change relations would continue to exist, with self-managed firms
exchanging goods and services in a market. For this reason, some
anarchists—particularly communists—argue that mutualism would
actually just be a self-managed form of capitalism, as it retains so
many elements of capitalism (exchange relations, markets, and so
on).

Some modern descendants of mutualism are Kevin Carson,
Shawn Wilbur, some folks at the Alliance of the Libertarian Left or
Center for a Stateless Society.*® Many of these modern mutualists
have altered features of Proudhon’s arguments in key ways,
influenced by the American individualists like Benjamin Tucker
and Josiah Warren. Some of the aforementioned groups see anti-
statists working together across broad economic spectrums—some
of whom are socialist, others who advocate for forms of capitalism
and could not therefore properly be called “anarchists” (if the
term, which is admittedly broad and sometimes messy, is to have
any consistent meaning at all). Thus, for example, lining the top of
the web page for the Alliance of the Libertarian Left can be seen
pictures of mutualists like Proudhon side by side with self-avowed
capitalists like Murray Rothbard. Nevertheless, it is within these
modern descendants where we see the ghost of Proudhon and
echoes of his mutualist anarchism.

Collectivism

Collectivism is most often associated with Bakunin, who re-
ferred to himself as a “collectivist” to distinguish his theory from
state-communists. While mutualism was a reformist and gradu-
alist strategy that would try to overgrow capitalism over a long
period of time, Bakunin saw a need for a revolutionary rupture
with capitalism. Therefore, Bakunin argued for a revolutionary
movement that would expropriate property, socializing it.

% See, eg., http://mutualist.blogspot.com/, http://libertarian-
labyrinth.blogspot.com/, http://c4ss.org/, http://all-left.net/.
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form of dual power for workers, particularly through the use of
low-interest loans, charging only the necessary interest to pay
for administration. Thus, Proudhon argued for mutualism not
only as a post-capitalist vision, but also as a strategic orientation
stressing the need to build alternative economic relationships in
the here and now that would eventually replace capitalism. While
mutualism is not typically advocated by anarchists anymore, we
still owe much of our development of economics to Proudhon
(ironically enough, Marxists also owe this debt to Proudhon).
Nevertheless, it should be acknowledged that there are still some
advocates of mutualism.

As Proudhon sketched it out, wage labor and landlordism would
be abolished in a mutualist society. Rather, ownership would be
based on occupancy and use. Therefore, all workers would have
access to their own means of production—most organizing into co-
operative, non-hierarchical firms. These self-managed firms would
compete in a free market, regulated by a grand agro-industrial fed-
eration. Many mutualists have argued that these firms would func-
tion in ways similar to worker cooperatives contemporarily, but
without some of the pressures of operating in the context of a capi-
talist and statist society. Further, rather than capitalists expropriat-
ing surplus value from workers, workers would keep or trade those
products that they produce.

This would mean that distribution in a mutualist society would
be “by work done, by deed rather than need. Workers would re-
ceive the full product of their labour, after paying for inputs from
other co-operatives.”® This is an important distinction, particularly
as anarchists who advocate for communism argue for forms of
distribution by need and parts of the debates over anarchist vi-
sionary arguments are centered on the distribution of the things
that we produce. This also means that in a mutualist society, ex-

% Anarcho, “The Economics of Anarchy;” http://anarchism.pageabode.com/
anarcho/the-economics-of-anarchy (accessed October 21, 2011).
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Undoubtedly, this is also reflective of anarchist suspicion of vi-
sionary arguments and blueprints for a future society.

Finally, it should also be noted that the borders that we draw
around these different visionary proposals are points of con-
tention and debate. What we call “collectivism” here might be
called a transitional phase for anarchist-communism by oth-
ers. Still others argue for a minimalist definition of libertarian
communism that would include things like some form of remu-
neration for labor time, onerousness of tasks, and the like—which
contemporary anarchist-communists typically reject (but past
anarchist-communists have, at times, advocated for). Yet we argue
that contemporarily these categories have crystallized to have
certain meanings among anarchists. Our attempt at defining them,
then, is itself a heavily politicized project and we want to acknowl-
edge that. Undoubtedly we will ruffle some feathers in the process,
but the purpose here is to give some broad sketches and not have
the final word on how these terms were defined historically or
how they are commonly used today. Indeed, we hope that these
defining strategies can serve as jumping off points for needed
debates about the usage and meaning of these categories. This is
also why these sketches are brief—an entire book could be written
about each tendency. And we have no intention of doing that here,
so some paragraphs on each tendency will have to suffice for the
purposes of this collection.

Mutualism

As we mentioned before, Proudhon was an advocate of a
form of market socialism called mutualism. Mutualism was an
anti-capitalist model that saw mutual banks and credit associa-
tions as a way to socialize productive property and allow for a

Anarchist Vision of Life After Capitalism,” http://theanarchistlibrary.org/HTML/
Wayne_Price__Malatesta_s_Anarchist_Vision_of_Life_After_Capitalism.html
(accessed October 21, 2011).
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grow out of the economic needs of each place and
clime, and of the intellectual and temperamental
requirements of the individual *®

Following this, some anarchists would eschew labels and
“hyphenations” like “anarchist-communism,” preferring to refer
to their preference simply as “anarchy,” or at times not refer to a
preference at all.

There is also a strong tradition of revolutionary pluralism in an-
archism. In the past, some anarchists would advocate for an “an-
archism without adjectives,” perhaps most famously advanced by
thinkers such as Voltairine de Cleyre, to indicate a tolerance for
many visionary (and strategic) differences. Similarly, there have
been (and are) anarchists who advocate for specific proposals, but
see a need for a deep humility and commitment to pluralism in
terms of vision. One of the best examples of this can be found in
the Italian anarchist Errico Malatesta, who advocated for anarchist-
communism, yet stated:

One may, therefore, prefer communism, or individual-
ism, or collectivism, or any other system, and work by
example and propaganda for the achievement of one’s
personal preferences, but one must beware, at the risk
of certain disaster, of supposing that one’s system is
the only, and infallible, one, good for all men [sic], ev-
erywhere and for all times, and that its success must be
assured at all costs, by means other than those which
depend on persuasion, which spring from the evidence
of facts.3*

 Emma Goldman, “Anarchism: What it Really Stands For, http://sun-
site.berkeley.edu/goldman/Writings/Anarchism/anarchism.html (accessed Octo-
ber 5, 2011).

3 Errico Malatesta, Errico Malatesta: His Life and Ideas, Vernon Richards, ed.,
(London: Freedom Press 1984), 28—-29. Quoted from Wayne Price, “Malatesta’s
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archic elements that could contain seeds of a future, post-capitalist
economy (while, of course, also noting their limitations). It also
means that we need ways to evaluate the resistance strategies we
use to create ruptures in capitalism and to recognize the spaces in
everyday life in which capitalism is not present. Finally, since anar-
chism is a holistic movement seeking to reconfigure the totality of
social relations and not limited to the economy, our analyses of cur-
rent practices need to include investigations into the affective and
embodied experience of these practices. We begin with a look at
the different proposals advanced by anarchists for a future society
(and the processes used to create such a society).

To begin discussing the differences between the three main
post-capitalist anarchist theories—mutualism, collectivism, and
communism—we should first take note of a few things. First,
as mentioned above, most anarchists reject mutualism outright
contemporarily. While it played a historic role in laying the
foundations of anarchist economics (as McKay eloquently lays
out in his chapter), it has little impact on the existing milieu
beyond those foundations (although one will occasionally find
adherents to this market philosophy at various bookfairs and
anarchist gatherings or, more often, on open anarchist Internet
forums—and they do seem to be gaining steam as more and more
people lose faith in capitalism). Beyond that, many anarchists are
suspicious of visionary arguments and blueprints for the future,
seeing anarchism as a conscious creation of the dispossessed and
not a future that can be written within the context of the present.
As Emma Goldman put it:

Anarchism is not, as some may suppose, a theory of
the future to be realized through divine inspiration.
It is a living force in the affairs of our life, constantly
creating new conditions. The methods of Anarchism
therefore do not comprise an iron-clad program to be
carried out under all circumstances. Methods must
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enough. We want to run our lives and actively create and partici-
pate in our social relations without the kinds of restraints placed
on us by hierarchical authority and power—in the context of the
economy, identity, culture, our conceptual order, indeed all facets
of social life.

Part of the danger of this particular ideological underpinning of
capitalism is the creation of militant liberal alternatives that aim for
much less than total social transformation. Militant reformism can
serve as a recuperative mechanism to radical social mo(ve)ments,
defanging possible transformations by functioning as the leftwing
of capital. Thus the institutionalized Left historically (and contem-
porarily) is something that anarchists should be wary of if we wish
different worlds instead of reformed versions of the existing order.

The preceding institutional analysis of capitalism was intended
to describe the existing society, as well as give some insights into
possible forms that a future capitalism might take. The analyses
of the ideological assumptions in place to justify and naturalize
capitalism are intended to destabilize the mythologies surround-
ing those institutional arrangements. Anarchists have, however, of-
fered possible alternatives to capitalism in varying degrees of detail.
These alternatives tend to be bound up with specific strategic and
theoretical assumptions as well. Next we will look at some of these
anarchist proposals, also noting anarchists’ frequent reticence to
advance visionary arguments in too much detail.

Anarchist Economics

As we said before, a distinctly anarchist economics is going to
have some unique features of its own, and we have organized this
anthology to reflect that. Firstly, anarchism has some interesting
tensions in terms of post-capitalist vision. Secondly, as a largely
prefigurative practice, a part of anarchist economic analysis must
include investigations into current practices that might contain an-
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italism).>° This also ignores human experiences and experiments
outside of capitalist relations that exist within capitalist society®!
or in revolutionary situations.> But more egregiously, it assumes
that capitalism, even by its own ideological standards, is a system
that “works” Given massive poverty, privation, and hunger; the
routine destruction of landbases and the despoiling of the natural
environment; massive worldwide wars; periodic crises such as the
one we are experiencing while we pen this introduction—indeed,
given that a tiny elite owns massive amounts of resources (multi-
ple homes, dozens of luxury cars, servants and coteries, and the
like) while most of us struggle to survive—can we really say this is
a system that “works”?

But we are told that under democracy checks and balances are
present in the form of state regulation of the economy that can ad-
dress some of the failures of capitalism. This is sometimes why peo-
ple refer to the study of capitalism as “political economy”—because
there is no idealized “free market” that exists without state inter-
ference. But even a cursory look at recent history should demon-
strate how absurd these deeply held beliefs about democracy are.
Perhaps the best examples are when leftist governments are voted
into power. In much of Europe we have a rather long history of
socialist parties legislating regulatory mechanisms into the econ-
omy in order to create a kinder and gentler capitalism. And we
can see with the current austerity just how lasting those reforms
and regulations are (which is to say, not lasting at all—the state
can dismantle any reform or regulation it sets in place at any mo-
ment. Therefore, we only keep what we take and defend). Further,
as anarchists, we argue that a gentler form of exploitation is not

* For one interesting anthropological look at this question, see Mar-
shall Sahlins, “The Original Affluent Society,” http://www.eco-action.org/dt/afflu-
ent.html (accessed September 11, 2011).

31 See, e.g., Colin Ward, Anarchy in Action (London: Freedom Press 2001,
Orig. 1973) and Peter Gelderloos, Anarchy Works (Berkeley: Ardent Press 2010).

32 See especially Santillan, “After the Revolution.”

38

Café Capital: Coffee, Communication, and Possibility . . 286
Conclusion: Another World Is Possible . . . . . . ... .. 290
Part 5: Resistance 294
Occupy, Resist, Produce! Lessons from Latin America’s
Occupied Factories . . ... ... .......... 294
Breaking Chains . . . . ... ... ... .. ........ 298
Hide-and-Seek Capitalism . . . . . ... ... ... ... 303
Syndicalism and Self-management . . . . . .. ... ... 307
A New Chapter in Working-Class History . . . . . . . .. 311
We Can Write Our Own Futures! . . . ... ... ... .. 312

Call It an Uprising: People of Color and the Third

World Organize against Capitalism 314
Globalization and the Reshaping of Race . . . . . . . . .. 319
Fighting Back against Capitalism . . . . . ... ... ... 326
Interrogating the Future . . . . . . . . ... .. ... ... 334
Part 6: Vision 339

Chopping Off the Invisible Hand: Internal Problems with
Markets and Anarchist Theory, Strategy, and Vision 339

Theory . . . . . . o o 341
A Few Words on Strategy . . . ... ... ... ...... 347
Vision . . . . . . .. e 350
For the Accumulation of Freedom . ... ... ... ... 355

Ditching Class: The Praxis of Anarchist Communist

Economics 357
Libertarian Communism, the Aspiration of Classes in
Struggle . .. ... ... 357
Praxis . . . . . . . . ... 360
Lived Libertarian Communism . . . . ... ... ... .. 361
A Libertarian Communist Society . . .. ... ... ... 369
A Critique of the Wage System . . . . ... ... ... .. 379



Toward Communism . . . . . . .. ... ... ......

The Anarchist Method: An Experimental Approach to
Post-Capitalist Economies
Issues Raised by Differing Models of Post-Capitalism

Afterword: Porous Borders of Anarchist Vision and
Strategy
Anarchist Vision . . . ... ... ... ... ... ...,
As an Example, Consider the Economy . ... ... ...
Anarchist Strategy . . . . ... ... L L L.
What can a strategic commitment mean? . . . . . .
So what’smy point? . . ... ... .

Postscript: Toward the Occupation of Everyday Life

Contributor Biographies

384

. 390

400
400
403
413
413
419

421

425

gatherer societies without any concept of private property, in col-
lectivities that based their lives on personal possessions and forms
of common, social resources (nothing that could properly be called
property). Given that long history, how could it be “human nature”
to want to dominate, to own, to compete for resources? Did we
collectively just act against our natural wiring for the vast major-
ity of our existence? The argument barely makes any sense, yet
such ideas of “human nature” are common among people the world
over. This is part of what prompted Emma Goldman to declare,
“Poor human nature, what horrible crimes have been committed in
thy name! Every fool, from king to policeman, from the flatheaded
parson to the visionless dabbler in science, presumes to speak au-
thoritatively of human nature. The greater the mental charlatan,
the more definite his [sic] insistence on the wickedness and weak-
nesses of human nature. Yet, how can anyone speak of it today,
with every soul in a prison, with every heart fettered, wounded,
and maimed?”?° Her larger point was that those things that we re-
fer to as “human nature” are little more than our projections of our
dominant institutions into our very selves. Thus, capitalism is not
some naturally occurring system. It is a system that is constructed
and one that can be dispensed with.

Similarly, economists often object to anarchist alternatives to
capitalism as utopian (in the pejorative sense of the term) or not
being pragmatic. They argue instead that alternatives to capital-
ism would never “work” (another word that requires some unpack-
ing, which we will forego in this introduction). First, this ignores
the vast majority of human social organization, which presumably
“worked” (that is, we are still here and people sometimes struggled
in the past, but other times we have surely thrived without cap-

» Emma Goldman, “Anarchism: What it Really Stands For http://sun-
site.berkeley.edu/goldman/Writings/Anarchism/anarchism.html (accessed
September 11, 2011).
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pensing with the value form). However, due to spatial constraints,
we limit our institutional analysis to the above features.

Anarchists also point out (the somewhat obvious fact) that part
of how capitalism reproduces itself is through the participation
of people in those social relations. That is, anarchists can often
be found advocating for mass refusals and the withdrawal of our
participation—sometimes in the form of general strikes; sometimes,
as in the case of the illegalists, in the form of direct expropriations—
with the support and participation of social movements or not;
sometimes in the form of occupations and the taking of space; and
still other times in advocating for creating alternatives to capitalist
relations in the here and now; and so on. But the advocacy of these
kinds of practices does lead to the question: If it is in our interests
to abolish capitalism, why (and how) is capitalism continually re-
produced in our social lives and why do we not destroy those social
relations and begin writing a new future today?

Some of the possible answers to that question are contained
within popular understandings of economics (which also might
explain why anarchists are often loath to refer to our analyses
as “economics” or our proposed alternatives as “economies”).
Capitalism is justified by ideological assumptions about “human
nature,” what is “pragmatic,” and just how wonderful and benevo-
lent democracy can be. Given that mass media are largely owned
and operated by wealthy corporations, our popular forms of
entertainment are most often commodities produced under (and
by) capital, our compulsory educational systems are run by the
state, and so on, it might not be a surprise just how popular those
kinds of ideological assumptions are and how infrequent critical
thought enters into human relations (anarchists can also often be
included in that).

For example, capitalism is often justified by a belief that it is “hu-
man nature” to be greedy, to want to accumulate wealth at the ex-
pense of others, to desire power over other people, and the like. Yet
the vast majority of human social relations were spent in hunter-
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a tumultuous period while it is controlled by benevolent leftists.
Rather, we must rid ourselves of the state, not use it to attempt
to further our own ends. It is one reason why anarchists advocate
for direct action (rather than electoralism or participation in
governance).

It should be noted that the state serves many more purposes be-
yond its economic functions protecting capital and capitalists, al-
though it would require a book-length work to outline these func-
tions. The state also draws boundaries around the public and pri-
vate spheres, it forces identity categories on us from above, and
it controls ever more aspects of social life well beyond simple eco-
nomic relations (thus the need for an analysis that recognizes forms
of domination related to, but not reducible to, class, capitalism, and
economics). Anarchists might analyze it as an institution, as a set
of social relations, or as some combination of those things (and an-
archists have in the past advanced those sorts of analyses of the
state), but for the purposes of attempting to abstract “economics”
from other spheres of life, the state’s function as a protector of cap-
italism and a recuperator of struggles (particularly as struggles get
opportunistically channeled into electoral politics) is particularly
salient.

