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Chapter One
Introduction:
Anarchism and Revolutionary Discourse

Anarchism is not the easiest subject to think, speak, or write about within a cultural context that takes
hegemony for granted as a principle of social and political integration. The most consistent and thoroughgoing
of all modern radical social philosophies in its repudiation of this principle, anarchism has also for that reason
suffered the greatest marginalization. Other radicalisms, too, have invoked fear and ridicule, but they have
acquired respectability to the extent that they have come to share in the premises of organized power. The fear
of anarchism, in contrast, is built into the word itself, whose meaning (no rule) has been suppressed in
everyday language by its identification with disorder. To take a pertinent recent example, in the television
coverage of the tragic events in China in 1989, what Chinese leaders spoke of as great disorder (daluan) was
consistently rendered in the reporting as anarchy. (This is not to suggest that Chinese leaders themselves are
incapable of the identification.) But fear may not be as effective as ridicule in the marginalization and
distortion of anarchism; to dismiss anarchism as irrelevant works better, since it is thus removed from the
domain of serious political dialogueand historical attention.

This study deals with a historical occasion when anarchism fared better, indeed was central to speculation on
politics: China in the early part of the century, when anarchism held a place in the center of revolutionary
thought. I argue not only that the revolutionary situation created by China's confrontation with the modern
world gave birth to a radical culture that provided fecund grounds for anarchism, but also that anar-
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chists played an important part in the fashioning of this radical culture. The significance of anarchism,
however, went beyond the roughly two decades (19051930) when anarchism was a highly visible current in
the revolutionary movement. At a time when a revolutionary discourse was taking shape, anarchist ideas
played a crucial part in injecting into it concerns that would leave a lasting imprint on the Chinese revolution,
reaching beyond the relatively small group of anarchists into the ideologies of other revolutionaries. For the
same reason, the history of anarchism offers a perspective from which to view the subsequent unfolding of the
revolution and the ways in which the revolution, in order to achieve success, was to suppress the very social
ideals that initially gave it meaning.

With the success of the October Revolution in Russia and the consequent diffusion of Leninist Marxism
worldwide, Eric Hobsbawm has written,

It became hard to recall that in 190514, the marxist left had in most countries been on the fringe of the
revolutionary movement, the main body of marxists had been identified with a de facto non-
revolutionary social democracy, while the bulk of the revolutionary left was anarcho-syndicalist, or at
least much closer to the ideas and the mood of anarcho-syndicalism than to that of classical marxism.
Marxism was henceforth identified with actively revolutionary movements. Anarchism and anarcho-
syndicalism entered upon a-dramatic and uninterrupted decline.1

This could serve equally well as a description of the situation of Chinese radicalism in the early part of the
century, with two qualifications. There was no marxist left to speak of in China until 192021; non-Marxist
social democratic currents that appeared in Chinese radical thought early on were not necessarily inimical to
anarchism but, on the contrary, willing to recognize it as a common, if remote, ideal. While in China, too,
anarchism fell into decline with the appearance of Leninist Marxism in 192021, and was repudiated by the
revolutionary Left, which thereafter identified with Marxism, the relationship of Marxism to anarchism
retained some ambiguity. I have argued elsewhere that most of those who were to emerge as leaders of the
Communist movement in China went through an anarchist phase before they became Marxists.2 I will
endeavor to show here that these anarchist origins may be important to an understanding of how they became
Marxists, and also of some features of Chinese Marxism

1. Eric Hobsbawm, Revolutionaries (New York: New American Library, 1973), 61.

2. Arif Dirlik, The Origins of Chinese Communism (New York: Oxford University Press, 1989), esp.
chapters 3 and 8.
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(especially in its Maoist version) that diverged from the Leninist interpretation of Marxism that they espoused
formally.

That anarchist ideas may have survived the decline of anarchism suggests, in turn, that anarchism had a
different relationship to revolutionary discourse in China than in Europe. The fortunes of anarchism in China
paralleled (indeed, were part of) the situation that Hobsbawm describes. But Chinese anarchism was bound up
from the beginning with an incipient revolutionary discourse that was ultimately the product of China's
confrontation with the modern world, and anarchists were to play some part in the formulation of that
discourse. While anarchism in China was also the ideology of the revolutionary Left, which identified itself
with what it took to be the most advanced radical ideology of the contemporary world, it was phrased
(especially initially) within the language of this discourse. For the same reason, anarchist ideas entered this
discourse as its constituent elements. I will argue that anarchism derives its significance in Chinese
radicalism, at least in part, from the diffusion of anarchist ideas across the ideological boundaries that divided

radicals.

Nevertheless, the anarchist origin of these ideas was forgotten as anarchism gradually retreated before
Leninist Marxism in the 1920s. It is important to recall these origins (the subject of this study), for both
historical and political reasons. Anarchism was important historically in a contextual sense: as the ideology of
the radical Left in China for more than two decades at the beginning of the century. Because this was also the
period when a revolutionary discourse emerged that was to shape Chinese radicalism in ensuing years, the
anarchist contribution to the formulation of this discourse must be part of any account that seeks a
comprehensive grasp of Chinese radicalism.

The recalling of anarchism also has obvious political implications for our understanding of the past and
present of socialism in China. The repudiation of anarchism with the ascendancy of Leninist Marxism also
meant the suppression of certain questions crucial to socialism as a political ideologyin particular the question
of democracy. The Communist regime in China is in a crisis today, which not only has thrown into question
the continued viability of socialism, but has shaken the credibility of the socialist revolution. Although the
crisis is ideological, part of it lies unquestionably in the failure of the regime to deliver the democratic
promise of socialism, a failure that has caused a new generation of radicals to look outside of socialism for
alternatives in the creation of a democratic society.

I would suggest here that to recall anarchism, which Leninist Marx-
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ism suppressed, is to recall the democratic ideals for which anarchism, among all the competing socialisms in
China's revolutionary history, served as the repository. It is a reminder that the socialist tradition in China,
released from the ideological boundaries within which it has been confined, may serve as a source of
democratic inspiration and social imagination. Whether the kind of democracy anarchists envisioned is
feasible is beside the point; what is important is that it affords a critical perspective upon the claims to
democracy of competing socialist and bourgeois alternatives of the presentand makes it possible to imagine
the future in new ways. The challenge of the anarchist notion of democracy has been swept under the rug both
by capitalism and by socialism as it exists: how to be both ethical (and therefore deeply mindful of social
relationships) and rational (and therefore able to overcome the hierarchical bind of conventional social
relationships). This was ultimately the challenge that anarchists introduced into revolutionary discourse in
China, even if none stated it with the directness with which I have expressed it here. At a time of social
breakdown and individual alienation, anarchists imagined a society where individual freedom could be
fulfilled only through social responsibility, but without being sacrificed to it, which is the essence of socialist
democracy and may be central to any conception of democracy. The challenge was to resonate with key
questions of Chinese politics, which may account for the refusal of anarchism to disappear, even when it has

had little to say about practical politics.

Over the past decade there has been a surge of interest in China in the history of Chinese anarchism. Scholarly
journals regularly publish discussions of the place of anarchism in the Chinese revolution. Two major (and
thorough) compilations of anarchist writings from the first three decades of the century were published in
1984, which have made available to contemporary readers scattered (and rare) documentation on Chinese
anarchist thinking and provided direct encounter with a long-forgotten phast in a (still) unfolding
revolutionary discourse. Even a biography of M. Bakunin and a translation of P. Kropotkin's Conquest of
Bread appeared at about the same time. As if in answer, a voluminous collection appeared and made available
extensive Marxist criticisms of anarchism. A history published in 1989 has provided a detailed coverage of
the unfolding of anarchism, and other works are in preparation.3

3. Ge Maochun, Jiang Jun, and Li Xingzhi, eds., Wuzhengfu zhuyi sixiang ziliao xuan (Selection of
materials on anarchist thought [hereafter WZFZYSX]), 2 vols. (Beijing: Beijing daxue chubanshe,
1984); Gao Jun et al., eds., Wuzhengfu zhuyi zai Zhongguo (Anarchism in

(Footnote continued on next page)
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What this activity adds up to is difficult to say. Especially problematic is the question of whether interest in
the history of anarchism in China is a sign of interest in anarchism itself. We can only safely deduce that
interest in the history of anarchism is part of a surge of interest in the history of socialism in China.
Anarchism is not the only socialism to enjoy renewed attention in contemporary China among historians,
political ideologues, and the general reading public alike, but it does appear as one prominent crest in a broad
wave of interest in the past of Chinese socialism, which includes, among other things, an interest in long-
forgotten aspects of the history of the Communist party itself. »

Anarchism has a contemporary relevance to the extent that it is implicated in the current crisis of Chinese
socialismand of the historical consciousness of socialism. I refer here to the crisis created by the repudiation
of Mao Zedong and of Maoist communism, which has created a profound uncertainty in Chinese
consciousness concerning not only the future but the past of socialism in China. For the past four decades, the
history of socialism in China has been thought and written around the paradigm of Mao's personal
biographyin China and abroad. The Cultural Revolution in particular was responsible for elevating Mao's
biography to paradigmatic status in the conceptualization of Chinese socialism, although the process was
already under way in the 1940s, even before the victory of the Communist Party in 1949. The repudiation of
the Cultural Revolution following Mao's death in 1976 was rapidly to call into question Maoist historiography
of the socialist revolution as well. The crisis in the historical consciousness of socialism that has ensued
presents a predicament as well as novel opportunities. Predicament because the history of socialism has been
deprived of its reference in Mao's biography and needs to be relocated in time (the Communist party does not
provide a ready substitute, because in repudiating Mao it has also deprived itself of the claim to historical
infallibility). Opportunity because the repudiation of Mao has burst open the ideological closure in which
socialism had long been restricted, which has made possible new ways of seeing its history.

(Footnote continued from previous page)

China) (Changsha: Hunan renmin chubanshe, 1984); Lu Zhe, Zhongguo wuzhengfu zhuyi shi (History
of Chinese anarchism) (Fujian: Renmin chubanshe); Xu Shanguang and Liu Liuping, Zhongguo
wuzhengfu zhuyi shi (History of Chinese anarchism) (Changsha: Hunan renmin chubanshe, 1989);
Makesi Engesi lun Bakuning zhuyi (Marx and Engels on Bakuninism) (Beijing: Renmin chubanshe,
1980); Li Xianjong, Bakuning pingzhuan (Biography of Bakunin) (Beijing: Xinhua shudian, 1982);
Kropotkin, Mianbao yu ziyou (Bread and freedom) [sic] (Beijing: Shangwu yinshuguan, 1982). For a
listing of articles on anarchism, see Makesi zhuyi zai Zhongguo (Marxism in China), 2 vols. (Beijing:
Qinghua daxue chubanshe, 1983), 2:573-74.
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Anarchism has had a significant part to play in this crisis. In the immediate if brief atmosphere of ideological
freedom that followed upon the official repudiation of the Cultural Revolution, critics of Maoism from the
Left in the ill-fated Democracy Movement of 19781980 called for a more democratic socialism, on the model
of the Paris Commune of 1871.4 The Paris Commune is not to be claimed for anarchism, of course, because it
holds an equally venerable place in both anarchist and Marxist revolutionary traditions. But I suggest that as
an instance of a democratic and self-governing social organization, the Commune stands at the intersection of
anarchist and Marxist revolutionary ideals, where the historical opposition between anarchism and Marxism is
blurred into an authentic social revolution in which the opposition is dissolved in the common vision of which
they are alternative products. Although, as far as I am aware, the leftist socialists of the Democracy
Movement did not use the word anarchism in their discourse, the use of the Commune as a model recalled
anarchism, or if not anarchism, then that area of Marxism which overlaps with anarchism and is especially
problematic from the perspective of Leninist Marxism.

To make matters worse, the Paris Commune had also provided a model for the Cultural Revolution at its more
radical moments.5 It is not surprising, therefore, that when the first writings on anarchism began to appear in
Chinese publications in the early 1980s, they cast anarchism in a negative, pejorative mold to attack bourgeois
individualism, often confounding the anti-Cultural Revolution demands of the Democracy Movement with the
Cultural Revolution perversion of correct Marxism. It was ostensibly the urge to find the key to this
perversion, ultimately, that was to sustain the surge of interest in anarchism. Some have argued that the
Cultural Revolution was a product of the persistence of anarchist influences that had entered the Communist
party at its very origins through the founding fathers of the party, many of whom had gone through an
anarchist phase before they became Marxists, and stubbornly survived the party's repeated efforts to purge
itself of its anarchist beginnings.6 While the use of anarchism in such writings is often vulgarly simplistic,
equated with a petitbourgeois propensity to mindless individualism and disorder, it has

4. A collection of Democracy Movement writings is available in Gregory Benton, ed., Wild Lilies and
Poisonous Weeds (London: Pluto Press, 1982).

5. John Bryan Starr, Revolution in Retrospect: The Paris Commune through Chinese Eyes, China
Quarterly, no. 49 (JanuaryMarch 1972): 106-25.

6. Li Zhenya, Zhongguo wuzhengfu zhuyide jinxi (Past and present of Chinese anarchism), Nankai
xuebao (Nankai University journal), no. 1 (1980).
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nevertheless provoked a search for anarchism at the origins of Chinese communism and, by extension, in the
early part of the century. The result has been the rediscovery of the crucial part anarchism played in the
Chinese revolutionary movement in the first three decades of the century.

On the surface, this rediscovery has merely confirmed the superiority of Marxian communism (or
Bolshevism) to anarchism. As the editors of the compilation of anarchist writings conclude from the decline
of anarchism in the late twenties: No bourgeois or petit-bourgeois thinking or theory can carry the Chinese
revolution to victory; only Marxism-Leninism can save China. Marxism-Leninism has uninterruptedly gained
in power in its struggles with bourgeois and petit-bourgeois thinking.7 There is in this statement, however, a
sense of unease, as if it were addressing unnamed antagonists who might think that a petit-bourgeois ideology
such as anarchism might provide an alternative to Marxism-Leninism. And while it would be an exaggeration
to suggest that there are those in China today who promote anarchism as an integral social philosophy, it is
possible to read in the advocacy for a democratic socialism, such as during the Democracy Movement, the
persistence of anarchist influences. It is also difficult to avoid the impression that the interest in anarchism,
even in this particular compilation, has gone beyond the urge to discover the sources of Marxism's perversion
during the Cultural Revolution, in order to find out more about this early alternative to Marxism.

The intellectual context for the surge of interest in the history of anarchism is, ultimately, not just the
repudiation of the Cultural Revolution but the disillusionment with Marxism-Leninism that it has brought in
its wake. In this sense, the revival of interest in anarchism may be compared to a similar revival in Europe
following the events of May 1968 in France and the consequent repudiation of Stalinist communism. There
may also be a comparison in the ideological content of the interest, which rests on anarchism, not so much as
a self-contained substitute for Marxism, but as a source of inspiration for a democratic socialism and of
insights with which to complement a Marxism that has become insufficient to explain the world and to correct
for its ills. Anarchism, in other words, must be reintroduced into revolutionary discourse if it is to be released
from the ideological closure imposed by Marxism, especially

7. WZFZYSX 1:iii.
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Marxism-Leninism, and redirected toward a democratic socialism better able to account for the problems of
the contemporary world.8

The contemporary Chinese interest in anarchism points, therefore, in two directions. In a negative sense, it
points to anarchism as an explanation of the perversion of Marxism whose ultimate manifestation was the
Cultural Revolution, and it seeks in recalling anarchism a means to put Marxism back on the right track. In a
positive sense, it points to anarchism as a means of breaking out of the ideological closure imposed by a
Marxist-Leninist past, which views anarchism not as a source of perversion of Marxism-Leninism but as a
corrective to the antidemocratic tendencies that are implicit in the latter. The one sense is reconstructive, the
other deconstructive. The one seeks to restore authoritarian politics; the other points toward a more
democratic socialism.

It is the deconstructive sense that guides the perspective I bring to this discussion of the history of anarchism.
My evaluation here is the opposite of those Chinese writers on anarchism who present a negative portrayal of
the part anarchism played in revolutionary discourse. No matter what we may think of individual anarchists,
anarchism was a source of democratic ideals in the socialist revolutionary discourse, and if anarchist
influences did indeed survive to lead to negative consequences during an event such as the Cultural
Revolution, it may be because they were put to uses unintended by the anarchists and within a political
context of the kind that anarchists rejected. Whatever may be the shortcomings of anarchism as a social
philosophy, the unconditional repudiation of anarchism by a Marxist-Leninist Communist party was to
deprive it of an important source of democratic ideals.

Recognition of the significance of anarchism in the Chinese revolutionary movement has two broad
consequences, at least so long as we recognize a positive function to anarchism in the socialist movement.
First, we are compelled to rewrite the history of socialism in China, which may no longer be conceived simply
as a progressive evolution of a correct socialism under the guidance of Mao Zedong or the Communist party,
as Chinese historians would have it; it must be seen also as a series of suppressions: not simply as the
evolution of a strategy and a set of policies that brought socialism to power, but alsoin the course of those
very formulationsa suppression of the ideals and the democratic vision

8. Daniel Guérin, Anarchism, trans. M. Klopper (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1970). See also
Anthony Arblaster, The Relevance of Anarchism, Socialist Register (1971), 157-84.
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that had initially motivated the revolution. Political victory may be important, but it is not proof of the
correctness of the strategy that made victory possiblenot in terms of the ideological premises of the revolution.
There was also a price to be paid for victory in the attenuation of the revolutionary vision in whose name the
revolution was conducted. Recognition of a historical presence to anarchism brings into full relief what the

price would be.

Second, the history of anarchism in China, no less than elsewhere, draws our attention to the problematic
relationship between Marxism and anarchism. An important anarchist criticism of Marxism in the twenties
was that in its urge to establish a center to history, either in the proletariat or in its representative, the
Communist party, Marxism reproduced the very power structures that in theory it rejected. As I view it, this
urge to decenter power does not necessarily call for a repudiation of Marxism but is, rather, a reminder to
Marxists of their own revolutionary premises. It certainly is a crucial issue of the day not just in China but
worldwide, where voices other than that of the proletariat are calling upon Marxism to recognize forms of
oppression that are not restricted to the oppression of the working class by the bourgeoisieoppression by the
bureaucratic state, and gender, racial, and national oppression immediately come to mind. A single-minded
preoccupation with class and capitalism inevitably results in total or partial blindness to these other forms of
oppression. Similarly, an unwavering commitment to modernism (a unilinear view of history and its material
basis in industrial and technological progress), which is characteristic of mainstream Marxism and most
certainly of existing socialist states, makes for a blindness to contemporary questions related to ecology,
community, and alienation, which may no longer be blamed simply on capitalism, but are products of a
modern culture of which Marxism partakes. Anarchism, in surprising ways, may have a decentering effect on
Marxist modernism (which does take capitalism as the central datum of modern history) and thus may enable
us to think about socialism in new ways without necessarily abandoning Marxism, which stands to this day as
the most thorough critique of capitalism while sharing its modernist premises. As recognition of the history of
anarchism in China may have a deconstructive consequence in our appreciation of Chinese socialism by
decentering Marxism-Leninism and releasing us from the ideological closure imposed upon history by the
Communist victory in China, so may the anarchist critique of Marxist-Leninist efforts to establish a new
center to history, as one episode in the global history of socialism, bring that history closer to
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the present in the contemporary effort to release socialism from the ideological closure that its history has
imposed on it globally.

I will now elaborate on the significance of anarchism to an understanding of the revolutionary discourse in
twentieth-century China and draw out further its historiographical as well as its political implications.

The Anarchist Presence in the Chinese Revolutionary Movement

The heyday of anarchism in China were the years between 1905 and 1930. Expressions of interest in
anarchism were heard first in 19034. And anarchists would remain active after 1930. But it was in 1906 that
the first anarchist association came into existence, and concentrated anarchist activity for all practical
purposes would cease after 1930. During these two-and-a-half decades, however, anarchism was to play a
central part in articulating an emerging social radicalism in the Chinese revolution.

What Hobsbawm has observed of anarchism worldwide is also applicable, I think, to the case of anarchism in
China. Hobsbawm suggests that anarchism has enjoyed the greatest popularity at moments of spontaneous
revolutionary mobilization when revolutionaries, rather than making revolution or preparing the conditions
for it, have been able to share in the possibilities offered by a revolutionary situation. He distinguishes
between revolution as a happening and revolution as a product of revolutionary activity:

The test of greatness in revolutionaries has always been their capacity to discover the new and
unexpected characteristics of revolutionary situations and to adapt their tactics to them. Like the
surfer, the revolutionary does not create the waves on which he rides, but balances on them. Unlike the
surferand here serious revolutionary theory diverges from anarchist practicesooner or later he stops
riding the wave and must control its direction and movement.9

The distinguishing feature of the Chinese revolutionary movement during these years, especially during
19151925, was a mass mobilization to which political (if not social) organization was largely irrelevant and
which brought into the radical movement entire social groups (students, women, laborers) in pursuit of a new
place for themselves in the revolutionary reorganization of Chinese society. In contrast, when the

9. Hobsbawm, Revolutionaries, 89.
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Guomindang restored political order after 1927, however superficially, and turned its back on its own
revolutionary legacy in its suppression of mass movements, revolutionaries would depend for their success
(and survival) on their ability to organize a social basis for revolution. The difference was between revolution
as a happening and revolution as made by revolutionaries. Anarchists, we shall see, benefited from the former
situation, but were unablebecause of their own self-limitationto cope with the latter.

This distinction is necessary, I think, to draw attention to the changing problematic of the revolutionary
movement in China; but it needs some qualification if we are to overcome stereotyped notions of anarchism.
Ultimately, the distinction is not between spontaneity and organization, but between different kinds of
organization. What anarchists rejected was not organization per se but political organization, and if they
appear to have insisted on a spontaneous social revolution, they conceived of spontaneity as social self-
activity that would produce a new social organization in the course of revolutionary activity. The
revolutionary movement during the earlier period was not spontaneous, it was also madethough in a radically
different sense than after 1927and anarchists played an important part in making it. The qualification enables
us to see anarchist activity as something other than the haphazard activity of individuals, or as a diffuse
radicalism without coherence.

Is it possible to speak of an anarchist movement in China? I think so, so long as the word movement is not
understood just as activities whose motions are determined from an identifiable centera restrictive stipulation
that was the object of the anarchist challenge to the other social revolutionary movements of the time. In the
ideological topography of Chinese radicalism in the first three decades of the century, anarchism was a
pervasive presence without a center, concentrated around nodes of ideological dissemination and social
activity whose location changed with changes in the fortunes of the revolutionary movement. Although it was
a liability from the perspective of political effectiveness, this diffuseness of anarchism was an advantage in
the dissemination of anarchist ideas. A revolutionary discourse on society that explicitly rejected politics,
anarchism did net call for allegiance to an ideology or an organization as a condition of allegiance to its
principles. Receptivity to anarchist ideas was most conspicuously a feature of Chinese radicalism when
questions of social and cultural revolution were its foremost concerns; but anarchism could also infuse the
thinking of those whose ideological convictions lay elsewhere, because it did not challenge them at the
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level of ideology. It was in this sense a revolutionary discourse that cut across ideological divides in the
revolutionary movement.

The ideological diffuseness and organizational decenteredness of anarchism (the two were different sides of
the same coin) make it difficult to identify anarchists or to define the contours of anarchism as a movement.
The appeals of anarchism in China were varied. While all anarchists shared a common social idealism that
expressed itself in the repudiation of authority, especially of the state and the family, what they found in
anarchism is another matter. For different anarchists, anarchism expressed everything from trivial acts of
antiauthoritarianism to rebellion against the suffocating authority of the family, of the oppression of women
by men and of youth by their elders, to an aesthetic promise of individual liberation, all the way to the pursuit
of a social and economic equality that was barely distinguishable from that of the Communists. Even among
the social anarchists, the main concern here, anarchism provided a refuge for modernists who identified it
with the truth of modern science and uncompromisingly rejected a-prescientific past, as well as for
antimodernists who, in their frustration with modern society, sought in the past the promise of a good society.
In the early twenties, anarchist ideals were diffused broadly in radical thinking; even those who in 1921 would
establish the Communist party of China shared the outlook of anarchism before that time, if they did not
actually identify themselves as anarchists, and would retain anarchist affinities after their conversion to
Bolshevism. Some of the most distinguished anarchists were also members of the Guomindang, even though
in theory they rejected politics, and would play an important part in the Guomindang suppression of
Communists (and of anarchists) in the late twenties. Anarchist commitments had such an evanescent quality
that even anarchists were on occasion unsure of the seriousness of commitment, not just of rank-and-file, fly-
by-night anarchists, but of those with leadership roles in the movement.

Anarchist attitudes toward organization compounded (we might even say were responsible for) the problem.
Strict organizational affiliation, which quickly disciplined a comparable ideological diffuseness among
Marxists in the early 1920s, is of no help in delineating the anarchist movement because anarchists repudiated
the subjection of the individual to the organization and of the peripheries of the movement to a center; jealous
of local autonomy (localized ultimately at the individual level), anarchists were at one in rejecting centralized
regulation of their thinking and activities. Anarchist organizational rules, rather than requiring mem-
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bers to subscribe to a well-defined set of rules, often stipulated only that they do not oppose the revolutionary
goals of anarchism, which were often very vaguely stated.10 According to one writer, there were in the early
twenties several thousand anarchists in China (an estimate that probably included fly-by-night anarchists).11
These anarchists had their own local organizations and pursued their own localized activities, which not only
differed from one another but were, in some cases, antithetical. Between 1919 and 1925, ninety-two anarchist
organizations came into existence in China (some only short-lived).12 Evidence of the widespread popularity
of anarchism, the proliferation of anarchist organizations is indicative also of the absence of a center to
anarchist activity. In the absence of organized direction, individual loyalty and seriousness had to assume the
burden for ideological integrity and consistency of purpose. Not only was anarchism individualized, it also
made great demands upon individuals, which in the end only a few were able to meet.

It does not follow, however, that there was no logic or pattern to anarchist activity. Though the movement
lacked a center, it is possible to identify a number of nodes of ideological and social activity that were more
central than the others (this was especially the case for the social anarchists under discussion). These nodes,
and the individuals active in them, provided the anarchist movement with continuity over the years, as well as
with some measure of ideological coherence and an identifiable pattern of activity. They were crucial in the
dissemination of anarchist ideology. And they served both in organization and in activity as models for
anarchists all over China. Certain individuals appear with regularity in anarchist publications and social
activity and were given recognition in the movement as its leaders, not by organizational regulation but by the
acclaim of their fellow anarchists.

The centers of Chinese anarchism in its origins lay outside of the physical boundaries of China, in overseas
Chinese communities in Paris and Tokyo. One center was the Society for the Study of Socialism (Shehuizhuyi
jiangxi hui), which was established in Tokyo in 1907 by the classical scholar Liu Shipei and his wife, He
Zhen. The antimodernist, agrarian-oriented anarchism the Tokyo anarchists promoted in the two journals they
published would have a lasting effect on the thinking of

10. Shishede yiqu he dagang (The goals and program of the Truth Society), Banyue (Half moon), 14
(15 February 1921). See reprint in WZFZYSX 2:529.

11. Xiao Xing, Zemmayang xuanchuan annaqi zhuyi (How should we propagate anarchism?), Huzhu
yuekan (Mutual aid monthly) 1 (15 March 1923). See reprint in WZFZYSX 2:683.

12. See the listing in WZFZYSX 2:1061-66.
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Chinese anarchists, but this society was in existence for only a brief period, and its impact on the anarchist
movement per se was limited.

More important in this regard was the World Society (Shijie she), which was established in Paris in 1906 and
would serve for decades as a conduit between European and Chinese anarchism. Its founders and leaders, Li
Shizeng and Wu Zhihui, were among the doyens of Chinese anarchism. They were also close associates of
Sun Yat-sen (Sun Zhongshan) and were important members of the Guomindang, in which capacity they
would play important roles in the 1920s in anarchist anticommunism, as well as in the problematic
relationship the anarchists would enter into with the Guomindang after 1927. The modernist, even scientistic,
anarchism they promoted (inspired by Kropotkin) would fashion the thinking over the years of most Chinese
anarchists. The diligent-work frugalstudy program they initiated after 1912 to educate Chinese students in
Europe was to serve as a recruiting ground for anarchists (though, ironically, among its graduates were some
of China's most prominent Communists, including Zhou Enlai and Deng Xiaoping). This program, which not
only sought to bring to Chinese intellectuals a consciousness of labor but also brought them together with
Chinese laborers abroad (who were brought to Europe during World War I to work in European armies and
factories, also through the intermediacy of Li and Wu) was to have a farreaching impact on the Chinese
revolution.

