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WOLRKE DS

COUNCILS

TWO ARTICLES ON COUNCIL-COMMUNISM
TRANSLATED FROM INTERNATIONALE
SITUATIONISTE N212 SEPT 1969.

INTRODUCTORY NOTES

There appears to be considerable confusion about
councils amongst libertarians. Nicolas Walter, for
example, reviewing Daniel Guerin’s “Anarchism”
(“New Society”, August 1970, and quoted in “Anarchy"
116, pp. 323-324) tries to draw a distinction between
anarchism and “council-communism”—the inverted
commas are his, and they speak for the scarcity of
analysis and open debate on the subject—but he shrugs
it off into generalised remarks about the incompatibility
of Marxism and anarchism:—

“My chief reservation about the book is that in the end
it is not really about anarchism as most anarchists under-
stand it, but about ‘council-communism'—which is due to
its Marxist provenance. ‘Chomsky indeed suggests that
‘some form of council-communism is the natural form of
revolutionary socialism’; and Guerin emphasises that in
May 1968 anarchists and Marxists fought side by side.
This may be the only way forward for both of them, but
anarchists can never forget that deep differences still divide
them—not just doctrine, but also in the bitter experience
of a century during which the state has grown stronger
than ever, especially in the hands of Marxists.”

Walter doesn't even mention councils in his pamphlet
“About Anarchism” (“Anarchy” 100). Similarly
George Woodcock’s “Anarchism” not only avoids
analysis of the experience of the councils but is totally
uninformative about them; Irving Horowitz's anthology
“The Anarchists” yields nothing on the subject; all
Krimmerman and Perry can offer in “Patterns of
Anarchy” are brief references in extracts from Berk-
man and Rocker; and Colin Ward’s “Anarchism as a
Theory of Organisation” (“Anarchy” 62) ignores
councils, just as completely, as does Nicolas Walter’s
small work of popularisation.

Yet other anarchist writers have made an explicit
commitment to councils, Berkman advocates councils
in his “A.B.C. of Anarchism” (p. 73)—though he en-
visages them as bodies of rotating delegates playing a
role between the grass roots’ shop-committees and the
revolutionary unions. Rocker speaks of “organisation
of the plants by the producers themselves and direction
of the work by labour councils elected by them”
(“Anarcho-Syndicalism”—quoted by Krimmerman and

Perry, p. 354). And Phillip Sansom in his pamphlet
“Syndicalism—The Workers Next Step” (p. 36), states
that:—

The first unit of organisation, then, should be the works
council . , . this council would consist of delegates chosen
by the workers to do whatever organisationzl work is
necessary in the smooth running of the works. . . . This
council must however never be allowed to assume
managerial powers. The good syndicalist principle of no
permanent officials will guard against that, and the fact
that the council is composed of delegates. not represen-
tatives,

More recently libertarian groups like Solidarity and
Black Flag have also declared for a policy of councils,

And both appear to assign them a greater role than
the traditional anarcho-syndicalists. Writing in “Soli-
darity”, Vol. 6, No. 6, pp. 14-15, A.O. declares:
“we stand for Community Councils, Workers’ Councils,
University Councils, School Councils, etc.—federated at
local, regional and national levels—becoming the decision-
making authority on every aspect of production, services
and social life, It is these councils who must decide the
what, the why and how of the working of society, including
every aspect of production. Needless to say such a state
of affairs cannot be achieved without revolution. Our
view of revolution is not merely the replacement of the
rule of the representatives of Capital by the rule of the
Revolutionary Party. For us the revolution is the rule
of the Industrial and Community Councils.”
And in contrast to Nicolas Walter’s views quoted
above, the writer of the article “Anarchist Organis-
ation” in “Black Flag” (February 1971) argues that:—
“One demand unites all those who claim to be both
libertarian and revolutionary—whether they accept the
label ‘anarchist’ or not—whether they have their own word
for their own philosophy or not. That is in the policy of
WORKER COUNCILS.”
But, whilst “Solidarity” stress the importance of power
remaining with the general assembly of workers (not
that they are without wavering on this), the “Black
Flag” writer talks explicitly of all the workers being
represented on the council
The English translation of the Situationist pamphlet
“Of Student Poverty”—which appeared under the title



“Ten Days that shook the University”—may have
familiarised readers with the views of the Situationist
International on councils. In it (pp. 21-26) they argue
that:—

“It is by its present organisation that a new revolutionary
movement will stand or fall. The final criteria of its
coherence will be the compatibility of its actual form with
its essential project—the international and absolute power
of Workers® Councils as foreshadowed by the proletarian
revolutions of the last hundred years. . . . All the positive
aspects of the Workers' Councils must be already there in
an organisation which aims at their realisation. All relics
of Leninist theory must be fought and destroyed. . . . ‘All
Power to the Soviets® is still the slogan. but this time
without the Bolshevik afterthoughts. . . . Workers’ control
is abolition of all authority: it can abide no limitation,
geographical or otherwise: any compromise amounts to
surrender. Workers’ control must be the means and the
end of the struggle; it is at once the goal of that struggle
and its adequate form.”

Certainly the remarkable persistence of the tendency

INTRODUCTORY NOTES TO VANEIGEM

Raoul Vaneigem, formerlv a member of the
Situationist International, is known primar-
ily for his book 'Traitd de savoiv—vivre 4
L'usage des jewnes generation' (1967). (A
translation of the first part has appeared
under the title ' The revolution of every-
day Iffe ' - the second part should appear
shortly.) The article which follows, like
that by Riesel, appeared in no.12 of the
Situationist International's journal,
published after the May '"68 events.

This is not the place for a discussion of
the situationist international; but an out—
line of its history may be useful. Tt was
formed in 1967 by a group which included rad-
i1cal artists, These artists came to realise
that art separated from everyday life is a
useless activity, that the only worthwhile
project is the realisation of art - the over—
coming of the distinction between art and
'everyday', ordinary existence.- and the over
overcoming of the specialisation which pro-
duces artist and spectator as separate roles.
'"Poetry must be made by all, and not by one,'
as Lautreamont said. They realised that what
made this project impossible was the capital-
ist and state capitalist organisation of
soclety; that the original aesthetic project
would remain a utopian dream in the absence
of a political dimension = the historical de-
struction of alienating relationships and
their transformation into free ones. The art-
ists who rejected this revolutionary project
and continued to do 'art! were expelled.

The group then developed an analysis of the
mechanisms of capitalist society, its organ—
isation of space (urbanism) and time, its
transformation of things and men into commod-
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towards councils in practice, forces them on our atten-
tion. And, in addition to the well known examples of
Russia in 1905 and 1917, Germany 1918-23, Turin
1920, Spain 1936-37, and Hungary 1956, should be
added such examples as the council movement in
Poland in 1956 (whose fate is chronicled in Kuron and
Modzelewski's “An Open Letter to the Party”); and
the soldiers’ councils of such incidents as the Calais
Mutiny of 1918 (recorded in A. Killick’s “Mutiny—

The Story of the Calais Mutiny”, a pamphlet produced
by SPARK). and the little known Cairo mutiny after
the second world war. Nor does Riesel discuss the
ambiguities of the forms of organisation that developed
during May-June 1968 in France: the Sorbonne Soviet,
Nantes “Commune” et al.

This essay as offered here is translated because of
the pressing current and continual need: lucid and

committed thought.
DRR.

ities, which carried on from the Hegelian
tradition of Lukacs. Equally they rejected
all existing 'revolutionary' organisations
and, from about 1960, stated that workers'
councils must be the organs both of revolu-
tionary transformation and of the management
of a liberated society,

If this were all, their theoretical ex—
ploits would be of interest only to the
isplated wankers of 'Theoretical Practice',
'What consciousness does in isolation is not
of the slightest interest' (Marx). But the
situationists realised that the revolt
against domination, alienatiom, passive con-
sumption and boredom, the revolt of creativ-
ity against what stifles it, are present as a
continuous and growing undercurrent in the
societies we live in, They declared that these
these as yet isolated and suppressed revolts
were the seeds of the future,.

