Libcom
A short introduction to anarchist-communism.
Anarchist communism is a form of anarchism that advocates the abolition of the State and capitalism in favour of a horizontal network of
voluntary associations through which everyone will be free to satisfy his or her needs.
Anarchist communism is also known as anarcho-communism, communist anarchism, or, sometimes, libertarian communism. However,
while all anarchist communists are libertarian communists, some libertarian communists, such as council communists, are not anarchists.
What distinguishes anarchist communism from other variants of libertarian communism is the formers opposition to all forms of political
power, hierarchy and domination.
Anarchist communism stresses egalitarianism and the abolition of social hierarchy and class distinctions that arise from unequal wealth
distribution, the abolition of capitalism and money, and the collective production and distribution of wealth by means of voluntary
associations. In anarchist communism, the state and property no longer exist. Each individual and group is free to contribute to production
and to satisfy their needs based on their own choice. Systems of production and distribution are managed by their participants.
The abolition of wage labour is central to anarchist communism. With distribution of wealth being based on self-determined needs, people
will be free to engage in whatever activities they find most fulfilling and will no longer have to engage in work for which they have
neither the temperament nor the aptitude. Anarchist communists argue that there is no valid way of measuring the value of any one
person's economic contributions because all wealth is a collective product of current and preceding generations. Anarchist communists
argue that any economic system based on wage labour and private property will require a coercive state apparatus to enforce property
rights and to maintain the unequal economic relationships that will inevitably arise.
Well known anarchist communists include Peter, or Piotr, Kropotkin (Russia), Errico Malatesta (Italy) and Nestor Makhno (Ukraine).
Kropotkin (pictured above) is often seen as the most important theorist of anarchist communism, outlining his economic ideas in books
The Conquest of Bread and Fields, Factories and Workshops. Kropotkin felt co-operation to be more beneficial than competition, arguing
in Mutual Aid: A Factor of Evolution that this was illustrated in nature. Anarchist communist ideas were very influential in the
introduction of anarchism to Japan through the efforts of Kôtoku Shûsui in the early 1900s who corresponded with Kropotkin and
translated his works. Alexander Berkman and Emma Goldman (who were both deported from USA in 1919) became important
proponents of ‘Communist anarchism’ and became especially critical of Bolshevism after they discovered its devastating reality first-hand
in Russia, and after the Red Army's crushing of the Kronstadt uprising. They in turn had been influenced by German-born émigrée to the
USA, Johann Most, who had earlier helped bring anarchist communist thought to Britain though his contact with Frank Kitz in London
around 1880 (see Anarchist Communism in Britain for a full historical account).
Many platformists refer to themselves as anarchist communists, although other anarchist communists are uncomfortable with some areas
of the Organisational Platform document, such as the issue of ‘collective responsibility’ as supported by Mahkno but opposed by
Malatesta. While historically many anarchist communists have been active anarcho-syndicalists, many are critical towards those
syndicalists who seek some form of self-managed wage system rather than its abolition, pointing out that any system which maintains
economic relations based on reward of effort and exchange is not communist.
Modern day anarchist communists are represented in several organisations within the International of Anarchist Federations, including the
Anarchist Federation (Britain). Platformist anarchist communists include the Workers Solidarity Movement (Ireland) and the NorthEastern Federation of Anarchist Communists (USA). Many nascent Eastern European, Russian and Caucasian anarchist groups identify
with anarchist communism and there is a strong anarchist communist current amongst contemporary Latin American and Caribbean
anarchist organisations.
More information
What is anarchism? - Alexander Berkman - Easy to read introduction to 'Communist Anarchism'.
The Conquest of Bread - Peter Kropotkin - Kropotkin's classic work on how an anarchist-communist society could function.
Anarchy and "Scientific" Communism - Luigi Fabbri - a response to a Bolshevik mischaracterisation of anarchism, Fabbri argues for
anarchism as anti-state communism.
Anarchism and Organisation - Errico Malatesta - classic work on the need of anarchists to organise themselves in relation to the class
struggle.