If anarchism in China appears at first sight to be primarily a southern Chinese, specifically Guangzhou
(Canton), phenomenon, this impression, which is at least partially valid, is a product of the important role
Guangzhou anarchists were to play for two decades, not just in the south but all over China, as well as in
Chinese communities in Southeast Asia and as far away as San Francisco and Vancouver (Canada). The
founding father of Guangzhou anarchism was Liu Sifu, better known under his adopted name, Shifu, who at
his death in 1915 was to leave behind an image as the paradigmatic anarchist, as well as a devoted following
determined to complete the task he had initiated. While there may have been anarchists in Guangzhou before
1911, the origins of Guangzhou anarchism go back to the Conscience Society (Xinshe), which Shifu had
established soon after his conversion to anarchism. In 1914 he and his followers moved to Shanghai to escape
government persecution. There he established, shortly before his death, the Society of Anarcho-Communist
Comrades (Wuzhengfu gongchan zhuyi tongzhi hui). This society served as a model for similar societies
established shortly thereafter in Guangzhou (led by Shifu's brother, Liu Shixin) and
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Nanjing; Liu Shixin's group included Ou Shengbai, Liang Bingxian, Huang Lingshuang, and Huang
Zunsheng, all of whom were to achieve prominence as leaders in the anarchist movement in the May Fourth
period. The Society's journal, People's Voice (Minsheng), published until 1922 (irregularly after Shifu's
death), was to provide much-needed continuity in the anarchist movement. Members or associates of Shifu's
group were also responsible for initiating a syndicalist movement in China; in 1917 they were able to organize
barbers and tea-house clerks in Guangzhou into China's first modern labor unions, and in 1918 they led the
way in China's first May Day celebration in Guangzhou. According to one account, an associate of Shifu's
group, Liang Bingxian, was the editor of the first labor journal to be published in China, Labor (Laodong),
published in Shanghai in 1918. By 1921 anarchists had organized at least forty unions in Guangzhou.13

After Shifu's death there was no single figure to match him in stature in the anarchist movement. But
Guangzhou anarchists continued to play leadership roles in the movement, both in Guangzhou and in other
parts of China to which the student ferment of the late 1910s took them. In Guangzhou, Shifu's brother, Liu
Shixin, and other members of the group, such as Huang Zunsheng, emerged as labor leaders. Anarchists from
Guangzhou, most prominent among them Huang Lingshuang, Zheng Peigang, Yuan Zhenying, and Hua Lin,
were to found the first anarchist group in Beijing, where they had congregated in 1917 as students and
teachers at Beijing University. The society they established, Truth Society (Shishe), played an important part
in infusing anarchist ideas into the New Culture Movement led by Beijing University professors and students.
In early 1919 Truth Society merged with other anarchist societies in Guangzhou and Nanjing to establish an
umbrella organization, Evolution Society (Jinhua she). The society's journal of the same name was edited by
Chen Y annian, who wrote under a pseudonym articles critical of his famous father, Chen Duxiu, leader of the
New Culture Movement and later the first secretary-general of the Communist party, who had little patience
for anarchists (Chen Yannian would not convert to Marxism until 1923). In early 1920 we find Guangzhou
anarchists in Zhangzhou in Fujian province, which thereafter served as a center for the dissemination of
anarchism in its own right. Liang Bingxian was the editor of Fujian Star (Minxing), which the anarchists
published in Fujian.

13. Huang Yibo, Wuzhengfu zhuyizhe zai Guangzhou gao gonghui huodong huiyi (Recollections of
anarchist labor activities in Guangzhou), Guangzhou wenshi ziliao (Literary and historical materials
on Guangzhou) 1 (April 1962): 3.
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According to Liu Shixin, during these years anarchist ranks were swelled by splinter groups from the Chinese
Socialist party (Zhongguo shehui zhuyi dang, established 1911 by Jiang Kanghu), who were inclined to
anarchism and complemented the activities of the Guangzhou anarchists with anarchist associations of their
own (such as the Masses Society, Qunshe, in Nanjing).14

The year following the May Fourth Movement of 1919 was a turning point in Chinese radicalism, as well as
in the fortunes of anarchism. Though the movement was a product of patriotic resentment against the
Versailles Treaty, the mass mobilization that accompanied it, especially the political emergence of Chinese
labor, made socialism an immediate issue in Chinese politics. In an immediate sense, anarchists were
beneficiaries of this turn in Chinese radicalism. Anarchism was the most popular and pervasive of all
socialisms in China in 1919, as was evidenced by the rapid proliferation of anarchist societies all over China,
and also by the diffusion of anarchist ideas in the thinking even of those who were not anarchists. Over the
year following the May Fourth Movement of 1919, anarchist ideas became prevalent in the culture of
radicalism, which among youth displayed itself in a flourishing communal movement, the so-called New Life
Movement (Xin shenghuo yundong). In this communal movement, anarchist ideas appeared not so much as
components of a formal ideology but as principles of everyday life. The effects on the consciousness of youth,
I suggest, were all the more profound, for the new generation of youth assimilated anarchism, not as a set of
fleeting ideas, but as part of quotidian culture. Among those engaged in the communal movement were those
who within the year would participate in the establishment of the Communist party. The communal movement
was to have a long-lasting effect on revolutionary consciousness, transcending questions of anarchist

influence.

Also at this time Chinese intellectuals began to show a genuine interest in Marxism as an ideology of
revolution. Comintern initiatives to promote communism in China, starting in 1919, turned radicals to
consideration of a political organization to guide the growing mass movement. This development would
present the anarchists, with their opposition to politics, with an unprecedented challenge from the left.

To appreciate the significance for anarchists of these new developments, we must remember that there were
no committed Marxists or

14. Liu Shixin, Guanyu wuzhengfu zhuyi huodongde diandi huiyi (Remembering bits and pieces of
anarchist activity), in WZFZYSX 2:926-39.
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Marxian Communists in China in 1919. A Communist political identity would not assume recognizable form
among Chinese radicals until after the establishment of a Communist political organization in late 1920. As of
1919, Chinese radicals, including the later founders of the Communist party (with the sole exception of Chen
Duxiu), displayed a diffuse radicalism in which anarchist ideas were most prominent; communism was still
understood by most as anarcho-communism. Also, anarchists were still the most readily identifiable group on
the social revolutionary Left, which may account for the eagerness of the Comintern to include anarchists in
the political organization it sought to establish in China.

According to the anarchist Zheng Peigang, initial Comintern overtures bore fruit in late summer 1919 in the
establishment of socialist alliances (shehui zhuyizhe tongmeng) in major cities.15 In Beijing, Huang
Lingshuang cooperated with his colleagues at Beida (and later leaders of the Communist party), Chen Duxiu
and Li Dazhao, to establish the first of these alliances. Radicals in other parts of China followed suit. These
alliances were to serve as the basis in 1920 for the Marxist study societies that sprouted in Chinese cities
following the arrival in March of the Comintern representative Gregory Voitinsky, which initiated the
founding of the Communist party. Anarchists were prominent in these societies; they constituted the majority
in the Beijing Society for the Study of Marxist Theory. In Guangzhou, the Marxist group initially consisted
entirely of anarchists and two Comintern advisers. Anarchists also assumed the responsibility in these groups
for the crucial task of editing the labor journals which the groups started.

These societies were to provide the building blocks for the Communist party of China. During the fall of
1920, starting in Shanghai, Marxist study societies began their conversion into Communist cells. Although the
Communist party was not founded officially until July 1921, by November 1920 an embryonic party
organization had come into existence. The new organization adopted Bolshevik rules for its operation, and a
Bolshevik program whose cornerstone was the creation of a dictatorship of the proletariat. Anarchists, who
were opposed both to hierarchical organization and to proletarian dictatorship, abruptly left the organization.
At the same time, the organization of the party gave rise to the first polemics between Communists and
anarchists, with the basic goal of drawing a clear distinction between the two philosophies of social

revolution.

15. Zheng Peigang, Wuzhengfu zhuyi zai Zhongguode rougan shishi (Some facts on anarchism in
China), Guangzhou wenshi ziliao 1 (April 1962): 191-92.
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The organization of the Communist party, with its demand for exclusive loyalty to the party and its ideology,
inevitably split the social revolutionary alliance of the previous year. Nevertheless, the split was not final until
sometime in the spring of 1922; even then, efforts to overcome differences between Communists and
anarchists were not completely abandoned. Anarchists were among those invited to attend the Congress of the
Toilers of the East in Moscow in spring 1922, and according to Huang Lingshuang, Chen Duxiu told him in
the summer of 1922 that anarchists and communists are the leaders of reforming society; they can only
advance in unity, and should not divide to oppose one another.16

His invitation was probably not made out of open-mindedness. Anarchist popularity was still on the rise in
1922 (it would peak in 192223), and the first National Labor Congress, recently convened in Guangzhou, had
just revealed the extent of anarchist influence in labor organizations in the South. Some among the anarchists
continued to hope that Communists could be brought around to the anarchist cause, or at least persuaded to
cooperate with anarchists. Anarchists who felt close to the Communist cause refused to abandon hopes of
anarchist-Bolshevik co-operation (anbu hezuo or anbu xishou, literally, hand-in-hand), and as late as 1923, in
the last installment of his polemics with Chen Duxiu, which had gotten under way in 1920, Ou Shengbai
wrote: Under the evil circumstances of present-day Chinese society, Marxists and Kropotkinists will both do.
Let each seek in its own way to overthrow the forces of old society. We can resolve the question of social
organization in practise when the time comes.17

Anarchists could see the writing on the wall, but they were reluctant to read it. Chinese anarchists were not
much different in this regard from anarchists such as Emma Goldman and Alexander Berkman, who
continued to hope, against all available evidence (which they witnessed at first hand), that the Bolshevik
leadership would come around to the original promise of a popular social revolution once the crisis of the new
Soviet state had been averted; anarchists, like other socialists, had invested a great deal in the October
Revolution as the beginning of a new age in

16. Lingshuang zhi mojun han (A letter from Lingshuang), Chunlei yuekan (Spring thunder monthly),
1 (10 October 1923): 105.

17. Ou Shengbai, Da Chen Duxiu junde yiwen (Answering Mr. Chen Duxiu's doubts), Xuehui (Sea of
learning), nos. 104109 (February 1923). See reprint in WZFZYSX 2:664.
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history and were unwilling to abandon hopes in its promise. Indeed, the final repudiation of Bolshevism by
Goldman and Berkman had much to do with Chinese anarchists' loss of hope for an alliance with the
Communist party in 1922. In the polemics against the Soviet Union and Bolshevism that Chinese anarchists
launched after 1922, their writings were to play a crucial part. For their part, the Communists and their
Comintern advisers would seem to have dropped their quest for converting anarchists once they had found
more powerful allies in the Guomindang. The effort to convert individual anarchists never stopped, but
anarchists were only a barely visible Communist concern after the party embarked on establishing a united
front with the Guomindang in late 1922.

In early 1922 anarchists once again turned their attention to organizing an independent anarchist movement.
With the rise in popularity of anarchism during the May Fourth Movement, anarchist societies had
proliferated all across China. While Guangzhou anarchists retained a leading role in the anarchist movement,
moreover, anarchists from other parts of China, especially from Hunan and Sichuan, increasingly
distinguished themselves as leading voices.

The nationwide diffusion of anarchism even further decentralized the anarchist movement and made it more
difficult for the historian to identify a center to Chinese anarchism. It is possible, nevertheless, to point to a
number of anarchist societies at this time, if not as leaders, at least as clearinghouses in the propagation of
anarchist ideology, and for the part they played in setting the tone for anarchist activity. These societies were
distinguished for their longevity (and, therefore, the part they played in sustaining anarchist activity), the
originality and intensity of their activities, and the general esteem in which anarchists across the country held
the individuals who played leading roles in them.

In spring 1922 more than fifty anarchists met in Guangzhou to establish an Anarchist Federation (described
simply as AF). Earlier prominent Guangzhou anarchists had met with Chen Duxiu and other Communist
leaders in Guangzhou to discuss the possibility of cooperation; the federation may have been founded in
response to the hopelessness of compromise between the two groups. The leadership of the federation
included Ou Shengbai, Liang Bingxian, and Huang Lingshuang, the most prominent Guangzhou anarchists. A
key role was played in the organization by a certain Russian who had recently appeared in Guangzhou,
Dikebuo (Dikebov?), who apparently suggested the founding of a federation. The federation was organized as
a secret conspiracy,
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complete with code names and passwords.18 The federation did not last very long. The barbaric behavior of
Dikebuo, who sought to assume dictatorial powers, and the fickleness of other members (by 1923 Ou
Shengbai was in Paris and Huang Lingshuang at Clark University in Massachusetts) brought it to a quick end

by fall 1922,

Anarchists, however, did not give up. By August 1923 they had established a new federation, based on the
Reality Society (Zhenshe).19 Founded by the anarchists Wang Siweng, Li Shaoling, Zheng Zhenheng, and Xie
Juexian, Reality Society began publication in October 1923 of a new journal, Spring Thunder (Chunlei),

which with some metamorphoses would serve for two years as an important organ of Chinese anarchism. The
new federation had two important sections, general and propaganda. The latter was subdivided into three areas
that reflected the concerns of federation work: peasant, worker, and education bureaus.

Closely associated with these activities was another Guangdong anarchist society that had come into existence
in 1922, the People's Tocsin Society (Mingzhong she), led by Li Shaoling and Li Jianmin. At first a local
society, this society had expanded its scope in response to the founding of the first federation in 1922. The
journal that the society began to publish in July 1922, People's Tocsin, would be the longest-lived
(uninterrupted) journal in the history of Chinese anarchism. It was published for five years to the month,
mostly in Guangdong until it was moved to Shanghai in the spring of 1927. In later years, Bi Xiushao, Fan
Tianjun, and Li Taiyi played important parts in both the society and the journal. The contributors to the
journal included the most important of Chinese anarchists in the 1920s: Ou Shengbai, Huang Lingshuang,
Liang Bingxian, Li Feigan (Bajin), Qin Baopu, Jing Meijiu, Wei Huilin, and others, whose names appeared
frequently in anarchist publications but are not identifiable beyond the pseudonyms they employed (Kuli and
Zhiping). Its special issues on Kropotkin in 1923 and Shifu in 1927 were landmark events for anarchists and
drew contributions not only from those listed above but from the doyens of anarchism, Li Shizeng and Wu
Zhihui. It was not only an important organ for the anarchist criticism of communism, it was also at that time
the foremost source for the writings of

18. Benshe zhi gedi tongzhi han (A letter from this society to comrades everywhere), Chunlei yuekan,
1 (10 October 1923): 9295, for this account. Also see Zheng Peigang, Wuzhengfu zhuyi, 202.

19. This could also be translated as Truth Society. I use Reality Society here to distinguish it from the
Shishe, which I have translated as Truth Society.
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European anarchists such as Proudhon, Bakunin, Kropotkin, Jean Grave, and Varlaam Cherkezov.20

When the Anarchist Federation was established in 1922, it sent Huang Lingshuang to Shanghai to bring
anarchists there into the federation. The group in Shanghai (which was involved mainly in the teaching of
Esperanto) included two Guangzhou anarchists, Zheng Peigang and Liu Wudeng (Shifu's sister and Zheng's
lover), as well as Deng Mengxian and a woman anarchist from Hunan, Zhou Dunhu, a labor organizer and
associate of Huang Ai and Peng Renquan, who had recently been murdered for their labor activities. In 1923
this group started publishing its own journal, the short-lived Mutual Aid (Huzhu), edited by Deng Mengxian,
as part of federation activity. They also participated in the revival of Freedom (Ziyou), edited by Jing Meijiu,
which had been suspended by the authorities in 1922. Freedom Society would also serve in ensuing years as a
source of anarchist literature.21

The Anarchist Federation also corresponded with the Paris anarchist journal, After Work (Gongyu), which
between 1922 and 1925 was an important anarchist organ in the polemics against the Communists in France.
It was edited at first by Chen Duxiu's sons, who, until their conversion to communism in 1923, led the
polemics against their father's party (represented in Paris by Youth [Shaonian], in which Zhou Enlai defended
Bolshevism against the anarchists). After 1923 Li Zhuo and Bi Xiushao played an important part in this
journal. In 1925, when Bi returned to China, After Work was merged with Free People (Ziyouren), edited by
Shen Zhongjiu, who, like Bi, was from Zhejiang province.22 (Bi also became the editor, briefly, of People's
Tocsin when it was moved to Shanghai.)

Three other societies, which were at best loosely connected with Guangzhou anarchists and the federation,
were to play important roles in the anarchist movement, either as disseminators of anarchism or as nodes of
anarchist activity. First was the Free People Society founded in Shanghai in 1924, led by the Zhejiang
anarchist Shen Zhongjiu and one Chinu (a pseudonym). The importance of this society derived above all from
its involvement in the syndicalist movement in Shanghai. Members of the society were active in the
syndicates and in labor education. They were

20. Fangwen Fan Tianjun xianshengde jilu (Account of a visit with Mr. Fan Tianjun), in WZFZYSX
2:1039.
21. Zheng, Wuzhengfu zhuyi, 202.

22. Bi Xiushao, Wo xinyang wuxhengfu zhuyide giangian houhou (Account of my anarchist beliefs), in
WZFZYSX 2:1025.
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involved in, if they did not initiate, a syndicate periodical, Labor Tendaily (Laodong xunkan). Shen worked
closely with Hunanese anarchists, who were an important force in the Shanghai Federation of Syndicates
(Shanghai gongtuan lianhe hui). He was also a teacher at the experimental Lida School, established in
Shanghai at this time by the Hunanese anarchist Kuang Husheng. It was possibly out of this association that a
plan emerged at this time to establish a Labor University (Laodong daxue), which was realized three years
later. The Free People Society corresponded with Spring Thunder in Guangzhou and would, in 1925, merge
with After Work (of these activities, more below).23

A second important society in Shanghai was the People's Vanguard (Minfeng) Society, in which the Sichuan
anarchists Lu Jianbo and Mao Yibo played leading roles. The society was established in Nanjing in 1923 and
published there a journal of the same name before moving to Shanghai in 1925. Lu had earlier been active in
anarchist activities in Sichuan and had some association in Shanghai with his more famous fellow provincial,
Bajin, who also had moved to Shanghai in the mid-twenties. Lu was responsible for founding two societies in
1927 that played some part in anarchist activity in Shanghai, the Society for the Study of Syndicalism
(Gongtuan zhuyi yanjiu hui) and the Federation of Young Chinese Anarcho-communists (Zhongguo shaonian
wuzhengfu gongchan zhuyizhe lianmeng). He had to leave Shanghai in 1928 to escape persecution by the
Guomindang because of his criticism of anarchist-Guomindang cooperation (he was accused by Guomindang-
related anarchists of being a Bolshevized-anarchist). In the late thirties he was back in Sichuan, publishing

another anarchist periodical.24

Finally, the most active anarchist society in northern China was the Sea of Learning Society (Xuehui she),
which published a supplement of the same name to the National Customs Daily (Guofeng ribao), edited by
the Shanxi anarchist Jing Meijiu. One of the elders of Chinese anarchism at the time, Jing had converted to
anarchism in Tokyo in the days before the 1911 Revolution. Jing possibly had been influenced by the agrarian
anarchism that the Tokyo anarchists had propagated. In addition to

23. Tongzhi xiaoxi (News of comrades), Jingzhe (Spring festival, literally the awakening of insects), 1
(1924). This journal was a continuation of Chunlei after the latter was shut down. See also Zheng
Peigang, Wuzhengfu zhuyi, 204-6.

24. Jiang Jun, Lu Jianbo xiansheng zaoniande wuzhengfu zhuyi xuanchuan huodong jishi (An account of
Mr. Lu Jianbo's anarchist activities in his youth), in WZFZYSX 2:1009-22. Fangwen Fan Tianjun, 1041-
43, discusses some activities of this radical group.
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disseminating anarchism in the North, members of the Sea of Learning Society were also active in the
promotion of anarchism in rural areas.25

Further research may reveal that other anarchist societies played equally, possibly more, important roles in the
anarchist movement in the 1920s. Anarchists were active everywhere, involved in their own organizations as
well as organizations of others, who nevertheless gave the anarchists room in their own publications (such as
the supplement to the Current Affairs Daily [Shishi xinbao] of the antirevolutionary Research Clique, Light of
Learning [ Xuedeng], an important forum for anarchist writings on the Soviet Union). Their activities ranged
from the distribution of anarchist pamphlets to more sustained ideological activity as well as organizational
activities among labor and the agrarian population.26

The dispersed nature of these activities makes risky any generalizations about these societies or their
relationship to one another. The societies were distinguished by the sustained nature of their activities, which
made them somewhat more visible as centers of activity. In spite of their assumption of such appellations as
federation, these societies were largely independent of one another in their activities. What gave them some
semblance of unity was the correspondence in which they engaged and the relatively frequent contact between
those who played leadership roles within them. In the end, for these societies, as well as for numerous others
in both rural and urban China, anarchism became a movement through the motion of individual anarchists,
often but not always along the same general direction.

One thing that unified the anarchists in the 1920s was their opposition to Bolshevism. The question of
anarchists' relationship to the Guomindang, however, was a divisive issue. The doyens of Chinese anarchism,
such as Li Shizeng and Wu Zhihui, had also been members of the Guomindang since its establishment, and
with the party reorganization of 1924 (whereby Communists were allowed to become members of the
Guomindang), they assumed powerful albeit unofficial roles in the party. The younger, more radical among
anarchist activists were initially opposed to any involvement with the Guomindang. Nevertheless, with the
Guomindang suppression of Communists in 1927, the latter suspended their opposition to the Guomlndang
and followed the lead of Li and Wu to enter

25. Jing Meijiu, Zuian (Account of crimes), in Xinhai geming ziliao leipian (Materials on the 1911
Revolution), ed. Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (Beijing, 1981), 54157.

26. These activities may be gleaned from the News of Comrades sections published in anarchist journals.
For a sampling from People's Tocsin, see Wusi shigide shetuan (Societies of the May Fourth period), ed.
Zhao Chonghou et al. (Beijing, 1979), 4:275-80.
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the party, hoping thereby to recapture mass movementsin particular laborfor anarchism.

The result was a short-lived but significant anarchist alliance with the Guomindang. Most important in the
alliance were the Guomindang anarchists and radical activists from Sichuan and Zhejiang who had been
active during preceding years in the syndicalist movement in Shanghai. The alliance was not restricted to
them, however. In other parts of China, such as Guangzhou, anarchists made an attempt to recapture the labor
movement under Guomindang auspices; even the brother of the venerable Shifu, Liu Shixin, was willing to
collaborate with the Guomindang in the late twenties.

The institutional centers of anarchist collaboration with the Guomindang were the Labor University (Laodong
daxue) established in Shanghai in the fall of 1927, and a journal the anarchists published weekly in
conjunction with the university, Geming zhoubao (Revolution, hereafter, simply Geming). Labor University,
which was to last for nearly five years, was intended to fulfill the long-standing anarchist dream of creating a
new kind of Chinese, whole persons equally adept at mental and manual labor, upon whom anarchists
continued to rest their hopes for the solution of the most profound cultural and social problems (which they
took to be identical) facing China. The immediate purpose was to train a new kind of labor leader in China,
who would be able to guide labor movements without subjection to political parties. Revolution, which was to
be the last important anarchist journal in China, publicized these goals of Labor University.

The collaboration lasted only about a year. By 1928 the Guomindang had completed its task of unifying the
country once again and was no longer interested in the continuation of mass movements, in which it perceived
a challenge to its new status quo. Mass movements were suspended in the spring of 1928. For the activist
anarchists, this was a major blow, and even as they continued to collaborate with the Guomindang, they now
turned their criticisms from the Communists to the Guomindang leadership, including their anarchist leaders
in the party. In response, the Guomindang curtailed anarchist activity within Labor University and in fall 1929
proscribed Revolution.

The proscription effectively brought to an end the anarchist movement in China. Individual anarchists
continued to be active in the thirties, but after this proscription it becomes difficult to speak of anarchism in
China as a movement, or even as an effective voice in the Chinese revolution. Anarchism had flourished
during the previous two decades under circum-
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stances of political disintegration and mass mobilization. The establishment of a new political order, ironically
under a revolutionary party, was to deprive anarchists of space for activity. After 1927 the revolutionary
movement in China was to pass into the hands of those who were willing to make revolution, if necessary by
armed force, which required the kind of organization that anarchists were unwilling to condone and unable to
put together. The days of anarchism as a force in the Chinese revolutionary movement were over.

During these years Chinese anarchists viewed themselves as part of a worldwide anarchist movement. The
first Chinese anarchists owed their conversion to anarchism to contact with foreign anarchists. Li Shizeng,
founder of the World Society in Paris, converted to anarchism as a consequence of his close relationship with
the family of the famous French anarchist Elisée Reclus; the Reclus family would in ensuing years retain a
close association with the anarchist movement in China. A similar part was played in Tokyo by the Japanese
anarchist Kotoku Shusui, who was the keynote speaker at the first meeting of the Society for the Study of
Socialism. In the mid-teens, the anarchist Hua Lin even called upon Kropotkin himself in London.27 The
socialist alliances founded in 1919 were products of a conference of Far Eastern socialists held in Shanghai, in
which the Japanese anarchist Osugi Sakae was a participant (a police report even reported erroneously that
Emma Goldman was in Shanghai).28 Chinese anarchists in the Soviet Union in the early twenties established
contact not only with Russian anarchists, but also with foreign anarchists in Russia, such as Emma Goldman
and Alexander Berkman; out of these contacts would emerge the lifelong association between Goldman and
the anarchist writer Bajin. Osugi Sakae, just before his murder in Japan in 1923, briefly visited China again on
his way to an international anarchist conference in Europe.29 Meanwhile, anarchists in France retained their
relationship with leaders of the European anarchist movement, such as Jean Grave; and when Mme Kropotkin
met European anarchists in Paris after leaving the Soviet Union in 1923, Chinese anarchists were among

them. In the late twenties, as anarchists in Fujian prepared for a rural insurrection, they were joined by

anarchists

27. Hua Lin, Tan annagqi sixiang (Discussion of my anarchism), in Hua Lin, Bashan xianhua (Idle
words from Bashan) (Shanghai, 1945), 49.

28. Thomas A. Stanley, Osugi Sakae: Anarchist in Taisho Japan (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1982), 132-35.

29. Bi Xiushao, Wo xinyang wuzhengfu zhuyi, 1023.
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from Japan and Korea who believed that Fujian could serve as the base for an East Asian anarchist
insurrection.30

These contacts suggest that the fortunes of anarchism in China were tied in, not only with the particular
conditions of Chinese society and politics, but with the fortunes of anarchism as a global movement.
Anarchism flourished in China when it was also the foremost ideology of social revolution globally.
Anarchists in China drew both their vitality and much of their intellectual inspiration from anarchism as a
global movement. Likewise, the decline of anarchism in China in the late twenties corresponded to a
worldwide recession of anarchism as Marxism, now in a Leninist guise, once again took over from anarchism
as the foremost ideology of social revolution in the aftermath of the October Revolution.

These intimate ties with the fortunes of global anarchism were also reflected in subtle shifts in the anarchist
argument for revolution. Throughout, the anarchism of P. Kropotkin, as refracted through the interpretations
of Reclus and Grave, was the foremost source for Chinese anarchism. But a Tolstoyan anarchism also found
its way into Chinese anarchism through the agency of the Tokyo anarchists. In the 1920s Russian anarchists'
writings provided much of the basis for anarchist criticism of Marxism. In the late twenties P-J. Proudhon's
ideas briefly acquired prominence in the anarchist collaboration with the Guomindang. In the late thirties,
long after the heyday of anarchism, Spanish anarchism provided some inspiration before the Spanish
revolution was extinguished by the forces of fascism. Whereas Chinese anarchism was largely derivative of
these foreign sources, the ideas that gained currency in China were closely bound up with the particular
concerns of the Chinese revolution.

The Anarchist Contribution to Radical Ideology

During the period 19051930 anarchism served as a source of revolutionary ideas that placed anarchists in the
forefront of the revolutionary movement or reinforced important elements in revolutionary thinking, which
were not necessarily of anarchist origin but in their coincidence with basic anarchist ideas enabled the
anarchists to play a central part in mainstream radical activity. From 1907 until well into the twenties, of

30. Fangwen Fan Tianjun xiansheng, 1046.
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all the competing radical philosophies imported into Chinese thinking, only anarchism was available in any
comprehensive coverage and enjoyed widespread distribution among the reading public. Most of the classics
of anarchism were already available in Chinese translation by the early 1910s (which could not be said of any
important Marxist work until 1920), and some made their way beyond radical periodicals to mainstream
journals and newspapers. These translations served as the medium through which central concerns of
European radical thinking were transmitted to China, including problems of political and economic
democracy, economic equality and justice, the relationship of the individual and society, the place of the
family in society, the place of women in society, the relationship between education and democracy, science
and social thought, and so forth. Anarchists were in the vanguard of the calls for a universal education, for the
transformation of the family and the culture that sustained the old family, and for the emancipation of women
and the liberation of the individual, which by the mid-1910s were commonplaces of radical thinking in China.
They could also claim a few important firsts of their own, which prefigured the turn the revolutionary
movement would take as it assumed a social character in the 1920s. Anarchists were the founders of the first
modern labor unions in China (in 1917). They also spearheaded the transmission of the revolutionary
movement to rural areas. They were the first to experiment with new forms of education as well as new forms
in the organization of production. Finally, whether with these experiments or with organizational activities in
the city or the countryside, they established patterns of activity that would in the long run provide models for
other revolutionaries: the creation of an educational and institutional context whereby individuals and social
groups (students, women, workers, or peasants) could engage in social activity.

