neering industry, for instance). In both cases, the cooperation
will need to find embodiment in stable forms, such as Commit-
tees of Factory Council representatives (or wider conferences
of producers) organized both horizontally and vertically. There
would be room for extreme flexibility and many new forms will
almost certainly evolve.

Considering the problem from this dynamic angle — which,
in the last resort, is the really fundamental one — one can see, at
once, that the areas of autonomy have considerably expanded.
Already at the level of individual factories (but more signifi-
cantly at the level of cooperation between factories), the pro-
ducers are beginning to influence the structure of the means of
production. They are, thereby, reaching a position where they
are beginning to dominate the work process: they are not only
determining its methods, but are now also modifying its tech-
nological structure.

This fact now begins to alter what we have just said about
targets. Three-quarters of modern production consists of inter-
mediate products, of “means of production” in the widest sense.
When producers decide about the means of production, they
are participating, in a very direct and immediate way, in deci-
sions about the targets of production. The remaining limitation,
and it is an important one, flows from the fact that these means
of production (whatever their exact nature) are destined, in the
last analysis, to produce consumer goods. And the overall vol-
ume of these can only be determined, in general terms, by the
plan.

But, even here, looking at things dynamically, radically
alters one’s vision. Modern consumption is characterized by
the constant appearance of new products. Factories producing
consumer goods will conceive of, receive suggestions about,
study, and finally produce such products. This raises the
wider problem of contact between producers and consumers.
Capitalist society rests on a complete separation of these
two aspects of human activity, and on the exploitation of
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to be looked at again. The limits of autonomy will be found to
have widened very considerably.

The change will be most obvious in relation to the means
of production. Socialist society will immediately get to grips
with the problem of a conscious attack on the technology in-
herited from capitalism. Under capitalism, the means of pro-
duction are planned and made independently of the user and of
his/her preferences (manufacturers, of course, pretend to take
the user’s viewpoint into account, but this has little to do with
the real user: the worker on the shop floor). But, equipment is
made to be productively used. The viewpoint of the “produc-
tive consumers” (i.e., of those who will use the equipment to
produce the goods) is of primary importance. As the views of
those who make the equipment are also important, the problem
of the structure of the means of production will only be solved
by the living cooperation of these two categories of workers.
In an integrated factory, this would mean permanent liaison
between the corresponding shops. At the level of the economy,
as a whole, it would take place through normal permanent con-
tacts between factories and between sectors of production.!

This cooperation will take two forms. Choosing and pop-
ularizing the best methods, and rationalizing and extending
their use, will be achieved through the horizontal cooperation of
Councils, organized according to branch or sector of industry (for
instance, textiles, the chemical industry, building, engineering,
electrical supply, etc.). On the other hand, the integration of
the viewpoints of those who make, and of those who utilize,
equipment (or, more generally, of those who make and those
who utilize intermediate products) will require the vertical co-
operation of Councils representing the different stages of a pro-
ductive process (steel industry, machine tool industry and engi-

! This problem is distinct from that of overall planning. General plan-
ning is concerned with determining a quantitative framework: so much steel
and so many hours of labor at one end, so many consumer goods at the other.
It does not have to intervene in the form or type of the intermediate products.
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the overall plan. But, they are not in total or sole control of
the objectives. In a modern economy, where the production of
most enterprises both conditions and is conditioned by that of
others, the determination of coherent targets cannot as a rule
be vested in individual enterprises, acting in isolation. It must
be undertaken by (and for) a number of enterprises, general
viewpoints prevailing over particular ones. We will return to
this point later.

