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Introduction

Economics and federalism are subjects of interest not only to
capitalists and Eurosceptics respectively, but to anarchists as well, but
for different reasons. Not only does capitalism dominate the global
scene, the multinationals and transnationals have taken away any
initiative governments might have or even want to have on the
direction of the economy, least of all on mass unemployment in the
prosperous countries of the West.

Everyone knows that the unemployment figures in this country may
tell one how many unemployed are eligible to receive the dole but not
how many are seeking jobs but are no longer entitled to register. When
both France and Germany each admit to a four million dole queue,
the prospects of any government solving the problem are remote, so
long as investment i1s directed to cheap labour in the Far East and
every technological breakthrough inevitably results in more sackings
and redundancies. The only solution to unemployment is the shorter
working week, more leisure, not only to emulate the poet W.H. Davies
(1870-1940) who asked ‘“What is this life if, full of care, / We have no
time to stand and stare’ but also to have ample time to run our own
lives. T'oday millions of financially hard-pressed families are in this
situation because with both parents working in jobs they mostly hate,
often badly paid, depend on others to look after the children and to
supply at a price the take-away food on which they live, and last but
not least the money-lenders want their share on the mortgages.

The situation can only get worse for the 30% so-called ‘underclass’,
and will be threatening the 40% who are now more than comfortably
off. But not for much longer, to judge by the views of a publication
of The Henley Centre,* After the old Rush. The Trouble with Affluence:
‘Consumer Capitalism’ and the Way Forward by Stewart Lansley. The
argument is that there are too many wanting to feed from the capitalist
trough of plenty. Needless to say, the author does not attack
capitalism but seeks to demonstrate that the roots of this ‘crisis’ of
capitalism ‘lie in the shift from welfare capitalism of the post-war years

* A capitalist enterprise par excellence describing itself “The Henley Centre for
Forecasting, founded in 1974, is Europe’s premier research-based consulting
organisation. It works closely with some of Europe and America’s largest
companies as well as government departments and the European
Commission’.
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to the consumerist culture of today’. In other words, ‘welfare
capitalism’ is vital to keep the ‘masses’ quiet while the Big Cats go on
adding to their fortunes. And so long as the victims of capitalism
accept the hand-outs of ‘welfare capitalism’ nothing will change, apart
from the numbers at the bottom end of the ‘prosperity scale’
increasing. Anarchists who are pacifists hope to achieve our ends by
persuading the rich and powerful of the errors of their ways, whereas
for this writer and non-pacifist anarchists they will only be achieved
when the victims of capitalism unite and confront the privileged
minority whose wealth has been produced by the working masses here
and worldwide, and we have no doubt that they will resist our
arguments with force and it is the only language they will respect.

In this respect Gaston Leval’s ‘Final Reflections’ on the Spanish
Revolution are of inestimable value for anarchists, and socialists who
have lost their faith in governments.

The LETS movement is of considerable interest to anarchists so
long as it is essentially a community enterprise which enriches not
only the material comforts and needs but also the lives of members
at a social and mutual aid level.

In a sense LETS is part of the anarchist idea of federalism. The Tory
sceptics seem to think that the European Union aims to be a
federalism of nations ruled from Brussels — whereas to anarchists
federalism is first of all the abolition of national government (so
government from Brussels is an even greater nightmare for anarchists)
and control and organisation at local level, and the more local it can
be the better for everybody.

Such decentralisation does not mean solation. What it means 1s that
we must all, in such a situation, be responsible for our own lives but
also be involved in that of the community. That we have got a long
way to go is no argument for not recognising that the happier leisure
society that not only anarchists but most people would want to have
for themselves and their children will not be brought about by
governments, millionaire philanthropists or employers. We must
bring about the world without rich and poor, without privilege and
without injustice. -
VR
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George Woodcock

On Proudhon’s ‘What is Property?’

‘I belong to no party, no coterie; I have no followers, no colleagues,
no associates. I create no sect; I would reject the role of tribune even
if it were offered to me, for the sole reason that I do not wish to enslave
myself!’ So Proudhon declared in 1840, shortly after the publication
of the book — What is Property? — which was to bring him both fame
and notoriety, and to place him among the great socialist thinkers of
the nineteenth century.

It is one of those paradoxical statements Proudhon relished, for it
was true and at the same time not true. Throughout the quarter of a
century of his career as a revolutionary philosopher, he remained a
solitary figure, attached to no party, founding no formal movement
to propagate his ideas, and repelling rather than encouraging
agreement; there was more than malice in Victor Considérant’s
description of him as ‘that strange man who was determined that none
should share his views’. He enjoyed shocking not only the bourgeoisie
but other socialists as well, and in the stormier days of the revolution
of 1848 he revelled in the title of [’homme terreur.

Yet at the same time Proudhon’s ideas were so powerful that they
fertilised many movements which followed after him. ‘Proudhon 1is
the master of us all’, said his formidable Russian admirer Michael
Bakunin, through whom Proudhon’s ideas passed into the historic
anarchist movement. The First International was founded largely by
the efforts of French working men for whom Proudhon’s words were
the revolutionary gospel, and it was destroyed in the great fight
between those who supported a libertarian socialism of the kind he
advocated and those who followed the authoritarian pattern devised
by Karl Marx. Later the CGT, the great French trade union
movement which is now the captive of the Communist Party, was
originated by anarcho-syndicalists guided by Proudhon’s theories of
working class action, and in Spain not only the anarchists but also the

George Woodcock wrote this essay as an introduction to a new edition of
Proudhon’s What is Property? It was subsequently published in Anarchy, 106
(December 1969).
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federalists of the 1870s were influenced by his teachings, as were the
Russian narodniks. Kropotkin, Herzen and Sorel were all his
confessed disciples. Baudelaire supported him during the revolution
of 1848; Saint-Beuve and Flaubert admired him as a writer of classic
French prose. Gustave Courbet wove his theories into an art that
aimed to express the longings of the people, Péguy was influenced by
him, and even Tolstoy sought him out and borrowed the title and
much of the theoretical background of his masterpiece War and Peace
from Proudhon’s book La Guerre et la Paix.

