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reaucracies, police powers, tax powers, and juridical systems that raise
serious problems for a libertarian municipal approach. We mustalways
ask ourselves in all frankness what form the concrete situation takes.
Where city councils and mayoral offices in large cities provide an arena
for battling the concentration of power in an increasingly strong state
or provincial executive, and even worse, in regional jurisdictions that
mmay cut across many such cities (Los Angeles is a notable example),
to run candidates for the city council may be the only recourse we have,

in fact, for arresting the development of increasingly authoritarian state

institutions and helping to restore an institutionally decentralized de-
mocracy.

It will no doubt take a long time to physically decentralize an urban
entity such as New York City into authentic municipalities and ulti-
mately communes. Such an effort is part of the maximum program of
a Green movement. But there is no reason why an urban entity of such
a huge magnitude cannot be slowly decentralized institutionally. The
distinction between physical decentralization and institutional decen-
tralization must always be kept in mind. Time and again excellent
proposals have been advanced by radicals and even city planners to
localize democracy in such huge urban entities and literally give greater
power to the people, only to be cynically shot down by centralists who
invoke physical impediments to such an endeavor.

1t confuses the arguments of advocates for decentralization to make
institutional decentralization congruent with the physical breakup of
such a large entity. There is a certain treachery on the part of centralists
in making these two very distinct fines of development identical or
entangling them with each other. Libertarian municipalists must always
keep the distinction between institutional and physical decentralization
clearly in mind, and recognize that the former is entirely achigvable
even while the latter may take years to attain.
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Howard Hawkins*

Community Control, Workers’
Control, and the Cooperative
Commonwealth+

The principles of the Left Green Network! refer to the democratic,
socially o‘.fmed, cooperative, and ecological economy we envision as a
‘Cc_;operatwe Commeonwealth’, It goes without saying that Left Greens
believe that the people should control the day-to—day operations of
?heir workplaces. But what about the broader social decisions concern-
ing the economy—the siructure of demand; the coordination of distri-
bution networks; the disposition of surplus between investment, public
goods, and private consumption; the choice of technology; the scale of
production units and distribution networks; the harmonization of the

« economy with the environment? Should these be decisions made by
workers or by all citizens? In short, in our vision of a cooperative
commonwealth, what should be the relation between workers’ control
and community control?

Two leftist models that claim to be democratic, socially owned,
cooperative, and ecological can be dismissed in short order. One,
market socialism, based on producer and consumer cooperatives, re-
produces the evils of markets: the predatory ethics of competition and

1. The Left Green Network was formed by North American Greens and other
mdepc:lldcm leflists to advance an anti-capitalist, anti-statist program and
revolutionary strategy within the Green movement and the broader
independent left.

*Howard Hawkins is'a founding member of both the Green Party USA and the Left
Green Network. ﬁe lives in Syracuse, New York where he is Director of Common-
Works, a federation of worker and consumer cooperatives.

**A shorter version of this article appeared in Regeneration; 4 Magazine of L |
; Z eft
Green Social Thought, Vol. 1, No. T (Summer 1991). ¢ s
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greed; the dearth of public goods; the su?feit of e_cological anlii t;oiu;;
‘externalities’; the expansive market logic of i}m:tle§s _growlt) gon
devouring the biosphere. The other, dgmocranc socialism, 2?;3 "
central planning by elected state agencies, entrenches a nei;w‘ ess of
technocrats in privileged positions and does not overcome the m‘msS -
alities that command planning creates, whether the planning ¢
elected or self-appointed.

This is not to preclude cooperatives or t@e democratlzatéonfof put};{ig
enferprise and planning (e.g., direct elfacnon of the boa; ofa ptt; e
electric utility that is currently appointed) from playing ahmleﬁist
transitional forms and demands. But I want to focus here (?n t ed et
traditions whose maximum program is an economy coordinated iro
below without the market or the state.

The libertarian left has offered two bas’ic models for this kmi of
postrevolutionary economy: the wc;rker—enex}tei'd mgdels (:f a;:én:o ;——
icatism,? i nism,” guild socialism,” negotia -
syndicalism,” council commu y ‘ '
d)':nation,s and participatory pianmng,6 and the community—oriented
meodels of anarcho—communism.

2. Rudolf Rocker, Anarcho—-Syndicalism (London: Pluto Press, 1989; orig.
1938).

“ ' ils,” in Root and Branch, eds., Root and
. Anton Pannekoek, * Workers' Councils,” in Brar _

: grna.zch: The Rise of the Workers' Movements {Greenwich: Fawcett, Ef975“,ncii
orig. 1942). The most extensive attempt to work out the e-conomsc;?s of co
communism is in Comelius Castoriadis, Wprkers F‘oamcz!s am; ;; e 984
Economics of a Self-Managed Society {Philadelphia: Wooden Shoe, ;
orig. 1958). ‘ _——

4, G.D.H. Cole, Guild Socialism Restated (New Brunswick: Transaction Books,
1980; orig, 1920). . , e

i i i ocra
* tiated coordination” is the term used by Pat Devine, e .

> Elc\'l:ng:mfc Planning: The Political Economy of a Se{/'—govemmg Society .
{Boulder: Westview Press, 1988}, one of the most detailed attempts to worl
out a non-market, non—statist socialist economic model,

6. * Participatory planning” is the term used by Michael Aﬂ?en anfj IE_{c:bin
. Hahnel in their detailed model of a non—market, nor-statist socialis Boston:
economy. See Albert and Hahnel, Socialism Today ansd Tomso;;%:vn { eg :
. 6% I . P teyva X "
th End Press, 1981); “ Participatory Planning,” in : :
gg;‘alist Visions (Boston: South End Press, 1983); Looking Forward.
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Anarcho-syndicalism and council communism propose {o organize
the economy around workplace asserblies that are coordinated through
mandated and recallable delegates to workers’ councils which are
federated by industries and by geographical areas, The geographical
workers’ federations would determine demand in their areas and coor-
dinate supply, while the industry federations would determine how to
produce to supply the demand. The area and industry federations would
negotiate on a plan to balance supply and demand.

Guild socialism, negotiated coordination, and participatory planning
build on this model, adding consumer councils to determine demand.
The industry federations determine how to produce what is needed, and
the area federations coordinate the distribution. In this case, negotiation
between the federations of workers’ councils and consumers’ councils
would determine the plan.®

Participatory Economics for the Twenty First Century (Boston: South End
Press, 1991); and The Political Economy of Participatory Economics {Princeton:;
Princeton University Press, 19913,

7. Peter Kropotkin is the classic anarcho-communist. Two representative
statements are his The Conguest of Bread (London; Elephant, 1985; orig,
1892) and Aot for Yourselves {London: Freedom Press, 1988: orig.
1886-1907). A good historical overview is provided by Alain Pengam,
“Anarcho—communism,” in Maximilien Rubel and John Crump, eds.,
Non~Market Socialism in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries (London:
Macmillan Press, 1987), Murray Bookchin stated the contemporary case for
anarcho—-communism in his Post-Secarcity Anarchism (Montréal: Black Rose
Books, 1986; orig. 1970}, Other important statements for the ultimate
accountability of workers’ control to comumunity control are Martin Buber,

Faths in Utepia (Boston: Beacon Press, 1958; orig, 1949) and Gar
Alperovitz, “Notes Toward a Pluralist Commonwezalth,” in Gar Alperovitz
and Staugliton Lynd, Strategy and Program: Two Essays Toward a New
American Socialism (Boston: Beacon Press, 1973). Two other statements
along these lines that also have an ecological orientation are Lewis Mumford,
Technics and Civilization (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1934),
Chapter 8; and Paul and Percival Goodman, Communitas: Means of

Livelihood and Ways of Life (New York: Vintage Books, 1960; orig, 1948),
Chapter 6, . ’

8. Cole, Devine, and Albert and Hahnel do give the community through its
political institutions the final say on economic planning when there are
disputes among the workers’ and consumers’ federations. In each case, these
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Anarcho-communism proposes to organize the economy around
federations of community assemblies as the policy—making bodies,
initially with federations of workplace assemblies, by area and by
industry, as administrative bodies. In this case, workers’ control is
accountable to a larger framework of community control in determining
the plan of coordination.