But the situationists never arrived at an
adequate practice, Afraid to get their hands
dirty in the confusion of radical activity
(which they scomed as 'militantism') they
confined their interventions to the theoret-
ical lewvel, It is in this way that the pres-
ent text should be approached = as a contri-
bution to the establishment of an ultimate
goal, the revolutionary creation of workers'
councils, Obviously an important part of the
revolutionary movement is the diffusion of
the idea of workers' councils and that this
idea should be credible, i.e., coherent, What is
also needed, and what the situationits failed
to do, is to develop in practice and theory
the forms of libertariam organisation and
action which will bring about this 'histor—
ical construction of free individual
relationships'.

C.VW,
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NOTES

"' PRELIMINALY
ON

COUNCILS AND
OLCANISATION

"The Workers' and Peasants' Government has decreed that Kronstadt
and the rebellious ships must immediately submit to the authority of the
Soviet Republic. Therefore, I command all who have raised their hand
against the socialist fatherland to lay down their arms at once. The

obdurate are
The arrested
liberated at

the mercy of the Soviet Republic.

to be disarmed and turned over to the Soviet authorities.
commissars and other members of the government are to be
once. Only those surrendering unconditionally may count on

Simultaneously I am issuing orders to prepare to quell the mutiny
and subdue the mutineers by force of arms. Responsibility for the harm
that may be suffered by the peaceful population will fall entirely upon
the heads of the counter—revolutionary mutineers.

This warning is final."

Trotsky, Kamenev,

"We have
THE SOVIETS!
blood of the
owners and the bourgeocisiel"

Kronstadt Izvestia No.

For THE FIFTY YEARS since the Leninists reduced
communism to electrification, the Bolshevik counter-
revolution erected the “Soviet” state on the corpse of
the power of the Soviets. and the term Soviet ceased
to mean “council”, revolutions have simply thrown the
vindication of Kronstadt in the faces of the Kremlin
masters: “ALL POWER TO THE SOVIETS, NOT
TO THE PARTIES.” The remarkable persistence of
a real tendency towards the power of Workers” Councils
throughout this half century of endeavours and re-
peated suppressions for the modern proletarian move-
ment, henceforward imposes Councils on the new
revolutionary wave as the only form of dictatorship
of the proletariat which is anti-state. and as the only
court with the capacity to pass judgement on the old
world and carry out the sentence personally.

The notion of the “Council” must be specified, not
simply to avoid the crude falsifications accumulated

"Ultimatum to Kronstadt'.

only one thing to say in reply to all that: ALL POWER TO
Take your hands off them - your hands are red with the
martyrs of freedom who fought the white-guards, the land-
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by social-democracy, Russian bureaucracy, Titoism,
and even Ben-Bellism; but especially so as to recognise
the insufficiencies so far outlined in the brief practical
experiences of workers' councils in power, and of
course in the conceptions of the revolutionaries who
have advocated them. What the “Council” tends to
be in totality appears negatively in the limits and illu-
sions which have marked its first manifestations and
which, quite as much as the immediate and uncom-
promising struggle which is normally waged against
it by the dominant class, have caused its defeat. The
Council is the attempt to find the form of practical
unification of workers who are creating the material
and intellectual means to change all existing condi-
tions, and arc making their own sovereign history.
It can and must be the organisation in deeds of his-
torical consciousness. Now it has in no way yet
succeeded in overcoming the separation which all



specialised political organisations involve and the
forms of ideological false consciousness that they pro-
duce and defend, Moreover, whilst the Councils as
principle acting powers of a revolutionary moment
are normally Councils of delegates, to the extent that
they co-ordinate and federate the decisions of the local
Councils, it appears that the general assemblies of the
rank-and-file have been almost always considered as
simple assemblies of electors, so that the first layer up
of the “Council” is situated above them, Here already
is one principle of separation, which can only be sur-
mounted by making the local general assemblies of all
the workers into the Council itself, from which every
delegation has to draw its power from it at all times.

Leaving aside the pre-council aspects of the Paris
Commune which fired Marx with enthusiasm (“the
finally discovered form by which the economic eman-
cipation of work might be realised”)—which in any
case can be noticed more in the organisation of the
Central Committee of the National Guard, which was
composed of delegates of the Parisian proletariat in
arms, than in the elected Commune—the famous St.
Petersburg “Council of Workers' Deputies” was the
first rough sketch of an organisation of the working
class in a revolutionary moment. According to the
figures given by Trotsky in “1905", 200,000 workers
had sent their delegates to the St. Petersburg Soviet,
but its influence extended far beyond its immediate
arca, with many other Councils in Russia taking inspir-
ation from its deliberations and decisions. It directly
grouped the workers from more than five hundred
firms, and received the representatives of sixteen unions
which had rallied to it. Its first nucleus was formed
on the 13th of October, and from the 17th the Soviet
set up over itself an Executive Committee which, says
Trotsky, “served it as a government”. Out of a total
of 562 delegates the Executive Committee comprised
only 31 members, of which 22 were actually workers
delegated by the whole of the workers in their firms.
and 9 represented three revolutionary parties (men-
sheviks, bolsheviks, and social-revolutionaries). How-
ever, “the representatives of the parties were not entitled
to speak or vote”. Granted that the rank-and-file
assembliecs were faithfully represented by their revo-
cable delegates, the former had obviously given up a
great part of their power, in a very parliamentary way,
into the hands of an “Executive Committee” in which
the party political “technicians” had an immense
influence.

How did this Soviet originate? It appears that this
form of organisation had been found by some politi-
cally aware elements of the ordinary workers, who for
the most part themselves belonged to small socialist
groups. It seems really excessive for Trotsky to write:
“One of the two social-democratic organisations in St.
Petersburg took the initiative of creating an autonomous
revolutionary workers’ administration” (what’s more
this one “of the two™ social-democratic organisations,
which immediately recognised the importance of this
workers’ initiative, was no less than the mensheviks).
But the general strike of October 1905 in fact originated
first of all in Moscow.on the 19th of September when
the printers of the Sytine press came out on strike,
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notably because they wanted punctuation marks to be
counted among the 1,000 characters which made up
their unit of payment. ' Fifty printing works followed
them out, and on the 25th of September the Moscow
printers set up a Council. On the 3rd of October
“the assembly of werkers’ deputies of the printers’,
mechanics’, carpenters’, and tobacco workers’ guilds,
and others, adopted the resolution to set up a general
council (Soviet) of Moscow workers™ (Trotsky op. cit.).
So it can be seen that this form appeared spontaneously
at the beginning of the strike movement. And this
movement which began to fall back in the following
days, sprung forward again up to the great historic
crisis of the 7th of October, when the railwaymen, in
Moscow first, spontaneously began to interrupt the
traffic.

The Council movement in Turin, of March and
April 1920, originated in the concentrated proletariat
of the Fiat factories. Between August and September
1919, new elections for the “internal commissions”™—
which were a type of collaborationist factory com-
mittee, founded by a collective convention in 1906,
and aimed at the better integration of the workers—
suddenly gave the chance, in the social crisis that was
then sweeping Italy, for a complete transformation of
the role of these “commissioners”. They began to
federate themselves, as direct representatives of the
workers. In October 1919, 30.000 workers were repre-
sented at an assembly of the “‘executive committees of
the workers’ councils”, which resembled more an
assembly of shop stewards than an organisation of
Councils in the true sense (on the basis of one com-
missioner elected by each workshop). But the example
acted as a catalyst and the movement radicalised,
supported by a fraction of the Socialist Party which
was in the majority in Turin (with Gramsci). and by
the anarchists of Piedmont (viz. the pamphlet by Pier
Carlo Masini, “Anarchici e comunisti nel movimento
dei Consigli a Torino™), The movement was opposed
by the majority of the Socialist Party and by the
unions. On the 15th March 1920 the Councils began
a strike and occupation of the factories, and restarted
production under their own independent control. By
the 14th of April the strike was solid in Piedmont; in
the following days it affected much of northern Italy.
particularly the railwaymen and the dockers. The
government had to use warships to land troops at
Genoa for the march on Turin. Whilst the programme
of the Councils was to be later approved by the Italian
Anarchist Union when it met at Boulogne on the 1st of
July, it is clear that the Socialist Party and the unions
succeeded in sabotaging the strike by keeping it in
isolation: when 20,000 soldiers and police entered the
town the party newspaper “Avanti” refused to print
the appeal of the Turin socialist section (viz. Masini).
The strike which evidently would have permitted a
victorious proletarian insurrection throughout the
country, was defeated on the 24th of April. What
happened next is well known.