Both anarchist activity and the patterns that it followed were direct offshoots of the anarchist conception of
revolution and the philosophical outlook that underlay it. To clear up two basic misconceptions concerning
the anarchist outlook: anarchists did not elevate the individual above societythey only repudiated social
arrangements that ignored the individual; they did not reject all social institutionsthey rejected only those that
were coercive. They believed that coercive institutions distorted the essential sociability of human beings, set
them against one another in the pursuit of individual or group interests, turned society from a realm of
authentically social existence into a realm of conflict between partial interests, which then could be overcome

only through the further use of
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coercion. The goal of revolution was to break into this vicious cycle. The liberation of the individual was
intended to free the individual, not from any social restraint, but from this particular social condition, which
rendered impossible a truly social existence by alienating both the rights and the obligations of individuals to
coercive institutionswhich converted individuals into individualists and then called upon coercion to contain
their activities. The elimination of coercion was, therefore, a precondition for the assumption by individuals of
their social birthright as well as of their social obligations; the goal of individual liberation, in other words,
was the restoration to the individual of his or her essential sociability. This meant the reorganization of society
on the basis of voluntary association. Only free people could establish authentically social institutions; and
only those institutions founded on freedom could nurture authentically sociable individuals. The anarchist
repudiation of politics, the state, and other institutions of authority was intended to remove the structures that
intermediated in the relationships between individuals so as to give free play to the dialectic between the

individual and society.

This required a two-pronged revolutionary strategy: a social revolution to remove authoritarian structures, and
a cultural revolution to purge individuals of habits of authority and submission which had become second
nature in a long history of living under coercion. The two were not separate operations but part of the same
revolutionary process; for authoritarian structures could not be abolished so long as habits of authority and
submission persisted, and those habits would be perpetuated so long as authoritarian structures lasted.

This insistence on the inseparability of the social and the cultural was the distinguishing feature of the
anarchist idea of social revolution. Anarchists could justifiably claim, I think, that they were the first within
the revolutionary discourse in China to raise the issue of cultural revolution, with far-reaching implications in
the unfolding of that discourse. Those implications are not clear, however, unless we look more closely at the
consequences for revolutionary thinking of the relationship they established between the social and the

cultural.

The relationship, in the first place, made for an acute consciousness of the relationship between the ends and
means of revolution. Since the goal of revolution was not just to substitute new institutions for old, but to
change the cultural habits that informed all institutional structureswhich ultimately meant changing the
language in which people spoke and thought about societythose institutions that perpetuated old habits could
not serve as a proper means to achieve revolutionary goals:
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revolution could not be achieved through methods that contravened its goals. The question was not simply a
moral one (that is, the rejection of immoral means to achieve moral ends), or even a matter of revolutionary
authenticitythough both were present in anarchist thinking. More important are its implications for revolution
as a process of change. The urge to make revolutionary methods consistent with revolutionary goals brought
those goals into the very process of revolution. The anarchist utopia was not somewhere out there in the
future, it was an informing principle of the revolutionary processa different way of saying that anarchists
utopianized the revolutionary process itself. This is not to suggest that anarchists at all times lived up to their
own premises, for they did not. But the utopianization of revolution (a faith in the ability of revolution to
create revolutionary institutions in its very processes) was to be a dynamic element of revolution in China.

Second, and even more basic, the relationship anarchists established between the social and the cultural
presupposed a perception of the problem of revolution as a discursive problem: meaningful revolution implied
the transformation of the social discoursesways of thinking and talking about societythat constituted society.
Anarchists were the first in China to call for a cultural revolution; more important, they conceived culture
socially, as quotidian culture that constituted social relations at the level of everyday interactions and was
itself reproduced daily. :

It is not surprising then that anarchists took education to be the cornerstone of revolutioneducation not in a
formal sense but as a process of transformation of everyday habits. Whether in the educational experiments
they initiated, or in labor and peasant organization, the guiding principle of anarchist revolutionary activity
was to create spaces wherein people could think differently about society by living differently. The dialectic
between the individual and society, the fundamental premise of the anarchist conception of revolution, was
articulated at the level of revolutionary practise in two ideas that anarchists introduced into Chinese education,
which may also be the most important anarchist contributions to revolutionary discourse. One was the
creation of whole individuals, which concretely meant the combination of labor and learning in the education
process. Anarchists perceived in the separation of mental and manual labor not only a cause of the
impoverishment of the individual but the fundamental basis of social inequality as well; overcoming the
distinction was, therefore, the key to the creation of a different way of lifeand a different way of thinking
about society. The second idea was the creation of social spaces in which this basic division of labor could be

< previous page page 29 next page >



< previous page page 30 next page >
Page 30

overcome, and the individual in voluntary participation in the group could realize his or her social potential.
Anarchists were the first advocates in China of communal organization that would abolish the division
between city and country, industry and agriculture, manual and mental labor. The abolition of the distinction
between manual and mental labor at the level of the individual had its counterpart at the social level in the
organization of student communes, village associations, and labor syndicates; change at the one level was the
condition of change at the other.

These are ideas that are familiar to students of China as key elements in Mao's Marxism that became
particularly prominent during the period of the Cultural Revolution.31 In pointing to their anarchist origin, I
do not suggest that Mao or anyone else who upholds these ideas is, therefore, an anarchist, or that anarchism
has an exclusive claim upon them. Similar ideas are to be found in the works of Marx, and it is arguable that
Marxism (at least the Marxism of Marx) is quite cognizant of their basic premise: that social revolution
ultimately entails a transformation of consciousness because the structures that give form to society are
reproduced at the level of everyday social interactionsand even within language, which Marx referred to on
one occasion as practical consciousness.32 .

While it is important to recognize the overlap between anarchism and Marxism where these ideas are
concerned, it is also necessary to distinguish them on both historical and theoretical grounds. Historically, it
was through the agency of anarchism that these ideas entered the revolutionary discourse in China, and, at
least initially, they were identified with anarchism. When a Marxian communism entered the revolutionary
movement, it established its identity by repudiating these ideas for being irrelevant to immediate problems of
revolution. Furthermore, during the ideological struggles that accompanied the political conflicts of the
twenties, these same ideas provided intellectual ammunition for the opponents of Marxism. That these ideas
should survive the anarchist movement to be lodged in locations as diverse in revolutionary consciousness as
Mao's Marxism and the Guomindang shows that they had become significant components of a revolutionary
discourse that cut across party or ideological boundaries; but their origin historically is traceable to the

anarchists.
More important, that the same ideas are to be found in both anar-

31. The editor of a reissue of P. Kropotkin's Fields, Factories and Workshops of Tomorrow (New
York: Harper Torchbooks, 1974), Colin Ward, found in the Chinese communes established after 1958
(abolished in 1983) the nearest thing to Kropotkin's industrial villages (188).

32. Karl Marx, The German Ideology, ed. R. Pascal (New York: International Publishers, 1947), 19.
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chism and Marxism does not imply that they carried the same meaning within the two ideological contexts; it
only points to the area of Marxism that overlapped with anarchism, with disruptive consequences for its
theoretical structure. Whatever the resemblance between anarchist and Marxist ideas of social revolution, the
two ideas arranged the priorities of revolutionary practise differently. While education and cultural
transformation held a place of primary significance in the anarchist conception of social revolution, Marxists
gave priority to the transformation of structural relations in society. The difference may be illustrated by
reference to another concept that was central to both ideas of social revolution: the concept of class. While
Marxists perceived the nurturing of class consciousness as the key to revolution, anarchists believed that only
the abolition of consciousness of class could yield to genuinely revolutionary change in society. Whether the
Marxist idea of ideology may be reduced to an endowment of class will be discussed later; I suggest here that
while Marxism, too, recognizes culture and consciousness as a problem of quotidian life, this recognition is
shaped by another conception of culture as a function of social structure to which class is centralwhich
possibly accounts for the theoretical richness of Marxism against the theoretical primitivism (in Hobsbawm's
words) of anarchism. I suggest, nevertheless, that the theoretical complexity of Marxism (often to the point of
forgetting the revolutionary goals of theoretical activity) has also blinded Marxists to the rich insights
contained in the seemingly simple anarchist premise that revolution must take as its ultimate goal the
transformation of social discoursesof the very language of thinking about society. If anarchism has not paid
sufficient attention to structural transformation, the Marxist preoccupation with structural transformation has
diverted Marxism from the equally crucial task of transforming social discoursesindeed has obstructed the
latter by erecting further structures inimical to this goal. Hobsbawm, for instance, misses the point about this
problem when he states that Marxists may have something to learn from anarchist spontaneity: The very
organizational feebleness of anarchist and anarchizing movements has forced them to explore the means of
discovering or securing that spontaneous consensus among militants and masses which produces action.33
This is to miss what the anarchists clearly recognized: that there is nothing spontaneous about the masses.
There is, rather, a different discourse about society, which radicals must assimilate in their very efforts to
transform the masses. It is not accidental

33. Hobsbawm, Revolutionaries, 90.
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that anarchists were the first to compile a dictionary of popular language, which they believed might enable
them to communicate with the masses more effectively. And anarchists did not turn to this endeavor because
their activities were organizationally feeble; on the contrary, they believed that organization was undesirable
to the extent that it created an obstacle to such communication (or, more precisely, because it turned
communication, which must be two-way if it is to be genuinely revolutionary, into the imposition of the will
of the revolutionaries upon the masses, which from the beginning doomed revolution to a betrayal of its own

premises).

Before Chinese revolutionaries, faced this problem of two-way communication as a practical task, which they
would in the 1930s when the revolution was forced to move to the countryside, anarchists had introduced it
into the revolutionary discourse as a central problem of revolution. This awareness brought anarchists
considerable success in revolutionary activitybut only at the local level. It was at the level of more
comprehensive political organization that anarchists failed as revolutionaries. On the other hand, the success
of other revolutionaries at this other level would in its consequences bear out anarchist fears of the fate of
revolution that subjected the crucial task of discursive transformation to goals formulated at the level of

politics.

Anarchism and Revolutionary Discourse

Whether we recognize in anarchism a lasting significance in the Chinese revolution depends largely upon
whether we recognize the importance of the idea of the social in revolutionary discourse. The significance of
anarchism rests ultimately upon its insistence on the priority of the social in the revolutionary discourse that
took shape during the years when anarchism enjoyed its greatest popularity in Chinese thinking on revolution.
Anarchists were not the first in China to raise the question of the social, nor were they the only ones in
ensuing years to insist on the essentialness of a social component to revolution. The question was a product of
an emerging nationalist consciousness, which at the turn of the century first raised the question of the
relationship between state and society, pointing to social transformation as the essential moment of building a
nation-state that, unlike the monarchy it was to replace, could claim no transcendental or transhistorical moral
sanction but depended for its legitimacy on its ties to the society it claimed to represent. Calling society into
the service of the state as its legitimating principle
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revealed not only a new problematic of politics, but problematized the notion of society as well. While this
was to become, and has remained, the essential question of Chinese politics, it was through socialismwhich
over the years was identified with social revolutionthat the problem was articulated with the greatest
explicitness and consistency. The insistence on a social revolution was a common feature of all socialist
discourse and spilled over to nonsocialist advocacies of change as well. Different groups meant different
things by social revolution, depending on the sources for the idea but more importantly on their conception of
the social. By the early twenties most prominent in addition to anarchist ideas of the social were Communist

and Guomindang ideas of social revolution.

It is precisely this pervasiveness of the idea of the social that endows with historical significance the anarchist
advocacy of social revolution, which otherwise would have been condemned to a quaint marginality. I mean
this in two senses. First, the discourse on the social in its unfolding nourished off a number of competing (and
conflicting) ideologies of social revolution, which, nevertheless, intersected on the terrain of the discourse,
with considerable interchange among them. Hence we find that in spite of significant differences in the social
revolution they advocated, there was also significant overlap among anarchist, Communist, and Guomindang
notions of the social. That the discourse drew on European socialism in its language guaranteed such overlap
because, in spite of its disintegration into numerous factions by the turn of the century, socialism in Europe
retained the common language of its origins and was even blurred at its edges into liberal or bourgeois ideas
of social change.34 Within the Chinese context, moreover, discursive conflicts were contained within a
national revolutionary movement which, especially in the first three decades of the century, rendered
heterogeneous ideas of the social into different aspects of a common revolutionary project; hence discursive
overlap expressed a revolutionary situation in which different revolutionary groups were participants in the
same revolutionary movement: not only ideas were interchangeableso was actual membership in different
revolutionary groups. As a constituent of this discourse, anarchist ideas acquired a wide currency beyond the

34. Indeed, China's first socialists (Sun Yat-sen and his followers) derived their socialism from Euro-
American social reformers who sought to incorporate socialist programs into a liberal political agenda
to prevent the social revolution that socialists espoused. See Dirlik, Socialism and Capitalism in
Chinese Thought.
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the primacy of politics in the immediate historical context, but not without an acknowledgment that the
revolution thus achieved would be an incomplete revolution so long as it did not keep its sight fixed on that
future. In a crucial sense, then, anarchism extended the frontiers of revolutionary discourse by pointing to a
social project that negated the boundaries established by a political conception of society; and its very
presence in the revolutionary discourse rendered problematic any effort toward an ideological closure of the
social by the political. Similarly, in historical perspective, recognition of the anarchist presence in
revolutionary discourse is a reminder of the ideological appropriation of the discourse on the social as social
revolution was harnessed in the service of political goals. This perspective calls into question the claims on
history of successful revolutionarieswhose success, therefore, may not be viewed simply as a fulfillment of
the social aspirations of the revolution but must be understood simultaneously as the suppression (if not the
total elimination) of the social imagination that motivated its history.

This evaluation of anarchism's significance presupposes a certain conception of the problem of ideologyin this
case a specifically socialist ideologythat needs to be spelled out briefly before we discuss the concrete
contributions of anarchism to revolutionary discourse in China. Of special importance is a distinction I should
like to draw between ideology and discourse,a certain way of talking about a specific set of objects.35

The central problem concerns the relationship of ideology to its broader social and intellectual context. The
distinction between ideology and discourse is intended to overcome the dilemma presented by a reductionist
conception of ideology, which reduces ideas to expressions of class or other group interests and is the point of
departure for most post-Marxist discussion of ideology. If ideas or sentiments are expressions of class or other
interests, how do we account for the fact that they are shared widely by those outside of the class or group
whose interests they are purported to express? While the debate touched off by this question is too complex
for summary here, I think that the answers have unfolded in two broad directions. First is the substitution of a
totalistic for a reductionist conception of

35. I owe this cogent phrasing of the sometimes turgid idea of discourse to Harry Harootunian, Things
Seen and Unseen: Discourse and Ideology in Tokugawa Nativism (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1988), 25. Harootunian's formulation of the problem of discourse and ideology (not to mention
our chats by Lake Michigan) played an important part in stimulating the reasoning I offer below,
though I absolve him of all responsibility for the specific issues I raise. What I say of anarchism in its
relationship to a revolutionary discourse became most evident in Chinese anarchism in the 1920s,
especially in anarchist polemics against the Marxist Communists.
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ideology; the seminal example is to be found in the work of Clifford Geertz, who stresses the integrative
function of ideology as a set of symbolic formulations that are shared commonly in a cultural system across
class and other partial interests.36 Second are those attempts to reintroduce into this integrative conception of
ideology a critical Marxist perspective by uncovering within the symbolic forms of ideology as a cultural
system the patterns of authority and domination that characterize most known social systems, which constitute
the ideology. As Paul Ricoeur puts it in a recent work, While ideology servesas the code of interpretation that
secures integration, it does so by justifying the present system of authority.37 This post-Marxist debate has
also brought ideology much closer to problems of everyday life and culture by repudiating the reflective
notion of ideology implicit in the reductionist basestructure model of ideology that renders ideology
epiphenomenal to material existence. Ideology is to be sought not in abstract, formally articulated ideas, but in
everyday speech and activity. While the debate has repudiated a reductionist Marxist notion of ideology, in
other words, it also represents a return to an alternative conception of ideology in the work of Marx implicit in
Marx's description of language as practical consciousness.

The problem, then, is twofold: (1) how to reconcile the two notions of ideologythe integrative notion that
renders ideology as a commonly shared set of symbols and ideas, and the dissimulative notion in which these
commonly shared symbols and ideas conceal relationships of power and dominationboth of which have
compelling plausibility; and, (2) where to look for ideology. An additional problem is that of class (or other
social interests). John Thompson has argued that to achieve a genuinely critical conception of ideology, it is
necessary to reintroduce class into the discussion.38 It is fair to say, I think, that Ricoeur, for example, while
he restores the relationship between ideology and power in pointing out that ideology as a cultural system also
justifies the present system of authority, does not make the issue of class or social interest a central concern of
his analysis. This not only ignores how the structure of social interests in different contexts impinges upon the
particular forms assumed by the structure of authority and, therefore, of ideology, but,

36. The most explicit statement is to be found in his Ideology as a Cultural System. See Clifford
Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1973), chap. 8.

37. Paul Ricoeur, Lectures on Ideology and Utopia, ed. George H. Taylor (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1986), 13.

38. John B. Thompson, Studies in the Theory of Ideology (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of
California Press, 1984), 34.
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even more serious, renders ideology into a seamless entity against a conception of it as an arena of conflict
between social interests who share in the ideology and also seek to interpret (or appropriate) it in accordance
with their own interests. It is curious that Ricoeur's discussion of ideology, while comprehensive, ignores the
work of the one Marxist thinker whose work not only foreshadowed many of these problems but also has had
enormous influence in shaping recent conceptualizations of ideology, Antonio Gramsci, whose concept of
hegemony sought to account for ideology not only in its double sense of integration and dissimulation, but
also as conflict between different social interests, whereby these interests (primarily classes in his
presentation) sought to appropriate a common ideology. The Gramscian notion of hegemony, while it points
to conflict as a permanent condition of all class society, is particularly important for dealing with
revolutionary situations when conflict (including the conflict over language) assumes an acute form, when the
challenge to the existing system of authority presupposes for its success the appropriation of hegemony by
revolutionaries, whereby they assimilate to their own ideology the interests of classes and groups outside of

their own class.39

From this brief discussion we may infer that in confronting the problem of ideology, we need to account for
two questions: (1) ideology as the articulation of class or other social interests; (2) ideology as the articulation
of a broader system of authority structured by the interaction of these more narrow interests from which
ideology as an integrative cultural system derives its form.

Because of the confusion created by the application of the term ideology to both these articulations, which are
related and yet distinct, I would describe the latter as discourse and reserve ideology for the former.
Discourse, a way of thinking and talking about things, common to society as a whole and evident at the most
basic level in everyday speech and culture, is integrative because of a common language and also
dissimulative because embedded in the common language are relationships of power and domination, as
Michel Foucault and Raymond

39. For a comprehensive discussion of Gramsci's ideas in this regard, see Gramsci and Marxist

Theory, ed. Chantal Mouffe (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1979), esp. Mouffe's own essay,
Hegemony and Ideology in Gramsci. Although Gramsci's notion of hegemony yields a complex
appreciation of the problem of ideology, Gramsci's own goals were rather limited and prevented him
from pursuing the logic of the problem to its end (as it has his followers, who often present him,
wrongly in my opinion, as the key to a democratic socialism). Gramsci was, after all, a Leninist, and
while his concept of hegemony pointed the way to exposing the problem of social discourses as
distinct from ideology, his goal was to substitute the hegemony of revolutionaries for the hegemony of
the bourgeoisie, rather than to recognize social discourses as a problem for ideology.
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Williams have reminded us; it is also, therefore, the arena for ideological conflict whereby different social
groups seek to assimilate the discourse to their own way of life and interests.40 This appropriation of
discourse is where ideology becomes manifest as a social and historical phenomenon. As Harry Harootunian
has put it, in reference to the unfolding of nativism in Japan, when the interaction of knowledge and interest
displaced base/superstructure, form and content, knowledge, or discoursea certain way of talking about a
specific set of objects became ideological.41 The procedure is one that Fredric Jameson has described as a
strategy of containment, which he perceives as the goal of ideological activity.42 In other words, the
ideological appropriation of discourse appears as a containment of the discourse in accordance with specific
social interests or outlooks. Containment is also primarily a procedure of exclusion, a silencing of those
elements of the discourse that are inimical to the interests of the group. But it may also mean, I suggest, a
rearrangement of the terms of the discourse so as to define its priorities in keeping with such interests.

The critical conception of ideology, which has evolved out of analysis of the use of ideology within the
context of established systems (capitalism in particular) to perpetuate the system, is equally applicable, I
think, to the problem of ideology in socialism as a radical movement, as intimated in the distinction I have
drawn with reference to the socialist movement in China between revolutionary discourse and ideology. The
discourse is what socialist revolutionaries (and not just socialist revolutionaries) shared in common. The
discourse on the social, as [ have already observed, drew on disparate ideological sources in European
socialism (even on liberal ideologies that sought to come to terms with the socialist challenge, from which
China's first socialists drew their inspiration). Nevertheless, within the revolutionary movement in China,
these ideological sources were integrated, however uneasily, into the language of a common discourse on
revolution, and this explains the overlap between otherwise conflicting notions of the social. For the same
reason, we may also view the efforts of different groups of revolutionariesanarchists Bolsheviks, Guomindang
socialists, among others to appropriate the discourse, a way of talking about social revolution, as alterna-

40. Raymond Williams, Marxism and Literature (London: Oxford University Press, 1977); Michel
Foucault, Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other Writings, 1972-1977, ed. Colin Gordon
(New York: Pantheon, 1977).

41. Harootunian, Things Seen and Unseen, 25.

42. Fredric Jameson, The Political Unconscious: Narrative as a Socially Symbolic Act (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1981), 5253.
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tive strategies of containment as different ways of interpreting the discourse by rearranging its terms, through
which they sought to constitute the problem of social revolution in accordance with their political and
organizational interests, which in turn were conceived in relationship to broader national and social interests.
The process of ideological appropriation ultimately involved the question of hegemony over the revolutionary
movement.

While the importance of revolutionary hegemony for revolutionary success is self-evident, the critical
question for the future of revolution is whether hegemony is more desirable because it is
revolutionaryespecially since revolution, if successfil, establishes itself as a new order. Is it not likely that a
revolution that takes as its premise the hegemony of revolutionaries will result in a new structure of authority,
reproducing in its very hegemony that hidden relationship between ideology and power to overthrow which
was the goal of revolution in the first place, against which the only guarantee is the good will of the
revolutionaries or their claim to a scientific discovery of the path to liberation? Is this not the point in
revolutionary discourse at which revolution, which seeks to dispose of ideology, itself becomes ideological
because it dissimulates in its discourse its relationship to power?

At its most basic, anarchism in China derived its significance from the fact that anarchists were the only ones
among social revolutionaries to raise these questions consistently. Their insistence that revolution could not
achieve its goals through methods contrary to its aspirations was a constant reminder of this basic problem of
revolutionary discourse. The questions offer a critical perspective on the course the revolutionary movement
would eventually take in China. They also remind us of the links between the Chinese revolutionary
movement and the most fundamental problems of revolutionary discourse in general.

In one sense, anarchists were as ideological as any of their social revolutionary competitors. They not only
sought to adjust their conception of social revolution to the exigencies of power in China, with a consequent
suspension of their own revolutionary premises, but in some cases displayed considerable ideological
opportunism in doing so. Some of the major figures in Chinese anarchism were also members of political
parties, in particular the Guomindang, betraying in practise their formal repudiation of politics; worse, they
were willing to instrumentalize anarchism in the service of political power. More fundamentally, in claiming
for anarchism the status of scientific truth (following Kropotkin), anarchists, like their counterparts in the
social revolutionary movement, sought to appro-
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priate the discourse on the social for anarchism, thereby excluding from consideration crucial issues of social
revolution. If they were not successful in doing so, it was because their organizational diffuseness undercut
their efforts to formulate a coherent strategy of containment, which ideological appropriation of the discourse

presupposed.

And yet this inability to appropriate the discourse by containing it was not accidental, or the product of
intellectual failure, but the result of a conscious refusal to do so, which was bound up with the most
fundamental premises of anarchism, which were deconstructive rather than reconstructive. It is this other,
deconstructive, aspect of anarchism, which has been suppressed in historical memory, that points to its
significance in the discourse on revolution. My concern here is not to chronicle what the anarchists achieved
or did not achieve, or to evaluate their sincerity in upholding the ideas they professed, but to recall from the
history of anarchism the anarchist critique of ideology and its implications for revolutionary discourse.
Although of considerable significance both in its immediate context and in the themes it contributed to the
Chinese revolution, anarchism from a political perspective was in the long run irrelevant, and it can be
dismissed as a transient intellectual fad that owed its passing popularity to a naive utopianism that prevailed
for a brief revolutionary period. It is precisely this issue of the sufficiency of a political perspective on
revolution that anarchism raised, however, by uncompromisingly repudiating politics and pointing to the
realm of the social as the only proper object of revolutionary discourse. In doing so, anarchists opened up a
perspective on revolution that was foreclosed by the political and suppressed even in the thinking of
revolutionaries, who insisted on a social revolution but could not conceive of the social apart from the
political tasks of revolution. To affirm the fundamental significance of anarchism in revolutionary discourse is
not to privilege anarchism per se, but to reaffirm the indispensability of an antipolitical conception of society
in raising fundamental questions about the nature of domination and oppression, which are otherwise
excluded from both the analysis of ideology and historical analysis in general. In declaring politicsall politics,
including revolutionary politicsto be inimical to the cause of an authentic social revolution, anarchists pointed
to the politicization of the social as an ideological closure that not only disguised the fact that revolutionary
hegemony itself presupposed a structure of authority that contradicted its own goals, but also covered up areas
of social oppression that were not immediately visible in the realm of politics (the family and gender
oppression were their primary concerns). More fundamental anar-

< previous page page 40 next page >



< previous page page 41 next page >
Page 41

chists explained that the revolutionary urge to restore political order was a consequence of the naturalization
of politicsthe inability, therefore, to imagine society without politicsas one of the most deeply ingrained
ideological habits that perpetuated relations of domination in society. The explanation moved them past the
realm of ideology to the realm of social discourses as the location for habits of authority and submission that
sustained both political and social oppression. Hence in the anarchist argument the project of social revolution
was inextricably bound up with cultural revolution (rather than a political revolution, as with their
competitors): the goal of revolution was, at its most fundamental, to transform the social discourses that
constituted society on a daily basis.43 The eradication of habits of authority and submission from social
discourses was the key to achieving the liberating promise of the revolutionary project. The way anarchists
conceived it, the goal of revolution was not to create a new hegemony, which implied the continuation of
social division and conflict, but to abolish altogether the notion of hegemony. They saw social division as the
consequence of structures of authority that distorted the natural propensity of human beings to cooperation
and sociability; the elimination of authority would, therefore, eradicate social division as well. Revolution was
not just a liberating project; in eliminating ideology from social discourse, it would also create the conditions
for human integration on a new basis of equality.

The affinity of the anarchist perspective on the social with that underlying post-Marxist criticism of ideology
implies only equivalence, not sameness; to suggest otherwise would be not only reductionist but also circular.
Each nevertheless has something to tell us about the other. So long as Marxism is bound to premises of
economic determination or to a political project that makes class the central datum of history, it views
anarchism as a vacuous utopianism that has little to say about the processes of revolution. Utopianism is not
to be dismissed so cavalierly, for it may have something essential to say about revolution. Reflecting on the
meaning of the term nowhere, Ricoeur has observed recently that perhaps a fundamental structure of the
reflexivity we may apply to our social

43. This is where the problem of ideology appears as the problem of social discourses, the practical
consciousness that is unconscious of itself as ideology because it is embedded in the language of
everyday life. For a discussion of the problem of ideology as a problem of language, see John
Thompson, Studies in the Theory of Ideology. The anarchist appreciation of the problem of social
revolution as a problem of cultural revolution sounds very contemporary because of a contemporary
tendency, in reaction to the seeming futility of politics (socialist or otherwise), to focus on the realm of
culture as the site where solutions to contemporary problems of domination are to be found.
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roles is the ability to conceive of an empty place from which to look at ourselves.44 To conceive the
possibility of a nowhere implies an ability to free social imagination; and does not revolution negate its own
undertaking when it denies this freedom?

But anarchism was not merely utopian and appears so only because it is weakly theorized. Anarchists rested
their case on the assumption of the natural sociability of human beings; therefore, they took social division
and conflict to be a consequence of the distortion of humanity by structures of authority. The task of social
(and therefore cultural) revolution was to peel off layers of accumulated oppression to reveal the human core
within, and to create the social conditions that would enable humanity to realize its natural propensity to
cooperation. Cultural revolution was the key to restoring to humanity consciousness of its essential nature.
The anarchist argument proceeded less by social analysis than by analogy between nature and society, which
obviated the need for extensive theorization. Nevertheless, because anarchists took nature rather than society
as the point of departure for their criticism of power and authority, they had a more comprehensive grasp than
their Marxist competitors of the problem of oppression; for rather than seek out key social relationships or
institutions as explanations for power, they focused on the social totality as the realm of oppression: all social
relationships were artifices of power and, therefore, equally complicit in oppression, even though the state as
the embodiment of the social totality had a particularly important role to play in perpetuating the structure(s)
of authority. Hence their appreciation of social discourses as the ultimate realm of authority because the social
totality drew its plausibility from the reproduction of structures of authority and submission in quotidian
encounters. The apparently metaphysical juxtaposition of nature and society became in the process the source
of a comprehensive social criticism, including the criticism of society for its antagonism to its natural roots.

It is also true, however, that this criticism was buried within moralistic protests against society for its
deviation from nature, and in the absence of a rigorous theoretical elaboration of their insights, anarchists
suffered from a social ambiguity that in practise frustrated their efforts to agree

44, Ricoeur, Ideology and Utopia, 15. If ideology in our day has become invisible, in Lefort's words,
because of a dissolving of the distinction between the real and its representation, utopia (an empty
place, but primarily a place outside of society) may be more important than ever in cultivating a
consciousness of ideology. For invisible ideology, see Claude Lefort, The Political Forms of Modern
Society, ed. John B. Thompson (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1986), 224-36. Lefort in describing anarchism
as a version of bourgeois ideology, overlooks the possibilities it offers in this regard (205).
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upon procedures of revolutionary activity and made anarchism a gathering place for the socially disaffected,
ranging from the most serious advocates of radical change to atavistic nihilists in personal rebellion against

society.