Initial autonomy will also be limited in relation to available
material means. The workers of a given enterprise cannot au-
tonomously determine the means of production they would
prefer to use, for these are but the products of other enterprises
or factories. Total autonomy for every factory, in relation to
means, would imply that each factory could determine the out-
put of all the others. These various autonomies would immedi-
ately neutralize one another. This limitation is, however, a less
rigid one than the first (the limitation in relation to targets). Al-
terations of its own equipment, proposed by the user-factory,
might often be accommodated by the producer-factory, with-
out the latter saddling itself with a heavy extra load. On a small
scale, this happens even today, in integrated engineering fac-
tories (car factories, for instance) where a substantial part of
the tooling utilized in one shop may be made in another shop
of the same factory. Close cooperation between plants making
machine tools and plants using them, could quickly lead to con-
siderable changes in the means of production actually used.

b. Subsequent Possibilities

Let us now look at workers’ management at factory level as
it might develop, i.e., in its dynamic aspect. How would it con-
tribute to transforming socialist production, i.e., to its primary
objective? Everything we have suggested so far, will now have
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10. Problems of the Transition 120 remembered, however, that these “means” are usually the prod-

uct of some other factory. “Targets set” and “means of produc-
tion available for achieving them” do not, however, between
them rigidly or exhaustively define all the possible methods
that could be used. Spelling these methods out in detail, and de-
ciding exactly how an objective will be achieved, given certain
material conditions, will be the area in which workers’ man-
agement will first operate. It is an important field, but a limited
one, and it is essential to be fully aware of its limitations. These
limitations stem from (and define) the framework in which the
new type of production will have to start. It will be the task of
socialist production constantly to expand this framework and
constantly to push back these limitations on autonomy.
Autonomy, envisaged in this static way, is limited, first of
all, in relation to the fixing of targets. True, the workers of a
given enterprise will participate in determining the target of
their factory insofar as they participate in the elaboration of
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6. The Content of Workers’
Management at Factory Level

It will help us to discuss this problem if we, rather schemati-
cally, differentiate between the static and the dynamic aspects
of workers’ management, between what will be immediately
possible, at the very onset of socialist production, and what
will become possible after a relatively short interval, as socialist
production develops and as human domination over all stages
of the productive process rapidly increases.

For the sake of clarity, we will first describe workers” man-
agement at factory level in a static way. We will then consider
how it will develop, and how this development, itself, will con-
stantly expand the areas of local freedom.

a. Immediate Content

Looked at in a static way, the overall plan might allocate to a
given enterprise a target to be achieved within a given time (we
will examine further on how such targets might be determined
under conditions of genuinely democratic planning). The gen-
eral means to be allocated to the enterprise (to achieve its tar-
get) would also be broadly outlined by the plan. For example,
the plan might decide that the annual production of a given
factory should be so many fridges, and that for this purpose
such-and-such a quantity of raw materials, power, machinery,
etc., should be made available.

Seen from this angle, workers’ management implies that
the workers’ collective will itself be responsible for deciding
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0. Our Preface

by Solidarity Group (London); March 1972

To the best of our knowledge there have been no serious
attempts by modern libertarian revolutionaries to grapple with
the economic and political problems of a totally self-managed
society.

What might the structure, social relations and decision-
making institutions of such a society look like, in an advanced
industrial country, in the second half of the twentieth century?
Is the technological basis of modern life so complex that all
talk of workers’ management of production can be dismissed
as pure “utopia” (as both the beneficiaries — and most of the
victims — of the present social order would have us believe)?

Or, on the contrary, isn’t this allegation itself the real mys-
tification? Doesn’t historical experience, and in particular the
working class experience of recent decades, prove the very op-
posite? Don’t the very advances of science enhance the feasibil-
ity of a rational form of social organization, where real power
would lie in the hands of the producers themselves?

This pamphlet seeks to deal with some of these questions.
The events of the last few years show quite clearly that this
is no longer a “theoretical” preoccupation, relating to some re-
mote and problematic future. On the contrary, it is a real, im-
mediate and down-to-earth concern. At any time between now
and the end of the century, hundreds of thousands — nay, mil-
lions — of men and women may well be confronted with prob-
lems of the kind here discussed. And on the solutions ordinary
people may collectively provide to these problems will depend



whether humanity really moves to something new, or whether
we just exchange one servitude for another.