This fiery individualist who disdained followers yet wielded such a
pervasive influence in his time and afterwards, was born in 1809 in
the suburbs of Besancon. His parents were of peasant stock from the
mountains of the Franche-Comté, a corner of France whose people
are noted for their craggy independence: ‘I am pure Jurassic
limestone’, he once said. His father was a cooper and brewer whose
beer was much better than his business methods. Whenever the elder
Proudhon’s ventures failed, which was often, the family would return
to the ancestral farm and Proudhon remembered an austere but in
many ways idyllic childhood:

In my father’s house, we breakfasted on maize porridge; at midday we ate
potatoes; in the evening bacon, and that every day of the week. And despite
the economists who praise the English diet, we, with that vegetarian feeding,
were fat and strong. Do you know why? Because we breathed the air of our
fields and lived from the produce of our own cultivation.

To the end of his life Proudhon remained at heart a peasant, idealising
the hard but satisfying ways of his childhood, and this influenced his
view of existence, so that always — when he envisaged a desirable
society — the basis was formed by the farmer assured of the use of such
land as he could cultivate and the craftsman assured of the workshop
and tools he needed to earn a living.

Proudhon’s father added to his commercial incapacity a passion for
litigation, and Pierre-Joseph’s education at the college in Besangon —
where he moved in clattering peasant sabots among the shoe-clad
children of the well-to-do — was brought to an abrupt end when the
family was plunged into bankruptcy by an adverse court decision. He
was apprenticed to a printer, and took a pride in this change of fortune
that made him into a craftsman rather than a clerk or a lawyer. ‘I still
remember’, he wrote long after he had abandoned the printing shop
for the writer’s desk, ‘the great day when my composing stick became
for me the symbol and the instrument of my freedom’. In his trade
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Proudhon not only acquired the sense of independence that comes
from a craft well learnt; he also found the printing shop a second
school, where he could teach himself Hebrew as well as perfecting his
Latin and Greek, while he set in type the works of the theologians
who infested the seminaries of Besan¢con, and where he came into
direct and personal contact with the traditions of socialism through
meeting another celebrated native of his birthplace, the eccentric
Charles Fourier, and supervising the printing of Fourier’s strange but
influential masterpiece, Le Nouveau Monde Industriel et Sociétaire.
Eventually, in the interests of freedom, Proudhon was to reject
Fourier’s utopian form of socialism, with its planned communities or
phalansteries, but ‘for six weeks’, he remembered, ‘I was the captive
of that bizarre genius’.

While he was working in the printing shop, Proudhon compiled a
rather naive essay on philosophy which was his first published work.
It attracted the attention of the Besangon Academy and earned him
the Suard Pension, which enabled him to study and live rather
penuriously in Paris while he wrote his first important book, Qu’est ce
que la Propriété? or What is Property? It appeared in 1840 and was only
the first of many books produced in a life of ardent writing.

Proudhon was no mere desk-bound theoretician until in later life
ill-health made him so. In his own independent way he played a lively
role in the dramatic events of his time. The publication of What 1s
Property? brought him a European fame in the radical circles of his
time, and during the early 1840s he came into close contact with many
of the men who later were to play dominant roles in the socialist
movement. Marx, Bakunin and Alexander Herzen were all at this time
exiles in Paris, living in poor furtive rooms of the Latin Quarter, which
Proudhon also inhabited, and he became friendly with all of them,
spending days and often nights discussing the tactics of the revolution
and the philosophy of Hegel and the Left Hegelians, the leading group
among French socialists at this period. Within Bakunin and Herzen
the friendship was lasting, and both these men were to take
Proudhon’s ideas into larger contexts than the French revolutionary
movement — Bakunin into international anarchism and Herzen into
Russian populism. With Marx the relationship was guarded and
temporary. Marx first hailed What 1s Property? as ‘a penetrating work’
and declared it to be ‘the first decisive, vigorous and scientific
examination’ that had been made of the subject. He was one of the
first writers outside France to recognise Proudhon’s importance, and
he tried hard to recruit him into the international communist network
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which he and Engels were attempting to create in the years
immediately before 1848. In 1846 there was an exchange of letters
on this subject in which Proudhon showed clearly his estimate of
Marx’s overbearingly dogmatic attitude towards socialism. The key
passage in his final letter marks the real beginning of the conflict of
personalities and ideas which divided the socialist movement of the
nineteenth century and which, when Bakunin took Proudhon’s place
as the spokesman of libertarian socialism, was to make the breach

between the anarchist and the communist movements complete.
He told Marx:

Let us seek together if you wish the laws of society, the manner in which these
laws are realised, the process by which we shall succeed in discovering them;
but, for God’s sake, after having demolished all the a prior1 dogmatisms, do
not let us in our turn dream of indoctrinating the people ... I applaud with
all my heart your thought of bringing to light all opinions; let us carry on a
good and loyal polemic; let us give the world the example of a learned and
far-sighted tolerance, but let us not, because we are at the head of a
movement, make ourselves the leaders of a new intolerance, let us not pose
as the apostles of a new religion, even if it be the religion of logic, the religion
of reason. Let us gather together and encourage all protests, let us brand all
exclusiveness, all mysticism; let us never regard a question as exhausted, and
when we have used our last argument, let us begin again, if need be, with
eloquence and irony. On that condition, I will gladly enter your association.
Otherwise — no!

