cialist” yet their ideas on what a socialist society would be like were
extremely different. AsJW. Baker notes, “Tucker considered himself a
socialist . . . as the result of his struggle against ‘usury and capitalism,’
but anything that smelled of ‘state socialism’ was thoroughly rejected.”
[ “Native American Anarchism,” pp. 43-62, The Raven, vol. 10, no.
1, p. 60] This, of course, does not stop many “anarcho”-capitalists
talking about “socialist” goals as if all socialists were Stalinists (or,
at best, social democrats). In fact, “socialist anarchism” has included
(and continues to include) advocates of truly free markets as well as
advocates of a non-market socialism which has absolutely nothing
in common with the state capitalist tyranny of Stalinism. Similarly,
they accept a completely ahistorical definition of “capitalism,” so ig-
noring the massive state violence and support by which that system
was created and is maintained.

The same with terms like “property” and the “free market,” by
which the “anarcho”-capitalist assumes the individualist anarchist
means the same thing as they do. We can take land as an example.
The individualist anarchists argued for an “occupancy and use” sys-
tem of “property” (see next section for details). Thus in their “free
market,” land would not be a commodity as it is under capitalism
and so under individualist anarchism absentee landlords would be
considered as aggressors (for under capitalism they use state coer-
cion to back up their collection of rent against the actual occupiers
of property). Tucker argued that local defence associations should
treat the occupier and user as the rightful owner, and defend them
against the aggression of an absentee landlord who attempted to col-
lect rent. An “anarcho”-capitalist would consider this as aggression
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Thus claims that the Individualist Anarchists were not “really”
socialists because they supported a market system cannot be sup-
ported. The simple fact is that those who make this claim are, at best,
ignorant of the socialist movement, its ideas and its history or, at
worse, desire, like many Marxists, to write out of history competing
socialist theories. For example, Leninist David McNally talks of the
“anarcho-socialist Pierre-Joseph Proudhon” and how Marx combated
“Proudhonian socialism”before concluding that it was “non-socialism”
because it has “wage-labour and exploitation.” [Against the Market,
p- 139 and p. 169] Of course, that this is not true (even in a Marxist
sense) did not stop him asserting it. As one reviewer correctly points
out, “McNally is right that even in market socialism, market forces rule
workers’ lives” and this is “a serious objection. But it is not tantamount
to capitalism or to wage labour” and it “does not have exploitation in
Marx’s sense (i.e., wrongful expropriation of surplus by non-producers)”
[Justin Schwartz, The American Political Science Review, Vol. 88,
No. 4, p. 982] For Marx, as we noted in section C.2, commodity
production only becomes capitalism when there is the exploitation
of wage labour. This is the case with Proudhon as well, who differ-
entiated between possession and private property and argued that
co-operatives should replace capitalist firms. While their specific
solutions may have differed (with Proudhon aiming for a market
economy consisting of artisans, peasants and co-operatives while
Marx aimed for communism, i.e. the abolition of money via state
ownership of capital) their analysis of capitalism and private prop-
erty were identical — which Tucker consistently noted (as regards
the theory of surplus value, for example, he argued that “Proudhon
propounded and proved [it] long before Marx advanced it.” [Liberty,
no. 92, p. 1))

As Tucker argued, “the fact that State Socialism . . . has overshad-
owed other forms of Socialism gives it no right to a monopoly of the
Socialistic idea.” [Instead of a Book, pp. 363-4] It is no surprise that
the authoritarian left and “libertarian” right have united to define
socialism in such a way as to eliminate anarchism from its ranks —
they both have an interest in removing a theory which exposes the
inadequacies of their dogmas, which explains how we can have both
liberty and equality and have a decent, free and just society.
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however, did not stop her asserting that “contemporary anarcho-capi-
talists are descendants of nineteenth-century individualist anarchists
such as Josiah Warren, Lysander Spooner, and Benjamin Tucker.” [Su-
san Love Brown, pp. 99-128, “The Free Market as Salvation from
Government”, Meanings of the Market, James G. Carrier (ed.), p. 104,
p. 107, p. 104 and p. 103] Trust an academic to ignore the question
of how related are two theories which differ on such a key issue as
whether to be anti-capitalist or not!

Needless to say, some “anarcho’-capitalists are well aware of the
fact that individualist anarchists were extremely hostile to capital-
ism while supporting the “free market.” Unsurprisingly, they tend
to downplay this opposition, often arguing that the anarchists who
point out the anti-capitalist positions of the likes of Tucker and
Spooner are quoting them out of context. The truth is different. In
fact, it is the “anarcho”-capitalist who takes the ideas of the individu-
alist anarchists from both the historical and theoretical context. This
can be seen from the “anarcho”-capitalist dismissal of the individ-
ualist anarchists’ “bad” economics as well as the nature of the free
society wanted by them.

It is possible, no doubt, to trawl through the many issues of, say,
Liberty or the works of individualist anarchism to find a few com-
ments which may be used to bolster a claim that anarchism need not
imply socialism. However, a few scattered comments here and there
are hardly a firm basis to ignore the vast bulk of anarchist theory and
its history as a movement. This is particularly the case when apply-
ing this criteria consistently would mean that communist anarchism,
for example, would be excommunicated from anarchism simply be-
cause of the opinions of some individualist anarchists. Equally, it
may be possible to cobble together all the non-anarchist positions
of individualist anarchists and so construct an ideology which jus-
tified wage labour, the land monopoly, usury, intellectual property
rights, and so on but such an ideology would be nothing more than a
mockery of individualist anarchism, distinctly at odds with its spirits
and aims. It would only convince those ignorant of the anarchist
tradition.

It is not a fitting tribute to the individualist anarchists that their
ideas are today being associated with the capitalism that they so
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clearly despised and wished to abolish. As one modern day Individ-
ualist Anarchist argues:

“It is time that anarchists recognise the valuable contributions
of ... individualist anarchist theory and take advantage of its
ideas. It would be both futile and criminal to leave it to the capi-
talist libertarians, whose claims on Tucker and the others can be
made only by ignoring the violent opposition they had to capital-
ist exploitation and monopolistic ‘free enterprise’ supported by
the state.” [JW. Baker, “Native American Anarchism,” pp. 43-62,
The Raven, vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 61-2]

We hope that this section of the FAQ will go some way to explain-
ing the ideas and contributions of individualist anarchism to a new
generation of rebels. Given the diversity of individualist anarchism,
it is hard to generalise about it (some are closer to classical liberalism
than others, for example, while a few embraced revolutionary means
of change such as Dyer Lum). However, we will do our best to draw
out the common themes of the movement, indicating where certain
people differed from others. Similarly, there are distinct differences
between European and American forms of mutualism, regardless
of how often Tucker invoked Proudhon’s name to justify his own
interpretations of anarchism and we will indicate these (these differ-
ences, we think, justify calling the American branch individualist
anarchism rather than mutualism). We will also seek to show why
social anarchism rejects individualist anarchism (and vice versa) as
well as giving a critical evaluation of both positions. Given the di-
verse nature of individualist anarchism, we are sure that we will
not cover all the positions and individuals associated with it but we
hope to present enough to indicate why the likes of Tucker, Labadie,
Yarros and Spooner deserve better than to be reduced to footnotes
in books defending an even more extreme version of the capitalism
they spent their lives fighting.
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if it did). Tucker, it should be noted, called Proudhon “the father
of the Anarchistic school of Socialism.” [Instead of a Book, p. 381]
Little wonder, then, that the likes of Tucker considered themselves
socialists and stated numerous times that they were.

Looking at Tucker and the Individualist anarchists we discover
that other socialists considered them socialists. Rudolf Rocker stated
that “it is not difficult to discover certain fundamental principles which
are common to all of them and which divide them from all other va-
rieties of socialism. They all agree on the point that man be given
the full reward of his labour and recognise in this right the economic
basis of all personal liberty. They all regard the free competition of
individual and social forces as something inherent in human nature
... They answered the socialists of other schools who saw in free com-
petition one of the destructive elements of capitalist society that the
evil lies in the fact we have too little rather than too much competition,
since the power of monopoly has made competition impossible.” [Pio-
neers of American Freedom, p. 160] Malatesta, likewise, saw many
schools of socialism, including “anarchist or authoritarian, mutualist
or individualist.” [Errico Malatesta: His Life and Ideas, p. 95]

Adolph Fischer, one of the Haymarket Martyrs and contemporary
of Tucker, argued that “every anarchist is a socialist, but every socialist
is not necessarily an anarchist. The anarchists are divided into two
factions: the communistic anarchists and the Proudhon or middle-class
anarchists.” The former “advocate the communistic or co-operative
method of production” while the latter “do not advocate the co-opera-
tive system of production, and the common ownership of the means of
production, the products and the land.” [The Autobiographies of the
Haymarket Martyrs, p. 81] However, while not being communists
(i.e. aiming to eliminate the market), he obviously recognised the In-
dividualists Anarchists as fellow socialists (we should point out that
Proudhon did support co-operatives, but they did not carry this to
communism as do most social anarchists — as is clear, Fischer means
communism by the term “co-operative system of production” rather
than co-operatives as they exist today and Proudhon supported —
see section G.4.2).
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Thompson, although the former ended up rejecting socialism and the
latter became a communal-socialist). Proudhon, as noted, was a well
known supporter of market exchange. German sociologist Franz Op-
penheimer expounded a similar vision to Proudhon and called him-
self a “liberal socialist” as he favoured a free market but recognised
that capitalism was a system of exploitation. [ “Introduction”, The
State, p. vii] Today, market socialists like David Schweickart (see his
Against Capitalism and After Capitalism) and David Miller (see his
Market, State, and community: theoretical foundations of market
socialism) are expounding a similar vision to Proudhon’s, namely of
a market economy based on co-operatives (albeit one which retains
a state). Unfortunately, they rarely, if ever, acknowledge their debt
to Proudhon (needless to say, their Leninist opponents do as, from
their perspective, it damns the market socialists as not being real
socialists).

It could, possibly, be argued that these self-proclaimed socialists
did not, in fact, understand what socialism “really meant.” For this
to be the case, other, more obviously socialist, writers and thinkers
would dismiss them as not being socialists. This, however, is not
the case. Thus we find Karl Marx, for example, writing of “the so-
cialism of Proudhon.” [Capital, vol. 1, p. 161f] Engels talked about
Proudhon being “the Socialist of the small peasant and master-crafts-
man” and of “the Proudhon school of Socialism.” [Marx and Engels,
Selected Works, p. 254 and p. 255] Bakunin talked about Proudhon’s
“socialism, based on individual and collective liberty and upon the spon-
taneous action of free associations.” He considered his own ideas as
“Proudhonism widely developed and pushed right to these, its final con-
sequences” [Michael Bakunin: Selected Writings, p. 100 and p. 198]
For Kropotkin, while Godwin was “first theoriser of Socialism without
government — that is to say, of Anarchism” Proudhon was the second
as he, “without knowing Godwin’s work, laid anew the foundations of
Anarchism.” He lamented that “many modern Socialists” supported
“centralisation and the cult of authority” and so “have not yet reached
the level of their two predecessors, Godwin and Proudhon.” [Evolution
and Environment, pp. 26-7] These renown socialists did not con-
sider Proudhon’s position to be in any way anti-socialist (although,
of course, being critical of whether it would work and its desirability
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G.1 Are individualist anarchists anti-
capitalist?