Ironically, it is the highly rigorous and complex theoretical procedures of post-Marxist criticism of ideology,
much of which draws upon Marxism, that enables us to grasp the theoretical import of the anarchist argument.
Anarchism in turn may help us grasp the social and political conditions that have made this criticism possible.
From an anarchist perspective, Marxism in its political guises appears as another form of ideological closure
on the social, not only incapable of grasping the anarchist argument but inimical to it. The very affinity of
post-Marxist criticism of ideology with the anarchist perspective (which enables it to grasp the significance of
the latter) may suggest that it has brought Marxism closer to anarchism, not in a formal sensefor it draws on
diverse intellectual sources and is informed by the history of Marxism since Marxbut in prying open this
ideological closure that long has cut off the Marxist idea of the social from that of anarchism. Two
developments in particular have been of the utmost importance. First is the reopening of the question of the
relationship between politics and society in response to the political experiences of Marxist-led revolutions,
which have not fulfilled their liberating promise. The second is the intrusion upon the consciousness of
oppression of a whole set of problems that are not readily reducible to class oppression; the increasing
importance, in other words, of forms of oppression that have come to overshadow class oppression. That these
developments have revived interest in anarchism is not to be disputed, as the following statement by a
contemporary ecofeminist illustrates: Many of us who began the ecofeminist movement were strongly
influenced by anarchism, and accepted the anarchist critique of Marxism, for its economism, opportunism,
anti-ecological viewpoints, and a radical separation of means and ends.45 The question is whether the
reintroduction of anarchism offers anything in the way of a better grasp of the post-Marxist criticism of
ideology and power.

This question may be answered in the negative; for it is possible to argue that the Marxist tradition contains
within it all that is necessary for a critique of the historical unfolding of Marxism, to pry open the ideological
closure that historical Marxism has imposed upon the discourse in Marx's texts. It is arguable that Marx
himself did not hold a reductionist

45. Ynestra King, Ecological Feminism, Zeta Magazine (July/August 1988), 125.
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concept of ideology that reduced ideology to class interest, but rather perceived it in its discursive guise (for
example, language as practical consciousness) in everyday relations of domination that took a different form
within the context of different social relationships. It is also arguable that Marxism itself is a discourse on the
social, which not only gave priority to the social over the political but also shared with anarchism the common
goal of abolishing politics. Certainly in the revolutionary discourse in China there were broad areas of overlap
between anarchist and Marxist conceptions of the social and social revolution that make it difficult to identify

some ideas as Marxist or anarchist.

This strategy of privileging text over history, and certain parts of the text over others, however, disguises in its
references to the text its own interpretive undertaking, which is informed by its own historical situation. While
it is indeed necessary to separate Marx from subsequent Marxist traditions (which is but a recognition of zheir
historical situations), to portray the latter as denials of Marx or deviations from an authentic Marxism is to
deny the multiplicity of interpretations that Marx's texts offer. Leninism may not be a necessary product of
Marxism, but as Lenin himself understood, it is one possible product. Likewise, to suggest that Marx had
anticipated in his texts the discursive assumptions of post-Marxist criticism of ideology is to draw attention to
those aspects.of his texts against others that yield different conclusions.

If we examine the relationship between anarchism and Marxism from this perspective, it is possible to argue
that while Marxism and anarchism may coincide on certain basic issues, Marxism calls for a different
arrangement of the elements of the discourse on social revolution than does anarchism, that even as Marx
recognized the multifaceted character of domination he assigned the strategic priorities of revolution
differently (with a primary emphasis on class) and assigned to politics a central part in revolution, which
together endow Marxism with an ideological visage different from anarchism. The same Marx who
recognized language as practical consciousness, who found in the Paris Commune a paradigm of democratic
revolution (as did the anarchists), and who looked to the abolition of the state as the ultimate goal of
revolution could say of Bakunin that this ass cannot even understand that any class movement, as such, is
necessarilya political movement.46 Even more fundamental, it is necessary to remember that whereas

Kropotkinthe major
46. Paul Thomas, Karl Marx and the Anarchists (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1985), 347.
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source of anarchist theoretical discoursecomposed his Mutual Aid to disprove Darwinian notions about nature
and society, Marx found in Darwin a confirmation of the scientificity of his social theory. Unlike the anarchist
repudiation of social division and conflict, the point of departure for Marxism is the social system as a realm
of conflict, which is to be comprehended not in contrasts with nature but by reference to its own history.
Power, instead of being an unnatural intrusion upon society of something that is extrinsic to it, is an
instrument of social conflict that may be understood only historically, in the different forms it assumes in
different historical contexts. To moralize against it, or even to speak of it, is meaningless, therefore, except in
relation to its social context. Until conflict has been eliminated from the social system (which requires
abolition of social interests embedded in economic organization, whose agent is to be the proletariat), power
may have an integrative role to play in society, which may otherwise break apart under the pressure of
conflicting social interests. Unlike the anarchist argument where liberation (the abolition of power) and
integration appear as parts of the same process, Marxist revolutionary strategy sets them apart in the
immediate future of revolution in antagonism to one another: power is necessary to secure the integration that
liberation threatens. The immediate problem, therefore, is not to abolish power but to reorganize it in order to

achieve its ultimate abolition.

Hence, whereas the anarchist problematic of social revolution was shaped by the problem of cultural
revolutionthe transformation of social discoursesMarxism has placed the primary emphasis on the
restructuring of power, to which the transformation of class relationships is essential. The need to restructure
power, as the point of departure for theoretical activity, accounts for the complexity of Marxist and post-
Marxist criticism of ideology, which has a much more sophisticated appreciation of the relationship between
power and ideology than the anarchists had, with their propensity to dismiss the problems it presents because
they were interested mainly in abolishing power, not restructuring it, which they thought could be achieved
through cultural revolution. Ironically, as Marxism has gained in complexity with the problematization of
politics and a consequent recognition of power as a problem not merely of politics or class but rather of
culture (in the sense of culture as social discourse), it has moved once again closer to the anarchist criticism of
power as an endowment of the structure of authority of the social totality. Anarchism helps us understand
why. The ideological closure implicit in a political or class-based notion of social revolution also
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implied, as anarchists insisted, a reproduction in different guise of the structures of authority that the
revolution sought to abolish. The decentering of these conceptions in post-Marxist criticism of ideology has
opened up this closure and turned attention to the social totality as the realm of authority. The deconstructive
consequences of this decentering recalls the deconstructive implications of the anarchist insistence on the
social against the political. This does not mean that anarchism and Marxism have become one; but it is not
incidental that the deconstruction has returned Marxism to those texts of Marx that have the most in common

with anarchism.

My reading of Chinese anarchism in the following pages then is guided by two considerations beyond the
historical. Within the specifically Chinese context, anarchists demand our attention, not for who they were or
what they accomplished, but because against revolutionary strategies that presupposed a necessary
compromise of revolutionary goals in order to confront the exigencies of immediate necessity they reaffirmed
a revolutionary consciousness (or should we say, conscience) that provides an indispensable critical
perspective from the Left on the unfolding of the Chinese revolution. Second, though the Chinese anarchists
are remote in time or space (although not so remote as they once seemed), what they had to say about
revolution in one of the most important revolutionary historical contexts of the twentieth century may have
much to tell us about revolution at a time when the crisis of socialism (and society) is deeper than everor at

least as deep as it has ever been.
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Chapter Two
Nationalism, Utopianism, and Revolutionary Politics
Anarchist Themes in the Early Chinese Revolutionary Movement.

Anarchism appeared in China at a moment of national crisis. In 19067 Chinese intellectuals abroad
established two societies, within months of each other, devoted to the propagation of anarchism, one in Paris,
the other in Tokyo. At a time when a revolutionary discourse was taking shape, with origins in a new national
consciousness, the anarchism these societies promoted introduced into the discourse dissonant themes that
would have a lasting effect. In spite of their basic conflict with nationalist goals, these themes would display a
remarkable staying power in the revolutionary discourse fueled by the pursuit of political forms to give
coherence to a nation in the making. Their echoes are audible to this day as the pursuit continues.

The receptivity to anarchism at a moment of nascent national consciousness seems anomalous. Mainstream
Chinese political thinking during the first decade of the century revolved around the question of how to make
China into a nation, to forge a cohesive political system out of the loosely organized power structure of a
bureaucratic monarchy, and to ward off the threat to the country's existence in a new world where the
competition for power of expansive nation-states promised to consume those societies unable to emulate their
example. The urgent questions of the day were what to do with the alien Manchu dynasty that continued to
rule the majority Han people that constituted China and seemed to be less concerned with the nation's welfare
than with its own; how to transform the political system so as to extend political participation to larger
numbers of Chinese in order to secure the people's loyalty to the state;
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and how to develop the country economically to establish a material foundation for national strengthand the
conditions for political sovereignty in a world where national political power seemed to be contingent upon
the control of global economic resources. The pursuit of national wealth and power seemed to rule the world.
The static society of China must be dynamized by this same pursuit if it was to surviveand reassert the glory
to which it was entitled by a glorious past.1 Building a nation was essential to this end.

The very presence of anarchism in Chinese thought might be taken as evidence that these concerns were not
shared as widely as they first appear to bewere it not for the fact that anarchists themselves were intimately
involved with the revolutionary movement nationalism spawned, and anarchist ideas first made their
appearance within a new discourse that took as its point of departure China's reconstitution as a nation.

Rather, the anarchist presence suggests that this discourse is not reducible to a one-dimensional defensive or
parochial search for wealth and power, that it was multidimensional in the possibilities it producedincluding,
ultimately, the negation of the premise that lay at its originswhich made it authentically revolutionary. It is not
in the immediate political concerns of Chinese nationalism, but rather in the intellectual problematic the new
national consciousness (or, consciousness of the nation) presented, that we must seek for clues to why
anarchism, despite its basic contradiction of nationalist goals, acquired a significant place in intellectual

discourse.

This new consciousness was to play a crucial part in the articulation, in the words of Thomas Metzger, of a
modern Chinese intellectual problematique.2 This is not to suggest that modern Chinese thought is but an
account of the problems presented by national consciousness, or that all problems of Chinese thought from
this point on must be referred back to a national consciousness and the political questions it raised. In his
recent study of Chinese intellectuals at the turn of the century, Chang Hao has argued plausibly against the
limitations of an exclusively political formulation of the problems that faced Chinese intellectuals, which were
not just political, social, or even broadly cultural but ethical and existential as

1. Benjamin Schwartz, In Search of Wealth and Power: Yen Fu and the West (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1964).

2. Thomas A. Metzger, Developmental Criteria and Indigenously Conceived Options: A Normative
Approach to China's Modernization in Recent Times, Issues and Studies (February 1987), 72.
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well.3 Metzger shares Chang Hao's view in his identification as a central concern of modern Chinese thought
the establishment of a moral language with which to envisage the good society.4

At its broadest, this problematic entailed the reconstitution of both self and society in a discourse of
modernity, which called forth questions not only of social and political form but, ultimately, of the meaning
and ends of individual existence. The intellectual and ethical postulates of modernity, which forced
themselves on the consciousness of Chinese intellectuals in the encounter with the West, were to provoke a
rethinking of received traditions in their totality in the new possibilities they suggested. While Chinese
intellectuals have continued over the years to draw upon these traditions as a source for an autonomous
critique of Euro-American modernism, they have been able to do so only by rephrasing earlier problems in a
new discourse that is unmistakably modern in its premises and sensibilities; even where the answers are old,
the questions that produced them have been phrased in the problematic of a new historical situation. The
problem was especially acute for the first generation of intellectuals to become conscious of this new
historical situation, who, as products of a received ethos, had to remake themselves in the very process of
reconstituting the problematic of Chinese thought. Anarchism, as we shall see, was a product of this situation.
The answers it offered to this new problematic were not just social and political but sought to confront in
novel ways its demands in their existential totality. At the same time, especially in the case of the first
generation of anarchists, these answers were couched in a moral language that rephrased received ethical
concepts in a new discourse of modernity.

Although this new intellectual problematique is not to be reduced to the problem of national consciousness,
that problem was important in its formulation, in two ways. First, essential to the new problematic is the
question of China's place in the world and its relationship to the past, which found expression most concretely
in problems created by the new national consciousness. Second, national consciousness raised questions about
social relationships, ultimately at the level of the relationship between the individual and society, which were
to provide the framework for, and in some ways also contained, the redefinition of even existential questions.
For the universalistically oriented among Chinese intellectuals, consciousness of the nation created some
discomfort, which was to serve

3. Chang Hao, Chinese Intellectuals in Crisis: Search for Order and Meaning (Berkeley and Los
Angeles: University of California Press, 1987). Introduction.

4. Metzger, Developméntal Criteria, 72.
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as a source of existential problems as well as of an urge to transcend the limitations imposed by national
consciousness. [ will also argue that nationalism itself pointed to a new kind of universalism that pushed
against the boundaries imposed by a national reorganization of society. In either case, this new consciousness
provided the premise even of its own negation. This was true as well of the anarchists who took national
consciousness as the greatest obstacle to the realization of the kind of society they advocated. Perhaps more
important, the new discourse that emerged at the turn of the century coalesced around the problem of national
consciousness, which, therefore, provided the conceptual conditions of the discourse, and delineated for those
who were uncomfortable with the new national consciousness the ideological horizon they would have to
transcend in order to overcome the limitations it established.

My concern is not with the alternative directions nationalism assumed in China from the very beginning, but
rather with identifying the terms of the problematic it produced, which was to provide the discursive context
within which consciously anarchist ideas first made their appearance in Chinese thought.

Nationalism and Revolution: Global Consciousness and the Reconceptualization of Political Space

To see Chinese nationalism only in its immediate political aspirations is to see only part of it and to ignore a
new global consciousness that was its precondition and a new consciousness of political space that informed
it. Nationalism as a political ideology may be most striking for its exclusionary parochialism, for the physical
and ideological boundaries it seeks to establish to separate those within the nation from those without. In the
face it presents to the outside, it may be no different than other forms of parochialism except in the scope of
the territory it claims for itself. Nationalism, however, is also a revolutionary political ideology that is
unmistakably modern in its premises concerning global organization, externally, and political space,
internally. Internally, it presupposes a new conception of political space, which is reorganized to bring the
state closer to the society over which it rules, for the nation-state claims legitimacy not in some external
source but in its ability to represent the nationwhich inexorably entitles those who constitute the nation to
make claims upon the state, for they are no longer merely subjects but citizens. Externally, by its very logic if
in spite of itself, nationalist con-
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sciousness extends the same entitlement to others, who are perceived no longer merely as aggregates of
people but as other nations, and who are therefore entitled to their own claims upon their political fate, and a
state of their own to realize that fate. As Liang Qichao wrote in 1901: Nationalism is the most promising,
upright, and unbiased idea in the world. It does not allow other people to infringe my freedom, nor does it let
me impose on other people.5

Imagined the national community may be, as Benedict Anderson has argued,6 but it may be all the more
revolutionary for being imaginary, for nationalist political ideology since its origins in Europe in the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries has called forth the reorganization of societies globally into nations. This in turn has
provoked a revolutionary reconceptualization of political legitimacy and a reconstitution of political space
internally to create nations. We need only to remember that over the last two centuries, even the most despotic
states have excused their despotism by recourse to national interest, which those who have struggled against
despotism have countered by asserting their rights as citizensand alternative conceptions of national interest.

Such a change of consciousness accompanied the articulation of a nationalist political ideology in China at the
turn of the century. If we perceive nationalism in terms of its global revolutionary premises rather than its
parochial manifestations, it is not surprising that the first Chinese to raise the question of China's
reorganization as a nation were not the conservative defenders of the Confucian political order, who continued
to insist that China was a world unto itself and that the Chinese world contained all the necessary institutions
for a civilized world. They were those Chinese who, having discovered other societies with their own
institutions, were willing to recognize alternative claims to civilizationand even that those claims were more
suitable to the age than the claims of the Confucian political order, which had been designed for
circumstances when China's civilization had no competitors.7 Once the rude shock of military defeat by
European powers had been overcome, and Chinese intellectuals had acquired some familiarity with Europeans
in China, especially through direct contact with European societies in the 1870s and 1880s, some at least were
willing to recognize that the Europe-

5. Quoted in Tang Xiaobing, History Imagined Anew: Liang Ch'i-ch'ao in 1902. Unpublished paper
(1990), 7.

6. Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism
(London: Verso, 1983).

7. Paul Cohen, Between Tradition and Modernity: Wang T'ao and Reform in Late Qing China
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1974).
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ans' strength resided not just in superior weapons or military power but in their political and economic
institutions. They may have been interested primarily in uncovering the secret of the wealth and power of
Europeans, but what is important is that they were willing to recognize the institutions they discovered as the
keys to wealth and power, not as the fortuitous products of barbaric societies, but as the very endowments of
an alternative civilization with its own claims to history. What impressed them most about this civilization
was its dynamism, which rested upon a close relationship between rulers and ruledwhich accounted for the
responsiveness of the rulers to the ruled and the willingness of the ruled to make common cause with their

rulers.

The new consciousness of the globe lies at the origins of the emergence of a national consciousness in China
with varied responses. For those committed to the existing order, nationalism took the form of strengthening
existing institutions to ward off the challenge presented by these alternative models of civilization; this
response implied the closing off of the new world in a parochial reaffirmation of the superiority or sufficiency
of the ideological bases of Chinese civilization, which needed little from the outside world except those
techniques that might contribute to strengthening native institutions.

The radical alternative came from those who felt uncomfortable with the parochialism of a politics that took
the nation as its own end. This response took the form of projecting upon the new global situation a native
idealism and utopianism that now took the nation as its point of departure, but perceived in the future the
realization of universal ideals, which had formerly taken Chinese society as their locus but in the new
consciousness became attributes of a society conceived globally. The inscribing of native ideals
(predominantly Confucian and Buddhist in origins) upon the new global situation expressed a new
cosmopolitanism that would ultimately rephrase those ideals in the language of a global political discourse.

In an immediate sense, this new cosmopolitanism had two implications: (1) bringing a new sense of space and
time into the discourse on ideal society, and (2) incorporating into the procedures for achieving an ideal
society lessons learned from the experiences of others, with the consequence that the emerging revolutionary
discourse extended to the past its cosmopolitan vision of the future and drew upon the pasts of other societies
as much as on China's past in charting a future course. The recognition of alternative claims to civilization, as
Joseph Levenson has argued, meant the inevitable shrinking of Confucian claims to possession

< previous page page 52 next page >



< previous page page 53 next page >
Page 53

of the civilization; Chinese civilization was only one among others, and not necessarily the one best suited to
survival in the contemporary world.8 Survival, indeed, demanded reconstitution of that civilization
institutionally and ideologically, which meant remaking China from a universal empire into a nation. For that
is what the new models of wealth and power implied: states that derived their legitimacy not from a higher
power or an abstract morality but from their representation of their constituents, and people who for the same
reason were committed to national goals.

The shrinking of the Chinese world, implicit in the recognition of the historical legitimacy of other
civilizations, was accompanied by a sharp awareness that, if China was to survive and flourish under such
novel circumstances, Chinese politics must be reorganized in accordance with the models provided by these
civilizations. Nationalism as it emerged in China was intended to ward off the threat to China's existence; but
in its very premises it presupposed the recognition of the claims of that world, not that it would be closed off.
And it was revolutionary because entry into the world called for the recognition of China as a political entity
that was its own end rather than an institutional complex that expressed transcendental norms. Such
recognition required a shift in the tasks of politics from preserving the purity of inherited institutions to
preserving the territory and the people that constituted the nationwhich could be accomplished only by
bringing the people into politics.9 Those who first spoke timidly of other civilizations in the 1880s were
hounded out of office by their fellow Confucians; within years, a revolutionary movement was under way that
called for a republican reorganization of Clna, to which Manchu rule was unacceptable because one
nationality must not be subject to rule by another.

National consciousness was revolutionary at the turn of the century because it compelled Chinese
intellectuals, in the words of Chang Hao, to do something they probably had not done since the axial age of
the late Chou, namely, to reexamine the institutional foundation of the Chinese sociopolitical order.10
Examination of the intellectual premises of the new national consciousness reveals that the revolution in
Chinese political consciousness extended beyond the reexamination of the

8. Joseph Levenson, Confucian China and Its Modern Fate (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of

California Press, 1968) 1, chap. 7.

9. For the conversation between Kang Youwei, the reformer who made this statement, and the Emperor
Guangxu, see Hsiao Kung-ch'uan, Weng T'ung-ho and the Reform Movement of 1898, Tsing Hua Journal

of Chinese Studies 1, no. 2 (April 1957): 175-76.
10. Chang Hao, Chinese Intellectuals in Crisis, 6.
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institutional foundation of the Chinese sociopolitical order, and implied a transformation in the spatial and
temporal conditions of politics. In his Autobiography at Thirty, Liang Qichao, prominent reformer and
intellectual clearing-house for his generation,11 who would do more than any of his contemporaries to
articulate the new conception of the nation, wrote:

I was born January 26 of the twelfth year of Tongzhi (1873), ten years after the Taiping Kingdom was
defeated in Jinling (Nanjing), one year after the Qing scholar Zeng Guofan died, three years after the
Franco-Prussian War, and the year that Italy became a nation in Rome. When I was a month old, my
grandmother Li died.12

The statement is remarkable for the new sense of space and time that informs it. Unlike earlier authors, but
like his contemporaries, Liang took as the reference for his autobiography not just events in China but
worldwide events. This consciousness at the personal level was paralleled at the political level by an incipient
awareness that China was no longer the world, but part of a larger world. The same awareness was reflected in
the transformation of historical consciousness: that Chinese history, once taken to be the history of
civilization, was little more than the history of one civilization among many, and, judging by contemporary
results, it was not a history of success. It was urgent to relocate Chinese history in world history and to
transform China accordingly, if Chinese society was to be guaranteed a future.

Historians long have noted the crisis in Chinese consciousness created by this realization, and the
contradiction that it created for Chinese intellectuals: that in order to ward off the Euro-American powers that
threatened the existence of Chinese society, China must adopt the ways of the very powers that threatened it.
The repeated defeat of China at the hands of these powers confirmed for Chinese the predictions of the social
Darwinian ideology that entered Chinese thinking at about the same time: that only those nations would
survive that could adjust to the demands of the contemporary world. Hence the Chinese revolution appears
from its origins in its defensive motivations: as a means to guarantee China's survival in a world of
competition and conflict. Chinese internationalismthe willingness to adopt Western waysappears accordingly
as part of this strategy of survival.

11. The description is Philip Huang's; see Liang Ch'i-ch'ao and Modern Chinese Liberalism (Seattle:
University of Washington Press, 1972).

12. Quoted in Wendy Larson, Literary Authority and the Chinese Writer, unpublished ms., 57. I am
grateful to Professor Larson for sharing this ms. with me.
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While the validity of this view is not to be denied, it is somewhat onesided. If Chinese nationalism did not
mean merely closing out the world, but presupposed for its very emergence a new sense of time and space, it
becomes possible to comprehend another phenomenon that accompanied the first stirrings of national
consciousness: an internationalist utopianism. Charlotte Furth has noted the appearance of a pervasive
utopianism in Chinese thinking at the turn of the century.13 This utopianism, though expressed in a native
vocabulary that owed much to Confucianism and Buddhism, was the counterpoint to the new national
consciousness and expressed hopes in a new China, in Hsiao Kung-ch'uan's felicitous words, in a new
world.14 The ideal of world unity, once encompassed within the claims to universality of Chinese civilization
but no longer contained within the conception of a spatially and temporally limited Chinese nation, was now
projected upon the new world of nations as a historical project in whose realization China was to be a
participant. It may not be coincidental that Kang Youwei, the leader of the first serious reform movement in
modern China in 1898, who in the name of national survival mounted the fatal challenge to the claim to
universality of the Confucian imperial order, should also have authored a utopian treatise, The Book of Great
Unity (Datong shu), which depicted the material and moral features of a future society that had once again
transcended nationalism.15 Kang's society of Great Unity represented the final stage of human progress,
following stages of familism and nationalism, in that order. The utopia drew its name and virtues from a
native Chinese utopian tradition, but already its inspiration came from the futurea future, moreover, that
transcended China's own world and took as its scope the global society of which China had just become an

integral part.

What is most significant here is that the very condition that necessitated the redefinition of China as a nation
in a world of nations elicited as its dialectical counterpoint a new vision of a world in which nations would
once again disappear and humankind would discover a world of unity. Others were to follow Kang. The urge
to a new universalism was also expressed at about the turn of the century in a Buddhist revival, as well as in
the universalization of Confucian values, which were alienated

13. Charlotte Furth, Intellectual Change: From the Reform Movement to the May Fourth Movement,
18951920, in The Cambridge History of China, ed. John K. Fairbank, vol. 12, pt. 1 (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1983).

14. Hsiao Kung-ch'uan, 4 New China and a New World: K'ang Yu-wei, Reformer and Utopian, 18581927
(Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1975).

15. K'ang Yu-wei, Ta T'ung Shu: The One World Philosophy of K'ang Yu-wei, tr. L. G. Thompson
(London: Allen and Unwin, 1958).
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from their association with institutions particular to the Confucian sociopolitical order to become potential
endowments of humanity as a whole.

Within the context of this utopianism that was its dialectical counterpoint, the emerging Chinese national
consciousness appears not merely as a defensive parochialism, but as a step in an idealistic project whose
ultimate goal was the transformation of humanity globally. China, moreover, must participate in this global
project, not just as its object but as a subject that had much to contribute to its realization. The utopianism
hinted at a discomfort with nationalism as an end in itself; and it was this discomfort that was revolutionary,
for it looked beyond the achievement of national goals to a global transformation. Kang Youwei, whose
reinterpretation of Confucianism was to establish the intellectual premises of nationalist ideology,
nevertheless expressed in his utopia a profound discomfort with all institutions that divided people from one
another, including nationalism, to which he traced the causes of human suffering. The discomfort was not his
alone. Kang's disciple Tan Sitong expressed it even more cogently in a statement that may well be taken as a
prelude to the anarchist resolution of the problem:

The earth must be governed in such a way that there is only one world but no states. To enable
everybody to enjoy freedom, people would not have to belong to any state. If there were no states,
there would not be any boundaries, wars, suspicion, jealousy, power-struggles, distinction between the
self and others, and equality would emerge. Even if the world exists, it would be as if there were no
world at all. When rulers are all deposed, then there will be equality between the higher and lower;
when universal principles are followed, then there will be equality between the rich and the poor. For
thousands and thousands of miles, the entire world will be like one family, one man. Homes will be
looked upon as guest houses, and people, as compatriots. There will be no need for fathers to apply
their paternal love, and for sons to exercise their filial piety. Elder and younger brothers can forget
about their friendly respect, and husbands and wives their mutual harmony. It would be like the man
mentioned in a Western story book, who wakes up after dreaming for a hundred years, and finds that
the atmosphere of One World is almost like that described in the chapter on the Evolution of Rites in

the Book of Rites.16

Tan's book was named after the central virtue of Confucianism, humaneness (¥en), and he drew heavily on
Buddhist ideals in describing his vision of the future. He also establishes an equality here between the ideal

16. Tan Sitong, An Exposition of Benevolence: The Jen-hsueh of T'an Ssu-t'ung, tr. Chan Sin-wai
(Hong Kong: Chinese University Press, 1984), 215-16. I have changed benevolence to humaneness.
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of great unity (datong) in the Book of Rites and what would appear to be a reference to Edward Bellamy's
Looking Backward. He was one of the first martyrs of the Chinese revolution.17

This utopian dimension to Chinese nationalism suggests one reason why anarchism, for all its opposition to
nationalism, found a receptive audience in China in the midst of a tide of nationalism. Another reason lies in
the questions raised by the nationalist demand to bring state and society closer in the reorganization of
Chinese politics. Here, too, the problem must be perceived in ways more complex than is allowed for in the
interpretation of Chinese nationalism merely as a quest for wealth and power.

In practical terms, the most conspicuous aspect of the urge to remake China as a nation was to find ways to
bring society close to the state so as to motivate the people to pursue national goals actively. Chinese thinkers
at the turn of the century believed that through centuries of political rule that had denied popular political
participation the people had become passive subjects who cared little for the fate of the nation as a whole. In
advocating greater political participation, their immediate goal was not to make the state an instrument of
social interests, or to foment conflict between state and society, but to unify the two into a whole, capable of
acting as one. Liang Qichao, who enunciated this problem most clearly, conceived of the nation, in the words
of Chang Hao, as a moral gemeinschafi, which in turn presupposed an organic conception of the relationship
between state and society.18

Once again, while this view of initial nationalist aspirations (a continuing problem of Chinese politics) is
valid, it is only part of a complex picture. The questions raised by nationalism also legitimized division in a
political system that had hitherto refused to address as legitimate the question of social interest. Specifically,
if nationalism presupposed a state that represented the interests of the nation, how was it to be determined that
the state did indeed represent the nation's interests? Even if the state could be made to represent the nation,
how were those interests to be determined, since the nation itself was a composite of social relationships that
articulated divergent, and conflicting, social interests? I suggest that

17. Chan suggests in his footnotes that the Westerner in question is Rip Van Winkle. The hundred-
year sleep makes it more likely that it was the hero of Bellamy's Looking Backward, which was
already translated into Chinese at this time and made a great impression on Kang Youwei and his
disciples. For Bellamy and the Chinese, see Martin Bernal, Chinese Socialism to 1907 (Ithaca: Cornell

University Press, 1976).