My Disillusionment in Russia - Emma Goldman - famous book outlining her experiences of the degeneration of the 1917 Russian
Revolution
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Alexander Berkman from What Is Communist Anarchism?

Chapter 20: What is Anarchism?
“Can you tell us briefly,” your friend asks, “what Anarchism really is?”
I shall try. In the fewest words, Anarchism teaches that we can live in a society where there is no compulsion of any kind.
A life without compulsion naturally means liberty; it means freedom from being forced or coerced, a chance to lead the life that suits you
best.
You cannot lead such a life unless you do away with the institutions that curtail your liberty and interfere with your life, the conditions
that compel you to act differently from the way you really would like to.
What are those institutions and conditions? Let us see what we have to do away with in order to secure a free and harmonious life. Once
we know what has to be abolished and what must take its place, we shall also find the way to do it.
What must be abolished, then, to secure liberty?
First of all, of course, the thing that invades you most, that handicaps or prevents your free activity; the thing that interferes with your
liberty and compels you to live differently from what would be your own choice.
That thing is government.
Take a good look at it and you will see that government is the greatest invader; more than that, the worst criminal man has ever known of.
It fills the world with violence, with fraud and deceit, with oppression and misery. As a great thinker once said, “its breath is poison.” It
corrupts everything it touches.
“Yes, government means violence and it is evil,” you admit; “but can we do without it?”
That is just what we want to talk over. Now, if I should ask you whether you need government, I’m sure you would answer that you don’t,
but that it is for the others that it is needed.
But if you should ask any one of those “others,” he would reply as you do: he would say that he does not need it, but that it is necessary
“for the others.”
Why does every one think that he can be decent enough without the policeman, but that the club is needed for “the others”?
“People would rob and murder each other if there were no government and no law,” you say.
If they really would, why would they? Would they do it just for the pleasure of it or because of certain reasons? Maybe if we examine
their reasons, we’d discover the cure for them.
Suppose you and I and a score of others had suffered shipwreck and found ourselves on an island rich with fruit of every kind. Of course,
we’d get to work to gather the foot But suppose one of our number should declare that it all belongs to him, and that no one shall have a
single morsel unless he first pays him tribute for it. We would be indignant, wouldn’t we? We’d laugh at his pretensions. If he’d try to
make trouble about it, we might throw him into the sea, and it would serve him right, would it not?
Suppose further that we ourselves ant our forefathers had cultivated the island and stocked it with everything needed for life and comfort,
and that some one should arrive and claim it all as his. What would we say? We’d ignore him, wouldn’t we? We might tell him that he
could share with us and join us in our work. But suppose that he insists on his ownership and that he produces a slip of paper and says that
it proves that everything belongs to him? We’d tell him he’s crazy and we’d go about our business. But if he should have a government
back of him, he would appeal to it for the protection of “his rights,” and the government would send police and soldiers who would evict
us and put the “lawful owner in possession.”
That is the function of government; that is what government exists for and what it is doing all the time.
Now, do you still think that without this thing called government we should rob and murder each other?
Is it not rather true that with government we rob and murder? Because government does not secure us in our rightful possessions, but on
the contrary takes them away for the benefit of those who have no right to them, as we have seen in previous chapters.
If you should wake up to-morrow morning and learn that there is no government any more, would your first thought be to rush out into
the street and kill some one? No, you know that is nonsense. We speak of sane, normal men. The insane man who wants to kill does not

first ask whether there is or isn’t any government. Such men belong to the care of physicians and alienists; they should be placed in
hospitals to be treated for their malady.
The chances are that if you or Johnson should awaken to find that there is no government, you would get busy arranging your life under
the new conditions.
It is very likely, of course, that if you should then see people gorge themselves while you go hungry, you would demand a chance to eat,
and you would be perfectly right in that. And so would every one else, which means that people would not stand for any one hogging all
the good things of life: they would want to share in them. It means further that the poor would refuse to stay poor while others wallow in
luxury. It means that the worker will decline to give up his product to the boss who claims to “own” the factory and everything that is
made there. It means that the farmer will not permit thousands of acres to lie idle while he has not enough soil to support himself and
family. It means that no one will be permitted to monopolize the land or the machinery of production. It means that private ownership of
the sources of life will not be tolerated any more. It will be considered the greatest crime for some to own more than they can use in a
dozen lifetimes, while their neighbors have not enough bread for their children. It means that all men will share in the social wealth, and
that all will help to produce that wealth.