Beyond these institutional features, other features of modern
capitalism exist that we have declined to comment on. We want to
encourage the reader, however, to consider the role of currency and
money in capitalism. Further, it is questionable if modern capital-
ism could exist without debt, as Graeber skillfully points out (and
in the process, he smashes many myths associated with capitalist
economists).?® One also might investigate pricing mechanisms and
value as vital pieces of capitalism (some libertarian communists
argue, for example, that destroying capitalism means likewise dis-

2 See David Graeber, Debt: The First 5,000 Years (Brooklyn: Melville House
Publishing 2011).
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to account for between better off members of the working class
and those less well off, and at times differences in terms of their
identification with the present society. However, we should recog-
nize a unified (if not always united) working class as a better model
for looking at the potential for rupture with capitalist society and
where that rupture might come from.

Finally, anarchists point out that the social relations in capital-
ist society are protected and maintained by states. As Malatesta
pointed out years ago, we are taught that states are “the represen-
tative...of the general interest: it is the expression of the rights of
all, construed as a limit upon the rights of each” and that states
are “moral...endowed with certain attributes of reason, justice.”27
Anarchists point out that actually the state protects property rela-
tions, allowing for the existence of private property (again, without
occupancy and use). Without a police force and property laws to
threaten (and use) force for rents and wage labor, what would stop
us from just taking our homes, our workplaces, and our commu-
nities? Note, for example, the ways the police are used to attack
people even in so-called “public” places during the existence of the
various “Occupy” sites. Similarly, when was the last time the police
were used to break up a strike by beating up the boss and carting
him off to jail? Yet there is a history of the police repression of
labor—indeed, of many individuals or groups attempting to take
back and determine their own lives.

This is the economic function of the state—to protect private
property and the accumulation of capital. Also, this is one reason
why anarchists reject the Leninist suggestion that we seize the
state (or in some interpretations, smash the existing state and
create a new “workers’ state”—complete with a vanguard party
to run it). Its very existence implies a classed society. Anarchists
argue that the state will not wither away of its own accord after

27 Errico Malatesta, “Anarchy,” in No Gods No Masters: An Anthology of An-
archism, ed. Daniel Guérin (Oakland: AK Press, 2005), 356.
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thanks to my advisors Peter Castro, Richard Loder, Mecke Nagel,
Piers Beirne, and Micere Githae Mugo for their ongoing support
and wisdom. And I am forever grateful to Robert Rubinstein for his
amazing friendship, support, and advice since day one at Syracuse
University. I would like to thank my family and all the other teach-
ers and professors who always believed in me and never said that I
did not belong because of having disabilities. I also want to express
my gratitude to everyone involved with the Central New York
Peace Studies Consortium, American Friends Service Committee,
Political Media Review, Institute for Critical Animal Studies, Save
the Kids, and Transformative Studies Institute. I would like to
thank my dear friend who I work with day in and day out on
everything and who is always there to talk with, Sarat Colling.
Finally, I would like to thank my friends in no specific order—Steve
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Best, Richard Kahn, Jeremy, Jay, Brian, Ben Gottschall, Andrew,
Heather, Eden, Andy, Bister, Owen, Alma, Cameron Naficy, Shane,
Sean, Patrick Hoyt, elana levy, Nick Cooney, Dave Lambon, Jason
Bayless, Lisa Kemmerer, Roger Yates, Richard Twine, Richard
White, Peter McLaren, Anastasia Yarbrough, Abe DeLeon, Luis
Fernandez, Nancy Piscitell, Lisa Mignacca, Barron Boyd, Richard
Kendrick, Mecke Nagel, Andrew Fitz-Gibbon, Caroline Kaltefleiter,
Ali Zaidi, David Gabbard, Kevin Pieluszczak, Josh Calkins, Liat
Ben-Moshe, Bill Armaline, Abbey Willis, Roxanne Dunbar-Ortiz,
Ramsey Kanaan, Sean Parson, Ernesto Aguilar, David Rovics,
Gregory Martin, Stanley Aronowitz, Ruth Kinna, Jeff Monaghan,
Carl Boggs, John Alessio, Julie Andrzejewski, Glenn Rikowski,
Mitch Rosenwald, David Graeber, Benjamin Frymer, Richard Van
Heertum, Jeff Ferrell, Elsa Karen Marquez-Aponte, Ward Churchill,
and Jeff Monson, as well as the 2003-2004 PARC crew, Syracuse
Bicycle, AVP Auburn prison, and everyone at Hillbrook. I love you
all!

This book is dedicated to all of the exploited and op-
pressed people struggling for freedom and dignity. Let
us transform society, liberate ourselves, and be free!

To the global working class, may they unite and take
what is theirs.
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students as well as those who engage in reproductive labor, such
as child-rearing, housekeeping, etc.]. This group makes up the vast
majority of the population.

Ruling Class—those who control investment decisions, deter-
mine high level policy, set the agenda for capital and state. This
is the elite at the top, owners or top managers of large compa-
nies, multinationals and banks (i.e. the capitalists), owners of large
amounts of land (i.e. landlords or the aristocracy, if applicable), top-
level state officials, politicians, and so forth. They have real power
within the economy and/or state, and so control society. In a nut-
shell, the owners of power (whether political, social or economic)
or the master class. This group consists of around the top 5-15% of
the population.?

It should be noted, however, that anarchist class analysis allows
for some degree of “fuzziness.” That is, not everyone fits neatly into
these broad categories (though, we would argue, most people do). It
should also be noted that some radicals, anarchists included, argue
for the existence of a third class. Some refer to this as “the middle
class,” “the coordinator class,” “the techno-managerial class,” and so
on. This is typically used to highlight the existence of people with a
high degree of social power—often directly over working people—
such as high-paid lawyers, tenured professors at elite institutions,
and so on. This class is sometimes conceived as having their own
sets of material interests, in opposition to the ruling class and the
working class, and sometimes conceived as having similar interests
as workers, but being placed above them in capitalist society due
to their social power. Most anarchists, however, reject this view,
arguing for a traditional two-class analysis.

We might juxtapose this anarchist class analysis with sociologi-
cal analyses of class that often split society into a lower (or “under”)
class, working class, lower middle class, upper middle class, and up-
per class. Anarchists argue that there might be cultural differences

% Tain McKay, An Anarchist FAQ: Volume 1 (Oakland: AK Press 2008), 185.

33



damental aspects of capitalism.? This collection generally reflects
those trends, treating markets (however deformed by the state) as
a crucial part of capitalist society. And while many pieces take
note of market-oriented anarchist visions of post-capitalist society,
most are critical of those kinds of arguments.

Anarchists point out that these economic arrangements lead to
the development of class society. While we are often told we are
all equals under the law or that we all have equal power through
voting, anarchists point out that these claims (which serve to jus-
tify and naturalize capitalist society) are absurd. Rather, we do not
live in a society of equals. We live in a society of classes—with dif-
ferent material interests. The ruling class in capitalist society has
an interest in maintaining capitalism while the rest of us have an
interest in smashing capitalism and taking what rightfully belongs
to us—everything.

Rather than a fetishized version of the worker as a (usually
white and male) industrial (factory) worker and the capitalist as a
(also usually white and male) factory owner (complete with a top
hat), McKay explains anarchist class analysis by defining these
two classes thusly:

Working class—those who have to work for a living but have
no real control over that work or other major decisions that af-
fect them, i.e. order-takers. This class also includes the unemployed,
pensioners, etc., who have to survive on handouts from the state.
They have little wealth and little (official) power. This class includes
the growing service worker sector, most (if not the vast majority)
of “white collar” workers as well as traditional “blue collar” work-
ers. Most self-employed people would be included in this class, as
would the bulk of peasants and artisans (where applicable). In a nut-
shell, the producing classes and those who either were producers
or will be producers [editor’s note: this would, then, include most

2 paul Bowman, “What is Communism?’ http://www.anarkismo.net/
newswire.php?story_id=1555 (accessed September 11, 2011).
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Preface

Ruth Kinna

Economics was once called the dismal science and is still often
associated with dry, technical argument and the modeling of pref-
erences based on assumptions of perfect knowledge and rational
calculation. The language of economics—investment, fiscal stimuli,
growth, productive efficiency, bull and bear markets—is quite fa-
miliar. And the practical implications of these terms are all too
predictable and easily understood, particularly during periods of
recession. But to many the content of the subject remains mysteri-
ously abstract and its scope seems narrowly focused. The study of
economics is too often limited to the analysis of capitalist markets,
the murky dealings of international finance or, as the recent and
spectacular collapse of the banks shows, with system failure.

Naturally, there have always been critical voices within the
discipline, but it is only recently that the possibility of imagining
how economies might work, or be made to work differently,
has been stated so emphatically. Since the emergence of the
global social justice movement, new lines of inquiry about the
assumptions, values, and effects of the global economic system
have been opened. The mantra that there is no alternative has
been subject to fresh scrutiny. Its counter-claim, that other worlds
are possible, has proved to be a powerful rival and is beginning
to supplant it. The rise of unregulated movements of capital,
the dominating presence of multi-national corporations, and the
structuring of free trade to favor the most powerful are no longer
regarded as inevitable, unstoppable, or spontaneous features of
economic markets—much less, desirable. That the global economy
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is a badly regulated, ill-planned system which has been facilitated
by a morally bankrupt and oppressive ideology—neoliberalism—is
surely now clear.

Some of the most important critiques of the neoliberal dystopia
to have appeared since 1999 have been informed by non-anarchist
socialist and left-liberal positions. The work of Susan George, Peter
Singer, Alex Callinicos, Joseph Stiglitz, and others provides a rich
source of inspiration. But the anarchistic nature of the social justice
movement and the grassroots actions that it has embraced also pro-
vides space for the discussion of explicitly anarchist approaches to
economics. Some of this discussion might fill non-anarchists with
horror, especially if it is assumed that anarchism stands only for the
deregulation of the economy, the privatization of all services, and
the rolling back of the state with little regard for issues of equality,
participation, and creative flourishing. For most groups within the
social justice movement, this brand of right-libertarianism is hardly
better, though perhaps less hypocritical, than regulated neoliberal-
ism. Its association with anarchism—which is fiercely contested—
owes much to the influence of Murray Rothbard who described
his uncompromising and radical defense of individual rights and
free market distributions as anarcho-capitalist. Whether or not his
identification with anarchism distorted the tradition, his position
hardly exhausts the possibilities for an anarchist economics. On
the contrary, anarchism offers a strong and rich heritage of anti-
capitalist thinking, and it is these lines of thought which might
usefully be revived.

Anti-capitalist anarchism is grounded in the belief that problems
of inequality, alienation, exploitation, and aggressive competition
stem from the complex relationship of political and economic in-
terests. Sometimes this relationship is understood as a class rela-
tionship in which political elites (historically patriarchal, racist, ho-
mophobic, and religiously bigoted) are more or less subservient to
the economically powerful. Others treat the interrelation as evi-
dence of a more diffuse military-industrial complex, where simi-
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produced by the rest of us. This is what led Proudhon to the now-
famous statement, “Property is theft!”—arguing this declaration
was just as logical as the belief that slavery is murder.?! That is,
their property is essentially our loss.

Another element of capitalist society as we know it is market
relations. Generally, and likely because in dominant narratives
Marxian economics are juxtaposed with capitalist models, we are
told that for allocation we have a choice between central planning
and markets. Anarchists, however, have typically called for some
form of decentralized planning. To further complicate matters,
under capitalism we have market allocation, but there are some
anarchists who have suggested that we might have anti-capitalist,
socialist markets.?? This was the theory proposed by Proudhon—a
market socialism in which self-managed worker-owned firms
would compete in a market regulated by an “agro-industrial
federation.”?®

Most anarchists, however, reject market-oriented visions, with
some even suggesting that markets themselves are part and parcel
of capitalist society. Jarach, for example, points out that there has
been “a nearly total absence of Proudhon’s economic ideas among
anarchists for the last 150 years.”®* Bowman, in his treatment of
communism, refers to Proudhonian visionary arguments as a form
of “capitalism without capitalists” due to its retention of some fun-

?! Tain McKay, ed., Property is Theft: A Pierre-Joseph Proudhon Reader (Oak-
land: AK Press, 2011).

% See, e.g., http://mutualist.org/, for some modern examples of mutualist
theory.

% Ibid.

% Lawrence Jarach, “Proudhon’s Ghost: Petit-Bourgeois Anarchism,
Anarchist Businesses, and the Politics of Effectiveness,” http://thean-
archistlibrary.org/HTML/Lawrence_Jarach_Proudhon_s_Ghost__petit-

bourgeois_anarchism__anarchist_businesses__and_the_politics_of_effectiveness.html

(accessed September 11, 2011).
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merchandise has he sold to his employer? It is his labor,
his personal services, the productive forces of his body,
mind, and spirit that are found in him and are insepara-
ble from his person—it is therefore himself. From then
on, the employer will watch over him, either directly
or by means of overseers; everyday during working
hours and under controlled conditions, the employer
will be the owner of his actions and movements. When
he is told: “Do this,” the worker is obligated to do it; or
he is told: “Go there,” he must go. Is this not what is
called a serf??

Not only do anarchists oppose wage labor and exploitation on
the grounds that they are unfair, but these things are also against
the material interests of working people and create a social relation
of domination between the boss and the worker (which Bakunin
so eloquently describes above). Indeed, many anarchists argue that
the wage labor relation is the defining aspect of capitalism. One can-
not be an anarchist in any coherent sense and advocate for wage
relations and economic exploitation.

This social relation (exploitation) is made possible by private
property. To be clear, anarchists make a distinction between
possessions and private property. Possessions are personal items
based on current occupancy or use (i.e., no anarchist advocates
taking your home or your toothbrush). But private property allows
for exploitation through ownership without use. Just as capitalists
exploit workers through wage labor, so too do capitalists exploit
workers through landlordism, claiming ownership of homes they
do not live in and charging people for their occupancy. Likewise,
capitalists do not use the means of producing goods, services,
and so on in our society—workers do. Yet in a system of private
ownership, capitalists reap the benefits of things that are socially

20 Bakunin, “The Capitalist System.”
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larly structured political, economic, and military interests coalesce.
Either way, anarchists have generally argued that capitalism has
developed alongside a process of political centralization and state
formation. A clean divorce of politics from economics, releasing
markets from government interference, is simply impossible—even
assuming it is desirable. The absorption of politics into economics
is equally problematic.

Typically, the acknowledgment of the interdependence of states
and markets has encouraged anarchists to examine the sociological
effects of capitalism as well as its economic operation. For exam-
ple, on the question of exploitation, anarchists have highlighted
the repressive character of the organization and management of
production as well as pointed out the injustice of ownership and
contradictions of individual property rights. Similarly, they have
explored the expansion of capitalist markets by looking at the cen-
trality of war and the militarization of everyday life in addition to
analyzing capitalism’s imperialist dynamic. This approach to capi-
talism has played an important role in shaping revolutionary strate-
gies. Anarchists have uniformly rejected ideas of state control and
central planning and tied the possibility of redirecting production
towards the satisfaction of socially useful ends to a process of in-
dependent popular action. As Kropotkin argued in The Conquest of
Bread, social transformation relies upon the ability of individuals
working in local communities to find ways of securing their own
sources of well-being: food, shelter, and clothing.

This tradition of thought has supported a variety of utopian vi-
sions, characteristically defined by calls for the decentralization of
production and direct worker/community control. Some anarchists
have also argued for the abandonment of international trade and
the division of labor in favor of the close integration of agricul-
ture and industry in local areas. Others, unmoved by the possibil-
ity of equalizing the burdens of labor and/or reducing the hours
of labor, have called for the abandonment of work—and, poten-
tially, the structuring discipline of time—and for its replacement by
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voluntary production (“productive leisure”). These principles have
been adapted to suit a diverse set of arrangements. Perhaps the
best known historical example of their application is the anarcho-
syndicalist federation, but anarchists have also supported coopera-
tive systems, models of reciprocal exchange based on contract and
ethical ownership, and free communism. In recent years, a variety
of ecological alternatives have also been explored.

Globalization has not rendered the anarchist approach to
economics redundant. Indeed, debates about the relative power
of states and corporations as drivers of neoliberal change have
refocused attention on the complexity of these relationships and
the ways in which power is configured locally. Renewed interest
in state sovereignty has encouraged analysis of the compatibility
of principles of local decision-making, individual autonomy, and
universal rights. These analyses have been shaped by a growing
awareness of the interdependence of states and a desire to move
beyond the liberal-communist polarization of Cold War ideology.
Nevertheless, thematically there is a significant overlap between
these discussions and traditional anarchist concerns.

Naturally, neoliberal globalization has created new concerns
about the organization of economic systems which anarchists need
to address. One set centers on the character of corporate capitalism.
Naomi Klein’s analysis identifies branding and outsourcing as its
key features. Branding is associated with lifestyle consumption
and the promotion of a vapid acquisitive culture. This is supported
by seductive, highly manipulative marketing campaigns which
help conceal the growing differentials between rich and poor.
Outsourcing describes a system of global franchising. In the old
manufacturing sectors of the advanced economies, it brings the
casualization of labor and mass unemployment. In the production
zones of the developing world, it combines the slavish, sweated
practices of Victorian capitalism with the bureaucratic efficiency
of labor camp regulation. Escaping from the corporatization of
the economy presents unimaginable difficulties. For although “the
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whoever hired the workers”!® That is certainly descriptive, but
misses out on some important nuances (and features that seem
generalizable to capitalist society).

Rather, we propose understanding capitalism in terms of some
major defining features. This allows one to analyze capitalism con-
temporarily, historicize aspects of its development, and speculate
about its future (if it is to have one at all). It also allows for us
to sketch an explanation of capitalism that accounts for debates
among anarchists. These features are not meant to be exclusive to
capitalism (indeed, some could arguably exist in a different kind of
system of production and allocation) nor are they intended to be
eternal. As mentioned before, capitalism is a resilient system and is
capable of changing to accommodate the pressures of class struggle.
These descriptive features also allow for illustrating anarchist crit-
icisms of capitalism. With this in mind, we suggest understanding
capitalism in terms of wage labor/exploitation, private property,
markets, class society, and states.