18. Chang Hao, Liang Ch'i-ch'ao and Intellectual Transition in Modern China (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1971).
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the nationalist demand for the reorganization of political space in the first decade of the century, in giving rise
to such questions, represented the emergence of politics in China by transforming a ritual conception of
political order as the administration of society into a political conception where order was to be created out of
the harmonizing of conflicting interests between state and society, as well as of divergent social interests.
Liang Qichao's was one solution among others, one that sought to resolve the predicament created by
nationalism by asserting the priority of the nation conceived as an organic entity. In practise, however, the
question of legitimacy raised by the new nationalist conception of China produced, almost immediately, social
and political conflicts, which found expression in divergent conceptions of the nation. Given a situation where
the ruling dynasty was ethnically different from the majority of the population, the legitimacy of the state
came under attack first from those preoccupied with the fate of the nation, and quickly turned into a critique
of despotism in generalin other words, an assertion of the rights of society against the state. It was
accompanied almost immediately by conflicts over who was to be included in the new political arrangement
and whose interests were to take priority in the definition of national interest. By 1905, against Liang Qichao's
pleas for organic national unity, the Revolutionary Alliance (Tongmeng hui) under the leadershlp of Sun Yat-
sen had already incorporated in its republican program a call for social revolution, to safeguard the interests of
the majority against the minority of economic and political power holders. The following year, anarchists
would propose their own version of social revolution, this time intended not as the basis for a new state but
against the state and politics in general.

In raising the question of the relationship between state and society, the nationalist argument, contrary to its
intentions, also raised the possibility of opposition between state and society. The state, now dependent for its
legitimacy on its ability to represent the nation, could no longer identify the latter with its own will. The same
argument legitimized the right of revolutionaries to speak against the state in ways that had been impossible
so long as the Chinese order had refused to recognize society as an autonomous source of political legitimacy.

The problem of state and society appeared at the level of the individual as a problem of morality: public
morality (gongde) versus private morality (side). The nationalist problematic was to give a new twist to this
long-standing problem in Chinese political thought. The problem was how to reconcile a private morality
(expressed in personal relationships
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and loyalties) with a public morality (expressed in obligations to a more abstract political order). Political
orthodoxy in China, following the injunction in the canonical text The Great Learning, presented the
relationship as a continuum: the perfection of private morality was a prerequisite to, and found its fulfillment
in, the achievement of public morality. Politics did not always live up to its own ideological premises,
however, and Confucian theorists were always acutely aware of the potential conflict between private and
public, between particularistic loyalties and the universalistic obligations necessary to the sustenance of public
order; thinkers of the early Qing dynasty (16441911), whose writings would deeply impress the first
generation of Chinese nationalists, had been particularly explicit in their condemnation of rulers who gave
priority to private over public interest and, therefore, undermined the political order.

Two aspects of this problem had appeared in Confucian thinking. First was its scope: while public obligation
was incumbent upon everyone, it was truly significant only for those who carried the responsibility for public
orderthe ruler and those who participated in ruling functions. Second, while private interest might be tolerated
to the extent that it was not inimical to the public order, ultimately it carried no legitimacy, and the web of
particularistic relationships that constituted the individual were prized only to the extent that they prepared
him for public responsibility in a patrimonial and patriarchal political order. It is not that the theory did not
allow for individual conscience, for it did, but that the political order made no room for those whose
conscience led them to radical dissent.

The nationalist problematic was to recast this problem. To put it bluntly, the reconstitution of China as a
nation presupposed the reconstitution of the subjects of the Confucian order as citizens who were the ultimate
source of political legitimacy and whose active participation in politics was essential to the creation of a new
national order. The theoretical implications of this new assumption are obvious. Everyone, not just the ruler or
the ruling class, was equally obliged under the circumstances to cultivate the public morality that was the
essential condition of a cohesive national community. At the same time, however, the possibility of public
morality was even more of a predicament for nationalist discourse than it had been for the Confucian, because
of its recognition of, or demand for, the individual as citizenas the autonomous source of public values. The
question for nationalist discourse was not whether Chinese should be transformed from subjects into citizens,
but how soon they could be expected to make the transformation. This is quite clear in
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Liang Qichao's classic statement of the problem in 1902 in his On the New Citizen.19 Liang, already fearful of
the possibility of revolution and deeply committed to the national idea as a moral gemeinschafi, recognized
the crucial importance of turning Chinese into autonomous citizens. He believed that because most of the
people were ill-prepared to undertake the burden, a period of education in the new political system was
required of them; while they were richly endowed with private morality, they were lacking in public morality,
which in this case meant loyalty to the abstraction that was the nation, and had to learn to reconcile the
conflicting demands of public and private obligations. Liang did not deny the autonomy of the citizen, or the
legitimacy of private morality, but offered a strategy for reconciling them with the demands of the national

community.

Others were to go further. While Liang sought to contain individual autonomy within his ideal of a national
community, the very recognition of legitimacy to private space within a public realm also created the
possibility of opposition between the two. Hence the subjection of individual to public interests and needs
could appear as a perpetuation of the social and political oppression of the individual, which obstructed the
creation not only of autonomous citizens but of a nation, and which could be resolved only by the lifting of
political and social restrictions on the individual. In its positing of the individual as an autonomous source of
national values, nationalist discourse opened the way to an opposition not only between the individual and
politics but between the individual and society as well. The predicament appeared on the surface as primarily
a political problem; as Chang Hao has argued, however, it was also felt by those involved as a deeply
existential one. It also was revolutionary because the possibility of individual autonomy opened up the
possibility of radical dissent as the legitimate prerogative of individuals.

The adoption of Western ideas and institutions in order to ward off the West; the transformation or
abandonment of native institutions and ideas in order to preserve a Chinese identity; a practical quest for
national wealth and power, which results in a utopian repudiation of nationalism; demands for closer
integration of state and society that open the way to the opposition of society to the state; the desire to create
loyal citizens, which ends up with the affirmation of individual autonomy against both

19. Xinmin shuo, in Xinhai geming qian shinianjian shilun xuanji (Collection of essays from the

decade before 1911) (Beijing: Sanlian shudian, 1978) 1:118-57. For an extensive discussion of the
new citizen, see also Chang Hao, Liang Ch'i-ch'ao.
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state and societysuch were the contradictions embedded in the seemingly transparent and one-dimensional
problematic of Chinese nationalism. In its origins the nationalist impulse was simple enough: to protect
China's integrity and to create a wealthy and powerful nation. How to create such a nation was another matter.
From the moment of its articulation, the nationalist discourse revealed itself to be far more complex than the
impulse that had given it birth; indeed, some of the alternatives it called forth promised to negate the very

impulse that lay at its origins.

The contradictions were those of the overdetermined milieu from which Chinese nationalism sprang, which
was no longer just Chinese, but a Chinese society in the process of transformation and incorporation into a
broader world economically, politically, and culturally. Chinese thinkers had already begun to derive their
political inspiration, and even political models, from Euro-American modernity, which not only dominated
the present but seemed to hold the key to the future. At the same time, however, while Chinese nationalism as
it appeared at the turn of the century set itself against the received Confucian tradition, the problems that
occupied it, as well as the language in which it phrased those problems, derived from that same tradition.
Nationalist discourse broke with the received political tradition, not by purging it from memory or language,
but by recasting it in a new problematic, which added to the contradictions already implicit in its ambivalent
relationship to its Euro-American inspiration. Central to the nationalist problematic was a new conception of
China's place in the world, which was to raise further questions concerning the basis of political legitimacy
and organization, as well as the ethical obligations of the individuals who constituted the nation. While
prenationalist traditions persisted into the new discourse, basically through the medium of a social and
political language that kept alive older conceptions and associations, they were problematized, acquired new
meanings, and were placed now in an intellectual context that not only opened the way to new questions that
demanded new answers but also rephrased old questions so as to yield answers that had been foreclosed
earlier. As late as the middle of the nineteenth century, Chinese thinkers facing a novel situation in the
confrontation with the West had been able to interiorize the problems presented by this situation within an
inherited problematic, which, they believed, could contain these problems in the alternatives it offered. By the
turn of the century, Chinese history had already been inscribed upon a history that transcended it, and the
crucial question for Chinese thinkers was how to make China a sustainable component of a new world. The

utopian strain in Chinese

< previous page page 61 next page >



< previous page page 62 next page >
Page 62

thinking, which accompanied the new national consciousness to the forefront of Chinese thought; the call for
a revolutionary transformation of the political order, which grew directly out of demands to reconstitute the
imperial order as a nation; and the radical culture that arose simultaneously with new conceptions of the
ethical obligations of individuals as citizensall were products of this question. The modern Chinese
intellectual problematique, which appears with the nationalist reformulation of China's place in the world, has
been dynamized by successive reformulations of this same question as changes in internal and external
circumstances have added to it new dimensions; but the problematic retains its vitality.

The reformulation of China's place in the world within the nationalist discourse had one other important
consequence: the incorporation into political discourse in China of other traditions external to Chinese history.
I refer here, not merely to the influence on China of political discourses that had originated elsewhere, but to
the discursive appropriation in Chinese politics of revolutionary traditions, which then appear as part of the
process of political transformation in China. As I noted above in the case of Liang Qichao, already in the early
twentieth century worldwide events appear as markers in a historical consciousness that is no longer bound in
its conceptions of time and space by a specifically Chinese past. Liang's autobiographical statement points to
this new consciousness as personal and existential; and indeed as Chinese intellectuals confronted the world,
either as students or as political exiles abroad, their experiences of the world opened up their consciousness to
alternative ideas and values, which became part of their very intellectual and emotional constitution. The same
was true on a broader political level. Nationalist discourse from the beginning called upon the experiences of
others in making its case for political transformation and the political vision that informed arguments for
political transformation. The English, American, French, and other revolutions were on the minds of Chinese
nationalists, and the ideas that had brought about those revolutions, as well as the examples they provided,
were to contribute significantly to the formation of a radical discourse in China. In later years, other examples
would be added to these original ones. What is remarkable is not that Chinese radicals would continue to draw
upon China's past, but rather that the past now appeared as only part of a political discourse that was global in
its inspiration and political formulations.

The two by-products of the emerging national consciousnessa utopianism that sought to transcend the nation,
and the establishment of the
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nation as the source of political legitimacyproduced an explosive mixture that quickly revolutionized Chinese
society. In 1903, in a classic of the Chinese revolution, 7he Revolutionary Army, the young author, Zou Jong,
combined the two in what may best be described as a utopianization of revolution itself: Ah, revolution,
revolution! If you have it, you will survive; but if you don't, you will die. Don't retrogress; don't be neutral;
don't hesitate; now is the time.20

A product of China's plight at the turn of the century, nationalism was to produce an intellectual orientation
that discovered in revolution the key to China's survivaland the creation of a new world. It was in the context
of this emerging radical culture that Chinese intellectuals first discovered anarchism. Though anarchism may
have been inimical to the predominantly nationalistic orientation of Chinese politics, it owed its initial appeal
in China to its resonance with themes that owed their origins to the new nationalist consciousness. For the
same reason, the nationalist political discourse provided the language in which anarchism was phrased,
especially in its initial phase.

Initial Reception of Anarchism

Anarchism was the first of the alternative currents in European socialism at the turn of the century to make a
significant impact on Chinese radical thinking and behavior. Although a distinctively anarchist social
revolutionary program was not enunciated until 19067, when with the founding of the groups in Paris and
Tokyo some of the revolutionaries openly declared an anarchist identity to distinguish themselves from fellow
revolutionaries, the burgeoning revolutionary movement after 1903 had already found in anarchism an
outlook akin to its own and a vocabulary to express its radical concerns. There was considerable confusion
concerning anarchism in these early years; Chinese had no direct access to anarchist works, and what they
knew of anarchism was derived from Japanese discussions of European socialism or from translations in
Japanese of general histories of socialism, which presented anarchism as an extremist (guoji) current in
socialism (an extreme revolutionism), often confounding it with Russian nihilism or populism.21 The very

diffuseness

20. Zou Rong, The Revolutionary Army, tr. John Lust (The Hague: Mouton, 1968). This translation is
in The Chinese Revolution, 19001950, ed. R. Vohra (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1974), 19.

21. Chinese radicals derived this view of anarchism, as well as much of their information on it, from an
influential book by the Japanese author Kemuyama Sentaro, Modern Anarchism. Though Kemuyama
distinguished anarchism and nihilism, his book may ac-

(footnote continued on next page)
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in the understanding of anarchism, however, reveals the resonance of anarchist ideas with the radical
orientationas much in mood as in intellectcreated by the new national consciousness.

In these earliest discussions, anarchism appears in three guises: first, as a critique of despotism, anarchism
was conflated with Russian nihilism, since the struggle against despotism appeared to Chinese radicals to be
the distinguishing feature of both anarchism and nihilism. Second, anarchism expressed a longing for a
unified and cosmopolitan world in whose creation China would participate. Finally, anarchism appears as the
expression of a mystical vision, a philosophical nihilism, as it were, that promised a cosmic unity by
abolishing the very consciousness of sentient existence.

Discussions of anarchism in this early phase invariably juxtaposed it to despotism, more often than not
focusing attention on Russia, where anarchism was more prevalent than elsewhere, it was believed, because of
the unparalleled severity despotism had reached there. One author, in comparing Russia and China, observed:
I have heard that despotism is a factory that manufactures the anarchists who promote the overthrow of
despotism; the better equipped a factory is with machinery, the more it produces; the deeper the despotism,
the more numerous are the anarchists it produces. China at the present, he continued, did not have as many
anarchists as Russia because despotism there had not yet reached the depth it had in Russia. Against those
who despaired of the increasing despotism of the Chinese government, he suggested with optimism that
despotism sharpened the sensibilities of the people and was sure to create a greater number of anarchists.22

What most impressed this author, Ma Xulun, and some of his contemporaries was the anarchist pursuit of
natural freedom (tianran ziyou). In primeval times, humankind had enjoyed a natural freedom, deriving all its
needs from nature and enjoying peace and happiness. Ever since kings and governments had arisen, they had
established politics and manufactured laws. Presently, religion, education, and all kinds of institutions that
curtailed natural freedom had come into existence, humankind had been

(footnote continued from previous page)

count partially for confounding the two, as two-thirds of the book was devoted to the revolutionary
movement in Russia. See Don Price, Russia and the Roots of the Chinese Revolution, 18961911
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1974), 122-24.

22. Ma Xulun, Ershi shijizhi xin zhuyi (The new ideology of the twentieth century) (1903). See reprint in
Wuzhengfu zhuyi sixiang ziliao xuan (Selection of materials on anarchist thought [hereafter WZFZYSX)]),
ed. Ge Maochun et al., 2 vols. (Beijing: Beijing daxue chubanshe, 1984), 1:13.
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restricted within the confines of such institutions, and natural freedom had disappeared like tobacco burning
out. Anarchists took as their general guideline the destruction of such institutions and returning humankind to
this pristine state of natural freedom.23

According to Ma, while everyone spoke of civilization, what ruled the world was not universal principle
(gongli) but force (shi). Among the chief manifestations of this was nationalism, which had reached the stage
of imperialism. Anarchism sought to destroy this world of force; and while Russia did not appear as civilized
as other countries, the flourishing of anarchism there promised that it would be pivotal in the struggle against
force in the twentieth century:

The twentieth century has a new ideology (zhuyi), it is the anarchism of Russia. The anarchism of
Russia guarantees that it will be pivotal to civilization in the twentieth century. Why? The aims of the
anarchists are high, their understanding broad, their hopes are great; imperialism steps back and
nationalism retreats before it.24

What the practical appeal of anarchism might be under China's circumstances was enunciated in 1904 in an
essay by Zhang Ji, entitled Anarchism and the Spirit of the Anarchists (Wuzhengfu zhuyi ji wuzhengfu dangzhi
jingshen), which was also important for its brief history of anarchism in Europe. Zhang agreed with Ma in
emphasizing the importance to the twentieth century of the anarchist pursuit of freedom:

People value self-government (zizhi) and are unwilling to be ruled by others; therefore, anarchism was
born. The twentieth century is the battleground for anarchism.

Zhang was most impressed, however, by the anarchist affinity with terrorism (kongbudang):

Terrorists have declared openly: the end justifies the means. What this means is that whatever the
means may be, if it helps achieve my goals, I may use it. If my means may bring security to the people
of the nation, even if it entails killing, [ may use it. The theory of the anarchists is similar to this; hence
they advocate assassination.25

In defense of terrorism, Zhang cited Danton to the effect that violent measures are necessary to achieve the
peace and security of the people. Most important about terrorism, however, was the spirit of daring it
embodied, which (he quoted from Kropotkin) was more effec-
23. WZFZYSX 1:8.
24. WZFZYSX 1:9, 7.

25. Ziran sheng (Zhang Ji), Wuzhengfu zhuyi ji wuzhengfu dangzhi jingshen (1904). See reprint in
WZFZYSX 1:25.
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tive than thousands of periodicals and newspapers. A few people could, with such a spirit of daring, create an
atmosphere of fear and awaken others to action. The spirit of daring derived its power to move others from the
spirit of self-sacrifice it embodied: There is nothing more awesome than the spirit of sacrifice for humanity,
which spreads with the speed of an infectious disease.26

Both essays were richer in content than these brief descriptions suggest; I have singled out these aspects
because they dominated the two authors' interpretations of anarchism, and because these were the aspects of
anarchism that caught the imagination of early Chinese revolutionaries. Before I explain why this might have
been so, I shall describe briefly the two alternative visions of anarchism that appeared at the time, the one
offered in an interesting utopian fantasy by the later prominent intellectual leader and educator, Cai Yuanpei,
the other tagged on to the end of Ma Xulun's essay to provide a metaphysical context for his discussion of
despotism. Though highly abstract, these alternative visions of anarchism offer some clues to the underlying
mentality of Chinese radicals that rendered them receptive to the anarchist message, and also point to a
connection between anarchism and preanarchist native utopianism that characterized the Chinese
understanding of anarchism, at least initially.

There is nothing evidently anarchist about the utopian plea for cosmopolitanism that Cai Yuanpei wrote in
1904, The New Year's Dream (Xinnian meng).27 The word anarchism does not appear in the story, and there
is little in Cai's career then or later to suggest that he was an anarchist in any strict sense of the word. Yet he
would associate with anarchists closely in later years, and in the twenties was one of the foremost promoters
of educational ideals inspired by anarchism. Zhang Binglin, who was a close associate of Cai's in the early
revolutionary movement, testified on one occasion that Cai was an anarchist.28 It is possible to suggest at
least that, however abstractly, he shared some of the philosophical premises of anarchism and its vision of a
cosmopolitan world. If his contemporaries did indeed view him as an anarchist, as Zhang's statement suggests,
his story would have appeared to them as of anarchist inspiration, whether or not he explicitly described it as
anarchist. Most important, the content of the story provides a link between preanarchist native utopianism
(some of its themes overlap with Kang

26. WZFZYSX 1:28,27.
27. Reprinted in WZFZYSX 1:4151.

28. See Cai Shangsi, Cai Yuanpei xueshu sixiang zhuanji (An intellectual biography of Cai Yuanpei)
(Shanghai: Lianying shudian, 1950), 167.
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Youwei's utopia) and the explicitly anarchist utopias of the post-1907 period. There is sufficient reason to
place it within the anarchist canon in China.29

The story begins with the words Congratulations! Congratulations! It's the New Year, a new world has
arrived. Truly joyful! Truly joyful! The words are spoken by the hero of the story to a friend. The occasion is
New Year's Day, 1904, which also signals the birth of a new world.

The hero is described merely as some Chinese (Zhongguo yiren). He had left home at the age of sixteen to
travel in China and the world. By the time he was done with his travels (at the age of thirty), he had been to
most countries in Europe and North America and learned all the major foreign languages. He had become a
believer in cosmopolitanism (shijie zhuyi) and loved equality and freedom. He had also decided that the
problems of the world, especially humankind's continued subjection to nature, were due to its division into
nations and families. In the civilized countries of Europe and North America, people expended half their
energy on their families and half on their nations. In the less civilized Slavic and Chinese societies, they had
families and no nation. To create a new society in China should not be difficult, if only the energies people
presently expended on their families could be turned to the public cause. Once they had achieved this, then
through the same process a world society could be created out of nations.30

The story is an account of the hero's efforts to achieve this end. It proceeds in two stages. In the first stage,
Chinese society is reorganized and China is genuinely unified into a nation. The hero in his wanderings in
China comes upon a meeting of representatives from all parts of the country who are organized, not according
to province, but according to location vis-a-vis the major rivers (e.g., east of the river, west of the river). He
submits to the meeting a plan for reorganization, which is passed after much debate. Basic to the plan is the
reorganization of the population according to age and professional groupings. Most interesting is the
allocation of labor. When children reached the age of seven, they would begin their education, which would
last till the age of twenty-four. Between the ages of twenty-four and forty-eight, everyone would engage in
publicly valuable professional tasks of one kind or another. After forty-

29. In including this piece in their collection on anarchist thought, Ge Maochun and the coeditors of
Selection of Materials on Anarchist Thought obviously agree with this observation.

30. Xinnian meng, 42.
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eight they would retire and engage in the education of youth. The plan even specified the allocation of the
hours of the day: eight hours of work, eight hours of reading, talking, and other activities, and eight hours of
sleep. To those who objected that such a plan would be unworkable because of people's unwillingness to
work, or that the curtailing of the pursuit of self-interest would be inimical to progress, the hero countered
with an organic metaphorthat each would perform tasks in society as the five sensory organs and the four
limbs did for the bodywhich quickly convinced everybody.31

With this reorganization, China would quickly become civilized and strong, revive the northeastern provinces
(Manchuria), and retrieve the foreign concessions, and foreign powers would be made to realize that they
should give up reliance on naked force (giangquan) over universal principle (gongli). The country would
develop rapidly, using the capital that Chinese had in abundance but were unwilling to invest under the
present system (instead, they hid it). It would be built up politically from model villages (mofan cun) at the
locality through a series of representative institutions all the way to the national level, so that the whole
country would become as one (literally, of one heart, quanguo yixin).32

The hero then turns his attention to the international scene. He goes to Russia to participate in the activities of
the people's party (mindang), which quickly manages to acquire political power. China then allies with Russia
and the United States (where people's sovereignty was already strongly established) to convince other powers
to abandon national aggression and create a new world government.

Cai describes the then existing society as follows:

Civilization had reached its highest point. Speaking of mores and customs, people no longer used
names or surnames but were simply identified by number; there were no longer any designations of
ruler or minister, and as the conduct of affairs had been rendered rational, none of the uncertainties of
election or appointment; there were no longer any designations of father and son, the young were
educated by the public, the old were taken care of, and the sick cured; there were no longer any
designations of husband and wife; once men and women had agreed to become mates they would
conclude it with a ceremony in a public park from where they would proceed to their assigned
quarters, hence adultery would disappear.33

31.-Ibid., 4245.
32. Ibid., 46, 48.
33. Ibid., 51.
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The congress to establish the new government is planned for New Year's Day, 1904. It is at this point that the
hero, now ninety years old, is awakened by the sound of bells, and in spite of his awareness of the darkness of
the existing world (heiande shijie), utters the words Congratulations! Congratulations! It's the New Year, a
new world has arrived.34

In its historical premises, Cai's fantasy was reminiscent of the idea of progress of Kang Youwei, who had
earlier established as a universal principle the progression from the family through the nation to the world. In
his prescriptions for China's reorganization Cai anticipated the explicitly anarchist utopia that Liu Shipei
would propose only three years later, and the themes he raised we encounter in later years in other utopiasand
social experiments. Whether we are justified in describing it as anarchist, it provides us with a link to the
cosmopolitan ideal that accompanied the emergence of Chinese nationalism and anarchism.

Ma Xulun provides us with a third, and the most intriguing, aspect of anarchism's appeals in China in this
early period: anarchism as a means to recovery of a natural state of affairs. Ma agreed with Cai that anarchism
offered a means of unifying the globe and creating a world society, but he placed this goal within a cosmic
vision of the unity of nature and humanity.

In Ma's view, government (and other state institutions) had curtailed the natural freedoms enjoyed by
humanity in its primeval condition. In the concluding section of his essay, he turned this to a critique of the
Chinese political legacy, focusing on a distinction Confucian thought had drawn between humane government
(renzheng) and tyranny (baozheng), associated respectively with the government of Confucian sages and the
despotic government proposed by the Legalists and practised by the likes of the First Emperor of Qin. He saw
no significant difference between humane government and tyranny, between the sage-rulers and the despots:

I say that Yao, Shun, Yu, Tang, Wen and Wu [the sage rulers] are the ancestors of the First Emperor
of Qin, emperor Wu of Han and Tai Zu of Ming. Had there been no Yao, Shun, Yu, Tang, Wen and
Wu, there would have been no First Emperor, no emperor Wu of Han, no Tai Zu of Ming. Conversely,
if the First Emperor, Wu of Han, Tai Zu of Ming had been born first, and Yao, Shun, Yu, Tang, Wen
and Wau later, the world would have sung the praises of the former and cursed the latter. The terms
humane government and tyranny persist out of habit, not because they are natural (xiguan er ran, fei

ziran er

34. Ibid.
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ran). I wish to get rid of these termsand restore nature. To restore its way, we must start with what the
anarchists promote.35

The problem of politics, in other words, appeared to Ma as a problem of culture (i.e., habit), and the problem
of culture resided in the very language of politics, which must be abolished if one was to discover what was
natural to humanity.

Ma went even further. Anarchism to him ultimately represented a negation, as in the Chinese word wu, not
just of government, as in wuzhengfu, but of the sentient world in general. In a phraseology reminiscent of the
first lines of the Daoist classic Daode jing, he continued:

That which exists (you) is the beginning of all things; that which does not exist (wu) is the mother of
existence. The nonexistent is born of nature, what exists ends up in nonexistence, hence nature. Nature
cannot be described, cannot be pictured, cannot be named; if it can be described, it is not nature; if it
can be pictured, it is not nature. To name nature the nature that cannot be named is to force a name on
it. Can the minds of humanity be liberated from their predicament? Anarchism offers a precious raft to
find hthe correct ford to cross the stream. I want to present it to humanity so that it can return to its
mother.36

Whether the philosophical nihilism implicit in these lines, which owed much to the vocabulary of Daoism and
Buddhism, had anything to do with the association of anarchism with the Russian nihilists (Xuwu dang, in
Chinese) in practise is difficult to say. It does suggest a connection between anarchism and a basic premise of
Chinese utopianism at the turn of the century that, because distinctions between people were the ultimate
cause of suffering in the world, the abolition of all distinctions was key to the creation of a new world.37 It
was on those grounds that anarchism, in

35. Ma, Ershi shijizhi xin zhuyi, 15.
36. Ibid., 1516.

37. This was the basic premise of Kang Youwei's Daftong shu. See chapter 1, where Kang describes
distinctions (including those of nation, race, gender, family, and age) as the cause of all suffering in the
world. Kang's discussion had a strongly Buddhist tone, as did an essay that the prominent intellectual and
revolutionary, Zhang Binglin, wrote in 1907, Wu-wu lun (Essay on the five negations). To achieve the
supreme good, Zhang proposed five negations: no government (wuzhengfu), no fixed abode (wujulo), no
humankind (wurenlei), no living creatures (wu-zhongsheng), no world (wushijie). By the latter he did not
imply extermination of humankind or the world; rather, he meant overcoming the illusion of endowing
them with a reality they did not have, much in the manner of Buddhism. For a discussion of this essay, see
Michael Gasster, Chinese Intellectuals and the Revolution of 1911 (Seattle: University of Washington
Press, 1969), 210-13. This also suggests that negation (wu) and even nihilism (xuwu) did not have the
negative connotations in China that they had in Europe, that they appeared positive from a Buddhist
perspective, which perceived in the annihilation of consciousness a means to end sufferingand achieve
salvation. This subject awaits study in its own right.
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the interpretation of someone like Ma, was conjoined with the Buddhist ideals that enjoyed a revival at about
the same time. The connection would persist into the early Republic.

Although the Chinese access to materials on anarchism may have been limited, there was enough in available
writings to indicate that anarchism was not reducible to Russian nihilism. In the preface to his translation of
Thomas Kirkup's 4 History of Socialism, Ma Junwu wrote:

The French have the highest intellect of any people in the world. Saint-Simon's disciples have spread
socialism [i.e., communism] all over the world; its power increases daily. In the nineteenth century, in
England Darwin and Spencer invented [sic] the principle of evolution. Out of these two theories arose
a new ideology (zAhuyi). This new ideology is called anarchism.38

Similarly, Zhang Ji's discussion of anarchism traced it to the history of European socialism, whose origins he
located in the French Revolution.39 Chinese intellectuals were also already well aware that anarchism was not
simply a critique of despotism (as with nihilism), but sought to abolish government and all the institutions
connected with it; as Ma Xulun's essay indicates, they were also cognizant of the antinationalist thrust of
anarchism.40 Above all, however, scattered throughout these discussions are references to anarchism as a
philosophy of social transformation, one that sought to put an end to the inequality of rich and poor, noble and
mean, young and old, and men and women; Zhang Ji's discussion in particular emphasized the role anarchism
played in Europe in the struggles of labor against capital.41

These fundamental aspects of anarchism would come to the fore when anarchism acquired an identity of its
own after 1906. The reception of anarchism in this early period suggests, however, that what most impressed
Chinese intellectuals initially were those aspects which anarchism seemed to share with Russian nihilism. In
his study of the Russian influence on Chinese intellectuals at this time, Don Price has suggested that the
identification of anarchism with nihilism went beyond what was justifiable in the sources available to Chinese
intellectuals.42 Young

38. Ma Xulun, Ilosi da fengchao (Great storm in Russia) (1902). See reprint in WZFZYSX 1:12. This
statement is somewhat puzzling. Ma presumably meant that anarchism rose in response to the theories
of Darwin and Spencer, as a socialist reaction to them. This was the meaning associated with
anarchism in later years.