It means, in short, that for the first time in history right justice, and equality would triumph instead of law.
You see therefore that doing away with government also signifies the abolition of monopoly and of personal ownership of the means of
production and distribution.
It follows that when government is abolished, wage slavery and capitalism must also go with it, because they cannot exist without the
support and protection of government. Just as the man who would claim a monopoly of the island, of which I spoke before, could not put
through his crazy claim without the help of government.
Such a condition of things where there would be liberty instead of government would be Anarchy. And where equality of use would take
the place of private ownership, would be Communism.
It would be Communist Anarchism.
“Oh, Communism,” your friend exclaims, “but you said you were not a Bolshevik!”
No, I am not a Bolshevik, because the Bolsheviki want a powerful government or State, while Anarchism means doing away with the
State or government altogether.
“But are not the Bolsheviki Communists?” you demand
Yes, the Bolsheviki are Communists, but they want their dictatorship, their government, to compel people to live in Communism.
Anarchist Communism, on the contrary, means voluntary Communism, Communism from free choice
“I see the difference. It would be fine, of course;” your friend admits. “But do you really think it possible?”
Chapter 29: Consumption and Exchange
Let us take up the organization of consumption first, because people have to eat before they can work and produce.
“What do you mean by the organization of consumption?” your friend asks.
“He means rationing, I suppose,” you remark.
I do. Of course, when the social revolution has become thoroughly organized and production is functioning normally there will be enough
for everybody. But in the first stages of the revolution, during the process of reconstruction, we must take care to supply the people as best
we can, and equally, which means rationing.
“The Bolsheviki did not have equal rationing,” your friend interrupts; “they had different kinds of rations for different people.
They did, and that was one of the greatest mistakes they made. It was resented by the people as a wrong and it provoked irritation and
discontent. The Bolsheviki had one kind of ration for the sailor, another of lower quality and quantity for the soldier, a third for the skilled
worker, a fourth for the unskilled one; another ration again for the average citizen, and yet another for the bourgeois. The best rations were
for the Bolsheviki, the members of the Party, and special rations for the Communist officials and commissars. At one time they had as
many as fourteen different food rations. Your own common sense will tell you that it was all wrong. Was it fair to discriminate against
people because they happened to be laborers, mechanics, or intellectuals rather than soldiers or sailors? Such methods were unjust and
vicious: they immediately created material inequality and opened the door to misuse of position and opportunity, to speculation, graft, and
swindle. They also stimulated counter-revolution, for those indifferent or unfriendly to the Revolution were embittered by the
discrimination and therefore became an easy prey to counter-revolutionary influences.

This initial discrimination and the many others which followed were not dictated by the needs of the situation but solely by political party
considerations. Having usurped the reins of government and fearing the opposition of the people, the Bolsheviki sought to strengthen
themselves in the government seat by currying favor with the sailors, soldiers, and workers. But by these means they succeeded only in
creating indignation and antagonizing the masses, for the injustice of the system was too crying and obvious. Furthermore, even the
“favored class,” the proletariat, felt discriminated against because the soldiers were given better rations. Was the worker not as good as the
soldier? Could the soldier fight for the Revolution-the factory man argued-if the worker would not supply him with ammunition? The
soldier, in his turn, protested against the sailor getting more. Was he not as valuable as the sailor? And all condemned the special rations
and privileges bestowed on the Bolshevik members of the Party, and particularly the comforts and even luxuries enjoyed by the higher
officials and commissars, while the masses suffered privation.
Popular resentment of such practices was strikingly expressed by the Kronstadt sailors. It was in the midst of an extremely severe and
hungry winter, in March, 1921, that a public mass-meeting of the sailors unanimously resolved voluntarily to give up their extra rations in
behalf of the less favored population of Kronstadt, and to equalize the rations in the entire city.[17] This truly ethical revolutionary action
voiced the general feeling against discrimination and favoritism, and gave convincing proof of the deep sense of justice inherent in the
masses.