Wage labor/exploitation is one of the basic constituent parts of
capitalism. In order to access the social product, workers must rent
themselves out for a wage. The value produced under capitalism by
workers, minus whatever wage the capitalist pays, is then appro-
priated by the capitalist in the form of surplus value—this process
is exploitation. Some anarchists refer to this set of relationships
as “wage slavery” to point out a historical continuity between own-
ing another person and what is, essentially, renting another person.
Bakunin, in his famous analysis of capitalism, put it thusly:

And once the contract has been negotiated, the serf-
dom of the workers is doubly increased; or to put it
better, before the contract has been negotiated, goaded
by hunger, he [sic] is only potentially a serf; after it
is negotiated he becomes a serf in fact. Because what

! Kenneth J. Neubeck and Davita Silfen Glasberg, Sociology: Diversity, Con-
flict, and Change (Boston: McGraw-Hill, 2005).
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introduction, but we do think that we can make some broad gener-
alizations that are useful in situating the contents of such a volume.
But first, if we may, we would like to offer two general caveats.

First, theory can only go so far in describing existing institu-
tional arrangements and, importantly, the ways that they material-
ize in daily life. Capitalism is a resilient system, oftentimes chang-
ing features in reaction to class struggle as well as its own inter-
nal limitations. As opponents of capitalism, then, anarchists have
been concerned not just with describing capitalism as it is, but also
capitalism as it may be. That is, if we want to move beyond capital-
ism to something altogether different, then we need to understand
how capitalism can recuperate struggles that seem at first glance
to develop in opposition to it. This means attempting to analyze
how capitalism has changed, and might change, in order to satisfy
popular demands and still allow for the continuation of capital ac-
cumulation despite resistance to the system.

Secondly, it is a truism that social life is complex. We cannot
possibly hope for theory to completely describe how a system op-
erates that involves and affects billions of people. And we certainly
cannot have those kinds of hopes for a single section in the intro-
duction of a small edited collection. Nonetheless, we might try to
describe in broad, general terms the features of the economic sys-
tem we live under—capitalism—and why anarchists oppose it.

We could begin by simply saying that capitalism is the way the
world is currently organized in terms of production, distribution,
and consumption. But, again, that would not get at the ways that
capitalism was organized historically, nor would it account for
the ways that capitalism might reconstitute itself in reaction to
attempts to dissolve the social relations that form it. Another
approach might be to use a textbook definition. One popular
sociology textbook defines capitalism as “a political economy
characterized by an arrangement of production in which workers
cooperate to produce wealth that is then privately owned by
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consumer is king,” the wheels of corporate global capitalism are
oiled by a deregulated banking system which requires consistently
high consumption to support its speculations. Even assuming the
possibility of re-patterning mass consumption, sudden shifts are
likely to provoke a crisis of confidence in the financial system,
threatening the mortgages of those least able to support them—
pensions and government welfare systems. The extent and grasp
of the web in which individuals are caught has been exposed all
too clearly by the bank-led collapse of the economy.

A second set of issues prompted by globalization center on the
environmental and ecological costs of industrialization and mod-
ernization. These concerns also have a long history but the servility
of kowtowing governments has lent them a new urgency. The signs
of ecological collapse—increasing rates of extinction, climate chaos,
and ozone depletion—are now frighteningly obvious. So is the polit-
ical corruption that often accompanies corporate expansion. Shell’s
involvement in Nigeria and the execution of Ken Saro-Wira is an
outstanding example of the influence that corporate interests can
court. Less obvious are the longer-term effects of industrial produc-
tion and, especially, agribusiness: for example, the routine contam-
ination of food supplies which results from the demand to increase
yields and eradicate the plant and animal diseases that are encour-
aged by industrial processes that are now employed as standard
in agriculture. Also hidden is the amount of food waste generated
by the need to meet the supermarket standards of the rich world.
It is estimated that British households unnecessarily throw away
approximately six million tons of food a year. But even this huge
figure pales in comparison to the amount that gets lost between
field and display shelf. The miraculous promises of GM technology
to make good the food shortages that lead millions to die of mal-
nutrition and starvation every year should be seen in this context
rather than freak and unmediated crop failures. In the framework
of global capitalism, the drive of so-called emerging economies in
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India and China to follow the industrial model will further exacer-
bate all of these problems.

A third set of concerns centers around the unfairness of global
market regulation and, in particular, the Western bias of institu-
tions such as the International Monetary Fund and the World Trade
Organization. The imposition of a one-size-fits-all policy to deal
with economic problems across the globe and the use of trade sanc-
tions has helped increase inequalities and facilitated the virtual re-
colonization of poorer states. A related issue is the growing inter-
state rivalry for control of natural resources. As Noam Chomsky
has demonstrated, for most of the postwar period democratic states
have pursued imperial ambitions with the vigor of old empires,
defending liberal freedoms at home to push exploitative agendas
abroad. Overt military action has been taken to protect vital inter-
ests. Oil is now a security issue, as the invasion of Iraq and the
race to control the Arctic gas and oil fields has shown. Water is
another. Current predictions are that the combined effects of un-
treated waste, agricultural pollution, and the massive transporta-
tion of ever-dwindling supplies from the poor to the rich worlds
will result in destruction and death on an unprecedented scale.

Finding a response to any of these issues is an enormous under-
taking and the more original voices that can be heard the better.
One way of developing a specifically anarchist approach to neolib-
eral globalization is to examine the issues it has thrown up by using
the frameworks of analysis developed in the early years of Western
capitalist expansion. This would mean taking seriously the claim
that it is both possible and desirable to find a way of regulating
economic behavior without relying on the coercive apparatus of
the state. Such an approach might take inspiration from the prin-
ciples of design that the earlier generation of anarchists proposed
without relying on or being too constrained by the particular mod-
els they devised. Parecon is a productive and inspirational example
that might be developed in several different ways.
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they are usually not “subsumed under an analysis that is limited
to a critique of the state-capitalist apparatus,” but rather are seen
as “social dynamics which are generated, reproduced and enacted
within and outside this apparatus’!® Anarchists tend to see forms
of domination presenting themselves in society without the need
to root them in the economy. Although some anarchists would sug-
gest that class is primary,!” most avoid the ranking implied in such
statements and the Marxist theory of an economic base serving as
the foundation for the rest of existing social relations.'®

However, as anti-capitalists, anarchists have always been con-
cerned with economics. We participated (and continue to partici-
pate) in revolutions and insurrections directed against capitalism
and class society. We attempt to embody anti-capitalist values in
the ways that we engage with other people and our world more
generally. Since anarchists have always been preoccupied with the
problem of capitalism and how we might move beyond it into com-
munities of mutual aid and cooperation, it is necessary to start, in
an anarchist economics, with that which we oppose in economics—
capitalism.

Capitalism and the Anarchist Critique

Anarchism is a diverse set of anti-capitalist ideas and this diver-
sity is reflected in the ways that various anarchists describe and cri-
tique capitalism. We will, no doubt, miss some things in this short

“Uri Gordon, Anarchism and Political Theory: Contemporary Prob-
lems, The  Anarchist Library, http://theanarchistlibrary.org/HTML/
Uri_Gordon__Anarchism_and_Political_Theory__Contemporary_Problems.html
(accessed September 4, 2011).

7 Lucien Van Der Walt and Michael Schmidt, Black Flame: The Revolutionary
Class Politics of Anarchism and Syndicalism (Oakland: AK Press, 2009).

'8 It should be noted that many Marxists reject this deterministic view as
well, though this certainly is not the place for developing yet another interpreta-
tion of Marx’s work.
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done without anarchist critics.!® Yet one can see various authors in
this collection, and many places outside of it, using these terms—
“libertarian socialism” or communism—to describe their position,
often as a nod to the similar trajectories between anarchism and
some variants of Marxian thought.!*

The differences between anarchist and Marxist thought might
also (partially) explain a lack of anarchism within the field of
economics. Marxism, after all, tends to be centrally focused on
economics—considering the economy the “base” of a society,
giving rise upon those economic foundations to other social
relations. Marx stated it thusly:

In the social production of their existence, men [sic]
inevitably enter into definite relations, which are in-
dependent of their will, namely [the] relations of pro-
duction appropriate to a given stage in the develop-
ment of their material forces of production. The to-
tality of these relations of production constitutes the
economic structure of society, the real foundation, on
which arises a legal and political superstructure, and to
which correspond definite forms of consciousness. The
mode of production of material life conditions the gen-
eral process of social, political, and intellectual life.1?

Anarchism, on the other hand, is a critique of domination that
typically is not reducible to economics—or even economics and po-
litical life. Rather, when anarchists theorize about other relations of
ruling (such as patriarchy, racism, heteronormativity, and so on),

3 Anarcho, “Synthesised” Marxism and Anarchism? My Arse!” An-
archist Writers, http://anarchism.pageabode.com/anarcho/synthesised-marxism-
and-anarchism-my-arse (accessed September 4, 2011).

' In some cases this might also indicate being influenced by anarchist ideas,
but not necessarily identifying as an anarchist for one reason or another.

' Karl Marx, A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy (Moscow:
Progress Publishers, 1977, Orig. 1859), preface.
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In the course of pursuing anarchist alternatives, it seems likely
that the pressing nature of current problems will require some hard
political choices. Contrary to what skeptics believe, resistance is
sometimes an option, and anarchists have a long history of prac-
tical, constructive experimentation in developing systems of mu-
tual support. This tradition continues to thrive, as thousands of
other grassroots actions and initiatives demonstrate. Yet should re-
sistance and experimentation fail or where the immediate choice
of policy alternatives makes them irrelevant, the conviction that an
anarchist economic system is realizable is a source of strength. It
should help anarchists identify their most preferred (or least worst)
options and, ideally, contribute positively to the reshaping of non-
anarchist preferences.
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Anarchist Economics: A
Holistic View!

Deric Shannon, Anthony J. Nocella, II, John Asimakopoulos

In an online discussion titled “Anarchist Economics” one poster
recently commented, “Anarchist economics?! Now, that’s an oxy-
moron!” After further discussion, it became clear that this person,
a long-time anarchist, operated under the assumption that “eco-
nomics” is capitalism. While that may be true for the typical univer-
sity “economics” class, there is a long history of economic analyses,
models, and practices that are based on anti-capitalist principles.

Meanwhile, to many who are not even radicals, capitalism looks
like it is on its last legs, or at the least like an undesirable way to
organize humanity.? Hundreds of billions (!) of public dollars have
been spent to help private and enormous failed businesses recover.
And while corporations are bailed out of their problems, in typical
capitalist fashion, workers bear the brunt of the world’s economic

! Thanks are due to Nate Hawthorne, Gayge Operaista, and Zach Blue for
helpful comments on this introduction.

% One recent Rasmussen poll found that only 53 percent of Americans
favor capitalism over socialism, down from just a year and a half before
when 70 percent favored capitalism. While leaving the terms “capitalism”
and “socialism” undefined is problematic for such a survey, particularly in
an age of Glenn Beck style red-baiting, this loss of faith in capitalist funda-
mentalism in Americans tells us that a good portion of the population just
might be open to alternatives—provided we are willing to broadly sketch
them out. See Rasmussen, “Just 53% Say Capitalism Better Than Socialism,”
http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/general_politics/
april_2009/just_53_say_capitalism_better_than_socialism (accessed October 10,
2010).
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capitalism.” These forays into economics were not limited to this
time period, but continued through Kropotkin!® before the Russian
Revolution, Santillan!! after the Spanish Civil War, and so on into
the contemporary period. And we wish to stress that these prin-
ciples, analyses, and forays into vision were not limited to “great
men of history,” but represented collective theorizing by a libertar-
ian socialist milieu—the anti-authoritarian and anti-state wing of
the socialist movement. Thus, comparing anarchism to “Marxism”
is a bit of a misnomer, as “Marxism” reduces many different ideas,
collectively produced, to the leadership of a single “great man of
history”—Karl Marx.

As a result of this history, anarchism has an interesting (and
sometimes tense) relationship with Marxism, and that is reflected
in the contents of this book. Some anarchists reject any associ-
ation with Marxism and there has certainly been plenty of ink
spilled in mutual denunciations (in some historical moments, it has
also led to spilled blood—particularly of anarchists at the hands
of authoritarians who identified with Marx’s work). Still others
have argued for a historical continuity within anarchism and the
anti-authoritarian, anti-state variants of Marxism constituting a
libertarian socialism—or, in some contexts, a libertarian commu-
nism. However, while some have suggested that engagements be-
tween the traditions could be fruitful,'® this has definitely not been

’See especially Mikhail Bakunin, “The Capitalist System,” Anarchy
Archives, http://dwardmac.pitzer.edu/anarchist_archives/bakunin/capstate. html
(accessed September 4, 2011).

19 See especially Peter Kropotkin, The Conquest of Bread (Oakland: AK Press,
2008, Orig. 1892).

" Diego Abad De Santillan, “After the Revolution,” LibCom.org, http://lib-
com.org/book/export/html/33181 (accessed September 4, 2011).

2 For a good contemporary example, see Staughton Lynd and Andrej
Grubacic, Wobblies and Zapatistas: Conversations on Anarchism, Marxism, and
Radical History, (Oakland: PM Press, 2008).
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arate sphere of life and an economy as a medium of exchange is
anathema to some schools of anarchist thought. Some anarchists
explicitly call for an end to the economy,® the abolition of work,’
and free consumption that would preclude exchange value and
the relations that arise from it. If we define “economies” or “eco-
nomics” this way—to include the assumption of exchange relations
and access to the social product being tied to work—it could be sug-
gested that some strains of anarchism are advancing something al-
together different from “economics” Nonetheless, anarchists have
contributed to economic thought, despite historical portrayals that
write them out—reducing the narrative to capitalism and its Marx-
ian opponents—and we do aim to remedy this despite some of these
tensions.

Indeed, as the libertarian wing of the socialist movement, anar-
chism played a key role in the development of economic analyses,
practices, and visions of a future society that were anti-capitalist
and non-Marxist. Proudhon’s contributions in this regard are par-
ticularly salient, as he was a contemporary of Marx as well as an in-
fluence on his thinking (and anticipated many Marxist arguments
before they were ostensibly “invented” by Marx).® Proudhon also
advocated an anti-capitalist anarchist vision called mutualism, a
market form of socialism, both as a strategy out of capitalism and
a broad sketch of what a post-capitalist society might look like.

Likewise, Bakunin, Marx’s bitter opponent in the First Interna-
tional, contributed greatly to socialist criticisms and analyses of

® See, e.g., Alfredo Bonanno, “Let’s Destroy Work, Let’s Destroy the
Economy,” The Anarchist Library, http://theanarchistlibrary.org/HTML/AI-
fredo_M._Bonanno__Let_s_Destroy_Work__Let_s_Destroy_the_Economy.html
(accessed September 4, 2011).

7 See, e.g., Bob Black, “The Abolition of Work,” The Anarchist Library,
http://theanarchistlibrary.org/HTML/Bob_Black__The_Abolition_of Work.html
(accessed September 4, 2011).

® Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, What is Property? (New York: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1994, Orig. 1840).
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troubles (in addition to being daily disempowered, taxed, then hav-
ing our money get turned over to groups and people who are al-
ready powerful and wealthy). We have seen “austerity” for work-
ers in the form of cuts to education, social provisions, and massive
layoffs while the world’s wealthiest continue to enjoy higher and
higher profit margins.? Some top economists have even suggested
that the current economic tumult may be worse than the Great De-
pression.? Hunger is on the rise, people are losing their homes, jobs
are disappearing—capitalism is, yet again, in crisis.

In addition to this depression, we see evidence for possible catas-
trophic consequences if we continue to despoil and damage the en-
tire nonhuman world and treat it as a mere collection of “resources”
for human use—another grouping of commodities for sale under
capitalism. Various non-class oppressions and relations of domi-
nation, confining notions of gender and sexuality—and “identity”
more generally—are still strong elements in the ways that we orga-
nize socially, embedded in our institutions, including our economy.
Our way of life, in many ways, is unsustainable.

It is within this context that we wish to put forward these con-
temporary writings on anarchist economics, with a sense of the
history that undergirds these critiques of the status quo and vi-
sions of radically different futures and presents. Nevertheless, the
ubiquity of conflations of “economics” with capitalism and markets
warrants some work at definitions. Likewise, because anarchism is
a prefigurative practice—a politics that seeks to lay the foundations
of a future society in the present—a distinctly anarchist economics,
we argue, will have some unique features of its own.

* Jill Treanor, “World’s Wealthiest People Now Richer Than Before the
Credit Crunch,” The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2011/jun/
22/worlds-wealthiest-people-now-richer-than-before-the-credit-crunch/print
(accessed September2, 2011).

* Eileen AJ Connelly, “Paul Volcker: Economic Crisis May Be Worse Than
Great Depression,” Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2009/02/20/
paul-volcker-financial-cr_n_168772.html (accessed October 10, 2010).
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Anarchism and Economics

So if “economics” is not synonymous with “capitalism” or “mar-
kets,” what is it? Why should anarchists be concerned with eco-
nomics?

Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary defines economics as “a
social science concerned chiefly with description and analysis of
the production, distribution, and consumption of goods and ser-
vices” Generally, as accepted historical narratives go, economics as
a social science began with Adam Smith and his book The Wealth of
Nations, and was further developed by the likes of Thomas Malthus
and John Stuart Mill. These famous men of classical economics are
perhaps best known for being proponents of private ownership of
the means of production and for theorizing that markets tend to-
ward stabilization (best exemplified in Smith’s famous phrase “the
invisible hand”—which carries with it the assumption that markets
are the most efficient method for the allocation of resources). And
so goes the narrative, then along came Karl Marx to challenge the
assumptions of political economy and critique capitalist property
relations, theories of value, and markets. And now the science is
generally divided between different capitalist analyses and models
and Marxian models and analyses.

