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ABSTRACT

GOLDEN AGE PIRACY AS A SOCIAL MOVEMENT: PREFIGURATIVE
COMMONING AGAINST PRIMITIVE ACCUMULATION

ORKUP, Aykut
Ph.D., The Department of Political Science and Public Administration
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Kiirsad ERTUGRUL

August 2023, 254 pages

This study aims to analyze the golden age of piracy as a movement that resisted against
and constituted an alternative to capitalist social relations. In this sense, the study
analyzes the emergence of capitalism and the economic, legal, cultural, and political
transformations that have accompanied it with a special emphasis on primitive
accumulation not just as a historical phenomenon but also as an ongoing process
inherent to capitalism. In connection, the study posits that the struggle for the commons
is as relevant as primitive accumulation for contemporary movements. The pirate
movement in the golden age constituted a commoning movement in the sense that the
pirates could do in common by way of collectively owning the pirate ship and abolishing
wage labor, could govern the ship collectively by way of a nonhierarchical organization
and a decision-making process based on direct and horizontal democracy, and could
constitute a new subjectivity as the pirate as commoner. Furthermore, insofar as the
commoning movement in question did not only reject capitalist social relations but also
constituted an alternative society as the actualization of the ideals in the present based on

direct action and means-ends equivalence, it was a prefigurative movement. The analysis
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of the golden age piracy as a prefigurative commoning movement shows that the
movement is an inspiration for the contemporary movements and represents a crack on
the surface of capitalism that was closed in time yet produced a memory to look upon to

as well as offering some lessons for contemporary movements.

Keywords: Golden Age of Piracy, Primitive Accumulation, Commons, Commoning,

Prefiguration
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BiR SOSYAL HAREKET OLARAK ALTIN CAG KORSANLIGI: iILKSEL
BIRIKIME KARSI PREFIGURATIF MUSTEREKLESTIRME

ORKUP, Aykut
Doktora, Siyaset Bilimi ve Kamu Y 6netimi Boliimii

Tez Yéneticisi: Prof. Dr. Kiirsad ERTUGRUL

Agustos 2023, 254 sayfa

Bu c¢aligsma, kapitalist toplumsal iliskilere karsi direnen ve ona alternatif olusturan bir
hareket olarak korsanligin altin ¢cagini incelemeyi amacglamaktadir. Bu anlamda calisma,
kapitalizmin ortaya ¢ikisini ve ona eslik eden ekonomik, yasal, kiiltiirel ve politik
dontistimleri, yalnizca tarihsel bir olgu olarak degil, ayn1 zamanda kapitalizme ickin,
stiregelen bir siire¢ olarak ilksel birikime 6zel bir vurgu yaparak analiz etmektedir.
Bununla baglantili olarak calisma, miisterekler miicadelesinin ¢agdas hareketler i¢in
ilksel birikim kadar alakali oldugunu 6ne siirmektedir. Altin ¢agdaki korsan hareketi bir
miistereklestirme hareketi olusturmaktadir zira korsanlar, gemilerinin miilkiyetine
kolektif olarak sahip olmak ve {icretli emegi ortadan kaldirmak yoluyla miistereken
eyleyebilmislerdir. Hiyerarsik olmayan bir oOrgiitlenme ve dogrudan ve yatay
demokrasiye dayali bir karar alma siireci yoluyla gemiyi kolektif olarak
yonetebilmislerdir. Dahasi, istirak¢i korsan olarak yeni bir 6znellik olusturabilmislerdir.
Ayrica, s6z konusu miistereklestirme hareketi, yalnizca kapitalist toplumsal iliskileri

reddetmekle kalmayip, ayn1 zamanda dogrudan eyleme ve arag-amag¢ denkligine dayali
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olarak ideallerin simdiki zamanda gerceklestirilmesi anlaminda alternatif bir toplum
olusturdugu olgiide, prefigiiratif bir hareket anlamma gelmektedir. Altin ¢ag
korsanliginin prefigiiratif bir miistereklestirme hareketi olarak analizi, hareketin ¢agdas
hareketler icin bir ilham kaynagi oldugunu ve kapitalizmin yiizeyinde zamanla kapanan
ancak bakilip hatirlanacak bir hatira tireten bir ¢atlagi temsil ettigini gostermenin yani

sira ¢agdas hareketler i¢in bazi dersler sundugunu 6ne stirmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Korsanligin Altin Cagi, {lksel Birikim, Miisterekler,

Mistereklestirme, Prefigiirasyon
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To Captain “Black” Sam Bellamy, may his contempt for the rich live till there are rich

no more.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Fifteen men on the dead man's chest—
...Yo-ho-ho, and a bottle of rum!

Drink and the devil had done for the rest—
...Yo-ho-ho, and a bottle of rum!'

These verses written by Robert Louis Stevenson as a sea song for his novel
Treasure Island summarize the fate of maybe not all but most pirates. Alcohol and
drunkenness, of course, were an indispensable part of the pirate society. Yet, the devil in
these verses took another meaning when looked closely at the life of the sailors, in the
late 17" and early 18" centuries as they were “caught between the devil and the deep
blue sea: On one side stood his captain, who was backed by the merchant and royal
official, and who held near-dictatorial powers that served a capitalist system rapidly
covering the globe; on the other side stood the relentlessly dangerous natural world.”?
Thus, the devil “who had done for the rest” was not the devil in a literal sense, but the
captain who embodied the state and capitalism onboard. The pirates attempted to change
this fate declared war against the devil, along with declaring “war against the whole

3 The declaration of war against the whole world was, of course, connected with

world.
the fact that pirates have been accepted as the common enemy of humankind at least
since the time Cicero wrote “...nam pirata non est ex perduellium numero definitus, sed
communis hostis omnium, cum hoc nec fides debet nec ius iurandum esse commune”

translated as “...for a pirate is not included in the number of lawful enemies, but is the

! Robert Louis Stevenson, Treasure Island, (Boston: Roberts Brothers, 1884), 7.

2 Marcus Rediker, Between the Devil and the Deep Blue Sea: Merchant Seamen, Pirates, and the Anglo-
American Maritime World, 1700-1750, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 5.

3 Charles Johnson, 4 General History of the Robberies and Murders of the Most Notorious Pirates, From
Their First Rise and Settlement in the Island of Providence to the Present Year, ed. Arthur L. Hayward.
(London and New York: Routledge, 2002), 144.
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common foe of all the world; and with him there ought not to be any pledged word nor
any oath mutually binding.”* In the same manner, pirates were regarded as “Hostis
humani generis, a common enemy”> so much so that a prosecutor could dehumanize

pirates during trials:

vet the Laws of all Nations, that have setled into regular Governments, define &
declare a Pirate to be an Enemy of Mankind. And therefore he can claim the
Protection of no Prince, the privilege of no Country, the benefit of no Law,; He
is denied common humanity, and the very rights of Nature, with whom no Faith,
Promise nor Oath is to be observed, nor is he to be otherwise dealt with, than a
wild & savage Beast, which every Man may lawfully destroy.®

The dehumanization of pirates, the stripping of them from their rights of nature
and the benefit of law are all connected to the fact that piracy was considered quite a
serious offense by the state. On the one hand, the victims of piracy, read the merchants
and the captains of their ships were regarded public officials who conveyed “Blood into
the Veins of the Body Politick” so attack against these officials were counted treason
and “every State or Government is threatened from the Combinations, Conspiracies and
Confederacies of Profligate and Desperate Wretches.”” And on the other, the wretches in
question “dared at last not only to infest our Coasts, seize our Ships, & put a full stop to
our Commerce, but to enter our Harbours.”® Therefore the serious offense involved not
only a political threat but also an economic threat against both state and capital. Both of
these threats were not imagined threats as the pirates of the period called golden age of
piracy could create an alternative society, an alternative that proved to be against both
state and capital. Even in the Roman times, “piracy might be so threatening as even to
offer an alternative to civilization.”
Before delving deep into that alternative society, however, the golden age of

piracy should be defined in a clearer manner and the definition of the pirate should be

# Marcus Tullius Cicero, De Officiis, trans. Walter Miller (London: William Heinemann, 1913), 387.

5> Johnson, A General History, 593.

® Trials of Eight Persons Indited for Piracy, (Boston, 1718), 6.

7 Trials of Eight Persons, 7.

8 Trials of Eight Persons, 7.

® David Braund, “Piracy under the Principate and the Ideology of Imperial Eradication,” in War and
Society in the Roman World, ed. John Rich and Graham Shipley (London: Routledge, 2002), 195-213,
197.
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given. The term pirate itself is a politically loaded one in fact. Philip Gosse, in this
sense, states that deciding who was a pirate and who was not was a great difficulty for
him while writing his book The Pirates” Who'’s Who: Giving Particulars of the Lives &
Deaths of the Pirates & Buccaneers and while Sir Francis Drake was acknowledged as a
patriot by the English, he would be certainly and without hesitation labeled as a pirate by
the Spanish.!® In this line, Gabriel Kuhn argues for a wide definition and narrow
definition for the pirate.!' The pirate, in a wider sense, “was, and is, someone who robs
and plunders on the sea.”'? The narrow definition, on the other hand, “considers pirates
only those sea robbers who carry no license by any legal authority, who target all ships,
regardless of the national colors they fly.”!* The narrow definition is also confirmed by
the solicitor Sir David Dalrymple’s definition during his speech at the Trial of Captain

Thomas Green and his crew:

A Pirat is in a perpetual War with every individual every state, Christian or
Infidel. Pirats properly has no Countrey, but by the nature of their Guilt
separates themselves, and Renounce on the matter, the benefit of all lawful
Societies: They are worse than ravenous Beasts, in as far as their fatal Reason
gives them a greater faculty and skill to do Evil; And whereas such Creatures
follow the Bent of their Natures, and that promiscuously, Pirats extinguish
Humanity in themselves, and prey upon Men only, especially upon Traders,
who are the most Innocent. The Crime of Piracy is Complex, and is made up of
Oppression, Robbery and Murder committed in places far Remote and
Solitary.'*

The latter definition, then, indicates that piracy was not “merely robbery
committed at sea.”'> Their dehumanization by the state officials as illustrated above in
two different trial records also indicate that it was more than robbery at sea. Yet, since

piracy has existed since seas began to be used as a means for travel and trade, especially

10 Philip Gosse, The Pirates’ Who'’s Who: Giving Particulars of the Lives & Deaths of the Pirates &
Buccaneers, (New York: Burt Franklin, 1924), 15.

' Gabriel Kuhn, Life Under the Jolly Roger: Reflections on Golden Age Piracy, (Oakland, CA: PM Press,
2010), 7.

12 David Cordingly, Life Among the Pirates: The Romance and the Reality, (London: Abacus, 2002), 6.

13 Kuhn, Life Under the Jolly Roger, 7.

14 The Tryal of Captain Thomas Green and his Crew, (Edinburgh: Printed by the Heirs and Successors of
Andrew Anderson, 1705), 48.

15 Robert C. Ritchie, Captain Kidd and the War against the Pirates, (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1986), v.
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when piracy is defined in the wider sense, the period of piracy, the golden age of piracy,
this study is based on should be defined. When taken as sea robbery, piracy can include
many historical instances: the Vikings of the 8th and 9™ centuries, the Irish pirates of the
15" and 16t centuries, the Chinese pirates of the 19™ century!®, and even the Somalian
pirates as a contemporary example. The golden age of piracy roughly covers the late 17"
and early 18" centuries, or the period between 1650 and 1730. The exact periodization
varies from historian to historian. Although various historians periodize the golden age
differently, such as 1690-1720'7, 1695-1725'%, 1650-1730" or 1715-17252%, the study, in
fact, focuses on the pirates who operated between the years 1716 and 1726. Following
Marcus Rediker, the golden age of piracy can be divided into three generations: the
buccaneers who operated between 1650 and 1680, the pirates who operated in the Indian
Ocean in the 1690s, and the pirates who operated between 1716 and 1726, who were the
most numerous and successful of the three... who attacked the ships of all nations and
created a crisis in the lucrative Atlantic system of trade.”?!

Before moving on to the significance of the pirates of the period between 1716
and 1726, however, the two other terms, buccaneer and privateer, used in order to depict
robbery at sea during the late 17" and early 18" centuries, should be presented in
contrast with the pirate as a common enemy of humankind. To start with buccaneers
were “originally castaway colonists (usually French or English) on Hispaniola who
survived by hunting or raising livestock, and then smoking it (boucanier), to sell meat
and hides to passing ships.”?? “The majority of them were at first probably French, and
originated in Normandy, but their numbers were soon swelled by English indentured

servants from Barbados and elsewhere who, when their term of service expired, found

16 Chris Land, “Flying the Black Flag: Revolt, Revolution and the Social Organization of Piracy in the
‘Golden Age’,” Management & Organizational History 2, no. 2 (2007): 169-92, doi:
10.1177/1744935907078726, 171.

17 Kuhn, Life Under the Jolly Roger, 1.

18 Hans Turley, Rum, Sodomy, and the Lash: Piracy, Sexuality, and Masculine Identity, (New York and
London: New York University Press, 1999), 3.

19 Marcus Rediker, Villains of All Nations: Atlantic Pirates in the Golden Age, (London: Verso, 2012),, 8.
20 Peter Earle, The Pirate Wars, (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2006), 163.

2l Rediker, Villains of All Nations, 8-9.

22 Shannon Lee Dawdy and Joe Bonni, “Towards a General Theory of Piracy,” Anthropological Quarterly
85, no. 3 (2012): 673-99. doi:10.1353/anq.2012.0043, 678.
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themselves free but landless.”?® Lacking organization at first, they later formed a loose
organization known as the Brethren of the Coast. These brethren often joined forces and
carried out raids. The most famous of these raids is the 1671 Panama raid led by Henry
Morgan.?* The buccaneers were crucial for the golden age of piracy as the organization
of the pirate movement in the golden age is traced back to the buccaneers of the 1640s,
and their code of conduct that was called Custom of the Coast or Jamaica Discipline:
“The Tortuga buccaneers began to call themselves the Brethren of the Coast about 1640.
To become a member of this democratic confraternity a man vowed to subscribe to a
strict code called the Custom of the Coast.”? Privateers, on the other hand, were pirates
employed by states in order to attack other states. “Privateers were generally
commissioned by a head of state to disrupt the trade of hostile nations and seek plunder
and wealth for the crown. They were agents of a form of primitive accumulation based
upon the monarchic state.”?® Shannon Lee Dawdy and Joe Bonni also define privateers
as “Pirates who operate with a legal license from a state government to attack enemy
ships and ports during wartime, keeping a contractual share of seized goods.”?’

The year 1713 marks a crucial point in the history of Atlantic piracy since the
Treaty of Utrecht that ended the War of the Spanish Succession was signed that year.
The war had begun in 1701 and provided employment for many privateers. In addition
to the privateers the mobilized navies of the belligerent nations, Britain, France, and
Spain had provided employment for sailors. Yet, with the end of the war the navies were
demobilized whereas the employment opportunities for privateers decreased, which
resulted in the reemergence of piracy. The British Royal Navy in particular plunged
from 49,860 men in 1712 to 13,475 just two years later.”?® The demobilization of
sailors, in this sense, resulted in a surge in the numbers of pirates. Following the end of

the war, “Caribbean piracy reaches previously unknown heights with New Providence,

23 Edward Lucie-Smith, Qutcasts of the Sea: Pirates and Piracy, (New York: Paddington Press, 1978),
146-7.

24 Cordingly, Life Among the Pirates, 8.

2 Jenifer G. Marx, “The Brethren of the Coast” in Pirates: An Illustrated History of Privateers,
Buccaneers, and Pirates from the Sixteenth Century to the Present, ed. David Cordingly (London: Little,
Brown and Company, 1995), 41.

26 Land, “Flying the Black Flag,” 171.

27 Dawd yand Bonni, “Towards a General Theory of Piracy,” 678.

28 Rediker, Villains of All Nations, 23
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Bahamas, as its headquarters.”®® Yet, in 1718, a governor who was a former privateer,
Woodes Rogers was appointed to New Providence in order to eradicate piracy. In
addition to the sending of three war ships, a general pardon was offered to the pirates on
the island. Despite the fact that there were pirates who accepted the pardon, “others
debark, vowing not to bow to any government authority and waging war on the whole
world instead.” 3°

The significance of the pirates who operated between 1716 and 1726 lies in
their declaration of war against the whole world and explicit rejection of the state along
with their abolition of wage relation. In this way, the pirates of that period could
commonize the ship that belonged to either in capital embodied in the merchant or the
state embodied in the captain and transform it into the pirate ship that was collectively
owned by the pirate crew. The collective ownership of the pirate ship corresponded to
the challenge to the separation of the producers from direct access to the means of
subsistence/production, which subjects the producers to wage labor in order to ensure
their means of subsistence.

In this regard, this study takes primitive accumulation in the sense of separation
of producers from their direct means of subsistence as an ongoing force of capitalism.
More precisely, the capitalist social relations require the separation of producers from
means of subsistence in order to exist, yet, at the same time the separation in question is
also required for the reproduction of capitalist social relations. Therefore, once
established, capitalism had to reproduce the separation of producers from means of
subsistence “as the premise and innate necessity of its concept.”3! The reproduction of
the separation, on the other hand, usually is ensured through the economic laws of
capitalism as “the advance of capitalist production develops a working class which by
education, tradition and habit looks upon the requirements of that mode of production as

self-evident natural laws.”3?, however, when the reproduction in question faces any kind

2 Kuhn, Life Under the Jolly Roger, 15.

30 Kuhn, Life Under the Jolly Roger, 15.

31 Werner Bonefeld, Critical Theory and the Critique of Political Economy on Subversion and Negative
Reason (New York: Bloomsbury, 2014), 81.

32 Karl Marx, Capital: A Critique of Political Economy. / Vol. 1. (Harmondsworth: Penguin in Association
With New Left Review, 1990), 900.
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of challenge, the extra-economic forces come into surface attempts to reproduce the

separation. Massimo De Angelis explains this point in a more precise manner:

divorce embedded in the definition of primitive accumulation can be
understood not only as the origin of capital vis-a-vis precapitalist social
relations, but also as a reassertion of capital’s priorities vis-a-vis those social
forces that contest this separation. Thus, precapitalist spaces of autonomy
(such as the common land of the English yeomen or the economies of African
societies targeted by slave merchants) are not the only targets of primitive
accumulation strategies. Enclosure strategies also target any given balance of
power among classes that constitutes ‘rigidity’ — that is, a resistance against
the further process of capitalist accumulation, or a reversal of that process. If
we conceive social contestation as a continuous element of capitalist relations
of production, capital must continuously engage in strategies of primitive
accumulation to recreate the ‘basis’ of accumulation itself.>?

Against the ongoing character of primitive accumulation, the struggle for the
commons can be posited as an ongoing struggle as well. In Silvia Federici’s words,
“commons have been the thread that has connected the history of the class struggle into
our time, and indeed the fight for the commons is all around us.”** In this regard, this
study takes the golden age piracy as a moment on that thread and connected to our time,
as a movement that fights for the commons, as part of the history of the class struggle.
Furthermore, insofar as the fight for the commons “is not only a matter of preventing
enclosures (and thus an entrance into capital’s time) but to actually expanding the
commons into new areas of social life (and so exiting capital’s time)”>, the fight for the
commons has a prefigurative aspect, meaning “the embodiment, within the ongoing
political practice of a movement, of those forms of social relations, decision-making,

culture, and human experience that are the ultimate goal.”3®

33 Massimo De Angelis, “Separating the Doing and the Deed: Capital and the Continuous Character of
Enclosures,” Historical Materialism 12, no. 2 (2004): 57-87, https://doi.org/10.1163/1569206041551609,
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47.
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Thus, the pirates by abolishing the separation in question also abolished the
wage labor on their commonized pirate ships. In addition, the pirates who nearly
exclusively had been employed in the merchant or navy service and experienced the
hierarchical order imposed by capital and state on the merchant and navy vessels,
devised an alternative government of the ship that was rooted in the Jamaica Discipline
and that was based on a horizontal, democratic and egalitarian decision-making process.
Therefore, the pirates of the golden age created an alternative society onboard, that was
both against capital and state. Yet, the alternative in question was not a “backward-
looking” alternative, it was an “outward-looking” alternative in the sense that the
movement of the golden age pirates was a prefigurative commoning movement, in the
sense that the movement not only rejected state, capital, and wage labor; but also created
an alternative society that prefigured the ideal society the pirates dreamt of onboard their
commonized pirate ships.

The importance of the golden age piracy as a prefigurative commoning
movement is manifold. On the one hand, this study aims to indicate that capitalism is not
inevitable and is not without alternatives. Firstly, the emergence of capitalism was the
byproduct of class struggle occurred between the peasants and the landed nobility in
England. In connection with that, the ongoing character of primitive accumulation,
which this study aims to show, also means that the commons and the struggle for the
commons are relevant in the present and have been relevant throughout the history of
resistance against capitalism. The relevancy of the commons, in turn, brings forth the
commons as an alternative to capitalism so much so that “it allows us to identify the
broad essential question that any discussion on alternatives within the growing global
anti-capitalist movement must pose: the issue of the direct access of the means of
existence, production and communication, the issue of commons.”3” In line with this, the
golden age of piracy corresponds to a period in history when agrarian capitalism had
emerged, mercantilism was on the rise, and industrial capitalism had not yet emerged.
Yet, both shipbuilding industry and the ships used in maritime trade and circulation

could be seen as a precursor of factory and sailors were among the first collective wage

37 Massimo De Angelis, “Marx and Primitive Accumulation: The Continuous Character of Capital’s
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laborers. The study of the golden age piracy as a prefigurative commoning movement
against primitive accumulation in the sense of separation of producers from means of
subsistence, then, indicates that the alternative in question could be constituted in the
late 17" and early 18" centuries. The fact that this movement was eventually defeated
does not matter since the pirate movement could create a “crack” on the surface of
capitalism and through that crack, “We are left with the inspiring memory of something
beautiful, we have caught a glimpse of a possible future.”3#

In this regard, the dissertation seeks to answer whether the golden age piracy
could be analyzed as a resistance against capitalism, specifically as a prefigurative
commoning movement against-and-beyond capital and capitalist social relations that
leaves room for inferences for contemporary movements and struggles against
capitalism. In a more general sense, the study aims to investigate the assertion that
capitalism is without alternatives. In this sense, the dissertation seeks to question
whether the struggle for the commons, which is generally considered a relic of the pre-
capitalist history, constitutes an alternative to capitalism. In connection with that, the
study explores the ongoing character of primitive accumulation taken as both a
prerequisite for the historical foundation of capitalism and a requirement for the
reproduction of capitalism. Moreover, the dissertation aims to demonstrate that the
struggle for the commons was prefigurative in character. Building on that, the study
examines whether the golden age piracy could constitute an alternative to capitalism and
whether this alternative could be considered a prefigurative struggle for the commons.

In order to answer this question, the study engages in comparative historical
research based on available primary sources and, when the primary sources are not
available, on secondary sources. The non-availability of and the restricted digital access
to primary sources on golden age of piracy such as trial records or Colonial State Papers
proves to be a limitation for the dissertation, which the dissertation attempts to counter
by using secondary sources. After examining the historical background on the
emergence of capitalism and the organization of the golden age piracy through historical
analysis based on a perspective that centers on history from below, the study builds a

theoretical framework by engaging with conceptual analyses of the commons and

38 John Holloway, Crack Capitalism, (London: Pluto Press, 2010), 73.
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prefigurative politics. Lastly, the study gives a comparative analysis of the golden age
piracy utilizing the concepts developed within the theoretical framework in order to
demonstrate that the golden age piracy was a prefigurative commoning movement.

In the light of these, the second chapter aims to present and discuss the
emergence of capitalism and the various instances of resistances against capitalism and
transformations that have accompanied. Firstly, then, the chapter presents the
developments and transformations that have accompanied the emergence of capitalism,
and the resistance and struggle against capitalism. In this regard, the chapter focuses on
these developments and transformations under four main sections, economics, law,
culture, and politics. Firstly, the wage labor relation which was made the only way to
access means of subsistence for common people through dispossession is explained.
Secondly, the redefinition of property as well as the redefinition of crime along the lines
of emerging capitalism is presented. Thirdly, the attempts at disciplining the poor and
eroding idleness are demonstrated. Fourthly, the political transformation that
accompanied capitalism in terms of state centralization is presented and the emergence
of maritime state in England is examined. Then, the unique labor conditions at sea are
briefly explained. And finally, the resistance and struggles against dispossession, wage
labor, labor discipline, redefinition of property and state centralization are analyzed.
These instances of resistance in the seventeenth century were followed by sailors’
resistance, which connected the golden age piracy, sailor strikes, struggles against
impressment and the American Revolution. In this regard, the golden age piracy proved
to be the most radical and extreme form of resistance as the pirates could establish a
society of their own and could escape, albeit for a limited time, the grasp of the state and
capitalism.

The third chapter reviews the literature on the commons in order to demonstrate
the relevancy of both the accumulation by extra-economic means and the commons to
the contemporary prefigurative movements. By doing so, this chapter provides a
theoretical and conceptual framework with which the pirates of the golden age can be
analyzed. In order to do so, firstly, the ongoing character of primitive accumulation is
presented. Then, the risk of cooptation of the commons by capital is explained and the

distinction of the commons on the basis of its position vis-a-vis capital is made. After a
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brief history of the contemporary debate on the commons, the tragedy of the commons
and governance of the commons, the anti-capitalist commons and its components,
namely common goods, commoners and commoning, are explained. Then, prefigurative
politics and prefiguration are introduced and the prefigurative character of the
commoning activity is presented. Lastly, the relationship between the commons and
violence is briefly described. Following this and using the conceptual framework
outlined above, the next chapter will analyze the golden age piracy as a prefigurative
commons movement that commonized the ship as a means of subsistence and
production. Furthermore, the pirate movement also commonized the international trade
that thrived upon the plunder of the Atlantic by capital and states, commonized the
ocean that was in the process of being enclosed by states, in particular England/Great
Britain, and commonized the political itself.

The fourth chapter, after defining the golden age of piracy as the period
between 1650-1730, discusses the political and social organization of pirates. In order to
do so, firstly, life on merchant and navy ships is explained. The conditions of this life on
board included militarized discipline, strict hierarchy, the dangerous nature of the job.
Secondly, turning to piracy as a route of escape from these harsh conditions of work and
the autonomous and democratic social and political organization on the pirate ships is
examined and three sets of pirate articles as listed by Captain Charles Johnson is
explained. In this way, the pirate democracy was based on the articles signed at the
moment the pirate community was founded by the decision to turn pirate. On the one
hand, the articles allowed the pirates to elect a captain as well as to depose the captain,
and on the other, allowed them to have the final say on all matters concerning the ship
and the crew. Then, after the pirates’ attitudes towards race, nationality, nation and state
is explained, the stories of woman pirates in the history of the golden age of piracy,
Mary Read and Anne Bonny is presented. Then, the violent aspect of piracy and the
revenge as a motivation is analyzed. Lastly, the pirates’ attitudes towards religion and
sexuality as distinct from the mainstream attitudes of the period are explained.

The fifth chapter analyzes the golden age of piracy as a prefigurative
commoning movement. Firstly, the high esteem of idleness held by the pirates of the

golden age is explained as a resistance against the labor discipline onboard the merchant
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and navy ships. In this way, the idle way of life created on the pirate ship is discussed as
the revolt of doing against abstract labor. Then the idle way of life in question is related
to the fact that the pirate movement could challenge the separation of producers from
means of subsistence, that being the ship itself, which could be returned to the pirates by
the collective ownership of the pirate ship. Then the abolition of wage labor on the pirate
ship is discussed in connection with the collective ownership of the pirate ship and the
parallels between the “occupation” of the ship and contemporary workplace
recuperations are briefly discussed. After the communal and reciprocal aspects of the
“pirating/doing in common” are explained, its social aspect in the sense of collective
governance of the pirate ship is discussed as another form of doing. In connection with
the abolition of wage labor by way of collective ownership of the ship and introduction
of share system as well as the abolition of hierarchical government of the ship by way of
horizontal, democratic and egalitarian decision-making process adopted on the ship, the
new subjectivity which was produced and reproduced by the commoning activity, and
which also produced and reproduced the commons is discussed as the pirate as a
commoner. Lastly, doing/pirating in common is characterized as a prefigurative
movement as it took direct action which rather than relying on state constituted the
future ideals of the movement such as abolition of wage labor and hierarchical discipline
onboard as well as democratic and horizontal organization in the present by constructing
the alternative order that the movement strived for alongside with creation of new

subjectivities and reflecting its ends through the means it employed.
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CHAPTER 2

THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT: CAPITALISM AND STATE
CENTRALIZATION IN ENGLAND, AND RESISTANCE

This chapter aims to present the developments and transformations that have
accompanied the emergence of capitalism, and the resistance and struggle against
capitalism. In this regard, the chapter focuses on these developments and
transformations under four main sections, economics, law, culture, and politics. Firstly,
the wage labor relation which was made the only way to access means of subsistence for
common people through dispossession will be explained. Secondly, the redefinition of
property along the lines of emerging capitalism will be presented. Thirdly, the attempts
at disciplining the poor and eroding idleness will be demonstrated. Fourthly, the political
transformation that accompanied capitalism in terms of state centralization will be
presented. Then, the unique labor conditions at sea will be briefly explained. And
finally, the resistance and struggles against dispossession, wage labor, labor discipline,
redefinition of property and state centralization will be explained.

Two dominant strands examining the transition from feudalism to capitalism,
namely the commercialization model and political Marxism, despite their contrasting
accounts on the history of capitalism, give the same period for the emergence of
capitalism: the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The commercialization model is,
according to Ellen Meiksins Wood, is a non-explanation for the emergence of capitalism
since rather than explaining the specifics of capitalism, it wittingly or unwittingly
assumes capitalism as a natural process that has been going on since the beginning of
history and that has encountered some obstacles on its way. With the removal of these
obstacles after the decline of feudalism, capitalism comes to its own. The traditional
conception of the emergence of capitalism, in this way, traces capitalism to the

beginning of history as an embryo residing in acts of commerce. Through technical
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developments and specialization in the form of division of labor, capitalism emerges. In
this line, capitalism is presented not as a qualitative development but as a quantitative
expansion.>”

World-systems theory presents a criticism to this traditional conception of
capitalism and claims to move beyond the presentation of capitalism as a quantitative
expansion and explain the qualitative transformation that has undergone during the
transition from feudalism and capitalism. In this line, Immanuel Wallerstein argues “that
the modern world-system took the form of a capitalist world-economy that had its
genesis in Europe in the long sixteenth century and that involved the transformation of a
particular redistributive or tributary mode of production, that of feudal Europe (Braudel's
"economic Ancien Regime") into a qualitatively different social system.”*’ The world-
systems theory emphasizes the unequal exchange between the core and periphery
nations and exploitation of the latter by the former, which denotes the world system and
locates the emergence of capitalism in this world system.*! However, Wood sees traces
of the traditional commercialization model in the world-systems theory since “The
extent of trade is the index of capitalist development, which arises from the growth of
commercial activity and the 'primitive accumulation' that follows from it. Economies
develop in a capitalist direction to the extent that the expansion of trade and the
accumulation of commercial wealth is free from impediments.”*? Brenner’s account as
well states the world-systems theory, despite criticizing the commercialization model,
acknowledges trade as the central explanatory factor. While the expansion of trade and
the specialized division of labor are the underlying factors of development in the
commercialization model, they are the underlying factors of ‘development of under-
development’ in the world-systems theory.** In this sense, the world-systems theory
cannot provide the explanation of qualitative transformation it aspires to do and remains

limited to the explanation of quantitative expansion.
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Benno Teschke also argues in a similar vein through “the fundamental
distinction between commercial capitalism, with profits generated exclusively in the
sphere of circulation, and modern capitalism, involving a qualitative transformation of
relations of production.”** In this account, the fact that profit only comes from
circulation points out to the logic of ‘buying cheap and selling dear’ which is only
attainable when the different prices between different parts of the world are ensured
through price controls via political or militarily means. In this line, commercial
capitalism is synonymous with political trade which requires control over coastlines and
even seas by states in order to control prices and enable ‘buying cheap and selling dear’.
Therefore, economic competition is accompanied by extra-economic activities since as it
“took the form of politico-military competition between rival polities over market
monopolies, colonies, and circuits of exchange.”® Thus, according to Teschke
commercial capitalism, or mercantilism, does not signify a qualitative break: “It did not
usher in a modern world-system; based on a new mode of territorial organization and
international relations, but essentially extended the pre-modern logic of absolutist
territorial organization into the non-European world.”*®

Comparing the Dutch and the English, Teschke asserts that the new trading
system of the Dutch did not represent a break from the commercial capitalism’s logic
either. The competitive advantage of the Dutch was based on lower costs of operating
and consequently charging lower prices for transportation, not on lower costs of
production. On the other hand, the English began underpricing the Dutch due to their
ability to lower costs of production in the seventeenth century. The lower production
costs in question were made possible by the transformation of social property relations
in the rural England, which brings us to political Marxism. 4’

Political Marxism, represented prominently by Ellen Meiksins Wood and
Robert Brenner locates the emergence of capitalism in the class struggles between

peasants and landowners and argues that it was an unintended byproduct of these

struggles. As Liam Campling and Alejandro Colas remarks, Wood clearly separates
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capitalism and the acts of commerce that have been going on since the dawn of history.
In this way, she demonstrates that trade, markets, profiting and even wage labor existed
throughout the history while depending on the market for subsistence, competitive trade,
profiting not from buying cheap and selling dear but from production of value through
labor that has taken the form of commodity are only present under capitalism.*?

The main problem with the commercialization model and the world-systems
theory is that presenting capitalism as a quantitative expansion of trade and specialized
division of labor emphasizes a continuity between pre-capitalist and capitalist systems,
masks the historical specificity of capitalism, by extension suggests that the advent of
capitalism was inevitable and naturalizes capitalism. This, in turn, makes resistance
against capitalism futile.*® Therefore, in the remainder of this chapter, the explanation of
the economic, political/legal, and cultural developments and transformations that have
accompanied the emergence of capitalism will heavily draw on political Marxism.
However, it should also be noted that the political Marxists, namely Brenner and Wood,
“acknowledge that, although capitalist social-property relations may have first
crystallised in the English countryside, they were subsequently integrated into overseas
commercial networks which bolstered and nourished the growth of English and later,

British capitalism.”>°

2.1. Economic Transformation: Dispossession and Wage Labor

The history of capitalism is the history of dispossession. Karl Marx clearly
states that what paves the way for capitalism is the separation of producers from their
means of subsistence and the commodification of labor that accompany this separation.>!
Therefore, dispossession lies at the basis of capitalism: “The capitalist system

presupposes the complete separation of the labourers from all property in the means by
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which they can realize their labour.”>?> The complete separation of laborers from their
means of subsistence, on the other hand, meant that the means of subsistence could only
be accessed through the intermediary of the market, thus resulting in depending on the
market for subsistence not only for the laborers but also for the landlords and tenants. In
this way, “the market no longer represented an opportunity for selling surplus produce,
but an economic compulsion in which landlords, tenant farmers, and wage-labourers had

to reproduce themselves.”>?

Therefore, the distinction between market opportunities and
market imperatives lies at the basis of Wood’s and Brenner’s account for the emergence
of capitalism since although markets have existed before capitalism, the transformation
of market from being an opportunity to dictating imperatives is specific to capitalism.
Brenner connects this transformation to “a two-sided development of class relations:
first, the breakdown of systems of lordly surplus extraction by means of extra-economic
compulsion (especially serfdom); secondly, the undermining of peasant possession or
the aborting of any trend towards full peasant ownership of land.”>* The two-sided
development of class relations in question was a long and gradual transformation and
can be traced back to an as early period as the fourteenth century. The Black Death in
the fourteenth century resulted in a demographic catastrophe which also entailed a
decrease in the feudal incomes. Brenner states that the landed nobility reacted to this
catastrophe and income decrease through “attempts to control peasant mobility by
forcing peasants to pay impossible fees for permission to move; legislation to control
wages; an actual increase in rents in some places.”> These attempts, on the other hand,
counteracted by the peasant revolt and flight and this peasant resistance culminated in
certain achievements such as abolishing of serfdom for the peasants. In this way, the
abolishing of serfdom “prevented the ruling classes from exploiting the peasantry
intensively by increasing 'absolute' surplus-value (for example, by lengthening the work

day).”%¢ Consequently, the free peasants had to be exploited through other means in
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order to increase production which eventually led to the advent “of a new mode of
production: capitalism”, whose primary attribution was “its capacity to create profit via
increased productivity.”>” The new mode of production, on the other hand, necessitated
the dispossession of peasantry.

In this line, although the fifteenth century was a more or less prosperous period
for the peasants as they had become free from various feudal controls and had gained
copyhold®® agreements on land that meant long-term leases ensuring some level of
security, copyhold agreements was not equal to freehold* rights and were not protected
legally, therefore landlords managed to turn these copyholds into leaseholds in time. The
leasehold agreements did not guarantee renewal since the renewal depended on the
lords’ wishes. Consequently, the lords could increase the rents of these leaseholds,
which, starting from the sixteenth century, led to the driving off of the peasants from
their customary lands. According to Brenner, the landlords had two strategies available
to them in order to prevent the freehold of the peasants. Firstly, the population decline in
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries created vacancies in the lands customarily
belonged to the peasants, which were easily appropriable by the landlords since there
were no one who could contest the appropriation. Secondly, even in terms of freehold
lands, the landlords “could insist on the right to charge fines at will whenever peasant
land was conveyed, that is in sales or on inheritance. Indeed, in the end entry fines often
appear to have provided the landlords with the lever they needed to dispose of
customary peasant tenants, for in the long run fines could be substituted for competitive
commercial rents.”® Through these strategies, the landlords could evict the peasants

from their customary lands and consolidate large holdings at their own hands that they
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could lease out to those who could afford to pay rents, which of course meant
dispossession for the peasants and emergence of tenant farmers.

Comparing the peasants and the tenants, Brenner argues that the peasants did
not have to operate in the market, therefore, they did not need to be in competition. On
the other hand, the tenants had to compete for tenancies in terms of meeting the level of
rent the landlord asked or at least outbidding the other possible tenants as well as they
had to compete for the products they sold on the market in terms of producing and
selling cheap. If the tenants had not been competitive, they would have face eviction or
would have not been able to sell their products. While this was the case for the tenants,
all peasants had to do was to produce adequate products for subsistence and to pay their
taxes and rents which were usually customarily fixed.®' Therefore, the transformation of
the peasants in England to tenants was based on the fact that they were compelled to cut
their costs, specialize, innovate and accumulate surpluses in order to react to the newly
emergent market conditions and the single cause behind this compulsion was their
separation from non-market access to the means of subsistence, in other words, their
separation from their lands. Losing the possession of their lands, a possession by way of
paying customary rents and long leases, they were compelled to pay competitive,
economic rents. This transformation was to the disadvantage of small farmers as the
farmers who could access to larger lands could take advantage of efficient production
and cost-cutting in order to profit in the market and consequently could lease larger
lands by outbidding the small peasant farmers on the lease market. The competition in
the newly emergent market was not limited to the tenants, either. The landlords were
also compelled to compete for the tenants who could provide the maximum rent for their
lands therefore they had to offer better, larger, more improved lands than other
landlords.5?

The result was that “by the end of the seventeenth century English landlords
controlled an overwhelming proportion of the cultivable land — perhaps 70-5 per
cent...”% Consolidating large lands at their hands, the landlords started to lease these

lands out to tenants who, contrary to the peasants and common people, could afford
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renting large lands. These developments culminated in a new class composition formed
by the triad of large landowners, capitalist tenant farmers and wage laborers employed
by the former.®* This triad of new class composition represented a qualitative
transformation signifying the transition from feudalism to capitalism. The leases by the
large landowners to the capitalist tenants were not paid by customary fixed rents but by
economic, capitalist rents subject to the market imperatives while the profit of the
tenants were also capitalist profits subject to the same market imperatives dominated by
competition. “Cost-cutting through innovation and specialization became the means of
increasing productivity and competitiveness in commercial farming. Systematic
reinvestment in the means of production brought agricultural improvements, large-scale
commercial tanning, the break-up of the Malthusian cycles in the countryside, and the
beginning of a self-sustaining ‘Agricultural Revolution’.”® The agricultural revolution
which represented the advent of agrarian capitalism, however, was a byproduct of the
class struggles between the peasants and the nobility and was not inevitable. After all,
the class struggles between the French peasants and the French nobility resulted not in
the advent of agrarian capitalism but absolutism. In this sense, “Brenner states that while
capitalism emerged in England with the transformation of class relations in agriculture
and this development had nothing to do with urban bourgeois, the development of
absolutist state in France entailed an entirely different social transformation and this
transformation had nothing to do with capitalism.”®

In this line, the newly emerging class structure was based on the dispossession
of the peasantry, which points out to primitive accumulation. At this point, Campling
and Colés, drawing on the commercialization model, identify a moment of primitive
accumulation that rests on “state-sponsored violence, monopoly trade, colonial conquest,

maritime predation and resource plunder.”®’

Nevertheless, they also point out to another
moment of primitive accumulation that has been taking place in England during the
same period “as peasants and other direct producers were dispossessed from their access

to communal lands and customary rights, and compelled into accepting the ‘double
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freedom’ of the value-producing capitalist market: relieved from their means of
subsistence, and at liberty to exchange their labour power for a wage.”%® This second
moment of primitive accumulation set the stage for capitalism as the double freedom in
question brought forth the free worker, who were also free “in the double sense that they
neither form part of the means of production themselves, as in the case with slaves,
serfs, etc., nor do they own means of production, as would be the case with self-
employed peasant proprietors.”®® The freedom from the means of production represents
also the separation of producers from their means of subsistence which is exactly what
capitalism presupposes: “The capital- relation presupposes a complete separation
between the workers and the ownership of the conditions for the realization of their
labour.””® Therefore, the first moment of primitive accumulation noted by Campling and
Colas amounts to an accumulation of wealth through conquest, violence, plunder and
monopoly while the second moment signifies a more radical point in history, which is
stressed by Marx as well: “The so-called primitive accumulation, therefore, is nothing
else than the historical process of divorcing the producer from the means of
production.””!

The radical point in question is what Ellen Meiksins Wood calls transformation
of social property relations which she argues that started in rural England with the
dispossession of producers: “In the new agrarian relations, landlords increasingly
derived rents from the commercial profits of capitalist tenants, while many small
producers were dispossessed and became wage labourers.”’> As Wood argues, the
reason Marx states that the real primitive accumulation is the transformation of social
property relations in question is not that the transformation resulted in an amassing of
wealth but it created novel imperatives such as a need to compete and develop the forces
of production.

Therefore, the fact that the landlords possessed large proportion of lands in

England and that they could impose economic rents on tenants instead of legally or
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customarily fixed rents lies at the basis of this transformation of social property
relations. The transformation in question was an infringement upon peasants’ customary
rights since they had numerous ways to regulate the use of land in order to preserve the
interests of the community. “They have restricted certain practices and granted certain
rights, not in order to enhance the wealth of landlords or states but in order to preserve
the peasant community itself, perhaps to conserve the land or to distribute its fruits more
equitably, and often to provide for the community's less fortunate members.””3

By the eighteenth century, the transformation of property rights into absolute
private property, the capitalist transformation of agriculture in the direction of market
imperatives, the undermining of customary laws and rights with regard to the commons
was already underway and “this transformation was not novel, it had been an ongoing
process that continued for generations since the Tudor period. Although the
transformation in question was not complete in the seventeenth century, it was clear that,
for the propertyless classes, “The land came to be, overwhelmingly, something they
worked for others.”’ This was the result of engrossing, the demolishing of cottages
and, as closely related these two, enclosure. Moore also argues that the transformation is
observed in the boom that has been seen in the land market at the end of the sixteenth
century continuing into the early seventeenth century and this boom was accompanied
by structural changes in agriculture, of which the most crucial one was enclosures.”

Encyclopedia Brittanica defines enclosure as

the division or consolidation of communal fields, meadows, pastures, and other
arable lands in western Europe into the carefully delineated and individually
owned and managed farm plots of modern times. Before enclosure, much
farmland existed in the form of numerous, dispersed strips under the control of
individual cultivators only during the growing season and until harvesting was
completed for a given year. Thereafter, and until the next growing season, the
land was at the disposal of the community for grazing by the village livestock
and for other purposes. To enclose land was to put a hedge or fence around a
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portion of this open land and thus prevent the exercise of common grazing and
other rights over it.”®

Engrossing was the process of consolidating small farms worked by
smallholders into larger farms in favor of a more efficient and profitable agriculture. The
cottagers who had rights to the commons also were a hindrance against the efficient and
profitable agriculture. Malcolmson refers to a newspaper piece written on the issue of

cottages and cottagers in 1726:

there are a sort of Stewards in the World ... that cannot endure to see a little

House or a little Farm, ... and have therefore of late Years perswaded their

Lords and Masters, that little Houses and little Takings are every where

detrimental to great Estates, and that there is more Charge and Trouble in

supporting Cottages than they are worth, that they are impolitick Harbours for
poor People, and do even tempt them from other Parishes, to become
troublesome, if not chargeable, to theirs; and in short, that it is therefore more
adviseable for his Grace, his Lordship, or his Worship, utterly to abandon such

Cottages,, and let them fall; especially considering that thereby the Right of

Common, belonging to such Cottages, (in some Places not inconsiderable) will

be sunk to the Benefit of larger Takings..."

Therefore, demolishing of cottages, which were essentially seen unfit for the
emerging agrarian capitalism due to their attached rights to commons was a strategy
indispensable to engrossing. On the other hand, the enclosure movement that
accompanied the engrossing and demolishing of cottages, according to Malcolmson, did
not start the dispossession process, rather it did accelerate the process. As a result of this
process, on the other hand, the rights to use the commons, and an economy oriented
towards subsistence as a part of these rights have eroded in the course of seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries, which eventually curtailed the relative independence of
common people by compelling them to dependence on wage labor.”® Thus, by the

beginning of the eighteenth century and the during the ensuing decades, “An increasing

proportion of working men found that they were destined to spend their whole lives as
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wage-dependent labourers.”” As the industrialization wave began, the late eighteenth
century witnessed a polarization between the manufacturers owning capitalist enterprises
and wage laborers working in these enterprises. The enterprises in question “by the
1770s and 1780s, were for virtually the first time being run as recognizable ‘modern’
factories: that is, they involved a rigorous division of labour, a centrally administered
and superintended organization of production, much stricter work discipline than ever
before and sometimes a centralized source of power.”®® Over the course of this process,
a large and discontented proletariat class has emerged, which depended on wage labor
for their subsistence as the rights to the commons eroded in addition to the erosion of
protection of common people by authorities. In addition to the decreasing protection
from authorities, the authorities in question tried to restrain the cooperation and
organization of industrial laborers to secure their collective interests. 8!

As seen, the economic transformation that entailed dispossession and wage
labor did not happen in the sixteenth century once and for all. As Wood states, the state
of decline affecting the peasants in England took longer and carried onto the periods as
later as the nineteenth century. However, the market imperatives taking hold of the
peasants, farmers, and even the landowners in England starting with the leases taking
form of economic rents instead of legally or customarily fixed leases, and therefore,
bringing competition into play in the sixteenth century “accelerated the dispossession of
those unable to survive in increasingly competitive conditions, market dependence
increasingly took the more complete form of commodified labour-power and the
reliance on a wage for access to the means of subsistence.”? In this way, dispossession
accompanied with the separation from means of subsistence meant that there remained
an only one way to reach subsistence, wage labor. “The expropriations, which were a
natural part of enclosure, created a huge mass of rural proletarians who provided the
labour force for the large capitalist farms which now dominated the English countryside.

By 1750, between 40 and 50 per cent of English families worked for wages.”83
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In sum, the advent of agrarian capitalism in England was the result of class
struggles between landlords, who tried to react against the feudal income decrease via
attempts to control peasant mobility, to control wages and to increase rents, and peasants
who counteracted these attempts through revolt and flight. The abolishment of serfdom
as the consequence of these struggles necessitated new ways of exploitation, which
culminated in capitalism. In this way, the destruction of customary rights to commons,
the gradual elimination of customary rents, and replacement of these customary rents
with economic rents through engrossing and enclosure were indispensable for the new
ways of exploitation. On the one hand, leasing lands to large tenant farmers were more
profitable for the landlords: “As landlords decided that to lease out their land to large
tenant- farmers was more profitable than leasing it to small copyholders or than farming
the land themselves, the copyholders for lives or terms of years were forced out in
favour of capitalist farmers who could farm for the market more productively.”® On the
other hand, capitalism required the dispossession of peasants and common people since
the abolishment of serfdom meant the end of extra-economic extraction of surpluses
from peasantry. In order to ensure that surpluses could be extracted from peasantry
economically, peasants had to be separated from their direct means of subsistence, thus,
to be dispossessed, and compelled to labor to be able to acquire their subsistence. As a
result of this dispossession process, a decline of small owners and small farmers took
place in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century®, a triad of large landowners,
capitalist tenant farmers and wage laborers emerged, and common people who were
neither large landowners nor could afford to capitalist rents required for leasing large
lands and farms were left no choice but wage labor. In the end, “Those evicted, the
‘seething mobility,” remained in rural areas as agricultural wage laborers or tramped to
the cities and found their way into crime, casual labor, the lower trades, and the army,

navy, or merchant shipping industry.”8¢
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2.2.  Legal Transformation: Redefinition of Property and Crime

The economic transformation that entailed dispossession and obligation to wage
labor for common people and peasants was accompanied by a legal transformation as
well since “engrossing was facilitated by the powers provided in enclosure Acts for the
termination of leases.”®” Therefore, enclosure did not just refer to putting hedges around
a piece of land physically but entailed a transformation in the legal arena, in other words,
a redefinition of property.

In this regard, enclosure as a redefinition of property, actually the most famous
form of redefinition of property, was, contrary to the commonly held view as the simple
act of fencing the land, pointed out to an act more than fencing but to the destruction of
common rights to use the land based on custom.?® Of all the waves of enclosures, the
first one that had disruptive effects on the social order happened in the sixteenth century
as the growing profits of sheep raising directed, or as in line with Wood’s argument of
market imperatives compelled, landowners to open up lands for pasture. The lands that
would be opened up, of course, were the lands that were used in common by the
peasants. Hence, as the famous saying goes, ‘sheep devour men.” The ‘devoured ‘men’,
however, did not simply cease to exist, but were turned into dispossessed masses:
“Contemporary commentators held enclosure, more than any other single factor,
responsible for the growing plague of vagabonds, those dispossessed 'masterless men'
who wandered the countryside and threatened social order.”®’

In this line, enclosure abolished the common rights, which in turn, generated a
significant disturbance for the propertyless classes who until that point had enjoyed
these rights. The common rights in question were critical for the propertyless classes in
rural regions as their subsistence depended on them. In this regard, the gradual
elimination of the common rights during the course of seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries resulted in the increasing dependence of propertyless people on wage labor
while deteriorating their living conditions.”® “For enclosure extinguished use-rights:

rights to use lands, for particular purposes and within certain limits, that belonged —

87 Mingay, Enclosure and the Small Farmer, 21.
8 Wood, The Origin of Capitalism, 108.

8 Wood, The Origin of Capitalism, 108-109.

% Malcolmson, Life and Labour in England, 142.

26



though not absolutely — to others. It marked the triumphant realization of exclusive
private rights of property — rights that were now unconstrained by any communal or
public rights to enjoy certain benefits from this property.”! Accompanying, or to put it
more fittingly, facilitating this transformation was developments in law. In this line,
“Such customary practices as gleaning, wood-gathering and the right of herbage were, in
time, discovered to be incompatible with the absolute private possession of land.”%?
Despite the resistance and struggles of common people in rural regions against the
transformation that had been leading to triumph of absolute private possession of land,
the common rights such as these were started to be defined as crimes.*?

According to Mooers, as well, what facilitated the dispossession wave and
creation of a propertyless mass in question was a transformation that took place in legal
system in English. Customary laws were replaced by statue laws while rights to use were
replaced rights to absolute property, all of which in turn facilitated destruction of
customary rents in favor of economic and competitive rents. In addition, crimes against
property started to be punished with death penalties, which in turn were implemented by
the Justices of Peace who were selected among the propertied persons. Creation of new
offences were also a part of this process as documented by the Black Act passed in 1723
introduced fifty new offences in relation to poaching and game, which were punishable
by the death penalty.®* The name of the Act came from the fact that the gangs organized
by the commoners to resist against the encroachment of their customary rights did cover
their faces with masks to avoid recognition and were called ‘the blacks’. For instance,
one of these gangs led by a man who called himself King John, carried acts such as
killing deer at a park, which was banned to commoners and ringbarking trees in a
plantation owned by a gentleman who charged commoners for collecting parts of timber
fell on the ground, which was customarily free, and threatening destroying more trees

unless the gentleman returned the money to the commoners.”> According to Mooers, the

Black Act represented the uselessness of old class discipline in the form of manorial
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controls and its replacement as “economists advocated the discipline of low wages and
starvation, and lawyers the sanction of death.”® In this line, according to Douglas Hay,
“The most recent account suggests that the number of capital statutes grew from about
50 to over 200 between the years 1688 and 1820. Almost all of them concerned offences
against property.”?’

Starting from the sixteenth century, a transformation in the conception of
property has emerged due to the fact that customary rights to the land was in
contradiction to the capitalist logic of property. This transformation took the form of
objections against communal rights through claims of exclusive ownership rights,
destroying peasants’ rights to use private lands of landlords or challenging peasants’
tenures that were based on custom. “In all these cases, traditional conceptions of
property had to be replaced by new, capitalist conceptions of property - not only as

'private' but as exclusive.”?®

Private property, of course, had existed under feudal
relations. In this regard, the replacement in question signified a change in the viewing of
land in the sense that the land that has been considered as a means to feed the people
depending on it transformed into a means of investment. “They began to treat land more
and more as something that could be bought and sold, used and abused, in a word like
modern capitalist private property.”®’

The transformation of land from a means to subsistence to a commodity that
could be sold and bought was reflected in the transformation of the concept of freedom
since “The Glorious Revolution of 1688 established the freedom not of men, but of men
of property.'? Along that line, redefinition of property added sacred characteristics to
property: “Once property had been officially deified, it became the measure of all
things...Again and again the voices of money and power declared the sacredness of
property in terms hitherto reserved for human life.”!!

