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Anarchism

That | could get a Ph.D. from a major American university without
knowing anything about anarchism, surely one of the most important
political philosophies of modern times, is a commentary on the r_1ar-
rowness of American education. | first became aware of anarchism
when in 1968 | became friends with a fellow historian, Richard
Drinnon, wha had written a biography of the anarchist-feminist Emma
Goldman, Rebel in Paradise. | read his book, then read Emfna
Goldman's autobiography Living My Life, and from that point on tried
to learn as much as | could about anarchist thought and experience.
For years, | taught a seminar on "Marxism and Anarchism” at Boston
University. Herbert Read was famous in England not only as an art
critic but as an anarchist, and his collection of essays, Anarchy and
Order, was being published in its first American edition by Beacon
Press in 1971. | wrote the following essay, entitied “The Art of
Revolution,” as an introduction to that volume.
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Thc word anarchy unsettles most people in the Western world: it sug-
geses disorder, violence, uncertainty, We have good reason for fear-
ling those conditions, because we have been living with them for 4 long
\time, not in anarchist socieries (there have never been any) but in exact-
ly those societies most fearful of anarchy—the powerful nation-states of
-:;.. pdern times.

At no rime in human history has there been such social chaos.
y million dead in the Second World War. More than a million dead in
rea, a million in Vietnam, half a million in Indonesia, hundreds of
thousands dead in Nigeria, and in Mozambique. A hundred violent polit-
jeal struggles all over the world in the twenty years following the second
war (o end all wars. Millions starving, of in prisons, or in mental institu-
tions. Inner turmoil to the point of large-scale alienation, confusion,
ppiness. Qurer turmoil symbolized by huge armies, stores of nerve
gas, and stockpiles of hydrogen bombs, Wherever men, women and chil-
are even a bit conscious of the world outside their local borders, they
been living with the ultimare uncertainty: whether or not the human
pace itself will survive into the nexe generation,

It is these conditions that the anarchists have wanted to end: to
ng a kind of order to the world for the first rime, We have never lis-
ened 10 them carefully, excepr through the hearing aids supplied by the
uardians of disorder—the narional government leaders. whether capiral-
t or socialist.

The order desired by anarchists is different from the order
FOrdnung,” the Germans called it “law and order.” say the American
oliticians) of national governments, They want a voluntary forming of
man relations, arising out of the needs of people. Such an order comes
fom within, and so is natural, People flow into easy arrangements, rather
an being pushed and forced. Tt is like the form given by the artist, a
congenial, often pleasing, sometimes beautiful. It has the grace of a

luntary, confident act. Thus there is nothing surprising in Herbert
tead, poet and philosopher of art, being an anarchist.

Read came to philosophical anarchism out of his special ser of
Xperiences: growing up in Yorkshire as the son of an English farmer,
pending several years as a clerk in the industrial city of Leeds, going to
e University there, writing poetry, entranced by art and literature—and
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then enduring the sounds and smells of war as a British Army Ciptain i
World War L. For a while he was captivated, as were so many, by the
Bolshevik Revolution, bur the party dicratorship wurned him firmly
toward anarchism, which also seemed to fit more comfortably his wide.
ranging interest in the arts: portery, poctry, Wordsworth and Coleridge,
art criticism, the philosophy of art,

He had written over I‘urry books before he died in 1968, I'I'Iust]y
on art and liwerature. In Anarchy and Order, published in England in
1954, he put IU!:L'[EI['[ VATIOLS ex8avs he had writien on anarchism, from
his slim volume of 1938, Poerry and Anarchism, to his essay “Revolution
and Reason,” of 1953. This important book was never published in the
United States, perhaps because America in the Fifties was not hospitable
to anarchism, or to serious dissent of any kind. As we stare the Seventies,
the mood is different. Read offers us something thac this generation seems
to want and need: an aesthetic approach to politics.