There are a couple of problems with this historical narrative.
First, like most historical narratives of the various social sciences,
it locates the “beginning” of economics in post-Enlightenment era
European history and ignores earlier contributions from people of
different time periods and locations, such as the Indian teacher
Chanakya, or the famous North African forerunner of sociology
Ibn Khaldun. Secondly, it effectively reduces perspectives critical
of capitalism to Marxism, suggesting a limited framework for anti-
capitalist perspectives. This might reflect larger relations of power
in society, as these histories tend to be written by Western schol-
ars and Marxism (or, perhaps more accurately stated, “Marxism”
as it was interpreted and practiced by Lenin and his descendants)
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was the ideology that won out in the anti-capitalist revolutions of
the twentieth century in Russia and China. This common narra-
tive, then, effectively erases anarchist contributions to economic
thought.

We do not, however, want to suggest an easy relationship be-
tween anarchism and economics as such. Anarchism, after all, is
not limited to its critique of capitalism and puts forward an un-
derstanding “that the war against capitalism must be at the same
time a war against all institutions of political power,” recognizing
that “exploitation has always gone hand in hand with political and
social oppression” For anarchists, then, “economics” abstracted
from the rest of social life presents a problem in terms of analysis.
Indeed, economic life intersects with all other aspects of social life,
including other forms of social domination—so within these pages
the reader will often see various authors attempting to lay bare
those connections, moving “economics” beyond mere production,
distribution, and consumption.

There is also a problem with the kind of specialization of knowl-
edge that words like “science” tend to communicate. Typically,
science evokes specialists and experts, mirroring the hierarchical
and competitive production of knowledge under capitalism in the
academy. The rest of society is assumed to be looking to these
“experts” for their analyses and for the best way forward. But
anarchists have always stressed that people can run our own
affairs without the need for experts or bureaucrats. The majority
of those anarchists who have contributed to economics have not,
in fact, been academic workers and have argued for economic
arrangements that dispense with the need for experts to direct the
rest of us.

Further, beyond the assumptions of economics as a social sci-
ence, the view of work and production tied to workplaces as a sep-

> Rudolf Rocker, Anarcho-Syndicalism: Theory and Practice (Oakland: AK
Press, 2004, Orig. 1938), 11.
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bly false. He was well aware that in such circumstances property
“violates equality by the rights of exclusion and increase, and free-
dom by despotism.” It has “perfect identity with robbery” and the
worker “has sold and surrendered his liberty” to the proprietor. An-
archy was “the absence of a master, of a sovereign” while “propri-
etor” was “synonymous” with “sovereign” for he “imposes his will
as law, and suffers neither contradiction nor control” Thus “prop-
erty is despotism” as “each proprietor is sovereign lord within the
sphere of his property” and so freedom and property were incom-
patible.

Hence the pressing need, if we really seek liberty for all, to abol-
ish property and the oppressive social relationships it generates.
With wage-workers and tenants, property became “the right to use
[something] by his neighbour’s labour” and so resulted in “the ex-
ploitation of man by man” for to “live as a proprietor, or to consume
without producing, it is necessary, then, to live upon the labour of
another” Like Marx, but long before him, Proudhon argued that
workers produced more value than they received in wages:

Whoever labours becomes a proprietor ... And when
I say proprietor, I do not mean simply (as do our hyp-
ocritical economists) proprietor of his allowance, his
salary, his wages, —I mean proprietor of the value he
creates, and by which the master alone profits ... The
worker retains, even after he has received his wages, a
natural right in the thing he has produced.”

The capitalist also unjustly appropriates the additional value
(termed “collective force”) produced by cooperative activity:

A force of one thousand men working twenty days has
been paid the same wages that one would be paid for
working fifty-five years; but this force of one thousand
has done in twenty days what a single man could not
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Collectivism, then, begins with the assumption of social owner-
ship of productive property, like mutualism. The product of labor,
however, would be gathered into a communal market. Bakunin’s
friend, Guillaume, when outlining Bakunin’s vision called for a so-
ciety where “items...produced by collective labor will belong to
the community. And each member will receive remuneration for
his [sic] labor either in the form of commodities...or in currency.
In some communities remuneration will be in proportion to hours
worked; in others payment will be measured by both the hours of
work and the kind of work performed; still other systems will be
experimented with to see how they work out”®’” Where commu-
nities used currency, it would be used to purchase items from the
collective market.

And yet Dolgoff said of Guillaume that he “saw no difference in
principle between collectivism and anti-state communism. The col-
lectivists understood that full communism would not be immedi-
ately realizable. They were convinced that the workers themselves
would gradually introduce communism as they overcame the ob-
stacles, both psychological and economic.”*® Thus, in this way, the
idea of remuneration was not seen as an end in Bakunin’s collec-
tivism, but rather a transitional phase into a system of “full commu-
nism,” presumably where norms of remuneration would be done
away with.

But it is not clear that Bakunin saw himself as anything other
than a communist anarchist, which makes part of this project
of definitions and categorization both difficult and, as we said,
heavily politicized. Guillaume writes that “the term ‘collectivists’
designated the partisans of collective property” in the First
International and that “(t)hose who advocated ownership of col-
lective property by the state were called ‘state’ or ‘authoritarian

%7 James Guillaume, “1876: On Building the New Social Order,” in Bakunin
on Anarchy, Sam Dolgoff, ed., (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1971), 361.

% Sam Dolgoff, ed., Bakunin on Anarchy (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc.
1971), 159.
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communists.’... To distinguish themselves from the authoritarians
and avoid confusion, the anti-authoritarians called themselves
‘collectivists’”3® Nevertheless, the term “collectivism” is still
widely in use among anarchists, who often distinguish between
collectivism and communist anarchism on the basis of debates
over remuneration and distribution.

Contemporarily, like mutualism, there are few anarchists who
advocate for collectivism, as such. But echoes of some of these con-
cerns over remuneration can be seen as some anarchists advocate
for participatory economics (or “parecon”), a non-market libertar-
ian socialism developed by Michael Albert and Robin Hahnel and
also advocated by Chris Spannos.*’ Indeed, Albert writes in his af-
terward for this anthology that “citizens should have a claim on so-
ciety’s economic product that increases if they do socially valued
work longer or more intensely or under worse conditions.” This is
where we might see the descendants of collectivism in some ways.
However, for advocates of parecon, it is typically not seen as a tran-
sitional phase into a full communism of free consumption, but an
end unto itself, which differentiates it from Bakunin’s theory. It dif-
fers in other key ways as well and curious readers are encouraged
to read the many books on participatory economics that outline its
theory.

Communist Anarchism

Communist forms of anarchism are the dominant tendency
among anarchists (for those who identify with a particular eco-
nomic tendency). Strategically, communist anarchists (sometimes
referred to as anarcho-communists, anarchist-communists, or

% Ibid., 158.

0 See, e.g., Michael Albert and Robin Hahnel, Looking Forward: Participatory
Economics for the Twenty First Century (New York: South End Press, 1991); and
Chris Spannos, ed., Real Utopia: Participatory Society for the 21* Century (Oakland:
AK Press, 2008).

46

tion to happen and the appropriation of our common heritage by
the few gives the rest little alternative but to agree to such domina-
tion and let the owner appropriate the fruits of their labor.

Proudhon’s genius and the power of his critique was that he took
all the defenses of, and apologies for, property and showed that,
logically, they could be used to attack that institution.

To claims that property was a natural right, he explained that the
essence of such rights was their universality and that private prop-
erty ensured that this right could not be extended to all. To those
who argued that property was required to secure liberty, Proudhon
rightly objected that “if the liberty of man is sacred, it is equally sa-
cred in all individuals; that, if it needs property for its objective
action, that is, for its life, the appropriation of material is equally
necessary for all” To claims that labor created property, he noted
that most people have no property to labor on and the product
of such labor was owned by capitalists and landlords rather than
the workers who created it. As for occupancy, he argued that most
owners do not occupy all the property they own while those who
do use and occupy it do not own it.

Proudhon showed that the defenders of property had to choose
between self-interest and principle, between hypocrisy and logic. If
it is right for the initial appropriation of resources to be made (by
whatever preferred rationale) then, by that very same reason, it is
right for others in the same and subsequent generations to abolish
private property in favor of a system which respects the liberty of
all rather than a few. (“If the right of life is equal, the right of labour
is equal, and so is the right of occupancy.”) This means that “those
who do not possess today are proprietors by the same title as those
who do possess; but instead of inferring therefrom that property
should be shared by all, I demand, in the name of general security,
its entire abolition.”

Property allows the creation of authoritarian social relationships
and exploitation. For Proudhon, the notion that workers are free
when capitalism forces them to seek employment was demonstra-
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volves the negation of political economy and the end of property.”
This insight, from 1846, is at the heart of anarchism.

First a point of clarification. The term “anarchist economics” con-
tains two related concepts. One is the anarchist critique of capi-
talism, the other the suggestions for how an anarchist economy
would function. Both are interrelated. What we are opposed to in
capitalism will be reflected in our visions of a libertarian economy
just as our hopes and dreams of a free society will inform our anal-
ysis of the current system. Both need to be understood as both are
integral to each other.

This dual perspective can be found in the ideas of Proudhon.
Here I will sketch both aspects of the Frenchman’s anarchist eco-
nomics, showing how the critique of property fed into his positive
vision of libertarian socialism and vice versa. In so doing, I will also
be shedding light on a key anarchist thinker who is better known
for a few quotes than for his substantial contributions to both the
critique of capitalism and of our visions of anarchy.

What Is Property?

Proudhon’s fame and influence was secured in 1840 when he
wrote What Is Property? and answered “theft.” This book contains
a searing critique of private property as well as sketches of a new,
free society: anarchy. Rejecting both capitalism and (authoritarian)
communism, Proudhon called for a “synthesis of communism and
property,” a “union” which “will give us the true form of human
association.” “This third form of society,” he stated, “we will call
liberty”

Proudhon’s critique rested on two key concepts. Firstly, property
allowed the owner to exploit its user (“property is theft”). Secondly,
that property created oppressive social relationships between the
two (“property is despotism”). These are interrelated, as it is the re-
lations of oppression that property creates which allows exploita-
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libertarian communists—with each of those terms connoting some
strategic and theoretical differences) typically see a need for a
revolutionary break with capitalism. Some envision, like Bakunin,
this being a series of grand revolutionary events enacted by an
organized working class. Others, however, see anarchism and
communism more as processes than end goals, and often advocate
for insurrectionary moments that would, perhaps, coalesce into
revolutions.

Libertarian communists advocate for the social ownership of
productive property and distribution on the basis of need or,
perhaps better stated, an end to ownership and property relations
altogether (i.e. the abolition of property). This anarchist commu-
nism argues for economic visions organized around the principle
“from each according to ability, to each according to need,” though
the details of how to realize this objective are certainly debatable.
Added to this, “communism” is also a contested term with a variety
of meanings, both historically and contemporarily. This makes for
a category that is difficult to pin down with simple definitions,
but much of the early communist anarchist theory was written in
reaction to the collectivist wages system.

Communist anarchists typically argue against any form of
currency or remuneration. In Kropotkin’s view, this was a wrong-
headed idea from the start and one that could possibly lead to the
redevelopment of capitalism:

In fact, in a society like ours, in which the more a man
[sic] works the less he is remunerated, this principle,
at first sight, may appear to be a yearning for justice.
But it is really only the perpetuation of past injustice.
It was by virtue of this principle that wagedom began,
to end in the glaring inequalities and all the abomi-
nations of present society; because, from the moment
work done was appraised in currency or in any other
form of wage; the day it was agreed upon that man
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would only receive the wage he could secure to him-

self, the whole history of State-aided Capitalist Society

was as good as written; it germinated in this princi-
41

ple.

Kropotkin’s view presented one way forward for a post-
revolutionary society that has “taken possession of all social
wealth, having boldly proclaimed the right of all to this wealth—
whatever share they may have taken in producing it will be
compelled to abandon any system of wages, whether in currency
or labour-notes.*?

This is important not only in terms of vision, but also inasmuch
as it refers to the political content produced by anarchists during
insurrectionary or revolutionary mo(ve)ments. That is, communist
anarchists tended to be process-oriented. So instead of advocating
for a revolutionary break, then a new organization of society along
communist anarchist lines, Kropotkin suggested that workers, in
the context of a revolution, would “demand what they have always
demanded in such cases—communization of supplies.”*® Similarly,
in Carlo Cafiero’s report to the Jura Federation, he described anar-
chy and communism in immediate terms. For Cafiero, “liberty and
equality are the two necessary and indivisible terms of the revolu-
tion.”** Further, and again in the immediate sense, “Anarchy today
is the attack, the war upon all authority, all power, every State*>
Emma Goldman also suggested a process of creating communism

that precluded commercial processes:

To make this a reality will, I believe, be possible only in
a society based on voluntary co-operation of produc-

4 Kropotkin, Conquest, 195.

2 Tbid., 194-195.

* Ibid., 102.

* Carlo Cafiero, “Anarchy and Communism,” in Guérin, No Gods, 293.
* Tbid.
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Laying the Foundations:
Proudhon’s Contribution to
Anarchist Economics!

Tain McKay

Anyone sketching the positive vision of libertarian economics
would, undoubtedly, include such features as common ownership
of land, socialization of industry, workers’ self-management of pro-
duction, and federations of workers’ councils. Such a vision can
be found in the works of such noted revolutionary anarchists as
Mikhail Bakunin, Peter Kropotkin, and Rudolf Rocker.

What may be less well known is that these ideas can be found
in the works of Pierre-Joseph Proudhon (1809-1865), the first per-
son to proudly proclaim himself an anarchist and, consequently,
the founder of anarchism as a named socio-economic theory: “the
land is indispensable to our existence, —consequently a common
thing”; “all accumulated capital being social property, no one can
be its exclusive proprietor”; “democratically organised workers’ as-
sociations”; “industrial democracy”; “that vast federation of compa-
nies and societies woven into the common cloth of the democratic
and social Republic”; “an agricultural-industrial federation”

As with later anarchists, Proudhon rejected the twin evils of
capitalism (“monopoly and what follows”) and nationalization
(“exploitation by the State”) in favor of “a solution based upon
equality,—in other words, the organisation of labour, which in-

! All quotes are from lain McKay, ed., Property is Theft! A Pierre-Joseph
Proudhon Anthology (Oakland: AK Press, 2011).
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Closing Comments

Any history of anarchism or “anarchist economics” is bound to
be incomplete and will require many more pages and authors than
present in this single chapter. Indeed, when put into future practice,
on a society-wide scale, we will all be its authors. On my own here
though, instead of providing a catalog or chronology, and without
being definitive, I have tried to pull out the best and most well-
known parts that I am aware of, with the space available, and with-
out assuming any prior knowledge about anarchism that the reader
may or may not hold, to give an introduction to what could be
called “anarchist economics” as well as to point towards how these
different historical tendencies may relate to one another, provid-
ing building blocks for an emancipatory society. If closer scrutiny
reveals, as I believe, that participatory economics fulfills anarchist
economic aims as outlined above, then we can advocate and seek
it, along with complementary and revolutionary changes in other
spheres of life. Otherwise, in accord with Malatesta, we can “meet,
discuss, agree and differ, and then divide according to [our] vari-
ous opinions, putting into practice the methods which [we] respec-
tively hold to be the best,” so that “that method, which when tried,
produces the best results, will triumph in the end”
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tive groups, communities and societies loosely feder-
ated together, eventually developing into a free com-
munism, actuated by a solidarity of interests. There
can be no freedom in the large sense of the word, no
harmonious development, so long as mercenary and
commercial considerations play an important part in
the determination of personal conduct.*

Kropotkin was particularly adamant about this: “The Revolution
will be communist; if not, it will be drowned in blood, and have to
be begun over again’*’

These descriptions of vision and process do nothing to talk about
many of the other tensions and disagreements among communist
anarchists. There are those who believe that formal anarchist orga-
nizations are crucial to social struggle and those who think those
kinds of organizations become ends unto themselves and get in the
way of struggle. Some communist anarchists argue for an egoist
anarchism rooted in personal desire while others argue for a more
social- and collective-oriented approach to theory. There are com-
munist anarchists who identify with the Left and others who reject
it, some who argue for self-managed workplaces and others who
advocate for the abolition of work. Also, there are many who find
themselves in some middle place in these disputes. Again, this brief
introduction is no place to expand on these debates, but they should
be accounted for so as not to leave the reader with the assumption
of the existence of some monolithic communist anarchism, which,
quite obviously, does not exist.

“ Emma Goldman, “What I Believe,” http://dwardmac.pitzer.edu/Anar-
chist_Archives/goldman/whatibelieve. html (accessed October 21, 2011).
7 Kropotkin, Conquest, 195.
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Other Unique Characteristics

Aside from the tensions around vision among anarchist commu-
nists, collectivists, and mutualists, we argue that an anarchist eco-
nomics is also unique because of the prefigurative nature of an-
archism. That is, anarchists argue that the ways that we organize
in the here and now should prefigure the kind of world we wish
to create, inasmuch as that is possible. This means that a part of
anarchist economics is an investigation of current practices that
might contain anarchic elements. Likewise, this means that an an-
archist economics would be concerned with evaluating anarchist
resistance strategies as we attempt to create ruptures in capitalism
and eventually abolish it.

Finally, an anarchist economics would also concern itself with
the embodied experiences of people as they engage in these con-
temporary anarchic economic practices and forms of resistance.
This focus on the affective aspects of production and distribution is
perhaps best described by Milstein’s reformulation of the commu-
nist maxim, “(f)rom each according to their abilities and passions,
to each according to their needs and desires’*® While this is cer-
tainly accounted for in Marxist economic analyses of capitalism,
particularly Marx’s focus on alienation, for anarchists this means
paying close attention to the affective and embodied experiences of
people engaged in non-capitalist economic activity (however lim-
ited those activities might be as they exist in embryonic form under
capitalism).