Despite certain remarkably advanced aspects of this
rarely cited experience (masses of leftists seem to think
that factory occupations were started in France in
1936), it is advisable to note that it involves deep
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ambiguities, even among its partisans and theoreticians.
Gramsei wrote in no. 4 of L'Ordine Nuovo (second
vear): “We conceive the factery council as the historic
start of a process which must necessarily lead to the
foundation of the workers’ State”” Whereas the
anarchists that supported the councils were trying to
organise syndicalism and claimed that the Councils
would give it a new impetus.

However, the manifesto launched by the Turin
Councils on March 27th 1920, “to the workers and
peasants of all Italy” for a General Congress of
Councils (which did not take place) formulates several
essential points of the Councils’ programme: “The
struggle for victory must be led with weapons of vic-
tory, no longer simply those of defence (this is aimed
at the unions, ‘resistance bodies . . . crystallised in a
bureaucratic form’—S.I. note), A new organisation
must develop as a direct antagonist of the organs of
the bosses’ government; for that task it must spring up
spontancously in the workplace and reunite all workers,
because all, as producers, are subjected to an authority
that is foreign (‘estranea’) to them, and must liberate
themselves. Here is the origin of liberty for you:
the origin of a social formation which by spreading
rapidly and umiversally, will put you in the situation
to eliminate the exploiter and the middle-man from
the economic field, and to become your own masters
masters of your machines, your work, your life. . .

It is known that, in a more simple way, the Councils
of workers and soldiers in Germany of 1918-1919 in
most cases remained dominated by the social-demo-
cratic bureaucracy. or else were victims of its
manoeuvres. They tolerated Ebert’s “socialist” govern-
ment, whose main support came from the General
Staff and the Freikorps. The “Hamburg seven points”
(on the immediate liguidation of the old army) pre-
sented by Dorrenbach and passed with a large majority
by the Congress of Soldiers’ Councils which opened on
December 16th in Berlin, was not put into practice by
the “people’s commissioners”. The Councils tolerated
this defiance, and the legislative elections which had
been quickly fixed for the 19th January, as well as the
attack launched against Dorrenbach’s sailors, and then
the crushing of the Spartakist insurrection on the very
eve of these elections. In 1956, the Central Workers’
Council of Greater Budapest, set up on November 14th,
and declaring itself determined to defend socialism,
at the same time as demanding “the withdrawal of all
political parties from the factories”, pronounced itself
in favour of Nagy’s return to power and free elections
within a short time. Doubtless at that moment it was
continuing the general strike when the Russian troops
had already crushed armed resistance. But even be-
fore the second Russian intervention the Councils had
asked for parliamentary elections; i.e. they were seeking
to return to a situation of dual power, at a time when
they were in fact, in the face of the Russians, the only
effective power in Hungary.

Consciousness of what the power of the Councils is,
and must be, is born out of the actnal practice of that
power. But at a stage where this power is hampered,
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itt may be greatly different from what any individual
member or even a whole Council thinks. [deology is
opposed to the truth in action which shows itself in
the system of Councils; and this ideology manifests
itself not only in the form of hostile ideologies, or in
the form of ideologies abour Councils built up by
political forces which want to harness them, but also in
the form of an ideology favourable to the power of the.
councils. which restrains and reifies their total theory
and practice. Lastly a pure Council-ism would itself
be a powerful enemy of the Councils in reality. Such
an ideology, more or less rationally formulated, carries
the risk of being adopted by the revolutionary organis-
ations that are in principle oriented towards Council
power. This power, which is itself the organisation
of the revolutionary society, and whose coherence is
objectively defined by the practical necessities of this
historical task discovered as a whole, can in no case
escape the practical problem of specialist organisations
which, whether more or less genuinely in fayour of the
Councils, interfere in every way with their functioning.
The masses organised in the Councils must be aware
of this problem and overcome it. Here, council-
communist theory and the existence of authentic
council-communist organisations have a great import-
ance. In them already appear some essential elements
which will be at play in the Councils, and in their own
interaction with the Councils, .

All revolutionary history shows the part played in
the defeat of the Councils by the appearance of an
ideology advocating Councils. The ease with which
the proletariat’s spontaneous organisation of its struggle
assures its victory, often gives way to a second phase
in which the counter-revolution works from the inside,
in which the movement sacrifices its reality for the
shadow of its defeat. Thus council-ism is the new
youth of the old world.

Social-democrats and bolsheviks both wish to sce
the Councils as just auxiliary bodies of the Party and
the State. In 1902, Kautsky, worried because the
unions were becoming discredited in the eyes of the
workers, wanted the workers in certain branches of
industry to elect “delegates who would form a sort of
parliament designed to regulate the work and keep a
watch over the bureaucratic administration” (The
Social Revolution). The idea of a hierarchical system
of workers’ representation culminating in a parliament
was to be applied with much conviction by Ebert,
Noske, and Scheidemann. The way in which this type
of council-ism treats the Councils was authoritatively
tested—for the benefit of those whose heads aren't
completely full of shit—as early as the 9th of November
1918, when the social-democrats combated the spon-
taneous organisation of the Workers” Councils on its
own ground by founding in the offices of Vorwaerts a
“Council of the Workers and Soldiers of Berlin”, which
was made up of twelve men trusted by the manufac-
turers, the officials, and the social-democratic leaders.

When the Bolsheviks advocate Councils they aren’t
so naive as Kautsky or so crude as Ebert. They jump
from the most radical base, “All Power to the Soviets”.



and land on their feet just after Kronstadt. In *The
Immediate Tasks of the Soviet Government” (April
1918) Lenin adds cnzymes to Kautsky's washing
powder: “Even in the most democratic capitalist
republics in the world, the poor never regard the
bourgeois parliament as ‘their’ institutions, It is
the closeness of the Soviets to the ‘people’, to the
working people. that creates the special forms of recall
and other means of control from below that must be
most zealously developed now. For example, the
Councils of Public Education, as periodical conferences
of Soviet electors and their delegates called to discuss
and control the activities of the Soviet authorities in
this field, deserve full sympathy and support. Nothing
could be sillier than to transform the Soviets into
something congealed and self-contained. The more
resolutely we now have to stand for a ruthlessly firm
government, for the dictatorship of individuals in
executive functions, the more varied must be the forms
definite processes of work, in definite aspects of purely
and methods of control from below in order to counter-
act every shadow of a possibility of distorting the
principles of Soviet government, in order tirelessly and
repeatedly to weed out bureaucracy.” For Lenin then,
the Councils, like leagues of pity, have to become

the Councils, like charities of pity, have to become.

pressure groups correcting the inevitable bureaucracy
of the State’s political and economic functions, respec-
tively insured by the Party and the unions. Like
Descartes’ soul, the Councils have to be hooked on

All revolutionary history shows
the part played in the defeat of
the Councils by the appearance
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somewhere,

Gramsci himself simply cleaned Lenin up in a bath
of democratic niceties: “The factory commissioners are
the only true social representatives (economic and poli-
tical) of the working class, because they are elected
under universal suffrage by all the workers in the same
workplace. At the different levels of their hierarchy
the commissioners represent the united workers to the
extent that this unity is realised in the productive
units (work gang, factory department, union of factories
in an industry, union of the companies in a town,
union of the productive units of the mechanical and
agricultural industries in a district, a province, the
nation, the world) whose Councils and Council system
stand for power and the direction of society” (article
in Ordine Nuovo). Having reduced the Councils to
the state of socio-economic fragments, preparing a
“future soviet republic”, it goes without saying that
the Party, that “Modern Prince”, appears as the in-
dispensable social bond, as the pre-existing mechanical
god taking care to insure its future existence: *“The
Communist Party is the instument and historical form
of the process of internal liberation by which the
workers become not executants but initiators, not
masses but leaders and guides, and are transformed
from hands into minds and wills” (Ordine Nuovo,
1919). The tune may be different but the song is the
same: Councils, Party, State. To treat Councils frag-
mentarily (economic power, social power, political
power), as does the Revolution Internationale group
of Toulouse, is just cretinous.