In the longer run, anarcho—communism seeks to progressively dis-
solve into the community the separate enterprises based on a social and
geographical division of labor. By physically decentralizing production
to create rounded communities that reintegrate production and con-
sumption, agriculture and manufacture, natural beauty and urban
amenities, mental and manual labor, means of livelihood and ways of
life, the question of workers’ control as distinct from community
control is eventually rendered moot.

In the nineteenth century, however, with the rising factory system,
the question of workers’ control was anything but moot for anarchists.
Anarchists thought they agreed on a vision of society as a dual federa-
tion: economic, a federation of self-managing workers® associations;
and territorial, a federation of free communes (L.e., municipalities). But
how workers’ control should relate to community control was never
clearly posed until the 1880s, when it led to a split rather than a

resolution.

In 1880, Swiss anarchists in the Jura Federation, unable to make up
their minds, simply left the question open in one of their documents:
“Is it to be a general assembly of all inhabitants, or delegations from
the trades ... which will draw up the constitution of the commune?”

political institutions are participatory, based on assembly forms and mandated
and recallable representation. Cole calls these institutions communal 2s opposed
to statist; Albert and Hahnel sometimes do and sometimes do not make it clear
that these forms are distinct from statist forms, while Devine simply regards
them as more democratic forms of the state. But what still distinguishes these
models from community—oriented models is that the economy is stilt
institutionalized as a separate set of institutions. The community, through its
political institutions, is merely a court of last resort for economic disputes.

9. Daniel Guérin, Anarchism (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1970, pp.
58-59.

Howard Hawkins 59

By the end of the decade, however, the two possible answers to that
question had split the anarchists into rival tendencies: the syndicalists
who looked to the workers to expropriate the capitalists and reorganize
economy under trade union control and the communists who looked to
the risen people to expropriate the capitalists and reorganize the econ-
omy under municipal control. The class—conscious syndicalists ridi-
culed the communists for seeking popular alliances with the middle and
lumpen classes, while the anti-reformist communists ridiculed the
syndicalists for their trade union struggles for ameliorative reforms
within capitalism like better wages and the eight—hour day.

Another crucial difference from our viewpoint as social ecologists
was that the anarcho-syndicalists were generally enamored of indus-
trial technology and wanted to adapt anarchist principles to it, while the
anarcho—communists wanted to adapt machine technology to inte-
grated communities that combined industry and agriculture and dis-
solved the social division of labor.!® Although anarcho-syndicalism
became the dominant tendency by the turn of the twentieth century, the
anarcho~-communists’ territorial orientation naturally dovetailed with
ecological concerns for the immediate land and environment of free
communes (i.e., municipalities). The anarcho—communists’ interest in
adapting technology to decentralized communities lead to a revival of
anz_lrcho—communism in the 1960s as the New Left turned its attention
to issues of participatory democracy, urbanism, bureaucracy, commu-
nity, technology, and ecology. Sixties activists read Paul Goodman’s
writings on these subjects and rediscovered Kropotkin’s thinking on
them. Murray Bookchin found a growing audience for his explicitly
ecologically grounded anarcho-communism. These perspectives then
found their way info the left~wing of the anti-nuclear alliances of the
19705 and the Green movement that emerged in the 1980s,

Yet the question of workers’ control remains a vexing one for
eco-anarchists, Between the economic structure we inherit today and
the eco—communities and bioregions of tomorrow lies a process of
movement building and then fundamental change in power relations,

14}, Peter Kropolkin, Fields, Factories and Workshops Tomorrow (New York:
Harper & Row, 1974; orig. 1888—1890); Alexander Berkman, What Is
Communist Anarchism? (New York: Dover, 1972; orig. 1929), pp. 283-88.
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1n the meantime, many of us will spend eight hours a day ata workplace
year after year. The day after a revolution, we will still have the
centralized structure of physical production and distribution to coordi-
nate even as we begin to decentralize it. So the answer, it seems to me,
lies in not choosing between the workers’ control and community
control, but in finding the proper relationship between the two for teday
and for how the relationship should evolve as the physical production
structure is remade to correspond to a libertarian community structure.

I will argue that the anarcho—communist tradition—and particularly
the libertarian municipalist approach advanced by Murray Book-
chin!l—offers the best framework for integrating workers’ control and
community control in a process of social change that ultimately yields
a marketless, moneyless, stateless cooperative commonwealth. My
basic position is:

The building blocks, power base, and policy-making bodies of 2
democratic political economy should be local community assemblies,
inclusive of all people, that coordinate with each other through confederal
administrative councils of mandated, recallable, and rotating delegates.
While self-management of the day—to—day operations by the workers of
each workplace should be affirmed, the basic economic policies
concerning needs, distribution, allocation of surplus, technology, scale, and
ecology should be determined by all citizens. In short, workers’ control
should be placed within the broader context of, and ultimately accountable

to, community control,

11, Murtay Bookchin’s writings on libertarian municipalism include “ The
Forms of Freedom™ in Post-Scarcity Anarchism; “ The American Crisis,”
Commient, Vol. 1, Nos. 4,5 (February, August 1980); “ Anarchism: Past and
Present,” Comment, Vol. 1, Neo. 6 (May 1980); “ The Congept of Libertarian
Municipalism,” Commens, Vol. 2, No.1 (November 1980);
“Municipalization: Community Ownership of the Economy,” Green
Perspectives, Vol. 2 (February 1986); “ Theses on Libertarian
Municipalism®™ in The Limits of the City (Montréal: Black Rose Books,
1986); “The New Municipal Agenda” in The Rise of Urbanization and the
Decline of Citizenship (San Francisco: Sierra Club Books, 1987); “Radical
Politics in an Era of Advanced Capitalism,” Green Perspectives, Vol. 18
{November 1989); “The Meaning of Confederalism,” Green Perspectives,
Vol. 20 (November 1990); “Libertarian Municipalism: An Overview”
{(Burlington: Social Ecology Project, April 1991). .
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Over‘time, the community should reorganize work so that people
are not tied to any particular workplace, but rotate among a variety of
workplaces and types of work (mental/manual, conceptual/rote, agri-
culture/manufacture, etc.). At the same time, the physical struct;zre of
the economy should be progressively decentralized until production
and consump.tilon, workers and community, are largely reunited in
eco—communities and bioregions, and the question of workers® control
18 rendered moot.

In th.e meantime, the final word on all social policy, including
economic policy, should rest with all the people in their community
assemblies. Fighting to create and empower these assemblies, to bring
more g{ld more political and economic power under their control. in
opposition to the state and capital, is the best means we have for creat’ing
this sort of cooperative commonwealth, Workplace organizing should
be an organic extension of the community-based movement.

The reasons for this position will become clear by discussing the
arguments between the worker-oriented and community—oriented
the.ones. These arguments bear not only on what the economy should
ultimately look like, but also on how we organize and struggle to get
there. The arguments have revolved around four basic questions:

L. Derpocracy—What institutional framework best enables people
to take dsre(_:t control of society, uproot all forms of hierarchy, and
discover their common interests?