The order of polirics, as we have known it in the world, is an
order impaosed on sociery, neither desired by most pmplf. nor direcred 1o
their needs. It is therefore chaotic and destrucrive. Politics grates on our
sensibilities. v violates the elementary requirement of acsthetics—it is
devoid of beauty. It is coercive, as if sound were forced into our ears at a
decibel level such as ro make us scream, and those responsible called this
music. The “order” of modern life is a cacophony which has made us
almaost deaf to the genrler sounds of the universe. . .

It is fitring that in modern times, around the time of the hmc.h
and American Revolutions, exactly when man became most proud ﬂ-fl his
achievemenrs. the ideas of anarchism arose to challenge lhalf pride.
Western civilization has never been modest in describing its qualiries as an
enormous advance in human history; the larger unity of natiun:f-] sLates
replacing tribe and manor; parliamentary gl“—'l:']‘!_ltlic‘l:tf lt‘[,\hii'lﬂil[}":
divine right of kings; steam and electricity substituting for manual Jabo '
education and science dispelling ignorance and superstition: duc F'm‘fd
of law canceling arbitrary justice. Anarchism arose in the uum. ’fl’f!fn_

E . » 1]1zanon
days of Western “civilization” because the promises of rthar civi
were almost immediately broken, i

i it . and the
tity from internal disorder, vastly magnified both the stmulus an 3
’ .iﬂl-] l‘lll.'H)‘]" i

Nationalism, promising freedom from ourside tyranny,

possibility for worldwide empires over subjected people.
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flicts among such empires: imperialism and war were intensified to the
p edge of global suicide exactly in the period of the national state.
Parliamentary government, promising popular participation in important
decisions, became a facade (differently consrructed in one-party and two-
party sfates) for rule by elites of wealth and power in the midst of almost-
frenzied scurrying to polls and plebiscites. Mass production did not end
 poverty and exploitation; indeed it made the persistence of want more
funpardonable. The production and distribution of goods became more
rational technically, more irrational morally. Education and literacy did
tnot end the deception of the many by the fews they enabled deceprion to
ibe replaced by self-deception, mystification to be inwernalized, and social
gontrol to be even more effective than ever before, because now it had a
_llrge measure of selfcontrol. Due process did not bring justice; it replaced
the arbitrary, idenrifiable dispenser of injustice with the unidentifiable
and impersonal. The “rule of law,” replacing the “rule of men,” was just a
change in rulers,
In the midst of the American Revolution, Tom Paine, while call.
g for the establishment of an independent Ametican government, had
illusions abour even a new revolurionary government when he wrate,
Common Sense: “Society in every state is a blessing, but government
n in its best state is but a necessary evil,”

Anarchists almost immediately recognized thar the fall of kings,
nd the risc of committees, assemblics, parliamenes, did not bring
ocracy; thar revolurions had the potential for liberation, bur also for
another form of despotism, Thus, Jacques Roux, a country priest in the
French Revolution concerned wirh the lives of the peasants in his dis-
t, and then with the workingmen in the Gravillicrs quarter of Paris,
Bpoke in 1792 against “senatorial despotism,” saying it was “as terrible as
the sceprer of kings” because it chains the people withour their knowing
and brutalizes and subjugates them by laws they themselves are sup-

:d o have made. In Perer Weiss's play, Marat-Sade, Roux, straitjack-
d, breaks through the censorship of the play within the play and cries
|

Wha controls the markers

Wha locks up the granarics

Whao gor the loor from the palaces
Who sits tight on the estates




48 THE ZINN R

that were going 10 be divided berween the poor

before he is LI'l]iL'lt:d_ :
A friend of Roux, Jean Varler, in an carly anarchist manifesig of
the French Revolution called Expn‘lyﬂ'au, WIOte;

Whar a social monstrosity, what a masterpicce of i\rl:l.ch‘i.lve“'t_.‘u]js:n, this
revululionany government is in tact. For any reasoning bemg, F-t)‘c’tﬂ‘lh‘len‘
and Revolution are incompauble, at least unless fhtt }'-mp]tl: wishes o con-
stitute the organs of power in permancnt insurrection against themselves,
which is oo absurd o believe