Deeply offended, since he recognised Proudhon’s implied reproach
to his own bigotry, Marx never wrote an answering letter; he replied
in another way when, in 1847, he published a book, The Poverty of
Philosophy, in which he viciously attacked Proudhon and brought all
links between them to an end.

Proudhon hardly noticed Marx’s attack — it rated a couple of lines
in his diary with the laconic remark ‘Marx is the tapeworm of
socialism!” — for already events in France were moving towards the
revolution of 1848, and he was anxious to spread widely his own ideas
on socialism. For this, he felt a newspaper to be necessary and, a few
days after he had helped to erect the barricades of a revolution which
he felt had been ‘made without ideas’, he founded Le Représentant du
Peuple, the first of a series of four papers lasting in all over two and a
half years, each of them killed because Proudhon’s forthrightness was
too much even for those revolutionary days. The people bought every
issue he published with enthusiasm, but the authorities feared his
popularity so much that they not merely suppressed his papers but
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also, in 1849, imprisoned him for three years for insulting the new
Prince-President Louis Napoleon, who was preparing to recreate the
Napoleonic empire.

Before he went to prison, Proudhon had been elected to the National
Assembly and had caused a scandal there by a proposal which he
considered would contribute to the desired aim of the revolution; this
he saw as the reduction of property to possession by the abolition of
revenues. His proposal, for a partial moratorium on rents and debts,
would give the proprietors a chance ‘to contribute, for their part, to
the revolutionary work, proprietors being responsible for the
consequences of their refusals’. When his colleagues shouted for an
explanat:on, Proudhon proceeded to make one of his historic
definitions. ‘It means’, he told the assembly, ‘that in the case of refusal
we ourselves shall proceed to the liquidation without you’. When his
hearers shouted “Whom do you mean by you?’ he answered, ‘When I
used those two pronouns, you and we, it is clear that I was identifying
myself with the proletariat, and you with the bourgeois class’. ‘It is
the social war!” shouted the angry members, and they voted
condemnation of Proudhon 691 to 2. He gloried in being in so small
a minority, and is even reported to have been annoyed with the solitary
friend who voted loyally with him.

In fact, though in this way Proudhon clearly laid down his view that
the revolution must take on a class form in which the workers would
have to find their own way to freedom, he was no violent
revolutionary. The lever of social change he was seeking to create in
1848 was nothing more lethal than the People’s Bank, an institution
of mutual credit among producers by which they could eventually
undermine the capitalist system by evolving their own network of
exchange. But the People’s Bank, though it had gathered 27,000
members, foundered after Proudhon’s imprisonment. His literary
activity, however, continued, largely owing to the leniency with which
political prisoners were treated in nineteenth century France. He was
allowed books and visitors and food as he desired, he could go out on
parole for one day a week, and in the process of three years’
imprisonment he managed to write three books, to continue editing
his newspapers until they were finally suppressed, to marry and beget
a child.

He emerged from prison in 1852, and soon he was in trouble again.
Under the autocratic regime of Napoleon III most of the socialists
had gone into exile, or prison, or silence, and Proudhon, who refused
to keep quiet, became almost the only spokesman for the independent
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left. In 1858 after he published his most impressive work, De la justice
dans la révolution et dans I’église, he was prosecuted for attacks on
church and state and this time, instead of accepting the sentence of
five years imprisonment, he fled to Belgium where he stayed until
1862, returning to Paris for the two years that remained to him of life.
In that last phase, Proudhon wrote on many subjects from federalism
to the principles of painting, but most of all he was concerned with
persuading the people to boycott the elections by which Napoleon III
sought to validate his rule (Proudhon thus initiating the anarchist
custom of refusing to vote in elections), and with developing his
theory that the workers had nothing to gain from supporting parties
organised by members of other classes but must recognise their own
political capabilities and create their organs of social change. ‘I say to
you with all the energy and sadness of my heart: separate yourselves
from those who cut themselves off from you.” Many workers began
to accept his arguments, so that in the end this man who sought to
create no party actually acquired a following and lived long enough
to hear that the International had been founded largely by
Proudhonians.

In the career that made Proudhon such a seminal figure in European
socialism, What s Property? holds a special place. The book, as we
have it today, consists of two separate works: What is Property? itself
which, in the original, appeared in 1840, and the Letter to M. Blanqui
which appeared in 1841. Louis-Adolphe Blanqui, a relative of the
famous conspirator, was an economist who had criticised Proudhon’s
original work. The main function of the letter in fact is to fill in
whatever loopholes may have been detected in What s Property?

Proudhon launched What s Property? with a grand éclat by
answering the question in the title with the phrase ‘Property is Theft!’,
a maxim long to be remembered, to be bandied about in the polemics
of anarchists and others and to hang like a verbal albatross around its
creator’s reputation.