Let us immediately circumscribe the relevant area. We are
not concerned with the recipes and double-talk of various
“reformed” or “partially reformed” bureaucracies. We are
not concerned with “workers control” seen as an adjunct
or decoration to nationalization and the political power of
some vanguard Party. We are not discussing how to run, from
above, a system of workers-management-from-below (as in
Yugoslavia). We want to go a little deeper than those Polish
bureaucrats, the only recent addition to whose wisdom seems
to be that one shouldn’t increase prices, without warning,
the week before Christmas. We won’t be examining what
happened in Spain in 1936, firstly because this has been done
before, and better than we could, and secondly, because it
only has limited relevance to the problems of an advanced
industrial country, in the last third of the twentieth century.

Nor, for much the same reasons, will we examine the with-
ered remains of what may briefly have flowered in the Alge-
rian countryside, before being swept away in 1965 by Boume-
dienne’s theocratic putsch (to the plaudits, be it remembered,
of the rulers of “Communist” China). Nor will we echo Castro’s
paeans to the “socialist” work ethic, his exhortations to his fol-
lowers to “cut yet more sugar cane,” or his fulminations against
sundry slackers, uttered without ever seeking to discover the
real source of their “slackness”: their lack of involvement in the
fundamental decisions and their refusal to participate in their
own exploitation.

At the other end of the political spectrum, we will only deal
in passing with those who believe that all work and all sorrow,
all limitations on human freedom, and all compulsion could im-
mediately be swept away, and that socialism implies the imme-
diate transcending of the human condition. With the decay of
every social order, various millenarial doctrines tend to flour-

back continuously to their workmates in shop or office
- and would anyway probably have discussed all impor-
tant matters with them previously. Rotating groups of
delegates would ensure continuity. One of the main tasks
of a Factory Council would be to ensure liaison and to act
as a continuous regulating locus between the factory and
the “outside world”

b. The General Assembly of all those who work in the plant,
whether manual workers, office workers or technicians.
This would be the highest decision-making body for all
problems concerning the factory as a whole. Differences
between different sectors would be thrashed out at this
level. This General Assembly would embody the restora-
tion of direct democracy into what should, in modern so-
ciety, be its basic unit: the place of work. The Assembly
would have to ratify all but routine decisions of the Fac-
tory Council. It would be empowered to question, chal-
lenge, amend, reject or endorse any decision taken by the
Council. The General Assembly will, itself, decide on all
sorts of questions to be submitted to the Council. The As-
sembly would meet regularly — say, on one or two days
each month. There would, in addition, exist procedures
for calling such General Assemblies, if this was wanted
by a given number of workers, or of shops, or of dele-
gates.

For summaries of the composition and functions of these
bodies, and of their relations with other basic units, see Basic
Units 1, Basic Units 2, The Factory Council and General Assem-
bly, and Council: Central Assembly of Delegates.
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4. Truly managerial functions

The people “consulted” by a Company Chairman or Manag-
ing Director, before s/he takes an important decision, usually
number less than a dozen, even in the most important firms.
This very narrow stratum of management has two main tasks.
On the one hand, it has to make decisions concerning invest-
ment, stocks, output, etc., in relation to market fluctuations and
to long-term prospects. On the other hand, it has to “coordi-
nate” the various departments of the firm, seeking to iron out
differences between various segments of the bureaucratic ap-
paratus.