To answer this question, it is necessary to first define what we
mean by capitalism and socialism. While there is a tendency for
supporters of capitalism (and a few socialists!) to equate it with the
market and private property, this is not the case. It is possible to
have both and not have capitalism (as we discuss in section G.1.1
and section G.1.2, respectively). Similarly, the notion that “socialism”
means, by definition, state ownership and/or control, or that being
employed by the state rather than by private capital is “socialism” is
distinctly wrong. While some socialists have, undoubtedly, defined
socialism in precisely such terms, socialism as a historic movement
is much wider than that. As Proudhon put it, “[mJodern Socialism
was not founded as a sect or church; it has seen a number of different
schools.” [Selected Writings of Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, p. 177]

As Proudhon, Bakunin, Kropotkin and Tucker all stressed, anar-
chism is one of those schools. For Kropotkin, anarchism was “the
no-government system of socialism.” [Anarchism, p. 46] Likewise, for
Tucker, there were “two schools of socialistic thought”, one of which
represented authority and the other liberty, namely “State Socialism
and Anarchism.” [The Individualist Anarchists, pp. 78-9] It was “not
Socialist Anarchism against Individualist Anarchism, but of Commu-
nist Socialism against Individualist Socialism.” [Tucker, Liberty, no.
129, p. 2] As one expert on Individualist Anarchism noted, Tucker
“looked upon anarchism as a branch of the general socialist movement.”
[James J. Martin, Men Against the State, pp. 226-7] Thus we find
Individualist anarchist Victor Yarros, like Tucker, talking about “the
position and teachings of the Anarchistic Socialists” when referring to
his ideas. [Liberty, no. 98, p. 5]

Part of problem is that in the 20th century, the statist school of
socialism prevailed both within the labour movement (at least in
English speaking countries or until fascism destroyed it in mainland
Europe and elsewhere) and within the revolutionary movement (first
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as social democracy, then as Communism after the Russian Revo-
lution). This lead, it should be noted, to anarchists not using the
term “socialist” to describe their ideas as they did not want to be
confused with either reformed capitalism (social democracy) or state
capitalism (Leninism and Stalinism). As anarchism was understood
as being inherently anti-capitalist, this did not become an issue un-
til certain right-wing liberals started calling themselves “anarcho”-
capitalists (somewhat ironically, these liberals joined with the state
socialists in trying to limit anarchism to anti-statism and denying
their socialist credentials). Another part of the problem is that many,
particularly those in America, derive their notion of what socialism
is from right-wing sources who are more than happy to agree with
the Stalinists that socialism is state ownership. This is case with right-
“libertarians”, who rarely study the history or ideas of socialism and
instead take their lead from such fanatical anti-socialists as Ludwig
von Mises and Murray Rothbard. Thus they equate socialism with
social democracy or Leninism/Stalinism, i.e. with state ownership
of the means of life, the turning of part or the whole working popu-
lation into employees of the government or state regulation and the
welfare state. In this they are often joined by social democrats and
Marxists who seek to excommunicate all other kinds of socialism
from the anti-capitalist movement.

All of which leads to some strange contradictions. If “socialism” is
equated to state ownership then, clearly, the individualist anarchists
are not socialists but, then, neither are the social anarchists! Thus if
we assume that the prevailing socialism of the 20th century defines
what socialism is, then quite a few self-proclaimed socialists are not,
in fact, socialists. This suggests that socialism cannot be limited to
state socialism. Perhaps it would be easier to define “socialism” as
restrictions on private property? If so, then, clearly, social anarchists
are socialists but then, as we will prove, so are the individualist
anarchists!

Of course, not all the individualist anarchists used the term “so-
cialist” or “socialism” to describe their ideas although many did.
Some called their ideas Mutualism and explicitly opposed socialism
(William Greene being the most obvious example). However, at root
the ideas were part of the wider socialist movement and, in fact, they
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show themselves as really supporters of capitalism. Most, if not all,
anarchists would reject this claim. Why is this the case?

This because such claims show an amazing ignorance of socialist
ideas and history. The socialist movement has had a many schools,
many of which, but not all, opposed the market and private prop-
erty. Given that the right “libertarians” who make such claims are
usually not well informed of the ideas they oppose (i.e. of social-
ism, particularly libertarian socialism) it is unsurprising they claim
that the Individualist Anarchists are not socialists (of course the fact
that many Individualist Anarchists argued they were socialists is
ignored). Coming from a different tradition, it is unsurprising they
are not aware of the fact that socialism is not monolithic. Hence we
discover right-“libertarian” guru von Mises claiming that the “essence
of socialism is the entire elimination of the market.” [Human Action,
p. 702] This would have come as something of a surprise to, say,
Proudhon, who argued that “[tJo suppress competition is to suppress
liberty itself.” [The General Idea of the Revolution, p. 50] Similarly,
it would have surprised Tucker, who called himself a socialist while
supporting a freer market than von Mises ever dreamt of. As Tucker
put it:

“Liberty has always insisted that Individualism and Socialism
are not antithetical terms; that, on the contrary, the most per-
fect Socialism is possible only on condition of the most perfect
Individualism; and that Socialism includes, not only Collectivism
and Communism, but also that school of Individualist Anarchism
which conceives liberty as a means of destroying usury and the
exploitation of labour.” [Liberty, no. 129, p. 2]

Hence we find Tucker calling his ideas both “Anarchistic Socialism”
and “Individualist Socialism” while other individualist anarchists
have used the terms “free market anti-capitalism”and “free market
socialism”to describe the ideas.

The central fallacy of the argument that support for markets equals
support for capitalism is that many self-proclaimed socialists are
not opposed to the market. Indeed, some of the earliest socialists
were market socialists (people like Thomas Hodgskin and William
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situated individuals. Only given a context of equality can free ex-
change be considered to benefit both parties equally and not gener-
ate growing inequalities which benefit the stronger of the parties
involved which, in turn, skews the bargaining position of those in-
volved in favour of the stronger (also see section F.3).

It is unsurprising, therefore, that the individualist anarchists con-
sidered themselves as socialists. Like Proudhon, they desired a (lib-
ertarian) socialist system based on the market but without exploita-
tion and which rested on possession rather than capitalist private
property. With Proudhon, only the ignorant or mischievous would
suggest that such a system was capitalistic. The Individualist Anar-
chists, as can be seen, fit very easily into Kropotkin’s comments that
“the anarchists, in common with all socialists . .. maintain that the
now prevailing system of private ownership in land, and our capitalist
production for the sake of profits, represent a monopoly which runs
against both the principles of justice and the dictates of utility.” [ Anar-
chism, p. 285] While they rejected the communist-anarchist solution
to the social question, they knew that such a question existed and
was rooted in the exploitation of labour and the prevailing system
of property rights.

So why is Individualist Anarchism and Proudhon’s mutualism
socialist? Simply because they opposed the exploitation of labour
by capital and proposed a means of ending it. The big debate be-
tween social and individualist anarchists is revolves around whether
the other school can really achieve this common goal and whether
its proposed solution would, in fact, secure meaningful individual
liberty for all.

G.1.1 What about their support of the free
market?

Many, particularly on the “libertarian”-right, would dismiss claims
that the Individualist Anarchists were socialists. By their support
of the “free market” the Individualist Anarchists, they would claim,
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followed Proudhon in this as he both proclaimed himself a socialist
while also attacking it. The apparent contradiction is easily explained
by noting there are two schools of socialism, state and libertarian.
Thus it is possible to be both a (libertarian) socialist and condemn
(state) socialist in the harshest terms.

So what, then, is socialism? Tucker stated that “the bottom claim of
Socialism”was “that labour should be put in possession of its own, ”that
“the natural wage of labour is its product”and “interest, rent, and profit

. constitute the trinity of usury.” [The Individualist Anarchists,
p- 78 and p. 80] This definition also found favour with Kropotkin
who stated that socialism “in its wide, generic, and true sense” was an
“effort to abolish the exploitation of labour by capital.” [Anarchism,
p. 169] For Kropotkin, anarchism was “brought forth by the same
critical and revolutionary protest which gave rise to Socialism in gen-
eral”, socialism aiming for “the negation of Capitalism and of society
based on the subjection of labour to capital.” Anarchism, unlike other
socialists, extended this to oppose “what constitutes the real strength
of Capitalism: the State and its principle supports.” [Environment and
Evolution, p. 19] Tucker, similarly, argued that Individualist anar-
chism was a form of socialism and would result in the “emancipation
of the workingman from his present slavery to capital.” [Instead of a
Book, p. 323]

The various schools of socialism present different solutions to this
exploitation and subjection. From the nationalisation of capitalist
property by the state socialists, to the socialisation of property by
the libertarian communists, to the co-operatives of mutualism, to
the free market of the individualist anarchists, all are seeking, in one
way or the other, to ensure the end of the domination and exploita-
tion of labour by capital. The disagreements between them all rest in
whether their solutions achieve this aim and whether they will make
life worth living and enjoyable (which also explains why individu-
alist and social anarchists disagree so much!). For anarchists, state
socialism is little more than state capitalism, with a state monopoly
replacing capitalist monopolies and workers being exploited by one
boss (the state) rather than many. So all anarchists would agree with
Yarrows when he argued that “[w]hile State Socialism removes the
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disease by killing the patient, no-State Socialism offers him the means
of recovering strength, health, and vigour.” [Liberty, no. 98, p. 5]

So, why are the individualist anarchists anti-capitalists? There
are two main reasons.

Firstly, the Individualist Anarchists opposed profits, interest and
rent as forms of exploitation (they termed these non-labour incomes
“usury”, but as Tucker stressed usury was “but another name for the
exploitation of labour.” [Liberty, no. 122, p. 4]). To use the words of
Ezra Heywood, the Individualist Anarchists thought “Interest is theft,
Rent Robbery, and Profit Only Another Name for Plunder.” [quoted by
Martin Blatt, “Ezra Heywood & Benjamin Tucker,”, pp. 28-43, Ben-
jamin R. Tucker and the Champions of Liberty, Coughlin, Hamilton
and Sullivan (eds.), p. 29] Non-labour incomes are merely “different
methods of levying tribute for the use of capital.” Their vision of the
good society was one in which “the usurer, the receiver of interest,
rent and profit” would not exist and Labour would “secure its natural
wage, its entire product.” [Tucker, The Individualist Anarchists, p.
80, p. 82 and p. 85] This would also apply to dividends, “since no idle
shareholders could continue in receipt of dividends were it not for the
support of monopoly, it follows that these dividends are no part of the
proper reward of ability.” [Tucker, Liberty, no. 282, p. 2]

In addition, as a means of social change, the individualists sug-
gested that activists start “inducing the people to steadily refuse the
payment of rents and taxes.” [Instead of a Book pp. 299-300] These
are hardly statements with which capitalists would agree. Tucker, as
noted, also opposed interest, considering it usury (exploitation and
a “crime”) pure and simple and one of the means by which workers
were denied the full fruits of their labour. Indeed, he looked forward
to the day when “any person who charges more than cost for any prod-
uct [will] . .. be regarded very much as we now regard a pickpocket.”
This “attitude of hostility to usury, in any form” hardly fits into the
capitalist mentality or belief system. [Op. Cit., p. 155] Similarly,
Ezra Heywood considered profit-taking “an injustice which ranked
second only to legalising titles to absolute ownership of land or raw-
materials.” [ James J. Martin, Op. Cit., p. 111] Opposition to profits,
rent or interest is hardly capitalistic — indeed, the reverse.
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power now wielded by capital.” [Op. Cit., no. 39, p. 1] The “capitalists
and their tools, the legislatures, already begin to scent the impending
dangers of trades-union socialism and initiatory steps are on foot in
the legislatures of several states to construe labour combinations as
conspiracies against commerce and industry, and suppress them by
law.” [Op. Cit., no. 22, p. 3]

Some individualist anarchists, like Dyer Lum and Joseph Labadie,
were union organisers while Ezra Heywood “scoffed at supporters
of the status quo, who saw no evidence of the tyranny on the part of
capital, and who brought up the matter of free contract with reference
to labourers. This argument was no longer valid. Capital controlled
land, machinery, steam power, waterfalls, ships, railways, and above
all, money and public opinion, and was in a position to wait out recalci-
trancy at its leisure.” [Martin, Op. Cit., p. 107] For Lum, “behind the
capitalist . . . privilege stands as support” and so social circumstances
matter. “Does liberty exist,”he argued, “where rent, interest, and profit
hold the employee in economic subjection to the legalised possessor of
the means of life? To plead for individual liberty under the present
social conditions, to refuse to abate one jot of control that legalised
capital has over individual labour, and to assert that the demand for re-
strictive or class legislation comes only from the voluntary associations
of workmen [i.e., trade unions] is not alone the height of impudence,
but a barefaced jugglery of words.” [Liberty, no. 101, p. 5]

Likewise, Tucker advocated and supported many other forms of
non-violent direct action as well as workplace strikes, such as boy-
cotts and rent strikes, seeing them as important means of radicalising
the working class and creating an anarchist society. However, like
social anarchists the Individualist Anarchists did not consider labour
struggle as an end in itself — they considered reforms (and discus-
sion of a “fair wage”and “harmony between capital and labour”) as
essentially “conservative” and would be satisfied with no less than
“the abolition of the monopoly privileges of capital and interest-taking,
and the return to labour of the full value of its production.” [Victor
Yarros, quoted by Martin, Op. Cit., p. 206f]

Therefore, it is clear that both social and Individualist Anarchists
share much in common, including an opposition to capitalism. The
former may have been in favour of free exchange but between equally
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to equality of liberty had been wantonly and continuously violated” by
the capitalists using the state, for the “capitalists . . . in denying [a
free market] to [the workers] are guilty of criminal invasion.” [Instead
of a Book, p. 460 and p. 454] “With our present economic system,”
Tucker stressed, “almost every strike is just. For what is justice in
production and distribution? That labour, which creates all, shall have
all.” [Liberty, no. 19, p. 1]