2. The Revglutionary Subject—What social sectors are likely to
become radicalized and take militant action?

3 Power—V_Vhat social sectors and forms of organization and action
have the potential power to overthrow capital and the state?

4. Transitional Sti."ategthhat forms of organization and action
best prefigure and build toward the new society?

Democracy

A fupdamentai problem with the worker-oriented positions from the
viewpoint of dgmocFacy is that not everyone is a worker. Many are too
young or old, sick, disabled, unemployed, rearing children, working for
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themselves outside the formal economy, and so forth. At any one time,
those with ‘official’ jobs are only around 40 percent of the population
and 60 percent of adults.

Anarcho-syndicalism and council communism thus exclude or un-
derrepresent in economic decision meking many social groupings
affected by those decisions, such as women, minorities, and the elderly
who are not involved in production because they are rearing chiidren
and housekeeping, discriminated against, or retired. This is true for both
the revolutionary unions or workers’ councils before the revolution and
the worker-planned economy after the revolution.

Guild socialism, negotiated coordination, and participatory plan-
ning give every citizen a voice through the consumer federations. But
the problem here is that by granting equal power in the planning
negotiations between the federations of workers’ councils and consum-
ers’ councils, workers basically get two votes in the planning process,
one on the production side and one on the consumption side. Nonwork-
ers only get one vote on the consumption side. This privileges workers
in the decision—making process.

A community assembly, on the other hand, is open to all citizens. It
is thus potentially a nonhierarchical public sphere where all interests
and concetns get a hearing and everyone has an equal standing—one
person, one vote.

The workplace, by contrast, is not a rounded public sphere. It is
one-sided, concerned with production. There is a built—in contradiction
in the workerist models between the workers’ functional interests in
their workplaces as against the interests of the community as a whole,
In the planning process, the workers either decide everything (anarcho—
syndicalism, council communism) or get an additional vote in the
planning process (guild socialism, negotiated coordination, participa-
tory planning). Either way, the workers hold a veto over society, Either
way-—even without the profit motive to fuel competition—each work-
ers’ assembly, council, and federation has an interest in easing its own
burdens and shifting them on to other functional groups or on to society
and nature as ‘externalities’. Why should the workers of a workplace
or a whole industry produce more to meet demand? Why should they
shut down ‘their’ plant for environmental or productivity reasons and
relocate to another modernized plant or another branch of production?
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Why should they take affirmative action to diversify their workforce
racially and sexually? '

No internal dynamic exists in the workerist models to reconcile the
particular interests of workplaces and industries with the general inter-
est of the broader community. To the contrary, the inherent structural
tendency—despite, let me reemphasize, the absence of a competitive
struggle for profits—is for self-aggrandizement by each functional
group. In the historical example of the Spanish revolution of 1936-37,
the dual federation structure of the anarcho-syndicalists came into
conflict with itself, with the industrial federations finally asserting
themselves over the area federations. In the workerist models, each
functional group has a particular interest—as against other functional
groups as well as the community as a whole,

In order to overcome the divisions which pose one group against
another along the lines of race, gender, ethnicity, age, occupation, class,
and so forth, we need a basic social unit which is inclusive of all people.
The territorially defined local community, institutionalized as a directly
democratic community assembly, meets this need.

In the community assembly, different social groups (genders, ethnic
groups, ages, classes) and functional groups (occupations, both formal
jobs and informal work) must coexist. Direct communication is possi-
bie. Conflicting interests can be dealt with directly by the-people who
have to live the decisions.

Community assemblies do not automatically transcend race, class,
gender, and other divisions (a problem I will return to below with
respect to how a municipalist approach can deal with the historically
intransigent racism of the U.S.). But all interests are brought together
on an equal footing in a deliberative democratic process that can lead
to the discovery of common interests. Sectional interests, be they
workers, women, or ethnic minorities, can still caucus and organize to
press their concerns. They can still take direct action to force a commu-
nity that is failing to deal with their concems to do so.

The difference between workplace and community assembilies is
that the intemal dynamic of direct democracy in communities gives a
hearing to solutions that bring out the common ground and, when there
is not consensus, an equal vote to every member of the community.
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Democracy is no guarantee that common ground will be adopted, but
it is a necessary condition. The only guarantee is that when one section
of society has institutionalized privileges, it will use those privileges to
advance their particular interest at the expense of the general interest.

Given the present—day uneven geographical distribution of industry,
classes, and ethnic groups, not all local communities will bring all the
social interests and functions together. But at the municipal level of
confederated community assemblies, and still more at the regional level
of confederated municipalities, these interests and conflicts will be
incorporated into the deliberations of the confederal grassroots democ-
racy. Indeed, the sharing of resources and productive facilities among
communities regionally and among confederated regions will serve to
solidarize communities on the basis of common material needs as well
as ideological commitments. '

Building on the foundation of a socially decentralized coordination
of the economy, an additional policy of progressive physical decentrali-
zation of the industrial structure to create more self-sufficing (but not
autarkic) communities would reinforce and enhance democracy. The
historic breach between anonymous producers and consumers that was
created by the expansion of capitalism into a global market nexus could
be progressively dissolved. To the extent that production and consump-
tion were reunited on a human scale, society would be rendered more
comprehensible and social self-management more feasible. Economic
‘externalities’ would be ‘internalized’ as a natural and normal commu-
nity concern. The community oriented toward its ecological bioregion,
not the workplace oriented toward international divisions of labor and
networks of exchange, is the framework around which we can construct
relatively self-sufficing, rounded communities.

With the rotation of community members among a variety of work-
places, neither factory, farm, shop, or office would function as separate
interests in the community. The temporary functional divisions of labor
as people rotate among tasks would not correspond to a permanent
social division of labor and the permanent sectional interests we have
today that divide humanity against itself. Workplaces would essentially
become administrative agencies implementing policy made by the
whole community. People with special expertise in branches of produc-
tion would be elected to advisory boards to propose policies that the
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cemmum:ty could adopt, amend, or reject, The economy would become
truly politicized as one aspect of the public affairs addressed by the
community assemblies and their confederal councils,

Work rotation could also be organized by the area federations in the
workerist models, but this would stil} institutionalize the workers as a
distinct class with a unique and privileged relation to the means of
production and particular interest in the decision—making structure, If
a classless society is the goal, then people who work should not have
any privileges over those who do not work. In the case of work rotation
policies and schedules, it is more democratic for the commanity as a
whole to determine work assignments because they not only affect
those who do the work, but also their friends, families, and neighbors.

The community provides us with a framework for integrating these
concerns and ultimately dissolving enterprises into a community’s
ecology and way of life. Separate enterprises, after all, are an essential
condition of capitalism, the cells of the capitalist mode of production,
the form which property takes under capitalism. Where control overthe
means of production is divided among enterprises, the links between
them can only be commercial contracts to buy each others’ output,
Models of economic democracy based on workers’ control of the
workplace only reinforce this condition of capitalism.1?

in sum, the most democratic structure for a cooperative common-
wealth would be (1) workers’ control of the everyday operations of
workplaces with workers rotating among workplaces (until physical

12. It is precisely because the guild socialism of Cole and the democratic
planning models of Devine and Albert and Hahnel do not envision the
eventual dissolution of the enterprise with its separate workplaces into the
life of communities that they retain a form of money and exchange-value
based on labor time in order to link workplaces by exchange that is national
and international in scale, As long as ownership remains social, workplaces
remain internaily democratic, and prices remain socially planned by a
democratic process of negotiation, exploitation, imbalances, and private
accumulation are theoretically precluded. Yet as long as workplaces
g:onfronr each other and consumption units as functionally differentiated
interests, there is the real possibility that these units will seek advantage over
each other, reintroducing competition, and leading eventually to regression
back to capitalisin with competitive markets and private accumulation.