Some of these functions would disappear altogether in a
planned economy, in particular, all those related to fluctua-
tion of the market. Others would be considerably reduced:
coordinating the different shops of a factory would be much
easier if the producers organized their own work, and if
different groups, shops, or departments could directly contact
each other. Still other functions might be enhanced, such as
genuine discussions of what might be possible in the future,
or of how to do things, or about the present or future role of
the enterprise in the overall development of the economy.

b. Institutions

Under socialism “managerial” tasks at factory level could be
carried out by two bodies:

a. The Factory Council, composed of delegates from the var-
ious shops and offices, all of them elected and instantly
revocable. In an enterprise of say 5,000 to 10,000 work-
ers such a Council might number 30-50 people. The dele-
gates would remain at their jobs. They would meet in full
session as often as experience proved it necessary (prob-
ably on one or two half-days a week They would report
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ish. We endorse the vision but are concerned with the steps for
making it reality.

Those whom we might call “cornucopian socialists”® will
probably denounce us for discussing the organization and
transformation of work (instead of its abolition). But, such
is the capacity of our minds for mutually incompatible ideas
that the very comrades who talk of abolishing all work will
take it for granted that, under socialism, lights will go on
when they press switches, and water flow when they turn
on taps. We would gently ask them how the light or water
will get there, who will lay the cables or pipes — and who,
before that, will make them. We are not of those who believe
that reservoirs and power stations are divine dispensations to
socialist humanity — or that there is no human or social cost
involved in their creation. We are intensely concerned, on the
other hand, about how collectively to determine whether the
cost is acceptable, and how it should be shared.

In considering various aspects of a self-managed society we
will not be discussing the insights, however shrewd, of various
writers of science fiction. Their undoubted merit it is that they,
at least, have perceived the fantastic scope of what could be
possible, even today. Unlike Jules Verne, we aren’t planning to
proceed “20,000 Leagues Under the Sea” or even to undertake
a “Journey to the Centre of the Earth” We just want to walk
widely and freely on its surface, in the here-and-now. In this,
we will immediately differentiate ourselves from most modern
revolutionaries, who under pretext of “keeping their feet on
earth” remain waist-deep in concrete.

This pamphlet is based on a text by P. Chaulieu (*Sur Le Con-
tenu du Socialisme”) which first appeared in the summer of 1957
(in issue Number 22 of the French journal, Socialisme ou Bar-

O The Cornucopia or horn of plenty was a horn overflowing with fruit
and flowers which, for the Romans, symbolized abundance.



barie).?) 1t is important to keep the date in mind. The text was
written just after the Hungarian Workers’ Councils had been
ruthlessly suppressed, following a prolonged and heroic strug-
gle in which hundreds of thousands of workers had put for-
ward demands for the abolition of norms, for the equalization
of wages, for workers’ management of production, for a Feder-
ation of Workers’ Councils, and for control from below of all
institutions exercising any kind of decisional authority.®

The text was written before the momentous developments of
the sixties, before the massive growth of “do-it-yourself” poli-
tics, and before the Berkeley events of 1964 (which showed the
explosive new tensions modern capitalist society was busily
producing). It was written before the vast spread - at least in
Europe — of the “youth revolt” (with its deep questioning of
the “work ethic” as such — and of so many other aspects of
bourgeois culture and before the development of the women’s
liberation movement (with its widespread critique not only of
the economic exploitation of women, but of the more subtle
forms of exploitation inherent in the attribution of fixed polar-
ities and roles to the two sexes). Finally, it was written more
than a decade before the great events of May 1968 (despite the
fact that the movement’s demands for “autogestion,” or “self-
management,” at times, sound like the reverberating echoes of
what the text is talking about).

@ Qur text is a close (but not always literal) translation of the French
original. The milieu in which our pamphlet will be distributed and discussed
differs from that of the 1957 article. Throughout, our main concern has been
with getting essential concepts over to as wide (and unspecialized) an audi-
ence as possible. To a great extent, this has influenced our choice of word-
ing and sentence structure. Paragraphs have been shortened. A number of
sectional and chapter headings have been added. Some additional footnotes
have been inserted (clearly indicated as “Solidarity” footnotes). One or two
of the original footnotes have been omitted, and one or two others incorpo-
rated into the text proper, which has been slightly shortened. The diagrams
and illustrations are our own.