Austro-marxism, in keeping with the slow reformist
evolution that it advocated, after 1918 also constructed
a council-ist ideology of its own. For example, Max
Adler, in his book “Democracy and Workers’ Councils™,
sees in the Council the clear instrument of working-
class self-education, the possible end of the separation
between order-givers and order-takers, and the estab-
lishing of a homogeneous people who could realise
socialist democracy. As Adler is a theoretician of
legalised double power, that is to say of an absurdity
which will be inevitably incapable of lasting, while
gradually approaching revolutionary consciousness and
wisely preparing a revolution for later on, he is denied
the one element that is truly fundamental to the self-
education of the working-class: the revolution itself.
To replace this irreplaceable land of proletarian homo-
cenisation, and this single mode of selection for the
actual formation of the Councils. as well as of ideas
and modes of coherent activity within the Councils.
Adler just imagines resort to this ridiculous rule:
“Voting rights for the elections to the Workers" Coun-
cils must be based on membership of a socialist
organisation,” )

It must be stressed that apart from social-democratic
or bolshevik ideology about councils, which from
Berlin to Kronstadt had always a Noske or a Trotsky
too many, Council-ist ideology itself as developed by
past Council-ist organisations and by some at present,
has always several general assemblies and imperative
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mandates too few: all the Councils that have existed
up to now, with the exception of the Aragon agrarian
collectives, were in theory just “democratically elected
councils”; even when the highest moments of their
practice gave the lie to this limitation, and saw all
decisions taken by sovereign General Assemblies man-
dating revocable delegates.

Only historical practice, through which the working
class will have to discover and realise all its poten-
tialities, will indicate the precise organisational forms
of Council power. On the other hand it is the imme-
diate task of revolutionaries to establish fundamental
principles for the Council-ist organisations which are
going to be born in every country. By formulating
some hypotheses and recalling the fundamental require-
ments of the revolutionary movement, this article—
which should be followed by a certain number of
others—is intended to open a real egalitarian debate.
The only people who will be excluded from it will
be those who refuse to pose it in these terms, those
who today declare themselves adversaries of any form
of organisation, in the name of a quasi-anarchist
spontaneism, and simply reproduce the defects and
confusions of the old movement: those mystics of non-
organisation, workers discouraged by being mixed up
with troskyist sects for too long, or students, prisoners
of their impoverishment, who are unable to escape
bolshevik organisational schemas. The situationists
are certainly partisans of organisation—the existence
of the situationist organisation bears witness to that.
Those who announce their agreement with our theses
but credit the S.I, with a vague spontaneism simply
don’t know how to read.

Organisation is indispensable precisely because it
isn't everything and cannot save everything or win
everything. Contrary to what butcher Noske (in “Von
Kiel bis Kapp”) said about the day of January 6th
1919, the crowds did not fail to become “masters of
Berlin by noon of that day” because they had “fine
talkers” instead of “determined leaders”, but because
the form of autonomous organisation of the factory
councils had not achieved a sufficient level of autonomy
for them to do without “determined leaders” and
separated organisation to ensure their liaisons. The
shameful example of Barcelona in May 1937 is another
example of this: that arms come out so quickly in
response to the stalinist provocation, but also that the
order to withdraw given by the anarchist ministers is
so quickly carried out, speaks a lot for the Catalan
masses’ immense capacities for autonomy, and for the
autonomy that they still lacked for victory. Tomorrow
too it will be the workers’ degree of autonomy that
will decide our fate.

So the Councilist organisations which are to be
formed will not fail to recognise and adopt on their
own account, and effectively as a minimum, the
“Minimum definition of Revolutionary Organisations”
carried by the 7th Conference of the S.I. (cf. Int. Sit.
11, pp. 54 and 55). Since their task will be to prepare

for Council power, and since this power is incompatible
with all other forms of power, they will be aware that
an abstract agreement with this definition dooms them
to non-existence. For this reason their real agreement
will be in practice determined in the non-hierarchical
relations within the groups or sections which make
them up, in the relations between these groups, as well
as in relations with other groups or autonomous organ-
isations—in the development of revolutionary theory
and the unitary critique of the dominant society, as
well as in permanent criticism of their own practice.
By refusing the old technique of partitioning off the
workers’ movement into separated organisations, parties
and unions, they will affirm the unity of their pro-
gramme and practice. For all the fine history of

Councils, all the past councilist organisations have
sanctified the separation of political, economic and
social sectors. One of the few old parties that is worth
analysis, the Kommunistische Arbeiter Partie Deutsch-
lands (K.A.P.D., German Communist Workers' Party),
adopted Councils as its programme but assigned itself
just propaganda and theoretical discussion, “political
education of the masses”, for its essential tasks, thus
leaving the role of federating the revolutionary factory
organisations to the ‘“Allgemeine Arbeiter Union
Deutschlands” (A.A.UD., General Workers’ Union of
Germany), a scheme not far from traditional syndi-
calism. Even if the K.AP.D. rejected the Leninist
idea of the mass party just as much as the parliamen-
tarianism and trade-unionism of a K.P.D. (Kommu-
nistische Partic Deutschlands—German Communist
Party), and preferred to gather politically-conscious
workers, it remained tied to the old hierarchical model
of the avant-garde party: professional revolutionaries
and salaried theoreticians. The rejection of this model,
principally the rejection of a political organisation
separated from the revolutionary factory organisations,
led in 1920 to the secession of one faction of the
members of the A A U.D., who founded the A.A.U.D.-E.
(Einheitsorganisation—“United”). By the simple work-
ing of its internal democracy the new unitary organis-
ation accomplished the educational work that till then
had fallen to the lot of the K.A.P.D., and it assigned
itself the co-ordination of struggles as a simultaneous
task: the factory organisations that it federated would
transform themselves into Councils in the revolutionary
moment, and would ensure the administration of
society. At this point the modern keynote of Workers’
Councils was still mixed with messianic memories of
the old syndicalism: the factory organisations would
magically become Councils when all the workers took
part in them.

All that led where it inevitably would. After the
crushing of the 1921 insurrection and the repression
of the movement, the workers, who were discouraged
by the removal of the prospect of revolution, left the
factory organisations in great numbers, and as they
ceased to be organs of a real struggle the factory
organisations declined. The A.AUD. was another



name for the K.APD. and the A AUD.E. saw the
chances of revolution grow fainter at the same rate
as the decline of its own strength. Now they were no
more than the holders of a councilist fg.l'c’nfngw, that was
more and more cut off from reality.