06 The Cooperative Commonwealth

decentralization largely reunites production and consumption, workers
and community, in eco-communities and bioregions that render work-
ers’ control as distinct from community control no longer a question),
“and (2} commaunity control of the basic economic decisions concerning
the structure of consumption, the allocation of production responsibili-
ties, the disposition of surplus, the choice of technology, the scale of
production and distribution, and harmonization with the environment,

The Revolutionary Subject

Workerist positions developed more from a belief that the working
class was the revolutionary class than from abstract speculation about
the structure of an ideal society in the future. Until the revolutions of
1848, radicals cast their views in populist terms—a broad coalition of
“The People’ vs. the small elites with ill-begoiten privileges. Marx and
Engels, of course, changed that view by providing the emerging work-
ers’ movernent with a theory about their role as the class that would rise
to power and, in so doing, abolish all classes, Class struggle, not popular
struggle, became the watchword of radicals. As Marx and Engels
declared in their 1848 Communist Manifesto, “The history of all
hitherto existing society is the history of class struggle.” 13

The Marxist theory of the working class as the revolutionary subject
{a view which anarcho-syndicalism and council communism share)
can be summed up in four key propositions:

1. The basic dynamic in capitalist society is the class struggle
between the working class and the capitalist class. The Communist
Manifesto:

Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie, possesses this distinc-
tive feature: It has simplified the class antagonisms. Society as
a whole is more and more splitting up Into two great hostile
camps, into two great classes directly facing each other—bour-
geoisie and proie:tariat.14

13, Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, The Communist Manifesto (New York:
Monthly Review Press, 1968; orig. 1848), p. 2.

14, The Communist Manifesto, p. 20.
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2. The working class is an ‘immense majority’. The Communist
Manifesto:

Ali previous historical movements were movements of minori-
ties. The proletarian movement is the self-conscious, inde-
pendent movement of the immense majority, in the interests of
the immense majm—ity.ES

3. Because of its exploited and dehumanized position in relation to
the means of production, the working class is compelled to become a
revolutionary class. Marx and Engels:

Of all the classes that stand face to face with the bourgeoisie,
the proletariat alone is a really revolutionary class.®

When socialist writers ascribe this world~historic role to the
proletariat, it is not at all ... because they regard the proletarians
as gods. Rather the contrary.... It cannot emancipate itself
without abolishing all the inhuman conditions of life of society
today which are summed up in its own situation. Not in vain
does it go through the stern school of labor. 1t is not a question
of what this or that proletarian, or even the whole proletariat, at
the moment regards as its aim. It is a question of what the
proletariat is, and what, in accordance with this being, it will
historically be compelled to do. 1

4. The industrial proletariat is the core of the revolutionary working
class because the factory system is training it in science, technology,
cooperation, and unity. First Engels, then Marx:

Finally, it may be observed that it is the factory workers ... who
form the solid core of the working-class movement.... As one
branch of handicraft industry after another is transformed by the
factory system, so more and more workers flock into the various
working-—class movements.'

15, The Communist Manifesto, p. 22.
16. The Communist Manifesio, p. 3.

17. Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, The Holy Family (Moscow: Progress
Publiskers, 1975; orig. 1844), p. 47.
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Hand in hand with this centralization, or this expropriation of
many capitalists by few, develop, on an ever—extené}ng scale,
the cooperative form of the labor—process, the conscious tech-
nical application of science, the methodical cuitwa_tmn .of the
soil, the transformation of the instruments of labor into instru-
ments of labor usable only in common, the economizing.of all
means of production by their use as the means of production c_)f
combined, socialized labor, the entanglement of all peop{es in
the net of the world-market, and with this, the international
character of the capitalistic regime. Along with the constantly
diminishing number of the magnates of capital ... gro.ws.the
tnass of misery, oppression, slavery, degradation, exploitation;
but with this too grows the revolt of the working-class, a class
always increasing in numbers, and disciplined, :'mit.ed, organ-
ized by the very mechanism of the process of capitalist produc-
tion itself.!
History has not developed the way Marx and the syndicalists thought
it would.

First of all, capitalism has not simplified the social quest.ion into a
two-class struggle. Second, the industrial worki'ng c{ass is not the
immense majority, but a minority and decreasing in social weight. On
the one side is the growing ‘underclass’ of ti?e ?ennanenltly unem-
ployed, surviving off the dole and often petty qnmmai pursuits, as well
as the growing ‘servant class’ of highly casualized wor}fers’m personal
services and subcontractor sweatshops. On the other side is a_smalier
but growing, highly educated, securely employed, and well-paid strata
of technical and professional but still waged workers. AH may be
exploited in Marxian terms, but they view each other as quite different
status groups, not class comrades.

Moreover, as capitalist development has proceeded, stratification

has congealed around a wide array of nonclass identities, creating a
myriad of racial, sexual, occupational, educational, bureaucratic, re-

18. Frederick Engels, The Condition of the Working Class in England {Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1968; orig. 1845), p. 273,

19. Karl Marx, Capital, Volume 1 (New York: International Publishers, 1967,
orig. 1867}, p. 763.
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gional, and international hierarchies. To theoretically impose from the
outside of this reality an objective class commonality based on arelation
to productive forces does not mean subjective class consciousness will
automatically follow. To the contrary, for the last 40 years, it has been
the transclass issues that have mobilized people—the so—called ‘new
social movements’ around peace, the environment, feminism, gay
liberation, racial equality, ethnic autonomy, community control, and a
whole array of cultural movements that reject the alienated structure of
needs and the compensatory consumption that have grown with the
commodification of social relations. Popular struggles against spiritual
impoverishment, much more than class struggle around material ex-
ploitation, have been the radical movements since the New Left mobi-
lized initially around civil rights, anti~colonialism, anti-bureaucratism,
and banning the bomb in the 1950s. The ‘immense majority’ today are
the many alienated and oppressed sectors of society, not a single class
defined by its relationship to the means of production. Economistic
‘class struggle’ is too one—sided and parochial to express the univer-
salization of the struggle against multiple forms of hierarchy and
irrationality. The democratic struggles of ‘“The People’ better express
this generalization of the struggle against myriad forms of domination
than the two~class struggle of wage labor and capital. The community
is the potential public sphere where this broad array of oppositional

forces can generalize their particular struggles around a common pro-

gram of radical democratization. Struggles at the point of production

are limited to that sphere and are easily isolated there. Even a general

strike can pit workers not only against capitalists, but against many

segments of the popular strata that are inconvenienced by the strike and

perceive it as the action of a ‘special interest’, not on behalf of the

general interest.

Third, the class struggie no doubt continues under capitalism. But it
has become a struggle over how to best manage it and distribute its
product, not over its right to exist. To continue to impute unique
revolutionary dynamics fo it after witnessing the last 75 years istobe °
blind to the evolution of revolutionary syndicalism into collective
bargaining and revolutionary socialism info ameliorative social democ-
racy—in short, into the day-to-day administration of capitalism.