Ironically, Proudhon did not mean literally what he said. His
boldness of expression was intended for emphasis and by ‘property’
he wished to be understood what he later called ‘the sum ofits abuses’.
He was denouncing the property of the man who uses it to exploit the
labour of others without an effort on his own part, property
distinguished by interest and rent, by the impositions of the
non-producer on the producer. Towards property regarded as
‘possession’, the right of a man to control his dwelling and the land
and tools he needs to live, Proudhon had no hostility; indeed, he
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regarded it as the cornerstone of liberty, and his main criticism of the
communists was that they they wished to destroy it.

Seeking neither property in its ordinary unrestricted sense, nor
communism, Proudhon reached the conclusion that the only society
which could possibly guarantee a man’s rights to the product of his
toil was one of ‘liberty’. Here he came to another celebrated
definition, for after examining the various forms of government, he
declared he was not a ‘democrat’ but an ‘anarchist’. By this he meant
not that he upheld political chaos but that he believed in an immanent
justice which man had perverted by the creation of wrong institutions.
Property was incompatible with this justice because it excluded the
worker not only from enjoying the fruits of his toil, but also from
benefiting from the social advantages which are the products of
centuries of common effort. Justice therefore demanded a society in
which equality and order could exist together. There was only one
such society. ‘As man seeks justice in equality, so society seeks order
in anarchy. Anarchy — the absence of a master, of a sovereign — such
is the form of government to which we are every day approximating.’

Proudhon was not the first anarchist in the sense of advocating a
society based on natural cooperativeness rather than coercion —
William Godwin had preceded him fifty years before when he wrote
Political Fustice — but Proudhon was the first man to use the word
‘anarchism’, which had formerly been a term of political abuse, as the
exact definition of a theory advocating a society where communism
and property would be synthesised in such a way that government
would come to an end the freedom flourish in a work of small
proprietors united in a network of free contracts.

In Proudhon’s as in Godwin’s picture of the ideal society it is this
predominance of the small proprietor, the peasant or artisan, that
immediately impresses one. It is clear from a reading of What s
Property? that Proudhon is talking mainly about property in land, and
that his solution is almost wholly an agrarian one — the kind of solution
that would have saved honest and hard-working countrymen like his
father from recurrent bankruptcy. Manufacture more complex than
that carried on by artisans in small individual workshops he appears
to ignore. But we have to remember that, like Godwin, Proudhon was
speaking from his experience, which had been limited in 1840 to the
rural environs of Besangon where the railway, that pioneer of
industrialism, had not yet penetrated, and to the Latin Quarter of
Paris which then, as even now, was a nest of small workshops.
Afterwards, in Lyons, he was to have experience of the rising
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industries of the period and in later works, particularly in The General
Idea of the Revolution in the Nineteenth Century, he gave ample thought
to the creation of cooperative associations for the running of factories
and railways.

What is Property? embraces the core of nineteenth century anarchism
without the connotations of violence that were later attached to the
doctrine. Proudhon differed from some of his successors in believing
that the abuses of property could be brought to an end without the
traumatic convulsions of a bloody revolution. But all the rest of later
anarchism is there, spoken or implied: the conception of a free society
united by association, of workers controlling the means of production.
Later Proudhon was to elaborate other aspects: the working class
political struggle as a thing of its own, federalism and decentralism as
means of re-shaping society, the commune and the industrial
association as the important units of°*human intercourse, the end of
frontiers and nations. But What is Property? — though it is a young
man’s book and far less eloquent or decorated with autodidactic
trophies of learning than such later works as De la Fustice and La Guerre
et la Paix — remains the foundation on which the whole edifice of
nineteenth century anarchist theory was to be constructed.
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Errico Malatesta

Money and Banks

It 1s a mistake to believe, as some do, that the banks are, or are in the
main, a means to facilitate exchange; they are a means to speculate
on exchange and currencies, to invest capital and to make it produce
interest, and to fulfil other typically capitalist operations, which will
disappear as soon as the principle that no one has the right or the
possibility of exploiting the labour of others, triumphs.

That in the post-revolutionary period, in the period of reorganisation
and transition, there might be ‘offices for the concentration and
distribution of the capital of collective enterprises’, that there might
or might not be titles recording the work done and the quantity of
goods to which one is entitled, is something we shall have to wait and
see about, or rather it is a problem which will have many and varied
solutions according to the system of production and distribution
which will prevail in the different localities and among the many
natural and artificial groupings that will exist. What seems essential
to me is that all money actually in circulation — industrial shares, title
deeds, government securities and all other securities which represent
the right and the means for living on the labour of others — should
immediately be considered valueless and also, in so far as it is possible
to do so, destroyed.*

It 1s customary in anarchist circles to offer a simplistic solution to
the problem of money by saying that it must be abolished. And this
would be the solution if it were a question of an anarchist society, or
of a hypothetical revolution to take place in the next hundred years,
always assuming that the masses could become anarchist and
communist before the conditions under which we live had been
radically changed by a revolution.

But today the problem is complicated in quite a different way.
Money is a powerful means of exploitation and oppression; but it is
also the only means (apart from the most tyrannical dictatorship or
the most idyllic accord) so far devised by human intelligence to
regulate production and distribution automatically.

* Umanita Nova, 18th April 1922.
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For the moment, rather than concerning oneself with the abolition
of money one should seek a way to ensure that money truly represents
the useful work performed by its possessors.

Let us assume that a successful insurrection takes place tomorrow.
Anarchy or no anarchy, the people must go on eating and providing
for their basic needs. The large cities must be supplied with necessities
more or less as usual.