The K.AP.D's terrorist evolution. and the support
then given by the A.AUD. to demands for com-
pensation, led in 1929 to the split between the factory
organisation and its party. In 1931 the dead bodies
of the A A.UD, and the A.A.U.D.-E. took the pitiable
and unprincipled step of merging against the rise of
nazism. The revolutionary elements of both organis-
ations regrouped to form the K.AUD. (Kommunis-
tische Arbeiter Union Dcm%hhnds -German  Com-
munist Workers” Union). A self-consciously minority
organisation, the K.A.U.D. was also a.lnn; amnng«t the
movement for Councils in Ger many in that it did not
claim to take upon itself society’s future economic
organisation. It called on the workers to form auton-
omous groups and to assure for themselves laison
between these groups. But the K.A.UD. came too
late. By 1931 the German revolutionary movement
had been dead for almost ten years.

If only to make them start. let us remind the
anachronistic devotees of the anarcho-marxist quarrel
that the CN.T.-F.AIL. with its greater practice of
liberating imagination, apart from the dead weight of
anarchist 1deolon}, rejoins  the marxist KAPD.-

e
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AAUD. in its organisational arrangements. In the
same way as the German Communist Workers' Party,
the Iberian Anarchist Federation wanted to be the
political organisation of politicallv conscious Spanish
workers. whilst its A AUD., the CN.T.. took charge
of the management of the future society. The F.AI
militants. the elite of the working class. spread the
anarchist idea amongst the masses; the CN.T. did the
practical work of organising the workers in its unions,
Two essential differences however, the ideological one
of which demonstrates what one might have expected:
the F.AIL did not want to take power but only to
influence all the C.N.T.’s behaviour; on the other hand
the C.N.T. really represented the Spanish working class.
Adopted on the 1st of May 1936 at the C.N.T. Con-
gress of Zaragosa. two months before the revolutionary
explosion, one of the finest programmes ever advanced
by a revolutionary organisation of the past was to
see itself partially put into practice by the anarcho-
syndicalist masses. whilst their leaders foundered in
ministerialism and class-collaboration, With the pro-
curers of the masses Garcia Oliver, Secundo Blanco.,
etc.. and the under-mistress Montseny, the anti-state
libertarian movement, which had already supported
Kropotkin, the trench-anarchist prince, found at last
the historical crowning of its historical absolutism:
governmental-anarchists. In the [lgsr battle that it was
to join, anarchism was to see all the ideological sauce

Berlin, January 1919
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that made up its being fall back in its face: the State.
Liberty, the Individual, and other highly musty spices
with capital letters; whereas the militia-men. the wor-
kers and the libertarian peasants were saving its honour.
were supplying the international proletarian movement
with its greatest practical contribution, were burning
the churches, were fighting against the bourgeoisie.
fascism and stalinism on all fronts, and were beginning
to make the communist society a reality.

Some organisations exist today which craftily pre-
tend not to. This godsend allows them not to bother
with the simplest clarification of the bases on which
they can gather anybody at all (whilst magically label-
ling them “workers™): to give no account to their semi-
members of the informal leadership which holds the
controls; and to say anything and particularly to con-
demn in amalgam all other possible organisation and
every previously anathematised theoretical statement. In
this way the “Informations Correspondence Ouvrieres”
group writes in a recent bulletin (1.C.O. no. 84, August
1969): “The Councils are the transformation of strike
committees under the influence of the situation itself,
and in response to the actual necessities of the struggle.
within the dialectic of that struggle. All other attempts,
at any moment in a struggle, to formulate the necessity
of creating workers’ councils must depend on a coun-
cilist ideology such as can be seen in diverse forms in
certain unions, in the P.SU. and among the situationists,
The very concept of the council excludes all ideology.™
These individuals know nothing of ideology—as might
be thought, theirs is distinguished from more full-
erown ideologies only by a spineless eclecticism. But
they have heard tell (perhaps in Marx, perhaps only
from the S.I.), that ideology has become a bad thing.
They take advantage of this to try to have it believed
that all theoretical work—and they avoid it like the
plague—is an ideology, amongst the situationists just
as in the PS.U. But their valiant recourse to the
“dialectic™ and the “concept” which henceforth decor-
ates their vocabulary, in no way saves them from an
imbecile ideology of which the above sentence alone
is evidence enough. TIf one idealistically relies on the
“concept” of the council, or, what’s even more cuphoric,
on the practical inactivity of the 1.C.O., to “exclude
all ideology” in real Councils, one must expect the
worst: it has been seen that historical experience
justifies no optimism of this kind. The overstepping
of the primitive form of Council can only come from
struggles becoming more conscious. and from struggles
for higher consciousness. 1.C.0.’s mechanical view of
the perfect automatic response of the strike committee
to “‘necessities”. which shows that the Council will
easily come of its own accord and when it’s needed,
just so long as it’s not talked about, completely ignores
the experience of the revolutions of our century. which
shows that “the situation itsell” is just as ready to
make the Councils disappear, or to craftily co-opt and
recuperate them, as to make them flourish.

Let us leave this contemplative ideology, and very
degraded derivative of the natural sciences, which
would observe the appearance of a proletarian revo-
lution almost as though it were a solar eruption,

Councilist organisations will be formed. although they
must be quite the opposite of a headquarters designed
to make Councils spring up to order. Despite the
period of the mew open social crisis that we have
entered since the movement of the occupations, and
the encouragements that the situation lavishes here
and there, from Italy to the U.S.S.R., it is very probable
that true councilist organisations will still take a long
time to form, and that other important revolutionary
moments will be produced before they are in a position
to intervene in them at an important level. One must
not play with councilist organisation, set up or support
premature parodies of it. But it is beyond doubt
that the Councils will have a much greater chance of
maintaining themselves as sole power if they contain
conscious councilists, and there is a real possession
of councilist theory.

In contrast to the Council as the permanent base
unit (ceaselessly setting up and modifying Councils of
delegates emanating from itself), and as the assembly
in which all the workers of a firm (workshop and
factory councils) and all the inhabitants of an urban
area that's rejoining the revolution (street councils.
neighbourhood councils) have to participate, the
councilist organisation, if it is to guarantee its coherence
and the effective working of its internal democracy,
will have to choose its members, in accordance with
what they precisely want and with what they can
effectively do. The coherence of the Councils is
guaranteed by the single fact that they are rhe power;
that they eliminate all other power and decide every-
thing. This practical experience is the field in which
men acquire intellicence from their own actions—
“realise philosophy”. Tt goes without saying that their
majorities also run the risk of accumulating momen-
tary mistakes, and then not having the time or the
means to rectify them. But they cannot doubt that
their own fate is the true product of their decisions,
and that their very existence will be forcibly annihilated
by the consequences of their unovercome mistakes.

This is not a drawing of Rene Riesel



Within the councilist organisation real equality of
all in making decisions and carrying them out will not
be an empty slogan or an abstract claim. Of course
not all the members of an organisation will have the
same talents, and it is obvious that a worker will write
better than a student. But because in aggregate the
organisation will have all the necessary talents, no
hierarchy of individual talents will come and under-
mine the democracy. Neither adherence to a coun-
cilist organisation nor the proclamation of an ideal
equality. will allow its members all to be noble and
intelligent, and to live well; this will only come by
their natural dispositions to become more noble, more
intelligent, and to live better, freely developing in the
only game that’s worth playing: the destruction of the
old world.