The Contents of This Anthology

This anthology represents over three years of collecting and
editing contemporary writing on anarchist economics. We have

8 Cindy Milstein, Anarchism and its Aspirations (Oakland: AK Press 2010),
53.
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The method of decentralized participatory planning uses many
institutions familiar from past struggles but in a new context and
serving a new purpose. Allocation takes place in an institutional
setting where balanced job complexes—the new division of labor
in which we all have a fair apportionment of empowering tasks—
and remuneration for duration, intensity, and onerousness of work
deliver classlessness and self-managed decision-making over pro-
duction and consumption. The council organization of society and
the syndicalization of industry provide the means for people to di-
rectly control the economic system, but with a few new twists. For
example, self-managed councils provide workers with means to ne-
gotiate what to produce and how to produce it with self-managed
consumers’ councils who propose what they want to consume. The
decentralized workers’ and consumers’ councils together cooper-
atively and comprehensively negotiate economic plans, without
any central authority and with self-management. Where markets
pushed the negative costs of economic activity onto the weaker
party and privatized the positive aspects of a transaction for the
more powerful participant, decentralized participatory planning
considers the full positive and negative costs and consequences
of economic decision-making, including apportioning benefits and
costs justly. Councils arrive at a plan seeking to minimize waste
and obtain maximum results from the least amount of socially val-
ued effort and resources.

(Brooklyn: South End Press, 1991); Michael Albert and Robin Hahnel, The Political
Economy of Participatory Economics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1991);
Michael Albert, Life after Capitalism (London: Verso, 2004); Robin Hahnel, The
ABC’s of Political Economy (London: Pluto, 2002); Robin Hahnel, Economic Fustice
and Democracy (New York City: Routledge, 2005); and Chris Spannos, ed., Real
Utopia: Participatory Society for the 21" Century (Oakland: AK Press, 2008).
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not all decisions in fact affect everyone equally. But even more,
suddenly people in neighborhood assemblies have more decision-
making say about what should go on in a workplace and in produc-
tion and consumption than the workers who work there or those
who want their goods. As a consequence workers and consumers
lose their ability to cooperatively negotiate with one another about
what to produce, how to produce it, and where it should be dis-
tributed throughout society. Individual and collective autonomy
and self-management, where people decide their own objectives
and have decision-making say to the degree they are affected are
rendered obsolete for the worker in Bookchin’s vision.

Anarchist allocation should deliver many traditional anarchist
and libertarian socialist values such as classlessness, autonomy,
self-management, solidarity, mutual aid, and diversity, and also,
since we are talking about economics and the material means of
life, equity and efficiency. We have embarked on an introductory
overview of some of the most common and effective ways that peo-
ple have sought to take control over their lives throughout recent
history. Any model that offers itself up for the future should be
composed of the best features from the past, as well as some new
and original attributes to overcome problems that plagued previ-
ous efforts, and should weave all this into a synthesis where the
new whole is greater than the sum of its parts. We have looked at
a few historical and theoretical methods used for economic alloca-
tion, such as markets and central planning. Now, let us consider
the modern-day participatory economic model and its method of
decentralized participatory planning as offered by Michael Albert
and Robin Hahnel. It should be noted, however, that the simple
sketch provided here, like many of the models offered throughout
this chapter, has been spelled out in much greater detail in many
books.*

* For example, see Michael Albert and Robin Hahnel, Quite Revolution in
Welfare Economics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1991); Michael Albert
and Robin Hahnel, Looking Forward: Participatory Economics for the 21" Century
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tried to assemble a good cross-section of contemporary anarchist
economics in the form of analyses and critiques of capitalism,
pieces on the history of anarchist economics, contemporary pieces
on vision, as well as those unique aspects of anarchist economics
we have outlined above. This anthology, in those three years, has
undergone huge amounts of editing, rewriting, and reformulating
into this, its final version.

We have created sections for the book that quite often bleed into
each other. That is, the reader might see elements of critique in our
“analysis” section or elements of resistance in our “practice” sec-
tion, and so on. This phenomenon seemed unavoidable when com-
piling the book as these elements of economics are often not neatly
separated one from the others. Nonetheless, we ask the reader’s
understanding that the process of creating discrete sections for the
book was seen by the editors as both valuable (in order to iden-
tify commonalities in pieces), but at the same time, in many ways,
impossible.

We begin with two pieces in our “History” section. First, Chris
Spannos explores the history of anarchist economics to try to
broadly sketch the future. As he mines through anarchist writers
and historical examples, he brings out the principles from these
sources by which he believes a post-capitalist society is best
served. Spannos provides an important contribution in terms of
looking into our history and our present to make a case for a
radically different future. Next, Iain McKay looks specifically at
Proudhon’s contributions to radical economics. Perhaps one of the
most interesting aspects of this piece is just how much of socialist
economic theory originated not with Marx (as the traditional
histories are written), but with Proudhon. McKay draws out these
contributions, as well as some of the visionary and strategic
commitments of Proudhon’s mutualism.

Our “Analysis” section is opened by Abbey Volcano and Deric
Shannon, who contribute a sort of “beginner’s guide” to impor-
tant concepts for understanding capitalism in the 2000s. They take
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seven elements of contemporary capitalism that anarchist begin-
ners to economics might use to understand how our social system
has changed and how we might best analyze it in our contempo-
rary period. Next, Jeff Monaghan and D.T. Cochrane evaluate anar-
chist resistance strategies to capitalism. They argue that we might
make models for evaluating how economic disruption campaigns
and sabotage hurt capital—and amend our practice accordingly. In
the next piece, Richard J. White and Colin C. Williams argue that
capitalism is not the totalizing system that we often paint it as.
Reflecting on the rising interest in elements of post-structuralism
among anarchists (or “post-anarchism,” as some people have come
to call these forays into theory), they argue that we should note the
places in our society that are non-monetized and that have avoided
the alienating aspects inherent in capitalist social relations. Doing
so, they create a counter-narrative to what they call the “capitalist
hegemony thesis” that sees capitalism as inescapable (and perhaps
link up nicely with socialist post-structuralist commitments to an
“exodus” from capitalism typified by anarchist theorists like David
Graeber and Stevphen Shukaitis, or autonomist Marxists like An-
tonio Negri and Michael Hardt).

John Asimakopoulos begins our “Critique” section demonstrat-
ing that crisis and inequality are inherent in capitalism. As such,
he argues that we need mass movements to usher in alternatives
to our system rather than attempts at “regulating” a broken institu-
tional framework. Anarchists might use this analysis to illustrate
how reforms are illusory and that smashing capital is a necessary
requirement for creating a stable and humane social order. Robin
Hahnel reformulates a talk he gave at B-fest in Greece in May of
2010, an annual anarchist gathering in Athens, explaining the cur-
rent economic crisis. He also outlines libertarian socialist responses
to the austerity measures imposed on countries like Greece by the
European Union. Anarchists who have paid attention to mass re-
sponses to these measures in Greece, Spain, France, and beyond
will benefit from Hahnel’s analysis and recommendations for eco-

52

and transformation of work including the division of labor. For
Castoriadis, equitable and full participation in the economy was
key. However, there is a problem with one of the main institutional
features that Castoriadis proposed to facilitate allocation, which
was what he called “The Plan Factory, where data for possible
economic plans would be calculated and then voted on. Castoriadis
assumed this was simply a technical matter and therefore, despite
his intentions, overlooked the qualitative aspects of how removing
these decisions from workers and consumers could lessen the au-
tonomy and self-management of both while empowering those in
the Plan Factory. While Castoriadis was a pioneer in championing
a non-market worker council vision, much has been learned by
others who have developed more effective planning procedures
that allow for greater council self-management than his early
model from 1957.

The same problem of how to realize the fullest possible means of
self-management and autonomy in economic planning appeared in
anarchist Murray Bookchin’s (1921-2006) vision of libertarian mu-
nicipalism. Influenced by communal and assembly formations from
both the Paris Commune and Spanish Civil War, Bookchin pro-
posed a network of councils whose members are elected from face-
to-face democratic neighborhood assemblies which would coordi-
nate decision-making on city, municipal, and “confederal” levels by
sharing responsibilities and accountability through recallable com-
munity delegates and mandated representatives. The problem for
autonomy and self-management arises when Bookchin proposes
the “municipalization of the economy” where he stated this would
“bring the economy as a whole into the orbit of the public sphere,
where economic policy could be formulated by the entire commu-
nity.”?’ Two problems arise. All decisions are by majority vote, yet

» Murray Bookchin, “The Ghost of Anarcho-Syndicalism;” http://dward-
mac.pitzer.edu/Anarchist_Archives/bookchin/ghost2.html (accessed October 26,
2011).
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is then the object of conscious planning. Then instead
of the partial and imperfect attempts at organization of
modern capitalism, that only lead to fiercer fight and
destruction, comes the perfect organization of produc-
tion, growing into a world-wide system of collabora-
tion. For the producing classes cannot be competitors,
only collaborators.?’

Sharing similar institutional aspirations, especially after being
influenced by the 1956 uprisings against Soviet bureaucracy in
Hungary and Poland, Cornelius Castoriadis published his 1957
classic “Workers’ Councils and the Economics of Self-Managed
Society” Although Castoriadis, like Brinton, was not an anarchist,
his vision was one of the first to deal with the economics of what
Brinton called an anarchist or communist society. His essay was
republished as a pamphlet by the London Solidarity Group in
1972, and their preface states: “To the best of our knowledge
[until Castoriadis] there had been no serious attempts by modern
libertarian revolutionaries to grapple with the economic and
political problems of a totally self-managed society.”?®

In Castoriadis’ vision of a self-managed society, economic life is
organized by federated workers’ councils, council administration,
and economic planning. To avoid the command structures and
bureaucracy of centrally planned economies, the councils were
to “collect, transmit and disseminate information collected and
conveyed to them by local groups.” The center and periphery of a
council society, as Castoriadis proposed, was to have a “two-way
flow of information” and there would also be a reorganization

7 Anton Pannekoek, Workers’ Councils, http://libcom.org/library/workers-
councils-1-pannekoek (accessed October 26, 2011).

% Cornelius Castoriadis, “Workers’ Councils and the Economics of
Self-Managed Society,” http://www.lust-for-life.org/Lust-For-Life/WorkersCoun-
cilsAndEconomics/WorkersCouncilsAndEconomics.htm (accessed October 26,
2011).
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nomic policy in the short term. Finally, William T. Armaline and
William D. Armaline focus on educational institutions under con-
temporary capitalism. This political economic analysis is especially
salient now given the militant resistance that has risen in response
to tuition increases and funding cuts at universities all over the
world—ranging from protests, property defacement and destruc-
tion, to the student occupation movements.

As we mentioned, since anarchism is a prefigurative practice,
part of what makes an anarchist economics distinctly anarchist is
a focus on alternatives and resistance enacted in the here and now.
Our next two sections speak to this concern, beginning with our
“Practice” section. First, Uri Gordon looks at common contempo-
rary anarchist practices. This valuable piece investigates a wide va-
riety of current economic practices of anarchists (and those that
might contain anarchic elements) with a nonsectarian approach
fitting for the diverse anarchist milieu. Secondly, Caroline Kalte-
fleiter takes a cultural studies approach to investigating everyday
resistance strategies in a time of capitalist crisis. She argues that
the everyday spaces created by café cultures, community curren-
cies, and street actions provide examples of the spirit of community
and mutual aid necessary to demonstrate alternatives to capitalism,
while also noting some of the limitations in these practices.

In our “Resistance” section, Marie Trigona begins with a piece on
Latin America’s occupied factory movement. She argues that these
“transnational manufacturing sites could be considered modern-
day prisons” in many ways. That begs the question: What might
self-management look like in this context? For this, she investi-
gates the experiences of workers within occupied factories for a
look at how self-management, in this embryonic form, might mani-
fest itself. Next, Ernesto Aguilar writes about the resistance of peo-
ple of color under global capitalism. Aguilar argues that through
the standpoint of people of color, we are best able to analyze con-
temporary capitalism—and argue for a world organized on the ba-
sis of simple dignity. Aguilar’s analysis is particularly valuable in
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that it investigates radical resistance movements by people of color
that are not limited to ideological markers such as “anarchism,” yet
attempts to bridge these diverse experiences within the context of
anarchist economics.

Our final section contains three pieces on possibilities for anar-
chist futures, titled simply “Vision.” There has always been a ten-
sion around vision for anarchists, some of whom have been will-
ing to broadly sketch what a post-revolutionary society might look
like and others who have been critical of such exercises (indeed,
some anarchists suggest that the very task of sketching a future
might be authoritarian, making arrangements for a people who do
not yet exist and without their participation). Nonetheless, these
kinds of visionary writings have always accompanied the anar-
chist project and we include three pieces of contemporary anar-
chist vision here. First, Deric Shannon outlines a libertarian com-
munist critique of mutualism. He broadly sketches this argument
in terms of vision, but also responds to mutualist theory and prac-
tice. Next, Scott Nappalos tackles how distribution might work in
an anarchist-communist society. Here the reader might see ele-
ments of arguments about “collectivism” (as it was expressed by
Kropotkin) as Nappalos provides this plan with a critical response
to suggestions for differential remuneration. Wayne Price argues
for a humility of vision. Price references Malatesta’s work, suggest-
ing that a technique of experimentation is best in terms of anarchist
vision. Though he certainly advocates for his own positions, he sug-
gests that the anarchist method is not one of dogmatism and final
answers, but of experimentation and humility.

We end with an afterward by Michael Albert. Albert is a well-
known radical economist who helped develop participatory eco-
nomics, an anti-authoritarian vision that has influenced many con-
temporary radicals—some of whom advocate for it, some of whom
critique it, and many of whom do a bit of both. Albert argues that
anarchists might develop a more detailed post-revolutionary vi-
sion, advocating for parecon while also suggesting that we might
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steamships and much more, involving at its peak 600,000 workers
in massive assemblies.?’ Syndicalism later achieved one if its high-
est points during the Spanish Civil War. Along with federated and
self-governing assemblies across urban neighborhoods and rural
villages, the Spanish anarchists attempted the syndicalization of
industry as outlined by Gaston Leval:

Each industry is centralized in the Syndical Adminis-
trative Committee. This committee is divided into as
many sections as there are principal industries. When
an order is received by the Sales Section it is passed
on to the production section whose task it is to decide
which workshops are best equipped to produce the re-
quired articles. Whilst settling this question they or-
der the required raw materials from the correspond-
ing section. The latter gives instructions to the shops
to supply the materials and finally, the Buying Section
receives details of the transaction so that it can replace
the material used.?®

For Dutch astronomer and Marxist Anton Pannekoek (1873-
1960) council organization was both the means by which workers
would struggle to take self-managed control over society and
the form in which they would administer that new society them-
selves. Written in the 1940s, Pannekoek’s book Workers’ Councils
proposes that council allocation could occur on a grand scale and

will be possible only by combining all the factories, as
the separate members of one body, into a well orga-
nized system of production. The connection that under
capitalism is the fortuitous outcome of blind competi-
tion and marketing, depending on purchase and sale,

% Tom Wetzel, “Italy 1920, http://workersolidarity.org/?p=122 (accessed Oc-
tober 26, 2011).
% Leval, Collectives in Spain.
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socialist tendencies of the day to join with the sole
proviso that they agree with the ultimate objective of
the organisation: the complete emancipation of the
workers.??

An institutional tradition providing “emancipation of the work-
ers” is offered as anarcho-syndicalism which allows for all means
of production, consumption, and allocation of the material means
of life to be brought under direct control and administration of,
for, and by the workers themselves. Industry is organized into fed-
erations locally, regionally, and nationally. The Paris Commune of-
fered an early glimpse into “what could have been” as Friedrich
Engels (1820-1895) informed us in his introduction to Marx’s “The
Civil War in France,” which he wrote on the twentieth anniversary
of the commune and also twenty years after Marx published his
original text:

On April 16 the Commune ordered a statistical tab-
ulation of factories which had been closed down by
the manufacturers, and the working out of plans for
the carrying on of these factories by workers formerly
employed in them, who were to be organized in co-
operative societies, and also plans for the organization
of these co-operatives in one great union.?*

The opening of the twentieth century saw syndicalism reemerge
again when factory committees and soviets rose up in the Russian
Revolution, providing a nucleus for workers’ control that was, how-
ever, crushed by the Bolskeviks. In September of 1920, Italian work-
place takeovers spread across auto factories, steel mills, breweries,

# Rudolf Rocker, “Anarchism & Sovietism,” http://www.scribd.com/doc/
56870772/Anarchism-Sovietism (accessed October 26, 2011).

* Frederick Engels, “On the 20" Anniversary of the Paris Commune;
http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1871/civil-war-france/intro.htm
(accessed October 26, 2011).
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take a broader view in terms of strategy. He, no doubt, makes some
controversial suggestions for practice that can serve as points for
reflection and discussion for contemporary anarchists.

The editors of this collection put forward these pieces as
discussion documents. That is, we, as editors, do not necessarily
agree with everything put forward in this collection. However, we
think an anthology of this sort, a collection of pieces on anarchist
economics (broadly conceived), is long overdue. Furthermore, the
kinds of discussions that these pieces can raise are potentially
important in continuing to refine anarchist analysis and praxis.
With this objective in mind, we give you this collection with the
hopes that the contents prove useful in abolishing the existing
hierarchical social order and the creation of new, egalitarian social
forms that provide sustainable alternatives to the unsustainable
and brutal world that we have all inherited.
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Part 1: History

spoke of. Most anarchists would oppose this system on principle,
arguing that it is authoritarian, and they would be right.