If the peasants and carriers, etc., refuse to supply goods and services
for nothing and demand payment in money, which they are
accustomed to considering as real wealth, what does one do? Oblige
them by force? In which case we might as well wave goodbye to
anarchism and to any possible change for the better. Let the Russian
experience serve as a lesson.

And so? The comrades generally reply ‘But the peasants will
understand the advantages of good communism, or at least of the
direct exchange of goods for goods.’

This is all very well, but certainly not in a day, and the people cannot
stay without eating for even a day. I did not mean to propose solutions
[at the Bienne meeting]. What I do want to do is draw the comrades’
attention to the most important questions which we shall be faced
with in the reality of a revolutionary morrow.*

* Umanita Nova, 7th October 1922.
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Gaston Leval

Collectives in the Spanish Revolution:
Final Reflections

We have so many times said, for it is important to bear this in mind,
that the Spanish libertarian revolution was set in motion as a
consequence of the Francoist attack which made it possible to put
into action revolutionary forces which without it were condemned to
new and sterile failures. And when we say °‘sterile failures’ we are
referring to the attempts made in January 1932, January and
December 1933 (revolutionary and insurrectional attempts organised
and manned by the CNT-FAI) to which one must add the Asturian
miners’ insurrection in October 1934 in which socialist, UGT and
CN'T workers (in spite of the stupid opposition of the national Comuté
of the CNT) and even Communists took part.’ All these attempts
were crushed by the more powerful forces of the state, supported by
the non-revolutionary political parties which, for all that, were not
fascist.

This last point needs elaborating. The tactical concepts of anarchist
communism (and before it anarchist collectivism) implied, according
to a tradition going back to the First International, the attack by and
the victory of the people. Therefore the armed struggles which took
place under the Second Spanish Republic corresponded to a doctrine
of action theoretically established. This doctrine — which coincided
with the teachings of Kropotkin and was taken up by his disciples,
including the present writer — considered that local uprisings, the
attempts, even sporadic and so numerous before the French
Revolution, constituted a training, a revolutionary exercise in which
the people learned to fight, and would end by winning the last hand.
A little like Peter the Great’s celebrated remark in face of the
continued defeats inflicted on him by the Swedes: ‘By going on
fighting they will teach us how to beat them’.

Unfortunately there was no proletarian Poltava and what we have
just recalled provides an explanation that should be borne in mind.
If we return to all the factors that intervened in this chapter of history
we are obliged to conclude that the defeat of the Spanish libertarian
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revolution was inevitable. For every social revolution provokes the
cohesion of the threatened forces drawn together for exceptional
reasons, and in spite of those which normally divide them. It 1s the
lesson that we learn not only from the final defeat of the Spanish
Revolution but of history when studied with a concern for the truth.

Apart from some contemporary exceptions which have anyway led
to new forms of oppression,” generally speaking it is the political
revolutions that have triumphed, but the same men or the same
parties who were fighting amongst themselves for a change in the
power structure became reconciled when they were faced with a
popular movement which threatened their positions or their
privileges. Thus in France the revolution of February 1848 was
simple: liberal bourgeois and workers joined forces to overthrow the
monarchy of Louis Philippe. But everything was changed four months
later when the workers wanted to introduce socialism. Then the
liberal bourgeois allied themselves with the monarchists and
Cavaignac, the republican general, struggled with all his might against
the insurgent workers.

Other social revolutions, or those which had a definite social content
— whether it was the Commune of Paris, or the Peasant War 1n
Germany in which Luther was allied to the nobility in provoking them
to the wholesale massacre of the serfs in revolt, or again the Hussite
movement in Bohemia and all the peasant risings of the Middle Ages
— all are a repetition of the same facts. One must go back to Egypt in
2200-2000sc to find a victorious social revolution. And even then,
two centuries later — probably even before that — a new dynasty had
been enthroned and the castes re-established.

Bakunin himself wrote eighteen months before his death, thereby
confirming what Elisée Reclus had written to him: “You are right, the
day of revolutions is past, we have entered that of evolution’. And he
explained his opinion by recalling not only the terrible defeats suffered
by European revolutionaries in the course of nearly half a century of
heroic struggles, but in face of the scientifically organised military
power of modern states, and the lack of revolutionary spirit or desire
for emancipation among the masses.

To be sure this latter consideration did not apply to the Spanish
people, or at least to that large dynamic section which made history.
But facts oblige us to recognise that the Kropotkinian thesis, to some
extent in opposition to the posthumous theses of Bakunin, Elisée
Reclus and even of Proudhon,’ has not been borne out by experience.
For fascist totalitarianism, which in Italy after World War One was
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answering back at a long period of disturbances which did not end in
revolution, made its historical appearance. And fascism is the ‘preventive
counter-revolution’ of those who are threatened by subversion, even
when it 1s incapable of changing the social order. The people
themselves end by preferring the suppression of political and civic
liberty to permanent disorder which, let us face it, is also an attack on
freedom if only of living a normal life.

There i1s therefore the danger in pursuing these revolutionary
exercises, with an unending series of partial strikes, continuous
general strikes and insurreciional attempts, of harming the stability of
society.

This is probably what happened in Spain before the unleashing of
the fascist attack. Certainly it i1s not a question of condemning
outbursts caused by hunger, impatience, despair, anger a hundred
times justified in those who saw their babies dying from lack of
treatment or who had spent most of the year looking in vain for work
and having to send their children barefoot to school — when a school
was available. But those who set themselves up as leaders of the CNT
and the FAI - the latter organisation embodied a revolutionary
passion rather than intellectual worth — needed a strategic vision
which they lacked. Here too they were not equal to the situation. The
greatness of the libertarian movement was its almost exclusively
proletarian character, but it was also its weakness. And this weakness
permitted the demagogues, and we had our share of them, to play a
role for which they were not cut out.