Fourth, far from being a school for revolutionary socialism, the
factory has been a school for docility. If one examines the history of
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workers' uprisings, one usually finds a ‘working class’ that was new {0
the factory system, in transition from the farm or artisanship. Whether
one examines the European uprisings of 1848, the Paris Commune of
1871, the Russian revolutions of 1905 and 1917, the workers’ council
movements throughout Europe after World War 1, the Spanish Revo-
lution of 1936-37, or Polish Solidarity in the 1980s, one finds that the
activists came from a much wider array of life situations than industrial
workers and that the industrial workers were generally in recent fransi-
tion to those occupations. Moreover, the children of the radical indus-
trial workers were socialized into and tended to adapt o the factory
system with its military-like chain of command and obedience. The
hereditary working class came to regard the hierarchical discipline of
the factory more as the inevitable nature of things, nota burden to be
resisted; it is a hierarchy of occupational grades more as a career and
status ladder to climb than a prop to knock out from under the bosses.
The factory ‘disciplined, organized, united’ workers into capitalism,
not into opposition to it.

Marx hoped that workers struggling for their own interests would
raise a general interest that would ultimately dissolve class and national
divisions into a classless society, Looking back today, it is fair to
conclude that when workers have struggled around their own economic
interests, they have usually sought merely a better deal from capitalism,
not a classless society.

In any case, the industrial structure that Marx saw emerging and
analyzed with often remarkable prescience is passing. With automation,
the fate of the industrial worker is that of the farmer. Pactories, like
farms, will remain, but automated machinery and robots will replace
most of the human labor. Indeed, we are in the midst of a technological
revolution based on microelectronics and biotechnology that will be as
profound in its social implications as the agricultural and industrial
revolutions, It will be ‘postindustrial’ in terms of what most ordinary
people do for a living, but super—industrialized in terms of the degree
of mechanized production.

Along with this technological revolution is a restructuring of the
social paths through which wealth and income circulate. In fact, justas
the factory system was introduced by capitalists to mobilize and disci-
pline labor before most of the technology of smokestack industries was
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?:V_eioiped, 50, .too, ca;?itaiist restructuring today is driving the techno-
ingut:g r?vofytion. Heightened international competition is undermin-
‘ mgiddiee c::mfxi)lcontt?lct’ between labor and capital that yielded the
53 blue collar worker with union protection, s
) , secure employ-
g:iﬁt, f}ﬂd relatively decent benefits between the 1950s and the I%’?gs
inh :01 .S: In orc[_er te compete, global corporations are employing new
os oiles of xr'xstant global communication and automation to pit
T}.} .‘vFvordgrs, agaxn§t cheap labor abroad and against robots at home
e ‘Fordist circuit of z}ccumu!ation, based on mass production fox‘-
g:;s;z coniumpt‘mn, ts giving way before a new regime of accumulation
dased :{::1 cg:g;r;g;sf overconsumiption’ by privileged upper strata with
or an underclass which, when emplo
st ‘ X ved, works as
g;w ;vage temps produc.mg' goods and servicing the well-to-do. The
cgg: -—sha};{:ed'mzome distribution, with the securely employed blue
r worker in the solid middle income brackets, is eivi
| , Is giving way to
Zzﬁi_gé;a:s——shaped structure of income stratification. On theg(>r1e3:;icieairsE
ash ::d ‘Lr:}% ;;zt: ;fdf f:c;;leiy emggoyed, highly skilled, ofien unionized
conicians. On the other side is a growing mass of
?Zr:;er:g:ii;ﬁi, fé)orly pgid, rarely unionized, and generally Iiarginak-
e services and in the ‘global factory® of dispe
: : rsed
ﬁgor_}(; of mterch{mgea}?le, highly automated, modular indistrial
- These production units usually require only a limited workforce

often hired on a part-time = i i i
Often hir p , short—term basis, much like migrant farm

indin Smlﬂ’ We are witnessing the decomposition of class structure of
pos?tsig;ai :(t);;eg:s tI:i:Ih(;‘ns o'f iaeople are in transition, with no stable
System of social stratification, Millions are becomi
:xp‘exgdable, their labor no longer needed, with growing criminaii(:;n;:;!g
social unrest from below and brutality and repression from above, A
fncreaSIRgiy repressive, militarized, state-guided capitalism i ore.
ing to keep ‘order’. PRI et

A popular struggle for grassroots dem
arp%md- material interests, is the weak link ::fc tr;;syénziz;g?n‘éasﬁusgx ggij‘
mxlzt'anzed state capitalism. The victims of this restructuring an “I:JD
;:o;tnmg as deaf to traditional workeroriented class appeals ogf th: o;
ce tas they w‘ould be to the old agrarian appeals of the nineteenth
Pen ur;.: populist movement of farmers and sharecroppers. But ‘The
eople’, the revolutionary subject of the classical democr;tic revolu-
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, could return if populist alliances in

loped between the middle strata con-

and the marginalized concerned with
fe. Economically and technologically
displaced persons are receptive 10 the material issues raised by this
restructuring—economic insecurity, the scapegoating of minorities,
poisoning by toxics, the “poverty draft’ of the poor for foreign wars.
But the more economically secure middle strata are just as receptive to
the cultural and moral sides of these same issues—meaningless work,
the absence of community, the general degradation of the natural and
urban environments, the mean spirit of militarism. Democracy is the
programmatic link between these two populations, which combined
make up the ‘immense majority’.

Libertarian municipalism as a program of popular empowerment
thus potentially broadens the social base of a revolutionary movement.
It calls for community assemblies as the social form through which “The
People’ can find their voice and power. Community assemblies provide
a forum in which all the issues can be addressed and integrated into a
common program that addresses alienation as well as exploitation and
poverty; the desire for community as well as oppression and hierarchy
based on race, gender, age, and occupation; humanly scaled ecological

technologies as well as cleaning up toxics; peace and international
cooperation as well as the poverty draft.

hborhood assemblies, neighborbood mandation of mu-
and neighborhood power to revoke

cir representatives, both the material

quality of life concerns of the

tions of the eighteenth century
post-Fordist cities can be deve
cerned with the quality of life
simple access to the means to li

‘Through neig
nicipal council representatives,
council decisions and recall th

concerns of the marginalized and the
(middle strata could begin to be addressed. Divided, the capitalists run

the cities by playing the middle and the marginalized off against each
other. United, the middle and the marginalized could use municipal
institutions to begin to remake their cities to meet the concerns of both
groups. By linking up with other cities, municipal confederations could
resist the centralized power of national states and global corporations
and ultimately replace them with new forms of grassroots political and

economic democracy.

What gives grassroots democracy its radical thrust is that real
democracy is the last thing modern state capitalism wants. It short—cir-
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cuits the military, state, and corporate m ’
oults tate, OTp anagers’ need for centrali
cont :plﬂ ?cng;;;;;e;sssxcon tg maintain stability and ‘order’. Qua?lt:iz::;frg
thon e demands :}1};; me grrgnted for a time to demobilize and pacify
intorestoff aguren th‘ ey can be used to play each sectional
Sty Sbainsit te <;3 ers,(as witness the Republicans, from Nixon's
e e Stra dgx};] A oCI ush’s constant quota baiting). But the qualita-
fo restonn saral dema 1 ta? arou_nd democratic self-government in order
oty ae o : q,ualxty and create meaningful work and com-
oy e thegdiffsues ) i'norrow from the Republican’s strategic
oottt e d erence bemg,l however, that these ‘wedge issues’
dforent oo ot the pcop}e, .mstead of driving a wedge between
gier directfy " Ozf‘:ictorg Capitalism’s dynamic of limitless growth
Wit ooty at odd rsa tvivith the goal of an ecological society in balance
hallonas s c con.troi of economic development direct!
fonges c: vfnin si premﬁattves and profit—oriented dynamic, Thg
o Teans Cgre:t zor and everyday life brings the irrationality
fosus b _ation cre g by market society into question. These are
s bett 0 reac} popular struggles organized in communi-
harrow economic struggles organized on the job. -