All experience teaches that the just and square thing is at the same time also the most sensible and practical in the long run. This holds
equally true of the individual as of collective life. Discrimination and injustice are particularly destructive to revolution, because the very
spirit of revolution is born of the hunger for equity and justice.
I have already mentioned that when the social revolution attains the stage where it can produce sufficient for all, then is adopted the
Anarchist principle of “to each according to his needs.” In the more industrially developed and efficient countries that stage would
naturally be reached sooner than in backward lands. But until it is reached, the system of equal sharing, equal distribution per capita, is
imperative as the only just method. It goes without saying, of course, that special consideration must be given to the sick and the old, to
children, and to women during and after pregnancy, as was also the practice in the Russian Revolution.
Let me get this straight,” you remark. “There is to be equal sharing, you say. Then you won’t be able to buy anything?”
No, there will be no buying or selling. The revolution abolishes private ownership of the means of production and distribution, and with it
goes capitalistic business. Personal possession remains only in the things you use. Thus, your watch is your own, but the watch factory
belongs to the people. Land, machinery, and all other public utilities will be collective property, neither to be bought nor sold. Actual use
will be considered the only title-not to ownership but to possession. The organization of the coal miners, for example, will be in charge of
the coal mines, not as owners but as the operating agency. Similarly will the railroad brotherhoods run the railroads, and so on. Collective
possession, cooperatively managed in the interests of the community, will take the place of personal ownership privately conducted for
profit.
“But if you can’t buy anything, then what’s the use of money?” you ask.
None whatever; money becomes useless. You can’t get anything for it. When the sources of supply, the land, factories, and products
become public property, socialized, you can neither buy nor sell. As money is only a medium for such transactions, it loses its usefulness.
“But how will you exchange things?”
Exchange will be free. The coal miners, for instance, will deliver the coal they mined to the public coal yards for the use of the
community. In their turn the miners will receive from the community’s warehouses the machinery, tools, and the other commodities they
need. That means free exchange without the medium of money and without profit, on the basis of requirement and the supply on hand.
“But if there is no machinery or food to be given to the miners?”
If there is none, money will not help matters. The miners couldn’t feed on banknotes. Consider how such things are managed to-day. You
trade coal for money, and for the money you get food. The free community we are speaking of will exchange the coal for food directly,
without the medium of money.
“But on what basis? To-day you know what a dollar is worth, more or less, but how much coal will you give for a sack of flour?”
You mean, how will value or price be determined. But we have seen already in preceding chapters that there is no real measure of value,
and that price depends on supply and demand and varies accordingly. The price of coal rises if there is a scarcity of it; it becomes cheaper
if the supply is greater than the demand. To make bigger profits the coal owners artificially limit the output, and the same methods obtain
throughout the capitalistic system. With the abolition of capitalism no one will be interested in raising the price of coal or limiting its
supply. As much coal will be mined as will be necessary to satisfy the need. Similarly will as much food be raised as the country needs. It
will be the requirements of the community and the supply obtainable which will determine the amount it is to receive. This applies to coal
and food as to all other needs of the people.
“But suppose there is not enough of a certain product to go around. What will you do then?”

Then we’ll do what is done even in capitalistic society in time of war and scarcity: the people are rationed, with the difference that in the
free community rationing will be managed on principles of equality.
“But suppose the farmer refuses to supply the city with his products unless he gets money?”
The farmer, like any one else, wants money only if he can buy with it the things he needs. He will quickly see that money is useless to
him. In Russia during the Revolution you could not get a peasant, to sell you a pound of flour for a bagful of money. But he was eager to
give you a barrel of the finest grain for an old pair of boots. It is plows, spades, rakes, agricultural machinery, and clothing which the
farmer wants, not money. For these he will let you have his wheat, barley, and corn. In other words, the city will exchange with the farm
the products each requires, on the basis of need.