Another important aspects of unions and strikes were that they
represented both a growing class consciousness and the ability to
change society. ‘It is the power of the great unions to paralyse industry
and ignore the government that has alarmed the political burglars,”
argued Victor Yarrows. This explained why unions and strikes were
crushed by force as “the State can have no rival, say the plutocrats, and
the trades unions, with the sympathetic strike and boycott as weapons,
are becoming too formidable.” Even defeated strikes were useful as
they ensured that “the strikers and their sympathisers will have ac-
quired some additional knowledge of the essential nature of the beast,
government, which plainly has no other purpose at present than to
protect monopoly and put down all opposition to it.” “There is such
a thing as the solidarity of labour,” Yarrows went on, “and it is a
healthy and encouraging sign that workmen recognise the need of mu-
tual support and co-operation in their conflict with monopoly and its
official and unofficial servants. Labour has to fight government as well
as capital, ‘law and order’ as well as plutocracy. It cannot make the
slightest movement against monopoly without colliding with some sort
of ‘authority’, Federal, State, or municipal.” The problem was that the
unions “have no clear general aims and deal with results rather than
causes.” [Liberty, no. 291, p. 3]

This analysis echoed Tucker’s, who applauded the fact that
“[a]nother era of strikes apparently is upon us. In all trades and in
all sections of the country labour is busy with its demands and its
protests. Liberty rejoices in them. They give evidence of life and spirit
and hope and growing intelligence. They show that the people are be-
ginning to know their rights, and, knowing, dare to maintain them.
Strikes, whenever and wherever inaugurated, deserve encouragement
from all true friends of labour.” [Op. Cit., no. 19, p. 1] Even failed
strikes were useful, for they exposed “the tremendous and dangerous
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Thus the Individualist Anarchists, like the social anarchists, op-
posed the exploitation of labour and desired to see the end of capi-
talism by ensuring that labour would own what it produced. They
desired a society in which there would no longer be capitalists and
workers, only workers. The worker would receive the full product
of his/her labour, so ending the exploitation of labour by capital.
In Tucker’s words, a free society would see “each man reaping the
fruits of his labour and no man able to live in idleness on an income
from capital” and so society would “become a great hive of Anarchistic
workers, prosperous and free individuals” combining “to carry on their
production and distribution on the cost principle.” [The Individualist
Anarchists, p. 276]

Secondly, the Individualist Anarchists favoured a new system
of land ownership based on “occupancy and use.” So, as well as
this opposition to capitalist usury, the individualist anarchists also
expressed opposition to capitalist ideas on property (particularly
property in land). JK. Ingalls, for example, considered that “the
private domination of the land” originated in “usurpation only, whether
of the camp, the court or the market. Whenever such a domination
excludes or deprives a single human being of his equal opportunity, it
is a violation, not only of the public right, and of the social duty, but
of the very principle of law and morals upon which property itself is
based.” [quoted by Martin, Op. Cit., p. 148f] As Martin comments,
for Ingalls, “[t]o reduce land to the status of a commodity was an act
of usurpation, enabling a group to ‘profit by its relation to production’
without the expenditure of labour time.” [Op. Cit., p. 148] These ideas
are identical to Proudhon’s and Ingalls continues in this Proudhonian
“occupancy and use” vein when he argues that possession “remains
possession, and can never become property, in the sense of absolute
dominion, except by positive statue [i.e. state action]. Labour can only
claim occupancy, and can lay no claim to more than the usufruct.”
Current property ownership in land were created by “forceful and
fraudulent taking” of land, which “could give no justification to the
system.” [quoted by Martin, Op. Cit., p. 149]

The capitalist system of land ownership was usually termed the
“land monopoly”, which consisted of “the enforcement by government
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of land titles which do not rest upon personal occupancy and cultiva-
tion.” Under anarchism, individuals would “no longer be protected
by their fellows in anything but personal occupancy and cultivation of
land” and so “ground rent would disappear.” [Tucker, The Individual-
ist Anarchists, p. 85] This applied to what was on the land as well,
such as housing:

“If a man exerts himself by erecting a building on land which
afterward, by the operation of the principle of occupancy and
use, rightfully becomes another’s, he must, upon demand of the
subsequent occupant, remove from this land the results of his
self-exertion, or, failing so to do, sacrifice his property therein.”
[Liberty, no. 331, p. 4]

This would apply to both the land and what was on it. This meant
that “tenants would not be forced to pay . .. rent” nor would land-
lords “be allowed to seize their property.” This, as Tucker noted, was
a complete rejection of the capitalist system of property rights and
saw anarchism being dependent on “the Anarchistic view that occu-
pancy and use should condition and limit landholding becom[ing] the
prevailing view.” [The Individualist Anarchists, p. 162 and p. 159]
As Joseph Labadie put it, socialism includes any theory “which has
for its object the changing of the present status of property and
the relations one person or class holds to another. In other words, any
movement which has for its aim the changing of social relations, of
companionships, of associations, of powers of one class over another
class, is Socialism.” [our emphasis, Liberty, no. 158, p. 8] As such,
both social and individualist anarchists are socialists as both aimed
at changing the present status of property.

It should also be noted here that the individualist anarchist ideal
that competition in banking would drive interest to approximately
zero is their equivalent to the social anarchist principle of free ac-
cess to the means of life. As the only cost involved would be an
administration charge which covers the labour involved in running
the mutual bank, all workers would have access to “capital” for (in
effect) free. Combine this with “occupancy and use” in terms of land
use and it can be seen that both individualist and social anarchists

20

This has “resulted in a grouping and consolidation of wealth which
grows apace by attracting all property, no matter by whom produced,
into the hands of the privileged, and hence property becomes a social
power, an economic force destructive of rights, a fertile source of in-
justice, a means of enslaving the dispossessed.” [William Ballie, The
Individualist Anarchists, p. 121]

Moreover, like the social anarchists, the Individualist Anarchists
were aware that the state was not some neutral machine or one
that exploited all classes purely for its own ends. They were aware
that it was a vehicle of class rule, namely the rule of the capitalist
class over the working class. Spooner thought that that “holders
of this monopoly [of the money supply] now rule and rob this nation;
and the government, in all its branches, is simply their tool” and that
“the employers of wage labour . . . are also the monopolists of money.”
[Spooner, A Letter to Grover Cleveland, p. 42 and p. 48] Tucker
recognised that “capital had so manipulated legislation” that they
gained an advantage on the capitalist market which allowed them
to exploit labour. [The Individualist Anarchists, pp. 82-3] He was
quite clear that the state was a capitalist state, with “Capitalists
hav[ing] placed and kept on the statute books all sorts of prohibitions
and taxes” to ensure a “free market” skewed in favour of themselves.
[Instead of a Book, p. 454] A.H. Simpson argued that the Individual-
ist Anarchist “knows very well that the present State . . . is simply the
tool of the property-owning class.” [The Individualist Anarchists, p.
92] Thus both wings of the anarchist movement were united in their
opposition to capitalist exploitation and their common recognition
that the state was a tool of the capitalist class, used to allow them to
exploit the working class.

Tucker, like other individualist anarchists, also supported labour
unions, and although he opposed violence during strikes he recog-
nised that it was caused by frustration due to an unjust system.
Indeed, like social anarchists, he considered “the labourer in these
days [as] a soldier. . . His employer is ... a member of an opposing
army. The whole industrial and commercial world is in a state of in-
ternecine war, in which the proletaires are massed on one side and the
proprietors on the other.” The cause of strikes rested in the fact that
“before . . . strikers violated the equal liberty of others, their own right
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As did Lysander Spooner, who pointed out that the “wheel of
fortune, in the present state of things, is of such enormous diameter”
and “those on its top are on so showy a height”wijile “those underneath
it are in such a pit of debt, oppression, and despair.” He argued that
under his system “fortunes could hardly be represented by a wheel; for
it would present no such height, no such depth, no such irregularity of
motion as now. It should rather be represented by an extended surface,
varied somewhat by inequalities, but still exhibiting a general level,
affording a safe position for all, and creating no necessity, for either
force or fraud, on the part of anyone to secure his standing.” Thus
Individualist anarchism would create a condition “neither of poverty,
nor riches; but of moderate competency — such as will neither enervate
him by luxury, nor disable him by destitution; but which will at once
give him and opportunity to labour, (both mentally and physically) and
stimulate him by offering him all the fruits of his labours.” [quoted by
Stephan L. Newman, Liberalism at Wit’s End, p. 72 and p. 73]

As one commentator on individualist anarchism, Wm. Gary Kline,
correctly tsummarised:

“Their proposals were designed to establish true equality of oppor-
tunity ... and they expected this to result in a society without
great wealth or poverty. In the absence of monopolistic factors
which would distort competition, they expected a society of largely
self~employed workmen with no significant disparity of wealth
between any of them since all would be required to live at their
own expense and not at the expense of exploited fellow human be-

ings.” [The Individualist Anarchists: A Critique of Liberalism,
pp. 103-4]

Hence, like social anarchists, the Individualist Anarchists saw
their ideas as a means towards equality. By eliminating exploitation,
inequality would soon decrease as wealth would no longer accumu-
late in the hands of the few (the owners). Rather, it would flow back
into the hands of those who produced it (i.e. the workers). Until this
occurred, society would see “Jo]n one side a dependent class of wage-
workers and on the other a privileged class of wealth-monopolisers, each
become more and more distinct from the other as capitalism advances.”
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shared a common aim to make the means of life available to all with-
out having to pay a tribute to an owner or be dependent on a ruling
capitalist or landlord class.

For these reasons, the Individualist Anarchists are clearly anti-
capitalist. While an Individualist Anarchy would be a market system,
it would not be a capitalist one. As Tucker argued, the anarchists
realised “the fact that one class of men are dependent for their living
upon the sale of their labour, while another class of men are relieved of
the necessity of labour by being legally privileged to sell something that
is not labour. . . And to such a state of things I am as much opposed
as any one. But the minute you remove privilege. . . every man will
be a labourer exchanging with fellow-labourers . .. What Anarchistic-
Socialism aims to abolish is usury . . . it wants to deprive capital of its
reward.” As noted above, the term “usury,” for Tucker, was simply a
synonym for “the exploitation of labour.” [Instead of a Book, p. 404
and p. 396]

The similarities with social anarchism are obvious. Like them, the
individualist anarchists opposed capitalism because they saw that
profit, rent and interest were all forms of exploitation. As communist-
anarchist Alexander Berkman noted, “[i]f the worker would get his
due — that is, the things he produces or their equivalent — where would
the profits of the capitalist come from? If labour owned the wealth it
produced, there would be no capitalism.” Like social anarchists they
opposed usury, to have to pay purely for access/use for a resource.
It ensured that a “slice of their daily labour is taken from [the workers]
for the privilege of using these factories” [What is Anarchism?, p. 44
and p. 8] For Marx, abolishing interest and interest-bearing capital
“means the abolition of capital and of capitalist production itself.” [ The-
ories of Surplus Value, vol. 3, p. 472] A position, incidentally, also
held by Proudhon who maintained that “reduction of interest rates to
vanishing point is itself a revolutionary act, because it is destructive
of capitalism.” [quoted by Edward Hyams, Pierre-Joseph Proudhon:
His Revolutionary Life, Mind and Works, p. 188] Like many so-
cialists, Individualist Anarchists used the term “interest” to cover all
forms of surplus value: “the use of money”plus “house-rent, dividends,
or share of profits”and having to “pay a tax to somebody who owns the
land.” “In doing away with interest, the cause of inequality in material
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circumstances will be done away with.” [ John Beverley Robinson, The
Individualist Anarchists, pp. 144-5]

Given that Individualist Anarchism aimed to abolish interest along
with rent and profit it would suggest that it is a socialist theory. Un-
surprisingly, then, Tucker agreed with Marx’s analysis on capitalism,
namely that it lead to industry concentrating into the hands of a few
and that it robbed workers of the fruits of the toil (for Francis Tandy
it was a case of “the Marxian theory of surplus value, upon which all
Socialistic philosophy — whether State or Anarchistic — is necessarily
based” [Op. Cit., no. 312, p. 3]). Tucker quoted a leading Marxist’s
analysis of capitalism and noted that “Liberty endorses the whole of it,
excepting a few phrases concerning the nationalisation of industry and
the assumption of political power by working people.”However, he was
at pains to argue that this analysis was first expounded by Proudhon,
“that the tendency and consequences of capitalistic production . . . were
demonstrated to the world time and time again during the twenty years
preceding the publication of ‘Das Kapital’” by the French anarchist.
This included “the historical persistence of class struggles in successive
manifestations” as well as “the theory that labour is the source and
measure of value.” “Call Marx, then, the father of State socialism, if
you will,” argued Tucker, “but we dispute his paternity of the general
principles of economy on which all schools of socialism agree.” [Liberty,
no. 35, p. 2]