® See Hungary ’56 by Andy Anderson, a “Solidarity” book, now again

own impotence and with the absurdity of the present system.
Technicians don’t constitute a class. From the formal point of
view, they are just a category of wage-earners. The evolution
of modern capitalism, by increasing their numbers and by
transforming them into people who carry out fragmented
and interchangeable work, tends to drive them closer to the
working class. Counteracting these tendencies, it is true, are
their position in the wages and status hierarchies — and also
the scanty chances still open to them of “moving up.”(*® But
these channels are gradually being closed as the numbers of
technicians increase and as bureaucratization spreads within
their own ranks. In parallel with all this, a revolt develops
among them, as they confront the irrationalities of bureau-
cratic capitalism and experience increasing difficulties in
giving free rein to their capacities for creative or meaningful
work.

Some technicians already at the top, or on their way there,
will side squarely with exploiting society. They will, however,
be opposed by a growing minority of disaffected colleagues,
ready to work with others in overthrowing the system. In the
middle, of course, there will be the great majority of techni-
cians, today apathetically accepting their status of slightly
privileged employees. Their present conservatism suggests
that they would not risk a conflict with real power, whatever
its nature. The evolution of events may even radicalize them.

It is therefore most probable that workers’ power in the fac-
tory, after having swept aside a small number of technical bu-
reaucrats, will find support in a substantial number of other
technicians. It should succeed, without major conflict, in in-
tegrating the remainder into the cooperative network of the
factory.

9 See the article, The New Proletariat by John King in Solidarity (Lon-

don), Volume VI, Number 1.
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ers will obviously take into account various technical points
suggested by competent technicians. In fact, there will prob-
ably be a constant to-and-fro, if only because the producers
themselves will envisage new ways of organizing the manu-
facture of products. These suggestions will pose new technical
problems, about which the technicians will, in turn, have to
put forward their comments and evaluations before a joint de-
cision could be taken “in full knowledge of the relevant facts.”
But the decision — in this case as in others — will be in the hands
of the producers (including the technicians) of a given shop (if
it only affects a shop) - or of the factory as a whole (if it affects
the whole factory).

The roots of possible conflict between workers and tech-
nicians would therefore not be technical. If such a conflict
emerged it would be a social conflict, arising from a possible
tendency of the technicians to assume a dominating role,
thereby constituting anew a bureaucratic managerial appa-
ratus. What would be the strength and possible evolution of
such a tendency?

We can’t here discuss this problem in any depth. We can only
re-emphasize that technicians don’t constitute a majority — or
even an essential part — of the upper strata of modern economic
or political management. Incidentally, to become aware of this
obvious fact helps one see through the mystifying character
of arguments which seek to prove that ordinary people can-
not manage production because they lack the “necessary tech-
nical capacity” The vast majority of technicians only occupy
subordinate positions. They only carry out a divided work, on
instructions from above. Those technicians who have “reached
the top” are not there as technicians, but as managers or orga-
nizers.

Modern capitalism is bureaucratic capitalism. It isn’t — and
never will be — a technocratic capitalism. The concept of a
technocracy is an empty generalization of superficial sociol-
ogists, or a daydream of technicians confronted with their
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Way ahead of its time in 1957, the text seems dated, in some
respects, in 1972 — not so much in what it says, which retains
great freshness and originality, but in what it does not and
could not say. Why, in view of all this, is Solidarity publishing
this document at this particular time? The answer is twofold.
Firstly, because the text remains, in our opinion, the most co-
gent, lucid and comprehensive vision of the economic structure
of a modern self-managed society ever to have been published.
Secondly, because we feel that a discussion on this theme is
now fairly urgent.

