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The Wage System

By PETER KROPOTKIN
(Followed by a Postscript.)

I. REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT
AND WAGES

IN THEIR PLANS r1or the reconstruction of society, the Collectivists:
commit, in our opinion, a double error. While speaking of the aboli-
tion of the rule of capital, they wish, nevertheless, to maintain two
institutions which form the very basis of that rule, namely, representa-
tive government and the wage system.
~ As for the representative government, it remains incomprehen-
sible to us how intelligent men (and they are not wgnting amongst
the Collectivists) can continue to be the partisans of national and
municipal parliaments, after all the lessons on this subject bestowed
on us by history, whether in England or in France, in Germany,
Switzerland or the United States. While parliamentary rule is seen
everywhere to be falling to pieces; while its principles in themselves—
and no longer merely their applications—are being criticised in every
direction, how can intelligent men, calling themselves Revolutionary
Socialists, seek to maintain a system already condemned to death?
Representative goyernment is a system which was elaborated by
the middle class to make head against royalty and, at the same time,
to maintain and augment their domination of the workers. It is the:
characteristic form of middle-class rule. But even its most ardent
admirers have never seriously contended that a parliament or munici-
pal body does actually represent a nation or a city; the more intelli-
gent are aware that this is impossible. By upholding parliamentary
rule the middle class have been simply seeking to oppose a dam
betwixt themselves and royalty, or betwixt themselves and the terri-
torial aristocracy, without giving liberty to the people. It is moreover
plain that, as the people become conscious of their interests, and as
the variety of those interests increases, the system becomes unworkable.
And this is why the democrats of all countries are seeking for different
palliatives or correctives and cannot find them. They are trying.
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the Referendum, and discovering that it is worthless; they prate of
proportional representation, of the representation of minorities, and
other parliamentary utopjas. In a word, they are striving to discover
the undiscoverable; that is to say, a method of delegation which shall
represent the myriad varied interests of the nation; but they are being
forced to recognise that they are upon a false track, and confidence in
government by delegation is passing away. . AR

It is only the Social Democrats and Collectivists who are not
losing this confidence, who are attempting to maintain so-called
national representation; and this is what we cannot understand.

If our Anarchist principles do not suit them, if they think them
inapplicable, they ought, at least, as it seems to us, to try to discover

what other system of organisation could well correspond to a society

without capitalists or landlords. But to take the middle-class system
—a system already in its decadence, a vicious system if ever there was
one—and to proclaim this system (with a few innocent corrections,
such as the imperative mandate, or the Referendum, the uselessness
of which has been demonstrated already) good for a society that has
passed through the Social Revolution, is what seems to us absolutely
incomprehensible, unless under the name of Social Revolution they
understand something very different from Revolution, some petty
botching of existing middle-class rule.

The same with regard to the wage system. After having pro-
claimed the abolition of private property and the possession in common
of the instruments of production, how can they sanction the mainten-
ance of the wage system under any form? And yet this is what the
Collectivists are doing when they praise the efficiency of labour notes.

That the English Socialists of the early part of this century should

invent labour notes is comprehensible. They were simply trying to

reconcile Capital and Labour. They repudiated all idea of laying
violent hands upon the property of the capitalists. - They were so
little of revolutionaries that they declared themselves ready to  submit
even to imperial rule, if that rule would favour their co-operative
societies. They remained middle-class men at bottom, if charitable
ones; and this is why (as Engels said in his preface to the Communist

Manifesto of 1848) the Socialists of that period were to be found

among the middle class, whilst the advanced workmen were Com-
munists.

understand. What was he seeking in his Mutualist system, if not
10 render capital less offensive, despite the maintenance of private
property, which he detested, but which he believed necessary to
guarantee the individual against the state? Further, if economists,

belonging more or less to the middle class, also admit labour noi»c [

it is not surprising. It matters little to them whether the worker be
paid in labour notes or in coin stamped with the effigy of king or
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republic. They want to save, in the coming overthrow, private
property in inhabited houses, the soil, the mills; or, at least, in in-
habited houses and the capital necessary for the production of manu-
factures. And to maintain this property, labour notes will answer
very well. A ;

If the labour note can be exchanged for jewels and ‘carriages, the
owner of house property will willingly accept it as rent. And as
long as the inhabited house, the field and the mill belong to individual
owners; so long will it be requisite to pay them in some way before
they will allow you to work in their fields or their mills, or to lodge
in their houses. And it will also be requisite to pay wages to the
worker, either in gold or in paper money or in labour notes exchange-
able for all sorts of commodities.

But how can this new form of wages, the labour note, be sanc-
tioned by those who admit that houses, fields, mills are no longer
private property, that they belong to the commune or the nation?

II. THE COLLECTIVIST WAGE SYSTEM

LET US EXAMINE more closely this system for the remuneration of
labour, as set forth by the English, French, German and Italian
<ollectivists.*

It comes very much to this: Every one works, in fields, in
factories, in schools, in hospitals. The working day-+is regulated by
the state, to which belong the soil, factories, means of communication
and all the rest. [Each worker, having done a day’s work, receives a
labour note, stamped, let us say, with these words: eight hours of
Jabour. With this note he can procure any sort of goods in the
shops of the state or the various corporations. The note is divisible
in such a way 1hat one hour’s worth of meat, ten minutes’ worth of
matches, or hal -an-hour’s worth of tobacco can be purchased. In-
stead of saying: “two pennyworth of soap,” after the Collectivist
Revolution they will say: “five minutes’ worth of soap.”

Most Collectivists, faithful to the distinction established by the
middle-class economists (and Marx also) between qualified (skilled)

:and simple (unskilled) labour, tell us that qualified or professional toil

should be paid a certain numbers of times more than simple toil.
Thus, one hour of the doctor’s work should be considered as equivalent
'to two or three hours of the work of the nurse, or three hours of that
of the navvy. “Professional or qualified labour will be a multiple
of simple labour,” says the Collectivist Gronlund, because this sort

*The Spanish Anarchists, who continue to call themselves Collectivists,
understand by this term common possession of the instruments of labour and
“liberty for each group to share the produce of labour as they think fit”’; on
ommunist principles or in any other way.
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