But it is exactly thar which is “too absurd ro believe” which the anarchises
believe, becausc only an “absurd” perspective is revolutionary mﬂugh.m
see through the limits of revolurion itself. Herberr Read, in a book w1t'h
an apprnpriatcl}' absurd ditle, 7o Hell With Culture (he was seventy; this
was 1963, five years before his death), wrote:

Whar hax been worch while in human history— the grear ﬂrhlr\*:mq.:nn of
ohysics and astronomy, of geographical discovery and of human hfﬂ.llng,:-f
:-nh‘ilnmphy and of art—has been the work of extremists-—af those who
belicved i the absurd, dared the impossible.,

The Russian Revolution promised even more—to eliminate that
injustice carried into modetn times by the _American and dFrcnnrJ::
Revolutions, Anarchist criticism of that Revolution wa.s summed up by
Emma Goldman (My Further Disillusionment tn Russia) as follows:

It is at once the grear Fulure and the great r.rng::d}' of l:lllu.? iiiu:;ar:
Revolution that it agempred.,.1o change only instirutions an s ‘:I“i; .
while ignoring entirely the human and social _\';lllu(‘S '1:'1:“-“;““ P
Revolution.... No revalution can ever su..'a.‘nn% asa facrar of li 'erJl.'li g
the means used o furcher it be identical in spiric and tendency wit f.r‘liu!mr
poses 10 be achieved. Revolurtion is the negation af the r“‘“-n?‘llmgi o
protest against man’s inhumanicy to man wuh_ all tI'n‘: Idlfmk.u :n ooz
skaveries it involves, Tt is the destrover of dominant values L:p:huut b
complex system of injustice, oppression, and wrong _h.'n.u ]Inueu' e 8
ignorance and brugaliry. It iy the herald of new vales, us [Crlnalq.m-i.:n'.
formation of the basic relations of man w0 man, and of man t©

destructives
ces of the
s¢ STU-

The institution of capitalism. anarchists believe, 1s
§ ; i ' T
irrational, inhumane, It feeds ravenously on the immense n:ft& )
i i ) e e
earth, and then churns ourt (this is its achievement—ir 15 an 1m

LT
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pid churn) huge quantiries of products. Thase products have only an acci-
' dental relationship to whar is most needed by people, because the ar
- nizers and distriburors of goods care nor abour human need; they are
grcat.hu:iincu enterprises motivated only by profit. Therefore. bombs.
guns, office buildings, and deodorants take priority aver food, homes,
and recreation arcas, Is there anything closer to “anarchy

-

" {in the common
use of the word, meaning confusion) than the incredibly wild and w
- ful economic system in America?

Anarchists believe the riches of the carth belong equally ro all,
Land should be distributed according to need, not th rough the intricate,
Linhuman system of money and contracts which have so far channeled
most of these riches into a small group of wealthy people, and inro
countrics. (The United Stares, with six percent of the population, owns,
produces. and consumes fifty percent of the world's production.) They
would agree with the Story Teller in Bertholt Brechr's 7he Cancasian
halk Circle, in the final words of the play:

asle-

a few

Take note whar men of old concluded:

That whar thete is shall so 10 those who are good fur i
Thus: the children co the motherly, tha they prosper
The carts to good drivers, that they are well driven
And the valley to the waterers, thar it bring forth fruir.