* x* *

But even more responsible were the socialist and republican leaders
who had neither the inspired initiative, the intelligence nor the
courage to undertake, with the proclamation of the Republic, daring
social reforms which might have satisfied the hunger of some and
tempered the impatience of others. They have a greater share of the
responsibility because they were better educated and had greater
means for action. What was the reason for their indifference?
Undoubtedly power had made them faint-hearted, had dulled their
imagination as so often happens to the happy beneficiaries of new
political regimes. We are not saying this in a partisan spirit. About
1935 an enquiry had shown that the largest percentage of enchufistas
(people who hold more than one official employment) were to be
found among the Socialists and the Left Catalanists. Social reforms
interested them much less than the enjoyment of newly acquired
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privileges. In such an ensemble of conditions, the revolutionary fact
had to occur.

On the other hand, one of the consequences of the continuous social
conflicts was to drive people of the centre parties towards the right,
and to swell the conservative, reactionary and fascist forces. The
figures at the February 1936 elections prove this, and here one can
speak of the responsibility of the revolutionaries. But if the socialists
and left republicans had given land to the starving peasants® and had
undertaken daring social reforms which were clearly exceptional in a
situation which was itself exceptional, the tumultuous social struggles
would not have been of such a grave nature and perhaps the fascist
reaction would not have resulted. But they preferred to limit
themselves to copying the constitution of the Weimar Republic.

* * *

We have said and repeated that the fascist attack created a favourable
situation for the libertarian sector to take over an important part of
the general situation and of almost the whole economy. Nevertheless
the repercussions were only favourable, for negative and positive
consequences were about equally balanced. On the one hand many
militants, often the best, were because of the war mobilised and many
died at the front. It was also the best who were missing from the
syndicates, in the collectives, in the villages where they exercised a
salutary influence. And on the other hand, the number of those who
became a part of the government bureaucracy were also numerous
enough for their absence to be felt.

* * *

One of the dominant characteristics which impresses whoever studies
the Spanish Revolution is its many-sidedness. This revolution was
guided by certain very clear and very definite principles, which
involved the general expropriation of the holders of social wealth, the
seizure by the workers of the organisational structures of production
and distribution, the direct administration of public services, the
establishment of the libertarian communist principle. But the
uniformity of these principles did not prevent a diversity in the
methods for their application, so much so that one can talk of
‘diversity within unity’ and of a surprisingly diversified federalism.
In a very short time, in the agrarian regions and especially in Aragon,
a new organism appeared: the collective. Nobody had spoken about
it before. The three instruments of social reconstruction foreseen
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among those libertarians who had expressed themselves on a possible
future were firstly the syndicate, then the cooperative — which did not
win many supporters — and finally, on a rather large scale, the
commune or communal organisation. Some foreshadowed — and this
writer was among them — that a new and complementary organism
could and should appear, especially in the countryside, seeing that
the syndicate had not assumed the importance it had in the towns and
the kind of life, of work and production, did not fit into an organic
monolithic structure which was contrary to the multiformity of daily
life.

We have seen how that collective was born with characteristics of its
own. It 1s not the syndicate, for it encompasses all those who wish to
join it whether they are producers in the classic economic sense or
not. Then it brings them together at the complete human individual
level and not just at a craft level. Within it, from the first moment, the
rights and duties are the same for everybody; there are no longer
professional categories in mutual opposition making the producers
into privileged consumers compared with those, such as housewives,
who are not producers in the classical definition of the word.

Neither 1s the collective the municipal council or what is called the
commune, the municipality. For it parts company with the political
party traditions on which the commune is normally based. It
encompasses at the same time the syndicate and municipal functions.
It 1s all-embracing. Each of its activities i1s organised within its
organism, and the whole population takes part in its management,
whether it is a question of a policy for agriculture, for the creation of
new industries, for social solidarity, medical service or public
education. In this general activity the collective brings each and
everybody to an awareness of life in the round, and everyone to the
practical necessity of mutual understanding.

Compared with the collective the syndicate has simply a secondary
or subordinate role. It is striking to observe how in the agricultural
districts it was more often than not spontaneously relegated, almost
forgotten, in spite of the efforts that the libertarian-syndicalists and
the anarcho-syndicalists had previously made. The collective replaced
them. The word itself was born spontaneously and spread into all the
regions of Spain where the agrarian revolution had been brought
about. And the word ‘collectivist’ was adopted just as quickly and
spread with the same spontaneity.

One could advance the hypothesis that these two words — collective
and collectivism — better expressed the people’s moral, human,
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fraternal feelings than did the terms syndicates and syndicalism. A
question of euphony perhaps, and of a breadth of views, of humanism:
man as something more than the producer. The need for syndicates
no longer exists when there are no more employers.

If we pass from Aragon to the Levante we see collectives emerging
there too but not as such a spontaneous, one might almost say instant,
creation. It was the agricultural and sometimes the non-agricultural
syndicates which were there at the beginning, not to found other
syndicates, and this is most significant, but to found collectives. And
those who joined these collectives, often without belonging to the
syndicates, were also collectivists and acted and behaved as well as
anybody else. Let us hasten to add that the groups of organisers often
consisted of men who had until then been active in the syndicates or
even in libertarian groups.