In this line, the change in the social property relations were reflected in the

change in the concept of property, which in turn pointed out to a legal transformation in
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terms of redefinition of property. The concept of absolute private property triumphed
against the resistance of propertyless common people, the idea of freedom of people that
surfaced during the English Civil War gave way to the freedom of property, and the

sacredness of human life gave way to the sacredness of private property.

2.3.  Cultural Transformation: The Poor and Idleness, Labor Discipline

As a result of the economic transformation and the dispossession wave it
entailed, poverty became a widespread characteristic of common people’s life. Of
course, poverty had not been a novel fact of life and had existed before the advent of
capitalism, however, as Hill indicates, the novelty that has surfaced in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries was that the poor were not a particular proportion of the
population that fell victim due to some misfortunes but were a significant part of the
society with no hope of saving themselves from poverty. “The poor were no longer the
casual victims of unpredictable crises and accidents but were a permanent class with no
hope of escape from their poverty.”!%? As poverty pervaded into the society, the view on
the poor began to change as well and poverty lost its holiness to labor as a religious
duty. In turn, idleness started to be seen as a great evil that must be reformed and
prevented. The public workhouses were seen as a means for this reformation and
prevention, especially for the poor children whose families did not provide any moral
education. The main idea behind the usefulness of public workhouses was that “To give
them the means ‘to get an honest livelihood’ mattered because ‘Idleness in Youth is the

Weed plot of the Hangmans Harvest.””!%?

The idea of providing public work also served
to educate and discipline the poor in order to make them fit to labor since the children of
poor families succumbed into idleness and were not educated and disciplined enough to

be fit to labor. For instance, it was argued in 1683 that

Poor Families which daily multiply in the Kingdom for want of a due order
for their Imployment in an honest course of life whereby they may gain
subsistance for them and their Children do unavoidably bring up their
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Children either in a Trade of Begging or Stealing, or such other Idle course,
which again they propagate over to their Children, and so there is a
successive multiplication of hurtful or at least unprofitable People, neither
capable of Discipline nor beneficial Imployment.'**

Therefore, it was obvious that the poor masses had to be fed. However, in order
to prevent them and their children from begging or stealing or from other idle courses,
they had to be put to work. They had to feed themselves through labor even if the labor
in question was not useful since they had to be made accustomed to obedience and
discipline. “From the 1640s - when the poor first presented themselves as a social
problem - to the end of the century, the need for employment and the role of
employment in preparing the poor for socially useful tasks was reiterated in economic
tracts.”!195

In this line, “The old ideal of rich and poor linked by mutual needs was
replaced by an ad hoc contractual relationship mediated by wage payments...”'% In the
eighteenth century, the discourse on labor and wage became so prevalent that the charity
given to the poor could be seen as ‘the wages of idleness’.!?” Therefore, the double
freedom of capitalism was accompanied by the discipline of wage labor in such a way
that wage labor became a permanent condition of life as “full-time wage-earners were

2108

assumed to be paupers. The pauperization of the wage laborers, on the other hand,

was so significant that “Neither contemporary nor modern economists can explain how
they lived.”!%

The wage laborers who were doomed to work for all their lives due to
pauperization became the dominant portion of the society as well as they were deemed
indispensable to the system. In order to force them to work, that they remained as
paupers was quite necessary. Of course, they had to be protected from starvation, but

they had to be prevented from saving since saving enough to be able to become idle
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would keep them from laboring. They were to be prevented from education, too, since
education could keep them from working as well.'!°

In this regard, Appleby refers to the 1601 Poor Law that “established the
principle of taxing the well-off for the relief of the needy, naming parishes as the
effective administrative units.”!!! However, the poor law, according to Appleby, did
nothing to solve the problem of poverty, on the contrary, did sustain the poverty as the
benefits of the poor law reserved for the poor only the crumbs left from the upper class
and served to keep them from starvation while it did not provide any means of self-
support for the poor. On another note, the sustainment of poverty was required, and the
poor law served that purpose well since poverty “was socially necessary, for only as a
result of their poverty would some men be prepared to perform those vital laborious
tasks on which 'society’ — that is, gentlemen, masters, merchants and the like — so
obviously depended.”!'? In this line, richness depended on poverty as in a society in
which everyone was rich, no one would take any orders, or governments would be
destroyed, no lands would be cultivated.!!3 Therefore, “The labouring people must be
made to submit to those in authority; they must acquiesce in their positions of
dependence and subordination; they must accept the discipline of poverty, hard work
and low wages.”!'* Therefore, the now propertyless mass of England, who once feed the
country, an undertaking that needed fewer and fewer people’s labor in time, was
considered an excess and was in an uncertain position.!!> In a period of transition to
capitalism, their position in the society was also in a transitional phase: They were “No
longer viewed as peasants and not yet part of an industrial proletariat...”!®

Nevertheless, the fact that the laboring people were not part of an industrial
proletariat in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries does not mean it was a
pre-industrial society as there existed a prevalent manufacturing sector. Nonetheless, a
substantial proportion of the laboring people in England worked in areas directly related

to agriculture. In this sense, the nature of work in the period was complex as a single job
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was not sufficient to support oneself. Instead of working a single full-time job, the
dominant way of earning one’s life dictated living off the land, although the amount of
land that was owned or could be worked by common people has been increasingly
diminishing, combined with wage labor.!'” Living in a period of transition meant a
transitional way of supporting oneself. Yet, to what extent one could live off the land
differed from community to community. As the concentration of land in the hands of
large landowners grew, the land that was owned or could be used by common people
decreased and “Landlessness inevitably led to a greater dependence on wage-

payments...” 8

2.4. Political Transformation: State Centralization and Maritime State

In England, the transition from feudalism to capitalism witnessed a
transformation in the state apparatus itself as well. In this line, the emergence of the
constitutional monarchy in England was based on the demilitarization of the nobility
according to Teschke. Absolutism, as stated, emerged in France due to the class
struggles happened between the peasants and nobles of France. While the Stuart dynasty
in England tried to introduce absolutism to England in the early seventeenth century
through a series of attempts such as trying collecting taxes without parliament’s consent
and attacking powers held by the justices of peace these attempts were not compatible
with the newly emergent capitalist aristocracy. Seeking support against the Stuarts, the
capitalist aristocracy turned to the radical movements and to William of Orange. Yet,
seeking support of the radical movements carried the risk of turning anti-absolutist
objectives of the capitalist aristocracy into a much more radical trajectory, therefore, the
anti-absolutist project oppressed the radical elements and settled with the Glorious
Revolution of 1688-1689 which resulted in the constitutional monarchy, ‘the King-in-
Parliament’. Through the parliamentary acts, the capitalist aristocracy could gain control

over the military and taxation and while control over the military culminated in the
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monopoly of legitimate violence, control over taxation prevented collection of taxes
unless commissioned by the parliament.!'!

Teschke separates feudalism, absolutism, and capitalism on the basis of the
state formations each entail. In feudalism, the lords rule in a decentralized and
personalized manner, and state sovereignty is parcellized, while in absolutism, we see
the dynasties becoming prominent and ruling in a more centralized manner although
personalized rule continues. Capitalism, on the other hand, is marked by the modern
state in which the rule is depersonalized and centralized. Moreover, the fact that the
capitalist ruling class in capitalism derives its power from private property and
consequently control of production, the modern state does not interfere with the
economic sphere and is reserved to the protection of private property system and the
separation of economy from politics marks the capitalist social relations.!?° In this sense,
“the eighteenth- century British 'military-fiscal' state was sustained by a productive
capitalist economy, an increasingly rationalized state apparatus, and the ultimately
consensual national policies of a unified ruling class.”'?!

Brenner, in this sense, compares the developments of centralized state in France
and England and argues that the centralized state in France had ‘class-like’
characteristics. Since it could extract the surplus independently, especially through
arbitrary taxation of the land, the state in France can be seen as an independent class.
The fact that the peasants in France could hold onto their lands and the distinctive
development of the state in France, which added class-like characteristics to the state,
culminated in a different class structure from the one that appeared in England. In this
sense, England’s way to state centralization was quite distinct as the centralization
depended on the landowning classes. Whereas the state in France was in a competition
of extraction of surpluses with the noble classes, the fact that the peasants in England
could not provide any revenues for the state in England since, on the contrary to the
French peasants, they could not hold onto their lands through freehold rights, the English
state could not establish its independence from the landowning classes. In consequence,

absolutism was not a possible way to state centralization in England. The landlords’
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establishment of private property in an absolute sense accompanied the development of
a distinct state form from the French absolutist state. The English state, although
obtaining monopoly of legitimate violence and force instead of decentralizing the use of
violence and force to feudal authorities, was not a class-like competitor for the capitalist
aristocracy. The capitalist aristocracy, in turn, did not need to rely on violence, force or
political power in order to extract surpluses and could attain capitalist profits based on
the triad of large landowners, capitalist tenant farmers and wage laborers. Thus, they did
need neither the state’s political power nor absolutism. The state’s sole desired function
for the capitalist aristocracy was the protection of the private property system.!?? In this
regard, the emergence of capitalism was not inevitable, and capitalist social relations
came into being as an unintended byproduct of the class struggles between the peasants
and landowning classes in England. “Capitalism, however, rose in conjunction with the
first modern state...”!? in the sense that “The self-organization of capitalist landlords in
Parliament meant that sovereignty was centralized and pooled in a state that was no
longer directly involved in political accumulation... Political surplus appropriation was
replaced by the nexus between private, purely economic capital accumulation and
public, impersonal political authority: modern sovereignty.”!?4

In this regard, the state in the sixteenth century England was quite centralized,
especially in comparison with the states in the continental Europe in the same period.
The ‘parcellized sovereignty’ which was a defining characteristic of the feudal state was
gradually being eliminated and the autonomous political powers of the lords were more
and more incorporated into the central state. Wood argues that the distinctive state
centralization observed in England was based on the national unification due to the
development of road networks and water transport, and the developing national market
centered around London. The development of national market and national economy, in
turn, founded upon the uniqueness of agriculture in England. One aspect of the
uniqueness in question was that the ruling class, aristocracy, in England was
demilitarized and incorporated into the centralizing state. Therefore, the private property

of the ruling class was protected by the state while the ruling class did not have or need
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extra-economic powers. The other aspect of the uniqueness was that the aristocracy
possessed concentrated, large lands, which provided them with economic powers that
recompensated for the lack of extra-economic powers. Hence, the separation between
economic and political areas. '?°

Comparing England and France, Wood notes that while the absolutist France
had regional estates, England had already established its national parliament; against the
local laws of France, England’s legal system was unified. However, the unification in
England had more than legal and political aspects, it meant an economic unification as
well. Wood traces this unification to the cooperative project of state formation that “a
kind of division of labour between political and economic power, between the
monarchical state and the aristocratic ruling class, between a central political power that
enjoyed a virtual monopoly of coercive force much earlier than others in Europe and an
economic power based on private property in land more concentrated than elsewhere in
Europe. 26

In this line, “Although capitalism did not give rise to the nation state, and the
nation state did not give rise to capitalism, the social transformations that brought about
capitalism, with its characteristic separation of economic and political spheres, were the
same ones that brought the nation state to maturity.”!?” Furthermore, the modern state
was not the product of capitalism, the social relations that bore the modern state,
sovereignty and territoriality were not the social relations of capitalism. Yet, capitalism
and the formation of English state emerged in the same process: “The transformation of
politically constituted property into capitalist property was at the same time, and

inseparably, a transformation of the state.”!?3

As noted, this transformation in question,
remarks the division of economic from politics however, this division does not mean
that economic imperatives do not need for its own sustainment the extra-economic

powers of politics and law in the sense of coercion and order. Therefore, “capitalism

125 Wood, The Origin of Capitalism, 98-100.
126 Wood, The Origin of Capitalism, 172.
127 Wood, The Origin of Capitalism, 171.
128 Wood, The Origin of Capitalism, 173.

35



remains dependent on extra- economic conditions, political and legal supports,”!? of
which the best way known so far to ensure is the nation-state according to Wood.

According to Teschke, as well, the centralized state in England with its
parliament as a place for organization of the capitalist aristocracy, neither needed nor
used extra-economic powers for surplus extraction: “Political surplus appropriation was
replaced by the nexus between private, purely economic capital accumulation and
public, impersonal political authority: modern sovereignty. A capitalist aristocracy,
rather than a mercantile bourgeoisie, came to dominate Parliament and determine affairs
of state.”!30

Feudalism characterized by ‘parcellized sovereignties’ represented the organic
unity between politics and economic as extraction of surplus in feudalism was
essentially a political surplus extraction. Anderson connects the rise of absolutism to the
weakening of this political surplus extraction due to a transformation of collected rents
from the peasants by the lords, the transformation of customary rents to economic rents.
The transformation of rents in question meaning the fall of serfdom threatened the feudal
lords and resulted in an upwards centralization, the absolutism.'3! However, Anderson
acknowledges that in England, absolutism was short-lived and weaker, perhaps the
weakest, compared to the continental states, especially France.!3?

The demilitarization of the English aristocracy suggests an explanation for this
weak absolutism. The insular geography of England made invasion a far possibility and
rendered a standing army unnecessary. On the other hand, the same geography made the
navy a real necessity. In this sense, “The decisive strategic development of the time for
the whole character of the English landed class and its State lay elsewhere - in the slow
switch towards naval equipment and expansion in the 16th century.”!3® The
predominance of the navy vis-a-vis the army had two results: On the one hand, the
military violence was moved away from the land to the seas; and on the other, the focus
on the navy was in line with the commercial aspirations. After all, the army was an

instrument directed at only warfare while the navy could be used for trade in addition to
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warfare.!** Anderson, in this regard, argues that the naval focus of the state and the
aristocracy in England instead of the army culminated in the fact that the navy served as
an instrument of trade rather than being just a coercive instrument, and enabled that the
aristocracy and mercantile class could evolve in cooperation.!® In this sense, Anderson,
comparing the strong French absolutism and the weak English absolutism, contends that
“Continental Absolutism was built on its armies. By a strange irony, insular Absolutism
could only exist on its meagre revenues so long as it did not have to raise any army. For
Parliament alone could provide the resources for one, and once summoned was soon
certain to start dismantling Stuart authority.”!36

Holton, while discussing the arguments that the weak absolutism in England
was conducive for the emergence of capitalism since it lacked the strong state which
would hinder capitalism, remarks that firstly, the decentralized state in the Netherlands
did result in the Dutch decline in the eighteenth century despite its progress towards
mercantile capitalism in the seventeenth century. Thus, decentralization and the lack of
absolutism do not automatically transform into the emergence of fully developed
capitalism. Secondly, he argues that neither the weak absolutism in England points out
to a decentralized state. Tracing the centralization process to the Normans and then the
Tudors, Holton established that both the state and feudal structure in England was more
centralized in contrast to the continental Europe: “Whereas in Europe feudal vassalage
had been extremely parcellised such that 'the vassal of my vassal is not my vassal', in
England all lords were vassals of a centralised Crown.”!3” The same centralization can
be observed in the parliament as well since the parliament in England was a national and
unitary parliament, the counterpart of the parliament in the continental Europe was local
assemblies. 8

In this line, Holton concludes that the state in England was already underway
towards centralization in the sixteenth century while the attempts at absolutism in the

sixteenth and seventeenth centuries were unsuccessful. The focus on navy in lieu of a
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standing army according to Holton, underlies the different state formations in England
and the continental Europe. Not having to keep a standing army due to the insular
position of England, in turn, resulted in a decrease of financial burden of the standing
army, the demilitarization of the English aristocracy earlier than the aristocracy in the
continental Europe, and provided a centralization without absolutism for England.'3’
Furthermore, the constitutional monarchy, ‘the King-in-Parliament’ settlement was the
result of the absolutist attempt of James II, which led to his overthrow and the
Revolution of 1688. As a consequence of the Revolution, keeping a standing army was
prevented and the parliament gained significant financial powers. However, through the
preservation of the Navigation Acts and the Corn Laws, the parliament continued “the
mercantilist system of strong centralist state support for private capitalist interests...
Such policies may be seen not simply as conducive to, but in some ways constitutive of,
the English transition to capitalism.”!40

On the other hand, the absolutist attempts could be circumscribed due to the
fact that the landowning class had been able to collect a certain level of political power
at their hands such as prevention of collecting taxes without the consent of the
parliament, strengthening themselves at the national level through increasing
parliamentary powers, and at the local level through the appointment of justices of peace
among the property holding people. In this line, Charles I’s attempts at absolutism
through trying collecting taxes without parliament’s consent, attacking powers held by
the justices of peace culminated in the unification of an anti-absolutist opposition of the
landowner classes, which was followed by the English Civil War.!*! However, the
restoration period following the Commonwealth (1649-1660) “greatly strengthened the
forces of capitalism and the sovereignty of Parliament and further diminished any

remaining hope of constructing an absolutist state on the pattern of France.”!*? In short,

What emerged was a state in which the administrative organs that most
impeded capitalist development had been abolished: Star Chamber, High
Commission, Court of Wards and feudal tenures, in which the executive was
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subordinated to the men of property, deprived of control over the judiciary, and
vet strengthened in external relations by a powerful navy and the Navigation
Act; in which local government was safely and cheaply in the hands of the
national rulers, and discipline was imposed on the lower orders by a Church
safely subordinated to Parliament.'"

The newly emerging state in the late seventeenth century was accommodating
for the capitalist aristocracy’s needs as the capitalist aristocracy did not need a state that
helped to extract surpluses through extra-economic means. The agrarian capitalism, in
Brenner’s terms, dissolved the unity of the economics and politics.!'#*

In this sense, Wood summarily argues that England witnessed two significant
transformations in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the centralization of the state
and the emergence of capitalism. Indeed, “by 1600, England had become a unified state,
with a clear centre of power, a national or ‘common’ law, a national representative body,
and even a national church subordinate to, and sustaining, the unified state.”'*> By the
end of the Tudor period in England, Wood argues, a modern nation-state was created in
England.'*® At the start of the seventeenth century, England “was now a strong
centralized and unified institutional totality. Capitalism was making substantial headway
in the agrarian sector, with a wealthy, increasingly homogeneous and tightly knit landed
aristocracy, in growing numbers deriving their wealth from capitalist rents.” !4’

The formation of the nation-state in England, on the other hand, was
accompanied by the professionalization of the navy during ‘long eighteenth century’,
which can be observed in the creation of administrative units such as “the Admiralty, the
Naval Board, the Ordnance Board, the Victualling Board and the Navy Office — which
managed the Royal Navy’s budgets, shipyards, personnel, command and repair facilities
and procurement agencies.”!*® The underlying factor behind this was that although state
in England was accommodating for the agrarian capitalist interests, mercantile capital

interests were not disregarded as well. In this regard, we could use Perry Anderson’s
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remarks on absolutist state in Europe for the centralized state in England: “it
fundamentally represented an apparatus for the protection of aristocratic property and
privileges, yet at the same time the means whereby this protection was promoted could
simultaneously ensure the basic interests of the nascent mercantile and manufacturing
classes.”'® Therefore, what Campling and Colas conclude when discussing the
commercialization model and political Marxism seems fitting when examining the state
in England: “it is indeed possible and desirable to think of capitalist social relations as
being born in the countryside but nurtured through international trade — to understand
capitalism as a mode of production emerging out of feudal class antagonisms which
subsequently developed by latching onto pre-existing money and commercial circuits of
capital.”!>0

International trade, on the other hand, was equal to maritime trade and
according to Peter Linebaugh and Marcus Rediker, the organization and maintenance of
capitalism and international trade that nurtured the former was only possible through the

maritime state.!3!

Apart from the predominance of navy vis-a-vis the land army touched
upon above, the mobilization of shipyards in 1649 by the parliament when Cromwell
discovered the relative weakness of navy and the law passed by the parliament in order
to supply the required maritime labor through impressment to which resistance was a
capital offense were factors that strengthened the maritime state. On the other hand, the
1651 Navigation Act and the 1652 Articles of War, “both reaffirmed by the Restoration
government after 1660, would dramatically expand the powers of the maritime state.”!>?
The expanding powers of the maritime state were reflected in the expanding the navy:
“the navy had 50 ships and 9,500 sailors in 1633, and 173 ships and 42,000 sailors in
1688.7153

As can be recalled from the previous section, dispossession led to an increasing

dependence on wage labor. Although there were many laboring people who worked for

wages in areas directly related to agriculture due to the growing capitalist agrarian
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sector, there was also a substantial portion of people who were detached from
agriculture and who had to seek employment in trade, industry and transportation. Given
the insular geography of England, it seems natural that many of these people sought and
found employment in maritime sector. With regard to this, they could work in fishing
industry, in ship-building industry, and lastly as sailors.'>* Nevertheless, it should be
stressed that “The global deployment of thousands of seamen in the early eighteenth
century was predicated upon the broad and uneven process of proletarianization, through
which these men or their forebears were forcibly torn from the land and made to sell

their labor power on an open market to keep body and soul together.” !>

2.5. Labor Conditions at Sea

In this line, one area where the newly emerging discipline of capitalist social
relations can be observed is the maritime sector. As Linebaugh and Rediker argues, “By
the last half of the seventeenth century, capitalists had organized the exploitation of
human labor in four basic ways”!>®: large commercial estate, petty production, the
putting-out system, and the ship. The ship presented “a setting in which large numbers
of workers cooperated on complex and synchronized tasks, under slavish, hierarchical
discipline in which human will was subordinated to mechanical equipment, all for a
money wage. The work, cooperation, and discipline of the ship made it a prototype of
the factory.”!%’
Who worked in this prototype of the factory, then? It is worth citing Marcus

Rediker in length on the social background of average sailors in the eighteenth century:

Some were younger sons of yeomen and poor farmers, men who had migrated
to the cities in search of work and finally found it on the docks. Some, perhaps,
had been dispossessed of land by enclosure. Others had been picked up by
press gangs, and once forced to acquire the skills of maritime labor in the
Royal Navy, decided to work as merchant seamen. Still others were rural folk
who had been drawn to the sea by the lure of high wages during wartime.'>
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Although not directly related to the sailors working on ships, the transformation
pointing out to being the precursor of factory can be traced to the shipbuilding industry
as well, for instance to the Dutch shipbuilding industry which, starting from the
beginning of the seventeenth century, “shifted from a medieval handicraft to something
along the lines of modern factory organization.”'® The wharfs where the ships were
built, especially, resembled modern factories as the working days of the laborers
employed on fixed wages were designated and divided by the sounding of bells. 6

When it comes to the labor conditions at sea, the first and foremost aspect of
employment on ships in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries was the
manner in which the employment began for most of the sailors: impressment, or in other
words, recruitment of maritime labor by force. The growing maritime state required a
stronger navy and “A stronger navy required more maritime labor, yet the low pay and
mean working conditions in the king’s service made seamen none too willing to serve.
Increasingly the impressment of maritime workers, planned and organized by the
Admiralty Office, did the job where a free labor market could not.”!®! Impressment was
a really hated policy for the sailors and “During Queen Anne’s reign, seamen had
entered the navy like men ‘dragged to execution... since almost half of all of those
pressed in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries died at sea. Those lucky enough to
stay alive often went unpaid.”!?

In addition to the unique and horrendous way of recruitment, the actual labor
conditions after the recruitment process were peculiar to maritime labor. The ship was,
and still probably is, first of all, a confined working space on which sailors spent the
days and months of their lives side by side. They worked, ate, and slept aboard the ship,
which was “a ‘worksite in motion’. Mobility, containment, segmentation and isolation
thus became the hallmarks of ocean-going labour.”'%3 Although “Each sailor alternately

worked a ten-and a fourteen-hour day”, ... “Even when off duty, Jack Tar was never far
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from work. Anytime, anywhere, he might hear the mate’s fearful cry: ‘up every soul
nimbly, for God’s sake, or we all perish.””!%4

Adding to that, they were not alone but lived alongside their bosses, especially
their captains who were the sole sovereigns aboard the ship. In this sense, another aspect
of the unique labor conditions aboard the ships was this status of the captain:
“Representatives of capital and state, the captain’s rule could not be opposed, unless
crew were willing to face the charge of mutiny.”!% In this regard, although oceans and
seas have always been associated with freedom, there was, on the other hand,
“distinctive uses of force, violence and domination, which has given exploitation in
merchant fleets a markedly militarised character.”!%® The ship, under the absolute
authority of the captain, had its own laws with physical abuses and punishments which
were always possible. Therefore, “One of the most hazardous aspects of the labor
process was the dispensation of discipline, the necessary and bloody complement of the
increasing productivity of seafaring labor in the eighteenth century”, which “resulted in
many disabling injuries inflicted by masters and mates upon the common men of the
deep.”!®’

In addition to the hierarchical order and militarized character aboard the ship,
another aspect of the uniqueness of labor conditions at sea was the dangerous nature of
the job itself. According to Campling and Colas ““a royal commission launched in 1885
investigating the loss of life at sea on British-registered ships found that seafaring was
the most deadly job in that country. It determined that a flurry of legislation on vessel
safety in the mid-1870s ‘had little or no effect’ because of the reluctance of regulators to
risk litigation by shipowners for their losses.”!%® Although the commission in question
was launched in the late nineteenth century, the fact that the deadliness of the seafaring
jobs were quite high in that period makes it safe to assume that the dangers at sea during
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries were as high as the nineteenth century, if not

higher. Falling, washing overboard, being struck by loose equipment, getting hernia
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from heavy lifting and pulling, losing limbs such as fingers, hands, arms and legs, and
lasty drowning were not uncommon. '’

Diseases were among the most common risks that might be faced by the sailors.
Some of these diseases were caused by tropical climates and most of the time they were
unknown or rare diseases. However, there were diseases not exclusive to tropical
climates including but not limited to typhoid, dysentery and typhus.!”® In addition to
diseases, malnutrition was also among the main causes of death. Especially scurvy was
prevalent among the crew of the period since the primary source of food was ship biscuit
and salted fish and meat due to storage limitations. !”! Finding or preserving clean water
were also crucial during the voyages at sea and lack of clean water was a highly risk for
the mariners. In addition to the problems pertaining to clean water, water rations were
not sufficient as according to Paine, for the crew of the Spanish ships in the seventeenth
century was one liter for a day. !7> The dangers of maritime work can be summarized by
referring to a few memoirs written by the sailors and captains in the eighteenth century.
For instance, William Funnell ends his memoirs with a striking death toll: “And on the
26th of August, 1706. after many Dangers both by Sea and Land, we happily arrived in
England; being but eighteen out of one hundred and eighty-three which went out with
us.”!® Or, Wooders Rogers writes “Betwixt nine and ten at night, a Sailor going up to
furl the Main-Top-Gallant Sail, fell suddenly without any noise from the Main-Top over
board, occasion’d as I suppos’d by a Fit.”!7* Again Rogers recounts the death of a sailor:
“Yesterday in the Afternoon one of the Dutchess’s Men fell out of the Mizen-Top down
on the Quarter-Deck, and broke his Skull: They desir’d the Advice of our Surgeon, and I
went on board with our two, where they examin’d the Wound, but found the Man

irrecoverable; so that he died, and was buried next day.”!”> Or Nathaniel Uring tells that
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“At my first Arrival at this Place, a Malignant Fever began to rage among the Ship's
Company; and for want of a skilful Surgeon, Eight of them died.”'’® Or, Edward
Barlow, quoted by Hans Turley, notes that

One of our men died as soon as ever he came aboard, and another the next day,
so that we had then lost forty men since our coming from England. But one of
the Dutch East India ships that came in while we stayed, fared much worse,
who had lost near a hundred men, and as many more sick and weak; for they
carry more men out than English ships to supply their need for their ships
sailing to and fro in India."”

In sum, Gottlieb Mittelberger, a German who migrated to the America in 1750

exhibits the misery of ocean wide travel in the eighteenth century:

...during the voyage there is on board these ships terrible misery, stench,
fumes, horror, vomiting, many kinds of sea-sickness, fever, dysentery,
headache, heat, constipation, boils, scurvy, cancer, mouth-rot, and the like, all
of which come from old and sharply salted food and meat, also from very bad
and foul water, so that many die miserably. Add to this want of provisions,
hunger, thirst, frost, heat, dampness, anxiety, want, afflictions and
lamentations, together with other trouble. ..’

All in all, “The voyages that brought fame, wealth, and hand servants to Bristol
masters and merchants more often brough illness and death to their sailors; mortality
rates, for seamen as for slaves ran hideously high.”!7

The transition from feudalism to capitalism, as stated, is a process of

dispossession and consequently signifies the transition to wage labor. In this line, the
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sailor was placed in a central point in this transition. “The completely contractual and
waged nature of maritime work represented a capital-labor relation quite distinct from
landlord-tenant, master-servant, or master-apprentice relationships. The sailor was both
a free wage laborer in a critical sector of the economy and a collective laborer located
among an unprecedented number of men much like himself.”!8 On the one hand, there
were sailors who cooperated and adopted to these newly emerging conditions, capitalist
labor relations. On the other hand, against these same conditions and relations, sailors
resisted since they “as landless proletarians, depended upon the monetary wage. They
often had no choice but to fight.”!8! So they “mutinied, deserted, rioted, and altogether
resisted naval service. Over and against these chronic struggles for freedom and money,

the state used violence and terror to man its ships and to man them cheaply.”!®?

2.6. Resistance: Idleness as Resistance, the Levellers, the Diggers, Sailors

The conditions available to the propertyless mass who were to be wage laborers
both on land and at sea for all their life, then, was not quite promising. Severed from the
land that provided their means of subsistence, that is, their means of feeding themselves,
earning barely enough to feed themselves to avoid starvation and nothing more, no
prospect for education or escaping the life ahead of them, in addition to having no
political rights since “the ‘commonwealth consisteth only of freemen’”!%* the wage
labor pointed out to deteriorating conditions of life for the propertyless people.
Therefore, “Acceptance of wage labour was the last resort open to those who had lost
their land, but many regarded it as little better than slavery.” ' Drawing similarities
between wage labor and slavery was not reserved for the wage laborers as well. As it is
seen when Hill refers to Josiah Tucker, a member of clergy in the eighteenth century, the
near-like slavery conditions of wage labor were known: “The relations between

employer and wage-labourer, wrote Dean Tucker in George II’s reign, ‘approach much
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nearer to that of a planter and slave in our American colonies than might be expected in
such a country as England.””!%>

It seems that a little better than slavery was not quite enough for the people
since there were instances of opposition to it: “In the Stannaries of Cornwall free miners
fought long and hard in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries to avoid the wage
system.”!8 The non-acceptance of wage labor took other forms than the resistance
documented in the fights of the miners. One aspect of the non-acceptance was the
idleness of the laborers which according to Hill was something that was been aware of

as early as the fourteenth century.!®’

Referring to Defoe, who argues that “‘English
labouring people eat and drink, but especially the latter, three times as much in value as
any...foreigners’. The labourer ‘will tell you honourably, he will drink as long as it [his
money] lasts, and then go to work for more’”!® This attitude towards labor, of course,
was seen unproductive by the contemporary upper class and Appleby provides rigorous
examples of the rage against this unproductivity: First, he refers to one Francis Gardiner
who argued that the poor would refuse to work on the third day if the first two days’
labor was enough and that the laborers would work harder when wages were low while
they would spend their time drinking when wages were high. Later, he notes that
according to John Houghton, artisans would rarely work on Mondays and Tuesdays if
they could their wares for good prices and again spend their time drinking.'%® Then, he
refers to Thomas Manley on the independence of the workers in England: “too proud to

beg, too lazy to work, when ‘tis either too hot or too cold, and will choose their own

time and wages, or you may do your work yourself.”!® Lastly, he states that according
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to William Carter, the workers accepted working only “if two days’ pay will keep them
a week.”!%!

Hill sees that this attitude towards labor remains quite contrary to the labor
discipline of wage labor that was tried to be introduced as the capitalist social relations
were evolving. In this way, idleness was a form of resistance against the labor discipline
of wage labor in question.

In this regard, as the causes of the social conflict in the eighteenth century, food
riots, conflicts regarding production processes such as labor conditions, wages, the
control over workplace and industrial conflicts in dockyards are listed.!*> There were
also instances of conflict that were not prevalent to the whole society but were common
in certain regions such as smuggling, which was not considered as a crime by the
common people living in those regions. In addition, new taxes and the introduction of
Game Laws as well as impressment during war time and enclosure movement caused
conflicts on occasion.!??

In terms of food riots, the basic assumption that directed common people to
action was that food was not, or at least, should not have been a commodity sold under
market directives, rather it was, or should have been produced, and sold and bought in a
community-oriented manner. According to Malcolmson, “There was already, by the
later seventeenth century, a large discrepancy between this popular ideal of marketing
and the reality of marketing.”!”* This was true especially in times of dearth, local
common people thought that when there was need in the region, food exports to other
regions, especially to the expanding cities like London, should have been banned,
speculation and profiteering should have been prevented, the prices of food should have
been regulated. The lack of these bans and regulations by the local authorities were seen
as preventable problems which authorities deliberately chose not to prevent, and caused

widespread indignation among the common people. Then, the common people thought

Y1 Carter, The ancient trades decayed, repaired again [electronic resource] : wherein are declared the
several abuses that have utterly impaired all the ancient trades in the kingdom : with many proposals
humbly offered how the same may be repaired again, with some reasons shewing the necessity thereof /
written by a countrey trades-man, (London: Printed by T.N, 1678), 8, quoted in Appleby, Economic
Thought and Ideology, 146.
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in order to ensure justice taking direct action was legitimate and justice could be ensured
by preventing export of food to other regions and by enforcing customary price
standards.!*>

Malcolmson, furthermore, emphasizes the discipline and orderliness of these
collective actions taken by common people, which were considered disturbances by the
property holding classes and authorities whereas being considered just and legitimate
responses to inequalities by common people. These collective actions were not
impulsive and mechanical reactions although the main motivating factor for action was
hunger. Rather, the actions taken by common people were rooted in culture as in custom,
morals, and justice. Mostly, the collective actions taken against injustices regarding food
prices and exports had defined objectives, carried out commonly in a disciplined
manner, and aimed at correcting perceived inequalities and injustices, punishing the
responsible parties in addition to reminding the responsibilities of authorities.!*®

The conflicts over wages in the eighteenth century, again, were rooted in the
divergence of popular idea of marketing from the reality since the industrial laborers
sought the regulation of wages in accordance with the popular sense of standards of
subsistence. In this regard, the capitalist idea that the wages were the price of a
commodity, namely the labor, and this price in question should have been determined by
the market via supply and demand conditions were inacceptable by common people. In
the mind of common people, while food prices had to be regulated at a just maximum
level, wages also had to be regulated at a minimum level that allowed for meeting
customarily basic needs of people. Therefore, instead of capitalist market directives and
supply and demand conditions, justice and human needs had to determine price and
wage levels. The responsibility for regulating price and wage levels in accordance with
justice and human needs, in turn, lied with the authorities. In the case that this
responsibility was not fulfilled by the authorities, the common people thought that taking
direct action in order to correct the injustices by regulating wage levels was

legitimate.'®’
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These sources of social conflict, food prices and wages, emphasize an idea “of
popular rights: of the right to a basic subsistence; of the right to have their interests
considered and taken account of by the established authorities; of the right to resist the

‘arbitrary will’ of employers.”!"3

According to Malcolmson, the idea of popular rights
also entailed laborers’ control over work and employment conditions to some extent
while denying the narrow freedom of selling labor under market conditions regulated by
nothing but forces of supply and demand.'*

The idea of popular rights was expressed in the conflicts regarding enclosure as
well since the enclosure movement represented a threat to these popular rights via
establishing rights of absolute private property. In this regard, “Just as food should not
be engrossed by dealers, nor arbitrary power exercised by employers, so too (according
to the popular view) all land in a locality should not be engrossed into the hands of one
or two men, to the detriment of other men’s legitimate interests.”??’ The injustice against
the commons perceived during the enclosure movement is clearly worded in a folk
rhyme Malcolmson cites: “They hang the man and flog the woman / Who steals the
goose from off the Common; / But let the greater criminal loose / Who steals the
Common from the goose.”?!

In this regard, the collective actions taken by common people in the eighteenth
century mostly were against the state’s increasing control over personal freedom of these
common people. The people knew that the state’s actions were not aimed at protecting
their rights or freedom, so these actions were met with distrust and resisted on occasion.
After all, it was the state that made the Game Laws, which were illegitimate while
poachers, who were criminal according to the state, were people who exercised their
rights to hunt in the common people’s eyes. Again, it was the state that imposed high
taxes for imported goods, which in turn directed people towards smuggling, and

common people sympathized with these smugglers rather than the state officials. The

impressment practice was also the doing of the state and was extensively considered
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unjust therefore it was also highly resisted.?’> As the result of these exactions of the state
on common people, “The state was increasingly seen by labouring people, not as a
source of protection — as, in their view, it should be, and as they thought it had been in

203 Therefore, as a

the past — but rather as a source of oppression and exploitation.
result of the state’s inaction with regard to protecting customary liberties and rights of
common people in addition to the state’s actions that favor property holding classes
through allowing and encouraging capital accumulation while encroaching upon these
customary liberties and rights, common people regarded defending these rights and
liberties and resisting against the state’s illegitimate demands legitimate and just. 2%

On the other hand, despite the upper-class consideration that common people
had levelling tendencies and were against authorities, the collective actions taken by
common people were not revolutionary in the sense that they did not have great
objectives, rather had quite limited aim, and they did not seek to transform or abolish the
social and political order. Rather than carrying out revolts against authority that sought
revolutionary objectives aspiring to subvert the social and political order, the collective
actions in question did aim at reminding the authorities of their duties and
responsibilities against the people and compelling the authorities to act in line with these
duties and responsibilities.??> Therefore, “Most riots, or demonstrations of force, or
threatening utterances were intended to recall gentlemen to their obligations, not to
undermine the whole social order.”?*® Malcolmson refers to various instances that
support this observation: with regard to food riots and protests against turnpike tolls the
people who took part in the collective actions in question stated that “they were resolved
to put the law in execution since the magistrates neglected it” and “by the Omission of
your Duty, and your Carelessnes and Over sight, you have lost your Honourable
Magistracy, and brought your self under the reproach of a Turnpike”.?” As can be

observed from the statements of the rioters of the time, the objective was not the

disruption of social order but to recall the authorities of their duties and responsibilities.
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In this line, the arbitrariness of authorities, of which standing army and impressment
were explicit examples according to the popular views, was another point that caused
resistance of common people. The deep beliefs of common people in law, duty,
responsibility, and anti-arbitrariness were connected to the concept of birthright.
“Labouring people, in short, had a strong sense of the 'Englishman s birthright’, a
birthright that ensured them (as they thought) certain basic liberties, including the right
to be left alone and enjoy a modicum of 'independence’.”?%8

According to Malcolmson, for a laboring person, the independence in question
indicated having control over their own labor as well, that is, control over their working
times rather than having specified workhours, control over working process and control
over workplace such as working in their own houses. This, in turn, suggests that the
resistance against the later factory labor and the labor discipline connected to it as well
as the attempts to reduce wage labor dependence were results of the common people’s
aims at protecting their independence.?” An excerpt from the Gentleman’s Magazine in

1788 clearly reveals the aspirations for independence of common people:

The poor man is comforted under his poverty by thinking himself free. This
freedom of his, God knows, is circumscribed by such a number of imperious
necessities, that it is reduced to little in effect; but he pleases himself in
imagining that he possesses it; and that he may go out or come in, work or
play, at his own option. He likes to be the judge of his own wants, and to
provide for them after his own manner. He even chooses to have the
determination whether he shall boil or bake his Sunday’s dinner. Then he
cannot be easy under confinement, abhors the thought of being under lock and
key, and thinks no man deserves a prison who has not committed a crime. To be
a cypher in the state, and therefore a slave, according to the idea of some
political theorists, does not hurt him at all; but he has a mortal dislike to
arbitrary rule exercised over all his actions *'°

Then, it is apparent that the common people in the eighteenth century highly
regarded their independence, which they considered consisting of their rights to

commons, to subsistence, to freedom from arbitrariness, to freedom to determine their
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own work conditions, to freedom from increasingly tightening labor discipline as well as
to freedom to choose whether they shall bake or boil their dinners. Therefore, it can be
seen that there was a decades-long, even centuries-long ongoing confrontation between
two kinds of logic, between the logic of capitalist market economy and the logic of non-
economic customary economy of the common people. The former logic dictated that the
practices such as and/or aimed at introduction of Game Laws, imposing taxes on
common people, enclosure movement, the affirmation of absolute private property as the
only kind of property system, separation of producers from their direct means of
subsistence, impressment, centralizing state authority, improvement, capital
accumulation, labor discipline and efficiency were legitimate practices. The latter, on the
other hand, did not acknowledge the legitimacy of these practices and deemed common
people’s various forms of resistance against these legitimate.

The English Civil War had an important role for the emergence of radical ideas.
In this line, according to Wood, the revolution was crucial for the development of
capitalism as it was essentially a struggle between a capitalist, landowning class, and
monarchy. However, the elimination of the radical threat emanating from the popular
masses in the aftermath of the revolution was equally important for the development of
capitalism since the aims of the radical popular elements that had emerged during the
Civil War appeared to contradict with the aims of the ruling classes. According to Dobb,
who considers the English Civil War as a bourgeois revolution, every bourgeois
revolution necessitates the participation of radical elements in order to ensure the
momentum of the revolution, however, it always has to suppress these radical elements
since they always turn on to the property-holding elements of the revolution by starting
to question the property system.?!! Therefore, it was obviously not possible to win the
Revolution only with the landowning classes, so they needed the support of the popular
and propertyless class, which consisted of the street mobs and the New Model Army.
The New Model Army, despite the efforts of the Parliament, was not disbanded and
“The radical alliance lasted long enough to bring to trial and execute the king in 1649, to
establish the ‘Commonwealth’, to introduce religious toleration for a wide variety of

religious dissenters, including Quakers and Jews, and to produce some remarkably
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radical developments in theory and practice.” !> Wood notes that the 1640s witnessed
remarkable radical ideas, the most prominent of which were the Leveller and Digger
ideologies. This radical environment was the result of the mobilization against
absolutism and the king, however Cromwell, who encouraged that mobilization, broke
away from the radical alliance later. The Stuart Restoration in 1660 and finally the
coronation of Mary and William of Orange in 1689 represented the end of the radicalism
of the 1640s. The Glorious Revolution of 1688, in this way put a stop to the turbulent
period in the English history while decisively defeating the absolutist attempts.
However, it also surely defeated the radical and popular threats. The constitutional
monarchy, ‘the King-in-Parliament’ settlement, established the landowning classes and
merchants as the unchallenged ruling class.?!3

The New Model Army, consisting of two factions, that were Grandees, the
senior officers usually coming from landowning classes, and the Agitators, the elected
soldier representatives, was the parliamentary army formed by Oliver Cromwell and
other Parliamentarians against the royalists. In this regard, the New Model Army
consisted of both gentlemen, upper and landowning classes, middle sections of the
society such as yeoman farmers and lower classes such as craftsmen, cottagers and
tenant farmers. “But the tenant farmer and perhaps also the smaller freeholder, and
certainly the poorer cottager, who were damaged by the enclosing or rack-renting
landlord, were prepared to be much more radical.”?!4

However, the New Model Army was not just a military force but also proved to
be an arena for radical and democratic political ideas. The essential dividing line
between the two camps was the question of franchise, which “represented a substantial
divergence between what has been called an ‘oligarchic republicanism’ and a more
democratic radicalism.”?!> The debate over franchise turned out to be a debate over
property as the radical camp of the Agitators, which had links with the Levellers as well,

asserted that every English man had the right to be ruled according to his own consent

and the right in question was not bounded to the property but belonged to the person
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himself. These arguments, of course, was fiercely opposed by the camp representing the
landowning class interests since the logical conclusion of these ideas could be the
arguments in favor of abolishing the private property system.?!6

Indeed, the Levellers were accused on this basis as “The name itself seems to
have appeared earlier in the century to describe people who rose up against practices
such as enclosure, ‘levelling’ hedges, fences or walls; but increasingly the term was used
pejoratively to accuse certain radicals of wanting to equalize or ‘level’, indeed even to
abolish, private property.”?!” Nevertheless, the Levellers were not really aiming at the
abolishing private property and explicitly stated that. They essentially represented small
proprietors against the large landowning class and objected to the concentration of large
lands at the hands of that class via enclosure or similar encroachments on customary
rights.?!® Tn addition to the objections against the concentration of property, which were
radical but not as radical as the accusations against them claimed, their views regarding
suffrage and self-government were radical as well. In terms of franchise, although
excluding women, “the starting position of the Leveller leaders - from which they
retreated in order to get the agreement of Cromwell and Ireton - was universal adult
219

male suffrage.

Wood notes the speech given by Colonel Rainsborough, a Leveller spokesman,

in the Putney Debates:

for really I think that the poorest he that is in England has a life to live as the
greatest he; and therefore truly, sir, I think it’s clear that every man that is to
live under a government ought first by his own consent to put himself under that
government, and I do think that the poorest man in England is not at all bound

in a strict sense to that government that he has not had a voice to put himself
under.**°

Despite being an argument for the universal suffrage and democracy, the more
conservative camp realized the potential ramifications of this argument which could be

furthered to the point that if the poorest person had the right to live life as the richest
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person lived, the same person could also have the right to anything that they required to
sustain their life. This right to anything, on the other hand, could result in the destruction
of private property. Rainsborough, of course, denied that the Levellers aimed at the
abolishing of private property.??!

Nevertheless, Peter Linebaugh and Marcus Rediker add that, after pointing out
there have been three primary interpretations of Putney Debates in history, namely
discussions on citizenship and broadening franchise starting with Edouard Bernstein,
discussions on welfare state starting with Aneurin Bevan in 1942, and discussions on
colonial liberation in the Pan-African Congress in 1945, “We find two neglected themes:
the struggle for the commons and the struggle against slavery... The fork in the road at
Putney pointed to either a future with the commons and without slavery, or to one with
slavery and without the commons.”?%?

In addition to the Levellers, the Diggers were a more radical group who
claimed to be “True Levellers, to distinguish themselves from those less inclined really
to ‘level’ property.”?? In this line, the Diggers were prepared to carry the Levellers’
argument for the universal suffrage that had been seen as a potential basis for furthering
the argument to the destruction of private property despite the Levellers’ denial to the
point “that there could be no true liberty without destroying the system of property.”?**

Gerrard Winstanley, one of the most prominent representatives of the Diggers
movement, which had emerged as a resistance to the enclosure practices just like the
Levellers, envisioned a society in which there were no masters or landlords, no
exploitation of labor, no commerce, no money, no poverty, no kings, no lords, no church
or no clergy. Winstanley’s radical vision opposes the division between laboring class
and ruling class and posits that the dethronement of the king should be accompanied by
the abolishment of private property system since the existence of private property
restrains the true liberty as private property entails exploitation.

Winstanley, for instance, stated that the Earth was a common treasury which

would be used by animals and humans for their subsistence and while the humans had

221 Wood and Wood, 4 Trumpet of Sedition, 86.
222 Linebaugh and Rediker, The Many-Headed Hydra, 108.
223 Wood and Wood, 4 Trumpet of Sedition, 81.
224 Wood and Wood, 4 Trumpet of Sedition, 87.

56



been given domination over animals, a similar domination of one group of people over
other groups did not exist.??> In this line, private property was deviation from the
original state of the earth as well as it was a sin. It was a sin since both God did not
intend people to have private property and having private property was not possible
without murder or theft. He argues that “this civil property is the curse is manifest thus:
those that buy and sell land, and are landlords, have got it either by oppression or murder
or theft; and all landlords lives in the breach of the seventh and eighth commandments,
Thou shalt not steal nor kill.”**° Moreover, the existence of private property was a
hindrance against true liberty according to Winstanley: “Take notice that England is not
a free people till the poor that have no land have a free allowance to dig and labour the
commons, and so live as comfortably as the landlords that live in their enclosures.”??’
The curse of private property, on the other hand, was connected to the existence of
wages and rents: “He that works for another, either for wages or to pay him rent, works
unrighteously and still lifts up the curse; but they that are resolved to work and eat
together, making the earth a common treasury, doth join hands with Christ to lift up the
creation from bondage, and restores all things from the curse.”??8

Thus, the society Winstanley envisioned was “to have the earth set free from all
kingly bondage of lords of manors and oppressing landlords, which came in by conquest
as a thief takes a true man's purse upon the highway, being stronger than he.”??* In that
society, private property was to be seen as a form of slavery and thus, “And that neither
the earth, nor any fruits thereof, should be bought or sold by the inhabitants one among
another, which is slavery the kingly conquerors have brought in; therefore he set his
stamp upon silver, that every one should buy and sell in his name.”?%°

In this regard, the Diggers’ attempt at creating a community by occupying a

common land on St. George’s Hill proves to be an act of liberation based on communal
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property and freedom of labor from exploitation.”*! According to Wood, the
radicalization represented by the Levellers and Diggers had a legacy that can be
observed “not only in later radical traditions, in the American Revolution or in the
philosophy of the modern Labour Party and even socialist movements, but in more
conservative political ideas which have attempted to appropriate, domesticate and
neutralize the radically democratic ideas that emerged in the English Revolution.”?*?
Even after the defeat of these radical ideas, in the eighteenth century,
“Gentlemen complained of the levelling notions of many labouring people, of their
‘licentious spirit’ and their ‘ungovernable appetites’.”>3* As Malcolmson notes, Timothy
Nourse writes in 1700: “But as for our Common People, many of them must be

confess'd to be very rough and savage in their Dispositions, being of levelling Principles,

and refractory to Government, insolent and tumultuous.”?** Nourse continues:

What Gentleman soever then shall have the Misfortune to fall into the
Neighbourhood of such Boors, let him never think to win them by Civilities, it
will be much more easie for him to teach a Hog to play upon the Bagpipes, than
to soften such Brutes by Courtesie; for they will presently interpret a Man's
Gentleness to be the Effect of a timorous and easie Nature, which will presently
make them bold and saucy. The best way therefore will be to bridle them, and to
make them feel the Spur too, when they begin to play their Tricks, and kick. The
Saying of an English Gentleman was much to the purpose, That Three things
ought always to be kept under, our Mastiff-Dog, a Stone-Horse, and a Clown:
And really I think a snarling, cross-grain'd Clown to be the most unlucky Beast
of the three. Such Men then are to be look'd upon as trashy Weeds or Nettles,
growing usually upon Dunghills, which if touch'd gently will sting, but being
squeez'd hard will never hurt us >3

Therefore, the defeat of the radical ideas was not sufficient, and the remnants of
these ideas should be dealt not with civility but should be suppressed with bridle and

spur. Nevertheless, to what extent the bridle and spur succeeded is open to question
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since “[i]n 1708 the Leveller William Rumbold’s epigram was cited: ‘No man was born
with a saddle and bridle on his back, nor any booted and spurred to ride him’.”23¢

The eighteenth century also witnessed sailors’ acts of resistance. “During the
course of the eighteenth century sailors became prominent in strikes and the
disturbances associated with them; the middle years of the century, in particular, led to a
number of disputes.”?’” Indeed, according to Marcus Rediker, “the very term ‘strike’
evolved from the decision of British seamen in 1768 to ‘strike’ the sails of their vessels
and thereby to cripple the commerce of the empire’s capital city.”?3® C. R. Dobson, who

»239 " along with

counts sailors among “the three most conspicuously militant groups
tailors and weavers, gives a list of labor disputes between 1717 and 1800. The disputes
in merchant shipping and navy, which were almost completely regarding wages, are as
follows: 1739, Southampton; 1746, Bristol; 1750, London; 1751, London (Royal Navy);
1762, Liverpool; 1768, Deptford; 1768, Limehouse; 1768, Port Glasgow; 1769
Gravesend; 1769, Tyne; 1770, London; 1771, Tyne; 1772, Wapping; 1773, Lodon;
1775, Liverpool; 1780, Royal Navy, 1783, London (Royal Navy); 1783, London; 1783,
Montego Bay; 1785, Shields; 1790, Newcastle; 1792, Dublin; 1792, Leith; 1792,
Yarmouth; 1792, Shields; 1792, Ipswich; 1792, Bristol; 1792, Lynn; 1792, Aberdeen;
1797, Spithead, Portsmouth, Plymouth, The Nore (Royal Navy).2** Although the
instances of strike given generally correspond to the second half of the eighteenth
century, these strikes point out to the existence of a maritime radicalism in the
eighteenth century. In this line, “the seamen, in sum, was one of the first collective

241 and they utilized their

workers” whose collectivism “was a collectivism of necessity
collectivism in order to negotiate for better wages and better labor conditions.

Apart from strikes, perhaps the most forceful act of resistance available to
sailors was mutiny in order to limit the captain’s authority, or sometimes to take the

ship’s control. “Although there is no systematic record of mutinies for the first half of
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the eighteenth century, documentation exists for sixty such rebellions, and certainly this
must represent only a small portion of those occurred.”?*? The act of mutiny, most of the
time, was violent and had various motives: reaction against the abuse of captains, poor
physical conditions of the ship, having inadequate sailors to operate the ship, insufficient
provisions, heavy workload, neglection of sailors’ health, violation of wage contracts, or

sailors’ aim to turn pirate.?*?