39. Wuzhengfu zhuyi ji wuzhengfu dangzhi jingshen, 2831.
40. Ershi shijizhi xin zhuyi, 6.
41. Wuzhengfu zhuyi ji wuzhengfu dangzhi jingshen, 33.

42. Price notes that Chinese used Kemuyama's book on anarchism primarily as a source on Russian
revolutionaries. See Russia and the Roots of the Chinese Revolution, 122.
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Chinese radicals who were attracted to anarchism in the years 19021907 read anarchism through nihilist
political practise: the struggle against despotism whose most prominent feature was individual political action,
especially assassination.

This reading of anarchism was possibly facilitated by the commonly held image of anarchism (in Europe
itself) at the turn of the century as a source of terrorism. In Price's words, nihilism and anarchism were linked
in the public eyeby connotations of violence, a fanatical hostility to the existing order, and ruthless idealism.43
After 1906 Chinese anarchists would draw a clear distinction between anarchism and other seemingly
anarchist approaches to politics, and would also downplay (even renounce) the use of terrorism in favor of
long-term strategies of social transformation. Though Chinese intellectuals were aware early on of the social
dimension of anarchism, the awareness was at best marginal in their appreciation of anarchism, which they
understood as an extreme revolutionism, the use of violent methods to overthrow despotism. The association
with nihilism, furthermore, would persist in later years; in the 1920s the anarchist writer Bajin (Ba Jin) still
would include the Russian nihilists within the heroic tradition of anarchism.44

The confounding of anarchism and nihilism among early Chinese revolutionaries was not fortuitous, nor may
it be ascribed simply to the confusion created by the literature to which they had access. And it was not a
simple matter of a superficial resemblance between anarchist and nihilist political tactics. Anarchism may not
be reducible to nihilism; on the other hand, it shared with nihilism a conception of politics that was deeply
moralistic, that allowed a perception of political action as the assertion of individual moral authenticity.
Chinese radicals of the early part of the century, who made high moral purpose the measure of revolutionary
authenticity, discovered in anarchism a kindred political philosophy, and in the nihilists the most striking
models of its practise.

The radical movement that emerged in China in 19023 took as its main object the overthrow of the Manchu
despotism, which, in its resistance to the inclusion of the people in politics in a common struggle against the
forces that threatened the country, promised national extinction. As Mary Rankin and Don Price have
demonstrated in their separate studies of this radicalism, although its origins lay in a sharp sense of

43. Ibid.

44. Li Feigan (Ba Jin), in Gemingde xianqu (Vanguards of revolution) (Shanghai, 1928).
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national crisis, once it came into existence the movement acquired a life of its own in generating an opposition
to despotism beyond immediate nationalistic considerations: despotism must be opposed, not only because
Manchu despotism sapped the strength of the nation but, more important, because it was contrary to universal
principle and confined the natural freedom to which humanity was entitled.45 Chinese radicals identified with
the Russian nihilists, not because of a commonality between China's situation in the early twentieth century
and the Russia of the 1860s, but because they shared the common goal, embedded in universal principle, of
overthrowing despotism. If assassination appeared in either case to be the most effective weapon in the
struggle against despotism, we must remember that in both cases political despotism was very real and
permitted few alternatives of political expression.

Nevertheless, there were alternatives (as was exemplified by the reformist movement of the constitutional
monarchists and by Sun Yat-sen's revolutionary movement); and the political condition of despotism does not
explain the attraction to assassination among young radicals or their sense of kinship with the Russian
nihilists. The radical movement also generated a morality of its own, to which self-sacrifice in the struggle
against despotism represented the highest embodiment of revolutlonary authenticity. The heroic daring
necessary in risking one's life in assassination attempts appears among this first generation of radicals to go
hand in hand with a will to self-extinction apparent in the resort to suicide as a form of expression; the most
celebrated example may be that of the woman revolutionary Qiu Jin who, following the assassination of a
provincial governor in which she was implicated, refused to listen to those who urged her to flee, but stayed to
be arrested and executed.46 Wu Zhihui, who after 1907 would emerge as one of the most prominent of
Chinese anarchists, in the early 1900s attempted suicide to protest against the government.47 What
assassination and suicide shared in common was what Zhang Ji in his essay described as the spirit of self-
sacrifice.

Beyond offering one of the few options of effective political expression in an environment that did not allow
for politics, assassination represented to Chinese radicals not merely a practical means of political action

45. Price, Russia and the Roots of the Chinese Revolution; Mary B. Rankin, Early Chinese
Revolutionaries: Radical Intellectuals in Shanghai and Chekiang, 19021911 (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1974).

46. Rankin, Early Revolutionaries, 185.

47. Richard Wang, Wu Chih-hui: An Intellectual and Political Biography (Ph.D. diss., University of
Virginia, 1976), 42.
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but, in the suicidal risks that it entailed, an affirmation of individual moral commitment and revolutionary
authenticity; or, as Price has noted, proof of purity of motive in political activity: Since the revolutionary
effort was one which imposed an obligation of self-sacrifice and which could not succeed without it, he [Ch'in
Li-shan] felt it extremely important that revolutionaries eliminate the self-seeking considerations that
produced timidity and dissension. Individual acts of political expression, even when their political futility was
evident, served to affirm just such purity of motive. The heroic tradition in Chinese politics provided one
model for this kind of behavior; the Japanese samurai on the eve of the Meiji Restoration of 1868 (the shishi,
or men of will) provided another. This was also the source of the affinity Chinese radicals felt for the extreme
revolutionism of Western revolutionaries, in particular in Russia where

hundreds of educated and privileged youth sacrificed their ease and status to propagandize the
benighted peasantry and workingmen. And when this failed, there was the grim turn to violencethe
blood-and-iron tactic of assassination but still in a spirit of self-sacrifice. Sofia Perovskaya almost
epitomized the history and character of the revolutionary movement. She had gone to the people,
suffering all the hardships of a village schoolteacher and then conspired in the plots which ultimately
killed Alexander II. At her trial she was particularly impressive, demanding that she be shown no
clemency on the grounds of her sex; and she mounted the scaffold as calmly as any of her comrades.48

This moralistic dedication to self-sacrifice in the cause of revolution deeply impressed Chinese
revolutionaries, whose own approach to revolution made a suicidal resignation to self-extinction preferable to
living to fight another day. Anarchism, with its own preoccupation with authenticity, resonated with their
politics of authenticity at a deep moral level. This attitude toward revolution, which left its imprint on Chinese
anarchism at its very origins, would persist in later years, after Chinese radicals acquired a more sophisticated
grasp of anarchism as a social philosophy and came to view terrorism as only a marginal tool of an anarchist
revolution. Paris anarchists in 1907 glorified the actions of Qiu Jin (and her associate, Xu Xilin) for their
selflessness. They themselves continued to insist that they were not concerned with success or failure but with
truth. One of their number, Chu Minyi, went so far on one occasion as to suggest that assassination was
justified if only because it had a purifying effect on the revolu-

48. Price, Russia and the Roots of the Chinese Revolution, 199.
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tionary.49 This may not be very surprising; the first generation of anarchists in China, including Wu Zhihui,
Zhang Ji, and Shifu, were all graduates of the radical movement during the last decade of the Qing dynasty.

Ironically, this same spirit of self-sacrifice may provide a clue to understanding the association of anarchism
with Buddhism. Disassociated from terror and violence, the spirit of self-sacrifice resonated with the
Bodhisattva ideal in Buddhism. As we shall see, Buddhism provided an emotional space (as well as a literal
one in the form of a Buddhist monastery) for the conversion to anarchism of the famous anarchist Shifu and
his followers; and the Bodhisattva ideal was very much in their consciousness in their daily practices.50
Buddhist monks were also visible among China's first anarchists; others preferred adopted names with

Buddhist connotations.

Anarchist Themes in the Early Revolutionary Movement

The sparse literature available to Chinese radicals in the early part of the century was sufficient to indicate
that anarchism was an integral current in the socialist tradition in Europe and, as such, encompassed much
more than the antidespotism struggles of the nihilists in Russia, with their conspiratorial style of political
action. Anarchism included an essential social dimension; as Zhang Ji put it in his essay, anarchists trace all
matters back to society.51 This might have suggested, however abstractly, that the individualized mode of
politics that characterized anarchist activity should be placed within the context of a broader social

philosophy.

There is little evidence that an awareness of the broader social goals of anarchism had any significant
immediate effect on revolutionary activity in this early phase. Rather, Chinese radicals read anarchism
through the interpretation suggested by Russian nihilism. And where they associated it with broad goals, they
perceived it through a moral utopianism, more often than not assimilating it to a native utopianism in which
recognition of the new world situation of China was blended inperceptibly into a metaphysical cosmic vision.
If the two readings of anarchism coincided, it was on the ground of a moralistic conception of politics that

focused on

49. Chu Minyi, Puji geming (Universal revolution), Xin shiji (New era), no. 18 (19 October 1907): 3.

50. Edward Krebs, Liu Ssu-fu and Chinese Anarchism, 19051915 (Ph.D. diss., University of Washington,
1977), 252-55.

51. Wuzhengfu zhuyi ji wuzhengfu dangzhi jingshen, 36.
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the individual as the harbinger of new values. In Cai Yuanpei's utopian fantasy, no less than in the activities of
the bomb-throwing activists, it was the committed individual armed with a new vision who brought about

political change.

This was consistent with the image of anarchism that prevailed at the turn of the centuryin the West no less
than in China. It was an image in whose propagation governments played a crucial role in representing
anarchists as dangerous extreme revolutionists. Yet it was not the only available image. Japanese radicals,
from whom Chinese learned much of their radicalism at the time, already spoke of the social dimension of
politics, and there were those in China who drew attention to the social problem in politics.

Ultimately, the social dimension in anarchism was irrelevant at this time because anarchism exerted the
greatest appeal among radicals whose own conception of politics was highly moralistic and who rejected
politics as the realm of selfishness against which they sought to establish their own public commitment in acts
of selfless, or self-sacrificing, revolutionary endeavor. It is true that the impossibility of political action under
the conditions of government despotism left them few choices. And at this time, society in a concrete sense
was largely absent from politics, even from the politics of those who spoke of social change and social
revolution. But there was an additional element in their case, a reaction to the emergence of politics that found
its expression in the disassociation of the conception of the public from that of the political, and a tendency to
view them as being antithetical to one another. The separation was one that would nourish anarchism over the
years; for anarchism suggested that an authentically public existence could be achieved only outside of, and in

opposition to, politics.

The new situation created by nationalist ideology provides the context for an understanding of the appeals of
the politics of authenticity of anarchism to early Chinese revolutionaries. Not that nationalism fed anarchism,
for it did not; but nationalism raised questions about politics, and about China's place in the world, that made
for a receptivity to anarchism. The utopianism that appeared as the counterpoint to nationalist parochialism
provided fecund grounds for anarchist cosmopolitanism. Ma Xulun's statement on the origin of anarchism
also offers some support for James Pusey's suggestion that an appeal of anarchism at this time was the
argument it provided against the Darwinian notions of conflict underlying nationalist fears; this would
become more evident after 1906
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when Chinese anarchists became familiar with Kropotkin's idea of mutual aid against the survival of the
fittest.52

Nationalism also raised the question of politics. In positing that the strength of the state was proportional to its
ability to express social interests, nationalist ideology legitimized a notion of politics as the articulation of
interests. The same nationalist ideology also called for the creation of an organic order in which social and
state interests were harmonized in the interests of the whole. The contradiction was expressed in the
disassociation of the public from the political, of the realm of organic unity from the realm of private interest.
The contradiction could be resolved by asserting the priority of the state over society. Or it could be resolved
by a reconstitution of society from the bottom up to achieve an organic (public) unity. Cai Yuanpei's utopian
fantasy suggests that in anarchism Chinese radicals suspicious of politics may have discovered a guide to the
latter. Its full articulation, however, would come after 1906 when anarchists established their own identity in
their assertion of the priority of society over the stateindeed, against the state.

52. James Pusey, China and Charles Darwin (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1983), 370433.
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Chapter Three
Science, Morality, and Revolution
Anarchism and the Origins of Social Revolutionary Thought in China

Anarchism emerged as a distinctive current in Chinese revolutionary thought when, in 19067, Chinese
intellectuals studying abroad launched, almost simultaneously, two openly anarchist societies in Paris and in
Tokyo. Before 1907 Chinese intellectuals had little appreciation of anarchism as an integral social philosophy.
Rather, anarchist themes had been assimilated to the orientation of revolutionary thinking by intellectual
dispositions that had originated in the revolutionary situation created by a new national consciousness. These
dispositions were to persist in anarchist thinking. With the founding of these societies, however, they were
rephrased within an anarchist language of revolution. Fundamental to this language was the idea of social
revolution. Anarchist advocacy of social revolution was to open up new channels of lasting import in
revolutionary thinking.

What brought about this change is more difficult to say. One change was in the access to anarchist literature.
Intellectuals in Paris, in particular, discovered an anarchist tradition that was not to be subsumed under
Russian nihilism, but had a history of its own as part of European socialism. The European anarchists they
encountered had, moreover, an orientation that was significantly different from that of the early Chinese (or,
for that matter, Japanese) radicals. The very organization into anarchist clusters gave an integrity and
coherence to the anarchism they advocated; unlike their predecessors, who had viewed anarchism but as one
weapon among others in the struggle against despotism, the intellectuals who organized
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the anarchist groups in Paris and Tokyo now promoted anarchism as an integral philosophy of global social
transformation. :

The political context, too, had changed. After 1905 the Manchu monarchy in China had decided to proceed to
a constitutional form of government, which altered the conditions of political activity in China. The
revolutionary struggle was no longer a struggle against a despotic government that allowed for no political
expression; it was against a government that sought to recapture political legitimacy by making room for
some measure of political representation. Radicals bent on overthrowing the Manchu government found that
the enemy was no longer simply despotism; they had to come to terms with a state that sought to assimilate
society to its own ends.

A new departure in the Chinese revolutionary movement had been announced in 1905 with the founding of
Sun Yat-sen's Revolutionary Alliance (Tongmeng hui), which advocated a republican revolution against the
constitutional monarchy that the Manchu government and its reformist supporters preferred. Based on Sun's
own experiences in Europe, the Revolutionary Alliance had also incorporated in its political agenda a program
of social revolution (the first advocacy of socialism in China), which added a social dimension to a revolution
that had hitherto been conceived primarily in political terms.1 The founders of Chinese anarchism were
already members of this organization, which indeed was little more than an alliance born of the diffuse
currents in the struggle against despotism. However ineffective it may have been politically, the
Revolutionary Alliance did create a new space in which to think of issues of revolution in new ways.
Anarchism represented one of those new ways.

Anarchism and Social Revolution

Anarchists were not the first to advocate social revolution in China, but they introduced seminal new elements
into Chinese thinking on social revolution. The Revolutionary Alliance conception of social revolution was
political in its orientation; it proposed to achieve social revolution through the agency of the state.2
Anarchists, in their rejection of the state,

1. Earlier, Liang Qichao had toyed with the idea of socialism, but abandoned it when the
Revolutionary Alliance began to advocate social revolution. For a discussion, see Arif Dirlik,
Socialism and Capitalism in Chinese Thought: The Origins, Studies in Comparative Communism 21,
no. 2 (Summer 1987): 131-52.

2. Ibid.
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challenged this conception and offered an alternative idea of social revolution that focused on the problem of
cultural transformation and took the individual as its point of departure. The anarchist conception of social
revolution was authentically social, moreover, in its focus on society (in contrast to the state) and in its
insistence on popular participation in the process of revolution.

Anarchism was to make a lasting, if ambiguous, contribution to social revolutionary thought in China. As
much the expression of a mood as a philosophical critique of politics, anarchism represented an antipolitical
strain, a mistrust of political institutions and of politics in general, whose power was revealed in the diffusion
of anarchist ideals over a broad spectrum of Chinese political thought over the next two decades. The
anarchist message was a revolutionary one. Radicals intent upon the realization of a good society through an
immediate revolutionary upheaval discovered a source of inspiration in the anarchist vision of community and
a new humanity. In the 1920s Sun Yat-sen was inspired to remark on one occasion that anarchism was the
ultimate goal of his Three People's Principles, a sentiment echoed by other Guomindang theoreticians. Critics
of the Cultural Revolution of the 1960s have argued in recent years that the Cultural Revolution was inspired
by anarchist ideas and attitudes that, having entered the Communist party in the early twenties, survived the
long years of revolution to pervert Marxism in the party. It is possible to argue, I think, that some of the
themes that emerged during the Cultural Revolution may indeed be viewed as faint echoes of themes in the
Chinese revolution that had first been enunciated by anarchists.

The appeal of anarchism, however, was not restricted to revolutionaries. Conservatives who defended social
and political order against the threat of revolution were also able to find in anarchism ideals on which to focus
their yearning for a good society. This ambivalence, to the point of ideological schizophrenia, was reflected in
the history of anarchism in China. The most radical current in Chinese socialist thought until the early
twenties, anarchism was to end up in the service of Guomindang reaction in the late twenties. To be sure,
anarchist relationship with the Guomindang went back to personal and political relationships that the early
anarchists (many of whom were Revolutionary Alliance members) had established with later Guomindang
leaders, relationships that existed independently of their ideology. Nevertheless, anarchist ideology, in its
peculiar formulation of questions of interest and conflict in society, lent itself to counterrevolution almost as
easily as to revolution.
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The ambivalence that was to characterize Chinese anarchism was already apparent in the backgrounds of the
two groups among the early anarchists and in the different anarchisms they propagated. The Paris group was
organized as the New World Society (Xinshijie she) in 1906. It started publishing in 1907 a journal that lasted
for a remarkable three years and over one hundred issues. This journal, the New Era (Xin shiji), was subtitled
La Tempoj Novaj in Esperanto, probably after Les Temps Nouveaux, published by Jean Grave. The names of
the society and its journal were indicative of the inclinations of the Paris anarchists, a group of intellectuals
who had been baptized into revolutionary activity in the early 1900s. Li Shizeng, the moving spirit of the
group intellectually, had been living in Paris since 1902. He had evidenced an internationalist orientation very
early on, studied biology, and had become close friends in Paris with members of the family of the French
anarchist-geographer Elisée Reclus, which probably launched him on the path to anarchism. Wu Zhihui, who
had the major responsibility for publishing the New Era, had been involved in the early 1900s in radical
patriotic activities in Japan and China. It was Li, according to Richard Wang, who persuaded Wu of the
virtues of anarchism when they met in Paris in 1906. The group's activities were financed by the enterprises of
its third important member, Zhang Jingjiang, which included a dofu factory and a restaurant-tea shop. They
were all from elite families and, after 1905, members of the Revolutionary Alliance. From the beginning, they
seemed to have little difficulty in reconciling their anarchist philosophy with their political involvements in
China and abroad. In the 1920s, as unofficial Guomindang elders, they would be involved in the Guomindang
suppression, first, of the Communists and, then, of their own young anarchist followers. The importance of
their ideological contribution to social revolutionary thought in China lies in the consistency of the ideology
they propagated, not in the consistency with which they lived up to their own ideals.3

The Paris anarchists advocated a revolutionary futuristic anarchism,

3. For further information on the Paris anarchists, see Robert Scalapino and George T. Yu, The
Chinese Anarchist Movement (Berkeley: Center for Chinese Studies, 1961); Peter Zarrow, Chinese
Anarchists: Ideals and the Revolution of 1911 (Ph.D. diss., Columbia University, 1987); Richard
Wang, Wu Chih-hui: An Intellectual and Political Biography (Ph.D. diss., University of Virginia,
1976); Li Wenneng, Wu Jingxian dui Zhongguo xiandai zhengzhide yingxiang (The influence of Wu
Jingxian [Zhihui] on modern Chinese politics), Taibei, 1973; Shao Kelu (Jacques Reclus), Wo
suorenshide Li Yuying xiansheng (The Li Yuying [Shizeng] that I knew), tr. Huang Shuyi (Mme J.
Reclus), Zhuanji wenxue (Biographical literature) 45, no. 3 (1983); Zhu Chuanyu, ed., Li Shizeng
zhuanji ziliao (Materials for a biography of Li Shizeng), Taibei, 1979.
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which introduced into Chinese socialist thought an unequivocally radical current in Western revolutionary
thinking. Over the three years of its publication as a weekly, the New Era serialized long translations from
European anarchists, such as Kropotkin, Bakunin, Malatesta, and Reclus. These translations, reprinted over
and over in anarchist journals and special compendia after 1911, provided a major source of radical literature
in China until the early twenties; by 1920 anarchist literature available in Chinese was unmatched in scope
and comprehensiveness by any other social and political philosophy of European origin. Students of Chinese
anarchism have pointed out that anarchism provided not only radical literature but a language of radicalism
that facilitated the efflorescence of socialism in China in the twenties. The Paris anarchists played a major part
in making this language available.

At about the same time that the New Era started publication in Paris, Chinese anarchists in Tokyo established
a Society for the Study of Socialism (Shehui zhuyi jiangxihui), which published its own journals, Natural
Justice (Tianyibao) and the Balance (Hengbao). Intellectually, the moving spirits behind both the society and
its journal were the classical scholar Liu Shipei and his spouse, He Zhen, who was probably responsible for
the more radical aspects of Tokyo anarchists' ideology. Natural Justice and Balance were very revolutionary
in tone and in their analyses of the plight of women and the lower classes in China, which were more concrete
than anything to be found in the New Era. Nevertheless, Tokyo anarchists propagated an antimodernist
anarchism that stressed the virtues of agrarian society and preferred the freedom from political interference
that prevailed under the imperial state in China to the despotism of the modern nation-state. Whereas New Era
writers discovered the archetypal anarchist vision in Kropotkin, Tokyo anarchists gave the greatest
prominence among foreign anarchists to Tolstoy.4

Natural Justice lasted for one year. After Liu's return to China in 1908, he apparently served as an agent
provocateur for the monarchy and was prominent after 1911 as one of China's foremost conservatives.
Although Natural Justice did not have the long-term influence of New Era, it was very influential in its time
because of the large number of Chinese students in Japan and because of its proximity to China, which gave it
an edge over the New Era in terms of accessibility. Liu's antimodernist anarchism, moreover, sensitized him

to certain important

4. For the Tokyo anarchists, see Zarrow, Chinese Anarchists. For the earlier period of Liu's activities,
see Martin Bernal, Liu Shih-p'ei and National Essence, in The Limits of Change, ed. C. Furth
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1976).
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questions in Chinese society; some of his analyses of the problems of modernity in China anticipated themes
that were to become prominent in Chinese radical thinking in later years.

The Place of Anarchism in Late Qing Politics

The rise of interest in anarchism at this time has prompted Martin Bernal to observe that 1907 marked the
victory of anarchism over Marxism in China under the influence of a similar shift of interest among Japanese
radicals at the same time.5 There is no question that, as with all Chinese socialism, Japanese sources and
radicals played a significant part in Chinese anarchism (the term for anarchism, wuzhengfu zhuyi, first used in
Chinese in 1903, was of Japanese derivation). Nevertheless, this view is misleading, and not only because it is
erroneous to describe as Marxist the socialism of the Revolutionary Alliance, which is what Bernal has in
mind in referring to marxism. The major center of Chinese anarchism before 1911 was Paris, and shifts in
Japan had little to do with the anarchism of the Paris anarchists. While some Revolutionary Alliance members
began to show interest in assassination activities after 1907, it is not correct to read this as an interest in
anarchism, even though assassination was associated in some circles with anarchism. The change in
revolutionary methods can be more concretely explained by the political dilemma which the Qing dynasty's
constitutional reforms presented revolutionaries, who were now faced with deflation of their revolutionary
ardor. Revolutionary Alliance socialists, moreover, did not abandon the kind of socialism they had advocated
in 19051907, for these ideas persisted in their thinking in later years. Anarchism may have added new themes
to their conception of social revolution, but the best that can be said is that the proliferation of new ideas of
social revolution complicated social revolutionary thinking and possibly added to ideological confusion over
socialism. A clear distinction would not be drawn between anarchism and socialism until 191314; nor
between anarchism and Marxism until the early 1920s.

It is futile, I think, to look for a single, all-encompassing explanation for the attraction anarchism had for the
Chinese intellectuals who in these years engaged in anarchist activity or professed belief in anarchism. In
explaining why anarchism has remained alive as a revolution-

5. M. Bernal, The Triumph of Anarchism over Marxism, in China in Revolution, ed. M. C. Wright
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1971).
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ary faith in the West in spite of the failure of anarchists to achieve any important results, James Joll has
observed that a basic strength of anarchism has been its offer of something for everyone; the diffuseness of
anarchist ideologyits weakness as a practical radical ideologyhas been its strength as a social philosophy.6
This offers insights into the appeals of anarchism in China as well. Converts to anarchism in early-twentieth-
century China ranged from disciples of revolutionary terrorism, who found in anarchism justification for their
activities, to modernists attracted to anarchist scientism, to Buddhist monks, who discovered in the anarchist
message of love something akin to Buddhist ideals, to esthetes, who perceived beauty in the anarchist ideal of
a beautiful society. Not everyone who found something of value in anarchism upheld, therefore, a coherent

philosophy of anarchism.

Such profusion of appeal militates against easy explanations, especially explanations based on vague notions
of outside influence that ignore the dispositions of the influenced. Foreign sources were important for
anarchism, as they were for all Chinese socialism, but it was the intellectual and emotional needs generated by
a society in revolutionary crisis that ultimately endowed anarchism with meaning for Chinese intellectuals.
For all their contradictoriness, the varied reasons for attraction to anarchism shared a common ground in the
anarchist vision of social revolution, which, however abstract and utopian, spoke to the immediate concerns of
Chinese intellectuals who, in the midst of the political and ideological crisis of Chinese society, were
uncertain about their place in their society and the place of their society in the world. In its affirmation of the
essential unity of human beings, anarchism provided a counterpoint to the division of humanity into nations,
races, and classes, which in the early part of the century confronted Chinese intellectuals as the reality of their
world. And in its affirmation of the irreducible significance of the individual, anarchism provided a
counterpoint to the preoccupation with the state that sought to expand its powers at the cost of social

autonomy.
It was the anarchist view of the individual as a social being, a basic ontological premise of anarchism, that
pointed to possibilities beyond social alienation.7 Although anarchism was still associated with individ-

6. James Joll and D. Apter, eds., Anarchism Today (New York: Anchor Books, 1972), 248.

7. For a discussion of this point, see Richard Saltman, The Social and Political Thought of Michael
Bakunin (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1983), chaps. 1 and 2.
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ual action and assassination after 1907, the social and cultural implications of the anarchist ideal of revolution
would gradually move to the forefront of Chinese thinking on anarchism and leave a lasting impression on
Chinese social revolutionary thought. China's most respected anarchist, Shifu, started his career with
assassination activities, then moved away from assassination as he became familiar with anarchist philosophy.
After the republican Revolution of 1911, anarchists distinguished themselves in educational and social
mobilization activities, including the establishment of the first modern labor unions in China. In the midst of
the wave of individualism that swept Chinese youth in the late 1910s, it was the anarchists who, in their
insistence on the essential sociableness of human beings, kept alive social issues and played a major part in
the emergence of widespread concern with society and social revolution in the aftermath of the May Fourth

Movement of 1919.

These social concerns, as well as the anarchist vision of a world free of division, place anarchism at the heart
of the emergent political discourse in China in the late nineteenth and the early twentieth century. The
reconsideration of the relationship between public and private, between the individual and society, society and
the state, all provoked by a reconsideration of China's place in the world, were central to this discourse. An
emergent nationalism lay at the root of all these questions. Revolutionary Alliance socialism was an integral
component of the search for national integration. Anarchism, likewise, may be seen as part of the utopian
cosmopolitanism that emerged with, and as a counterpoint to, Chinese nationalism. On the other side of the
political spectrum, as we have seen, Liang Qichao, like his teacher Kang Youwei before him, was dissatisfied
with institutions that divided people, and saw in the creation of an organic society the ultimate fulfillment of
the human promise. This promise was also central to anarchism, although the additional considerations
anarchists brought to the quest had revolutionary implications that distinguish their views from those of Liang
and others. The centrality of the concern to contemporary political discourse, nevertheless, suggests why
anarchism might have seemed much less peripheral to contemporary politics than it does in hindsight.

Anarchism is ultimately a philosophy of the individual, not of individualism as an end in itself, as is assumed
by those who confound anarchism with libertarianism, but of the individual in his or her relationship to

society. The preoccupation with the self had already emerged by the early part of this century as a feature of
Chinese thinking in the activities of young radicals who believed that in selfless activity lay the salvation of
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their society. Anarchism provided a systematic philosophical explanation for the problem of the self: politics,
in the anarchist view, was the realm of oppression, authority, and division; the hope of community rested with
the self purged of the accumulated corruption of institutions of power. The message had a powerful appeal
among intellectuals who had already become uncertain of their relationship to existing social institutions. It is
not surprising that the message had the greatest influence among members of the Chinese elite who felt deeply
their alienation from the institutions of power on which they had been nourished. Anarchism is by no means
restricted in its appeals to the elite, but it has everywhere found its most cogent spokesmen among the elite for
the simple reason that the alienation of the self from power is more an elite than a popular problem. In the
years after 1911 anarchists would take the lead in popular mobilization. Nevertheless, from the beginning,
anarchism's most eloquent proponents were members of the Chinese elite who, having been alienated from
existing social relations, turned to new ideas of community to redefine their relatlonshlp to societythe almost
exclusive concern of the first generation of Chinese anarchists.