In the social movements that are going to spread.
the councilists will refuse to let themselves be elected
onto the strike committees. Their task will be the
opposite: to act in such a way that all the workers
organise themselves at rank-and-file level into general
assemblies that decide how the struggle is carried out.
It will be very necessary to understand that the absurd
call for a “central strike committee”, advanced by
some naive individuals during the movement of the
occupations, would, if it had succeeded, have sabotaged
the movement towards the autonomy of the masses
even more quickly, since almost all the strike com-
mittees were controlled by the stalinists,

Given that it is not for us to forge a plan for all
time, and that one step forward by the real Council
movement will be worth more than a dozen councilist
programmes, it is difficult to state precise hypotheses
about the relationship between the councilist organis-
ations and the Councils in the revolutionary moment.
The councilist organisation—which knows itself to be
separated from the proletariat—will have to cease to
exist as a separated organisation at the very moment
when separations are abolished: and it will have to
do this even if the complete freedom of association
guaranteed by the power of the Councils allows various
parties and enemies of that power to survive. It may
be doubted however that the immediate dissolution of
all the councilist organisations as soon as the Councils
appear, as Pannckock wished, is a feasible measure.
The councilist will speak as councilists within the
Council, and will not have to make an example of the
dissolution of their organisations so as just to reunite
straight off, and play at pressure groups in the general
assembly. 1In this way it will be easier and more
legitimate for them to combat and denounce the in-
evitable presence of bureaucrats. spies and old scabs
who will infiltrate here and there. Equally, they will
have to strugele against phoney Councils or funda-
mentally reactionary ones (police Councils) which are
bound to appear. They will act in such a way that
the unified power of the Councils does not recognise
these bodies or their delegates. Because the setting
up of other organisations is wholly contrary to the
ends they are pursuing, and because they refuse all
incoherence within themselves. councilist organisations
must forbid double membership. As we have said,

"

all the workers of a factory must take part in the
Council, or at least all those who accept its rules.
The solution to the problem of whether to accept parti-
cipation in the Council by (in Barth’s words) “those
who yesterday had to be thrown out of the factory at
gunpoint”, will only be found in practice.

In the end councilist organisation stands or falls by
the coherence of its theory and its action, and its
struggle for the complete disappearance of all remaining
power situated outside the Councils, or trying to make
itself independent of them, But to simplify this dis-
cussion straight away. by refusing even to take into
consideration a crowd of councilist pseudo-organisations
which might be simulated by students or people
obsessed by professional militantism, let us say that it
does not seem to us that an organisation can be
recognised as councilist if it is not comprised of at
least two-thirds workers. As this proportion might
perhaps pass for a concession. let us add that it seems
to us indispensable to include this rider: in all delega-
tions to central conferences at which decisions can be
taken that have not been previously provided for by
a hard mandate, workers ought to make up three-
quarters of the participants. In sum. the inversec pro-
portion of the first congress of the *Social-Democratic
Workers” Party of Russia™.

It is known that we have no inclination towards
workerism of any form. That perspective is concerned
with workers who have “become dialecticians”, as they
will have to become en masse in the exercise of the
power of the Councils. But on the one hand the
workers find themselves the central force capable of
halting the existing functioning of society, and the
indispensable force for reinventing all its bases. On
the other hand, although councilist organisations
obviously must not separate other categories of wage-
earners notably intellectuals from itself, it is in all
events important that the latter are severcly restricted
in the doubtful importance they might assume. This
can be done by considering all aspects of their lives
and checking that they are really councilist revolu-
tionaries, and also by seeing to it that there arc as
few as possible in the organisation.

The councilist organisation will not agree to speaks
on equal terms with other organisations unless they
are consistent partisans of proletarian autonomy; like-
wise the Councils will have to rid themselves not only
of the grip of the parties and the unions, but also of
any tendency towards giving them a recognised place,
and to negotiate with them as equal powers. The
Councils are the only power, or they are nothing. The
means of their victory is already their victory. With
the lever of the Councils and the fulcrum of the total
negation of the spectacular-commodity society, the
Earth can be raised.

The victory of the Councils is not the end but the
beginning of the revolution.

Rene RIESEL (from “Internationale Situationniste™.
No. 12, pp. 64-73) (trans. DR.).
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Some advice

concerning generalised
self-management

“Never sacrifice a present good to a
future good. Enjoy the moment; don’t
get into anything which doesn’t satisfy
your passions right away. Why should
you work today for jam tomorrow.
since you will be loaded down with it
anyway, and in fact in the new order
you will only have one problem, namely
how to find enough time to get through
all the pleasures in store for you?"

—Charles Fourier, Some Advice con-
cerning the Next Social Metamorphosis.

1

In their failure, the occupations of May 1968 created
a confused popular awareness of the need for change.
The universal feeling that a total transformation is
just round the corner must now find its practice: the
move forward to generalised self-management through
the setting up of workers’ councils. The point to which
consciousness has been brought by revolutionary high
spirits must now become the point of departure.

2

Today, history is answering the question which
Lloyd George asked the workers and the old world’s
servants have been echoing ever since: “You want
to destroy our social organization, what are you going
to put in its place?” We know the answer now.
thanks to the profusion of little Lloyd Georgies who
advocate the State dictatorship of the proletariat of their
choice, and then wait for the working class to organize
itself in councils. so that they can dissolve it and elect
another one.

Each time the proletariat takes the risk of changing
the world, it rediscovers the memory of history. The
reality of the past possibilities of a society of councils,
which has been hidden by the history of the repeated
suppression of such a society, is revealed by the pos-
sibility of its immediate realisation. This was made
clear to all workers in May: Stalinism and its Trotskyist
droppings showed that, although they wouldn’t have
had the energy to crush a vigorous council movement,
they were still able to hold up its emergence by sheer
deadweight. Nevertheless, the workers” council move-
ment discovered itself as the necessary resultant of two
opposing forces: the internal logic of the occupations

and the repressive logic of the parties and trade
unions. Those who still open their Lenin to find out
what is to be done are sticking their head in a dustbin.
4

A great many people rejected any organization which
was not the direct creation of the proletariat in the
process of destroying itself as proletariat, and this
rejection was inseparable from the feeling that a daily
life without dead time was possible at last. In this
sense the idea of workers’ councils is the first principle
of generalised self-management. '

5

May was an essential step in the long revolution:
the individual history of millions of people, all looking
for an authentic life, joining up with the historical
movement of the proletariat fighting against the whole
system of alienation. This spontaneous unity in action,
which was the passionate motor of the occupation
movement, can only develop its theory and practice in
the same wnity. What was in evervone’s heart will
soon be in evervone’s head. A Iot of people who
felt that they “couldn’t go on living the same old way,
not even if things were a bit better’”” can remember
what it was like to really live for a while and to
believe that great changes were possible. And this
memory would become a revolutionary force with the
help of one thing: a greater lucidity about the historical
constriuction of free individual relationships, generalised
self-management.

6

Only the proletariat can create the project of general-
ised self-management by refusing to carry on existing
as the proletariat. It carries this project in itself
objectively and subjectively. So the first steps will
come from the merging together of its historical battles
and the struggle for everyday life; and from the aware-
ness that all its demands are obtainable right away,
but only if it grants them irself. In this sense the
importance of a revolutionary organization must be
measured from now on by its ability to dissolve itself
into the reality of the society of workers’ councils.

7
Workers® councils constitute a new type of social
organization, one by which the proletariat will put an
end to the proletarianization of all men. Generalised
self-management is simply the totality according to
which the councils will create a style of life based on



permanent liberation, which is at once individual and
collective.
8

It is clear from the preceding that the project of
generalised self-management must involve as many
details as each revolutionary has desires, and as many
revolutionaries as there are people dissatisfied with
their daily life. Spectacular commodity society produces
the contradictions which repress subjectivity, but this
also leads to the refusal which frees the positivity of sub-
jectivity; in the same way, the formation of councils,
which also arises from the struggle against general
oppression, is the basis of the conditions for a general
realisation of subjectivity, without any limits but its
own impatience to make history. So generalised self-
management means the ability of workers’ councils to
historically realise the imagination.

5

Without generalised self-management, workers’ coun-
cils lose all significance. We must treat as a future
bureaucrat, and therefore as a present enemy, anyone
who speaks of workers’ councils as economic or social
organisms, anyone who doesn’t put them at the centre
of everyday life: with the practice which this involves.

10

One of Fourier's great merits is that he showed us
that we must create in the here-and-now—which means,
for us, at the beginning of the general insurrection—
the objective conditions for individual liberation. For
everyone, the beginning of the revolutionary moment
must bring an immediate increase in the pleasure of
living: a consciously lived beginning of totality.