The text does not evade difficulties, but faces them hon-
estly and openly. Its scope is wide. How could institutions
be made comprehensible? How could they be effectively
controlled from below? How could relevant information be
made available to all, so that meaningful decisions might be
taken collectively? How could genuinely democratic planning
function, in an advanced industrial society? But the text
deals with much more: with the essential changes a socialist
society would have to introduce into the very structure of
work, with how a genuine consumer “market” might function,
with problems of agriculture, with the political representation
of those who do not work in large enterprises and with the
meaning of politics in a society based on Workers” Councils.

Revolutionaries usually react to all this in one of three ways:

1. For the Leninists of all ilk there is no problem. They may
pay lip service to “proletarian democracy,” “Workers
Councils,” and “workers’ control,” but know in their
bones that, wherever necessary, their Party (which has
as great a role to play after the revolution as before) will
take the appropriate decisions. They dismiss workers’
self-management with derogatory comments about
“socialism in one factory” or with profundities like “you

in print. (25p plus postage.)



can’t have groups of workers doing whatever they like,
without taking into account the requirements of the
economy as a whole”” In this, they are tilting at men of
straw, for libertarian revolutionaries have never claimed
any such thing. Moreover, the Leninists utterly fail to
understand what is here being proposed: we are not
discussing “workers control” (seen as some adjunct or
decoration to a hierarchy of political organs, which
would genuinely embody decisional authority, and
which would not be directly based on the producers
themselves). What we are proposing and discussing is
something much more fundamental, a total reorganiza-
tion of society, a reorganization involving every one of
its social relations and basic institutions.

Non-Leninist revolutionaries will react to what we say
in two different ways. Either,

2. “Why worry about such things? Blueprints are a waste
of time. The workers themselves will decide when the
time comes.”

Or, more simplistically,

3. “Under socialism there just won’t be any problems of
this kind. All present problems stem from the material
scarcity of capitalism which a “free society” will imme-
diately abolish.” The text argues most cogently why these
are short-sighted answers and describes what will proba-
bly happen if libertarian revolutionaries refrain from dis-
cussing these matters as from now.

One may accept or reject what the author proposes (we are
not ourselves all agreed on his various views). But it cannot be
claimed that s/he fails to tackle a whole range of new problems.
We are here firmly in the era of the computer, of the knowledge
explosion, of wireless and television, of input-output matrices,

10

This separation is a source of waste and conflict in capitalist
factories. It will only be abolished when “technical” and “pro-
ductive” staff begin to cooperate in a thorough way. This co-
operation will be based on joint decisions taken by the techni-
cians and by those who will be working on a given task. To-
gether, they will decide on the methods to be used.

Will such cooperation work smoothly? There is no intrinsic
reason why unsurmountable obstacles should arise. The work-
ers will have no interest in challenging the answers which the
technician, in his capacity as technician, may give to purely
technical problems. And, if there are disagreements, these will
rapidly be resolved in practice. The field of production allows
of almost immediate verification of what this or that person
proposes. That, for this or that job or tool, this or that type of
metal would be preferable (given a certain state of knowledge
and certain conditions of production) will seldom be a matter
for controversy.

But, the answers provided by technique only establish a gen-
eral framework. They only suggest some of the elements which
will, in practice, influence production. Within this given frame-
work, there will probably be a number of ways of organizing a
particular job. The choice will have to take into account on the
one hand certain general considerations of “economy” (econ-
omy of labor, of energy, of raw materials, of plant) and on the
other hand - and this is much more important — considerations
relating to the fate of man in production. And on these ques-
tions, by definition, the only people who can decide are those
directly involved. In this area, the specific competence of the
technician, as a technician, is nil.?

The ultimate organization of production can, therefore, only
be vested in the hands of the producers themselves. The produc-

% In other words, what we are challenging is the whole concept of a
technique capable of organizing people from the outside. Such an idea is as
absurd as the idea of a psychoanalysis in which the patient would not appear,
and which would be just a “technique” in the hands of the analyst.
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the office staff may find their way into the ranks of manage-
ment.