In addition to the actual act of mutiny, the threat of mutiny
as well as intimidation were also tactics of resistance. Rediker gives instances of

intimidation, which would be useful to quote in length:

Frequently seamen attempted to intimidate their captain or officers with the
defiant refusal of work. David Macky, of the Christabella in 1721, was ordered
by his master to set sail and responded: ‘God damn you, you may come and sett
it yourself and be damned for I will not do it.” His messmate Mathew
Carmichael was told to work on the maintopsail and told the captain that ‘he
might kiss his Arse for by God he would not do it.” Their captain, George
Jesson, was apparently afraid to discipline the men, but kept himself double-
armed in case they should decide to ‘turn Pyrates.” John Ward in 1729 refused
to work in “any but his own way” and often insisted, so that the whole crew of
the Lawson could hear, that if the ‘Master struck or any ways corrected him for
his disobedience he would knock him down and not take a Blow of]f] him.’***

Many other instances of refusal of work, disobedience against orders such and
threatening officers or the captain can be listed. After all, the tools used in ships could
easily be utilized as weapons, which were used by captains and officers as well as
common sailors during disputes on ship. Lastly, admiralty courts could be and were used
by sailors especially against abusing captains or to solve disputes over wages, however,
this method was both costly and tedious. Therefore, “Many seamen, it must be added,
did not wait for God to take up their cause, preferring instead to take matters into their
own hands, bypassing the legal system altogether.”?*> In sum, Rediker emphasizes the
collectivity of sailors in the eighteenth century, a collectivity which was formed against
the exploitative and hierarchical labor conditions at sea. The collective struggle of

sailors, in this sense, was a “class war: ‘class’ because the setting of conflict was the
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workplace and because the conflict grew directly out of the social relations of
production, manifested between those buying and directing labor power, and those
selling and providing it; ‘war’ because the hostility and struggle between opposing
forces for different ends was armed, violent, and nearly chronic.”?*® The collectivism,
and the oppositional culture based on this collectivism was, in turn, “horizontal”,
“antiauthoritarian”, and “egalitarian.”**’

The unique aspect of the maritime labor process, impressment, was one of the
major sources of resistance. Regarding the British colonies in America, Jesse Lemisch
states that “Ashore, seamen and others demonstrated their opposition to impressment
with the only weapon which the unrepresentative politics of the day offered them —
riot.”?*® There were many instances of riot such as the ones in Boston in 1747, in
Newport in 1765, in Norfolk in 1767, in New York in 1764 and 1765, in Newport in
1764, in Maine in 1764.2% In this sense, “' Impressment had played a role in the
estrangement of the American people from the British government. It had produced
"Odium" against the navy, and even six-year-olds had not been too young to have
learned to detest it.”?>°

The Stamp Act of 1765, which aimed to raise money via taxes on official
papers used in the colonies, also invoked the resistance of sailors in American colonies.
Although the act met with resistance of the colonial leadership as well, their resistance
against the act only involved stopping activities that the act necessitated the use of
stamps, which would stop all trade in the colonies. The sailors, who depended on the
trade, on the other hand, took a more radical way and rioted. “The pattern of rioting as

political expression, established as a response to impressment, was now adapted and

broadened as a response to the Stamp Act.”?! At the end, the sailors’ riot “had
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consequences. Parliament, taken aback by colonial protests, would soon repeal the
Stamp Act.”?*?

Rediker, in this sense, considers sailors as a part of what he calls motley crew,
which “was a social-political formation of the eighteenth-century port city” and “was
usually an armed agglomeration of various crews and gangs that possessed its own

»253 Furthermore,

motility and was often independent of leadership from above.
according to Rediker, “the history of the motley crew extends from the piracies of the
1710s and 1720s to the slave revolts and urban insurrections of the 1730s and 1740s”
while “Operations on sea and land, from mutiny to insurrection, made the motley crew
the driving force of a revolutionary crisis in the 1760s and 1770s.”2%*

In this line, Rediker follows the radical resistance of sailors and the motley
crew in time and connects the struggles against impressment to the Independent
Advertiser founded by Samuel Adams in 1748 which “reported on mutiny and resistance
to the press gang” as well as “supported the natural right to self-defense and vigorously
defended the ideas and practices of equality, calling, for example, for popular vigilance
over the accumulation of wealth and an ‘Agrarian Law or something like it’ (a Digger-
like redistribution of land) to support the poor workers of New England”?> He,
furthermore, cites instances of resistance against impressment in the form of street
battles against press gangs in London in 1770 and 1776, or in the form of burning or
threatening to burn the “vessels belonging to the king in Wilmington, North Carolina,
and in Nevis in 1765, in Newport again in 1769 and 1772, and twice in New York in
1775.°%5¢ Therefore, he argues that “Multiracial mobs under the leadership of maritime
workers thus helped to create the imperial crisis of the 1770s and simultaneously helped

to create a revolutionary solution to it.”?%’

Moreover, he connects the struggle against
impressment with the Leveller movement, both of which consider impressment as a
form of slavery. The Leveller movement, as Rediker notes, clearly had denounced

impressment a century ago: “We do not empower them to impress or constrain any
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person to serve in way by sea or land — every man's conscience being to be satisfied in
the justness of that cause wherein he hazards his own life, or may destroy another's.”?%?
Christopher P. Magra, also, attributes the fierce resistance against impressment, among
other factors such as the dangers of military impressment, the lower wages paid in the
navy compared to merchant vessels and the strict discipline in merchant or navy vessels,
to “a combination of deep-seated beliefs and practical experiences” that were rooted in
“the ideals of the Levellers.”?* In this line, “Just as the Levellers viewed impressment as
an infringement of natural rights and an indication of the abuse of state power during the
English Revolution, colonial American maritime laborers equated impressment with
state-sponsored slavery prior to the American Revolution.”?®® Furthermore, “Maritime
radicalism also inspired revolution. In 1776, Thomas Jefferson listed naval impressment
as one of the foremost grievances Americans had with the British government in the
Declaration of Independence.”?¢!

In sum, as Lemisch also acknowledges, the American Revolution was not
caused by the sailors.?6> Nevertheless, it is possible to trace radicalism of sailors during
the revolutionary era in America to the earlier revolts and struggles against impressment,
and sailors’ strikes. The most powerful form of these revolts, strikes, and struggles of
sailors was the mutiny. The most extreme result of the mutiny, on the other hand, was
piracy as an open defiance of state authority as well as the captain’s authority on the
ship. In this line, it is also possible to assume that the radical legacy of the golden age of
piracy extended into the rest of the eighteenth century. Therefore, as Rediker also points,
it can be argued that the golden age piracy in the early eighteenth century, the struggles
against impressment, the sailors during the American revolutionary era connected in the

radical legacy of the motley crew. On the other hand, the traces of the Leveller and

Digger movements can be observed in the said radical legacy as the emphasis on
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equality, freedom, anti-impressment and anti-slavery had influence on the sailors and
pirates in the eighteenth century.

While the radical Leveller and Digger ideas during the English Civil War had
been suppressed in England, the fact that “The English view of the function of overseas
colonies differed markedly from that of the French. Far from prohibiting the departure of
undesirables, the English encouraged the migration of religious dissidents, the poor,

263 provides an explanation for the continuance of these

malcontents, and criminals.
suppressed radical elements and ideas. Indeed, Paine refers to Sir Humphrey Gilbert
who writes at a date as early as 1576 “Also we might inhabite some parte of those
Countreys, and settle there suche needie people of our Countrie, which now trouble the
common welth, and through want here at home, are inforced to commit outragious
offences, whereby they are dayly consumed with the Gallowes.”?** Moreover, Hay also
notes that the sentence of transportation was given to convicts of various other crimes:

265

enclosure rioters=®>, crimes against property committed by “the unpropertied labouring

99266 ¢

poor2% “gentlemen with unusual sexual tastes or guilty of homicide ¢’

. Therefore, it is
safe to assume that the dispatch of the undesirables to the colonies contributed to the
formation of a radical Atlantic.

Christopher Hill, also investigates where the radical elements and ideas that
surfaced during the English Civil War disappeared to after the restoration. Accordingly,
he traces these radical elements and ideas in the Caribbean and makes note of the fact
that “A surprising number of English radicals emigrated to the West Indies either just
before or just after 1660.”2%® In addition to naming a few of these radicals, he states that
“The inhabitants of the islands were a hodge-podge of pauper immigrants (Barbados was
described in 1627 as a “city of refuge for poor impoverished persons”, in 1655 as “a
dunghill whereon England doth cast forth its rubbish”.) There were many deportees,
especially Irish.”?®® Furthermore, “Among others were beggars from Liverpool, royalist

prisoners from Scotland, and from England after Penruddock’s plot in 1655,
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highwaymen taken on the Scottish border, pirates caught on the English high seas, a
royalist agent arrested in 1659, dissenters under the Clarendon Code, Monmouthites
after 1685. On St Christopher there were Huguenots and other Frenchmen.”27

In this regard, Hill concludes that

many radicals sought refuge in the West Indies, especially in Barbados,
squeezed off that island, some — like Morgan —went to Jamaica, where they
were a source of recruits for the privateers and buccaneers patronized by that
island’s former Cromwellian rulers. Some no doubt carried with them ideas
which had originated in revolutionary England. But the dependence of the West
Indian economy on slaves and subjected Indians must have made these ideas

hard to sustain, especially when piracy seemed to offer the only means of
livelihood .*"!

In sum, as Magra argues, despite the suppression of radical ideas during the
Restoration, these ideas were spread by way of sea to the Atlantic. On the one hand,
sailors carried information between ports on both side of the Atlantic, and on the other,
the radicals and dissenters were transported to the colonies. In this way, “The ideas that
they shared were passed down from generation to generation.”?7?

In this chapter, I have tried to show that capitalism emerged in England as a
byproduct of the class struggles between feudal nobility and peasants, and culminated in
the dispossession of peasants and other common people, and their separation from direct
means of subsistence. Thereby, the wage labor as the commodification of labor became
the only way for access to subsistence. This transformation was accompanied by a
transformation in the legal arena, which was reflected in the redefinition of property as
the conception of absolute private property gained weight over the conception of
commons with the enclosure movement. In addition, the creation of new offences
against property, which were punishable by death, emphasized the redefinition of
property as well as the increasing sacredness of property. The cultural transformation
that accompanied these transformations, on the other hand, indicated that poverty
became an indispensable part of the social order and idleness was an obstacle against

capitalist growth. Therefore, the propertyless poor had to be disciplined in order to
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become fit to become wage laborers as well as they had to remain poor in order to be
easily disciplined. The political transformation pointed out to a state centralization in the
hands of an agrarian capitalist class which, on the other hand, did not disregard
mercantile capitalist interests, thereby the emerging capitalism in the countryside thrived
upon the international trade. The growing international trade required a massive
maritime labor, which had to, despite the increasing dependence of propertyless mass on
wage labor, be provided in a considerable rate by impressment, recruitment by force.
This employment tactic, together with other labor conditions at sea such as confinement,
strict discipline, and dangers of maritime labor, indicated the uniqueness of maritime
labor. The dispossession wave, dependence on wage labor, the emerging labor
discipline, the redefinition of property, the state centralization were met with resistance
both on land and at sea. The wage labor relation was resisted, idleness was not
abandoned in spite of the condemnation of contemporary writers, there were food riots
against the commodification of food. In addition, more radical movements, the Leveller
and the Digger movements, emerged during the English Civil War, which aimed at
universal suffrage as well as targeting private property. These instances of resistance in
the seventeenth century were followed by sailors’ resistance, which connected the
golden age piracy, sailor strikes, struggles against impressment and the American
Revolution. In this regard, the golden age piracy proved to be the most radical and
extreme form of resistance as the pirates could establish a society of their own and could

escape, albeit for a limited time, the grasp of the state and capitalism.
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CHAPTER 3

OMNIA SUNT COMMUNIA: THE COMMONS AND PREFIGURATIVE
POLITICS

The commons are both a historical and a contemporary notion. As can be seen
in the previous chapter on the history of capitalism, the commons precede capitalism:
The commons were enclosed, thus the commoners were separated from their means of
subsistence that they gained through the commons and were subjected to wage labor.
However, not only the commons existed before the advent of capitalism but they still
exist in the contemporary world. In this way, “commons have been the thread that has
connected the history of the class struggle into our time, and indeed the fight for the
commons is all around us.”?"3

The recent revival of the commons in the literature points out to that
connectedness of the previous forms of class struggle to the contemporary forms. This
chapter aims to review the literature on the commons in order to demonstrate the
relevancy of both the accumulation by extra-economic means and the commons to the
contemporary prefigurative movements. By doing so, this chapter will provide a
theoretical and conceptual framework with which the pirates of the golden age can be
analyzed.

In order to do so, firstly, the ongoing character of primitive accumulation will
be presented. Then, the risk of cooptation of the commons by capital will be explained
and the distinction of the commons on the basis of its position vis-a-vis capital will be
made. After a brief history of the contemporary debate on the commons, the tragedy of
the commons and governance of the commons, the anti-capitalist commons and its
components, namely common goods, commoners and commoning, will be explained.

Then, prefigurative politics and prefiguration will be introduced and the prefigurative
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character of the commoning activity will be presented. Lastly, the relationship between

the commons and violence will be briefly described.

3.1. “Capital Encloses”: The Ongoing Character of Primitive Accumulation

In the orthodox Marxist tradition, the commons were seen as a relic of the past,
belonging to a specific, pre-capitalist historical stage. The enclosure of the commons, the
dominant form of primitive accumulation, paved the way for capitalism, preparing
capitalism’s preconditions, which were the separation of producers from their means of
subsistence, thus subjecting them to wage labor and capital accumulation. “So-called
primitive accumulation, the process by which commons are enclosed, was understood to
be a one-off process; moreover, a process that was completed several centuries ago. For
example, in England the ‘enclosures’ is a term which is usually assumed to refer to

something that happened in the sixteenth century.”?’*

What distinguishes primitive
accumulation from capital reproduction, in this sense, is the lack of capital and wage
labor. Therefore, primitive accumulation must establish the wage relationship along with
the accumulating capital, which points out to value appropriation outside the capitalist
laws of economy. Thus, primitive accumulation separates the producers from their non-
capitalist means of subsistence, a separation that depends on use of violence. In this way,
commoners losing their access to means of subsistence and their rights to commons are
forced into wage labor while the commons are transformed into private property.?’>
Thus, both the concept of primitive accumulation and the notion of the commons were
considered history in the orthodox Marxist tradition.

Nevertheless, from another perspective, this process of primitive accumulation
denotes a temporary interruption in the principle of the common. Especially in the
autonomist Marxist tradition, the idea that primitive accumulation, enclosures, and
»276

commons belonged to the pre-capitalist history is challenged since “capital encloses.

If primitive accumulation is “taken as an extra-economic force that separates the

bl
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workers from their means of production, we would be compelled to acknowledge it as a
recurring phenomenon not only preceding capitalism but in fact littering its history. For
workers organize, be it in cooperatives, unions or political parties, and develop political
strategies that have enabled them to wrest back some control over their means of
production.”””” Thus, separating them from their newly won control requires extra-
economic force, meaning the continuation of primitive accumulation in capitalist mode
of production.

In this line, for instance, Massimo de Angelis argues that Marx’s primitive
accumulation can be taken both as a historical argument and as an argument for
continuation. 2’ With regard to this, de Angelis stresses three fundamental points
regarding primitive accumulation: (1) Both accumulation proper and primitive
accumulation contain the separation of producers from means of production. (2) The
separation in question is one of the central categories of Marx’s thought. (3) The only
difference between primitive accumulation and accumulation proper in Marx’s thought
is the separation’s conditions and forms.?’® Once it is put that separation of producers
and means of production are common in both forms of accumulation, it is crucial to note
that while primitive accumulation means “the ex novo production of the separation”,
accumulation proper “implies the reproduction — on a greater scale — of the same
separation.”?®® The ex novo production, in this regard, indicates extra-economic forces
while accumulation proper points out to the economic laws of capitalism. In other
words, the ex novo separation of producers from their direct means of subsistence
happens through direct extra-economic forces and after this separation occurs there
remains no need for extra-economic forces. The separation is reproduced within the
limits of economic forces since “the advance of capitalist production develops a working
class which by education, tradition and habit looks upon the requirements of that mode
of production as self-evident natural laws.”?8! However, when accumulation encounters
any kind of obstacle, when the self-evident natural laws of capitalism are challenged,

primitive accumulation as the ex novo separation targets these obstacles and challenges.
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According to De Angelis, on the other hand, these obstacles and challenges are an

indispensable part of capitalism as is primitive accumulation:

divorce embedded in the definition of primitive accumulation can be
understood not only as the origin of capital vis-a-vis precapitalist social
relations, but also as a reassertion of capital’s priorities vis-a-vis those social
forces that contest this separation. Thus, precapitalist spaces of autonomy
(such as the common land of the English yeomen or the economies of African
societies targeted by slave merchants) are not the only targets of primitive
accumulation strategies. Enclosure strategies also target any given balance of
power among classes that constitutes ‘rigidity’ — that is, a resistance against
the further process of capitalist accumulation, or a reversal of that process. If
we conceive social contestation as a continuous element of capitalist relations
of production, capital must continuously engage in strategies of primitive
accumulation to recreate the ‘basis’ of accumulation itself.**

The ex novo production of separation, the recreation of the basis of
accumulation, in this regard, happens in one or two ways, either when capital discovers
new areas to be colonized or when capital’s already colonization is challenged and an
alternative is presented, like commons.?®> Temporally then, primitive accumulation
“refers to the problematic of the preservation and expansion of the capitalist mode of
production any time the producers set themselves up as an obstacle to the reproduction
of their separation from the means of production, a separation understood in the terms
described above.”?84

In this way, De Angelis infers two points: “First, separation does not only
indicate the rupture between modes of production in an epochal period of ‘transition’.
This implies that primitive accumulation cannot be confined to a distant past... there is
nothing indicating that this separation may not occur any time, even within a ‘mature’
capitalist mode of production, when the conditions for an ex novo separation are
posited.”?® “Second, insisting on the role of separation in the definition of primitive

accumulation and stressing that the distinction between accumulation and primitive

accumulation is based on the conditions of implementation of this separation opens the
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way for investigating what are the different possible forms of primitive
accumulation.”?8¢ The other forms of primitive accumulation besides the enclosures in
England include slave trade, public debt, international credit system and taxes.?®” This
suggests that “primitive accumulation is the ex-novo production of the separation
between producers and means of production and therefore, in certain conditions, it
represents a strategy” and “this social process or strategy can take different forms.”?88
The notion of different forms of primitive accumulation as capital’s strategies
implies that there are different forms of struggles that disturb the capital’s accumulation
proper and that require the capital to use the primitive accumulation strategy. De Angelis
notes two instances of struggles, the first of which is the Diggers’ attempt at commoning
by digging the land on St. George Hill in 1649. This attempt, although drawing four or
five thousand commoners to the hill, were dispersed one year later. De Angelis considers
the Diggers’ collective action as an activity aimed “at ‘associating the producer with the

means of production”?%

while also considering the dispersion of the Diggers as a form
of primitive accumulation that corrects the disturbance introduced by the Diggers by
establishing the separation of the producers from the means of subsistence. The second
instance considers the struggle over working day. Referring to Marx, De Angelis argues
that the workers’ struggle to limit the working day erects a social barrier against the
capital, which is a form of common since it limits the separation. This form of common,
on the other hand, is counterposed by the introduction machinery, which is a form of
primitive accumulation since by intensifying labor, it recreates the separation.?*°

In connection with the struggles against the capital to prevent and/or reduce
accumulation proper touched upon above, George Caffentzis discusses three
temporalities of capitalism, and connects the third temporality that he argues is lesser
known than the first two to the discussion on primitive accumulation and its ongoing
character. The first two temporalities, linear and circular time, involve respectively

work-time, i.e., the length of workday, and reproduction i.e., simple reproduction (M-C-

M circle), expanded reproduction (M-C-M’ circle), and social reproduction through
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which labor power is reproduced and can be challenged by struggles such as those over
the length of workday, boycotts, strikes, mobility of workers and simple rejection of
biological reproduction. These temporalities are located at the sphere of accumulation
proper. The third temporality, tensed time, on the other hand, signifies beginnings,
middles, and ends as it is not located at the sphere of accumulation proper, rather it can
exist in pre-capitalism, capitalism, or post-capitalism.?®! The tensed time, in this sense,
represents “a struggle to prevent the establishment of the preconditions of capitalism and
to transcend these conditions once they are established as well. It is not exactly a ‘class
struggle’ for it is an attempt to either deny the presuppositions of class existence or to
transcend them.”?%?

In this line, despite the capitalists’ attempt to postulate capitalism as the only
system available in terms of having no beginning and no ending, capitalism, according
to Caffentzis, has not only a beginning but many beginnings since it is obvious that once
its preconditions for existence are in place, capitalism begins, however, the existence of
capitalism does not guarantee the continuation of these preconditions.??* “The logical
key to primitive accumulation is the process of depriving people of noncapitalist access
to the means of subsistence (metonymically described as the “enclosure of the

commons”) whenever and wherever this access arises.” 2%4

This means the appearance of
the access in question interrupts the continuation of capitalism and forces it to start
again, hence the many beginnings of capitalism. In this way, Caffentzis names two class
struggle actions operating in the tensed temporality, prevention and commonization:
“Both actions are relational, one outside the capitalist circle attempting to bar absorption
to the inside, one inside going out and attempting to bar a return. One prevents the loss
of, the other expands, the commons. One prevents absorption into capitalist time and the

other exits from it.”?> The action of prevention, in Caffentzis’ words worth including in

length here,
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arises from a struggle to defend a precapitalist commons that already provides
tools and wealth for subsistence. This type of commons offers the possibility of
refusing entrance into capitalist relations. Prevention is the ur-class struggle
that aborts the formation of the working class. Those who are fated to be
workers conduct this struggle in order to stop their metamorphosis.. It is a
struggle against primitive accumulation with a long “history.” ... There is a
difficulty in seeing this struggle at times because it does not express itself as a
class struggle, and it has often been dismissed by practitioners of standard
conceptions of class struggle as reactionary or irrelevant.?*°

In this line, Caffentzis emphasizes the ongoing character of primitive
accumulation as he establishes the existence of precapitalist commons in capitalism
through his concept of tensed time. In this way, the defense of precapitalist commons
against the enclosures, prevention of capital’s penetration into these commons becomes
“outward-looking” struggles, rather than being simply “backward-looking” struggles.
Moreover, he shows that the precapitalist commons can coexist with capital, which also
brings up the possibility that the commons could be coopted by capital as well as the
possibility that they could challenge it. For instance, the workers who have access to
precapitalist means of subsistence through their families or villages can lengthen their
strikes since they can attain food without the mediation of market.?®’

On the role of class struggle in ongoing primitive accumulation, Jim Glassman
emphasizes the class struggles for and against proletarianization in order to present the
possibility that primitive accumulation is a component of contemporary capitalism. On
the one hand, workers’ struggles might be directed against unemployment, demand to be
employed as waged workers, and aim at full proletarianization. On the other hand,
workers might resist against full proletarianization in order to protect their independence
by maintaining their access to non-capitalist means of subsistence. According to
Glassman, then, proletarianization is not an inevitable direction that capitalism takes, but
a process dependent on class struggle. While capitalists think that they can take
advantage of reserve army of labor by keeping proletarianization low to control wages,
the workers might fight for proletarianization in order to gain access to wages. Or,

whereas capitalists want full proletarianization in order to increase production, the
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workers might, whether successfully or unsuccessfully, resist against this process.?®
Thus, “the fact that proletarianization-retarding forces emanating from class struggle
will always likely be present, implies that primitive accumulation is a more enduring
process than Marx suggested in the moments where he discusses it as a historical
phase.”?%

While de Angelis, Caffentzis and Glassman emphasize struggles against the
capital in their discussions on the ongoing character of primitive accumulation, David
Harvey places his discussion within the framework of the theory of falling rate of profit
and the crises of overaccumulation. Overaccumulation, in this sense, “means a condition
of surpluses of labour (rising unemployment) and surpluses of capital (registered as a
glut of commodities on the market that cannot be disposed of without a loss, as idle
productive capacity, and/or as surpluses of money capital lacking outlets for productive
and profitable investment).”3® These surpluses of labor and capital, in turn, lead to a
failure in accumulation through expanded reproduction. The capital’s solution to this

failure and overaccumulation crisis, according to Harvey, comprises of spatio-temporal

fixes that represent “accumulation by dispossession”.

The spatio-temporal ‘fix’, on the other hand, is a metaphor for solutions to
capitalist crises through temporal deferment and geographical expansion. The
production of space, the organization of wholly new territorial divisions of
labour, the opening up of new and cheaper resource complexes, of new
dynamic spaces of capital accumulation, and the penetration of pre-existing
social formations by capitalist social relations and institutional arrangements
(such as rules of contract and private property arrangements) provide multiple
ways to absorb existing capital and labour surpluses.>*!

In this way, capital may invest in public in order to postpone the results of
overaccumulation or may open up or penetrate new geographical sites, hence the spatio-

temporal fix. However, this fix results in dispossession of the people on the one hand,
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and on the other, the accumulation of capital. Since it is an ongoing process, Harvey
prefers to call this process accumulation by dispossession instead of original or primitive
accumulation. In addition to the forms of primitive accumulation described by Marx,
such as the commodification of land, evictions of peasants, the triumph of private
property rights, elimination of commons rights, commodification of labor, processes of
resource appropriation, slave trade, international credit system, national debt3*?, Harvey
argues that accumulation by dispossession introduced new mechanisms of accumulation.
These new mechanisms include intellectual property rights in terms of genetic material
patents and licenses; exploitation of environmental commons such as air, water, and
land; commodification of culture; privatization of public goods and services that range
from social security and public healthcare to water, from universities to welfare. All
these new mechanisms represent new enclosures of the commons.3? Although Harvey
focuses on the role of accumulation by dispossession in capitalism’s expansion into the
periphery, his emphasis on privatization, particularly privatization demanded by the IMF
establishes the close relations between the accumulation by dispossession in the
periphery and in the core. In this line, privatization emerges as an important process by
which capital can increase proletarianization and commodification of public goods and
services. 3%

De Angelis also lists “privatisation, marketisation, cuts in entitlements both
North and South, effects of structural adjustment policies, biopiracy, intellectual
property rights, resource privatisation” as types of enclosure and argues that they “share
a common character: the forcible separation of people from whatever access to social
wealth they have which is not mediated by competitive markets and money as
capital.”** The access in question provide people with autonomy to some extent from
the capitalist market relations whereas the new enclosures aims to destroy the commons
that provide the access to non-market means of subsistence and the autonomy from

market.3%
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The increasing privatization, proletarianization and commodification as
mechanisms of new enclosures are what enabled for example, Midnight Notes
Collective to conceptualize “The New Enclosures” as well as to declare that the 1980s
“has seen the largest Enclosure of the worldly Common in history.”3” Whereas the old
enclosures were the process by which the commoners of the old were transformed firstly
into beggars, paupers, vagabonds, and then into wage laborers; the new enclosures are
again “the common denominator of proletarian experience across the globe” as they
force millions “from their land, their jobs, their homes through wars, famines, plagues,
and the IMF ordered devaluations (the four knights of the modern apocalypse).”3% In
this way, “once again, as at the dawn of capitalism, the physiognomy of the world
proletariat is that of the pauper, the vagabond, the criminal, the panhandler, the street
peddler, the refugee sweatshop worker, the mercenary, the rioter.”3%

Midnight Notes Collective lists five aspects of the new enclosures. The first two
are methods utilized by the old enclosures as well: putting an end to non-capitalist
access to means of subsistence and appropriating land for debt.3!? In addition to these
usual methods of enclosing, the new enclosures, thirdly, take advantage of migration and

311 As a fourth method, the new enclosures

renders the labor increasingly mobile.
transform humans as well as animals and land into mutants by destroying the
environment, and by engineering and patenting genes, which instead of the age long
dream of capital sending people to labor in space, turns the earth into space as “millions
are already living in space-colony conditions: no oxygen to breathe, limited
social/physical contact, a desexualized life, difficulty of communication, lack of sun and
green ... even the voices of the migrating birds are missing.”3!2 Moreover, particularly in

the service industry, the appearance of the worker also gained importance for capital,

pointing out to the enclosure of the bodily common, which was, until recent, out of reach
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of the enclosing capital.>!® The last aspect of the new enclosures, according to Midnight
Notes Collective, was that they needed socialism to collapse.?'*

In conclusion, following Glassman, there is merit in discussion of primitive
accumulation as an ongoing character of capitalism since separation of producers from
their lands and privatization of resources are crucial processes for both historical
primitive accumulation and ongoing accumulation by extra-economic means, thus the
discussion remains relevant for contemporary transformations. In addition, the
discussion also reveals the heterogenous and complex character of capitalism.3!> Thus, it
is crucial to challenge the notion of primitive accumulation as a part of long gone
historical, pre-capitalist stage since while acknowledging the differences between the
historical forms of primitive accumulation and its contemporary forms and the different
contexts of these, “to emphasise their common character allows us to interpret the new
without forgetting the hard lessons of the old.”3!® In this sense, De Angelis, by
establishing the ongoing character of primitive accumulation, stresses two points: firstly,
neoliberalism takes different forms in the Global North and Global South, however,
there are commonalities among these forms. Secondly, the alternative to capitalism
should address “the issue of the direct access of the means of existence, production and
communication, the issue of commons.”®!” Nevertheless, as noted, the existence of
precapitalist commons alongside with capital suggests the risk of enclosure of these
commons by capital as well as the risk of cooptation, which we will turn in the next

section.

3.2. The Risk of Cooptation: Pro-Capitalist Commons?

The popularity of the commons in the recent decades indicates a paradigm shift
in mainstream economics, which is signified by the Nobel award in economics received
by Elinor Ostrom with her study on the commons. However, the popularity in question
is both a celebrated and concerning development since it “puts commons discourse

firmly within the mainstream, in turn making more visible emancipatory politics
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grounded in commons. Concern, because any paradigm shift signaled by the Nobel may
not be an epistemic shift away from capitalism, but rather a paradigm shift within the
strategies of management of capitalist social relations.”3!8

The paradigm shift amounts to a “commons fix”, a strategy adopted by capital
in order to curb its own devastating effects on both the social and ecological
reproduction. In this way, capital is face to face with an impasse consisting “of the
devastation of systems of social reproduction through reductions of wages and welfare
over the past 30 years as work has become more atomized, flexible and precarious as
well the increasing inability of natural ecosystems to support capital in its endless quest
for greater resource extraction and cost-shifting externalities, such as the free use of the
atmosphere as a waste dump.”3!° However, the impasse in question requires a solution
which cannot be provided by capitalism alone since capital needs growth and
accumulation in order to maintain its existence, and growth and accumulation strategies
that are feasible for capital are the ones that will deepen its devastating effects on social
and ecological reproduction. Hence, according to De Angelis, “to solve or at least to
address this impasse, capital needs the commons, or at least specific, domesticated
versions of them. It needs a commons fix. Since neoliberalism is not about to give up its
management of the world, it will likely have to ask the commons to help manage the
devastation. And if the commons are not there, capital will have to promote them
somehow.”320

Nevertheless, the relation between capital and the commons is an ambiguous
one since as much as capital needs the commons through a fix that will coopt them, the
commons can also go the opposite way. In other words, the commons might constitute
alternative and autonomous relations of social production. In this way, “their co-
dependence and co-evolution makes it difficult to point out which of the two systems

uses the other.”*?! De Angelis and Harvie refer to a study on village commons in South

Africa conducted by the anthropologist Claude Meillassoux. According to the study, the
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reproduction and subsistence provided in the village commons, essentially by women,
enabled male workers to migrate in order to get waged jobs, and from the capital’s
perspective, this lowered the cost of these workers’ reproduction. However, the
productivity of the commons had an enormous effect on the availability of workers for
capital as well as on the cost-cutting strategies of capital since the unproductive
commons would increase the cost of reproduction for capital while the productive
commons would lower the number of workers migrating or would strengthen the
negotiating power of the workers vis-a-vis their employers.3??

Therefore, in addition to enclosures of the commons, cooptation of the
commons emerges as a strategy of capital. Capital’s cooptation strategies might be
observed in the World Bank’s attempt at promoting the commons in the global South, by
which such aspects of the commons as community participation or pooling resources
were encouraged only in order to link credit associations created in common to the
microcredit institutions and banks, or the “Big Society” campaign in the UK which
sought to delegate public services to charities under the guise of community
involvement.?* In this line, Max Haiven argues that there is an ongoing enclosure on the
plane of ideas as well when he speaks of “the enclosure of (the idea) of the
commons.”*?* Thus, the ideas such as democracy, human rights, gender equality are
employed to serve neoliberalism; the words such as revolution, environmentalism,
sustainability, green and creativity are utilized for advertisement, for gentrification, and
for selling commodities.>** In a similar manner, “Today, the name and the idea of the
commons appear everywhere to rebrand capitalism and sell us the illusion of
community.”?® City planning uses the word commons while in actuality public spaces
are enclosed, the term digital commons is used while free labor of coders or users are
commodified by companies, the microfinance loans from the IMF or the World Bank

monetize commons, local attempts to sustain communities that try to compensate the
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lack of public services are encouraged by neoliberalism.3?’ In terms of the privatizations
in the Global South, “Starting from the 1990s onwards, the World Bank has explored the
idea of common property management, eventually stating in the 1992 World Bank
Report that Common Property Resources can foster more effective rural development
than nationalization.”3?® In this way, “where capital uses the commons as a fix for its
crisis, commoning is harnessed by capital and, in turn, the possibilities for expanding
commons are constrained. The goal here is not to provide alternatives to capital, but to
make a particular node of capital — a region or a city perhaps, a ‘sustainable community’
— more competitive, while somehow addressing the problems of social reproduction at
the same time.”3? Therefore, “‘cooptation’ mainly refers to that process of
revalorization of the Commons by mainstream economists and capitalist planners that
have finally understood that collective management of natural resources can be more
efficient and less prone to conflict than privatization, and that the Commons can produce
for the market very well.”33°

Caffentzis also emphasizes the transformation of the concept commons “from a
word referring rather archaically to a grassy square in the centre of New England towns
to one variously used by real estate developers, ‘free software’ programmers, ecological
activists and peasant revolutionaries to describe very different, indeed conflicting,
purposes and realities.”*3! The conflicting realities and purposes here points out to
Caffentzis’ distinction regarding the commons: “(1) pro-capitalist commons that are
compatible with and potentiate capitalist accumulation and (2) anti-capitalist commons
that are antagonistic to and subversive of capitalist accumulation.”3*? In this way,
Caffentzis conceptualizes what De Angelis refers to as “commons fix” as

“Neoliberalism’s ‘Plan B,’ that is, the use of the tools of the commons to ‘save’
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Neoliberalism from itself.”33* Thus, in a nutshell, neoliberalism, which was a response to
the crisis faced by Keynesianism that sought to contain class struggle but started to fail
in the 1970s, ushered a new wave of privatization and commodification of goods and
services that had been publicized and de-commodified as the result of past class
struggles and the attempts to contain them. These “new enclosures” as they are called by
the Midnight Notes Collective targeted the Global North as well the Global South, and
Caffentzis stresses the World Bank’s attack on the latter which took the form of
Structural Adjustment Programs in the 1980s. The programs in question aimed to direct
the agriculture in Africa to raising export crops, which also required the privatization of
the communal lands. The need to privatize was supported by Garrett Hardin’s piece that
defended the enclosures against the commons, “The Tragedy of the Commons”, which
will be touched on in the next section.3*

Nevertheless, the new enclosures were met with resistance in Latin America
and Africa. Regarding the former, Caffentzis refers to the 1994 Zapatista rebellion in
Chiapas, Mexico, and the 1999 Water Wars in Bolivia. Yet, these were resistance

movements that began later, and there were movements for

resistance to land and resource privatisation that had already taken off in the
1980s, a decade that saw the launching of a world-wide land war. Up the
Andes into Central America and Mexico there has been an armed struggle over
the control of land (frequently referred to in the US as an aspect of the ‘drug
problem’). In West Africa there was a micro-level of armed struggle against
land seizures by the state and development banks (frequently discussed as
anachronistic ‘tribal wars’). In Southern Africa, the battle over land and its
control, both in town and country, is included as an aspect of the ‘struggle
against apartheid,” while in East Africa it is considered a ‘problem of

nationalities 33>

Therefore, in the face of the fierce resistance movements, the view of the
commons saw a transformation. The World Developmet Report in 1992 acknowledged
the commons in Africa in a limited way while the World Bank admitted that the
commons could administer their resources better than larger institutions. In this way,

neoliberalism’s Plan B acknowledged the commons, albeit as a strategy that aimed at the
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de-escalation of resistance against the new enclosures.?*® “Thus, the World Bank
considered the Commons as a commodifiable collective form of management that is an
alternative to a private one but one that is actually better than state management; this is
because it is an arrangement that may in any case foster capitalist development,

especially when aggressive privatisations are not recommendable.”337

3.3. Tragedy of the Commons vs. Governance of the Commons

The literature on the commons in contemporary debates starts with the defense
of the enclosures. Garrett Hardin, trying to tackle the population problem, describes a
pasture used in common by herders who, as rational individuals, pursue to maximize
their gains in his influential article “The Tragedy of the Commons”. Every individual
herder calculates that adding one animal increases their gain while also increasing the
overgrazing of the common pasture. While the gain in question directly belongs to the
individual herder, the cost of overgrazing is shared by all herders. Therefore, Hardin
concludes that the rationality dictates that the herders keep on adding animals to their
herds and that all the individual herders using the pasture take this course. “Therein is
the tragedy. Each man is locked into a system that compels him to increase his herd
without limit — in a world that is limited...Freedom in a commons brings ruin to all.”33}
The only way to prevent this tragedy and the potential ruin of freedom is either
privatization or state management. The privatization solution suggested by Hardin, of
course, “had impact not only in the realm of demography or biology, but also in
neoliberal economics, as an irrefutable proof that privatization was the only answer
available against free riding and inefficient use of common and public resources.”3

On the one hand, “the problem with Hardin’s model concerns the fact that its
players are cast in a rationality and measuring process that is uniquely the type of subject

portrayed by capital: Homo economicus — neo-liberal economic man.”**’ On the other

hand, in Hardin’s tale the pasture is used in common while the herders’ animals were
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private property. “If the cattle were held in common, of course, the metaphor would not
work. It would then be clear that it was private property in cattle and individual utility-
maximizing behavior that lay at the heart of the problem.”3*! Moreover, Peter Linebaugh
argues that the rational herder is a fiction evoked by Hardin, “it is a fantasy. What he
most likely means is the selfish herdsman or the lonely herdsman, because, in history,
the commons is always governed. The pinder, the hayward, or some other officer elected
by the commoners will impound that cow, or will fine that greedy shepherd who puts
more than his share onto the commons.3*?

On the governance of the commons Elinor Ostrom should be definitely noted
since her “work and the subsequent literature it inspired thus mark the start of a broader

343 Indeed, Ostrom, a

shift in scholarly thinking about the commons and policy making.
political scientist, received a Nobel award in economics in 2009. While Hardin’s homo
economicus acted exclusively based on their individual interest and was represented as
operating in a vacuum without communicating with other individuals, Ostrom shows
that this representation of homo economicus is a fiction and individuals act, in fact, in a
way limited by social norms. “The widespread recognition that individuals are social
beings who act upon values, concerns, incentives and preferences that extend beyond
narrowly defined economic self-interest, and that factors such as mutual trust, altruism,
reciprocity and cooperation should become key elements in any debate on the commons,
is a major accomplishment; especially given that the zeitgeist was Hardin’s tragedy.”3#*
While Ostrom stresses the social organization aspect of the commons in the
sense that despite Hardin’s proposed tragedy, the commons can be and have been
sustained with the help of self-organization, she conceptualizes common-pool resources
(CPRs), which “refers to a natural or man-made resource system that is sufficiently large

as to make it costly (but not impossible) to exclude potential beneficiaries from

obtaining benefits from its use.”3* Furthermore, she makes a distinction between
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resource systems and resource units. While resource systems are “stock variables that
are capable, under favorable conditions, of producing a maximum quantity of a flow
variable without harming the stock or the resource system itself.”34¢, “Resource units are

what individuals appropriate or use from resource systems.”34’

In this line while fishing
grounds and groundwater basins are examples of resource systems, the fish caught in a
fishing ground or water collected from a groundwater basin are examples of resource
units.>*® Therefore, as Fournier states, for Ostrom, what are commons are resource
systems while resource units appropriated from the commons are private property of the
community members**°, which indicates that Ostrom does not go beyond Hardin’s
framework in which the pasture shared by the herders is the common while both the
animals of individual herders and the fodder consumed by the animals are herders’
private property.

As Martin Deleixhe argues, Ostrom shows the existence of sustainable
commons, some of which are centuries old, since although being rational and individual
actors, the commoners Ostrom refers to are aware of the that cooperation is key to the
survival of the commons. Therefore, they can limit consumption of individuals in order
to maintain the common resources through a collective decision-making process, and
they develop mechanisms to monitor, to solve problems, and to prevent free riders. In
this way, through autonomous organization, they can remain independent of the two
solutions suggested by Hardin to the “tragedy of the commons”: privatization or public
control, 33

Through examining various case studies, Ostrom designates eight principles
that the sustainable CPR institutions follow: (1) the clear definition of individuals who
use common resources as well as of the CPR’s boundaries, (2) rules regulating provision
and appropriation are accommodated to the local conditions, (3) collective decision-
making process, (4) a monitoring process in which the monitors are liable to the

community members, (5) the violation of rules of the community is sanctioned in a
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graduated way, (6) quick and low-cost access to mechanisms for conflict resolution, (7)
community self-organization recognized by external authorities, and (8) regarding the
large systems comprising of local CPRs, multi-layered organization of “nested
enterprises”.>>!

Nevertheless, Ostrom “only considers some aspects of the commons. She
explores how communities organise in commons to share resources between individual
members, but ignores the fact that commons may not only be distributed in common but

also may be used in common and in this process may be reproductive of community.”3>?

34. Anti-capitalist Commons and the Commoning Activity

Whereas Ostrom considers the commons as mere shared resources, this study,
following Federici, Caffentzis, De Angelis and Linebaugh, focuses on the collective,
relational and dynamic aspects of the commons, which are best represented by the term
“commoning” that was suggested, or to put it better, unearthed from the dusty pages of
history by Linebaugh: “To speak of the commons as if it were a natural resource is
misleading at best and dangerous at worst—the commons is an activity and, if anything,
it expresses relationships in society that are inseparable from relations to nature. It might
be better to keep the word as a verb, an activity, rather than as a noun, a substantive.”3>3

To again cite Federici who refers to Linebaugh, “commons have been the
thread that has connected the history of the class struggle into our time, and indeed the

fight for the commons is all around us.”3%*

Linebaugh stresses the importance of the
Magna Carta for the commons in history as well as for the commons today as he shows
that the Magna Carta was not the only charter forced on the king, but there was another
charter, Charter of the Forest, that accompanied the Magna Carta. The message
conveyed by the two charters complementing each other was that “political and legal

rights can exist only on an economic foundation. To be free citizens we must also be

equal producers and consumers.”>® Therefore, the political rights listed in the Magna
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Carta was in actuality supported by the common rights in the Charter of the Forest.
Recalling, at this point, Caffentzis’ conceptualization of tensed time that the struggle for
the commons takes two forms, prevention and commonization, the Charter of the Forest
indicates a struggle to prevent the enclosures. Yet the tensed time suggests the existence

of the precapitalist and postcapitalist commons together in the same temporality:

For the commoning process I refer to involves the ongoing transformation of
the commodified forms of life into a commons. This is not a process that is all-
or-nothing nor is it a utopian vision of a ‘‘future” life. On the contrary, it
recognizes that much of the commons is already operating, often extensively,
under capitalism and the issue is the self- organized expansion of that area of
life that is common. That is, the class struggle in this temporal dimension is not
only a matter of preventing enclosures (and thus an entrance into capital’s
time) but to actually expanding the commons into new areas of social life (and
so exiting capital’s time). This expansive commonizing process is not an ideal
safely ensconced in the future perfect. It is time future in the present or it is
nothing.>>¢

The fact that much of the commons is already operating under capitalism, the
existence of the tensed time, also indicates that “one need not wait for some mythical
‘beginning of history’ - after a centuries-long march through war and deprivation - to
achieve the goal of a cooperative ‘free association’ of producers (as envisioned by both
Marx and the anarchists of the First International) ... it was already here and working
(though often in the so-called marginal areas of the world economy and with many
distortions).”37 Despite the marginality and distortions, this also suggests a way out of
capitalism since the anti-capitalist commons have transformation as their objective in the
sense that they do not only seek to provide remedies against capitalism’s detrimental
effects while staying within its limits but also they create alternative social relations that
points out to the beyond of capitalism. They are spaces autonomous from the capitalist
market relations and from the state in order to resist the ongoing enclosure movement by
reclaiming the control over people’s own lives. They aim to as well as to bring into

29358

existence the “free associations of producers.””>® However, the already operation of the
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commons under capitalism should not be taken for granted as “there are no commons
without incessant activities of commoning, of (re)producing in common. But it is
through (re)production in common that communities of producers decide for themselves
the norms, values and measures of things...there is no commons without commoning,
there is no commons without communities of producers and particular flows and modes
of relations.”*>

In connection with the incessant commoning activities, Gigi Roggero draws
attention to the constant risk of enclosure. Discussing the common with regard to the
framework of cognitive capitalism, he stresses the double status of the common: “it is
both the form of production and the source of new social relations; it is what living
knowledge produces and what capital exploits. This tension between autonomy and
subordination, between self-valorization and expropriation, takes the form of a
transition.”*®® Connected to this transition, which include the risk of enclosure as well as
the possibility of resistance, Roggero argues that the common does not equal to the
commons, which indicate goods that exist in nature such as earth, water as well as
knowledge and information. While the concept of commons focuses on property
relations, the concept of the common point out to relations of production since “There is
no longer an outside to the relations of production: they are the site of capture and
exploitation, but also of resistance and liberation. They are the location of the double
status of the production of the common.”3¢! In this regard, the common necessitates the
activity of commoning. Moreover, according to Roggero, the concept of the commons
points out to a universal subject while the common points out to the class, which is not
of course, the sociological concept of class, since without class struggle we cannot speak
of the existence of class.’®? Therefore, “Subjectivity is at one and the same time the
condition of possibility for struggle as well as what is at stake in it... we cannot talk
about class as a being, but as a becoming.”%* The issue of subjectivity also indicates that

the common does not happen in the future, it happens in the present since being means
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to be fixed in a temporality while becoming happens in the now as well as pointing out
to the beyond. Therefore, the common longs for neither the past nor the future. Nostalgia
is ineffective, even reactionary since longing for the past or the future prevents any
change in the present. “Without the necessity of waiting for the “’not yet’’ and for the
teleological arrival of their moment of action, and without being forced to delegate their
action to representational actors or to state sovereignty, the contemporary figures of
living labor are in a position to overturn the absence of the future in the fullness of the
decision in their present.”%* “So the common is not a Utopia: it is not a place that is yet
to exist or that will exist in the future. The common exists here and now, and it is
striving for liberation. In this context, what we refer to as ‘‘the event’’ is never an origin:
the beginning is always the organization of the present and its power to make history.”3%3
In this regard, Roggero argues that considering the common with reference to relations
of production makes it possible to connect struggles over subjectivity to struggles
against exploitation. The struggle against exploitation by way of (re)claiming the
collective control over production denotes both a critique of and resistance against
exploitation and new ways for becoming, i.e., creating new subjectivities through new
social relations. These, in turn, points out to the beyond of dichotomy of private and
public, the autonomous common. 3%

Michael Hardt also stresses the production of subjectivity as a crucial
component of the common, albeit with reference to biopolitical production. With regard
to this, he sees the common not as a part of capitalism as in the pro-capitalist commons
or as a part of state socialism as in the public property owned by the state and argues that
despite the fact that it appears as we are faced only two alternatives, which are either
socialism or capitalism, there is another alternative. While the latter means that
privatization is the remedy for the malignities of state control, the former points out to
that state control is the remedy for the malignities of capital. However, “We need to
explore another possibility: neither the private property of capitalism nor the public

property of socialism but the common in communism.”3¢’
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In this way, Hardt argues, referring to Marx and Engels, that while communism
actually meant “abolition of private property”, its meaning has transformed into the
regulation of social and economic spheres under state control. In order to challenge this,
Hardt states that the available forms of organization should be analyzed, which also
requires that contemporary social and economic production relations should be
examined. This also includes the examination of contemporary composition of labor as
well as property relations.>%® In this line, Hardt, referring to “1844 Economic and
Philosophical Manuscripts”, states that Marx denotes a transition from immobile
property, for instance land, to mobile property as represented by industrial production in
the nineteenth century. This allows Hardt to draw parallels between the transition from
immobile property to mobile property and the contemporary transition from material
property to immaterial property. These transitions in question, however, means that one
form of property becomes hegemonic within the economy and refers to a qualitative
change, not a quantitative one. In this way, Hardt, together with Toni Negri state that the
hegemonic position of industrial production is being replaced by the hegemony of
biopolitical or immaterial production.’®® The biopolitical or immaterial production, in
turn, indicates “the production of ideas, information, images, knowledges, code,
languages, social relationships, affects, and the like.”37°

Although these are not entirely new forms of production, what Hardt argues is
that the characteristics of these forms of production are increasingly being imposed on
industrial production. On the one hand, knowledge, information, image, and code are
becoming crucial for industrial production, and on the other, care and affect production
are becoming essential for economy. In this way, Hardt stresses intellectual property as
perhaps the ultimate sign of immaterial production’s hegemony. The notion of
intellectual property, whose main tools are copyrights and patents that are used in order
to enclose the information and knowledge which might be called technical or
professional as well as the natural and social common wealth such as genes, seeds or

indigenous knowledge, also brings forth the discussion on the common. On the one
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hand, it seems possible to privatize and enclose ideas, languages, code or images, and on
the other, it is difficult to enforce ownership on these since they can be reproduced or
shared with ease. In this line, Hardt even argues that despite the fact that they are
privatized and enclosed, goods such as these tend to become common. In addition, the
productivity of these goods actually depends on their being shared and common, which
also reveals a contradiction in capitalism: While enclosing the common in the form of
these goods make them less productive, turning to common in order to prevent this
reduction in productivity subverts the capitalist property relations. This is of course valid
for the common discussed above since Hardt, despite noting that such a distinction is not
very enduring, distinguishes between the natural common such as the earthly resources
such as air, land, water; and the artificial common such as language, ideas emanating
from the creativity and labor of humans. Therefore, due to the contradiction discussed
above, while the enclosure of the natural common occurs through extractive industries
among other forms, the enclosure of the artificial common by neoliberalism is more
contradictory and complex, and takes the form of rent instead of privatization. In
contrast to the profit generated by industrial production, the rent generated through
patents and copyrights pushes capital into an external position from the production
process since any interference coming from capital means less productivity. This
indicates the existence of autonomy for the common albeit being controlled to some
extent as well as being exploited.?”!

In this way, according to Hardt, “this development of capital is not good in
itself - and the tendential dominance of immaterial or biopolitical production carries
with it a series of new and more severe forms of exploitation and control. And yet it is
important to recognize that capital’s own development provides the tools for liberation
from capital, and specifically here it leads to the increased autonomy of the common and
its productive circuits.”*”> On the other hand, Hardt also argues that capital produces
objects as well as subjects and taking biopolitical and immaterial production into
consideration, the production of subjectivity gains much more importance.3’* Thus, “the

biopolitical process is not limited to the reproduction of capital as a social relation but
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also presents the potential for an autonomous process that could destroy capital and
create something entirely new.”3’* Therefore, “what private property is to capitalism and
what state property is to socialism, the common is to communism.”*7?

Caffentzis and Federici propose six criteria as not a strict guideline but as loose
principles that would enable a general framework in order to achieve the anti-capitalist
commons and the issue of production of subjectivity is observed in these as well: (1)
Although there are commons all around us such as air and language, commons are
created through social action as they do not simply refer to material things but also to
constitutive social practices and relations. Nevertheless, they have a reproductive aspect
as well since they are necessary for maintenance of life. (2) For the maintenance of life,
commons must include resources, natural or social such as land, water, knowledge,
communication, which should be used not as commodities but for their use values.
However, the common wealth in the form of these resources are not public goods since
these are outside of people’s control and under state control. (3) Yet, the struggle against
the privatization of the public goods and services should be connected with the struggle
over the commons as the public goods and services contain both the past struggles over
social security or public healthcare and the social labor put to construct them. (4)
Community is an indispensable part of commons, however, the community is in
question does not refer to gated communities which select members. The members of
community of commons are selected according to their contribution to the commons’
reproduction. This also entails that community is both reproduced and created by the
relations within the commons. (5) Rules regulating the usage and reproduction of the
commons are required for the commons and these rules, in general, comprise of
collective decision-making, non-hierarchical organization of power, and equal access.
(6) Egalitarian relations are the basis of commons as is equal access to means of
production and reproduction. With regard to these principles, then, commons do not only
refer to shared resources but also to the formation of new, collective subjectivities. The
commons, in this sense, consists of common goods, community/commoners and the act

of commoning. Furthermore, the commons do not point to an end that will be reached in
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an uncertain future when non-capitalist social relations are constructed, rather they are
the means of achieving that future.’’°

As Lukasz Moll argues, De Angelis also stresses the relational aspect of the
common and the need to constitute it. The constitution in question is possible through
class struggle, which does not seek to acquire land, resources or political power in the
sense of state control. The common is located in a liminality, on the borders of
capitalism, and is possible through collective action such as solidarity, commoning, and
mutual aid. In this sense, De Angelis does not consider the common as a part of the pre-
capitalist history or as something that will be constituted in the post-capitalist future, but
as existing in the now through the ongoing acts of resistance that constitute alternatives
to the capital. In this way the common and resistance to enclosures represent both a
negative and a positive struggle: the struggle against capital and the struggle for the
common.?”” Or rather, the struggle through commons: “capital generates itself through
enclosures, while subjects in struggle generate themselves through commons. Hence
‘revolution’ is not struggling for commons, but through commons, not for dignity, but
through dignity...Life despite capitalism, as a constituent process, not after capitalism,
as a constituted future state of things.”3"8

The relational aspect of the commons originates from common goods’ twofold

character, which

is this: on the one hand it is a use value for a plurality; on the other it requires
a plurality claiming and sustaining the ownership of the common good, and this
can be done only through the creation of relational values, that is, values that
select the ‘goods and bads’ of social action while at the same time sustaining
and (re)producing one another, social relations, social practice and the
ecology in which social practice is embedded.>”

The twofold character in question is what is crucial for understanding commons

as social systems instead of considering commons as only common goods. It includes
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the commoners, the plurality claiming and sustaining the ownership on the one hand,
and on the other, points out to a dynamism of commons as social systems, arising from
two processes, one internal and one external processes. The internal process involves the
commoners’ establishing ownership and forming social relations as well as contestation
and negotiation regarding the forms of these relations. The external process involves the
commons’ relation to other commons or capitalist systems and denotes the possibility of
commons’ expansion as well as the risk of enclosure or cooptation.3®? In addition to the
common goods and commoners, the activity of commoning constitutes the third element
of the commons: “Commoning is the life activity through which common wealth is
reproduced, extended and comes to serve as the basis for a new cycle of commons
(re)production, and through which social relations among commoners — including the
rules of a governance system — are constituted and reproduced.”8!