11

The accelerating rate at which reformism, with its
tricontinental bellyache, is leaving ridiculous droppings
behind it (all those little piles of maoists, trotskyists,
suevarists) shows everyone what the right, especially
socialists and Stalinists, have suspected for a long
time: partial demands contain in themselves the im-
possibility of a total change. Rather than fighting one
reformism to conceal another, the temptation to turn
the old trick inside-out like a bureaucrat’s skin has
all the marks of the final solution to the problem of
recuperation, This implies a strategy which arrives
at general upheaval through more and more frequent
insurrectionary moments; and tactics involving a quali-
tative break, in which necessarily partial actions each
contain, as their necessary and sufficient condition.
the liquidation of the commodity world. It is time
to begin the positive sabotage of spectacular commodity
society. As long as our mass tactics are based on
the law of immediate pleasure, there will be no need
to worry about the consequences.

12

It’s easy to write down a few suggestions which the
practice of liberated workers will soon show the poverty
of: inaugurating the realm of freeness at every oppor-
tunity—openly during strikes, more or less clandestinely
at other times—by giving the products in factories and

13

warehouses away to friends and to revolutionaries.
making presents (radio transmitters. toys, weapons.
decorations, all kinds of machines), organising give-
aways of the merchandise in department stores:
breaking the laws of exchange and beginning the
abolition of wage-labour by collectively appropriating
the products of work, collectively using machines for
personal and revolutionary purposes; devaluing money
by generalised payment strikes (rent, taxes, hire-purchase
instalments, fares, etc.); encouraging everybody's cre-
ativity by starting up the production and distribution
sectors, perhaps intermittently. but only under workers’
control, and looking upon this as a necessarily hesitant
but perfectible exercise; abolishing hierarchies and the
spirit of sacrifice, by treating bosses (and union bosses)
as they deserve, and rejecting militantism: acting to-
gether everywhere against all separations; gelting the
theory out of every practice, and vice versa by the
production of handouts, posters, songs, etc.

13

The proletariat has already shown that it knows how
to answer the oppressive complexity of capitalist and
“socialist’” states with the simplicty of organization
managed directly by everyone and for everyone. In
our times, the problems of survival are only asked
on condition that they can never be solved; on the
other hand, the problems of the history which is o be
lived are stated clearly in the project of workers’
councils, at once as positivity and as negativity: in
other words, as the basis of a unitary-passionate society,
and as anti-State.

14

Because they exercise no power separate from the
decision of their members, workers’ councils cannot
tolerate any power other than their own. For this
reason, advocating universal demonstrations against
the state cannot mean the premature creation of councils.

‘which, without absolute power in their own area. and

separated from generalised self-management. would
necessarily be empty of content and ready to mess
around with all kinds of ideology. Today, the only
forces lucid enough to be able to respond to the
history that is made with the history that is ready ta
be made will be revolutionary organizations which can
develop, in the project of workers’ councils, an adequate
awareness of who are enemies and who are allies.
An important aspect of this struggle has already appeared
before our eyes: dual power. In factories, offices.
streets, houses, barracks, schools a new reality is
materialising: contempt for bosses, whatever name is
on their collar. Now, this contempt must develop
until it reaches its logical conclusion: the concerted
initiative of workers must discover that the bosses
are not only contemptible. but also useless, and, what
is more, can be liquidated without any ill effects.

15

Recent history will soon come to be scen by both
revolutionaries and bosses in terms of a single alternative:
generalised self-management or insurrectionary chaos;
the new society of abundance, or “things fall apart”,
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terrorism. looting, repression. Dual-power situations
already illustrate this choice. Coherence demands that
the paralysis and destruction of all forms of government
must not be distinct from the construction of councils:
if the enemy have any sense at all they will have to
adapt to the fact that this new organization of everyday
relationships is all that will be able to stop the spread
of what an American police specialist has aiready
called “our nightmare™ : little rebel conmmandos burst-
ing out of subway entrances, shooting from the rooftops,
using the mobility and the infinite resources of the
urban guerilla to kill policemen, liquidate authority’s
servants, fan up riots, destroy the economy. But it
iIs not our job to save the bosses against their will.
All we have to do is prepare councils and make

sure they can defend themselves by all possible means.

In a play by Lope de Vega some villagers kill a
despotic royal official; when they are hauled before
investigating magistrates all that the villagers will say
under examination is the name of the village, Fuente-
ovejuna. The only thing wrong with the Fuenteovejuna
plan, beloved of Asturian miners, is that it echoes 00
much of terrorism and banditry. Generalised self-
management will be our Fuenteovejuna. It is not
cnough for a collective action to avoid repression
(imagine the impotence of the forces of law and order
if the bank clerks who occupied their banks had
appropriated the funds), it must also and in the same
movement lead towards a greater revolutionary co-
herence. Workers’ councils are order in the face of
the decomposition of the state, challenged in its form
by the rise of regionalism and in its principle by
sectoral demands. The police can only answer ifs
questions with lists of their fatalities. Only workers’
councils offer a definitive answer. What will put a
stop to looting? The organization of distribution and
the end of commodity exchange. What will prevent
sabotage and waste? The appropriation of machines
by the creativity of the collective. What will put an
end to explosions of anger and violence? The abolition
of the proletariat by means of the collective construction
of everyday life. The only justification for our struggle
is the immediate satisfaction of this project: which is
whatever satisfies us immediately.

16

Generalised self-management will have only one
source of support: the exhilaration of universal freedom.
This is quite enough to make us absolutely certain
about some preliminary matters, which our revolution-
ary organizations will have to get straight. Likewise,
their practice will already involve the experience of
direct democracy. This will allow us to pay more
attention to certain slogans. For example, “all power
to the general assembly” implies that whatever escapes
the direct control of the autonomous assembly will
recreate, in mediated forms, all the autonomous varieties
of oppression. The whole assembly with all its tendencies
must be present through its representatives at the
moment when decisions are made. Even if the de-
struction of the State will prevent a revival of the
farce of the Supreme Soviet, we must still make sure that
our organization is so simple that no neo-bureaucracy

can possibly arise. But the complexity of communication
techniques (which might appear to be a pretext for
the survival or return of specialists) is just what makes
possible the continuous control of delegates by the base
—the confirmation /correction /rejection of their deci-
sions at all levels. So base groups must always have
teleprinters, televisions, etc.: their ubiquity must be
realised. 1t would also be a good idea for local,
city, regional and international councils to elect (and
remain in control of) a supply section to look after
supplies and production; an information council to keep
in continuous and close contact with other councils: a
co-ordinating section whose job would be (as far as
the demands of the struggle will let them) to radicalise
tht Fourierist project, to take responsibility for the
satisfaction of the demands of the passions, to give
individual desires whatever they need to use, to make
the means available for experiments and adventures,
o harmonize playful dispositions with the organization
of the jobs that have to be done (cleaning services,
looking after kids, education, cooking, etc.); and a
self-defence section. Each section would be responsible
to the full assembly; delegates would be revocable and
would regularly meet and report to one onother, and
their positions would rotate vertically and horizontally.
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The logic of the commodity system, sustained by
alienated practice, must be confronted by the social
logic of desires and its immediate practice. The first
revolutionary steps will have to involve the reduction
of hours of work and the widest possible abolition of
forced labour. Workers’ councils could distinguish
between priority sectors (food, transport, communica-
tions, engineering, building, clothing, electronics, print-
ing, weapons, medicine, comfort, and in general what-
ever is necessary for the permanent transformation
of historical conditions); conversion sectors, whose
workers consider that they can divert them to revolution-
ary purposes, and parasifical sectors, whose assemblies
decide to simply abolish them. Clearly the workers
in the eliminated sectors (administration, offices, spec-
tacular and trading businesses) will prefer to work a
few hours @ week at whatever job they like in the priority
sector, rather than cight hours a day at their old
workplace. The councils will have to experiment with
altractive forms of work, not to conceal its un-
pleasantness, but to make up for it by a playful
organization and to replace work as far as possible
with creativity (following the principle of “work no,
fun yes’”). As the transformation of the world becomes
identified with the construction of life, necessary work
will disappear in the pleasure of History-for-itself (for
its own sake).