The lasting contribution of anarchists to Chinese social revolutionary thought would be a redefinition of the
relationship between intellectuals and society, however abstractly the latter was conceived. Indeed, the
significant impact of anarchist philosophy on Chinese intellectuals lay not in its justification of individual acts
of violence, but in its turning them to the articulation of this relationship. Anarchism provided Chinese
intellectuals with their first genuinely social conception of social revolution, which not only pointed to society
as the proper realm of change but placed the responsibility for changing society upon social activity. This
conception led to a reading of the problems of changing China that anticipated questions that would assume
increasing importance in Chinese social thought in later years. For reasons I shall explain, the logic of the
anarchist idea of social change brought to the surface early on the problem of cultural revolution, the moral
and intellectual transformation of individuals. In raising questions about individual transformation, anarchists
also raised questions about the social institutions that obstructed individual transformation; they were the first
Chinese intellectuals to point unequivocally to problems of women and the family, which continue to be
central problems of Chinese social thought. They were the first to point to the need to bridge the gap between
classes, especially intellectuals and laborers, by turning intellectuals into laborers, and laborers into
intellectuals. To resolve all these
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problems, finally, they called for a social revolution that made revolution itself a utopia, which would have
dramatic consequences for the Chinese revolution in the twentieth century.

Within Chinese socialism, then, anarchism provided the counterpoint to state-oriented strategies of change.
The Revolutionary Alliance argument had proposed to use the state to prevent the devastation of society by
conflicting interests. That argument had addressed the prospects of capitalism for China. The anarchist
argument addressed the second important issue of the day, the state. Anarchists envisaged the abolition of
interest in society through a total revolutionary transformation whose basic premise was the destruction of the
state. Convinced of the essential sociableness of human beings, they believed that a genuine human
community could be realized if institutional obstacles to free association could be abolished. Such institutions
included the family and the capitalist economy; but the state, as the mightiest of these institutions and the
protector of all partial interests in its defense of the political order, was the chief enemy of human society. As
interest in socialism had accompanied the initial realization that capitalism was not only a means to economic
development but also a primary source of the problems of modern society, anarchism expressed a parallel
apprehension that the modern nation-state not only reflected the will of the people but also served as a
dehumanizing vehicle of control and oppression, an obstacle to the human liberation that revolution promised.

Both the Paris and the Tokyo anarchists subscribed to these basic premises of anarchism. Since they differed
widely in their vision of anarchist society in history, their views are best discussed separately.

The Paris Anarchists

Whereas Revolutionary Alliance socialists had proposed social revolution as a supplement to the task of
political revolution, anarchists made it a substitute for the latter. In one of the earliest statements of the Paris
anarchists' position on revolution, Wu Zhihui drew a clear distinction between social and political revolutions:

Those of old who advocated revolution spoke only of the political aspect of revolution but did not
emphasize society. They desired to abolish despotism to extend people's sovereignty, sought legal
freedom but not freedom of livelihood, political but not social or economic equality. They sought the
happiness and welfare of one country or some of the people, not the happiness and welfare of the
masses of the world.
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Socialist revolution (shehui zhuyizhi geming) would

seek equality, freedom, happiness and welfare for society, make justice (gongdao) the measure of
achievement, expunge whatever harms society, or runs contrary to this goalsuch as despotism and
classes, the roots of all calamity, institute scientific progress to achieve a real world civilization, and,
ultimately, establish a humanitarian commonweal (rendao datong) and a paradisiacal world (shijie
jilo).

Socialist revolution, Wu believed, would rid society of all the poison inherited from the past and establish
what was appropriate to social life.8

The anarchist social revolutionary idea differed from that of the Revolutionary Alliance both in goals and in
method. The Revolutionary Alliance conception of socialism had been an instrumental one: social revolution
as a policy tool for the state to achieve social harmony and stability. The anarchist conception was a total one,
which called for a total reorganization of society in all its aspects to realize an allencompassing vision. In his
long essay Anarchism, Chu Minyi described four goals of anarchism: (1) to abolish authority (and its
backbone, the military) to establish humanitarianism, (2) to abolish laws to institute freedom, (3) to abolish all
inherited class distinctions (as embodied in the teachings of the sages) to establish equality, (4) to abolish
private property and capital to establish communism (gongchan).9 A major essay, written by Li Shizeng and
Chu Minyi, describing the anarchist view of revolution, made even more explicit the ethical objectives
underlying anarchist goals. The eight meanings of revolution, the essay stated, were freedom, fraternity

(boai), public-mindedness, reform, equality, universal unity (datong), truth, and progress.10 These goals were
to be achieved through the abolition of marriage, property, family and familial relations, the private ownership
of land, and racial and national boundaries.11

For the anarchists, social revolution was different from political, not only in its goals but also, even more
fundamentally, in its means. Whereas political revolution was revolution of the few, social revolution was the
revolution of the manythe common people (pingmin). Anarchists

8. Qian Ye (Wu Zhihui), Jiu shehui zhuyi yizheng gemingzhi yilun (Clarifying the meaning of
revolution through socialism), (Paris: Xin shiji congshu, 1906), 2, 4.

9. Min, Wuzhengfu shuo (Anarchism), Xin shiji (New era [hereafter XSJ]), no. 60 (15 August 1908): 8.
This was part of a long article that ran in XSJ, no. 31 (25 January 1908) through no. 60.

10. Li Shizeng and Chu Minyi, Geming (Revolution), (Paris: Xin shiji congshu, 1907), 7.

11. Min, Wuzhengfu shuo, XSJ, no. 38: 4. Also see Liyun datong shiyi (Explanation of great unity in the
Evolution of Rites) in the same issue.
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believed that overthrowing the government must have the recognition and the consent of the majority.12 To
this end, they specified five methods of revolution: propaganda (books, magazines, lectures), mass
associations, mass uprisings, popular resistance (opposition to taxes and conscription, strikes and boycotts),
and assassination (propaganda by the deed).13 Anarchists themselves were not always consistent on the
question of methods; to appreciate their preferences, it is necessary to keep in mind their general perception of
social revolution. Anarchists rejected not only political institutions but politics as well, even though an
editorial in New Era referred on one occasion to the revolution they advocated as a political revolution of pure
socialism (chuncuide shehui zhuyizhi zhengzhi geming).14 They believed, however, that authentic social
revolution could not be imposed from above, through inherently authoritarian institutions.15 Even though they
were members of the Revolutionary Alliance, their idea of social revolution was counterposed explicitly to the
social revolutionary program of Sun Yat-sen, both because of the reliance of the latter on the state and for its
ambiguities concerning the role of the many in the revolution.

Anarchists themselves conceived of social revolution as a process of social activity, a revolution of all the
people (quantizhi geming).16 The revolutionary methods they proposed were all intended to stimulate such
social activity. Neither the Paris nor the Tokyo anarchists engaged actively in assassination activity or social
mobilization, but they looked favorably upon others who did so. They alluded with enthusiasm to the
Pingxiang uprising in Hunan in 1906 and to its leader, Ma Fuyi.17 They wrote with approval of the self-
sacrificing spirit demonstrated by Xu Xilin and Qiu Jin.18 Assassination undertaken in the spirit of self-
sacrifice and with a clear commitment to universal principle (gongli), the anarchists believed, furthered the
cause of revolution and humanity.19 This notion that the beau geste may be more important than living to

fight

12. Min (Chu Minyi), Puji geming (Universal revolution). XSJ, no. 17 (12 October 1907): 2. This long
article ran through five issues.
13. Li and Chu, Geming, 8.

14. Yu yourenshu lun Xin shiji (Discussion of the New Era in response to a letter from a friend), XSJ, no.
3 (6 July 1907): 1.

15. Min, Puji geming, XSJ, no. 17 (12 October 1907): 4.
16. Min, Wuzhengfu shuo, XS.J, no. 34 (15 February 1908): 4.

17. Pingxiang gemingjun yu Ma Fuyi (The Pingxiang revolutionary army and Ma Fuyi) (Paris: Xin shiji
congshu, 1907).

18. Zhen (Li Shizeng), Xisheng jishen jili yiqiu gongdaozhi daibiao Xu Xilin (Xu Xilin who sacrificed his
body and his interest in the pursuit of the public way), XSJ, no. 12 (7 September 1907). :

19. Min, Puji geming, XS/, no. 18 (19 October 1907): 2.
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another day revealed the ethical impulse that underlay the anarchists' idea of revolution, and distinguished
them from latter-day revolutionaries in China, to whom the success of revolution would be far more important
than gestures of personal authenticity. Give me liberty or give me death, Chu Minyi was to declaim in his
defense of violence as a revolutionary method.20 The rebels they lauded were not anarchists, nor were their
activities intended to achieve anarchist goals; what counted was the act, the struggle itself, not its
achievements. This does not mean that anarchists viewed violence as an end in itself; rather, they condoned
violence only if it had a moral purpose. Chu Minyi observed in connection with Xu Xilin that violence was an
expression of political desperation.21 Wu Zhihui explained that violence was necessary because, under
despotism, it was impossible otherwise to educate people to achieve humanitarian goals.22 Anarchists agreed,
moreover, that violence was effective only to the extent that it moved people's hearts and aroused mass
support for the cause of revolution.

If violence without a clear moral and social sense would degenerate into mindless terrorism, the anarchists
believed, revolution without education would turn into unconscious uprising.23 Of all the methods of
revolution the anarchists promoted, education was the most fundamental. Anarchists called for simultaneous
destruction and construction. Violence could achieve destruction, but construction required education, which
was the ultimate justification even for revolutionary violence.24 If the masses could be won over to the
revolution, then social revolution would take a peaceful course, and anarchist goals could be achieved
gradually.25 Education to the anarchists was not simply an instrument of revolution, it was the equivalent of

revolution:

Revolution will be effective only if, with the spread of education, people get rid of their old customs
and achieve a new life. From the perspective of effectiveness, this means that if there is education for
revolution before the revolution is undertaken, there will be nothing impossible about revolution.
Therefore, anarchist revolutionis nothing but education.26

20. XSJ, no. 17 (12 October 1907): 3.
21. Ibid.

22. Wu, Jiu shehui zhuyi, 8.

23. Ran (Wu Zhihui), Wuzhengfu zhuyi yi jiaoyu wei geming shuo (Anarchists make revolution through
education), XSJ, no. 65 (19 September 1908): 11.

24. Yu canzheng lixianzhi tongbao yitan (A discussion with a compatriot who approves of constitution),
XSJ, no. 16 (5 October 1907): 23.

25. Min, Gemingzhi liuxue (On revolution spilling blood), XS.J, no. 103:56.
26. Ran, Wuzhengfu zhuyi yi jiaoyu wei geming shuo, 11.
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As for the nature of the education necessary for anarchist revolution, Wu Zhihui explained that there is no
education aside from education in morality which encompasses truth and public-mindedness, such as
reciprocal love, equality, freedom; all education is anarchist that encompasses truth and public-mindedness,
including experimental science, and so forth.27 Chu Minyi observed that while revolution (as an act) served a
transient purpose, education lasted forever in its effects and transformed people endlessly. Unlike
government-sponsored (youzhengfude) education, which taught militarism, legal-mindedness, religion, or, in
short, obedience to authority, anarchist (wuzhengfude) education taught truth and public-mindedness, that is,
freedom, equality, and the ability for self-government.28

Criticism of political revolution by anarchists yields further insights into the nature of the social revolution
they advocated. Anarchists opposed political revolution because they believed that it only served to substitute
new, and worse, inequalities for old ones. Political revolution, Wu stated, had diminished misery in politics
but increased economic misery.29 In a more comprehensive statement criticizing proponents of democracy
and the Republic, Chu Minyi observed:

They do not know that freedom is the freedom of the rich, equality is the equality of the wealthy. The
misery of the poor is the same as of old. What is freedom and equality to the poor? The evils of
political despotism have now been replaced by the poison of economic monopoly.30

All anarchists concurred with Chu's view that this poison was the product of a bad social system where a few,
by monopolizing wealth, managed to live off the sweat and blood of the many.31 In other words, the political
revolutions that had created democracies and republics had made things worse by giving capitalists access to
power, thus increasing their ability to exploit laborers. Under these systems, everything served the interests of
the rich. Even science was utilized, not for the benefit of humanity but in the interests of the powerful.
Capitalists, whether they were good or bad as individuals, were motivated in their activities by the pursuit of
profit. While machinery had made unlimited

27. Ibid.
28. See Wuzhengfu shuo, installments in XSJ, nos. 4047.

29. Wu, Jiu shehui zhuyi, 2.

30. Min, Shenlun minzu minquan shehui (Discussion of national and democratic society), XSJ, no. 6 (27
July 1907): 4.

31. Min, Bagong (Strikes), XS/, no. 92 (10 April 1909): 58.
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production possible, people did not benefit from production, because capitalists used machines in their search
for profit. When production increased to the point where they could not find consumers for their products,
they shut down production, throwing laborers out of work and causing immense misery. In a statement
reminiscent of Revolutionary Alliance views on capitalism, Chu Minyi observed that as long as such a system
prevailed, the advance of the industrial arts (gongyi) only served to create poor people by decreasing the need
for labor: People do not realize that the more advanced the industrial arts, the richer are the rich and the poorer
the poor.32 Those who advocated social revolution, Chu noted, were those who understood the failure of the
capitalist system. He himself advocated a political revolution against rulers (literally a revolution for political
rights, quanli geming), and an economic revolution against capitalists (literally, a revolution for livelihood,
shengji geming).33 While such a program sounded similar to that of the Revolutionary Alliance, its premises
were quite different: Revolutionary Alliance writers saw a republican political revolution as a means of
carrying out the social revolution; anarchists believed that a republican revolution would only increase the
power of the bourgeoisie, the class they had in mind, though they did not use the term.

Anarchists acquired these ideas, as did Sun Yat-sen, from observations on the persistence of inequality in
European society.34 They also believed, with Sun, that inequality was much more serious in the West than it
was in China.35 But, unlike Sun, they did not think that such problems could be resolved or prevented through
government action. Commenting on a letter from a friend who thought that constitutional government could
take measures to forestall the emergence of inequality in China, an editorial in the New Era observed that it
was only prejudice for government that sustained faith in the ability of government to secure peace, and the
refusal to see that government itself obstructed the advance of humanitarianism, that it was the source itself of
all evils.36 Although anarchists discussed economic issues, politics and the state were the focal point of their
opposition to political revolution. Their mistrust of p011t1ca1 revolution was grounded in their belief that
political institutions in society only

32. Min, Gongren (Workers), XSJ, no. 79 (26 December 1908): 4.
33. Min, Bagong, 8.
34. Min, Gongren, 4.
35. Min, Puji geming, XSJ, no. 18 (19 October 1907): 2.
36. Ibid., XSJ, no. 17, 4.
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represented the interests of the minority that commanded wealth and power. Like the European anarchists,
whose philosophy they accepted in toto, Chinese anarchists were opposed to all kinds of government, no
matter how different in form or substance of the relationship between state and society. Their opposition to
capitalism was itself encompassed within their opposition to the state, for it was the state, with its laws,
armies, and police, they believed, that defended the interests of the powerful in society.37

In the intellectual atmosphere that prevailed in China during the first decade of the century, these ideas were
not likely to appeal to many. The issue of the day was the reorganization of political institutions to create a
stronger state, one that could unify and defend the country; the revolutionaries added strident anti-
Manchuism. It is not surprising that anarchist ideas drew considerable criticism, mainly from other
revolutionaries; it is somewhat surprising, however, that the exchanges between anarchists and their
opponents were carried out in a relatively mild tone, in contrast to later controversies among socialists. The
acrimonious exchange between Wu Zhihui and Zhang Binglin in 1908 was the exception. Anarchists
themselves saved their most vituperous rhetoric for the Manchu government and Liang Qichao's
constitutionalists. In other cases, they responded to their critics with patience, explaining their position with
laborious effort, careful not to offend fellow revolutionaries.38 The reasons for this effort are not complex. In
spite of their radical departure from republican ideology, most of the anarchists remained members of the
Revolutionary Alliance, tied to it through personal relationships. The disagreement was among friends.

To some of the critics of the anarchists, their major weakness was their idealism, which blinded them to the
realities of Chinese society, especially the backwardness of the people, who did not have the educational and
moral qualifications required by anarchist principles. But the majority of critics focused on the implications of
anarchism for China's national struggle, especially its possible consequences in undermining the antiManchu
struggle and rendering China vulnerable to further aggression by other nations.

To the charge of idealism, anarchists responded that while they were idealists, they were not blind. The
struggle for anarchism had to be immediate, they argued, but they did not expect to achieve their goals for

37. Ibid., 23.
38. Min, Wuzhengfu shuo, XSJ, no. 31 (25 January 1908): 2.
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a long time to come. They believed, however, that the struggle was worth the undertaking because anarchism
was the world trend, a necessary end of human evolution that had the backing of scientific demonstration .39
They also added, indignantly, that while the moral and educational level of the people in China might be low,
it was no lower than that of the officials who governed them.

Most of the exchanges, however, revolved around the issue of nationalism. In these exchanges the Paris
anarchists demonstrated their ability to be flexible about their ideals, a characteristic that would mark their
careers. On the issue of anti-Manchuism they were firm. They believed that the emperor should be
overthrownnot because he was Manchu, but because he was the emperor.40 They were unwilling to condone
the racism that was implicit in the anti-Manchu arguments of the republicans, and they spoke reprovingly of
the revanchism of nationalists such as Wu Yue, who had attempted to assassinate a group of Manchu officials
in 1905. Racism, they believed, only served to reinforce boundaries between different peoples, which
obstructed evolution toward a better society. They were willing to support patriotism only if it did not lead to
hatred or fear of other nations and races.41

They were more willing to go along with republican revolution. Political revolution is the starting point;
social revolution is the ultimate goal, Li Shizeng and Chu Minyi stated.42 Republican revolution was to be
supported, the Paris anarchists believed, because it would move Chinese society a step closer to socialism.
While their patriotism no doubt was an element in their willingness to compromise with republicanism, they
may also have derived their inspiration from their intellectual mentor, Elisee Reclus, who himself had been a
supporter of republicanism in France. The Paris anarchists viewed the state historically and believed that
republican government was more advanced than monarchy in its willingness to share power with the people,
at least some of the people. There were some qualms about this view. Chu Minyi observed on one occasion
that constitutional government, in giving citizens the illusion of sharing power with them, caused the transfer
of loyalty from the family (as under despotism) to the state; this was the main reason for the greater strength
and resilience of constitutional governments: the people, having an interest in

39. Zhen (Li Shizeng), Bo Xin shiji congshu Geming (A refutation of Revolution in the New Era
compendium), XS/, no. 5 (20 July 1907): 12. This was Li's response to a criticism of Revolution.

40. Li and Chu, Geming, 1.
41. Min, Shenlun minzu minquan shehui, 4.
42. Li and Chu, Geming, 1.
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the state, were more willing to serve in its defense.43 This argument was commonplace at the time among
nationalists who wanted a stronger China. Though Chu did not draw any conclusions from this observation,
the implication was obvious that constitutional government made the task of achieving anarchism more
difficult; New Era anarchists opposed Manchu establishment of a constitution as a deceptive measure that
aimed to achieve greater power for the Manchu throne, a feeling they shared with other revolutionaries.44
Otherwise, they viewed constitutionalism as a step toward anarchism, not away from it. They explained on a
number of occasions that they advocated socialism not as a substitute for republicanism, but because
socialism included republicanism, insisting only that the revolution seek to go beyond republican
government.45 One of the Paris anarchists would become involved in politics after the establishment of the
Republic in 1912; the others continued to make efforts to advance the cause of revolution through education
and refused to participate formally in politics. Their informal activities would be another matter.

Anarchists also dismissed the argument that China needed nationalism because it suffered from foreign
aggression, or that their revolution would render China vulnerable to further aggression. To the first, Li
responded that foreign aggression did not change the problem of oppression qualitatively; it only made
heavier the burden of revolutionaries who had to struggle against foreign oppression in addition to their
struggle against the Chinese ruling class. To the second, they responded with their faith, characteristic of
anarchist attitudes throughout, that since the revolution was to be universal in scope, other states would be too
busy coping with pressure from their own populations to engage in aggression against China.46 Besides, they
pointed out, the people's militia, which would replace the regular army, would be more effective in defending
China than a regular army, which only served the interests of those in power.

To see the anarchist idea of social revolution only in political and social terms would be to see only a part, and
not the most fundamental part, the premise, of the anarchist argument. Ultimately, this idea of revolution was
a moral one: it sought not just to transform institutions

43. Min, Puji geming, XSJ, no. 23 (23 November 1907): 34. For Reclus's views, see Marie Fleming,
The Anarchist Way to Socialism: Elisée Reclus and Nineteenth Century European Anarchism
(London: Croom and Helm, 1979).

44. Ran, Rui Fang (Rui Fang), XSJ, no. 9 (17 August 1907): 34.
45. Min, Shenlun minzu minquan shehui, 3.
46. Zhuhun/Zhen, Laishu/fuda (Letter and answer), XSJ, no. 6 (27 July 1907): 1.
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but rather to transform human psychology, which to the anarchists was at once the point of departure for and
the goal of revolution. Human psychology was bound up with the question of the role of interest in society
which the anarchists, unlike Sun Yat-sen, saw not just as an economic but also as a moral question.

To the anarchists, the test of a true revolution was whether it was public in its orientation or, in a more literal
rendering, whether it pursued the public way (gongdao). This was also the ultimate test of whether a
revolution was a social revolution. As Li put it: What we speak of as a revolution of the many and a
revolution of the few refers to whether it is really public (gong) or private (si), not to the actual number of
people involved at any one time.47 These ideas were crucial to Chinese political thinking at the turn of the
century and place the anarchists squarely in the context of contemporary thought. The terms gong and si had
slightly different meanings in different contexts, but they were always juxtaposed as opposites. Si could mean
selfishness, partiality, or particularity; gong denoted selflessness, impartiality, or universality. In all these
usages, however, si implied favoring what was of interest to the self, while gong meant the ability to
transcend self-interest and to realize or to express the good of the many. In the anarchist view, revolution was
a process whereby particular interest was abolished to be replaced by public concerns in human minds,
society, and politics. The basic goal of revolution was, therefore, moral; specifically, it was the creation of
public morality (gongde).48 Chinese anarchists believed, as do anarchists in general, that public-mindedness,
an instinctive sociability, as it were, was innate in human beings; the task of revolution was not so much to
create public morality out of nothing as to abolish the institutions that stood in the way of its realization. Chu
Minyi pointed to morality as the distinctive characteristics of humankind and described as the goal of the
education he proposed the achievement of true morality, which implied the abolition of all distinctions
between self and others.49 The ultimate goal of revolution was to achieve unity on a universal scale, a unity
that was not simply social but also ethical and spiritual.

Partiality, in the anarchist view, was the root cause of all the problems of contemporary society. To quote Chu
again: Contemporary society is a self-seeking and self-interested society (zisi zilizhi shehui). A self-seeking

47. Zhen, Tanxue (On learning), XSJ, nos. 7 and 21 (3 August and 9 November 1907); no. 7:1.
48. Ran, Wuzhengfu zhuyi yi jiaoyu wei geming shuo, 10.
49. Min, Wuzhengfu shuo, XSJ, no. 38 (14 March 1908): 2.
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society is not a true society, a self-interested society is not a fair (gongping) society.50 The separation of self
from others was not just a social problem; it was contrary to the very organic structure (jitizhi jiegou) of
natural existence.51 Anarchism, they believed, promised to do away with this separation and, with it,
considerations of interest as a determinant of human behavior:

Anarchism means no national or racial boundaries. Even more important, it means no distinction
between self and others, no notion of benefiting the self and harming others. When this has been
achieved, true freedom, true equality, true fraternity will appear. That is why anarchism accords with
publicmindedness and truth.52

On these same grounds anarchists rejected competition as a determinant of existence, insisting that mutual aid
was the source of human evolution.

This oppositiomnrto partial interest on the grounds of its basic immorality was not only the ethical basis for
anarchist opposition to politics and capitalism, it was also the basis for anarchist disagreements with fellow
revolutionaries. Racism (zhongzu zhuyi) and nationalism (guojia zhuyi) were, according to the anarchists, just
such expressions of partiality. Anarchists opposed enmity to the Manchus as Manchus, who ought to be
opposed because they selfishly held on to political power. Nationalism was bad because it fostered unjustified
hostility to the people of other nations.53 Selfishness declined, they believed, as the scope of human loyalties
expanded. Thus: The advance from the selfishness of the individual to racism and patriotism, the advance
from racism and patriotism to socialism represent the progress of universal principle (gongli) and conscience
(liangxin).54 Not until all boundaries had been abolished could humanity achieve universal principle. This, the
anarchists argued, ought to be the guiding goal of the Chinese revolution.

For these reasons the Paris anarchists rejected China's heritage in uncompromising language. That certain
elements of Chinese tradition fostered private over public morality had been argued by others, most
articulately by the constitutional monarchist Liang Qichao. With Liang, however, this criticism of China's
heritage led, not to a call for a wholesale attack on tradition, but rather to a plea for the gradual nurturing of
habits of public life in order to create a new citizenry. Anarchists,
50. Ibid., XSJ, no. 35 (22 February 1908): 3.

51. Ibid., XSJ, no. 41 (4 April 1908): 2.

52. Ibid., XSJ, no. 33 (8 February 1908): 4.

53. Min, Shenlun minzu minquan shehui, 4.

54. Yu yourenshu lun Xin shiji, 1 (n. 14 above).
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sensitive to the role ideology played in perpetuating authority, called for a revolution that would eradicate the
authoritarian ideological legacy of the past, as well as that of the institutions that sustained it. One, citing
Engels for inspiration, suggested that China's national essence (which conservatives propagated) should be
consigned to the museum because it was contrary to civilized life.55 The Paris anarchists concentrated their
attacks on Confucianism and the ideology of familism as the twin pillars of authority in Chinese society.
While they were not the only ones at this time to criticize Confucianism or the family, they did so more
systematically and vociferously than others, and they certainly stood out among their contemporaries for
presenting these issues as the primary issues of change in China. In both respects, they anticipated issues that
would rise to the forefront of Chinese thinking during the New Culture Movement a decade later. In this
sense, they were China's first cultural revolutionaries.

The first issue of New Era included a short piece on Confucius, which debunked him as a thinker of the age of
barbarism whose only virtue had been to be a little more knowledgeable than his ignorant contemporaries.56
Paris anarchists saw in Confucian teachings the source of the superstitions in Chinese society that had
oppressed women and youth and served as an instrument of power, a counterpart in China to religion in other
societies.57 Superstition, they believed, was the basis for authority, but it was even more difficult to overthrow
than authority itself, especially where religion and politics were not clearly distinguished. In China a
Confucius revolution was the prerequisite to achieving all other goals of revolution.58

The attack on Confucianism was accompanied by an attack on kinship and pseudokinship relations that for
centuries had been cornerstones of Chinese social thinking. Family revolution, revolution against the sages,
revolution in the Three Bonds and the Five Constants would help advance the cause of humanitarianism.59
Paris anarchists viewed the family as the major source of selfishness in society: though people were born into

society
55. Fan, Guocuizhi chufen (Disposal of national essence), XSJ, no. 44 (25 April 1908): 1.
56. Cizhi wei Zhongguo shengren (This is China's sage), XS/, no. 1 (22 June 1907): 3.

57. See the two articles by Zhen, Nujie geming (Revolution of women) and Nannu geming (Men-women
revolution) in XSJ, nos. 5, 7, 8. This is no. 8 (10 August 1907): 1.

58. Jue Sheng, BaiKong zhengyan (Soliciting the overthrow of Confucius), XS/, no. 52 (20 June 1908): 4.
59. Zhen, Sangang geming (Three bonds revolution), XS.J, no. 11 (31 August 1907): 2.
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(that is, the public realm), the family privatized their existence and converted what was public into what was
private. Chu Minyi described the family as the basis of all inequality: Today's society is a class society. It is
like a high tower in appearance. Marriage is its foundation. Property, family, national and racial boundaries
are all levels of the tower, with government at the top.60 This is a common anarchist view, but within the
context of Chinese political thought, which had long viewed the family as a paradigm for politics, it had a
special significance. The Three Bonds (that bound ruler and minister, father and son, husband and wife) were
to the anarchists the superstitions that perpetuated the power of the family, which was based not on principle
but on authority. Family power was bolstered by the practise of ancestor worship, which was contrary to truth
secured the despotism of tradition, was economically wasteful (in using up good land for graves), and bound
the living to the dead. Anarchists advocated a thought revolution to eliminate these superstitions, and an
economic revolution to eradicate the power of the family by making individuals economically independent.61

These premises of anarchist thinking reveal why education held such an important place on the anarchist
agenda and why anarchists should have believed revolution and education to be the two sides of the same
coin, the one negative, the other positive.62 Revolution was to clear away material obstacles to the liberation
of human potential, but it was education that would nurture the morality that anarchist ideals demanded. There
is no morality other than learning, proclaimed the title of an article in the New Era.63 This was a commonly
held anarchist view: that the morality of a people was proportionate to their learning. Education would change
human psychology, and this would lead to changes in behavior and morality. The relationship between
education and revolution was conceived dialectically, with the advance of one inducing the advance of the
other in the endless evolution of humanity.