Therefore, it is obvious that commoning is a social activity, which does not say
much since there are other social activities such as wage labor. At this point, De Angelis
invokes John Holloway’s ‘power to’: “The doing is in this sense the exercise of many
human powers, understood as powers to. To talk about commoning is to talk about a
constituent force of new social relations, but within a setting, a context, in which these
powers to encounter the limit of capital’s power over.”*®? In this line, commoning, as a
social activity of doing, as a form of ‘power to’, reproduces both the common goods and
resources and the community itself. Furthermore, it also creates autonomy, auto-
production and boundaries that defines one particular commons by separating it from
other commons and capitalist systems. “Commoning therefore, in terms of both its
internal relations and its external relations, is a highly political activity, even when the
commoners themselves are unaware of this.”3%3

Before discussing the political character of commoning, it should be noted De
Angelis stresses the long history of the perseverance of commons and commoning
against the capital. Although capital has stolen the autonomy of people by way of

separating them from their means of subsistence through enclosure of the commons, and

380 De Angelis, Omnia Sunt Communia, 32-33.
381 De Angelis, Omnia Sunt Communia, 201.

382 De Angelis, Omnia Sunt Communia, 203.

383 De Angelis, Omnia Sunt Communia, 203-204.

93



it is true that this process is engraved in ‘letters of blood and fire’, “it is also true that the
fire, however tremendous, has not been sufficiently big, and the blood spilled was not
sufficient to stop commoning from adapting, redeveloping and recreating new social
connections wherever the commoners were displaced to.”?%* Indeed, Caffentzis states
that the history of capitalism has witnessed the formation and almost simultaneous
criminalization of many new commons. In this line, he argues that the workers’
appropriation of new technologies constitutes these new post-capitalist commons, which
establish future relations of (re)production. He lists three examples of such commons,
the pirates of the golden age, the hobos in the USA of the late nineteenth and the early
twentieth centuries, and the hackers within the contemporary free software movement.
The pirates appropriated the ship, the embodiment of the highest technology of the
period, the hobos appropriated railroads, and the contemporary hackers appropriate the
Internet.*%>

His discussion of the commons constituted by the “Hobohemia” of the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries might be useful in order to explain the
commoning process in a more concise manner. The hobos commonized the railroads
making the trains using the “heat engine”, a significant component of modern
capitalism, a means to resistance against capitalist social relations. They consisted of
migrating, white male workers and their nomadic lifestyle was an individual one, their
reproduction sites, “the jungle”, that is a location close to railroad division points, were
run collectively. The jungles were safe places for hobos to cook and eat, clean, sleep,
share information about available jobs or police and talk about politics. While there were
temporary jungles, there were also permanent ones, and except the fact that the
discrimination based on gender and color of the times were not always challenged in the
jungles, they were generally democratic. The jungles were run in accordance with
unwritten laws such as prohibition of lighting fires at night, wasting food, and leaving
used equipment dirty while jungle committees imposed sanctions on the individuals who
violated the rules of the jungle. Caffentzis notes an incident as an example in which a

committee was established in order to judge a hobo caught stealing from another
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sleeping hobo. The committee sentenced the stealing hobo to whipping, however, no one
wanted to whip the sentenced. Instead of whipping, a hobo accepted to fight the
sentenced, and he knocked out the stealing hobo during a boxing match. After he came
to himself, he was kicked out from the jungle.3

In this way, according to Caffentzis, the hobos commonized the private
property owned by railroad companies by organizing, sharing information, and
constituting sites of reproduction. Despite their distinct political views, of which the
dominant one was the politics of the Industrial Workers of the World (IWW), what the
hobos achieved was a significant exhibition, the real possibility that the railroads could
be commonized. Therefore, although the hobos generally used the railroads and the
trains to go after waged jobs, there were also hobos who fought for freedom of speech
and called for a general strike. “Consequently, they constituted a communal challenge to
the heart of US capital. The hobo commons of freight trains and the railroad territory
had to be enclosed, since, after all, the hoboes were recommunalising the communal
land of the indigenous Americans that had been first conquered and nationalised by the
federal government and then privatised through land grants to railroad companies.”3%

The enclosure of the hobo commons, on the other hand, included violent
repression, such as attacks on the IWW by the government, killing of hobos, usually
with the help of the police, and violent KKK activities; a transformation in the
transportation technology as the road transport replaced the rail transport as the
dominant transportation method; and the ideological transformation that portrayed the
hobos as dangerous white men without any ties to a home or a family.3%8

The story of Hobohemia indicates that the commons are not simply shared
resources but also points out to the constitution of social relations that run counter to the
capitalist social relations. Thus, in line with De Angelis’s discussion of the commons as
social systems above, Hobohemia involved of common goods, which were trains,

railroads, the hobo jungles; of commoners, who were the hobos sharing the common

goods; and commoning, which points out to both the freeriding of trains and railroads,
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which was indeed illegal, and the social organization of the jungles on the basis of
democratic principles.

With regard to the democratic principles, the assembly in the contemporary
movements is suggested as a form that reflects a politics of the common, a suggestion,
which also help open the discussion on the political character of commoning. As Elise
Danielle Thorburn argues “an emergent mode of organising...prefigures the possible
infrastructures of the common, and asserts a new organisational form with historical
precedent but unique to this particular historical conjuncture.”?®’ Assembly, then, as an
organizational form based on directly democratic decision-making processes, self-
liberation, self-activity, and autonomy has always existed in one way or another. “From
the early soviets of the first and even the second Russian revolution, to the factory
councils in Turin in 1918, to the assembly movement in Spain in the 1970s,
organisational forms have existed which, in their very construction, resisted the top-
down politicking of parties, vanguards and parliamentarianism.”3** On the one hand, the
assembly form is based on the workers’ material conditions and on the other, “Councils
and assemblies as the political form for the emancipation of labour strive to overcome
the division between the economic and political spheres — they make struggles over the
wage not simply an economic struggle but a political one.”3!

In this regard, Eylem Akcay and Umut Kocagdz investigate whether politics
could be considered as a commons by arguing that the state appropriates the political by
seizing socially, culturally, and economically produced labor, which actually means the
enclosure of the political. This argumentation disrupts the dichotomy of economic
sphere and political sphere and Ak¢ay and Kocagdz state that the political operates on a
plane that does not act on this distinction as well as the state apparatus can only exist
through the enclosure of the political. In this way, they propose for a commoning of the
political, a politics of the commons.**? In terms of the contemporary politics, then, the

political is confined to electoral or party politics within the framework of representative
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democracy. The forums that emerged with the post-2008 movements, which the authors
discuss with reference to the Gezi Park protests in Turkey, however, point out to a
horizon beyond the limits of representative democracy. The horizon in question reveals
that politics, far from being a professional activity, is a common, which, as presented
above, also requires commoning that can be observed in the acts of self-organization and
autonomy. In this way, what emerged in the post-2008 movements, and according to the
authors in Gezi Park movement in particular, was the possibility of communism that
indicates the possibility of rupture from capitalist temporality and the political sphere of
representative democracy. The emergence of communism as a possibility, however, does
not denote a society that will be achieved after the revolution but indicates a possibility
in the here and now.3%3

The form of forum, just like the form of assembly, or council mentioned above,
is likened to the agora as an organizational structure by the authors. Just as the agora, the
forum is necessarily democratic as it belongs to everyone, and everyone has a say in the
forum because, otherwise the forum cannot operate. Thus, the forum that does not have a
predetermined content, exists as a form and allows for a dialog that can be shared by
anyone on any issue. Having resulted in lengthy discussions on the one hand that might
be considered boring or unnecessary by people who had ideological or practical
concerns, this also pointed out to the political itself as the people who did not a say
before, started to talk, listened themselves and others like themselves to talk.3%*

All in all, it is possible to infer some general characteristics of the commons by
summarizing the above review. To start with, neither commons nor enclosure is a relic
belonging to the past. The fact that primitive accumulation basically means the
separation of producers from their means of production suggests that whenever this
separation is challenged, whether through class struggle to seize the control of means of
production, be it a whole control or partial control, or through technological advances
that produce a transformation regarding the means of production, the process of

primitive accumulation intervenes and tries to reestablish the separation.

393 Akeay and Kocagdz, “Bir Siyaset Rasyonalitesi Olarak Miistereklestirme,” 6.
39 Akeay and Kocagoz, “Bir Siyaset Rasyonalitesi Olarak Miistereklestirme,” 7.

97



At this juncture, it should also be noted that Werner Bonefeld places primitive
accumulation in the conceptuality of capital and argues that primitive accumulation is
original insofar as it endangers capitalist social relations. According to this argument,
commodities, money, means of subsistence or means of production are not essentially
capital, their transformation into capital requires the meeting of two different commodity
owners: the owner of labor power and the owner of means of production/subsistence. In
this way, it is of utmost importance for capital that the owner of labor power does not
have direct access to means of subsistence but can only access to subsistence by selling
their labor for a wage, hence the separation of producers from the means of subsistence.
Therefore, on the one hand, the separation in question is a prerequisite for the existence
of capitalist social relations, and on the other the reproduction of this separation is
necessary for the continued existence of capitalist social relations.?*> Thus, capitalism,
after being established, reproduces the separation in question “as the premise and innate
necessity of its concept.”3% In this way, “class is the historical and logical premise of the
value form. It entails the force of law-making violence within its concept. This force of
law-making violence is the divorce of labour from the means of subsistence, which
appears in the law of value in the form of economic compulsion.”*%’

In other words, primitive accumulation as ex novo separation prepares the
conditions required for accumulation proper as the reproduction of separation on a
greater scale through extra-economic forces and accumulation proper continues to
reproduce the separation through solely economic forces but if, or rather, when this
reproduction is interrupted, the ex novo separation again comes into play. Therefore, not
only “precapitalist spaces of autonomy” but also “any given balance of power among
classes that constitutes ‘rigidity’ that is, a resistance against the further process of
capitalist accumulation, or a reversal of that process™® is targeted by primitive
accumulation. In this sense, the defense of these precapitalist spaces of autonomy points
out to the struggle for prevention of loss of commons while the rigidity in question in the

sense of reversal of accumulation, corresponds to the struggle for commonization, for
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expansion of commons. Thus, it is crucial to stress the relevancy of both commons and
primitive accumulation, whether it is called primitive accumulation, ex novo separation,
accumulation by dispossession, or accumulation by extra-economic means, since as De
Angelis suggests capitalism’s alternative lies with the commons, which is directly
related to the access to the means of existence.3%

Yet, the fact that commons is an alternative to capitalism should not conceal the
highly possible risk of cooptation of commons by capital. In this regard, while bearing in
mind that there are two types of commons, pro-capitalist commons and anti-capitalist
commons, the latter should be delineated. Contrary to the mainstream view that
considers commons as mere shared resources, anti-capitalist commons has a social
aspect. In this line, while common goods is an indispensable part of commons, what
makes goods common goods is the commoning activity which also requires the presence
of commoners. On the one hand, the commoning activity is essential to the production
and reproduction of the common goods since sharing and commoning on material
commons such as water, land, forest requires the production and the reproduction of
these commons in order to ensure the survival of the commoners. On the other hand, to
ensure the production and the reproduction of material commons requires the production
and reproduction the necessary social relations among the commoners. In this sense, no
commons is inherently common and its common character arises from the manner in
which it is used. The common, be it the pastures, fishing grounds, or railroads, might be
used by capital through which it becomes a commodified good or might be used in
common through which it becomes a common good. In this way, the common also
signifies an autonomy from the capital as well: “Thus, the commoning necessary to
(re)produce water resources, a theatre, a occupied social centre, a church, a social
movement, (re)produces not only these ‘common goods’ and the community, but a range
of other features of the system. The first such feature is autonomy.”#% On the one hand,
autonomy of the commons refers to an autonomy from the capital, and on the other,
“autonomy 1is thus the property generated by the recursive interaction of components

across a social network in such a way that the network that produced those interactions
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is regenerated and a boundary is defined.”*! To illustrate, it is worth quoting De Angelis

in length with regard to an example of a forest common:

in order to share the wood of a forest for construction or to burn it to create
heat in the houses of a town, it is necessary to share not only the trees but also
the logs, which obviously involves a collective process to produce them. A
collective production process is at the same time a process both of social
labour — the mental and physical exertion of energies towards a goal — and of
social relations among the commoners. In this light, commoning is thus the
recursive social force and life activity that regenerate and develop the social
relations constituting the commons; it is the socially defined life activity that
reproduces the social relations among subjects and their metabolism with the
common resources.*

In this sense, the commoning activity also reflects the constitution of new social
relations that points out to not just a reactive struggle against capital, though the defense
of commons might seem such a struggle but also a creative struggle to constitute

commons based on new social relations, based on, so to speak, self-valorization, which

was designed to denote working class self-activity that went beyond being
merely reactive to capital, e.g., fighting back against exploitation, to denote
working class self- activity that carried within it the basic positive, creative and
imaginative reinvention of the world that characterized the "living labor" that
capital-the-vampire has fed on but which is always an autonomous power that
has frequently ruptured capital's controls and limitations and that will
ultimately, hopefully, be powerful enough to break free completely and craft
new worlds beyond capitalism 4%

Thus, turning back to the six principles presented by Caffentzis and Federici,
the first, the second, and the fourth principles underline the three components of
commons respectively: the commoning activity, the common goods, and the
commoners. Apart from the third principle that suggests the connection of struggle for
commons to the struggle for the public goods, the last two principles stress the need to

regulate the commons on the basis of collective and egalitarian decision-making, equal
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access, bottom-up organization. Especially these last two principles in addition to the
overall emphasis with regard to the commons that reveals the already existence of the
commons and indicates that the struggle for the commons does not relegate the matter of
constituting the commons to the future but strives to constitute them in the now brings us

to the prefigurative aspects of the common and commoning.

3.5. Prefigurative Politics and the Prefigurative Aspect of Commoning
To start with, “Prefiguration or ‘prefigurative politics’ is an experimental
political practice in which the ends of one’s actions are mirrored in the means applied in

their realisation.”404

The Britannica Dictionary defines the verb ‘to prefigure’ as “to
show or suggest (something that will happen or exist at a future time).”*% Initially, the
use of prefiguration or prefiguring as concepts is based on religious interpretations as
shown by Uri Gordon’s tracing prefiguration to its Christian roots and listing some of
the Biblical examples of prefiguration in Christian exegesis such as the Old Testament’s
prefiguration of the New Testament, Adam’s foreshadowing of Jesus and the
prefiguration evident in the naming of Joshua by Moses that connects Joshua to Jesus.4%
In this line, Gordon states that “Prefiguration, then, is a recursive temporal framing in
which events at one time are interpreted as a figure pointing to its fulfilment in later
events, with the figure cast in the model of the fulfilment. In the exegetical utterances
just reviewed, the interpretation is retrospective — both the figure and its fulfilment (Old
and New Testaments) precede it in time.”*?” Furthermore, Gordon refers to Gerrard
Winstanley, who, according to him, “explicitly justifies their direct action strategy —
expropriation of the commons and withholding of wage labour — in terms of its supposed

29408

fulfilment of biblical prophecy. Therefore, the Diggers movement and Winstanley

also denote a retrospective prefiguration albeit a different one from the Christian
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exegesis in terms of that while the latter indicates an interpretation that follows the
figure and its fulfillment, both of which occur in the past, the former points out to the
fulfilment, in the now, of what was once prefigured in the past.

However, leaving aside Winstanley’s political prefiguration mixed with
religious elements, prefigurative politics is a contemporary term coined by Carl Boggs in
his article “Marxism, Prefigurative Communism, and the Problem of Workers’ Control”
in which he defines prefigurative as “the embodiment, within the ongoing political
practice of a movement, of those forms of social relations, decision-making, culture, and
human experience that are the ultimate goal.”*” In this way, according to Boggs, the
prefigurative tradition stresses three points: “(1.) fear of reproducing hierarchical
authority relations under a new ideological rationale; (2.) criticism of political parties
and trade unions because their centralized forms reproduce the old power relations in a
way that undermines revolutionary struggles; and (3.) commitment to democratization
through local, collective structures that anticipate the future liberated society.”#!°
Therefore, prefigurative politics, or model as Boggs calls it, does not only target
elimination of private property but all forms of domination since the transformation of
private property to public property or private management to state management does not
introduce a meaningful solution to capitalism’s contradictions.

Thus, in order to counter any form of domination, prefigurative politics stresses
local and small organizations such as assemblies, committees, Soviets or councils which
are organized around factories, workplaces or neighborhoods. Boggs states that these
forms of organization are called councils in general and have several advantages such as
establishing organic ties between the leadership and communities and ensuring the
accountability of the former to the latter; eliminating social division of labor through
collectivization of both management and work; incorporating a larger set of issues
through stressing social transformation instead of taking power; creating new
subjectivities through expanding the potentials of community members; and preventing

deradicalization through engaging in unconventional politics.*!! In this sense, Boggs
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America 12, no0. 1 (1978): 99-122, 100.

410 Boggs, “Marxism, Prefigurative Communism, and the Problem of Workers’ Control,” 103.

41 Boggs, “Marxism, Prefigurative Communism, and the Problem of Workers’ Control,” 104.

102



argues that prefiguration reflects “an entirely new kind of politics, breaking down the
division of labor between everyday life and political activity” and refers to Cornelius
Castoriadis who argues that “What is involved here is the de-professionalization of
politics - i.e., the abolition of politics as a special and separate sphere of activity - and,
conversely, the universal politicization of society, which means just that: the business of
society becomes, quite literally, everybody's business.”'? Boggs also defines the
prefigurative as a task “which expresses the ultimate ends of the revolutionary process
itself: popular self-emancipation, collective social and authority relations, socialist
democracy.”*!3

Wini Breines who wrote on the New Left explains her objective as
“remembering and retrieving the new left’s experiences, critically but with sympathy” in
a time when “the prospects for movements for democratic change look slim.”*'* In this
line, she states that “Like E. P. Thompson, Christopher Hill, and others, I see as rational
revolutionary behavior what other academic and establishment analysts have tended to
view as irrational, antisocial, prepolitical, apolitical, and so on... My own work accepts
the notion, itself an outgrowth of the new left, that often what appears unpolitical or
apolitical is in fact political.”*!> For instance, Breines reveals that the student movement
in the 1960s were described in the academia with the words such as “nihilist, incoherent
or chaotic, fanatic, irrational, moral, anti-intellectual, romantic, manipulative, extremist
and irresponsible.”*!® In this way, while documenting the criticisms directed at the
student movement, she indicates that especially in the academia, the movement was
accused “of having no real interest in any specific demands, of being indifferent to
legality and of ignoring the conventional channels by which, the academics claimed, the
students could have attained these demands. The rules by which they are accused of

refusing to play were (1) compromise, (2) representation (a two-party system
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preferably), and (3) a commitment to the rules.”*!” At this point, Breines argues that
what the critics of the student movement “tendentiously term the ‘expressive’ and
apolitical features of the new left, are, I believe, among its central features. Where those
commentators see pathology, however, I see the healthy and vital heart of the new left,
its prefigurative politics.”*'® With regard to this, it is worth quoting Breines in length

when she defines prefigurative politics:

The term prefigurative politics is used to designate an essentially anti-
organizational politics characteristic of the movement, as well as parts of new
left leadership, and may be recognized in counter institutions, demonstrations
and the attempt to embody personal and anti-hierarchical values in politics.
Participatory democracy was central to prefigurative politics. “Anti-
organizational” should not be construed as disorganized. Movements are
organized in numerous obvious and often hidden ways. My use of the term anti-
organizational should be understood to mean principally a wariness of
hierarchy and centralized organization. The crux of prefigurative politics
imposed substantial tasks, the central one being to create and sustain within the
live practice of the movement, relationships and political forms that
“prefigured’” and embodied the desired society.*"°

In this way, Breines also emphasizes the aspect of community inherent in
prefigurative politics, which she argues refers “not only to the desire to create a sense of
wholeness and communication in social relationships, but to the effort to create non-
capitalist and communitarian institutions that embodied such relationships, for example
counter-institutions.”*?? The struggle to establish or reclaim community in terms of
prefigurative politics, then, is both a political and radical action according to Breines
since she, examining the U.S. student movement in the 1960s, considers the increasing
competitive culture and loss of control in the workplace, in schools or in everyday life
during that time as consequences of capitalism. In this context, the struggle to establish

or reclaim community is the result of a “desire for connectedness, meaningful personal
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relationships and direct participation and control over economic, political and social
institutions on the basis of the needs of the individual and community”.4?!

Furthermore, Breines shows the connection between the new left and a strand
of older European Marxism while she discusses the new left’s rejection of the old left
represented by communist/socialist parties and states. The connection in question,
prefigurative politics, was evident in the works of European Marxists of the early
nineteenth century such as Antonio Gramsci, Rosa Luxemburg and Anton Pannokoek
that opposed centralization and bureaucracy, supported spontaneous action, and
advocated for councils both as an instrument for struggle and resistance and as an
organization method prefiguring the future. With regard to this connection, then, Breines
is more than right to suggest that “In times of insurgency and upheaval social movement
theorists or historians often discover other and hidden traditions which seem suddenly
profoundly relevant and inspiring. As always happens, new social movements tend to
introduce new ways of looking at the past and new pasts to look at.”*??

The famous speech given by Mario Savio during a rally of Free Speech

Movement in 1964 is worth including here in length:

There’s a time when the operation of the machine becomes so odious, makes
you so sick at heart, that you can’t take part, you can’t even tacitly take part.
And you’ve got to put your bodies upon the gears and upon the wheels, upon
the levers, upon all the apparatus, and you've got to make it stop. And you've
got to indicate to the people who run it, to the people who own it, that unless
you re free, the machine will be prevented from working at all **?

In this regard, Breines argues that the Free Speech movement, one of the first
major student demonstrations in the 1960s, aimed to establish a community based on
direct democracy, equality and solidarity. Amidst and against the prevailing values of
capitalism such as competition, efficiency and individualism, the creation of a such
community was both an aspiration for future and an instrument of resistance and

struggle despite being short-lived and momentary. Moreover, the division of labor

421 Breines, Community and Organization in the New Left, 1962-1968, 7.

422 Breines, Community and Organization in the New Left, 1962-1968, 17.

423 Hal Draper, Berkeley: The New Student Revolt. (Alameda, Calif.: Center for Socialist History, 2009),
115.

105



within the organization was organized nonhierarchically that reflected their struggle
against hierarchy and centralization that are embodied in the symbol of the machine in
Savio’s speech.*>* The momentary existence of community does not indicate that the
movement is unsuccessful, though. Since although the idea of a social movement at that
time was that nonhierarchical, directly democratic and egalitarian organization was only
possible during the early phases of a social movement, the success of the movement
depended on the efficiency and engagement in real politics, which in turn required the
movement to be organized on the basis of a clearly defined structure, division of labor
and hierarchy, this mainstream idea of social movements was being challenged. Breines
refers to Irving Louis Horowitz, according to whom: “Victory was not defined as taking
over the operations of the machine, not the classic capture of organized political
power.”*?° for instance. Or Stephen Spender, whom also Breines refers to, writes of

Daniel Cohn-Bendit, a leader in the French student movement:

Cohn-Bendit believes much more in revolutionaries than the cares about the
revolution. He describes the aim of the revolutionaries as being not a reformed
capitalist society, ‘but launching an experiment that completely breaks with
that society, an experiment that will not last, but which allows a glimpse of a
possibility; something which is revealed for a moment and then vanishes. But
that is enough to prove that something could exist.”**%

According to Breines, prefigurative politics in this way represented a radical
break with regard to the politics in a traditional sense. The realization that central
organization or replacing the members of traditional political organization would not
transform the society, the idea of a rupture from the status quo, of experimentation and
of reflecting the ends in the means was central to prefigurative politics. “Students
wanted neither to ‘take power’ nor to create alternative institutions informed by
centralized and hierarchical models. Those who espoused prefigurative politics were

convinced that the process and the changes in people which transpired in the movement
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could not be separated from the goal of structural political change...”**” Instead of
alternative, albeit centralized and hierarchical institutions, prefigurative politics was
inclined to create counter-institutions that are “institutions outside the established order
organized along radical egalitarian principles as a means of building the new society
within the shell of the old.”**® The counter-institutions in question were organizations
that provide services in the communities, underground newspapers, free universities and
communes. Furthermore, participatory democracy was an indispensable component of
prefigurative politics and the counter-institutions, and emphasized the autonomy of
ordinary people. “It developed directly out of the separation of ordinary people from the
decisions that affected their lives... rejecting the idea that only a privileged few could be
autonomous.”*?° Participatory democracy, which was actually direct democracy, was

closely related to community building:

Community was sought by the movement and attained through the practice of
participatory democracy. Parallel structures or counter-institutions were both
communities and strategies for social change. Above all, the movement came
together not only for instrumental reasons, not primarily to accomplish a
specific end (as the “politicos” might advocate), but to be together in a more
basic experiment than “organization” implied.*°

Of course, rejecting traditional politics, nonhierarchical organization based on
equality and direct democracy, favoring decentralization over centralization, being not
interested in taking power were sufficient grounds on which criticisms asserting that the
new left was apolitical since it was not interested in power, which was the essence of
politics according to some views, was raised against prefigurative politics of the new
left. However, “Counter-institutions, dual structures, demonstrations, community
organizations in which new democratic forms and new relationships unfolded during the

sixties were, in essence, attempts to structure power differently. They were efforts to
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share equally and to structure ‘in’ participation, to prefigure a more egalitarian future, a
way of living and struggling for social change.”*3!

Just as the new left in the 1960s were criticized on the ground that it was
apolitical or unpolitical as Breines shows, the 2011 Occupy Wall Street movement was
criticized for not being political enough, for failing to organize to attain political
leverage, or engaging in prefiguration so much that it subverted its political goals. The
reason behind this, she argues, is “particular conceptualizations of the state, as a
bounded sphere or actor distinct from society; and of politics, as that which occurs
within or in relation to existing state structures.”*? Contrary to this conceptualization of
politics, however, “Politics as a practice of constituting collective life is not confined to
‘the state’.”*33 In this sense, Brissette argues that the fact that the Occupy movement was
considered apolitical stems from its rejection of narrow politics in the sense of
demanding from the state or engaging in electoral politics, however, the embrace of
narrow politics would confine the movement within the limits of the possible drawn by
the state rather than continuously drawing and redrawing these limits collectively. Thus,
“Occupy embraced a prefigurative form of direct action that seeks ... to immediately
and directly create new social relations, new practices and new understandings within
the (expanding) interstices of the old... And in that action-as-creation lies the heart of
politics. Prefigurative politics are politics in the most basic sense: they seek to actualize
a (vision of) collective life.”43

The prefigurative politics, or another politics as called by Chris Dixon, is
formulated on the basis of four main principles: “Struggling against all forms of
domination, exploitation, and oppression”, “developing new social relations and forms
of social organization in the process of struggle”, “linking struggles for improvements in
the lives of ordinary people to long-term transformative visions”, and “organizing that is

grassroots and bottom-up”.*3* The prefigurative aspect of another politics, which is also
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evident in the second principle above as developing new social relations and forms of
social organization is a way of prefiguring the future social relations and forms of
organization, can be traced back to the nineteenth century anarchism: “the means
(popular struggle and deeply democratic organization) must be consistent with the ends
(a free and egalitarian society).”*3¢ Later prefigurative experiences can be listed as the
Industrial Workers of the World (IWW) that “described one of their core aims as
building ‘the new society in the shell of the old.””*7, the Student Nonviolent
Coordinating Committee (SNCC) which was referred by Breines as well and which was
organized around nonhierarchical and participatory democratic principles, and the Black
Panther Party. The latter which was despite being a hierarchical organization that faced
violence and harassment, and did not reject violence, did also organize volunteer
programs providing “free meals, clothes, and healthcare in Black communities across the
United States... These programs met immediate popular needs, challenged social
relations of scarcity and subordination, and laid infrastructure for a new society.”**

While discussing the contemporary forms of prefigurative politics, or in his
words, another politics, Dixon defines four “anti’s” as essential characteristics: “anti-
authoritarianism, anti-capitalism, anti-oppression, and anti- imperialism.”*° Although
rejection symbolized by the “anti’s” might not seem to be sufficient for prefigurative
politics, it is actually crucial since rejection indicates an indignation directed at the
current situation and can pave the way for prefiguring the future that will be different
from the current situation. The first anti, anti-authoritarianism, has three crucial
characteristics: “rejection of the state, or at least the most repressive aspects of it”44;
horizontal or nonhierarchical organization; and rejection of vanguardism.*!

In respect to the second anti, anti-capitalism, Dixon defines capitalism as
“system of social relations based on dispossession, exploitation, and alienation for the
benefit of a small minority. It is founded on continuously dispossessing people of our

means of subsistence (land, food, shelter) and turning these into things (commodities)
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442 In this sense, he argues that the anti-capitalist struggles since

exchanged for money.
the late 1970s have been also informed by the struggles against neoliberalism, a strategy
of capitalism that “include so-called ‘austerity’ measures (slashing spending on
development projects, welfare, health care, and other social programs), privatization
(selling off public institutions and resources, such as schools and water, so that they can
be run for profit), and deregulation (gutting laws that regulate business, such as
environmental, health, and labor standards).”** In this way, struggles against
neoliberalism and capitalism have challenged neoliberalism’s infamous claim that there
is no alternative. At this point, Dixon, drawing on the global justice movement,
emphasizes two aspects of anti-capitalism: the first aspect denotes that capitalism is a
system comprising of social relations and therefore it should be considered and resisted
accordingly. Thus, it reveals the historical character of capitalism, the changes it has
undergone throughout history, as well as that it is neither inevitable nor natural: “As
something constantly created through social relations, it is also something we can undo.
That is, capitalism can be resisted, undermined, and displaced through collective
action.”#

The second aspect of anti-capitalism that Dixon proposes, in fact, invokes the
ongoing character of primitive accumulation. In this regard, Dixon argues against the
historical primitive accumulation view that locks the dispossession process into a
particular period in history, which in turn brings forward the workplace as the main site
of struggle. The ongoing primitive accumulation view, on the contrary, argues that the
dispossession process actually goes on to expand as the commodification of formerly
noncommodified goods and services deepens. In this way this view rejects the centrality
of workplace and waged work as main sites of exploitation and struggle and emphasizes
the cruciality of unwaged work as well. “This is all to say that, for another politics, the
workplace and the wage don’t define anti-capitalism, even as they remain crucial. Our

challenge is to see capitalism as a system based on both dispossession and exploitation,

both waged and unwaged labor...Together, we’re developing a much broader
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understanding of where anti-capitalist struggle is (everywhere) and who is best
positioned to fight (all of us).”44

The third anti, anti-oppression, refers to intersectionality and its central
argument is that oppression and exploitation are not results of only one system, namely
capitalism but there are systems of oppression and exploitation intersecting with each
other and these include patriarchy, racism, heterosexism as well as capitalism. In this
sense, as a part of another politics, anti-oppression has three fundamental characteristics:
The first one is acknowledging that power relations are intertwined, which means that
there are no hierarchies among systems of oppression and capitalism is one of these
systems alongside with racism and patriarchy. The second characteristic is the
realization that power relations are replicated and reproduced in daily lives and in
movements as well and that there is a need to challenge this replication and
reproduction. The third characteristic is the emphasis on transformation of systems of
oppression permeating the society.*¢

The fourth, and the last, anti is anti-imperialism, which connects the economic,
political, cultural, and military domination of the global South by the global North to
European colonialism that dispossessed the indigenous people and argues that this
process still continues despite the rarity of colonies in contemporary world through
politics, trade, popular culture, finance, so-called aids and military interventions.**” The
movement against anti-imperialism is plagued by the same division between the South
and North as well. In this sense, Dixon locates two tendencies in this movement, the first
of which is charity that reproduces the hierarchy between the South and North while the
second is adulation that praises the movements in the South as superior and places the
movements in the North into only a cheerleading position. However, these two
tendencies were undermined by the Zapatista movement as they rejected both charity

with reference to their understanding of dignity and adulation through humor, humility

and refusal of being a vanguard. In this way, the Zapatista movement argued for
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“solidarity as a two-way relationship of support, accountability, and transformation
between people fighting for another world.”#43

Dixon conceptualizes what another politics is against, which is essential as
defining it clarifies the movement. Yet, it is only one half of another politics since what
another politics is for should be stated as well, which calls for prefigurative politics.
Dixon argues, “This term names activist efforts to manifest and build, to the greatest
extent possible, the world we would like to see through our means of fighting in this
one. Examples of such efforts include using directly democratic methods of making
decisions and building institutions through which people can self-organize to meet
popular needs.”** In this way Dixon focuses on prefigurative praxis that denotes “the
ways people in struggle both put prefigurative aspirations into practice and develop,
from our practices, those prefigurative aspects that are already present.”*° He refers to
Sonya Z. Mehta, a former activist, who states “prefigurative organizing means
organizing now the way you want to see the world later” and continues “The core idea
here is that how we get ourselves to a transformed society (the means) is importantly
related to what that transformed society will be (the ends). The means prefigure the
ends. To engage in prefigurative politics, then, is to intentionally shape our activities to
manifest our vision.” 41

Dixon, thus, sorts out three central aspects of prefigurative politics: The first
one is nonhierarchical decision-making, whose main forms are consensus-based
decision-making and general assembly. Of course, these are not finished forms and
present some challenges such as being time-consuming and the possibility to conceal
leadership, which calls for a dynamic fight against these challenges within the
movement. The second aspect defined by Dixon is new ways of relating, which he
explains with reference to the term horizontalidad (horizontalism) and connects the
nonhierarchical relations inherent to horizontalidad to new ways of relating alongside

with of living, loving, and struggling. The third and last aspect in question is

transforming power relations, which points out to both the power relations within the
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broader society and within the movements through informing and being informed about
oppression and privilege, establishing organizational designs that aim to challenge
relations of privilege and oppression, and directing the priorities of the group.*>

Dixon also points out to the pitfalls of prefigurative politics, which are
considering particular forms of prefigurative politics as correct in each and every case;
considering some forms of prefigurative politics as things or capacities that individuals
possess or don’t possess; and focusing too much on prefigurative aspect of the
movement and overlooking what the movement targets. In the face of these dangers,
abandoning perfectionism and accepting the possibility of failure; allowing for
experimentation instead of insisting on particular forms of prefigurative politics; and
realization that only prefiguration is not sufficient for transformation but it is needed to
connect struggles against oppression and exploitation with prefiguration, according to
Dixon, might prove useful.*33

Luke Yates defines prefigurative politics as “the attempted construction of
alternative or utopian social relations in the present, either in parallel with, or in the
course of, adversarial social movement protest.”** He scrutinizes the uses of
prefigurative politics in social movements studies and distinguishes two dynamics of
prefigurative politics, each of course, with their own problems. One dynamic is the
reflection of the ends of a movement in the means used by that movement, in short, the
means-end equivalence. This corresponds to a particular form of organization or
mobilization and the main example of this particular form is decision-making process
based on direct democracy and equality. The second one is related to building
alternatives in the sense of creating communities, new kinds of social relations, and
counter-institutions in addition to social movement organizing which aims towards a
particular goal. This dynamic, of course, calls for a tension between the prefigurative
politics of building alternatives and the strategy aiming at the movement goal. At this
point, Yates refers to Maeckelbergh, who argues that despite the seeming dichotomy

between strategy and prefiguration, prefiguration is in fact strategic. Yates, also,
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acknowledges that in terms of decision-making, prefiguration proves to be strategic and
instrumental as experimenting on, organizing or developing new decision-making
processes also aims to replace existing processes, yet he argues whether the alternatives
created through prefiguration beyond decision-making processes are relevant to
movement goals is ambiguous. 4 These two dynamics are connected through a third

feature, according to Yates,

They are linked by the notion of prolepsis evoked by the word itself: to
prefigure is to anticipate or enact some feature of an ‘alternative world’ in the
present, as though it has already been achieved. This third overarching feature
has been applied to both aforementioned dynamics: to protest activities which
are carried out prefiguratively, in which the protest movement, its organisation
and practices are the goal, or to seemingly any other collective project which in
some way ‘prefigures’ how it might normally be performed in the future.*>

With reference to these dynamics, he explains the problems associated with
them. To start with, he states the ambiguity inherent to the means-ends equivalence,
emerging from the fact that apart from the decision-making process based on direct
democracy, Yates cannot seem to notice any other means or ends referred by
prefigurative politics. Secondly, whether establishing alternatives can go beyond being
just a part of lifestyle activities of particular subcultures or countercultures and become
political acts or not seems open to discussion. “Third, where futures are claimed to be
prefigured through prolepsis, there has been little discussion of the extent to which such
an idea is (culturally and strategically) important for movement participants, whether or
on what terms such ‘futures’ represent overarching goals of some movements
themselves or if prefiguration is simply an analytic concept describing what some
movements do, unbeknownst to participants.”*’

In this line, Yates, studying three social centers in Barcelona, Spain, arrive at a
conception of prefigurative politics that combines the three dynamics outlined above as

it is composed of means-ends equivalence, establishing alternatives, and prolepsis

oriented towards the future. “The key clarification proposed is that prefiguration
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necessarily combines the experimental creating of ‘alternatives’ within either
mobilisation-related or everyday activities, with attempts to ensure their future political

29458

relevance. Following this, Yates identifies five processes that prefiguration involves:

“experimentation,  perspectives, conduct, consolidation, and  diffusion.”*°
Experimentation involves both everyday practices as well as political activities while
Yates refers to developing political ideas, perspectives and frames when explaining the
process of perspectives. Conduct corresponds to creating new collective norms whereas
consolidation means intervening in the material or social environment in order to
consolidate these new collective forms such as arranging position of the participant seats
during an assembly or deciding on the ways to use or cultivate land in a social center.
Diffusion, finally, means the reflection and communication of the established
alternatives beyond the particular group engaging in prefigurative politics.*®® In this
regard, Yates, while acknowledging the crucial processes that distinguish prefigurative
politics from politics in a traditional sense are experimentation and new conducts, argues
that “it is precisely the inclusion of political ‘perspectives’, and at least one of
‘consolidation’ and ‘diffusion’, which distinguishes prefiguration, as a political
approach, from subcultural or counter- cultural projects lacking either a collective vision
or preparedness to act in order to change wider society.”*6!

Marianne Maeckelbergh, who argues against the dichotomy between strategy
and prefiguration on the one hand, and on the other against the assessment of
movements based on their success or failure, uses the term prefiguration for movements
that are organized horizontally, in other words, leaderless movements whose economic,
social, and political organizations are anti-hierarchical. In this regard, prefigurative
politics rejects the notion of a vanguard, hierarchical organization, political
representation and leaders. It aims for the distribution of the leadership functions among
the participants, advocates for direct democracy which does not require any mediation of

elites. Therefore, “The goal of prefiguration is not to get someone within a position of

power to recognize and respond to your grievance. It is about reimagining society
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through experimenting with new political practices. Horizontal prefiguration is anti-
capitalist and anti-state.”*6?

Maeckelbergh also refers to Fuller who, with reference to Peace Movement
Organizations, states that “in these movements organizational structures and processes
are an ‘action form’, a method of protest in itself rather than simply a means to mobilise
resources.”® In this line, “the creation of alternatives to free-market capitalism rests on
a process of prefigurative politics that involves putting into practice principles of
solidarity, pluralism, equality, and horizontality and that this process is understood to
constitute a counter-power that can challenge free-market capitalism.”#¢* This is, in turn,
possible through horizontality, diversity, and creating social change. Horizontality, at
this point, points out to both a practice and a value, and despite being in various forms in
various movements, basically means a non-hierarchical social organization and “a viable

alternative to liberal representative democracy.”#%

Diversity is connected to
prefiguration as strategy since it rejects the imposition of unity onto a movement and
calls for being open to as many futures as possible. In this line, the strategy in the
traditional sense, which ultimately aims to seize state power, needs to be replaced by
another strategy based on horizontality and process. In connection with this,
prefiguration aims for social change rather than a change that will be brought by seizing
political power. According to Maeckelbergh, this does not mean eliminating or taking
power but redesigning the operation of power, in other words, decentralizing power
instead of the centralized power, which is of course not a goal that can be demanded

from the state.**S In this sense, prefigurative politics as a strategy involves two

simultaneous steps: “One is the step of challenging and confronting current political
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structures and the other is constructing alternative structures to take their place.
this regard, the challenge and confrontation step both provides the space for
prefigurative politics and defends the constituted space. The construction step, on the
other hand, plays with the tension between neoliberalism’s “there is no alternative” and
prefiguration’s “another world is possible”. Thus, the presentation of an alternative that
is both viable and real at the moment subverts the hegemonic order.*6

Marina Sitrin suggests the concept of societies in movement against the
contentious politics framework, which she considers unfit to understand the new form of
organization of social movements based on horizontalidad, prefiguration, autonomy, and
direct action. In this regard, Sitrin argues that these new movements are based on
necessity, utilize assembly as a form of organization not as a dictation of any ideology
but as a practice that enables seeing and hearing each other, organize autonomously and
horizontally due to experiencing the vanity of demanding from governments, reject
representation, aim for horizontal organization in order to not reproduce hierarchical
structures, and are not interested in taking power. ¢

From the perspective of prefigurative politics, since the means a social
movement utilizes shapes the goals achieved by that social movement, the means in
question should reflect the future society envisioned by the movement. In addition to
being motivated by a moral commitment, however, it proves to be an alternative
reformist and vanguardist movements. Rejecting a revolution that will be carried out by
a vanguard through seizing state power or legal reforms implemented by political parties
counting on electoral victories, prefigurative movements aims to build the new society
“in the shell of the old” through establishing new ways of relating and counter-
institutions, which points out to direct action in order to implement desired changes
instead of demanding them from others, especially the state.*”°

David Graeber also connects the prefigurative tradition observed in the alter-

globalization movement to anarchism: “The very notion of direct action, with its

467 Maeckelbergh, “Doing Is Believing,” 14.

468 Maeckelbergh, “Doing Is Believing,” 14.

469 Marina Sitrin, “Rethinking Social Movements with Societies in Movement,” in Social Sciences for an
Other Politics: Women Theorizing without Parachutes, ed. Ana Cecilia Dinerstein (Cham: Springer
International Publishing., 2016), 13549, 138.

40 Darcy K. Leach, “Prefigurative Politics,” in Wiley-Blackwell Encyclopedia of Social and Political
Movements, ed. David A. Snow et al. (Hoboken NJ: John Wiley & Sons, 2022), 1.

117



rejection of a politics which appeals to governments to modify their behaviour, in favour
of physical intervention against state power in a form that itself prefigures an
alternative—all of this emerges directly from the libertarian tradition. Anarchism is the
heart of the movement, its soul; the source of most of what’s new and hopeful about
it.”47! Graeber, while defining the “new anarchists” of the early 2000s, debunks that they
are against globalization and that they are violent. In addition, he touches upon the
criticisms that the alter-globalization movement does not have an ideology and that it is

against all kinds of organization, and he argues that

this is a movement about reinventing democracy. It is not opposed to
organization. It is about creating new forms of organization. It is not lacking in
ideology. Those new forms of organization are its ideology. It is about creating
and enacting horizontal networks instead of top-down structures like states,
parties or corporations, networks based on principles of decentralized, non-
hierarchical consensus democracy.*’

Of course, the work of constituting new, non-hierarchical organizational forms
based on direct democracy and horizontality is an ongoing process that does not proceed
perfectly, yet, Graeber suggests that it is effective and has a thoroughly transformative
aspect as “It’s one thing to say, ‘Another world is possible’. It’s another to experience it,
however momentarily.”*73

Mathijs van de Sande suggests a comprehensive definition for prefiguration:
“‘Prefiguration’ or ‘prefigurative politics’ refers to a political action, practice,
movement, moment or development in which certain political ideals are experimentally
actualised in the ‘here and now’, rather than hoped to be realised in a distant future.

Thus, in prefigurative practices, the means applied are deemed to embody or ‘mirror’ the

ends one strives to realise.”’* In line with this, this definition emphasizes “the
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actualisation of a future ideal in the ‘here and now’”, “the experimental characteristics of
such an actualization”, and “a reformulation of the means-ends distinction”.#”>

While discussing the movements that began worldwide after the 2008 crisis,
Marina Sitrin and Dario Azzellini characterizes four common features that characterize
these movements. First, the new movements witnessed the organization of new forms to
meet the needs in the occupied areas, such as conflict resolution mechanisms, childcare
or healthcare services and food provision. Second, the organization in question were
based on direct democracy and rejected the separation of economic, social, and political
spheres. Third, the solution to the problems faced by the movements was not left to
others, whether these others be institutions or states, but was sought within the
movements themselves. Fourth, while the movements shut the daily routine operations
of occupied spaces, they also created new and horizontal social relations.*’® With respect
to these common features, Sitrin and Azzellini emphasize concepts such as rupture,
horizontalism, popular power, assemblies, recuperation, protagonism, new subjectivities,
autogestion, autonomy, and space.*”’

All in all, despite being criticized on the grounds that it is actually apolitical,
prefiguration is political and prefigurative politics is basically what politics is. To
summarize, based on the above review of prefiguration, a loose list of interrelated
characteristics can be drawn as follows: means-ends equivalence, construction of
alternatives, nonhierarchical and bottom-up organization, direct democracy, forming of
new subjectivities, direct action, rejection of engagement with state and construction of
the future ideals in the present.

To start with, means-ends equivalence actually points out to nonhierarchical
and bottom-up organization, and collective decision-making based on equality and direct
democracy. Since reaching a society that organizes and decides in this manner is the
goal of the movement, using this form of organization and decision in the present time

instead of leaving it to the future also results in the creation of new subjectivities as the

movement members experience and experiment new ways of relating within the
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movement. In the words of IWW, prefigurative politics aims to constitute ‘the new
society in the shell of the old.” This constitution requires two kinds of struggle, first, a
negative struggle in the sense of challenge resistance against the current political, social
and economic order, which might be compressed into the four interrelated antis outlined
by Dixon: anti-authoritarianism, anti-capitalism, anti-oppression and anti-imperialism.
Second, it requires a positive struggle in the sense of establishing alternatives.

At this point, it should be recalled that Caffentzis touches upon two acts of class
struggle, prevention and commonization. In this regard, while the former aims to prevent
the penetration of capitalist relations by defending the commons, which also reveals the
anti against which the struggle resists, namely capitalism, the latter aims to expand the
already existing commons, which posits the commons and its expansion as the
alternative to capitalism. In this regard, Caffentzis’ conceptualization of tensed time
proves to be useful to put forward the prefigurative aspect of commons. To repeat once

again,

For the commoning process I refer to involves the ongoing transformation of
the commodified forms of life into a commons. This is not a process that is all-
or-nothing nor is it a utopian vision of a ‘‘future” life. On the contrary, it
recognizes that much of the commons is already operating, often extensively,
under capitalism and the issue is the self- organized expansion of that area of
life that is common. That is, the class struggle in this temporal dimension is not
only a matter of preventing enclosures (and thus an entrance into capital’s
time) but to actually expanding the commons into new areas of social life (and
so exiting capital’s time). This expansive commonizing process is not an ideal
safely ensconced in the future perfect. It is time future in the present or it is
nothing.*’®

In this sense, the commoning action explained by Caffentzis is an action-as-
creation since on the one hand, the action in question creates the commons by
transforming the commodified into the commons, on the other it creates “new social
relations, new practices and new understandings within the (expanding) interstices of the
old.”*”® The action-as-creation, furthermore, indicates the means-ends equivalence since

the creation signifies the desired ends of a movement while the action signifies the
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means used in order to achieve the ends. In other words, the constitution of commons is
only possible with the existence of common goods and commoners, however, firstly, no
goods are inherently common goods or commodified goods. What makes them
commodified goods is commodification and what makes them common goods is
commoning or commonization activities. Secondly, the commoner does not mean a
given and premade subjectivity, being a commoner is also possible only through
commoning activity. Therefore, the commoning activity prefigures commons and
commoners in which the commons amounts to the ends of a commons movement while
the commoning activity corresponds to its means, all of which are reflected in each
other.

Moreover, the commoning activity, insofar as it is not just an activity aiming to
prevent enclosures but also an activity to expand the commons, points out to the
construction of alternatives to the capital. The alternatives to the capital, on the other
hand, are based on non-hierarchical and egalitarian organization based on direct
democracy since “Commons require regulations stipulating how the wealth we share is
to be used and cared for, the governing principles being equal access, reciprocity
between what is given and what is taken, collective decision making, and power from
the ground up, derived from tested abilities and continually shifting through different
subjects depending on the tasks to be performed.”*® In addition, “Equal access to the
means of (re)production and egalitarian decision making must be the foundation of the
commons... non-egalitarian relations are the end of the commons, as they generate
inequalities, jealousies, and divisions, providing a temptation for some commoners to
cooperate with enclosures.”*®! The construction of alternatives to the capital also implies
formation of new subjectivities. On the one hand, the new subjectivities arise from the
new kind of organization that challenges the organizations of political parties, labor
organizations, workplaces, public institutions, universities, NGOs, states, international
organizations all of which are organized on the basis of representative democracy if not
nondemocratically, i.e., people who see that they have a say in decisions that affect their

lives, people who feel that they are heard through the struggle they are a part of. On the
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other hand, the commoner appears as a new subjectivity that is not a predetermined and

fixed one. This comes from the fact that commoning is a social and relational activity:

we characterise commoning as a relational process — or more often a struggle
— of negotiating access, use, benefit, care, and responsibility. Commoning thus
involves establishing rules or protocols for access and use, taking caring of and
accepting responsibility for a resource, and distributing the benefits in ways
that take into account the well-being of others. When these relationships are in
place, what results are any number of commons including biophysical commons
(e.g. soil, water, air, plant, and animal ecologies), cultural commons (e.g.
language, musical heritage, sacred symbols, and artworks), social commons
(e.g. educational, health, and political systems), and knowledge commons (e.g.
Indigenous ecological knowledge, sci- entific, and technical knowledge). The
resulting commons may also be of varying and overlapping scales from the
household and family to the national and international; from the micro (such as
a microclimate) to the macro (such as the planet’s atmosphere) 3

The characterization of commoning as a relational activity implies, on the one
hand, that commons exist alongside with community, “But the community that

commons is not pre-given; rather, communities are constituted through the process of

29483

commoning.”**?, and on the other, “commoning can take place with any form of

property, from privately owned property to open access property.”*%* In this line,
commoning constitutes communities and renders goods common as well as constituting

subjects. For instance, Marcelo Vieta refers to Candido Gonzalez who states that

Early in the fight to reclaim our work we fought for our salaries, for getting out
of our severe debt-loads left by the boss .... But now I know, looking back on
our struggle three years on, now I can see where the change in me started,
because it began during our struggles. First, you fight for not being left out on
the street with nothing. And then, suddenly, you see that you’ve formed a
cooperative and you start getting involved in the struggle of others. You don’t
realize at the time but within your own self ... a change is taking place, you
don’t see it directly at the time. You realize it afterwards, after time has passed
... doing things that you would never imagine yourself doing %
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Or, Marina Sitrin and Dario Azzellini refers to Oscar Olivera when he tells that

[ think the best lesson we, and especially the young people, have learned from
the Water War in Cochabamba is that it is possible to change things without
having to follow anyone, without depending on the political parties, without
needing political parties to mediate. For eight days, every sign and even symbol
of the state disappeared in Cochabamba. The army was barracked and the
police asked the people for permission to leave the police station. There was no
political party, there was not any leader telling anyone what to do. Nobody was
telling people what they should do or had to do. That is where people really
began to feel that they were the real protagonist in this collective action, one
based on a collective horizon, but also built together, in common ... and that we
were doing everything among equals.*%¢

These two quotes from activists, whom we might call commoners since
Gonzalez was a former member of a firm recuperated, in other words commonized by
workers in Argentina while Olivera refers to the demonstrations held against water
privatization in Cochabamba, Bolivia, suggests that the commoning activity leads to a
transformation in commoners, forming new relations based on equality, constituting new
subjectivities in the sense of reclaiming agency in a collective manner. Furthermore, the
above quotes relate the commoning activity to direct action as well as rejecting
representational politics or demanding from state on the one hand and constituting the

future in the present on the other since the representational politics

is irrevocably pierced by the insurgence of the ‘now’ as the time of subjectivity
and of its political constitution. Without the necessity of waiting for the ‘not yet’
and for the teleological arrival of their moment of action, and without being
forced to delegate their action to representational actors or to state
sovereignty, the contemporary figures of living labor are in a position to
overturn the absence of the future in the fullness of the decision in their
present.*¥7

In short,

Commoning thus is an alternative way to make decisions and act upon those
decisions to shape the future of communities without being locked into market
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competition and its anxieties, the blackmail of profit-driven companies, and
state agencies. Commoning is the way the struggle for freedom is actualised: by
being free...The freedom that the commons gives you is a freedom you will find
nowhere else: that is, the freedom to shape, together with others, the condition
of your doing, of your caring, of your commoning. Freedom as auto-
determination, to determine autonomously.*$

In this way, the commoning activity prefigures the future in the present.
Recalling that nothing is essentially common, commodified, or enclosed, and that state
encloses politics, it is possible to consider prefigurative politics as the commoning of the
political. In this regard, Rebecca Hollender, who argues that “All Commons struggles
are broadly centered on three basic elements: reclaiming common goods, building

communal relationships, and democratizing political processes”*’

distinguishes
commons into non-transformational commons and transformational ones. The
transformational commons try to embody these three basic elements in addition to an
effort to resist capital. “In this variant, or ‘commoning the political,” what is held in
common is the political process itself, or the means by which shared aspirations are
pursued... This involves ongoing, bottom-up collaboration and cooperation of diverse
groups in open-ended, pluriversal, and prefigurative processes towards loosely defined,
dynamic end goals.”*”® The commoning of the political, in Castoriadis’ words above de-

professionalize politics and abolishes politics as a special activity. Yet, commoning the

political might not be as non-violent as prefigurative politics implies.