Anarchist rejection of central planning and markets is appropri-
ate but a question arises when we tell people we must get rid of
each. What have we to offer in their place? Well, we know that for-
mations of neighborhood assemblies, workers’ councils or soviets,
and industrial syndicalism sprout up everywhere that people seek
to take control over the material means of life and self-manage soci-
ety. However, if uprisings create new institutional forms then what
happens when these forms grow and blossom? What role will they
play in the future society beyond their role to escape the past and
present one? Will they be good only as vehicles of struggle or will
they constitute the foundation of the new society and help create
new social and material relations while being the glue that holds it
all together?

Providing context for the historical model of the soviet, German
anarcho-syndicalist theorist and historian Rudolf Rocker (1873-
1958) sketched the origins and goals in his essay “Anarchism &
Sovietism™:

The idea of soviets is not a new one, nor is it one
thrown up, as is frequently believed, by the Russian
Revolution. It arose in the most advanced wing of
the European labour movement at a time when the
working class emerged from the chrysalis of bour-
geois radicalism to become independent. That was
in the days when the International Workingmen’s
Association achieved its grandiose plan to gather
together workers from various countries into a sin-
gle huge union, so as to open up to them a direct
route towards their real emancipation. Although the
International has been thought of as a broad based
organisation composed of professional bodies, its
statutes were drafted in such a way as to allow all the
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hierarchical divisions of labor, which we jettisoned in the section
on divisions of labor, unfair compensation for work, which we de-
cided against in the section on remuneration, and finally market
allocation, which we now consider.

Markets entail buyers and sellers each trying to “buy cheap and
sell dear” Markets pit people against one another and the decid-
ing factor is who has the most bargaining power. For example, in
the labor market, “Mr. Money Bags” wants to hire “Lucy the La-
borer” at very low wages, speed up her work, worsen her condi-
tions, lengthen her workday, and so on. Lucy wants to avoid being
thusly fleeced by the capitalist, and so she seeks to raise wages, re-
duce the pace of work, improve conditions, shorten the workday,
and so on. This is class struggle. But even when selling products,
or buying items, the same motives prevail, getting as much as you
can while paying as little as you can.

Beyond the site of exchange, moreover, if someone purchases a
car at a dealership, even though the buyer and seller alone nego-
tiate the cost, many others are affected as soon as the car leaves
the parking lot and carbon dioxide emissions increase greenhouse
gasses propelling global climate change. Many people are excluded
from decisions that in fact affect them.

Because market transactions such as buying and selling favor
those with more power, wealth, and privilege—over long periods of
time they warp production and consumption in elites’ favor. Over-
all, on a society-wide scale, this means that markets bias transac-
tions toward more private rather than public outcomes, for exam-
ple private health care, education, and transportation, rather than
more public forms. For these and additional reasons, markets are
antithetical to anarchism.

Another allocation possibility, even easier for anarchists to re-
ject, is central planning. Centrally planned “socialist” economies
are defined by state ownership and control of productive property,
corporate divisions of labor in the work place, and central planners
and managers who comprise the “Red Bureaucracy” that Bakunin
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“Not whether we accomplish anarchism today, to-
morrow, or within ten centuries, but that we walk
towards anarchism today, tomorrow, and always.”—
Errico Malatesta
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Examining the History of
Anarchist Economics to See the
Future

Chris Spannos

Situating “Anarchist Economics”

Beyond economy, an anarchist society should provide new so-
cialization of children and future generations, stateless and self-
governing adjudication and law-making, and cultural and ethnic di-
versity and equality—all based on mutual aid and participatory self-
management in all spheres of life. But here, considering only the
history of anarchist economics, imagine scenarios where the 1871
Paris Commune had not come to a tortured end; the Factory Com-
mittees and Soviets of the Russian Revolution had not fallen under
Bolshevik control (1917-1921); the 1936-1939 Spanish anarchists
had not been abandoned by the West, betrayed by the Stalinists,
and shattered by the Fascists; the 1956 worker uprisings and coun-
cil formations in Hungary and Poland had blossomed; the May 1968
uprising in France had carried forward its objectives rather than
dissipating back into the normalcy of everyday life; that this cen-
tury’s worker takeovers in Argentina spread and continue march-
ing forward; or that today’s anti-authoritarian uprisings in North
Africa and the Middle East continue to spread inspiration—beyond
the mass occupations and general assemblies arriving in Europe
and North America in 2011—and all win the day. What institutions
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saves a life that is beyond the realm of material value. Saving a life
or making a discovery, like all other work, should receive mate-
rial compensation for how long one does it, how hard one does it,
and the onerousness of conditions under which one does it. That is,
work is rewarded for longer hours, greater intensity, or being less
pleasant or more onerous or dangerous, though this remuneration
is of course tempered by payment according to need in cases of ill
health, age, or some other condition that inhibits us from working.

Allocation

Every economy needs a way to decide how to distribute inputs
and outputs for the production and consumption of the material
means of life. This is called allocation. As a simple example, con-
sider books. Two basic ingredients for books are ink and paper.
The printer needs to order both, which in turn requires ink and pa-
per producers to consume pigments, dyes, solvents, and additives,
and paper finishing according to weight, size, and other physical
properties. Without an allocation system, books could not be made,
medicine could not cure, schools would not be built, nor comput-
ers assembled. Indeed, society would attain very little, if it would
exist at all. So allocation needs to facilitate the democratic and non-
wasteful distribution of inputs and outputs for production and con-
sumption.

Since I have presented some components of anarchist economic
theory and practice in prior sections of this chapter, we already
have filters for easily ruling out allocative options that do not sat-
isfy anarchist criteria and see other possibilities that provide as
close an approximation of the best possible anarchist economic sys-
tem as we can imagine today.

The first allocation mechanism is the one we find in capitalism.
The main institutions that define capitalism are private ownership
of productive assets, which we rejected in the section on property,
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actly as much as that of a good train engineer or good teacher?”?

Or, more directly, why is a surgeon not remunerated less than a
garbage collector?

Castoriadis saw that “competence,” “merit,” and “intelligence,”
were similar to the luck of better tools or workplace circumstance
and was just as much out of our control as genes inherited from
the genetic lottery, and so was not deserving of more income (even
if society paid for the education to nurture its development). But
don’t producers of great value need the incentive of high income?
Castoriadis wrote:

To the extent that someone has a gift, the exercise of
this gift is in itself a source of pleasure when it is not
hindered. And as for the rare exceptionally gifted in-
dividuals, what really matters is not monetary reward
but creating what they are irresistibly driven to create.
If Einstein had been interested in money, he would not
have become Einstein—and it is likely that he would
have made a rather mediocre boss or financier.?!

Or, as Lucy Parsons (1853-1942), founding member of the In-
ternational Working People’s Association (IWPA) and co-founder
of the Industrial Workers of the World (IWW), said in her speech
on “The Principles of Anarchism,” “The grandest works of the past
were never performed for the sake of money”* She was aware
that there is a social reward for the scientist who makes an impor-
tant discovery, the artist who brings great joy, or the surgeon who

20 Cornelius Castoriadis, Political and Social Writings. Volume 3: 1961-1979.
Recommencing the Revolution: From Socialism to the Autonomous Society, David
Ames Curtis, ed. and trans., (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1993),
223.

# Tbid.,224.

Lucy  Parsons, “The  Principles of  Anarchism”  http://
www.lucyparsonsproject.org/writings/principles_of anarchism.html (accessed
October 26, 2011).
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should be employed to best realize the social and material objec-
tives of a new anarchist economy?

Russian anarchist Pyotr Kropotkin (1842-1921) wrote his theory
of mutual aid (1890-1896)! as a scientific endeavor combining ob-
servation, hypothesis, testing, and theorizing into a theory of evo-
lution that had implications for how social and material relations
should be ethically reorganized for a new society that he called
anarcho-communism. Nowadays, fearing sectarian excess or mis-
takes, some doubt the value of vision such as he sought, but in
the words of Italian anarchist Errico Malatesta (1853-1932), “An-
archy may be a perfect form of social life” but “we have no desire
to take a leap in the dark.” Malatesta suggested that people “meet,
discuss, agree and differ, and then divide according to their vari-
ous opinions, putting into practice the methods which they respec-
tively hold to be the best,” so that “that method, which when tried,
produces the best results, will triumph in the end.”

So What Is an Economy and Why Do We
Need One?

Consider any aspect of our material lives: our homes, work-
places, hospitals, or schools. Or consider the materials needed for
leisure activities, making music, or playing any sport. All require
complex interactions. Inputs combine into outputs. Wood, stone,
and brick become homes. Tools craft guitars and baseball bats.
Community gardens require shovels and rakes, which must be

! See Peter Kropotkin, Mutual Aid: A Factor of Evolution (London: William
Heinemann, 1902, Orig. 1890-1896).

®Errico  Malatesta, Anarchy, http://theanarchistlibrary.org/HTML/
Errico_Malatesta__Anarchy.html#toc7 (accessed October 26, 2011). Although
this quote from Malatesta is from his original 1891 text, a better translation then
that found in the Anarchist Library online appears in Charles Bufe, The Heretic’s
Handbook of Quotations (Tucson: See Sharp Press, 2001). It is from this more
recently published text that I quote Malatesta from for this chapter.
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produced somewhere, with most of their inputs coming from
yet another place and, after being assembled, require shipping
and transportation before seeing use. An economy is needed for
production, consumption, and allocation of the material means of
life to serve both simple and complex human needs.

Any economy has a small set of defining institutions that, taken
together, determine its broad character. For example, despite the
possibility of great variation, a capitalist or “socialist” economy
will have common attributes with others of like type such as prop-
erty relations, divisions of labor, remuneration schemes, and alloca-
tion mechanisms. Specifically, capitalism has private ownership of
productive assets, hierarchical divisions of labor, remuneration for
property, output, or bargaining power, and markets for allocation.
State socialist economies of the twentieth Century included state
or public ownership of productive assets, hierarchical divisions of
labor, remuneration for output or bargaining power, and central
planning or markets for allocation. Referencing past anarchist and
libertarian criticisms of capitalist and state socialist economic insti-
tutions as well as their positive proposals for reorganizing material
life can help us formulate our own ideas.

Property Relations

Anarchists have traditionally rejected inequalities in power and
privilege arising from private ownership of the means of produc-
tion. For Russian anarchist Mikhail Bakunin (1814-1876), property
meant that not only did those who owned productive assets have
the right to live without working, but “since neither property nor
capital produces anything when not fertilized by labor” the own-
ers also had the power “to live by exploiting the work of ... those
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not only a means of life but life’s prime want; after the productive
forces have also increased with the all-around development of the
individual, and all the springs of co-operative wealth flow more
abundantly—only then can the narrow horizon of bourgeois right
be crossed in its entirety and society inscribe on its banners: From
each according to his ability, to each according to his needs!”"’
This is an ethical proposal for a morally good society. Yet there re-
mains a fuzzy middle ground between theory and practice where
many interesting and important questions hide. For example, how
do we know what is desirable for society without knowing the rel-
ative benefits of alternative allocations of society’s human and nat-
ural resources? How are costs determined and shared equitably?
To the extent remuneration according to need means “take what
you feel you need” and “anything goes” it is not only utopian, but
also dysfunctional, hiding the relative benefits and costs of alterna-
tive options that we must choose among. Such sentiments should
be tossed into the “anti-social waste basket.” Determining incomes
in a socially responsible way means introducing another remuner-
ation method different from “people can have what they want and
do as they choose.” In fact, the real underlying desire of most advo-
cates of remuneration for need is that people should get a responsi-
ble amount of the social product and do their fair share of the labor
that is required to produce the social product. But of course, how do
we know how much income and how much labor are responsible
and fair?

Anarchists might seek the answer by looking at the work of a
valued doctor, lawyer, or artist. In the third volume of his Politi-
cal and Social Writings, Greek philosopher Cornelius Castoriadis
(1922-1997) asked, “What sense is there in saying that the compe-
tency of a good surgeon is worth exactly as much as—or more, or
less, than—that of a good engineer? And why is it not worth ex-

! Karl Marx, “Critique of the Gotha Program,” http://www.marxists.org/
archive/marx/works/1875/gotha/ch01.htm (accessed October 26, 2011).
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trol should not be cause for them to receive more or less income.
But what about remuneration according to need?

Historically, it was during anarchist experimentation in the
Spanish Civil War that we first saw the mass application of
remuneration according to need. Gaston Leval described the
scenario:

It is the first time in modern society that the anarchist
principle “to each according to his needs,” has been
practiced. It has been applied in two ways: without
money in many villages in Aragon and by a local
money in others, and in the greater part of collectives
established in other regions. The family wage is paid
with this money and it varies according to the number
of members in each family. A household in which
the man and his wife both work because they have
no children receives, for the sake of argument, say
5 pesetas a day. Another household in which only
the man works, as his wife has to care for two, three
or four children, receives six, seven or eight pesetas
respectively. It is the “needs” and not only the “pro-
duction” taken in the strictly economic sense which
control the wage scale or that of the distribution of
products where wages do not exist.!®

Applying this method of remuneration in the real world, es-
pecially under near impossible circumstances during a time of
internal and external war, is quite a remarkable achievement. But
we should note that it is amending remuneration for hours worked
with a need component, not simply remunerating need, which
would deliver income regardless of work.

In Marx’s “Critique of the Gotha Program” (1875) he proposes,
“In a higher phase of communist society...after labor has become

18 Leval, Collectives in Spain.
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who possess neither property nor capital” and so were forced to
sell their productive power to the “lucky owners of both.”®

Writing in 1911 anarchist Emma Goldman (1869-1949) saw that
property had “robbed” humanity of its “birthright,” and turned the
worker into a “pauper and outcast.” Goldman wrote that the “stu-
dent of economics knows that the productivity of labor within the
last few decades far exceeds normal demand.” “But,” she asked of
private property, “what are normal demands to an abnormal insti-
tution?”* In the twenty-first century, labor and technology produce
much more than Goldman could probably have ever imagined and
certainly far beyond the productive levels during the time of her
writing. Yet workers are still cast out and even pauperized while
outputs remain outside the control of producers themselves. One
of the earliest self-proclaimed anarchists, Pierre-Joseph Proudhon
(1809-1865) wrote What Is Property? An Inquiry into the Principle
of Right and of Government in 1840 in which he queried:

If T were asked to answer the following question: What
is slavery? and I should answer in one word, It is mur-
der, my meaning would be understood at once. No ex-
tended argument would be required to show that the
power to take from a man his thought, his will, his
personality, is a power of life and death; and that to
enslave a man is to kill him. Why, then, to this other
question: What is property! May I not likewise answer,
It is robbery, without the certainty of being misunder-

* Mikhail Bakunin, “The Capitalist System,” http://dwardmac.pitzer.edu/an-
archist_archives/bakunin/capstate.html (accessed October 26, 2011).

*Emma Goldman, “Anarchism: What it Really Stands For” http:/
/dwardmac.pitzer.edu/Anarchist_Archives/goldman/aando/anarchism.html (ac-
cessed October 26, 2011).
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stood; the second proposition being no other than a
transformation of the first?°

Leaping from theory to practice for a two-month period be-
tween March and May 1871, the Paris Communards sought to
consciously implement the practice of abolition of private property
and attempted the administration of society for themselves and by
themselves. As Karl Marx (1818-1883) expounded in his 1871 “The
Civil War in France™

The Commune, they exclaim, intends to abolish
property, the basis of all civilization! Yes, gentle-
men, the Commune intended to abolish that class
property which makes the labor of the many the
wealth of the few. It aimed at the expropriation of the
expropriators.®

Though Versailles troops ended the Paris Commune in a bloody
massacre, the ideals inspired by abolition of privately owned
productive property lived on. The son of a French Communard,
anarcho-syndicalist Gaston Leval (1895-1978) became a militant
fighter in the Spanish Civil War (1936-1939) and in his Collectives
in Spain (1938) he described agrarian socialization and the orien-
tation towards property during the formation of the Aragonese
collectives:

One of the first steps was to gather in the crop not
only in the fields of the small landowners who still re-
mained, but, what was even more important, also on
the estates of the large landowners all of whom were

> Pierre Joseph Proudhon, What is Property? An Inquiry into the Princi-
ple of Right and of Government, http://etext.virginia.edu/toc/modeng/public/Pro-
Prop.html (accessed October 26, 2011).

% Karl Marx “The Civil War in France;” http://www.marxists.org/archive/
marx/works/1871/civil-war-france/ch05.htm (accessed October 26, 2011).
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more or less desirable conditions, with better or worse tools, with
more or less innate gifts such as bigger muscles or more stamina.
People can also work longer or harder than one another, have bet-
ter training, or have more effective workmates. So what should
compensation be?

Under capitalism bargaining power determines incomes. Produc-
tion and consumption seeks, first, to aggrandize those at the top.
Obviously anarchists reject this. But the principle of remuneration
proposed by Marx for socialism where income is proportional to
contribution, where again contribution is determined by the luck
of better genetics, tools, workmates, or land—all circumstances out
of our control—is likewise out of touch with anarchist notions of
justice.