It was on this principle that Gerard Winstanley, leader of the
Diggers in sevenreenth century Fngland, ignored the law of private own-

hip and led his followers to plant grain on unused land. Winstanley
rote about his hope for the furure:

When this universal law of equity rises up in every wuin and woman, then
none shall lay claim 1o any creature and waty, This is mine, and thar is vours,
Thisis my work, dha is yours. But every one shall put to their hands o rill
the carth and bring up cantle, and the blessing of the earth shall be com-
mon o all; when a man hath necd of any corn of ¢
starchouse he meets with, There shall be na buyi
matkets. bur the whole earth shall be
the earth is the Lord’s...

attle, take from the next
ng or selling, no fairs or
a cotmmon rreasury for every man, for

Our problem is to make usc of the magnificent technology of our
ime, for human needs, without being victimized by a bureaucraric mech-
Bnism. The Soviet Union did show that narional economic planning for
fommon goals, replacing the profit-driven chaos of capialist production,
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could produce remarkable results. I failed, however, 1o do Wh‘ft ll_lqu;u.n
Read and other recent anarchises have 'Gl.ig,[’.i:'blel.‘ll o do away -.Tnh the
bureaucracy of large-scale industty, Ch.‘lr;lutci'l.ﬂllc of both LJ.Pllla]iHn and
socialism, and rhe consequent unhappiness of thc u.-or.k('rsl who do not
feel at case with their work, with the products, with their tellow workers,
with nature, with themselves. This probicrr} u_mld‘hc mimd'.,mfud has
suggested, by workers’ control of L]??lr own jobs, wuhtffnl .\:uriltlcmg the
benefits of planning and coordinarion for lhcllargur socia _gnm., :

“Property is theft.” Proudhon wrorte 1f1 the rm|d~|nm-|wu[ cene-
wury (he was the first to call himsell an anarchist), \"\"11'-'1hu'_f tl‘.tt' resolrces
of 1I.|u‘ earth and the cnergies of men are uuntlm?lcql by L.II_!IL:I]}E Ll_lfr}'lor;;:_
tions or bureaucracies calling thc::m,‘-;lws ”.sm]i;.hst, agreac 1-:-i.1 uh mc.ns
life-work has occurred, as a kind of original sin which has Iul .zln um.ui—
history to all sorts of trouble: exploitation, war, the establis 1[”:15_[“: of
Chlm‘!i'L‘s‘ the subjugation of women, artacks on ,E,w.nfh.:rry call-lex‘i. c:n:;:e‘.r
and the cruel system of punishments which all “civilized socicties™ have
rec own as “justice.” _ : :
e ::[h the cu;riul ist and the socialist burcaucracies ot u.m:1 tm.m'. fail,
anarchists say, on their greatest promise: to hring_dcnmcnl-fhy. 1;3 c;::;n:;
of democracy is that people should control thlf‘ o ives, )d e
owos or hundreds, depending on whether the de_msmn being mI;f .c- =
one or two or 2 hundred. Instead, our lives are directed by 4 po I:Cr-ti“ -
i-Tan-_Lndustrial complex in the United States, and a party lncraqc ) e
Soviet Union. In both situations there is tl.w pretense ni_gfupu;ru iu e
pation, by an ¢laborate scheme of vorting for representativ c:l\-'- .
have real ‘11n\u'cr (the difference between a one-party \::c.lar;: ;Lm e
state being no more than one party- ;m_d 'r]'jat asmu E‘.ﬂ L . mic.s pi
the other). The vore in modern societies 1s lhe. .cur:;t‘lq_ 0[.:.:"1:; king
maney is the currency of c::.‘ullnmli:.'t: both mystify what 1s really
P];IC&'-—L'I"IﬂlTl.)i of the many by the few.

reat
& » g if the g

: — : “law and order” is one ¢
Anarchises believe the phrase ot the hat-

g of that

- ) 1l1| Fm
S ALY I3 I'-! v S ot h m d.t'].', Ccerra
-.irccptu. b ou J.gl. AV dﬂ{ I g ar ¥

monious order of a cooperative society, “'11ich is the l’TL‘ﬁ!‘m(.'-:::;&
word. It brings, if anything, the order of the t:ata]n]ar1_a,nd.wir o
prison, or the army, where fear and threat keep people in o
places. All law can do is artificially restrain peaple wl-w are Ar:d p:

of violence or theft or disobedience by a bad society.