Race and the Revolutionary Subject

The persistence of racism, anti-Semiti i
i : X emitism, nationali i
ersligsl(éi;z ;ﬁceiir:;%nmllsm, and o}he; ‘socialisms of fao!s’h:rﬁ;nfgiig:l?
e ; ﬁ?'ce ﬂiat cap:_ta.hgm is not “progressive’ in the sense
e monog dowm a I;rrauonal d:vasmn_s of saciety against itself before
e o capitalig; as'ed on thlellogic of profit. Indeed, today, as
bistory: o P Wim:njpys a Eegatimaf:y worldwide unparalleled ir; its
o fundamema;mng an explosion of nationalism, racism, and
ocelons] o o ism aml{nd the world. Far from having « stri’pped
o opanro riy race of‘ nationai _character,” far from teaching them
e Thegco :s mere bou.rg,n:zms2 g)rejudices,” as Marx and Engels
has strengthened n,:gzs;lf;zng:gtiéligie oo eaplalisy
Jas st . us escapism. The hi
mﬁm ;f,::l shmdws that workers \iViH frequently act against glj;(t’?hOf
¥y understand to be their rational economic interests in ord?;

20. The Communist Manifesto, p, 21.
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to participate in irrational myths like nationalism and religious funda-
mentalism. [deology and psychologically rooted subconscious motiva-
tions are at least as powerful as economic interest in shaping behavior.
The turn of much of the German working class to fascism in clear
contradiction of their conscious understanding of their class interests
provoked Withelm Reich's Mass Psychology of Fascism, a reevalu-
ation of the Left’s political approach, particularly its failure to deal with
the psychological internalization of oppression, the blind obedience to,
and identification with, oppressive authority.?! It seems clear a trans-
formative political practice has to do more than appeal to economic

interest.

The participatory nature of direct action—and particularly direct
democracy in community assemblies as the highest form of direct
action—can have a transformative effect on participants, enabling them
to discover their powers to think and act for themselves without the
sanction of faraway, mystified authority figures, be they statist, relig-
jous, or commercial media celebrities selling lifestyle images to display
(including apoliticism) rather than products to use. Libertarian munici-
palism seeks to create this kind of participatory politics that is transfor-

mative for its participants.

But that still leaves the question of majority oppression of minorities
on the basis of race. How do we uproot racism? Inthe U.S., the question
of racism is particularly crucial given the 500 years of capitalist
development in which the class system of exploitation has been based
upon the systematic racial domination of people of color. Majority rule

has meant white racist rule. Democracy provides no simple solution if

the majority continues to dominate ethnic minorities. Moreover, tech-

nological changes today are rendering tabor less needed, threatening

particularly the unskilled labor of racially dominated groups but also
the labor of millions of whites. With downwardly mobile whites

21. Withelm Reich, The Mass Psychology of Fascism (New York: Simon and
Schuster, 1970; orig, 1932). This problem for the Left of irrational political
behavior in contradiction of one’s own interests is also explored in Wilhelm
Reich, Sex—Pol: Essays, 1929-1934 (New vork: Vintage, 1972); Maurice
Brinton, The Jrrational in Politics (Montréal: Black Rose Books, 1974); and
Bertell Oliman, Social and Sexual Revolution: Essays on Marx and Reich

(Boston: South End Press, 1979).
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Jooki -
gﬁ?ﬁ?ﬁ, zzﬁffﬂe%oats, a; mass fascistic movement that could threaten
val of people of color in the U.S. is i
i of peo .. 15 not out of the quest
orkplace organizing is less and less relevant to the particuiarc;ituatl;:)r;

of ethnic minorities rendered
Togical Gemaimmmes red unemployed and expendable by techno-

Eng‘z :;;?;;ﬁii?t approaqh, on the other hand, starting from the exist
segregation of people of color b i i .
: > y white racis
AdmvzsiieanaLpi?gramdori confederations of self-governing Afﬁ;:tin
, Latino, and Native American communiti -
_ _ unities. These self-gov-
eming confederations. could dev o
¢ _ elop a measure of mutual a
] 3 a
:figt ;iggpie thgt could insulate them somewhat from an Entra:;gig?:g
ist majority. Hopefully, by demonstrati inspiri
\ ting an inspir
ple of confederal grassroots d i coomenation,
of emocracy and economi i
radicalized communities of dicalise wite
od peaple of color could radicali i
communities by showing a better w. i ntemciats 2 b
: to live and interrel
beings. Ax e yedow tier way interrelate as human
. » 0y entering into the larger society wi i
ente with an -
3}6;;(3:2:} ﬁ;:;;i?ase, {?chahzed communities of celort}\’vould conlfrigfat
' 1es with a choice between contimui i
oping a new relationship of muty entality bt
g2 al respect and equali
continuing to ally on racist i e capitalig s s
‘ grounds with the white capitali i
elites that exploit and domi 22 new Al
nate them, or developi i
democratic grounds with ities Fondor 0w ot oo
communities of color in ord i i
fresdon fuErounds with sof ¢ rder to win theirown
ploitation and domination by th i i
bosioprogron b i ] n by the ruling elites, The
prooting racism, then, is a program
X N ofem
and self-government by the racially oppressed. © powerment

natgigc t;z;(c;;eggst éorgaclic lpolitical power in the 1960s was unforty
T 0y black liberals who have simply d :

blacks be put in positions to d i o dowithont s

o what whites used to do without changi
an,

;1;5‘:, as;;st;rn}.1 But there was also a radical black power perspeft;?rg

advan fzn :I at sou%ht black control of the black community in order to
amental anti—capitalist social chanee i i

Starting from the facts that bl comtraten s speole

arting acks were concentrated in the citi
being displaced from the workforce by automation, James agdleérzzg

Lee Boggs (wh P .
o 28s (who are today active in the Detroit Greens) called in 1965

m ;c?lk.f—goven}ment of the major cities by the black tmajority,
obilized behind leaders and organizations of its own creatior;
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- and prepared to reorganize the structure of city government and
city life from top to bottom....

The city is the base which we must organize as the factories
were organized in the 1930’s. We must struggle to control, to
govern the cities, as workers struggled to control and govern the

factories in the 1930's.

... Black Political Power would institute a crash program to

utilize the most advanced technology to frfee peo?Ee from all

forms of manual labor. It would also take :mmedns}te steps to

transform the concept of welfare to one of human d‘zgmty orof
well-faring and well-being. The idea of people faring wel% off
the fruits of technology and the labors of past generations
without the necessity to work for a living must become as
normal as the idea of organized labor bas becom_e. There shou{d
be no illusion that this can be accomplished without expropri-
ating those now owning and controlling the‘ economy. it‘co_uld
not therefore be accomplished simply on a city-wide basis, 1.¢.,
without defeating the national power structure. Howcvcr,. by
establishing beachheads in one or more citics, bla?k revc?l}:tlon-
ary govemnments would be in the most str_ateglc position to
contend with and eventually defeat this national power struc-

ture.

This radical black power perspective found echoes in other sectors
of the radical movements of people of color over the next decade, in
the demands for community control of the _school§, police, and E?us1:
nesses in inner cities across the country gnd inthe ‘mterco.rmnunahsm
of the Black Panthers and American ngd1an Movement }vhtch cgllf:d 1i;or
community control for all communities and ‘C(l)op?ratlve relations i_e;
tween communities. These were radica% municipalist and cogfefiera t}sl.
approaches whose relevance has c_niy mcregsed as the tren sdm te;:: -
nological unemployment, impoverlas.hment, imprisonment, and rep
sion have accelerated for communities of color.

i ; From a Black
. Boggs, Racism and the Class Struggle: furiher Pages
2 -;?’chser s i’gotebaok {New York; Monthly Review Press, 1970}, pp. 40,

45-46.
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Power

For Marx and Engels, the schooling in scientific technology, social
cooperation, and class consciousness that the factory system provided
for industrial workers was to be used in an independent workers’ party
aiming for state power. Whether by election or insurrection, it was only
a matter of time before the numerically increasing working class would
come to power. But, as we have noted above, occupational hierarchies
among waged working people have mitigated against coalescing
around a comrnon class program.