This opposition to profits, rent and interest as forms of exploitation
and property as a form of theft clearly makes individualist anarchism
anti-capitalist and a form of (libertarian) socialism. In addition, it
also indicates well the common ground between the two threads of
anarchism, in particular their common position to capitalism. The
social anarchist Rudolf Rocker indicates well this common position
when he argues:

“it is difficult to reconcile personal freedom with the existing eco-
nomic system. Without doubt the present inequality of economic
interests and the resulting class conflicts in society are a continual
danger to the freedom of the individual . . . [T]he undisturbed nat-
ural development of human personality is impossible in a system
which has its root in the shameless exploitation of the great mass
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of the members of society. One cannot be free either politically
or personally so long as one is in economic servitude of another
and cannot escape from this condition. This was recognised by
men like Godwin, Warren, Proudhon, Bakunin, [and women like
Goldman and de Cleyre, we must add!] and many others who sub-
sequently reached the conviction that the domination of man over
man will not disappear until there is an end of the exploitation of
man by man.” [Nationalism and Culture, p. 167]

There are other, related, reasons why the individualist anarchists
must be considered left-wing libertarians rather than right-wing
ones. Given their opposition to non-labour income, they saw their
proposals as having egalitarian implications. As regards equality,
we discover that they saw their ideas as promoting it. Thus we
find Tucker arguing that that the “happiness possible in any society
that does not improve upon the present in the matter of distribution of
wealth, can hardly be described as beatific.”He was clearly opposed to
“the inequitable distribution of wealth” under capitalism and equally
clearly saw his proposals as a means of reducing it substantially. The
abolition of those class monopolies which create interest, rent and
profit would reduce income and wealth inequalities substantially.
However, there was “one exception, and that a comparatively trivial
one”, namely economic rent (the natural differences between differ-
ent bits of land and individual labour). This “will probably remain
with us always. Complete liberty will very much lessen it; of that I have
no doubt ... At the worst, it will be a small matter, no more worth
consideration in comparison with the liberty than the slight disparity
that will always exist in consequence of inequalities of skill.” [ “Why
I am an Anarchist”, pp. 132-6, Man!, M. Graham (ed.), pp. 135-6]
Another individualist anarchist, John Beverley Robinson, agreed:

“When privilege is abolished, and the worker retains all that he
produces, then will come the powerful trend toward equality of
material reward for labour that will produce substantial financial
and social equality, instead of the mere political equality that now
exists.” [Patterns of Anarchy, pp. 278-9]
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violent as it was directed against corporate property, not people —
unlike the police action). Unless the rebels simply did what they
were told, then any non-violent protest could become violent — but
only because private property ultimately rests on state violence, a
fact which becomes obvious when people refuse to acknowledge it
and its privileges (“There is only one law for the poor, to wit: Obey the
rich.” [Parsons, Op. Cit., p. 97]). Thus Adolph Fischer, one of the
Haymarket Martyrs:

“Would a peaceful solution of the social question be possible, the
anarchists would be the first ones to rejoice over it.

“But is it not a fact that on occasion of almost every strike the
minions of the institutions of private property — militia, police,
deputy sheriffs; yes, even federal troops — are being called to the
scenes of conflict between capital and labour, in order to protect the
interests of capital? ... What peaceful means should the toilers
employ? There is, for example, the strike? If the ruling classes
want to enforce the ‘law’ they can have every striker arrested
and punished for ‘intimidation’ and conspiracy. A strike can
only be successful if the striking workingmen prevent their places
being occupied by others. But this prevention is a crime in the
eyes of the law. Boycott? In several states the ‘courts of justice’
have decided that the boycott is a violation of the law, and in
consequence thereof, a number of boycotts have had the pleasure of
examining the inner construction of penitentiaries for ‘conspiracy’
against the interests of capital.” [The Autobiographies of the
Haymarket Martyrs, pp. 85-6]

Some individualist anarchists did agree with this position. Dyer
Lum, for example, “supported revolutionary violence on practical and
historical grounds. Practically speaking, Lum did not believe that ‘wage
slavery’ could be ended by non-violence because capitalists would surely
use force to resist.” [Frank H. Brooks, “Ideology, Strategy, and Organi-
zation: Dyer Lum and the American Anarchist Movement”, pp. 57-83,
Labor History, vol. 34, No. 1, p. 71] Spooner’s rhetoric could be as
violent sounding as Johann Most at his worse and he called upon
the subjects of the British Empire to rise in revolt (see his pamphlet
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to land. Here we discover him advocating “occupancy and use” and
rejecting the “right” of land owners to bar the landless from any
land they owned but did not personally use. Rent was “due to that
denial of liberty which takes the shape of land monopoly, vesting titles
to land in individuals and associations which do not use it, and thereby
compelling the non-owning users to pay tribute to the non-using own-
ers as a condition of admission to the competitive market.” Anarchist
opposition of rent did “not mean simply the freeing of unoccupied
land. It means the freeing of all land not occupied by the owner. In
other words, it means land ownership limited by occupancy and use.’
[Tucker, The Individualist Anarchists, p. 130 and p. 155] This would
result in a “system of occupying ownership ... accompanied by no
legal power to collect rent.” [Instead of a Book, p. 325]

A similar position was held by John Beverley Robinson. He argued
that there “are two kinds of land ownership, proprietorship or property,
by which the owner is absolute lord of the land, to use it or to hold it out
of use, as it may please him; and possession, by which he is secure in
the tenure of land which he uses and occupies, but has no claim upon
it at all if he ceases to use it.” Moreover, “[a]ll that is necessary to do
away with Rent is to away with absolute property in land.” [Patterns of
Anarchy, p. 272] Joseph Labadie, likewise, stated that “the two great
sub-divisions of Socialists” (anarchists and State Socialists) both “agree
that the resources of nature — land, mines, and so forth — should not
be held as private property and subject to being held by the individual
for speculative purposes, that use of these things shall be the only valid
title, and that each person has an equal right to the use of all these
things. They all agree that the present social system is one composed of
a class of slaves and a class of masters, and that justice is impossible
under such conditions.” [What is Socialism?]

Thus the Individualist Anarchists definition of “property” differed
considerably from that of the capitalist definition. As they them-
selves acknowledge. Robinson argued that “the only real remedy
is a change of heart, through which land using will be recognised as
proper and legitimate, but land holding will be regarded as robbery
and piracy.” [Op. Cit., p. 273] Tucker, likewise, indicated that his
ideas on “property” were not the same as existing ones when he
argued that “the present system of land tenure should be changed to
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one of occupancy and use” and that “no advocate of occupancy-and-
use tenure of land believes that it can be put in force, until as a theory
it has been as generally . . . seen and accepted as the prevailing theory
of ordinary private property.” [Occupancy and Use verses the Single
Tax] Thus, for Tucker, anarchism is dependent on “the Anarchistic
view that occupancy and use should condition and limit landholding
becom[ing] the prevailing view.” [The Individualist Anarchists, p.
159]

Based on this theory of “property” Tucker opposed landlords and
rent, arguing that anarchy “means the freeing of all land not occupied
by the owner” that is, “land ownership limited by occupancy and
use.” He extended this principle to housing, arguing that “Anarchic
associations” would “not collect your rent, and might not even evict
your tenant” and “tenants would not be forced to pay you rent, nor
would you be allowed to seize their property. The Anarchic Associations
would look upon your tenants very much as they would look upon your
guests.” [Op. Cit., p. 155 and p. 162] In fact, individualist anarchism
would “accord the actual occupant and user of land the right to that
which is upon the land, who left it there when abandoning the land.”
[Tucker, Liberty, no. 350, p. 4]

In the case of land and housing, almost all Individualist Anarchists
argued that the person who lives or works on it (even under lease)
would be regarded “as the occupant and user of the land on which the
house stands, and as the owner of the house itself,” that is they become
“the owner of both land and house as soon as he becomes the occupant.”
[Tucker, Occupancy and Use Versus the Single Tax] For Tucker,
occupancy and use was ‘the Anarchistic solution of the land question”
as it allowed free access to land to all, to be “enjoyed by the occupant
without payment of tribute to a non-occupant.” This applied to what
was on the land as well, for if A builds a house, and rents it to B, who
lives or works in it under the lease then Tucker would “regard B as
the occupant and user of the land on which the house stands, and as
the owner of the house itself.” [Liberty, no. 308, p. 4]

Needless to say, the individualist anarchists were just as opposed
to that mainstay of modern capitalism, the corporation. For Greene
corporations “disarrange our social organisation, and make the just
distribution of the products of labour impossible.” [quoted by Wm.
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would attempt by brute force to stay the wheel of progress.” [contained
in Parsons, Anarchism: Its Philosophy and Scientific Basis, p. 55]
Subsequent events have proven that Spies and Parsons had a point!
Thus arguments about violence should not result in the assump-
tion that the individualist anarchists were pacifists as the subject
usually is not violence as such but rather assassinations and attempts
of minorities to use violence to create “anarchy” by destroying the
state on behalf of the general population. “To brand the policy of
terrorism and assassination as immoral is ridiculously weak,” argued
Tucker. “Liberty does not assume to set any limit on the right of an
invaded individual to choose his own methods of defence. The invader,
whether an individual or a government forfeits all claim to considera-
tion from the invaded. This truth is independent of the character of the
invasion.” This meant that the “right to resist oppression by violence is
beyond doubt. But its exercise would be unwise unless the suppression
of free thought, free speech, and a free press were enforced so strin-
gently that all other means of throwing it off had become hopeless.”
Ultimately, though, the “days of armed revolution have gone by. It is
too easily put down.” [Instead of a Book, p. 430, p. 439 and p. 440]
Except for a small group of hard-core insurrectionists, few so-
cial anarchists think that violence should be the first recourse in
social struggle. The ultra-revolutionary rhetoric associated with the
1883-6 period is not feature of the anarchist movement in general
and so lessons have been learned. As far as strategy goes, the tactics
advocated by social anarchists involve the same ones that individ-
ualist anarchists support, namely refusal of obedience to all forms
of authority. This would include workplace, rent and tax strikes,
occupations, protests and such like. Violence has always been seen
as the last option, to be used only in self-defence (or, sometimes,
in revenge for greater acts of violence by oppressors). The prob-
lem is that any effective protest will result in the protesters coming
into conflict with either the state or property owners. For example,
a rent strike will see the agents of the property owner trying to
evict tenants, as would a workers strike which occupied the work-
place. Similarly, in the Seattle protests in 1999 the police used force
against the non-violent protesters blocking the roads long before
the Black Bloc started breaking windows (which is, in itself, non-
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and unions. As we discuss more fully in section G.3.1, strikes were
habitually repressed by violence (by the state or by the employer’s
private police). The massive 1877 strike wave, for example, saw
the Chicago Times urge the use of hand grenades against strikers
while employers organised “private guards and bands of uniformed
vigilantes” which “roamed the streets, attacking and dispersing groups
of workers. Business leaders concluded that “the chief lesson of the
strike as the need for a stronger apparatus of repression” and presented
the city of Chicago with two Gatling guns to aid that task. “The
erection of government armouries in the centres of American cities
dates from this period.” This repression and the vitriolic ruling class
rhetoric used “set a pattern for the future and fuelled the hatreds
and passions without which the Haymarket tragedy would not have
occurred.” [Paul Avrich, The Haymarket Tragedy, p. 33 and p. 35]
Given this general infatuation with dynamite and violence which
this state and employer violence provoked, the possibility for misun-
derstanding was more than likely (as well as giving the enemies of
anarchism ample evidence to demonise it while allowing the violence
of the system they support to be downplayed). Rather than seeing
communist-anarchists as thinking a revolution was the product of
mass struggle, it was easy to assume that by revolution they meant
acts of violence or terrorism conducted by a few anarchists on behalf
of everyone else (this false perspective is one which Marxists to this
day tend to repeat when dismissing anarchism). In such a situation,
it is easy to see why so many individualist anarchists thought that a
small group of anarchists sought to impose communism by means
of violence. However, this was not the case. According to Albert
Parsons, the communist-anarchists argued that the working class
“will be driven to use [force] in self-defence, in self-preservation against
those who are degrading, enslaving and destroying them.” [The Auto-
biographies of the Haymarket Martyrs, p. 46] As August Spies put
it, “[t]o charge us with an attempt to overthrow the present system on
or about May 4th, and then establish anarchy, is too absurd a statement,
I think, even for a political office-holder to make . .. Only mad men
could have planned such a brilliant scheme.”Rather, “we have predicted
from the lessons history teaches, that the ruling classes of to-day would
no more listen to the voice of reason than their predecessors; that they
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Gary Kline, The Individualist Anarchists: A Critique of Liberalism,
p.- 94] While opposing state attempts to limit trusts (it did not get

to the root of the problem which lay in class privilege), Tucker took

it for granted that “corporate privileges are in themselves a wrong.”
[The Individualist Anarchists, p. 129] Given that “occupancy and

use” applies to what is on the land, it logically follows that for those

workplaces with absentee owners (i.e., owners who hire managers

to run them) then these are abandoned by their owners. By the “oc-
cupancy and use” criteria, the land and what is on it reverts to those

actually using them (i.e., the workers in question). Corporations

and shareowners, in other words, are extremely unlikely to exist in

individualist anarchism.