It has been suggested by some that exchange during the reconstruction should be based on some definite standard. It is proposed, for
example, that every community issue its own money, as is often done in time of revolution; or that a day’s work should be considered the
unit of value and so-called labor notes serve as medium of exchange. But neither of these proposals is of practical help. Money issued by
communities in revolution would quickly depreciate to the point of no value, since such money would have no secure guarantees behind
it, without which money is worth nothing. Similarly labor notes would not represent any definite and measurable value as a means of
exchange. What would, for instance, an hour’s work of the coal miner be worth? Or fifteen minutes’ consultation with the physician?
Even if all effort should be considered equal in value and an hour’s labor be made the unit, could the house painter’s hour of work or the
surgeon’s operation be equitably measured in terms of wheat?
Common sense will solve this problem on the basis of human equality and the right of every one to life.
“Such a system might work among decent people,” your friend objects; “but how about shirkers? Were not the Bolsheviki right in
establishing the principle that ‘whoever doesn’t work, doesn’t eat’?”
No, my friend, you are mistaken. At first sight it may appear as if that was a just and sensible idea. But in reality it proved impractical, not
to speak of the injustice and harm it worked all around.
“How so?”
It was impractical because it required an army of officials to keep tab on the people who worked or didn’t work. It led to incrimination
and recrimination and endless disputes about official decisions. So that within a short time the number of those who didn’t work was
doubled and even trebled by the effort to force people to work and to guard against their dodging or doing bad work. It was the system of
compulsory labor which soon proved such a failure that the Bolsheviki were compelled to give it up.
Moreover, the system caused even greater evils in other directions. Its injustice lay in the fact that you cannot break into a person’s heart
or mind and decide what peculiar physical or mental condition makes it temporarily impossible for him to work. Consider further the
precedent you establish by introducing a false principle and thereby rousing the apposition of those who feel it wrong and oppressive and
therefore refuse coöperation.
A rational community will find it more practical and beneficial to treat all alike, whether one happens to work at the time or not, rather
than create more non-workers to watch those already on hand, or to build prisons for their punishment and support. For if you refuse to
feed a man, for whatever cause, you drive him to theft and other crimes — and thus you yourself create the necessity for courts, lawyers,
judge’, jails, and warders, the upkeep of whom is far more burdensome than to feed the offenders. And these you have to feed, anyhow,
even if you put them in prison.
The revolutionary community will depend more on awakening the social consciousness and solidarity of its delinquents than on
punishment. It will rely on the example set by its working members, and it will be right in doing so. For the natural attitude of the
industrious man to the shirker is such that the latter will find the social atmosphere so unpleasant that he will prefer to work and enjoy the
respect and good will of his fellows rather than to be despised in idleness.
Bear in mind that it is more important, and in the end more practical and useful, to do the square thing rather than to gain a seeming
immediate advantage. That is, to do justice is more vital than to punish. For punishment is never just and always harmful to both sides, the
punished and the punisher; harmful even more spiritually than physically, ant there is no greater harm than that, for it hardens and
corrupts you. This is unqualifiedly true of your individual life and with the same force it applies to the collective social existence.
On the foundations of liberty, justice, and equality, as also on understanding and sympathy, must be built every phase of life in the social
revolution. Only so it can endure. This applies to the problems of shelter, food, and the security of your district or city, as well as to the
defense of the revolution.
As regards housing and local safety Russia has shown the way in the first months of the October Revolution. House committees, chosen
by the tenants, and city federations of such committees, take the problem in hand. They gather statistics of the facilities of a given district
and of the number of applicants requiring quarters. The latter are assigned according to personal or family need on the basis of equal
rights.