3.6. Violence and the Common
As Christiaan Boonen states, “It is not possible to strictly separate politics and

»91 In terms of the common, one reason for this impossibility is the

violence.
confrontation between the common and the state authority. Although there are many

ways in which the common challenges the state authority, Boonen stresses the
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incompatibility between the law and the common, which might be illustrated by the fact
that while the common does not acknowledge any owner, the law cannot comprehend
the common without any owner. The confrontation on the legal plane, then, could result
in different scenarios. Firstly, Boonen argues that in the case that the state and its legal
order sense an extreme threat, the common could be illegalized, which could, in turn,
reinforce the state authority depending on whether the public acknowledges admit the
illegality attributed to the common, for example strict anti-squatting laws. Secondly, the
common could be integrated into the state as long as the state does not sense an
immediate threat emanating from the commoning practices. For instance, Boonen states
that despite the fact that it was initially illegal, the occupation of Teatro Valle in Rome,
Italy was legalized. However, the threat against the state authority after the legalization
of occupation provoked the state to enforce additional legal demands that aimed to
obstruct the operation of Teatro Valle. Thirdly and lastly, prevalent commoning
practices that are considered legitimate in the eyes of the public could question the
notions of legality and illegality such as the commoning practices that violate property
laws direct the public to challenge these laws through normative force of sharing.
According to Boonen, then, these three scenarios are replayed in most revolutions, and
the real challenge is to reach the third scenario without having recourse to violence. Yet,
it is evident that the state, as the holder of the monopoly of violence, will turn to
violence when challenged by the commoning practices. 4%

Therefore, Boonen argues that “political violence could enter the scene in
roughly two kinds of situations: either, when the logic of the common is extended
through the strategic or non-strategic use of violence, or, when practices of commoning
have to be defended against hostile actors.”** In the first instance, using violence as an
instrument is not compatible with either democracy or commons since violence is
unpredictable and could easily turn into an uncontrollable instrument. On the other hand,
violence affects the subjectivities of the users of violence. At this point, Boonen refers to
Georges Sorel, who argues that violence has a part in the formation of class

consciousness, unifies both the working class and the bourgeoisie and provides a
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motivation. However, Sorel’s argument is problematic since firstly, Sorel’s approach
could amount to that what the working class fights for, the substance of the struggle,
appears less important than to fight well. Secondly, all political relations between the
working class and the capitalist class are severed through violence, and violence
becomes the requirement for the emergence of a radical politics while at the same time
preventing this emergence as it destroys any political relation. In this way, violence
restrains the parties into fighting blocs, which precludes any possibility for
transformation of subjectivities.***

Whereas using violence as an instrument in order to extend the commons and
commoning practices is incompatible, as stated earlier, it would be a mistake to think
that when the state senses an immediate threat against itself arising from the commons, it
would not resort to the use of violence. In this sense, against the use of violence, the
commoners might have to use violence in order to defend the commons. At this point,
Boonen refers to the Paris Commune where on the one hand principle of association
according to which the Commune was run represented an alternative to the state, and on
the other despite the rareness of physical violence, the existence of other forms of
violence such as symbolic and verbal violence, and the threat of violence use did
undermine opposition to the Commune. Moreover, ultimately, the Commune was
destroyed through state violence. In addition, Boonen also refers to Rojava, which while
trying to organize along the principle of direct democracy and at the same time
struggling against the state-formation tendencies within the community, it also struggles
to operate in a hostile environment. The challenge here, then, is to democratize violence

and avoid propensity to monopolize violence.*

3.7. Conclusion

In this chapter, I have tried to show that primitive accumulation is not a
historical occurrence but an ongoing process, therefore it does not only belong to the
pre-capitalist history but also to the period of ‘mature’ capitalism. Based on the ongoing

character of primitive accumulation, then, the notion of the common also is not a
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historical phenomenon, rather it exists in the present. This existence, however, does not
mean that we should take the common for granted since capital tries to enclose the
existing commons on the one hand in order to commodify the areas that are previously
not commodified and to further the separation of the producers from their access to non-
capitalist means of subsistence, and on the other, it uses the ‘commons fix’, or the
cooptation of the commons as a strategy to curb its own devastation of social and
ecological reproduction. Therefore, the struggle for commons means an incessant
resistance against the attempts of capital to enclose or coopt the commons. In this
regard, anti-capitalist commons has three components that are common goods,
commoners or community, and the activity of commoning. The activity of commoning
is a relational process on the one hand, as it establishes new relations among the
commoners in order to ensure the production and reproduction of the common goods
alongside the community or the commoners themselves, and on the other it is an activity
that consists of transforming the commodified spheres into commons. Thus, through
these acts of establishing new relations and decommodification, the activity of
commoning indicates a resistance against enclosure or cooptation on the one hand, and
on the other it also means the construction of alternatives to capital. Hence, prevention
and commonization. The construction of alternatives to capital as in expansion of the
commons, in short, commonization represents the prefigurative and political aspect of
the commons. For instance, take squatting: “Both as an everyday practice as well as an
explicit political demand, squatter movements...directly ‘take’ the space or building in
question and then create a reality on the ground that must either be recognized as
autonomous, ignored or repressed on the part of state authorities and private property
owners.”*® In this way, the squatter movements presents a vision of society without
private property and of social organization based on the common and aims to reach that
alternative vision through constructing exactly that vision. Furthermore, constructing a
society and social organization alternative to capital implies new relations and new
subjectivities formed among commoners as well as nonhierarchical and bottom-up

organization based on direct democracy. Thus, we can observe the common good as in
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the squatted space, the commoners as in the squatters and the commoning activity as in
the squatting action, therefore the three components of commons on the one hand, and
on the other the means-end equivalence, construction of alternatives, nonhierarchical
and bottom-up organization, direct democracy, forming of new subjectivities, direct
action, rejection of engagement with state and construction of the future ideals in the
present, therefore the characteristics of prefigurative politics.

To conclude, the commons and its prefigurative aspect are political and
transformative. However, it should be noted “already in the dawn of the modern world
the commons was a transformative practice. The practice of commoning and the
common-based economies were an alternative mode of social life beyond both the

»497 To recall, Caffentzis

feudal relations and the emerging capitalist mode of production.
considers the golden age of piracy an example of ‘post-capitalist’ commons, which
implies the pirates’ being beyond feudalism and capitalism, alongside two other
examples: “After all, the pirates expropriated the most advanced machine of their period,
the ocean-going ship, ran it on new communalist rules and used it to plunder the
plunders [sic] of American wealth.”**® Also, Hardt, despite not exactly calling the pirates
as commoners, when referring to biopiracy, which is appropriation of genetic
information or indigenous knowledge by corporations using patents, argues that “piracy
is a misnomer for such activities. Pirates have a much more noble vocation: they steal
property. These corporations instead steal the common and transform it into
property.”* In this way, one can argue that if stealing the common is transforming it
into property, then stealing the property is transforming it into common while also
invoking the folk rhyme quoted in the previous chapter: “They hang the man and flog
the woman / Who steals the goose from off the Common; / But let the greater criminal
loose / Who steals the Common from the goose.”” Following this and using the
conceptual framework I outlined above, in the next chapter, I will analyze the golden

age piracy as a prefigurative commons movement that not only commonized the ship but

also the international trade thrived upon the plunder, the ocean that was in the process of
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enclosure by the states, particularly England/Great Britain, and the political. After that, I
will try to relate the commoning movement of the pirates to the contemporary
commoning movements, to investigate the potentialities of pirate movement, and to
draw lessons from the pirate movement. After all, the commons movements “constitute
efforts to enlarge the commons from a terrain that is already organized and owned by
capital. They speak to a future possibility that is actually present, even though it is
inevitably ‘distorted’ by the terrain it commonizes. The free software movement, for

example, has much to learn from the experiences of the hoboes and pirates.”>!

01 Caffentzis, “Three Temporal Dimensions of Class Struggle,” 93-4.
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CHAPTER 4

HOSTIS HUMANI GENERIS: THE ORGANIZATION OF GOLDEN AGE
PIRATES

Hostis humani generis is a quite powerful term, which means the common
enemy of humankind. The term itself can be traced back to Marcus Tullius Cicero who

(3

writes “...nam pirata non est ex perduellium numero definitus, sed communis hostis
omnium, cum hoc nec fides debet nec ius iurandum esse commune” translated as “...for
a pirate is not included in the number of lawful enemies, but is the common foe of all the
world; and with him there ought not to be any pledged word nor any oath mutually
binding.”%? Although it is suggested that Cicero’s book in question is not a book on law

303 the term hostis humani generis is imported and used in order to

but a book on morals
label pirates as the common enemies of humankind, which eventually resulted in the
golden age pirates’ war against the world.

There are also other terms used interchangeably with pirate, such as buccaneers,
privateers, filibusters, corsairs, sea dogs, sea rovers, freebooters, marooners, picaroons,
and swashbucklers. To start with the most common term that might be confused with
pirate, privateers operated with the license of a legal authority. As Land states,
“Privateers were generally commissioned by a head of state to disrupt the trade of
hostile nations and seek plunder and wealth for the crown. They were agents of a form
of primitive accumulation based upon the monarchic state.”3* Shannon Lee Dawdy and
Joe Bonni also define privateers as “Pirates who operate with a legal license from a state
government to attack enemy ships and ports during wartime, keeping a contractual share

of seized goods.”>%

302 Cicero, De Officiis, 387.

393 Alfred P. Rubin, The Law of Piracy, (Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 1988), 10.
394 Land, “Flying the Black Flag,” 171.
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Buccaneers, on the other hand, “were pirates who operated in the Caribbean

306 Originally,

and around the coast of South America during the seventeenth century.
they were outcast colonists mostly of French origins, who lived on by hunting and who
were named after their cooking technique, boucaner (smoking the meat). “The majority
of them were at first probably French, and originated in Normandy, but their numbers
were soon swelled by English indentured servants from Barbados and elsewhere who,

when their term of service expired, found themselves free but landless.”>"

Lacking
organization at first, they later formed a loose organization known as the Brethren of the
Coast. These brethren often joined forces and carried out raids. The most famous of

308 Apart from these,

these raids is the 1671 Panama raid led by Henry Morgan.
freebooters were soldiers working for booty, filibusters were a kind of freebooters, and
corsairs were French pirates operating along the Barbary Coast.>”

Golden age pirates, however, were a very different kind and this chapter aims at
presenting the social organization of the golden age pirates based on the data available in
primary and secondary sources. In this line, this chapter, and this dissertation, will cover
the golden age of Atlantic piracy.

The golden age of Atlantic piracy is the period that marks the heyday of the
piracy in the Atlantic Ocean and covers the years between 1650 and 1730 in general.
The primary focus of this dissertation will be the pirates who operated between 1716 and
1726 since the pirates of this period “were the most numerous and successful.”>!0
However, the sole reason is not their being great in number and being successful; their
social and political organization as well as their objectives seem to differ than those of
the former periods’ pirates. The pirates who operated in the period between 1716 and
1726, a period which was “the heart of the golden age™>!! had a radically different

attitude towards the state, the nations, the hierarchical government of the merchant and

navy ships. This chapter aims to explore this radically different attitude.
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To start with, Gabriel Kuhn states that a certain antagonism exists in regard to
the political analysis of golden age piracy. He argues that there are scholars who
approach pirates as murderers and thieves who are, undeservingly, romanticized and
praised as revolutionaries while there are also scholars who views pirates as democratic
and egalitarian rebels who challenged the mainstream social order of their times. “In the
end, both sides accuse the other of substituting fiction for fact.”>'> However, Kuhn
chooses to avoid this debate for three reasons. First of all, the debate cannot be decided
since the reliable material on the pirates’ everyday lives is lacking. “While there exist a
few precious—and probably authentic—accounts of the life on buccaneer ships..., our
images of life on pirate ships still rest to an overwhelming degree on Captain Johnson’s
A General History of the Robberies and Murders of the Most Notorious Pirates.”'3. It
should also be noted that there is a controversy regarding the writer of this famous book.
As Cordingly states, an American scholar named John Robert Moore argued in 1932 that
the writer of the book was Daniel Defoe. Considering Moore was one of the leading
Defoe scholars of the time, this announcement went unchallenged. However, P. N.
Furbank and W. R. Owens refuted Moore’s theory in The Canonisation of Daniel Defoe.
According to these two academics, there was not any evidence to claim that the author
was Daniel Defoe and there were many inconsistencies between the book and the other
writings associated with Defoe.>!4

Secondly, Kuhn argues that the lack of reliable material renders romanticization
quite possible. Thirdly, he questions whether the political evaluation of piracy is relevant
for contemporary politics and concludes that “Politically, the question of how
contemporary activists can relate to golden age pirates seems much more crucial than the
inevitably contested truth about golden age piracy. In other words, the political
interpretation of golden age piracy matters less than its contemporary political
adaptation.”>"

In line with this, this chapter will confine itself to the limited material available

in primary and secondary sources in giving an account of the social and political

312 Kuhn, Life Under the Jolly Roger, 2.
313 Ruhn, Life Under the Jolly Roger, 2.
314 Cordingly, Life Among the Pirates, 10-11.
315 Kuhn, Life Under the Jolly Roger, 4.
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organization of golden age pirates. To start, Barnaby Slush, a sea cook from the 18"

century, states that:

Pyrates and Buccaneers, are Princes to such Animals, for there, as none are
exempt from the general Toil and Danger; so if the Chief have a Supream
Share beyond his Comrades, ’tis because he’s always the Leading Man in e’ry
daring Enterprize; and yet as Bold as he is in all other Attempts, he dares not
offer to infringe the common laws of Equity, but every Associate has his due
Quota, because there needs no Appeal to Doctors-Commons for it. Thus these
Hostes Humani Generis, as great Robbers as they are to all besides, are
precisely Just among themselves; without which they could no more Subsist,
than a Structure without a Foundation; but our more uncultivate Barbarians,
snatch at all; and if there’s but the least Mutt'ring rais’d, Mutiny’s the Word,
and strait the poor Wrench is Massacred.>'°

As Slush suggests, pirates were just among themselves. In order to be just
among themselves, these enemies of all mankind needed a distinctive social and political
organization, which I will argue is a prefigurative organization, which here “refers to
scenarios where protesters express the political ‘ends’ of their actions through their
‘means’, or where they create experimental or ‘alternative’ social arrangements or

»517

institutions. and a subversive organization with regard to the mainstream

organization of the ship in the navies and merchant fleets of the time.

4.1. Life on board Merchant and Navy Vessels

However, in order to lay out this prefigurative and subversive social and
political organization, firstly the mainstream organization of merchant and navy vessels
of that era should be explained. When life on board a ship in the early eighteenth century
is taken into consideration, Sherry states that the sailor might seem in a better condition

than a laborer on land since the sailor’s wage is higher than the laborer on land and

516 Barnaby Slush, The Navy Royal: or a Sea-Cook Turnd Projector. Containing a Few Thoughts, about
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sailor’s food and shelter is provided by the employer.>'® However, in reality the sailor’s
lot is way worse than a land laborer’s.

It is clear that merchant vessels were organized in a hierarchical order
consisting of the captain at the top, officers under the captain’s command and the
ordinary sailors at the bottom. Leeson argues that this represents the captain’s autocratic
authority: “The captain’s authority gave him control over all aspects of life aboard his
ship, including provision of victuals, wage payment, labor assignment, and, of course,
crew member discipline”!®. One form of ensuring discipline was corporal punishment,
by which “The law empowered captains to beat crew members with the infamous (and
ominous) cat-o-nine-tails, imprison them, and administer other forms of harsh physical
‘correction’ to sailors who disobeyed orders, shirked in their duties, and so forth.”>%°
While “Laws and Ordinances Martial” authorized impressment, which is recruitment
into naval force by force, and punished resistance with capital punishment?!, “The
Articles of War of 1652 imposed the death penalty in twenty-five out of thirty-nine
clauses...”?? Thus, “Captains possessed the power of life and death over their crews,
and savage mistreatment of helpless sailors formed an integral part of life aboard ship,

whatever flag it might fly.”>??

In this line, Sherry provides some disturbing examples of
captain’s mistreatment of sailors. One example comes from the diary of a sailor quoted
by Sherry: 4 Mariner of England An Account of the Career of William Richardson from
Cabin Boy in the Merchant Service to Warrant Olfficer in the Royal Navy (1780 to 1819)
as Told by Himself. Although the sailor in question worked in the late 18" and early 19
century and thus, lived after the end of the golden age of piracy, I think his remarks

prove useful in order to understand the attitudes of the captains.

our captain began now to show himself in his proper colours, and would flog a
man as soon as look at him, and assumed as much consequence as if he had
been captain of a line-of-battleship : all we four mates had to attend him with

318 Frank Sherry, Raiders and Rebels: A History of the Golden Age of Piracy, (New York: HarperCollins
e-books, 2008), 48.

19 Leeson, “An-Arrgh-Chy: The Law and Economics of Pirate Organization,” Journal of Political
Economy 115, no. 6 (2007): 1049-94, doi:10.1086/526403, 1056.
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hats off at the gangway in going out or coming in to the ship, he flogged a good

seaman for only losing an oar out of the boat, and the poor fellow soon after

died.>*

Sherry goes on to share stories of mistreatment of sailors: “a Captain Staines of
the English ship Rochester became so angry at an infraction of his ship’s rules that he

had a young seaman beaten with six hundred lashes from an inch-thick tarred rope.”%

While flogging was the most common form of punishment, it was by no means
the only barbarity practiced aboard ship. The punishment for drawing a
weapon in a quarrel, for example, was the loss of a hand. Other punishments an
unlucky mariner might have to endure included keelhauling (being scraped
across the barnacled hull of the ship), being ducked at the end of a rope from
the yardarm, being strung up from the yardarm, and being towed, often with
hands tied, from the stern. Some punishments, besides being barbarous, were
also bizarre. One particularly sadistic mate forced his men to eat cockroaches
as a punishment. Another delighted in cracking off the teeth of miscreants with
an iron bolt.>%

In addition to the harsh discipline on board merchant and navy vessels,
common sailors in the early eighteenth century suffered an arduous life, which “often
involved and existence of constant dampness and discomfort, poor conditions and ever-
present danger.”?” They “suffered cramped, claustrophobic quarters, ‘food’ that was
often as rotten as it was meager, and more. They experienced as a matter of course
devastating disease, disabling accidents, shipwreck, and premature death.”>?® “Most
sailors had to subsist on salt beef or pork crawling with worms or maggots, bread blue
with mold, and water that stank from the barrel.”>?° Aside from rotten and inadequate
food, sailors’ living condition was poor as well: “The sailor had to sleep, when he was

allowed to do so, in a crowded fo’c’sle, jammed in with other men, inhaling the fumes of

unwashed bodies, sweating when it was hot, shivering when it was cold, and almost
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always wet through from weather or leaks.”>** Furthermore, life on board a ship was
dangerous. Fire, falling from the ship, storms, injuries sustained due to falling equipment
were ever-present dangers while being disabled due to these dangers meant
unemployment with no pensions or compensation. Of course, there was the danger of
diseases as well as the risk of being wounded or killed in battle.

In this sense, “Death was an ever-present danger and many of the sailors setting
out on a voyage would not live to receive their pay at the end of it.”*3! To illustrate,
Turley refers to William Funnel, a sailor on Charles Dampier’s ship: “And, on the 26"
of August 1706, after many Dangers both by Sea and Land, we happily arrived in
England; being but eighteen out of one hundred eighty-three, which went out with us.
Finis.”*3? Or Rediker refers to Surgeon John Atkins: “‘Weymouth, who brought out of
England a Compliment [sic] of 240 men,” had ‘at the end of the Voyage 280 dead upon
her Books’.”>3? Although these numbers come from privateering or navy ships, and
“Whilst the death rate aboard a merchant vessel does not appear to have been as high as
on a privateer or Royal Navy vessel, life was far from easy and worse still if the ship
was involved in the slave trade. Around a quarter of all men going to sea on a slave-
trader would not make it home.”334

Thus, Sherry concludes his comparison between a sailor and laborer on land by
stating that aside from these aspects, the sailor was in a far worse condition in that the
sailor had no chance of escaping: “He was, except, in name, no better than a slave.”>3
Rediker also summarizes the sailor’s lot in the early eighteenth century when he refers to
Samuel Johnson “no man will be a sailor who has contrivance enough to get himself into

a jail; for being in a ship is being in jail with the chance of being drowned... A man in

jail has more room, better food, and commonly better company.”>*¢ However, Sherry,
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who argues that the sailor was “no better than a slave”, and had no chance of escaping,
presents a way for escape, a way which was chosen by many sailors: “If they became
bitter enough, or rebellious enough, they could seize their ship and turn pirate.”>*” Now

it is time to explain this way for escape and the organization of pirate ships.

4.2. Autonomous and Democratic Organization of Pirate Ships

Sherry claims that “In the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, there
was only one true democracy on earth: the pirate brotherhood forged in Madagascar.”>33
According to him, the pirates’ esteem for their rights and contempt towards their
oppression in honest service existed side by side in their “passionately democratic”
life.>* In this line, as they considered themselves as the collective owners of their ships,
they also believed that all should have a say on board the ship. In this regard, as Lucie-
Smith argues, “What attracted men to the pirate life was the prospect of freedom almost
as much as the prospect of gain, and it is not surprising that they insisted on enjoying
their liberty to the full, however brutishly they sometimes exercised it.”>*

Kuhn points out to the parallels between the chiefs of the stateless native
American societies and the pirate captains by drawing on the French anthropologist
Pierre Clastres’s essay “Exchange and Power: Philosophy of the Indian Chieftainship”.
According to Clastres “1. The chief is elected and replaceable. 2. His power rests on
merit only. 3. His power is controlled by the community. 4. He is a peacemaker. 5. He is
generous with his possessions. 6. He is a good orator. 7. He is an able leader in war.”>*!

On the election and replaceability of the pirate captain, Kuhn argues that it is a
fact acknowledged by even non-radical historians of piracy that pirates had a tradition of
democracy through which crews elected and replaced their captains. For instance, Kuhn
refers to David Cordingly: “...pirate communities were...democracies. A hundred years

before the French Revolution, the pirate companies were run on lines in which liberty,

equality and brotherhood were the rule rather than the exception.”**> When compared to
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the absolute and autocratic authority of the captain as well as the captain’s not
electability in the merchant and navy vessels, this democratic tradition presents a sheer
contrast. In this line, “piracy, for the most part, represented a way of life voluntarily
chosen by large numbers of men who directly challenged the ways of the society from

which they excepted themselves.”>*

Moreover, in terms of decision making, selecting
leaders, distribution of plunder, the pirates presented “ a world turned upside down” and
“its hallmark was a rough, improvised, but effective egalitarianism that placed authority
in the collective hands of the crew.”34

The central component of this democracy was the articles which were written
and agreed upon by the crew in the founding moment of the pirate crew. Of course,
neither this democratic tradition nor the written articles were born out of blue, rather it
was a tradition that had been passed on from the time of buccaneers. As an eyewitness,
Alexander Exquemelin explains how a buccaneering voyage starts at length: Before the
voyage, the sailors hold a council in order to decide where to get provisions. After the
provisions are provided, another council is held to decide where to go. Also, this council
decides on the certain articles that bind every sailor on the ship. The articles also specify
the shares of all sailors, from the captain, to the carpenter, from the surgeon, to the
compensation given to the wounded. Of course, when these shares are specified the
qualities and merits of the sailors are considered. For instance, the captain gets five or
six shares while common sailors get one shares. In line with the articles, the order is
observed, and it is strictly prohibited with a binding oath to take any more than one’s
share and to hide any of the plunder from the company. In the case that one breaks the
oath taken and steals from the company, the oath-breaker is separated from the
company.>®

The collective, egalitarian and democratic character of principles represented by
the council and the decision-making on buccaneers’ ships passes on to the articles of the

golden age pirates. “Although the articles might differ in various particulars from ship

to ship, their general aim was always to safeguard individual liberties, especially the
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right of each crew member to a trial by his peers and an equal voice in the ship’s

affairs.”>%0

In this line, Kuhn states that “Captain Johnson lists three detailed sets of
articles: those of the companies of Captain Bartholomew Roberts, Captain George
Lowther, and Captain John Phillips.”>*

According to Captain Charles Johnson, the articles of the Bartholomew

Roberts’s ship are as follows:

1L Every man has a vote in affairs of moment; has equal title to the fresh
provisions or strong liquors at any time seized, and [may] use them at pleasure
unless a scarcity (no uncommon thing among them) make it necessary for the
good of all to vote a retrenchment.

II. Every man to be called fairly in turn, by list, on board of prizes, because
over and above their proper share they were on these occasions allowed a shift
of clothes. But if they defrauded the Company to the value of a dollar, in plate,
jewels or money, Marooning was the punishment. (This was a barbarous
custom of putting the offender on shore on some desolate or uninhabited cape
or island, with a gun, a few shot, a bottle of water and a bottle of powder, to
subsist with or starve.) If the robbery was only between one another they
contented themselves with slitting the ears and nose of him that was guilty, and
set him on shore, not in an unhabited place but somewhere where he was sure
to encounter hardships.

III. No person to game at cards or dice for money.

1V. The lights and candles to be put out at eight o'clock at night. If any of the
crew after that hour still remained inclined to drinking, they were to do it on
the open deck (which Roberts believed would give a check to their debauchs,
for he was a sober man himself; but he found at length that all his endeavours
to put an end to this debauch proved ineffectual).

V. To keep their piece, pistols and cutlass clean and fit for service. (In this they
were extravagantly nice, endeavouring to outdo one another in the beauty and
richness of their arms, giving sometimes at an auction at the mast, £30 or £40 a
pair for pistols. These were slung in time of service with different coloured
ribbons over their shoulders in a way peculiar to these fellows, in which they
took great delight.)

VI. No boy or woman to be allowed amongst them. If any man were found
seducing any of the latter sex, and carried her to sea disguised, he was to suffer
Death. (So that when any fell into their hands, as it chanced in the Onslow, they
put a sentinel immediately over her to prevent ill consequences from so
dangerous an instrument of division and quarrel. But then here lies the
roguery, they contend who shall be sentinel, which happens generally to one of
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the greatest bullies who, to secure the lady's virtue, will let none lie with her but
himself.)

VII. To desert the ship or their quarters in battle was punished with Death or
Marooning.

VIII. No striking one another on board, but every man's quarrels to be ended on
shore, at sword and pistol. (Thus, the quartermaster of the ship, when the
parties will not come to any reconciliation, accompanies them on shore with
what assistance he thinks proper, and turns the disputants back to back at so
many paces distant. At the word of command they turn and fire immediately or
else the piece is knocked out of their hands. If both miss they come to their
cutlasses and then he is declared victor who draws the first blood.)

IX. No man to talk of breaking up their way of living till each had a share of
£1,000. If, in order to do this, any man should lose a limb or become a cripple
in their service, he was to have 800 dollars out of the public stock, and for
lesser hurts proportionately.

X. The Captain and Quartermaster to receive two shares of a prize; the master,
boatswain and gunner, one share and a half, and other officers one and a
quarter.

XI. The musicians to have rest on the sabbath day, but the other six days and
nights none, without special favour.>*

Captain Johnson lists the articles of Captain George Lowther and his company

as follows:

1. The Captain is to have two full shares, the master is to have one share and a
half; the doctor, mate, gunner, and boatswain, one share and a quarter.

1. He that shall be found guilty of taking up any unlawful weapon on board the
privateer or any prize by us taken, so as to strike or abuse one another in any
regard, shall suffer what punishment the Captain and majority of the Company
shall think fit.

III. He that shall be found guilty of cowardice in the time of engagement shall
suffer what punishment the Captain and Majority shall think fit.

1V. If any gold, jewels, silver etc., be found on board of any prize or prizes, to
the value of a piece-of-eight, and the finder do not deliver it to the
quartermaster in the space of 24 hours, shall suffer what punishment the
Captain and Majority shall think fit.

V. He that is found guilty of gaming, or defrauding another to the value of a
shilling, shall suffer what punishment the Captain and majority of the Company
shall think fit.

VI. He that shall have the misfortune to lose a limb, in time of engagement,
shall have the sum of £150 sterling, and remain with the company as long as he
shall think fit.

VII. Good quarter to be given when called for.

548 Johnson, 4 General History, 182-4.
140



VIII. He that sees a sail first, shall have the best pistol or small arm on board

her 549

The articles of Captain John Phillips’s ship, Revenge, are as follows according

to Captain Johnson:

L Every man shall obey civil command, the Captain shall have one full share
and a half'in all prizes, the master, carpenter, boatswain and gunner shall have
one share and a quarter.

1. If any man shall offer to run away or keep any secret from the company, he
shall be marooned, with one bottle of Powder, one botde of water, one small
arm, and shot.

111, If any man shall steal anything in the company, or game to the value of a
piece-of-eight, he shall be marooned or shot.

V. If at any time we should meet another Marooner (that is Pirate) that man
that shall sign his articles without the consent of our company shall suffer such
punishment as the captain and company shall think fit.

V. That man that shall strike another whilst these articles are in force shall
receive Moses's Law (that is 40 stripes lacking one) on the bare back.

VI. That man that shall snap his arms, or smoke tobacco in the hold without a
cap to his pipe, or carry a candle lighted without a lanthorn, shall suffer the
same punishment as in the former article.

VII. That man that shall not keep his arms clean, fit for an engagement, or
neglect his business, shall be cut off from his share, and suffer such other
punishment as the captain and the company shall think fit.

VIII. If any man shall lose a joint in time of an engagement, he shall have 400
pieces-of-eight; if a limb, 800.

IX. If at any time you meet with a prudent woman, that man that offers to
meddle with her, without her consent, shall suffer present death.>°

Although each pirate ship had its own articles drawn up by its crew, when the
articles given above are examined it is seen that they were more or less similar. Each set
of articles emphasize the collective decision-making process in the ships. Although only
one, the articles of Bartholomew Roberts’s ship, clearly indicates that every sailor had a
vote in the company’s affairs, the other two also points out to that the each sailor on the
ship had a say in the decision of punishment that would be meted out to the offenders of
various crimes laid out in the articles. Aside from the decision-making process, the

articles of each ship lay out the principles that regulate the rule of conduct on board such
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as preventing fights on board the ship, always keeping guns ready in case of an attack by
or attacking other ships, preventing fires on the ship, maintaining the unity of the crew
and preventing desertion and preventing stealing from the company. Furthermore, the
articles clearly indicate the shares of the crew and specify the shares that would be given
as compensation to the wounded.

Although only three set of articles of three ships are presented here, as Kuhn
suggests, “The versions of the pirate articles that existed on different ships appeared so
similar in essence that they indeed constituted a common golden age pirate culture or, in
Frank Sherry’s words, a commonwealth.”>>!

In all, these articles organized the allocation of authority, distribution of plunder
and food and enforcement of discipline.>*? In line with these articles, the crew “permit

99553

him to be captain on condition that they may be captain over him. Thus, the captain

of a pirate vessel has a very limited authority when compared to the captain of a navy or
merchant vessel, who as we have seen had such an absolute authority that he had the
power of life and death above the sailors. Thus, as Captain Johnson puts it, the pirate
captain’s authority “is absolute and uncontrollable, by their own laws, viz., in fighting,
chasing or being chased ; in all other matters whatsoever he is governed by a
majority.”>>* The account given by Walter Kennedy, a pirate, regarding the organization

of pirates in Lives of the Most Remarkable Criminals further proves this point:

Kennedy took a particular Delight in relating what happened to him in these
Expeditions, even after they had brought him to Misery and Confinement. The
Account he gave of that form of Rule which these Wretches set up, in imitation
of legal Government, and of those Regulations they made to supply the Place of
moral honesty, was in substance this:

They chose a captain from amongst themselves, who in effect held little more
than that title, excepting in an engagement, when he commanded absolutely and
without control. Most of them [the pirates] having suffered formerly from the
ill-treatment of their officers, provided carefully against any such evil, now they
had the choice in themselves.>>
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Besides, the elected captains could be deposed from their office as well.
Rediker notes being coward, cruel, or refusing plunder English vessels, or being too
‘Gentlemen-like’ are sufficient to be deposed.

“Captains were snatched from their positions for cowardice, cruelty, or refusing
to take and plunder English vessels. One captain incurred the class-conscious wrath of
his crew for being too ‘Gentleman-like.”>¢ For instance, Benjamin Hornigold, a pirate
captain, separates from his crew: “After a quarrel among the crew, Hornigold with a few
of his crew —Englishmen who are supposed to have refused quixotically to plunder
English ships—parted company with the rest, and sailed away in the Benjamin. Samuel
Bellamy then was made commander of the Mary Anne and the crew of ninety that

remained with her.”>>’

Again, the account given by Captain William Snelgrave, a
merchant captain who was captured and later released by a pirate crew, notes that “[a]nd
indeed they told me, after I was taken, ‘That they chose him for their Commander, on
account of his Brutality and Ignorance; having resolved never to have again a
Gentleman-like Commander, as, they said, Moody was.” 38

The position of captain in a pirate ship is not a privileged position regarding
food, drink, or even space: “but every Man is allowed to eat what he pleases. Then they
put all under the care of their Quarter-master, who discharges all things with and
Equality to them all, every Man and Boy faring alike; and even their Captain, or any
other Officer, is allowed no more than another Man; nay, the Captain cannot keep his
own Cabbin to himself.”>° According to Rediker, “[t]he determined reorganization of
space and privilege aboard the ship was crucial to the remaking of maritime social
relations.”36
The position of quartermaster, as the person who is charged with equal

distribution of all things, stands out as a crucial position within the organization of the

pirate ship. Indeed, “[t]o prevent the misuse of authority, pirates elected an officer called
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the quartermaster, whose powers counterbalanced those of the captain.”®! Snelgrave
also proves this point when he notes that “[b]esides him, they choose another principal
Officer, whom they call Quarter-master, who has the general Inspection of all Affairs,
and often controuls the Captain’s Orders.”*%?> Captain Charles Johnson also defines the

duties of the quartermaster:

For the punishment of small offences which are not provided for by the articles,
and which are not of consequence enough to be left to a jury, there is a
principal officer among the Pirates called the Quartermaster, of the men's own
choosing, who claims all authority this way (excepting in time of battle). If they
disobey his command, are quarrelsome and mutinous with one another, misuse
prisoners, plunder beyond his order, and in particular, if they be negligent of
their arms, which he musters at discretion, he punishes at his own arbitrament,
with drubbing or whipping, which no one else dare do without incurring the
lash from all the ship's company. In short, this officer is trustee for the whole, is
the first on board any prize, separating for the company's use what he pleases,
and returning what he thinks fit to the owners, excepting gold and silver, which
they have voted not returnable.>®

It should also be noted that “The quartermaster, who was considered not an
officer in the merchant service but rather just a “smart” (that is, knowledgeable,
experienced) seaman, was elevated among the pirates to a supremely valued position of
trust, authority, and power.”>%

However, when it comes to the authority, “neither the captain nor the
quartermaster represented the highest authority on the pirate ship. That honor belonged
to the common council, which met regularly and included every man from captain to
foremast man.”>%> According to Rediker, the council’s main purpose was the election of
officers on the ship. However, the council also decided on the course that would be
taken or how disagreements would be resolved. “When Edward England proposed that
he and his consort ship attack Portuguese Goa on the western coast of India, the men

gathered in council and debated the matter, but ‘they could not agree on it, so proceeded

to the southward” (Rediker, 2012, s. 68). Again, “Captains Sam Bellamy and Paul
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Williams were ‘for giving [merchant captain Samuel] Beer his Sloop again after they
had took out her Loading, but the Ships Crew ordered her to be sunk.”% In addition to
these, the council also decided on the punishments that would be given to the crew
members who violated the articles of the ship. In this line, “The decisions the council
made were sacrosanct. Even the boldest captain dared not challenge its power.”%” The
council had to authority to remove captains as well as to elect them. Marcus Rediker

gives instances of captains losing their position due to the council’s decisions:

Thomas Anstis lost his position as captain, he was, as the pirates put it, “turn’d
before the Mast,” that is, made a common seaman on the ship he had once
commanded. Charles Vane was labeled a coward by his crew and removed
from his captaincy. Captain Charles Martel’s company deposed him on account
of his cruelty in the treatment of crew and captives and chose a ‘“more
righteous” man in his place. A majority of Bartholomew Roberts’s crew
thought that David Simpson, an “old pirate,” had grown vicious as
quartermaster; he was “turn’d out by them.”>%

At this point, Rediker even claims that for the pirates who had worked under
totalitarian organization of merchant and navy ships, democracy as implemented on
pirate ships might be intoxicating. He refers to the book An Account of the Conduct and
Proceedings of the Late John Gow, alias Smith, Captain of the Late Pirates:

Nor does the calling him (I mean this Gow or Smith) their Captain denominate
him any thing deeper in the Crime than the rest; for ‘tis eminently known, that
among such Fellows as these, when once they have abandon’d themselves to
such a dreadful hight of Wickedness, there is so little Government or
Subordination among them, that they are, on Occasion, all Captains, all
Leaders. And tho’ they generally put in this or that Man to act as Commander
for this or that Voyage, or Enterprise, they frequently remove them again upon
the smallest Occasion, nay, even without any Occasion at all, but as Humours
and Passions govern at those times: And this is done so often, that I once knew
a Buccaneering Pirate Vessel, whole Crew were upwards of 70 Men, who, in
one Voyage, had to often changed, set up, and pull’d down their Captains and
other Officers, that above Seven and Forty of the Ships Company had, at

366 Rediker, Villains of All Nations, 69.
367 Rediker, Villains of All Nations, 69.
368 Rediker, Villains of All Nations, 69.

145



several Times, been in Office of one kind or other, and among the rest they had,

in particular had, 13 Captains.>®

The articles drawn by the pirates also regulated the distribution of plunder in
line with the crew members’ duties and skills: “The captain and the quartermaster
received between one and a half and two shares; gunners, boatswains, mates, carpenters,
and doctors, one and a quarter or one and a half; all the others got one share each.”>7°
According to Rediker, this system of distribution regulated by the articles was radically
different from the mainstream practices of the time and represented one of the most
egalitarian practices of distribution in the context of the early eighteenth century.
Moreover, Rediker argues that upon seizing the means of maritime production by
mutinying on or capturing a ship, the pirates “abolished the wage relation central to the
process of capitalist accumulation. So rather than work for wages using the tools and
machine (the ship) owned by a merchant capitalist, pirates commanded the ship as their
own property and shared equally in the risks of their common adventure.”>"!

Furthermore, the distribution of food and drink was also regulated by the

articles:

...for these very items had, for many, figured crucially in the decision to “go
upon the account” in the first place. A mutinous sailor aboard the George
Galley in 1724 responded to his captain’s orders to furl the mizzen top by
saying “in a surly Tone, and with a kind of Disdain, So as we Eat so shall we
work.” Other mutineers simply insisted that “it was not their business to
starve,” and that if a captain was making it so, hanging could be little worse. It
was on old joke among underfed, angry sailors that should mutiny fail, the
weight of their bodies would not be enough to hang them.>’?

The reason that the distribution of provisions had such central importance that it
was included in the pirate articles was that provisions for sailors were generally short in

vessels other than pirate vessels.
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One other aspect of the pirates’ prefigurative and subversive social order was
their social security system through which they “addressed the issues of health, safety,
and security in their articles, making it a point to allocate a portion of all booty to a
‘common fund’ to provide for men who had sustained injury of lasting effect, whether
the loss of eyesight or a limb”37 Rediker argues that pirates tried to maintain their
physical health, encourage and sustain recruitment and ensure loyalty by establishing
their right to food and drink and implementing a social security system, which were not
existent in merchant ships or the navy. The provisions were scarce in merchant and navy
vessels while sailors sustaining an injury were put ashore.

In addition, the pirate articles regulated discipline, which according to Rediker,
“perhaps is a misnomer for a system of rules that left large ranges of behavior
uncontrolled.””* The discipline on pirate ship was applied when an act was collectively
regarded as a transgression: “Many misdeeds were accorded ‘what Punishment the
Captain and Majority of the Company shall think fit...”>”> Rediker lists three methods of
discipline applied by the pirates: duel, marooning and execution. He refers to the eighth
article of the crew of Bartholomew Roberts which states that a quarrel between two crew
members should be resolved not on board the ship but on shore. In this regard, the duel
was a method of discipline in the sense that it prevented quarrels and therefore disorder
on the ship and limited quarrels to the shore. According to Rediker, the punishment of

marooning also reflects the ideal of harmony. Marooning was reserved for “men who

2 13

were incorrigibly disruptive or who transgressed important rules...” such as

defrauding his mates..., deserting..., keeping secrets from the crew,... or stealing...”>7¢
Execution was the ultimate method of discipline and according to Rediker, although
there were articles stating the crimes fit for execution, “In the end, execution was most
commonly invoked to punish a captain who had abused his authority.”>””

The analysis of pirate economy also suggests a sheer contrast to the mainstream
order of things. According to Sherry, “The crew of a pirate ship worked only as much as

was necessary to handle the ship. As a result, they often omitted all but the most
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necessary maintenance... For them a ship was primarily a means to an end, not a
property in itself.”>’® According to Kuhn, contemporay accounts on pirates agree that the
pirates had no enthusiasm for work. Kuhn refers to Bromley who claims that “The
authorities agree on their self-will, caprice, dislike of work;... So long as they had cash
to spend, it was difficult to persuade them to the sea.’’”® Bromley also refers to Pere
Labat, “who sometimes sailed with them and counted some of their captains among his
friends, attributes their preference for a simple sail-rig to a dislike of work in the first
place.”3® Although this accounts are given with regard to buccaneers, Rediker’s
comparison of the crew numbers of merchant ships and pirate ships indicates that pirate
ships offered a substantial decrease in the work required to operate the ship: “A
transatlantic merchant ship of 250 tons, which would have had a working crew of 15 to
18 ‘hands,” would, if taken and refitted by pirates, have been manned by 80 to 90 men,
each of whom, accordingly, had much less work to do. 38!

In addition to their dislike for work, their attitude towards accumulation was
also against the mainstream society’s norms. “Contrary to popular belief, most
buccaneers or pirates never demonstrated a big interest in accumulating wealth.”%2

Moreover, Kuhn argues that the work was not a distinct sphere of existence in
pirate ships. In this sense, “that labor as an autonomous aspect of life did not exist within
the pirate community, and hence none of the alienation processes associated with it
existed either.”>%3 Kuhn also adds that “Apart from the relative lack of work, the refusal
to engage in accumulative practices, and the absence of a distinct labor sector and
alienation processes, the golden age pirates’ economy distinguished itself in another
important way from the capitalist development that surrounded it: namely, the pirates

384 Of course, this resulted in that there was

controlled their own means of production.
no exploitation in the pirate ship. While “some of these profits were shared by the crew

in a way reminiscent of both Friedrich Engels’ simple description of ‘original
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communism’ ... and the ‘generalized reciprocity’ described by Sahlins and other
anthropologists...”%

In this regard, the democratic and egalitarian organization of the pirate ship and
the pirate society indicates prefigurative and subversive elements when compared to the
organization of the naval and merchant vessels of the time. The limitation of the
captain’s authority, the emergence of the position of the quartermaster as a check against
the already limited authority of the captain, the process that allows for the election and
removal of the captain and the quartermaster, the existence of the pirate council, the
distribution of plunder and, food and drink in an equal manner, the presence of a social
security system, and regulation of discipline on board not in an arbitrary way but in a
democratic manner altogether point out that the mainstream organization present on
naval and merchant vessels was categorically rejected by the pirates. This rejection, on
the other hand, culminated in the alternative organization of the pirate ship which not

only subverted the mainstream ship organization but also manifested the prefigurative

character of the pirate society.

4.3. Race and Nationality

The racial aspect of golden age piracy, particularly the number and roles of
black crew members in pirate ships seems to be controversial. While some historians
claim that the pirate ship was a multinational and multiracial place for resistance against
the mainstream social and political setting of the time, others argue that pirates shared
the same prejudices in terms of race with the other white men of the western society.

On the national composition of pirate ships, Rediker argues that simply it is not
known. However, the authorities that tried to deal with piracy also tried to locate them
when they captured them. Rediker states that the places of 348 pirates are known,
although the places that were recorded could be their place of birth, places they had
grown up or their bases. Nevertheless, according to Rediker it is clear that many pirates
were of British (English, Irish, Scottish and Welsh) origins while almost 25 percent of
the pirates were hailing from the America (the West Indies and North America). Apart

from these, there were pirates coming from France, Denmark, Sweden, Holland,
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Portugal, Belgium and Africa. Rediker states that according to official documents, the
international members composed 6.9 percent of the pirates.”®® In addition to these,
Rediker points out to official correspondences that refer to pirates as “banditti of all
nations”, “a Mix’t Multitude of all Country’s”, “are compounded of all Nations”, a
motley crew that “acknowledged no countrymen, that they had sold their country and
were sure to be hanged if taken, and that they would take no quarter, but do all the
mischief they could.”?’

Then, it is quite clear that the pirates were predominantly Anglo-American. At
the same time, there are instances indicating that there were some pirate captains and
crews that showed national prejudices such as Bartholomew Roberts who hated people
from Bristol, the Spanish, the Irish, and people from Barbados and Martinique.>®®
Nevertheless, “they posed a significant threat to the nation-state—both confirmed by
their reputation as ‘banditti of all nations’ and the fact that legal scholars have called
piracy the ‘first international crime.””>% Besides Kuhn points out to the instances where
pirate crews acted beyond any national prejudices and refers, as an example, to a pirate
of Spanish origin, Augustino Blanco whose crew composed of English, Portuguese,
Scottish, Spanish, black and “mulatto” pirates.>*

On the other hand, Kinkor argues that although the multiculturalism of the
pirate ship does not stem from idealism but from pragmatic reasons as in rebelling
against being oppressed by the same system, “If the revolutionary formula “Liberty,
Equality, Fraternity” is expanded to include the concept of transnationalism, pirates still
fit this paradigm insofar as they were far less divided by national, religious, and racial
differences than an oppressive and unjust society.”>!

However, according to Kinkor, how pirates treated captive Africans was
unpredictable. When a slave ship was captured by pirates, the enslaved were sometimes

left chained, sometimes they were freed in order them to take revenge from their captors,

sometimes they were liberated and put on shore, sometimes they chose to join pirates
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and strengthen their numbers. Some were forced to join pirates, sometimes they were
sold by pirates and sometimes they were targeted by the pirates’ rage.?

On the other hand, “Blacks acquainted with European language, culture, and/or
seamanship routinely joined pirate crews as freemen... Whether slave or free, black
able-bodies seamen were especially valuable pirate recruits.”>*3 According to the Table
1 prepared by Kinkor by drawing on various primary sources, about 25-30 percent of the
pirates operating between 1715 and 1726 were black.>** According to Kinkor, apart from
Roberts’s articles which exclude foreigners from being impressed into service, none of
the articles of the pirate ships mentions nationality or race. In addition, black members
have shares from the booty as equal members of the crew who had voting rights as well.
In this line, it might be argued that being an equal member of the pirate crew depended
not on race or nationality, but on merit.>%>

In this regard, Sherry also argues that the pirates in the Caribbean had an effect
that disturbed the merchants and planters there: The black slaves working in the fields
grew restless and attempted to run away after hearing they would be welcomed in the
pirate society.’*® Sherry also notes that “The largest recorded mass escape of black
slaves at this time took place in Martinique, where fifty blacks, supposedly stirred up by
a white man, had risen against their French master and had fled the island ‘to seek a
career in piracy.””>°7 Moreover, Sherry adds that “In fact, blacks, who usually feared a
return to slavery even more than they feared death, were often far more willing than
white pirates to fight and die in defense of their ships and their freedom.”%8
With regard to nationality or anti-nationalism of the pirates, Rediker also notes

that

. they did think of themselves as people without a nation. When pirates
stitched together their black flag, the antinational symbol of a gang of
proletarian outlaws, they “declared War against all the World.” When hailed
by another ship, pirates, who were multinational in origin, usually answered
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that they came ‘from the seas,” not from any particular country. Some pirates
explained to captives that they had “sold their nation” for booty.>

4.4. Women Pirates

Just as buccaneer community was almost exclusively male, and navy and
merchant service were also almost exclusively male dominated. In fact, “...for hundreds
of years seafaring was an almost exclusively male preserve.”" In this line, “There can
be little doubt that piracy was one of the most male-dominated activities in former
times.”®! Piracy was a ruthless and violent activity full of masculinity. It was dangerous
and uncomfortable, and it held “male values” such as profanity, drinking, brutality and
violence in high regard. In practice, presence of women on board might prove disruptive
for the crew in addition to the presence of superstitious beliefs about women on board. %

On the other hand, while Kuhn argues on buccaneer communities and pirate
ships that “Whatever the individual buccaneers’ attitudes towards women were, their
community remained exclusively male throughout the 17th century and this exclusivity
extended into the pirates’ golden age”®®, it is a fact that Kuhn also acknowledges that
there were certainly at least two women pirates in the golden age of piracy: Mary Read
and Anne Bonny. “Apart from Mary Read and Anne Bonny, the only female pirates
mentioned in any of the pirate histories are the Scandinavian pirate Alwilda, the
Irishwoman Grace O’Malley, and the Chinese pirate leader Mrs. Cheng.”%%4

In terms of the place of women in the pirate community, Appleby refers to
women’s role on land in the business of piracy: Women on shore received the plundered
goods and helped in hiding pirates from the authorities. The hidden support provided by
women fed piracy in some places. At this point, however, Appleby warns: “...by the
same process it could easily turn women into victims: wherever piracy flourished so did

the business of prostitution.”¢0
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Charles Johnson starts the chapter on the women pirates, Mary Read and Anne

Bonny by stating that

Now we are to begin a history full of surprising turns and adventures; I mean,
that of Mary Read and Anne Bonny, alias Bonn, which were the true names of
these two Pirates. The odd incidents of their rambling lives are such that some
may be tempted to think the whole story no better than a novel or romance ; but
since it is supported by many thousand witnesses, I mean the people of
Jamaica, who were present at their trials and heard the story of their lives upon
the first discovery of their sex, the truth of it can be no more contested, than
that there were such men in the world as Roberts and Black-beard, who were
Pirates.®%

According to Johnson, Mary Read’s odd life began in England as an
illegitimate child who were brought up by as a boy. After growing up, Mary Read,
again, disguised as a young boy, enlisted in the army fighting in Flanders. She fell in
love with a fellow soldier, married him after the campaign ended. They settled down and
opened an eating-house in Breda. However, soon Read’s husband died and her business
in Breda worsened. She decided to go to the West Indies, but her ship was taken by
some English pirates. After living as a pirate for some time, Read and her pirate fellows
took the King’s pardon. Then after her money grew short, she joined a privateering
company. With some other crew members, she rose up against their commander and
later joined the crew of Captain John Rackam where she met Anne Bonny. After they
were caught by the authorities, she was found guilty and condemned to death along with
Anne Bonny. However, she told the court that she was pregnant and her execution was
delayed. However, she died of a fever in prison soon after the trial.®"

When it comes to Anne Bonny, just as Mary Read, she was also an illegitimate
child born in near Cork, Ireland. Her father was an attorney at law and a married man,
and her mother was her father’s maid. After Anne grew, her father became very fond of
her and wanted to take her home to live with himself. In order to prevent a scandal
which resulted in the discovery of his extra-marital relationship he disguised the girl as a

boy and pretended he trained the boy to be his clerk. After his extra-marital relationship
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with his maid was heard, the father, the mother and Anne Bonny moved to Carolina
where the father became a successful merchant. Although the father wanted to find a
good match for her for marriage, she married sailor and were turned out of doors by her
father. Anne and his husband moved to the Island of Providence, where she met

Rackam, fell in love with him and joined his crew in man’s clothes.%

After they were
caught, “She was continued in prison to the time of her lying-in, and afterwards
reprieved from time to time ; but what is become of her since we cannot tell; only this
we know, that she was not executed.” %%

Kuhn acknowledges that Read’s and Bonny’s story in an inspirational story of
emancipation however it gives too much credit to the pirate society whereas the credit is
to be given to the two women themselves. He argues that while it has been suggested the
women’s story demonstrated that the pirate society allowed the emancipation of
individuals and especially women in context of the Read’s and Bonny’s story, the pirates
would never allow these two women on board their ships if they knew that they were
women. As these two women could only entered the pirate society in men’s disguise and
their part in the society had to be proved again and again by their acting as men, the
existence of women pirates on the pirate ship does not subvert the patriarchy.®°

At this point, as Appleby refers to the trial records, it should be noted that
witnesses gave detailed descriptions of the women pirates and their actions during the

trial. For instance, Dorothy Thomas, once a captive of the Rackam’s crew stated

That the Two Women, Prisoners at the Bar, were then on Board the said Sloop,
and wore Mens jackets, and long Trouzers, and Handkerchiefs tied about their
Heads, and that each of them had a Machet and Pistol in their Hands, and
cursed and swore at the Men, to murther the Deponent, and that they should
kill her, to prevent her coming against them, and the Deponent further said,
That the Reason of her knowing and believing them to be Women then was, by
the largeness of their Breasts.®!!
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In addition, two other witnesses, Jean Besneck and Pierre Cornelian also stated

that the two women were

very active on Board, and willing to do any Thing; That Ann Bonny, one of the

Prisoners at the Bar, handed Gun-powder to the Men, That when they saw any

Vessel, gave Chase, or Attacked, they wore Men’s Cloaths; and, at other Times,

they wore Women'’s Cloaths; That they did not seem to be kept, or detain’d by

Force, but of their own Free-Will Consent.®'?

On the other hand, Johnson also notes that before the execution of Rackam,
Anne Bonny visited him in his cell, “but all the comfort she gave him was, That she was
sorry to see him there, but if he had fought like a man, he need not have been hanged
like a dog.”®"3

In this line, Kuhn argues that the two women pirates’ story confirms that being
free required a status of male for a woman just like it required a status of noble for a
man. “What makes their story a story of liberation is the remarkable strength and
perseverance they demonstrated in a male-dominated world. In other words, Mary Read
and Anne Bonny owe their achievements to themselves and not to pirate society.”¢!4
However, Rediker’s question “Did Anne Bonny and Mary Read, in the end, make their
mark on the world? Did their daring make a difference? Did they leave a legacy?”®!> and

his subsequent answer

...even though Bonny and Read did not transform the terms in which the
broader societal discussion of gender took place, and even though they
apparently did not see their own exploits as a call for rights and equality for all
women, their very lives and subsequent popularity represented a subversive
commentary on the gender relations of their own times as well as “a powerful
symbol of unconventional womanhood” for the future.%'

seems plausible. Thus, even though Kuhn suggests that “The buccaneer diaries

as well as Captain Johnson’s General History abound with tales of women being
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mistreated and raped.”®!” and argues that “These stories correspond with the picture of
the general social traits of the buccaneers and pirates.”®!8, he concludes that it might be
an acceptable theory that pirates’ desire for freedom is so great that it might have been
enough to break their mainstream thoughts on gender. In this line, Kuhn considers the
story of Anne Bonny and Mary Read as a perfect instance of the golden age piracy’s
radical potential, “a potential that lies in relating to the anti-authoritarian and rebellious
spirit that lies at golden age piracy’s core, elevating it beyond its cultural context, and

situating it within contemporary struggles.”®!”

4.5. Violence and Revenge

As stated before, there is no doubt that the pirate society was a violent one.
Although it is a point of debate how violent they actually were, Kuhn states that
“Overall, however, historians seem to agree that the reports on the buccaneers’ and
pirates’ violence were exaggerated.”%?? Firstly, the first-hand records on pirates and
pirate violence were the accounts given by Exquemelin and Johnson whose books were
written to sell as many as copies possible. Thus, exaggeration of violent acts might be a
tool to attract readers. Secondly, the exaggeration could be seen as way of further
decriminalization of pirates in the eyes of the public and of enabling their persecution.
Thirdly, the reputation as violent cutthroats might have been to the interest of the pirates
in the sense that it prevented resistance to the pirates.®?!