or

e OM.
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brought by law is unseable, always on the brink of a fall,
invites rebellion. Laws cannot, by their nar
will come

because coercion
ure, create a good sociery: that
from grear numbers of people arranging resources and them-
selves volunarily (“Murual Aid.” Kropotkin called it) so as to promote
cooperation and happiness. And that will be the best order,
do what they must, not because of law, but on their own,

What has modern civilization, with its “rile of |

when pex -plc:

aw,” its giant
industrial enterprises, its “representative democracy,” brought? Nuclear
missiles already aimed and readv for the destruction of the world, and
populations—Iliterare, well-fed, and constantly voting —of 2
accept this madness. Civilization has failed on two counts: it I
ed rthe natural resources of the carth, which h

mind ro
18 pervert-
ave the capacity 1o make our
lives jovful, and also the natural resources of people

. which have the
potential for genius and love.

Making the most of these possibilities requires the upbringing of

new generations in an armosphere of grace and are, Instead, we have been

reared in politics. Herbert Read (in Arr and Alrenation

) describes the
stunted human being who cmerges from this:
If seeing and handling, rouching and hearing and all the refineme
sation that developed historically in the coneuest of
ulation of material substances are nor educed

mactrsty the resulr is a being rhat hardly deserve
cved, bored

ns of sen-
mature and rhe manip-

and rtrained from birth 1o
s to be called human: a dull-

and [istless auromaion whose one desire s for violence in some

torm or other—violent action, violen sounds, distrsctions of any kind thar

can penetrate to its deadened nerves. Irs preferred daseractions
stadium, the pin-rable allevs, the dance-hall, the passive

farce and sadism of the relevision screen. gambling and

the sports
“viewing | of cnime,
drug addiction.

' Whar a wasic of the evolutionary process! Ir took a billion Vvears to create
human beings who could. if they chose, form the materials of the earth
and themsclves inro arrangements congenial to man, wom

an, and the
universe, Can we still choose to do so?

It seems that I'f\'llhlljﬂl’l:l!‘l'.' changes are needed—in the sense of
profound transformations of our work processes,

or decision-making
Arrangements, our se

x and family relations, our thought and culeure—

foward a humane sociery. Bur #his kind of revolution—changing our

minds as well as out institutions—cannot be accomplished by customary

methods: neither by military action to overchrow governments, as some



TF you want 1o work rogether with them For your munial benefit, vou must
practice co-operation. The sodial revolution means much more than the ror-
ganization of conditions only: it means the esablishmenr of new human val-
ues and social refarionships, a changed artirude of nwan 1o man, as of one free
and indrprndtnr to has tqml; 1t means a different SPIrK in individual and cal-
lective life, and rhar spirit cannot be bom overnight. [t is a spirit to be culri.
» vated, to be nurtared and reared. as the most delicate flower is, for indeed ir
is the Hower of a new and beauriful exisrence..., We must learn to think il
'r'crvc-nrl_\' before the revelution can come. That alone can bring the revoluton,

rradition-bound radicals suggest: nor by that slow process of electora]
reform, which traditional liberals urge on us. The state of the world roday
reflects the limitations of both those methods.

Anarchists have always been accused of a special addicrion to vio-
lence as a mode of revolutionary change. The accusation comes from gov-
ernments which came into being through violence, which maintain them-
sclves in power through violence, and which use violence constandy 1o
keep down rebellion and to bully other nations. Some anarchists—like
other revolutionaries throughout history, whether American, French,
Russian, or Chinese—have emphasized violent uprising. Some have advo-
cated, and rricd, assassination and rerror. In this they are like other revo-
lutionariesof whatever cpoch or ideology. What makes anarchists
unique among revolutionaries, however, is that most of ﬂ'lc.m sce revolu-
tion as a cultural, idealogical, creative process, in which violence would
be as incidental as the ourcrics of mother and baby in childbirth. It might
be unavoidable—given the natural resistance to change—but something
to be keprt at a minimum while more important things happen. \