Similar house and district committees have charge of the provisioning of the city. Individual application for rations at the distributing
centers is a stupendous waste of time ant energy. Equally false is the system, practiced in Russia in the first years of the Revolution, of
issuing rations in the institutions of one’s employment, in shops, factories, and offices. The better and more efficient way, which at the
same time insures more equitable distribution and closes the door to favoritism and misuse, is rationing by houses or streets. The
authorized house or street committee procures at the local distributing center the provisions, clothing, etc., apportioned to the number of
tenants represented by the committee. Equal rationing has the added advantage of eradicating food speculation, the vicious practice which
grew to enormous proportions in Russia because of the system of inequality and privilege. Party members or persons with a political pull
could freely bring to the cities carloads of flour while some old peasant woman was severely punished for selling a loaf of bread. No
wonder speculation flourished, and to such an extent, indeed, that the Bolsheviki had to form special regiments to cope with the evil.[18]
The prisons were filled with offenders; capital punishment was resorted to; but even the most drastic measures of the government failed to
stop speculation, for the latter was the direct consequence of the system of discrimination and favoritism. Only equality and freedom of
exchange can obviate such evils or at least reduce them to a minimum.
Taking care of the sanitary and kindred needs of street and district by voluntary committees of house and locality affords the best results,
since such bodies, themselves tenants of the given district, are personally interested in the health and safety of their families and friends.
This system worked much better in Russia than the subsequently established regular police force. The latter consisting mostly of the worst
city elements, proved corrupt, brutal, and oppressive.
The hope of material betterment is, as already mentioned, a powerful factor in the forward movement of humanity. But that incentive
alone is not sufficient to inspire the masses to give them the vision of a new and better world, and cause them to face danger and privation
for its sake. For that an ideal is needed, an ideal which appeals not only to the stomach but even more to the heart and imagination, which
rouses our dormant longing for what is fine and beautiful, for the spiritual and cultural values of life. An ideal, in short, which wakens the
inherent social instincts of man, feeds his sympathies and fellow-feeling, fires his love of liberty and justice, and imbues even the lowest
with nobility of thought and deed, as we frequently witness in the catastrophic events of life. Let a great tragedy happen anywhere -an
earthquake, flood, or railroad accident-and the compassion of the whole world goes out to the sufferers. Acts of heroic self-sacrifice, of
brave rescue, and of unstinted aid demonstrate the real nature of man and his deep-felt brotherhood and unity.
This is true of mankind in all times, climes, and social strata. The story of Amundsen is a striking illustration of it. After decades of
arduous and dangerous work the famous Norwegian explorer resolves to enjoy his remaining years in peaceful literary pursuits. He is
announcing his decision at a banquet given in his honor, and almost at the same moment comes the news that the Nobile expedition to the
North Pole had met with disaster. On the instant Amundsen renounces all his plans of a quiet life and prepares to fly to the aid of the lost
aviators, fully aware of the peril of such an undertaking. Human sympathy and the compelling impulse to help those in distress overcome
all considerations of personal safety, and Amundsen sacrifices his life in an attempt to rescue the Nobile party.
Deep in all of us lives the spirit of Amundsen. How many men of science have given up their lives in seeking knowledge by which to
benefit their fellow-men-how many physicians and nurses have perished in the work of ministering to people stricken with contagious
disease how many men and women have voluntarily faced certain death in the effort to check an epidemic which was decimating their
country or even some foreign land-how many men, common workingmen, miners, sailors, railroad employees-unknown to fame and
unsung-have given themselves in the spirit of Amundsen? Their name is legion.
It is this human nature, this idealism, which must be roused by the social revolution. Without it the revolution cannot be, without it, it
cannot live. Without it man is forever doomed to remain a slave and a weakling.
It is the work of the Anarchist, of the revolutionist, of the intelligent, class-conscious proletarian to exemplify and cultivate this spirit and
instill it in others. It alone can conquer the powers of evil and darkness, and build a new world of humanity, liberty, and justice.

Pëtr Kropotkin The Conquest of Bread
17: VI
We can easily perceive the new horizons opening before the social revolution.
Each time we speak of revolution the worker who has seen children wanting food lowers his brow and repeats obstinately — “What of
bread? Will there be sufficient if everyone eats according to his appetite? What if the peasants, ignorant tools of reaction, starve our towns
as the black bands did in France in 1793 — what shall we do?”
Let them do their worst! The large cities will have to do without them.