According to Rediker, pirates’ use of violence had several reasons: “to avoid
fighting; to force disclosure of information about where booty was hidden; and to punish

ship captains.”®?? In this regard, the first aspect of violence was to prevent fighting while

capturing a ship. Rediker refers to Stanley Richards who claims that

It was their ambition to acquire plunder and live to enjoy the pleasures that it
brought them. A battle might deprive them of that ease of life. Hence on the
chance occasion when they had to go into action against another ship, it was

617 Kuhn, Life Under the Jolly Roger, 73.
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looked upon by them as almost a repulsive necessity. They were after booty, not

blood.®%

The threat of violence, in this line, aimed at intimidating the crew of the
defending ship in order to prevent them defending. The most crucial symbol of violence
was the Jolly Roger, the black flag of the pirates that meant no quarter would be given if
resisted.

Another reason for the use of violence was to learn the place of booty.
However, according to Rediker, this was a method used by naval or privateer crews as
well. “Indeed, a portion of pirate terror was the standard issue of war making, which
pirates undertook without the approval of any nation-state.”®?* In addition, Rediker notes
the use of violence against the captured ships’ cargo which culminated in “destroying
massive amounts of property in the most furious and wanton ways, as once-captured
ship captains never grew tired of recounting.%>

When it comes to the punishing the captains, in other words taking revenge,
Kuhn engages in a discussion of ethics. He answers the question whether there was a
pirate ethics, by stating that the pirates had certain principles, which, in a basic sense,
pointed out to an ethics that presented an understanding of justice. The particular
understanding of justice in question emphasized a just distribution of property, an equal
voice in decision-making, loyalty, and honesty.%%° Nevertheless, according to Kuhn, this
ethics does not denote a universal application. In other words, pirates did not try to
extend their principles to the outer world. Nor did they desire that: “In general, their
ethical world seemed reduced to the confines of their own exclusive social realm.”%?
However, there was one aspect of the pirate ethics that extended to the outer world:
vengeance. According to Kuhn, the pirate’s vengeance, with its notion of justice that
equals justice with avenging injustice, presents us with the pirate as an ethical figure.
Injustice, here, is what Rediker calls the third kind of terror, which is different from the

terror represented by the gallows and the terror represented by the Jolly Roger. While
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the former is the terror seen in the harsh punishments given to the caught pirates, and the
latter is the terror and violence employed by the pirates, the third terror is basically the
“Bad Usage” suffered by sailors: “...the violent disciplinary regime of the eighteenth-
century deep-sea sailing ship, the ordinary and pervasive violence of labor discipline as
practiced by the ship captain as he moved the commodities that were the lifeblood of the
capitalist world economy.”6

Thus, the object of the vengeance of the pirate ethics was the captains of
merchant or naval ships. Kuhn writes that perhaps the best expression of this ethics was
the Pirate Song whose author was unknown: “’Tis to drink to our victory—one cup of
red wine. / Some fight, ’tis for riches—some fight, ’tis for fame: / The first I despise, and
the last is a name. / I fight, ’tis for vengeance! I love to see flow, / At the strike of my
sabre, the life of my foe.”6%°

According to Sherry, “While the opportunity to enjoy the widest possible
personal freedom was clearly the primary reason for turning pirate, a secondary reason
was almost as important: the chance to take vengeance on the cruel and unjust society
that most pirates had left behind.”%° Land also argues that “once free from the discipline
and domination of their previous employment one of the main motivators for a pirate
was not profit but revenge, particularly upon merchant captains.”®*! In addition, Land
informs that “From a sample of recorded pirate vessels some 18 percent of ships’ names

»632 Tn this regard, Kuhn also refers to David F.

made explicit reference to ‘revenge
Marley who confirms that “Unlike their precursors from the 1690s, this generation was
noticeably not motivated by a lack of potential prizes in the New World, but rather by an

excess of official retaliation.”%33

4.6. Religion
The pirates’ attitude towards religion also shows subversive aspects that are

contrary the mainstream society. Although Kuhn gives instances of religiousness of
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pirate crews, he also suggests that “Alongside tales about pirate adaptations of
Christianity, there are also those of rejection, ridicule, and derision.”%* Rediker’s
account on the pirates’ attitudes towards death gives an understanding regarding their
attitudes towards religion as well. Rediker, in this sense, recounts anecdotes that prove
that pirates would rather die than getting caught. While preferring to die rather than
getting caught indicates that they knew what their fate would be in the hands of
authority, torture, humiliation, and execution, it also suggests that they were not fearful
for their afterlife.

For instance, Rediker refers to Captain Richard Hawkins who told of his

capture by pirates:

They have no Thoughts of ever being taken; but swear, with the most direful
Imprecations, that if ever they should find themselves over-power’d, they would
immediately blow their Ship up, rather than do Jolly Roger the disgrace to be
struck, or suffer themselves to be hang’d like Dogs 5%

Other instances include pledging that they would blow up the ships instead of
being taken by the authorities, swearing that they would shoot each other should they
had no chance to escape, announcing that they would die together as they lived together,
keeping powder ready to blow the ship up in the moment of losing a battle. 3

According to Rediker this death wish was not limited to the moments of
capture, as he refers to Captain William Snelgrave who witnessed that during a fire on
the pirate ship he was a captive he heard the pirates that gathered around the fire

chanting “For a brave blast to go to Hell with.” ®7 Besides, as he also touches upon

Charles Johnson tells of a particular pirate named Thomas Sutton after his capture:

Sutton used to be very profane; he happening to be in the same irons with
another prisoner who was more serious than ordinary, and read and prayed
often as became his condition, this man Sutton used to swear at, and ask him
What he proposed by so much noise and devotion? Heaven, says the other, |
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hope. Heaven, you fool, says Sutton, Did you ever hear of any Pirates going
thither? Give me Hell, it's a merrier place; I'll give Roberts a salute of 13 guns
at entrance. And when he found such ludicrous expressions had no effect on
him, he made a formal complaint, and requested that the officer should either
remove this man, or take his prayer-book away, as a common disturber.5*®
Kuhn, on the other hand, argues that the pirates’ inversion of Christian values
and turning the religious aspect of the social world upside down meant that “they only
confirmed how deeply rooted in the Christian tradition their culture was...Positive or
negative, reverent or defiant, earnest or mocking, Christian symbolism stood at the heart
of golden age pirate culture.”®® Nevertheless, “In a society where all social relationships
are laden with religious ideology, heresy and apostacy are both political choices and
modes of social rebellion. Sailing under Old Roger was clearly a step against dominant

Christian ideology, hence against repressive political and social structures.”640

4.7.  Sexuality

According to Rediker, another aspect of the pirate society that was subversive
with regard to the mainstream society was the sexual liberty of the pirate society. One
instance of this sexual liberty for Rediker was the system of matelotage which was
established by the buccaneers and refers to ““a relationship of shared property and mutual
obligation that existed between two men, or in some instances, between a man and a
youth.”®*! Lucie-Smith also mentions this system: “Their most curious custom was that
of living in matelotage, a kind of homosexual marriage. Two matelots agreed to hold
everything in common and, in later years, when women were available, a matelot would
even have the right to sleep with his partner’s wife.”64

However, Kuhn warns against the over-interpretation of the system of

matelotage and refers to the Exquemelin’s description of the system:

It is a constant custom among them all, to seek out a comrade or companion,
whom we may call partner in their fortunes, with whom they join the whole
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stock of what they possess towards a common gain. This is done by articles
agreed to, and reciprocally signed. Some constitute their surviving companion
absolute heir to what is left by the death of the first: others, if they be married,
leave their estates to their wives and children; others, to other relations.®*

In this regard, the matelotage system seems more of a union between two mates
rather than a union between two homosexual partners. Nevertheless, Rediker argues that
only two set of articles applied by the pirate crews included reference to sexual relations:
“One was a prohibition enacted by the crew of Bartholomew Roberts around 1720: ‘No
Boy or Woman to be allowed amongst them.” The second, established by the pirates
with John Phillips in 1723, outlawed “meddling” with a ‘prudent Woman’ without her

consent.”%%

There was no mentioning or prohibition of homosexuality. In this line,
“Even if the buccaneer and pirate crews did not include an above average number of
homosexuals, however, the acceptance of same-sex encounters within them seemed
much stronger than in comparable groups.”¢%’

At this point, Kuhn refers to Bary R. Burg’s theory that stated that a buccaneer
culture in which homosexuality was ordinary and heterosexuality remained marginal
existed and extended into the golden age of piracy.®*® However, Kuhn claims that this
was an exaggeration as Rediker also explains that “It is, however, too much to state, as
historian B. R. Burg has done, that pirates organized themselves as a ‘sodomitical
society.””

Despite the fact that Burg’s theory was an exaggeration of the place that
homosexuality had in the pirate society, Kuhn seems to agree with Burg when he says

that

The almost universal homosexual involvement among pirates meant
homosexual practices were neither disturbed, perverted, exotic, nor uniquely
desirable among them, and the mechanisms for defending and perpetuating
such practices, those things that set the modern homosexual apart from
heterosexual society, were never necessary. The male engaging in sexual
activity with another male aboard a pirate ship in the West Indies three
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centuries past was simply an ordinary member of his community, completely
socialized and acculturated.5*®

On another note, with regard to sexuality and women, Kuhn rightfully tells of
the atrocities committed by the pirates: “The buccaneer diaries as well as Captain
Johnson’s General History abound with tales of women being mistreated and raped.”%*
Examples of buccaneer and pirate violent acts on women are buying native women and
raping women prisoners. In this regard, although there is at least one instance of
forbidding having sex with a woman against her consent, the recorded violent acts of
buccaneers and pirates should be kept in mind.

4.8. Conclusion

All in all, the pirates of the golden age could constitute an alternative order that
was posed against the order that was based on the emerging capitalist social relations
and the emerging nation-state system. The alternative order in question was based on the
shipboard democracy, which could be defined as direct and participatory democracy
within the limits of the pirate ship that provided an equal say to all members of the pirate
crew on matters related to the crew and the ship and which could be considered as a
form of self-determination. In this regard, the pirate articles of which three sets were
presented above could be considered as the constitution of the pirate ship, which was
created collectively in the founding moment of the pirate crew. Despite the fact that
every pirate crew created its own articles, “because of the similarity of these ship’s
articles, pirates—like the citizens of any commonwealth—always shared a general
understanding of what was acceptable and unacceptable behavior, no matter what port
they might be visiting or what ship they might be serving on.”%? In this regard, the
articles in question ensured that the decision-making onboard was directly democratic
and the wealth distribution was egalitarian as well as regulating discipline on the ship.
Furthermore, the common council of the pirate ship as the highest authority proves that
the pirate organization was a directly democratic, egalitarian, nonhierarchical, and

horizontal organization. In this sense, the position of the captain was in fact a precarious
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position and the pirate captains were elected officials that could be deposed any time.
The pirate captain’s authority was only valid during the time of battle, chasing, or
boarding and the captain was dependent on the common council’s decisions at other
times.

In addition, the pirate society was a dissident one in the sense that it was a
multinational and multiracial society comprising of pirates of different nations as well as
pirates of African descent. Moreover, the historical records showing that there were at
least two women pirates also suggest that the view of women onboard the pirate ship
was radically different from the navy and merchant ships. Lastly, the pirates’ attitudes
towards religion and homosexuality were also dissident in contrast to the traditional
attitudes. Thus, the pirate ship was an emancipatory space for dissidents, people of
African descent, and women.

Yet, this account of the pirate society might seem an idealized and romanticized
account. In this regard, it should be noted that despite focusing on the golden age of
piracy that roughly covers the period between the years 1650 and 1730 in a general
sense, and on the period between the years 1716 and 1726 in a more specific sense, the
study does not cover piracy in a whole sense since on the one hand to study all practices
of the pirates in the golden age would exceed the scope of the study and on the other it
would be impossible to take the golden age piracy as a homogenous movement. Instead,
the study concentrates on particular pirate practices that were radically democratic,
egalitarian, nonhierarchical, and horizontal especially when compared to the practices
onboard navy or merchant ships of those times. In the light of these, the next chapter
analyzes the golden age piracy as a prefigurative commoning movement on the basis of
the theoretical framework developed in the third chapter and the pirate organization

presented in this chapter.
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Table 1. Racial Compositions of Pirate Crews

651

Captain Year Crew White Black % Black
Anstis 1723 60 40 20 33
Bellamy 1717 180 <153 >27 >15
Charpes 1713 68 18 20 29
Cooper 1726 19 15 A 20
Davis 250 <210 >39 >16
Edmonson 1726 10 6 i 40
England (est. one) 1718 180 130 <50 <28
England (est. two) [1719 380 300 80 21
Franco 1691 89 39 50 56
Hamann 1717 25 1 24 96
Hamlin 1682 36 16 22 61
Harris 1723 18 42 6 13
La Bouche 1719 64 50
Lewis 380 40 40 50
Lowther 1724 23 16 9 39
Philips 1724 20 17 3 15
Roberts (est. one) (1721 368 280 88 24
Roberts (est. one) (1722 267 197 70 26
Shipton 1725 13 9 A 31
Thatch (est. one) [1717 100 40 60 60
Thatch (est. two) [1718 14 9 5 36
Unnamed 1721 50 1 <49 <98
Williams 1717 40 <25 >15 >38
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CHAPTER 5

GOLDEN AGE PIRACY AS A PREFIGURATIVE COMMONING
MOVEMENT

Indeed, that was an apt and true reply which was given to Alexander the Great
by a pirate who had been seized. For when that king had asked the man what he
meant by keeping hostile possession of the sea, he answered with bold pride,
“What thou meanest by seizing the whole earth; but because I do it with a petty
ship, I am called a robber, whilst thou who dost it with a great fleet art styled
emperor.”%?

To reiterate the previous chapters, capitalism was born out as the byproduct of
the class struggle between feudal nobility and peasants in England. During this struggle
the common people were dispossessed of their direct access to means of subsistence and
production through primitive accumulation. Yet the dispossession wave and primitive
accumulation were resisted. These different instances of resistance, despite being
suppressed in time, have continued, and taken many forms throughout history but
insofar as primitive accumulation is taken as the separation of producers and their means
of subsistence, the resistance against the separation in question can be taken as the
struggle for the commons. In this way, the continuance of the struggles in question
might be regarded as a one long movement of struggle, or in Federici’s words which are
worth repeating again: “Commons have been the thread that has connected the history of
the class struggle into our time, and indeed the fight for the commons is all around

us 29653

In the light of the discussion on the anti-capitalist commons, the fight for the
commons, or the class struggle can be understood in two forms: prevention and

commonization. Thus, the struggle for the commons “is not only a matter of preventing

652 St. Augustine, The City of God, Volume I (Edinburgh: Printed by Murray and Grib, for T.&T. Clark,
1871), 140.
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enclosures (and thus an entrance into capital’s time) but to actually expanding the
commons into new areas of social life (and so exiting capital’s time).”®>* In connection
with the prevention and commonization, the commons, then, include common goods
whose enclosure is to be prevented, commoning as in commonization in order to expand
the commons, and the commoners who engage in the activity of commoning. In De

Angelis’s words, these are the three constituent elements of the commons:

— pooled material/immaterial resources or commonwealth;

— a community of commoners, that is, subjects willing to share, pool, claim,
commonwealth;

— commoning, or doing in common, that is a specific multi-faceted social
labour (activity, praxis), through which commonwealth and the community of
commoners are (re) produced together with the (re)production of stuff, social
relations, affects, decisions, cultures.>

In this way, De Angelis defines commoning as “doing in common”®¢ with
reference to John Holloway and continues: “Commoning is the form of social doing
(social labour) occurring within the domain of the commons, and thus is characterised
by modes of production, distribution and governance of the commons that are
participatory and non-hierarchical, motivated by the values of the commons
(re)production, of the (re)production of commoners’ commonwealth and of the affective,
material, immaterial and cultural (re)production of the commoners and their

relations.”®’ Moreover,

There are two main moments that commoning takes on. One is the plural
activity of doing, understood simply generally as social labour taking the form
of commoning. The other is the decision-making process, the definition of rules
for the collective governance of the commons, another form of doing in the
form of self-reflective collective orienting of the commons towards the next
step, the next event, a plan, a collective problematisation of an issue faced by
some commoners, or embedded in the nature of the common- wealth, or a
particular event, shock, opportunity emerging in the commons environment.®®
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Therefore, prevention and commonization do not correspond to “‘backward-
looking’ struggles, they are ‘outward-looking’ ones.”%*° This is also what John Holloway
calls the “against-and-beyond” or “negation-and-creation”. At this point, Holloway
refers to the dual nature of labor in Marx that corresponds to the contrast between
alienated labor and conscious life-activity during the early years of Marx and the
distinction between concrete/useful labor and abstract labor in Capital. According to this
distinction, “useful (or concrete) labour produces use-values, things that are useful.”¢6
Abstract labor, on the other hand, is the “specific social form” that useful labor takes “in
capitalist society (or more generally, commodity-producing society).”®! In this way,
Holloway points out to Young Marx’s reference to “a contrast between alienated labour
and conscious life-activity”, the latter of which might be considered “as past (a lost

paradise) or as future (communist activity).”%6?

Yet, Holloway finds these readings
insufficient and locates the conscious life-activity in the present since the existence of
alienation points out to that something that has been or is to be alienated. Nevertheless,
the conscious life-activity in question is never completely conscious since capitalist
society does not leave room for full control of one’s own life-activity. In this sense, the
life-activity in capitalist society corresponds to an aim towards fully conscious life-
activity against the alienation.

A similar antagonism exists between abstract labor and concrete/useful labor in
Capital. Holloway prefers to use concrete doing or doing instead of concrete/useful
labor®? and argues that “concrete doing, then, is an activity that is common to all phases
of human existence, but exists in different forms in different phases. In capitalist society,
concrete doing exists in the form of abstract labour.”®* In this way, the existence of
doing in the form of abstract labor is a “constant living antagonism between abstract

labour and concrete doing.”%% The said antagonism is based on “the constant revolt of

human activity against the constraints of abstract labour,” and “the dialectic relation
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between form and content.”%®® The latter relation, on the other hand, refers to an
overflowing: the content, in this case doing, “overflows from the form, or exists in-
against-and-beyond the form.”%7 More precisely, “concrete doing is the ecstasy of
abstract labour: ecstasy as ek-stasis, standing outside abstract labour while existing
within it, standing outside as actual and potential otherness.”®%

The constant living antagonism between labor and doing, on the other hand, is
connected to the primitive accumulation that was explained in the previous chapter.
According to Holloway, “labour did not always exist”%®, the existence of labor was
based on the movement of separation discussed in the previous chapter. The result of
this movement “was the interstitial creation and expansion of a new form of socialisation
in which people related to one another through the market, through the exchange of
commodities.”®’® The new form of socialization corresponds to “the transformation of
people's activity, the abstraction of doing into labour. The separation of people from the
land was simultaneously the separation of labour from other forms of doing, the learning
of a new form of activity called ‘labour’.”®’! In this way, Holloway calls the abstract
labor as the great enclosure. Yet the movement of abstraction is not something that
happened in the past, it is a continuous process. As discussed in the previous chapter,
primitive accumulation as the separation of producers from their means of
subsistence/production continues today: first as a fight to expand the enclosure through
generating new private property and second as a struggle to maintain and reproduce the
separation: “If we count not only security guards, police and army, but also judges,
lawyers, social workers and teachers (not to mention parents), then a very significant
part of the world's population is engaged in the constantly reiterated separation of people
from the means of production.”¢7?

On the other hand, “The same can be said not only of primitive accumulation in

its narrow sense but of all the forms of social relations that are moments of the

abstraction of labour... The abstraction of doing into labour, then, is not just a past
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process: it is present, everyday struggle, the struggle on which the existence of capital
depends.”®”? In line with this, Holloway suggests that the forms of social relations are in
fact form-processes, which means that these are not forms established once and for all at
a certain point in history but social relations-forming processes that are always in action
and always contested. Money, in this sense, is not a form that has been established and
exists without any challenge but a monetization process which is continuously repeated
and challenged.®’ Therefore, capitalist “social relations are active battlegrounds, live
antagonisms.”%”> The battlegrounds in question carry the traces of past struggles as well
as the potential of future: “the unredeemed struggles of the past, the unfulfilled promises
and potentialities, are a present force” as well as “the world that is not yet but could be,
exists not-yet as real anticipation in the struggles of past and present.”76

Therefore, Holloway can talk about other-doing that has been subdued but not
destroyed. The consideration of forms as form-process allows for the existence of an
other side as the process of monetizing points out to something that is yet to be
monetized or process of abstraction points out to something that is yet to be abstracted,
which is the other side, other-doing as a live antagonism and potential: “To understand
abstraction as present process means that that which is abstracted exists not just as
potential, but as real force in the present.”””

In connection with the above discussion, then, it is possible to posit that the
struggle for the commons in the form of prevention and commonization is the revolt of
doing against-and-beyond abstraction and of commoning, which “is the basic driving
energy of any commons system”%’8 is also “doing in common.”%” What is more, insofar
as the struggle for the commons, or the revolt of doing against-and-beyond abstraction
does not signify only a struggle for prevention or a revolt against but also presents a
struggle for commonization and revolt pointing out to the beyond, we can detect a

prefigurative movement, whose characteristics were summarized as means-ends

equivalence, construction of alternatives, nonhierarchical and bottom-up organization,
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direct democracy, forming of new subjectivities, direct action, rejection of engagement
with state and construction of the future ideals in the present. After all, a prefigurative
movement is defined as “the embodiment, within the ongoing political practice of a
movement, of those forms of social relations, decision-making, culture, and human
experience that are the ultimate goal.”%%0

In short, the prefigurative commoning movement of the golden age piracy that
will be analyzed in this section corresponds to a movement that prefigured the ultimate
goal of the movement in the present, a goal that represented the constant antagonism
between commoning as doing in common and enclosure as the abstraction of labor. The
movement comprised of common goods, the act of commoning, and commoners, and
prevented the enclosure or was ‘against’ abstraction on the one hand, and on the other,

commonized, that is, expanded the commons, “the area of life that is common™®8!

or
pointed out to the “beyond” abstraction. What is crucial in the movement, is then,
commoning itself, whose main moments are doing and collective governance.

With regard to these, turning back to the thread connecting the history of the
class struggle, or the past unredeemed struggles, it is also worth reiterating Caffentzis
who argues “After all, the pirates expropriated the most advanced machine of their
period, the ocean-going ship, ran it on new communalist rules and used it to plunder the
plunders [sic] of American wealth.”%? In the light of these, the pirate movement of the
golden age of piracy will be analyzed as a prefigurative commoning movement.

To summarize the social and political organization of the pirate ship in the early

eighteenth century, the “world turned upside down” that manifested itself, or rather, was

constituted by the pirate activity, “the pirate ship was democratic in an undemocratic

29683 < 2684

age”*®, “egalitarian in a hierarchical age and “motley-multinational, multicultural,

and multiracial”%®. Moreover, “pirates were class-conscious and justice-seeking”%%¢ and

“insisted upon their right to subsistence”®®’.
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Although Rediker posits that it is possible to define the struggles of the
maritime workers in general between 1715 and 1737 as a class war since the parties that
engaged were the buyers and sellers of labor power, the pirate movement can be best
defined as the ur-class struggle, or the proto-class struggle, that aimed to prevent the
enclosure in the sense of primitive accumulation as separating the producers from direct
access to the means of production, eventually aimed to prevent the formation of the
working class. In this line, the pirate movement as a prefigurative commoning
movement can be analyzed on the basis of commoning, which comprises of doing in
common that prevents and commonizes, and collective governance, common goods, and

CoOmmoners.

5.1. The Golden Age Piracy as Commoning:

5.1.1. Doing in common, or pirating in common against-and-beyond abstraction:
To start with then, one form of resistance against enclosure, or abstraction,
which I suggest can be used interchangeably, or the ur-class struggle touched upon
above is firstly observed in the adoption of idleness as a way of life by the pirates. It was
shown that idleness was a form of resistance against wage labor and the newly emerging
labor discipline that wage labor entailed, and this resistance was evident as early as the
fourteenth century. The same resistance can be observed in the pirates’ attitude towards

688

labor: working at the bare minimum to maintain the ship®®®, hosting large crews in order

to lessen the work to be done aboard the ship®’

so much so that a pirate ship that had
more than eighty sailors in its crew would host twelve sailors when used in the merchant
service®”, not being easily persuaded to sail when they had money to spend®!, or
preferring smaller ships in order to minimize the work required.®*> The pirate attitude
towards labor indicates that the pirates were not happy with the labor discipline imposed
onboard navy or merchant ships and they resisted against that by adopting their much
more loose discipline onboard their own ships. The idleness in this sense is an act of

resistance against the strict labor discipline imposed in the navy or merchant vessels. In
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this way, we can detect the revolt of doing against abstraction in this idleness as
resistance: “The rebellion against abstraction is a ‘No, we shall not do that, we shall not
do it that way. We shall do it the way we think best. We shall do what we want to do,
what we consider necessary or desirable.” The rebellion against abstract labour is
concrete doing in movement.”%> What is necessary or desirable in the case of the pirates
was, then, not the strict labor discipline imposed through abstraction but idleness that
allowed for the release of doing. It was useful labor as doing, not abstract labor as
alienation that the pirates strived for, which is also connected to self-determination since
“abstract labour involves a drive towards determination of our activity by money,
whereas useful labour implies a drive towards social self-determination.”®* Therefore,
doing in the form of idleness was against, or prevented, determination by money while
at the same time pointed out to the beyond in the form of social self-determination. In
the words of Walter Kennedy, the pirates “had the choice in themselves” % by resisting
against the labor discipline imposed through abstraction of doing by capital and
determination of their lives by money and by adopting useful labor or doing in the form
of idleness, they could organize their self-determination. The idleness in this sense was
not just laziness with which the common people who did not and still do not adapt to the
labor discipline imposed by capital were denounced throughout the history of capitalism.
It was to work just enough to reproduce oneself or the community one was in. In this
regard, the pirates did of course work but it was work sufficient to reproduce
themselves, their communities and their ships. That way, the pirates could have the
choice in themselves, could “do in common”, could organize in a self-determined
manner and reproduce their communities.

However, the adoption of new discipline along with the new government of the
pirate ship, or having the choice in themselves, depended on challenging the separation
of the producers from direct access to the means of production. The challenge in
question, in turn, was made possible through the collective ownership of the ship by the
pirates themselves. The collective ownership might be considered as the action of

prevention that attempted to reject entrance into capitalist relations since the collective
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ownership abolished the wage labor and thus averted the formation of working class. In
this way, the act of taking the ownership of the ship collectively also corresponds to the
doing in common as part of the commoning activity.

The collective ownership of the pirate ship is firstly witnessed in the
organization of the space onboard: The pirate captain did not have a designated room for
themselves on the ship and every member of the pirate crew had equal rights in
accessing the cabins or parts of the ship. It was noted that “Nay, the Captain cannot keep
his own Cabbin to himself.”%%® As Snelgrave, a merchant who spent some time as a
captive of the pirates, noted the captain was also not allowed to have a bed either: “It
being by this time Midnight, my Schoolfellow desired the Captain, ‘To have a
Hammock hung up for me to sleep in;’ for it seems every one lay rough, as they called
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it, that is, on the Deck; the Captain himself not being allowed a Bed. Moreover, the
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pirates on the pirate ship took “the liberty of ranging all over the Ships.
with the merchant or navy ships which were owned by private merchants or the state and
which were under the strictly hierarchical command of the captain, the pirate ship, then,
proved to be a common good for the pirates. To recall the twofold character of a
common good: “on the one hand it is a use value for a plurality; on the other it requires a
plurality claiming and sustaining the ownership of the common good, and this can be
done only through the creation of relational values, that is, values that select the ‘goods
and bads’ of social action while at the same time sustaining and (re)producing one
another, social relations, social practice and the ecology in which social practice is
embedded.”®” Thus, the pirate ship was a use value for the plurality of pirates on the
one hand, and on the other, the plurality of pirates claimed and sustained the ownership
of the pirate ship as a common good. Furthermore, the plurality claiming and sustaining
the collective ownership of the pirate ship did this through creation of relational values

that allowed for the collective governance of the pirate ship, which will be explained in

the next section. Thus, on the one hand, “the determined reorganization of space and
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privilege aboard the ship was crucial to the remaking of maritime social relations.””%

And on the other, the same reorganization of space was a sign for the pirate movement
that the members of the pirate crew collectively owned the space on the pirate ship as
well as the pirate ship itself.

Apart from the use of space onboard the pirate ship, although the ship itself was
not a means of production, it was, or increasingly had been becoming a crucial element
of capitalist production through its role in the transportation and circulation of
manufactured goods as well as raw materials at the time. It should also be stated, at this
point, that Campling and Colas, within the context of Atlantic slave trade, argue that the
ship and ocean were used as means of production in order to commodify the African
captives through confining, socially disciplining, dehumanizing and taking away their
autonomy.’?! In this way, the sailors’ labor, both in the slave trade and other branches of
trade as well as in the navy was also commodified and the sailors “were among the first
industrial workers to be paid a regular wage, which, notwithstanding the coercive
aspects of sailors’ lives, corresponded to a compensation for abstract labour time.””?
While considering sailors as an industrial workforce might be problematic since the ship
was not an industrial production site but a means of circulation, it is safe to take them as
among the first wage laborers. In this sense, the pirate movement attempted to cease and
prevent this process of commodification of labor, hence preventing enclosures or being
against abstraction. On the other hand, the commonization of the ship itself also released
the ship, which was now the pirate ship, from the commodification process. The ship of
the commercial fleets or the navy that was a part of commodification process became the
commonized pirate ship. In addition to the commodified labor and the ship as the
embodiment of the enclosure, the ocean itself, which in fact “was a commons, a place to

»703 was also in the

be used by many, including the sailor who dared to turn pirate
process of being commodified, or, enclosure, and the pirate movement also attempted to
commonize the ocean. The development of maritime state in England, the expanding of

the navy and the merchant fleets, and the growing importance of international/maritime
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trade discussed in the chapter on emergence of capitalism, in this sense, amounted to the
English/British state’s attempt to enclose the ocean. The pirate movement attempted to
act against this.

Therefore, the ship as a means of production/subsistence was commonized by
the pirate crew. In other words, despite the lack of industrial production onboard the
ship, the pirates’ sole means of subsistence was the ship itself. For instance, one Stephen
Smith wrote in 1716 to the governor of Jamaica: “I was obliged to leave the Island on
the account of the accident that happened, and now am forced to go a pirateing for to
gett a living which is much against my will.”’** Charles Johnson, as a contemporary of
the pirates of the golden age, as well, connects the increasing instances of piracy to the
unemployment of sailors and the merchants’ taking advantage of this fact: “I have not
known a man-of-war commissioned for several years past but three times her
complement of men have offered themselves in 24 hours. The merchants take their
advantage of this, lessen their wages, and those few (sailors) who are in business are
poorly paid and but poorly fed. Such usage breeds discontent amongst them and makes
them eager for any change.”’® In connection with that, piracy was considered as a way
out of misery by common sailors: One Robert Starkes, while trying to convince a fellow
sailor to go pirate stated that “she would make a good Pirate Ship, for he believed she
would be fitter and go better; for that they had better be than live in Misery.”7%

This suggests that piracy was a means of survival for at least some of the sailors
who turned pirate. In line with this, an economy based on plunder meant that the pirates
acquired the necessities of life onboard such as clothes and arms’’, medicine and
food’® or gear’® required to maintain the ship such as sails and cables’!? from the

plundered ships. Charles Johnson even notes that the crew of Edward Teach, who was in
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fact the notorious Blackbeard, demanded not money or gold but a chest of medicines
from the government of Carolina province as a ransom for the captives onboard: “Teach
detained all the ships and prisoners, and being in want of medicines, resolved to demand
a chest from the government of the province... threatening that if they did not send
immediately the chest of medicines, and let the pirate-ambassadors return without
offering any violence to their persons, they would murder all their prisoners, send up
their heads to the Governor, and set the sloops they had taken on fire.”’!! In addition,
Johnson also states that one reason for the pirates to choose the West Indies to operate
was that they were “sure in the latitude of these trading islands to meet with prizes,
booties of provision, clothing and naval stores and sometimes money, there being great
sums remitted this way to England””!?, stressing that their booties generally consisted of
necessities of life rather than money.

This, on the other hand, suggests that the motivation for plunder was not to
acquire gold, silver or money for the sake of accumulation but to acquire the necessities
of life in order to sustain their lives onboard. Therefore, it is possible to see the
collective ownership of the ship as an action that prevented the divorce of the producers
from their direct means of subsistence, the chief means of subsistence being the ship
itself. The fact that the ship as a means of subsistence was used in order to plunder might
seem problematic since on the one hand, it was not used for production and on the other
the plundering action involved violence and stealing. Yet, it should be kept in mind that
the pirate movement plundered the plunderers such as the state, merchants and trade
companies of that time. Furthermore, the use of pirate ship as a means of subsistence
indicates that the pirates did not engage either in the M-C-M, or M-C-M’ cycle in which
money is used to buy commodity that is to be sold in order to obtain money. On the
contrary, the cycle in which the pirates engaged could be described as the C-M-C since
they were not after the exchange value but use value. They either used the commodities
they plundered from other ships or sold those commodities in order to obtain other

commodities, not to accumulate wealth.
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Thus, taking the ship as a means of production, the pirate movement’s
commonizing the ship amounts to the prevention of the enclosure of the ship as well as
interruption of the separation of the producers from direct access to means of
production. This communization, on the other hand, means the abolition of wage labor
as well. In a similar way, Gabriel Kuhn lists the lack of alienation or division of labor
among reluctance to work, non-accumulative practices, self-management, and lack of
exploitation as parallels between pirate economy and “primitive” economy and states
that “Since the daily work that had to be done by buccaneer and pirate communities
(mainly the handling and maintenance of their ships) constituted no separate sphere of
their existence, one could argue that labor as an autonomous aspect of life did not exist
within the pirate community, and hence none of the alienation processes associated with
it existed either. The same would be true for a division of labor since it is hard to divide

something that does not exist.””!?

Therefore, the abolition of wage labor is at the same
time release of doing from the abstraction process. In other words, the work they did was
aimed at use value, not exchange value. Therefore, the pirate movement, abolishing
wage labor and replacing it with a share system that had been rooted in the ancient
maritime history, suspended the commodification of labor, even abolished labor and
(re)introduced “doing” on the pirate ship. Thus, as Rediker argues “By expropriating a
merchant ship (after a mutiny or a capture), pirates seized the means of maritime
production and declared it to be the common property of those who did its work. They
abolished the wage relation central to the process of capitalist accumulation. So rather
than work for wages using the tools and machine (the ship) owned by a merchant
capitalist, pirates commanded the ship as their own property and shared equally in the
risks of their common adventure.”’'* Furthermore, “Popular stories about the exploits of
the Brethren of the Coast formalized public images of an upside down world in which
seamen were no longer powerless subjects shackled to wage labor, but creators of their
own utopias.”’!3

Yet, the utopia here also indicates that the abolition of wage labor and its

replacement with a share system based on maritime tradition is not only a “primitive”
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practice and does not correspond to ““backward-looking’ struggles, they are ‘outward-
looking” ones.”’! Thus, the struggle for doing against abstraction is a struggle against-
and-beyond. In terms of the resistance of the pirate movement, the labor onboard the
ship is equal to the enclosure of doing and the pirate movement is an attempt to prevent
this enclosure as in the against aspect of the resistance. The prevention corresponds to
the against. On the other hand, the release of “doing” through this resistance, points out
to the commonization, thus, the commonization corresponds to the beyond. In other
words, the abolition of wage labor by way of a radically egalitarian share system by the
pirates can be characterized as the revolt of doing against labor. In fact, it could be
argued that the utopia in question was so close to be realized that Johnson could
compare the potential pirate commonwealth to Rome when he wrote: “Rome, the
Mistress of the World, was no more at first than a refuge for thieves and outlaws; and if
the progress of our Pirates had been equal to their beginning, and had they all united and
settled in some of those islands, they might by this time have been honoured with the
name of a commonwealth, and no power in those parts of the world could have been
able to dispute it with them.”?!’

At this juncture, it is possible to take the collective ownership of the ship
achieved by the pirates at the moment of going pirate and ‘occupying’ the ship as a
precursor of occupation of workplaces and factories by the workers in the following
centuries. For instance, the workplace recuperations, which despite being a method of
working-class struggle through history, has become widespread after the recuperations
in Argentina during the 2000-2001 crisis.”!® These recuperations transform the capitalist
and hierarchical workplace into an operation based on democratic self-management of
the workers, which in turn changes the subjectivities of workers. “A workplace
recuperation is therefore not only an economic process but also — or even primarily — a
social process.””! Then, regarding the pirate ship as a recuperated workplace signifies

the “beyond” aspect of doing.
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In connection, capital mobilizes labor either by direct coercion or by subjecting
the laborer to wage relation through leaving no choice but wage labor in order to ensure
access to means of subsistence whereas the mobilization of labor by the commons takes
radically different forms. While De Angelis calls “these communal labour and reciprocal

labour”72°

, we can rename these mobilization ways as communal doing and reciprocal
doing in line with Holloway’s proposition. In this sense, the main difference between
capitalist mobilization of labor and mobilization of doing in the commons is that capital
determines the way, the time, the amount, and the quality of labor according to measures
such as compatibility and markets, the commons have its own autonomous measures:
Communal doing is the social doing “that a community of commoners pulls together for
particular common objectives following convocation” while reciprocal doing is the
social doing “that is intertwined with perceptions of reciprocity, gift, or mutual aid.””?!
With regard to the pirate movement, after the founding of a particular pirate
crew, pirate community, the work required for the maintenance of the pirate ship, the
work required for the sailing of the pirate ship, the work required in time of battle, chase,
boarding, and plunder were all instances of communal doing since the work in question
represented the doing carried out by the community of pirates in order to reach common
objectives decided upon by the community itself. Furthermore, comparing the character
of communal doing in Western societies and the indigenous people of South America,
the communal doing in the former had a voluntary character while in the latter there was
a moral obligation to partake in communal doing in addition to the rules put in place in
order to ensure participation, which could punish the repeated non-participation with
“the maximum penalty: expulsion from the group.”’?? In a similar way, the pirate
movement punished those “who were incorrigibly disruptive or who transgressed
important rules” such as “defrauding his mates by taking more than a proper share of
plunder, for deserting or malingering during battle, for keeping secrets from the crew, or
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for stealing”’+ with marooning, that is leaving the perpetrator on an uninhabited island,

which amounts to expulsion from the pirate crew.
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The reciprocal doing of the pirate movement, on the other hand, when taken as
mutual aid, is observed in the social security system implemented by the movement. The
pirates who had lost any limbs, who had suffered disabilities were provided by the pirate
community. The buccaneers stated payments of compensation for injuries but these were
only compensations, not a social security system. The pirate movement of the golden
age, on the other hand, precisely introduced a social security system.”?* For instance, the
sixth article of Captain George Lowther’s pirate crew stated that “he that shall have the
misfortune to lose a limb, in time of engagement, shall have the sum of £150 sterling,
and remain with the company as long as he shall think fit.”’>> This indicates that in
addition to the monetary compensation, the disabled pirate was granted a place within
the pirate community. This was in stark contrast to the treatment of injured sailors in
those times: “While injured naval ratings were cast ashore to beg or starve, pirates
looked after their own. Pirate codes were revolutionary social charters for their time.”’?¢
In this sense, “Pirates therefore addressed the issues of health, safety, and security in
their articles, making it a point to allocate a portion of all booty to a ‘common fund’ to
provide for men who had sustained injury of lasting effect, whether the loss of eyesight
or a limb...By guaranteeing food and drink and creating a sort of welfare system, pirates
attempted to protect their health, enhance recruitment, and promote loyalty within the

727 Thus, reciprocal doing as mutual aid was existent in the pirate movement,

group.
especially with regard to the disabled pirates. In this way, doing in the forms of
communal doing and reciprocal doing in the pirate movement amounts to a “social
cooperation” that “occurs notwithstanding the fact that diverse social activities are
subjected not to the one measure of profit, but rather to the plural measure of a
community that reproduces itself, its relations and its resources.”’?® This social
cooperation was, as stated, possible through the collective ownership of the pirate ship,
which was “not only an economic process but also — or even primarily — a social

process.”’?
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The social process in terms of the collective ownership of the pirate ship, on the
other hand, is observed in the pirate articles, three sets of which were previously
presented. According to the contemporary resources, the articles differed from pirate
crew to pirate crew, yet the essence of the articles remained the same: “the new

government of the ship”73°

which meant the collective and democratic government of
the ship, maintaining order onboard, equal distribution of shares and provisions. This
brings us to “the decision-making process, the definition of rules for the collective
governance of the commons, another form of doing in the form of self-reflective

2731

collective orienting of the commons™’>" as the other main moment of commoning.

5.1.2. Collective Governance

Recalling Barnaby Slush’s description of pirate organization that, in short,
states that the captain did not dare to violate the laws of equity, every member of the
crew got their share, and these common enemies of humankind were just among
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themselves’”<, it is evident that the pirate movement had a democratic and egalitarian
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organization: “the pirate ship was democratic in an undemocratic age
“egalitarian in a hierarchical age.”’** For that matter, turning back to the six criteria of
the commons proposed by Caffentzis and Federici, the fifth criterion states that
“Commons require regulations stipulating how the wealth we share is to be used and
cared for, the governing principles being equal access, reciprocity between what is given
and what is taken, collective decision making, and power from the ground up, derived
from tested abilities and continually shifting through different subjects depending on the
tasks to be performed” while the sixth one states that “Equal access to the means of
(re)production and egalitarian decision making must be the foundation of the

commons.””3> These two criteria are also reflected in the second moment of commoning

defined by De Angelis: “the decision-making process, the definition of rules for the
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collective governance of the commons, another form of doing in the form of self-

reflective collective orienting of the commons towards the next step.”73¢

In connection with this, the organization of the pirate movement in the golden
age is traced back to the buccaneers of the 1640s, and their code of conduct that was
called Custom of the Coast or Jamaica Discipline: “The Tortuga buccaneers began to
call themselves the Brethren of the Coast about 1640. To become a member of this
democratic confraternity a man vowed to subscribe to a strict code called the Custom of
the Coast.”’”?” Regarding this custom, Kuhn quotes in length Exquemelin, a

contemporary buccaneer, who writes:

The ship being well victualled, they call another council, to deliberate towards
what place they shall go to seek their desperate fortunes. In this council,
likewise, they agree upon certain articles, which are put in writing, by way of
bond or obligation, which every one is bound to observe, and all of them, or the
chiefest, do set their hands unto. Herein they specify, and set down very
distinctly, what sums of money each particular person ought to have for that
voyage, the fund of all the payments being the common stock of what is gotten
by the whole expedition, for otherwise it is the same law, among these people
as with other Pirates : No prey, no pay...They observe among themselves very
good orders. For in the prizes they take, it is severely prohibited unto every one
to usurp anything in particular unto themselves. Hence all they take is equally
divided, according to what has been said before. Yea, they make a solemn oath
to each other not to abscond, or conceal the least thing they find amongst the
prey. If afterwards any one is found unfaithful, and has contravened the said
oath, immediately he is separated and turned out of the society. Among
themselves they are very civil and charitable to each other. Insomuch that, if
any wants what another has, with great liberality they give it one to another.”?

Through this account on the buccaneer organization, we observe that the
commons as in the buccaneer ship or the spoils earned was regulated with rules stating
how the wealth was used and divided somewhat equally. Again, as the share system was
used, the wage labor was non-existent. The means of production/subsistence as the

buccaneer ship was collectively owned and governed. The commonwealth was pooled as
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the common stock that was obtained during the expedition and shared equally. The
management of the common stock was strictly and, again, collectively overseen. The
violators of these rules were excluded from the community. The members of the
community were generous towards each other, which proves that the commodification
process was resisted on the buccaneer ship. More importantly, the rules were a result of
a collective decision-making process, which is the second form of doing. Following the
generation of buccaneers, the pirate movement of the golden age of piracy organized
alongside a similar code of conduct. Yet, according to Kuhn, “What distinguishes the
buccaneers’ articles most notably from those of the golden age pirates are the division of
shares (they would become more equitable in the golden age), and the temporal
character of the contract that remains bound to a certain expedition rather than
constituting a design for possible long-term company.”’*® In this way, the buccaneer
articles were collective governance rules for temporal institutions of commons whereas
the pirate movement of the golden age could create a commons, or a commoning
movement that was somewhat more durable.

The pirate articles drawn and adopted by pirate crews, three sets of which were
presented as example in the chapter on the pirates were so comparable that Sherry
argued that “Because of the similarity of these ship’s articles, pirates—Ilike the citizens
of any commonwealth—always shared a general understanding of what was acceptable
and unacceptable behavior, no matter what port they might be visiting or what ship they
might be serving on.”’*" In short, the pirate articles ensured an egalitarian and collective
decision-making process by giving every pirate a vote in matters regarding the crew and
the ship as well as regarding the punishment for violation of the rules; stipulated the
distribution of wealth (albeit mostly plundered wealth) by specifying the shares of each
member of the pirate crew, which was the most egalitarian distribution of the time;
regulated discipline onboard the ship and among the crew by imposing certain bans such
as stealing from the company, fighting onboard, gambling, required every member to be
ready for fighting, chasing or engaging by requiring the arms to be clean at all times;

forbade desertion; ensured the ship’s wellbeing by forbidding careless carrying of
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candles or smoking tobacco onboard, specified the compensation for being wounded or
losing a limb during fights. In this way, the pirate articles were “regulations stipulating
how the wealth we share is to be used and cared for, the governing principles being
equal access, reciprocity between what is given and what is taken, collective decision

»741 and indicated “the decision-making process,

making, and power from the ground up
the definition of rules for the collective governance of the commons, another form of
doing in the form of self-reflective collective orienting of the commons towards the next
step.”74?

The pirate organization based on egalitarian and collective decision-making
went further than the pirate articles drawn and adopted at the moment of the constitution
of the pirate crew, though. As stated, “neither the captain nor the quartermaster
represented the highest authority on the pirate ship. That honor belonged to the common
council, which met regularly and included every man from captain to foremast man.”’43
With regard to the common council, or general council on the pirate ships, Johnson
recounts many instances where the council was held in order to decide on matters that
concern the pirate crew: For instance, when the pirates on the Providence Island were
offered a general pardon by the King through his governor Woodes Rogers, “the
Proclamation was sent to them; which they took as Teague took the Covenant, that is
they made prize of the ship and Proclamation too. However, they sent for those who
were out a-cruising and called a general Council; but there was so much noise and
clamour that nothing could be agreed on.”’** On another note, Johnson refers to the
Blackbeard’s and his crew’s council: “The chief of them were brought before Black-
beard, the Pirates' General, who acquainted them with the occasion of that extraordinary
procedure, and that they were only put out of the way while a general council was held,
at which time they suffered no prisoner to be present.”’#> Again, he describes the council
where Howel Davis was elected captain: “After this, a council of war was called over a

large bowl of punch, at which it was proposed to choose a commander. The election was

soon over, for it fell upon Davis by a great majority of legal pollers; there was no
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scrutiny demanded, for all acquiesced in the choice.”’#® The council was called for
deciding where to sail as well: “Having called a council of war they agreed to sail down

the coast together, and for the greater grandeur, appointed a commodore, which was

Davis.”’#7

Even the most daring captains such as Bartholomew Roberts who “is said to
have exceeded his fellows in these respects, and when advanced, enlarged the respect
that followed it, by making a sort of privy-council of half a dozen of the greatest bullies,
such as were his competitors, and had interest enough to make his government easy. Yet

even those, in the latter part of his reign, he had run counter to in every project that

opposed his own opinion.”74

The pirate organization, “that form of Rule which these Wretches set up, in

22749

imitation of legal Government”’*” was so pleasant for the pirates that Walter Kennedy,

who was tried for piracy on July 26", 1721, recounted the government on the pirate ship

in a delighted manner, which it should be quoted here in length:

They chose a Captain from amongst themselves, who in Effect held little more
than that Title at any other time, except in an Engagement, when he
commanded absolutely and without control. Most of them having suffered
formerly from the ill treatment of Officers, provided thus carefully against any
such Evil now they had the choice in themselves. They provided by their Orders
especially against any quarrels which might happen amongst themselves, and
appointed certain Punishments for anything that tended that way, for the due
Execution thereof, they constituted other Olfficers besides the Captain; so very
industrious were they to avoid putting too much Power into the hands of one
Man. The rest of their Agreement consisted chiefly in relation to the manner of
dividing the Cargo of such Prizes as they should happen to take, and though
they had broken through all Laws, Divine and Human, yet they imposed an
Oath to be taken for the due Observance of these, so inconsistent a thing is
Vice, and so strong the Principles imbibed from Education.”°

The account given by Kennedy here summarizes the pirate organization in a

clear way. The pirate captain was elected democratically. The captain’s authority was
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limited to engagements with other ships. Thus, the captain acted like a military
commander and only in time of war. They were cautious against disorder on the ship and
devised ways to prevent disorder. And they regulated the distribution of plunder among
themselves. The pirate captain’s role and their limited authority on the ship as well as

the distribution of authority was also noted by William Snelgrave as well:

1 think it necessary to observe in this place, that the Captain of a Pirate Ship, is
chiefly chosen to fight the Vessels they may meet with. Besides him, they choose
another principal Officer, whom they call Quarter-master, who has the general
Inspection of all Affairs, and often controls the Captain’s Orders: This Person
is also to be the first Man in boarding any Ship they shall attack; or go in the
Boat on any desperate Enterprise. Besides the Captain and Quarter-master, the
Pirates had all other Officers as is usual on board Men of War.”>!

In this line, “the democratic selection of officers stood in stark, telling contrast
to the near-dictatorial arrangement of command in the merchant service and Royal
Navy.””>? Charles Johnson also approves the radically limited authority of the pirate
captain when he explains “the principal customs and government of this roguish

commonwealth” and describes the position of pirate captain and

...what privileges he exerts in such anarchy and unruliness of the members.
Why, truly, very little. They only permit him to be captain on condition that they
may be captain over him; they separate to his use the great cabin, and
sometimes vote him small parcels of plate and china (for it may be noted that
Roberts drank his tea constantly) but then every man, as the humour takes him,
will use the plate and china, intrude into his apartment, swear at him, seize a
part of his victuals and drink, if they like it, without his offering to find fault or
contest it...The captain's power is uncontrollable in chase or in battle;
drubbing, cutting or even shooting anyone who dares deny his command. The
same privilege he takes over prisoners, who receive good or ill-usage mostly as
he approves of their behaviour.”?

Again, Johnson explains the pirate captain’s authority as limited to the time of
battle or chasing and argues that the pirate crew was captain over the pirate captain. The

captain’s authority, in this sense, did ensure a privileged position for them neither in
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terms of using the space on the pirate ship nor dishware nor food or drink. This proves
that the pirates used the pirate ship in common. Furthermore, despite the fact that
Johnson considered the pirate organization anarchy and disorder, the pirate articles and
their strict observance suggest that the pirate organization was far from disorder. In
addition, the pirate captain’s position was precarious as well. In this sense, Johnson
notes an instance in which a captain, Charles Vane, was deposed for what the pirate

crew deemed cowardice despite the captain’s absolute authority during fight:

At length the captain made use of his power to determine this dispute which, in
these cases is absolute and uncontrollable, by their own laws, viz., in fighting,
chasing or being chased; in all other matters whatsoever he is governed by a
majority...But the next day the captain's behaviour was obliged to stand the test
of a vote and a resolution passed against his honour and dignity, branding him
with the name of coward, deposing him from the command, and turning him out
of the company with marks of infamy; and with him went all those who did not
vote for boarding the French man-of-war.”>*

In connection with this, the pirates did not really care about who was the
captain among them since they were aware that in reality the pirate crew had the right to
collective governance and absolute authority. Therefore, a pirate named Dennis,
summarized the crew’s opinions on collective governance during the election of

Bartholomew Roberts as captain:

That it was not of any great signification who was dignified with title; for really
an in truth, all good Governments had (like theirs) the supreme power lodged
with the community, who might doubtless depute and revoke as suited interest
or humour. We are the original of this claim (says he), and should a captain be
so saucy as to exceed prescription at any time, why, down with him! It will be a
caution after he is dead, to his successors, of what fatal consequence any sort
of assuming may be.’>

Thus, the position of the pirate captain was so insignificant and the captain’s
replaceability was so high that there was a pirate ship whose “whole Crew were upwards

of 70 Men, who, in one Voyage, had to often changed, set up, and pull’d down their
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Captains and other Officers, that above Seven and Forty of the Ships Company had, at
several Times, been in Office of one kind or other; and among the rest they had, in
particular had, 13 Captains.” 7°¢ Therefore, it could be argued that “there is so little
Government or Subordination among them, that they are, on Occasion, all Captains, all
Leaders.””>’

All these instances witnessed in the contemporary accounts suggest that the
pirate ship was governed in a directly democratic manner. In Rediker’s words,
“Shipboard democracy, especially to those who had labored long and hard in a
totalitarian work environment, could be intoxicating.”’*® Therefore, we can observe that
the collective decision-making process was not limited to the specification of the pirate
articles but continued after the signing of those articles. In this way, the pirate ship is
governed through “collective decision making, and power from the ground up” and
“egalitarian decision making” as “the foundation of the commons”7%°, which is “another
form of doing”7® The “another form of doing” in question, on the other hand, invokes
the political character of commoning. After all, De Angelis also suggests that
“commoning... is a highly political activity, even when the commoners themselves are
unaware of this.”’®! In this line, just as the pirate movement of the golden age can be
described as the ur-class struggle, or the proto class struggle, the common council based
on egalitarian and collective decision-making on the pirate ship can be considered as the
ur-assembly form and the common pirate council strived “to overcome the division
between the economic and political spheres.”’®? In contrast to the commoning of the
political in terms of the contemporary movements corresponds to the assembly form as
the commonization of the enclosed politics in the form of representational politics, the
commoning of the political by the pirate movement of the golden age which
commonized the politics on the ship in the sense that the extremely hierarchical

organization of the life onboard the merchant or navy vessels was rejected and instead a
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directly democratic and collective organization was instituted onboard the pirate ship. In
fact, there was never a form of representational politics onboard the merchant and navy
vessels. The social and political organization on the ships that were contemporaries of
the pirate ships was a capitalist organization on the one hand. The wage relation had
been established and the sailors were waged employers whereas captain was the
employer or the representative of the employer. On the other hand, the same
organization could be considered an organization based on slavery since the sailors were
confined to the ship and there were many instances where the captain or in general the
capital and the state, had the power over their lives and deaths, be it by regulating and
limiting provision, punishing desertion, impressment or as a measure of discipline.
Therefore, “each ship was ‘a little kingdom’ whose captain held a near-absolute power
which he often abused.”’® In this line, the commoning of the political by the pirate
movement meant that this hierarchical organization was an enclosure of the autonomy of
the sailors and rejecting and instituting a radically different organization was the
"another form of doing” in the form of collective doing.