Hence to claim that the Individualist Anarchists supported cap-
italist property rights is false. As can be seen, they advocated a
system which differed significantly to the current system, indeed
they urged the restriction of property rights to a form of possession.
Unfortunately, by generally using the term “property” to describe
this new system of possession they generated exactly the confusion
that Proudhon foretold. Sadly, right-“libertarians” use this confu-
sion to promote the idea that the likes of Tucker supported capitalist
property rights and so capitalism. As Tucker argued, “[d]efining it
with Proudhon as the sum total of legal privileges bestowed upon the
holder wealth, [individualist anarchism] agrees with Proudhon that
property is robbery. But using the word in the commoner acceptation,
as denoting the labour’s individual possession of his product or of his
proportional share of the joint product of himself and others, [it] holds
that property is liberty.” [Liberty, no. 122, p. 4]

If, as it is sometimes suggested, the difference between a right
“libertarian” is that they despise the state because it hinders the free-
dom of property while left libertarians condemn it because it is a
bastion of property, it is worthwhile to note two important facts.
Firstly, that individualist anarchism condemns the state because it
protects the land monopoly, i.e., capitalist property rights in land
and what is on it, rather than a system of “occupancy and use.” Sec-
ondly, that all schools of anarchist oppose capitalism because it is
based on the exploitation of labour, an exploitation which the state
protects. Hence de Cleyre: ‘T wish a sharp distinction made between
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the legal institution of property, and property in the sense that what a
man definitely produces by his own labour is his own.” The inequality
and oppressions of capitalism are “the inevitable result of the whole
politico-economic lie that man can be free and the institution of prop-
erty continue to exist.” [Exquisite Rebel, p. 297] Given this, given
these bastions of property against which the both the individualist
and social anarchists turn their fire, it is obvious that both schools
are left libertarians.

For these reasons it is clear that just because the Individualist
Anarchists supported (a form of) “property” does not mean they
are capitalists. After all, as we note in the section G.2 communist-
anarchists recognise the necessity of allowing individuals to own
and work their own land and tools if they so desire yet no one
claims that they support “private property.” Equally, that many of
the Individualist Anarchists used the term “property” to describe a
system of possession (or “occupancy-and-use”) should not blind us to
the non-capitalist nature of that “property.” Once we move beyond
looking at the words they used to what they meant by those words
we clearly see that their ideas are distinctly different from those of
supporters of capitalism. In fact, they share a basic commonality
with social anarchism (“Property will lose a certain attribute which
sanctifies it now. The absolute ownership of it — ‘the right to use or
abuse’ will be abolished — and possession, use, will be the only title.”
[Albert R. Parsons, Anarchism: Its Philosophy and Scientific Basis,
p- 173]). This should be unsurprising given the influence of Proudhon
on both wings of the movement.

As Malatesta noted, recognising the “the right of workers to the
products of their own labour,” demanding “the abolition of interest”
and “the division of land and the instruments of labour among those
who wish to use them”would be “a socialist school different from [com-
munist-anarchism], but it is still socialism.” It would be a “mutualist”
socialism. [At the Café, p. 54 and p. 56] In other words, property
need not be incompatible with socialism. It all depends on the type
of property being advocated.
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communist-anarchists (like all anarchists) the abolition of property
does not mean the end of possession and so “would not harm the
independent worker whose real title is possession and the work done’
unlike capitalist property. [Malatesta, Op. Cit., p. 103] Compare
this with Yarros’ comment that “[sJmall owners would not suffer from
the application of the ‘personal use’ principle, while large owners, who
have come into possession of the landed property, or the capital with
which they purchased the landed property, by means that equal liberty
could not sanction, would have no principle to base any protest on.’
[Liberty, no. 197, p. 2] In other words, all anarchists (as we argue
in section B.3) oppose private property but support possession (we
return to this issue in section 1.6.2 as it is an all too common fallacy).

3

3

G.2.2 Is communist-anarchism violent?

Having shown that communist-anarchist is a valid form of anar-
chism even in terms of individualist anarchism in the last section, it
is now necessary to discuss the issue of methods, i.e., the question
of revolution and violence. This is related to the first objection, with
Tucker arguing that “their Communism is another State, while my
voluntary cooperation is not a State at all. It is a very easy matter to
tell who is an Anarchist and who is not. Do you believe in any form
of imposition upon the human will by force?” [Liberty, no. 94, p. 4]
However, Tucker was well aware that the state imposed its will on
others by force and so the question was whether revolution was the
right means of ending its oppression.

To a large degree, discussion on the question of revolution was
clouded by the fact it took place during the height of the “propaganda
by the deed” period in anarchist history (see section A.2.18). As
George Woodcock noted, a “cult of violence . . . marked and marred’
the IWPA and alienated the individualist anarchists. [Anarchism, p.
393] Johann Most was the focus for much of this rhetoric (see Paul
Avrich’s The Haymarket Tragedy, particularly the chapter entitled
“Cult of Dynamite”). However, the reason why talk of dynamite
found an audience had nothing to do with anarchism but rather
because of the violence regularly directed against striking workers
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what Individualist Anarchism would “forbid” — property, not pos-
session (i.e. any form of “ownership” not based on “occupancy and
use”).

Tucker, at times, admits that this is the case. For example, he
once noted that “Kropotkin says, it is true, that he would allow the
individual access to the land; but he proposes to strip him of capital
entirely, and as he declares a few pages further on that without capital
agriculture is impossible, it follows that such access is an empty privilege
not at all equivalent to the liberty of individual production.” [quoted by
George Woodcock and Ivan Avakumovic, The Anarchist Prince, p.
279] However, as two biographers of Kropotkin note, Tucker “partly
misinterprets his opponent, as when he suggests that the latter’s idea of
communist anarchism would prevent the individual from working on
his own if he wished (a fact which Kropotkin always explicitly denied,
since the basis of his theory was the voluntary principle).” [Woodcock
and Avakumovic, Op. Cit., p. 280] To quote Kropotkin himself:

“when we see a Sheffield cutler, or a Leeds clothier working with
their own tools or handloom, we see no use in taking the tools
or the handloom to give to another worker. The clothier or cutler
exploit nobody. But when we see a factory whose owners claim
to keep to themselves the instruments of labour used by 1,400
girls, and consequently exact from the labour of these girls . . .
profit ... we consider that the people . .. are fully entitled to
take possession of that factory and to let the girls produce . ..
for themselves and the rest of the community . . . and take what
they need of house room, food and clothing in return.” [Act for
Yourselves, p. 105]

So Kropotkin argued that a communist-anarchist revolution
would not expropriate the tools of self-employed workers who ex-
ploited no-one. Malatesta also argued that in an anarchist society
“the peasant [is free] to cultivate his piece of land, alone if he wishes;
free is the shoe maker to remain at his last or the blacksmith in his
small forge.” Thus these two very famous communist-anarchists also
supported “property” but they are recognised as obviously socialists.
This apparent contradiction is resolved when it is understood that for
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G.1.3 What about their support for wage
labour?

As we have argued in section A.2.8 and elsewhere, a consistent
anarchist must oppose wage labour as this is a form of hierarchical
authority. While social anarchism has drawn this logical conclusion
from anarchist principles, individualist anarchism has not. While
many of its supporters have expressed opposition to wage labour
along with other forms hierarchical organisation, some (like Tucker)
did not. The question is whether supporting wage labour disqualifies
them from the socialist movement or not.

Within individualist anarchism, there are two different positions
on this matter. Some of them clearly opposed wage labour as inher-
ently exploitative and saw their socio-economic ideas as a means of
ending it. Others argued that it was not wage labour as such which
was the problem and, as a consequence, they did not expect it to dis-
appear under anarchy. So opposition to exploitation of labour was a
universal thread in Individualist Anarchist thought, as it was in the
social anarchist movement. However, opposition to wage slavery
was a common, but not universal, thread within the individualist an-
archist tradition. As we discuss in section G.4, this is one of the key
reasons why social anarchists reject individualist anarchism, argu-
ing that this makes it both inconsistent in terms of general anarchist
principles as well in the principles of individualist anarchism.

Voltairine de Cleyre in her overview of anarchism put the differ-
ence in terms of individualist anarchism and mutualist anarchism.
As she put it, the “extreme individualists” held that the “essential in-
stitutions of Commercialism are in themselves good, and are rendered
vicious merely by the interference by the State.” This meant “the sys-
tem of employer and employed, buying and selling, banking, and all
the other essential institutions of Commercialism” would exist under
their form of anarchism. Two key differences were that property in
land would be modified so that it could be “held by individuals or
companies for such time and in such allotments as they use only” and
that “wages would rise to the full measure of the individual production,
and forever remain there” as “bosses would be hunting for men rather
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than men bosses.” In other words, land would no longer owned as
under capitalism and workers would no longer be exploited as profit,
interest and rent could not exist and the worker would get the full
product of his or her labour in wages. In contrast, mutualist anar-
chism “is a modification of the program of Individualism, laying more
emphasis upon organisation, co-operation and free federation of the
workers. To these the trade union is the nucleus of the free co-opera-
tive group, which will obviate the necessity of an employer ... The
mutualist position on the land question is identical with that of the
Individualists.” The “material factor which accounts for such differences
as there are between Individualists and Mutualists” was due to the
former being intellectual workers and so “never know[ing] directly
the oppressions of the large factory, nor mingled with workers’ associa-
tions. The Mutualists had; consequently their leaning towards a greater
Communism.” [ “Anarchism”, Exquisite Rebel, p. 77 and p. 78]

Next, we must clarify what is meant by “wage labour” and the
related term “wages system.” They are not identical. Marx, for
example, corrected the Gotha Programme’s “abolition of the wage
system” by saying “it should read: system of wage labour” (although
that did not stop him demanding “the ultimate abolition of the wages
system” elsewhere). [Marx and Engels, Selected Works, p. 324 and
p- 226] The difference lies in whether there is communism (distribu-
tion according to need) or socialism (distribution according to work
done), as in Marx’s (in)famous difference between a lower and higher
phase of communism. It is the difference between a distribution of
goods based on deeds and one based on needs and Kropotkin famous
polemic “The collectivist Wages System” rests on it. He argued that
the wages system was based on “renumeration to each according to
the time spent in producing, while taking into account the productivity
of his labour”. In other words: “To each according to his deeds.” [The
Conquest of Bread, p. 162 and p. 167] Such a wages system could
exist in different forms. Most obviously, and the focus of Kropotkin’s
critique, it could be a regime where the state owned the means of
production and paid its subjects according to their labour (i.e., state
socialism). It could also refer to a system of artisans, peasants and
co-operatives which sold the product of their labour on a market or
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free society. Another system, more simple . . . appears the most
acceptable and likely to prevail. Members of the groups . .. if
honest producers . . . will be honoured in any other group they
may visit, and given whatever is necessary for their welfare and
comfort.” [Op. Cit., p. 175]

As we discuss in section G.4, this was the same conclusion that
Voltairine de Cleyre reached three decades later. This was rooted
in a similar analysis of property as Proudhon and Tucker, namely
“possession” or “occupancy and use™ “The workshops will drop into the
hands of the workers, the mines will fall to the miners, and the land
and all other things will be controlled by those who posses and use
them. There will be, there can then be no title to anything aside from its
possession and use.” The likes of Parsons supported communism was
not because of an opposition between “communism” and “occupancy
and use” but rather, like Kropotkin, because of “the utter impossibility
of awarding to each an exact return for the amount of labour performed
will render absolute communism a necessity sooner or later.” [Op. Cit.,
p. 105 and p. 176] So while capitalism “expropriates the masses for
the benefit of the privileged class . . . socialism teaches how all may
possess property . . . [and] establish a universal system of co-operation,
and to render accessible to each and every member of the human family
the achievements and benefits of civilisation which, under capitalism,
are being monopolised by a privileged class.” [August Spies, contained
in Parsons, Op. Cit., pp. 63-4]

All of which indicates that Tucker did not really understand com-
munist-anarchism when he argued that communism is “the force
which compels the labourer to pool his product with the products of all
and forbids him to sell his labour or his products.” [Instead of a Book,
p. 400] Rather, communist-anarchists argue that communism must
be free and voluntary. In other words, a communist-anarchist society
would not “forbid” anything as those who are part of it must be in
favour of communism for it to work. The option of remaining outside
the communist-anarchist society is there, as (to requote Kropotkin)
expropriation would “apply to everything that enables any man [or
woman] . . . to appropriate the product of others’ toil.” [The Conquest
of Bread, p. 61] Thus communist-anarchism would “forbid” exactly
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their labour will be free to do so; those who wish to hold the products of
their labour as private property will be equally free to do so.” [quoted
by Wm. Gary Kline, The Individualist Anarchists: A Critique of Lib-
eralism, p. 93] The similarities are as obvious as between Proudhon’s
and Kropotkin’s arguments.