Where strong labor parties have been consolidated and taken state
power (Sweden, France, Germany, the UK., among others), they have
streamlined and administered capitalism, not replaced it. Party elites
may have been elected into office, not into real power. They have been
no match for the extra—electoral powers at the disposal of the ruling
elites—capital mobility, entrenched bureaucracy, corporate media,
military repression, Recognizing that the parliamentary road is self-de-
feating and that only a majoritarian movement based on direct action
to carry through the program of social reconstruction has the power to
overthrow the ruling elites, worker—oriented revolutionaries have fo-
cused on direct action at the point of production, building toward the
revolutionary general strike.

With the turn of the century wave of general strikes, especially the
formation of workers” councils (soviets) in the 1905 Russian uprising,
the mass strike became a key strategic perspective for more radical
Marxists like Rosa Luxemburg and later the council communists. Even
earlier, anarcho-syndicalists had put the general strike at the heart of
their strategy. Not only was the capitalist system making industrial
workers radical, they believed, it was also positioning them in the key
positions in the economic structure to resist and eventually overthrow
capitalism. As Rudo!f Rocker explained:

... in Spain the widespread strike movement among the workers
and peasants after the Fascist revolt in July, 1936, developed in
& “social general strike” (huelga general) and led to ammed
resistance, and with this to the abolishment of the capitalist
economic order and the reorganization of the economic life by
the workers themselves,
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The great importance of the general strike lies in this: At one
blow it brings the whole economic system to a standstill and
shakes it to its foundations. Moreover, such an action is in no
wise dependent on the practical preparedness of all the workers,
as all the citizens of a country have never participated in a
political overturn. That the organized workers in the most
important industries quit work is enough to cripple the entire
economic mechanism, which cannot function without the daily
provision of coal, electric power, and raw materials of every
sort....

For the workers the general strike takes the place of the barri-
cades of the political uprising. It is for them a logical outcome
of the industrial system whose victims they are today, and at the
same time it offers them their strongest weapon in their struggle
for liberation. ...

Historical experience has provided us with a number of instances in
which workers had the point of production in their hands, but not the
social power that people like Rocker thought it would bring. The
Russian factory committees and soviets of 1917 were not able to avoid
being outmaneuvered by the Bolsheviks and the centralization of power
in a party—state. The Spanish Revolution of 1936-37 was not able to
beat back the fascists even though they had the means of production
under their control in Catalonia, Aragon, and other areas. The Hungar-
ian workers’ councils of 1956 were simply crushed by Soviet armed
might, Polish Solidarity was not able to overthrow the Polish govern-
ment despite its incredibly vast network of workers’ councils and broad
popular support,

Taking over the point of production is necessary, but not sufficient.
We need a strategy that deals with all the dimensions of social power.
Another crucial necessary condition is to win over the rank and file of
the armed forces. A list of recent revolutions shows how crucial it is:
the Armed Forces Movement that overthrew the Portuguese fascists in
1974, the overthrow of Marcos in the Philippines by the *People’s
Power’ movement, the fall of the Shah of Iran in 1979, and the

23. Rudolf Rocker, Anarcho-Syndicalism, pp. 121-23.
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revelutions in Eastern Europe in 1989. A sectoral workers” movement
is less likely to find sympathy with rank and file soldiers than a popular
movement based in communities where soldiers’ families, friends, and
neighborhoods are.

In any case, the industrial structure that once made the general strike
appear so potentially powerful is being restructured. A traditional
problem for radical labor organizing has always been the fact that the
higher strata of the working class—the more skilled, better paid, and
more securely employed—have been easier to organize. This problem
is only exacerbated today with the new industrial structure that has
emerged with capitalist restructuring over the last 20 years. Industrial
unions, or federations of workers’ councils organized by industry, made
some sense in the old *Fordist’ industrial structure based on a locally
integrated factory with a large and stable work force. But the heightened
mobility of capital in the new industrial structure has weakened work-
ers’ power at the point of production. It is very easy for capital to
instantly switch production to another plant halfway around the world
in order to undermine militant workers.

On the other hand, relative fo the national state, local government
finds itself with heightened responsibility, and hence leverage, for the
conditions of production that attract investment. Not only tax breaks
and poliution abatements, but schools, public services, and the general
quality of the local environment are increasingly the factors corpora-
tions weigh when locating new plants and offices. This gives commu-
nity-based movements some leverage over the direction of economic
development, and potentially more leverage when a network of com-
munity movements emerges that can counter capital’s attempt to play
one community off against another.**

After 150 years in which worker—oriented theories have dominated
the Left, it is easy to forget that most of the high points of revolutionary
upheaval in the last millennium have been communal peasant move-
ments and urban municipal movements. From the free cities and the
leagues or confederations they formed for periods from the tenth
century on, through the many peasant uprisings seeking communal

24. Margit Mayer, “Politics in the Post—Fordist City,” Socialist Review, Vol. ii,
No.1 (January/March 1991), pp. 105-24.
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autonomy from oppressive landlords, the American and French Revo-
lutions with their town meetings and neighborhood assemblies, and
even such high points of ‘proletarian socialism’ as the Paris Commune
of 1871 and the Spanish Revolution of 1936-37, it has been multi—class,
popular movements aimed at local self-government in opposition to
the centralized state that have shaken the foundations of hierarchical
society, both feudal and capitalist*® Indeed, in the larger historical
perspective, it is the workers” movement that is the ‘new sccial move-
ment’—and probably a transitory one corresponding to the rise and fall
of the factory system. The transclass democratic movements are the
olderand more abiding forms of popular struggle.?® It is not the working
class incubating as capitalism develops, but the municipality still sur-
viving despite the massive growth of the state that is the potential time
bomb that could explode and shake state capitalism beyond recupera-

tion.

With its potential for direct democracy and confederal forms of
eoordination that stand in stark opposition to statist forms, the munici-
pality and municipal confederations create a local framework through
which millions of people can act directly to replace market society and
the bureaucratic state with free, egalitarian, and cooperative social
forms. By broadening the social forces that can be mobilized, a liber-
tarian municipalist approach can sustain and institutionalize much more
popular power against the state and capital than can a workers’ control

approach limited to the workplace.

25. On the history of municipalist movements in opposition to capitalism and
the national state, see Murray Bookchin, The Rise of Urbanization and the
Decline of Citizenship (San Francisco: Sierra Club Books, 1987); and
Manuel Castells, The City and the Grassroors (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1983).