3. “Technical” functions

These are, at present, carried out by people ranging from
consultant engineers to draftsmen. Here, too, modern industry
has created “collectives” in which work is divided up and so-
cialized, and in which 90 % of those involved do just as they’re
told. But, while pointing this out in relation to what goes on
within these particular departments, we must recognize that
these departments carry out managerial functions in relation
to the production areas. Once production targets have been
defined, it is this collective technical apparatus which selects
ways and means, looks into the necessary changes in the tool-
ing, determines the sequence and the details of various oper-
ations, etc. In theory, the production areas merely carry out
the instructions issued from the technical departments. Under
the conditions of modern mass production a complete separa-
tion certainly exists between those who draw up the plans and
those who have to carry them out.

Up to a point, all this is based on something real. Today, both
specialization and technical and scientific competence are the
privilege of a minority. But it doesn’t follow in the least that
the best way of using this expertise would be to leave to “ex-
perts” the right to decide the whole of production. Competence
is, almost by definition, restricted in its scope. Outside of his/
her particular sector, or of the particular process which s/he
knows, the technician is no better equipped to take a respon-
sible decision than anyone else. Even within his/her own field,
his/her viewpoint is often limited. He/she will often know lit-
tle of the other sectors and may tend to minimize their impor-
tance although these sectors have a definite bearing on his own.
Moreover - and this is more important — the technician is sep-
arated from the real process of production.
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and of the problems of today’s society. We have left the quieter
waters of Owen’s New View of Society (1813), of Morris’ News
from Nowhere (1891), of Blatchford’s Clarion, or of sundry other
socialist or anarchist utopias of earlier years.

Let us not be misunderstood. We are not passing value judg-
ments. We are not decrying the sensitivity and deep humanity
that permeated the vision of many earlier revolutionaries. We
are merely claiming that the technological infrastructures of
their societies and of ours are so immeasurably different as
to make comparisons rather meaningless. Although we hate
much that we see around us - and, in particular, many of the
products of misapplied science — we don’t want to move the
clock back (incidentally, a remarkably fruitless occupation).
We see no advantage in candles or coke over electricity, or
in carrying water from the well when it can be got from a
tap. We want to control and humanize this society (by means
commensurate with its vastness), not to seek refuge in some
mythical golden past. Nor do we use the word “utopia” in
any derogatory sense, as contemporary Marxists so often
do. We are using it in a purely etymological sense. Strictly
speaking, “utopian” means “which exists nowhere” When we
say that the author’s proposals are not utopian we are saying
no more than that his mental constructs are but extrapolations
from what already exists here and now, from experiences the
working class has already been through and from institutions
it has already created.

We would like to contribute this pamphlet to the serious and
sustained discussion now taking place among libertarian revo-
lutionaries about all aspects of a self-managed society. This dis-
cussion is already ranging widely and fruitfully over such fields
as education, conditioning by the family, internalized repres-
sion, urbanism, town planning, ecology, new forms of art and
communication, new relations between people, and between
people and the essential content of their lives. In this surge of
questioning one dimension is, however, missing. The dimen-
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sion is that of economic organization. The silence here is quite
deafening. Sure, there are occasional distant echoes of what de
Leon said before the First World War about “socialist industrial
unions” — or about what various syndicalists have proclaimed,
with diminishing credibility, about the need for “one big union.”
For modern revolutionaries, however, this is totally inadequate.
Perhaps what we propose isn’t good enough either, but at least
it tries to grapple with the problems of our epoch.

Although economic organization isn’t the be-all and end-all
of life, it is the pre-condition of a great deal else. And it is high
time revolutionary libertarians started discussing this subject
rationally. They must realize that if they have no views on these
matters, others (the trad[itional] rev[olutionarie]s) do. Politics,
like nature, abhors a vacuum. If we don’t want the economic
tyranny of bourgeois society to be replaced by the tyranny of
Party-dominated structures — masquerading as “socialism” or
“workers control” - it is high time we explained, and in some
detail, what we mean by workers’ management of production
and a society genuinely based on Workers Councils.