The same, it must be stressed, can be said of the “Chicago Anar-
chists” whom Tucker labelled as authoritarians. Thus we find Al-
bert Parsons, for example, denouncing that kind of private property
which allows exploitation to happen. The key problem was that “the
necessary means for the existence of all has been appropriated and
monopolised by a few. The land, the implements of production and
communication, the resources of life, are now held as private property,
and its owners exact tribute from the propertyless” (“Wealth is power”).
The aim of communist-anarchism was to ensure the “[fJree access
to the means of production [which] is the natural right of every man
able and willing to work.” This implied that “[a]ll organisation will
be voluntary with the sacred right forever reserved for each individual

‘to think and to rebel.”” This meant that as far as the “final outcome”

of social change was involved “many disciples of anarchism believe
[it] will be communism — the common possession of the resources of
life and the productions of united labour. No anarchist is compromised
by this statement, who does not reason out the future outlook in this
way.” [Anarchism: Its Philosophy and Scientific Basis, p. 97, p. 99,
p- 96 ,p. 174 and pp. 174-5] This did not exclude mutualism or
individualist anarchism:

“Many expedients will be tried by which a just return may be
awarded the worker for his exertions. The time check or labour
certificate, which will be honoured at the store-houses hour for
hour, will no doubt have its day. But the elaborate and complicated
system of book-keeping this would necessitate, the impossibility
of balancing one man’s hour against another’s with accuracy,
and the difficulty in determining how much more one man owed
natural resources, condition, and the studies and achievements of
past generations, than did another, would, we believe, prevent this
system from obtaining a thorough and permanent establishment.
The mutual banking system . .. may be in operation in the future
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exchanged their goods with others based on labour-time notes (i.e.,
associational socialism).

This should not be confused with wage labour, in which a worker
sells their labour to a boss. This results in a hierarchical social re-
lationship being created in which the worker is the servant of the
employer. The employer, as they own the labour of the worker, also
keeps the product of said labour and as we argued in section C.2, this
places the boss is in a position to get the worker to produce more
than they get back in wages. In other words, wage labour is based
on oppression and can result in exploitation as the bosses control
both the production process (i.e., the labour of the workers) and the
goods it produces. It is this which explains socialist opposition to
wage labour — it is the means by which labour is exploited under
capitalism (anarchist opposition to wage labour includes this but
also extends it to include its denial of freedom to those subject to
workplace hierarchy).

So for the purposes of this discussion “wage labour” refers to
hierarchical social relationships within production while “wages
system” refers to how goods are distributed once they are produced.
Thus you can have a wages system without wage labour but not
wage labour without a wages system. Communist-anarchists aim
for the abolition of both wage labour and the wages system while
mutualist-anarchists only aim to get rid of the first one.

The problem is that the terms are sometimes mixed up, with
“wages” and “wages system” being confused with “wage labour.” This
is the case with the nineteenth century American labour movement
which tended to use the term “wages system” to refer to wage labour
and the expression “abolition of the wages system” to refer to the
aim of replacing capitalism with a market system based on producer
co-operatives. This is reflected in certain translations of Proudhon.
Discussing the “workmen’s associations” founded in France during
the 1848 revolution, Proudhon noted that “the workmen, in order
to dispense with middlemen ... , capitalists, etc., ... have had to
work a little more, and get along with less wages.” So he considered
workers associations as paying “wages” and so, obviously, meant by
“wages” labour income, not wage labour. The term “wage labour”
was translated as “wages system,” so we find Proudhon arguing that
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the “workmen’s associations” are “a protest against the wage system”
and a “denial of the rule of capitalists.” Proudhon’s aim was “Cap-
italistic and proprietary exploitation, stopped everywhere, the wage
system abolished, equal and just exchange guaranteed.” [The General
Idea of the Revolution, pp. 89-90, p. 98 and p. 281] This has been
translated as “Capitalist and landlord exploitation halted everywhere,
wage-labour abolished.” [quoted by John Ehrenberg, Proudhon and
his Age, p. 116]

We are sorry to belabour this point, but it is essential for under-
standing the anarchist position on wage labour and the differences
between different schools of socialism. So before discussing the rela-
tion of individualist anarchism to wage labour we needed to clarify
what is meant by the term, particularly as some people use the term
wages to mean any kind of direct payment for labour and so wage
labour is sometimes confused with the wages system. Similarly, the
terms wage labour and wages systems are often used interchange-
ably when, in fact, they refer to different things and abolition the
wages system can mean different things depending on who is using
the expression.

So after this unfortunately essential diversion, we can now dis-
cuss the position of individualist anarchism on wage labour. Un-
fortunately, there is no consistent position on this issue within the
tradition. Some follow social anarchism in arguing that a free society
would see its end, others see no contradiction between their ideas
and wage labour. We will discuss each in turn.

Joshua King Ingalls, for example, praised attempts to set up com-
munities based on libertarian principles as “a demonstration . . . that
none need longer submit to the tyranny and exactions of the swindler
and speculator in the products of others toil. The example would be
speedily followed by others who would break away from the slavery of
wages, and assert their independence of capital.” [ “Method of Transition
for the Consideration of the True Friends of Human Rights and Human
Progress,” Spirit of the Age, Vol. I, No. 25, pp. 385-387] The “present
relation of ‘Capital and Labor’ is . . . really a mixed relation between
contract and status; held by fiction of law as one of ‘freedom of contract,’
while it retains potentially all the essential features of serfdom. Indus-
trially and economically, the relation is substantially the same as that
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Kropotkin’s opposition to private appropriation of land can only
be understood in context, namely from his discussion on the “abo-
lition of rent” and the need for “free dwellings”, i.e. the end of land-
lordism. Kropotkin accepted that land could and would be occupied
for personal use — after all, people need a place to live! In this he
followed Proudhon, who also argued that “Land cannot be appro-
priated” (Chapter 3, part 1 of What is Property?). For the French
anarchist, the land “is limited in amount”and so “it ought not to be
appropriated” (“let any living man dare change his right of territorial
possession into the right of property, and I will declare war upon him,
and wage it to the death!”). This meant that “the land is indispens-
able to our existence, — consequently a common thing, consequently
insusceptible of appropriation.” Overall, “labour has no inherent power
to appropriate natural wealth.” [What is Property?, p. 106, p. 107
and p. 116] Proudhon, it is well known, supported the use of land
(and other resources) for personal use. How, then, can he argue
that the “land cannot be appropriated’? Is Proudhon subject to the
same contradiction as Kropotkin? Of course not, once we take into
account the fundamental difference between private property and
possession, appropriation and use which underlies both individualist
and communist anarchism. As Malatesta argued:

“Communism is a free agreement: who doesn’t accept it or main-
tain it remains outside of it . . . Everyone has the right to land,
to the instruments of production and all the advantages that
human beings can enjoy in the state of civilisation that humanity
has reached. If someone does not want to accept a communist
life and the obligations that it supposes, it is their business. They
and those of a like mind will come to an agreement . .. [They]
will have the same rights as the communists over the natural
wealth and accumulated products of previous generations . .. I
have always spoken of free agreement, of free communism. How
can there be liberty without a possible alternative?” [our emphasis,
At the café, pp. 69-70]

Compare this to individualist anarchist Stephen Byington’s com-
ment that “[tJhose who wish to unite in the communistic enjoyment of
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And free and voluntary communism is ironical if one has not the right
and the possibility to live in a different regime, collectivist, mutualist,
individualist — as one wishes, always on condition that there is no op-
pression or exploitation of others.” He agreed with Tucker that “State
communism, which is authoritarian and imposed, is the most hateful

tyranny that has ever afflicted, tormented and handicapped mankind.”

[Errico Malatesta: His Life and Ideas, p. 21, p. 34, p. 103 and p. 34]

Therefore, arguing that the land and machinery should be com-
mon property does not preclude individuals possessing it indepen-
dently of communes as both are rooted in individual possession (or
“occupancy and use”) rather than private property. The key anarchist
difference between property and possession explains any perceived
contradiction in the communist position. Thus we find Kropotkin
arguing that a communist-anarchist society is one “without having
the soil, the machinery, the capital in short, in the hands of private
owners. We all believe that free organisations of workers would be able
to carry on production on the farm and on the factory, as well, and
probably much better, than it is conducted now under the individual
ownership of the capitalist.” The commune “shall take into possession
of all the soil, the dwelling-houses, the manufactures, the mines and
the means of communication.” [Act for Yourselves, p. 103 and p. 104]

This in no way contradicts his argument that the individuals will
not be forced to join a commune. This is because the aim of anarchist-
communism is, to quote another of Kropotkin’s works, to place “the
product reaped or manufactured at the disposal of all, leaving to each
the liberty to consume them as he pleases in his own home.” [The
Place of Anarchism in the Evolution of Socialist Thought, p. 7]
Thus individual ownership meant individual ownership of resources
used by others rather than individual possession of resources which
individuals used. This can be seen from his comment that “some poor
fellow”who “has contrived to buy a house just large enough to hold his
family” would not be expropriated by the commune (“by all means
let him stay there”) while also asserting “[w]ho, then, can appropriate
for himself the tiniest plot of ground in such a city, without committing
a flagrant injustice?” [Conquest of Bread, p. 90]
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which existed between the chattel and his owner, and the serf and his

lord.” Ingalls pointed to “the terrible fear of being ‘out of a job,” which

freedom of contract means to a wage-worker.” [ “Industrial Wars and

Governmental Interference,” The Twentieth Century, September 6,
1894, pp. 11-12] “To reward capital,” he argued, “is a direct inversion

of natural right, as the right of man must be acknowledged paramount
to that of property ... Any system, securing a premium to capital,
however small, must result in the want, degradation and servitude of
one class, and in bestowing unearned wealth and power upon another.”
[ “Man and Property, their Rights and Relations,” Spirit of the Age, vol.
I, no. 8, pp. 114-116] Like Proudhon, he recognised that joint produc-
tive activity resulted in an output greater than that possible by the

same number of people working in isolation, an output monopolised

by those who owned the workplace or land in question:

“That the operation of any wealth increasing enterprise is co-opera-
tive needs only stating . . . and its logic in division of the product
of the conjoint labour, can only be frustrated by the fiction that the
worker has contracted away his share of the increase by accepting
wages. But, being dispossessed of his common right to land, and
to opportunity to use the common materials and forces, he can
make no equitable contract and cannot be lawfully thus concluded
... The only pretence which prevents this distribution, is the plea
that the worker in accepting wages, has tacitly contracted away
his share of the increase, has made a sale of his interest. Even
this subterfuge fails logically however, whenever the operators
reduce the rate of compensation without the full concurrence of
the co-operative workers, and their just claim to joint ownership
obtains again. It is altogether too late, to urge that this is a mere
matter of exchange; so much money, so much labour-; and that the
operator may lay off and take on whom he pleases. It never was,
as economists teach, a matter of exchange, but one of co-operative
endeavour.” [ “Industrial Wars and Governmental Interference,”
The Twentieth Century, September 6, 1894, pp. 11-12]

Unsurprisingly given this analysis he saw the need to replace wage
labour (which he called “false and immoral”) with a better system:
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“the adoption of honesty in our useful industries, and a reciprocal system
of exchange, would unfold a grand and universal cooperative movement,
seems so clear to me.” [ “The Wage Question”, The American Socialist,
Vol. 2, No. 38, p. 298] This would result in a boost to economic
activity:

“No one, say they, will do anything but for profits. But the man
who works for wages has no profits; and is not only destitute of
this stimulus, but his labour product is minus the profits of the
capitalist, landlord, and forestaller. A rational economy would
seem to require, that if any one received extra inducement to act, it
should be that one who did the most labourious and repulsive work.
It is thus seen, that while exorbitant profits afford an unnatural
stimulus, in mere wages we have an inadequate motive to action.”
[“Labor, Wages, And Capital. Division Of Profits Scientifically
Considered”, Brittan’s Quarterly Journal, No. I, pp. 66-79]

