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 I have been struck for a long time by the contrast between the largeness of the aims of Anarchism—the 
greatest possible realization of freedom and well-being for all—and the narrowness, so to speak, of the economic 
program of Anarchism, be it Individualist or Communist.  I am inclined to think that the feeling of the inadequacy 
of this economic basis—exclusive Communism or exclusive Individualism, according to the school—hinders people 
from acquiring practical confidence in Anarchism, the general aims of which appeal as a beautiful ideal to many.  I 
feel myself that neither Communism nor Individualism, if it became the sole economic form, would realize freedom, 
which always demands a choice of ways, a plurality of possibilities.  I know that Communists, when asked 
pointedly, will say that they should have no objection to Individualists who wished to live in their own way without 
creating new monopolies or authority, and vice versa.  But this is seldom said in a really open and friendly way; 
both sections are far too much convinced that freedom is only possible if their particular scheme is carried out.  I 
quite admit that these respective doctrines, and these alone, give complete satisfaction and leave no problem 
unsolved (in their opinion).  But they must not imagine that all people are constituted after their model and likely to 
come round to their views or remain “unreclaimed” adversaries on whom no sympathy is to be wasted.  Let them 
but look on real life, which is bearable at all only by being varied and differentiated, in spite of all official uniformity.  
We all see the survival of earlier Communism, the manifold workings of present-day solidarity, from which new 
forms of future Communism may develop—all this in the teeth of the cut-throat capitalist Individualism which 
predominates.  But this miserable bourgeois Individualism, if it created a desire for solidarity, leading to 
Communism, certainly also created a desire for a genuine, free, unselfish Individualism, where freedom of action 
would no longer be misused to crush the weaker and to form monopolies, as today. 
 
 Neither Communism nor Individualism will ever disappear; and if by some mass action the foundations of 
some rough form of Communism were laid, Individualism would grow stronger than ever in opposition to this.  
Whenever a uniform system prevails, Anarchists, if they have their ideas at heart, will go ahead of it and never 
permit themselves to become fossilised upholders of  a given system, be it that of the purest Communism. 
 
 Will they, then, be always dissatisfied, always struggling, never enjoying rest?  They might feel at ease in a 
state of society where all economic possibilities had full scope, and then their energy might be applied to peaceful 
emulation and no longer to continuous struggle and demolition.  This desirable state of things could be prepared 
from now, if it were once for all frankly understood among Anarchists that both Communism and Individualism are 
equally important, equally permanent; and that the exclusive predominance of either of them would be the greatest 
misfortune that could befall mankind.  From isolation we take refuge in solidarity, from too much society we need 
relief in isolation: both solidarity and isolation are, each at the right moment, freedom and help to us.  All human 
life vibrates between these two poles in endless varieties of oscillations. 
 
 Let me imagine myself for a moment living in a free society.  I should certainly have different occupations, 
manual and mental, requiring strength or skill.  It would be very monotonous if the three or four groups with whom 
I would work would be organized on exactly the same lines; I rather think that different degrees or forms of 
Communism will prevail in them.  But might I not become tired of this, and wish for a spell of relative isolation, of 
Individualism?  So I might turn to one of the many possible forms of “equal exchange” Individualism.  Perhaps 
people will do one thing when they grow older.  Those who are but indifferent workers may continue with their 
groups; those who are efficient will lose patience at always working with beginners and will go ahead by themselves, 
unless a very altruist disposition makes it a pleasure to them to act as teachers or advisers to younger people.  I 
also think that at the beginning I should adopt Communism with friends and Individualism with strangers, and 
shape my future life according to experience.  Thus, a free and easy change from one variety of Communism to 
another, thence to any variety of Individualism, and so on, would be the most obvious and elementary thing in a 
really free society; and if any group of people tried to check this, to make one system predominant, they would be as 
bitterly fought as revolutionists fight the present system. 
 
 Why, then, was Anarchism cut up into the two hostile sections of Communists and Individualists?  I believe 
the ordinary factor of human shortcomings, from which nobody is exempt, accounts for this.  It is quite natural 
that Communism should appeal more to some, Individualism to others.  So each section would work out their 
economic hypothesis with full ardour and conviction, and by-and-by, strengthened in their belief by opposition, 
consider it the only solution, and remain faithful to it in the face of all.  I intend neither to defend nor to combat 
Communism or Individualism.  Personally, I see much good in Communism; but the idea of seeing it generalized 
makes me protest.  I should not like to pledge my own future beforehand, much less that of anybody else.  The 
question remains entirely open for me; experience will show which of the extreme and of the many intermediate 
possibilities will be the best on each occasion, at each time.  Anarchism is too dear to me that I should care to see it 
tied to an economic hypothesis, however plausible it may look today.  Unique solutions will never do, and whilst 
everybody is free to believe in and to propagate his own cherished ideas, he ought not to feel it right to spread them 
except in the form of the merest hypothesis, and every one knows that the literature of Communist and 
Individualist Anarchism is far from keeping within these limits; we have all sinned in this respect. 
 
 In the above I have used the terms “Communist” and “Individualist” in a general way, wishing to show the 
useless and disastrous character of sectional exclusiveness among Anarchists.  If any Individualists have said or 
done absurd things (are Communists impeccable?), to show these up would not mean to refute me.   All I want is to 
see all those who revolt against authority work on lines of general solidarity instead of being divided into little 
chapels because each one is convinced he or she possesses a correct economic solution of the social problem.  To 
fight authority in the capitalist system and in the system of State Socialism, an immense wave of real Anarchist 
feeling is wanted, before ever the question of economic remedies comes in.  Only recognize this, and a large sphere 
of solidarity will be created. 
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