But there were some cases where the commune fulfilled the role of
the collective. Among the examples we have given one especially
recalls Granollers, Hospitalet, Fraga, Binefar and many places in
Castile. We also find municipalities which had been reconstructed to
conform with governmental decisions (January 1937) and had, as a
result, played a more or less important, more or less subordinate, role;
and in the Levante the syndicate and the collective in the end linked
their activities. But in that region the role of the syndicate was often
to become more important, both through direct participation and as
inspirer and guide, which it was not in Aragon.

Finally we see in Castile the collectives being started in large
numbers under the impulse of militant workers and even intellectuals
who left Madrid and spread out into the countryside.

This plasticity, this variety of ways of acting allowed for the creation
of true socialism, in each place according to the situation,
circumstances of time and place and for the resolution of a great
number of problems which an authoritarian concept, too rigid, too
bureaucratic, would have only made more complicated with in the
end a dictatorship reducing everything to a uniform pattern. The
variety of methods used reflected the variety of the facets of life. Often
in the same region, villages with similar forms of production, with a
somewhat similar social history, would start by socialising the local
industries and end with agriculture, while others would start with the
socialisation of agriculture and end with that of local industries. In
some cases, in the Levante for instance, we have seen it start with
distribution then proceed towards socialisation of production, which
was the opposite procedure to most other places.
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But it 1s remarkable that this diversity of organisational structures
did not prevent membership of the same regional federations nor,
through them, national coordination, practical solidarity, whether it
concerned our collectives, mixed syndical collectives or communities
at different stages of municipalisation.

* x x*

The general law was universal solidarity. We have underlined, in
passing, that the charters or statutes in which the principles were
defined and from which stemmed the practical attitude of each and
all, made no mention of the rights and liberty of the individual. Not
that the collectives had ignored these rights, but simply because the
respect of these rights went without saying and that they were already
recognised by the standard of life guaranteed by everybody in their
access to consumer goods, to well-being and culture, to the attention,
consideration and human responsibilities of which each one, as a
member of the collective, was assured. It was known, so why mention
it? In return, for this to be possible, everyone had to carry out his duty,
do his work like the other comrades, show solidarity according to the
ethic of a universal mutual aid.

One was the guarantee of the other. It is for this reason we so often
read that the same sentence in the charters though there had been no
previous discussion between collectives hundreds of kilometres apart:
‘Anyone not having any work in his trade will help comrades in other
activities who might need his help’. This was supra-professional
solidarity in practice.

Going deeply into these matters it could perhaps be said that they
were developing a new concept of liberty. In the village collectives in
their natural state and in the small towns, where everybody knew one
another and were interdependent, liberty did not consist in being a
parasite and not interesting oneself in anything. Liberty only existed
as a function of practical activity. 7o be is to do, Bakunin wrote. To be
is to realise, voluntarily. Liberty is secured not only when one demands
the rights of the ‘self’ against others, but when it is a natural
consequence of solidarity. Men who are interdependent feel free
among themselves and naturally respect each other’s liberty.
Furthermore, so far as collective life 1s concerned, the freedom of each
is the right to participate spontaneously with one’s thought, one’s
heart, one’s will, one’s initiative to the full extent of one’s capacities.
A negative liberty is not liberty: it is nothingness.

This concept of liberty gave rise to a new morality — unless it was
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this new ethic that gave rise to another concept of liberty. It explains
why, when the author sought information about changes and
improvements introduced in the lives of everyone, they did not speak
of ‘liberty’ though they were libertarians but, and they did so with
deep joy, of the results of their work, experiments and research on
which they were engaged; on the increase in production. No, they
were no longer thinking of liberty in the way workers in capitalist
factories or day workers on the land of the owner-employers think.

* * *

On this subject we would like to make an observation to which we
attach great philosophical and practical importance. The
theoreticians and partisans of the liberal economy affirm that
competition stimulates initiative and consequently the creative spirit
and invention without which it remains dormant. Numerous
observations made by the writer in the collectives, factories and
socialised workshops permit him to take quite the opposite view. For
in a collective, in a grouping where each individual 1s stimulated by
the wish to be of service to his fellow beings, research, the desire for
technical perfection and so on are also stimulated.’ But they also have
as a consequence that other individuals join those who were the first
to get together. Furthermore when, in present society, an individualist
inventor discovers something, it is used only by the capitalist or the
individual employing him, whereas in the case of an inventor living
in the community not only is his discovery take up and developed by
others but is immediately applied for the common good. I am
convinced that this superiority would very soon manifest itself in a
socialised society.

x* x *

Lenin, in his report on the Russian situation to the 11th Congress of
the Communist Party held in March 1922, declared: “The idea of
constructing a communist society with only the help of the
communists is nonsense, pure nonsense. Building the economy must
be left to others, to the bourgeoisie which is much more educated, or
to intellectuals in the bourgeois camp. We ourselves are not yet
sufficiently educated for that’.

It is true that Lenin spoke in this way then® to justify the NEP (New
Economic Policy) which consisted in allowing free enterprise to the
bourgeois and technicians of the bourgeoisie still remaining in Russia,
in order to get production, which had virtually come to a standstill as
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a result of the destructive and paralysing action of the state, back on
its feet. From 1920, rather than allow the workers and their organisa-
tions (the development of which would become an embarrassment to
the communist governments) to participate actively in a renewal of
the economy, Lenin preferred to make use of his class enemies.” But
such was the situation that, at the end of four and a half years, he was
obliged to have recourse to this ... heroic remedy!