Furthermore, the radical democratic organization in question was deemed
disruptive by the then contemporary authorities as well. For instance, during the trial of
eight pirates in 1717, the prosecutor made a speech in which he traces the word pirate’s
roots and concludes that “yet the Laws of all Nations, that have setled into regular
Governments, define & declare a Pirate to be an Enemy of Mankind. And therefore he
can claim the Protection of no Prince, the privilege of no Country, the benefit of no Law;
He is denied common humanity, and the very rights of Nature, with whom no Faith,
Promise nor Oath is to be observed, nor is he to be otherwise dealt with, than a wild &
savage Beast, which every Man may lawfully destroy.”’®* After that, the prosecutor
argues that the pirates were a threat to all states and governments, comparing the pirate

movement to the Spartacus’s revolt:

The Third Circumstance, which blackens exceedingly and augments a Pirates
Guilt, is the Danger, wherewith every State or Government is threatened from
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the Combinations, Conspiracies and Confederacies of Profligate and Desperate
Wretches, united by no other tie (for what other can there be among such?)
than a mutual Consent to extinguish first Humanity in themselves, and to Prey
promiscuously on all others...Hannibal's Victorious Army was never more
terrible to Rome, than that of Spartacus, who in three set Battles shook the
power of that Mighty Empire, flew their Consuls, and cut down the flower of
Italy.7%

In this sense, surely the pirates were a threat to all states and governments by
way of their combinations, conspiracies and confederacies since collective governance
as another form of doing, as a crucial part of commoning indicated an alternative to the
monarchies, constitutional monarchies, or the labor discipline imposed by capital

especially on the ships. To recall the alternative posed by commoning:

Commoning thus is an alternative way to make decisions and act upon those
decisions to shape the future of communities without being locked into market
competition and its anxieties, the blackmail of profit-driven companies, and
state agencies. Commoning is the way the struggle for freedom is actualised: by
being free...The freedom that the commons gives you is a freedom you will find
nowhere else: that is, the freedom to shape, together with others, the condition
of your doing, of your caring, of your commoning. Freedom as auto-
determination, to determine autonomously.”®

As Rediker argues, then, “By 1720 the main purpose was no longer booty. It
was, rather, the perpetuation of a ‘life of liberty.””7®” The life of liberty, or autonomy
through doing in common against-and-beyond abstraction, on the other hand, entailed a

new subjectivity: the golden age pirate as a commoner.

5.2. The Golden Age Pirate as a Commoner: The Pirate Subjectivity
To recall the social and collective aspect of commoning activity, it is worth

reiterating De Angelis’s example of a forest common:

in order to share the wood of a forest for construction or to burn it to create
heat in the houses of a town, it is necessary to share not only the trees but also
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the logs, which obviously involves a collective process to produce them. A
collective production process is at the same time a process both of social
labour — the mental and physical exertion of energies towards a goal — and of
social relations among the commoners. In this light, commoning is thus the
recursive social force and life activity that regenerate and develop the social
relations constituting the commons; it is the socially defined life activity that
reproduces the social relations among subjects and their metabolism with the
common resources.”s®

In this way, commoning is a collective process as the definition of commoning
as doing in common also suggests. The collective process in questions denotes both
social labor as doing in common in order to achieve a common goal and social relations
that are produced and reproduced by the commoners and that are, in turn, produce and
reproduce the commoners. Without overlooking the fact that Rediker argues that
“seamen were, by their experiences in the maritime labor market and labor process,
among the first collective laborers”’%, the pirate movement’s collectiveness was unique
as “theirs was truly a case of hanging together or being hanged separately.”’”°

The collectiveness and solidarity that was part of the pirate movement could be
firstly observed in their aim to distribute justice according to their ethics regarding the
treatment of sailors by ship captains. Rediker refers to William Snelgrave’s letter to his
employer, Humphrey Morice, that states “they pretend one reason for these villainies is
to do justice to sailors.””’! In this line, Rediker notes many instances in which the pirates
punished (albeit in gruesome and violent ways) ship captains who mistreated the sailors
on their ships in accordance with the testimonies given by the sailors on the captured
ships or the pirates who have worked as employers of the captured captains or treated
well the captured captains who were regarded “honest fellows”. The justice in question
was sometimes so elaborative that one pirate who had worked on a captured ship owned
by the Royal African Company argued that they should have burned the ship since he
had been mistreated during his employment in the Company whereas another pirate

argued that the ship was not worth much and burning the ship would be in the interest of
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the Company since it would be freed of paying the wages of sailors on the ship, which
was estimated to be more than the value of the ship. After that discussion, the pirates
agreed to return the ship to the crew.”’? Captain Skinner who was captured by a pirate
crew among which his former boatswain, who he had punished by imprisoning and
withholding his wage, was whipped, and killed.”’”* The pirate captain, Bartholomew
Roberts, beat Thomas Tarlton, a slave-trading captain, whose brutal and dictatorial

methods he knew from his employment in slave trade.”’*

Another form of punishment
was the burning or sinking of the captain’s vessel. Walter Kennedy, for instance,
punched Thomas Grant and wanted to kill him, yet the crew decided to forgive his life,
sinking his ship instead. Or, Edward England learned that the Captain Creed who he
captured had mistreated his brother, John, so the pirate crew decided to burn his ship.””
On the other hand, the captains who were regarded honest fellows by their crew or the
pirates themselves were let go with their ships and cargo. “The fate of a ship and its
cargo frequently depended on the pirates’ investigation of the character of the ship’s
captain and owner.”77¢

In connection with the captains’ treatment of the sailors, some pirates stated
that the mistreatment in merchant or navy service was one of the main reasons for going
pirate. In his final speech on the day of his execution in 1724, for example, the pirate
John Rose Archer stated that “I could wish that masters of vessels would not use their
men with so much severity, as many of them do, which exposes to great temptations.”””’
Or, as Cotton Mather notes witnessing pirate William Fly’s execution, “When he was
called upon, to Speak what he should judge proper to be spoken on that sad occasion, at
least for the Warning of Survivers, he only said, That he would advise the Masters of

Vessels to carry it well to their Men, lest they should be put upon doing as he had

done.”””® John Gow also stated “that the captain's inhumanity had produced the
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consequences which had happened”’”® after he and his comrades took the command of
the ship and became pirates.

All in all, the pirate movement’s preoccupation with doing justice to sailors and
connecting the piracy to the mistreatments and inhumanity of the merchant or navy
captains suggest that the movement had a somewhat coherent ethic code which included
being just and being honest were core positive values. In this way, taking the pirate ship
as a common good and taking the golden age piracy as a commoning movement, the
pirate ship was a use value for the plurality of the pirates while at the same time the
pirate ship necessitated the plurality of pirates to claim and sustain the common good. In
addition, the claiming and sustaining in question required creating relations values that
specified the good social actions and bad social actions, i.e., being a just and honest
fellow in contrast to being unjust and dishonest, and that helped sustain and reproduce
the pirates, and their social relations and practices. Furthermore, the fact that justice and
honesty were considered values with regard to the captain’s treatment of sailors, the
pirates showed solidarity not only with their fellow pirates but also with all maritime
laborers, from whose ranks they themselves had come.

When it comes to the solidarity among pirates, especially among different
pirate crews, Rediker stresses the “profound sense of community” among different pirate
crews which “showed a recurring willingness to join forces at sea and in port, even when
the various crews were strangers to each other.”’8" Snelgrave noted that the crews of two
pirate ships, for instance, who had realized an approaching ship felt relieved after seeing
the black flag and these ships saluted each other with cannon fire.”8! Or, “the Mary Anne
cruised northward along the Atlantic coast, and off Cape May joined forces with a
French pirate sloop, the Postillion, Captain Laboos commanding. Together they reversed
the course. Off Jamaica they seized the Elizabeth.”’® In line with this, Rediker could
argue for “an unwritten code of hospitality to forge spontaneous alliances” that
“transcended nationality.”’®3 The spontaneous alliances, in this sense, hint at a sense of

solidarity among the pirates, who were called “the brethren of the coast” in the
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buccaneering period, “the Brotherhood”, “a loose-knit but powerful confederacy—a

2784 2785
. .

rough-and-ready republic of rebels, robbers, and rovers a “Republic of Rogues

The transnational solidarity in question included black crew members and even
women pirates as well. “Hundreds of people of African descent found places within the
social order of the pirate ship.”’® Despite the fact that, then, an important number of
pirates had been employed in the slave trade before going pirate and some pirate crews
captured and sold slaves as cargo on occasion, there were numerous pirates of African
descent’®’: “Black pirates sailed with Captains Bellamy, Taylor, Williams, Harris,
Winter, Shipton, Lyne, Skyrm, Roberts, Spriggs, Bonnet, Bellamy, Phillips, Baptist,
Cooper, and others. In1718, sixty out of Blackbeard’s crew of one hundred were black,
while Captain William Lewis boasted ‘40 able Negroe Sailors’ among his crew of
eighty. In 1719, Oliver La Bouche’s ship was ‘half French, half Negroes.””’® In this
sense, the relatively free life onboard pirate ships was a possible motivation for slave
revolt and “authorities in the American colonies did indeed fear alliances of pirates and
revolting slaves.””®® The fear was based on a real foundation, though. “The largest
recorded mass escape of black slaves at this time took place in Martinique, where fifty
blacks, supposedly stirred up by a white man, had risen against their French master and
had fled the island ‘to seek a career in piracy.”””° Thus, “piracy clearly did not operate
according to the black codes enacted and enforced in Atlantic slave societies. Some
slaves and free blacks found aboard the pirate ship freedom, something that, out- side of
the maroon communities, was in short supply in the pirates’ main theater of operations,
the Caribbean and the American South.””"!

When it comes to women pirates, it is a fact that there were at least two women
pirates that took part in the commoning movement of the golden age piracy, Mary Read
and Anne Bonny. They proved that despite the fact that maritime labor as well as piracy

was male-dominated practices, piracy was not exclusive to males. They “showed, sword
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and pistol in hand, that the many freedoms of the pirates’ life might be enjoyed by
women.””? Thus, “Operating beyond the reach of the traditional powers of family, state,
and capital, and sharing in the rough solidarity of life among maritime outlaws, they
added another dimension altogether to the subversive appeal of piracy by seizing the
liberties usually reserved for men, at a time when the sphere of social action for women
was narrowing.”’%3

Therefore, the solidarity within the pirate movement disregarded the social
origins of the pirates as well as, albeit to some extent, their races, nations, and genders.
The subjectivity of the pirate as a commoner, in this regard, rejected the social norms
imposed by capital and state and established its own autonomous subject. The subject in
question was based on new social relations and values that were, again, against the
social norms of capital and state. Instead of the wage laborers who should have been
disciplined; captains who represented the state authority, who should have been obeyed,
and who most of the time abused their authority; people of African descent who were
bought and sold as commodities; women who were confined within households and
families, the pirate movement instituted the pirate subject who was autonomous both
from state and capital, who took their lives into their hands, abolished wage relation and
hierarchical order of the ship as well as the society.

The solidarity that transcended nationality brings the discussion to the most
crucial symbol of the pirate movement: the Jolly Roger, the black flag. In truth, the flags
used by various pirate crews differed from each other, yet all flags included similar
themes such as skeletons, crossbones and skulls, hourglasses, hearts that were bleeding,
and cutlasses. In this line, apart from representing death both in order to strike fear into
those ships that put up resistance against pirates and the pirates’ disregard of their own
deaths’?, the black flag “made explicit their rejection of the nation state as a foundation
for community and their challenge to its monopoly on violence” and declared “their
rejection of the very foundation of the contemporary geo-political order, placing

themselves outside its sphere of government and justice.””®> Furthermore, “when pirates
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created a flag of their own, as they did for the first time in the early eighteenth century,
they made a new declaration: they would use colors to symbolize the solidarity of a gang
of proletarian outlaws, thousands strong and self-organized in daring ways, in violent
opposition to the all-powerful nation-states of the day. By flying the skull and the
crossbones, they announced themselves as ‘the Villains of all Nations.”””°® In connection
with the rejection of the nation state, some pirates declared “war against the whole
world””7 or even “took a small vessel, and went in her, made a black Flag and declared
war against all the world”7*® as well as “they did think of themselves as people without a
nation” and “when hailed by another ship, pirates, who were multinational in origin,
usually answered that they came “from the seas,” not from any particular country.””® In
addition, Rediker also notes that the pirates developed a peculiar speech of which
swearing, blaspheming, and cursing was a great part. Although the common sailors also
cursed, swore and blasphemed, the pirates’ speech included these to a greater extent so
much so that not only clergymen such as Cotton Mather but also captains such as
Snelgrave were shocked upon hearing this exclusive and separate style of pirate
speech.®% In the light of these, it is evident that the pirate movement symbolized by the
black flag considered itself as a distinct community that rejected the European society
and the nation state and their organizational principles and that organized along
alternative, democratic and non-hierarchical lines.

The creation of a distinct community, in turn, amounted to the creation of a new
subjectivity in the sense that the creation of values that determined the good and bad
social actions such as honesty vs. dishonesty and justice vs. injustice; the sense of
community that was instituted through considering the movement as a brotherhood
(although the use of brotherhood as a denominator excluded the women) and through the
creation of temporary alliances among different pirate crews that were recognized by the
use of black flag; the use of black flag as the rejection of national identities and
confirmation of the pirate movement as a distinct community; and the devising of a

separate and distinct dialect as the pirate dialect both sustained and reproduced the social
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practice and social relations on the one hand, and the subjects that engaged in these
social practices and social relations, the pirates as commoners. Both the external and
internal social relations of the pirate movement were shaped around the pirate’s own
code of ethics that did not regard the labor discipline imposed by capital that considered
the common laborers as lazy and idle people who had to be disciplined in order to be
subjected to wage labor or the hierarchical order of the ship imposed by state in
connection with the capitalist labor discipline that allowed no room for autonomy to the
extent that the sailors had no control over their bodies or lives. The pirate code of ethics,
instead, valued honesty in the sense of treatment of sailors on the ships and justice in the
sense of punishing the captains who did not treat the sailors well. The code of ethics in
question, in this regard, helped create, sustain and reproduce a new subjectivity as the
honest and just pirate in contrast to the dishonest and unjust capitalist nation state system
and its embodiment in the merchant or navy captain. The sense of community that was
represented by considering the movement as a brotherhood, designing black flags that
varied from pirate crew to pirate crew but utilized similar themes, and devising a
separate pirate dialect, again, sustained and reproduced both the community alongside
with the members of the community, and the social practices and social relations of the
community. In this line, the pirate movement produced, reproduced, and sustained the
pirates as common subjects since “if commoning has any meaning, it must be the
production of ourselves as a common subject . . . as a quality of relations, a principle of
cooperation and responsibility to each other, the forests, the seas, and the animals.”80!
On the other hand, “this understanding of the commons has been organized
around the notion of buen vivir (a sense of collective well-being rooted in the dual sense
of ‘living well’ and ‘living properly’). These, and others, offer different ways to
articulate understandings of the commons around a vision of working to live not living
to work.”802 At this point, the motto of Bartholomew Roberts should be included in
length: “In an honest service, says he, there is thin commons, low wages, and hard

labour. In this, plenty and satiety, pleasure and ease, liberty and power; and who would
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not balance creditor on this side, when all the hazard that is run for it, at worst, is only a
sour look or two at choking. No, a merry life and a short one shall be my motto.”8% The
similarity between “buen vivir” and the “merry life” is telling. The idea of “buen vivir”
emphasizes that wage labor prevents living well or properly whereas commoning that is
organized around use value, i.e., working to live in contrast to exchange value, i.e.,
living to work allows for a well or proper life. The idea of merry, albeit short life, as
well, implies that wage labor, particularly on the ship, provided insufficient wages and
provisions despite the hard work it entailed whereas commoning as pirates provided
sufficient subsistence in addition to freedom and power over the pirates’ own their lives
and thus allowed for a well or proper life.

Therefore, considering that "enclosures are not just about taking resources away
from people, but the first step towards attempting to define new subjects normalised to
the capitalist market...The integration of the social body predicated on enclosures
requires the constitution of social subjects who are normalised to the commodity-

form”804

, rejection of that normalization to the capitalist system and commodification
through commoning as pirating, the rejection of wage labor and the nation state system
amounts to the rejection of the subjectification imposed by enclosure and, instead, the
institution of another, alternative subject (as the commoner pirate) that could place
themselves outside the limits of wage labor and commodification through which the
pirates as commoners could attempt social self-determination. The self-determination of
the alternative subject entailed both rejection of the subjectification imposed by capital
and state and creation of a new subject as Boonen argues with reference to Dardot and
Laval: “To be more precise, ‘common acting’ (agir commun) produces a collective
subject, and not the other way around.”®" In connection, “commons are not only the
means by which we share in an egalitarian manner the resources we produce, but a
commitment to the creation of collective subjects, a commitment to fostering common

interests in every aspect of our life. Anti-capitalist commons are not the end point of a

struggle to construct a non-capitalist world, but its means.”3% Therefore, the rejection of
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nation state as part of the pirate subject as commoner amounts to both the pirate
movement’s disregard of the state and its autonomy from the state, which might be
summarized by the fiery speech of Captain Samuel Bellamy, whose “views were
distinctly Socialistic”®7 according to Philip Gosse. When Captain Bellamy and his crew
captured a ship commanded by one Captain Beer, the said Captain Beer asked for the

return of his ship. According to Johnson, Captain Bellamy’s response was:

D—n my b—d, says he, I am sorry they won't let you have your sloop again, for
I scorn to do anyone a mischief, when it is not for my advantage; damn the
sloop we must sink her, and she might be of use to you. Though, damn ye, you
are a sneaking puppy, and so are all those who will submit to be governed by
Laws which rich men have made for their own security, for the cowardly
whelps have not the courage otherwise to defend what they get by their
knavery. But damn ye altogether. Damn them for a pack of crazy rascals, and
you, who serve them, for a parcel of hen-hearted numskulls. They vilify us, the
scoundrels do, when there is only this difference, they rob the poor under the
cover of Law, forsooth, and we plunder the rich under the protection of our
own courage. Had you not better make one of us, than sneak after the a—s of
those villains for Employment?8%

Then, after Beer told Bellamy that he could not let Bellamy break the law,

You are a devilish conscientious rascal, d—n ye, replied Bellamy. I am a free
prince, and I have as much authority to make war on the whole world as he
who has a hundred sail of ships at sea, and an army of 100,000 men in the field,
and this my conscience tells me. But there is no arguing with such sniveling
puppies, who allow superiors to kick them about deck at pleasure and pin their
faith upon a pimp of a parson, a squab, who neither practices nor believes what
he puts upon the chuckleheaded fools he preaches to.5”

What this speech indicates that Bellamy as a “distinctly Socialistic”
representative of the pirate movement held a high contempt towards the law as well as
he was fully aware that the law was made by the rich for the rich. Thus, considering the
law illegitimate, Bellamy saw only one difference between the rich and the pirates,

which was the fact that the former stole from the poor using the law while the latter stole
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from the rich relying on nothing but their own courage. This implies that Bellamy did
not trust the state in order to prevent what he deemed an injustice and took the solution
into his hands with his pirate comrades. Furthermore, by declaring himself a free prince,
which should be considered with the Barnaby Slush’s statement that “Pyrates and

»810 50 this declaration should not be interpreted

Buccaneers, are Princes to such Animals
as Bellamy’s self-proclamation as a prince but as an assertion that all pirates are princes,
he rejected the state’s monopoly of the legitimate use of violence.

In this sense, since the state and law served the rich, the pirate movement’s
rejection and disregard of the state imply that the pirates were fully aware of the fact that
change could not come from the state. Therefore, as Boonen argues, again with
reference to Dardot and Laval: “the revolutionary change they envisage does not involve
a violent conquest of the state. In contrast, Dardot and Laval imagine an ‘auto-
institution of society’ as practices of commoning more or less spontaneously proliferate
in spite of and autonomously from the state.”®!! The auto-institution of society or self-

institution of society, in turn, brings us to the prefigurative aspect of the pirates’

commoning movement.

5.3. Doing/Pirating in Common as a Prefigurative Movement

To reiterate, a prefigurative movement actualizes the goals of the movement,
which include the social relations and practices, decision-making processes, and
experiences during the course of the movement and in the present; disrupts the false
dichotomy of everyday life and political life; brings about self-emancipation; is against
the reproduction of hierarchical relations; and is anti-authoritarian and anti-capitalist. In
short, it “refers to a political action, practice, movement, moment or development in
which certain political ideals are experimentally actualised in the ‘here and now’, rather
than hoped to be realised in a distant future.”®!? Thus, its characteristics could be

summarized as means-ends equivalence, construction of alternatives, nonhierarchical
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and bottom-up organization, direct democracy, forming of new subjectivities, direct
action, rejection of engagement with state and construction of the future ideals in the
present. In line with this, the struggle for commons, or commoning as the revolt of doing
against-and-beyond abstraction, which denotes doing in common against the abstraction
of doing into labor as well as the collective process of making decisions regarding the
commons as another form of doing, amounts to a movement that actualizes the political
and economics ideals of the commons in the present, hence the prefigurative aspect of
commoning.

To start with, then, the maritime labor on the merchant and navy ships meant
impressment, in other words, recruitment of maritime labor by force; containment;
militarized hierarchical order; the dangerous conditions of maritime labor; insufficient
provisions; insufficient wages; and hard labor, all of which might be summarized as
abstraction of doing in the form of wage labor and loss of self-determination for the
sailors. Against these, the sailors employed forms of resistance such as strikes, mutinies,
and as the most extreme form of resistance outright piracy.

As stated, the golden age piracy amounted to the collective ownership of the
ship and using the ship in common. In this way, the pirate subject as the commoner
claimed and sustained the ownership of the pirate as a common good, which was done
through creation of relational values such as honesty, justice, solidarity, self-
government/determination, horizontal and democratic decision-making, and egalitarian
distribution of the common goods. Furthermore, through this claiming and sustaining in
common the pirate subject instituted itself as the commoner.

On the basis of these, the pirate community established by the pirate movement
was a rejection of the nation state whose embodiment was the ship as “‘a little kingdom’
whose captain held a near-absolute power which he often abused”8!3, the capitalist labor
discipline and organization on the ship, and wage labor on the one hand. On the other,
the institution of the pirate community on the pirate ship corresponded to the alternative
posited by the pirate movement. Thus, the movement did not confine itself to the

rejection of the wage labor, the hierarchical organization of the ship whose pinnacle was
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the nation state and capitalist labor discipline and organization, all of which amounted to
the abstraction of doing and its drive towards determination by commodification and
money but opposed these with the abolition of wage labor onboard through an
egalitarian distribution of the common goods through commoning and the democratic
organization and society instituted on the pirate ship, all of which amounted to the
commoning as doing in common both in terms of social labor and collective governance.
This also meant that the alternative society envisioned by the pirate movement was
constructed on the pirate ship.

The construction of the alternative society, on the other hand, indicates that the
ends of the pirate movement, namely the abolition of wage labor, self-government,
liberty, democratic organization, and equality in economic terms were reflected in the
means of the pirate movement and these ends, which might be interpreted as future
ideals as well were actualized in the present rather than left to a distant future. In this
way, the pirate movement aimed to abolish wage labor and actualized that aim in the
present by the act of claiming and sustaining the collective ownership of the ship. The
movement aimed to take control over their lives, to put “the choice in themselves”, to
live autonomously from capital and state and actualized that aim in the present by the
same act. Comparing that act of the pirate movement to the definitions of prefiguration
presented above such as “efforts to manifest and build, to the greatest extent possible,
the world we would like to see through our means of fighting in this one”8!* or
“prefigurative organizing means organizing now the way you want to see the world

(1335

later”8!> or ““the attempted construction of alternative or utopian social relations in the
present”®16 then it is clearly seen that the pirate movement was a prefigurative
movement in terms of means-ends equivalence and actualizing the future ideals in the
present. Therefore, the world the pirate movement would have liked to see was an
egalitarian and democratic society in which the hierarchical organization as well as the
wage relation was abolished and the members could live their merry lives and they

actualized that world through instituting their visionary values as well as practicing

those values. Just as “commoning is the way the struggle for freedom is actualised: by
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being free... Freedom as auto-determination, to determine autonomously” 8!7, the
commoning movement of the golden age pirates realized their self-determination and
freedom by being free.

To practice the values of the movement or means-ends equivalence, in turn, are
directly connected to direct action, whose roots Graeber traces back to libertarian
tradition and anarchism: “The very notion of direct action, with its rejection of a politics
which appeals to governments to modify their behaviour, in favour of physical
intervention against state power in a form that itself prefigures an alternative—all of this
emerges directly from the libertarian tradition. Anarchism is the heart of the movement,
its soul; the source of most of what’s new and hopeful about it.”%!® Thus, direct action
involves the rejection of state as an institution that is to be applied, or that is to be
captured in order to bring about change, rather it creates, or prefigures alternative to the
state power. In this line, the golden age piracy represented a very fine example of direct
action through the expropriation of the ship, after which the pirates “made a black Flag
and declared war against all the world”®® as the movement did physically intervene
against nation states and prefigured an alternative order. Furthermore, according to
Brissette, “direct action...seeks... to immediately and directly create new social
relations, new practices and new understandings within the (expanding) interstices of the
old... to actualize a (vision of) collective life.”®?° In this sense, the pirate movement took
direct action and created new social relations and new practices based on solidarity,
democratic organization and egalitarian distribution, autonomy, and abolition of wage
labor. The new social relations and new practices included ‘“collectivism, anti-
authoritarianism, and egalitarianism. #! In terms of the collectivism, it was “constituted
in the confrontation with capital, created over and against the logic of discipline and
cooperation for the sake of profit. Collective labor passed easily into collective self-
defense as seamen sought to protect themselves from harsh conditions, excessive work,

and oppressive authority... was formed instead from the conflicts inherent in the social
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relations of production in shipping and the consequent negotiations of waged work.”822

The anti-authoritarianism, on the other hand, shocked the authorities:

When the authorities came into contact with the pirates, they were often
shocked by their democratic tendencies. The Dutch governor of the stopover
colony of Mauritius commented after meeting a pirate crew, “Every man had as
much say as the captain and each man carried his own weapons in his blanket.
These customs were unnerving to anyone accustomed to the hierarchical nature
of European society, where guns normally were confined to the upper classes
and democracy was unknown. Whole communities of men who lived by
consensus appeared very threatening %>

The egalitarianism in question was based “on the belief that, at bottom, held
that all sailors benefited from a relatively equal distribution of risks, resources, and
rewards aboard the ship. This value was reflected in a preference for “shares” over
“wages” as a means of compensation for labor.”%?* The collectivism, anti-
authoritarianism and egalitarianism were reflected in the non-hierarchical and
democratic organization of the pirate movement as well. Therefore, recalling that the
state encloses politics as a professional activity and confines politics to representational
politics, the politics in the case of the pirate movement is enclosed in the body of the
ship captain as the highest authority representing the nation state and the monarch since
“Merchant captains variously referred to themselves as masters (of servants or
apprentices), fathers (of children), and kings (of subjects).”®?> Against that enclosure,
however, every pirate, considered himself “in his own imagination, a captain, a prince or
a king.”’82% In this sense, as Rediker argues when every pirate could consider themselves
a king or a captain, the meaning of these authority positions dissolved.??” Through the
claiming of these authority positions based on the non-hierarchical and democratic
organization instituted on the pirate ship, the prefigurative politics of the pirate

movement as the commoning of the politics de-professionalized politics and abolished
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politics as a special activity reserved to certain people be they nobles, government
officials, or professional politicians.

All in all, the sailors during and before the golden age of piracy had grievances
towards capitalism, and primitive accumulation that was both the precondition of and the
principle that sustained capitalism, which took the form of wage relation, which of
course did not even provide sufficient wages, the militarized and hierarchical discipline
on the ship that put the absolute authority in the captain as a miniature monarch on the
ship as a miniature state. Against these grievances, the pirate movement took direct
action through the occupation of the ship and taking the collective ownership of the now
pirate ship. The result of that direct action was the abolition of wage labor, egalitarian
social and economic relations onboard, horizontal democracy that allowed for the
putting “choice in themselves” and instituting self-determination and autonomy (both
from capital and state as well as society) for the pirates, creation of a collective society
that also produced and reproduced a new subjectivity as the pirate as commoner against
the subjectivities imposed by capital and nation state such as laborer and monarch’s
subject. The direct action of the pirate movement, in this sense, constructed an
alternative order autonomous from capital and state and by doing so actualized its ideals
in the present and reflected its ends in the means employed to reach those ends. Thus,
the pirate movement was a prefigurative movement as “the embodiment, within the
ongoing political practice of a movement, of those forms of social relations, decision-

making, culture, and human experience that are the ultimate goal.”%?®

5.4. Conclusion

In this regard, though it has been repeated many times, it is crucial, as it is one
of the central points of this study, to note again “Commons have been the thread that has
connected the history of the class struggle into our time, and indeed the fight for the
commons is all around us.”®?® As many other instances of the fight for the commons
have been, the pirate movement was also defeated, yet the defeat in question seems

somewhat problematized from the perspective of the commons and prefigurative
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politics, or the prefigurative commoning movement. On the one hand, despite their
defeat against the state, they won the fight over “Popular Imagination”° in Rediker’s
words. On the other, the pirate movement represented a crack as “negation-and-

2831

creation as in negation of abstraction and creation of an alternative. However, the

crack’s validity

does not depend on the future, but being part of a movement can transform its
significance. We throw a stone at the sheet of ice that covers the lake of
possibility. The stone makes a hole in the ice, but the ice is thick, the day is cold
and soon it freezes over again. We are left with the inspiring memory of
something beautiful, we have caught a glimpse of a possible future. We throw
another stone, and this time not only do we make a hole, but cracks shoot out in
different directions, some of them connecting up with the cracks that radiate
outwards from the hole made by a stone thrown by someone else. If the ice is to
be broken completely, then that is the only way it can happen: by lots of people
throwing stones and by the shooting out of cracks that sometimes connect.3*?

Thus, when taken as a stone thrown on the surface on the ice, that is capitalism,
the defeat of the pirate movement becomes the memory of a momentary and beautiful
peek at the future that was possible. The resistance struggles of the past continue to live,
as memories, in the present. In this way, “the unredeemed struggles of the past, the
unfulfilled promises and potentialities, are a present force... And similarly, one can say
of the possible future that the world that is not yet but could be, exists not-yet as real
anticipation in the struggles of past and present.”33 Just as “the witches live on: not a
rhetorical phrase, but the real force of memory and possible future in the present”3*, the
pirates also continue to live on. In this sense, memory and remembrance are also a part
of commoning: “Memory, as imagination, is a quality of commoning.”®3> Furthermore,
“To be resilient, commoning must depend on an open attitude that embraces traditions
and projection into the future, history and contemporaneity, memory and immanence.

We are not just discovering the commons — we are (re)inventing them as well.”33¢
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Therefore, the analysis of the pirate movement also presents a discovery of the commons
in order to (re)invent them. In this regard, Sitrin and Azzellini, while they start to
analyze the global wave of post-2010 movements, refers to the long history of the new
practices instituted by these movements as a secret that was hidden from us. The secret
in question was the practices of the former Latin American movements in the 1990s and
2000s as well as the indigenous practices.®3” Yet, the analysis of the golden age piracy as
a prefigurative commoning movement indicated that the secret was hidden for a longer
time than Sitrin and Azzellini suggested. There are many instances in history that show
that prefigurative movement practices have been employed in struggles against
capitalism, and the pirate movement was one of them.

All in all, the prefigurative commoning movement of the golden age piracy was
defeated, yet they could constitute an alternative order that was against-and-beyond
capital and state and could show that an alternative to capitalism was possible. In the
words of Cohn-Bendit, a revolutionary aimed at “launching an experiment that
completely breaks with that society, an experiment that will not last, but which allows a
glimpse of a possibility; something which is revealed for a moment and then vanishes.
But that is enough to prove that something could exist.””®*® In line with this, the pirate
movement was an experiment completely breaking with the society and it does not
matter that the pirate experiment did not last since it allowed for a glimpse to an
alternative, it was a proof that an alternative could exist. Against the normalization of
the idea that there is no alternative, it is valuable to assert and to remind that there is an
alternative, there has always been an alternative. One aspect of this reminder is to show
the existence of these alternatives in the history as in the history of the golden age
piracy, which could be considered a “secret rendezvous between past generations and
our own.”%¥ After all, “It’s one thing to say, ‘Another world is possible’. It’s another to

experience it, however momentarily.”3* In line with this, it’s another thing to show the
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existence of the experience of a possible another world, no matter how momentarily it
was.

In the end, pirates were defeated, and lost their war against the whole world.
What they succeeded in was to establish an autonomous society from the state and
capital and to live accordingly, albeit for a limited time. Yet, we might infer some points
from the commoning movement of the golden age pirates for today's movements. First,
the similarities: (1) Both the pirate movement and the contemporary commons
movements, be it the Occupy movement of the previous decade or the alter-globalization
movement, were against the enclosures. The pirate movement was against primitive
accumulation just like the Levellers and Diggers before them, while the contemporary
commons movements are against the accumulation by extra-economic means such as
privatization, intellectual property rights, and commodification of public goods and
services. (2) Both the pirate movement and the contemporary commons movements
were struggles to prevent the enclosures happening, and at the same time to expand the
already operating commons. (3) Both organize in an egalitarian, non-hierarchical, and
directly democratic manner. (4) Both movements do not conform to the social
movement conceptualizations centering on the state whether as the receiver or mediator
of claims and connecting the political to the state. For instance a social movement,
according to Charles Tilly and Sidney Tarrow, is a synthesis of three elements that are
campaign, social movement repertoire, and WUNC (worthiness, unity, numbers, and
commitment) displays. Within this framework the campaign element corresponds to “a
sustained, organized public effort making collective claims on target authorities.”34! This
emphasizes making claims, but more crucially it emphasizes the authorities as the
receiver or mediator of claims. Although the authorities in question is not limited to
government or state, making claims on any kind of authority is antithetic to the idea of
prefigurative movements. Thus, both movements reject making claims of any kinds and
engagement with the state in the sense of seizing state power or making demands from
the state. Instead, both movements attempt to constitute what they claim on their own:

“The logic of demands gives way to the simple assertion of our own rule.”%4?
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On the other hand, (1) the possibility of the pirate movement and its relative
sustainability for at least a decade might be attributed to the role of violence. After all,
the pirates commonized the most advanced machine of the era and used it against the
state, which was starting to claim the monopoly on the legitimate use of violence.
Furthermore, (2) the mobility provided by the ships made the pirate movement more
equipped against the state's repression. In this sense, mobility proved to be an advantage,
yet, as the Midnight Notes Collective argues, not being able to create a space against
capital condemned pirates to displacement, exhaustion, and extermination.’* (3) Despite
the pirate movement's attempts to separate themselves from capital and market, they had
to sell the goods they plundered. Although the stories of pirate treasures of gold and
silver were not true, although most goods appropriated from other ships were the goods
required for the maintenance of the pirate ship or the sustenance of the crew, and
although most of the time the money obtained by selling off the plundered goods did not
serve accumulative purposes in the sense of M-C-M cycle but used for subsistence in the
sense of C-M-C cycle, the pirates needed markets to sell. This suggests a dependence on
capital. Therefore, plundering and looting in common might not be enough; production
in common is also required. Hence, “Occupy, Resist, Produce” instead of “Occupy,

Resist, Plunder.”
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

We are passing through Leeds city centre, attracting looks of disbelief from
passing shoppers. We are a motley crew, some on bikes, others on foot, bike
sound-system in tow and all clustered around a pirate ship, flying the Jolly
Roger flag. The “ship” is constructed from discarded shopping trolleys and
covered in salvaged wood to make a deck, mast and body for the ship. The sails
are emblazoned with a huge squatting symbol. We are handing curious
onlookers leaflets explaining that we are “A- Spireates” from a local squatted
social centre called “A-Spire” and have been evicted to make way for luxury
apartments. The leaflet outlines some of the principles of A-Spire: people
before profit, mutual aid, and cooperation.’**

Pirates live on. They live on in the imagination of common people. They live
on as “A- Spireates” through the constructed pirate ship by the squatters of the “A-
Spire.” More crucially their anti-hierarchical and democratic organization and their
rejection of state and capital as well as their creation of an alternative live on in the
contemporary movements. In this way, the pirate movement represents a moment of the
thread of the struggle for the commons that connects the history to the present moment.

In this regard, the first main objective of this study was to present and
emphasize the continuous character of primitive accumulation/enclosures as the
separation of producers from their means of subsistence. In connection with the
continuity of primitive accumulation/enclosures, the struggle against enclosures in the
form of struggles for the commons becomes relevant for the contemporary struggles and
social movements. In connection with this, the struggle for the commons was analyzed
as a prefigurative movement insofar as the struggle for the commons did not only
prevent enclosures but pointed out to an alternative to capitalism in the form

commonization of commodified areas of life. The second main objective of the study

844 Pusey, “Social Centres and the New Cooperativism of the Common,” 176.
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was to analyze the golden age piracy as a prefigurative commoning movement by
emphasizing the alternative society constituted on the pirate ship that was, to some
extent, autonomous from capital and state and reflected the vision of society the pirates
had in their minds in order to indicate that capitalism is not and never has been without
alternatives. In this sense, the golden age piracy as a prefigurative commoning
movement represented a crack on the surface of capitalism, which was connected to the
struggles of their past such as the Leveller and Digger movements, sailor resistances and
to the struggles of their future such as the American Revolution, which could be
interpreted as starting with the mobilization of the common sailors but later being
“enclosed” by the political elite, or even the contemporary social movements. In this
way, the study aimed to explore the alternative society constituted by the pirate
movement in the golden age that rejected both capital and state through abolition of
wage labor onboard by way of collectively owning the pirate ship and introducing the
share system that was the most egalitarian pay system of the period, challenging the
hierarchical organization of the ship as the embodiment of nation state and replacing that
organization with a democratic, antihierarchical and egalitarian organization, and
creating a new subjectivity of the pirate as a commoner. Furthermore, the pirate
movement was a prefigurative one in the sense that movement took direct action
autonomously from the state that aimed to construct an alternative that reflected the ends
of the movement in the means employed in order to achieve those ends on the basis of
democratic, horizontal and egalitarian organization that also produced new
subjectivities. Thus, the movement could show that an alternative society that was more
egalitarian and democratic and that could be relatively autonomous from capital and
state was possible even in the late 17" and late 18" centuries. Therefore, the pirate
movement of the golden age as one instance of “the unredeemed struggles of the past,
the unfulfilled promises and potentialities™ lives in the present and “the possible future
that the world that is not yet but could be, exists not-yet as real anticipation in the
struggles of past and present.”343

The second chapter discussed the emergence of capitalism and the resistance

against capitalism. Drawing heavily on political Marxism, the transformations in

85 Holloway, Crack Capitalism, 170.
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economy in terms of separation of producers from means of subsistence and their
subjection to wage labor, in law in terms of the redefinition of crime, in culture in terms
of the changing attitude towards the poor and idleness, and in politics in terms of the
centralization of maritime state in England/Britain was analyzed. Following these
transformations, the conditions of labor at sea were investigated as being part of a
transitionary phase and as a unique practice. After that resistance against the emergence
of capitalism in the form of idleness as well as the resistance attempts put forward by the
Leveller and Digger movements were presented and these instances of resistance were
connected to the sailors’ movement, of which the most extreme form was the piracy. In
this regard, capitalism means dispossession for the common people since it is based on
the complete separation of producers from their means of subsistence and production. In
this way, the producers were subjected to wage labor in order to be able to ensure their
access to means of subsistence, which also subjected the producers as the sellers of labor
power as well as the capitalists as the buyers of labor power to the imperatives of
market. Although markets have existed since long before the emergence of capitalism,
this transformation amounts to a transformation in effects of the market as in the
replacement of market opportunities with market imperatives. Under the market
imperatives, the copyhold rights hold by peasants were turned into leaseholds, whose
rents were depended on the market, which required the tenants to compete in the market
as well. The ones who could not compete or could not lease lands became wage laborers
culminated in the new class composition of the landowners, capitalist tenant farmers and
wage laborers employed by the capitalist tenant farmers. This transformation, in short, is
the primitive accumulation which is nothing else than the historical process of divorcing
the producer from the means of production.”#¢ In this way, as the abolition of serfdom
as the result of a class struggle ended the extra-economic extraction of surplus from
peasantry, the subjection of common people to wage labor through primitive
accumulation emerged as a new way of exploitation through economic means.

On the other hand, the enclosures pointed out to a transformation in the legal
arena in terms of redefinition of property and crime. Through this redefinition, the

commons rights as in the usufruct rights of land was abolished and private property
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rights triumphed over commons rights, redefining the latter as a crime. The redefinition
was so severe that “the number of capital statutes grew from about 50 to over 200
between the years 1688 and 1820. Almost all of them concerned offences against
property.”®” In addition to the redefinition of property and crime, the view on the poor
people also redefined and the holiness of poverty transformed into the holiness of work
whereas the poor were started to be seen as lazy and idle masses which had to be
disciplined in order to become wage laborers. Yet, the poor was also started to be seen
as an integral part of society since if there had been no poor people, there would not
have been wage laborers. The continuous existence of the poor people, then, was
required for the capitalist system. The political transformation, in turn, was the
emergence of the centralized nation state in England/Britain as well as the dependence
of that on maritime trade. Therefore, “although capitalism did not give rise to the nation
state, and the nation state did not give rise to capitalism, the social transformations that
brought about capitalism, with its characteristic separation of economic and political

848 Furthermore,

spheres, were the same ones that brought the nation state to maturity.
the nation state in question was a maritime state that was based on maritime trade which
was organized around the newly and ongoing emerging discipline of capitalist social
relations. In connection, the chapter presented the labor conditions on ship, which was a
precursor of the factory. On the one hand, wage relation was established on the ship, and
on the other impressment, harsh discipline and the captain’s absolute authority that
included power over the lives of the sailors through discipline or providing victuals, and
the dangers of laboring at sea indicated pre-capitalist characteristics, even the
characteristics of slave labor.

In this sense, the chapter lastly focused on the resistance against the emergence
of capitalist social relations through the use of idleness as a form of resistance.
Following this form of resistance, the chapter explored the Leveller and Digger
movements as the instances of struggles for the commons against enclosure and traced

their legacies in the West Indies and connected the sailors’ resistance, the Leveller and

Digger movements, the radical legacy that was transported to the West Indies, the

847 Hay, “Property, Authority and the Criminal Law,” 18.
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golden age piracy, and the American Revolution. At last, the chapter concluded that the
golden age piracy proved to be the most radical and extreme form of resistance as the
pirates could establish a society of their own and could escape, albeit for a limited time,
the grasp of the state and capitalism.

The third chapter discussed the struggle for the commons as both a historical
and contemporary struggle. In this sense, the chapter was primarily focused on the
ongoing character of primitive accumulation as separation of producers from their means
of existence. Although the orthodox Marxist tradition localizes primitive accumulation
in the pre-capitalist historical period and considers it as a one-time process that paved
the way for the emergence of capitalism, another reading, especially from the
autonomous Marxist perspective, interprets primitive accumulation and enclosures as a
continuous movement of capital. In this regard, when taken not as only the historical
enclosure movement, but as the use of extra-economic force in order to separate
producers from their means of subsistence, primitive accumulation continues to enclose
since attempts on the workers’ side that aims to challenge the separation in question
through organizing are reacted against through the use of extra-economic forces by
capital. This suggests that the struggle for the commons against primitive accumulation
has a contemporary relevance, yet this relevance also presents a risk in the sense of
cooptation of the commons by capital. In this regard, the recent revival of discussion on
the commons in mainstream economics against George Hardin’s famous defense of the
enclosures in “The Tragedy of the Commons”, provides an expansion of the discussion
of the commons on the one hand, and on the other paves the way for the cooptation of
the cooptation. Against the liberal understanding of the commons as mere shared
resources, then, the anti-capitalist understanding of the commons emphasizes the
collective and relational aspect of the commons, which is signified by the term
“commoning.”

The commoning activity, in this sense, amounts to “a struggle to prevent the
establishment of the preconditions of capitalism and to transcend these conditions once
they are established as well. It is not exactly a ‘class struggle’ for it is an attempt to

either deny the presuppositions of class existence or to transcend them.”®*° Therefore,

849 Caffentzis, “Three Temporal Dimensions of Class Struggle,” 88.
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the anti-capitalist commons in question comprises of the common goods, commoning
activity, and the community of the commoners. On the other hand, the prevention and
transcendence stressed in the struggle for the commons underlines the prefigurative
aspect of the commoning activity. Insofar as the prefigurative politics is defined as “the
embodiment, within the ongoing political practice of a movement, of those forms of
social relations, decision-making, culture, and human experience that are the ultimate
goal”®? the chapter summarized the characteristics of the prefigurative politics as
means-ends equivalence, construction of alternatives, nonhierarchical and bottom-up
organization, direct democracy, forming of new subjectivities, direct action, rejection of
engagement with state and construction of the future ideals in the present. In this regard,
the commoning activity as a movement was analyzed as a prefigurative movement since
the commoning activity was a direct action that was autonomous from state and reflected
its ends as the commons in the means employed as commoning while constructing the
alternative of future ideals in the present. Moreover, the commoning activity produced
and reproduced new subjectivities of the commoners while at the same time being
produced and reproduced by those commoners. In addition, the commons was based on
nonhierarchical and bottom-up organization and employed direct democracy.

The fourth chapter discussed the society constituted by the golden age piracy on
the pirate ship as a society based on a radically democratic, antihierarchical, horizontal
and egalitarian organization. In this line, the chapter briefly introduced the life onboard
merchant and navy vessels on which the majority, if not all, of the pirates had been
employed before turning pirate. After that, the chapter outlined the democratic,
horizontal and egalitarian organization of the pirate ship, which was supported by the
pirate articles which were drawn collectively in the founding moment of a pirate crew.
The three sets of articles included in the A General History of the Pirates written by
Captain Charles Johnson were provided in length. Despite the fact that every pirate crew
created its own articles, “because of the similarity of these ship’s articles, pirates—Ilike
the citizens of any commonwealth—always shared a general understanding of what was

acceptable and unacceptable behavior, no matter what port they might be visiting or
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what ship they might be serving on.”®! In a nutshell, the pirate articles guaranteed
democratic decision-making, egalitarian distribution of wealth and resources, and
regulated discipline onboard. In addition to the pirate articles, the common council on
the pirate ship, as the highest authority onboard, ensured the pirate organization based on
direct, egalitarian, and nonhierarchical organization. In addition, the society constituted
by the pirates was multinational as it included pirates of different nations as well as
pirates of African descent. The historical records showing that there were at least two
women pirates also suggest that the view of women onboard the pirate ship was
radically different from the navy and merchant ships. Lastly, the pirates’ attitudes
towards religion and homosexuality were also dissident in contrast to the traditional
attitudes. Thus, the pirate ship was an emancipatory space for dissidents, people of
African descent, and women.

The fifth chapter analyzed the golden age piracy as a prefigurative commoning
movement. Firstly, it was argued that the struggle for the commons included common
goods whose enclosure is to be prevented, commoning as in commonization in order to
expand the commons, and the commoners who engage in the activity of commoning. In
this way, the commoning activity against enclosure and primitive accumulation was
related to “doing” against abstraction of labor and prevention and communization were
related to the ‘“against-and-beyond” abstraction. Therefore, the two main moments of
commoning were posited as “the plural activity of doing, understood simply generally as
social labour taking the form of commoning” and “the decision-making process, the
definition of rules for the collective governance of the commons, another form of
doing.”8

In connection with this, the chapter argued that the movement of golden age
piracy corresponded to doing in common, or pirating in common against-and-beyond
abstraction, firstly as a resistance of idleness as useful doing against abstract labor,
which also allowed the pirates to institute their autonomy and self-determination. The
self-determination, in turn, was only possible through the challenge of separation of

producers from their means of subsistence. Thus, the pirates took the collective

81 Sherry, Raiders and Rebels, 90.
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ownership of their means of subsistence that was the merchant or navy ship that
belonged to capital or state and commonized it, transforming the ship into the
commonized pirate ship. On the one hand, the organization of space onboard the pirate
ship indicated that the pirate ship belonged collectively to the crew. On the other, the
pirate ship was chiefly used in order to acquire the means of subsistence or the means
required to maintain the ship rather than acquiring and accumulating wealth, thus
removing both the pirate ship and the pirate crew from commodification process. In
addition, the institution of the egalitarian pay system based on share abolished the wage
relation on the pirate ship. In this way, doing in common or pirating in common on the
pirate ship took the form of communal doing as the doing aimed towards the goals
collectively decided and reciprocal doing as indicated by the introduction of a social
security system among pirates.

In connection with this doing in common, the collective governance as another
form of doing was based on the pirate articles that were drawn collectively, and ensured
democratic decision-making, egalitarian distribution of wealth and resources, and
regulated discipline onboard the pirate ship. The collective governance was not limited
to the pirate articles, though. The common council as the absolute authority on the pirate
ship was an egalitarian and democratic institution that was inspired by the contempt held
against the hierarchical organization on navy and merchant vessels and that allowed
every member of the pirate crew an equal say on matters regarding the pirate ship and
the pirates themselves. Thus, the pirate movement constituted an alternative government
of the ship in contrast to the government of merchant and navy ships as the embodiment
of capital and state as well as an alternative way of living to the former lives of the
pirates that were determined by money and commodification. the pirate movement, in
this sense, aimed to put “choice in themselves”, to take control of their lives, to decide
and act without any limits posed by capital and state on their lives, to do in common.

On the other hand, doing in common, the commoning activity produced and
reproduced the community of commoners while at the same time being produced and
reproduced by the latter. In this way, the pirates movement constituted a new
subjectivity of pirate as a commoner. The new subjectivity in question was based on

creation of relational values such as justice and honesty. In addition, pirating in common
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created a solidarity among various pirate crews as shown by their spontaneous
cooperation at sea. The solidarity in question was a transnational one as it was not based
on national identities, and it included pirates of African descent and women pirates as
well. The most crucial and famous symbol of the transnational solidarity was the Jolly
Roger, the black flag of pirates.

Lastly, the golden age of piracy was a prefigurative movement since against the
grievances of the common sailors against capital, primitive accumulation, and state, the
pirate movement took direct action by occupying the ship and taking the collective
ownership of the ship. The direct action in question resulted in the abolition of wage
labor, egalitarian social and economic relations onboard, horizontal democracy that
allowed for the putting “choice in themselves” and instituting self-determination and
autonomy (both from capital and state as well as society) for the pirates, creation of a
collective society that also produced and reproduced a new subjectivity as the pirate as
commoner against the subjectivities imposed by capital and nation state such as laborer
and monarch’s subject. The direct action of the pirate movement, in this sense,
constructed an alternative order autonomous from capital and state and by doing so
actualized its ideals in the present and reflected its ends in the means employed to reach
those ends. Thus, the pirate movement was a prefigurative movement as “the
embodiment, within the ongoing political practice of a movement, of those forms of
social relations, decision-making, culture, and human experience that are the ultimate
goal.”833

The pirates of the golden age could be considered as violent plunderers, yet it
should also be noted that they mostly plundered the plunderers operated on behalf of the
state and capital. As Caffentzis rightly puts, “after all, the pirates expropriated the most
advanced machine of their period, the ocean-going ship, ran it on new communalist rules
and used it to plunder the plunders [sic] of American wealth.”%* On the other hand, it
should also be noted that violence used in the context of the hierarchical order on
merchant and navy ships was one of the chief reasons that a sailor turned pirate and the

pirates used violence mainly to punish those who had been violent towards common

853 Boggs, “Marxism, Prefigurative Communism, and the Problem of Workers’ Control,” 100.
854 Caffentzis, “The Future of ‘the Commons’,” 34.

218



sailors. Thus, as Metallica once said, “but violent use brings violent plans.”®>> On the
other hand, the pirate movement could be seen as employing parasitic tactics that preyed
upon the maritime trade and being based on zero production, thus it could be argued that
the pirate movement could not transform relations of production and could not constitute
an alternative to relations of production. Yet, the movement could, to some extent,
separate itself from the relations of production through the revolt of their doing against
abstraction. In this sense, it should be recalled that “concrete doing is the ecstasy of
abstract labour: ecstasy as ek-stasis, standing outside abstract labour while existing
within it, standing outside as actual and potential otherness.”®® Thus, the pirate
movement stood outside the relations of production while existing within the relations of
production while at the same time existing as “actual and potential otherness.”