This emphasis on education as revolution brought out an important feature of the anarchist idea of social
revolution: that there was no distinction between the process and the goals of revolution, between means and
ends. Revolution was necessary to make anarchist education possible; without such education revolution
could not be attained. While anarchists on occasion ventured to offer their views on when the revolution
60. Min, Wuzhengfu shuo, XSJ, no. 38:4.
61. Zhen, Sangang geming, 1, 2.
62. Min, Wuzhengfu lun, XSJ, no. 40 (28 March 1908): 2.

63. Lun zhishi yiwai wu daode, XS.J, no. 79 (26 December 1908).
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might occur, these predictions were superfluous because revolution was ultimately a continuing process with
no foreseeable end. Perhaps most revealing in this regard was the distortion of the etymology of the term
revolution by Li and Chu in their important essay entitled Revolution (Geming). Using the foreign original,
revolution, the authors explained that the word was composed of re and evolution, in other words, re-
evolution, which they then explained in Chinese to mean ever new (gengxin). We cannot be certain whether
the distortion was intentional or the result of misunderstanding; circumstantial evidence points to the former.
There was at least one essay published in the New Era that traced the word revolution correctly to its root, to
revolve.64 The underlying intention of the representation of revolution as re-evolution, moreover, was to
portray revolution and evolution as different aspects, or phases, of the process of human progress, which was
also important in Reclus's thinking on revolution.65 Whatever the reasons, this etymological interpretation
corresponded to the anarchists' view of revolution as a process without end. In the words of Li Shizeng:

Progress is advance without stopping, transformation without end. There is no affair or thing that does
not progress. This is the nature of evolution. That which does not progress or is tardy owes it to
sickness in human beings and injury in other things. That which does away with sickness and injury is
none other than revolution. Revolution is nothing but cleansing away obstacles to progress.66

The Tokyo Anarchists.

The Tokyo anarchists agreed with the basic premises of the Paris anarchists: the social scope of revolution, its
moral basis, its universalistic goals, and the importance of education as a means of achieving anarchism.
There was also considerable interchange between their two journals. The New Era contained reports on the
activities of the Tokyo anarchists, and Natural Justice frequently reprinted foreign works that had first been
published in the New Era. Nevertheless, the two groups were separated by a wide ideological gap, both in
their understanding of anarchism and in the conclusions they drew from it concerning contemporary
problems. The disagreement rose to the surface on at least one occasion when the New Era criticized Liu
Shipei's understanding of anarchism.

64. Min, Puji geming, XSJ, no. 17 (12 October 1907): 4.
65. Fleming, The Anarchist Way, 77.
66. Zhen, Jinhua yu geming (Evolution and revolution), XS/, no. 20 (2 November 1907): 1.
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Liu Shipei had made his fame as a classical scholar before he turned to anarchism, and he was a prominent
leader of conservatives who propagated the idea of national essence, of which the Paris anarchists were
critical. Liu's commitment to China's cultural heritage was to shape his anarchism. In light of this, it 1s
possible that the more radical aspects of the anarchism that Natural Justice propagated was the work of He
Zhen, his wife, with whom he published the journal.

The general objectives of Natural Justice were stated in its first few issues: To destroy existing society and
institute human equality is the general objective. Aside from women's revolution, it advocates racial, political,
and economic revolution. Hence the name, Natural Justice. With issue number eight in October 1907, this
statement was revised to read: To destroy national and racial boundaries to institute internationalism; resist all
authority; overthrow all existing forms of government; institute communism; institute absolute equality of

men and women.

While these goals were close to those of the New Era, especially in their later formulation, the two groups of
anarchists differed significantly in their anarchism as well as in the sources of inspiration for their ideals.
Native sources, viewed with contempt by the Paris anarchists, held a prominent place in the pages of Natural
Justice. This reflected an important difference in the way they perceived the relationship between anarchism
and native ideas and ideology.

The Tokyo anarchists, too, rejected those aspects of premodern Chinese ideology that condoned hierarchy
between classes and sexes. On the issue of political ideology, however, they believed that premodern Chinese
thought came closer to upholding anarchist social ideals than its counterparts elsewhere. In a speech to the
first meeting of the Society for the Study of Socialism, Liu stated that though the Chinese political system had
been despotic in appearance, the power of the government had been remote from the lives of the people, who
thus had considerable freedom from politics. Furthermore, he argued, advocacy by the major ideologies of
China, Confucianism and Daoism, of laissez-faire government had helped curtail government intervention in
society. As a result, he concluded, China was more likely than other societies to achieve anarchism; he
implied, in fact, that if only Chinese could be purged of their habits of obedience, anarchism could be
achieved in China in the very near future.67 The fifth issue of Natural Justice carried

67. See the report Shehui zhuyi jiangxihui diyici kaihui jishi (Record of the first meeting of the society
for the study of socialism), XS.J, nos. 22, 25, 26. This is no. 22 (16 November 1907): 4.
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a picture of Laozi as the father of anarchism in China. In his utopian scheme Liu acknowledged his debt to Xu
Xing, an agrarian utopianist of the third century B.C., who had advocated a rural life as the ideal life and
promoted the virtues of manual labor by all without distinction, including the emperor. Liu noted that whereas
he himself advocated cooperation, Xu had promoted self-sufficiency, but otherwise he saw no essential
difference between Xu's ideas and his own.68

Among Western anarchists, Liu found in Tolstoy confirmation of the ideals that he had first discovered in
native sources.69 Like Tolstoy, he idealized rural life and manual labor and opposed a commercialized
economy. He believed that Chinese society had begun to degenerate with the emergence of the money
economy at the beginning of the Christian era. The money economy had led to the strengthening of
despotism; the commercial economy had led to the impoverishment of many, prompting government efforts
under Wang Mang to establish control over land. Liu almost certainly had the contemporary Revolutionary
Alliance advocacy of the equalization of land rights in mind when he described this development as one that
enhanced despotic government. His suspicion of commercial economy also underlay his hostility to recent
changes in Chinese society. He emphasized the destruction of the rural economy under pressure from Western
commerce, and the ensuing crisis this had created for the peasantry. He also expressed a strong dislike for the
urbanization that had set in with recent economic changes. Shanghai, the symbol of China's modern economy,
represented to Liu a moral sink where men degenerated into thieves, and women, into prostitutes.70

Liu, in other words, perceived anarchism only as a modern version of a rural utopianism that had long existed
in China. This accorded with his view of socialism in general. He traced socialism from Plato to the modern
world without assigning any peculiar distinction to modern socialism.71

In light of Liu's approach to anarchism, it is not surprising that he drew conclusions different from those of
New Era anarchists concerning the path China should follow in pursuit of the good society. Unlike the

68. Shenshu (Liu Shipei), Renlei junli shuo (On the equal ability of human beings), Tianyi bao
(Natural justice, hereafter 7YB), no. 3 (10 July 1907): 2436, 3435. The pagination here is that of the
Daian reprint of this journal.

69. Shenshu, Dushu zaji (Random notes on books read), 7YB, nos. 1112 (30 November 1907): 416-17.
These were notes on a book by Tolstoy, Rendao zhuyi (Humanitarianism).

70. Shenshu, XiHan shehui zhuyixue fada kao (Examination of the development of the study of socialism
in the Western Han), 7YB, no. 5 (10 August 1907): 9197.

71. Shenshu, Ouzhou shehui zhuyi yu wuzhengfu zhuyi tongkao (Examination of anarchism and
socialism in Europe), T7YB, no. 6 (1 September 1907): 145-48.
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New E'ra anarchists, who perceived republican government as a progressive development, Liu argued that if
China could not achieve anarchism immediately, it would be better off under the old regime than under the
new politics (xin zheng): Reform is inferior to preserving the old, constitution is inferior to monarchy. He
offered three reasons for his position: the old educational system was superior to the new, which favored the
rich; the proposed parliamentary system would enhance the power of the elite and, therefore, contribute to
inequality; the increased power of capital would result in the concentration of wealth and deprive the people
of the self-sufficiency they had hitherto enjoyed. Liu bolstered his argument with statistics on poverty in
various countries, which, he believed, showed that development increased inequality in society.72

Tokyo anarchists placed a great deal more emphasis on the plight of the people in China than did the Paris
anarchists. New Era discussions of anarchism carried an aura of abstract intellectualism. In its three years of
publication, the journal published only two articles wholly devoted to the question of labor, and even those
were of an abstract theoretical naturein spite of the fact that these years were a high point in syndicalist
activity in France. Natural Justice, in contrast, paid considerable attention to the condition of women and the

peasantry in China.

He Zhen was probably responsible for the attention the journal devoted to the issue of women's oppression.
The Tokyo anarchists derived their inspiration on this issue from Engels's The Origin of the Family, Private
Property and the State, which, in presenting the oppression of women as a consequence of the emergence of
the patriarchal family with the rise of urban civilization, may have struck a resonant cord with their antiurban
bias. He Zhen was deeply critical not only of the oppression of women under the old society but also of what
modern urban society and factory labor did to women.73

While both groups of anarchists were equally critical of women's oppression, the Tokyo anarchists' stance on
the question of rural society was distinctive and, from the perspective of Chinese socialist thought, significant.
The Hengbao in 1908 published anonymously a number of articles on the peasant question.74 By this time Liu
Shipei had returned to China,

72. Shenshu, Lun xinzheng wei bingminzhi gen (New politics is the root of the people's sickness),
TYB, nos. 810 (combined issue) (30 October 1907): 193203.

73. Peter Zarrow, Anarchism in Chinese Political Culture (New York: Columbia University Press, 1990),
chap. 6.

74. Wuzhengfu geming yu nongmin geming (Anarchist and peasant revolutions) and Lun nongye yu
gongye lianhezhi kexing yu Zhongguo (A system combining agriculture and industry can be applied in
China). Reprints in Wuzhengfu zhuyi sixiang ziliao xuan

(Footnote continued on next page)
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and these anonymous articles may have been the work of another prominent figure among the Tokyo
anarchists, Zhang Ji. As far as I know, these were among the earliest serious discussions in Chinese socialism
of the role of the peasantry in the revolution and of the meaning of revolution for the peasantry. One article,
lauding the peasants' tendency toward communitarian living and anarchism, called for a peasants’ revolution
(nongmin geming). Others discussed economic cooperation among the peasantry. Perhaps the most interesting
was an article, inspired by Kropotkin, that advocated the combination of agriculture and industry in the rural
economy. There is no need to belabor the significance of this idea, which has been an important feature of
Chinese socialist thinking from Mao Zedong to Deng Xiaoping. Whether later Communists were familiar

with these publications is impossible to say. Li Dazhao's first writings in the early 1910s, which showed an
antiurban bias that led Maurice Meisner to describe Li as a populist, sounded like some of Liu Shipei's
writings on the question of commerical urban society. The works of Kropotkin that inspired these ideas in the
Hengbao, chief among them The Conquest of Bread, had first been translated into Chinese in the New Era. By
the time of the May Fourth Movement these works were popular readings among Chinese radicals and
provided the inspiration for the communitarian ideals and the communal experiments that proliferated at the
time. Although we cannot be certain about the influence of these ideas of the Tokyo anarchists on later
socialist thinking, they were the first to enunciate the ideas, and there is evidence to suggest that their ideas
may have become in later years a component of Chinese socialists' thinking on the future relationship between
agriculture and industry and on the relationship of urban to rural society.

The sensitivity on these questions may have been a consequence of the Tokyo anarchists' proximity to China,
which gave them access to the burgeoning popular resistance movements on the eve of the 1911 Revolution. I
think, however, that there were other, intellectual, reasons for the journal's attention to these problems. He
Zhen's presence was possibly the most important factor in the journal's attention to problems of women. Liu's
idealization of rural life was responsible for the attention he devoted to the peasantry, in whom he discovered
the modal personality for anarchist society. Liu's description of utopian society offers an instructive con-

(Footnote continued from previous page)

(Selection of materials on anarchist thought), ed. Ge Maochun et al., 2 vols. (Beijing: Beijing daxue
chubanshe, 1984), 1:158-66.
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trast to the one drawn up by Wu Zhihui a few years later in New Youth (Xin Qingnian).75 The most
conspicuous feature of Wu's utopia was its fascination with mechanical innovations, which in the future
would even obviate the need for walking, since conveyor belts would connect homes and workplaces. Liu's
utopia described an essentially rural society and is striking for its preoccupation with the disposal of labor;
basic to his utopia was universal manual labor as a guarantee to an egalitarian existence. All anarchists
believed in the virtues of manual labor. In later years, the Paris anarchists would establish a work-study
program in France, which stressed the combination of manual and mental labor as the key to the material and
moral transformation of Chinese society. In these early years, however, it was Liu who stated most
trenchantly a belief that combining manual and mental labor would eliminate social inequality and create an
ideal anarchist personality. Liu's antimodernism was largely responsible both for the close attention he paid to
the concrete problems of rural life in China and for his idealization of attitudes associated with rural existence.

That it was not the modernist anarchists in Paris but the antimodernist Liu Shipei and his associates in Tokyo
who were the first to introduce labor as an integral component of anarchist revolution is worth emphasizing
because it may explain an ambivalence toward the question of labor in education in later years, when
modernists as well as antimodernists adopted it as a means of changing China.76 The function of labor in
education as a principle of an ideal social organization, as seen by the antimodernist anarchists in Tokyo, was
to culminate in Mao's Marxism during the Cultural Revolution. (It is ironic that an ideal born of
antimodernism may have given the impetus to one of the most radical efforts to reorganize Chinese society.)
The idea of labor in education as a practical means to educate and civilize Chinese, implicit in the attitudes of
Paris anarchists, found its way into the thinking of liberals and conservatives alike and has been revived in

recent years by the post-Mao regime.

It is not clear what sources inspired Liu Shipei to include labor as a component of an anarchist revolution.77
Although Chinese intellectuals

75. For further discussion, see Wolfgang Bauer, China and the Search for Happiness, trans. Michael
Shaw (New York: Seabury, 1976), 352-53.
76. Antimodernism here implies neither conservatism nor opposition to change, but rather a questioning

of the basic social, economic, and cultural premises of modernist ideology embedded in assumptions that
all technological and social change is good because progressivewhat we might describe as a fetishism of

modernity.

77. Liu's utopia is reminiscent of the utopia of Cai Yuanpei discussed in chapter 3. Note that Cai stressed
that everyone should work in some professional capacity (as he would in later years as well) rather than
equalization through equal labor. It is also possible that Karl

(Footnote continued on next page)
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in Tokyo were familiar with fragments of Marx's works, where they may have encountered references to the
need to abolish the division of mental and manual labor as a condition of Communist society, it is more likely
that Tolstoy's laborism and Xu Xing's native agrarian utopianism directly inspired Liu, legitimized by the
urgings of Tolstoy himself. (Xu Xing's utopianism would be forgotten in later years, whereas, by the time of
the May Fourth Movement, Tolstoy's laborism or pan-laborism, fanlaodong zhuyi, was popular with Chinese
intellectuals).78 By 1908 these sources were combined with Kropotkin's Conquest of Bread and Fields,
Factories and Workshops of Tomorrow to yield a plan for social organization that prefigured in many of its
essentials the Maoist plan for China as it took shape in the late fifties.

Liu first presented the idea in his plan for a future society, On Equalizing Human Labor (Renlei junli shuo),
published in 1907 in Natural Justice. The utopia described an agrarian society in which everyone labored
equally. Labor was intended to abolish inequality, as well as to guarantee everyone an independent existence
as the condition of equality. Children would be raised in public residence halls, supervised by older people,
who would also teach them. At age six they would begin to learn the new universal language. Starting at age
ten, they would spend half the day in study, the other half in manufacturing labor. The practical skills they
acquired in education would also help them produce for their own livelihood. Between the ages of twenty and
fifty, everyone would engage in productive and social service activities, with jobs allocated according to age.
At fifty they would enter residence halls to tend to the raising of children. For all his antimodernism, Liu did
not object to the use of laborsaving devices. Technological advance would guarantee that no one would have
to work for more than two hours a day to guarantee a subsistence for himself or herself as well as for the
society at large, which would

(Footnote continued from previous page)

Marx and Friedrich Engels contributed to Liu's ideas. Tianyi bao in nos. 1619 (combined issue)
published parts of the Communist Manifesto, including the ten-point program for the achievement of
socialism. Points 9 and 10 refer to the practise of labor and the combination of industry and agriculture

under socialism.

78. See the translation by a Qu Fei of I Duerside da Riben baozhi xinwenshe shu (Tolstoy's letter to
Japanese periodical and newspaper association), 7YB, no. 5 (10 August 1907): 99102, where Tolstoy
praised East Asian agrarian society, warned against the fetishism of modernity, and pointed to European
(as well as Japanese) societies as examples of the baneful effects of modernization, which he believed
would soon bring these societies down. Judging by its content, this letter was not significantly different
from a letter Tolstoy sent about the same time to Gu Hongming, entitled Letter to a Chinese. For a
discussion, see Derk Bodde, Tolstoy and China (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1950), 4758.
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be reorganized now around small districts of one thousand people each. The rest of the time would be spend
in leisure and learning activities.79

While there is no apparent relationship between this ideal of an agrarian social organization and the 1908
Balance pieces inspired by Kropotkin, the basic message was the same. The latter argued that industrialization
should take place away from urban centers because otherwise it would lead to a separation of agriculture and
industry, with negative consequences for bothand for society as a whole. These essays taken together point to
the conceptualization of society that underlay Tokyo anarchists' anarchism: an agrarian society that integrated
industrial and agricultural production, that was therefore directed at production for need, to which the equal
practise of labor by all was central. Tokyo anarchists' antimodernism was opposed, not to the products of
modern science and technology, but only to the social organization created by modernization; within a social
context organized according to human scale and needs, the products of modernity could be made to serve
human needs, instead of dehumanizing life, as they seemed to be doing in the contemporary West and Japan,
as well as in the emerging modern urban centers in China.

The same orientation, finally, sensitized Liu to the problem of imperialism in China. He was, to my
knowledge, the first Chinese intellectual to see in socialism a means to liberate China from Western
oppression. An essay in Natural Justice was remarkable for anticipating views that would become prevalent
in China after the Chinese had been exposed to Lenin's analysis of imperialism. In the essay he argued that the
emergence of concepts of socialism and universalism (datong zhuyi) promised the liberation of Asian peoples
from the imperialism of the white race and the Japanese. This task required, he believed, the mobilization of
the people (he even cited the Sanyuan li incident of the first Opium War as an example of the people's ability
to resist foreigners), cooperation with other oppressed peoples of Asia, and the various people's parties
(mindang) in advanced countries. Most interesting was Liu's observance that revolution would not succeed in
advanced societies until Asia had been liberated, because the exploitation of the Asian peoples strengthened
governments and the ruling classes in the West.80

Liu's views on anarchism were anathema to the Paris anarchists, with their commitment to science, industrial
society, and progress. While in

79. For further discussion, see Zarrow, Chinese Anarchists, 138-40.

80. Shenshu, Yazhou xianshi lun (The contemporary trend in Asia), 7YB, nos. 1112 (combined issue):
345-68.
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general they were supportive of the Tokyo anarchists, they criticized Liu for his equation of modern
anarchism with native utopianism. First, they responded, Liu had no conception of progress, which lay at the
basis of modern anarchism. It was wrong, therefore, to compare what modern anarchists wished to achieve
with the aspirations of primitive people, or to equate anarchism with erratic efforts to achieve a more
egalitarian distribution of property, as in the well-field system of ancient China. Second, they criticized Liu
for his suggestion that Chinese society had been characterized in the past by political laissez-faire, which did
not fit the facts. China had been ruled for centuries by a political despotism; what Liu claimed added up to, at
the very least, an assertion that there was no difference between a society with government and one without it.
The superstitious faith of Chinese society in hierarchy, which accounted for the prevalence of habits of
obedience, was itself a product of oppression. Finally, they found humorous Liu's claim that China might be
closer to anarchism than other societies. What was required, they suggested, was not talk about levels of
anarchy, but effort, awareness, and scientific knowledge.81

These disagreements were not over abstract issues but entailed different attitudes toward the modern West, as
well as toward the problems of changing China. The Paris anarchists were Francophiles who found much of
value in the modern West but little to be proud of in China's past. They valued science to the point of
scientism, made industrialism into a utopia (as Bauer has observed of Wu), and with all their debunking of
capitalism, were fascinated with the civilization that capitalism had created.s2

Liu had the nativist's suspicion of the West. While he admired certain Western values, he believed that the
Chinese heritage contained the equivalents of those same values, and more. He found much of value in
Chinese civilization (though not necessarily in Confucianism) and was to devote his life to the preservation of
its essence.83 Although he was unmistakably an antimodernist, his very antimodernism sensitized him to
issues that would assume enormous significance in later years in Chinese radicalism. Such was the case with
his sensitivity to the question of imperialism, to which the Paris anarchists, with their unabashed
cosmopolitanism, were completely oblivious. His case parallels the qualms about West-

81. See the response to the report on the meeting of the Society for the Study of Socialism, in XSJ, no.
24 (30 November 1907): 4.

82. Bauer, China and the Search for Happmess 350-55. For an elaborate discussion of Wu Zhihui's
scientism, see Daniel Kwok, Sczentzsm in Chinese Thought, 19001950 (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1965)

83. Bernal, Liu Shih-p'ei and National Essence.

< previous page page 108 next page >



< previous page page 109 next page >
Page 109

ern powers of a conservative of the same period, Liang Qichao, who argued that Revolutionary Alliance
socialism would weaken China vis-a-vis the West by undermining China's economic development, an idea
that Revolutionary Alliance socialists derided. In the early years of this century, it was still the more
conservatively inclined Chinese who saw Western intrusion as a major problem of Chinese society. Only in
the twenties would Chinese socialists merge their social revolutionary demands with anti-imperialism. Liu
was one of the first to do so. He was also the first, to my knowledge, to show concern for the consequences
for China of urbanization and to turn to rural China in a search for moral and material answers, a search in
which major Chinese socialists such as Li Dazhao and Mao Zedong would join in later years. Finally, his
insistence on the need to combine manual and mental labor as a means of transforming the Chinese
personality would assume immense importance among other anarchists during the New Culture Movement
(though his contribution was not acknowledged) and retain its importance all the way to Mao's Cultural

Revolution.

Vision and Revolution

Prior to the Revolution of 1911, anarchism was one of the two main currents in Chinese thinking on social
revolution, which had been stimulated by the introduction to China of socialist ideas at the turn of the century.
The Revolutionary Alliance had incorporated social revolution in its political program in 1905 as a means of
preventing in China's economic development the social ills that had accompanied the rise of capitalism in
Europe. Revolutionary Alliance socialism conceived of socialism as social policy, the use of political
intervention by the state to curtail inequality and, therefore, control social conflict.

Anarchism introduced a new theme into Chinese social revolutionary thinking: social revolution as cultural
revolution. In contrast to Revolutionary Alliance socialists, whose attention was focused on the state, the
anarchists, in their rejection of the state, turned to society as the proper realm of revolution. Key to their idea
of social revolution was the transformation of the individual, since it was a basic premise of anarchism that a
society could be only as good as the individuals who constituted it. Anarchists viewed inherited social
institutions as institutional manifestations of the principle of authority, which distorted the individual psyche
and prevented the free play of the instinctive sociability of human beings, the only basis for a good society.
The abolition of existing institutions, there-
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fore, must be accompanied in the creation of a good society by a cultural transformation (both intellectual and
ethical) of the individual to restore to humanity, as it were, its pristine sociability. The strongly cultural
connotations of the anarchist idea of social revolution were responsible, I think, for the immense popularity of
anarchism in China a decade later, during the New Culture Movement, when the anarchist conception of
change diffused widely in Chinese thinking.

Anarchist themes continued to bear an intriguing resemblance to issues in premodern Chinese politics. The
preoccupation with the moral basis of politics, the concern with nourishing public over private interests, the
assumption that in education lay the means to moral transformationall point to a possible affinity between
anarchism and the native ideological legacy of Chinese anarchists. That native political vocabulary infused the
language of anarchism would seem to lend support to such an interpretation.

This interpretation can be sustained only if we ignore the new self-image that the Chinese anarchists held and,
even more important, the content of the anarchist advocacy of social revolution, an entirely new concept in
Chinese politics. The very existence of two camps of anarchists, one upholding native traditions, the other
opposing them, militates against any simplistic view of anarchists as prisoners of a cultural or a political
unconscious. Associations of anarchism for the Paris and Tokyo anarchists were determined not by an
unconscious activity of inherited beliefs and dispositions, but by conscious choices made in response to
problems that were products of the material and ideological conditions of early-twentieth-century Chinese
society, in particular the problems of revolution and the relationship to contemporary world civilization, and a
host of more specific questions to which these problems had given rise.

Anarchist writing was indeed infused with the vocabulary of Confucianism, Daoism, and Buddhism. Earlier,
Revolutionary Alliance writers had on occasion resorted to the social vocabulary of premodern Chinese
society in explaining their own socialist notions of class. Anarchists used native vocabulary, utopian or
otherwise, with much greater frequency. This practise of using a native vocabulary no doubt made for
considerable confusion concerning the relationship of anarchism to native social and moral ideals, but it
would be improper to conclude from the confounding of the vocabulary that the ideas themselves were
confounded by the anarchists. Kenneth Chen has explained that when Buddhism was first introduced to
China, Buddhists used the vocabulary of Daoism to render Buddhist concepts intelligible to the Chinese, who

had no native

< previous page page 110 next page >



< previous page page 111 next page >
Page 111

equivalents for those concepts. This practise, described as matching terms (geyi), may help explain the
Chinese use of a native vocabulary to express anarchist ideals in the early twentieth century.s84 It does not
follow that anarchist ideas lost their revolutionary identity in the process, just as Buddhism did not lose its
identity much earlier for being expressed through a Daoist vocabulary. There was confusion, to be sure; a
somewhat mysterious and vague association with Buddhist ideals would characterize a great deal of Chinese
anarchist thinking in the twentieth century. But ultimately, as is evident in the revolutionary impact of
anarchism on Chinese thinking, the association was to transform the meaning of the native vocabulary that
was used initially to express anarchist ideas.

The anarchist ideas of morality and revolution illustrate the need to go beyond the vocabulary to its content in
order to appreciate this problem fully. Paris anarchists took morality to be the end of revolution. True
morality, they believed, could be achieved only with learningnot just any learning, least of all the kind of
learning that Confucians had prized, but scientific learning. Li Shizeng dismissed as particular (si) learning all
learning that could not stand the test of modern science.85 Science, whose conclusions were independent of
national or cultural orientations, represented to him the only universal (gong) and therefore true learning. He
excluded from the realm of scientific learning politics and law, false morality, and religion, including within it
only, in addition to the natural sciences, sociology and anthropology.86 Anarchist scientism clearly
distinguished the anarchist perceptions of the fundamentals of learning and, therefore, of morality, from those
of their Confucian predecessors, for whom true learning had been all that the anarchists sought to abolish.

With regard to anarchist utopianism, which resonated with certain themes in native utopian traditions, it is
clear that anarchists held an activist idea of revolution that distinguished their goals from the eremitic
escapism of the Daoists, to whom they were sometimes compared. Responding to a correspondent who
compared anarchist ideals to the idea of nonaction (wuwei), an ideal of politics that infused most Chinese
schools of political thought, Li Shizeng observed: Anarchism advocates radical activism. It is the diametrical
opposition of quietist nonaction. Anarchism does not only advocate that imperial power does not reach the

84. For a discussion of this practise, see Kenneth Chen, Buddhism in China: A Historical Survey
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1964).
85. Zhen, Tanxue, XSJ, no. 7:2.

86. Ibid., XSJ, no. 21:4.
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self, it also seeks to make sure that it does not reach anyone else.87 Embedded in this statement is a distinction
between traditional political escapism and modern revolutionary politics: the one seeking to establish a space
apart from the existing political order, the other seeking to take over and to transform political space in its
totality. That China had its Bodhisattvas who sought to save humanity and that modern anarchism has had its
escapist eremitists does not change the fundamental differences in the conceptualization of political space
between anarchism and native Chinese political traditions; it only points to the need for circumspection in
drawing parallels between ideas that are inherently open to wide ranges of interpretation and draw their
meaning not from abstractions but from their concrete historical context.

Anarchism expressed a utopian universalism and a humanitarian vision that was in many ways far removed
from the immediate concerns of contemporary Chinese society. But it was not irrelevant. For the first two
decades of this century, anarchist ideas played a central role in ideological debate. During the period
19071910 anarchism provided a perspective for the critique of ideologies of reform and revolution. The Paris
anarchists, in their futurism, were critical of the limitations in the ideology of nationalist revolutionaries, who
rested their hopes on the state. Liu Shipei, with his antimodernist anarchism, was able to see that the new
policies of the Qing government were not the harbingers of political openness and social welfare that many
thought them to be. I think we can say that their contemporaries, intrigued by these questions, took the
anarchists more seriously than historians have taken them.

Anarchists were utopian, to be sure, but their very utopianism accounts for their ability to express concerns
among Chinese intellectuals that were no less real for being politically irrelevant, at least in an immediate
sense. Anarchist utopianism was itself the expression of a universalistic urge in Chinese thinking that gained
in meaning as the Chinese conception of China was particularized w<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>