We saw in the section on property how private ownership of
the means of production forces workers to sell their own labor and
how state ownership of productive assets forces workers to give
up control over their own labor. In both cases workers have lit-
tle bargaining power with capitalists or the state to negotiate fair
remuneration for their work. Another method based on the com-
munist principle of remuneration according to need is proposed by
Kropotkin in his anarcho-communist work, The Conquest of Bread
(1892).17 For Kropotkin if private ownership of productive property
in capitalism produces scarcity of goods for those at the bottom,
then the new economy, based on abolition of private ownership
of productive assets combined with the introduction of mutual aid
and voluntary cooperation, should distribute the abundant fruits of
society’s productivity to all based on what they need. Anarchists
quickly reject the principle of remuneration according to contribu-
tion, because hierarchies emerge due to some having better tools or
genetics, or producing in a sector of more value. The fact that some
produce more or less due to circumstances largely out of their con-

17 Peter Kropotkin, The Conquest of Bread, http://dwardmac.pitzer.edu/anar-
chist_archives/kropotkin/conquest/toc.html (accessed October 26, 2011).
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positioned below capitalists who own the means of production
and want to lower wages while extracting more labor and progres-
sively weaken the bargaining power of workers in order to gain
more profit. Standard two-class analysis highlights ownership
relations but fails to emphasize a highly significant actor within
economics: the Coordinator Class. On the one hand, coordinators
have authority and power over workers. They do mostly empow-
ering and conceptual work, and so benefit from their elite position.
On the other hand, workers do mostly rote and executionary
work. This matters, not only in the unjust distribution of desirable
conditions, but also because the kinds of work we do helps shape
and inform our capacities for decision-making and participation
both in our workplaces and also in the institutions of society more
broadly. This modern approach to class and the division of labor
points to the need for innovation, not only regarding ownership,
mental, and/or manual labor, but also empowerment in terms of
the labor we perform and the decisions we make.

In later works, Albert and Hahnel refine their vision, which in-
cludes, among other aspects, a positive reorganization of the work-
place so that everyone has in their work a comparably empower-
ing array of responsibilities. Combining tasks to equalize empower-
ment ensures that no single group, or class, monopolizes decision-
making power nor gets complacent or apathetic doing only rote
tasks.

Remuneration Schemes

Society needs and values things. Whether something as simple
as a kite for a child or something more complex like a hospital
or telecommunications system—people produce what others desire
and in the process sacrifice socially valuable time and energy that
could have been used for other ends, whether producing something
else, or simply socializing in diverse ways. People also work under
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conservatives and rural “caciques” or chiefs. Groups
were organized to reap and thresh the wheat which
belonged to these large landowners. Collective work
began spontaneously. Then, as this wheat could not
be given to anyone in particular without being unfair
to all, it was put under the control of a local committee,
for the use of all the inhabitants, either for consump-
tion or for the purpose of exchange for manufactured
goods, such as clothes, boots, etc., (for those who were
most in need.)’

Leval wrote that in this reorganization small property had near
completely disappeared so that in Aragon 75 percent of “small
proprietors have voluntarily adhered to the new order of things.”®
Moreover, in the early months of the Spanish Civil War, anarchist,
economist, and revolutionary Diego Abad de Santillan (1897-1983)
presented his program for an anarcho-syndicalist society in After
the Revolution (1936-1937). Quoting John Stuart Mill’s rejection
of society permitting “a class which does not work” while other
people “are excused from taking part in the labor incumbent on
the human species,” Santillan said:

Stuart Mill is right. We believe that such a society has
no right to existence and we desire its total transforma-
tion. We want a socialized economy in which the land,
the factories, the homes, the means of transport cease
to be the monopoly of private ownership and become
the collective property of the entire community.’

Anarchists have stood principled against private ownership and
control of the means of production including rejecting not only

7 Gaston Leval, Collectives in Spain, http://dwardmac.pitzer.edu/anar-
chist_archives/leval/collectives.html (accessed October 26, 2011).

® Ibid.

° Diego Abad De Santillan, After the Revolution, http://zinelibrary.info/files/
After%20the%20Revolution.pdf (accessed October 26, 2011).
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workers selling their labor to capitalists, but also workers taking
orders from managers or the state. Indeed, one of the defining fea-
tures of so-called “socialist” economies of the twentieth century,
contrary to anarchism, was state ownership and control of produc-
tive assets. The way state ownership was rationalized by “socialist”
central planners and managers was by their asserting they knew
best how to use those assets. Bureaucratic planners and managers
believed that everyone else was unfit to make effective decisions.
The statists claimed that people had false consciousness and lit-
tle skill and were therefore not able to decide how best to plan
their own lives. The bureaucratic planners and managers of these
economies, what I and others call the “coordinator class,” asserted
that they alone were free from false consciousness and thus knew
what was in the best interest of the people and, of course, this pa-
ternalistic rationale for state control over productive assets dove-
tailed nicely with the material interests of the elite. The negative
effects of central planning on people were built into the economic
institutions and affected the overall society.

So far I have briefly noted two orientations toward productive
property: (1) private ownership of productive assets as in capital-
ism, and (2) state ownership of productive assets as in centrally
planned and market “socialist” economies. We clearly need a third
orientation toward property relations, “anarchist economy,” which
in accord with Bakunin, Goldman, and the Spanish anarchists,
and others abolishes not only private ownership, but also state
or other central control. In this new system, ownership could
plausibly be conceived in either of two equally satisfactory and
equivalent ways:

1. The concept of ownership over productive assets is abolished
so that ownership becomes a non-issue, meaning that no one
owns productive property. Or...

2. Society as a whole owns all productive property but again
ownership conveys no special rights or privileges.
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by Barbara and John Ehrenreich. In summary, the Professional-
Managerial Class (PMC), as the Ehrenreichs called it, was a third
class between capitalists and workers with its own relations and
interests. Broadly consistent with Bakunin’s early formulation, the
PMC approach differed from popular notions of the “middle class,”
in that it saw this third class as being structurally as important as
capitalists and workers and defined not firstly by income, but by
position. The PMC as the Ehrenreichs described it, included doc-
tors, managers, “cultural workers,” teachers, and others who do
largely conceptual and empowering work. The PMC thus differed
from capitalists who own and control society’s productive assets,
as well as from workers who do mostly manual labor on assembly
lines, agricultural work, sales, busing tables, and so on. The rela-
tions and antagonisms between capitalists, the PMC, and workers
persist and, according to the Ehrenreichs, cause us to need to con-
sider “the historical alternative of a society in which mental and
manual work are re-united to create whole people”’®> What is con-
sequential for anarchism is that this insight provides a jumping off
point for envisioning how the division of labor can be altered to
allow and even entail classlessness.

Also consistent with the classical anarchist thrust towards a
three-class theory, Michael Albert and Robin Hahnel made their
own contribution in the same book. In their essay, “A Ticket
to Ride: More Locations on the Class Map,” they outlined their
proposal for a three-class analysis introducing what they called
the “Coordinator Class,” thereby laying the groundwork for what
would eventually become their vision of a classless participatory
economic system.!® To Paraphrase Albert and Hahnel, the Coor-
dinator Class, like the PMC, is positioned above workers who do
rote and un-empowering tasks and who want higher wages, better
working conditions, more control over their work, and so on, and

5 Ibid., 17.
16 Thid., 243.
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through which they would have managed both indus-
try and social life. This task was therefore taken over
by someone else, by a group whose specific task it
became. The bureaucracy organized the work process
in a country of whose political institutions it was also
master.'®

What are the implications of this history for truly “communist
or anarchist” class relations of the future? If an anarchist economy
adopts property relations such as those proposed in the earlier sec-
tion, i.e., either fully eliminating ownership of productive assets
or having everyone own them equally, and in both cases every-
one also having self-managed decision-making in proportion to
how they are affected, then class hierarchies based on ownership
or control of the means of production will be abolished. However,
how does one accomplish that self-management at work? What
about the division of labor? Is it enough to say like Bakunin that
“the management of production need not be exclusively monopo-
lized by one or several individuals?” There are many possibilities
for how class rule in society could reemerge even with this as a
guiding desire, unless a new economic model has institutional fea-
tures and decision-making norms that propel classlessness, solidar-
ity, and self-management, while suppressing possibilities for class
rule coming back to haunt us.

The 1960s and 1970s saw many innovations in understanding
class analysis and the division of labor, some of which elaborated
on early attempts at a three-class analysis. One notable example
was put forward in Between Labor and Capital (1979),* a book or-
ganized around the lead essay “The Professional-Managerial Class”

13 Maurice Brinton, “The Bolsheviks and Workers Control 1917-1921,” http://
www.spunk.org/texts/places/russia/sp001861/bolintro.html (accessed October 26,
2011).

14 pat Walker ed., Between Labor and Capital (Brooklyn: South End Press,
1979).
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In either orientation class rule due to ownership of productive
property is abolished and the way is cleared to also establish anar-
chist self-managed decision-making,.

Class and Division of Labor

Class affects not only social and material relations, behaviors,
and outcomes within the economic sphere of society, but also in
other realms of social life. Of course variations exist across soci-
eties and cultures, but, broadly speaking, people in the same class,
for example, the working class, typically have similar kinship ar-
rangements, cultural tastes, and self-perceptions. They share com-
mon material positions in society, which affects their collective bar-
gaining power and decision-making control over their lives both in
relation to property and also within the division of labor. Classes
typically conflict with one another. For example, the capitalist, co-
ordinator, and working classes all have contrary interests due to
their position in relation to the means of production and in the
division of labor.

Anarchist treatments of class and the division of labor trace back
to two primary historical and theoretical influences—the tower-
ing figures of Karl Marx and Mikhail Bakunin. Marx’s work over-
whelmingly emphasizes a two-class theory based on ownership re-
lations while Bakunin had a three-class theory based not only on
ownership, but also on the division between mental and manual
labor. In his Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844, in the
section on “Estranged Labor,” Marx provided early rationale for the
two-class theory:

We have started out from the premises of political
economy. We have accepted its language and its laws.
We presupposed private property; the separation of
labour, capital, and land, and likewise of wages, profit,
and capital; the division of labour; competition; the
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conception of exchange value, etc. From political
economy itself, using its own words, we have shown
that the worker sinks to the level of a commodity,
and moreover the most wretched commodity of all;
that the misery of the worker is in inverse proportion
to the power and volume of his production; that
the necessary consequence of competition is the
accumulation of capital in a few hands and hence the
restoration of monopoly in a more terrible form; and
that, finally, the distinction between capitalist and
landlord, between agricultural worker and industrial
worker, disappears and the whole of society must
split into the two classes of property owners and
propertyless workers.!?

Bakunin took an additional step to see a third class between
“the two classes of property owners and propertyless workers” He
predicted the “Red Bureaucracy” that arose within the Russian
Revolution and plagued the “Actually Existing Socialism” of the
twentieth century based on the existence of this class. He specif-
ically called into question the “dictatorship of the proletariat,’
while exposing the self-aggrandizing beliefs of the Coordinator
Class. Bakunin wrote:

Of course, production would be badly crippled, if not
altogether suspended, without efficient and intelligent
management. But from the standpoint of elementary
justice and even efficiency, the management of produc-
tion need not be exclusively monopolized by one or
several individuals... The monopoly of administration,
far from promoting the efficiency of production, on the

"Karl Marx, Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844, http://
www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1844/manuscripts/labourhtm (accessed
October 26, 2011), original emphasis.
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contrary only enhances the power and privileges of

the owners and their managers.!!

Bakunin’s theoretical concerns and forecasts were validated in
the Russian Revolution (1917). In his pamphlet of 1918 titled “The
Immediate Tasks of the Soviet Government,” V. 1. Lenin (1870-1924)
wrote that it was necessary to learn how to harmonize the democ-
racy of the working masses “with iron discipline while at work,”
and with “unquestioning obedience to the will of a single person,
the Soviet leader1

The betrayal of workers’ control in the aftermath of the Russian
Revolution is chronicled by libertarian socialist Maurice Brinton
(1923-2005) in his 1975 pamphlet “The Bolsheviks and Workers
Control 1917-1921” Brinton’s criterion for evaluating the Russian
Revolution was “workers’ management of production—implying as
it does the total domination [by] the producer over the productive
process.” For Brinton this was not “a marginal matter” but rather
“the core of our politics” and “is the only means whereby authoritar-
ian (order-giving, order-taking) relations in production can be tran-
scended and a free, communist or anarchist, society introduced”
He went on to write:

In 1917 the Russian workers created organs (Factory
Committees and Soviets) that might have ensured the
management of society by the workers themselves.
But the soviets passed into the hands of Bolshe-
vik functionaries. A state apparatus, separate from
the masses, was rapidly reconstituted. The Russian
workers did not succeed in creating new institutions

" Mikhail Bakunin quoted by Sam Dolgoff in Bakunin on Anarchism (Mon-
treal: Black Rose Books, 1980), 424.

12y, 1. Lenin, “The Immediate Tasks of the Soviet Government, http://
www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1918/mar/28.htm (accessed October 26,
2011), original emphasis.
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as measured by market capitalization, is a proxy for dominant
capital.

The absolute series, measured in millions of dollars, on the right
hand axis, shows incredible growth from 1952 until 1999. From
1999 on, it appears to stagnate at its high level of capitalization.
The differential series gives a different picture of what happened
to Big Pharma after 1998. Instead of simply stagnating, we can see
that pharma lost ground to other dominant firms in the accumu-
latory struggle. In 1952, the average member of Big Pharma was
smaller than the average member of dominant capital (the ratio
is less than one), while by 1998, the average pharma firm is three
times larger. Their rate of differential accumulation was 2.5 percent
per year, a stunning performance against the largest, most power-
ful firms. By 2007, however, they had fallen to less than twice as
large, differentially deccumulating 5 percent per year. The differen-
tial perspective motivates different questions than the absolute. In
fact, once we dismiss as ridiculous and/or unworkable the transcen-
dent entities of absolute accumulation, the absolute can provoke no
questions. In order to answer the questions that emerge from the
differential picture, we need to look at the entire field of social pro-
cesses that bear on accumulation, and not solely to labor and pro-
duction. The pharmaceutical industry is heavily dependent upon
intellectual property rights and marketing. It works to forge per-
sonal relationships with physicians. Much of the research that goes
into its most profitable drugs emerges from government or univer-
sity labs. A lot of money is spent developing “copycat drugs.” All
of this and much more needs to be considered in trying to explain
how Big Pharma grew, and why it has fallen. For those involved in
PEDC:s, this dependence of capital upon complex social processes
means disruption of production is not strictly necessary to disrupt
accumulation. Rather, targeting any of the processes upon which
the firm depends may have an impact. This confirms the street-level
adoption of strategies and tactics that have always been anarchists’
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have accomplished, though he had laboured for a mil-
lion centuries. Is the exchange an equitable one? Once
more, no; when you have paid all the individual forces,
the collective force still remains to be paid ... which
you enjoy unjustly.

Property meant “another shall perform the labour while [the pro-
prietor] receives the product.” So the “free worker produces ten; for
me, thinks the proprietor, he will produce twelve” and so to “satisfy
property, the worker must first produce beyond his needs.” Little
wonder “property is theft!”

His classic work did not limit itself to critique and gave a few
sketches of an anarchist economy. Property would be socialized as
the “land cannot be appropriated” and “all capital, whether material
or mental, being the result of collective labour, is, in consequence,
collective property.” People “are proprietors of their products—not
one is proprietor of the means of production.” Thus “right to prod-
uct is exclusive” while “the right to means is common.” Workers’
control would prevail as managers “must be chosen from the work-
ers by the workers themselves, and must fulfill the conditions of
eligibility. It is the same with all public functions, whether of ad-
ministration or instruction.” So whether on the land or in industry,
Proudhon’s aim was to create a society of “possessors without mas-
ters”

The following year saw Proudhon pen a second memoir (Letter
to M. Blanqui) in which he clarified certain issues raised in the first
memoir and answered his critics. He again argued for socialized
property and use rights for “wealth, produced by the activity of
all, is by the very fact of its creation collective wealth, the use of
which, like that of the land, may be divided, but which as prop-
erty remains undivided” Proudhon aimed to “reduce” property “to
the right of possession” and “organise industry, associate workers”
in order to “apply on a large scale the principle of collective pro-
duction.” He called this “non-appropriation of the instruments of
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production” the “destruction of property.” Thus use rights replace
property rights with common ownership ensuring individuals and
groups controlled the product of their labor, the labor itself and as
the means of production used. In short: “I preach emancipation to
the proletarians; association to the workers.”

System of Economic Contradictions

Proudhon’s next major work was 1846’s two-volume System of
Economic Contradictions. It was this work which first saw his use
of the term “mutualism” to describe his libertarian socialism. This
term was not invented by him but by workers in Lyon during the
1830s. Proudhon stayed there in 1843 and was deeply influenced
by the workers’ ideas and practice.

This book is best known for Marx’s 1847 reply The Poverty of Phi-
losophy. While Marx does make a few valid points against Proud-
hon, his distortions, selective quoting, quote tampering, and other
intellectually dishonest practices drain it of most of its value. Suf-
fice to say, reading Proudhon’s work quickly shows a radically dif-
ferent thinker than the one readers of Marx would expect.

It must be stressed, given the prevalent myths begat by Marx
to the otherwise, that Proudhon supported large-scale industry.
Indeed, he explicitly rejected a return to small-scale production
as “retrograde” and “impossible” He also supported workers’
associations, unsurprisingly once you understand that Proudhon
locates exploitation within capitalism firmly in production as a
consequence of wage labor. As this analysis informs his vision
for an anarchist economy, it is worth discussing—particularly as,
ironically, Proudhon was the first to expound many of the key
concepts of Marxist economics.

First, Proudhon stressed that labor did not have a value but what
it created did and so produces value only as active labor engaged
in the production process:
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depend on the growth of industry, but “on the strategic control of
industry.”®

The business press is suffused with language of “beating the
average.” Beating the average means growing more powerful. It
is to this end that capitalists function, undertaking exercises of
massive social upheaval, in an effort to outperform their rivals.
This means the primary struggle of capitalism is the intra-capitalist
struggle. As Nitzan and Bichler note, “The very essence of differen-
tial accumulation is an intra-capitalist struggle simultaneously to
restructure the pattern of social reproduction as well as the grid of
power”® Every other facet of society becomes collateral damage,
rewarded or punished as part of diverse accumulatory endeavors.

As an example of how differential accumulation works as an an-
alytical tool, we offer a demonstration concerning the pharmaceu-
tical industry.

Figure 1. Big Pharma Accumulation: Differential or Absolute?