Alexander Berkman, who as a young man attempred to assassi-
nate an American industrialist, expressed his more mature reflections on
violence and revolution in The ABC of Anarchism:

The anarchist sees revolutionary change as something immediate,
something we must do now, where we are, where we live, where we work.
It means starting this moment to do away with authonarian, cruel rela
tionships— berween men and women, between parents and children,
between one kind of worker and another kind. Such revolutionary action
cannot be crushed like an armed uprising, It takes place in evervday lite,
in the riny crannies where the powerful but clumsy hands of stare power
cannot casily reach. Tr s not centralized and isolared, so that it can be
wiped out by the rich, the police, the military, It takes place in a hundred
thousand places at once, in families, on streets, in neighborhoods, in
places of work. It is a revolution of the whole culture. Squelched in one
place, it springs up in another, until it is cverywhere.

Such a revolution is an art. Thae s, i requires the courage not
only of resistance, bur of imagination, Herbert Read, afrer pointing out
that modern democracy encourages both complacency and complicity,
speaks (in Art and Alienation) of the role of art:

What, really, is there to destroy? _ .
The wealth of the rich? Nay. thar is something we want the whole of
SOCICTY [0 enjoy, ! ) _
The land, the fields, the coal mines, the railroads, i’am::m_mﬂli :-I]ld
shops? These we want not to destroy but to make useful to the endire pmp_b.
The telegraphs, telephones, the means of communication and dlst:d;
ution—do we want 1o destroy them? No. we want them ro scrve the ne
of all. ) i
What, then, is the social revolution to destroy? Itis o t:l?u: mﬂ;.mgs
for the general benefit, not to destroy them. It s o reorganize conditions
for the public welfare.

Art, on the ather hand, 15 eremally disturbing, permanendy revolutionary.
It is 50 because the artist. in the degree of his grearness. always confronts
the unknown, and what he brings back from that confrontation is a novel-
ty. & hew symbol, 4 new vision of life, the outer image of inward things. His
importance to socicry is ot that he voices received opimons, or gives clear
expression 1o the confused feelings af rhe masses: that is dhe (uncoon of the
politician, the journalist, the demagogue, The artise is what the Germans

of arms. call ein Rurtler, an upsereer of the established order.

Revolution in irs full scnse cannot be achieved by force of arm
1 4 " nsti-
Tt must be prepared in the minds and behavior of men, even btﬁ?ﬁrk .l
i s crim
tutions have radically changed. It is not an act, but a process. B
describes this:

This should not be interpreted as an arrogane distinction berween the
elite artist and the mass of people. It is, rarher, a recognition that in mod-
ern sociery, as Herbert Marcuse has pointed out, there is enormous pres-
sure to create a “one-dimensional mind” among masses of people, and

. e 1,n|.l
11 vour object is tor sccure liberiy, you must learn to do without authority 3 : _ '
: this requires upsetting,

e » B . How
compulsion. L vou intend to live in peace and harmony mt_h :.nuir I’cd‘“-f
men. vou and they should culuvate hrotherhoosd and respect for each 00
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Herbert Read's attraction to both art and anarchy seems a fitting
response to the twentieth century, and underscores the idea that revojy-
tion must be cultural as well as political. The ticle of his book To Flell Wi,
Crelrure might be misinterpreted if one did not read in ic:

loday we are bound hand and foot to the past. Because property is a sacred
thing and Lind values 1 source of untold wealth, our houses must be crowd-
ed wopether and our streets must follow their ancient i"ngical meander-
ings.... Because everythung we buy for use must be sold for profit, and
hecause there must always be this profitable margin berween cost and price,
our pots and our pans, our furniture and our clothes, have the same shod-
dy consistency. the same competitive cheapness. The whole of our capiral-
ist culture is one immense veneer: a surlisce of refinement hiding rthe cheap.
ness and shoddiness of the heire of things.