26. On the hidden history of transclass social movements, see André Gunder
Frank and Marta Fuentes, “Ten Theses on Soctal Movements,” [FDA
Dossier 63 (January 1987) and “ Civil Democracy: Social Movements in
Recent World History,” in Samir Amin, Giovanni Arright, André Gunder
Frank, and Immanuel Wallerstein, Transforming the Revolution: Social
Movementis and the World-System (Mew York: Monthly Review Press,

1990).
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Transitional Strategy

act'A tran(siitional strategy se?ks to raise demands and develep forms of
w;o!r]l an orgamzatu?n which progressively build the conditions in
ich popular revolutionary action becomes possible,

First, it should raise demands th ili
' 6 . at mobilize people around thej
;;r;xz}edzate concerns, but in such a way that in the courr)se of struggﬁre:r
o em, people are educated as to the nature of the system and the nceef.f‘i‘r
or fundamental change. The demands and the struggle for them should

3 g

o Siecond, the: dema:nds, if won, should not improve capitalism, but
- ‘;; ;g; ;f;(})lnpﬁ;ogw b}); creating new centers of democratic cou;:ter-
igure the society we want to create, As th
‘ : e P
of the Industrial Workers of the World put it, we need fg:rfxfzbé?

organization and action which begin fo create
: lon eat
society within the shell of the otdg.” ® thestrustureofthe now

Third, the demands and forms of action and organization should aim

at shaking the system i isi
, provoking a crisis, and open;j
fundamental social transformation, ’ Peming the door to

E)ﬂinarch*o—syrxdicazlism and' council communism viewed the struggle
ety een wage labor and capital at the point of production as meeting
e requirements for a transitional strategy. Rudolf Rocker:

{I’;}g dlrec;‘action t?e Anarcho-Syndicalists mean every method
tmmediate warfare by the workers against the i
m eir

political oppressors,... ¢ seonomicand

In 1ts‘s§mp!est form it is for the workers an indispensable mean
of raising their standard of living or defending their attaineg
advantage:s against the concerted measures of the employe
Bu.t the Sti"lke is for the workers not only a means for the definl;
f’f immediate economic interests, it is also & continuous school
ing for their powers of resistance, showing them every day tha;

every last right has to be won by unceas; ;
existing system, Y sing struggle against the
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Just as are the economic fighting organizations of the workers,
so also are the daily wage-struggles a result of the capitalist
economic order, and consequently, a vital necessity for the
workers. Without these they would be submerged in the abyss
of poverty. Certainly the social problem cannot be‘solved by
wage—struggles alone, but they are the best educative instrument
for making the workers acquainted with the real essence of the
social problem, training them for the struggle for liberation from
economic and social slavery....

Here we come to the general cultural significance of the labor
struggle. The economic alliance of the producers not .0:.1131
affords them a weapon for the enforcement of better living
conditions, it becomes for them 2 practical school, a university
of experience, from which they draw instruction and enlighten-
ment in richest measure. The practical experiences and occur-
rences of the everyday struggles of the workers find an
intellectual precipitate in their organizations, deep%n their un-
derstanding, and broaden their intellectual outlaok.

From what has been said so far, it should be clear that sirategies
focused on struggles at the point of production have isolated workers
from the rest of the community. Hierarchy in the workplace ha; been
much like the military, an experience of socialization into obedience,
not a school for rebellion. Contrary to the expectations of Rocker and
other worker—oriented radicals, the labor movement has. not E}?en a
self-developing struggle, building upon itself in an escalating series of
demands, winning more workers’ counterpower that serves as a plat-
form for still further demands until the workers can take on the system
itself. Instead, labor has become a competing interest group in caplta'hst
society, bargaining for a better position within the system, not fighting
for an alternative to it.

Recognizing these facts is not to say that workplace struggles should
be ignored or disregarded. Workplace hierarchy, wages, benefits,
hours, health and safety—all are important issues. But they need to be
linked organically to community struggles. Workplace groups should

27. Rudolph Rocker, Anarcho-Syndicalism, pp. 116-17.
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be part of broader community organizations that take workplace issues
out of their particularistic context and generalize them. In this context,
workplace struggles can develop way beyond a narrow struggle for
labor to get its *fair share’ within capitalism and raise basic questions
about the system: Why work when conternporary technology is so
productive? Do we need bosses, or can we do it ourselves democrati-
cally? How can we restructure tasks and choose technology so that
working develops us as creative and responsible human beings, rather
than uses us as cogs in the megamachine? How can we produce more
of what we want locally for local use?

So rather than an economic struggle separated organizationally from
a political struggle, the economic struggle should be an arm of a
community-based struggle for participatory democracy. The commu-
nity-based struggle would bring the different social sectors and strug-
gles together around their commeon interests and seek to institutionalize
the continual process of discovering the common good by creating
comimunity assemblies of all citizens and confederal forms of coordi-
nation that link the base assemblies through mandated and recallable
delegates to municipal, regional, and higher level councils.

With the new industrial structure we face today, a convergence of
community and labor organizing makes more sense, with the commu-
nity rather than an industry being the basic unit of labor organizing.
Community-based unions make more sense when most of the work-
force is moving from job to job in small workplaces around the
community. The old Wobbly idea of One Big Union where workers
transferring from one job to another were automatically enrolled in the
IWW branch at the new workplace should be revived, but adapted so
that the communities, rather than industries, are the units of confedera-
tion.” Community-based unions as components of broader community
movement organizations create the right kind of network for raising
‘transitional demands’ relating to work—open the books and other
enterprise information, ‘green bans’ where workers refuse to work on
environmentally destructive projects as has been done by Australian
construction workers, health and safety demands on the job linked to

28. Jeremy Brecher, “Crisis Economy: Bom—Again Labor Movement?”
Monthly Review, Vol, 35, No. 10 (March 1984),
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anti~toxics demands in the community, workplace democracy, rotation
among workplaces and types of work, and so forth. They provide a
natural community-based context for solidarizing and harmonizing
workers’ particular interests with the broader community concemns and
struggles.

As community struggles grow, as a combination of direct action and
local electoral campaigns leads to a restructuring of municipal govern-
ment around community assemblies, it becomes possible to begin
developing a municipalized economic sector through public financing
and eminent domain that can prefigure the cooperative commonwealth
and begin to act as a countervailing power to the corporate and state
sectors. ‘

Building the struggle this way creates an immediate context in
which everyday people from all walks of life—not only party elites, not
only workers—can act directly to democratize the economy and society
generally. As liberated areas under community control link up confed-
erally and begin to develop a parallel power structure that can challenge
the supremacy of the state and capital, this grassroots counterpower
would face efforts by the national state and global corporations to crush
the new powers exercised by the grassroots democracy.

At this crisis point, tax strikes against the state, expropriation with-
out compensation, and an overall appeal to the people to withdraw every
form of support from the old centralized structures and throw it to the
new grassroots-democratic structures would be the order of the day.
Much would depend on whether the rank and file of the armed forces
sided with the people or their chain of command, a condition which a
community-oriented strategy can address much better than a worker—
oriented strategy. But there would also be a role for workers’ councils
forming in the workplaces at this crisis point. They would be indispen-
sable for expropriating corporate and state property and bringing it
under the administration of the grassroots democracy.? Despite their
declining relative numbers, there are still today in the U.S. some 30
million industrial workers (19 million in manufacturing, six million in

29. For discussions of this kind of scenario in modem industrial countries, see
Murray Bookchin, “The Forms of Freedom” and “The May-June Events in
France — 2" in Post-Scarcity Anarchism. :
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cqn.sfruction and mining, five million in transport, communication, and
ui’li'ltl?s), down only slightly in absolute numbers from the 1979 peak.
This is roughly 2530 percent of the workforce and 10-15 pércent of
the poptf,iation. Workers® control is thus not irrelevant, but neither is it
the leading edge of a revolutionary strategy. Rather, it is an aspect of
the broader strategy of community control, an aspect that grows out of

the commm.lity struggle and is not likely to emerge until the community
movement is well developed. '

:I‘o build to that point—to progressively create the conditions in
}vhlch popular revolutionary action can finally overthrow state capital-
1sm—-—the' core of the mounting struggle has to be oriented toward the
comumunity, .toward building the new political counterinstitutions based
on commumity assemblies and confederal networks among them that

can eventually appropriate the economy and establish the cooperative
commonwealth.