18

To affirm that the councils’ organization of distribution
and production will prevent looting and wholesale
destruction of machinery and stores, is to continue to
define oneself solely in terms of the anti-State. The
councils, as the organisation of the new society, will
do away with all remaining separations by their collective
politics of desire. 'Wage-labour can be ended the



moment the councils start functioning—the moment the
“equipment and supplies”” section of each council has
organised production and distribution along the lines
desired by the full assembly. At this point, in homage
to the best part of bolshevik foresight, urinals made
of solid gold and silver can be built, and baptised
“lenins’’.
19

Generalised self-management entails extension of the
councils. Initially, work areas will be taken over by
the workers concerned, organised as councils. To get
rid of this somewhat corporative structure the workers
will, as soon as possible, throw them open to their
friends, to people living in the same area. to those
freed by the dissolution of the parasitical sectors, so
that they rapidly take the form of local councils, parts
of the Commune (units of perhaps some 8§ to 10.000
people?).

20

The internal growth of the councils must be counter-
balanced by their external, geographical growth. Main-
taining the total radicality of liberated zones will
demand continual attention. One cannot, as Fourier
did. rely exclusively on the magnetic quality of the
first communes; but, at the same time. one cannot
afford to underestimate the power to seduce exercised
by every attempt at authentic liberation. The self-

A Novel

15

defence of the councils could be summed up by the
maxim: “‘armed truth is revolutionary™.

21

Generalised self-management will soon evolve its own
cade of possibilities, destined to liguidate repressive
legislation and its millenary empire. Perhaps it will
appear during the period of dual power, before the
present legal system has been totally annihilated, The
new rights of man—everyone's right to live as they
please, to build their own house, to take part in every
assembly, to bear arms. to live as a nomad. to publish
whatever they see fit (everyone his own wall-newspaper),
to love without any sort of restriction; the right to
meet everyone. the right to the material equipment
necessary for the realisation of their desires, the right
to creativity, the right to the conquest of nature; the
end of time as & commodity, the end of history-in-itself,
the realisation of art and the imaginary. elc.—await
their anti-legislators.

RAoUL VANEIGEM.

trans. Chris Whitbread.
(S.1. No. 12, 1969.)

This article will be included in a forthcoming an-
thology of translations from Situationiste Internationale,
edited by Chris Grey, due out next year.

of the General Strike

IN ANARCHY 104 I WROTE, “One of the most interesting
things that an anarchist today with literary talent could
undertake would be the development of an utopian
novel that presents an anarchist society.” Although I
have not yet found such a novel, I have found a novel
of the turn of the century that should be almost as
interesting.

Svndicalism and the Co-operative Commonwealth.
How We Shall Bring About the Revolution by Emile
Pataud and Emile Pouget® presents a history of the
revolution as it might have taken place in France,
mostly focused on Paris, at the turn of the century.
It is so specific that it could have almost been used
to carry out the revolution. In addition to this rather
unusual, although not quite unique guality,® it seems
to touch upon many of the basic problems of an
anarchist revolution.

The first problem in any revolution, as Lenin so
accurately noted, is the problem of the spark—something
that will ignite the workers and start the revolution.

In this case it was violent over-reaction by the police
to a demonstration during a normal strike. Due to
the murders by the police the strike spread until it
became the General Strike.

But the development of the General Strike out of a
normal strike was not simply the spontaneous result of
the reaction to the spark. Much careful planning had
been done to overcome the weaknesses of any strike—
even a General Strike. Well before the strike. the
workers had gained the necessary knowledge and done
the essential planning that would make the strike
successful. In particular. they noted the wvulnerable
points both in their organization and in the industrial
system. they hoped to take over. When the spark was
struck, they were ready to take appropriate action.
First, the most active workers helped to make the
strike effective by encouraging their weaker brothers
in key jobs to join the strike. Second, they made the
strike effective by making it impossible for the essential
services to work through sabotage. At the same time
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they kept the services operating in the working class
districts. As the strike spread they encouraged or
forced the few remaining workers and scabs to join
the strike. It was noted that little force was necessary
—they may be overly optimistic.

The government responded first by trying to run the
essential services with the army. This failed due to
the lack of numbers and sabotage. Second. the govern-
ment tried to wait out the strike but this failed due to
the solidarity of the workers—again perhaps the writers
are overly optimistic. The government did not use
massive violence against the strike for two reasons.
First, the workers stayed home and did not gather in
large groups. Second. the army was considered too
untrustworthy to use due to years of propaganda work
by the anti-militarists. This is probably a key point.
Unless the military is rendered ineffective as a force
against the strike, it is almost bound to fail. Probably
the strike cannot succeed unless the military actively
supporfs it or is at least neutral. In either case the
military remains as a key centre of power during and
after the revolution. At some point it must be dis-
mantled. and it is unlikely to be happy with the idea.
In this novel it is suggested that the disaffection of the
common soldier is the key—it is undoubtedly essential.
but it may not be enough.

The government is finally overthrown by the simple
expedient of invading parliament. The authors note
the problem of what to do about the parliamentary
supporters of the workers who want to form a new
government., The solution proposed of simply telling
them that they are out of date and won’t be allowed
to scems a bit naive. Since the people have a long-
standing habit of following governments, it is not going
to be so simple to change either that habit or the habit
of forming governments,

The government is pictured as composed of bungling
fools and the workers make no mistakes. It is dangerous
both to underestimate your enemy and overestimate
yourself,

A basic problem for the anarchist, or the syndicalist
as pictured in this novel, is how is it possible to organize
society along non-statist, non-governmental lines and
furthermore insure both the acceptance of the new
society and its success. Pataud and Pouget spend many
pages describing specific changes in various parts of
the social system., such as land reform. financial reform,
reorganization of newspapers, the railroads, and the
post office. But the ability to do all this assumes no
significant internal or external opposition. They deal
with the external threat by coming up with all sorts
of new weapons and defeating the opposition
too simple. They deal with the internal threat by
(1) assuming the rapid conversion of most opponents,
(2) holding a Trade Union,k Congress to organize the
new sociely and (3) armmng the workers. The first
point is a dangerous assumption. The second point
assumes, as they specifically do. that there is no signi-
ficant disagreement over what is to be done. The third
point assumes that the workers support the revolution
without major exception,

Although points one and three are highly debatable,
point two is particularly troublesome. The assumption
that most anarchists or syndicalists can agree without
much debate on all the major changes in society seems
ridiculous, Although this period of the revolution, the
period of consolidation or the like, is rarely discussed
by anarchists, it is the key period. It cannot simply
be “played by ear” when it comes. Unless the opposi-
tion has been suddenly converted and the workers are
armed and favour the revolution, there will be civil
war which will again raise the problem of the role of
the military. BEven if civil war is avoided many people
will decide to form governments and will be a great
bother, if nothing else.

Pataud and Pouget produced a detailed plan for a
general strike revolution in a particular setting. They
produced an instructive handbook, but as 1 have
pointed out, they tended to be overly optimistic. 1
think we must be self-consciously pessimistic in such
situations. An anarchist society will not be produced
by assuming that at every possible crisis the opposition
will be stupid and we will be brilliant.

LYMAN TOWER SARGENT

'The edition I have was translated by Charlotte and Frederic
Charles and published by The New International Publishing
Company of Oxford in 1913, Tt has a foreword by Tom
Mann, a preface by Kropotkin, and three drawings by
Will Dyson. The original edition seems to have been
Commient neus ferons la revolution. Paris: T, Tallandier, 1909,
2A few novels recently published suggest some revolutionary
tactics, but they are not anarchist. An example, about the
Black revolution, is Sam Greenlee, The Spook Whe Sat B