The land monopoly was “the foundation of class dominion and
of poverty and industrial subjection.” [quoted by Bowman N. Hall,
“Joshua K. Ingalls, American Individualist: Land Reformer, Opponent
of Henry George and Advocate of Land Leasing, Now an Established
Mode”, pp. 383-96, American Journal of Economics and Sociology,
Vol. 39, No. 4, p. 387] Without access to land, people would have
no option to sell their liberty to others and, as such, the abolition of
slavery and wage labour were related:

“Ihe right to life involves the right to land to live and labour upon.
Commercial ownership of land which enables one to exclude an-
other from it, and thus enforces involuntary idleness, is as de-
structive of human freedom as ownership of the person, enforcing
involuntary service . . . Liberation of the slaves would bring their
labour in more direct competition with our over-crowded and
poorly paid wage-workers. I did not offer this as a reason against
the abolition of chattel slavery, but as a reason why the friends of
emancipation from chattel slavery should unite with the friends
for the emancipation of the wage worker, by restoring him the
right to land, for the production of the means of life . . . The real
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large enough to hold his family. And we are going to deprive him of his
hard-earned happiness, to turn him into the street! Certainly not . . .
Let him work in his little garden, too.” Anarchist-communism “will
make the lodger understand that he need not pay his former landlord
any more rent. Stay where you are, but rent free.” [The Conquest of
Bread, p. 61, p. 95, pp. 95-6 and p. 96]

Which, incidentally, was exactly the same position as Tucker (see
section G.1.2) and so Kropotkin’s analysis of the land monopoly was
identical:

“when we see a peasant who is in possession of just the amount of
land he can cultivate, we do not think it reasonable to turn him
off his little farm. He exploits nobody, and nobody would have
the right to interfere with his work. But if he possesses under the
capitalist law more than he can cultivate himself, we consider that
we must not give him the right of keeping that soil for himself,
leaving it uncultivated when it might be cultivated by others, or
of making others cultivate it for his benefit.” [Act for Yourselves,
p. 104]

For Kropotkin, communism “must be the work of all, a natural
growth, a product of the constructive genius of the great mass. Com-
munism cannot be imposed from above; it could not live even for a few
months if the constant and daily co-operation of all did not uphold it.
It must be free.” [Anarchism, p. 140]

Malatesta agreed. Anarchism, he stressed, “cannot be imposed,
both on moral grounds in regard to freedom, as well as because it is
impossible to apply ‘willy nilly’ a regime of justice for all. It cannot
be imposed on a minority by a majority. Neither can it be imposed
by a majority on one or more minorities.” Thus “anarchists who call
themselves communists” do so “not because they wish to impose their
particular way of seeing things on others”but because “they are con-
vinced, until proved wrong, that the more human beings are joined
in brotherhood, and the more closely they co-operate in their efforts
for the benefit of all concerned, the greater is the well-being and free-
dom which each can enjoy.” Imposed communism,”he stressed, “would
be the most detestable tyranny that the human mind could conceive.

79



This, it should be noted, is more than enough to disprove any
claims that genuine anarchists cannot be communists.

So, the question is whether communist-anarchists are in favour
of forcing people to be communists. If their communism is based on
voluntary association then, according to the Individualist Anarchists
themselves, it is a form of anarchism. Unsurprisingly, we discover
that communist-anarchists have long argued that their communism
was voluntary in nature and that working people who did not desire
to be communists would be free not to be.

This position can be found in Kropotkin, from his earliest writings
to his last. Thus we discover him arguing that an anarchist revolution
“would take care not to touch the holding of the peasant who cultivates
it himself . . . without wage labour. But we would expropriate all land
that was not cultivated by the hands of those who at present possess
the land.” This was compatible with communism because libertarian
communists aimed at “the complete expropriation of all those who have
the means of exploiting human beings; the return to the community
of the nation of everything that in the hands of anyone can be used to
exploit others.” Following Proudhon’s analysis, private property was
different from individual possession and as long as “social wealth
remains in the hands of the few who possess it today” there would be
exploitation. Instead, the aim was to see such social wealth currently
monopolised by the capitalist class “being placed, on the day of the
revolution, at the free disposition of all the workers.” This would “create
the situation where each person may live by working freely, without
being forced to sell his work and his liberty to others.” [Words of a
Rebel, p. 214, pp. 207-8, p. 207 and p. 208] If someone desired to
work outside of the commune, then that was perfectly compatible
with this aim.

This position was followed in later works. The “scope of Expropri-
ation,” Kropotkin argued was clear and would only “apply to every-
thing that enables any man — be he financier, mill-owner, or landlord
— to appropriate the product of others’ toil.” Thus only those forms of
property based on wage labour would be expropriated. In terms of
housing, the same general rule applies (“the expropriation of dwellings
contains the whole social revolution”). Kropotkin explicitly discusses
the man who “by dint of privation has contrived to buy a house just
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issue was between the rights of labour and the rights of ownership.”
[quoted by Bowman N. Hall, Op. Cit., p. 385]

This analysis was a common theme in pre-civil war libertarian
circles. As historian James J. Martin noted, “[tJo men like Warren and
Evens chattel slavery was merely one side of a brutal situation, and
although sympathetic with its opponents, refused to take part in the
struggle [against slavery] unless it was extended to a wholesale attack
on what they termed ‘wage slavery’ in the states where Negro slavery
no longer existed.” [Men Against the State, p. 81] Such a view, we
may add, was commonplace in radical working class journals and
movements of the time. Thus we find George Henry Evans (who
heavily influenced Individualist Anarchists like Warren and Ingalls
with the ideas of land reform based on “occupancy and use”) writing:

“T was formally, like yourself, sir, a very warm advocate of the
abolition of (black) slavery. This was before I saw that there was
white slavery. Since I saw this, I have materially changed my views
as to the means of abolishing Negro slavery. I now see clearly, I
think, that to give the landless black the privilege of changing
masters now possessed by the landless white, would hardly be a
benefit to him in exchange for his surety of support in sickness
and old age, although he is in a favourable climate.” [quoted by
Martin, Op. Cit., p. 81f]

Ingalls, likewise, “considered the only ‘intelligent’ strike [by workers
as] one which would be directed against wage work altogether.” For
Lysander Spooner, liberty meant that the worker was entitled to “all
the fruits of his own labour” and argued that this “might be feasible”
only when “every man [was] own employer or work for himself in
a direct way, since working for another resulted in a portion being
diverted to the employer.” [Martin, Op. Cit., p. 153 and p. 172] To
quote Spooner:

“When a man knows that he is to have all the fruits of his labour,
he labours with more zeal, skill, and physical energy, than when he
knows — as in the case of one labouring for wages — that a portion
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of the fruits of his labour are going to another. . . In order that
each man may have the fruits of his own labour, it is important, as
a general rule, that each man should be his own employer, or work
directly for himself, and not for another for wages; because, in the
latter case, a part of the fruits of his labour go to his employer,
instead of coming to himself . . . That each man may be his own
employer, it is necessary that he have materials, or capital, upon
which to bestow his labour.” [Poverty: Its Illegal Causes and
Legal Cure, p. 8]

Wage labour had a negative impact on those subject to it in
terms of their personal development. “The mental independence of
each individual would be greatly promoted by his pecuniary indepen-
dence,” Spooner argued. “Freedom of thought, and the free utterance
of thought, are, to a great degree, suppressed . . . by their dependence
upon the will and favour of others, for that employment by which they
must obtain their daily bread. They dare not investigate, or if they
investigate, dare not freely avow and advocate those moral, social, reli-
gious, political, and economical truths, which alone calm rescue them
from their degradation, lest they should thereby sacrifice their bread by
stirring the jealousy of those out whom they are dependent, and who
derive their power, wealth, and consequence from the ignorance and
servitude of the poor.” [Op. Cit., p. 54] As we argued in section B.1, all
forms of hierarchy (including wage labour) distorts the personality
and harms the individual psychologically.

Spooner argued that it was state restrictions on credit and money
(the “money monopoly”based on banks requiring specie to operate)
as the reason why people sell themselves to others on the labour
market. As he put it, “a monopoly of money . .. put[s] it wholly
out of the power of the great body of wealth-producers to hire the
capital needed for their industries; and thus compel them ... — by
the alternative of starvation — to sell their labour to the monopolists of
money . .. [who] plunder all the producing classes in the prices of their
labour.” Spooner was well aware that it was capitalists who ran the
state (“the employers of wage labour . . . are also the monopolists of
money’). In his ideal society, the “amount of money capable of being
furnished . . . is so great that every man, woman, and child. . . could
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its principles. Thirdly, that distribution by need was based on al-
truism and, consequently, unlikely to succeed. Fourthly, that the
communist-anarchists are determining how a free society would
be organised which is authoritarian. Needless to say, communist-
anarchists rejected these claims as being false and while we have
already sketched these arguments, objections and replies in section
A.3.1it is worthwhile to repeat (and expand on) them here as these
disagreements are sometimes highlighted by those who fail to stress
what both schools have in common and, consequently, distort the
debates and issues involved.
We will discuss these objections in the following sections.

G.2.1 Is communist-anarchism compulsory?

Some individualist anarchists argued that communist-anarchists
wanted to force everyone to be communists and, as such, this proved
they were not anarchists. This objection is, ironically, both the most
serious and the easiest to refute. As Tucker noted, “to eliminate the
compulsory element from Communism is to remove, in the view of
every man who values liberty above aught else, the chief objection to
it.” [Liberty, no. 122, p. 5] For Henry Appleton, there was “a class of
ranting enthusiasts who falsely call themselves Anarchists” who advo-
cated both violence and “levelling”. “All Communism,” he asserted,
“under whatever guise, is the natural enemy of Anarchism and a Com-
munist sailing under the flag of Anarchism is as false a figure as could
be invented.” Yet, ironically, A. H. Simpson disproved that particular
claim for while attacking communism he ended by stating his “ar-
gument applies only to aggressive Communists” and that “[v]oluntary
Communism can exist and, if successful, flourish under Anarchy.” So,
apparently, some kinds of communism are compatible with anar-
chism after all! Victor Yarrows, likewise, pointed to “two different
schools” of communists, those who support “voluntary Communism,
which they intend to reach by the Anarchistic method” and those who
“plot the forcible suppression of the entire system” of private property.
Only the former was “voluntary or Anarchistic Communism.” [The
Individualist Anarchists, pp. 89-90, p. 94, p. 95 and p. 96]
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“To be sure, there is a certain and very sincere comradeship that
must exist between all honest antagonists of the exploitation of
labour, but the word comrade cannot gloss over the vital difference
between so-called Communist-Anarchism and Anarchism proper.”
[Liberty, no. 172, p. 1]

Social anarchists would agree with Tucker in part, namely the
need not to gloss over vital differences between anarchist schools
but most reject Tucker’s attempts to exclude other tendencies from
“Anarchism proper.” Instead, they would agree with Kropotkin and,
while disagreeing with certain aspects of the theory, refuse to ex-
communicate him from the anarchist movement. As we discuss in
section G.2.5, few anarchists agreed with Tucker’s sectarianism at
the time and communist-anarchism was, and remains, the dominant
tendency within anarchism.

It is these disagreements to which we now turn. It should be
stressed, though, that the individualist anarchists, while tending to
excommunicate social anarchism, also had many inclusive moments
and so it makes these objections often seem petty and silly. Yes, there
was certainly pettiness involved and it worked both ways and there
was a certain amount of tit-for-tat, just as there is now (although to a
much lesser degree these days). Anarchist-communist opposition to
what some of them sadly called “bourgeois anarchism”was a fact, as
was individualist anarchist opposition to communist-anarchism. Yet
this should not blind us to what both schools had in common. How-
ever, if it were not for some opponents of anarchism (particularly
those seeking to confuse libertarian ideas with propertarian ones)
dragging these (mostly resolved) disagreements back into the light
of day this section would be a lot shorter. As it is, covering these
disagreements and showing how they could be resolved is a useful
task — if only to show how individualist and communist anarchism
are not as alien as some make out.