Conservatives will say that what is here outlined threatens
the rights of management. They are dead right. The non-
political will proclaim what many left politicos believe (but
are reluctant to articulate), namely that all this is “pie in the
sky” because in industry as elsewhere there must always be
leaders, and that hierarchical organization is both inevitable
and intrinsically rational. The liberals and Labor lefts — aware
of the increasing cynicism with which people now regard
them — will proclaim that what we say is “what they meant all
along,” when they were talking about “workers’ participation.”
Having failed to grasp the essence of what we are talking
about, they will then doubtless start arguing how it could all
be introduced by parliamentary legislation!

There will be more subtle criticisms too. Those alarmed at
the monstrosities of modern science — or those naturally sus-
picious of what they do not fully understand - will shy away
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would be quite capable of disciplining itself. It would also be
capable of granting momentary authority from time-to-time
to people, drawn from its own ranks, should it feel this to be
needed for the carrying out of a particular job.

2. Administrative functions

These relate to jobs, most of which are now carried out in
the offices. Among them are accountancy and the “commer-
cial” and “general” services of the enterprise. The development
of modern production has fragmented and socialized this work,
just as it has done to production itself. Nine-tenths of people
working in offices attached to factories carry out tasks of exe-
cution. Throughout their life, they will do little else. Important
changes will have to be brought about here.

The capitalist structure of the factory generally results in
considerable over-staffing of these areas and a socialist reor-
ganization would probably result in a big economy of labor in
these fields. Some of these departments would not only dimin-
ish in size, but would witness a radical transformation of their
functions. In the last few years “commercial sections” have ev-
erywhere grown enormously. In a planned socialist economy,
they would be mainly concerned with, on the one hand, obtain-
ing supplies, and on the other, with deliveries. They would be in
contact with similar departments in supply-factories and with
stores, distributing to consumers. Once the necessary trans-
formations had been brought about, offices would be consid-
ered “workshops” like any others. They could organize their
own work and would relate, for purposes of coordination, with
the other shops of the factory. They would enjoy no particular
rights by virtue of the nature of their work. They have, in fact,
no such rights today, and it is as a result of other factors (the di-
vision between manual and “intellectual” work, the more pro-
nounced hierarchy in offices, etc.), that persons from among

53



What no one seems prepared to recognize (or even to admit)
is the capacity of working people to manage their own affairs
outside of a very narrow radius. The bureaucratic mind cannot
see in the mass of people employed in a factory or office an ac-
tive subject, capable of managing and organizing. In the eyes
of those in authority, both East and West, as soon as one gets
beyond a group of ten, fifteen or twenty individuals, the crowd
begins — the mob, the thousand-headed Hydra that can’t act
collectively, or that could only act collectively in the display
of collective delirium or hysteria. They believe that only a spe-
cially evolved managerial apparatus, endowed, of course, with
coercive functions, can dominate and control this mass.

But such are the muddles and shortcomings of the present
managerial apparatus that even-today workers (or “primary
groups”) are obliged to take on quite a number of coordinating
tasks. Moreover, historical experience shows that the working
class is quite capable of managing whole enterprises. In Spain,
in 1936 and 1937, workers ran the factories. In Budapest, in
1956, big bakeries employing hundreds of workers carried on
during and immediately after the insurrection. They worked
better than ever before, under workers’ self-management.
Many such examples could be quoted.

The most useful way of discussing this problem is not to
weigh up, in the abstract, the “managerial capacities” of the
working class. It is to disentangle the specific functions of the
present managerial apparatus and to see which of them, under
socialism, could be discarded, and which would need to be al-
tered, and in what direction. Present managerial functions are
of four main types and we will discuss them in turn:

1. Coercive functions

These functions, and the jobs which go with them (supervi-
sors, foremen, part of the “personnel” department), would be
done away with, purely and simply. Each group of worke