To hell with such a culrure. To the rubbish-heap and furnace with it
all! Ler us celebrate the democratic revalution creatively, Let us build cicies
thar are not too big, bur spacious, with traffic flowing freely dhrough their
leafy avenues, with childien plaving safely in their green and llowery parks,
with people living happily in brighr efficient houses.... Let us balance agri-
culture and industry, town and country—ler us do all these sensible and
n.-ll:munta.:ry [hings and then let us ralk abour culoure.

The anarchist rries ro deal with the complex relationship between
changing institutions and changing culture. He knows that we must ey
olutionize culture starting now; and yet he knows this will be limited until
there is a new way of living for large numbers of people. Read writes in
the same essay: “You cannot impose a culture from the rop —it must come
from under. It grows out of the soil, out of the people, our of rhcir_dai!‘y
life and work. It is a spontancous expression of their joy in life, of :]'lﬂf
jov in work, and if this joy does not exist, the culture will not exist. :

' For revolutionaries, the acsthetic element—the approach uf_ the
artist—is essential in breaking out of the past, for we have seen in histo-
ry how revolutions have been cramped or diverted because the men w}m
made them were still encumbered by tradition. The warning of Marx, in
The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, needs 10 be heeded by
Marxises as well as by others secking change:

The tradition of all the dead gencrations weighs like 4 nightmare on f-"“:
brain of the living. And just when they seem engaged in n--.'ulmu.uuﬂ"_'ﬁ
themselves and things, in creating something entirely new. Euuclwly i sud

f ' £ ; i jrirs of the
epochs of revolutionary crisis they anxiously conjure up the spinm :I _
i 1 s oS-
past to their service and borrow from them names, barde slogant ai
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tumes in onder to present the new scene of waorld history in this rime-hon-
oured disguise and rhis borrowed language.

The art of revolution needs 1o B0 bp_ynnd whar is called f‘n;dsun,"
d what is called “science,” because both reason and science are limited
EI"_U' the narrow experience of the past. To break those limirs, 1o extend rea-
son into the furure, we need passion and instinet, coming out of those
depths of human fecling which escape the bounds of a historical period,
When Read spoke in London in 1961, betore taking part in a mass act of
civil disobedience in protest against Polaris nuclear submarines, he argued
for breaking out of the limits of “reason™ through action:

This stalemuate must be broken. but ie will never be broken by rarional argu-
mnt. There are 100 many righr reasans for wrong actions on both sides. Ie
can be broken |1r1|:l' l'r:\' nstinctive action. An ace nll dhnl’u‘.dll_‘n(c I oar
should be collectively instincrive—a revolt of the instinets of man agatnst
the threar of mass destrucrion.

Instincts are dangerous to play with, but that is why, in the present
desperate sitwarion, we must play with instinets...

We must release the imagination of the people so that they become
fully conscious of the fare that is threatening them, and we can best reach
their imagination by our actions, by our fearlessness, by our willingness to
sacrifice our comfort, owr liberty, and even our lives, 1o the end thar
mankind shall b delivered From pain and suffering and universal death

Anarchism seeks that blend of order and spontancity in our lives

- which gives us harmony with ourselves, with others, with nawre, It

understands the need to change our political and economic arrangements
1o free ourselves for the enjoyment of life. And ir knows that the change
musr begin now, in those everyday human relarions over which we have
the most control. Anarchism knows the need for sober thinking, bur also
for that action which clarifies otherwise academic and abstract thought,

Herbert Read, in “Chains of Freedom,” writes that we need a
“Black Marker in culture, a determination to avoid the bankrupr acade-
mic institutions, the fixed values and standardized products of current art
and literature; not to trade our spiritual goods through the recognized
channels of Church, or State, or Press; rather 1o pass them ‘under the
counter.” If so, one of the first items to be passed under the counter must
surely be the literature thar speaks, counter to all the falsificarions, about
the ideas and imaginings of anarchism.