In sum, this study argued that primitive accumulation and enclosure as the
separation of producers from their means of subsistence was not a one-time process that
was only the prerequisite for capitalism but it belongs to the concept of capital since
accumulation proper is the expanded reproduction of this separation through economic
means, yet when the reproduction in question is faced by challenges against the
separation, “rigidities”, primitive accumulation, enclosure, come into the play as
accumulation by extra-economic means. Therefore, neither primitive accumulation and
enclosure nor the struggle against enclosure in the form of struggle for the commons are
a relic of history. In this sense, the study, following Federici, argued that “commons
have been the thread that has connected the history of the class struggle into our time,

and indeed the fight for the commons is all around us.”%%’

In line with this, the pirate
movement of the golden age was discussed as a commoning movement, as a moment on
that thread connecting the history to the present. In addition, it considered this
commoning movement as a prefigurative movement that reflected its ends through its
means and constructed the ideal and alternative vision in the present. The significance of

this analysis was that the pirate movement, on the one hand, an inspiration for the

contemporary struggles and movements, was a crack on the surface of capitalism that
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was closed in time yet produced a memory to look upon to. On the other hand, the
organization of the pirate movement was a precursor for both the organizational methods
of the early 20" century such as soviets, councils, and the contemporary movement
organizations such as forums and assemblies. Furthermore, the abolition of wage labor
on the pirate ship that the movement attempted and successfully carried on, albeit for a
limited time, could prove to be a lesson for the contemporary movements and class
struggle that primarily focus on struggles within linear and circular time such as
struggles over the length of workday, boycotts, strikes, mobility of workers and simple
rejection of biological reproduction. In this way, instead of struggles that remain within
the confines of abstraction of labor, the revolt of doing against abstraction might be a
more relevant approach as “a struggle to prevent the establishment of the preconditions
of capitalism and to transcend these conditions once they are established as well.”#

As a final note, I’d like to refer to Samwise Gamgee’s thoughts when he saw a
white star in Mordor: “Sam saw a white star twinkle for a while. The beauty of it smote
his heart, as he looked up out of the forsaken land, and hope returned to him. For like a
shaft, clear and cold, the thought pierced him that in the end the Shadow was only a
small and passing thing: there was light and high beauty for ever beyond its reach.”®%
The pirate movement of the golden age showed that just as the Shadow, capital and
abstraction of labor could be a passing thing beyond whose reach there could be doing in

common. The hope remains.
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B. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Bu calisma, kapitalist toplumsal iligkilere karsi direnen ve ona alternatif
olusturan bir hareket olarak korsanligin altin ¢agini incelemeyi amaclamaktadir. Bu
anlamda calisma, kapitalizmin ortaya ¢ikisini ve ona eslik eden ekonomik, yasal,
kiiltiirel ve politik dontigiimleri, yalnizca tarihsel bir olgu olarak degil, ayn1 zamanda
kapitalizme igkin, siiregelen bir siire¢ olarak ilksel birikime 6zel bir vurgu yaparak
analiz etmektedir. Bununla baglantili olarak ¢aligma, miisterekler miicadelesinin ¢agdas
hareketler icin ilksel birikim kadar alakali oldugunu o6ne siirmektedir. Altin ¢agdaki
korsan hareketi bir miistereklestirme hareketi olusturmaktadir zira korsanlar, gemilerinin
miilkiyetine kolektif olarak sahip olmak ve {iicretli emegi ortadan kaldirmak yoluyla
miistereken eyleyebilmiglerdir. Hiyerarsik olmayan bir 6rgiitlenme ve dogrudan ve yatay
demokrasiye dayali bir karar alma siireci yoluyla gemiyi kolektif olarak
yonetebilmislerdir. Dahasi, istirak¢i korsan olarak yeni bir 6znellik olusturabilmislerdir.
Ayrica, s6z konusu miistereklestirme hareketi, yalnizca kapitalist toplumsal iliskileri
reddetmekle kalmayip, ayn1 zamanda dogrudan eyleme ve arag-amac¢ denkligine dayali
olarak ideallerin simdiki zamanda gercgeklestirilmesi anlaminda alternatif bir toplum
olusturdugu oOlciide, prefigiiratif bir hareket anlamina gelmektedir. Altin ¢ag
korsanliginin prefigiiratif bir miistereklestirme hareketi olarak analizi, hareketin cagdas
hareketler icin bir ilham kaynagi oldugunu ve kapitalizmin yilizeyinde zamanla kapanan
ancak bakilip hatirlanacak bir hatira iireten bir catlagi temsil ettigini gdstermenin yani
sira cagdas hareketler i¢in bazi dersler sundugunu 6ne stirmektedir.

Korsanlik tanimlamasi zor bir kavramdir. Kimin korsan oldugu, kimin olmadigi
¢ogu zaman muallakta kalan bir konudur. Genis anlamiyla korsanlik, denizlerde yapilan
soygun anlamma gelmektedir. Ote yandan, korsanlar antik ¢aglardan beri hostis humani
generis olarak nitelendirilmektedir. Latince olan bu terim “tiim insanli§in diismani”
anlamma gelmektedir. Dahas1 bu terim vasitasiyla, 6zellikle Ingiltere/Birlesik Krallik’ta

on yedinci yiizy1l sonu, on sekizinci ylizy1l basinda yapilan korsan yargilamalarinda,
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korsanlarin insanliktan ¢ikarildigini, vahsi hayvanlara benzetildigini, dogal haklardan
yoksun brrakildigini, kanunun ve devletlerin/hiikiimdarlarin  korumasinin disinda
birakildigin1 gérmekteyiz. Yani korsanlik devletler ve devlet gorevlileri tarafindan
oldukga ciddi bir su¢ olarak goriilmektedir.

Dolayisiyla, genis anlamiyla denizlerde yapilan soygun taniminin korsanlig
tanimlamak icin pek de uygun olmadigini 6ne siirebiliriz. Bu yiizden daha dar anlamda
bir korsanlik tanimi1 daha faydali olacaktir. O halde bu dar tanim, herhangi bir yasal
otorite tarafindan verilmis bir izni olmadan, tabi olduklar1 devlete/millete bakmadan tiim
gemileri hedef alan deniz soyguncularin1 korsan olarak ele almaktadir. Yine de bu tanim
da sorundan yoksun degildir. Ornegin Ingiltere hesabma ve Ingiliz hiikiimdarinim izniyle
korsanlik yapan, 1577-1580 yillar1 arasinda yaptigi yolculukla diinyanin g¢evresini
dolasan ilk Ingiliz olan Francis Drake, Ingiltere igin yaptig1 hizmetler sayesinde Sir
finvan1 alip sovalye ilan edilmistir. Fakat Ingiltere hiikiimdarmin izniyle Ispanyol
gemilerine saldiran, Amerika kitasindaki Ispanyol yerlesimlerine akinlar diizenleyen ve
yagma yapan, Ingiltere’nin ulusal kahramami Sir Francis Drake’in Ispanyol taht:
tarafindan bir korsan, hostis humani generis, tim insanli§in diismani olarak goriilmiis
olduguna siiphe yoktur.

Yine ingiltere tahti tarafindan korsanlar1 avlamasi icin gérevlendirilen fakat
ciktigi yolculukta korsanlik yapmis olan Kaptan William Kidd, yiiksek yerlerde
tanidiklar1 oldugu icin korsanhik suclamasindan ¢ok korkmamis ve Ingiltere’ye geri
donmiistiir. Fakat Tory’ler ve Whig’ler arasindaki siyasi ¢ekismeye kurban giderek
yargilanmig ve Oliime mahkim edilmistir. Dolayistyla, kimin korsan oldugu, kimin
olmadig siyasi kosullara degiskenlik gosterebilmektedir.

Her haliikarda, korsanligin deniz ticareti kadar eski bir pratik oldugunu
sOyleyebiliriz. Korsanligin birgok tarihsel 6rnegi bulunmaktadir: Sekizinci ve dokuzuncu
yiizyillarda akinlar diizenleyen Vikingler, on dokuzuncu yiizyilda faaliyet gosteren Cinli
korsanlar, hatta giiniimiize dair bir Ornek olarak Somalili korsanlar. Bu tez ise
korsanligin altin ¢agi olarak adlandirilan dénemi kapsamaktadir. Korsanligin altin ¢agi
donemsellestirmesi tarihgiden tarihgiye degisiklik gostermektedir. Yine de bu donemi
kabaca 1650 ile 1730 yillar1 arasindaki donem olarak alabiliriz. Tez, spesifik olarak ise

1716 ile 1726 yillar1 arasinda Atlantik Okyanusu’nda faaliyet gosteren korsanlari
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incelemektedir. Zira bu donemde faaliyet gosteren korsanlar sayica gayet fazladir,
herhangi ayrim gézetmeden tiim devletlerin gemilerine saldirmistir ve Atlantik ticaretini
biiylik 6l¢iide sekteye ugratmistir.

1713 yili Atlantik korsanlig1 acisindan 6nemli bir ana isaret etmektedir. 1701
yilinda baslamis olan Ispanya Veraset Savasi, 1713 yilinda imzalanan Utrecht
Anlagmastyla sona ermistir. Bu savasin sona ermesiyle, savasin taraflari, Britanya,
Fransa ve Ispanya donanmalarini demobilize etmeye baslamistir. Ornegin Britanya
Kraliyet Donanmasmin 1712 yilinda 49,860 olan mevcudu, 1714 yilinda 13,475’e
inmistir. Bu demobilizasyon siireci ise yalnizca denizciligi ve deniz savasini bilen bir¢ok
denizcinin igsiz kalmasina yol agmustir. Bu issizlik artisina bagli olarak savasin sonunda
korsan sayisi ciddi bir artis gostermistir.

1716 ile 1726 yillar1 arasinda faaliyet gosteren korsanlarin énemi tiim diinyaya
savas acmalari, acik bir sekilde devleti reddetmeleri ve iicretli emegi ortadan
kaldirmalarinda yatmaktadir. Bu sekilde, bu dénemdeki korsanlar ya tiiccarda viicut
bulunan kapitale ya da kaptanda viicut bulan devlete ait olan gemiyi
miistereklestirebilmis ve bu gemiyi korsan miirettebatinin kolektif olarak sahip oldugu
korsan gemisi haline doniistiirebilmistir. Korsan gemisine kolektif olarak sahip olmak
ise, Ureticileri, ge¢im/liretim araglarina dogrudan erigimlerinden ayirma ve dolayisiyla
iireticileri ge¢im araglarina ulasabilmek i¢in iicretli emege mahkum etme siirecine bir
kars1 ¢ikisa tekabiil etmektedir.

Bu baglamda c¢aligma, ireticileri, ge¢im/iiretim araglarina dogrudan
erisimlerinden ayirma anlaminda ilksel birikimi, siliregelen bir siire¢, kapitalizmin
siiregelen bir bileseni olarak ele almaktadir. Daha iyi anlatmak gerekirse, kapitalist
toplumsal iliskilerin var olmast icin Treticilerin gecim araclarindan ayrilmasi
gerekmektedir fakat ayni zamanda kapitalist toplumsal iliskilerin yeniden iiretiminin
devami i¢in de bu ayrim bir gerekliliktir. Dolayisiyla, kapitalizm bir kez tesis edildikten
sonra Ureticilerin gecim araglarindan ayrimini, kendi kavraminin onciilii ve ickin bir
gerekliligi olarak yeniden iiretmek zorundadir. Bu ayrimin yeniden {iretimi ise genellikle
kapitalizmin ekonomik yasalar1 araciligiyla gergeklesmektedir zira kapitalizm, egitim,
gelenek ve aliskanlik yoluyla bu {iretim bi¢iminin gerekliliklerini tartismasiz dogal

yasalar olarak goren bir is¢i sinifi yaratir. Ancak, s6z konusu yeniden iiretim herhangi
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bir meydan okumayla karsilastiginda, bu ayrimi yeniden iiretmek i¢in ekonomi-disi
giicler miidahale etmektedir.

[lksel birikimin siiregelen karakterine karsi miisterekler miicadelesi de
stiregelen bir miicadele olarak one siiriilebilir. Bu baglamda tez, altin ¢ag korsanligini,
smif miicadelesini gilinlimiize baglayan bir iplik olarak diisiinebilecek miisterekler
miicadelesinin bir anma isaret ettigini One siirmektedir. Dahasi tez, miisterekler
miicadelesini yalnizca ¢itlemeleri engellemeye yonelik bir hareket olarak degil ayni
zamanda miisterekleri toplumsal hayatin yeni alanlarina genisletmeye yonelik bir
miicadele olarak ele almakta, boylelikle de miistereklerin prefigiiratif karakterini ortaya
koymaktadir zira prefigiiratif siyaset bir hareketin siiregelen siyasi pratigi i¢inde, nihai
hedef olan toplumsal iligski, karar alma, kiiltiir ve insan deneyimi bi¢imlerinin
somutlastirilmasi anlamina gelmektedir.

Boylece korsanlar s6z konusu ayrimi ortadan kaldirarak, miistereklestirdikleri
korsan gemilerindeki ticretli emegi de ortadan kaldirmis olmuslardir. Buna ek olarak,
neredeyse tamamu ticaret ya da donanma hizmetinde ¢alismis olan ve ticaret ve donanma
gemilerinde sermaye ve devlet tarafindan dayatilan hiyerarsik diizeni deneyimleyen
korsanlar, kokleri Jamaika Disiplini'ne uzanan ve yatay, demokratik ve esitlik¢i bir karar
alma silirecine dayanan alternatif bir gemi yonetimi tasarlamislardir. Dolayisiyla altin
cagin korsanlar1 gemide hem sermayeye hem de devlete karsi alternatif bir toplum
yaratmiglardir. Ancak s6z konusu alternatif geriye doniik bir alternatif degil, disa doniik
bir alternatiftir; zira altin ¢ag korsanlarmin hareketi, yalnizca devleti, sermayeyi ve
licretli emegi reddetmekle kalmayip, ayni zamanda korsanlarin miistereklestirilmis
korsan gemilerinde hayal ettikleri ideal toplumu Ongoéren alternatif bir toplum
yaratmalar1 anlaminda prefigiiratif bir miistereklestirme hareketiydi.

Altin ¢ag korsanliginin prefigiiratif bir miistereklestirme hareketi olarak énemi
cok yonliidiir. Bu ¢alisma bir yandan kapitalizmin kagiilmaz olmadigini ve alternatifsiz
olmadigini gostermeyi amaglamaktadir. i1k olarak, kapitalizmin ortaya ¢ikis1 Ingiltere'de
koyliiler ve toprak sahibi soylular arasinda yasanan smif miicadelesinin bir yan
irliinidiir. Bununla baglantili olarak, bu calismanin gostermeyi amagladigi ilksel
birikimin siiregelen karakteri, miistereklerin ve miisterekler miicadelesinin gliniimiizde

de gecerli oldugu ve kapitalizme kars1 direnis tarihi boyunca da gegerli oldugu anlamina
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gelmektedir. Miistereklerin giincelligi, miisterekleri kapitalizme bir alternatif olarak one
cikarmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda, korsanligin altin ¢agi, tarihte tarim kapitalizminin ortaya
ciktig1, merkantilizmin yiikseliste oldugu ve sanayi kapitalizminin heniiz ortaya
¢ikmadigr bir doneme tekabiil etmektedir. Oysa hem gemi inga sanayi hem de deniz
ticareti ve dolasgiminda kullanilan gemiler fabrikanin oOnciilii olarak goriilebilir ve
denizciler ilk kolektif iicretli igciler arasindadir. Altin c¢ag korsanligmin, iireticilerin
gecim araglarindan ayrilmasi anlaminda ilksel birikime kars1 prefigiiratif bir
miistereklestirme hareketi olarak incelenmesi, s6z konusu alternatifin 17. yiizyilin
sonlar1 ve 18. yiizyilin baglarinda olusturulabildigini gostermektedir. Bu hareketin
sonunda yenilgiye ugramis olmasi dnemli degildir, ¢iinkii korsan hareketi kapitalizmin
ylzeyinde bir "gatlak" yaratabilmis ve bu catlak sayesinde giizel bir alternatifin
hatirasin1 yakalayarak potansiyel ve alternatif bir gelecege dair anlik bir goriintii elde
edebilmisizdir.

Bu baglamda tez, altin ¢ag korsanligmnin kapitalizme kars1 bir direnis olarak,
ozellikle de sermayeye ve kapitalist toplumsal iliskilere karsi ve bunlarin Gtesinde,
kapitalizme kars1 cagdas hareketler ve miicadeleler i¢in ¢ikarimlara yer birakan
prefigiiratif bir miistereklestirme hareketi olarak analiz edilip edilemeyecegine cevap
aramaktadir. Daha genel anlamda, calisma kapitalizmin alternatifsiz oldugu iddiasim
arastirmay1 amacglamaktadir. Bu anlamda tez, genellikle kapitalizm 6ncesi tarihin bir
kalintis1 olarak goriilen miisterekler icin miicadelenin kapitalizme bir alternatif olusturup
olusturmadigini sorgulamayi1 amaglamaktadir. Bununla baglantili olarak, ¢aligma, hem
kapitalizmin tarihsel kurulugsunun bir 6nkosulu hem de kapitalizmin yeniden tiretimi i¢in
bir gereklilik olarak ele alinan ilksel birikimin siiregelen karakterini arastirmaktadir.
Ayrica tez, miisterekler i¢in verilen miicadelenin prefigiiratif bir karaktere sahip
oldugunu gostermeyi amaglamaktadir. Buna dayanarak, ¢caligma altin ¢ag korsanliginin
kapitalizme bir alternatif olusturup olusturamayacagini ve bu alternatifin miisterekler
icin verilen prefigiiratif bir miicadele olarak kabul edilip edilemeyecegini
incelemektedir.

Bu soruyu yanitlamak igin g¢aligma, mevcut birincil kaynaklara ve birincil
kaynaklarin mevcut olmadigi durumlarda ikincil kaynaklara dayali karsilagtirmali bir

tarihsel arastirma yiiriitmektedir. Korsanligin altin ¢agina iliskin mahkeme kayitlar1 veya
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yazigmalar gibi birincil kaynaklarin bulunmamasi ve bu kaynaklara dijital erisimin kisith
olmasi, tez i¢in bir smnirlama teskil etmekte ve tez bu sinirlamay1 ikincil kaynaklari
kullanarak agsmaya c¢alismaktadir. Calisma, kapitalizmin ortaya cikist ve altin ¢ag
korsanliginin orgiitlenmesine iliskin tarihsel arka plani, asagidan yukariya tarihi veya
toplumsal tarihi merkeze alan bir perspektife dayali tarihsel analiz yoluyla inceledikten
sonra, miisterekler ve prefigiiratif siyasete iliskin kavramsal analizlere bagvurarak teorik
bir cerceve insa ediyor. Son olarak, calisma, altin cag korsanliginin prefigiiratif bir
miistereklestirme hareketi oldugunu gostermek igin teorik ¢ercevede gelistirilen
kavramlar1 kullanarak altin ¢ag korsanligiin karsilastirmali bir analizini yapmaktadir.

Tezde kullanilmis olan baz1 temel kavramlart agiklamak gerekirse;

- Tlksel birikim: Kisaca, iireticinin iiretim araglarindan koparildig: tarihsel siireg
anlamma  gelmektedir. Ancak c¢alisma, ilksel birikimi sadece {ireticilerin
miilksiizlestirilmesini ve sermaye birikimini amaglamadigi, ayni1 zamanda iki farkli meta
sahibinin, sermaye sahibi ve emek giicli sahibinin piyasada karsi1 karsiya gelmesi
anlaminda kapitalist toplumsal iliskileri ortaya ¢ikarmay1 amagladigi i¢cin devam eden
bir slire¢ olarak gormektedir. Dolayisiyla, bu toplumsal iligkilere meydan okunmadigi
stirece birikim devam eder, ancak bu toplumsal iligkilere meydan okundugunda ayrimi
saglamak i¢in ilksel birikim devreye girer.

- Miisterekler: ortak mallar, miistereklestirme ve istirakcilerden olusan sosyal
sistemlerdir. Miistereklerin en Onemli bileseni miistereklestirme eylemidir: Siirekli
mistereklestirme, ortaklasa (yeniden) iiretme faaliyetleri olmadigi miiddetce
miistereklerden bahsetmek imkansizdir.

- Miistereklestirme: miisterek mallar1 oldugu kadar istirakcileri de {ireten ve
yeniden {lireten ve ayni zamanda istirak¢iler tarafindan {tiretilen ve yeniden {iretilen
eylemdir. Miistereklestirme eyleminin iki temel an1 vardir: miistereken eylemenin ¢ogul
faaliyeti ile eylemenin bagka bir bi¢imi olarak kolektif karar verme siireci.

- Prefigiiratif Siyaset: “Bir hareketin siiregelen siyasi pratigi icinde, nihai hedef
olan toplumsal iligki, karar alma, kiiltiir ve insan deneyimi bi¢imlerinin
somutlastirilmasi.”

Tim bunlarm 1s18inda, tezin ikinci boliimii kapitalizmin ortaya ¢ikisini ve

kapitalizme kars1 cesitli direnis 6rneklerini ve bunlara eslik eden doniisiimleri sunmay1
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ve tartigmay1 amaglamaktadir. Bolimde ilk olarak, kapitalizmin ortaya ¢ikisina eslik
eden gelismeler ve doniisiimler ile kapitalizme karsi direnis ve miicadele ele
alinmaktadir. Bu baglamda boliim, s6z konusu gelisme ve doniisiimleri ekonomi, hukuk,
kiiltiir ve siyaset olmak iizere dort ana bashik altinda ele almaktadir. ilk olarak,
miilksiizlestirme yoluyla siradan insanlarin gec¢im araclarina erisiminin tek yolu haline
getirilen iicretli emek iliskisi aciklanmaktadir. Kapitalizm Ingiltere'de feodal soylular ve
koyliiler arasindaki sinif miicadelelerinin bir yan iirlinii olarak ortaya c¢ikmis ve
koylilerin ve diger siradan insanlarin miilkslizlestirilmesi ve dogrudan gecim
araclarindan koparilmasiyla sonuglanmistir. Boylece, emegin metalagmasi olarak ticretli
emek, gecime erisim i¢in tek yol haline gelmistir. Bu ekonomik doniisiime hukuki bir
dontistim eslik etmistir. Gelismekte olan kapitalizm dogrultusunda miilkiyetin yeniden
tanimlanmasinin yani sira sugun da yeniden tanimlanmasi bu doniisiimiin temelinde yer
almistir. Mutlak 6zel miilkiyet anlayisi ¢itleme hareketiyle birlikte miisterekler
kavraminin aleyhine agirlik kazanmistir. Buna ek olarak, miilkiyete karsi Oliimle
cezalandirilan yeni suclarin yaratilmasi, miilkiyetin yeniden tanimlanmasinin yan1 sira
miilkiyetin artan kutsalligint da vurgulamigtir. Bu doniisiimlere eslik eden kiiltiirel
dontisiim ise yoksullugun toplumsal diizenin vazgecilmez bir parcasi haline geldigini ve
aylakligin kapitalist bliylimenin 6niinde bir engel oldugunu gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla
miilksliz yoksullarin {icretli emek¢i olabilmeleri i¢in disipline edilmeleri, kolayca
disipline edilebilmeleri i¢in de yoksul kalmalar1 gerekmekteydi. Siyasi doniislim,
devletin tarimsal kapitalist sinifin elinde merkezilestigine isaret etmekteydi, 6te yandan
devlet ticari kapitalist ¢ikarlari da goz ardi etmiyordu, bdylece tagrada yiikselen
kapitalizm uluslararasi ticaretle gelisti. Biiyliyen uluslararasi ticaret, miilksiiz kitlenin
icretli emege artan bagimliligina ragmen, 6nemli bir oranda bask1 yoluyla, zorla askere
alma yoluyla saglanmasi1 gereken biiyiik bir deniz emegine ihtiya¢ duymaktaydi. Bu
istihdam taktigi, hapsedilme, siki disiplin ve deniz is¢iliginin tehlikeleri gibi denizdeki
diger c¢alisma kosullartyla birlikte, deniz is¢iliginin benzersizligine isaret etmekteydi.
Miilksiizlestirme dalgasi, ticretli emege bagimlilik, ortaya ¢ikan c¢alisma disiplini,
miilkiyetin yeniden tanimlanmasi, devletin merkezilesmesi hem karada hem de denizde
direngle karsilannmstir. Ucretli emek iliskisine direnildi, cagdas yazarlarin kinamalarina

ragmen aylakliktan vazgecilmedi, gidanin metalagsmasina karsi gida isyanlar1 yasandi.
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Ayrica, Ingiliz I¢ Savasi sirasinda, 6zel miilkiyeti hedef almanin yam sira genel oy
hakkini da amaclayan daha radikal hareketler, Leveller ve Digger hareketleri ortaya
cikmistir. On yedinci yiizyildaki bu direnis 6rneklerini, altin ¢ag korsanligi, denizci
grevleri, baskiya karst miicadeleler ve Amerikan Devrimi ile baglantili olan denizci
direnisi izlemistir. Bu baglamda, altin cag korsanligi, korsanlarin kendilerine ait bir
toplum kurabilmeleri ve sinirl bir siire i¢in de olsa devletin ve kapitalizmin kiskacindan
kacabilmeleri nedeniyle direnisin en radikal ve asir1 bi¢imi oldugunu kanitlamistir.

Tezin ticlincli boliimii, ilksel birikimin tarihsel bir olay degil, devam eden bir
siire¢ oldugunu, dolayisiyla sadece kapitalizm oncesi tarihe degil, olgun kapitalizm
donemine de ait oldugunu One siirmektedir. O halde, ilksel birikimin siiregelen
karakterine dayanarak, miisterek kavrami da tarihsel bir olgu degildir, aksine simdiki
zamanda mevcuttur. Ancak bu varolus, miisterekleri cantada keklik saymamiz gerektigi
anlamina gelmez ¢iinkii sermaye bir yandan daha Once metalagtirilmamis alanlari
metalastirmak ve Tlreticilerin kapitalist olmayan gecim araglarina erisimini daha da
zorlastirmak i¢in mevcut miisterekleri ¢evrelemeye calisirken, diger yandan da kendi
toplumsal ve ekolojik yeniden iiretim tahribatin1 engellemek igin bir strateji olarak
miisterekler sayesinde onarimi ya da miistereklerin kooptasyonunu kullanir. Dolayistyla
miigterekler icin miicadele, sermayenin miisterekleri kusatma ya da ele gegirme
girisimlerine kars1 araliksiz bir direnis anlamma gelir. Bu baglamda, anti-kapitalist
miistereklerin ortak mallar, istirakciler ya da topluluk ve miistereklestirme faaliyeti

olmak {izere {i¢ bileseni vardir.

Bu baglamda, Caffentzis ve Federici, kat1 bir kilavuz olmamakla birlikte, anti-
kapitalist miistereklere ulagsmak i¢in genel bir cerceve saglayacak gevsek ilkeler olarak
alti1 kriter 6nermektedir ve bunlarda da 6znelligin iiretimi meselesi gortilmektedir: (1)
Her ne kadar etrafimizda hava ve dil gibi miisterekler olsa da, miisterekler sadece maddi
seylere degil, ayn1 zamanda kurucu sosyal pratiklere ve iliskilere de atifta bulunduklar
icin sosyal eylem yoluyla yaratilirlar. Bununla birlikte, yasamin siirdiiriilmesi igin
gerekli olduklarindan yeniden iiretken bir yonleri de vardir. (2) Yasamin
stirdiiriilebilmesi i¢in miisterekler, meta olarak degil kullanim degerleri i¢in kullanilmas1

gereken toprak, su, bilgi, iletisim gibi dogal veya sosyal kaynaklar1 igermelidir. Ancak
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bu kaynaklar bi¢cimindeki ortak zenginlik, insanlarin kontrolii diginda ve devlet kontrolii
altinda oldugu i¢in kamu mali degildir. (3) Yine de kamusal mal ve hizmetlerin
ozellestirilmesine kars1 miicadele miisterekler miicadelesiyle baglantili olmalidir ¢linkii
kamusal mal ve hizmetler hem sosyal giivenlik ya da kamusal saglik hizmetleri i¢in
gecmiste verilen miicadeleleri hem de bunlarin insasi i¢in harcanan toplumsal emegi
icerir. (4) Topluluk miistereklerin vazgecilmez bir pargasidir, ancak sdz konusu topluluk,
iiyelerini segen kapali topluluklara atifta bulunmaz. Miisterekler toplulugunun tiiyeleri
miistereklerin yeniden liretimine yaptiklar1 katkiya gore secilirler. Bu ayn1 zamanda
toplulugun miisterekler i¢indeki iligkiler tarafindan hem yeniden iiretilmesini hem de
yaratilmasini gerektirir. (5) Miistereklerin kullanimi ve yeniden iiretimini diizenleyen
kurallar miisterekler i¢in gereklidir ve bu kurallar genel olarak kolektif karar alma,
iktidarin hiyerarsik olmayan orgiitlenmesi ve esit erisimden olusur. (6) Esitlikei iligkiler,
iiretim ve yeniden liretim araglarina esit erisim gibi miistereklerin temelidir. Bu ilkeler
acisindan miisterekler yalnizca paylasilan kaynaklara degil, ayn1 zamanda yeni, kolektif
Oznelliklerin olusumuna da isaret eder. Bu anlamda miisterekler, ortak mallar,
topluluk/istirakgiler ve miistereklestirme eyleminden olusur.

Miistereklestirme faaliyeti bir yandan miisterek mallarin iiretimini ve yeniden
iiretimini saglamak icin miisterekler arasinda yeni iliskiler kuran, diger yandan da
metalagtirilmis alanlar1 miistereklere doniistiiren bir faaliyet oldugu i¢in iligkisel bir
stirectir. Dolayistyla, bu yeni iligkiler kurma ve metasizlastirma eylemleri araciligiyla,
miistereklestirme faaliyeti bir yandan ¢itlemeye veya kooptasyona karsi bir direnise
isaret ederken, diger yandan da sermayeye alternatiflerin insasi anlamma gelir.
Dolayisiyla, onleme ve ortaklastirma. Miistereklerin genislemesinde oldugu gibi
sermayeye alternatiflerin insasi, kisacas1 miistereklestirme, miistereklerin prefigiiratif ve
politik yoniinii temsil eder. Boylelikle miisterekler hareketleri, 6rnegin, 6zel miilkiyetin
olmadig1 bir toplum ve miistereklere dayali bir toplumsal 6rgiitlenme vizyonu ortaya
koymakta ve tam da bu vizyonu insa ederek bu alternatif vizyona ulagmayi
hedeflemektedir. Dahasi, sermayeye alternatif bir toplum ve toplumsal 6rgiitlenme insa
etmek, miisterekler arasinda kurulan yeni iliskiler ve yeni Oznelliklerin yani sira

dogrudan demokrasiye dayali, hiyerarsik olmayan ve asagidan yukariya bir orgiitlenme
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anlamma gelir. Sonu¢ olarak, miisterekler ve onun prefigiiratif yonii politik ve
doniistiiriicii bir pratige isaret etmektedir.

Boylelikle bu boliimde, miisterekler i¢in miicadele hem tarihsel hem de giincel
bir miicadele olarak ele alinmistir. Bu anlamda, bolim oncelikle iireticilerin gegim
araglarindan ayrilmasi olarak ilksel birikimin siiregelen karakterine odaklanmaistir.
Ortodoks Marksist gelenek ilksel birikimi kapitalizm Oncesi tarihsel doneme
yerlestirerek kapitalizmin ortaya ¢ikisina zemin hazirlayan tek seferlik bir siire¢ olarak
degerlendirse de 6zellikle otonom Marksist perspektiften yapilan bir baska okuma ilksel
birikimi ve c¢itlemeyi sermayenin siirekli bir hareketi olarak yorumlamaktadir. Bu
baglamda, sadece tarihsel ¢itleme hareketi olarak degil, iireticileri ge¢im araglarindan
ayirmak i¢in ekonomi dis1 gii¢ kullanimi olarak ele alindiginda, ilksel birikim ¢itlemeye
devam eder c¢iinkii iscilerin orgilitlenme yoluyla s6z konusu ayrima meydan okumayi
amagclayan girisimlerine sermaye tarafindan ekonomi dis1 gii¢c kullanim1 yoluyla tepki
verilir. Bu durum, ilksel birikime kars1 miisterekler i¢in verilen miicadelenin giincel bir
gecerlilige sahip oldugunu, ancak bu gecerliligin ayn1 zamanda miistereklerin sermaye
tarafindan ele gecirilmesi anlaminda bir risk teskil ettigini gostermektedir. Bu baglamda,
George Hardin'in “The Tragedy of the Commons” (Miistereklerin Trajedisi) adli tinlii
citleme savunusuna karsi ana akim iktisatta miisterekler tartigmasinin son donemde
yeniden canlanmasi, bir yandan miisterekler tartismasinin genislemesini saglarken, diger
yandan da miistereklerin sermaye tarafindan ele gecirilmesinin Oniinii agmaktadir.
Miisterekleri salt paylasilan kaynaklar olarak goren liberal anlayisa karsi, anti-kapitalist
miisterekler anlayisi, miistereklerin "miistereklestirme" terimiyle ifade edilen kolektif ve
iligkisel yoniine vurgu yapar.

Bu anlamda miistereklestirme faaliyeti, “kapitalizmin dnkosullarinin olusmasini
engellemek ve olustuktan sonra da bu kosullar1 asmak icin verilen bir miicadele
anlamia gelir. Bu tam olarak bir ‘simif miicadelesi’ degildir, ¢linkii simif varliginin
onkosullarin1 ya reddetme ya da agma girisimidir.” Dolayistyla s6z konusu anti-
kapitalist miisterekler, ortak mallar, miistereklestirme faaliyeti ve istirakgiler
toplulugundan olusmaktadir. Ote yandan, miisterekler icin miicadelede vurgulanan
onleme ve asma, miistereklestirme faaliyetinin prefigiiratif yoniiniin altim1 ¢izmektedir.

Prefigiiratif siyasetin “bir hareketin siiregelen siyasi pratigi i¢inde, nihai hedef olan
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toplumsal iliski, karar alma, kiiltiir ve insan deneyimi bi¢imlerinin somutlastiriimasi”
olarak tanimlandigi bu boliimde, prefigiiratif siyasetin 6zellikleri arag-amag¢ denkligi,
alternatiflerin insasi, hiyerarsik olmayan ve asagidan yukariya orgiitlenme, dogrudan
demokrasi, yeni 0znelliklerin olusumu, dogrudan eylem, devletle angajmanin reddi ve
gelecek ideallerinin bugilinden insast olarak Ozetlenmistir. Bu baglamda, bir hareket
olarak miistereklestirme faaliyeti prefigiiratif bir hareket olarak analiz edilmistir, ¢linkii
miistereklestirme faaliyeti devletten 6zerk dogrudan bir eylemdir ve miistereklestirme
olarak kullanilan araclarda miisterek olarak amaglarini yansitirken simdiki zamanda
gelecek ideallerinin alternatifini inga etmistir. Dahasi, miistereklestirme faaliyeti
miistereklerin yeni Oznelliklerini {iretip yeniden {iretirken ayni zamanda istirakg¢iler
tarafindan da iiretilip yeniden iiretiliyordu. Buna ek olarak, miisterekler hiyerarsik
olmayan ve asagidan yukariya Orgiitlenmeye dayaniyor ve dogrudan demokrasiyi
kullantyordu.

Tezin dordiincii boliimii, korsanligin altin ¢cagimi 1650-1730 yillar1 arasindaki
donem olarak tanimladiktan sonra, korsanlarin siyasi ve toplumsal orgiitlenmesini
tartigmaktadir. Bunu yapabilmek i¢in dncelikle ticaret ve donanma gemilerindeki yasam
anlatilmaktadir. Gemideki bu yasamin kosullar1 arasinda askerilesmis disiplin, kati
hiyerarsi, isin tehlikeli dogasi yer almaktadir. Ikinci olarak, bu agir calisma
kosullarindan bir kagis yolu olarak korsanliga yonelme ve korsan gemilerindeki 6zerk ve
demokratik toplumsal ve siyasal orgiitlenme incelenmis ve Kaptan Charles Johnson
tarafindan siralanan Ui¢ grup korsan sozlesmesi agiklanmistir. Bu sekilde korsan
demokrasisi, korsan toplulugunun korsan olma karariyla kuruldugu anda imzalanan
sozlesmelere dayandirilmistir. Bu maddeler bir yandan korsanlara bir kaptan segme ve
kaptan1 gorevden alma hakki verirken, diger yandan da gemi ve miirettebatla ilgili tim
konularda son so6zii sdyleme hakki tanimaktaydi. Daha sonra korsanlarin 1rk, milliyet,
ulus ve devlete kars1 tutumlar1 agiklandiktan sonra, korsanligin altin ¢aginin tarihindeki
kadin korsanlarin, Mary Read ve Anne Bonny'nin hikayeleri sunulmustur. Ardindan,
korsanligin siddet yonii ve bir motivasyon olarak intikam analiz edilmistir. Son olarak,
korsanlarin din ve cinsellik konusundaki tutumlari, donemin ana akim tutumlarindan
farklilasan tutumlar olarak agiklanmakta ve korsan toplumu ¢agmin toplum yapisina

mubhalif bir toplum olarak sunulmaktadir. Sonu¢ olarak, altin ¢agin korsanlari,
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gelismekte olan kapitalist toplumsal iligkilere ve ulus-devlet sistemine dayanan diizene
karg1 alternatif bir diizen olusturabilmistir. S6z konusu alternatif diizen, korsan
gemisinin sinirlart i¢inde, miirettebat ve gemiyle ilgili konularda korsan miirettebatinin
tim dyelerine esit s6z hakki taniyan, dogrudan ve katillmeci demokrasi olarak
tanimlanabilecek ve bir tiir kendi kaderini tayin etme bi¢imi olarak degerlendirilebilecek
gemi demokrasisine dayanmaktaydi. Bu baglamda, {i¢ Ornegi sunulan korsan
sozlesmeleri, korsan miirettebatinin kurulus aninda kolektif olarak olusturulan, korsan
gemisinin anayasast olarak diisliniilebilir. Bu baglamda, s6z konusu sdzlesmeler
gemideki karar alma mekanizmasimin dogrudan demokratik ve kaynak dagiliminin
esitlik¢i olmasini saglamanin yani sira gemideki disiplini de diizenlemekteydi. Ayrica,
korsan gemisinin ortak konseyinin en yliksek otorite olmasi, korsan orgiitlenmesinin
dogrudan demokratik, esitlik¢i, hiyerarsik olmayan ve yatay bir orgiitlenme oldugunu
kanitlamaktadir. Bu anlamda, kaptanlik pozisyonu aslinda giivencesiz bir pozisyondu ve
korsan kaptanlar her an gérevden alinabilecek secilmis gorevlilerdi. Korsan kaptaninin
otoritesi sadece savas, takip ya da gemiye ¢ikma sirasinda gecerliydi ve kaptan diger
zamanlarda ortak konseyin kararlarina bagliydi.

Ayrica korsan toplumu, farkli uluslardan korsanlarin yani sira Afrika kokenli
korsanlardan olusan ¢ok uluslu ve ¢ok 1rkli bir toplum olmasi bakimidan da muhalif bir
toplumdu. Dahasi, en az iki kadin korsan oldugunu gosteren tarihi kayitlar da korsan
gemisinde kadinlara bakisin donanma ve ticaret gemilerinden radikal bir sekilde farkli
oldugunu gostermektedir. Son olarak, korsanlarin din ve escinsellik konusundaki
tutumlart da geleneksel tutumlarin aksine muhalifti. Dolayisiyla, korsan gemisi
mubhalifler, Afrika kdkenli insanlar ve kadinlar i¢in 6zgiirlestirici bir alandi.

Yine de korsan toplumunun bu anlatimi idealize edilmis ve romantize edilmis
bir anlatim gibi goriinebilir. Bu baglamda, genel anlamda kabaca 1650 ile 1730 yillar1
arasin1 kapsayan korsanligin altin ¢agma, daha 6zel anlamda ise 1716 ile 1726 yillar
arasindaki doneme odaklanilmasina ragmen, calismanin bir yandan altin c¢agdaki
korsanlarin tiim pratiklerini incelemek caligmanin kapsamini asacagindan, diger yandan
da altin ¢ag korsanligin1 homojen bir hareket olarak ele almak imkansiz olacagindan,
korsanlig1 bir biitiin olarak ele almadigini belirtmek gerekir. Bunun yerine, calisma,

ozellikle o donemin donanma veya ticaret gemilerindeki uygulamalarla
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karsilastirildiginda radikal bir sekilde demokratik, esitlikci, hiyerarsik olmayan ve yatay
olan belirli korsan uygulamalarina odaklanmaktadir.

Tezin besinci boliimii, korsanligin altin ¢agini prefigiiratif bir miistereklestirme
hareketi olarak analiz etmektedir. ilk olarak, altin ¢ag korsanlarinin aylakliga verdigi
yliksek deger, ticaret ve donanma gemilerindeki ¢alisma disiplinine karsi bir direnis
olarak agiklanmaktadir. Boylelikle korsan gemisinde yaratilan aylak yasam bigimi, soyut
emege karsi eylemenin isyan1 olarak ele alinmaktadir. Ardindan s6z konusu aylak yasam
bicimi, korsan hareketinin iireticilerin ge¢im araglarindan, yani geminin kendisinden
ayrilmasina meydan okuyabilecegi ve korsan gemisinin kolektif miilkiyeti yoluyla
korsanlara geri verilebilecegi gergegiyle iliskilendirilmistir. Daha sonra korsan
gemisinde {icretli emegin ortadan kaldirilmasi, korsan gemisinin kolektif miilkiyeti ile
baglantili olarak tartisilmakta ve geminin iggali ile cagdas isyeri iggalleri arasindaki
paralellikler kisaca ele alinmistir.  Miistereken eylemenin/miistereken korsanlik
yapmanin komiinal ve karsilikli yonleri agiklandiktan sonra, korsan gemisinin kolektif
yonetimi anlamindaki toplumsal yonii de bir bagka eyleme bi¢imi olarak tartigilmistir.
Geminin kolektif miilkiyeti yoluyla {icretli emegin ortadan kaldirilmasi ve pay
sisteminin getirilmesi ile gemide benimsenen yatay, demokratik ve esitlik¢i karar alma
stireci yoluyla geminin hiyerarsik yonetiminin ortadan kaldirilmasiyla baglantili olarak,
miistereklestirme faaliyetinin iirettigi ve yeniden iirettigi ve ayni1 zamanda miisterekleri
de iireten ve yeniden {ireten yeni Oznellik, bir miisterek olarak korsan olarak
tartisilacaktir. Son olarak, miistereken eyleme/miistereken korsanlik yapma devlete
dayanmak yerine dogrudan eyleme gectigi, yeni Oznellikler yaratmanin yani sira
hareketin hedefledigi alternatif diizeni insa ederek ve amaglarini kullandig1 araglarla
yansitarak, gemide Ticretli emegin ve hiyerarsik disiplinin ortadan kaldirilmasi,
demokratik ve yatay orgiitlenme gibi hareketin gelecek ideallerini simdide kurdugu i¢in
prefigiiratif bir hareket olarak nitelendirilmistir.

Ornegin, Kaptan Sam Bellamy’nin el koydugu bir geminin kaptaniyla yaptig:
konugma bize korsan hareketinin “belirgin bir sekilde Sosyalist” bir temsilcisi olarak
Bellamy'nin yasalar1 kiicimsedigini ve yasalarin zenginler tarafindan zenginler i¢in
yapildiginin  tamamen farkinda oldugunu gdstermektedir. Dolayisiyla, yasalari

gayrimesru goren Bellamy, zenginler ile korsanlar arasinda tek bir fark gérmekteydi; o
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da birincilerin yasalar1 kullanarak fakirlerden ¢almasi, ikincilerin ise kendi
cesaretlerinden baska higbir seye glivenmeden zenginlerden c¢almasiydi. Bu da
Bellamy'nin adaletsizlik olarak gordiigii bu durumu engellemek icin devlete
giivenmedigini ve korsan yoldaglariyla birlikte ¢oziimii kendi ellerine aldigmi
gostermektedir

Sonug olarak, korsanligin altin ¢agr ve Oncesinde denizcilerin kapitalizme,
kapitalizmin hem O6nkosulu hem de siirdiiriilmesini saglayan ilksel birikime, elbette
yeterli iicreti bile saglamayan ficret iligkisine, gemide mutlak otoriteyi minyatiir bir
hiikiimdar olarak kaptanda toplayan militarize ve hiyerarsik disipline ve minyatiir bir
devlet olarak gemiye kars1 sikayetleri vardi. Bu rahatsizliklara karsi korsan hareketi,
geminin iggal edilmesi ve artitk korsan gemisi olan geminin kolektif miilkiyetinin
alinmasi yoluyla dogrudan eyleme ge¢mistir. Bu dogrudan eylemin sonucu, iicretli
emegin ortadan kaldirilmasi, gemide esitlik¢i sosyal ve ekonomik iliskiler, korsanlara
kendi secimlerini yapma ve kendi kaderlerini tayin etme ve (hem sermaye ve devletten
hem de toplumdan) ozerklik saglayan yatay demokrasi, sermaye ve ulus devlet
tarafindan dayatilan is¢i ve hiikiimdarin 6znesi gibi 6znelliklere karsi istirak¢i olarak
korsan olarak yeni bir Oznellik ilireten ve yeniden iireten kolektif bir toplumun
yaratilmast olmustur. Bu anlamda korsan hareketinin dogrudan eylemi, sermaye ve
devletten 6zerk alternatif bir diizen insa ederek ideallerini simdide hayata ge¢imris ve
amaglarini bu amaglara ulasmak i¢in kullanilan araglara yansitmistir. Dolayistyla korsan
hareketi, "bir hareketin siiregelen siyasi pratigi i¢inde, nihai hedef olan toplumsal iliski,
karar alma, kiiltiir ve insan deneyimi bigimlerinin somutlagmasi1" olarak prefigiiratif bir
harekettir.

Miisterekler i¢in miicadelenin diger pek ¢ok Orneginde oldugu gibi, korsan
hareketi de yenilgiye ugramistir, ancak sdz konusu yenilgi miisterekler ve prefigiiratif
siyaset ya da prefigiiratif miistereklestirme hareketi agisindan sorunlu bir noktadir. Bir
yandan, devlet karsisindaki yenilgilerine ragmen, korsanlar hayal giicli iizerine olan
miicadeleyi kazanmislardir. Diger yandan

hareketi, soyutlamanin olumsuzlanmasi ve bir alternatifin yaratilmasi

anlaminda "olumsuzlama ve yaratma" olarak bir ¢atlagi temsil etmektedir
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Boylece, kapitalizmin ylizeyine atilan bir tas olarak ele alindiginda, korsan
hareketinin yenilgisi, miimkiin olan gelecege anlik ve giizel bir bakisin hatiras1 haline
gelmektedir. Gegmisin direnis miicadeleleri bugiiniin i¢inde birer an1 olarak yasamaya
devam etmektedir. Ayni sekilde, korsanlar da yasamaya devam etmekte. Bu anlamda
hafiza ve hatirlama da miistereklestirmenin bir parcasidir.  Dolayisiyla, korsan
hareketinin analizi ayn1 zamanda miistereklerin (yeniden) icat edilmesi i¢in bir kesfi de
ortaya koymaktadir. Bu baglamda Sitrin ve Azzellini, 2010 sonras1 hareketlerin kiiresel
dalgasini analiz etmeye baslarken, bu hareketler tarafindan tesis edilen yeni pratiklerin
uzun ge¢misine bizden saklanan bir sir olarak atifta bulunmaktadir. S6z konusu sir, eski
Latin Amerika hareketlerinin 1990'lar ve 2000'lerdeki pratikleri ile yerli pratikleridir.
Ancak altin ¢ag korsanliginin prefigiiratif bir miistereklestirme hareketi olarak analizi,
bu sirrin Sitrin ve Azzellini'nin 6ne siirdiigiinden daha uzun bir siire sakli kaldigini
gostermektedir. Tarihte prefigiiratif hareket pratiklerinin  kapitalizme  karsi
miicadelelerde kullanildigim1 gosteren pek c¢ok ornek vardir ve korsan hareketi de
bunlardan biridir.

Sonug olarak, altin ¢ag korsanliginin prefigiiratif miistereklestirme hareketi
yenilmistir, ancak sermaye ve devletin karsisinda ve Otesinde alternatif bir diizen
olusturabilmiglerdir =~ ve  kapitalizme  bir  alternatifin ~ mimkiin  oldugunu
gosterebilmislerdir. Bu dogrultuda, korsan hareketi toplumdan tamamen kopan bir
deneydi ve korsan deneyinin slirmemesi Onemli degildi, cilinkii bir alternatife goz
kirpmaya 1izin veriyordu, bir alternatifin var olabileceginin kanitiydi. Alternatifin
olmadig1 fikrinin normallestirilmesine karsi, bir alternatifin oldugunu, her zaman bir
alternatifin var oldugunu iddia etmek ve hatirlatmak degerlidir.

Korsanlar eninde sonunda yenildiler ve tiim diinyaya kars1 verdikleri savasi
kaybettiler. Basardiklar1 sey, sinirl bir siire i¢in de olsa, devletten ve sermayeden 6zerk
bir toplum kurmak ve buna gore yasamak oldu. Yine de altin ¢ag korsanlarinin
miistereklestirme hareketinden giiniimiiz hareketleri icin bazi1 ¢ikarimlar yapabiliriz. 1k
olarak, benzerlikler: (1) Hem korsan hareketi hem de cagdas miisterekler hareketleri,
ister Onceki on yilin Occupy hareketi isterse alter-kiiresellesme hareketi olsun,
citlemelere karsiydi. Korsan hareketi tipki kendilerinden onceki Levellers ve Diggers

gibi ilksel birikime karsiydi, cagdas miisterekler hareketleri ise oOzellestirme, fikri
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miilkiyet haklar1 ve kamusal mal ve hizmetlerin metalastirilmas1 gibi ekonomi dis1
yollarla birikime karsidir. (2) Hem korsan hareketi hem de c¢agdas miisterekler
hareketleri, ¢itlemelerin gerceklesmesini 6nlemek ve ayni zamanda halihazirda isleyen
miisterekleri genisletmek icin verilen miicadelelerdir. (3) Her ikisi de esitlik¢i, hiyerarsik
olmayan ve dogrudan demokratik bir sekilde orgiitlenmektedir. (4) Her iki hareket de
taleplerin alicis1 ya da aracisi olarak devleti merkeze alan ve politik olani devlete
baglayan toplumsal hareket kavramsallagtirmalarina uymamaktadir. Dolayisiyla, her iki
hareket de her tiirlii hak talebinde bulunmay1 ve devlet iktidarini ele gecirme ya da
devletten talepte bulunma anlaminda devletle iliski kurmay1 reddeder. Bunun yerine, her
iki hareket de iddia ettikleri seyi kendi baslarina olugturmaya calisir.

Ote yandan, (1) korsan hareketinin olasilif1 ve en azindan on yil boyunca
gorece siirdiiriilebilirligi siddetin roliine baglanabilir. Ne de olsa korsanlar donemin en
gelismis makinesini miistereklestirmis ve bunu mesru siddet kullanma tekelini ele
gecirmeye baslayan devlete karsi kullanmislardir. Dahasi, (2) gemilerin sagladigi
hareketlilik korsan hareketini devletin baskisina karsi daha donanimli hale getirmistir.
Bu anlamda hareketlilik bir avantajdi, ancak Midnight Notes Collective’in de belirttigi
gibi, sermayeye kars1 bir alan yaratamamak korsanlar1 yerinden edilmeye, tiikenmeye ve
yok olmaya mahkum etmistir. (3) Korsan hareketinin kendilerini sermayeden ve
piyasadan ayirma c¢abalarina ragmen, yagmaladiklar1 mallar1 satmak zorunda kalmis
olmalar1 bir gercektir. Her ne kadar korsanlarin altin ve giimiis hazineleri hikayeleri
dogru olmasa da diger gemilerden ele gegirilen mallarin ¢ogu korsan gemisinin bakimi
veya miirettebatin beslenmesi icin gerekli mallar olsa da ve ¢ogu zaman yagmalanan
mallarin satilmasiyla elde edilen para M-C-M dongiisti anlaminda birikimsel amaglara
hizmet etmeyip C-M-C dongiisii anlaminda gecim i¢in kullanilsa da, korsanlarin satmak
icin pazarlara ihtiyaglar1 vardi. Bu da sermayeye bagimliliga isaret etmektedir.
Dolayisiyla miistereken yagma ve talan yeterli olmayabilir; miistereken iiretim de
gereklidir. Dolayistyla, “Isgal Et, Diren, Yagmala” yerine “Isgal Et, Diren, Uret”.

Ozetle bu ¢aligma, iireticilerin gec¢im araglarmdan ayrilmasi olarak ilksel
birikim ve ¢itlemenin, kapitalizmin sadece on kosulu olan tek seferlik bir siire¢
olmadigini, sermaye kavramina igkin oldugunu, ¢linkii ger¢ek birikimin bu ayrimin

ekonomik araclarla genisletilmis yeniden iiretimi oldugunu, ancak s6z konusu yeniden
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iiretim, ayrima karsi meydan okumalarla karsilastiginda, “katiliklarin, ilkel birikimin,
citlemenin, ekonomi dis1 araglarla birikim olarak devreye girdigini savunmaktadir.
Dolayisiyla ne ilksel birikim ve ¢itleme ne de ¢itlemeye karsi miisterekler i¢in miicadele
bi¢cimindeki miicadele tarihin bir kalintisidir. Bu anlamda ¢alisma, Federici'yi izleyerek,
miistereklerin siif miicadelesi tarihini gliniimiize baglayan iplik oldugunu ve aslinda
miisterekler i¢in miicadelenin her yerde oldugunu savunmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda, altin
cagm korsan hareketi bir miistereklestirme hareketi olarak, tarihi bugiine baglayan bu
ipligin bir an1 olarak tartisilmistir. Ayrica bu miistereklestirme hareketini, amaglarini
araclariyla yansitan ve simdiki zamanda ideal ve alternatif vizyonu insa eden prefigiiratif
bir hareket olarak degerlendirmistir.

Sonug olarak, bu analizin 6nemi, bir yandan ¢agdas miicadele ve hareketlere
ilham kaynag1 olan korsan hareketinin, kapitalizmin ylizeyinde zaman i¢inde kapanmis
ancak hala hatirlanan bir hafiza iireten bir catlak olmasiydi. Ote yandan korsan
hareketinin orgiitlenmesi, hem 20. yilizyilin baslarindaki sovyetler, konseyler gibi
orglitlenme yontemlerinin hem de forumlar ve meclisler gibi ¢agdas hareket
orgiitlenmelerinin habercisiydi. Dahasi, hareketin korsan gemisinde giristigi ve siirl bir
siire i¢cin de olsa basariyla siirdiirdiigli ticretli emegin ortadan kaldirilmasi; is giiniiniin
uzunlugu iizerine miicadeleler, boykotlar, grevler, iscilerin hareketliligi ve biyolojik
yeniden liretimin basit¢e reddi gibi dogrusal ve dongiisel zaman icindeki miicadelelere
odaklanan c¢agdas hareketler ve siif miicadelesi i¢in bir ders olabilir. Bu sekilde,
emegin soyutlanmasiin simirlar1 i¢cinde kalan miicadeleler yerine, “kapitalizmin 6n
kosullarinin olugsmasini engelleme ve olustuktan sonra da bu kosullar1 agsma miicadelesi”

olarak soyutlamaya kars1 eylemenin isyan1 daha yerinde bir yaklasim olabilir.
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