Figure 1 displays two series, one absolute—the average capi-
talization of US pharmaceutical firms that are among the largest
500 firms, the other differential—the ratio of pharma’s average
capitalization to that of the 500 largest firms.!® The chosen
basis of comparison is based on another concept of Nitzan and
Bichler’s—dominant capital. Their perspective means capital
should not be treated as a singular entity with universally shared
interests. Rather, each corporation or corporate coalition will
have particular interests depending upon what sorts of assets they
control and what means are available in their efforts to augment
their control. Within capital, they identify dominant capital as
“the largest and most profitable corporate coalitions at the core
of the social process.”!! Our aggregate of the 500 largest US firms,

8 Ibid., 45. Emphasis included.

? Ibid., 41.

19 Both series have been smoothed as three-year moving averages to facili-
tate their demonstrative use.

" Tbid., 40.
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that power can only be understood as a relation between two enti-
ties, capitalists judge their accumulatory success in relative terms.
In other words, they think differentially. The model of differential
accumulation was developed to compare how capitalist actors fare
in relation to each other.

In contrast to absolute accumulation, which has no meaning
once we reject the transcendent entities of neoclassical or Marxist
value theory, the guiding logic of capital is to “beat the average
[and] their (capitalists’) yardstick is the ‘normal rate of return’,
their goal—to exceed it”® Differential accumulation can be calcu-
lated by the rate of growth of capitalization of one capitalist entity
(or capitalist coalition) less the rate of growth of the average capi-
talization. In other words, it is a calculation of how corporations
have compared against an average (whether it is their industry, or
the particular market, or the market as a whole). For example, if a
firm accumulates at a rate of 10 percent during a boom when their
competition averaged 15 percent growth, that firm’s differential
accumulation—despite its growth—has been negative. In other
words, they have experienced relative deccumulation and their
share of total social profits has decreased. On the other hand, if
that same firm shrinks by 5 percent during a recession while their
peers have lost 10 percent, the differential accumulation—despite
an absolute loss—is positive. They have increased their share of
capitalization and, despite the appearance of losses, have grown
in relation to their peers-competitors. To increase your relative
financial magnitudes is “to increase your relative power to shape
the process of social change.”” This means that both growth and
loss can serve the interests of particular firms and moments of
crisis or depression are not inherently contrary to the interests
of capital. Nitzan and Bichler stress that capital income does not

® Ibid., 37.
7 Ibid., 38.
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Labour is said to have value, not as merchandise itself,
but in view of the values supposed to be contained in it
potentially. The value of labour is a figurative expres-
sion, an anticipation of effect from cause ... it becomes
a reality through its product.

Second, consequently, when workers are hired there is no guar-
antee that the value of the goods produced equals their wage. Un-
der capitalism wages cannot equal product as the proprietor se-
cures a profit by controlling both product and labor:

Do you know what it is to be a wage-worker? It is to
labour under a master, watchful for his prejudices even
more than for his orders ... It is to have no mind of your
own ... to know no stimulus save your daily bread and
the fear of losing your job.

The wage-worker is a man to whom the property
owner who hires him says: What you have to make is
none of your business; you do not control it.

Third, this hierarchical relationship allowed exploitation to oc-
cur:

the worker ... create[s], on top of his subsistence, a
capital always greater. Under the regime of property,
the surplus of labour, essentially collective, passes
entirely, like the revenue, to the proprietor: now,
between that disguised appropriation and the fraud-
ulent usurpation of a communal good, where is the
difference?

The consequence of that usurpation is that the worker,
whose share of the collective product is constantly con-
fiscated by the entrepreneur, is always on his uppers,
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while the capitalist is always in profit ... political econ-
omy, that upholds and advocates that regime, is the
theory of theft.

In short, the capitalist firm “with its hierarchical organisation”
means that workers had “parted with their liberty” and “have sold
their arms” to a boss who controls them, appropriates the product
of their labor and, consequently, the “collective force” and “sur-
plus of labour” they create. This produced the economic contradic-
tions Proudhon analyzed. Thus, for example, the introduction of
machinery within capitalism “promised us an increase of wealth”
but it also produced “an increase of poverty” as well as bringing “us
slavery” and deepening “the abyss which separates the class that
commands and enjoys from the class that obeys and suffers.” Such
contradictions could only be resolved by abolishing the system that
creates them.

His analysis of how exploitation occurred in production and the
oppressive nature of the capitalist workplace feeds directly into
Proudhon’s arguments for workers’ associations and socialization
(“to unfold the system of economic contradictions is to lay the foun-
dations of universal association”). As “all labour must leave a sur-
plus, all wages [must] be equal to product” and “[b]y virtue of the
principle of collective force, workers are the equals and associates
of their leaders” The association of the future would be based on
free access (“should allow access to all who might present them-
selves”) and self-management (“to straightway enjoy the rights and
prerogatives of associates and even managers”). Hence “it is neces-
sary to destroy or modify the predominance of capital over labour,
to change the relations between employer and worker, to solve, in
a word, the antinomy of division and that of machinerys; it is nec-
essary to ORGANISE LABOUR?” Here we see how critique feeds
directly into the vision of a free economy.

This argument was rooted in Proudhon’s awareness that soci-
eties change and develop. He denounced “the radical vice of polit-
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“finance, and only finance.”* Understood as an institution of power,
capital represents the complex assemblages of assets under the con-
trol of particular capitalist entities, including the means of produc-
tion. Capitalists are able to manipulate these assemblages in order
to increase, or—more importantly, as Nitzan and Bichler argue—
to sabotage production in an effort to accumulate. This process in-
cludes much more than ongoing immiseration of the worker, or the
development of new, more efficient methods of production. Spe-
cific activities such as lobbying or marketing, but also broader so-
cial realities such as racism or nationalism, can become part of cap-
ital as they play a role in processes of accumulation.

According to Nitzan and Bichler, “the accumulation of capital
represents neither material wealth, nor a productive amalgamate of
‘dead labor’, but rather the commodification of power” In this sense,
“capitalised profit represents a claim not for a share of the output,
but for a share of control over the social process.” Capital is the trans-
lation of control over the diverse social processes—including labor
and production—into a divisible, vendible quantitative representa-
tion while accumulation is the augmentation of that control. Given

*Ibid., 36. Emphasis included. We do not want this to be conceptually
blurred with Marx’s notion that finance represents the “highest form of capital”
Our contention is that finance is the only form of empirically identifiable capital,
not merely a subset. For Marx, finance capital was mixed among other functions
of capitalism but was ultimately a fiction against the reality of material produc-
tion, which is anchored in the labor process. The Marxist labor theory of value
states that production is where labor is exploited and surplus value expropriated,
and where capital accumulation takes place. This allowed Marx to distinguish dif-
ferent segments of capital based on the M-C-P-C’-M’ breakdown of the capital
flow. Only P is productive. C, representing merchant capital, and M, representing
finance capital were considered parasitic. However, these distinctions cannot be
made empirically—how do we distinguish which of Caterpillar’s profits are due
to the parasitic Cat Finance and which are due to its production units, which pro-
duce for customers who depend upon loans from Cat Finance? This breakdown
of capital is a theoretical tale that cannot help us in trying to understand contem-
porary capitalism.

* Ibid. Emphasis included.
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These cases, like any other parts of the global justice movement,
are complex and we are not interested in casting judgment on “suc-
cesses” or “failures” in general. The model and opinions that we
present are not definitive and are, by design, offered to illustrate
only the economic damages from the perspective of the targeted
capitalists. We readily acknowledge that there are many perspec-
tives from which to view victories or defeats. What our analysis of-
fers is a preliminary quantitative perspective on diverse tactics of
strategically organized campaigns as a means of judging their im-
pact on the targets. This allows us to assess the contexts in which
different strategies and actions have challenged the ability of cor-
porations to accumulate. The campaigns discussed below also dis-
play ways that organizers can create spaces and possibilities for
themselves and broader global justice movements.

“Differential Accumulation” as an Analytical
Tool

The concept of differential accumulation has been developed by
Jonathan Nitzan and Shimshon Bichler over the last decade and
was applied most fully in their book The Global Political Economy
of Israel. In developing what they call the “power theory of capital,”
Nitzan and Bichler argue that capital is a strategic power institu-
tion.> Their theory stands in contrast with both the neoclassicist
“utility theory of value” and Marxist “labor theory of value.” Profit
and its transformation into capital cannot be understood on the
basis of either neoclassical “factors of production” or Marxist ac-
counts of surplus value. Both theories employ reductionism based
on “impossible entities”—“utils” and socially necessary, simple, ab-
stract labor, respectively. Contrary to the bottom-up conceptions
of capital and accumulation, Nitzan and Bichler hold that capital is

* Nitzan and Bichler, The Global Political Economy of Israel, 31.
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ical economy” of “affirming as a definitive state a transitory con-
dition, —namely, the division of society into patricians and prole-
taires” The “period through which we are now passing” was “distin-
guished by a special characteristic: WAGE-LABOUR” Just as capi-
talism had replaced feudalism, so capitalism and its system of prop-
erty rights would be replaced by an economy based on associated
labor and socialized property: mutualism.

These two volumes were primarily a work of critique, with
positive visions few and far between. What there is shows a
keen understanding of the necessity to transform the relations
of production, to seek a solution at the point of production to
the exploitation and oppression of capitalism. However, the
work’s focus was destructive and not constructive—he explicitly
stated that he would “reserve” discussion on the organization of
labor “for the time when, the theory of economic contradictions
being finished, we shall have found in their general equation
the programme of association, which we shall then publish in
contrast with the practice and conceptions of our predecessors”
The February revolution of 1848 forced him to do just that.

Solution of the Social Problem

Proudhon considered his work of the 1840s as essentially cri-
tique, although tantalizing glimpses of his vision of libertarian so-
cialism do come through. The February revolution of 1848 saw him
develop his positive theories on anarchist economics and politics
as he sought to influence it towards libertarian ends or, as his first
work after the revolution put it, to formulate the Solution of the
Social Problem. For, as he correctly predicted, “either property will
overrule the Republic or the Republic will overrule property”

He stressed that to be permanent the revolution had to move
from just political changes to economic transformation. He urged
that “a provisional committee be set up to orchestrate exchange,
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credit and commerce between workers” and this would “liaise
with similar committees” across France in order that “a body
representative of the proletariat be formed ... in opposition to
the bourgeoisie’s representation.” And so “a new society [would]
be founded in the heart of the old society,” created only “from
below” as “the organisation of labour must not emanate from the
powers-that-be; it ought to be SPONTANEOUS.”

This would be achieved by means of a “Bank of the People.” Its
aim was “to organise credit democratically” and this “organisation
of credit” was considered as the means to achieve the organiza-
tion of labor, with socialized credit producing socialized property.
Thus “the Exchange Bank is the organisation of labour’s greatest
asset” and allowed “the new form of society to be defined and cre-
ated among the workers.” Significantly he linked his ideas to the
working-class self-activity going on around him, pointing to those
workers who “have organised credit among themselves” and the
“labour associations” which have grasped “spontaneously” that the
“organisation of credit and organisation of labour amount to one
and the same” By organizing both, the workers “would soon have
wrested alienated capital back again, through their organisation
and competition.” Mutual banks would support “all efforts of asso-
ciations of workers, and organisations of workers” to ensure that
“all the workshops are owned by the nation, even though they re-
main and must always remain free” Workers’ control would “make
every citizen simultaneously, equally and to the same extent capi-
talist, worker and expert or artist,” this being “the first principle of
the new economy, a principle full of hope and of consolation for
the worker ... but a principle full of terror for the parasite and for
the tools of parasitism, who see reduced to naught their celebrated
formula: Capital, labour, talent!”

Proudhon took care to base his arguments not on abstract ide-
ology but on the actual practices he saw around him. He was well
aware that banks issued credit and so increased the money sup-
ply in response to market demand. As such, he was an early expo-
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campaigns be drawn together to inform and inspire anti-capitalist
struggles?

A challenge posed to any movement that confronts dominant
political economic entities is the difficulty of evaluating the actual
effects of a campaign. We argue that organizers can rely upon a
readily available tool for “empiricizing” political-economic disrup-
tion campaigns: the capitalists’ own quantitative references. Em-
ploying the concept of “differential accumulation” developed by
political economists Jonathan Nitzan and Shimshon Bichler, we ex-
amine the financial fortunes of corporations targeted by these di-
verse campaigns.” As we detail later in this chapter, differential ac-
cumulation is a framework for evaluating the financial position of
a corporation—or corporate coalition, against various benchmarks.
Although there are many tools for evaluating financial positions,
we argue that this model is useful because it allows us to evaluate
campaigns from the vantage point of capitalists. In this sense, it pro-
vides us with an idea of what these corporations feel and fear. To
demonstrate this method, we will use differential accumulation to
“empiricize” three different campaigns: the anti-sweatshop move-
ment, the Take Down SNC-Lavalin! campaign, and the Stop Hunt-
ingdon Animal Cruelty (SHAC) campaign. We will consider the di-
verse organizing strategies employed by these groups/movements
within the differential accumulatory contexts of their targets. We
suggest that among the advantages of this perspective for PEDCs
are that it: a) provides a means of before-the-fact assessing actions
and tactics employed by similar campaigns; b) allows for an after-
the-fact assessment of chosen actions and tactics; c) makes orga-
nizers cognizant of the actual processes underlying capitalist accu-
mulation, improving their ability to disrupt “business as usual.”

% See Jonathan Nitzan and Shimshon Bichler, The Global Political Economy
of Israel (London: Pluto Press, 2002). With the exception of their newest book,
Capital As Power (2009), Nitzan and Bichler make their work freely available at
bnarchives.net.
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anarchists have long rejected the disciplinary reduction that tries
to separate economics from politics. Production, culture, distribu-
tion, sexuality, communication, exchange, gender, and race—as
just a few social institutions—are irreducibly intermixed. Our
analysis attempts to deal with this reality. In this way, we seek to
theoretically catch up to practices on the ground, where anarchists
are attempting to change our social worlds and take control of our
lives through a praxis that does not isolate economics. Anarchists
engage with production, distribution, and exchange as inalienable
facets of life, and therefore subject to demands of equal access for
all, with neither privilege nor exclusion.

Political-economic disruption campaigns (PEDCs) are among
the most commonly adopted strategies that organizers within
social justice movements use to confront dominant institutions,
particularly corporations. These campaigns are incredibly diverse.
Some have explicitly radical goals. Others have concrete and
immediate aims. Some align themselves with broader justice
movements, while others are narrowly focused on local issues.
Some make use of old and familiar tactics. Others are tactically
unpredictable and creative. Some espouse an absolute commit-
ment to nonviolence. Others engage in property destruction,
kidnapping, and assassination.

Whether employing boycotts or marches, coordinated public ac-
tions or autonomous clandestine disruptions, public outreach or di-
rect action, these struggles have shaped the politics, imagination,
and participants of the global justice movement. Whether these
campaigns aim to reform or negotiate certain corporate activities,
evict them from particular spaces, or aim to explicitly shut down
their operations, they all target the political-economic body of cor-
porate power: capital.

However questions emerge: Have these campaigns had an im-
pact? If so, what kind of impact? How can the success or failure of
particular campaigns and tactics be assessed? Can these disparate

126

nent of the endogenous theory of the money supply. He recognized
that a money economy, one with an extensive banking and credit
system, operates in a fundamentally different way than the barter
economy assumed by most economics. He saw that income from
property violated the axiom that products exchanged for products
and that interest reflected no sacrifice which required payment as
the rich person “lends it ... precisely because the loan is not a de-
privation to him; he lends it because he has no use for it himself,
being sufficiently provided with capital without it” For both eco-
nomic and ethical reasons we “must destroy the royalty of gold;
we must republicanise specie, by making every product of labour
ready money.”

It must be stressed that in today’s economies neither credit nor
money is backed by gold. So Proudhon has been vindicated when
he mocked bourgeois political economy for arguing that “the idea
of abolishing specie is supremely absurd, as absurd as the thought
of abolishing property!” Only partially, though, as credit has not
been republicanized via a mutual bank to achieve the organization
of labor.

For all his talk of “the organisation of credit,” the socialization
of property and organization of labor remained his goals with the
mutual bank seen as a means to achieve that end. In December
1849 he irately denied that he sought the “individual ownership
and non-organisation of the instruments of labour” stating cate-
gorically that he had “never penned nor uttered any such thing”
and had “argued the opposite a hundred times over” He “den[ied]
all kinds of proprietary domain” and so did “precisely because I be-
lieve in an order wherein the instruments of labour will cease to
be appropriated and instead become shared” The previous year he
had publicly presented this vision in a manifesto:

Under the law of association, transmission of wealth
does not apply to the instruments of labour, so can-
not become a cause of inequality ... We are socialists
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... under universal association, ownership of the land
and of the instruments of labour is social ownership
... We want the mines, canals, railways handed over
to democratically organised workers’ associations ...
We want these associations to be models for agricul-
ture, industry and trade, the pioneering core of that
vast federation of companies and societies woven into
the common cloth of the democratic and social Repub-
lic.

As in the Paris Commune of 1871, this “organising [of] the work-
ers’ mutual solidarity” would be based on elected delegates whom
the voters can “recall and dismiss” for the “imperative mandate and
permanent revocability are the most immediate and incontestable
consequences of the electoral principle” Like the Commune, any
assembly would “exercise executive power, just the way it exer-
cises legislative power through its joint deliberations and votes,”
through “organisation of its committees.”

All through the revolutionary period we see the interplay be-
tween critique and vision, with each informing the other. Under
capitalism “a worker, without property, without capital, without
work, is hired by [the capitalist], who gives him employment and
takes his product” and his wages fail to equal the price of the prod-
ucts he produces. “In mutualist society,” however, “the two func-
tions” of worker and capitalist “become equal and inseparable in
the person of every worker” and so he “alone profits by his prod-
ucts” and the “surplus” he creates.

General Idea of the Revolution

Proudhon’