Furthermore if we analyse certain aspects of the present Russian
economy, at least at what 1s more or less verifiable, we note for
example an extraordinary backwardness in agriculture. More than 25
years ago Stalin was promising, and his successors continue to
promise the people ‘free bread’, a slogan with which the French,
Italian and Spanish communists hoax their supporters. But free bread
(the consumption of which, in the capitalist countries, 1s decreasing
anyway and would not represent such an extraordinary conquest) is
still only the bait which hides the hook.

Another more convincing and important fact is that 45% of the
population is actively engaged in the countryside in Russia. In the
United States it 1s 6% and in France 20%. This demonstrates the
technical deficiencies of the Russian Communist agrarian
organisation, a deficiency which has to be made up by human labour,
in spite of the technical progress that has been proclaimed urb: et orb:
for the past forty years.

And this i1s not the most important fact. We are now further from
communism than we were in 1917. For communism implies
economic equality. Bur whereas we have seen this equality being
established from the beginning of the constitution of the Spanish
Libertarian Collectives, it 1s not even any longer a hopeful promise for
the men and women land workers grouped in the Kolkhozes and
Sovkhozes, the collective organisations born of the regime referred to
— derisively — as communist.

For there are fundamental differences between these organisations
and the agrarian collectives in Spain. The Kolkhozes and Sovkhozes
were created by the state, by state bureaucracy. Producers and
ordinary inhabitants live there under the orders of a class of
functionaries and technicians who plan, decide, dictate orders as to
what must be done or not done according to instructions received
from the various ministries. This class, in turn, is controlled by the
communist cell, which at the same time controls all the members of
the community including the tractor drivers, the employees of the
machine depots, nurses and teachers. Most women have to do the
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heaviest work (driving tractors and machinery, road maintenance
work, etc.). So much so that the women in the Kolkhoz, deformed in
the course of a life of hard labour, give the visitor the impression of a
rough coarse creature who has lost all traces of femininity.

Piecework was widespread in the Kolkhozes and Sovkhozes (we do
not believe it has been abolished in the recent past) and the wage
categories, as well as the ‘norms’ to achieve, were arbitrarily fixed by
the leaders of each production cell. And let us not forget that all this
exists after fifty years of a regime said to be communust.

Now, nothing similar occurred in the Spanish collectives where
everybody took part in the assemblies, could say what they liked to
anyone without fear of reprisals.

In Russia the privileged classes seem to be irremediably established,
for they are encrusted in the state, they are the state, and castes of the
state created by the state. Proofs abound.

Thus the Moscow review Partiznaia Fizn (The Life of the Party) gave
the following figures for 1964: 37.3% of the Russian Communist
Party’s members were workers, 16.5% were peasants (bear in mind
that the latter represent 45% of the population). Out of 11,758,169
members 5,408,000 were technocrats, bureaucrats and other
members of the ‘intelligentsia’, the latter category constituting, thanks
to its superior education, the ‘new privileged class’ with their cars,
their ‘dachas’ (country houses), their domestics, their military
orderlies, their fine apartments and pleasant holidays on the shores of
the Black Sea.

The contrast between the regime founded by so-called state
communism, which was no other than state capitalism, and that
founded by the Spanish Revolution was absolute, and it was one of
the reasons why the Spanish communists and their masters combated
— and both continue to do so implacably — our constructive
achievement.

Furthermore in Spain industrial production was maintained at a
high degree of productivity so long as there was no shortage of raw
materials and power. Whereas in the USSR where these (iron, coal,
oil, cotton, wool) could be produced in the country itself, especially
in the south, they were in short supply even in the areas where they
were produced, due to disorganisation caused by the regime itself,
and this continued even when the civil war ended in 1921.

Kruschev’s skilful propaganda put the blame for the non-
development of Russian industry onto the T'sarist regime, and for
their setbacks on the consequences of the international and civil war.
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Well, that was not the reason! Even if one takes account of the ravages
of war in all its manifestations, in the last analysis it was the regime
that sprang from the Bolshevik Revolution that itself undertook to
transform the partial paralysis into a general paralysis. ‘At the time of
the census of 28th August 1920, there were 37,226 industrial
enterprises belonging to the state and employing almost two million
workers’, wrote the economist Serge Procopovicz in his monumental
Economic History of the USSR. He continued by pointing out that ‘on
the 1st September of the same year, that is two months after the census
was taken, only 6,508 undertakings employing 1,300,000 workers
were shown in the records of the Superior Council of the National
Economy’.

What do these figures mean? That actuated by its domineering will,
the state was causing the disappearance of a great number of
undertakings at a giddy rate, by a systematic centralisation or by the
cutting off of supplies of raw materials or power. It was not the only
reason. T'he seizure of the management of work by the functionaries
spread like a cancer, or a swelling of cancers.® On the eve of the
revolution there were in Russia 65 blast-furnaces which produced, in
1912, 5,200,000 tons of steel (France produced in the same year
4,207,000). At the time of the revolution half the blast-furnaces were
still operating but in 1922, the year when Lenin uttered the words we
have quoted, steel production had dropped to 255,000 tons.

Once again the explanation for this vertical drop is in the first place
due to statism pushed to its limits by the Bolshevik government, which
eliminated the able employers (there were some, there are some
everywhere) and the technicians who had to be replaced by bringing
in others from Germany and the United States at the time of the world
€Cconomic Crisis.

Another cause of this extraordinary setback was the resistance shown
by the personnel in the factories who, from 1918 — that is nine months
after the Bolsheviks 