At what, then, should the hundreds of thousands of workers, who are asphyxiated to-day in small workshops and factories, be employed
on the day they regain their liberty? Will they continue locking themselves up in factories after the Revolution? Will they continue to
make luxurious toys for export when they see their stock of corn getting exhausted, meat becoming scarce, and vegetables disappearing
without being replaced?
Evidently not! They will leave the town and go into the fields! Aided by a machinery which will enable the weakest of us to put a
shoulder to the wheel, they will carry revolution into previously enslaved culture as they will have carried it into institutions and ideas.

Hundreds of acres will be covered with glass, and men, and women with delicate fingers, will foster the growth of young plants.
Hundreds of other acres will be ploughed by steam, improved by manures, or enriched by artificial soil obtained by the pulverization of
rocks. Happy crowds of occasional labourers will cover these acres with crops, guided in the work and experiments partly by those who
know agriculture, but especially by the great and practical spirit of a people roused from long slumber and illumined by that bright beacon
— the happiness of all.
And in two or three months the early crops will relieve the most pressing wants, and provide food for a people who, after so many
centuries of expectation, will at least be able to appease their hunger and eat according to their appetite.
In the meanwhile, popular genius, the genius of a nation which revolts and knows its wants, will work at experimenting with new
processes of culture that we already catch a glimpse of, and that only need the baptism of experience to become universal. Light will be
experimented with — that unknown agent of culture which makes barley ripen in forty-five days under the latitude of Yakutsk; light,
concentrated or artificial, will rival heat in hastening the growth of plants. A Mouchot of the future will invent a machine to guide the rays
of the sun and make them work, so that we shall no longer seek sun-heat stored in coal in the depths of the earth. They will experiment the
watering of the soil with cultures of micro-organisms — a rational idea, conceived but yesterday, which will permit us to give to the soil
those little living beings, necessary to feed the rootless, to decompose and assimilate the component parts of the soil.
They will experiment.... But let us stop here or we shall enter into the realm of fancy. Let us remain in the reality of acquired facts. With
the processes of culture in use, applied on a large scale, and already victorious in the struggle against industrial competition, we can give
ourselves ease and luxury in return for agreeable work. The near future will show what is practical in the processes that recent scientific
discoveries give us a glimpse of. Let us limit ourselves at present to opening up the new path that consists in the study of the needs of
man, and the means of satisfying them.
The only thing that may be wanting to the Revolution is the boldness of initiative.
With our minds already narrowed in our youth, enslaved by the past in our mature age and till the grave, we hardly dare to think. If a new
idea is mentioned — before venturing on an opinion of our own, we consult musty books a hundred years old, to know what ancient
masters thought on the subject.
It is not food that will fail, if boldness of thought and initiative are not wanting to the revolution.
Of all the great days of the French Revolution, the most beautiful, the greatest, was the one on which delegates who had come from all
parts of France to Paris, worked all with the spade to plane the ground of the Champ de Mars, preparing it for the fête of the Federation.
That day France was united: animated by the new spirit, she had a vision of the future in the working in common of the soil.
And it will again be by the working in common of the soil that the enfranchized societies will find their unity and will obliterate hatred
and oppression which had divided them.
Henceforth, able to conceive solidarity — that immense power which increases man’s energy and creative forces a hundredfold — the
new society will march to the conquest of the future with all the vigour of youth.
Leaving off production for unknown buyers, and looking in its midst for needs and tastes to be satisfied, society will liberally assure the
life and ease of each of its members, as well as that moral satisfaction which work gives when freely chosen and freely accomplished, and
the joy of living without encroaching on the life of others.
Inspired by a new daring — thanks to the sentiment of solidarity — all will march together to the conquest of the high joys of knowledge
and artistic creation.
A society thus inspired will fear neither dissensions within nor enemies without. To the coalitions of the past it will oppose a new
harmony, the initiative of each and all, the daring which springs from the awakening of a people’s genius.
Before such an irresistible force “conspiring kings” will be powerless. Nothing will remain for them but to bow before it, and to harness
themselves to the chariot of humanity, rolling towards new horizons opened up by the Social Revolution.