There were four main objections made to communist-anarchism
by the individualists. Firstly, that communist-anarchism was compul-
sory and any compulsory system could not be anarchist. Secondly,
that a revolution would be imposing anarchism and so contradicted
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get it, and go into business for himself, or herself — either singly, or
in partnerships — and be under no necessity to act as a servant, or sell
his or her labour to others. All the great establishments, of every kind,
now in the hands of a few proprietors, but employing a great number of
wage labourers, would be broken up; for few, or no persons, who could
hire capital, and do business for themselves, would consent to labour
for wages for another.” [A Letter to Grover Cleveland, p. 20, p. 48
and p. 41]

As Eunice Minette Schuster noted, Spooner’s “was a revolt against
the industrial system”, a “return to pre-industrial society.”He “would
destroy the factory system, wage labour . .. by making every individ-
ual a small capitalist, an independent producer” and “turn the clock
of time backwards, not forward.” This position seems to have been a
common one, for “the early American Individualists aimed to return
... to an economic system where everyone would be a small, indepen-
dent proprietor.” [Native American Anarchism, p. 148, pp. 151-2
and p. 157] As another commentator on individualist anarchism
also noted, “the dominant vision of the future was obviously that of a
relatively modest scale of production . . . underpinned by individual,
self-employed workers” and so the individualist anarchists “expected a
society of largely self-employed workmen with no significant disparity
of wealth between any of them.” [Wm. Gary Kline The Individualist
Anarchists, p. 95 and p. 104]

This is not to say that all the individualist anarchists ignored the
rise of large scale industrial production. Far from it. Tucker, Greene
and Lum all recognised that anarchism had to adjust to the industrial
system and proposed different solutions for it. Greene and Lum
followed Proudhon and advocated co-operative production while
Tucker argued that mutual banks could result in a non-exploitative
form of wage labour developing.

William Greene pronounced that “[tJhere is no device of the politi-
cal economists so infernal as the one which ranks labour as a commod-
ity, varying in value according to supply and demand . . . To speak of
labour as merchandise is treason; for such speech denies the true dig-
nity of man . .. Where labour is merchandise in fact . . . there man is
merchandise also, whether in England or South Carolina.” This meant
that, “[c]onsidered from this point of view, the price of commodities is
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regulated not by the labour expended in their production, but by the
distress and want of the labouring class. The greater the distress of the
labourer, the more willing will he be to work for low wages, that is, the
higher will be the price he is willing to give for the necessaries of life.
When the wife and children of the labourer ask for bread, and he has
none to give them, then, according to the political economists, is the
community prosperous and happy; for then the rate of wages is low,
and commodities command a high price in labour.” [Mutual Banking,
pp- 49-50 and p. 49]

Greene’s alternative was co-operation in production, consump-
tion and exchange. “The triple formula of practical mutualism”, he
argued, was “the associated workshop” for production, the “protective
union store” for consumption and the “the Mutual Bank”for exchange.
All three were required, for “the Associated Workshop cannot exist for
a single day without the Mutual Bank and the Protective Union Store.”
Without mutual banking, the productive co-operatives would not
survive as it would not gain access to credit or at a high rate (“How do
you advance the cause of labour by putting your associated neck under
the heel of capital? Your talk about ‘the emancipation of labour’ is
wind and vapour; labour cannot be emancipated by any such process.”)
Thus the “Associated Workshop ought to be an organisation of personal
credit. For what is its aim and purpose? Is it not the emancipation of
the labourer from all dependence upon capital and capitalists?” [Op.
Cit., p. 37, p. 34, p- 35 and p. 34] The example of the Mondragon
co-operative complex in the Basque country confirms the soundness
of Greene’s analysis.

Here we see a similar opposition to the commodification of labour
(and so labourers) within capitalism that also marks social anarchist
thought. As Rocker notes, Greene “emphasised more strongly the
principle of association than did Josiah Warren and more so than
Spooner had done.” He had a “strong sympathy for the principle of
association. In fact, the theory of Mutualism is nothing less that
co-operative labour based on the cost principle.”He also “rejected . . .
the designation of labour as a commodity” and “constantly endeav-
oured to introduce his ideas into the youthful labour movement . . .
so as to prevent the social problem being regarded by labour as only
a question of wages.” [Pioneers of American Freedom,, p. 108, p.
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G.2 Why do individualist anarchists
reject social anarchism?

As noted in the last section, the individualist anarchists considered
themselves as anti-capitalists and many called themselves mutualists
and socialists. It may be objected that they opposed the more obvi-
ously socialist types of anarchism like communist-anarchism and,
as a consequence, should be considered as supporters of capitalism.
This is not the case as can be seen from why they rejected communist-
anarchism. The key thing to remember is that capitalism does not
equal the market. So while the individualist anarchists advocated a
market economy, it “is evident from their writings that they rejected
both capitalism and communism — as did Proudhon.” [Brian Morris,
“Global Anti-Capitalism”, pp. 170-6, Anarchist Studies, vol. 14, no.
2,p. 175]

It should noted that while Tucker came to excommunicate non-
individualist forms of anarchism from the movement, his initial com-
ments on the likes of Bakunin and Kropotkin were very favourable.
He reprinted articles by Kropotkin from his paper La Revolte, for
example, and discussed “the Anarchistic philosophy, as developed by
the great Proudhon and actively propagated by the heroic Bakunin and
his successors on both sides of the Atlantic.” [Liberty, no. 26, p. 3]
After the rise of the IWPA in the early 1880s and the Haymarket
police riot of 1886, Tucker changed his position. Now it was a case
that the “Anarchistic social ideal” was “utterly inconsistent with that
of those Communists who falsely call themselves Anarchists while at
the same time advocating a regime of Archism fully as despotic as
that of the State Socialists themselves.” For Tucker, real anarchists
did not advocate, like communist anarchists, “forcible expropriation’
nor “force as a revolutionary agent and authority as a safeguard of the
new social order.” [The Individualist Anarchists, pp. 88-9] As will
become clear, Tucker’s summation of communist-anarchism leaves
a lot to be desired. However, even after the break between individ-
ualist and communist anarchism in America, Tucker saw that both
had things in common as both were socialists:

3
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109, pp. 111-2 and p. 112] This support for producers’ associations
alongside mutual banks is identical to Proudhon’s ideas — which is
unsurprising as Greene was a declared follower of the French anar-
chist. Martin also indicates Greene’s support for co-operation and
associative labour and its relation to the wider labour movement:

“Coming at a time when the labour and consumer groups were
experimenting with ‘associated workshops’ and ‘protective union
stores,” Greene suggested that the mutual bank be incorporated
into the movement, forming what he called ‘complementary units
of production, consumption, and exchange . . . the triple formula
of practical mutualism.”” [Op. Cit., pp. 134-5]

Dyer Lum was another individualist anarchist who opposed wage
labour and supported co-operative production. Like Greene, Lum
took an active part in the labour movement and was a union or-
ganiser. As he put it, the Knights of Labor aimed to work for the
“abolishment of the wage-system” as well as the right of life requiring
the right to the means of living. Dyer, while rejecting their infatua-
tion with political action, had “the fullest sympathy” for their aims
and supported their economic measures. [Liberty, no. 82, p. 7]
Unsurprisingly, as one historian notes, “Lum began to develop an
ideology that centred on the labour reformers’ demand: ‘The Wage
System must go!””He joined “the ideological path of labour reformers
who turned to a radicalised laissez-faire explanation of wage slavery.”
[Frank H. Brooks, ‘Ideology, Strategy, and Organization: Dyer Lum
and the American Anarchist Movement”, pp. 57-83, Labor History,
vol. 34, No. 1, p. 63 and p. 67] Like the communist-anarchists of
the IWPA, for Lum trade unions were both the means of fighting
capitalism and the way to abolish wage labour:

“Anarchists in Chicago tended to be much more sympathetic to
class organisation, specifically unions, because they had many
contacts to local unions and the Knights of Labor. The issue was not
resolved at the founding conference of the IWPA, but the Chicago
anarchists did manage to get a resolution passed stating that
‘we view in trades unions based upon progressive principles — the
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abolition of the wages-system — the corner-stone of a better society
structure than the present one.’

“Lum agreed wholeheartedly with this resolution, particularly the
phrase ‘abolition of the wages-system.’ This phrase not only con-
firmed the ideological link between anarchism and labour reform,
but also paralleled similar language in the declaration of princi-
ples of the Knights of Labor. By 1886, Lum had joined the Knights
and he urged other anarchists, particularly individualists, to sup-
port their struggles. Lum continued to be involved with organised
labour for the next seven years, seeing unions as a practical ne-
cessity in the struggle against class politics and state repression.”
[Brooks, Op. Cit., pp. 70-1]

However, “[d]espite the similarity between the evolution of Lum’s
strategy and that of the revolutionary anti-statist socialists in the IWPA,
his analysis of ‘wage slavery’ was considerably more individualistic.”
[Brooks, Op. Cit., p. 66] Lum saw it as resulting primarily from state
interference in the economy which reduced the options available to
working class people. With a genuine free market based on free land
and free credit workers would work for themselves, either as inde-
pendent producers or in co-operatives ( “where capital seeks labour

. where authority dissolves under the genial glow of liberty, and
necessity for wage-labour disappears.” [Dyer D. Lum, contained in
Albert Parsons, Anarchism, p. 153]). Thus a key element of “Lum’s
anarchism was his mutualist economics, an analysis of ‘wage slavery’
and a set of reforms that would ‘abolish the wage system.”” [Brooks,
Op. Cit., p. 71] Voltairine de Cleyre, in her individualist anarchist
days, concurred with her mentor Lum, arguing for a “complete in-
ternational federation of labour, whose constituent groups shall take
possession of land, mines, factories, all the instruments of production,
issue their own certificates of exchange, and, in short, conduct their
own industry without regulative interference from law-makers or em-
ployers.” [The Voltairine de Cleyre Reader, p. 6]

European individualist anarchists, it should be noted had a similar
perspective. As mentioned in section A.3.1, Frenchman E. Armand
argued that “ownership of the means of production and free disposal of
his produce” was “the quintessential guarantee of the autonomy of the
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Faced with another form of anarchism which supported both, unsur-
prisingly communist-anarchism replaced it as the dominant form of
anarchism by the start of the 20th century in America.

If these social conditions are not taken into account then the ideas
of the likes of Tucker and Spooner will be distorted beyond recog-
nition. Similarly, by ignoring the changing nature of socialism in
the face of a changing society and economy, the obvious socialistic
aspects of their ideas will be lost. Ultimately, to analyse the Individu-
alist Anarchists in an a-historic manner means to distort their ideas
and ideals. Moreover, to apply those ideas in a non-artisan economy
without the intention of radically transforming the socio-economic
nature of that society towards one based on artisan production one
would mean to create a society distinctly different than one they
envisioned (see section G.3 for further discussion).
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predominantly anarchist world would make it statist. As Marx put
it, in such socities “the separation of the worker from the conditions of
labour and from the soil . . . does not yet exist, or only sporadically, or
on too limited a scale . . . Where, amongst such curious characters, is
the ‘field of abstinence’ for the capitalists? . . . Today’s wage-labourer
is tomorrow’s independent peasant or artisan, working for himself. He
vanishes from the labour-market — but not into the workhouse.” There
is a “constant transformation of wage-labourers into independent pro-
ducers, who work for themselves instead of for capital” and so “the
degree of exploitation of the wage-labourer remain[s] indecently low.”
In addition, the “wage-labourer also loses, along with the relation of de-
pendence, the feeling of dependence on the abstemious capitalist.” [Op.
Cit., pp. 935-6] Within such a social context, the anti-libertarian
aspects of wage labour are minimised and so could be overlooked by
otherwise sharp critics of authoritarianism as Tucker and Andrews.
Therefore Rocker was correct when he argued that Individualist
Anarchism was “above all ... rooted in the peculiar social condi-
tions of America which differed fundamentally from those of Europe.”
[Op. Cit., p. 155] As these conditions changed, the viability of Indi-
vidualist Anarchism’s solution to the social problem decreased (as
acknowledged by Tucker in 1911, for example — see section G.1.1).
Individualist Anarchism, argued Morgan Edwards, “appears to have
dwindled into political insignificance largely because of the erosion of
its political-economic base, rather than from a simple failure of strat-
egy. With the impetus of the Civil War, capitalism and the State had
too great a head start on the centralisation of economic and political
life for the anarchists to catch up. This centralisation reduced the inde-
pendence of the intellectual/professional and merchant artisan group
that were the mainstay of the Liberty circle.” [Op. Cit., pp. 85-6]
While many of the individualist anarchists adjusted their own ideas
to changing social circumstances, as can be seen by Greene’s support
for co-operatives ( “the principle of association”) as the only means of
ending exploitation of labour by capital, the main forum of the move-
ment (Liberty) did not consistently subscribe to this position nor did
their support for union struggles play a major role in their strategy.
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individual”but only as long as “the proprietor does not transfer it to
someone else or reply upon the services of someone else in operating it.”
[ “Mini-Manual of the Anarchist Individualist”, pp. 145-9, Anarchism,
Robert Graham (ed.), p. 147] Another French individualist anarchist,
Ernest Lesigne, argued that in a free society, “there should be no
more proletaires” as “everybody” would be “proprietor.” This would
result in “The land to the cultivator. The mine to the miner. The tool
to the labourer. The product to the producer.” [quoted approvingly
by Tucker, Instead of a Book, p. 17 and p. 18] Lesigne considered
“co-operative production” as “a solution to the great problem of social
economy, — the delivery of products to the consumer at cost” and as
a means of producers to “receive the 